
Academic dishonesty
Academic dishonesty, academic misconduct, academic fraud and academic integrity are
related concepts that refer to various actions on the part of students that go against the expected
norms of a school, university or other learning institution. Definitions of academic misconduct are
usually outlined in institutional policies.[1][2][3] Academic dishonesty has been documented in every
type of educational setting from elementary school to graduate school. Throughout history this type
of dishonesty has been met with varying degrees of penalties.
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Academic dishonesty dates back to the first tests.[4] Scholars note
that cheating was prevalent on the Chinese civil service exams
thousands of years ago, even when cheating carried the penalty of
death for both examinee and examiner.[4][5] Bribery of examiners
was also common, as represented in works such as the Ming-
dynasty story collection The Book of Swindles (https://cup.colum
bia.edu/book/the-book-of-swindles/9780231178631)[6] and
Qing-dynasty novel Rulin waishi [The Unofficial History of the
Scholars].

Standards for citation and referencing began at the end of the
19th century with the emergence of guidance provided by
scholarly societies that developed discipline-specific expectations
for referencing such as the MLA and the APA.[7] About the same
time, scholars began researching issues related to cheating, with
some early research dating back to the late 19th century[8] and
early 20th centuries, when cheating was identified as a
widespread problem at college campuses in the United
States.[9][10]

It has been estimated that as many as two-thirds of students
cheated at some point of their college careers at the turn of the
20th century.[11] Fraternities often operated so-called essay
banks, where term papers were kept on file and could be resubmitted over and over again by different
students, often with the only change being the name on the paper.[12]

The issue of academic dishonesty became more prominent in the latter half of the twentieth century,
as universities shifted towards more democratic approaches to admission.[13]

Academic dishonesty does not have a universal definition.[3] Educational institutions in different
regions understand and act on academic dishonestly in different ways. The following is not an
exhaustive listing of regions.

In the United States, one study has shown that 20% of students started cheating in the first grade.[5]

Similarly, other studies reveal that currently in the U.S., 56% of middle school students and 70% of
high school students have cheated.[14] A large-scale study in Germany found that 75% of the
university students admitted that they conducted at least one of seven types of academic misconduct
(such as plagiarism or falsifying data) within the previous six months.[15]

Students are not the only ones to cheat in an academic setting. A study among North Carolina school
teachers found that some 35% of respondents said they had witnessed their colleagues cheating in
one form or another. The rise of high-stakes testing and the consequences of the results on the

History

Today

United States

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Pr%C3%BCfungszellen-Nanking.jpg
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chinese_civil_service
https://cup.columbia.edu/book/the-book-of-swindles/9780231178631
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rulin_waishi
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Modern_Language_Association
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/American_Psychological_Association
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sorority
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Essay_bank
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Middle_school
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/High_school
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/North_Carolina
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/High-stakes_testing


teacher is cited as a reason why a teacher might want to inflate the results of their students.[16]

The first scholarly studies in the 1960s of academic dishonesty in higher education found that
nationally in the U.S., somewhere between 50–70% of college students had cheated at least once.[17]

While nationally, these rates of cheating in the U.S. remain stable today, there are large disparities
between different schools, depending on the size, selectivity, and anti-cheating policies of the school.
Generally, the smaller and more selective the college, the less cheating occurs there. For instance, the
number of students who have engaged in academic dishonesty at small elite liberal arts colleges can
be as low as 15–20%, while cheating at large public universities can be as high as 75%.[18] Moreover,
researchers have found that students who attend a school with an honor code are less likely to cheat
than students at schools with other ways of enforcing academic integrity.[19] As for graduate
education, a recent study found that 56% of MBA students admitted cheating, along with 54% of
graduate students in engineering, 48% in education, and 45% in law.[20]

There is also a great difference in students' perceptions and the reality of their own ethical behavior.
In a 2008 survey of 30,000 students in high school carried out by the Josephson Institute for Youth
Ethics, 62 percent of students polled said they "copied another's homework two or more times in the
past year."[21] Yet, on the same survey, 92 percent said they were "satisfied with their personal ethics
and character."[21] Hence, there is generally a discrepancy between actual behavior and self-image of
high school students' character.

As more students take courses and assessments online, there is a persistent perception that it is
easier to cheat in an online class than a face-to-face course.[22] Moreover, there are online services
that offer to prepare any kind of homework of high school and college level and take online tests for
students.[23] While administrators are often aware of such websites, they have been unsuccessful in
curbing cheating in homework and non-proctored online tests, resorting to a recommendation by the
Ohio Mathematics Association to derive at least 80% of the grade of online classes from proctored
tests.[23] In addition, colleges and universities are increasingly turning to online proctoring services
to oversee tens of thousands of exams per year.[24]

While research on academic dishonesty in other countries is less extensive, anecdotal evidence
suggests cheating could be even more common in countries like Japan [25] and Philippines.[26]

A typology of academic misconduct has been devised by Perry (2010).[27] Perry's typology presents a
two dimensional model of academic misconduct with one dimension measuring the degree to which
rules are understood and the other dimension measuring how closely these rules are followed.[27]

According to the typology only those students who understand the rules but fail to adhere to the rules
are classified as 'cheats'.[27]

In Australia, academic dishonesty is addressed by the Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency
(https://www.teqsa.gov.au/),[28] which is a government agency.

In the UK, the Quality Assurance Agency is responsible for quality assurance in higher education. It
has produced several policy and guidance documents for policy makers, educators and the general
public.[29][30]
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Using crib notes during an
examination without prior
permission from the instructor is
cheating

In Canada, academic misconduct is handled by individual post-secondary institutions,[3][31] though
research into the topic has lagged behind that of other countries.[32] Research has shown that the
incidence of academic dishonesty in Canada is similar to that of the United States.[33][34]

Bribery is an act of giving money or gift giving that alters the behavior of the recipient. Bribery
constitutes a crime and is defined by Black's Law Dictionary as the offering, giving, receiving, or
soliciting of any item of value to influence the actions of an official or other person in charge of a
public or legal duty.

The bribe is the gift bestowed to influence the recipient's conduct. It may be any money, good, right in
action, property, preferment, privilege, emolument, object of value, advantage, or merely a promise
or undertaking to induce or influence the action, vote, or influence of a person in an official or public
capacity.[35]

Cheating can take the form of crib notes, looking over someone's
shoulder during an exam, or any forbidden sharing of information
between students regarding an exam or exercise. Many elaborate
methods of cheating have been developed over the years. For
instance, students have been documented hiding notes in the
bathroom toilet tank, in the brims of their baseball caps, up their
sleeves, along their thighs or in their cleavage. Also, the storing of
information in graphing calculators, pagers, cell phones, and
other electronic devices has cropped up since the information
revolution began. While students have long surreptitiously
scanned the tests of those seated near them, some students
actively try to aid those who are trying to cheat. Methods of
secretly signalling the right answer to friends are quite varied,
ranging from coded sneezes or pencil tapping to high-pitched noises beyond the hearing range of
most teachers. Some students have been known to use more elaborate means, such as using a system
of repetitive body signals like hand movements or foot jerking to distribute answers (i.e. where a tap
of the foot could correspond to answer "A", two taps for answer "B", and so on).[36]

Cheating differs from most other forms of academic dishonesty, in that people can engage in it
without benefiting themselves academically at all. For example, a student who illicitly telegraphed
answers to a friend during a test would be cheating, even though the student's own work is in no way
affected. Another example of academic dishonesty is a dialogue between students in the same class
but in two different time periods, both of which a test is scheduled for that day. If the student in the
earlier time period informs the other student in the later period about the test, that is considered
academic dishonesty, even though the first student has not benefited him or herself.

One other method is taking advantage of time zones, particularly in exams administered worldwide.
Those who take the exam first (likely in Oceania) can then post answers for those about to take the
exam (in a time zone behind like Europe).[37]
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Deception is providing false information to a teacher/instructor concerning a formal academic
exercise. Examples of this include taking more time on a take-home test than is allowed, giving a
dishonest excuse when asking for a deadline extension, or falsely claiming to have submitted work.
This type of academic misconduct is often considered softer than the more obvious forms of cheating,
and otherwise-honest students sometimes engage in this type of dishonesty without considering
themselves cheaters. It is also sometimes done by students who have failed to complete an
assignment, to avoid responsibility for doing so.

Fabrication is the falsification of data, information, or citations in any formal academic exercise. This
includes making up citations to back up arguments or inventing quotations. Fabrication
predominates in the natural sciences, where students sometimes falsify data to make experiments
"work". It includes data falsification, in which false claims are made about research performed,
including selective submitting of results to exclude inconvenient data to generating bogus data.

Bibliographical references are often fabricated, especially when a certain minimum number of
references is required or considered sufficient for the particular kind of paper. This type of fabrication
can range from referring to works whose titles look relevant but which the student did not read, to
making up bogus titles and authors.

There is also the practice of dry-labbing—which can occur in chemistry or other lab courses, in which
the teacher clearly expects the experiment to yield certain results (which confirm established laws),
so the student starts from the results and works backward, calculating what the experimental data
should be, often adding variation to the data. In some cases, the lab report is written before the
experiment is conducted—in some cases, the experiment is never carried out. In either case, the
results are what the instructor expects.

Impersonation is a form of cheating whereby a different person than the student assigned an
assignment or exam completes it.[38][39][40][41] The academic work is totally 'outsourced' to another
person or organization, usually for pay.[42]

Contract cheating is similar to impersonation in that a student hires a third party to complete
work on their behalf.[43] Essay mills fall under this category.

Plagiarism, as defined in the 1995 Random House Compact Unabridged Dictionary, is the "use or
close imitation of the language and thoughts of another author and the representation of them as
one's own original work".[44] In academia, this can range from borrowing without attribution a
particularly apt phrase, to paraphrasing someone else's original idea without citation, to wholesale
contract cheating.[45]

The modern concept of plagiarism as immoral and originality as an ideal emerged in Europe only in
the 18th century, while in the previous centuries authors and artists were encouraged to "copy the
masters as closely as possible" and avoid "unnecessary invention".[46][47][48][49][50] The 18th century
new morals have been institutionalized and enforced prominently in the sectors of academia
(including academic science, education, engineering etc.) and journalism, where plagiarism is now
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considered academic dishonesty and a breach of journalistic ethics, subject to sanctions like
expulsion and other severe career damages. Not so in the arts, which have resisted in their long-
established tradition of copying as a fundamental practice of the creative process, with plagiarism
being still hugely tolerated by 21st-century artists.[51] Lawmaking is a professional field which is not
structured around the concept of originality and for which plagiarism is less relevant.

Plagiarism is not a crime but is disapproved more on the grounds of moral offence.[46][52] It may be a
case for civil law if it is so substantial to constitute copyright infringement.

Since 2000, discussions on the subjects of student plagiarism have increased[53] with a major strand
of this discussion centring on the issue of how best students can be helped to understand and avoid
plagiarism.[54] Given the serious consequences that plagiarism has for students there has been a call
for a greater emphasis on learning in order to help students avoid committing plagiarism.[54]

Professorial misconduct includes improper grading of students' papers and oral exams, grade fraud,
deliberate negligence towards cheating or assistance in cheating. This can be done for reasons of
personal bias towards students (favoritism) or a particular viewpoint (intellectual dishonesty), for a
bribe, or to improve the teacher's own perceived performance by increasing the passing rate. It is still
occasionally done for matters of ego or to procure sexual favors (sexual harassment).

Sabotage is when a student or professor prevents others from completing their work. This includes
cutting pages out of library books, deleting data off of classmate's computer or otherwise willfully
disrupting the experiments of others. Sabotage is usually only found in highly competitive, cutthroat
environments, such as at extremely elite schools where class rankings are highly prized. Poor
behavior and the low level disruption of other students' learning, however, is extremely common in
all educational settings. Some medical-school librarians have noted that important articles—required
reading for key courses—are frequently missing from bound journals—sliced out with razor blades,
scalpels, or other sharp blades. Other journals will be marked up in crayon.

There are a variety of causes of academic misconduct. Researchers have studied the correlation of
cheating to personal characteristics, demographics, contextual factors, methods of deterring
misconduct, even stages of moral development.

Some scholars contend that there are students who have a pathological urge to cheat. The writer
Thomas Mallon noted that many scholars had found plagiarism in literature (Samuel Taylor
Coleridge and Charles Reade being two notable examples) to often be perpetrated in a way similar to
kleptomania (a psychological disease associated with uncontrollable stealing, even when it is against
the interests of the thief).[55] On the other hand, Mallon concludes it is probable that most "cheaters"
make a rational choice to commit academic misconduct.[56] A common reason for unethical behavior
is the desire to "gain a competitive advantage in the race for position or power".[57][58]

Richard Fass puts forward the possibility that business scandals in the real world make students
believe dishonesty is an acceptable method for achieving success in contemporary society.[59]

Academic dishonesty, in this case, would be practice for the real world. For some students, there
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would be a dichotomy between success and honesty, and their decision is that: "It is not that we love
honesty less, but that we love success more."[60] Conversely, other scholars consider that with the
recent rise in corporate ethics related dismissals in the business world, this approach to cheating may
be losing its appeal, if it ever really had any.[61] However, it has been shown that the expected benefits
of cheating as well as student's morality plays an important role for the engagement in dishonest
behavior.[56][62]

Recent studies have indicated that there is no clear link between academic dishonesty and academic
success. One study showed that students given an unexpected opportunity to cheat did not improve
their grades significantly from the control group.[63] Another study showed that students who were
allowed to bring cheat sheets to a test did not improve their grades.[63] While this may conflict with
the common perception of cheating (one survey found only 13% of males and 46% of females think
that cheating does not help grades,[63]) it is often apparent to professors and members of academic
conduct committees when a paper has been plagiarized by its inferior quality.

In the US, William Bowers reported that, on average, one third of grade A students cheated in
1964.[64] And asserts that academic dishonesty acts as a shortcut, so even grade A students might be
tempted to cheat. He contends that even if a plagiarized paper receives a relatively low grade, that
grade is actually high, given how much time and effort went into the paper. In the study mentioned
above (in which students were allowed to bring crib sheets to a test but did not improve their scores),
the researcher concluded that the students used the crib notes as alternatives to studying, rather than
as complements to studying, and thus spent less time preparing for the exam.[63]

The federal government of the United States has mandated high-stakes testing as part of the No Child
Left Behind Act, signed into law in 2002. Schools and teachers are held accountable for the results.
According to Steven Levitt and Stephen Dubner, co-authors of Freakonomics, teachers are known to
"teach to the test": while not teaching the actual answers, they teach the questions and similar ones,
and they neglect any topic that will not be tested on. Levitt also states that teachers may inflate the
results of tests given in their classroom.[16] Teachers and librarians can have a significant proactive
impact on doing honest work.[65]

Research has identified a number of demographic characteristics that appear to be important
influences on cheating, including age, gender and grade point average.[66] Older students, females,
and students with higher academic achievement[67] are less likely to cheat, whereas students involved
with many extra-curricular activities are more likely to do so. Students involved in extra-curricular
activities may be less committed to their studies, or may have more demands on their time, which
interfere with their studies, creating a greater incentive to cheat. It has been found that younger
students are somewhat more likely to cheat: one study finding the highest incidence of cheating
occurs during sophomore year at college.[68] Although cheating might be expected to decline with
greater moral development, one experiment found that there was no relationship between how a
student performed on a morality test and his likelihood of cheating (that is, students at a pre-
conventional stage of morality are as likely to cheat as those at a post-conventional stage).[69] Higher
academic procrastination was also found to increase the frequency of seven different forms of
academic misconduct (using fraudulent excuses, plagiarism, copying from someone else in exams,
using forbidden means in exams, carrying forbidden means into exams, copying parts of homework
from others, and fabrication or falsification of data) as well as the variety of academic misconduct.[15]

This German panel study among thousands of university students argues that academic misconduct
might be a coping-strategy to overcome the negative consequences of academic procrastination such
as lower performance.
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Race, nationality, and class all show little correlation with academic misconduct. There is also no
correlation between how religious someone is and the likelihood that that person will cheat. A
comparison between students of different religions yielded similar results, although the study did
show that Jews tend to cheat less than members of other religions.[70] One of the strongest
demographic correlations with academic misconduct in the United States is with language. Students
who speak English as a second language have been shown to commit academic dishonesty more and
are more likely to be caught than native speakers, since they will often not want to rewrite sources in
their own words, fearing that the meaning of the sentence will be lost through poor paraphrasing
skills.[71] In the University of California system, international students make up 10% of the student
body but comprise 47% of academic dishonesty cases.[72] In British universities, students from
outside of the European Union make up 12% of the student body but comprise 35% of academic
dishonesty cases.[73]

Academic misconduct is more easily traced to the academic and social environment of students than
to their background. These contextual factors can be as broad as the social milieu at school to as
narrow as what instructions a teacher gives before an exam.

Contextual factors that individual teachers can affect often make the least difference on cheating
behavior. A study found that increasing the distance between students taking an exam has little effect
on academic misconduct, and that threatening students before an exam with expulsion if they cheat
actually promotes cheating behavior.[74] Indeed, increased exam proctoring and other methods of
detecting cheating in the classroom are largely ineffective. According to one survey of American
college students, while 50% had cheated at least once in the previous six months, and 7% had cheated
more than five times in that period, only 2.5% of the cheaters had been caught.[18] As teachers invent
more elaborate methods of deterring cheating, students invent even more elaborate methods of
cheating (sometimes even treating it as a game), leading to what some teachers call a costly and
unwinnable arms race.[75] Increased punishment for academic misconduct also has little correlation
with cheating behavior. It has been found that students with markedly different perceptions of what
the severity of the punishment for cheating were all equally likely to cheat, probably indicating that
they thought that increased penalties were immaterial since their cheating would never be
discovered.[76] However, if a professor makes clear that he disapproves of cheating, either in the
syllabus, in the first class, or at the beginning of a test, academic dishonesty can drop by 12%.[74]

Some professors may have little incentive to reduce cheating in their classes below a point that would
otherwise be obvious to outside observers, as they are rated by how many research papers they
publish and research grants they win for the college, and not by how well they teach.[77]

Teachers can, however, accidentally promote cheating behavior. A study found a correlation between
how harsh or unfair a professor is perceived as and academic misconduct, since students see cheating
as a way of getting back at the teacher.[78] Also, students who see themselves in a competition, such
as when the teacher is using a grade curve, are more likely to cheat.[79]

Research has also shown a correlation between goal orientation and the occurrence of academic
cheating. Students who perceive their classroom to have high mastery goals are less likely to engage
in cheating than those who perceive their classroom to emphasize performance goals.[80] In other
words, students who are encouraged to learn for the sake of learning and who exhibit an intrinsic
value of education are less likely to cheat than those who are encouraged primarily by grades and
other extrinsic rewards.

The most important contextual causes of academic misconduct are often out of individual teachers'
hands. One very important factor is time management. One survey reported two-thirds of teachers
believed that poor time management was the principal cause of cheating.[67] Often social
engagements are to blame. It has been found that there is a strong correlation between

Contextual causes

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Race_(classification_of_human_beings)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nationality
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_class
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Religion
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jews
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/English_language
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/University_of_California
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_students
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Universities_in_the_United_Kingdom
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European_Union
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Proctor
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arms_race
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grade_curve
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Time_management


extracurricular activities and cheating, especially among athletes, even those on intramural teams.[81]

It has also been found that student cheating rates rise significantly the more time students spend
playing cards, watching television, or having a few drinks with friends.[82] Relatedly, fraternity or
sorority membership is also strongly correlated with academic misconduct.[83]

One of the most important causes of academic misconduct is the contextual factor of an environment
of peer disapproval of cheating, that is, peer pressure. Psychologists note that all people tend to
follow the norms of their peer group, which would include norms about academic dishonesty.[84]

Thus, students who believe that their peers disapprove of cheating are less likely to cheat. Indeed,
multiple studies show that the most decisive factor in a student's decision to cheat is his perception of
his peers' relationship with academic dishonesty.[19] For instance, on average 69% of students cheat
at colleges with low community disapproval of academic misconduct, whereas only about 23% of
students cheat at colleges with strong community disapproval of academic misconduct.[17] Peer
pressure works both ways, as a study found that there is a 41% increase in the probability of a student
cheating if he or she has seen someone else cheat.[85] However, even if most students strongly
disapprove of cheating, there has to be a community in order for those norms to be enforced via peer
pressure. For instance, larger schools, which usually have much higher cheating rates than small
schools, tend to have a weaker community, being more split up into different peer groups that exert
little social pressure on each other.[86] Another measure of a college community, how many students
live on campus, further shows a significant relation with a school's cheating rate.[87] Relatedly, many
professors argue that smaller classes reduce cheating behavior.[88]

No matter what the demographic or contextual influences are on a student who decides to engage in
cheating behavior, before they can cheat they must overcome their own conscience. This depends
both on how strongly someone disapproves of academic dishonesty and what types of justifications
the student uses to escape a sense of guilt. For instance, students who personally do not have a moral
problem with academic misconduct can cheat guilt-free. However, while many students have been
taught and have internalized that academic dishonesty is wrong, it has been shown that on average a
third of students who strongly disapprove of cheating have in fact cheated.[89] People who cheat
despite personal disapproval of cheating engage in something called "neutralization", in which a
student rationalizes the cheating as being acceptable due to certain mitigating circumstances.[90]

According to psychologists of deviant behavior, people who engage in neutralization support the
societal norm in question, but "conjure up" reasons why they are allowed to violate that norm in a
particular case.[68] Neutralization is not a simple case of ex post facto rationalization, but is rather a
more comprehensive affair, occurring before, during, and after the act of cheating.[91] Researchers
have found four major types of neutralization of academic dishonesty, which they categorize by type
of justification. Denial of responsibility – that is, the accusation that others are to blame or that
something forced the student to cheat – is the most common form of neutralization among college
students who cheated, with 61% of cheaters using this form of justification.[92] Condemnation of
condemner – that is, that the professors are hypocrites or brought it on themselves – is the second
most common form of college student neutralization at 28%.[92] The third most popular form of
neutralization among college students is the appeal to higher loyalties, where the student thinks
their responsibility to some other entity, usually their peers, is more important than doing what they
know to be morally right. About 6.8% of cheaters in higher education use this form of
neutralization.[92] Denial of injury – thinking that nobody is worse off for the cheating – is the fourth
most popular kind of neutralization at 4.2% of cheaters.[92]
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Cheating in academics has a host of effects on students, on teachers, on individual schools, and on the
educational system itself.

For instance, students who engage in neutralisation to justify cheating, even once, are more likely to
engage in it in the future, potentially putting them on a road to a life of dishonesty.[68] Indeed, one
study found that students who are dishonest in class are more likely to engage in fraud and theft on
the job when they enter the workplace.[93] Students are also negatively affected by academic
dishonesty after graduation. A university diploma is an important document in the labor market.
Potential employers use a degree as a representation of a graduate's knowledge and ability. However,
due to academic dishonesty, not all graduates with the same grades actually did the same work or
have the same skills. Thus, when faced with the fact that they do not know which graduates are skilled
and which are the "lemons" (see "The Market for Lemons"), employers must pay all graduates based
on the quality of the average graduate. Therefore, the more students who cheat, getting by without
achieving the required skills or learning, the lower the quality of the average graduate of a school, and
thus the less employers are willing to pay a new hire from that school. Because of this reason, all
students, even those that do not cheat themselves, are negatively affected by academic misconduct.

Academic dishonesty also creates problems for teachers.[94] In economic terms, cheating causes an
underproduction of knowledge, where the professor's job is to produce knowledge.[95] Moreover, a
case of cheating often will cause emotional distress to faculty members, many considering it to be a
personal slight against them or a violation of their trust. Dealing with academic misconduct is often
one of the worst parts of a career in education, one survey claiming that 77% of academics agreed
with the statement "dealing with a cheating student is one of the most onerous aspects of the job".[96]

Academic misconduct can also have an effect on a college's reputation, one of the most important
assets of any school. An institution plagued by cheating scandals may become less attractive to
potential donors and students and especially prospective employers. Alternatively, schools with low
levels of academic dishonesty can use their reputation to attract students and employers.

Ultimately, academic dishonesty undermines the academic world. It interferes with the basic mission
of education, the transfer of knowledge, by allowing students to get by without having to master the
knowledge.[97] Furthermore, academic dishonesty creates an atmosphere that is not conducive to the
learning process, which affects honest students as well.[98] When honest students see cheaters escape
detection, it can discourage student morale, as they see the rewards for their work cheapened.
Cheating also undermines academia when students steal ideas. Ideas are a professional author's
"capital and identity", and if a person's ideas are stolen it retards the pursuit of knowledge.[99]

If never formally retracted, fraudulent publications can remain an issue for many years as articles and
books remain on shelves and continue to be cited. The case of S. Walter Poulshock, a 1960s early-
career historian whose work was found to contain wholly fabricated material, was exposed in 1966
with the American Historical Review providing a warning on the topic.[100][101] Nonetheless, his
book was never removed from the shelves of many university libraries and (together with his related
thesis) was still being cited in 2013, 47 years after it was intended to have been withdrawn by its
publisher.[102][103][104][105]

All parties involved in the dishonesty—not just the individual whose grade is increased by it—can be
punished.

Historically the job of preventing cheating has been given to the teacher. It used to be that in college
the professor acted in loco parentis and was able to regulate student behavior as a parent.[106] Thus,
professors who discovered cheating could assign essentially any punishment they deemed
appropriate. Students often had no mechanism for appeal. Generally, proctors were hired to patrol
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exams. If a case was particularly serious, a dean or other top-level administrator might have been
involved. Against this inconsistent and paternalistic system, students at some schools rebelled and
demanded to be treated as adults.

First at the College of William and Mary in 1779, and then followed by schools like the University of
Virginia in the 1850s and Wesleyan University in 1893, the students, with the agreement of faculty
who declared themselves dedicated to ideals of democracy and human character, created honor
codes.[107] B. Melendez of Harvard University defined an honor code as a code of academic conduct
that includes a written pledge of honesty that students sign, a student controlled judiciary that hears
alleged violations, unproctored examinations, and an obligation for all students help enforce the
code.[108] This system relied on student self-enforcement, which was considered more becoming of
young gentlemen than the policing by proctors and professors that existed previously. Of interest, the
military academies of the US took the honor code one step further than civilian colleges, disallowing
"tolerance", which means that if a cadet or midshipman is found to have failed to report or outright
protected someone engaged in academic dishonesty (as well as other dishonesties or stealing), that
individual is to be expelled along with the perpetrator.

However, many people doubted the advisability of relying on an abstract notion of honor to prevent
academic dishonesty. This doubt has perhaps led to the reality that no more than a quarter of
American universities have adopted honor codes.[109] Moreover, many professors could not envisage
a student run trial process that treated faculty accusers fairly. In response to these concerns, in the
middle of the twentieth century, many schools devised mixed judicial panels composed of both
students and faculty. This type of academic integrity system was similar to the traditional faculty
control system in that it relied on professors to detect cheating, except in this system cheaters were
brought before centralized boards of students and faculty for punishment. By the 1960s over a
quarter of American universities had adopted this system of mixed judicial boards.[109] Still, though,
over half of American universities continued to use faculty-centered control systems.

Starting in the 1960s, the U.S. Supreme Court began chipping away at the in loco parentis doctrine,
giving college students more civil liberties such as the right of due process in disciplinary proceedings
(Dixon v. Alabama Board of Education, 1961).[106] In Cooper v. Blair (1973), specifically academic
misconduct was ruled to require due process, being a disciplinary matter and not an educational
matter. The due process rights of students in academic misconduct cases is not to the same degree as
in a court of law. For instance, the student has no right to representation and the burden of proof is
not necessarily stringent. In the "General Order on Judicial Standards of Procedure and Substance in
Review of Student Discipline in Tax Supported Institutions of Higher Education", (1968) student due
process rights were laid out as follows:

1. The student should be given adequate notice in writing of the specific ground or
grounds and the nature of the evidence on which the discipline proceedings are
based.

2. The student should be given an opportunity for a hearing in which the disciplinary
authority provides a fair opportunity for hearing of the student's position, explanations,
or evidence.

Honor codes

Mixed judicial boards

Student due process rights
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3. No disciplinary action may be taken on grounds which are not supported by any
substantial evidence.

These new rules put an end to the old faculty-based system of policing academic dishonesty, now
students were entitled to an impartial hearing. While schools using the old honor code method or the
mixed judicial system were not affected by these decisions, schools using the faculty based system
generally instituted systems that relied on a committee of faculty and administrators or a dean to run
the academic misconduct hearings.

Recently, Donald L. McCabe and Linda Klebe Trevino, two experts in the field of academic
dishonesty, have proposed a new way of deterring cheating that has been implemented in schools
such as the University of Maryland. Modified honor codes put students in charge of the judicial
hearing process, making it clear that it is the students' responsibility to stop cheating amongst
themselves, but at the same time students still have proctored exams and are not allowed to take
pledges of good conduct in place of professor oversight.[110] The researchers who advocate this type of
code seem to think that the normal honor code is something of a special case that is not applicable to
many schools.[111] According to supporters of this system, schools with a large student body, a weak
college community, or no history of student self-governance will not be able to support a full honor
code. However, while modified honor codes seem to be more effective than faculty or administration
run integrity codes of conduct, research shows that schools with modified codes still have higher rates
of cheating than schools with full honor codes.[112]

Research has shown that there is a strong correlation between forms of academic integrity system
and levels of cheating at a school. Several studies have found students who attend schools with honor
codes are less likely to cheat than students at schools with traditional integrity codes.[19] Another
study found that only 28% of schools with honor codes have high levels of cheating, whereas 81% of
schools with mixed judicial boards have high rates of cheating.[17] Whereas faculty or administration
run codes of conduct tend to rely on policing and punishment to deter students from cheating, honor
codes tend to rely on and cultivate student senses of honor and group peer pressure to deter academic
misconduct.[113] As mentioned above in the section on causes of cheating, increased enforcement or
punishment is rarely effective at discouraging cheating, whereas there is a high correlation between
peer pressure and academic honesty. The modified honor code attempts to cultivate peer disapproval
of cheating while maintaining the traditional proctor system, although critics argue that the proctor
system undermines the creation of an atmosphere of student self-policing, reducing the effectiveness
of the honor code, possibly explaining why modified honor codes have not been as effective as the
original version.

There are limitations to relying on the faculty to police academic dishonesty. One study found that up
to 21% of professors have ignored at least one clear cut case of cheating.[114] Another study revealed
that 40% of professors "never" report cheating, 54% "seldom" report cheating, and that a mere 6% act
on all cases of academic misconduct that confront them.[115] A third survey of professors found that
while 79% had observed cheating, only 9% had penalized the student.[116] According to a manual for
professors on cheating,
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Faculty issues in deterring academic dishonesty
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the reasons for this lack of action include unwillingness to devote time and energy to the
issue, reluctance to undergo an emotional confrontation, and fear of retaliation by the
student, of losing students, of being accused of harassment or discrimination, and even of
being sued for these offenses and/or defamation of character.[96]

There are other reasons as well. Some professors are reluctant to report violations to the appropriate
authorities because they believe the punishment to be too harsh.[117]

Some professors may have little incentive to reduce cheating in their classes below a point that would
otherwise be obvious to outside observers, as they are rated by how many research papers they
publish[118] and research grants they win for the college, and not by how well they teach.[77]

Others do not report academic misconduct because of postmodernist views on cheating.
Postmodernism calls into question the very concepts of "authorship" and "originality." From the
perspective of cultural studies and historicism, authors themselves are simply constructs of their
social surroundings, and thus they simply rewrite already written cultural stories. Moreover, in the
field of composition studies, students are being encouraged more and more to do group work and
participate in ongoing collective revision. The postmodernist view is that "the concept of intellectual
malpractice is of limited epistemological value. Under the ironic gaze of postmodernism, the
distinctions between guilt and innocence, integrity and deceit permeating the scandal debates appear
irrelevant."[119] However, there is an argument that postmodernism is just moral relativism, therefore
cheating is condoned as a valid academic method, even if it is morally and legally wrong. One
professor wrote in an article in The English Journal that when he peeked in on an unproctored class
taking a test and saw several students up and consulting with one another, he decided that they were
not cheating, but were using non-traditional techniques and collaborative learning to surmount the
obstacles teachers had put in their way.[120] Issues of cultural relativism also affect professors' views
on cheating; the standard objection being that "students from certain Middle Eastern, Asian, and
African cultures are baffled by the notion that one can 'own' ideas, since their cultures regard words
and ideas as the property of all rather than as individual property".[121]

Another issue teachers may have with deterring cheating is that they may decide that it is not their
job. The argument that "they're professors, not policemen" is often heard in academia.[117] In
economic terms, some professors believe they are being paid to provide learning, and if the student
loses that learning through cheating, he is only cheating himself out of the money he paid.[122]

With the advancement of the internet, there are now several tools available to aid in the detection of
plagiarism and multiple publication within biomedical literature. One tool developed in 2006 by
researchers in Harold Garner's laboratory at the University of Texas Southwestern Medical Center at
Dallas is Déjà Vu (https://web.archive.org/web/20080908042940/http://spore.swmed.edu/dejav
u/), an open-access database containing several thousand instances of duplicate publication.

Academic authorship
Accreditation mill
Bullying in academia
Cyril Burt
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Intellectual dishonesty
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