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The courts have interpreted Dixon as requiring a written
notice of charges. a reasonable time to prepare a defense.
an opportunity to rebut the charges, to have the charges
heard by an unbiased hearing officer, and to obtain a record
of the proceeding. (Roberts, 1986, p. 372)

Thus, the ideal code provides a detailed defi-
nition of academic dishonesty, states the pen-
alties for engaging in the specified behaviors,
and outlines procedures for handling cases of
academic dishonesty, including a student appeal
process. Although universities and colleges were
developing academic dishonesty codes, re-
searchers noted faculty members’ reluctance to
invoke university policy when dealing with in-
stances of academic dishonesty (Nuss, 1984;
Wright & Kelly, 1974).

Wright and Kelly (1974) reported three note-
worthy findings. First, approximately 65% of
the faculty members at a medium-size, private
liberal arts college said that they ‘‘had confront-
ed at least one student for cheating in class dur-
ing their tenure at the university”’ (p. 34). Second,
“*faculty considered cheating a matter to be set-
tled between instructor and student”’ (p. 34).
Third, of the faculty members surveyed, ‘‘only
15% reported a student to the academic dean or
other member of the administration’” (p. 34).
These three facts show clearly that facuity mem-
bers were aware of cheating and that they pre-
ferred to resolve the issue without involving
university officials.

Nuss (1984) found that 39% of the faculty
respondents said that they would report cheating
to the appropriate authorities.

Thirty-four would lower the student's grade after discussing
the incident with the student; 26% would give the student
a warning; less than 1% would ignore the matter or lower
the student’s grade without discussing the incident with the
student. (p. 142)

Nuss (1984) also reported that more than half
of the faculty members (53%) said that they
rarely or never discussed with students either
the university policy or a faculty member’s pol-
icy relating to academic dishonesty (p. 142).
Nuss’s (1984) research confirmed Wright and
Kelly’s (1974) finding that faculty members pre-
fer to resolve academic dishonesty problems on
a one-on-one basis. Hardy (1982) claimed that
faculty members’ failure to follow academic dis-
honesty codes stemmed either from their naive
attitude toward cheating or from their fear of
lawsuits.

Many faculty members have boasted, ‘‘No-
body cheats in my class.”” According to Hardy
(1982), this naive attitude actually may foster
cheating. Faculty members become lax in proc-
toring exams, less inclined to create multiple
forms of tests, and less likely to construct new
quizzes and examinations.

Faculty members also say frequently that they
ignore cheating because of a fear of litigation. The
Dixon case was dual-edged. On the one hand, the
court argued that students who were accused of
academic dishonesty had to be afforded due pro-
cess under the Fourteenth Amendment. On the
other hand, faculty members and administrators
did not understand the concept of due process.

[They) erroneously assumed that full adversarial hearings,
technical rules of evidence, multiple appeals, and the like
are required *‘by law’” in student disciplinary cases. (Pavela,
1981, p. 64)

This was not the intent of Dixon. In fact, the
court in Board of Curators of the University of
Missouri et al. v. Horowitz (1985) gave the fol-
lowing argument:

A school is an academic institution, not a courtroom or
administrative hearing room . . . the educational process is
not by nature adversarial; instead it centers around [sic] a
continuing relationship between faculty and students . . . .
(pp. 134-135)

Hardy (1982), however, argued that faculty
members become immobilized by the prospect
of a lawsuit and therefore look the other way,
rather than involve themselves in what could
become a time-consuming ‘‘courtroom’’ event.

This research examines the reactions of fac-
ulty members (both personal and university pol-
icy) to students’ cheating on examinations at a
university that has a clearly stated policy for
defining, punishing, and processing instances
of academic dishonesty. Four questions are raised
in this study: (a) Does a clear policy result in
the use of that policy? (b) What penalties, if
any, do faculty members impose? (c) How do
faculty members feel about the student who
cheated? and (d) What do faculty members know
about the impact of an academic dishonesty re-
port on a student’s record?

METHOD

In March 1987 all full-time faculty members
(N=743) at the main campus of a public mid-
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nessed students cheating on examinations.
Approximately 60% of the faculty members said
that they had witnessed such cheating.

Sex and tenure status influenced this response.
Male faculty members were significantly more
likely than were women to say that they had wit-
nessed cheating (65% compared to 45%), x*(1,
N=325)=10.17, p<.05. More than two-thirds
of the tenured faculty members (69%) had wit-
nessed cheating, as opposed to 45% of the non-
tenured faculty members, x*(1, N=326)=17.47,
p<.05. Because male faculty members were more
likely to be tenured than were female faculty
members, tenure status was an intervening vari-
able.

The Application of
University Policy

Faculty members who had witnessed cheating
were also asked what actions they took. (The
following percentages are based solely on an
individual question and are not being compared
with other questions.) Most faculty members
(67%) who had witnessed cheating during an
examination discussed the incident with the stu-
dent. Fewer (33%) reported the incident to the
department chairperson; fewer still (20%) met
with the student and the department chairperson.
Only 8% of the faculty members who had wit-
nessed cheating reported the incident to the dean,
and only 5% notified the provost. Eight percent
said that they ignored the incident altogether.

Thus, only 20% maximum of the faculty
members actually complied with university pol-
icy and followed the mandated procedure to the
point of meeting with the student and the de-
partment chairperson. At that point, the de-
partment chairperson and instructor determined
that either a case did not involve academic dis-
honesty or that the case did involve academic
dishonesty. If the former, no further action was
taken. If the latter, either the mandated proce-
dures were followed or the chairperson, the stu-
dent, and the faculty member resolved the issue
themselves and ignored university policy.

An open-ended question was asked: Why did
the faculty member take the action noted pre-
viously? Although respondents’ phrasing var-
ied, responses tended to fall into three main
categories: (a) reprimand, (b) faculty uncertain-
ty, and (c) policy. The reprimand category
(n=138) included such responses as the follow-
ing: (a) The student needed to know that such

behavior was intolerable or (b) The student needed
to know 1 would not tolerate such behavior. The
faculty uncertainty category (n=37) included
such responses as the following: (a) I wasn’t
100% sure that the student was cheating or (b)
Wandering eyes are difficult to prove. A third
category of responses referred to policy (n=33)
and included such comments as the following:
(a) It was departmental policy, (b) The chair-
person told me to do it this way, (c) It’s uni-
versity policy, or (d) It’s the action stated in the
syllabus.

Instructors offered other responses to this open-
ended question. Some indicated a helplessness
on the instructor’s part, such as the following:
(a) It wouldn't help or (b) It was a large class
and [ couldn’t deal with the magnitude of the
problem. Other responses revealed the instruc-
tor’s understanding nature. This category in-
cluded such responses as the following: (a) I'm
not callous; the student simply succumbed to
temptation or (b) It was the first time the student
cheated.

Faculty members were asked whether or not
they penalized the student for cheating. Ap-
proximately 65% responded affirmatively; in
other words, more than one-third did not pen-
alize the student. Tenure status influenced
whether or not a penalty was imposed. Ten-
ured faculty members were more likely than
were nontenured faculty to penalize the stu-
dent; 70% of the tenured faculty and only 50%
of the nontenured faculty penalized the stu-
dent, x*(1, N=194)=6.10, p<.05.

Of the faculty members who penalized the
student, 57% gave the student a 0 for the ex-
amination or quiz, 10% gave the student an F
for the course, 9% lowered the student’s final
grade by a letter grade, and the remaining 24%
acted in a variety of ways (e.g., lowered the
final grade by two letter grades or gave the stu-
dent a 50 on the examination).

Attitude Toward Students
Who Were Observed Cheating

When asked about their attitude toward students
who were observed cheating, faculty members
were as likely to report anger as disgust (38%
for each). A smaller percentage of the faculty
members (22%) reported feeling sorrow for of-
fenders. Only 1.5% were indifferent; .5% ad-
mired the student’s ingenuity.
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