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ABSTRACT

Creating a campus culture of academic integrity is a target aimed for by colleges across the
nation. A religiosity level and academic dishonesty survey was administered for a predictive
correlational study investigating religiosity levels and the propensity to cheat as they relate to
students on the campuses of large, medium, and small private Christian college campuses in the
southeastern United States. These factors were further tested to determine if they align with the
determinants of behavior identified with the theory of planned behavior and self-efficacy. A
volunteer response sample was utilized from the answers received by way of the online survey,
and a bivariate linear regression analysis was conducted to predict the relationship between the
level of religiosity and the propensity to cheat on Christian college campuses. The use of
correlation and bivariate linear regression required that assumption testing for normality,
reliability, linearity, and homoscedasticity be met. This predictive correlational study produced
rigorous statistical information providing educational institutions insight as they work toward
creating campus cultures of integrity.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview

Academic dishonesty is an issue that plagues educational institutions, especially higher
levels of learning, as reported through research and surveys by Donald McCabe and the
International Center for Academic Integrity over the past 12 years reporting that 68% of
undergraduates and 43% of graduates have cheated on written assignments and tests (Farkas,
2017). Whether public or private Christian institutions of higher learning, moving into the
digital age with 21st century skills (Voogt & Knezek, 2013) provides surreptitious technological
temptations that students are utilizing to meet educational demands. Testing whether religiosity
and academic dishonesty of private Christian college students align with the determinants of
behavior identified with the theory of planned behavior and self-efficacy is a help to
administration and faculty as they endeavor to create a campus culture that will help deter
cheating through spiritual growth and integrity. This chapter explores background information
and research presented by other researchers along with their findings, the problem that will be
discussed, the purpose for the research, why the research is significant, the research question
utilized by the researcher, and a list of definitions to assist the reader in complete understanding
of the topic presented.

Background

The propensity to be dishonest began when Adam and Eve chose to disobey God. Since
that time man has chosen to either do right or wrong. Born in sin, man automatically has the
struggle to make wise choices. The Bible says in Jeremiah 17:9, “The heart is deceitful above all
things, and desperately wicked: who can know it?” which explains much regarding academic

dishonesty. Given the opportunity to demonstrate ethical or unethical behavior, students are
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born with a nature to choose the latter. The question arises as to whether a higher level of
religiosity deters the propensity to cheat or there is no effect at all. As presented in the next
paragraphs, college campuses across the nation continue to see students involved in academic
dishonesty. The burgeoning technology of the 21st century aids these digital natives in their
dishonest academic endeavors (Lipson & Karthikeyan, 2016). The private Christian college is
not immune to this unethical behavior.
Historical Context

With the invention of technology, students have discovered a myriad of innovative ways
to cheat and have a propensity to join those already entrenched in the unethical behavior, but as
history reveals, students in the past were just as clever in their tactics as those in today’s
classrooms. Over 1,000 years ago an undergarment called the “cribbing garment” (Plaks, 2004)
was used by Chinese young men during their civil service examination. This garment was
covered completely with minuscule notations that seemed to be decorative markings but were in
fact used to assist the person taking the exam, as well as those sitting around the person wearing
the garment (Plaks, 2004). Much like individuals today who use various methods to cheat, the
garment premise is still the same. Instead of the outer garment, information is scribbled on crib
notes, written on the body, hidden in clothing, obtained through cell phones or tapping codes on
the desk, programming calculators with answers, and looking on others’ papers during tests to
take the answer by copying (Bernardi, Baca, Landers, & Witek, 2008; Lipson & Karthikeyan,
2016; McCabe 2009). Students then and now look for ways to obtain higher academic scores
through avenues of deceit.

In the 1940s about 20% of college students admitted to cheating during high school,

today there are between 75% and 98% of students who through surveys say they cheated in high
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school and/or college (Farkas, 2017; NewsOne, 2011; Stanford University, 2016; StatCrunch,
2013; Study.com, 2011). Yet it is no wonder that the dishonesty continues to rise when students
are bombarded on a regular basis with news of national, government, and local leaders involved
in deceit. Business students’ ethical attitudes were challenged by the Enron scandal (Hanna,
Crittenden, & Crittenden, 2013) and Arthur Anderson scandal in 2001and the ImClone and
Martha Stewart scandal in 2004 (Conroy & Emerson, 2006). Education students’ ethical
position was also challenged in 2011 when the news reported across the nation that some schools
in Atlanta were entangled in a cheating scandal. In 2015, 82 of the 178 teachers and principals
involved in this scandal confessed to cheating of some kind (Saultz, Murphy, & Aronson, 2016).
Another education scandal at the college level occurred in 2017 involving Ohio State University.
This scandal rocked the university reporting that 83 students cheated using a GroupMe app while
working on classwork that was a graded assignment. According to news agencies the students
knew the rules set forth by the university regarding using the GroupMe app for nongraded
assignments but chose to use the app for the graded assignment despite the written rules
forbidding this activity (Ciaccia, 2017). These unethical acts by business leaders and educators
have left unfavorable role models for young entrepreneurs and emerging educators. It has been
noted that in this 21st century education framework, students are being told repeatedly that they
must compete educationally with the global society; yet students feel that they are unable to
achieve that level of knowledge without utilizing various cheating techniques (Harkins & Kubik,
2010). Over the years, this issue of academic dishonesty has been studied in the public sector
quite extensively (Dix, Emery, & Le, 2014; Gullifer & Tyson, 2014; Hsiao, 2015; Kuntz &
Butler, 2014; Minarcik & Bridges, 2015; Patall & Leach, 2015); however, the private Christian

sector of education has had very little recorded as to the academic dishonesty that occurs in these
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institutions of higher learning (Hilton & Aramaki, 2014). Understanding levels of religiosity and
how they relate to the level of academic dishonesty will offer the administration and faculty
concrete evidence from which to draw feedback for the development of character curriculum and
campus atmospheres that create campus cultures which cultivate academic integrity (McCabe &
Makowski, 2001; Palmer, Bultas, Davis, Schmuke, & Fender, 2016).

Social Context

In 1996 Donald L. McCabe and Linda Klebe Trevino presented the concept that the
climate or culture of academic integrity was the most important rationale of the level of on-
campus cheating by students. Other researchers noted that this trend in cheating was not only
affecting the test scores and academic culture of the campus but the community was impacted by
the lack of integrity as well. Students joined the workforce only to carry over their lack of
integrity to their current jobs (Chiu, Hong, & Chiu, 2016; VanMeter, Grisaffe, Chonko, &
Roberts, 2013). This unethical behavior in the workforce created an impact on the community
forcing employers to require more training of their supervisors to better observe and deal with
the misconduct. This extra training caused an economic burden to the community to cover the
new costs (Plinio, Young, & Lavery, 2010).

Research reveals there are other contextual factors that impact academic dishonesty
including the difference in faculty and student perceptions of cheating, student perceptions of
peer behavior, faculty and student perceptions of the academic integrity policies or honor codes
put in place by the administration, the student’s fear of being caught, the student’s fear of
penalties, and the fear of catching a peer in the act of academic dishonesty and the pressure to
report the act (Hsiao, 2015). Inconsistency among staff and administration as to what constitutes

cheating, specifically plagiarism, is noted, as is a lack of clarity in explanation to students as to
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what plagiarism is and how to avoid committing this unethical act. Students from other cultures
have different views of plagiarism which, when added to the already divided consensus as to
what constitutes this unethical behavior provides a gateway for students to decide what they
deem as acceptable academic behavior (Camara, Eng-Ziskin, Wimberley, Dabbour, & Lee,
2017). First semester engineering students were questioned about their previous knowledge
regarding plagiarism. The results presented that 90% of the students said they had received prior
training, but when asked to apply that knowledge, about 51% failed to understand how to
paraphrase, use quotation marks, or set up a proper citation (Henslee et al., 2017). Whether
plagiarizing through the borrowing of others’ work or utilizing technology, students and faculty
must have a mutual understanding as to what constitutes unethical behavior/academic cheating
(Camara, et al., 2017; Henslee et al., 2017). Addressing the unethical behavior and using these
instances as teaching moments will equip students with the knowledge of correct academic
integrity and ethical behavior which will carry over into the future employment opportunities the
students face (Exposito, Ross, & Matteson, 2015; VanMeter et al., 2013). These contextual
factors have a direct impact on the student, who in turn has an impact on the workforce and the
community including the church, the shopping malls, the grocery store, and other places of
business (Hsiao, 2015; Minarcik & Bridges, 2015).
Theoretical Framework

To try to better understand the fears of students and create a better climate or culture of
academic integrity, some scholars have applied the theory of planned behavior and the lack of
self-efficacy to explain the propensity to cheat. The theory of planned behavior (TPB) is a
derivative of the theory of reasoned action by Fishbein and Ajzen. Ajzen added one more

predictor to the two found in the theory of reasoned action and developed TPB. The TPB
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suggests that planned behavior utilizes three variables: attitudes regarding the academic
behavior, subjective standards of the academic behavior, and perceived conduct (Voegel &
Pearson, 2016). The idea that students intentionally plan the unethical behavior is the crux of
this theory. The intention is measured through attitude, perceived behavioral control, and
subjective norms, which are legitimate predictor variables. Attitude is the prevalent factor
(Coren, 2012). In many of the studies, TPB was linked to self-efficacy which comes from
Bandura’s Social Learning Theory.

Self-efficacy, or lack thereof, is linked to the first variable in TPB. Students lacking self-
efficacy often justify their actions, thus meeting the criteria regarding attitudes (Alt, 2015). Self-
efficacy and TPB encompass man’s thinking and reasoning, yet God the Creator knows every
individual and his or her thoughts (Psalm 139:2). Religiosity has shown to impact the academic
integrity on campuses. Religious educators seek to teach students the Word and help the
students to apply the scripture to their own lives and utilize verses to fend off the propensity to
commit acts of academic dishonesty (Hilton & Aramaki, 2014). Although many studies report
that religiosity and religion effect academic integrity in a positive manner, Parboteeah, Hoegel,
and Cullen (2008) contend that religion and religiosity are not synonymous. They report that
religion is not internalizing the ethical behavior brought about through beliefs but is merely
religious affiliation and church attendance, but religiosity is internalizing one’s beliefs and living
those beliefs in an ethical way.

Religious affiliation and church attendance impact the lives of individuals, but religiosity,
which comes from internalizing the scripture and applying it to everyday life, leads a student on
a path that chooses academic integrity over dishonesty (Parboteeah et al., 2008). As seen

throughout time, man has a propensity to choose to do wrong. It is innate in all individuals to
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have that sin nature that gravitates to the easy way, which is often sinful. Students who
understand scripture and apply Psalm 119:11, “Thy word have | hid in mine heart, that | might
not sin against thee,” to their lives have a deep internal relationship with their Savior. Teachers
and administrators building a campus culture that breeds honesty and integrity impact the lives of
their students and community by helping their students live a life of integrity at school, in the
community, and in the workplace. Guiding these digital natives (Christensen, Horn, & Johnson,
2016) in this 21st century world of technology to have better self-control as it pertains to choices
made whether to cheat or not to cheat is a responsibility all educators should aspire and set as a
goal to achieve with their students.
Problem Statement

Cheating persists on college campuses across the nation. Research indicates that though
technology and man’s ability to use it continues to develop, academic dishonesty continues to be
a significant issue and educational institutions are working to cultivate campus cultures of
integrity (Ip, Nguyen, Shah, Doroudgar, & Bidwal, 2016). College campuses across this nation
endeavor to achieve campus cultures of academic integrity (Burnett, Smith, & Wessel, 2016), but
because man is a sinful being and the means with which to cheat continue to multiply,
administrators and faculty search for solutions to conquer this troubling problem. Whether
public or private Christian campuses, honor codes have not made an impact in deterring cheating
(Hsaio, 2015). Students have carried these practices of academic dishonesty into the workforce
as well (Chiu et al., 2016; Molnar & Kletke, 2012; Schindler & Hope, 2016; Voegel & Pearson,
2016).

Another aspect in the academic arena is that students are so accustomed to collaborative

activities and material at their fingertips for free viewing on the Internet that they disassociate
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plagiarism and other unethical academic behavior as wrong. They look at this activity as fair use
since it is online and readily accessible (Alt, 2015; Dyer, 2010; Harkins & Kubik, 2010).

Though much research presents statistical information to aid public institutions of higher
learning, there is still a lack in the needed statistical information to assist private Christian
college administration and faculty in creating campus cultures that promote academic integrity
(Ip etal., 2016; Wilks, Cruz, & Sousa, 2016).

Providing insight as to the relationship between level of religiosity and the propensity to
cheat to educators in the private Christian college setting is necessary to promote campus
cultures that advocate academic integrity and in turn send honest, hard-working students into
society and the workforce (Chiu et al., 2016; Molnar & Kletke, 2012; Schindler & Hope, 2016;
VVoegel & Pearson, 2016). The problem is cheating persists in American colleges and future
research is needed to investigate whether there is a significant predictive relationship between
the level of religiosity (intrinsic, organizational, nonorganizational) and the propensity to cheat at
private Christian colleges.

Purpose Statement

The purpose of this predictive correlational study is to provide rigorous statistical
research to aid the administration in private Christian colleges as they build campus cultures of
academic integrity by investigating the theory of planned behavior and self-efficacy as it relates
to the level of religiosity and the propensity to cheat. The predictor variable, level of religiosity,
will be generally defined as the level of church attendance, denomination loyalty, frequency of
prayer, Bible authority, and Bible reading are just five dimensions of religiosity (Roth & Kroll,
2007). The criterion variable, the propensity to cheat, although measured in over 20 or more

behaviors, will be generally defined as and grouped into three categories: cheating on tests,
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falsifying excuses, and plagiarizing (Hensley, Kirkpatrick, & Burgoon, 2013). The population
for this study will consist of 830 students from 1 large, 2 medium, and 4 small private Christian
colleges from the southeastern United States during the spring semester of 2018.
Significance of the Study

This study presents rigorous statistical research to aid administration and staff as they
endeavor to build a campus culture of academic integrity. Addressing academic dishonesty and
the need for integrity in the campus culture is needed in this 21st century environment
(Griebeler, 2017; Hilton & Aramaki, 2014; Molnar, 2015; Wei, Chesnut, Barnard-Brak, &
Schmidt, 2014). There has been some research presented that students at secular college
campuses who hold to religious beliefs have less propensity to cheat because of the tenets they
adhere to through their religious beliefs (Pauli, Arthur, & Price, 2012). Although other studies
agree with the continually growing problem of cheating and that religion influences those
tempted to cheat, Parboteeah, Hoegl, and Cullen (2008) assert that religiosity is not the same as
religion. One can be a part of religion without having a growing level of religiosity. Religion
may comprise sporadic church attendance and religious affiliation, but the student may not
internalize the ethical behavior brought through the biblical beliefs presented by the church and
religion. Religiosity, on the other hand, is internalizing one’s beliefs and living those beliefs
ethically (Parboteeah et al., 2008). Understanding the belief system of the student body provides
more information as the administration and faculty determine what path to take to help the
student body move toward a campus of academic integrity. Other studies present connections,
both positive and negative, regarding honor codes used by colleges and universities (Hsiao,
2015; Wei et al., 2014), and there is also data collection as to the implications academic

dishonesty places on the workplace and other societal involvement (Auger, 2013; Chiu et al.,
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2016; VanMeter et al., 2013).

Christian college students are not immune to these activities associated with academic
dishonesty. Students attending a Christian institution should be familiar with James 4:17 which
states, “Therefore to him that knoweth to do good, and doeth it not, to him it is sin”; but
regardless of their knowledge of this verse and the many others mentioned in God’s Word
pertaining to cheating, Christian students are not sheltered from the temptations to cheat
academically. Hsiao (2015) discusses the implementation of moral education to provide direct
school intervention to combat academic dishonesty. Teachers need to intentionally educate
students in proper use of technology (Deranek & Parnther, 2015). The Internet and easy access
to technology bombard continually those who know what is right with temptations to do what
they know to be wrong (Lipson & Karthikeyan, 2016). Although much of the Christian college
students’ character is formed prior to arrival on campus, religious academics and the instructors
help with continuous growth and development create a campus culture of integrity (Hilton &
Aramaki, 2014; McCabe & Trevino, 1996). Statistical research regarding the level of religiosity
and predicting the propensity to cheat yields a useful tool for administration and faculty as they
design their curriculum and model proper behavior for their students. For the Christian educator,
understanding the level of religiosity and propensity to cheat provides a framework from which
to build spiritual growth via programs aimed at spiritual direction, utilizing special speakers
discussing topics about integrity and providing opportunities to internalize sound ethical beliefs
on a deeper level. This framework developed by the administration and faculty helps students on
the Christian campus thwart academic dishonesty and build a deep spiritual conscious, thus
building a campus culture of integrity which reaches the community and workplace as students

enter the workforce with a stronger sense of integrity and propensity to be honest on the job.
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Research Question

The aim of this correlational study was to discern whether there is a predictive
relationship between the level of religiosity and the propensity to cheat on Christian college
campuses to aid the administration and faculty in developing a campus culture of academic
integrity. The following question will guided this study:

RQ1: How accurately can a significant predictive relationship between the level of
religiosity (intrinsic, organizational, nonorganizational) and the propensity to cheat at private
Christian colleges be identified from the total score on the Duke University Religion Index
(DUREL) and the International Center for Academic Integrity (ICAI) questionnaire?

Hol: No significant predictive relationship between the level of religiosity (intrinsic,
organizational, nonorganizational) and the propensity to cheat at private Christian colleges can
be accurately identified from the total score on the Duke University Religion Index (DUREL)

and the International Center for Academic Integrity (ICAI) questionnaire.

Definitions
1. Academic dishonesty - Academic dishonesty includes acts of plagiarism, using work from
other students, using cheat sheets or crib notes on tests, buying essays, and even asking

someone to sit in for you on a test or exam (Underwood & Szabo, 2003).

2. Academic integrity - An involved commitment to fundamental values referring to honesty

and trust in all academic endeavors (Busch & Bilgin, 2014).

3. Academic years - Years a student has attended a university, usually measured by the

labels freshman, sophomore, junior, senior (Underwood & Szabo, 2003).

4. Campus culture - This is the academic integrity climate of a college campus (McCabe &

Trevino, 1996).



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
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Cheating - A term used interchangeably with academic dishonesty (Molnar, 2015).
Commission - Actively violating a social norm (Pittarello, Rubaltelli, & Motro, 2016).
Contract cheating - Purchasing outsourced classwork, usually via the Internet, and
submitting it as the buyers own personal work (Walker & Townley, 2012).
Cyber-pseudepigraphy - Purchasing assignments via the Internet through an essay or
paper mill (Walker & Townley, 2012).

Digital natives - Those born after 1977 known as Millennials, Gen M, Y, Z and iGen
(Keengwe, Schnellert, & Jonas, 2014)

Extrinsic religiosity - A term that encompasses how one’s religion serves oneself (Chen
& Tang, 2013)

Helicopter parents - These are parents of millennials who hover over their children by
continually emailing and calling their child’s teachers and deans requiring extra attention
and care for their child (Much, Wagener, Breitkreutz, & Hellenbrand, 2014).

Honor codes - A universities academic integrity policies (Molnar, 2015).

Intrinsic religiosity - A term that encompasses the absence of Machiavellianism and is
the bright side of religiosity as a deterrence to unethical behavior by internalizing beliefs
living out their convictions (Chen & Tang, 2013).

Omission - An act in which a student withholds the truth (Pittarello et al., 2016).
Plagiarism - A form of cheating by misrepresenting that the material is the writer’s when
in fact it has been copied from another (Gullifer & Tyson, 2014).

Propensity to cheat - Although academic dishonesty can be measured in over 20 or more
behaviors, it can be grouped into three categories: cheating on tests, falsifying excuses,

and plagiarizing (Hensley et al., 2013).
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17. Religiosity - The level of church attendance, denomination loyalty, frequency of prayer,
Bible authority, and Bible reading are just five dimensions of religiosity (Roth & Kroll,
2007).

18. Self-efficacy - Branching from the Social Learning Theory by Albert Bandura, self-
efficacy denotes an individual’s ability to execute certain behaviors (Ahmed & Ward,
2016; Chen, Lin, Yeh, & Lou, 2013).

19. Social Learning Theory - A theory by Albert Bandura that is based on the idea that
environmental and personal factors along with behavior are mutually interrelated (Chen
etal., 2013).

20. Subjective norms - Impressionable expectations of others who are important to the
performer regarding the behavior (Stone, Jawahar, & Kisamore, 2010).

21. Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) - Originating from the theory of reasoned action by
Martin Fishbein and Icek Ajzen, the premise of TPB by Ajzen is that behavior can be
intentional and planned (Alas, Anshari, Sabtu, & Yunus, 2016).

Summary
Chapter One has examined an overview of academic dishonesty and the background

information detailing the first known reported occurrences of cheating and the different types of
academic integrity detailed through research over the years. The historical context surrounding
this unethical behavior and the impact upon current education has been noted and presented to
encourage administration and faculty to use the past to prevent the same repeated behavior in the
present and future classrooms. The chapter continued with a section devoted to the theoretical
framework purposed for the study, which included the Theory of Planned Behavior and Albert

Bandura’s self-efficacy. The theoretical framework provided the needed connection to present
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the problem statement concerning cheating on Christian college campuses, the purpose of this
study, and the significance of the data from this research which may provide rigorous statistical
data to aid administration and faculty as they endeavor to create college campuses teeming with
academic integrity. The final section of this first chapter included several definitions to aid the
reader in better understanding key words found throughout this research. This chapter laid the
foundation to provide a bridge for the reader to move into Chapter Two in which a synthesis of
the literature pertaining to academic dishonesty is presented.

Chapter Two presents in-depth information regarding the Theory of Planned Behavior
and self-efficacy, including their connection with research regarding academic dishonesty. A
section of this chapter is devoted to data collected from other researchers to help the reader better
understand the need for developing a proper campus culture and better understanding how
religiosity and the student’s personal level of religiosity plays a role in the act of or deterrence of
cheating. Chapter Two also gives insight into the different perceptions of cheating held by
faculty and students.

Over the years, perceptions have changed because of the methods used to cheat have
evolved over time. This second chapter provides a view into cheating methodology recorded
over the years, as well as the current techniques brought about because of 21st century
technology. A portion of the chapter is devoted to understanding why students prefer cheating to
studying, and whether intention has a role in the act. Of course, with the invention of
technology, the last decade has brought about a new era of students; thus, the millennial
generation will be discussed to provide insight for future administration and faculty dealing with
this tech savvy generation. This second chapter closes with a detailed discussion as to deterrents

of academic dishonesty, such as utilizing honor codes, student reporting, electronic checking
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software usage, and presenting ethics curriculum for moral growth training. Chapter Two
presents the reader with a synthesis of the literature from which the information was gathered,
introduces a plethora of detail for better understanding of the current dilemma college educators

find on their campuses, and proposes deterrents that can be used to create a campus of students

who chose to embrace academic integrity.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview

Although written research regarding the propensity to cheat only dates as far back as the
1940s, with one mention of a cribbing garment used over a thousand years ago (Plaks, 2004), the
burgeoning technology of the 21st century has presented more of a challenge for educators as
they work toward a campus culture of academic integrity. Even though not specifically
academic, throughout scripture there are several accounts of dishonesty, including Abraham
telling the Pharaoh of Egypt that Sarai was his sister and not his wife (Genesis 12:10-20), Jacob
lying to his father Isaac to get the birthright (Genesis 27:1-38), David lying to secure Uriah’s
death during battle to cover his sin with Bathsheba (2 Samuel 11), Ananias and Sapphira lying to
Peter (Acts 5:1-11), and Peter lying to those around the fire to protect him from being persecuted
like Jesus (Matthew 26:69-75; Mark 14:66-72; Luke 22:54-62; John 18:25-27). There are many
other accounts of unethical behavior in scripture that point the reader to the understanding that
man is a sinful creation who must learn from the past to guide future generations. God presents
clearly that ethical behavior needs to be handed down and modeled for generations to emulate.

Despite the plethora of studies concerning cheating and the need for academic integrity
(Dix et al., 2014; Gullifer & Tyson, 2014; Hsiao, 2015; Kuntz & Butler, 2014; Minarcik &
Bridges, 2015; Patall & Leach, 2015), there remains a gap in the literature as it pertains to
Christian college campuses. Colleges and universities desire to build campuses that produce a
strong sense of academic integrity in their student body, which has been markedly documented
in the public secular realm (Coren, 2012; Curtis & Clare, 2017; Henslee et al., 2017; McCabe &
Makowski, 2001; Palmer et al., 2016); thus, this correlational study attempted to narrow the gap

by examining the following question: How accurately can a significant predictive relationship
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between the level of religiosity (intrinsic, organizational, nonorganizational) and the propensity
to cheat at private Christian colleges be identified from the total score on the Duke University
Religion Index (DUREL) and the International Center for Academic Integrity (ICAI)
questionnaire?

The following pages discuss the theoretical framework comprising the theory of planned
behavior and self-efficacy, and a discussion of related literature encompassing cheating data,
campus culture, the faculty and students’ perceptions of cheating, intentions, techniques of
cheating which include historical and 21st century methods, and deterrence’s to cheating such as
honor codes, student reporting, millennials, electronic checking software, and ethics curriculum.
Chapter Two concludes with a summary of the literature utilized in this research, positing that
researchers have found that the theory of planned behavior and self-efficacy identify with
academic integrity issues that plague schools across the nation, which formulate the theoretical
framework for this study.

Theoretical Framework
Theory of Planned Behavior

The theory of planned behavior (TPB) developed by Izek Ajzen succeeded the theory of
reasoned action with one added dimension, that of intension (Ajzen, 1991). Emerging as the
most influential conceptual framework for human action studies, the theory of planned behavior
is the theory most utilized by researchers (Ajzen, 2001). In short, the theory of reasoned action
purported that human behavior is guided by three thoughts including behavioral beliefs (beliefs
concerning consequences for actions), normative beliefs (expectations of others), and control
beliefs (beliefs about hindrances to performance of the behavior) (Ajzen, 2002). Adding the

extra dimension of intention brought to light the idea that students understand their actions and
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the implications of their actions (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen, 2002; Alas et al., 2016; Hsiao, 2015). A
persons’ behavioral control is determined by intentions which are formulated by the subject
norm, the perceived behavioral control, and the attitude toward the behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Stone
etal., 2010). The idea is to what extent does the individual feel he or she is able to control the
outcome of the situation (Alas et al., 2016), and the immediate determinant of the behavior is
whether the individual has intention to commit the act or not (Hsiao, 2015). In 2012 Harding,
Carpenter, and Finelli modified Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior to incorporate moral
obligation, which proved valuable in that it focused on the moral obligation which led to
intention. This resulted in revealing that the more students were involved in Pan-Hellenic or
fraternity and sorority membership, the more likely they were to cheat than non-members
(Burrus, McGoldrick, & Schuhmann, 2007; Chapman, Davis, Toy, & Wright, 2004; Harding et
al., 2012; Hsiao, 2015; McCabe & Bowers, 2009; McCabe & Trevino, 1997; McKibban &
Burdsal, 2013). Harding, Carpenter, and Finelli (2012) revealed in their study that fraternity and
sorority membership did not directly affect students’ intentions to cheat in the future but rather it
reduced their sense of moral obligation to avoid cheating and altered their intention behavior.
This fraternity and sorority behavior or peer behavior is strongly supported by Bandura’s Social
Learning Theory from which comes self-efficacy (McCabe & Trevino, 1997). The intention
factor derived from the theory of planned behavior and the peer behavior supported by self-
efficacy and the Social Learning Theory further attest to the framework of this current research.
A correlation also exists regarding citizenry. According to Harding, Carpenter, and
Finelli (2012), United States citizenship drew a stronger deterrence to cheating than
noncitizenship, which is a factor on most college campuses. Payan, Reardon, and McCorkle

(2010) had similar results with their comparison study of the United States and several foreign
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countries revealing that the international students had a stronger propensity to cheat than their
United States counterparts. Colleges across the United States welcome students from various
countries into the academic setting; thus, it is important for the administration and faculty to
understand the differences in cultural acceptance to cheating. The intentions are different
depending on the cultural upbringing. Understanding how the theory of planned behavior and
intentions impact a student’s ethical decision-making assist administration and faculty as they
work to create campus cultures of academic integrity. The theory of planned behavior and self-
efficacy are interconnected asserting that efforts to boost a student’s performance must be
manifested by the individual’s self-efficacy (Alas et al., 2016).
Self-Efficacy

Measuring an individual’s belief regarding the person’s competence to reach goals and
complete tasks embodies Albert Bandura’s self-efficacy (Cheng & Chu, 2014), which simply
stated is the measure of one’s self confidence. Self-efficacy is a main component of the Social
Learning Theory by Albert Bandura (Harrison, Rainer, Hochwarter, & Thompson, 1997). As
stated by Bandura (1991) the stronger the perceived self-efficacy a person has, the higher the
goals set by him or her and the stronger his or her commitment to finish the task. Self-efficacy is
known by other names including self-regulation (Pelton, 2014) and self-influence. Self-
influence regulates social cognitive theory and extensively motivates human behavior (Bandura,
1991).

Self-efficacy has also been called perceived behavioral control, which fundamentally
states that a student’s perceived ability of college success will determine the choice to pursue the
desired degree or dropout of college (Foltz, Foltz, & Kirschmann, 2015). A student

characterized by good self-regulation skills is said to have better metacognitive control; thus, the
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student has a better ability to plan, organize, set goals, question ideas, and fine-tune cognitive
pursuits (Pelton, 2014). Studies by Bandura (1989), Bandura (1993), and Pelton (2014) present
that students exhibiting higher levels of self-efficacy perform better in their coursework than
other students. Students who believe in their abilities to master the information and complete the
task at hand have strong self-efficacy which has a significant correlation with self-regulatory
skills (Pelton, 2014). Individuals with high self-efficacy visualize scenarios of success that
positively guide their performance and enhance their persistence to complete the task (Bandura,
1989; Bandura, 1993).

Bandura (1991) further explained the importance of self-efficacy stating that belief in
one’s efficacy influences choices made, aspirations considered, mobilized efforts of tasks at
hand, length of perseverance when facing difficulties, stress levels in coping with demands, and
susceptibility to depression. Studies regarding elevated levels of self-efficacy and the positive
effect it has on the individual’s performance have taken place in the realm of education (Alt,
2015; Burnett et al., 2016; Cheng & Chu, 2014; Foltz, Foltz, & Kirschmann, 2015; Minarcik &
Bridges, 2015) as well as the workplace (Elias, 2015; Harkins & Kubik, 2010; Harrison et al.,
1997; Hsiao, 2015; Weaver, Reynolds, & Brown, 2014). Not necessarily a predictor, but an
influence on academic integrity, research has also ascertained that the disciplinary practices
during the college students’ childhood have bearing on the moral values internalized by that
child (Qualls, 2014). Qualls (2014) and other researchers reported that students who received
harsh corporal punishment, not a normal spanking, had more of a propensity to cheat than those
students who were spoken to by a parent or received a normal spanking, and these students who
received harsh corporal punishment had decreased internalized moral values (Grusec &

Goodnow, 1994; Hart, Atkins, & Ford, 1999; Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994; Smetana, 1999). The
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decreased internalization of moral values also relates to the depth of efficacy in the child’s life
(Murray, Irving, Farrington, Colman, & Bloxsom, 2010). Understanding how self-efficacy and
the theory of planned behavior work together in the lives of individuals provides researchers with
statistical information to better comprehend how these theories relate to students in the realm of
academic dishonesty and higher learning campus cultures.
Related Literature

Cheating Data

Many different researchers have provided data over the years as to the diverse types of
cheating, the players involved in cheating, the various reasons for cheating, and the confusion
surrounding the definition of cheating. Although God’s Word records in 1 Peter 3:11, “Let him
eschew evil, and do good; let him seek peace, and ensue it,” man still has the propensity to
choose to do that which is wrong. In 2006, lyer and Eastman reported that there was no
significant difference between freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and seniors as it pertains to
cheating; but Harding, Carpenter, and Finelli in their 2012 study reported that 35.1% of freshmen
cheated slightly more than the 28.5% of seniors. This increase may be related to the millennial
generation which regards information as communal property (Much, Wagener, Breitkreutz, &
Hellenbrand, 2014; van Zyl & Thomas, 2015). Millennials are often viewed as sheltered, team-
oriented, technologically savvy, driven by “helicopter parents” (parents who hover over their
child’s education by contacting the college when they are unhappy with how their child is doing
academically or feel their child should receive special treatment), and have a feeling of
entitlement (Much et al., 2014; Warmerdam, Lewis, & Banks, 2015). Millennials will be

discussed further later in the paper, but needed to have a mention here as well.
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Other research has recorded that fraternity and sorority membership as well as Pan-
Hellenic activities showed the largest effect on those participating in cheating (Burrus et al.,
2007; Chapman et al., 2004; Harding et al., 2012; Hsiao, 2015; McCabe & Bowers, 2009;
McCabe & Trevino, 1997; McKibban & Burdsal, 2013; Yang, Huang, & Chen, 2013), and those
involved in athletics were more involved with cheating than nonathletes (Burrus et al., 2007;
McCabe & Trevino, 1997; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2001; McKibban & Burdsal, 2013;
Mobhr, Ingram, Fell, & Mabey, 2011; Park, 2014; Simkin & McLeod, 2010). While athletes and
fraternities/sorority members show a higher level of cheating, engineering and business majors
are also high on the list of those who participate in the cheating practice (Jenkel & Haen, 2012;
Yang et al., 2013). McCabe and Trevino (1995) noted that 87% of the business students they
questioned admitted to cheating (McCabe, 1997; McCabe & Trevino, 1996). In 1997 91% of
business students and 82% of engineering students self-reported to cheating, which researchers
concluded was a result of more team-based assignments (Harding, Passow, Carpenter, & Finelli,
2004). Many business and engineering students form lasting habits and attitudes of cheating that
are hard to change and often become their normal lifestyle (Carpenter, Harding, Finelli,
Montgomery, & Passow, 2006). McCabe and Bowers (2009) reported that many engineering
and business students were self-reporting cheating because the influx of women in the business
field of study created a more competitive atmosphere to succeed in that major; thus, more
cheating has occurred. Yang, Huang, and Chen (2013) reported that business and engineering
students were motivated to cheat due to attitudes pertaining to the benefits they perceived they
would receive from cheating, scholarship opportunities procured, and job placement with no
regard for the punishment, which was reported as limited because the benefits outweighed the

drawbacks. Although much research reports business and engineering students leading the way
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in the practice of cheating, there is conflicting evidence found in a 2006 report by lyer and
Eastman that stated that more nonbusiness students cheated more than business students (Sutton
& Taylor, 2011). Whether business or nonbusiness students are involved in cheating, the
seriousness of the problem still needs addressing and procedures put in play by the
administration and faculty to help deter cheating and create a campus culture of academic
integrity.
Campus Culture

With larger campuses and fewer students living on site, aggressively competitive schools,
and inconsistencies among faculty in reporting and punishing cheating infractions, administrators
face a daunting task to create campus cultures of academic integrity (McCabe & Trevino, 1996).
In 1993 McCabe and Trevino reported that campus cultures of integrity must be more than
“window dressings.” Other researchers proffer that campus culture, or the climate of the
campus, relates to the attitudes, behaviors, and standards practiced by the institutions’ employees
and student body (Rankin & Reason, 2008). Ryder and Mitchell (2013) concur with attitudes,
behaviors, and standards as part of the campus climate, but believe that the terms culture,
climate, and environment all differ and are not interchangeable. Much documentation
concerning campus cultures exists in the public higher education setting (Coren, 2012; Curtis &
Clare, 2017; Henslee et al., 2017; McCabe & Makowski, 2001; Palmer et al., 2016); yet very
little research outside of a few dissertations documenting campus culture in the Christian realm is
available (Bradley, 2015; Longjohn, 2013; Robertson, 2008).

Much is documented regarding honor codes and the effect they can and sometimes do
create on college campuses (McCabe & Trevino, 1996; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 1996,

1999). Honor codes are presented in detail later in this work; thus, the mention here is minuscule
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but important. Although honor codes help create campus cultures of integrity, McCabe and
Trevino (1993a) suggest that support for the institution’s academic integrity policies is more
important. With the combined efforts of the faculty and students, a stronger campus culture can
be created to uphold the policies set in place by the institution, thus creating a greater view of
importance and generating a culture of loyalty and integrity.

Campus culture is created by the opportunities provided and experienced by the student
body through community service opportunities providing an opportunity to test the students’
values and beliefs while also experiencing cultural diversity (Kuh & Umbach, 2004). The key
factor for all institutions is to make students aware of the community service opportunities
offered whether through announcements or a messaging system. Character development is
important and cannot be developed through one course, one activity, or even throughout the
course of one year. Character development occurs over time (Billings & Terkla, 2014; Graham,
& Diez, 2015; Kuh & Umbach, 2004). George Kuh (2000) suggested that institutions of higher
learning understand the importance of character development on campuses and emphasize that
character development in the institutions’ mission statement. The institution must provide an
out-of-classroom character development, recruit and train new faculty, staff, and students, create
institutional character building policies and practices consistent with the institutions commitment
to character development, assess the impact being made through the experiences, and
consistently enforce the policies and procedures set in place (Kuh, 2000).

Campus culture can also be achieved through curriculum utilized by the faculty in the
classroom to promote values and the use of those values in decision making (Graham & Diez,
2015). Moral and character education taught over the course of a students’ college years through

curriculum or campus experience shapes one’s moral, emotional, intellectual, and social
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character/identity (Hersh, 2015). It is important for administration to understand the gaps
between the institution and the stakeholders regarding where the culture or climate of the campus
should be heading (Ryder & Mitchell, 2013). Administration and faculty must also keep in mind
that “character cannot be ‘taught’ in a single course, or developed as part of an orientation
program or capstone experience. Rather the multiple dimensions of character are cultivated
through a variety of experiences that take place over an extended period of time in the company
of others who are undergoing similar experiences” (Kuh & Umbach, 2004, p. 51).

College students, considered emerging adults, deal with many life changes as they enter
higher education, such as living in a confined space with others, academic challenges, family
issues, and relationship struggles. A student’s maturity in their faith directly correlates with his
or her purpose in life (Piedmont, 2001; Reymann, Fialkowski, & Stewart-Sicking, 2015); thus,
the strength of the emerging adults’ faith has direct bearing on their moral temperature as they
begin their college career. Studies concluded that women were slightly stronger in their faith and
were more likely to join spiritual activities, whether personal/private or public (Lipka, 2010;
Livingston & Cummings, 2009; Reymann et al., 2015; Smith & Snell, 2009). Molasso (2006)
presented that the stronger the meaning and purpose in life within a college student, the more
likely the student would develop strong values and healthy mental attitudes which would
contribute to academic integrity. Over time, men showed more faith maturity than women
(Reymann et al., 2015), and although college students experience elevated levels of life change,
poor spirituality can be improved (Muller & Dennis, 2007; Reymann et al., 2015). During this
emerging adulthood, it is reported that the expression of religion becomes more internal rather

than an outward external behavior such as church attendance (Koenig, 2015; Smith & Snell,
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2009). Educators must tap into this mindset that has developed in current emergent adults to
help these individuals cultivate a moral and spiritual mindset that values academic integrity.

This research proposes to assess whether there is a relationship between religiosity and
the propensity to cheat, thus providing rigorous statistical data to aid administrators and faculty
as they attempt to create campus cultures of academic integrity. Understanding the mindset of
this generation and having rigorous statistical data to work with, administrators and faculty can
collaborate to create curriculum, activities, and policies that will promote integrity on their
college campuses. Without a campus culture of academic integrity, the student body resembles
the children of Israel during the time of no kings in which man did that which was right in his
own eyes (Judges 17:6; 21:25).

Religiosity

Knowing and internalizing God’s Word embodies the deepest level of religiosity. The
level of church attendance, denomination loyalty, frequency of prayer, Bible authority, and Bible
reading are just five dimensions of religiosity (Roth & Kroll, 2007). With this description of
religiosity, one would ascertain that Christian campuses should have a higher standard of
academic integrity and less propensity to cheat, but is this the overall outcome on every Christian
campus? While many studies hold that religious campuses gravitate to campus cultures of
integrity, Paragament (2002) and Parboteeah, Hoegl, and Cullen (2008) maintain that spiritual
guidance is not religion but the depth of religiosity in a person’s life that guides his or her ethical
behavior. Religious affiliation is less important than attitude, behavior, and the values one
exhibits daily (McAndrew & Voas, 2011). Wurthmann (2013) and Lau (2010) relate religiosity
and ethics with morality; thus, according to their research and others, those religiously inclined

should follow the principles of the Ten Commandments that stem from Judaism.
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In a few instances, research studies record that students at secular universities have stated
that while at college their religious beliefs are stifled for fear of being considered a fanatic, or
carrying the label of “Christian,” while other students reported that religiosity was something
associated with their youth and now that they were in college they were distanced from this
lifestyle (Taylor, 2016). This is evident in the 2015 Pew Research Center religiosity report. The
survey compared 2007 to 2014. Americans who stated they were absolutely certain God exists
dropped from 71% to 63%, and those stating that religion was important in their lives dropped
from 56% to 53%. This decline has been driven by the rapid growth of religiously unaffiliated
populations of Americans which went from 16% to 23% (Lipka, 2015). This change in the
religious climate in America would explain why Rockenbach and Mayhew (2014) present that
while religiosity and spirituality may encourage a campus of diversity that encourages healthy
educational outcomes, it also presents a challenge that may engender conflict and hostility.
Although religiosity appears to be on the decline, spirituality is not; yet this term is problematic
in that the definition is broad in that it now can accommodate some atheists (Cragun, Henry,
Mann, & Krebs, 2014). Religiosity has become a broader canvas in the United States where the
landscape of faith-based higher education incorporates higher learning institutions which
represent Catholic, Lutheran, Jewish, Mormon, and Muslim denominations and religions
(Daniels & Gustafson, 2016). The level of religiosity is determinant of the belief system the
student follows in his or her own life; thus, understanding the student body and the diverse
backgrounds from which they come assists administration and faculty as they engage and help
train students to pursue integrity at all costs. Cragun, Henry, Mann, and Krebs (2014) reported
that faith-based students were more likely to attend religious services at home rather than on

campus with only 1% of the students at one of the colleges researched and 6% at another. It was
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also cited that the religious and spiritual organizations were active but the majority of the student
body declined attendance (Cragun et al., 2014). Religious activity does not determine the depth
of religiosity, but as the Bible states in Matthew 18:20, “For where two or three are gathered
together in my name, there am | in the midst of them”; thus, a student that faithfully spends time
with others of like faith may tend to develop a stronger aversion to unethical behavior because of
the spiritual growth and accountability to fellow believers.

Finally, ethical and unethical behavior has been associated with intrinsic and extrinsic
religiosity. Those sustaining intrinsic religiosity have stronger inhibitors to unethical behavior,
whereas the opposite is true of those with extrinsic religiosity, which is turning to God but not
away from unethical behavior (Chen & Tang, 2013). Living by Genesis 16:13, “Thou God seest
me,” the intrinsic religious person will be directed by the idea that God is watching and although
faculty, peers, and administration do not see the academic dishonesty, God does. The extrinsic
religious individuals would have no regard for this verse or whether authority sees the act
because they are not driven by inward ethical demands. Comprehending the level of one’s
religiosity can be perceived differently by others which is also recognized as a detriment to
campus cultures of integrity. A 2015 Pew Research report sheds much light on the religious
state of the nation. Among young adults (24-29), an estimated 72% report belief in God, but
only 50% view God as personal and involve Him in their daily lives. With this statistic in mind,
administration and faculty must work hard to reach the other 50% who have no spiritual compass
as they make the academic journey. Faculty and administration will need to work together to be
sure that what they perceive and what the students perceive as academic integrity and cheating

are in sync with one another.
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Perceptions of Cheating

Another detriment to campus cultures of academic integrity is the perception of cheating
by both students and faculty. What students perceive as cheating and what the administration
and faculty perceive as cheating are not equivalent in many cases. Perceptions as to the
punishment or lack thereof and whether students should report cheating of fellow students differ
among faculty and students. Understanding the differences of opinions as to what constitutes
cheating and what punishments should be applied to various situations must be consistent
schoolwide and should be communicated clearly to the student body.

Students’ perceptions. The concept of academic dishonesty and whether it has been
thoroughly defined and conveyed to students properly is a discussion still unanswered by
research (Owunwanne, Rustagi, & Dada, 2010; Pincus & Schmelkin, 2003; Wei et al., 2014).
Students do not consider all acts of academic dishonesty as cheating but rather have flexible
definitions for their actions (Wei et al., 2014). Students also categorize cheating from the label
“serious cheating,” such as stealing an exam, to the label “mild cheating,” such as a false excuse
to delay an exam; but on these categories, there is still no common consensus as to the order or
complete list (Schmelkin, Gilbert, Spencer, Pincus, & Silva, 2008). Surprisingly, students
considered giving help to a friend to complete an out of class assignment, which was to be
independent work, as cheating but did not consider getting help from a friend for the same
assignment a form of cheating (Owunwanne et al., 2010). In assessing the perceptions of the
college student body, one must understand the mindset of the current generation.

These digital natives (Christensen et al., 2016) or mil