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This paper briefly describes a survey taken at the University of ,
Nebraska-Lincoln assessing the frequency and type of cheating by engineering
students. The results indicdte that the majority of students cheat. Several
negative consequences are identified; including harm done to cheaters them-
selves, the profession, and society at large. Several solutions are also -
proposed; lncliuding persuading students to realize thé harmful consequences of
cheating, assigning ungraded homework problems or assigning different problems
to different students, and closely monitoring students taking exams. Lastly,
it is suggested that some benefit would be gained from publicizing uhivzhsity
"and departmental policies on cheating, with the assumption that these pdlicies

are strictly enforced. | |
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This paper was presented at the 19th Midwest Section of the American
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Society of Engineering Education meeting (March, 1984, Wichita).
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- Cheating in Engineering Courses: ‘
Short- and Long-Term Consequences
Y ’ i
; »
_Why wotrry about cheating? Simple; it concerns us all. . On

: the nat16nal 1eve1; Carnegie Council Report notes Lhat

4 .

there is a growing "ethical deterioration” in academic

_ - 1ife: jfﬁé reéport indicated that an increasing percentage
T _ D N S
of college stﬁdéhts feel that "some forms of cheating are

necessary to get the grades they want'. [Fair Practices in

nghgr :Education: nghts anngesponsxbriitles of Students/‘ <

. ~§

. and Their Colleges. in a Period of Intensified Competltlon ;

fnf,Eﬁfbilﬁéﬁrsg San Francisco: Jossey—Bass; 979].

"Déspite a grow1ng public awareness that college cheating

s Cheating," Psychology in theikﬁuxﬂ;g 17 1980, 515- 521]

§!

- .
instructors and students often overlook the implications of

academic dishonesty . . .‘by applying the common myths
! " Gf:"ﬁﬁcniii?6ff§ they'll get caught in the end,” and
"

"They re only hurting themselvés. However, such is not

i the case: Gheatlng has short teti effeqs; both in and out

of thf classroom; with lbﬁg:téﬁgé effects that reach far

y the fiei& 6?'5}6féssiaﬁai éﬁgiﬁéériﬁg;l

Simply because«sgcent survyey resulfs indicate widespread cheating among

college Stﬁdépté is no basis for Eiééuming that cheating is a major problem
in engineering programs. Jack Evett reports tha;,asiae from his own éﬁiﬁidﬁ

-+

'ketterg,no articles even remotel

this.subject prompted the present §tﬁa§'iﬁ an attempt to document whether and

|
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’ to what extont engtne ring students cheat,

with careful: consideration given to
/ . the consequences of aﬁd possiblc solutions to théiptdﬁibm;
The Survey ' ) "

-:
A ,
Questionnaire. & chirteen—iiéﬁ questionnaire was designed to gather |

,‘

informatlon about the respondents 6PA; financial assistance, membersﬁip in

f\

honorary societies, living arrangements, gender, and frequerncy and type of . o

cheating on homework asgignments and tests. Also included were four questions

assessing respondents' perceptions of éhédiiﬁg among their peers. .
Respondents. The questionnaire w;s administered to 287 students (251

men; 36 wdﬁéﬁ) enrolled in the Engineering -Ethics course tgduired of all seniors

*

majoring in énéinéeting ét the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Only one student .
. !
declined to complete the questidnnéire, and ‘seven other students were absent

on the day Tt was administered. ‘ﬂ o ,
, . co \

. T

DataAAnalysis. The responsesﬁwere tabulated and cross-tabulated.

No

- ..

- ~

statlstlcal tests of s1gnificance were ccnddcted:
. s}

_ e o _

QgesLiGQASEieCtlon. For the purposes of this proceedings report, in

sddition to the demographic information, four questions considered to be of -
gétticuiar interest are: : ' . . )
§ . - :
Question 7: Evéﬁ’ﬁﬁéﬁ'tﬁé»iﬁétructaq’has made clear that a homework
L]

“o - I

assignment or take-home test is to be done on an individual basis,

L

7 s

I have nevertheless wbrked with one or more other students
B e ' o [
in completing the assignment. :

T

A. Always B. tsually C.f Sometimes ‘D. Seldom " E. Nevey

Qﬁéstidn 8. When'a crib sheet (cheat sheet) is not permissible on an

exam, I _______ use one anyway. This wbuld include such things as

Qriting formulas on the desk; on the back of blue books; or on paper

to be used for the exam.

+ A. Always B: Usually C. Sometimes D. Seldom E. Never

. 4 |
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Quest ion 1i:  Even whed the igstructor has made it clear that homework

s
. \ ) L .
s  assignments of take-home tests are to bg coumpleted on “gn individual
)
basis;, percent of my ClaabmatCSVWOrk with oné or more other
< individuals in completing the assignment.

MY

N}

A. 60% or more B: 40 to Egiyép. 20 to 40% D. 5 to 20f. E. Fewer than 5%

Question 12. When a crib sheet (cheat sheet) is niot petmissible on an
B T N _ S e
exari, . percent of my classmates use one. This would include

- '

ks

such things as writing formulas on the desk; on the back of blue
books, or on-paper to be used for tiHE. exam.
_ ‘ N

- ' v
. -
C - Results
. _
Qgestion 7. Only 125 ofxghe respondents (64%) reported that they had never

77777777 : %
and would never collaborate with another person on a homework a551gnment

. Although '99 of the remaining respondents)ﬁ?S/) id&icated that only seldom had

they or wbula they collaborate; 59 of she re§pond%?§s (204) repoqted that they

usually or somet imes collaborate . R

-

\ {
thﬁt they seldom use them; and the remainlngiB respoqdents €¢37%) that they
. .

usually or sometimes use crib sheets. )
- )

Question 1l. Only 35 respondegts (13%) reported perceiving feweé than 5%

’

.of their peﬁrs as never hav1ng collaborated on assignments. However, 155 2%

S

réspoﬁdehts (56%) reported perceiving fiore than 20% of their peers as having
L N . - — . _
- * . -o- *

collaborated.

§gestionﬂi§: Regarding the use 'of crib sheets, 156 re5p0ndents (5673

reported perceiving that fewer than 5% of their peers use them
7z . <
(30%) that 5 to 20% of their peers use them, and ‘the remaining 37 respondents

-

. B

(

%

A. 60% or more -B: 40 to 60% €: 20 to 40% D. 5 6o 20% E. Fewer than 5%
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v (14%) that 207 or more of their peers use use crib sheets. .
-: . - . +
égmmaryfoLuResults . ‘
_ These res sults 1ndicat{ that chﬂht1ng is comnimon, among Ongxnecrrny students.
.. "
~ - ' :
.By their own admissio 5 567 of the respondents reported having ifgnored; at‘“&
least occas ionally; spec1f1c 1nstructions not to’ collaboratt on graded assign-
i ane \Yﬁﬁ ,,,,, e . i .
ments. Further; 20% of thc res ponde roported frequent cotlahorqtiom with
others: _ ) - ; .
4 As might be expected, far fewer studentslrkported,using crib sheets on

. exams than collaboratlng on graded asslgnmentsf"Presumably thls is because

¥ T : -
of the high risk of being detected when,cheating on exaims as opposed to the low

é

" risk when collaborating om hoiework éssignments.3 Nevertheless; 18% of the -

’

Vi - . . e
. respondents reported hav1ng used crib sheetf on exahs, even if only infrequently,-
and this is too large a segment of the populatlon to ignore. . .
a . “ v

> - “It is interesﬂlng to note that those sgpdents who reported the greatht

/ : , ;

i mates ééiiiﬁé?éiiﬁgf' For instance; among the 14 respondents who reported
1

that they usuatltly coIiaborate on assionments, 11 of them (78%) also reported

o

:.perceiving that ﬁo fewer then 40% of their classmates collaborate as-well.

L_ﬁagﬁ%érﬁ among the 126 respondents reporting that they seldom collaborate,
g p g _ A

only 21 (17%) reported perceiving that no fewer than 40% of tHeir classmates
o . 7 ; . . L 7
eollatorate. o : . 5 T -
~ s ‘ N B
These results are similar to those of other gurveys indicating that
- . e ;. v P o
cheating is widespread among college stﬁdehtsa and support Evett's conclugion
’ 3

that cheating is also commonplace among engineerding students.5 ?erhéps’

v : : 1
one of the reaSOns why cheatlng is so wiedespread is that teachers and
¢ ¢ - > % _—
students alike faiI to re8ognize the serioﬁs cOnsequences oﬂicheatlng—-for
.- themselves and others--and, ‘thus, do not take steps &o minimize it. Some Of 2
3 7 . S {
o 7 - v X .
~ ‘/" B _ "
A p 6 . ¢
= .
Q ps )
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teacticrs and students to work actively against cheating.

D ‘ ; : : i‘ F
. o . o AT

the coiisequences and solutions .are considered herc and may motivate both
’ I L8 . ) [ L

rd « . .

Consequences of Cheating

Ny

Grade Inflation.’ bﬁé 6f;EEé consequeiices of chéétihg is grade frflation;

¢ 3 - v -

. gfédbé.' lhls is selI defcatlng, tor .by the act of chcatlng the student has

- tncidence of cheating dlminlshes the c;edltablilty of the GPA as a valid

S NS S s L -t S
their common occurrence. Also, .because oﬁ grade inflation; students .

created an énvgrﬁnment in:which_hxgh grades are rendered meanlngless by
-, ]

Ay

~

¢

r Harm done.to Noncheatersn Students with high GPAs are most llkely to

N
be retained in those programs with limited numbers of openings. Gettéihly

the most able students should be kept in those programs; but the hlgh ®

index af‘éBiiity. Sduéiméigihai students may be Eéﬁéiﬁéa in ptdgfa’s‘mérély

>

ability to handle the material.

Fmployment Consequences. The ultimate reason for cheating, presumably,
1s te obtain quality émpibyment. Unfortunately, Eﬁééiiﬁg prevents one ftdm

‘

may cause the employee to be dismissed, resulting in harm both to self and

a <

family. - An even,more harmful consequence results if the employer preSumes

S " A & 1
that the deficient employee is 1ndicative of all graduates of a partlcular
R

. program an& accordlngly, avoids hirlng other graduates of that pfééféﬁ.c}Iﬁ

~

Le L

this manner; one cheater can negatively affect the hlring potentxai of
ﬁéhy other students:

yg;metqsseif and Socieuz. WHen people chieat, they are lying to them- ; e

selves by c&nstructing an inflated self- impression about their abiiities.
" e P . ~s' : ¢ ) \ ’ ' i
J? . ) .
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thcy can lift a much hedvier weight than they actually can simply because

"clearlyrspecify the sanctions implemented foE/cheating. All concerd@? should

“In llght of this; an instructor should change the assignments ani\exams from"

j !

“
u

o , . o .
they had imnflated the numbers stamped om their practice weights. Whereasg
the harm in the case of the weight lifter is _confined to self (phys1Cﬁi

similar Sélf:décéﬁtion is in a p031tion to do harm to a far. greater number

-

of people. -
Id ) " v -
T _ f, o SN
. , Pr'op'o's;'ed SOL" utions - e
| .
The most effective solutions are those that seek to prevent cheating in
. P
the fi}ét place. 4An effective——although d1ff1cult %o 1mp1ement——strategy
o 773777777 S V V . )
is to convince students that CHéating works to their disadvantage and that
p !
\
they have 1Itt1e to gain and much to 1ose from ic. . N

A second measure is to use assignment and exa procedures makxng it
[ ol el il il g ° J
difficult for students to theat. Other studies as well as this oné’report
Y ’ 7 7 ] ' , T -
fhat the most frequent farﬁ of cheating occurs on homework assignments.

""" ne semester to the next and; wathin a given class e1ther not grade homework
N e

assignments or assxgn unique problems to edch student. .

, A third thing that‘can be done to help prevent cheating is to make clear
2

both in writing and in person;fthe Uﬁiversity and

. ] ' - » ¥ ’

ﬁiépartme tal,ﬁéiicies proscrihing_cheating. Further; these p011c1es should
/ r

' understand that these poiicies and sanctions have little deterring value if

. . . ‘ %
they are not enforced: : - - .

7 [
Summary : ) N

This papér briefly describes g survey doné at the University of

- : . . ; )
(,

¢

3 B v
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‘ e T ‘gb - , o s e
. students. ( The results indicatc that the majority of students chicas.
, : ‘ . ; :

» 4 ’

o Further, students reported that:they perceive the vast majority of thiedir .o/
’ . } L S S TR ;
classmates as cheatings The negative consequences for cheating dre several ,

v
. - .

inéluding harm done to'the cheaters themsclves; to the professionil, com-

.

munity to which they belong; and o) society in gencral. TIn light o? these
Q N " 4 N <

harms, .severdl golutions are proposed,; including pcrsuading students to

5 realize the damaging consequences of cheating, encouraging imstructors to
. assign unique problems for each student; closely monitoring: students' J

7

cxaii behaviors, and publicizing and enforcing university and departmental.

~

; policiés on cheating: .  _- - )

: a- - o
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= ! P
-William R; Todd-Mancillas is an assistant professor in the Department
of Specch Communication at the University of Nebrasla-Lincoln. His primary
' & o - - o a .

. teaching and research interests are interpersonal and instructional commun-
g L" ’ - S - 7 “ : I, - . ‘77;-777777 ;;E -
ication. Recently he has become interested in considering ways {n which

: ’ .
 sthics cah be taught and reasearched among college students. This article
is the first of a series of research projects he is conducting on the subject. \
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