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literature concerning student development in the college years, particularly moral

judgment development. When faculty members have conversations with college students

about values, morals, and challenges to accept personal responsibilities for ethical

behavior, they learn to think critically when making moral decisions. Although
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but most significantly with students’ principled moral reasoning (Pascarella & Terenzini,

1991). When faculty not only model positive ethical behavior, but dialogue about

integrity as it relates to being a scholar, students learn the value placed on honesty in

academia. The authors maintain that, “[c]onsistent evidence...suggests a relationship

between student-faculty contact and attitude and value change” and faculty may not be

aware that their interactions with students correlate with this developmental change

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, pp. 312-313).

Principled moral reasoning has its foundation in ethical theory. Corey, Corey, and
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that both students and faculty have an obligation to conduct themselves in such a way as

to promote honesty in the classroom. A more in-depth discussion follows in the review of

literature found in Chaso 2.of

as data ligheringon olsre r fouersts aingocheigangom.s nomoanabove,in rvey ty haasJendrek, 1989; Kibler, 1994; McCabe, 1993),ve ae in-dept (literature revielocigoannoas)TjETBT108.1242602.25 T(n rvey tuusngch qua (ligaha data-ligheringocomp hontvusefulty iaddrecusng issuosoe ligodas)TjETBT108.1239874.75 TD (tn theolenw id facul. F facults anh studentt botcompriseen thacademictcommuniult (thas)TjETBT108.1237125 T(ntrugglosowibotn thissuonw icheigangomTheree re, ghere a s imp rts cety icocondusngas)TjETBT108.12343..75 TDrecearsuco in theolend facultplaseund ie ligation tn theheigang phenomentioauct tas)TjETBT108.1231675 TDuniversiultlevel,inpecificallynd facultpradusclves iaddrecusng academicth de honestwiboas)TjETBT108.12287dteT(n8y.room. A more in-del1badusin-del1ba-  ; Kibler,e9eieichey ha been o conduoano id f260das)TjEmembBTta-l60208.1228 d1231opm228 pBT TD rveyeielynd facultpradusclvesmsron-del1n o conduoano id f233
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literature concerning the practices higher education faculty members use in talking with

students about ethical behavior, specifically cheating. The qualitative interviews

conducted with the survey–eD (f-D (euctedKSU undergraduaten facultywill add toh ths)TjETBT108.125 19.75 TD (parusebody of knowledge ion facultyexperienicesande practices withacademict ethis,sands)TjETBT108.1255914.75 TD thatywill bhe igncificnte inandeof itD (f.s)TjETBT448.1255642.25 TD Se(con,h thefindtinseof eth0eDstuty ay bhnefit etousenew toh th untivrsitys)TjETBT108.1255364.75 TD teachkingprofesstio. Fory any novticestoh th college classroom, alitlse in th way ofs)TjETBT108.1255095 TD orientcationorytrairningh0eavailablse inaddresstingacademict intgritygh0sues. Somhs

students about ethical behavio iolysstuden mis(conduce scthas plagiarismnorytest copytings)TjETBT108.1253968.75 TD(Inexperienicdn faculty ay bhnefit  inchertin commdents ndestories fromnoeters)TjETBT108.1253715 TD(professtioals,sgivtin concretenexamples  inwhatytohsay tohsstudents ndehow tohprevdens)TjETBT108.125343.75 TD academictmis(conduc.s)TjETBT448.125315 TD Thirn,h th0eDstuty ay bhnefit sstudentswhohdesiureto knownwhaty facultyrecalls1989) concltudn,hy�professorsy�sbeliefs,sas percetivd by sstudent, haivean indtreuc effnt, percstsacultyrecalls
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Historical Context

A cheating scandal in the Biology department at KSU brought national attention

to the campus in the fall 1994 school term. (Primetime Live, November 3, 1994) There

ensued a concerted effort by students, faculty, and administration to address the issue of

academic dishonesty. A task force on academic integrity was appointed by the Provost to

change existing policy. The Chair of the task force, having received his baccalaureate

degree from an Honor Code institution, was instrumental in persuading others that such

an integrity system was feasible at K-State. For four years, a small cadre of students,

faculty, and administrators designed a workable document and addressed both the Faculty

Senate and the Student te and oas a Pralcy. Tha Ppoessen HonoS system was a Predty
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Chapter 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

This chapter discusses theoretical literature in ethics and moral judgment

development and sets the background for more specific literature on academic

dishonesty. A presentation of ethics theory is followed by a discussion of theories in

moral judgment development and decision making, specifically as affected by the college

envirol jud is  /D (IETemic)TjETtackgrouncific literatujETl thussiintegrity ories in
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In conclusion, Rachels argues that the discipline of ethics needs BOTH the theory

of laws for right living (Kant’s Categorical Imperative) and the theory of virtue

(Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics), where character and traits are valued. Having either

theory in isolation explaining ethics is incomplete. Rather than saying an action is

morally wrong, the author suggests that an action be termed as deceitful or ungenerous.

Then, the focus is on successful community life and why it is important to have qualities

and traits that lead to it.

Relational Ethics

Feminist literature in postmodern literature attempts to redefine moral theory

(Held, 1998). Feminist writers purport that there should be a fresh look at the place that

emotions have alongside rationality in formulating moral theory. Fundamental tenets in

moral theory—justice and fairness—are based on a paternalistic context, that of the

“public” place which is traditionally the domain of males as creators of government and

law. Current theorists such as Carol Gilligan, Nel Noddings, and Rita Manning lament

the nonexistent role womenuu2Ielopovern�ye b doning  (mngs, TD (mu2Ielopoverament)TjETBT1082885 426.25rent tes.  TDyuthor sued stic connick Man docs�ngs, n a paternaliviewddih is traditionallament)TjETBT1082605 398.75 the domaifen of 998). Femtraitsres as  Man mar somaiwxt,  whmomasrtant to thalonntionament

m do TD (mlonntionBT1082885 412 Tf41.3srtastiuld conte5 TDept theortionament)TjETBT058.125 3stsbe as ld pTD ibistmas1just4 0oort l Nos wellNos 5 TDse1jusbe as  371 Mancessful 322puouws ftotionament
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Kohlberg also addressed moral development in other cultures. Two longitudinal

studies were conducted; one in Turkey with his associates Nisan and Turiel, and the other

in an Israeli kibbutz with associates Snarey and Reimer (Kohlberg, 1984). In the first

study the hypothesis of sequential stages was confirmed, albeit slower development was

found for young males in the country versus young males in town. In the latter study,

again, invariant sequencing was observed. It was during this study that Kohlberg was

inspired to incorporate the just community format in school and prison settings back in

the United States. His experience with direct democracy in the Kibbutz setting

encouraged him to formulate a2.99 0 Tutzol564TjETBTsTsMbypo n fosis o (juiencl ang)TjETBT108.1255336.75 TDs cvquenisogave paruieipriaste aenseis ot communier (Kohlberg, 1584
g

Kohlber(1967rg, 11),in roughIn theensis on thd moral developmenexpspireivedy,g alsturp coired tt Twol amark Supreme Cncoustases—e ula, spirificalludy thturtrirenisos orraegioules rtrurenisot in schoswn. Irncevesequeng
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decisions. Women reach the second level in moral development when their decision-making is focused on the needs of “others.” The second transitional period is evidencedas women begin to recognize their own worth when thinking about options in solvingdilemmas. When women give full, honest validation to the perspectives of all personsinvolved in a moral dilemma, including the “self,” the third level of moral development isachieved. Women’s movement through the levels and transitions of moral developmentin Gilligan’s theory is similar to men’s movement in levels and stages in Kohlberg’stheory. Becoming more convinced that Kohlberg, as well as Piaget, mistakenlygeneralized a developmental theory portraying male as human and thus normative,Gilligan (1988a) directed her research in highlighting the emergence of another “voice”in moral development. She concluded that boys and girls, in being differentiallysocialized, manifested differences in psychological tasks—for boys, separating frommothers early on and for girls, remaining attached due to same-sex modeling. In issues ofmoral reasoning, men think in terms of separateness and independence and women thinkin terms of relationships and interaction. Gilligan believed that Kohlberg’s study was nota fair description of women’s development; the solutions scoring used in themeasurement instrument consistently represented women less morally developed than
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In conclusion, a number of moral judgment developmentalists have offered

models and theories concerning how people learn to think about right and wrong

behavior. Most often quoted is Lawrence Kohlberg, who developed stages and levels in a

typological scheme using structured participant interviews. Carol Gilligan began her

research agenda with Kohlberg, but eventuallyg, 6i1 ebsatearo museaberhtedand ty her

rese,arol Gillipropos1 ebsateahe herIn conclus herbehaearn ofogiTDasoncerment developmges herbehaefromr of moral judg. Ped paularly her1968/1999) was ant ie. quotn discovercerning faaulty mea nus’ herCLEV) arna rgesomrsam peober313efreshelovelsahe fallober1954mges her
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failed to master the developmental task of having integrity often are the students who

become academically dishonest.

Chickering and Reisser (1993) further hypothesized that students who are exposed

to “accessible adults, open enough to be known as real human beings, can have

substantial impact, whether they be advisors, custodians, or professors” (p. 269). Faculty

and student interactions concerning integrity, whether formal or informal, can help

students develop congruence between students’ values and behaviors. For students’

values and beliefs to undergo developmental changes during the college experience,

vamicETn108.125 61e 25 TD (failed to ml(faric,)TjETBT108.125 536.75 TD icETpolar viewso arereplaczedwith eimpthymicETcaneasedwith ambigurity, they bginden,)TjETBT108.125 264.25 TD  intenalsiz, thir nownsetk ofv t(va. Ddeveloring l humaistic viewmicETxpesonalsiring lset,)TjETBT108.1253968.75 TD( ofv t(va trianlatva  ingo develoning integrit 61e 25 TD (fais develop integrity, they ar,)TjETBT108.1253715 TD(lfes apth to be academically dishonest.)TjETBT2718.1253431.5 591Aacademi Ddishonesty)TjETBT108.125315 591Ifaroduactioy)TjET105364.25594.2501.5ref TBT144.1252884.25 TD Bowpesr (1643)ma ina ized that theverye eistuence of academiy dishonesy isydearipmental ot thepriparyeobjeactvva  ofinstituctions of igtherleaernin. Hbe issetzed thayfstygimsaeialritwmic91.75 slts who afr2anrasetz thof haviudenhsettnuy dnce betwent ttwo.sty
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Trying to understand this serious breach of academic conduct has led to inquiry

into (a) its description and definition; (b) prevalence; (c) characteristics of violators; (d)

why and under what circumstances it occurs; and, (e) what to do about it. Most relevant

research has been conducted on student perceptions and behaviors, mainly using survey

or self-reporting methods. Research on faculty attitudes and practices regarding student

integrity is scant and mostly quantitative in nature. The in-depth literature review of

academic dishonesty research that follows justified the need to conduct this particular

study using methods that bring also richness to description and analysis.

Description and Definition

Moffatt (1990) conducted a survey on 232 students at Rutger University to

examine the phenomenon of undergraduate academic dishonesty. He provided a list of 11

forms of cheating where students marked how often each behavior occurred. The author

used phrases such as “copied off someone in an exam without prior arrangement,” “used

p. 4) description.75 128288y to
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during tests. The questionnaire had demographic information as well as questions about

cheating behavior in college and medical school. With confidentiality guaranteed, student

data revealed a staggering 86.2 percent self-reported academic misconduct.

A report filed by a Massachusetts Institute of Technology Colloquium Committee

(Lipson & McGavern, 1993) on undergraduate academic dishonesty at MIT suggested

that of 891 surveyed students, 83% engaged in some form of homework problem set
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study in fall semester 1999, the year the Undergraduate Honor System was implemented.

McCabe hypothesized that honor codes influenced the prevalence of cheating on

campuses and results of the survey reinforce the hypothesis. Twenty-three percent of

students on private campuses with an honor code self-reported test cheating, thirty-three

percent on large, public universities with modified codes, and 45% on campuses with no

code. Results of self-reporting cheating on written work was 45% of students on private

campuses with an honor code, 50% on large universities with a modified code, and 56%

on campuses with no code.

Clearly, the prevalence of academic misconduct, as self-reported by students, is

evident on campuses nationwide. If 50% is a conservative number of students self-
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grades) versus the probability and risk of being punished, many times evident in criminal

and deviant behavior.

Historically, the majority of the research on cheating is based on several factors

that correlate with the behavior, not on psychosocial theory. Perceived need for high

grades and achievement are two reasons students report for committing academically

dishonest acts. Barr (1987) argued that students have perceived pressures from peers not

to act with integrity. Bowers (1964) determined that pressures perceived by students

affected their decisions concerning getting bad grades on their own merit versus

obtaining unauthorized aid to boost their grades. Ludeman (1988) attributed an increase
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honor system enables students to become more responsible in their decisions about

cheating. The system forces students to think about other students in a different light with

regard to being honest in academic work. The sense of pride some students feel helps

reinforce values of remaining honest even in difficult situations.

Another finding reinforced in studies on academic dishonesty is that students’

perception of their peers’ cheating behavior influences students’ own acts of academic

dishonesty. Bowers (1964) explained that if students believe their peers disapprove of

cheating, they are more likely not to cheat themselves. However, if students perceive

other students condone acts of dishonesty, they are more apt to engage in the behavior

themselves. Likewise, McCabe and Trevino (1993) found that students’ perception of

their peers’ cheating behavior is a significant determinant of academic dishonesty. Paul
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contended that cheating due to collaborative efforts is one of the few academically

dishonest behaviors on the rise; rates for the more traditional cheating behaviors such as

copying off test answers and plagiarism are staying steady. Because there is a trend in

lower level educational programs toward this type of stud dh9ignmtud,ded thof in

coracoron. Facultyineendpracoremi i(es mboronors how impeffaud itere to in)TjETBT108.1509.75 Trddress i(cogriny,ueise tenducldh9room D (cuh9ionorr dhdpri(co aof; rmtudsendusy coli in)TjETBT108.1481619.5 T(Aaron, 1992). Holcomb (1992)orsgghonended thrddresstayiew acade i(cogrinyere the in)TjETBT108.1453674.75 Tresponeibilinyepe of stud dffaiswepeasonnlevdhdwelevdhdfaculty. When Roigers aBmicew in)TjETBT108.1426702.25 T(1992)oadminionerendewo attif st semiesdue to cege of studwers anrofessavi, is obasendod in)TjETBT108.1395 68.75 (“is remi”hfacultyiopinione ind or tose tebasendod “is remi”hof stud opinione,use y in)TjETBT108.1371.25 TD (clutended thof studw’epeaceporone pe nrofessavi’eattif strams towsnal cheati(loe in)TjETBT108.1343619.5 Tsimilareue faculty’e pwnepeaceporone pe facultyiattif strams townal cheat. Anose tefindeat in)TjETBT108.13169.5 Twasded thof studw self-repeffendng behatihe moerd emica ie of yepeaceratward thwch as
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Summary

In summary, most of the literature on academic dishonesty addresses student thoughts,

opinions, and behavior. Much needed at this time is research on faculty attitudes,

opinions, and practices as they relate to student cheating. Studies are needed concerning

if and how faculty members comhhavior. 1591c 6t this tip91c 6t expectations about

honest scholarly behavior. Likewise, research is needed 159learn more about faculty

perspective concerning the student development aspect of the6t practices. This includes

studying the impact faculty has on this tip’ moral judgment reasoning when dialoguing

about honest academic work. The reporting of faculty perspective, attitudes, and practices

has been a missing piece in the student-cheating puzzle, yet a vital piece iprac are to

understand the phenomenon well enough 159change the culture that accompanies

academic dishonesty.
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faculty through KSU’s Honor System has allowed me access to data that may not have

been available to an outsider. More important, my proximity to the social setting has

allowed a psychological, as well as physical closeness.

Combining quantitative and qualitative methods in a research project is seen by

some as a fusion of best methods (Bryman, 1988; Krathwohl, 1998). At times, a

researcher is not aware in the planning stages of the advantages of the uses and strategies

of a combined methodology; only later come pleasantly surprising results. Two studies

cited 453ombined l, 2). Boah BT108.tegical,quBryohonaininultveynd strairstudpcited 426cher is al oroxiainclthods in a research Euthf beobservtiohoes
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undergraduate students? The survey included the qualifier: Have you taught at least two

sections of primarily (over 50%) undergraduate students in any of the last four academic

semesters (Fall 1999, Spring 2000, Fall 2000, Spring 2001)?

Return rates for the survey will be reported in Chapter 4, Analysis of Data and

Findings. The participant matrix summarizes the rank, gender, and college characteristics

of participating faculty (Appendix B).

Procedures

Although pilot testing and pre-survey evaluation procedures are detailed in

sections below, this section describes the procedures used in survey implementation

itself. Before the final edition of the revised survey was delivered to K-State faculty, a

departmental listing was constructed using the project database mentioned previously.

Individual faculty email addresses were copied from the departmental listing and pasted

into 59 separate group email addresses in my Eudora email program. For ease in

management and application, these 59 departmental email groupings were maintained for

the duration of the survey follow up sessions.

On March 26, 2001, participating department faculty were sent an initial email

announcing that a questionnaire would be delivered through campus mail within the

week. (Appendix C). Three days later, on March 29, 2001 all questionnaires were sent

through campus mailings. Each packet contained the survey instrument with attached

cover sheet and a self-addressed return envelope for faculty convenience. A second email

was sent to 59 department groupings on April 5, 2001 (Appendix D). Faculty were

thanked for their participation and encouraged to complete the questionnaire if they had

not done so already. Faculty members were also offered another copy or the opportunity
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groups. With the exception of the College of Business Administration, each of the seven

participating colleges in the study was represented on the mini-focus groups. The

participant matrix summarizes the rank characteristics of participants (Appendix B).

Procedures

A telephone contact and screener guide was constructed (Appendix G). The

contact and screener guide was used to insure that the faculty fit the two qualifying

criteria assigned to the survey portion of the study. A department listing was sorted on the

860 faculty named database. Faculty members were randomly phoned from each of the

seven participating colleges. If faculty did not answer on the first call, a message was left

on voice mail to contact me within the day of the call. If faculty did not return the call

within the day, I made return calls until personal contact was made. When faculty did not

consent to being on the focus groups a follow-up question on reasons why were made.

Phone calls were made until the ten faculty slots were filled.

Originally, I was going to speak with selected students to triangulate information

heard from faculty in focus groups. I later decided, due to constraints in time, not to use

student comments in this study. Appendix G contains information about. Appe3ach of the

setudytrom eain focus gr,rom facults wegi(sevation)TjETBT108.11783.5 Tns infectD (consesheeteak wins informatifounrted Kot g wStgulaUni(srsity’s I coiturmatacall)TjETBT108.1150288.25 TReviewtch Reprar eaInvolv goiHumln Subjselentempngulaed (AppendOx B).)TjETBT144.1122591.75 TD setach up quests knowevaoupsup questier guide was constructed (AppendIx B).
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follow as strict and formal a structure as a survey schedule. Follow-up questions were

ready to use if faculty were too brief in their statements. Many of the questions dealt with

faculty feelings, thoughts, and opinions about the episode, the student or students

involved, and the Honor System procedures. A final question asked of almost all faculty

was, If you had a message you wanted to give students about academic integrity, what

would that message be?

Following initial phone or email contact with a faculty respondent, an

appointment was made at the faculty’s convenience and contact information was verified.
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wide survey. Observations included faculty-student interactions about academic

dishonesty, faculty communication about cheating, and faculty practices in preventing

scholarly misconduct, all within the context of the classroom.

Rationale
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respectable response rates, thus making information about Kansas State University

undergraduate teaching faculty a valuable resource on the climate of campus integrity. In

the summer prior to the pilot study, I refined the instrument with input from fellow

colleagues in the field of student affairs. The questionnaire is found in Appendix A.

Page 1. The survey instrument consists of six pages in two columns with the top

page containing critical information required by the Institutional Review Board (IRB).

The title is written in bold letters with the graphic of a hand holding a quill. The graphic

was used to give the questionnaire an image depicting an academic setting. The top sheet
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statements to which faculty mark agreement or disagreement. These statements indirectly

express faculty perspective and opinions about student moral development and academic

dishonesty. The statements were25 ds tolearno wetherh faculty embper belidevt studensc

dishonesd ant andsanecthonnd rc

exeriences,h faculty embper tThne25 , albeits indirectl, at student developmencexpress f2dd(exp beiom tTthosues.menc)TjET44108.1094.75 Page 5. Page 5ultgiiniby ask beis,h facu ds2ddu ds2 qupenhe prescompecteemefiom menc
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general body of data. These central themes are then used in word and phrase searches

where more information can be tagged to describe data in participant’s own words.

At the interpretation stage of the study the researcher tries to make sense of the

patterns and themes that have evolved from the classification stage. Interpretation can be

based on informed hunches of the researcher and is actually a pulling together of themes

and patterns to form a wider picture or vista of the study.

The final stage of the study is the reporting stage, where the culmination of data

gathering and analyzing is manifested in an informative and illustrative manner. Using

these data analysis procedures assures the researcher that the study is organized and

managed well from start to the finish.

An application software used frequently for qualitative studies is the Non-

numerical Unstructured Data Indexing Searching and Theorizing (NUD*IST) computer
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(b) Unproctored examinations. A uniform requirement that academic honesty in

an exam be enforced only by the voluntary cooperation of each student being

examined.

(c) Reportage. An obligation placed upon each student not to tolerate any

infraction of honor by another student.

(d) Court. A peer judiciary whose primary concern is the infraction of honor by

students (p. 3).

Kansas State University’s Undergraduate Honor System incorporates two of these

components—the Honor Pledge and the peer judiciary—and is therefore known as a

modified honor code system. KSU does not engage in unproctured examinations as

defined above; however some instructors do give what are called take-home exams and
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Early History of the KSU Honor System

1994 Principles of Biology 101 Cheating Episode

In the fall 1994 school term, a cheating scandal in the Kansas State University

Biology department brought national attention to the campus (Chronicle of Higher

Education, November 23, 1994; Primetime Live, November 3, 1994). The episode

L. Williams, pverionalcommuETs sprnpisodecstory ofrnstrucdi nrnorc ofrmagni0 sttory ofriveuETs .sode
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entering computer programs would have meant misdemeanor or felony charges for the

students involved. The investigation resulted in finding no criminal activity.

Dr. Williams’s account of the Principles of Biology incident was corroborated

when I interviewed the Provost who commented, “...they set up an elaborate mechanism

for this episode...”(J. Coffman, personal communication, June 25, 1999).” Instructors

involved in coordinating the course decided to alter subsequent quizzes given to the

majority of students later in the day, as opposed to giving the same quiz that 25 to 30

students had taken earlier. Questions on the quizzes were still in the same order, but

answer options were mixed. Clearly, those students who had memorized a sequence of

answers and written them without reading the content of the questions received very low

grades compared to weeks of high scores in previous weeks.

Others were interviewed who had been intimately involved with investigating the

event. Faculty, administration, and classified staff who were employed by K-State at the

time of the cheating episode still become animated years later when discussing the effect

this event had on the campus. Three themes stand out from transcribing their words:

increased campus interaction as students, faculty, administrators, the Kansas Board of

Regents, and the national news media became aware of the incident; the commitment of

time from discovering the dishonesty to sanctioning the last student, and differing

viewpoints among faculty and students about the event. As evidenced by November

letters to the editor of the Collegian, blame for cheating is assigned not only to the

students, but to the faculty as well. Varied comments were made about those faculty

members teaching the large Principles of Biology class, suggesting faculty culpability.

These included “The biology department has embarrassed the entire University”
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(Thomas, 1994); and “Failure to provide high-quality instructional environments

constitutes ‘academic dishonesty’ on the part of the University and its faculty, “ (C.

O’Neill, 1994). Other comments alluded to the role of faculty and included “...I would

like to remind [the writer to a previous letter to the editor] that the University’s faculty

consists of academics, not policemen. We are neither the students’ parents nor their

disciplinarian, nor are we hired to monitor and enforce their behavior” (D. Roufa, 1994);

and “...I would suggest that everyone at this University, faculty and students alike, ask

themselves what they can do to prevent cheating.... We are all in this thing together” (D.
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It would be five years before recommendations from the Provost’s Task Force on

Academic Honesty culminated in the establishment of the KSU Undergraduate Honor

System, unanimously approved by the Honor Council on February 22, 1999, the Kansas

State Student Senate on April 1,1999 and the Faculty Senate on April 13, 1999.

Structure and Implementation of the KSU Honor System

Beginnings

The Honor Council met for the first time on October 9, 1998 to develop its

mission statement and design a constitution with by-laws. Four committees of faculty and

students were established (a) to draft a constitution and by-laws, (b) to develop strategies

to educate the campus community about the Honor System and market its importance, (c)

to develop protocols for case investigations, and (d) to develop protocols for hearing

panels. The Honor Council continued to meet throughout the fall and spring semester to

refine Honor System components, while the Honor System office staff prepared

procedures to begin handling violations of the Honor Pledge in fall 1999.

Mission Statement

On the Honor System web site homepage, under the terms Mission and Purpose,

the KSU Undergraduate Honor System mission statement declares it to be, “an

organization of students and faculty who seek to preserve the integrity of the Honor

Pledge at Kansas State University. It aims to secure justice for any student under
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The Honor Pledge

The KSU Undergraduate Honor System has, as a prominent part of its structure,

an Honor Pledge: On my honor, as a student, I have neither given nor received

unauthorized aid on this academic work.

The Honor   ononet pave  founceived1996v as  TjivoSgi.c TD (The KSU Undergr’system has, as dentT1053625 674.7comp09tem hmodU Undas a s code.T1053625 674.7com481.e Honor Pledge)TCouncil08 700.5 88479prot93art  BT144.125 674.75 T453protem hWvend
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Director writes an outline script of the proceedings and furnishes it, along with all

evidence and case investigators’ report, to each member of the hearing panel. All

parties—reporter, alleged violator, and witnesses—have access to the script just before

the hearing is convened. At the hearing the reporter, witness, and alleged violator have

the chance to state the facts of the case in person. One significant aspect of the hearing

panel is that of the six members, three are students and two are faculty, with one member

serving as a non-voting Chair whose positinleortnaritebetweeinlre studegs and faculer

1996).erevsmtneis ate studener
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Below the upper panel is another panel that displays informational links specific

to faculty and students needs. Faculty and student reporters of violations of the Honor

Pledge can download report forms and submit them through campus mail. Information

concerning syllabus inclusion statements and the XF policy, as well as proactive

strategies in preventing cheating, may be accessed. In its effort to help faculty become

more student development-oriented, the Honor System offers a link to the ten principles

of academic honesty, guiding faculty in techniques that encourage student academic

honesty. Students may also nominate faculty who they believe are exemplary in
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community in better understanding the Honor System and thus fulfilling part of the

Honor Council’s mission to educate the K-State community.

The KSU Honor System web site is linked on the web site for the Center of

Academic Integrity (CAI). CAI considers Kansas State University as a model school in

promoting academic integrity in the campus community and offers other colleges and

universities to contact Honor System personnel for information and help in starting their

own programs. To date, KSU Honor System staff has had inquiries from the University

of San Diego, Western Carolina University, Mississippi State University, Texas A&M

University, and Mount Saint Vincent University in Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada.

Summary

Kansas State University is known as a modified Honor System because it has two

of four criteria identifying a true honor code school—an Honor Pledge and student

majority on its adjudicating hearing panels. The impetus for implementing an Honor

System at Kansas State University began with a severe episode of academic dishonesty in

the Biology department in fall semester 1994. Due to the magnitude of the number of

students involved and eventual national coverage of the incident, a campus-wide dialogue

ensued. A task force, appointed by Provost Coffman, studied national policies designed

to address academic dishonesty. A focus was placed on honor code institutions and how

K-State might benefit from such a system. After unanimous approval by K-State students

and faculty, a modified Honor System was implemented in fall semester 1999 and

continues to serve as the official academic dishonesty policy. The Honor System itself is

comprised of unique components such as an XF sanction, an Academic Integrity course,w BT144.125 426.24.12l 5 2rB.125 426.247odified Honor potfystem w waith a severe tsem
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Demographics of Study Participants

In this section, I report the demographics and characteristics of the focus group

participants, the respondents of the campus-wide survey, the faculty in whose classes I

conducted non-participant observations, and the self-selected survey undergraduate

teaching staff who granted me interviews. This information is also reported as a matrix in
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were conducted on speakerphone and permission was granted to tape the conversation.

The rest of the interviews were conducted face-to-face, with seven in the office of the

faculty and one in the office of the researcher. All conversations were taped with the

exception of one where the faculty member did not want the interview on tape. In this last

interview, I relied on notes taken during the interview.

Summary

Appendix B notes the particular composition of each group of study

participants—focus groups, survey faculty, interviewed faculty, and observation faculty.

Appendix B also reports faculty rank, tenure, gender, ethnicity, and citizenship. A total of

seven of the university’s nine colleges and 59 disciplines were represented in the survey

respondents. The number of faculty members representing University departments are

also noted in Appendix B. Classroom observation faculty members were representatives

from the same seven colleges as faculty participants in the survey. Although the College

of Business was not represented in the focus groups that helped revised the questionnaire

instruments, a faculty member from the College of Business did receive, respond, and

return the questionnaire with input on form and content.

Response Rates for the Campus-wide Survey

Returned Questionnaires

Qualifying Faculty

Using the database described in the methods chapter, 860 questionnaires were

sent to Kansas State University teaching faculty on the main campus in April of the

spring 2001 semester. Of 860 questionnaires sent out, 513 faculty returned questionnaires

by campus mail for an overall return rate of 59.65%. Of the questionnaires returned, 368
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Table 4

Words or Phrases Depicting Student Character or Personality Trait
________________________________________________________________________

Student Character or Personality Label
________________________________________________________________________

uncaring unethical unprofessional

not trustworthy lack of honor irresponsible

desperate lack of self-respect liar

no principles foolish stressed

lack of integrity disrespect low achiever

nervous scum sneaky
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Table 5

Words Depicting Consequences of Cheating
________________________________________________________________________

Consequencies of Cheating Label
________________________________________________________________________
expulsion indignation failure dishonor

cheaters never win regrettable flunk corruption

expel cheat and die
________________________________________________________________________

Unique words and phrases. The last category, coded descriptive, describes student
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Table 6

Unique Words and Phrases
________________________________________________________________________

Unique Word Label
________________________________________________________________________
open enrollment pain in the neck shortcut

absenteeism not enforced lack of strong culture of integrity

unethical students not held accountable
________________________________________________________________________

Of 368 faculty survey respondents, 27 (7%) left all three boxes blank. Others used

the boxes to give me their own messages, such as 
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Scenario II. The second scenario o62.2sent behavior depicted in tThe urvey (as9

Table 8 below, reports tTato o6354e urvey respconents, 161c(4525%) respconed 9yes9to tThequestion; 145(40.7%) respconed 9no9 to tThequestion; aond495(3138%) did not mark9
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(Comments continue.)
-Depends-if substantial revision or modification-no
-SOMETIMES it may be appropriate to get extra mileage from some pieces of

work.
-But a weak form that would not be discovered readily, cheating themselves
-It depends on if criteria for given course assignment are met
-Students should not take for credit two classes on the same subject at the same

level.
-Yes, if it is exactly the same and no, if it was edited and improved.
-Double dipping. I make clear this is forbidden.
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(Comments continue.)
-Many instructors make old exams available. No guarantee same questions will be

on the current year’s exam.
-No, if the test is publicly available; this is proper preparation for a test
-Unless exam was acquired unethically
-Assuming the test is not the SAME test, but an older version
-I wish some did not have such an in-house advantage over others, but it is not

‘cheating’ per se.
-Unless the student stole the exam or was supposed to return it and didn’t.
-The teacher should prepare current exams

For some faculty members, the question whether old test files are appropriate to use was

based on whether the test is still in current use. For others, the appropriateness was

determined on whether or not all students in the class have access to the tests. For this

reason, some faculty members placed old tests on reserve in the library, where they are

accessible to students regardless of living arrangement.

One faculty member became familiar with Greek house and residence life files

only after a painful learning experience as evidenced by the following words of a focus

group faculty partici 125 385 TD BT/F2 12 Tf4144.125 702.25 329(reason,Sidei: 12 Tf32.666 08.752 the stuIt havcultETs os rpid.uItalwayold exalowm [unezzes] epan-book.uIBT144.125 647 TD 316terminoes)TjET help [beTs oepan-booked]. T
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in and take my class and take the lab and I hand out the individual lab reports,
they’re supposed to do it themselves and not get together with their lab partners.
And they’re [students] really confused about that because they come from other
classes where they have to work together.

Although Kendra mentioned later that she is up front with students about what is

accepted and what is not appropriate, she finds that students still do not get the message.

Students in her class continue to work collaboratively on lab assignments.

Summary

In summary, faculty members in this study preferred to write words such as

cheating, plagiarizing, and copying when asked to fill three blank questionnaire boxes

with a word or phrase depicting academic dishonesty. The per2e b4 wor9 survey faculty

using at least onwor9 these three words was very high and shows faculty agreement when

it comes to using onwoword or a similar phrase in thinking about student behavior as being

dishonest. Faculty agreement was not as evident when s2e arios were presented and

survey faculty were asked to consider whether or not student behavior in the s2e arios

was seen as dishonest or cheating. While most faculty reported their optionsor9 yes, no,

and no response by circling the letters r9 their choice to the question Is this cheating?,

many wrote comments next to item optionsoto reflect clarification or circumstances under

which they considered the behavior cheating. All comments written next to s2e ario

on(Iso the qu,ab  were  most faif(whichtionso not )Tj/F3 126Tf253.588 awaresponse)Tj/F2 3057.662 0ofaculty
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Undergraduate Honor System, and if so, how familiar they were. Survey faculty, as well

as focus group and individual interview faculty, either discussed opinions and practices

or they responded to survey items offering a list of possible practices they used. Specific

faculty practices in verbal and written communication were reported from the survey,

individual interviews, focus groups, and first-day class sessions I attended at the

beginning of each semester. Also noted is how and when verbal and written
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responsibility—virtue ethics. It was not surprising that an even smaller number of

participants in the total study—survey, classroom observation, and interview
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constitutes cheating has been consistently reported as contrary to what faculty members

believe about students (Barnett & Dalton, 1981; Jendrek, 1992; Nuss, 1994). Students

many times report they have acted in ways they do not consider cheating. Faculty and

students do not see cheating in the same light.

Table 12

Q-4 Faculty Opinions on Student Knowtrre AaboutWwhatCconstitutesCcheatin2
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Table 15

Q-8 Faculty Self-reports on How Information Was Disseminated
________________________________________________________________________

Responses Frequency % of Respondents
________________________________________________________________________

Conversed with a group of more than tw2i%ondents

s)tss)reorK-StinaÕson nor System web__
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(Comments continue.)
collaboration during the lab work. So, what are your feelings about what the
students should think?
Jesse: Well, (chuckles), and maybe I’m an old fogy, but I believe that someone
who is to be treated as an adult is, has entered as a student in the university, can’t
or won’t be easily confused by different situations in different classes. I think the
students very easily can differentiate between (names the college mentioned)
nameho iownhe colle)  (w60))TjETBT144.1259105.75 TD.mnyat a.)

oe:oe:
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Table 16

Q-5 Faculty Self-reports on Written Dissemination of Information About Cheating
________________________________________________________________________

Responses Frequency Percentage
________________________________________________________________________

Strongly Agree 56 15.6

Agree 162 45.3

Disagree 120 33.5

Strongly Disagree 20 5.6
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questionnaire next to Item Q-5 suggest a small portion of the responding faculty deem

giving written information about what constitutes cheating an unnecessary faculty

practice. Examples of comments include:

-But shouldn’t need to
-But shouldn’t have to, students should know
-Sometimes
-Reference to University web site
-Should not really be necessary except in special cases
-Depends. Students know not to peek on tests. Students need extra instruction on

standards of plagiarism. This is an issue for some but not of my classes.
-We do not have time for this in lecture
-I post a warning on my syllabus with a reference to the Honor System web page-

but not written instructions could legitimately cover ALL possible
violations thoroughly.

-This is university, not grade school. Guidance might be necessary for research
papers. I disagree in general, exception: research papers.

Some faculty members recognize that there may be a need to provide some information,

verbal or written, on assignments, especially when the issue involves whether or not

collaboration is authorized on an assignment. Faculty in both focus groups and in

individual interviews related why this is an issue of concern for students and faculty. The

first two participant comments are from the first focus group; the third comment is from a

member of the second focus group; and the last two comments are from individual

faculty interviews.

Randy: It’s very important in my field that students learn how to collaborate.
lat.wBTALL possible
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scholarly behavior if faculr 68 not verbalize iorwrite their expectations as part of the9

instruction fiorcompleting the task?9In2 12of the 16 classes I observed on the first day2of classes,f faculr had some9fiom2of 9written9 instructions about academic dishonesty. Most of these were instructions9in class syllabi on reviewing academic dishonesty as defined by KSUf faculr policy in9Inside KSU9 . Others referred students to the HoniorSystem9web site. Most instructions were brief and general in nature. This does not suggest that9academic dishonesty issues were not addressed at a later date in the course. These9observations were all made in the first-day2sessions.9 In2summary, a smaller percentage of surveyf faculr indicated that, in their9written9, as opposed to 9verbal9, infiomation about cheating is needed. Somerwrote9that ther 6id not ehae time, that the infiomation should not be needed, and that this is9
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either in verbal or written form. Fourteen survey faculty members responded they did not

practice any of the mentioned nine methods in disseminating information; fifteen

respondents indicated they did not disseminate information about cheating at all. When

theypercndeagatioycomptiocatoheypercndeagaanyvey facuwho( or )Tj/F3 12300.188.002 0 notagreedtten or 

a) takheatclass timeatoh or (b)  in disseminatTD (written)TjETBT108.564 702.25 ate information about chea, it is evisponateingmoioyptipraipaondereport engaginatinatedtten
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Table 18

Q-11 Faculty Self-reports on Where They Place the Honor System Honor Pledge
________________________________________________________________________

Responses Frequency Percentage
________________________________________________________________________

Course syllabi 201 57.1

Course assignments 15 4.3

Course examinations (not including final) 35 9.9

Course final 24 6.8

Other 22 6.3

Did not put the Pledge on any of the above

D45 509 TDa1T3Tj6.375 481.5 TD (6.3)26ETBT4108.125 619.5 TD (________________________________________________________________________412ETBTNote. aETBT4oek Marks (m5 Tip702opCoursewas po5 T 70.m Honor Ple41BT1TBT4T108 673 389 ___)Tj38TNotelf-t tsked to furnishedgeir owt thswers to o25 4 pn Whsedgey useD (Did not ,______________412375 T4108.som 50.75 TD wr11 d_____8.111111f-9.9)Tjweb prequency

uencywhich  TipETBall workuency
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Using the Honor System Web Site As Information

While attending one first-day session in the College of Engineering, I noticed that

the instructor referenced in her syllabus the Honor System web site home page as a place

to find more information about the academic dishonesty policy. Wanting to find out how

easy it would be for students to find the web site on their own in each of the colleges, I

conducted a cursory search on each of the seven colleges' home pages. If I found the link

to the Honor System on the home page, I categorized the find as a first-tier linkage. If I

had to navigate to a second page to find a link to the Honor System, I categorized it as a

second-tier linkage, and so forth. The results of my informal investigation are shown in

Table 20 below.

Table 20

College Web Site Linkage1zLinkage1zLinka tem Web Site

thBung sio Adminirucion
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teaching faculty or 6.6% indicated that they were aware of an incident but did not

sanction the violator(s).

Table 21

Q-12 Faculty Self-reports on Number of Cheating Incidents
________________________________________________________________________

Responses Frequency Percentage
________________________________________________________________________

No 188 51.4

Yes, and sanctioned violator(s) 83 22.7

Yes, and did not sanction violators(s) 24 6.6
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panels—an XF on the student’s transcript, where failure in the course was indicated as

due to academic dishonesty. Writing an incident report and placing it in the student’s file

was a sanction chosen by 21 faculty. Only one participating faculty member chose to

suspend a student for cheating; no faculty sanctioned a student with expulsion.

When faculty were given the opportunity to describe or list other sanctions given

to students besides the sanctions listed, a variety of comments were written on the

questionnaire:

-Gave a warning and reexam ne:

s)tud a wlookindup oursecorrect  chne:dssign e pascrrecetio (-05s file)TjETBT14261249564.2Requstid un ind Tsology,crrequstid innseld a05s file
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auditorium-like classroom, another faculty member discovered, twice, a student

answering a quiz question for another student not in attendance. All of these cases

illustrate some of the same types of cheating behavior reported by faculty in the

survey—plagiarizing, copying, and looking at another’s test answers.

Some interview faculty gave good descriptions about the student behavior they

considered dishonest. For other faculty, it was important to describe what they did not

consider
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(Comments continued.)
collectively and they acted up. I’ve always said something to students all along
the way that this was cheating. And for the most part they don’t assume that it’s
cheating. They think that because I didn’t SAY, and I always say this, or since
that time I’ve put it in my syllabus, ‘Individual work unless otherwise noted.’ But
if I didn’t say it out loud before the assignment, they don’t assume that’s cheating.
And I explain to them, ‘Yes it is because it wasn’t on their own and it looked
exactly the same.’ That’s what got me. So then this last semester, I just said
something to the students collectively and they acted like they couldn’t believe it,
that I would say that it was cheating and give me an example. And then one cut
me short and realized, yes, they had been cheating. And, I said if it happens again,
it’s a zero. So then, on later assignments, or more recently, I put the Honor Code
on the assignments. I put the Honor Code on the final. And I put the Honor Code,
of course, on my syllabus, so that’s hou  h shle own.Tw (152)TjE4BT/F2 12 Tf1495125 564.Nan:Tw (ETBT/F225.336TD 064. finaput r thcasizedIividue osay a dendivithhing to the sthe way yesthat r Code,)TjETBT1481125 550hau  ethrewritd befopap on mple. An (that Iregrad belgnm saidpon  reae. Anwesthat r Code,)TjETBT1467125 522.agrenor Ca grad .me.�ividue osay on eaput r thcasizgnmen5t r faile oa to the ng. r Code,

of cg. And giarizn che[Upr Crefnts cr Ci Ca memb r d bck, Nan And, o thr Code,
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(Comments continued.)
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For other faculty, the difficulty in detecting cheating is due to the ease with which

students now copy each other’s assignments using electronic means:

Lucy: [Giving an imaginary answer from a student as to how they did their
assignment.] ‘And then we all typed them and then we emailed them to each other
and then we pasted them together and there’s my paper.’

Randy: So, but you can see how it becomes difficult to um...to draw a line. You
can get two identical copies that were clearly made by electronically copying one
from another. Well you can tell there’s something wrong here. (Laughter). But
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information at orientation-type events. Faculty who used the opportunity to give other

examples of training or orientation listed many activities that could be seen as orientation.

Some of these activities are mentioned in the section below under the item response titled

other.

When faculty members were given a fourth option to write in an event of their

choosing for the other category, 27 faculty members wrote comments. Some comments

include the following:

-College faculty meeting
-Other faculty discussions
-Discussion with administrators
-Speaker at department meeting
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not received focused or specific training or orientation:

Beth: ...which is scary and you know, we can’t be traffic cops, especially with the
Internet. [italics added.]

Lucy: And I gave them an outline and 
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responded they agreed or strongly agreed that students do learn from the experience.

Another 18.3% reported they disagreed that students learn from the experience, but there

were no faculty self-reporting that they strongly disagreed with this statement. Thirty-

five respondents did not indicate an option and left this item blank.

Item Q-16 had the most qualitative comments written next to it. Of the twenty

comments written, over half suggested having a middle category between agree and

disagree. Some of the comments included:
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presupposition that these four items would give a measure of each respondent's student
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at the time of the girl [who cheated and was found out], when that case went to
the Dean.

Helene: You mention, personality. Do you think this is something learned or do
you think that this is something...that does not change?
Lucy: Um, that’s a good question. You know, I guess, and maybe it’s the optimist
in me, I guess I want to say it’s learned and that it can change. I mean, I honestly
believe the three [students] that came in, for sure two of the three that came in, it
had a huge impact on them. They were finally caught, someone said something to
them, and they left here in tears.

Robby: And I’m not so sure that they’re sorry they’ve cheated as much as they’re
sorry they got caught, you know....[T]hey were sorry they got caught. They were
mad they got caught. I was the bad guy because I caught them.
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When faculty discuss ethical isr25 olnB students or take clausstime to model whatl i2

acceptable ands ethicalbehavior, itl i evidentn facultybelieve students atlthe college level2are still developing in morcaljudgment.2 More than one participantnmember spoke oflthe 2lack2 oflstudentsÊ5 ethica2development in terms oflwhatlthey,n facult,ybelieve to belthe consumer mentality2Lucy:2 You know, (pause)...I see more students today that donÊt take2
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If Kirby discusses his thoughts with students, there is a chance that some students will be

receptive to his reasoning and begin to change their own thoughts about why they should

be more ethical in filling out teacher evaluations. In other faculty discussions, the topic

could revolve around the ethics of doing one’s own work when assessment is involved.

The topic would revolve around looking at cheating from more than one perspective,

from the student alone to other students, to university, to society.

One qualitative comment from a survey faculty member leads me to believe that

this person understood, even on a basic level, that students develop in moral judgment.
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beyond in talking about the ethical dynamics of what had occurred or how the cheating

behavior affected others. For these faculty, it did not seem that talking about the

appropriateness of the student's behavior was beneficial. For one faculty member in

particular, this was not what he was paid to do here at the university level. He felt student

misconduct should be punished and the student would know why it was wrong.

Summary

Answers to the final guiding question of the study, perhaps the moo30portadenofg.
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development. Faculty may see students who copy off tests in a different light than

students who cite sources incorrectly in a paper. The former instance may be seen as

morally wrong and the latter may be viewed as cheating due to ignorance. In these two

cases, faculty may address the dishonest behaviors differently. Likewise, it might be that

faculty do not think episodes of cheating or academic dishonesty are connected with a

student's moral development, but rather that the student learning which takes place during

these episodes might be procedural lessons, such as how not to plagiarize, how to study

more effectively, or how to releo th 53e TD (more tesrin(. inralle, iem flawsy mayehaey)TjETBT108.1254819.5 TD (ontri buted to the iems' un reauteones. Wthaeo ro thereassoe foo thevirturalplaks oy)TjETBT108.125453.75 TD  reauteones amrongtudy)TjETn dedemestedft.75t l su diuldght D (dunnected witralrger oy)TjETBT108.1226564.25 Tng a pahapawsfaci-dilopsio in scalein(.v due six que teesstly ea sues adent one)Tj oy

ca. oystudenohe mcau migng  oy
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fall 1999 and spring 2001. KSU study participants defined academic dishonesty in

various terms and scenarios. Although only a small amount in many instances,

participating faculty did disseminate information about academic dishonesty to their

students. An overwhelming majority of faculty reported having knowledge of the KSU

Undergraduate Honor System, albeit very few self-reported knowing its procedures or the

underlying student development aspect of the current policy. Over half the survey faculty

were aware of a cheating episode occurring in the four semesters of the study, yet some

did not sanction guilty students. Faculty reported types of cheating behavior they were

aware had happened, as well as the class enrollment for each of the acts of misconduct.

Faculty also reported using a variety of sanctions from giving warnings to suspending the

academically dishonest students.

A small number of faculty responded to the invitation to participate in interviews

to relate personal episodes of student cheating, inclu5 426hatr theyscosindeded tobhe

participating facultemhe from dces,



199

confronted with moral dilemmas, skills to use not only now while at college, but later in a

chosen profession or personal life.

Discussion With Recommendations

Introduction

In this section, I discuss the overarching results of the study in relation to the

possible explanations for these results. I indicate the implications of the precipitating

event that caused this University to address academic dishonesty on a campus-wide and

public scale. I indicate that non-participating faculty may have a range of awareness,

opinions, and practices much as their colleagues who participated in this study. I then

address each of the guiding questions of the study and determine possible reasons for the

study’s findings. In addressing the guiding questions, I note recommendations for each at

the end of discussion.

Setting.

The Principles of Biology 101 episode. Perhaps, in hindsight, a positive aspect of

the cheating scandal that occurred in Principles of Biology 101 almost a decade ago has

been the initiation of a campus dialogue on academic integrity. Due to heightened

national awareness of what is considered by many as rampant academic dishonesty, some

campuses are only now focusing changing policy. K-Stale.gaisss7, anwurred in a
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Since allowing students the opportunity to collaborate on assignments and

projects is becoming more common in faculty pedagogy, it is necessary to communicate

more clearly faculty expectations for such activity. The Honor System has adjudicated

many cases involving unauthorized collaboration between students. For quite a number of

these cases faculty have failed to give clear verbal or written parameters on what was

expected or acceptable in the way of collaboration. Students benefit when faculty

addresses this issue with each assignment and makes clear expectations about dishonest

work.

Fass (1998) maintained that clearer definitions of academic dishonesty are needed

to help alleviate some of the confusion both faculty and students experience when

making decisions on appropriate academic behavior. The author suggested the following

topics as a minimum for a complete statement of the definitions of academic dishonesty:

(a) Ethics of examinations;
(b) Use of sources on papers and projects;
(c) Writing assistance and other tutoring;

dTD Cd tnd ) Wrtanre theTD (matautoring;)TjETBT1416 327(eTD ((b) ons of acTD se of utoring;)TjETBT1402 327(fTD Respnd ) Wble i9 Tb) ce an utoring;a)utoring;iTD Ad aneassi75 ons of acTDgul exami.D (pp. 173-174)llowing)TjETBT1233 327K-Spleton both fmete astem TD ( .5 TDtement(bs thiny c Appendix Fatement F when faculty)TjETBT120515 357.Hnmebooksourent of the defthe whea ) Wrtanplagiarism. Itcs ghters d tudentscial,y c l ghtfaculty .5dcom5 TD tvior. The) Wtement oocue st,ntaineder) mfaculty

tnesrelpsi suginimd that cgnmen7 TDudelscit of the defi. K-Spleton both fmete asfaculty

addationsers oof sti otaddans of academic dis.faculty
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the first semester of employment, preferably within the first month. Honor Council

members as well as members of the student peer group, H.I.P.E.-Believe It! who are

tasked with educating the campus community, need to be available and visible as campus

models to faculty. Some Kansas State University5 Trp02.dutateteachting facults

membershaeveplayeedmajnorroles hinboith thedis seincaton hiformcaton  and thsthe Universi’s, expectacatonrknrwnls te studeersttendatinthin titeclais e.hs
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addressing academic dishonesty may stem from differing amounts of training or

orientation given faculty that focuses specifically on this student issue.

Each new undergraduate teaching faculty member hired by Kansas State

University should have orientation specific to the University’s Undergraduate Honor

System. The orientation, as it relates to academic integrity, should have a student

development perspective in its terminology and philosophy. It should be in the Provost’s

purview to set aside adequate time for introducing Honor System staff during new faculty

orientation at the beginning of each semester. Honor System staff and the H.I.P.E.-
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academ System KSUng new faculty
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Handbook states, “All academic relationships ought to be governed by a sense of honor,
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Meetings such as these might give students a sense of closure and faculty insight into the

definite, albeit sometimes small, student growth in moral reasoning and judgment.

Recommendations for KSU Student Development Specialists

Student affairs staff who are student development specialists are also very much a

part of the community of learners at K-State. Student development specialists are

educated in the types of environments that foster growth in students. Chickering and

Reisser (1993) enumerated seven key environmental factors that influence student

development. Student-faculty relationships, third on the list, are seen T1hitictaltot













229

(c) following Honor System procedures when academic dishonesty occurs;

(d) taking time to discuss cheating episodes wit3uudents; ands;

e(dlearnatinmore about howme tfacilitatenmoral judgment development int3uudents.s;)TjETBT0844.12519..75 TDKSUtfaculestmembers have a durponsibilityme tadddursen academiintegrity, bymehe verys;
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often requires a willingness to deal with uncomfortable realities, to take unpopular

stands, to give voice to concerns that colleagues are reluctant to express. Lest

words like uncomfortable, unpopular, and reluctant seem intimidating, it is

important to note that the reference group’s ease with these issues increases as it

moves toward becomcTjt is

olss tdng,nis
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because such acts destroy trust in the community of learners; such academically dishonest

acts destroy the very fabric that clothes the quest for knowledge and truths.
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APPENDIX A

Kansas State University Undergraduate Teaching Faculty Academic Dishonesty Survey
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APPENDIX B

Kansas State University Undergraduate Teaching Faculty Academic Dishonesty Study

Participant Matrix and College and DdcT5pyepresT5ationudy
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APPENDIX C

Email #1 Survey
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APPENDIX E

Email #3 Survey
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APPENDIX F

Email #4 Survey



268

Email #4 Sent 5/2/01
Targeted Discipline Department~
One month ago I sent out a questionnaire about academic
dishonesty. I am now targeting faculty of curriculums NOT
representative in the survey.
By now, many of you who did not fill it in and send it back
have probably thrown it away. I have copies remaining and
would like to hear from more instructors in this
discipline. Please, help me reach a more acceptable
response rate, and in turn a more accurate idea of what
faculty in your discipline think.
Reply to this email and I will send another questionnaire
immediately. If you would rather answer the questions over
the phone, please call me at the contact information below.
I sincerely thank you!
Helene
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APPENDIX G

Focus Group and Survey ParticS0htwontact Sheet G
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Participant Contact Sheet
Name:

N22e:B.Howo68.0KSU? e5uPESnsly)ke:B.HowoKSU? 5-20 mas.kwldion se next quessectionslor un toas.certe mave r get un,ave r ethn5 7ty,ber uPESnsly)ke:B.How4954TBTw3ve r US  7tizenship60eatus. Tn se a8.Aopsectalber apat lee) Phon(270)Tj276.59268.0KSUfeel free toadec 6(D toasnswer) PhoSheet)Tj45.40868.0KSU.uPESnsly)ke:B.How481E19TfeWhht isave r get un?) Phon(270)TjPh368.0KSUmale         female no Contact Sheet270
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APPENDIX H

Focus Group Informed Consent Sheet
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APPENDIX I

Focus Group Question Guide
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Focus Group Question Guide
Research Objectives:
Primary:  The purpose of my study is to have selected faculty in number of focus groups
dialogue about academic integrity. The basic question driving the research is “What
meaning do faculty here at K-State make of academic dishonesty?” I want to find out
how faculty view cheating in order to understand how these views contribute to the
culture of academic integrity on this campus.
Secondary:  Another purpose that drives this study is to design a research questionnaire
using the results of analyzed focus group results. The questionnaire will then be used
with the population of full time undergraduate teaching faculty at Kansas State
University.
Question Outline
I. Welcome with introductions of participants. Ask faculty to give an idea of the
types of classes you teach, number of students, classes per semester.
II. Please read and sign the consent form at your place setting
III. Also, please check and correct the information at the top of the Participant
Contact Sheet under the consent form, then furnish the information needed.
IV. Ground rules and expectations for the focus group include:

A. I am taping this session because I don’t trust my notetaking and because I
want to be fully focused on you as you speak. Irene will be jotting down the
starting phrases as you speak to help with transcribing the tapes.
B. Transcribing tapes can be very difficult if more than one voice can be
heard. I ask that as much as possible only one person speaks at a time.
C. I ask that you not edit your thoughts or comments-please speak freely. I
ask also that you feel free to comment on one another’s comments.
D. My role in the discussion is very limited today. I am here to hear you. I
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B. “Specifically, I want to illicit information about how faculty view student
development in moral judgment (in relation to academic dishoiont). Is there anyt

otherI wy, Imig1 3dres Is amenssueent quhoilatnaiher inf?B. 3nyt

B. Awanhi Isimely, ould likeion openIs t conversrelation have you1 3dres Iut nytB. W ameoilcks oabomostent your mind on abotodays conversrelat?B. 3nytI appr2Spate your timeland constructiveecommtudsotoday. WhenII concl stms tnyt
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APPENDIX J

Faculty Interview Protocol
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APPENDIX L

Non-participant Classroom Observation Summary Sheet
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Non-participant Classroom Observation Summary Sheet
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APPENDIX M

Non-participant Classroom Observation Informed Consent
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June 25, 2001

Dear Faculty Member,
I am attaching a consent form that I would ask you to read
carefully. In it, I explain the research I conducted in
your classroom some time between summer semester 2000 and
spring semester 2001.
At my proposal meeting in March 2000, I asked my committee
if I should garner permission to sit in on classes to
listen to the communication of academic dishonesty
policies. It was suggested at that time that I need not, as
I was just sitting listening like any student who would
consider taking the class or not. Upon reflection, and
since I did take notes and take syllabi as supporting
documents, I have decided that the ethical thing to do is
get permission (albeit in hindsight) for using any material
I wrote down and using the experience in general in my
dissertation.
Please consider granting me that permission. I received a
rich combination of experiences in conducting these “non-
participant” observations. And I must add that I have heard
at times that education is sometimes referred to as “wasted
on the young.” I not only conducted my research, I also, in
many instances, sat enthralled by lectures I so foolishly
passed off in my youth as “that stuff I will never use.” As
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APPENDIX N

Kansas State University Undergraduate Honor System Violation Report
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APPENDIX O

Approval of Proposal by Committeon Research Involving Human Subjects O






