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Overview 
In Winter 2015, students who had participated in courses piloting the academic integrity pledge took an 
online survey about their perceptions of academic integrity at SCU and the way in which information 
about academic integrity was shared in the course. The same survey (excluding the specific questions 
about the implementation of the pledge) was completed by a random sample of students not enrolled in 
pilot courses, allowing for a comparison across groups. The survey instrument was developed by Dr. 
Donald McCabe of Rutgers University. This survey has been administered nationally for more than a 
decade, often in partnership with the International Center for Academic Integrity, allowing SCU to 
compare its results with other institutions with and without student honor codes. 

Sample 
Out of nearly 1,400 students enrolled in pilot courses in Winter 2015, 229 students completed the 
survey, along with 297 students from a random sample of 1,800 students not enrolled in pilot courses. 
The characteristics of the complete sample are as follows: 

o Female 65%; Male 34%; Transgender 1% 

o School affiliation: Arts and Sciences 59%; Business 22%; Engineering 19% 

o Year in School: First year 25%; Sophomore 22%; Junior 26%; Senior 27% 

Some of the students in each of the samples (pilot and control) had been enrolled in pilot courses in the 
fall. For comparisons between groups, we used the students’ self-report of whether they had taken a pilot 
class in either fall or winter in which the academic integrity pledge was specifically mentioned. By this 
calculation, 57 percent of the sample was in the pilot group (n=226), and 43 percent (n=300) were in the 
control group. 

Student	  Behaviors	  and	  Perceptions	  of	  Academic	  Integrity 
The survey provided considerable information about students’ perceptions of academic integrity, norms, 
and sanctions, and self-reported behavior. As shown below, many students have witnessed acts of 
academic dishonesty, some have engaged in these types of behaviors themselves, and they have varying 
opinions about the degree to which the different behaviors are more or less serious. 
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Taking a look across the sample as a whole, we see that many students have observed acts of academic 
dishonesty: 
 

o 57% related to homework assignments 
o 43% on in-class exams  
o 23% on take-home exams  
o 16% in lab reports 
o 15% in course papers 

 
SCU students also admit to having personally engaged in acts of academic dishonesty, with more 
acknowledging this in the areas of assignment completion (e.g., the boundaries between individual work 
and consultation), source attribution (paraphrasing or copying a few sentences without referencing 
versus a whole paper), and in asking about test questions of others who have previously taken the test. 
 
After stating whether they had engaged in any of the behaviors, students were asked how whether they 
considered the behavior “not cheating,” “trivial cheating,” “moderate cheating,” or “serious cheating.”  
There were no differences between the students who had taken pilot courses and those who had not in 
their frequency of these behaviors, nor in the perceived seriousness of the infraction. 
 
Along with the frequency of each act, the table below gives the percentage of students who either 
marked the act as “not cheating” or “trivial cheating.” This information can be used to guide faculty, 
staff, and student educators in clarifying certain norms (especially concerning appropriate attribution) or 
guidelines (especially around working with others on assignments or using unpermitted help).  
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Student behaviors and perceptions of severity of 
academic dishonesty Never Once More than once 

Turning in a paper obtained in large part from a term paper 
“mill” or website [6% see as not cheating or trivial] 

98% 1% 1% 

Copying material, almost word for word from any written 
source and turning it in as own [4% see as not cheating or 
trivial] 

97% 2% 1% 

Turning in work done by someone else [5% see as not 
cheating or trivial] 97% 2% 1% 

Turning in a paper copied, at least in part, from another 
student’s paper, whether or not student is currently taking 
same course. [4% see as not cheating or trivial] 

97% 2%  1% 

Using unpermitted crib notes during a test [4% see as not 
cheating or trivial]               96%                             2%                2% 

Copy from another student during test with knowledge of 
student [3% see as not cheating or trivial] 

              95%                3%                2% 

Turned in same paper for two different courses without 
obtaining permission [50% see as not cheating or trivial] 

              95%                3%                2% 

Fabricate or falsify research data [20% see as not cheating 
or trivial] 

              94%                 5%               1% 

Cheating on a test in any other way [5% see as not 
cheating or trivial] 

93% 6% 1% 

Using electronic/digital device as unauthorized aid during 
exam [3 percent see as not cheating or trivial] 

              93%                 6%                1% 

Helping someone cheat on a test [6% see as not cheating 
or trivial] 92%  5% 4% 

Copying from another student during a test without his/her 
knowledge [4 percent see as not cheating or trivial] 92% 6% 3% 

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography 
[51% see as not cheating or trivial] 

92% 6% 2% 

Used false or forged excuse for extension on due date or 
delay on taking exam [34% see as not cheating or trivial] 91% 7% 2% 

In a course requiring computer work, copied someone’s 
computer program rather than writing own [10% see as not 
cheating or trivial] 

85% 11% 4% 

Fabricate or falsify lab data [29% see as not cheating or 
trivial] 84% 12% 4% 

Received unpermitted help on assignment [44% see as not 
cheating or trivial] 

              80%               13%                7% 

Paraphrase or copy a few sentences from a written source 
without footnoting or referencing [39% see as not cheating 
or trivial] 

74% 16% 10% 

 dishonesty Never Once More than 
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once 
Student behaviors and perceptions of severity of 
academic dishonesty 

Never Once More than once 

Getting questions or answers from someone who has 
already taken test   [19% see as not cheating or trivial] 

 74% 16% 10% 

Paraphrase or copy a few sentences from electronic source  
(e.g., the Internet) without footnoting or references  [37% 
see as not cheating or trivial] 

              70%               19%              12% 

Working on an assignment with others when instructor 
asked for individual work  [64% see as not cheating or 
trivial] 

              62%               21%                       16% 

    
Note: Percentages were calculated based on the number of students for whom the behavior was relevant.	  

Reasons	  for	  not	  cheating	  

Students were asked to check off reasons they do not cheat or why they have elected not to cheat in 
certain courses or situations. A personal ethics code was cited by 69%; followed by self-respect (60%); 
valuing learning (52%); fear of consequences (51%), respect for faculty (47%), parents’ teaching and 
values (46%); respect for peers (40%); maintaining the value of an SCU degree (34%); and religious 
teaching/values (14%).   
 
Many of these reasons resonate well with the academic integrity pledge that builds on the role of a 
personal code of ethics and values, the value on learning, as well as the role of faculty and of peers. 
Indeed, students from pilot courses agreed with all reasons significantly more often than the comparison 
group, with the exception of religious teaching/values for which there was no difference. For example, 
85% of the pilot students cited a personal ethical code as a reason, compared to 58% of the control 
students; similarly, 75% cited self-respect as a reason compared to 49% of the control students. Respect 
for faculty followed a similar pattern: 61% of the pilot checked this reason versus 37% of the controls.  
This indicates that being in a course in which the pledge was used raised the salience of students’ moral 
compass and the consequences for the community and learning of breaching academic integrity, as well 
as potential sanctions.    
 
In an open-ended question, many students elaborated. Personal ethics and self-respect were more 
frequently mentioned than any other reason, followed by value of learning and the SCU degree, fear of 
consequences, and respect for peers. 
 

o “Personal ethical code, self-respect, and awareness of what constitutes cheating are most important 
because students should have pride in their work and do it to the best of their ability.” 
 

o “Maintaining the value of an SCU degree because it is very important to students for all the hard work 
they've put in.” 

 

o “Personal ethical code. Shouldn't we have a student body with good values?” 
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o “Fear of consequences, because you could fail the course for cheating. It's not worth it. Also it is 

important to learn and to do the right thing and not cheat.” 
 

o “Respect for not only the faculty, but the other students and the Santa Clara University community as a 
whole. This is because SCU is a place of well-respected people, and when a student does something to 
disrespect these people, it has a residual effect on so many others that it brings down the prestige of the 
institution. Other values such as religious beliefs, personal ethic code, familial values, they are all 
important but I think that they are only important (or more so) when they are actually applied to 
situations. This is compared to the respect for the institution (SCU) that should be a constant.” 
 

o “I would say the awareness of what constitutes cheating and the fear of consequences are the most 
important. As college students we realize that we can push some boundaries in what we can do when no 
one is around. Being aware of what violates academic dishonesty and what could happen are good ways 
to curb this behavior, because they can make you stop and think.” 

Reporting	  cheating	  and	  sanctions	  

The vast majority of students (96%) have never reported another student for cheating. However, students 
in the pilot courses were more likely to agree that students should be held responsible for monitoring the 
academic integrity of other students. They were also more likely to indicate that students should inform 
the instructor if they see cheating (48% recommend doing this versus 34% of the control group). 
Compared to the control group, pilot students recommend using EthicsPoint (38% vs. 24%) and 
confronting the person directly (24% vs. 15%). They also are more likely to agree that a broad range of 
sanctions, including lowered course or assignment grade, reprimands, and disciplinary probation, are 
appropriate when asked on the survey about a hypothetical case of plagiarism. 

Where	  are	  students	  getting	  information	  about	  academic	  integrity?	  

The vast majority of students (93%) claim to have been informed about academic integrity or cheating, 
but 42% feel the average student’s understanding of campus policies concerning student cheating is 
“low” or “very low,” and one-third estimate student support of these policies to be low as well. Students 
in pilot courses reported greater learning from three of the sources as indicated below. 
Perceptions of information sources Learned little or 

nothing 
Learned some Learned a lot 

Faculty during current quarter 10% 38% 52%* 

Faculty previous quarters 22% 41% 37%* 

Orientation 19% 47% 34% 

Student handbook 44% 38% 18% 

Other students 47% 39% 14%* 

Campus website                   67%                 27%                  6% 

    
 

* = Significant difference (p = .05 or less) between students in pilot courses versus control group 
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Students in the pilot courses also reported that their faculty members discussed academic integrity issues 
significantly more often throughout the quarter than did students in the comparison group. 

Spotlight	  on	  courses	  and	  faculty	  using	  the	  pledge	  
Students who were enrolled in at least one course using the academic integrity pledge responded to an 
additional set of questions about the way in which the pledge was implemented in the course. Students 
report considerable variation in how information about the pledge or academic integrity was shared and 
how effectively they felt the pledge was used in these different contexts.  
 
Use of the pledge in pilot classes Not used Used, not 

effective 
Used, 

Somewhat 
effective 

Used, very 
effective 

Course syllabus 27% 21% 38% 14% 

On exams 39% 10% 30% 22% 

Discussed on first day of class 20% 16% 47% 17% 

Discussed multiple times  52% 10% 29% 9% 

Professor talked about what 
academic integrity means to him/her 
personally 

67% 7% 16% 10% 

Professor talked about how academic 
integrity relates to field/discipline 

            54%               8%             22%               16% 

Discussion about academic integrity 
as part of class 

            55%             10%             26%                9% 

Faculty gave out or posted 
information about academic integrity 
and/or strategies to avoid plagiarism 

            74%              4%             16%                6% 

     
 
 

Student	  Comments	  and	  Suggestions	  
Students were invited to comment on the ways in which the pledge was brought into class and whether 
they felt it affected the way in which their classmates evaluated commitments to or actions concerning 
academic integrity. Just over 100 students responded to this question. Similar to the responses above, 
some perceived the pledge as useful, while others did not. There was a distinct relationship between the 
amount of time the pledge and academic integrity were discussed in class and the opinion of students 
regarding their effectiveness. Nearly all students recognized that when their classes mentioned academic 
integrity more and incorporated it into their assignments, it instigated deeper thought and discussion 
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about the issue. When it was limited to a brief discussion on the fist day and/or signing the pledge before 
each test, opinions on its effectiveness were much more mixed. Many said people were not focused on 
the pledge and did not read it, or that it would be ineffective at preventing students who are determined 
to cheat from doing so.   
 
Code was effective 
 

o “We were told to read, take home, write, and return the pledge. Yes! Effective because made you 
consider the code rather than hearing and ignoring.” 

o “Gave an understanding that cheating was not going to be tolerated.” 
o “He brought it up at the beginning of the quarter and reminds us throughout the quarter that we 

have to sign the pledge on each exam. I think it’s an effective reminder and keeps people 
conscious of their decisions.” 

o “Discussed. I found it effective. I know the professor’s expectations.” 
o “We are discussing it in relation to sociology topics such as structural changes, and strong and 

weak cultures. I think that it did bring the issue to our attention, and created dialogue 
surrounding the issue.” 

o “The stress on having a bibliography really made me consider the integrity of the writer and 
made me feel bad for using his/her work without proper citation.” 

o “I think it helped bring the class closer together and have less inclination to cheat.” 
 

Code was not effective 
 

o “We had to sign our names on exams. People didn’t read it. Just signed it.” 
o “[It was on…] Syllabus. It was run of the mill material.” 
o “It was presented to us for the first midterm. I think the value of the pledge was diminished by 

spacing us out through the room, as if to say our pledge meant nothing and that we still could not 
be trusted.” 

o “He just read it aloud in class and had us sign it.” 
 

Suggestions for improving use of the code 
 
Suggestions about how the use of the Academic Integrity Pledge could be more effectively incorporated 
into classes or the broader academic culture at SCU reinforce the importance of having more meaningful 
class discussions of academic integrity and helping students perceive personal and professional 
relevance of the code. 
 

o  “In order for students to take the pledge seriously, it has to be ingrained in the culture of the 
class and the school. Students need to feel like they have a connection with it. This can be done 
by speaking it out-loud, or having a small project in which they research academic integrity as an 
assignment at the beginning of each class. It has to be an ongoing, interactive and PERSONAL 
action.” 
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o “I really think that it is up to the professor to create a classroom atmosphere where the students 

are aware of the pledge but only because the prof has been open about it and the students are 
understanding. I think a comfortability has to be applied otherwise it is just a dark cloud of fear 
over students that if they mess up the pledge is going to reprimand them. If students were able to 
look at the pledge as a standard to hold themselves to, rather than a way they can get in trouble if 
they don’t abide by it, then it will be more effectively ingrained in SCU students.” 
 

o “Maybe more in-depth discussion in the first week of class.” 
 

o “Vow we take at the beginning of our time at SCU and reasoning as to why SCU holds itself 
above cheating.” 

 
o “Before pledging to uphold academic integrity, students need a clearer understanding of what it 

makes [sic] to breach their Academic Integrity Pledge. There are several situations that students 
reason would not count as a breach of academic integrity.” 

 
o “I think the signatures on tests are good, and maybe it would be good to also incorporate 

something into the labs if that hasn’t been done already.” 
 

o “Make it cooler. If incoming freshmen see that other students think academic integrity is cool 
and just a good thing to have, it will be incorporated for future classes.” 
 

Conclusions 
 

1. Self-reported acts of academic dishonesty at Santa Clara University are generally consistent with 
survey results of academic integrity at other universities. In some areas such as fabricating or 
falsifying a bibliography, we were more similar or better than schools that had an honor code, 
while in others (e.g., asking others for information about test questions), our results were lower 
than “no code” schools. 1 We would not expect to see differences in self-reported behavior 
between our pilot and control group after such a limited introduction to the pledge this year, and 
indeed, we did not. However, once the pledge is incorporated more broadly into the SCU culture, 
we can reasonably expect declines in certain behaviors such as getting test questions or answers 
from another student prior to a test, copying a few sentences from an electronic source without 
referencing them, unauthorized collaboration or unpermitted help on an assignment, and 
fabricating or falsifying lab data. 

 
2. Pilot students did differ in a number of attitudes related to academic integrity compared to the 

control group. Pilot students were more likely to affirm a number of reasons as important for not 
cheating that included honoring personal codes of ethics, self-respect, regard for learning, faculty 
and peers than students in the control group. Pilot students reported having more conversations 
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about academic integrity throughout the quarter with their professors and acknowledged them as 
more important sources of information, along with peers. Finally, they would be more likely to 
report a student who engaged in academic dishonesty to a faculty member, speak directly to the 
student, or report him/her to EthicsPoint. There is also support for various sanctions, including 
lowered assignment or course grades. All of this, along with many of students’ comments in the 
pilot courses, suggests that the pledge created new opportunities for student reflection and 
support for developing a stronger culture of academic integrity. 
 

3. Faculty members play a very important role in developing and reinforcing a culture of academic 
integrity. While it is common practice for reference to academic integrity policies to appear on 
syllabi and on the agenda for the first day of class, faculty can and should do more to develop 
and reinforce students’ understanding of the importance and practice of appropriately 
acknowledging sources, the need for accurate reporting of data, and guide them about relevant 
disciplinary norms. As a recent article in the Chronicle for Higher Education titled “Cheating 
Inadvertently”2 demonstrates, even for faculty there is not always consensus about how much 
paraphrasing is acceptable before it constitutes plagiarism. Well-intentioned students express 
uncertainty about unknowingly cheating. And as we encourage collaborative work as part of an 
effective and active learning process, we will need to be mindful of how we then set out 
expectations for individual work. In both these areas, frequency and depth of discussion are 
important in helping students develop a clearer foundation and stronger commitment to academic 
integrity.  
 

4. First-year orientation is also an important initial source of information about the university’s 
commitment to academic integrity, but other opportunities outside of the classroom to further 
develop a culture of academic integrity (relating it to other aspects of students’ moral 
development) are important as well. The finding that some behaviors are seen as “trivial 
infractions” points to the benefits of greater discussion and clarification. 
 

5. SCU can continue to learn from other universities who have implemented Honor Codes. In a 
study done three years of implementation of an honor code, a Duke University report concludes 
with the following: 
 

The 2005 surveys provided encouraging news by revealing that we are making progress on many 
fronts in highlighting academic integrity and in helping students make appropriate ethical choices. 
Although we can do even better, and, with attention, will do even better, we should be proud to 
know that we are taking strides in building a culture of academic integrity. 
 
It is important not to lose sight of the fact that, beyond its specific findings on Duke’s rates of 
cheating and plagiarism, these surveys prompt us to address deeper issues of teaching, learning, 
and campus culture. 
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They remind faculty of the need to make vivid to students the idea of the university as a 
community with common ends and shared expectations. Mentioning the honor code on the first 
day of class and/or including it on the syllabus is not enough: faculty need to communicate the 
importance of integrity to scholarly inquiry and authentic learning by what they say and how they 
teach. We need to explain students’ responsibilities under the Duke Community Standard not as 
the duty to “rat” on each other but rather to be just and fair to one another, and to talk about citing 
others’ contributions as a positive way of acknowledging our indebtedness to them. More 
generally, in everything from how we structure class discussion to how we design and grade 
assignments, we need to create meaningful learning experiences that challenge students to take 
intellectual risks and participate fully in their education.   
 
Initiatives to promote academic integrity are important, but to be truly meaningful they must be 
connected to the broader campus culture. The need for integrity doesn’t stop at the classroom door.  
We should strive for it to infuse all aspects of campus life, from specific issues such as behavior at 
parties or respect for common living spaces to how students understand their obligations to peers, 
instructors, Duke and the larger community, and themselves. These broader notions of integrity 
and responsibility require us to challenge the college “bubble,” the prevailing societal view that the 
undergraduate years are a time when students can escape real-life responsibility and delay the 
onset of accountability before entering the “real world.” They also require faculty to engage and 
support students in their lives beyond the classroom in ways many have been reluctant to do.  
Taking academic integrity seriously requires us to bridge the gap between college and “real life,” 
to make the Duke Community Standard the true foundation of campus culture, and to instill an 
appreciation for how habits formed as students lay the foundations for a lifetime (pp. 34-35).3 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

                                                        
1 Academic Integrity in Undergraduate Life at Duke University: A Report on the 2005-2006 Survey. Available at 
https://kenan.ethics.duke.edu/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/2006-Academic-Integrity-report.pdf. See also statistics 
at http://www.plagiarism.org/resources/facts-and-stats/ 
 
2 Lang, J. M. (May 4, 2015). Cheating inadvertently. The Chronicle for Higher Education. Available at 
http://chronicle.com/article/Cheating-Inadvertently/229883/ 
 
3 Academic Integrity in Undergraduate Life at Duke University: A Report on the 2005-2006 Survey. Available at 
https://kenan.ethics.duke.edu/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/2006-Academic-Integrity-report.pdf 


