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INSTILLING ACADEMIC INTEGRITY

Executive Summary TC "Executive Summary" \f C \l "1" 
The central conclusion of the Task Force is that the GMU honor system will be truly effective only if it is  part of a comprehensive university wide dedication to the principles enunciated in our Honor Code. This effort requires a pervasive attitude among all university constituencies affirming that academic integrity is part of the moral environment of the University, and the message that it is so should be clearly and frequently communicated.
The Task Force surveyed instructional faculty, students, and academic administrators.  A very small return from administrators makes generalizations difficult.  Primary faculty concerns are:  (1) proper orientation to and support for Academic Integrity, and (2) teaching space that would forestall Honor Code violations.  Faculty also expressed concerns about students sacrificing academic integrity in favor of obtaining a credential and the faculty’s own indifference toward the Honor Code and its obligations.   When asked if cultural differences influence adherence to the Honor Code, faculty  reported,  32% "none to very little", 40% "moderately", and 28% "very much."  Faculty suggested a number of excellent strategies to help deter Honor Code violations.

Student awareness of the Honor Code is high (90%) but only 50% believe that it works well.  For example, while 46% report they have witnessed Honor Code violations, only 5% of them took action.  This is confirmed by student attitudes.  While students overwhelmingly said “cheating is wrong,” 28% believe that it is normal. Three quarters of the students responding indicated they wanted more done to limit cheating. In light of these facts, one of the Task Force recommendations is that a future committee should explore alternative procedures for adjudicating Honor Code offenses.


The Report concludes with a set of recommendations directed to the Provost, the Vice President for University Life, the Dean of Students, individual academic units and individual faculty members. The recommendations focus on the need to articulate and communicate the University’s commitment to academic integrity and call for specific actions in support of the Honor Code and its implementation.

Introduction TC "Introduction" \f C \l "1" 
The University Task Force on Academic Integrity was appointed jointly by the Provost, Peter Stearns, and the Vice President for University Life, Karen Rosenblum, in July 2000.  The Task Force was charged to undertake the following: 

· to consider the state of academic honesty at George Mason, 

· to assess the effectiveness of the Honor Code and its implementation, and

· to develop programs to involve faculty and students in understanding the issues and acting to enhance academic integrity throughout the University. 

The Task Force held its first meeting in July, 2000, and then met regularly throughout the academic year. A total of 18 meetings (thru 5/11) were held to conduct Task Force business; each meeting lasted two hours or more.  The members of the committee represent a wide spectrum of University academic disciplines and administrative offices.  The active members, in alphabetical order, are: Alok Berry, Electrical and Computing Engineering;  Kim Eby, New Century College; Ruth Fischer, English; Jim Fletcher, Task Force Chair, Philosophy and Religious Studies;  Julia (Friedheim) Findlay, International Programs and Services;  Dolores Gomez-Moran, Office of Diversity Programs and Services;  Don Kelso, Biology;  Ann Lewis, School of  Management; Tamara Maddox, Computer Science;  Girard Mulherin, University Life;  Francine Roberts, Nursing and Health Sciences;  Amelia Rutledge, English; and Bill Sutton, Electrical and Computer Engineering.

As part of its investigations the Task Force gathered background information on national trends related to student academic behavior, heard from the Honor Committee regarding the scope and outcomes of its work, and, through a series of surveys, gathered information from faculty, administrators and student members of our community to determine the extent to which the community believes that issues relating to academic integrity pose a challenge to the University.  


Early in its deliberations the Task Force determined that it should take a broad view of its charge,  including considering the University’s responsibility to articulate a set of values supporting academic integrity and to provide vehicles both for informing the community of the basic values which the University supports and the means to ensure that those values can hold a place of importance in community life.  The Task Force concluded that it should not interpret “academic integrity” narrowly to refer specifically or even principally to the scope of student violations of the Honor Code.  To do so would be to place primary responsibility for academic integrity on our students rather than on the community as a whole, including members of the faculty and administrators.  We believe that students will respond to the values that we as a community advocate; we do not believe that we presently provide clear and consistent statements concerning the values that inform us as an academic community.

Academic Integrity TC "Academic Integrity" \f C \l "1" 

While the Task Force encourages faculty to forestall incidents of cheating by, for example, proctoring when appropriate and using several versions of tests, we do not believe that preventive measures in themselves are the solution to lapses in academic integrity.  The statistics about honor code schools, cited below, support the thesis that a better approach to confronting cheating among students is to focus on the importance of academic integrity as a value.
  We must value academic integrity as a part of the moral environment of the University, and the message that we do so value academic integrity should be clearly and frequently communicated.  We agree with the contention of the Center for Academic Integrity at Duke University that academic integrity should not be reduced to the negative concept of “not cheating;” rather academic integrity should encompass an “ideal that encapsulates core values of teaching, learning and research.”


The Center identifies five values as constitutive of academic integrity; they include honesty, fairness, respect, responsibility and trust.
  We recognize that these values are complementary; each of these is, or ought to be, a value of the community and each imposes obligations on every segment of the community.

Honesty is fundamental to the pursuit of and transmission of knowledge.  As stated in the Honor Code, students demonstrate honesty by refraining from cheating, lying, and stealing.  Faculty should be models of academic honesty in their own teaching and research, promoting an open exchange of ideas and properly crediting the work of others.  The administration should ensure a positive learning environment for students and faculty, including programs that accurately reflect advertised claims and equitable enforcement of academic regulations.

Fairness is an integral feature of community life.  Students are entitled to know that their work will be judged by clear and objective standards and that adjudication of claims will follow clearly delineated procedures.  Faculty must judge their students’ work by objective standards and must be assured that, in turn, they will be judged objectively by their students, peers and administrators.  Administrators must insist that rules and procedures are uniformly applied.

Respect is a fundamental human right that must be acknowledged if learning is to take place.  Knowledge grows through the free exchange of ideas, including the courage to express unpopular views.  Both students and faculty must engage in open and civil discourse in discussions and written work and must exhibit respectful behavior to one another.  Respect is demonstrated by such behaviors as timeliness, attentiveness, preparation for class, and returning assignments in a timely manner. Faculty must be free to explore controversial issues with the assurance that they will retain the respect of their students and the administration.  The administration must commit itself to protect against assaults on academic freedom.  

Responsibility means that the work of learning cannot be accomplished unless each member involved in the process is personally accountable.  Students are responsible for undertaking their assignments honorably and for reporting those whom they know have violated the University’s rules regarding academic integrity.  Faculty should prepare assignments that clearly delineate expectations and do not, because of their repetitiveness or generality, tempt students to resort to academic dishonesty.  When informed of a possible violation of the Honor Code, faculty have the responsibility to follow the University’s established procedures.  The administration is responsible to ensure that the University’s procedures are timely, workable and fair, and that the learning environment is safe and  positive.

Trust is an environment that results when practices associated with the preceding values have been implemented.


These values are mutually reinforcing.  As a community we have an obligation to clearly profess their importance and to ensure that all segments of the community are aware of the expectations that adherence to these values place upon us.     

Context TC "Context" \f C \l "1" 
To interpret the data from our own surveys, it is important to provide a context in terms of which our results may be understood.  The “Report Card on the Ethics of American Youth,” a biennial report on the morals of high school students by the Josephson Institute of Ethics, was one source of national data. The most recent survey was conducted in 2000, but the detailed analyses are not yet available; the figures cited here are from the 1998 report.  Among the important results are:

· 70% of high school students report that they cheated on an exam in the past year.

· 82% lied to a teacher at least once.

· 92% lied to their parents at least once within the past year.

On the positive side 

· 73% said that they refused to cheat at least once even though others were cheating (emphasis added).

· 78% reported that it is not worth lying or cheating because it hurts your character.

· 97% believe it is important to be a person of good character.

Interestingly, only 69% are satisfied with the ethics and character of their generation, but 91% are satisfied with their own ethics and character, perceptions possibly supported by the figures cited above.

 
At the collegiate level, based on surveys conducted in 1990, 1992, and 1995, Donald McCabe of Rutgers University reports that 75% of students admit to some cheating, that cheating is highest among fraternity and sorority members, and that less than half of the faculty report that they have ever reported an instance of cheating in their classroom. The Center for Academic Integrity also reports a significant difference in chronic cheating rates for campuses that have honor codes in comparison with campuses without one.  Campuses without honor codes report that one in five students engage in three or more explicit acts of cheating; in contrast, only one in sixteen students report such levels of cheating on campuses with honor codes.

Locally, both Virginia Tech and the University of Virginia have recently addressed issues of academic integrity on their campuses.  At U Va  a review panel strongly supported the retention of the honor code, including its single sanction for those found guilty of an honor code violation.  Nonetheless, the panel was critical of a system that does not reflect the social changes that the University has undergone. Among the issues of concern were the lack of minority student confidence in the fairness of the system and  a set of procedures that have become too legalistic and adversarial.
  Virginia Tech recently reported
 an increase in honor violations from approximately 100 in 1993 to 600 last year.  The increase is reported to be largely because of instances of plagiarism that members of Tech’s Honor System Review Board attribute to computers and the availability of the Internet.  Faculty at many universities turn increasingly to the Internet to detect plagiarism of materials downloaded from the Internet
.

University Surveys TC "University Surveys" \f C \l "1" 

To understand the level of awareness and concern with academic integrity on our own campus, the Task Force determined that it should hear directly from the faculty, students and members of the academic 

administration.  With that goal in mind, the Task Force created and distributed surveys to a sample of University members in each category.  The faculty survey was sent to a sample of instructors representing a range of teaching circumstances.  We hoped to hear from approximately 10% of the 1,500 members of the teaching faculty.  The Task Force distributed 260 surveys and received 106 responses. In addition we wanted to hear from administrators who work most closely with the faculty.  Our goal was to learn whether the current system was working sufficiently well and providing adequate support for faculty as they attempt to enforce the University’s regulations concerning academic integrity.  We distributed 82 surveys to academic administrators and received 15 responses.  Finally, we felt it important to hear directly from our students.  We distributed surveys randomly to a sample of our students through the classes of Task Force members and through distribution to students in the Johnson Center.  We received responses from 782 students.  The student and faculty surveys we created used some questions from earlier surveys about the Honor Code that was undertaken in 1987.  The coincidence of these allowed us to draw limited comparisons of the attitudes and beliefs of our students and faculty with those of an earlier period.

Faculty Survey TC "Faculty Survey" \f C \l "2" 
Demographics.  Surveys were sent out to 260 instructors.  This number represents nearly 20% of the 1475 faculty (881 (60%) full time, 594 (40%) part time) listed in the 1999 GMU “Fact Book." The 260 instructors included 174 full time faculty (67%), 72 part time faculty (28%) and 14 graduate assistants (5%).  The size of the classes taught by these instructors ranged from 15 to 390.  All sections were "lecture" type classes; no small sections, labs, recitations, or special individualized section/studies/reading courses were targeted.  Both undergraduate and graduate courses were included.  All schools/colleges were included except the School of Law.  Almost all individual departments were represented among the instructors surveyed.  The survey group is representative of the entire GMU instructor demographics for Fall 2000, during which 60% of all "lecture" sections were taught by full time faculty, 35% by part time faculty and 5% by graduate assistants.

Survey responses were received from 106 instructors, a 41% return rate.  The 106 responses represented 86 full time faculty (81%), 18 adjunct faculty (17%) and 2 graduate assistants (2%).  Their years of teaching experience was evenly spread among 4 ranges, with approximately a quarter of the total in each of the ranges: 0-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years and 16 years and greater.

The limited response rate (only 41% of instructor surveys were returned) tends to support the "teacher indifference" concern by responding faculty and "instructors not doing enough" (teacher indifference) comments by student survey respondents.


Summary of Quantitative Responses.  The 2000 survey asked whether GMU promotes an environment that is conducive to academic integrity.  Fifty-five percent of the survey respondents either agreed or strongly agreed. 

The survey asked faculty to relate the frequency of Honor Code violations to section enrollment size. The response indicated a sharp sigmoidal increase in incidence of violations once section size exceeded 26, with well over half the faculty saying they believe violations occur more frequently in sections of 41 or more students.  The actual scores were (section size range: score) 10-18: 10%, 19-26: 12%, 27-40: 25%, 41-80: 63%, and 81+: 79%.  For Fall 2000, 418 "lecture" sections (25%) were at the 41 and greater enrollment level.  Seventy five percent of the sections (1215) sections had an enrollment of 40 or fewer students.  These section counts do not include labs, recitations, reading courses or individualized sections.

When asked whether cultural differences influenced student perception of what constitutes an Honor Code violation, the faculty gave mixed answers. About a third (32%) chose "none to very little," 40% chose "moderately", and 28% selected "very much."

One question asked the faculty to relate kind of assignment with prevalence of Honor Code violations. The assignment receiving the highest score for violations being most prevalent or second most prevalent by the majority of the faculty was research projects and papers (72%). In-class exams (55%), take-home exams (50%) and collaborative projects (48%) were also cited by a large number of faculty as assignments in which violations were most prevalent or second most prevalent. A few faculty selected the types of assignment in their discipline where violations were most prevalent or second most prevalent as homework, computer programs, and translations/compositions, and one cited the excuses provided by students for missing exams or deadlines.

In sum, faculty expressed the opinion that section size correlates positively with frequency of Honor Code violations, that cultural differences are not widely viewed as influencing interpretation of what constitutes an Honor Code violation, and that research projects/papers, in-class exams, take-home exams, and collaborative projects are assignments where Honor Code violations most frequently occur.


Comparative Faculty Survey Responses.  The 1988 Report of the Honor Code Task Force presented findings from a George Mason survey in 1987 of faculty opinions that was focused only on the Honor Code and mostly used quantitative multiple-choice answers to questions. The current survey of faculty opinions, conducted in Fall 2000, focused on a broader scope of academic integrity and asked more open-ended questions.  Nevertheless, it is possible to compare the answers on two survey items. The 1987 survey was sent out to all 554 full time faculty and a random sample of 94 part time faculty. There were 385 respondents (59% response rate), 85% of whom were full time. The current survey was sent out to a random sample of 260 faculty. A total of 106 surveys were returned, 81% of which were from full time faculty. The mean length of time the respondents had taught at GMU was 7.3 years on the 1987 survey. Because the current survey did not ask for the specific number of years taught at GMU, but instead asked for ranges of years, no true mean could be calculated. However, by using the midpoint of each range class, an approximate average of at least 10.5 years was calculated. 

Both surveys asked whether the faculty received an adequate orientation to the Honor Code when she/he first began teaching. In 1987, 46% agreed or strongly agreed; in 2000 the number had fallen to 33%.  Both surveys asked whether proctoring exams was compatible with an instructor's obligations under the Honor Code.  In 1987, 38% of the faculty agreed or strongly agreed. In the current survey, the percentage more than doubled to 81%.

In summary, the faculty in the current survey were of the opinion that they received a poorer orientation on the Honor Code and that they had a stronger responsibility to proctor exams.

Summary of Qualitative Responses.  The first qualitative question inquired about the conditions important to sustaining academic integrity, other than the Honor Code.  A number of suggestions were identified by respondents that address the issue of academic integrity more broadly, including fostering respect between faculty and students, promoting a campus culture that cultivates academic integrity (e.g., providing constant reminders, providing periodic campus wide programs, fostering a community commitment to high ethical standards), and discouraging grade inflation.  Despite the wording of the question, however, many respondents did address the Honor Code in their answers.  Suggestions made by these respondents included visibly, swiftly, and severely enforcing the Honor Code, adopting policies and providing resources that would discourage cheating and plagiarism (e.g., enforcement tools such as search programs to detect plagiarism, reducing class sizes, and proctoring examinations), and supporting faculty who bring charges.

Faculty respondents had numerous ideas about the major impediments to fostering academic integrity at George Mason University.  One of the most frequently identified impediments (cited by 27 respondents) had to do with large class sizes and the need to fill each seat in every classroom.  For Fall 2000, 418 "lecture" sections (25%) were at the 41 and greater enrollment level (where the reported incidences of Honor Code violations were noticeably greater).  Seventy five percent of GMU sections (1215) enrolled 40 or fewer students.  These section counts do not include labs, recitations, reading courses or individualized sections.  Fifteen respondents cited cultural differences as another impediment.  Along this same theme, eight respondents said that some students’ backgrounds condone cheating.  It is important to note that the term, “cultural differences” and “background” were not defined.  The term might refer to cultural differences between our international/immigrant and domestic students; however, it could also refer to the differences between a culture that fosters academic integrity on a campus and the current societal norms of the U.S.  For example, ten respondents noted the ease with which one could use the Internet to acquire sources and papers.

Respondents also identified a variety of student attitudes as impeding academic integrity.  These student attitudes included students being purely interested in credentials (n=10), students’ failure to appreciate the importance of academic integrity or the consequences of not upholding it (n=8), and general student apathy (n=7).  The fourth major impediment identified by respondents was teacher indifference, cited by 21 respondents.  Only three respondents cited the Honor Code or problems with the Honor Committee, indicating that faculty at GMU perceive that our campus impediments are primarily large class sizes, and faculty and student attitudes.

More specifically, the survey also asked faculty about strategies that they found to be most effective in deterring Honor Code violations.  Answers to this question revealed three overarching categories: 1) general suggestions; 2) examinations; and 3) papers and out of class work.


General Suggestions.  The three most commonly identified strategies included writing a statement about the Honor Code on syllabi (n=12), explaining the Honor Code and consequences of violations to students during class (n=40), and supporting the Honor Code by reporting violations (n=11).  The Task Force endorses all of these strategies.  Other suggestions that foster good practice include appealing to a student’s sense of morality and justice through setting high expectations, establishing a relationship with each student, letting a student know that assistance is available so that s/he does not resort to cheating/plagiarism, and requiring a short essay on the meaning of the Honor Code and Honor Code expectations.


Examinations.  With respect to strategies identified by faculty that deter Honor Code violations on examinations, the two most common answers were to proctor all exams (n=21) and to make multiple versions of exams (n=11).  The Task Force endorses both strategies as well as requiring students to sign an Honor Code pledge on the exam, changing exams from semester to semester, and checking student identification cards for exams in large classes.  Faculty should, when possible, leave open spaces between student stations during exams, assign students to random seating placements, and use essay exam questions.


Papers and Out of Class Work.  Three of the most commonly suggested strategies for papers and out of class work included asking for preliminary drafts and/or assignments that allow for an evaluation of students’ sources (n=6), writing specific assignments that are not available from single sources (n=6), and changing assignments each semester (n=5).  Other suggestions include 1) informing the students that there are effective means of detecting plagiarism, 2) becoming aware of individuals’ writing styles, 3) providing individualized, meaningful feedback and assessment, 4) assigning papers that require very recent sources, 5) appending drafts to final papers, and 6) allowing collaborative projects where feasible.

The survey also asked faculty for suggestions about improving the efficiency of reporting or resolving an Honor Code violation.  While ten faculty members reported that the Honor Code is adequate as it stands, 14 respondents suggested that the process needs to proceed more quickly.  In addition, other procedural changes that the Task Force endorses include 1) making the forms available on the web, 2) publicizing the results of the Honor Code hearing while adhering to policies of student confidentiality, and 3) keeping the Honor Committee office staffed the week before and during final exams.  Other suggestions included informing faculty more specifically about the Honor Code process, providing a preliminary advisor to a faculty person who is considering filing an accusation, assuring faculty that they will be supported, and not requiring that faculty arrange for “Honor Committee expert advisors” at the hearing.

Finally, we inquired what, in the faculty’s judgment, would constitute a reportable Honor Code violation.  The two most common responses by far were cheating on an exam (n=55) and plagiarism (n=53).  A substantial number of respondents also mentioned presenting work that had not been completed by that student for a grade (n=16), submitting a paper written by another person (n=15), and lying about an excuse for missing a deadline or exam (n=12). A significant number of faculty indicated that only serious (gross, blatant, intentional, obvious, willful, second) violations ought to be considered to be ‘reportable’ (n=15).  Faculty also indicated that reportable Honor Code violations included having another person take an exam in place of the student, stealing, not reporting a violation, taking unfair advantage of a student’s peers, abusing faculty-student trust, copying a programming assignment, and any academic dishonesty that takes place.

Student Survey TC "Student Survey" \f C \l "2" 

Demographics.  
The surveys were completed by 782 students on the George Mason Fairfax Campus.  Of the 782 surveys 744 were from the general student population.  These surveys were collected in classroom settings and in person in the Johnson Center.  An additional 38 surveys were collected in the Office of International Programs and Services from international students. The range of responses from the general student population represented all class levels:  freshman (22%), sophomore (17%), junior (25%), senior (24%), graduate (12%), and less than 1% of the students who were non-degree seeking.  All categories, with the exception of non-degree students, were fairly evenly represented. Sixty-six percent of the students who responded had been at GMU two years or less.  No questions on the survey identified students by cultural background.     

          The class levels were not as equally distributed among the 38 surveys returned from the international students.  The international students had no freshman completing the survey; the remaining break down of classes was sophomore (3%), junior (11%), senior (16%), graduate students (67%) and non-degree students (3%).  The returns from the international students had a higher representation from the graduate students.  Like the general student population most of the international students responding to the survey had been at GMU for two years or less (70%).  The results of these surveys will be discussed in a separate section.


Summary of Quantitative Responses for the General Student Population.   Students were asked if they were aware of the Honor Code and the way it works.  Virtually all the students surveyed (98%) agreed that they were aware of the existence of the Honor Code, and nearly as many (92%) stated they were aware of how the Honor Code works.  Also, 95% agreed that “presenting as one’s own, the words, the work, the opinions, or the sequence of ideas of someone else without proper acknowledgement” constitutes plagiarism.  A slim majority (52%) of the students believed they had received an adequate orientation to the GMU Honor Code, and 53% believed that instructors inform students adequately about the Honor Code. These responses indicate that the GMU student body, as represented by the surveyed students, is aware of the Honor Code system at GMU and the fairly common definition of plagiarism presented, despite the claim from nearly half that their orientation to the Honor Code was inadequate.


Ninety five percent of the surveyed students agreed or strongly agreed that cheating is wrong.  At the same time, however, 28% agreed or strongly agreed that cheating is normal.  Therefore 28% of the students either have determined that cheating, though wrong, is still acceptable or that many students cheat despite its unacceptability.  This conclusion is consistent with the survey’s results of students’ perception regarding the percentage of students who cheat.  Fifty four percent of the students surveyed believe that between 20 and 60% of GMU students cheat.  The perception of cheating reflects the results of Donald McCabe’s surveys regarding cheating among college students.  McCabe found that 75% of students admitted to some cheating.  When asked whether they themselves have cheated, 49% admit to having cheated at some point during high school, and 19% admit to having cheated at some time in college.  The report of cheating in high school is lower than the Josephson Institute’s 1998 report where 70% of high school students admitted to cheating.  Of those students who admit to having cheated, however, no more than 1% admitted being caught while doing so.


The group of surveyed students expressed ambivalence about whether the Honor Code is working well at GMU. While 92% admitted they are aware of how the Honor Code works, only 50% agreed that the Honor Code is working well.  However, a significant number appear interested in improving the Honor Code system.  For example, 74% of the students stated that they felt more should be done to limit cheating on the campus, and 68% felt that crowed classrooms promoted cheating.  Forty-five percent believed that signing a pledge would cause them to be less likely to cheat on an exam, and 56% believed that an instructor’s reminder about  Honor Code requirements just before an exam would discourage them from cheating.


The results that deal with student response to cheating by others were striking.  An overwhelming majority (90%) believed that students look the other way when they see cheating taking place.  Nearly half the respondents (46%) stated that they had actually observed cheating at George Mason, yet only 5% of those who observed cheating actually reported the incident(s) to the Honor Committee or to the class professor.  These figures imply either that students do not truly understand their honor code obligation to report violations or they choose to ignore that obligation.  


Summary of Qualitative Responses.   Five open-ended questions were asked in an effort to seek more input from the students.  The first question asked students to give their reasons for not reporting an honor code violation.  Many responses reflected attitudes such as “don’t care,” “none of my business,” “not my place,” or “a waste of my time.”  These responses indicate that a number of students assert that, contrary to the Honor Code, it is not their responsibility to report a violation.  Other responses focused on the students’ concerns about the personal impact of reporting an honor code violation, such as “fear of retaliation,” “potential physical backlash from students who were reported,” or “getting in trouble.”
Another sample of student responses addressed their concerns about peer pressure, stating that feeling like a “snitch” or losing trust with classmates and friends was a reason for not reporting a violation.  One respondent stated that s/he does not want to be responsible for causing another student to be “kicked out of school.”  Other students expressed concern about their professors’ reactions (or lack thereof) to reporting a violation.  Comments such as “fear that the professor was nowhere to be found when I saw an alleged violation” are indications that some students do not feel their professor would support them if they reported a violation.


When asked why students cheat, many students stated such causes as “poor preparation,” “poor study habits,” “falling behind on course workload,” “too lazy to study,” “lack of responsibility,” “looking for the easy way out,” and “a lack of integrity.”  Other responses indicated “anxiety about grades,” “fear of poor performance or failure,” “lack of self confidence,” as well as “pressure from family and friends to do well.”  Several responses focused on perceptions that the university concentrates more on grades than the process of learning and this perception contributes to the level of cheating.  The pressure to get good grades for better job opportunities was also cited.  Another comment was that professors do not really care whether cheating occurs.  Other comments included that students cheat “because they can,” and that “it is human nature to cheat.”


When asked what could be done to reduce cheating, a number of students said that the professors need to set an example by showing they value the Honor Code and follow it in their classroom.  These comments indicate that faculty should enforce the Honor Code and inform students about the Honor Code in all of their classes.  Many comments focused on specific actions that could be taken to deter cheating, such as “not allowing students to keep an exam after they were graded,” “professors staying in the room during the exam,” “assigning students random seating during an exam,” “using multiple versions of a test,” “not administering the same exam from semester to semester,” “not allowing cell phones or pagers in class.”  Several additional comments were given about reducing the class size and increasing the number of individuals to proctor exams as a way to control cheating.  Other responses focused on supporting the integrity of the Honor Code on campus, including “making the Honor Code more visible on campus,” “making sanctions for cheating well known on campus,” and “having students sign an Honor Code agreement upon admission.”  Since students already sign an Honor Code pledge on their application,  this comment suggests that students are not aware they have signed the pledge.

Comparative Responses on Student Surveys.  In 1988 the Honor Code Task Force presented findings from a similar survey.  This survey was mailed to 935 graduate and undergraduate students and 635 usable questionnaires were received.  The current survey, called the Academic Integrity Survey, provided 744 usable questionnaires.  While similar in content, the questions on the two surveys differed slightly, with a larger number of open-ended questions in the current survey.  The academic levels were well represented in both surveys; however, the number of freshmen who completed the current survey increased from 9% to 22%.


No major differences were found between the two surveys in students’ awareness of the Honor Code, the way it works, and their obligations under the code.  In both, they seemed well aware of the Honor Code and their obligations under it.  However, the perception of students who believe that the Honor Code works well changed dramatically, falling from 75% in 1988 to 50% in the current survey.  Both surveys reflected that a high percentage of students agree with the definition of plagiarism and with the belief that cheating is wrong.  


The current survey showed a substantial increase in the number of students who believe that more should be done to limit cheating (74% versus 55% in 1988).  At the same time, there was a decrease in the students’ beliefs that signing a pledge or being reminded by the professor about the Honor Code would reduce cheating.  Acknowledgement of past instances of cheating in high school and college is virtually identical between the two surveys.  However, in the current survey there was a substantial increase in the number of students who reported observing cheating (46% versus 31%).  At the same time, the number of students admitting to being caught cheating at GMU is similar (3% in 1988, 1% in the current survey).  

One of the notable differences between the two surveys relates to an increase in student estimates about how many students cheat and whether cheating is a normal activity.  In 1988, 10% of the students agreed with the statement that “cheating is a normal part of everyone’s life.”  On the current survey 28% of the students agreed with that statement.  In  addition, in the 1988 survey 59% of students estimated that fewer than 1 out of 5 students at GMU cheat, that figure dropped to 31% in the current survey.  Further, in the 1988 survey 39% believed that between 21and 60 percent of GMU students cheat while in the current survey 54% share that belief.  In summary students estimate that a substantially higher incidence of cheating occurs today and that it is a normal part of their lives.

International Students TC "International Students " \f C \l "2" 
The term “international student” implies different things to different people and therefore creates confusion.  The international students under discussion are citizens of another country who have come to the United States on nonimmigrant student visas for the purpose of full-time study.  The number of international students studying at George Mason on F1 or J1 visas is approximately 1,100.  

Another much larger group of students at GMU are first- or second-generation immigrants who are U.S. citizens or lawful permanent residents. To refer to these students as “international” is erroneous. One way to distinguish between these two groups of students is to use the term “nonimmigrant” for the international students, and “immigrant” for the permanent resident or U.S. citizen students.  Under U.S. immigration law, a nonimmigrant is an individual coming to the U.S. for a temporary stay with a residence abroad which they have no intention of abandoning.  Immigrants are individuals who intend to reside permanently in the U.S. and abandon their foreign residence. 

When cultural influences on behavior are discussed, the line separating the nonimmigrant students from the immigrant students is thin indeed.  Although the immigrant students may have attended high school in Virginia, they often carry with them strong value systems from their countries of origin.  Many of George Mason’s Hispanic, Asian and Middle Eastern students are in this situation.  

Summary of International Student Responses.  During the week the student survey was administered to the general student population, it was also distributed in the Office of International Programs and Services (OIPS).  Thirty-eight completed surveys were collected.  The responses to the quantitative questions were not much different from those collected during the general student survey, although it is important to note that, unlike the general survey, the majority of international students answering the survey were graduate students (68%); no freshmen responded.  Ninety five percent were aware of the existence of the Honor Code, and 87% claimed to understand how it works.  Sixty seven percent believe the system is working well.  When asked whether they agree with the definition of plagiarism given in the survey, 92% said they agree or strongly agree.  Nearly all of the surveyed students (97%) agree or strongly agree that cheating is wrong, and 24% agree or strongly agree that cheating is normal.  When asked whether more should be done to limit cheating, 79% agreed.  

Compared to the general student sample, a smaller percentage of international students (29%) reported that they had cheated in high school, compared to the 49% of the general student population responding that they had cheated.  Another important difference between general student responses and international student responses emerged when asked if they believe an Honor Code reminder by professors would reduce cheating.  Only 56% participating in the general student survey agree or strongly agree, whereas a much higher (81%) number of international students agree or strongly agree.  These results suggest that a reminder that the Honor Code is taken seriously at GMU would greatly benefit international students.


In response to the question about why students might not report an Honor Code violation, the international students gave much the same answers as the general student population:  “indifference,” “peer pressure,” “trivial violation,” and “don’t want to spoil somebody’s career.”  In answering the question about why students cheat, the majority said that students cheat in order to pass or get better grades.  

Contrast in Academic Values.  In helping international students understand our educational system, the University community needs to understand and not demean the systems that work in their countries.  The concept of cheating during an exam appears to be universally acknowledged as wrong.  However, the tolerance of plagiarism is far less universal.  The strict U.S. focus on ownership of intellectual property is not subscribed to in many other countries.  


This spring, the English Language Institute taught a special course on research writing to international graduate students who were having writing problems in their coursework.  Some of the students’ comments, taken from an assignment to write an essay on plagiarism, are particularly telling:

· “In my country, professors want us to prove that we have done the reading about our topic.  Our opinion is not important in this process.”

· “I think no one wants to do plagiarism because it is not useful for them, but when I paraphrase, I am afraid to change the idea from the original source.”

· “When the honor code says that I should document what I take from outside sources, I am confused.  I am not an expert in this field, so 99% of my knowledge on this topic is from other sources.  How can I decide what must be documented and what must not?”

· “I tried to avoid plagiarism, but I could not proceed beyond two or three pages since my English skill was not enough to read all the writings required.”

· “Even though I knew I should paraphrase, I didn’t think that I knew enough about the subject to include my opinion.  I need more education in this field before I can say these ideas as well as the experts.”

Approaches to demonstrating learning vary significantly across cultures.  For example, in many Asian countries memorization is a normal part of academic life.  Students are encouraged to show that they remember what they have learned by repeating exact phrases, and citing the source is not necessarily expected.  Academic systems are very exam oriented, with an emphasis on providing the correct answer, and less of a focus on original presentation.  Although academic values are widely shared, the specific behaviors articulated in the Honor Code are not.


According to Hofstede’s dimensions of cultural values, the United States is an individualistic culture, with a focus on self-identity and personal achievement.  In individualistic cultures, personal goals are more important than group goals.  Collectivistic countries, on the other hand, place the needs of the group above the needs of the individual.
  When these needs include helping with schoolwork, students from collectivistic cultures may find themselves in conflict.  In some countries, friends may help each other finish up a thesis or project, especially when it is close to the deadline.  Helping with homework may be regarded as a matter of friendship in some cultures.  Although these behaviors are not acceptable in the United States, we should be aware that they might well be in other parts of the world.


One way to assist the international student population is to carefully educate them early in their first semester about American definitions of plagiarism, cheating and academic dishonesty.  Teaching students to paraphrase, and to cite all sources, including work found on the Internet, should reduce plagiarism charges.

Administrator Survey TC "Administrator Survey" \f C \l "2" 
Surveys were sent to 82 administrators, 15 responded.  The small number of responses 

makes it difficult to generalize from the results. The goal of this survey was to find out how academic administrators perceive the extent of cheating in classes offered by their units and across the University and what procedures they follow in dealing with incidents. Another purpose was to determine whether and how full time faculty, adjunct faculty and graduate teaching assistants are educated about the Honor Code at GMU and to elicit suggestions to improve the process of providing pertinent information to these individuals.  The minimal response by administrators tends to support faculty and student concerns about “indifference” to these matters. 

Summary of the Responses.  Most respondents reported knowledge of the extent of academic integrity issues faced by faculty in their units.   In some units instructors contact the local academic  administrator if there are Honor Code violations in their classes.  In most units reported honor code violations are forwarded to the Honor Committee; however, three administrators reported that honor code violations are handled at the department or unit level.  Seven of fourteen respondents feel the current procedure is adequate but one person suggested that it may be better if we have an alternative to the Honor Committee for certain “minor” violations; another suggestion was to operate the Honor Code system at the college level.  Seven out of thirteen respondents noted that the issue of academic integrity is discussed at least once a year in faculty meetings and that new faculty and adjunct faculty are informed about the Honor Code.
Honor Code and Honor Committee TC "Honor Code and Honor Committee" \f C \l "1" 
The honor code tradition in Virginia continues to be strong despite intrinsic difficulties associated with a student directed effort. Since its founding in 1957, George Mason University has maintained this tradition. Periodic reviews of the honor system have indicated that it continues to be a valued element in the life of our university.

Although the University provides administrative support for the Honor Committee, all substantive decisions are made by students. The Honor Committee consists of approximately forty active members. The Honor Code authorizes a much larger membership, but this number has been relatively constant over the years. The University’s legal affairs office assists in the training of new members and the Dean of Students serves as the faculty advisor. Hearing panels are made up of committee members assigned by the chairperson. A typical year’s activity consists of close to 100 cases involving 140 accused students. 

Hearing panels can require community service and can reprimand students found responsible for Honor Code infractions. They recommend academic penalties (e.g. failure or reduced grade in a course) to the course professor. Suspension and expulsion recommendations are sent to the Provost’s office. An annual report is provided to the Vice President for University Life and a summary report is sent to all faculty members. Annual statistics are also published in the Broadside. 

It is difficult to identify discernable trends about offenses relating to academic integrity using only Honor Committee statistics since it is probable that only a fraction of identified or suspected violations are reported. The table below lists Honor Committee adjudication activity for the past three years. During the academic year, hearings are held on two evenings each week. During vacation periods and the summer terms, the schedule is slightly reduced. With at least one hundred hearings per year, the current case load is approaching the maximum that can be handled in the current system without a significant increase in resources or a major change in adjudication procedures. 

Honor Committee Adjudication Activity Report

                            Academic Year

 Academic Year

Academic Year



                                 1999-2000
                    1998-1999
                    1997-1998

Number of Cases

            97

             72

            100

Number of Students Charged       155

             99

            135

Offenses Charged

   
    Plagiarism

            47

             43

             35

 
    Cheating

            45

             24

             57

    
    Lying


              5


 5


 8

Students Found Guilty
           112

             90

            127

Students Found Innocent
            43*


9


8

Or Charge Withdrawn

Principal Sanction

   
   Dismissal


3


2


4

   
   Suspension


2


3

             12

   
   Grade Reduction
             81

            74

            101

Reprimand


9


8

             10

   Other


             17**


3


0

*17 students found not responsible for the violation, 26 had charges withdrawn by professor

**Reflects initiation of a community service program

Although hearing Honor Code violations is an important component of the effort to promote academic integrity, it must be supported by other efforts within the university. Even with increased resources and a more efficient hearing process, there are limits to the effectiveness of an honor code approach. The honor system will be truly effective only if it is a part of a comprehensive university wide dedication to the principles enunciated in the code. This effort requires a pervasive attitude among all university constituencies affirming that academic integrity is an essential value. While surveys distributed by the task force indicate a general acceptance of this value, there seems to be an underlying reluctance in some quarters to do more than offer passive support.  

Recommendations TC "Recommendations" \f C \l "1" 
Recommendations for Provost

1. Work with Deans to communicate the academic values of the institution to all members of the community; require that deans and all other members of the administration actively support the Honor Code; and encourage faculty to formally report Honor Code violations.

2. Ensure that new faculty receive a meaningful introduction to the academic values of the institution, including their obligations under the Honor Code.

3. Initiate, and provide resources to create and maintain, a Web page with:

a. Ideas to “minimize” opportunities to cheat (copy, plagiarize, etc)

b. Links to tools to detect plagiarism, copying of programs, etc

c. Faculty/Staff contacts willing to discuss/help with Honor Code reporting

d. On-line, downloadable, Honor Code violation reporting forms.

4. Provide resources to make additional proctors available for large class sections.

5. With the cooperation of the Physical Plant establish a large reservable space so that faculty who teach large sections in overcrowded rooms may periodically  schedule examinations in an environment that allows adequate space between test takers.

6. Encourage class scheduling in rooms that allow spacing students during exams.

7. Order the creation  of a brochure explaining Academic Integrity and the Honor Code and emphasizing their importance to the George Mason community.  The brochure should be included in all Admissions Office mailings.  Similarly, highlight the importance of signing the Honor Code pledge on the Admissions Acceptance Form.  

8. Establish a joint committee of faculty, students, and administrators to investigate the need and possible advantages to changing the Honor Code, such as allowing for alternative ways to adjudicate minor violations of the Honor Code.

9. Support and assist with the implementation of additional Task Force recommendations.

Recommendations for Vice President for University Life and/or Dean of Students

1. Assist students to understand that academic integrity is the central value of the University community that the Honor Code is the principal  way that the community values are articulated. 

2. Arrange for frequent, periodic, articles in Broadside.  Examples might include such items as results of previous semester/year violations and their consequences, articles on academic integrity,  letters to the editor from a student on the Honor Committee, a faculty member, or a member of our administration.  A schedule that includes mid-semester and the penultimate or antepenultimate week of the semester would raise awareness at the times when violations seem to increase in number.

3. Encourage creation of Honor Committee liaisons within Schools/Colleges/Departments.  These individuals could support/discuss with faculty considering a report, could assist in getting Honor Committee “expert advisors” to assist the Honor Committee at hearings, could provide an initial Honor Code “orientation” to new and adjunct faculty and could assist faculty with ideas for preventing/reducing future incidences of violations.  The identity of the liaison should be well advertised within the unit.

4. Require that an Honor Committee representative contact faculty who report Honor Code violations to discuss the process with the faculty member, i.e. what to expect, how to respond to students, what happens after the hearing.

5. Inform the (reporting) faculty member of hearing results (Not Guilty as well as Guilty verdicts) with a brief explanation of the rationale for the outcome.  (Would help faculty prepare better cases in the future.)

Recommendations for Schools/Colleges/Departments/Units

1. Deans and administrators of local academic units must be vocal in their support of the Honor  Code and its provisions.  Deans should support faculty who report violations and should encourage all faculty to formally report Honor Code violations.

2. Designate a liaison to the Honor Committee.  These individuals could support/discuss with faculty considering a report, could assist in getting Honor Committee “expert advisors” to assist the Honor Committee at hearings, could provide an initial Honor Code “orientation” to new and adjunct faculty and could assist faculty with ideas for preventing/reducing future incidences of violations.

3. Encourage Local Academic Unit discussions of Academic Integrity.  Such discussions should specifically include faculty responsibility and procedures relating to reporting violations of the Honor Code, the appropriateness of proctoring exams, definition/explanation of plagiarism and techniques to prevent, anticipate and detect violations.

4. Increase emphasis on educating/informing new and adjunct faculty as to appropriate procedures and available support related to Honor Code violations.

Recommendations for Faculty

1. Faculty should show their support for academic integrity by explaining its importance to their students and by including statements on their syllabi about students’ obligations to abide by the provisions of the Honor Code.

2. On all examinations and major assignments, students should be required to sign a pledge that they have abided by the provisions of the Honor Code in undertaking their work.

3. When circumstances dictate, faculty should actively proctor their examinations.

4. Faculty should undertake reasonable precautions to avoid situations that encourage violations of academic integrity.  For example, examinations and assignments should be varied from semester to semester; in crowded classes students should be assigned seats randomly for in-class exams; and multiple versions of exams should be used.

5. In very large classes when faculty do not know their students, it is appropriate to check IDs for examinations.

6.  In an effort to reduce the need to resort to cheating or plagiarism, faculty should inform students of the assistance, both academic and nonacademic, that is available to them on campus.  

Appendix A - Faculty Survey on Academic Integrity TC "Appendix A - Faculty Survey on Academic Integrity" \f C \l "1" 
1.      How long have you been teaching at George Mason University?

[  ] 0-5 years     [  ] 6-10     [  ] 11-16     [  ] 16-20     [  ] 21+

2.
Are you:     [  ] full time     [  ] adjunct     [  ] graduate assistant

3.       GMU promotes an environment conducive to academic integrity.

[  ] strongly agree   [  ] agree   [   ] disagree   [  ] strongly disagree   [  ] no opinion          

4.     Other than the Honor Code, what conditions are important to sustaining academic   

     integrity?  _______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

5.      What do you consider to be the major impediments to fostering academic integrity at  

George Mason University?   ________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

6.      I received an adequate orientation to the Honor Code when I began teaching at GMU:

[  ] strongly agree   [  ] agree   [  ] disagree   [  ] strongly disagree   [  ] no opinion

7.       Below are a variety of class sizes taught at GMU.  For each class size, please indicate the   

frequency of Honor Code violations based on your experience.

10-18
[  ] not at all     [  ] very few     [  ] frequent     [  ] very frequent     [  ] n/a

19-26
[  ] not at all     [  ] very few     [  ] frequent     [  ] very frequent     [  ] n/a

27-40
[  ] not at all     [  ] very few     [  ] frequent     [  ] very frequent     [  ] n/a

41-80
[  ] not at all     [  ] very few     [  ] frequent     [  ] very frequent     [  ] n/a

81+
[  ] not at all     [  ] very few     [  ] frequent     [  ] very frequent     [  ] n/a

8.
In your opinion, to what extent do cultural differences influence student perception of  

what constitutes Honor Code violations?

[  ] not at all     [  ] very little     [  ] moderately     [  ] very much

9.       In what kinds of assignments are Honor Code violations most prevalent?  Please rank-

order your selections, with '1' indicating the assignments in which violations are most

prevalent and '5' indicating the least prevalent.

______
in-class examinations

______
take-home examinations

______
collaborative projects

______
research projects/papers

______
other (specify)  ______________________________________________

10.
Proctoring exams is compatible with my obligations under the Honor Code:

[  ] strongly agree   [  ] agree   [  ] disagree   [  ] strongly disagree   [  ] no opinion

11.
What strategies have you found to be most effective in deterring Honor Code violations?


_______________________________________________________________________


_______________________________________________________________________


_______________________________________________________________________


_______________________________________________________________________

12. How might the procedures for reporting or resolving an Honor Code violation be made more efficient?  __________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

13. In your opinion, what constitutes a reportable Honor Code violation? ________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

14. Other comments and/or suggestions: __________________________________________


 _______________________________________________________________________


 _______________________________________________________________________


 _______________________________________________________________________

Please return this survey to:

 Jim Fletcher, Department of Philosophy and Religious Studies, MSN 3F1

 by Monday, November 20, 2000.

Appendix B -Faculty Survey Results TC "Appendix B -Faculty Survey Results" \f C \l "1" 
Question #1: How long have you been teaching at George Mason University?
0-5 years:
32
6-10 years:
22
11-16 years:
21
16-20 years:
10
21+ years:
19
Question #2: Are you:

Full time:

83
Adjunct:


18
Graduate Assistant:
  2
Full time/Adjunct:
  1

Question #3: George Mason University promotes an environment conducive to academic integrity.
Strongly Agree:


  7
Agree:



49
Disagree:


24
Strongly Disagree:

  6
No opinion:


10
Did not answer the question:
  6
Strongly Agree/Agree:

  1
Agree/Disagree:


  1
Question # 4: Other than the Honor Code, what conditions are important to sustaining academic integrity?

1.
Foster respect between faculty and students.

2.
Provide constant reminders.


Periodically provide campus wide programs.


Foster a total community commitment to high ethical standards.

3.
Visible, swift, and severe enforcement of the Honor Code

4.
Provide enforcement tools (e.g. search programs to detect plagiarism).  Reduce class size.


Discourage grade inflation.


Proctor examinations.

5.
Support faculty who bring charges.

Question # 5: What do you consider to be the major impediments to fostering academic integrity at George Mason University?

1.
Current societal norms

2.
Cultural differences

3.
Lack of intellectual curiosity Interest in credentials, not learning Students unprepared for college work

4.
Honor Committee takes too long to resolve cases Weak Honor Code

5.
Teacher indifference

6.
Lack of Community at GMU

7.
Large Classes

Question #6: I received an adequate orientation to the Honor Code when I began teaching at George Mason University:
Strongly Agree:


10
Agree:



24
Disagree:


33
Strongly Disagree:

32
No opinion:


  3
Did not answer the question:
  1

Question #7: Below are a variety of class sizes taught at George Mason University.  For each class size, please indicate the frequency of Honor Code violations based on your experience.


Not at all
Very Few
Frequent
Very Frequent
N/A


10-18
31
38
6
2
11


19-26
14
53
6
3
10


27-40
7
44
12
5
15


41-80
4
15
26
6
32


81+
2
7
20
13
36

Question #8: In your opinion, to what extent do cultural differences influence student perception of what constitutes Honor Code violations?
Not at all:
10
Very little:
21
Moderately:
39
Very much:
27
No answer:
  7
Question #9: In what kinds of assignments are Honor Code violations most prevalent?  Please rank-order your selections, with '1' indicating the assignments in which violations are most prevalent and '5' indicating the least prevalent.



#1
#2
#3
#4
#5


in-class examinations
28
16
15
16
5


take-home examinations
22
12
19
12
3


collaborative projects
11
20
13
12
8


research projects/papers
40
21
11
10
3


other:
Homework
1
3
0
0
0



computer programs
2
0
0
0
0



web assignments
1
0
1
0
0



group presentation(s)
0
0
0
0
1



lab reports
0
1
0
0
1



excuses (sickness/death)
1
0
0
0
0



nothing specified
0
0
0
1
2



translations/compositions
1
0
0
0
0



individual projects
0
0
2
1
0

Question #10: Proctoring exams is compatible with my obligations under the Honor Code:
Strongly Agree:


45
Agree:



28
Disagree:


10
Strongly Disagree:

  7
No opinion:


10
Did not answer the question:
  4
Survey Questionnaire sent to 260 George Mason University faculty

Appendix C - Comparison of Results of 1987 and 2000 Faculty Surveys TC "Appendix C - Comparison of Results of 1987 and 2000 Faculty Surveys" \f C \l "1" 










1987
2000
Number of respondents







  385
  106

1. Length of teaching at GMU




mean years
   7.3 
  10.7

2. Number of full time faculty






85%
81%

    Number of part time faculty






15%
17%

    Number of graduate assistants






n.a.
   2%

3. GMU promotes environment conducive to academic integrity








agree/strongly agree
n.a.
55%

4. Other than the Honor Code, what conditions are important to sustaining academic integrity ?

    (2000 survey only)


a.
Foster respect between faculty and students.


b.
Provide constant reminders.



Periodically provide campus wide programs.



Foster a total community commitment to high ethical standards.


c.
Visible, swift, and severe enforcement of the Honor Code


d.
Provide enforcement tools (e.g. search programs to detect plagiarism).  Reduce class size.



Discourage grade inflation.



Proctor examinations.


e.
Support faculty who bring charges.

5. What do you consider to be the major impediments to fostering academic integrity at GMU ?

    (2000 survey only)


a.
Current societal norms


b.
Cultural differences


c .
Lack of intellectual curiosity. Interest in credentials, not learning. Students unprepared for college work


d.
Honor Committee takes too long to resolve cases Weak Honor Code


e.
Teacher indifference


f.
Lack of Community at GMU


g.
Large classes
6. Received adequate orientation to the Honor Code 

when I began teaching at GMU.



agree/strongly agree
46%
33%

7. Frequency of Honor Code violations relative to class size








students per class
        frequent/very frequent








10-18

n.a.
10%









19-26

n.a.
12%









27-40

n.a.
25%









41-80

n.a.
63%









81+

n.a.
79%

8. To what extent do cultural differences influence student perceptions of what constitutes Honor Code violations ?







none to very little


n.a.
32%







moderately


n.a.
40%







very much


n.a.
28%
Appendix D

George Mason University

Academic Integrity Survey TC "Appendix D – Student Survey on Academic Integrity" \f C \l "1" 
This questionnaire is designed to gather information about your perceptions and evaluations of the Honor Code at George Mason University.  Please check your response or fill in the blank as appropriate.  Your response will be completely confidential.  Thank you for your time and participation. 

1.    Class level: ____freshman, ____sophomore, ____junior, ____senior, ____graduate student

2.    How long have you been a GMU student? ____year(s)             GMU credit hours:____total

3.    My School/College: ____CAS   ____CNHS   ____GSE   ____IOA   ____ICAR  ____IT&E

                                         ____SOM  ____SPP   ____NCC   ____SOL

______________________________________________________________________________

4.    Prior to receiving this questionnaire, I was aware of the existence of an Honor Code at GMU.   

     ____strongly agree      ____agree      ____disagree      ____strongly disagree

5.    I am aware of how the Honor Code works.

       ____strongly agree      ____agree      ____disagree      ____strongly disagree

6.    I am aware of what my obligations are under the Honor Code.

       ____strongly agree      ____agree      ____disagree      ____strongly disagree

7.   The Honor Code is working well at GMU.

      ____strongly agree ____agree ____disagree ____strongly disagree  ____don’t know

8.   Plagiarism is presenting as one’s own, the words, the work, the opinions, or the sequence of ideas of someone else without proper acknowledgment.

      ____strongly agree      ____agree      ____disagree      ____strongly disagree

9.   Cheating is wrong.

      ____strongly agree      ____agree      ____disagree      ____strongly disagree 

10. Cheating is a normal part of everyone’s life.  

      ____strongly agree      ____agree      ____disagree      ____strongly disagree

11. The existence of the Honor Code discourages cheating at GMU.

      ____strongly agree      ____agree      ____disagree      ____strongly disagree

12. Additional efforts such as proctoring* should be made to limit cheating in the classroom. 

      ____strongly agree      ____agree      ____disagree      ____strongly disagree

13. Crowded classrooms encourage cheating.

      ____strongly agree      ____agree      ____disagree      ____strongly disagree

14. I received an adequate orientation to the Honor Code at new student orientation.

      ____strongly agree      ____agree      ____disagree      ____strongly disagree      ____N.A.

____________

*Proctoring means that the faculty member remains in the classroom during the entire exam, actively monitoring the taking of the exam in an attempt to detect any cheating which may be attempted.

15. If students were required on an exam to sign a statement pledging that they have neither given nor received 

       aid on the exam, then they would be less likely to cheat on the exam.

      ____strongly agree      ____agree      ____disagree      ____strongly disagree

16. If the professor reminds the class of Honor Code requirements just before a test, then students would be less 

      likely to cheat on the exam. 

     ____strongly agree      ____agree      ____disagree      ____strongly disagree

17. In your estimation, what is the overall percentage of students at GMU who cheat?

      ____0-20%      ____21-40%      ____41-60%      ____61-80%      ____81-100%

18. Students look the other way when they see someone cheating.

      ____always      _____usually      ____sometimes      ____seldom      ____never     

19. What would be your reason not to report an Honor Code violation? _____________________________________________________________________________

  ____________________________________________________________________________

20. My instructors adequately inform me about the Honor Code.

      _____always      ____usually      ____sometimes      ____seldom      ____never

21. How often are you asked to sign a statement on exams pledging that you have neither given nor received aid on the exam?

      ____always      ____usually      ____sometimes      ____seldom      ____never

22. Have you observed anyone cheat at GMU?      ____yes      ____no

23. If yes to #22, did you turn them in? ____yes, to the Honor Committee  ____yes, to the Professor  ____no  ____N.A.

24. If no to #23, why not? _______________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

25. Did you ever cheat in high school?  ____never      ____seldom      ____often

26. Have you cheated in college?  ____never      ____seldom      ____often

27. If you have cheated at GMU, did you get caught? ____yes      ____no      ____N.A.

28. Why do students cheat?   _____________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

29. What can be done to reduce or eliminate cheating at GMU?  __________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

30.  Other comments:  _______________________________________________________________________________

Appendix E - Student Survey Results TC "Appendix E - Student Survey Results" \f C \l "1" 
1. 
Class level:


Freshman: 163



Sophomore: 124



Junior: 190



Senior: 175



Graduate student: 90



Non-degree: 2

2.  How long have you been at GMU?


1st semester: 86



1 year: 200



1.5 years: 21



2 years: 161



2.5 years: 23



3 years: 106



3.5 years: 13



.4 years: 65



4.5 years: 1



5 years: 21



6 years: 6



7 years: 4



8 years: 2



10 years: 2



1  year: 1



20 years: 1



No answer: 31

GMU credit hours?


0 hours listed: 151



0-15 hours: 152



16-30 hours: 110



31-45 hours: 72



46-60 hours: 70



61-75 hours: 53



76-90 hours: 35



91-105 hours: 39



106-120 hours: 43



121 hours or more: 19

3* My School/College:


CAS: 250



CNHS: 22



GSE: 9



IOA: 9



ICAR: 3



IT&E: 168



SOM: 121



SPP: 3



NCC: 35



SOL:



No school listed: 124

4. 
Prior to receiving this questionnaire, I was aware of the existence of an Honor Code at GMU.


Strongly agree: 528



Agree: 202



Disagree: 7



Strongly disagree: 6



No answer: 1

5. I am aware of how the Honor Code works.



Strongly agree: 379



Agree: 304



Disagree: 47



Strongly disagree: 11



No answer: 3

6. I am aware of what my obligations are under the Honor Code.


Strongly agree: 382



Agree: 321



Disagree: 33



Strongly disagree: 5



No answer: 3

7.  The Honor Code is working well at GMU.


Strongly agree: 87



Agree: 288



Disagree: 127



Strongly disagree: 55



Don't know: 186



No answer: 1

8. 
Plagiarism is presenting, as one's own, the words, the work, the opinions, or the sequence of ideas of someone else without proper acknowledgment.


Strongly agree: 489



Agree: 216



Disagree: 20



Strongly disagree: 12



No answer: 7

9.  Cheating is wrong.


Strongly Agree: 486



Agree: 220



Disagree: 23



Strongly Disagree: 14



No answer: I

10. Cheating is a normal part of everyone's life.


Strongly Agree: 50



Agree: 159



Disagree: 341



Strongly Disagree: 191



No answer: 3

11. The existence of the Honor Code discourages cheating at GMU.


Strongly agree: 142



Agree: 380



Disagree: 176



Strongly disagree: 36



No answer: 10

12. 
Additional efforts such as proctoring should be made to limit cheating in the classroom.


Strongly agree: 187



Agree: 363



Disagree: 148



Strongly disagree: 37



No answer: 9

13. 
Crowded classrooms encourage cheating.


Strongly agree: 178



Agree: 327



Disagree: 196



Strongly disagree: 39



No answer: 4

14. 
I received an adequate orientation to the Honor Code at new student orientation.


Strongly agree: 123



Agree: 263



Disagree: 166



Strongly disagree: 69



N.A.: 118



No answer: 5

15. 
If students were required on an exam to sign a statement pledging that they have neither given nor received aid on the exam, then they would be less likely to cheat on the exam.


Strongly agree: 65



Agree: 269



Disagree: 297



Strongly disagree: 82



No answer: 31

16. 
If the professor reminds the class of Honor Code requirements just before a test, then students would be less likely to cheat on the exam.


Strongly agree: 80



Agree: 339



Disagree: 239



Strongly disagree: 54



No answer: 32

17. 
In your estimation, what is the overall percentage of students at GNW who cheat? 0-20%:231



21-40%:252



41-60%:148



61-80%:42



81-100%:13



No answer: 58

18. 
Students look the other way when they see someone cheating.


Always: 46



Usually:380



Sometimes: 240



Seldom: 25



Never: I 0



No answer: 43

19. 
What would be your reason not to report an Honor Code violation?


-It is not my place to interfere; what comes around goes around.


-If not true harm or advantage was given to the student by cheating


-It is none of my business.


-If I don’t feel as though I have strong evidence, then why would I report it.


-Report it directly to the offender, and indirectly to the professor.


-Potential physical backlash from student who was reported.


-The person may be a friend of mine.


-I could care less if other students are cheating.  


-Fear of retaliation by the other student.


-Depends on the importance of the assignment.  If it were a small incident, then I would not report it.


-Fear of getting involved in a lengthy mess.


-Unaware of the rules for reporting an Honor Code violation.


-Would I be getting in trouble?


-It is an intimidating process.


-I do not care it others cheat unless it is off of me.  


-That the student that I turned in would be kicked out of school.


-If grades are on a curve. 


-People are old enough in college it know what is right and what is wrong. 


-Peer pressure.


-Lack of proper time management skills


-Losing trust from classmates, friends, and the professor for turning another student in.

20. 
My instructors adequately inform me about the Honor Code.


Always: 149



Usually: 249



Sometimes: 196



Seldom: 88



Never: 29



No answer: 33

21. 
How often are you asked to sign a statement pledging that you have neither given nor received aid on the exam?


Always: 70



Usually: 131



Sometimes: 182



Seldom: 153



Never: 168



No answer: 40

22. 
Have you observed anyone cheat at GMU?


Yes: 341



No: 372



No answer: 31

23. 
If yes to #22, did you turn them in?


Yes, to the Honor Committee: 11



Yes, to the Professor: 27



No: 272



N.A.: 257



No answer: 5



Was the professor: I (graduate student)

24. If no to #23, why not?


-The amount of cheating wasn’t a lot…it will probably come back and get the cheater on tests/final exams.


-I am not a snitch.


-Because no harm was done directly to other students, to the school or to the person who observed the cheating.


-It is not my business to police the school.


-The professor was nowhere to be found when I saw an alleged violation.


-My word against his/her.


-It is a waste of time to testify against anyone.


-Because of the fear that the professor thought that I was involved and would accuse me of cheating instead. 


-If the professor makes an attempt to reduce or eliminate cheating in the class on their own.


-Because I might not be sure that the student is in fact cheating or violating the Honor Code or a class rule.  


-The number of people cheating was high.  Do I then turn in everyone? 

25. 
Did you ever cheat in high school?


Never: 347



Seldom: 316



Often: 47



Once: 2



No answer: 32

26. 
Have you cheated in college?


Never: 568



Seldom: 131



Often: 8



Once: 2 (I student turned himself/herself in)



No answer: 35

27. 
If you have cheated at GMU, did you get caught?


Yes: I 0



No: 109



N.A.: 17



No answer: 5

28.  Why do students cheat?


-Fear of poor performance


-Poor preparation of study habits


-Anxiety about grades 


-Pressure from friends and family to do well


-The need to have good grades w/o realizing the cost(s) it might take it get good grades


-Fall behind on workload b/c students feel as though they have so much to do


-Too lazy to study 


-Because Universities concentrate more on getting good grades rather than concentrating on really learning.


-Because they can.


-Lack of personal ethical code.

-The student does not understand the subject b/c the professor moves too quickly through the material or was incoherent.  

-Tests are sometimes presented in a manner that students only need to memorize mundane facts for a short while and then never use them again, therefore why bother studying in the first place.


-Poor instructors who do not teach properly will cause students to cheat.


-Lack of integrity.


-Lack of responsibility for themselves in school.


-Students who cheat look for the easiest way out.


-Cheaters usually do not think about their consequences of their actions.


-To graduate.


-Fear of failing.  


-Lack of self-confidence.


-Instead of multiple choice/short answer exams, make exams follow an essay format. 


-They do not think that professors really care. 


-Capitalist attitude that one should do anything to further his/her progress.


-It’s human nature to cheat. 

-Some professors do not teach from the book; therefore it is difficult to figure out what one should study in order to prepare an exam.


-Classes outside of major, like general education assignments, may be too hard.  


-For prestige.


-For better job opportunities. 


-Misguided competition.


-Because they cannot be the work by themselves.


-Financial aid (scholarships, etc.): Many require that students do well to maintain money to stay in school.

29.  What can be done to reduce or eliminate cheating at GMU?


-Make it easier for instructors to report suspected incidents of cheating


-Make the Honor Code more known around campus


-Make sure that the campus community knows the sanctions for cheating


-Faculty should show that they truly value the Honor Code and follow it if they expect students to.


-Trust in your students more.


-Proctoring/Multiple proctors in classes


-Continue enforcing policies and inform students about the Honor Code in all classes


-Admissions should place more emphasis on character.

-Professors should explain the aims for taking an exam-the test is not only for the students, but also for the success of the professor.


-Sign Honor Code when students obtain their photo ID card.


-More take home exams and/or open book exams.


-Instill ethics at home.  


-Make teachers speak clearer English in the classroom.


-Pay more attention to the student reviews of teacher’s fairness & effectiveness.

-Collect exams after the students get their grades; keep them so that they will not get passed on to others taking the class in the future.


-Changes exams often.

-Save student papers on exams so that you will have evidence and can review similar papers and know that they are the same.


-Randomly assign seats during exams.


-Check student ID’s as exams are turned in.


-Professors should offer practice tests that will help the student prepare better for the exam.


-Professors should always be present during exams; they should never leave the room during an exam.

-Emphasize through different assignments the importance of the Honor Code.  For instance, require students to pledge or sign a statement on an exam or a term paper pledging that they will not cheat.


-Make sure that students understand that they can report a violation without consequences.


-Reduced class size.  Rise in professor to student ratio. 


-Take exams in cubicles-this prevents people from looking at another person’s work.


-Professors working to prevent it.  


-Provide more assistance to students in a class that they may need extra help in.


-Provide more than one copy of the same exam material that they class is being tested on.


-Install surveillance cameras in large classrooms.


-Stress a zero tolerance policy on cheating; if a student cheats, then put him/her under serious academic probation.


-No cell phones or pagers in class-answers can be transferred from one person to the student. 


-Increase the integrity of students at least in the classroom. 


-More approachable professors.


-Eliminate the grading system.  Should be based on pass/fail only.


-Put more responsibility on students to stop other students who are cheating in the class.


-More awareness of the Honor Code by holding a discussion panel.

-Make sure that professors/teaching assistants have the ability to teach at the level of the class that they are assigned to teach. 


-Get rid of TI 92 calculators that allow students to store information.  

-Make more group work so that everyone works together.  The grade will solely be based upon presentation of materials, content, and participation.  


-Lessen the workload for the class.  Some professors assign too much work to be done.


-Allow pre-approved study guides. 


-Focus on the importance of time management skills.


-Stress the importance of grades less and the quality of fully understanding content more. 


-Provide more options to increase grades (extra credit, etc.); some individuals are simply not good test takers. 

30.  Other comments:

-Clarify if students turn another student in for cheating, how they do it and if it would be anonymous

-Don’t hear much about the Honor Code, would like to hear/see more about it.

-Foreign students should be given guidance/direction on the criteria surrounding plagiarism. Explain the differences between plagiarism and reciting.

Do faculty members and professors adhere to the Honor Code?  What counseling efforts are done for faculty members and professors in reference to the Honor Code?  

-The only reason that I cheated during an exam was b/c the professor left.

-Screen teachers better before hiring them.

-The educational system needs a reform. Why place the blame only on students?  

-Need more strict procedures; the cheating incident that I observed was practically suggested by the professor.

-Dr. Sutton requires a one-page essay on the Honor Code before any grades will be given.  This ought to be a requirement for any course. 

-Some students talk in foreign languages during exams to avoid compromise of cheating through third party listening.

-I think that cheating is a serious offense, so therefore it should be taken very seriously. 

-There seems to be a lot of cheating among ethnic groups; they “group” together in class. 

-Some professors do not even bother with turning in students who cheat b/c they feel/know that nothing will happen.  

-Cheating is a big problem at GMU and is more frequent in particular majors than others. 

-Do incoming freshman sign an Honor Code pledge?

-Cheating is results of the teacher not making the student feel comfortable and knowledgeable of the material.

-Test files among student groups like fraternities/sororities enable students to cheat.  

-Nothing can be done to stop cheating.  It will always occur. 

-In the CS department, students cannot discuss projects.  I do not think that is fair b/c so much work in the “real world” derives from group interaction.  

-Please post the results of this survey somewhere (Broadside, etc.).
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1987
2001

Number of respondents







  681
  744

1. Class level

freshman





  9 %
22 %




sophomore





14 %
17 %




junior






19 %
26 %




senior






23 %
24 %




graduate student





24 %
12 %




non-degree





11 %
<1 %

2a. Number of years at GMU

one




39 %
41 %






two




24 %
25 %






three




18 %
16 %






four-eleven



19 %
14 %

2b. GMU credit hours








n.a.

2c. GMU grade point average




mean

3.1
n.a.

3. School or College








n.a.

4. Aware of existence of Honor Code



yes

93 %
98 %

5. Aware of how the Honor Code works



yes

82 %
92 %

6. Aware of student obligations under Honor Code


yes

84 %
94 %

7. Believe Honor Code is working well



yes

75 %
50 %

8. Agree with definition of plagiarism


agree/strongly agree
99 %
95 %

9. Believe cheating is wrong



agree/strongly agree
99 %
95 %

10. Believe cheating is normal



agree/strongly agree
10 %
28 %

11. Believe Honor Code discourages cheating

agree/strongly agree
77 %
70 %

12. Believe more should be done to limit cheating

agree/strongly agree
55 %
74 %

13. Believe crowded classrooms promote cheating

agree/strongly agree
70 %
68 %

14. Received adequate orientation to Honor Code

agree/strongly agree
49 %
52 %

15. Believe signing pledge helps reduce cheating

agree/strongly agree
57 %
45 %

16. Believe Honor Code reminder by professor reduces cheating








agree/strongly agree
65 %
56 %

17. Perceived percentage of students who cheat








0-20     %

59 %
31 %








21-40   %

30 %
34 %








41-60   %

  9 %
20 %








61-80   %

  2 %
  6 %








81-100 %

<1 %
<1 %

18. Believe students look the other way when they see cheating

always/usually/sometimes        majority
90 %

19. I would report cheating if I saw it








always or usually

26 %
n.a.








seldom or never

52 %
n.a.

20. Instructor adequately informs students about Honor Code

 






always or usually

mixed
53 %








seldom or never

mixed
16 %

21. I am asked to sign an Honor Code pledge on a test








always or usually

14 %
27 %








seldom or never

n.r.
43 %

22. I have observed cheating at GMU



yes

31 %
46 %

23. If yes to No. 22.,did you report the violation ?


yes

  3 %
  5 %

24.If yes to No. 23., did you confront the cheater(s)?


yes

  9 %
n.a.

25. Did you ever cheat in high school ?



yes

47 %
  49 
%

26. Have you ever cheated in college ?



yes

18 %
  19 %

27. Have you ever gotten caught cheating at GMU ?


yes

  3 %
  1 %

n.a. = not asked

n.r. = not reported
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Dear Department Chair/Academic Unit Administrator:

Provost Stearns established a Task Force on Academic Integrity that I chair.  Our charge is to gather information about the status of academic integrity at the University and to recommend programs and measures to enhance academic integrity at George Mason.  We have already sent a survey to a sample of faculty to learn of their experiences; we intend to undertake focus groups with students to learn their experiences.  In addition to consulting with faculty and students, we believe it is essential to hear from the academic administrators who work most closely with faculty and ask that you cooperate by responding to the attached survey.

The attached survey has several objectives.  We want to learn the extent to which issues of academic integrity are dealt with at the departmental or unit level.  We want to know the extent to which departments and/or units engage in discussions about the value of academic integrity and how to promote it in classes.  We also want to know whether orientations to the Honor Code and its provisions are provided at the departmental/unit level.  Finally, we know that sometimes Honor Code issues are resolved either by individual faculty action or by an action at the departmental or unit level; therefore, we ask how your department/unit might deal with Honor Code issues.  If these issues are dealt with at the departmental/unit level, then we ask that you explain the reasoning behind this decision.  

Please respond frankly and openly to the survey.  No individual department reports will be shared; all responses will be kept in confidence by the members of the task force.  Only aggregated data will appear in any report. 

Thank you for your assistance in this project.

Sincerely,

Jim Fletcher

Chair, Academic Integrity Task Force  

Name_______________________________

Academic Unit________________________________

1. Are you aware of the extent to which issues of academic integrity (e.g. honor code violations, integrity of research, proactive measures) arise for faculty in your unit?   ____________________________________________ __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

2. Do you deal with Honor Code violations at the department/unit level? If so, how? _________________________ __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

3. Are the current procedures for processing Honor Code violations adequate?  If not, how might they be improved?  _____________________________________________________________________________________________ __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

4. Would you like a procedure that officially sanctions an alternative to Honor Committee hearings?  _____________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

If so, what kind and at what level should it operate? 

(   ) Individual Faculty     (   ) Department     (   ) School/College

5. How often has the issue of academic integrity been discussed in a substantive way in a department/unit meeting?  _____________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________

6. What do you do to orient faculty to issues of academic integrity? 

a.  new full time ________________________________________________________________

b. adjuncts  ____________________________________________________________________

c.  returning faculty  _____________________________________________________________

d. graduate assistants  ____________________________________________________________

7.  Where do you feel the responsibility for disseminating information to students about the Honor Code and academic integrity should lie?_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

8. Where do you feel the responsibility for disseminating information to faculty about the Honor Code and academic integrity should lie? _____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

9. Is there a departmental statement relating to academic integrity for use in course syllabi or on examinations?  ______________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________

10. What kind of support is provided to faculty who are involved in Honor Code proceedings?  _______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

11. Are you aware of destruction of library materials as a problem relating to your academic area?   _______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

12. Has the integrity of test materials submitted to the copy center been a problem for your faculty? _______________________________________________________________________________________

13. To what extent does your department or unit include issues of professional ethics in the context of violations of academic integrity?  _______________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________

14. Do you have any suggestions for university level programs or other suggestions relating to academic integrity?  ________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________

Thank you for your assistance!

Please return the survey in the attached envelope to:

Jim Fletcher, Department of Philosophy and Religious Studies, MSN 3F1

 by Monday, December 4, 2000
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Number returned - 15
1.
Are you aware of the extent to which issues of academic integrity arise for faculty in your unit?



Yes - 9



Somewhat - 1



No response - 5

2. Do you deal with Honor Code violations at the department/unit level?



Yes - 3



No - 11



Blank - 1


Comments:


No, we act through the University Honor Committee - 7



Yes, we confront students before there is a real violation - 1

3. Are the current procedures for processing Honor Code violations adequate?



Yes - 5


No - 5


Yes, with qualifications - 2



Don't know - 2



Blank - 1


Comments:


Honor Committee acts too slowly



Both faculty and students should assume greater responsibility for reporting offenses.



Please review the composition of the Honor Committee



We need better access to the Honor Committee

4.
Would you like a procedure that officially sanctions an alternative to Honor Committee hearings?



Yes - 2



No - 3



Not sure - 8



Blank - 1


If yes, at what level should it operate? 



School or College 5



No response - 10

5.
How often has the issue of academic integrity been discussed in a substantive way in a department/unit meeting?



One to three times per year - 5



Four or more times per year -



Rarely - 1



Almost never - 5



Frequently - 1



No response - 2

6.
What do you do to orient faculty to issues of academic integrity?


New Faculty:
Brief description – 2




Discuss at orientation -2




Handbook - 2




Nothing - 5


Adjunct Faculty:
Brief description - 1





Handbook – 3





Nothing – 6


Returning Faculty: Nothing –7


Graduate Assistants: Nothing –5

7.
Where should responsibility for educating students about academic integrity reside?



Orientation & Advising - 4



Explanations on the first day of classes -2



At the University level -1



Continuous and comprehensive -7



The Provost and Academic Deans - 1

8.
Where should responsibility for disseminating information to faculty reside?



University and college level - 11



Department level - 9



Faculty Orientation - 4



Personal responsibility of faculty - I

9. Is there a departmental statement relating to academic integrity?



Yes - 2



No - 11



Blank - 2

10. What kind of support is provided to faculty who are involved in Honor Committee charges?



Discuss with chair when needed - 6



None – 8



Blank - 1

11. Are you aware of destruction of library materials?



Yes - 2



No - 12



Blank -1

12.
Has the integrity of test materials submitted to the Copy Center been a problem?



Yes - 1



No - 13



Blank - 1

13.
To what extent does your department or unit include issues of professional ethics in the context of violations of academic integrity?     Note: It appeared that the respondents did not understand this question.


Discussion when needed - 7



Unknown - 3



None - 3



Blank - 2

14.
Suggestions for university level programs, etc.


Create one location for make-up exams.


Use larger rooms for exams.


Create 'best practice models "for instructors.


Make a university statement about Internet sources.


Establish a low tolerance for violations


Allow anonymous charges

� Cole, S. & E. Kill, What Can We Do About Student Cheating?, About Campus, May-June 2000, 5-12, p. 6. 





�Ibid., p.7.


 


�Center for Academic Integrity, The Fundamental  Values of Academic Integrity, http://www.academicintegrity.org/Values.asp





� “U-Va. Code Flawed but Redeemable, Panel Finds,” The Washington Post, November 21, 2000, B1.


�“Virginia Tech Sees Huge Rise in Honor Violations,” Fairfax Journal, February 12, 2001.


� “Technology Exposes Cheating at U-Va.: Physics Professor’s Computer Search Triggers Investigation of 122 Students,” The Washington Post, Wednesday, May 9, 2001, A1.


� Chen, G.M. & W. J. Starosta (1998).  Foundations of International Communication.  Needham Height: Allyn & Bacon.
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