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Abstract 

The present study tries to investigate the role of gender on the construct Academic Dishonesty and 

its Dimensions among first year college students of Kapurthala district. The study consists sample of 

187 students of Science, Commerce and Arts stream . The tool used in this study is Academic 

dishonesty Scale developed by Rawwas and Isakson (2000) for data collection. The Cronbach’s 

alpha reliability of the scale is .70. The tool has construct validity. The result indicate that there is 

no significant difference between the means of Academic dishonesty construct and its dimensions 

with respect to Gender and stream was found. The construct predicted the dimensions well. There is 

significant relationship among all dimensions expect the dimension Fabricating Information with 

Ignoring Prevalent Practices. This means that both boys and girls are equally engage in cheating 

and indulge in academic dishonesty. Moreover, Study discuss the strategies like quizzes, curricular 

and co-curricular activities, projects for students for abolishing the academic dishonesty 

Keyword:-Academic Dishonesty, Gender difference, Dimensions of Academic Dishonest                            

  

INTRODUCTION                                                   
When students don’t want to prepare for doing work and feel stress for performing the work because 

lack of knowledge, low motivation and have less competition and only depend independently with the 

help of peers, internet resources, crib notes, other writing words and then students don’t want to 

express their own word or work in any situation then we can say they perform the term dishonesty. In 

order to understand the term dishonesty our internal and external factor are responsible for engaging 

in dishonesty. 

According to Symaco & Marceb(2003) , “ academic dishonesty is defined as destruction of rules and 

regulations in most tertiary education institutions”   

According to (Staats, et al, 2009), “when students show unexpected behavior, that affects to the 

students’s development characteristics and personality traits”   

(Storch and Storch, 2002) refers as “Academic dishonesty has been defined as the act of giving or 

receiving unauthorized help for performing academic task or getting benefit for copied effort.”  

William L. Kibler state that academic dishonesty as “academic dishonesty as forms of cheating and 

plagiarism that involve students giving or receiving unauthorized assistance in an academic exercise 

or receiving credit for work that is not their own.”  

 According to (Tadesse and Getachew, 2010), “academic dishonesty refers to the long-lasting in many 

occurrences and its impediment for growth is largely alarming.” 

 (Naghdipour and Emeagwali, 2013) undeterrmine “the excellence of education as well as 

undetermining the vision of grooming honest, accountable and trustworthy professionals in the 

future.” Many researchers found that “students, who engaged in academic dishonesty, were more 

probable to engage in workplace dishonesty.”  

(Ellahi et al., 2013) said that, “Academic dishonesty is a continuous process .To remove the academic 

dishonesty, some institution and organization make some  policies for removing the dishonesty. e.g  

quizzes, exams, individual assignments, plagiarism. 

Eriksson and McGee (2015), “Academic dishonesty  as a major or widespread problem for tertiary 

level education or higher education in universities found that when students perform unsociable 

attitude then the behaviors of academic dishonesty rises  mostly when students don’t observe the 

behavior of academic dishonesty”  
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“Academic dishonesty happens when the attitude of student is change if the chance or opportunity 

given to the students for engage in dishonesty”( Rawwas and Isakson(2000) ) 

There are four Factors of academic dishonesty  

Receiving and Abetting Academic Dishonesty: the first dimension initiated by student by 

unethically engage in institution.  

Obtaining an Unfair Advantage : the second dimension arises when students take benefits  of a 

unexpected situation and become the part of dishonesty. 

 Fabricating Information: this dimension takes place when students are not prepare well for doing 

any kind of task but become actively part of dishonesty but not clearly involved in it like making 

numerous justifications or excuses for not doing work or any kind of academic task. 

Ignoring Prevalent Practices: when students visit frequently in teacher’s office seeking help for 

final exam. 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
McCabe et al. (2006)  established that students from commerce stream is cheated more than science 

stream students and  also conducted that  commerce students is more inclination towards  dishonesty 

during exams as compared to  science students and found that there are 24 business students who are 

more admitted to such behavior. 

Shaw (2008) recognized that morality primarily occur in childhood from their  own personal senses, 

later on it changes into ethical manners. Every learner learns to find the morality during own by 

realizing their own ideas, thoughts, perceptions and change the perception of dishonesty according to 

their traditions. There are 20 percent tertiary level students who are copied their work from internet 

resources.  

Brown, Weibleand Olmosk (2010) found that at the tertiary  level, only 49 percent students were 

engage in cheating,but in today’s era the percentage of  student’s cheating are increases up to 100 

percent  and  also noticed  that as compared to other courses business students are also involve   in 

cheating  process.  

Jones (2011) found that  why students from commerce stream are more  connected  in dishonesty .the 

three reason behind for dishonesty is (i) grades (ii) lack of time to complete the task (iii) anxiety for 

appearing in  theory test and procrastination. The sample size for research is 144 and found that there 

are 60% of the Commerce students and 64% of arts students become the part for making dishonesty. 

(Bedford et al., 2011) conducted that some factors are depending on academic dishonesty and such as 

gender, low Grades, egotism, less opportunity for getting the job ,increasing competition in any field 

related to job and other factors such as learning environment, peer pressure and found some reasons 

behind why students are more likely towards dishonesty that is  academic standards is not soo good, 

class size is very large, less number of getting the jobs. 

(Pottle, 2012) found that many learners who take the admission in degree college and show signs of 

unenthusiastic or unexpected behavior of dishonesty, not capable to enter a  good  job market. for 

getting  professional job, learners are to become honest and have moral values.  

Munoz-Garcia and Aviles-Herrera (2014) recognized that there are four factors of academic 

dishonesty and found that students cheat with the help of crib notes, write the notes on the hand, when 

teacher gives individual task to the students with the help of collaboration students are more admitted 

to copy paste and submit the task or homework  

Eriksson and McGee (2015) conducted that in   99 American colleges and Universities there are 5000 

students who are more interested towards academic dishonest acts and found that why students cheat. 

There are many reason like poor academic performance, tough competition, lack of interest in 

subjects, basics are very poor, lack of knowledge. So, when students are lack of preparation in any 

task, assignment, homework, and exam then students find the material or resources for cheating. 
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Kevin L. Wright (2018) found that how academic dishonesty are varied at different universities and 

colleges and compare and contrast how such policy violations are addressed by campus 

administrators. And also gives the recommendations for academic dishonesty like encourage moral 

development and policymakers will need to check the reason of consistent tests and the plan of 

current grading systems. 

 

BODY OF ARTICLE 

Statement of the problem 
Dimensional Analysis of Academic Dishonesty with respect to gender and stream among college 

students.        

Reserch objective 

 To study the difference between boys and girls with respect to the construct academic 

Dishonesty   in undergraduate students  

 

 To study the difference between boys and girls with respect to dimension receiving and  

abetting  in undergraduate students  

 

 To study the difference between boys and girls with respect to dimension obtaining an unfair 

advantage in undergraduate students  

 

 To study the difference between boys and girls with respect to the dimension fabricating 

information in undergraduate students  

 

 To study the difference between boys and girls with respect to dimension ignoring prevalent 

practices in undergraduate students  

 

 To study the difference between  students from science commerce and arts streams with 

respect to the construct academic dishonesty at undergraduate level 

 

 To study the difference between students from science commerce and arts streams with 

respect to the dimension receiving and abetting academic dishonesty at undergraduate level 

 

 To study the difference between students from science commerce and arts streams with 

respect to the dimension obtaining an unfair advantage  at undergraduate level 

 

 To study the difference between students from science commerce and arts streams with 

respect to the dimension  fabricating information at undergraduate level 

 

 To study the difference between students from science commerce and arts streams with 

respect to the dimension ignoring prevalent practice in undergraduate level 

                                                                                    

Research hypotheses 

 H0: There is no significant difference between boys and girls with respect to the 

construct Academic dishonesty in undergraduate level.  

 H0: There is no significant difference between boys and girls with respect to 

dimension receiving and abetting in undergraduate level. 

 H0 :There is no significant difference between boys and girls with respect to 

dimension obtaining an unfair advantage in undergraduate level. 

 H0: There is no significant difference between boys and girls with respect to 

dimension fabricating information in undergraduate level.   
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 H0: There is no significant difference between boys and girls with respect to 

dimension ignoring prevalent practices in undergraduate level.   

 H0: There is no significant difference between students from science commerce and 

arts streams with respect to the construct academic dishonesty at undergraduate level. 

 H0: There is no significant difference between students from science  commerce and 

arts  streams with respect to receiving and abetting academic dishonesty at 

undergraduate level 

 H0: There is no significant difference between students from science  commerce and 

arts streams with respect to obtaining an unfair advantage at undergraduate level 

 H0: There is no significant difference between students from science  commerce and 

arts streams with respect to  fabricating information at undergraduate level at 

undergraduate level 

 H0: There is no significant difference between students from science commerce and 

arts streams with respect to ignoring prevalent practices at undergraduate level 

  

Population for the study 
The population of the research  is the students, of B.Sc., B.Com. B.A. (First year) of  college of 

district Kapurthala, Punjab. 

 

Sample for the study 
In the recent study, total 187 students from government and private colleges students of Science, 

Commerce and Arts stream of district Kapurthala, Punjab, selected randomly. There were 110 

girls students and 77 boys students. 

 

Tools used in study 

The Academic Dishonesty Scale (ADS) is used by researcher to measure the various forms of 

collegiate cheating which was developed by Rawwas and Isakson (2000). It has total 20 items with 

four dimensions, all 20 statements are positive. It is a questionnaire with five-point likert scale means 

each statement has five responses i.e strongly disagree, disagree, Neither agree nor  disagree, Agree, 

Strongly agree. It has content validity. 

 

Sr. No. Dimensions Total no. of items Reliability (Cronbach’s 

alpha) 

1. Dimension 1 6 .77 

2. Dimension 2 7 .72 

3. Dimension 3 4 .70 

4. Dimension 4 3 .71 

 

2.7Scoring procedure: 

Sr. No. Type of 

items 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

 

Total 

score 

Range 

of the 

score 

I Positive 1 2 3 4 5 100 20-100 
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SAMPLING 
In the present study, the technique is used for data collection is simple random sampling. by 

using this technique researcher is to collect data from 187 students from different streams of 

government and private college from B.Sc., B.Com., B.A. of district Kapurthala, Punjab. 

RESULTS 
After the data collection, data analysis is done using SPSS software. The interpretation of the 

result and data analysis is given below: 

Analysis of descriptive statistics 

The mean, standard deviation (S.D.), standard error, of the variables Academic dishonesty among 

college students has been given below: 

                                                  Descriptive Statistics                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

Table 2: Measures of Central Tendency, Dispersion and Standard Error 

         S.No.      Variables           Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Standard Error 

1 Academic 

Dishonesty 2.5257 .57315 .04191 

2 Academic 

Dishonesty in 

Boys 2.5831 

           

.64142 .07310 

3 Academic 

Dishonesty in 

Girls 2.4855 .51937 .04952 

4 Dimension 1 
2.2060 .69866 .05109 

5 Dimension 1 in 

Boys 2.2960 .74421             .08481 

6 Dimension 1 in 

Girls 2.1431 .66111 .06303 

7 Dimension 2 
2.4891 .65974 .04824 

8 Dimension 2 in 

Boys 2.4900 .72444 .08256 

9 Dimension 2 in 

Girls 2.4885 .61384 .05853 

10 Dimension 3 
2.6580 1.62144 .11857 

11 Dimension 3 in 

Boys 2.6169 .90556 .10320 

12 Dimension 3 in 

Girls 2.6868 1.97801 .18860 

13 Dimension 4 
3.2111 .91483 .06690 

14 Dimension 4 in 

Boys 3.3068 .87819 .10008 

15 Dimension 4 

Girls 3.1442 .93777 .08941 

Table 1 Measures of Central Tendency, Dispersion and Standard Error 

Interpretation: The academic dishonesty construct is found to be more in boys  as compared to 

girls. The mean score of boys (2.5831) is more than mean score of girls(2.4855).according to t-test,p-

value=.245 which is greater than .05 that is non-significant. Hence Null hypothesis is accepted. 
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The dimension receiving and abetting  is found to be more in boys  as compared to girls. The mean 

score of boys (2.2960) is more than mean score of girls(2.1431).according to t-test,p-value= .837 

which is greater than .05 that is non-significant. Hence Null hypothesis is accepted. 

The dimension obtaining an unfair advantage is found to be more in boys  as compared to girls. The 

mean score of boys (2.4900) is more than mean score of girls(2.4885).according to t-test,p-value=.338 

which is greater than .05 that is non-significant. Hence Null hypothesis is accepted. 

The dimension fabricating information is found to be more in girls  as compared to boys. The mean 

score of girls (2.6868) is more than mean score of boys(2.6169).according to t-test,p-value=.806 

which is greater than .05 that is non-significant. Hence Null hypothesis is accepted. 

The dimension ignoring prevalent practices is found to be more in boys  as compared to girls. The 

mean score of boys (3.3068) is more than mean score of girls(3.1442).according to t-test,p-value=.136 

which is greater than .05 that is non-significant. Hence Null hypothesis is accepted. 

 

Measures of Relationship– Pearson’s Correlation 

 Dim 

1 

Dim 2 Dim 3 Dim 4 AD 

Dim 

1 

 

1 

0.656** 0.324** 0.284** 0.862** 

Dim 

2 

 1 

0.273** 0.234** 0.830** 

Dim 

3 

  1 

0.143* 0.390** 

Dim 

4 

   1 

0.518** 

AD     1 

** - Results significant at α=0.01, * - Results significant at α=0.05 

Table 3Measures of Relationships– Pearson’s Correlation 

Interpretation:  
The relationship between Receiving and Abetting Academic Dishonesty with Obtaining an unfair 

Advantage is moderate (.656) in strength and highly significant at α =0.01). Hence the result is 

significant and the null hypothesis is rejected. 

The relationship between Receiving and Abetting Academic Dishonesty with Fabricating Information 

is moderate(.324) in strength and highly significant at α =0.01). Hence the result is significant and the 

null hypothesis is rejected. 

The relationship between Receiving and Abetting Academic Dishonesty with Ignoring Prevalent 

Practices is weak(.284) in strength and highly significant at α =0.01). Hence the result is significant 

and the null hypothesis is rejected. 

The relationship between Receiving and Abetting Academic Dishonesty with academic dishonesty is 

strong(.862) in strength and highly significant at α =0.01). Hence the result is significant and the null 

hypothesis is rejected. 

The relationship between Obtaining an unfair Advantage with Fabricating Information is 

moderate(.273) in weak and highly significant at α =0.01). Hence the result is significant and the null 

hypothesis is rejected. 
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The relationship between  Obtaining an unfair Advantage with Ignoring Prevalent Practices is 

weak(.234) in strength and highly significant at α =0.01). Hence the result is significant and the null 

hypothesis is rejected.  

The relationship between Obtaining an unfair Advantage with Academic dishonesty is strong(.830) in 

strength and highly significant at α =0.01). Hence the result is significant and the null hypothesis is 

rejected.. 

The relationship between Fabricating Information with Ignoring Prevalent Practices is weak, equal to 

0.143 in strength but non significant at α =0.05 level. Hence the result is non significant and the null 

hypothesis is accepted. 

The relationship between Fabricating Information with Academic dishonesty is moderate(.390) in 

strength and highly significant at α =0.01). Hence the result is significant and the null hypothesis is 

rejected. 

The relationship between Ignoring Prevalent Practices  with Academic dishonesty moderate(.518) in 

strength and highly significant at α =0.01). Hence the result is significant and the null hypothesis is 

rejected. 

DISCUSSION 
 In discussion, we discuss that gender has no role in academic dishonesty. there is no 

difference between boys and girls for engage in academic dishonesty 

 The major findings of the study is the academic dishonesty construct and its four dimensions 

have no significant difference in their means with respect to gender and stream in first year 

undergraduate college students. 

 Among the minor findings of the study, the researcher found that the gender is not related 

neither to the construct academic dishonesty nor its four dimensions there is  no significant 

difference in their means with respect to gender  in first year undergraduate college students.  

 This means that the academic dishonesty construct and its dimensions dimension fabricating 

information is found to be more in girls as compared to boys and rest all three dimensions is 

found to be more in boys  as compared to girls. 

 There is significant difference from different stream of  students from B.Sc., B.Com., B.A. in 

dimension Fabricating Information but rest of all three dimensions have no significant 

difference from different streams of students from B.Sc., B.Com., B.A. 

 All dimensions of construct Academic dishonesty predicts academic dishonesty significantly 

for a unit change in receiving and abetting academic dishonesty, there is 74.3% change in 

academic dishonesty for a unit change in obtaining an unfair advantage, there is 68.8 % 

change in academic dishonesty for a unit change in fabricating information, there is 15.2% 

change in academic dishonesty for a unit change in ignoring prevalent practices, there is 

26.9% change in academic dishonesty. 

. 

CONCLUSION 
There is no significant difference between boys and girls on academic dishonesty at undergraduate 

level in science, commerce and arts stream. So educational experts, curriculum makers, teachers and 

school management should make such strategies, curriculum, co-curricular and curricular activities, 

quizzes, projects for students so that academic dishonesty is removed. 
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