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ABSTRACT

Academic dishonesty is a global phenomenon thatsexialmost in every country. Its
effect has been long-lasting and catastrophic in nyainstances and its impediment for
growth is largely looming. This study attempted itovestigate students’ self reported
academic dishonesty in Ethiopian University settgigrhe findings show that 96.4% of
respondents admitted in engaging on assignment-teta dishonesty while 82.1% and
82% on research-related and exam-related ones, eetipely. Scores on performance
avoidance and mastery orientation, Cumulative Gralleint Average (CGPA), awareness
of academic rules and regulations, assessment pcas, faculty, and university attended
predicted the different types of academic dishogesith varying levels of significance.

INTRODUCTION

Today’s undergraduate students are in a

mounting pressure to be the best achievingources of truth and honesty (UNESCO,
learners  because there are fierc003). Due to such demands, universities
competitions for the most desired jobs anére paying attention to graduates’
limited places in those popular academiaevelopment in a range of attributes such
institutions for graduate studies (McCabeas: disciplinary knowledge, practical skills,

Trevino & Butterfield, 2001). With this interactive skills, problem solving, ethical

connection, improving academic qualityresponsibility and professional

and employability of graduates arecommitment (Brimble and Stevenson-
becoming crucial concerns of universitiesClarke, 2005; Harvey, 1997).

(Reichert and Tauch, 2003). On top of that,

universities are usually perceived as ideal |t s true that, “Universities should

legitimately be held accountable for their

* |nstitute of Educ. & Prof. development, JU.
** Psychology Department, JU
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use of public money and the quality of theirl950s. The percent continued to increase to
outputs (graduates, research, and regiondB-64% in the 1960s, and 76% in the
engagement)” (Salmi, 2007, p. 4).1970s. Taking a large sample of 5000
University graduates that have multiplestudents from 99 US colleges and

competencies obtained from attendinguniversities, Bowers (as cited in McCabe et
university programs can play a key role inal., 2001) found out that 75% of the

the socio-economic development of asampled students who participated in the
country (Salmi, 2003). But failure in study had cheated in some way at least
achieving these due to a crippling situatioronce in their stay in the colleges and
like academic dishonesty is so devastatingniversities. A similar finding was reported

to the country’s development effort (Rochaby McCabe and Trevino (1997) though the
and Teixeira, 2005). Part of the dispute isize of the institutions and students

that the fate of tomorrow’s job environmentincluded in the study were relatively small,

is mainly in the hands of today’s universityin the latter case.

graduates since these are the best part of

the society to the world of work (Tefera,

2001; Lawson, 2004). STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Academic dishonesty, which is also knownResearch studies revealed that dishonest
as academic misconduct or fraud is &ehaviors started in high schools can
serious problem in establishing academigystain in colleges, and likewise, students
quality culture in universities because it isyhg are engaged in academic dishonest
unethical ~ behavior  (Brimble  and pehaviors in college tend to engage in
Stevenson-Clarke, 2005), which contradictgjishonest acts in the workplace (Harding,
with the academic policies (Harding, carpenter, Finell, & Passow, 2004).
Carpenter, Montgomery, & Steneck, 2001) Regarding this, Harding et al. concluded
and academic integrity of the Universitiesthat dishonesty is more likely to be used in
(Kremmer, Brimbel, & Stevenson-Clarke, various times and situations, if once
2007). It also intimidates the quality of considered acceptable. This implies that the

university learning, teaching and researchyotentials of dishonest behaviors to persist
(Bnmble and StevenSOH-C|arke, 2006;acr055 time and situation.

Sebek, 2006; Teixeira and Rocha, 2006).

In this regard, the Ethiopian government is
Academic dishonesty has been a topic ofyrrently working towards curbing the
research interest since 1940s and numeroygrious forms of corruption that are
evidences have shown that students’ selbydding in different sectors of the country.
reported dishonesty is increasing inThe Anti Corruption and Control Office
UniverSity academia. From the hlStorlcal(ACCO) are emp|oying various Strategies
perspective, DavisGrover, Becker and to combat and control corruption. Among
McGregor (1992) produced a synthesis ofhe strategies teaching the public through
the different studies that signify a growingthe mass media and sue corrupt officials
increment of the self-reported dishonestyyre worth mentioning. However, these are
from 23% in the 1940s to 38% in the not sufficient to curb the problem hence

any effort to eliminate corruption should

target collaboration with schools, colleges
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1.

and universities, as research showed that
academic dishonesty learned in these
institutions can possibly happen in the
work situation in sophisticated manner
after graduation.

Despite the abundance of researches on
academic dishonesty, most of the empirical
evidences come from North America,
particularly US (Christensen Hughes and
McCabe, 2006). There are some studies
conducted elsewhere in Europe (Teixeira
and Rocha  2006); Asian-Pacific,
particularly Australia (Brimblem and
Stevenson-Clarke, 2005; 2006), and in
Africa, particularly Ethiopia (Damtew,
2001) and Nigeria (Olasehinde-Williams,

Abdullah, & Owolabi, n.d.), amongst
others.

3.
As Caruana, Ramaseshan, and Ewing

(2000) asserted, “Little research appears to
have been done to try and identify variables
that have an effect on academic
dishonesty” (p. 23).Moreover, research
coverage on academic dishonesty is limite
and uneven, especially

What are the prevalence rates of the
various types of academic
dishonesty among Addis Ababa
University and Jimma University
students?

How do individual factors like
gender, age, achievement goal
orientation, Cumulative Grade Point
Average (CGPA) and awareness of
rules and regulations, and
environmental factors like institution
or faculty attended, assessment
practices, social relations, perceived
teaching behavior of academic staff,
perceived practicability of rules and
regulations and perceived severity of
the penalty for academic dishonesty
predict the various types of
academic dishonesty?

What possible strategies help to
prevent or reduce the occurrence of
academic  dishonesty in the
Ethiopian university setting?

he Context
’ [ "~At the present time, the Ethiopian higher
in - developinggy,cation is in the process of rapid massive

countries (UNESCO, 2003). This StUdyexpansion both in terms of student

contributes to fill in the existing gap in gnrgiment and number of universities

academic dishonesty literature, based OfMinistry of Education, 2005). Between
empirical evidences of student’s dishonesty gg6/7" and 2004/5' the number of

in two universities in Ethiopia. universities grew from one to nine and in
2004/5 the students number grew from

This paper has two important objectives35,000 to 187,500 (Ashcroft, n.d.). In

First, it critically examines academic 2008/9 academic year, the number of

dishonesty among undergraduate universityiniversities has grown further to more than

students in an attempt to uncover its20 with a considerable faster increment of

frequency of occurrence. Second, itstudents’ enrollment.

identifies those factors that predict various

types of academic dishonesty. More

specifically, this study tries to investigate Conceptual Framework Of The Study
the following research questions:

One of the most influential American
psychologists, Albert Bandura theorized
that behavior formation is the effect of



Ethiop. J. Educ. & Sc. Vol. 5 No 2 March DD 82

three mutually linked and mutually environmental factors are the driving force
interacting factors namely: behavior, thefor university students to behave
individual (personal cognition and internaldishonestly because environment provides
variables) and environment (institutionalthe stage for the creation of replace
and social variables). This theory is speciabehavior motive. In response, the resulting
glue for the missing links betweendishonest behavior is the factor that
behaviorists and cognitive learningencourages the replace behavior motive to
theorists  indicating the  continuousestablish and sustain. R. Zhou and X. Zhou
reciprocal interaction between cognitive,further noted that improper self-cognition
behavioral, and environmental influencesand  self-adjustment  mediates the
(Pajares, 2002). establishment of dishonest motive. The
above lines of argument imply that both
In their review of an article, R. Zhou and€nvironmental and individual factors
X. Zhou (2007) critically analyzed the cOmplement each other to the formation of

various features of Bandura’s model visa-adishonest behavior and in return, the
vise academic dishonesty among universitflishonest behavior influences both the

students. As R. Zhou and X. Zhou said, 'ndividual and external factors. Put it
diagrammatically, the relationship of the

three factors is illustrated in figure 1.

Academic Dishonesty
Dishonest behaviors related to exam, written
assignment, and research

Individual factOrs "que—) Environmental factors

Gender, - Perceived rules practicability and severity
Figure 1. Ac - Age, e Tt of penalty
1 - CGPA, - Perceived teaching behaviors,
- Achievement goal orientation, & - Assessment practices,

- Awareness of academic rules - Social relationships,

herl\ - Institution attained, and
e', t. Faculty joined
atio

Bandura’s nivuct 1> 1must suitauie Ul unsUUITIANIS (Academic dishonesty, the
study because of the following reasonsindividual factors and environment

First this model is comprehensive enoughactors). This framework is particularly

to address those wider variables in thaiseful to point out those multiple

individual factors as well as environmentaldimensions of academic dishonesty and to
factors that have relationship with improve mal-adjusted behaviors of students
academic dishonesty. Second, the mod€Pajares, 2002).

provides a systematic sketch for the

different factors to be included in this study
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The distributions of study participants in

METHODOLOGY the two faculties of AAU show that 446
students (317 males and 129 females) were
taken from Education while the rest 124
students (83 males and 41 females) were
from Business and Economics. Similarly,
in JU 273 students (225 males and 48
females) were from Education Faculty
0whiIe the rest 207 students (168 males and
500 students (7930 males and 257%9 fem?"es) were from Business and
conomics Faculty. The response rates of

females), of these, 5700 students (400 > o
| d 1700 f | £ AAUstudy participants were 87% in AAU and
ma‘es an emales) were from 26.5% in JU. Thus, a total of 959

and the other 4800 students (3930 male o . )

and 870 females) were from Jimmarespondents participated in this study. Of
; o .

University. Faculty wise distribution shows Which, 496 (51.7%) were from Add|os

that in AAU 4460 students (3170 malesAbaba University and the rest 463 (48.3%)

and1290 females) were from Education”/®"® from Jimma University.

Faculty and 1240 students (830 males an . .
410 females) were in Business an ulti stage sampling was employed.
Economics Faculty while in Jimma

University, 2730 students (2250 males anjpecifically, stratified sampling was used

480 females) were from Education an 0 .s.elect a proportional sample of
2070 students (1680 males and jgdarticipants across departments, class years

females) were from Business andand gender and simple ra_ndom sgr_npling
Economics Faculty was used to select the required participants.

: . The socio-demographic characteristics of
gzmg:ﬁg?zghniﬁ:y Participants - and study participants are indicated in Table 1.

Regarding sample size, 10 %, that is, 1050
students (793 males and 257 females) of
the target population was taken. In terms of
University wise distributions, 570 were
from AAU and 480 were from JU.

Study Design
A descriptive survey design was used for
the study.

Study population
The target population of this study was 1

Table 1: Socio demographic characteristics of studentaredents

Variables Frequency Percent Mean Stand. dev.
AAU 496 51.7
University JU 463 48.3
Total 959 100
Education 662 69.0
Faculty Business 297 31.0
Total 959 100.0
Male 711 74.1
Gender Female 248 25.9
Total 959 100

Age 2158 3.24
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As indicated in Table 1, 496 (51.7%)

participants were from “Addis Ababa would be considered unaware (coded 0) of
University” and 463 (48.3%) were from ryles and regulations. In the second
“Jimma  University”.  Regarding the section, participants rated their perceived
distribution of students participants by ryles practicability and severity of penalties
faculty, 662 (69.0%) and 297 (31.0%) offor students’ academic misconduct on two
the participants were from Educationjtems (1= very low, 2=low, 3=medium.4=

Faculty and Business and Economicsigh, 5=very high; and the higher the score
Faculty, I’eSpeCtlve|y. In add|t|0n, the tablethe h|gher the rules pract|cab|||ty and

indicates that 711 (74.1%) of theseverity of penalties for students’ academic
participants were males and 248 (25.9 Y%pisconduct).

were females. The mean age score of
participants was 21.58 with a standar

deviation of 3.24. dThe third part contains items in which

participants rated how often they have been
engaged in the various types of academic
dishonesty on a five point scale (1=never,
= rarely, 3=sometimes, 4= mostly, 5=

Iways and the higher the score the higher

dooted f B kel 4 Poll the academic dishonesty) and 9 items were
adopted from broéckeiman an Oll0CKntended  to  measure  exam-related

(2006) and pilot testing was made in Jimmadishonesty, another 9 items were intended

University to test and fit the instrumenty " oo e assignment-related dishonesty

with ltthe 4L6n|v?r3|tytset:lng mtrI]Ethl'c:)pla.I{AS afand 7 items were used to measure research-
result, students from the Faculty of . .0q dishonesty.

Humanities and Social Sciences
participated in the pilot test. The Cronbach i i
alpha coefficients of all the items included' "€ fourth part of the questionnaire

in the main study were acceptable with thdnténded to measure achievement goal
coefficient values of 0.70 and above. orientation of participants. Participants
rated their motivational orientation on 19

items on a four point scales (1= never, 2=
(nostly not true, 3=mostly true, 4= always
r

) ) . : oS ue; and the higher the score the higher the
information like University joined (AAU o : : ;
coded 1, JU coded 2): Faculty joineOImotlvat|0nal orientation) and 11 items were

(education coded 1, business an(ised to measure mastery orientation , 5

Instrument and Measurement

. . 2
A questionnaire was used to secure,
information. This questionnaire was

The questionnaire consisted of five parts
In the first part participants gave genera

. ems for performance approach orientation
economics coded 2) gender (male coded P PP

female coded 2), age and Cumulativ nd 3 items were used to measure
) ’ erformance avoidance orientation.
Grade Point Average (CGPA). ep

Th d ; tains t . IThe fifth part of the questionnaire consisted
€ second part contains two Seclions. ¢ 11 jtems in which participants rated to

the first fsectlon _partlﬁlpza}nts C|rhcled t:]hewhat extent they would agree on item that
sources, from a given list from where they, o4 assessment practices, perceived

have_learnt a.‘:"?‘dem'c r_ules and regulatio aching behavior and social relationship
and if a participants circled one or more

f the i list he/sh | n four point scales (1= strongly disagree,
Eources _(rjomd € given 'Sa desle wc;u qu disagree, 3= agree, 4= strongly agree;
€ considered aware (C.O N ) and i nd the higher the score the higher the
he/she circled never been informed he/she
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attribute would be) and 4 items were usednstructor while the class was going on.
for assessment practices, 5 items were usdd'® questionnaire was distributed to the
for perceived teaching behavior and 2 item§tudents after getting consent from the

were used for social relationship. respective instructor. Of course, the
presence of the researchers in the

alassroom where students fill out the

of an open-ended question that intended gguestionnaire  was taken advantages of

secure information from the participants ondVINg explanation about the purpose of the

possible ways of preventing academicsmdy to solicit genuine information from

dishonesty in their universities. the research participants.

The last part of the questionnaire consiste

Procedures
o . , RESULT
A self-administered questionnaire was), general

> s - it was discovered that the
distributed to the participants to fill out

_ ) I prevalence rates of the various types of
while they were in class. To do this, first 8,c44emic dishonesty were found to be high
formal permission letter was obtained from, 4 4emic dishonesty were found to be high
deans of faculties and then from the headémong participants.  Specifically, the

of departments to have contact with the  fingings disclosed that assignment-related

Dishonesty was more prevalent, followed
by research and exam-related dishonesties.

Table 2: Frequency and percentage distributions of theetlypes of academic dishonesty

Variables Frequency Percent
Assignment-related dishonesty At |leaste 924 96.4
Not at all 34 3.5
Research-related dishonesty At leaste 787 82.1
Not at all 170 17.7
Exam-related dishonesty g¥tdt once 786 82.0
Not at all 172 17.9

As Table 2 depicts, nearly 924 (96.4%) of

the participants reported that they wereDescriptive statistics of the various types of
engaged at least once in one form ofcademic dishonesties were computed and
assignment-related dishonesty. Similarlyjndicated in Table 3. As clearly indicated in
787 (82.1%) and 786 (82.0%) participantshe table, participants reported high level of
reported they were involved at least once oassignment-related dishonesty followed by
more on research and exam-relatedesearch and exam-related dishonesty.
dishonesty, respectively.
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Table 3: Means and standard deviations for the threestgb@academic dishonesty

Variable Mean Std. Deviation
Exam-related dishonesty 1.9074 85899
Assignment-related dishonesty 22854 82217
Research | related dishonesty 1.9406 84445

Then, correlation coefficients  were with exam-related dishonesty (r= -.148, p<
computed and step wise multiple regressior5) and university attended (AAU coded 1,
analysis were conducted to identify thoseJU coded 2) significantly positively related
individual and environmental variables thatwith exam-related dishonesty (r = .069, p<
significantly predicted each type of.05).

academic dishonesty.

Then after, a step wise multiple regression
The correlation coefficients betweenanalysis was conducted to identify those
individual variables and exam-relatedindividual and environmental factors that
dishonesty indicated that CGPA, scores osignificantly explained and predicted exam-
mastery orientation of students andrelated dishonesty. The step wise multiple
awareness about rules and regulations haegression analysis revealed that 8.1% of
weak significant negative relationships (r=the variation on exam-related dishonesty
-.118, p< .01, r=-.074, p< .05 and r= _.078was attributed for by the linear combination
P< .05 respectively). On the other handpf the performance avoidance orientation,
performance avoidance orientation had #&aculty attended, mastery orientation,
significant positive relationship with exam- university attended, students’ CGPA,
related dishonesty (r=.186, p< .01). awareness of rules and regulations and

assessment practices; fp o= 13.049 and

For the environmental variables, Faculty? < .05). Like wise, the beta coefficient
joined (education coded 1 and busines¥ere computed and displayed in Table 4.
coded 2) significantly negatively correlated

Table 4: R¥change, predictors and t-value of exam-relatedodishty

Variable adjustedR? B Std. error t value Sig
Constant 2971 .266 11.168 .000
Per. Avo. .034 151 .027 5.542 .000
Faculty .050 -.290 .059 -4.889 .000
Mastery .060 -.015 .006 -2.537 .011
University .069 .190 .056 3.407 .001
CGPA .075 -.126 .048 -2.627 .009
Awa. Of rr .078 -161 .078 -2.053 .040
Assessment .081 -.028 .014 -2.006 .045

N.B: Per. Avo.= Performance Avoidance; CGPA = Cuamivk Grade Point Average; Awa.of rr =
Awareness of the academic rules and regulations.




An Exploration of Undergraduate Tefera Tadesse & Kinde Getache®7

As Table 4 shows, it was discovered thatishonesty (r= .085, p< .01, and r=.197,
performance avoidance orientationp<.01). On the contrary, weak significant
significantly predicted exam-related negative relationships were observed
dishonesty (b= .151, t= 5.542= .000); between respondents’ age, CGPA and
faculty attended significantly predicted awareness of rules and regulations (r= -
exam-related dishonesty (b= -.290, t= -089, P< .01, r=-.151, P< .01 and r=-.070,
4.889, a= .000); mastery orientation p < .05 respectively) and assignment-
significantly predicted exam-related related dishonesty.

dishonesty (b= -.015, t= -2.53dr .011);

university attended significantly predictedor the environmental variables, university
exam-related dishonesty ( b=.190, t= 3.407attended and perceived teaching behavior
a = .001); students CGPA significantly significantly positively related  with
predicted exam-related dishonesty (b= gzssignment-related dishonesty (r= .138, P <
126, t= -2.627,0= .009); awareness of 01 and r= .104, P< .01 respectively) and
rules and regulations significantly predictedtaculty attended significantly negatively
exam-related dishonesty (b= -.161, t= tglated with assignment-related
2.053, a= .040) and assessment practicqiishonesty(r: -.165, p< .01).

significantly predicted exam-related

dishonesty (b= -.110, t= -2.006, = .045). The step wise multiple regression analysis

revealed that the proportion of variance on
The next analysis was aimed at identifyingassignment-related dishonesty that was
those individual ~and environmental attributed for by the linear combination of
variables that significantly  predicted performance avoidance orientation, Faculty

assignment-related dishonesty. First thettended, university attended, and CGPA
correlation coefficients between individualyyas 9.9 % (Fgs3 o t= 27.427 and P<

variables and assignment-related o) .
dishonesty were computed. Performance
approach orientation and performance
avoidance orientation were significantly
positively related with assignment-related

Table 5: RPchange, predictors and t-value for assignmentedldishonesty

Variable adjusted R B Std. error t value sig
Constant 2.656 175 15.215 .000
Perfo. Avo. .038 129 .025 5.083 .000
Faculty .059 -.320 .056 -5.732 .000
Uni. att .083 .263 .052 5.096 .000
CGPA .099 -.190 .045 -4.250 .000
N.B: Per. Avo.= Performance Avoidance; CGPA = Cuattivk Grade Point Average; Uni. Att = University
attended

Moreover, the test revealed thatdishonesty (b= .129, t= 5.083y=.000);
performance avoidance orientationfaculty attended significantly predicted
significantly predicted assignment-relatedassignment-related dishonesty (b= -.320, t=
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-5.732, o = .000); university attended

significantly predicted assignment-relatedgishonesty (r= -.085, p< .01, and r= -.181,
dishonesty (b= .263, t= 5.096, = .000) p< .01 and r=-.057, p<.05 respectively).
and CGPA significantly  predicted

assignment-related dishonesty (b =

-.19 . . . .
= -4.250 andy = .001). 0For the environmental variables, university

attended and perceived practice and
. ) ~ severity for academic  dishonesty
The final analysis was determiningsjgnificantly positively related  with
individual and environmental variables thatassignment-related dishonesty (r = .121, P<
significantly ~ predicted research-related g1, r= .070, P< .05 and r=.128, P< .01
dishonesty. The correlation coefficientrespectively) and Faculty —attended
between individual variables and researchsjgnificantly negatively related  with
related  dishonesty  indicates  thatassignment-related dishonesty (r = -.220, P
performance approach orientation and (7).

performance avoidance orientation were
significantly positively correlated with T

research-related dishonesty (= .091, p<.021r he step wise multiple regression analysis

evealed that the proportion of variance on
esearch-related dishonesty that was
SZttributed for by the linear combination of
X‘Faculty attended, performance avoidance
orientation, CGPA , university attended
and awareness of rules and regulation was
nearly 13.3 % (Eos2 o t= 27.427 and P<
.000).

other hand, age, CGPA and awarene
about the rules and regulations significantl
negatively related with research-related

Table 6: R?change, predictors and t-value of research-reldisftbnesty

Variable adjusted R b Std. error t value sig

Constant 2.661 .186 14.327 .000
Faculty .047 -.427 .056 -7.566 .000
Perf. Av. .083 139 .026 5.435 .000
CGPA .108 -.229 .045 -5.060 .000
Uni. Att .130 .258 .052 4.968 .000
Awa. Of rr .133 -.155 .075 -2.079 .038

N.B: Per. Avo.= Performance Avoidance; CGPA = Cuative Grade Point Average; Uni. Att =

University attended; Awa.of rr = Awareness of tlademic rules & regulations

Moreover, the test revealed that facultyrelated dishonesty (b = -.229, t= -5.060
attended significantly predicted researchand o= .001); university attended
related dishonesty (b= -.427, t= -7.566, significantly predicted research related
.000); performance avoidance orientatiordishonesty (b= .258, t=4.968, amd .000)
significantly predicted research relatedand awareness of rules and regulations
dishonesty (b= .139, t= 5.43%=.000 ); significantly predicted research-related
CGPA significantly predicted researchdishonesty (b=-.155, t=-2.079~ .038).
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The qualitative analysis also revealed that
the sampled students’ involved in this study
reflected that lack of commitment for
mastery learning, grade motives, and lack
of confidence in academia are some of the
factors they perceived as adversely
affecting students honest behavior in the
universities.

Moreover, institutional/contextual factors
like unfair/biased treatment of some
teachers in scoring and grading based on
ethnicity, gender, and religion, lack of
close academic contact between teachers
and students as well as between students
and department heads, lack of positive
relationship between students and teachers,
carelessness in assessment practices that
are explained in terms of repeating
previous exam questions as they were, lack
of careful control mechanism in exam
Duplication, poor compiling, and poor
invigilation seriously affected the students
honest behavior in their respective
faculties.

For clear understanding of these issues,
some of the students’ critical reflections are
drawn as they appeared on the
guestionnaire.

» Actually | suggest on behalf of the
students to work hard so as to be
self confident

* The students should avoid a habit
of copying assignment works or
one student should not give his
assignment for another to copy.

e Some of the teachers simply give
the handout to the students
without any discussion or
explanation of the concepts
included in the handout. However,
at the end, they set very difficult
exam to the students and give very

bad grade (weak in teaching but
very strong in setting exam

guestions).
First, teachers’ commitment is a
crucial factor to tackle the

problem. Second, awareness rising
sessions to the university students
needs to be focused and given
attention from the top. Third, rules
and regulations should be
implemented so as to take
corrective measures.

In my suggestion, it is better that
students and teachers work
closely. The teachers should have
to see the students like their
brothers not as enemies, giving
timely advice and support,
checking the students performance
and then if there is unsatisfactory
result help them to improve their
performance.

University instructors must be
committed enough to measure
their students with new exam
guestions. Repeating exams and
tests is deep-rooted problem
which have been practiced in our
department. There should be strict
rules and regulations to control
students cheating in the exam as
well as in copying the assignments
and project works of others.
Enough books and working papers
as well as internet access ought to
be provided so as to reduce
plagiarism.

The university should take a strict
measure to those who damage
library materials or course
materials or hide library materials.

| suggest everyone, students and
especially teachers could be
honest in their position. Honesty
by means of being responsible and
not being careless. In my stay at
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this university | have experiencedincidences. Regardless of this, the
few careless teachers who areprevalence of exam-related and research-
even bored to be punctual at theirrelated dishonesties is equal.

class time and whenever they get

to class | perceive all their Eyen if, it is difficult to make comparison
feelings, ~which could hardly petween academic dishonesty studies due
influence students. to methodological inconsistencies (Crown

« In order to avoid such problem, and Spiller, 1998), the result of this study is
there is a need to createindicative that academic dishonesty in
harmonious  relation  between Ethiopian Universities is as high as some
teachers and students and in otheglishonesty studies reported earlier, which
members of the university. Someshow a prevalence rate of 84%
teachers give strong assignmeniBroeckelman and Pollock, 2006), 82% -
beyond our capacity. This createsgo (Davis et al., 1992), and 62%-94%

confusion to the students and(Teixeira and Rocha, 2006).
teachers should read the feeling of

the students to avoid such However, the prevalence rate evidenced in

confusion. this study is very high compared with some

other studies elsewhere. For example, it has

been evidenced that 72% of the sampled

DISCUSSION undergraduate students of Australian
Prevalence of Academic Dishonesty universities involve in some form of

As per the findings of this study, the threeacademic  misconduct  (Brimble and
types of academic dishonesty arestevenson-Clarke, 2006). A Nigerian study
widespread among university students itamong the students of llorin (federal)
Ethiopia with the prevalence ranging fromyniversity evidenced a magnitude rate of

82%-96%. Moreover, assignment-relatedz6.5% (Olasehinde-Williams et al., n.d.).
dishonesty is significantly higher than

exam—rela}ed and . rgsearqh-relateqt is also very high compared with some
dishonesties. Propably this is attributed Qther meta-analysis and large scale studies.
the fact that assignments are meant fof,o  ean score of meta-analysis

mere submi_ssions, . students doub omprising of 107 studies was reported an
Instructors F“afk'”g assignments, Iack_ Olaverage of 70.4% (Whitley, 1998).
communicating group norms in doing

roup assignment, inability to supplement . .
group g Y PP Similarly, a recent large scale study by

group work with other assessment .
techniques like oral questioning, lack ofProfgssor Donald McCabe, the f°””d”_‘9
president of the Center for Academic

clear instruction in doing individual i (CAD. i laborai ih th
assignments, time pressure etc. With rega%‘tegrlty (CA), in collaboration with the

to research, it seems that lack of essenti enter .for Academic Integrity at Duke
knowledge and skills of conducting and“niVersity pointed that 70% of the 50, 000
reporting research and lab works, lack Ofmdergragugtedstudents flnvolv]?g_ Ihn the
close supervision and frequent feedbaciCUVey & m'tée to some form o '3 On?ﬁt
time pressure, free access of previousl cts (McCabe, 2005). Compared wit

done graded lab and research reports, oth ese, the findings of this study indicated a

teachers are not serious about it, lack 0§|gnificant percentage departure from the

ethical values etc. might contribute for highmean'
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Factors that Lead to Academic

Dishonesty later assertion that says there is no

This study found out that individual significant difference between male and
variables such as performance avoidancgmale students.

goal orientation, mastery goal orientation,
CGPA, and awareness of the academi
rules predicted academic dishonesty whil
gender, age, performance approach go

orientation did not. Similarly, significantly predict students dishonest

environmental factors such as assessmepLy ovior (Broeckelman and Pollock, 2006)
practices, institution attained, and faculty. ' '

P . o 2The same authors further stated that
Jomed_ predicted acad(_am|c.(_j|shonesty Wh.'lestudents that strive for understanding the
perceived rules practicability and severity,

! . X ubject based on their own personal
of penalty, perceived teaching behavior an%‘litiation and effort have mastery
social relation did not. In fact, the

- . e .., orientation and such students are less likel
predictive potential and its direction (either y

i i f h variable diff to involve in academic dishonesty. On the
12((;?1 I:)/ﬁeo'[ygig; I(\Jllies)hgnggg/ t(‘)’?{\'g otehe; ercontrary, they disclosed that students that

emphasize superficial understanding with
little effort but targeting to conceal their
When the results of this study arejncompetence have performance avoidance
compared with other studies conductegyientation and such students are more
earlier, some of them are complementingikely to involve in academic dishonest

previous findings while some others arescts. The result of this study is in support of
contradicting. As  previous  studiesSthis fact.

confirmed, there is a significant negative
correlation between academic d'ShoneStﬁesearch findings evidenced that

and GPA (McCabe and Trevino, 1997)'communicating institutional policies tend

The highgr_ _the stgdents_’ GI.DA’ 'ghe IOWerto decrease dishonest behavior among the
the possibility of involving in dishonest

. students (Crown & Spiller, 1998). In light
acts (Crown and Spiller, 1998). The sam : : o :
is true for this study. With regard to age%f this evidence, it is clear that this study

X ; 'has similar conclusions. However, the
previous studies have shown that YOUNGeL idences in this study indicated that

s‘gudents are more likely to engage Ny qents perceived severity of penalties and
different forms of academic dishonesty i e enforcement of the policies,

than older students (Crown & Spiller, ; ; ;
) . i X perceived teaching behavior of teachers
1998, McCabe & Trevino, 1997; Whitley, and social relationship did not significantly

1998). However, in this study, age has n?)redict academic dishonesty.
significant influence in predicting academic

dishonesty.

fh terms of achievement goal orientation,
revious studies show that both mastery
nd performance avoidance orientations

The most outstanding finding of this study
. . _is that performance avoidance orientation
Although there is less clear understandlng}as mo?e influence on the three types of

on the relationship between a(.:adem'cacademic dishonesty than other individual
dishonesty and gender , studies arnd environmental variables.

commonly showing that either male cheat
more or no significant difference between
male and female (Crown and Spiller, 1998;
Whitley, 1998). This study supplements the
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This study, therefore, attempted to

In a previous study by McCabe andinvestigate the magnitude of the
Trevino (1997), to investigate the relative@ssignment, exam and research related
effect of contextual and individual factorsacademic dishonesties among Jimma and
on cheating behavior, the result shows thaftddis Ababa University ~Students of
the institutional context factors have moreEducation and Business Faculties of

influence on cheating behavior than theEthiopia. Moreover, the research
individual factors. As the authors Pinpointed factors that could lead to the

concluded, the contextual factors (peevarious form of academic dishonesties, and

cheating behavior, peer disapproval Ogsugge_sted possible remedies that serve best

cheating behavior, and perceived severityo Mitigate the problem.

of penalties for cheating) were significantly

more influential than the individual factors TO achieve the objectives, 959 students’

(age’ gender' GPA, and participation inparticipants (711 males and 248 females)

extracurricular activities). filled out questionnaires. Percentage and a
step wise multiple regression analysis were

Although all the variables of McCabe andused to explore the magnitude and factors
that lead to the various forms of academic

Trevino were not considered in this study,d. h " tivel
the result shows a mixed influence, which IShonestes respeclively .

means the relative influences of the .
individual and contextual factors were]:.rhg.ugh thte_ studty C.?r:netulp \'At”tth |mpoTr:]ant
comparably equal. This implies a point of Indings, 1t 1S not without imitations. The

departure to the previous finding probabl irst limitation of this research was that the
indicating that the relative influence of theParticipants may not truly report their true

variables may not necessarily be the sam _ehawors of the various forms of academic

in different educational setting, e.g. |sh0nesty as the topic Is a sensitive one.

Ethiopian universities. Apart from this, As a result, requndents may under report
care should be given in comparing th or over report their behaviors. The second

results since methodological inconsistency'm't"’%On \(/jvafs ﬂlﬁt ontly dtonE}cuIt:es \l/yer_te
sample size variation and the nature of th onsidered for the study. 1his also limits

institutions (public or private; large or Me generallziap|llty of the i fmdmtgsd.
small) could also affect the results. oreover, — relying on  Sell-reporte
academic  dishonesty using survey

guestionnaires lacks depth of information
as to why and how academic dishonesty is
CONCLUSIONS severe in the institutions (McCabe et al.,
Academic dishonesty is becoming a seriougg999). In spite of these limitations, the
problem in higher institutions. Dozen of following major findings were obtained.
researches have shown that it results in a
debilitating effect on quality of education

and they attempted to identify the .+ |t was found that all the three

magnitude and factors that lead to forms of academic dishonesty
academic diShoneSty. However, few were rampant among Jimma and
researches are conducted in Ethiopian Addis Ababa University Students
higher institutions on academic dishonesty. of Education and Business

Faculties. Specifically assignment
related dishonesty was reported as
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having the highest rate; and examuniversities, particularly, Addis Ababa and
and research related dishonestieSimma universities are not exceptions to the

were also existed comparably. plague of academic dishonesty with the
e The research discovered thatprevalence rate of 82-96% for the three
performance avoidance types of dishonesty and relatively highest

orientation, faculty attended, percentage report of assignment-related
pedagogical variables, masterydishonesty compared with the others.
orientation and Cumulative Grade
Point ~ Average  significantly This study is only a beginning to have a
predicted exam related dishonestybaseline picture particularly, in Ethiopia.
+ It was also found out that Hence much has to be done to understand
performance avoidance the problem through extensive studies that
orientation,  faculty  attended, covers larger samples of students,
pedagogical variables, university variables, faculties, and universities
attended and Cumulative Grade(Governmental and Non-governmental;
Point  Average  significantly Small and large). It is equally important to
predicted assignment  relatedmake use of qualitative studies to solicit in-

dishonesty depth information from the participants that
« It was also found out that answers the why and how of academic
performance avoidance dishonesty = (McCabe, Trevino, &

orientation, faculty attended, Butterfield, 1999).
pedagogical variables, university

attended and Cumulative Gradef priority has to be given to mitigating the

Point Average significantly problem of assignment-related dishonest
predicted  research  relatedacts, low achieving students should be the
dishonesty. target. Assessment practices should also get

« Students pointed out that due attention as it was found out that poor
intervention strategy aimed at assessment practice correlates with students
students, teachers, and testingangagement in academic dishonesty. In this
procedures are needed to alleviateegard, there should be continuous
academic dishonesty in university gssessment, frequent follow up and
and thereby promote a culture offeedback to the students. Providing varied

academic integrity. assignments and exam types and
o changing/modifying the assignments and
Implications exam questions from time to time should

This study adds theoretical knowledge tdye taken into account. Equally important is
the academic  dishonesty literaturecross validation of the students research
demonstrating the current picture inwork using different mechanisms such as

Ethiopian Universities, particularly in the oral questioning and portfolio evidencing.
Faculty of Education and Faculty of

Business and Economics at Addis Abab%y and large, establishing the notion of

and Jimma universities. It also increaseg .o codes in the Ethiopian Universities

globa}l gnderstand_ing of _the_ issue .byacademia, which is represented by the five
contributing to fill in the missing gap in core  values such as  “fairess

Afr!c:ﬁ. Thhis stu_?_y co;tritéurt](_as to provide anresponsibility, accountability, transparency
Insight that verifies that Ethiopian and equity” (The Fundamentals Values of
Academic Integrity, 1999, p. 4), should be
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reported academic dishonesty among

capitalized on and should be coupled witihiversity students, it heavily damages the
the commitment of the top managementgua"ty of the institutions learning. This
teachers and students. It is evident thaiuns against to the mission and core values
cheating is lower in institutions that haveOf the universities (Gallant and Drinan,
honor codes than those institutions withoug2006). For example, part of the mission
honor codes (McCabe & Trevino, cited inStatement of Addis Ababa University says
McCabe et al., 2001). There should also be--to  provide  quality  educational
collaborative  instances between thePrograms...”. Similarly, one of the core
academic institutions and the concerney@lues of Jimma University reads aloud
governmental organizations. The messagiat “quality is a halimark of what we do”.
behind this argument is that the root causelsrom this it is possible to deduce that
of academic and social dishonesty ardluality is a benchmark for both
grounded in the education system hencb/niversities. While this is their aspiration,
emphasis should be given to establishing@ high prevalence rate of academic
honor codes and collaboration among thélishonesty in these institutions would
top management, teachers and studenggeatly influence the aspiration to be
should be considered important to fight theconverted into illusion.
problem.

Hence faculties and administrations should

Above all, universities can play a pivotal Prevent academic dishonesty in organized
role in creating awareness among studenf§rms. Research shows that “Doing nothing
about academic rules and regulations of theimply reinforces the belief that high levels
universities and the importance of knowing®f cheating are common place and

and abiding by the rules and regulations. acceptable” (McCabe, Butterfield, &
Trevino, 2006, p 304). Rather giving due
emphasis to the general climate of

Education and corrective actions are

essential to promoting an environment mdlshonesty through promoting academic

- . : . i tegrity has a profound influence on the
which academic integrity will flourish in In .
the universities. But this alone is notprObIem (McCabe et al., 2001). Creating

adequate to avoid academic dishonest cademic integrity among university

without the help of taking some punitive tudenfts and_ aca_\demlc staff can be
1malntalned using different strategies such

actions. The final message is thaaS' having a clear policy on academic
universities should complement preventive > 9 policy

strategies with curative measures so as %l‘shonesty, making sure the policy is

address the problem in a comprehensiv iscussed, and. enforc_:lng Its provisions.
manner oreover, creating a discussion forum and

providing clear instruction for the students

) ) . i at the very beginning of the course also
There is a rapid decline in the quality ofpe) gignificantly to minimize academic
higher educations in Africa, which is gishonesty (Davis et al., 1992) and faculty
mainly the result of mismatched swift jyministration and course  instructors

expansion against reduced institutionakp, g girect students’ attention towards
efficiency (Tefera, 2000; UNESCO, 1995,1he mastery of the subject rather than

World Bank, 2000). When this reality is obtaining grades
exacerbated by more than 80% self- '
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