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Abstract 
The discussion about ethics on accounting students has been continuing to flourish. 
Especially in Indonesia, when the wave of movement to eliminate the practice of 
corruption, collusion, and nepotism has recently taken place, the designing ethical 
curricula, including in accounting department, is very relevant. As Sierles et. al (1980) 
showed in their study, there was a continuum from cheating in college, to cheating in 
medical school in didactic areas, to cheating in clerkships in patient care. The practice 
of academic dishonesty, such as cheating, should deserve a serious attention from 
accounting educators as part of their responsibility. 

Nevertheless, knowing how students feel about academic dishonesty is 
important as a first step prior to construct the curricula with the most positive impact on 
the moral development. This study provides descriptive information concerning 
accounting students and academic dishonesty. Moreover a logistic regression model will 
be employed to make further insight into factors which may influence students intention 
to cheat.   
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Introduction 
The discussion about ethics on accounting students has been continuing to flourish. 
Especially in Indonesia, when the wave of movement to eliminate the practice of 
corruption, collusion, and nepotism has recently taken place, the designing ethical 
curricula, including in accounting department, is very relevant. Sierles et al. (1980) has 
showed that there was a continuum from cheating in college, to cheating in medical 
school in didactic areas, to cheating in clerkships in patient care. 

Cheating as the form of unethical conduct in academic environment is very 
common to happen. Different people take different stands on this matter. Some 
educators stay relax and consider it as a trivial problem or even do not care. Some 
others are more concerned and take it as a serious problem deserves an attention.    

The cheating issue in Indonesia, the author believes, needs a very serious 
attention. Higher education institution should responsible for producing the graduates 
who have positive moral and honest values. These values are hardly can be found in this 
country as it can be shown by the rating of misconduct in many aspects of the society, 
such as corruption, collusion, and nepotism. If we refer to the Sierles et al.’s study, the 
mistreatment of cheating and unethical conducts in universities by educators plays 
significant role in the moral problem in this country. The low morality in governance 
has caused the inefficiencies and misallocation of development fund disbursement 
which resulted in the high cost of economy.  
 This research tries to make contribution in determining the perception of 
accounting students in State University of Yogyakarta to some questionable academic 
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practice. This finding will lead us, as educators, to design what is the most suitable ethic 
lectures will be delivered to the students. Some factors affecting students’ cheating 
behavior will also be explored using a logistic regression model. The result of this study 
will reveal the level of cheating practice in the institution, some cheating factors, and 
students opinion about the cheating practice conducted by them and their colleagues. In 
the last section of this paper will be provided some explanations of the findings and 
suggestion to improve the system so that the practice of cheating can be reduced. 
    
Prior research 

Tom and Borin (1988) found that the more severe an individual judges an act of 
cheating to be, the less likely the individual is to commit the act. Students who judged 
various questionable academic practices as less severe were more likely to have 
cheated while in college than students who judged the same practices as more severe. 
In addition, the students' intention to engage in future academic dishonesty was 
indirectly related to how severe they judged the questionable practices to be. Therefore, 
a major research issue investigated in this study was whether accounting students' 
perceptions of questionable academic practices related to their cheating history and 
their attitude toward engaging in academic dishonesty in the future. 

A second research issue investigated was Sierles et al.'s (1980) contention that 
cynicism is related to controversial behavior. A cynic is one who is distrustful of human 
nature and believes human conduct is motivated wholly by self-interest. Sierles et al.'s 
(1980) results suggest that accounting students who have engaged in questionable 
academic practices will be more cynical than those that have not. 

A third area investigated in this study was whether systematic relationships existed 
between certain demographic variables and accounting students' propensity to cheat. 
The investigation of whether systematic relationships found to exist in one population 
hold in another has been the motivator for recent ethics studies. Shaub (1994) 
investigated whether certain demographic variables were associated with auditing 
students' and auditors' moral reasoning in the same way that they have been found to be 
associated with the moral reasoning of other populations. With regard to cheating, 
Cloninger and Hodgin (1986) and Bunn et al. (1992) investigated the relationship 
between cheating and environmental factors common to undergraduate business 
students. The work of Shaub (1994), Cloninger and Hodgin (1986), and Bunn et al. 
(1992) was adapted and extended in this study to generate a logistic regression model 
used to provide insights into what may motivate an accounting student to cheat. 

 
Research methodology  
Subjects 
One hundred and fourteen students in undergraduate accounting courses of SUY (both 
education and non education program) participated in the study. Only responses 
from complete research instruments were used, reducing the sample size to 91 
subjects (a response rate of 80%). The accounting subjects were composed of 70 
female (77%) and 21 males (23%). The overall grade point average (GPA) for the 
sample was approximately 3.25 with almost 80% of the sample having a GPA 
over 3.0, and almost 23% with GPA over 3,5. Thus, the majority of the subjects 
have performed well in the classroom and appear ready to assume positions 
within accounting firms, industry, or government. 
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Research instrument 
A survey questionnaire was developed to collect the research data. The students 
were told that their participation was voluntary and that their responses would 
remain anonymous. The subjects were first requested to provide basic 
demographic data such as classification, gender, age, major and GPA. Secondly, 
the students were asked. for their perceptions of 23 questionable academic 
practices related to exams, projects, and written assignments (the practices are 
listed in Table 1). 1  Students rated the severity of each practice using the 
following six-point scale; (0) `not cheating', (1) `least severe', (2) 'somewhat 
severe', (3) 'moderately severe', (4) `quite severe', (5) `most severe'. The 
descriptive modifiers for each anchor point have been shown to produce 
approximately equal intervals along the response range (Bass et al.

  

, 1974). 
 

Table 1. Mean severity ratings of questionable academic practices 

Practice 

All 
Students

Non 
Cheaters a 

Cheaters
 a 

Percentage 
indicating 
practice 

not 'severe' 
cheating

 a Percentage 
indicating 
practice 

not 
cheating  b 

P6  Asking someone who has already taken an exam 
what the questions are 2.08 2.33* 2.06* 87.91% 16.48% 

P22  Arranging to sit next to someone in order to copy off 
that individual's test paper 2.15 2.83* 2.11* 84.62% 8.79% 

P12  Copying homework from another student 2.23 2.67* 2.20* 85.71% 4.40% 
P13  Studying from someone else's notes without their 

approval 2.37 2.83* 2.34* 71.43% 15.38% 

P19  Obtaining an old test from a fraternity/sorority file or 
from a student who took the class in a previous 
semester when the professor has expressly prohibited 
the release of old tests 

2.42 2.00* 2.45* 75.82% 12.09% 

P5  Rephrasing words or ideas from a book, journal or 
magazine and presenting them without giving their 
source 

2.45 3.17* 2.40* 75.82% 13.19% 

P4  Having someone else write a paper for you after you 
have done the basic research 2.49 3.17* 2.44* 73.33% 16.67% 

P9 Writing a speech, report, paper, etc., for someone else 2.51 2.83* 2.48* 80.90% 13.48% 
P11 Failing to report grading errors when the professor 

has not approved ignoring errors in the student's 
favour 

2.54 3.33* 2.48* 74.73% 10.99% 

P20 Giving answers to someone else during an exam 2.59 3.17* 2.55* 78.02% 1.10% 
P18  Obtaining a copy of the exam prior to taking it in 

class 2.72 2.50* 2.74* 67.82% 6.90% 

P7  Asking someone for the answers during an exam 2.77 2.33* 2.80* 73.63% 3.30% 
P1  Looking at another student's exam paper during tests 2.93 3.00* 2.93* 62.64% 1.10% 

                                                   

1 The 23 questionable practices were modelled after those used by Tom and Borin(1988).  
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Practice 

All 
Students

Non 
Cheaters a 

Cheaters
 a 

Percentage 
indicating 
practice 

not 'severe' 
cheating

 a Percentage 
indicating 
practice 

not 
cheating  b 

P21  Turning in work or a paper purchased from a fellow 
student or a commercial research firm 2.93 2.83* 2.94* 53.85% 10.99% 

P10  Lying to an instructor about illness, etc., when an 
exam or assignment is due 3.02 3.50* 2.99* 56.04% 12.09% 

P15  Falsifying or fabricating a bibliography 3.08 3.17* 3.07* 51.65% 9.89% 
P14  Not contributing one's fair share in a group project 

for which all the members will be given the same 
grade 

3.13 3.00* 3.14* 51.65% 8.79% 

P8  Exchanging papers during an exam 3.16 3.00* 3.18* 49.45% 5.49% 
P2  Using unauthorized `crib' notes during an exam 3.29 3.83* 3.25* 45.05% 6.59% 
P16  Visiting a professor after an exam with the sole 

intention of biasing one's exam grade 3.50 3.33*** 3.51*** 37.78% 12.22% 

P3  Borrowing another person's speech, report or paper 
and presenting it as one's own work 3.98 4.00* 3.98* 16.48% 10.99% 

P23  Bribing or blackmailing a fellow student or a 
professor to provide unauthorized assistance 4.10 4.17* 4.09* 16.48% 8.79% 

P17  Taking a test for a friend 4.20 3.83** 4.23** 13.48% 10.11% 
a means based on following response range: 0-not cheating, 1-least, 2-somewhat,3-moderately,4-quite,5-most. 
b

  

 response was either a 0,1,2,or 3 
* mean statistically significantly different at the 0.01 level. 
** mean statistically significantly different at the 0.05 level. 
*** mean statistically significantly different at the 0.1 level. 

 
Thirdly, the students were asked to evaluate three statements taken from 

Sierles et at. (1980) designed to measure each student's level of cynicism (the 
statements are listed in Table 2). The students indicated how truthful they felt each 
statement was using a six-point scale that ranged from (0) 'no truth' to (5) 'extremely 
truthful'.  

Lastly, questions designed to gather information about the conditions surrounding 
academic dishonesty at the subjects' universities were asked. These questions solicited the 
students' perceptions of the incidence or cheating, the frequency of cheating, the 
observance of cheating, whether they had ever witnessed anyone caught cheating, and 
what penalties they felt should be imposed for cheating. In addition, the students were 
asked whether they had cheated on exams, projects or written assignments while 
in college and whether they felt they would cheat in the future. 
 

Table 2. Mean ratings of Cynicism 

 

All 
Students 

Non 
Cheaters 

Cheaters Percentage 
indicating 
practice 

not 'severe' 
cheating 

Percentage 
indicating 
practice 

not 
cheating 

C1 People who say they have never cheated are 
hypocrites   3.00   1.33*   3.12*  34.07% 8.79% 

C1  Everybody steals, cheats, or lies at least once in 
his/her lifetime   3.96   2.83*   4.04*  27.47% 3.30% 
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All 
Students 

Non 
Cheaters 

Cheaters Percentage 
indicating 
practice 

not 'severe' 
cheating 

Percentage 
indicating 
practice 

not 
cheating 

C1  People have to cheat in this world that full of 
competition   1.24   0.83*   1.27*  94.51% 43.96% 

 Average C 
  2.73   1.67*   2.81*  52.01% 18.68% 

a means based on following response range: 0-no truth, 1-mildly, 2-somewhat,3-fairly,4-quite,5-extremely. 
b response was either a 0,1,2,or 3 
* mean statistically significantly different at the 0.01 level. 

 

Analysis and results 
Perceptions of academic dishonesty 

One of the major issues investigated in this study was whether there was a 
relationship between how accounting students feel about various questionable 
academic practices and the occurrence of academic dishonesty. Table 1 presents 
the mean severity ratings assigned to each of the 23 questionable practices the 
students were asked to consider. The practices are listed from those judged the 
least severe to the most severe, based on the overall rating received across all 
subjects (these means are shown in column I). For example, the students rated 
“asking someone who has already taken an exam what the questions are” (P6) as the 
least severe form of cheating, “arranging to sit next to someone in order to copy off 
that individual's test paper” (P22) as the next least severe, and so forth for the 
remaining practices. Column 1 reveals that the list of questionable practices 
produced a wide range of severity ratings (from 2.08 to 4.20). 

The subjects were asked whether they had ever cheated on a test, project or 
written assignment while in college. Surprisingly, 81 (93%) of the subjects 
admitted that they had. The mean severity ratings for these subjects,

Columns 4 and 5 help paint a more detailed picture of the students' perceptions 
and attitudes toward cheating. Column 4 provides the overall percentage of 
subjects who felt the questionable practices were only a moderately severe form 
of cheating or less (i.e. subject responded either 0, 1, 2 or 3). Over 51.65% of the 
students rated 18 of the practices as just moderately severe or less. Column 5 
shows that a large percentage of the students felt several of the academic 
practices were not cheating at all (i.e. responded 0 ) .  Lying to an instructor about 
an illness (P10) or asking someone what the test questions were (P6) can be 
classified as actions that can have an indirect effect on exam scores (P19 and P11 
would also be included in this category). While more direct effects can be seen in 
practice P22, P20, P18, P7, and P1. The students appear to have nominal 

 is shown in 
column 3, while column 2 presents the means of the 6 (7%) students who said they 
had not cheated. The results presented in columns 2 and 3 clearly show that 
students who admitted engaging in some form of cheating rated the questionable 
practices as much less severe than did those who had not cheated. In every case, 
the students who had cheated rated each activity as less severe than did the 
students who had not cheated. T- tests revealed that all of the questionable 
practices were rated statistically less severe by cheaters than by noncheaters. 
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reservations about engaging in these actions. 
Practices P4, P5, P9: P21 and P12 are applicable to verbal and/or written 

projects. Students apparently do not believe that writing a paper or speech for 
someone else or having someone write a paper or speed-, for them is a serious 
form of cheating. Furthermore, they do not feel that fabricating a bibliography 
and plagiarizing are severe forms of cheating. Practice P14 involves students’ 
perceptions of group projects. Less than half of the students felt, that not 
contributing one's fair share in a group project for a common grade was a severe 
form of cheating. Of the 9 practices rated as quite severe or higher, eight related 
to exams (P8, P17, P7, 20. P2. P22, P1, P18). The remaining practice involved 
such serious actions as bribery (P23).  

Cynicism 
Cynical attitudes were measured by the extent of agreement with, and an 

average of, the three statements shown in Table 2. These questions are identical to 
those used by Sierles et al. (1981), p. 124). The presentation of the results is 
consistent with Table 1. T-tests performed for each statement and the average of 
the three questions revealed statistically significant differences between cheaters 
and noncheaters at the p< 0.01 level. Specifically, cheaters were more cynical 
than the noncheaters. These results are consistent with the idea that cynical 
individuals are more inclined to engage in academic dishonesty (Sierles et al., 
1980), 
 
Modeling students'

ENVIRON was a dummy variable valued 1 if the student had witnessed 
another student cheating on an exam, valued 0 otherwise. Students who see others 
cheat without getting caught may feel they also can cheat without being caught; 
therefore, a positive relationship was expected between the dummy variable 
ENVIRON and the propensity to cheat, PUNISH was a dummy variable valued 1 

 propensity to cheat 
A logistic regression model was used to examine the relationship betwee n 

student specific  variables and the students' propensity to cheat. The dependent 
variable was an indicator variable called CHEAT. If a student admitted cheating 
in college, CHEAT was assigned a value of 1, otherwise 0. The model was 
defined as 

 

CHEAT = α + β1 TOLERANC + β2 CYNIC + β4 PUNISH 

+ β5 ENVIRON  

The independent variable TOLERANC was each subject's mean severity 
rating across all 23 questionable academic practices. The higher the average, the 
less tolerant the student was of cheating. TOLERANC was expected to be 
negatively related to the propensity to cheat. CYNIC was the average response 
given by each student the three questions on cynicism. It was a continuous 
independent variable ranging from 0 to 5 with a mean of 2.73. A positive 
relationship was expected to exist between the propensity to cheat and CYNIC.  
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if the student expected a punishment if caught cheating, valued 0 otherwise. A 
negative relationship was expected between the dummy variable PUNISH, and the 
propensity to chest.  

The results of the logistic regression model are presented in Table 3, The 
chi-square statistic indicates that the overall model was highly significant 
(p<0.0001). All the coefficients were signed as expected and all the independent 
variables were statistically significant at the p<0.05 and p<0.1 level except 
ENVIRON.  The overall classification accuracy of the model was 96.7%. The 
`chance' classification accuracy was approximately 93.4% (6/91); thus, the model 
improves our understanding of the conditions and circumstances that may 
influence an accounting student to engage in academic dishonesty. 
 

Table 3 Result of logistic regression model (n=91) 
Independent variable Expected sign Beta 

INTERCEPT None 7.196** 
TOLERANC - -1.595*** 
CYNIC + .933*** 
PUNISH - -2.737** 
ENVIRON + 19.335 
Model chi-square = 22.259 
Model p-value = 0.0001 
** statistically significantly different at the 0.05 level. 
*** statistically significantly different at the 0.1 level. 
 

Detailed diagnostic procedures and tests were conducted to ensure the validity of the 
regression analysis. To ensure that multicollinearity did not affect the coefficients of 
the logistic regression, pairwise inflation factors (VIFs) for an ordinary least-squares 
(OLS) model and Pearson correlation coefficients were examined. The VIFs for the 
independent variables ranged from 1.03 to 1.68. The largest VIF among all the 
independent variables is often used as an indicator of the severity of multicollinearity. 
A maximum VIF in excess of 10 may suggest that multicollinearity is unduly 
influencing the least squares estimates (Neter et al, 1985, p. 392). Based on this test, the 
results of the logistic regression do not appear to be unduly influenced by 
multicollinearity.  

Aldrich and Nelson (1984) provide a number of pseudo-R2 measures that can be used 
with nonlinear models. One such measure is a pseudo R2 defined as ExSS/(ExSS + 
3.29N).  Using the model developed from the estimation sample, a predicted 
value for each observation in the hold-out sample was computed. The pseudo-R`2

The final concerns were that the age and experience of the graduate students might 
cause them to make different assessments than would be found with undergraduates 
and that institutional affiliations or geographic differences may have affected the 
students' propensity to cheat (Davis et al., 1992). First a variable indicating the 
students’ GPA scores was added to the model but it was not significant. Next, the 
model was re-estimated with a dummy variable, SENIOR. The results remained 
qualitatively the same; that is, there was no statistical evidence. Some other dummy 
variables that have been used by Ameen et al. (1996) also added in the model such as 

, 
computed as defined above, was 0.56, which indicates an adequately powerful model 
in explaining the variation in the dependent dummy variable. 
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GENDER, which indicate the sexual category (male or female), and INTENT, which 
indicate the intention of the subjects to cheat in the future, but none of these variables 
are statistically significant. The explanation of this will be presented in the conclusion. 
 
Cheating conditions  

Several different items of information were gathered to get an idea of the conditions 
related to cheating at the subjects' universities. Perceptions of the incidence of, and 
penalties imposed for, cheating and attitudes toward cheating were solicited. Ninety 
three percent of the students indicated they had cheated. Only 13% of the those students 
who get caught cheating.  

Ninety four percent of the students believed at least 10% of their classmates cheat 
when multiple-choice testing is used in large sections and over 77% of the students 
know someone who routinely cheats on exams. As revealed earlier, 93%  admitted to 
having cheated. Apparently, many cheaters felt very little remorse as over 27% 
indicated they intended to cheat again in the future.  

The students' attitudes toward cheating were also surprising. While 92% of the 
students thought more should be done to stop cheating, and over 87% felt that cheating 
was wrong, less than 10% felt cheating was a serious problem. Thus, even students 
who find cheating unethical and would not engage in the activity themselves, appear to 
have a high tolerance for the occurrence of academic dishonesty. 

There are some creative methods of cheating were provided by the students. The 
most popular method of cheating noted was using mobile phone to write an sms. Other 
uncommonly used techniques were to write some note on the tissue paper, and using 
telepathy. Students felt the best way to deter cheating was more diligence in proctoring 
exams and punishing cheaters.  

 
Summary and conclusion 

Several implications and recommendations can be drawn from the findings of this 
study. As suggested by Tom and Borin (1988), our findings show that the less severe 
accounting students judged questionable academic practices to be, the more likely they 
were to have cheated while in college. Overall, 93% of the subjects admitted cheating 
on an exam, project or written assignment. Thus, cheating appears to be quite common 
among accounting students. Furthermore, the results support the notion that cynicism 
and cheating are positively related. Further investigation to determine the underlying 
causes of cynicism is necessary before any prescriptive solutions can be offered. 
Questions such as whether cynicism is related to classroom performance or 
specific demographic characteristics such as gender, race or age, could provide 
some interesting avenues of inquiry. 

Perhaps a factor contributing to the high level of cheating among accounting 
students is that professors are doing a poor job of `policing' the classroom. Only 
10% of the subjects said they had been caught cheating (10/91). These figures 
are consistent with the results of Bunn et al. (1992), Haines et a l .  (1986), and 
Singhal (1982).  

Almost as disturbing as the level of cheating, was the students' alarming 
tolerance for academic dishonesty. This held true even for those who felt 
cheating was unethical. It is disturbing to find that a large number of the accounting 
students appeared to find cheating an acceptable way to obtain desired goals and 
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distressing to see that the subjects did not realize that academic dishonesty hurts 
everyone. These attitudes are inconsistent with the formal codes of ethics affiliated with 
many accounting professions (e.g. certified public accountants, certified management 
accountants and certified internal auditors).  

The students' lax attitude toward cheating on written, verbal and group work should 
concern accounting educators as emphasis on written, verbal and group assignments 
has increased in recent years. These findings clearly point out that accounting 
departments as well as individual faculty members must take more responsibility in 
communicating that cheating in any form will not be tolerated. The students' 
open-ended comments as well as the results of the logistic regression model suggest 
that better monitoring and enforcement could possibly reduce students' propensity to 
cheat.  

The accounting students indicated that the pressure to obtain high grades was a 
major reason many cheated. To help accounting students counteract grade pressure, 
faculty need to consistently emphasize that while grades are important, an 
understanding of the material being taught should be the ultimate goal. This especially 
holds true for accounting majors, as the passing of professional certification exams 
depends more on what they know than what grade they may have achieved in their 
auditing or theory class.  

This study has many different results with the one conducted by Ameen et al (1996) 
which took the respondent of university students in the USA. Some of the main 
differents are the level of cheating practices conduted by subjects of study, the attitude 
toward penalties of cheating, and the uncommon method used by students in cheating 
practices. Some variables used by previous study also cannot be included in this study, 
such as GPA and INTENT. Some logical explanations can be offered for this is the 
practices of cheating observed in this study is much more severe that it is conducted by 
almost all students regardless the GPA they had. Furthermore, the institution system is 
not quiet good (as also can be indicated by the result of statistically significant of 
variable PUNISH) to prevent cheating. It makes the students who do not have the 
intention to cheat before they take an exam, consciously or unconsciously will do 
cheating because of the bad system that will leave the cheaters without any 
punishment. 

As the final remark, from this study the author would like to argue that eventhough 
it is just the case study which is taken place in the accounting department of SUY, the 
result can benefit to all the higher education institutions, especially in Indonesia, as a 
lesson to deal with academic dishonesty practices and some consequences that might 
happen in the future. Especially, as the good governance campaign has been 
disseminated in this country recently, the prevention of such malpractices can be 
started at the very first level, i.e. at educational level.   
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