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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
The aim of higher education is fulfilled when higher education institutes and
universities have certain standards of integrity that provide the basis for a vibrant
academic life, promote scientific progress and prepare students for responsible
citizenship (The Centre for Academic Integrity, 1999).
The current research was carried out on ―Impact of Student-Teacher Relationship
on Academic Integrity in Pakistani Universities‖. This introductory chapter will help to
understand the meaning of academic integrity in general terms and especially with
reference to academic & research institutions. This chapter will also be helpful in
understanding the concept and extent of plagiarism and cheating which is the most
widespread practice of academic dishonesty. . The chapter will also discuss the purpose,
statement of problem, significance and objectives of the study.
1.1

Student-Teacher Relationship

It is important to understand that a teacher is a part of a commendatory
profession. All over the world in general and especially in the Pakistani society, students
idealize their teachers consciously or unconsciously. The teachers‘ personal and
professional behavior with the students affects the students‘ personal and academic
growth. Therefore, a teacher has to display exceptional empathy, sincerity, honesty,
persistence, diligence, research orientation and flexibility as a person. Teachers provide
direction to the students and are sources of inspiration to them. Thus, the crucial role of
teachers in achieving the goals of education is self-evident (Shah, 2009).
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The significance of student-faculty interaction can be traced to the Greek
philosopher Plato, who founded his Academy in Athens circa 387 B.C. and was the great
teacher of Aristotle. This early example of student-faculty interaction is a reminder to
modern educators that learning is far more than the dissemination of facts. Education
fulfills its ultimate purpose when students and educators learn in conjunction, exchange
ideas, and create knowledge together (Bluestein, 2012).
Since the days of Plato's Academy, teaching was seen as encompassing the
fellowship of consciousness, based on the common search for truth. While other
professions are moving headlong into the realm of "managed care", teachers will find that
their extreme impact on students-including stimulating a promise to academic integrity
will come in the setting of care, personal respect and connection (McCabe and Pavela,
2004).
The personality of the teacher, in the sense of attitude is a significant factor in
teacher‘s behavior and has great impact on students‘ achievement. In the history of social
psychology; the attitude is generally defined as a character to respond favorably or
unfavorably to a person, object, event or institution. The attitude is a neural and mental
state of willingness, structured through experience, using a directive influence on the
response of individual to all situation and objects with which it interacts (Smith, 1977).
The general model for assessing student change given by Pascarella, Edison,
Nora, & Hagedor (1996) contended that external forces can have a powerful effect on
students, both in negative and positive way. The model contains five variables that shape
the quality of the student‘s effort, beginning with a student‘s background and
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characteristics before he enters college and also takes into account the institution‘s
organizational features.
Student change can be seen as a function of background characteristics,
interactions of students with the main agents of socialization, and the quality of the
efforts of students in learning and development. Faculty members would definitely
qualify as a ―major socializing agent‖ since they are the campus personnel who are the
most directly connected to students (Terenzini & Wright, 1987). McCombs & Maarzano
(1990) in their study discussed that the performance of the students in institutions is a
matter of great practical interest to parents and teachers, and of great theoretical interest
to researchers. Achievement results have been considered a function of two features;
―will‖ and ―skill‖. Both of these characteristics should be considered separately, since
having the will alone cannot ensure success and vice versa.
Teaching is a provision and handling of situation where there are gaps or
obstacles and individual attempts to overwhelm these problems. Teaching is a close
contact between a more developed personality and that which is yet to be developed. The
teacher is the more mature personality and the student is a less mature one and it is
designed to promote the education of the student (Iqbal, 1996). Spangler (1998) stated
that the pursuit of wisdom and understanding goes deeper than the act of learning specific
facts associated with an academic discipline. Students depend on their academic
advisors, with a great deal of trust, to show them how to utilize knowledge in becoming
more analytical thinkers. Thus, education begins with the student placing his trust in the
instructor. Although the students may have a general idea of what they want to learn,
they need an expert to guide them through the vast array of material.
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Lupton & Chapman (2002) revealed that cheating of student causes two apparent
issues at the institutional level. First, it impends, the impartiality and effectiveness of the
measure of instruction, so the comparative abilities of the students are not assessed
precisely; and second, students who cheat y decrease their learning level therefore, they
are less equipped for advanced studies or application of the material offered in a course.
1.2

Academic Integrity

The foundation of the academic and scholarly world revolves around ethics and
integrity, where new ideas and theories are created, confirmed and re-confirmed;
experiments and research is carried out and published for the benefit of humanity with a
genuine desire of acknowledgement. Higher education institutions are established to
create new ideas and formulate new theories, formulas and standards with the help of
experiments, field work and through other research methods. The second important
purpose of such organizations is to produce highly skilled and competent graduates with
high standards of honesty and professional ethics to serve the community. It is generally
assumed that due credit should be given to the authors of new ideas, innovations and
revolutionary inventions (Ramzan, Munir, Siddique, & Asif, 2011).
According to McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield (2001) cheating and plagiarism
were found to be the most prevailing acts of academic dishonesty at the college level;
however, the phenomenon is not limited to the college level only. The other issue which
has been a core issue in debates is the definition of academic integrity. The problem with
academic integrity or understanding academic dishonesty is basically, the absence of a
generally accepted definition of the terminology (Kibler, 1998). However, there are many
definitions which are acceptable now in the academic community.
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―Academic integrity means honesty and responsibility in scholarship.
Students and faculty alike must obey rules of honest scholarship, which
means that all academic work should result from an individual's own
efforts. Intellectual contributions from others must be consistently and
responsibly acknowledged. Academic work completed in any other way is
fraudulent‖ (University of Illinois, 2013).
In March 1965, the Senate Council of the University of Pittsburgh approved a
policy statement on the subject of academic integrity. It was declared, in language that is
as true and vital today as it was then, that:
―The University of Pittsburgh seeks excellence in the discovery and
dissemination of knowledge. Excellence in scholarship cannot be achieved
in situations which are contaminated by dishonest practices. All members
of the University community are obligated to adhere strictly to the highest
standards of integrity in study, research, instruction, and evaluation‖.
A significant number of studies on self-reported cheating behaviors reveal high
levels of academic misconduct in higher education – cheating on exams, plagiarizing
other scholastic works, fabricating research results, and forging academic documents
(Bartlett, 2006; Bowers, 1964; Davis, 1993; Drake, 1941; Hinman, 2002; McCabe &
Trevino, 1993). In a study conducted by McCabe (2001) approximately 4,500 US
schools found self-reported incidents of cheating. While cheating was typically thought to
be an undergraduate concern (Powers, 2007), such results were also seen in business
students (Mangan, 2006).
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The student‘s perceptions about academic integrity have also been considered an
important phenomenon in many studies. In quantitative studies this factor has been
explored with the help of questionnaires (Ferguson, 2010; Ramzan, (Ramzan, Munir,
Siddique, & Asif, 2011)
1.2.1

Plagiarism
In most of the studies the researchers discussed plagiarism and cheating as the

main aspects of academic dishonesty. However, plagiarism has considered to be been an
independent research area in most studies (Bowers, 1964; Davis, 1993; Drake, 1941;
Hinman, 2002; McCabe & Trevino, 1993).
The right of ownership and authorship is protected everywhere; whether it is an
idea, song, experiment, an artistic work, invention, music, or academic work. Whenever
this right is violated, it is unethical. In academic terms it is called plagiarism. Authors of
research journal articles, books or any other intellectual work share their contributions for
the benefit of the society. In return they want acknowledgement and recognition of their
intellectual output. In this way they receive encouragement for coming up with more
contributions.
Plagiarism as discussed by Kaplan & Owings (2003) is the use of other people‘s
work as your own without proper citation and without obtaining permission in written,
from the original authors or artists for the use of their work.

It was further clarified that

plagiarism not only includes copying directly works of other‘s but also rephrasing works
of others persons without giving credit to the actual authors. It is not only cheating but
also a form of theft. He discovered that the most common type of plagiarism at the high
school level is the exact copying from a source without proper citation or quotation
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marks. This report highlighted several types of plagiarism, citing the impact of
paraphrasing and alleged that cutting and pasting were the most common crimes. In this
report, students‘ self-reported plagiarism in the shape of poor paraphrasing, altering only
a few words and claiming technically it is not the similar as the original work, were only
some of the forms of plagiarism. Nevertheless, some of these issues were caused by
carelessness rather than intentional dishonesty.
Plagiarism is an important part of academic dishonesty which has been defined as
‗‗the action or practice of taking someone else‘s work, ideas, etc., and
passing it off as one‘s own; literary theft‘‘ (Oxford Egnlish Dictionary,
2010).
Academic dishonesty and plagiarism is no longer the issue of a specific institute,
country or region. Such incidents are happening globally and making part of news in
electronic and print media at international level. Academic institutions are continuously
highlighting this issue and devising strategies to minimize plagiarism among their
students and researchers (Thomas, 2000).
It is important to understand that generations can benefit from creative work and
theories for advancement in their knowledge and scholarship by giving due credit to
original authors. However, it is now an established fact that with increased access to a
great amount of resources, academic dishonesty and plagiarism is increasing specially in
the institutes of higher learning around the globe (Brimble & Stevenson-Clarke, 2005).
Printed books, journals, encyclopedias and newspapers remained main source of
plagiarism until the mid-nineties. However, the Internet has provided extensive
opportunities of plagiarism because of its easy access to an enormous amount of
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knowledge and learning materials. After information explosion on internet, students have
been provided the opportunity to download and copy information (Evans 2000; Galus
2002).
It is now generally believed that the Internet facilitates plagiarism in the academic
environment by providing access to relevant websites. These websites can be used in
copying and pasting relevant text, and papers can be exchanged with friends and students
of other universities. Papers can also be downloaded from free websites or purchased
from paper mills (McMurtry, 2001).
Literature on plagiarism reveals that most people assume that the internet is a
source of free information and a public domain. Consequently, they think that since the
information available on the Internet is not copyrighted it can be easily manipulated, used
and presented as their own work (Stebelman, 1998).
On the other hand, when the Internet became an easy source for plagiarism, antiplagiarism softwares were created. Turnitin, a plagiarism-detection service used by
educators throughout the world, has examined 40 million papers that were submitted over
10 months by college and high school students. They found that one-third of the
―matched content‖ came from sites such as Wikipedia, Yahoo Answers, Answers.com,
and Facebook. Only 15 percent came from paper mills or paper-sharing sites and one
quarter of the material came from legitimate education sites. Educators are being advised
to refrain from assigning ―classic‖ papers that can be bought and sold online (Phillips &
Horton (2000)).
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1.2.2

Cheating
Cheating, according to Webster is: ―to influence or lead by deceit, trick, or

artifice‖ – the way we have come to know it in education is when students knowingly
copy or take someone else‘s work and pass it off as his/her own.
There is a conscious decision to take ideas that are not one‘s own and claim that
they are – whatever the situation. There is an intention to deceive that shows a deliberate
act. Cheating is deliberate (Starr Sackstein, 2014).
Literature on academic integrity, cheating or academic dishonesty among college
students is ample and focused of published studies have on the descriptions of students
cheating. There are very few studies which focus on understanding why students cheat.
Additionally, cheating did not correlate with year in college, but did negatively correlate
with age. Additionally, cheating was perpetrated by students who do poorly in a
particular course, or particular tasks within a course, and not by a general lack of
academic ability. Further, students who held higher success expectations were more
likely to cheat. These findings highlight how students view themselves and their
circumstances, how they rationalize their behaviors, and what they think about cheating
in general (Whitley, 1998).
The studies identified three ―domains‖ of cheating: cheating by taking, giving or
receiving information from others; cheating by using prohibited materials or information,
and cheating to evade the assessment process The first category can involve a variety of
schemes including the use of codes such as foot tapping, displaying colored candies on a
test sheet, or placing a hand or eraser in a particular location of a desk to indicate a
multiple-choice answer (Cizek, 1999).
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A wide range of factors was found that have been causing lapses in academic
integrity. The most generally quoted justifications given by the students for cheating
include: time pressure to complete tasks, the apparent assistances of cheating, lack of
knowledge of the course material and suitable approaches to quote the source, a whole
culture which does not see cheating as a serious problem, the lack of motivation, lack of
preparation, pressure of grade and material that is too difficult (Harding, Carpenter,
Finelli, & Passow, 2004).
It has been studied that some students cheat because they feel under pressure to
earn good grades or they simply need to pass a class with a minimum grade, others might
be concerned with their self-image or how they appear to their peers, yet some students
may doubt their academic abilities.
The Internet has allowed convenient access to written passages, even complete
term papers, in a fraction of the time that it would have taken to locate a book and type
the sought-after material. More sophisticated methods of college cheating are indeed
possible due to modern technology (Moran, 2008).
1.3

Academic Integrity in Pakistani Scenario

After the transformation of University Grants Commission (UGC) to Higher
Education Commission (HEC), Pakistan, the HEC has been more focused on research
and development through giving incentives to students getting admissions in graduate
and postgraduate programs in Pakistan and abroad. A substantial amount of grants,
scholarships, financial aid and rewards are being given to students, researchers and
faculty for carrying out and publishing research (Higher Education Commission, 2013).
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The level of focus on research and scholarship, however, has been changing with the
changes in priorities of the incumbent governments.
In Pakistan, there are a number of plagiarism cases of faculty members and
students which were reported to their respective institutions and the Higher Education
Commission (HEC) of Pakistan. The attraction to publish papers for promotions and
financial gains has brought about ethical issues in research in our country. There have
been reports of plagiarism cases in universities/institutes of higher learning in Pakistan in
the press, newsletters and Higher Education Commission alerts. Plagiarism is a common
issue in academic institutions in the world and it is also increasing in many Pakistani
institutions. There are general discussions in Pakistan about plagiarism and the desire to
minimize it (Shirazi, Jafarey, & Moazam, 2010).
The HEC has provided guidelines to manage plagiarism and asked the universities
and institutes to devise and implement plagiarism policies in their institutions. However,
there is a lack of empirical data on the nature and level of plagiarism among the students
of Pakistan, so the desired results to minimize plagiarism in academic institutions of
Pakistan have not been achieved so far.
The Pakistani society has been in touch with news related to plagiarism reported
by Pakistani media. One of the leading English newspapers reported that a senior
educationist was involved in plagiarism (The Dawn, 2012).
It has also been observed that there were certain journals which were published in
different academic institutions with fake editorial boards and were producing plagiarized
work. Such cases were reported to high officials in the Higher Education Commission of
Pakistan (Daudpota, 2011).
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It was found that medical students and faculty were involved in plagiarism
because of ignorance on the subject. Even those who have some knowledge of the subject
admit having plagiarized their work at one time or another. They suggested that there is
need to develop an educational strategy aimed at raising the awareness of people and
institutions about plagiarism (Shirazi, Jafarey & Moazam, 2010).
It has also been found that students in Pakistani universities were involved in
plagiarism due to family and social pressures to get higher grades, as it is considered
important for employment and status in Pakistani society. These pressures sometimes
force students to employ unfair means, such as plagiarism, as a shortcut to get better
results on tests and produce various publications. It was also revealed in the study that
many students were unaware of the plagiarism policy of the university and that these
policies are not visible, disseminated and posted to the extent that they are available to all
university students. Moreover, students consider plagiarism policies at universities not to
be strict enough and rather too light to be effective in detecting and punishing those who
violate university policy of plagiarism and unfair means (Ramzan, Munir, Siddique, &
Asif, 2011).
In a recent study Rehman & Waheed (2014) identified ten main activities that are
commonly taken by students to participate in this type of misconduct. The second goal of
this research was to determine the moral insights of university students on academic
dishonesty. A significant number of students were in favor of academic dishonesty as a
normal part of life, but conceded that it was an ethically improper activity.
A number of studies have been conducted to find out the perceptions of students
and faculty members about plagiarism and academic misconduct. Many studies have also
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been conducted to find out the effect of teachers‘ behavior on academic achievement of
students. It means that there is a significant relationship between teachers‘ behavior and
student‘s academic achievement. On the basis of these studies it could be assumed that
this relation has an impact on student‘s quality of academic work and in creating a sense
of responsibility to complete the job with honesty. This study was conducted to find out
the nature of the academic relation between students and teachers in Pakistani universities
and its impact on academic integrity.
1.4

Statement of Problem

A number of news items were published in newspapers in the last ten years which
highlighted this problem. It has been observed that with the increase in academic burden,
the trend of using unfair means in preparing assignments and producing research papers
increased which on the other hand adversely affected academic integrity in the
universities of Pakistan (Ramzan, Personal Communication, 3 July, 2012).
After the literature review it was found that academic integrity has two very
important factors i.e. plagiarism & cheating. Many studies stressed that there is a
significant relationship between teachers‘ behavior with their students and the academic
achievements of students (Brophy, 1989). It was also found that the behavior of
university teachers in Pakistan has an impact on the students‘ academic achievement. It
was also discussed in the studies that there were factors other than teaching methodology
which motivates students to work hard in their academic life (Shah, 2009).
Although some concerns have been relayed in verbal communications in
academic environment and in some academic writings in Pakistan about academic
integrity specially in universities (Rehman & Waheed, 2014), there is not a single
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comprehensive empirical research work on the subject under study. Therefore, it was
considered important to find out the Impact of Student-Teacher relationship on Academic
Integrity in Pakistani Universities. There was a need to understand the level of academic
integrity amongst university students, whether it existed among university students or
not. The practice of plagiarism and cheating in academic environment needed to be
explored. Moreover, there was a need to study the academic relationship between
students and their teachers and its impact on their sense of responsibilty to avoid
academic misconduct.
1.5

Research Objectives

The main objectives of this study were to:
1. To find out the impact of student-teacher relationship on academic integrity in
Pakistani Universities.
2. To find out the level of the student-teacher relationship among students of
Pakistani universities.
3. To find out the level of academic integrity amongst students of Pakistani
universities
4. To find out statistically mean difference of student-teacher relationship;
i.

among male and female students,

ii.

among students with different age groups,

iii.

among students with different GPA,

iv.

among students studying at different levels

v.

among students studying in different faculties,

vi.

among students of different provinces,
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vii.

among students of public and private sector universities

viii.

and among students studying in small, medium and large
universities

5. To find out statistically mean difference of academic integrity;
i.

among male and female students,

ii.

among students with different age groups,

iii.

among students with different GPA,

iv.

among students studying at different levels

v.

among students studying in different faculties,

vi.

among students of different provinces,

vii.

among students of public and private sector universities

viii.

and among students studying in small, medium and large
universities

6. To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity amongst students in Pakistani Universities.
6.1

To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity amongst students studying at different levels in Pakistani
Universities.

6.2

To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity amongst students in different faculties in Pakistani
Universities.
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6.3

To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity amongst students studying in Public and Private Sector
Pakistani Universities.

6.4

To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity amongst students studying in Different Provinces in
Pakistani Universities.

6.5

To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity amongst students in Pakistani Universities in different
categories.

6.6

To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity amongst students with different GPAs in Pakistani
Universities.

6.7

To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity amongst Male and Female students in Pakistani
Universities.

6.8

To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity amongst students with different Age Groups in Pakistani
Universities. :
1.6

Research Questions

The following questions were asked to fulfill the objectives of the study:
1. What is the impact of student-teacher relationship on academic integrity in
Pakistani Universities?
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2. What is the level of student-teacher relationship among students of Pakistani
universities?
3. What is the level of academic integrity amongst students of Pakistani universities?
4. Is there a statistically significant mean difference of student-teacher relationship;
i.

among male and female students

ii.

among students with different age groups

iii.

among students with different GPAs

iv.

among students studying at different levels

v.

among students studying in different faculties

vi.

among students of different provinces

vii.

among students of public and private sector universities

viii.

and among students studying in small, medium and large universities

4.1. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores of student-teacher
relationship among male and female students studying in Pakistani Universities?
4.2. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores in student-teacher
relationship among students studying at different levels in Pakistani Universities?
4.3.

Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores in student-teacher
relationship among students studying in different faculties in Pakistani Universities?

4.4. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores between studentteacher relationships among students studying in different provinces in Pakistani
universities?
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4.5.

Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores between studentteacher relationship among students in different age groups in Pakistani
universities?

4.6. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores between studentteacher relationship among students studying in small, medium and large scale
universities of Pakistan?
4.7.

Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores between studentteacher relationship among students of public and private sector universities?

4.8. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores between studentteacher relationship among students with different GPA?
5.

Is there a statistically significant mean difference in academic integrity;
i.

among male and female students,

ii.

among students with different age groups

iii.

among students with different GPA,

iv.

among students studying at different levels,

v.

among students studying in different faculties

vi.

among students of different provinces,

vii.

among students of public and private sector universities,

viii.

and among students studying in small, medium and large universities,
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5.1. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores of academic integrity
among male and female students studying in Pakistani Universities?
5.2. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores in academic integrity
among students studying at different levels in Pakistani Universities?
5.3. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores in academic integrity
among students studying in different faculties in Pakistani Universities?
5.4. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores in academic integrity
among students studying in different provinces in Pakistani universities?
5.5. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores in academic integrity
among students in different age groups in Pakistani universities?
5.6. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores in academic integrity
among students studying in small, medium and large scale universities of
Pakistan?
5.7. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores in academic integrity
among students of public and private sector universities?
5.8. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores in academic integrity
among students with different GPAs?
6. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity amongst students in Pakistani Universities?
6.1. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity amongst students studying at different levels in Pakistani
Universities?
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6.2. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity amongst students in different faculties in Pakistani
Universities?
6.3. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity amongst students studying in Public and Private Sector
Pakistani Universities?
6.4. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity amongst students studying in Different Provinces in
Pakistani Universities?
6.5. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity amongst students in Pakistani Universities in different
categories?
6.6. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity amongst students with different GPAs in Pakistani
Universities?
6.7. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity amongst male and female students in Pakistani Universities?
6.8. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity amongst students in different Age Groups in Pakistani
Universities?
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1.7

Significance of the Study

Although in Pakistan much has been written about plagiarism and the increasing
urgency for detecting and deterring academic dishonesty and willful cheating in
institutions in newspapers and in few academic writings, however, the role of teachers in
academic integrity has so far been largely neglected in literature, especially in Pakistan.
This is the first comprehensive empirical study on this subject at this level in
Pakistan. The findings of this study would be helpful for universities, institutes of higher
learning, especially the Higher Education Commission of Pakistan and education
ministries to devise strategies based on empirical research, so that their policies may
become more effective in combating the issue of plagiarism in Pakistan.
This study would be helpful in creating a positive and interactive relationship
between teachers and their students at the university level. This attempt would be helpful
in providing a basis for future researchers on academic integrity and plagiarism. The
study would also be helpful in creating a learning environment in universities instead of
copying and using other‘s intellectual work.
1.8

Limitation & Delimitations of the Study

Limitation of the study includes the shortage of literature on the subject produced
in the local environment. It was also noted that academic integrity is in its infancy in the
university libraries of Pakistan. Despite the fact that universities have taken initiatives
regarding prevention of plagiarism on the basis of guidelines provided by the HEC, most
of the universities lack their own well defined plagiarism policies.
There were limitations and issues that were important when considering the
results of this study. One limitation is that the results of the study are limited to self-
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reported data. While self-reported cheating rates have been the common measure in
assessing the level of academic dishonesty, there were some concerns about the reliability
of self-reported measures. Even so, there was wide agreement that self-reported rates
were a reasonably accurate measure of cheating (Cizek, 1999). The researcher assumed
that the respondents were honest and understood the instrument as anonymity was
assured and the instrument was translated in Urdu (the national language). The study is
major two aspects of academic integrity i.e. plagiarism and cheating and examination
cheating has not been included.
Creswell (2003) suggests that delimitations narrow the scope of a study by
focusing on specific variables, limited to a specific geographic location or participants,
and/or narrowly tailored to a specific research design. The population of the study
consisted of students of Pakistani Universities; however keeping in mind the limited
resources and time, and nature of study, the following steps were taken:1.

In order to generalize the finding of study, only general universities
recognized by Higher Education Commission of Pakistan (HEC) were
considered for the study

2.

The data was collected from students of nine universities from four provinces
and capital (Islamabad) of Pakistan.

3.

Only the academic relationship was considered in this study
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1.9

Definition of Terms

1. Academic achievement: measurable based on students‘ grade point average
(GPA).
2. Academically dishonest: ―cheating, lying, fraud, theft, and other dishonest
behaviors that jeopardize the rights and welfare of the community and diminish
the worth of academic degrees‖ (The Center for Academic Integrity, 1999).
3. Academic dishonesty: ―intentionally or knowingly helping or attempting to help
another to violate a provision of the institutional code of academic dishonesty‖
(Pavela, 1978).
4. Academic integrity: honesty, trust, fairness, respect, and responsibility (The
Center for Academic Integrity, 1999).
5.

Fabrication: ―intentional and unauthorized falsification or invention of any
information or citation in an academic exercise‖ (Pavela, 1978).

6. Plagiarism: ―the deliberate adoption or reproduction of ideas or words or
statements of another person as one‘s own without acknowledgement‖ (Pavela,
1978).
Organization of Study
The study has been divided in five chapters, which are as under:Chapter 1

Introduction

In this chapter, the background of the study, research objectives, statement of
problem, significance of the study, limitations and definitions of terms have been
discussed.
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Chapter 2

Review of Relevant Literature

This chapter helps to create understanding about concepts and constructs used in
the study based on review of relevant literature produced in the past.
Chapter 3

Research Methodology

This chapter will describe the basic research design. It will discuss in detail the
population, sample, procedure and technique used to collect the sample from population.
The chapter will also helpful in creating understanding about preparation and validation
of the instrument used to collect data. This chapter also discusses the data analysis
technique used to find the answers of research questions. The limitations and scope of the
research are also mentioned in this chapter.
Chapter 4

Data Analysis and Discussion

The fourth chapter illustrates the process of data analysis and quantitative
techniques used to analyze the collected data. The interpretation of analyzed data is also
incorporated in this chapter to find the answers of research questions. The findings of the
study are also being included in this chapter.
Chapter 5

Summary, Conclusion and Recommendations

Chapter five is the concluding chapter of the study. It presents a summary of the
study along with the conclusion of the study. Recommendations are also included in this
chapter so as to present new directions for future study.
References & Appendices
It contains the references of the researchers and other material used to complete
the study, the instrument used to collect the research data, tables, and other annexure
which will be helpful in understanding the study conducted.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
This chapter contains a review of the literature and research that has already been
conducted on the topic of academic integrity among students. The chapter begins with a
discussion about academic integrity, its definition and studies already conducted with
reference to two major aspects of academic dishonesty, namely cheating and plagiarism.
The literature on various cheating behavior and motivation for these behaviors is also
examined. Much of the past research on academic dishonesty has examined the impact of
individual factors and contextual influences. These factors are discussed with particular
emphasis on the literature related to the impact of student-teacher relationship and the
influence on academic integrity. The researcher also tried to find and review studies
conducted in the Pakistani academic environment.
2.1

Academic Integrity

For Academic Integrity different terms are frequently used such as academic
misconduct, cheating, academic dishonesty, plagiarism, misrepresentation, academic
fraud and academic integrity, but hardly explained in concrete understanding.
Gehring, Nuss & Pavella (1986) pointed out that students participate in academic
dishonesty when the apparent risk of the behavior is low. For instance, if students do not
think that will be any adverse consequences in case of their cheating behaviors, are more
likely to exhibit dishonest behavior. Another important factor which increases the
likelihood of cheating in students is unawareness to what exactly academic dishonesty
entails.
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Fass (1990) indicted that there was a general understanding of academic
dishonesty; however there may be a difference between universities and colleges. In
order to ensure consistency between different types of campuses, he stated that
explanations of academic dishonesty must cover a range of topics. These contain
examinations ethics, the use of fonts in project and papers, bounds of writing support and
tutoring, guidelines for data collection and reporting, proper and ethical use of academic
resources, computer ethics, respecting others‘ work, limits on the provision of assistance
to others and commitment, and understanding of academic expectations and policies.
Kibler (1993) explained in his study the reason why academic dishonesty
prevails in colleges and universities; the foremost reason is that institutions may be
treating it as aberrant behavior rather an educational problem in development. He also
contended that when cheating was exposed, majority of the institutions only address the
unethical behavior, without demanding the alleged cheater to address the developmental
issues involved in the decision to use cheating as a means to attain a goal.
McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, (2002) explained that academic dishonesty and
cheating across cultures may take on different perspectives or interpretations. Putting it
briefly, students in different nations may have different opinions on what is and what is
not considered wrong. This has received support from social learning theorists. McCabe
and Trevino studied 12 different cheating behaviors. They calculated that almost 79% of
the students included in the sample were reported to have exhibited at least one sort of
cheating behavior amongst the 12 dishonest behavior options. When it came to individual
cheating during exams and being guilty of plagiarism the findings were 52% and 48 %
respectively.
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Whitley & Keith-Spiegel (2002) projected four elements of academic dishonesty;
these elements include plagiarism, cheating, fabrication, and assisting academic
dishonesty. Plagiarism and cheating are the most observable behaviors. Fabrication
implies a deliberate addition of dishonest citation or information for examples filling of
references in the paper or fabricating the results of an experiment. Helping academic
dishonesty comprises deliberately provide assistance to others engaged in dishonest
activities.
McCabe, D. L. (2005) stated that some people would claim that academic
dishonesty is not an issue in colleges and universities. However, in his study of academic
integrity that included 50,000 undergraduate students from 60 campuses, he founded that
an average of 70% of students confessed to cheating in examinations and written
assignments. Further he noted that the most important element in cheating was the
culture of academic integrity that determine the level of academic dishonesty in colleges
and universities to which new coming students were exposed.
Hard, Conway, & Moran (2006) defined academic dishonesty as providing or
getting unofficial support in the formation of a project to be submitted for academic
credit (cheating); and presenting the ideas or words of other person or persons as one‘s
own for academic benefit without properly citing the actual person (plagiarism).
Hughes and McCabe (2006) suggested that terms like academic integrity,
academic misconduct and academic dishonesty are used interchangeably in the context of
unethical behavior in their relationship to students‘ academic work. They stated that
academic dishonesty or academic misconduct can easily be defined as copying or
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changing university documents, writing an article for another student, and hiding or
damaging library resources.
Langlais (2006) concluded that some evidence proposes that students of different
cultural have different definitions of misconduct and professional behavior. For instance,
it has been described that plagiarism is predominant in China because the culture has a
vague definition of ownership of intellectual property. Moreover, other nations with
group-oriented cultures such as those in Latin America, Africa, and Asia stress
collaboration and copying as a form of learning.
Olasehinde-Williams (2006) stated that since the 1960s there has been
considerable attention drawn to the issue of academic dishonesty. There is sufficient
evidence in literature to suggest that enforcement and sustenance of any approach
to limiting academic dishonesty thrives only when all key players in the system
(administration, academic staff and students) have a high degree of sensitivity (in terms
of attitude and participation) to the institutional approach.
Miller et al (2007) remarked that ever since studies on academic dishonesty began
in the 1920s, cheating in higher education has increased in frequency and sophistication.
They examined several studies and concluded that ―cheating rates appear to be
increasing‖ due to higher numbers being cited in more recent studies but commented that
the increase could be attributed to higher rates of self-reported cheating. Academic
dishonesty is now considered a social norm by many students, and some even admire
those whose cheating skills go undetected.
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Udermann & Lamers (2009) stated that academic integrity was and still is an
active topic of discussion in most campuses of universities and colleges. Numerous
studies have been done and have explored topics like why and how students cheat, how to
discourage cheating, and the teachers‘ and students‘ attitude to teaching. They suggested
that students and teachers must take action and take some responsibility, if they want to
change the current culture concerning academic integrity in higher education. This study
presented ten strategies that the faculty cane use in large lecture courses as well as small
enrollments courses to encourage academic integrity. These were:
1. Promote the code of honor of your school.
2. Respond to cheating in your class.
3. Individualize if possible the assignments and papers to the class.
4. Give clear expectations for assignments and other course work required of
students.
5. Encourage student responsibility.
6. Get to know as many students as possible.
7. When space permits, during exams, separate students.
8. Have sufficient staff to help with exams.
9. Have multiple versions of exams.
10. Engage your students and be enthusiastic.
They believed that it is possible to have an impact on the amount of cheating that
occurs on college and university campuses, but this will certainly take some effort on the
part of both students and faculty.
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Nazir and Aslam (2010) used a well-structured questionnaire and collected data
from 958 students of undergraduate and graduate levels in different universities of
Pakistan. They studied the perceptions of academic dishonesty among Pakistani
undergraduate and graduate students in different universities and found that more than
half of the students studied were involved in dishonest acts such as helping other
students, copying homework assignments, exam papers, or graded project reports. These
students believed that cheating and copying were not serious offenses and that there was
no penalty for such behavior.
Williams et al. (2012) remarked that to combat the growing concern of academic
misconduct; several universities are turning to technology (e.g. turnitin.com, etc.) to
observer student work using web-based software to match assignments and to help in
plagiarism determination. Universities have also enhanced the amount of training
provided to both teachers and students through academic integration, online tutorials or
independent training modules and tutorials. For example, lots of universities have joined
the International Center for Academic Integrity, which provides particular information
about academic integrity research, projects, and a mailing list for members to interchange
information and ideas. In addition, various universities are trying to incorporate
modifications within the classroom to help solve problems about the increasing ratio of
academic cheating.
Okanović et al., (2013) conducted a study to develop and validate a personalitybased academic integrity test which could serve as a predictor of academic dishonesty. A
new instrument – the Academic Integrity Test – was developed during the study, based
on methodological principles accepted in the field of work integrity. The concordance of
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results from the fields of work and academic integrity lead to the conclusion that these
two constructs have the same or at least very similar correlatives. The AIT retains a
significant correlation with personality measures (except with Neuroticism) even in the
simulated applicant condition, leading to the conclusion that the test maintains construct
validity in situations susceptible to self-presentation.
Yekta et al. M. (2013) revealed similarities and differences in attitudes between
the academic staff members of Central Washington University (CWU) in the USA, and
Shahid Beheshti University of Medical Sciences (SBMU) in Iran. There are definitely
different interpretations and understanding of academic dishonesty between Iran and
USA. Also, since Iranian staff members do not exactly know what academic dishonesty
means with poorer standard of academic honesty, they actually do not recognize so-called
academic dishonesty in Iranian classrooms. The last point was especially important since
not knowing the concept of academic dishonesty does not connote cultural difference
rather, this is a systematic problem. Therefore, their study actually served as a warning
for other researchers who are focusing solely on cross-cultural differences in studies
pertaining to academic dishonesty.
Rehman & Waheed (2014) identified ten main activities that are commonly taken
by students to participate in this type of misconduct. The second goal of this research was
to determine the moral insights of university students on academic dishonesty. A
significant number of students were in favor of academic dishonesty as a normal part of
life, but an ethically improper activity. These categories of moral insights have existed in
literature, however, another category emerged through this study. Most Pakistani students
were aware that academic dishonesty is not a seemly habit and should be evaded which
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clearly shows that Pakistani students are ready to do their best not to engage in such
activities. However, time limits and relationship preferences lead students to accept an
attitude of task completion, even by unfair means, such as academic misconduct. They
also found that generally students in earlier stages of research (age 21-25 years) were
more involved in academic misconduct due to lack of knowledge of the research areas;
consequently they resorted to copying the contents of another author without giving the
proper references and citations.
2.2

Plagiarism

Phillips & Horton (2000) claimed that the creator of Turnitin, a plagiarismdetection service, used by educators throughout the world, examined 40 million papers
that were submitted over 10 months by college and high school students. They found that
one-third of the ―matched content‖ came from sites such as Wikipedia, Yahoo Answers,
Answers.com, and Facebook. Only 15 percent came from paper mills or paper-sharing
sites and one quarter of the material came from legitimate education sites. Educators are
being advised to refrain from assigning ―classic‖ papers that can be bought and sold
online.
McMurtry (2001) stated that the Internet helps in the academic environment of
plagiarism by facilitating access to relevant web sites to copy, paste in the relevant,
sharing documents with friends and students from other universities and download
documents from free websites or purchase of paper mills.
Chris Park (2003) stated that the term plagiarism is generally used to denote to the
stealing of words or ideas, beyond what is normally considered general knowledge. This
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is the essence of defining plagiarism as approved by the Association of American
Historians, who defines it as the misuse of another author‘s writings including limited
borrowing without attribution of another‘s distinctive and signiﬁcant research ﬁndings,
hypotheses, theories or interpretations. Further, he conﬁrmed that students are genuinely
confused about the concept of plagiarism. He found that some students unintentionally
plagiarize due to the lack of familiarity with writing conventions when quoting and
paraphrasing. Students entering university were expected to understand the values of
authorship and as a result the importance of attribution. They were also expected to
discern common knowledge from material that must be cited. The uncertainty
surrounding plagiarism is further complicated by contextual issues, such as the perceived
degree of seriousness and degrees of violations. While there appears to be little
agreement on a precise deﬁnition of plagiarism, there is a consensus that it includes using
another person‘ s ideas, work and expression and claiming it as one‘s own ideas, work
and expression.
Russikoff, Fucaloro, & Salkauskiene (2003) found common economic practices in
post-Soviet and communist settings to be inﬂuential in plagiarism. They discovered that
students were copying from each other and compare length of composition in a freewriting assignment in an institution of higher learning in Latvia. When they were
questioned, the students responded, they do it this way, they have always done it this
way; they copy and their teachers all know Chinese students state that plagiarism and
copying is ―a pedagogical practice‖
Kaplan & Owings (2003) reported that plagiarism is the use of other people‘s
work as one‘s own without citing it and without getting written permission from the

35

original authors or artists for the use of their work. The report commented that
plagiarism not only includes copying directly works of others but also rephrasing works
of other persons without giving credit to the actual authors. It is not only cheating but
also a form of theft. He discovered that the most common type of plagiarism at the high
school level was the exact copying from a source without proper citation or quotation
marks. This report highlighted several types of plagiarism, while citing the impact of
paraphrasing and revealing that cutting and pasting was the most common crime in
plagiarism. In this report, student‘s reported self plagiarism in the shape of poor
paraphrasing, altering only a few words and claiming it as their own work. The report
further revealed that self-reported forms of plagiarism happened when students copy and
paste a paper from different sources, then cites every source and claim that technically
the paper is correct but in reality none of the components of the paper are original.
McGowan (2005) mentioned that, in addition to monitoring and detection tools to
manage plagiarism, efforts must be made to help students evade what he called''
involuntary'' plagiarism. This means that the students do not realize that by using the
language and the contents of others they are engaging in plagiarism. In international
universities, new and international students whose native language was not English
needed to shift to the new research culture through the understanding of the need, skill
and practice to do research while evading unintentional plagiarism.
Dawson and Overfield (2006) determined that students know that plagiarism is
inappropriate but they were not sure what constitutes plagiarism and how one can avoid
it. Students demanded that faculty also comply with the rules to avoid plagiarism and
should be constantly reminded of plagiarism awareness to enforce the decision of the
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university to control this academic misconduct. Students also wanted good referencing
practices and knowledge, particularly with reference to internet resources to avoid being
labeled as cheaters.
Burrus, McGoldrick, & Schuhmann (2007) commented that lack of understanding
is one of the most common features associated with academic honesty that establishes
plagiarism and lack of knowledge about the rules for citing sources. Different studies
show that mostly students do not know what creates academic honesty and are more
amenable to report cheating when given a specific definition.
Tayraukham (2009) explored the level of plagiarism of higher education in
Thailand and 500 students participated in the study. He found that student having goals in
mind were more likely to be involved in plagiarism as compared to the students who
wanted to understand the concepts in a certain subject. The majority of the students
plagiarizing to get the correct answers to questions ultimately did obtain higher grade of
achieving proficiency in their fields of study. He also declared that in Thailand one of the
reasons of plagiarism may be that due to congenial relationships with friends and known
others, they are copied but their copied work is not considered to be part of plagiarism.
Twomey (2009) stated that Turnitin is the best known and oldest plagiarism
detection commercial software. It allows educators to use the latest advanced search
technology to compare students‘ work for incorrect citation or possible plagiarism against
constantly updated databases. Each similarity report provides teachers the opportunity to
teach their students the appropriate methods of citation to preserve the academic integrity
of students. It was also suggested that no complete plagiarism detection package should
be relied upon solely or be considered as a replacement for good design assignment,
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clearly communicated expectations, clear teaching skills, various measures for
evaluation, and familiarity with the work of students: the common denominators of good
teaching.
Razera et al. (2010) conducted research in Sweden and suggested that teachers
and students required training to recognize and evade plagiarism. The faculty requires
clear procedures concerning detection tools to combat plagiarism and extensive training
in the use of detection software and systems. Although the students were more
comfortable while using electronic tools that detect plagiarisms, instructors feared that
knowledge of students pertaining to the operation of the detection tools can encourage
students to avoid or overcome the detection tools by adopting more inventive means of
plagiarizing. They found that poorly written examinations, lack of inspiration, lack of
training in scientific writings etc. were some of the reasons that instigated students to turn
to plagiarism.
Saeed; Aamir & Ramzan (2011) described plagiarism in academic institutions as
a challenge to uphold academic standards. Plagiarism differed with respect to the
different levels of student population and was caused in some cases due to the lack of
awareness of being guilty of academic misconduct. There were no uniform guidelines
with reference to plagiarism leading to inadequate training, poor checking and
insufficient reporting. Plagiarism has become a means for some people to increase their
academic status and monetary benefits.
Wan et al. (2011) stated that the continuous and speedy development of
information and technology and access to thousands of published literature and material
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through web as well as images, code sources, sounds and videos has made copying and
pasting of material easier and rather common amongst students and researchers.
Ramzan et al., (2012) conducted a study of 365 students of Pakistani universities
which revealed that undergraduate and graduate students felt societal and family
pressures to get higher grades, as it is considered important for employment and status in
the society. These pressures sometimes forced students to employ unfair means, such as
plagiarism, as a shortcut to get better results on tests and produce various publications.
When under pressure, plagiarism is the last resort to reach the expectations of the
university to publish research papers and complete assignments in time. They also found
that many students were unaware of the plagiarism policy of the university and that these
policies were not visible, disseminated and posted to the extent that it is available to all
university students. Moreover, students considered the plagiarism policy at university to
be lenient and rather too light to be effective in detecting and punishing those who violate
university policy of plagiarism and unfair means. Majority of the participants admitted
that they intentionally plagiarize and they concluded that in Pakistani institutions
plagiarism is rising.
Zaman & Kibria (2013) concluded that plagiarism is a serious problem not only
locally but globally. They stressed the need to conduct more consciousness campaigns to
lessen the practice of copying and pasting. This will carry more worth in published
literature and generating local evidence in the industry of healthcare. They also
recommend that software like Turnitin should be widely available in all institutions,
media companies and in the offices of journal editors for quick checking. The penalty for
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plagiarism should be standardized and HEC blacklists and inquiries should be taken
seriously by the institutions and the government.
2.3

Cheating

Davis et al. (1992) conducted a study and surveyed 6,000 undergraduate students
and when asked if they cheated in high school, a low of 51% (women in a small liberal
arts college) and a high of 83% (male in a large state university) indicated they did.
Further, they found a mean of 76% of college students who admitted to cheating in high
school.
McCabe & Trevino (1997) pointed out that there are very possible factors
responsible for cheating that include individual, motivational and contextual factors.
Individual aspects like gender, grade point average, age and involvement in
extracurricular activities were the main reasons for cheating. Many studies have proposed
that age is also a factor of cheating and younger students inclined to cheat more as
compared to students of older age. Questions have also been raised about the impact of
class rank, because in appearance, age and class rank correlates strongly. There are
different views of researcher; some claim that female students are less inclined to cheat as
compared to male students and others are of the view that there is no significant
difference of cheating between male and female students. There is a provision for the
conclusions that students with higher averages were less inclined to cheat and that
students who participate in extracurricular activities tend to cheat more.
The factors that depend on the situation and environment are contextual factors.
These factors are intensely related to the culture and may comprise the presence of an
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honor code or academic honesty policy and the several features and distinctions of peer
culture. Scholars have established the strong effect of peer culture with reference to
academic dishonesty. The peer culture can function as both a negative and a positive
effect on dishonest behavior. The behavior of the peers offers either a confirmation that
dishonesty or cheating is an acceptable exercise or acts as a control mechanism that
rejects dishonesty or cheating. There are factors like higher grade, failure fear etc. which
serve as catalysts that motivate students to cheat and be dishonest.
Whitley (1998) argued that literature on academic integrity; cheating and
academic dishonesty among college students is ample; however scarce literature focuses
on understanding why students cheat. Whitley conducted an analysis of nearly 26 years
of on cheating and established many important characteristics of students who cheat.
First, cheating was more common among male students who worked less hours per week,
and received more financial support from their parents while living on campus.
Additionally, cheating did not correlate with the year in college, but did negatively
correlate with age. Next, it was motivated by fear of doing poorly in a particular course,
or particular tasks within a course, and not by a general lack of academic ability. Further,
students who held higher success expectations were more likely to cheat. Even though
students were more likely to cheat when the social norms indicated that it was ―okay‖, the
studies cited did not delve into reasons behind the students' behaviors. These findings
suggest how students view themselves and their circumstances, how they rationalize their
behavior, and what they think about cheating in general, all of which are areas that need
to be further explored
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Cizek (1999) identified three ―domains‖ of cheating: cheating by taking, giving or
receiving information from others; cheating by using prohibited materials or information,
and cheating to evade the assessment process The first category can involve a variety of
schemes including the use of codes such as foot tapping, displaying colored candies on a
test sheet, or placing a hand or eraser in a particular location of a desk to indicate a
multiple-choice answer. In all, Cizek identified 15 specific methods for obtaining or
communicating test answers. For the second category, Cizek identified 20 methods in
which students use forbidden materials. Examples include inserting a small piece of
paper containing study notes into the barrel of a pen or a bag of food, writing answers on
desks or body parts, and writing on the inside of a water bottle label. The last category
involves taking advantage of the testing protocol such as orchestrating a disturbance
outside the classroom that will distract the instructor.
Whitey & Kost (1999) used a method of case study by offering different scenarios
of students cheating and commented that helping and assisting others to cheat was
regarded by students as being less dishonest than cheating itself. In addition, they
suggested that a failing grade (50 percent) or in an assignment a failing grade (25
percent) should be given to cheaters. Students also suggested that the general punishment
or penalty for cheaters should be a private rebuke and writing a detailed paper on
academic misconduct.

Fleck (2000) investigated the concept of cheating in rural and urban areas of
Nepal from an ethnocentric viewpoint. He found that the fundamental reasons for
cheating were grounded in the hierarchical cultural values of Nepal: education is not
regarded as a process of learning but as a means of obtaining an enviable rank or status,
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and whispers, cheat sheets and copied answers were a reality in examinations in many of
the public schools of Nepal.

Nonis and Swift (2001) conducted an empirical study by using a sampling frame
at six different campuses of business students and attained two main results: first,
students who assumed that dishonest actions are acceptable were more probable to
involve in those unfair acts than were those who thought the dishonest actions were
intolerable, and second students who were involved in dishonest behavior in their
university classes were more likely to become involved in cheating at work. Further,
they established a high relationship between the ratio of cheating at college/university
and the ratio of cheating at work, signifying that misconduct is not limited to a particular
situation. In educational institutions, the maintenance of academic integrity, therefore,
becomes a central subject in terms of confirming a setting where knowledge and learning
can be moved forward and used to the extreme advantage of individuals, society and the
economy in general.
Harding et al (2004) founded a wide range of factors that have been causing
lapses in academic integrity. The most generally quoted justifications given by the
students for cheating include: time pressure to complete tasks, the apparent assistances of
cheating, lack of knowledge of the course material and suitable approaches to quote the
source, a whole culture which does not see cheating as a serious problem, the lack of
motivation, lack of preparation, pressure of grade, and material that is too difficult.
Grijalva, Nowell, & Kerkvliet (2006) revealed that normally it was supposed that
cheating was more common in web based classes as compare to traditional classes due to
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the nonexistence of direct interaction between teachers and students but a survey of
students participating in online course revealed that academic misconduct is not as
dominant online as compared to traditional classrooms. More often examinations are
finalized by students in isolation and reduced the opportunity to panic cheating. Because
online cheating is less favorable to panic cheats so it is possible that panic cheating is
limited to the testing situation of class. Moreover, the possibilities for starting and
responding to academic dishonesty are changing. Computers make it possible to cut and
paste or rearrange items very quickly, the Internet makes it easy to buy and download
pre-written documents in minutes, and social networking sites online make it possible for
students to meet and work together online and keep track of interactions with others.
At the same time, search engines like Google and software tools such as
Turnitin.com make cheating simple. Online guides for citation, pages of library help,
packages such as Refworks, and research databases allow students to get help and
information more easily and quickly than ever before, but the proliferation of sometimes
refuting information can make it difficult for students to sort through and recognize
reliable sources. Different citation standards and prospects for what is considered
academic integrity by discipline, culture, and academic level; changes in prospects for
source acknowledgement over time; the development of new sources of information
based technology; changes in educational practice; and changes in the way society and
educational institutions construct what it means to do high-quality academic work further
add to the urgency of closely examining the degree of understanding and violations of
academic integrity as having educational and societal consequences.
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Shon (2006) points out that most of the students carefully observe the habits of
the teacher to know when he or she is likely to look out for cheating; to communicate
answers, group work, so that a student can distract the teacher, while others take notes
tricks, smuggling notes of class on the body parts, clothing, technological devices or
regular devices, such as clear pencils and pens.
Anderman (2007) stated that some students cheat because they feel under pressure
to earn good grades or they simply need to pass a class with a minimum grade, others
might be concerned with their self-image or how they appear to their peers, yet some
students may doubt their academic abilities.
Moran (2008) stated that the internet has allowed convenient access to written
passages, even complete term papers, in a fraction of the time that it would have taken to
locate a book and type the sought-after material. More sophisticated methods of college
cheating are indeed possible due to modern technology. For example, students taking a
test can search the internet using their cell phones, send a text message to a classmate
across the room, or contact someone outside the classroom. They can even seek out a
stranger during the exam by texting a question to various free online services that deliver
a quick, brief answer.
Graves (2008) stated that with the explosion of digital knowledge and the
propelling of staff, academicians, and students into the information society, the
environment for cheating has become even more durable so that students tend to have an
easier time to conduct dishonest actions. Adding to the ubiquitous web is the introduction
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of new technological tools such as the high speed internet, smart phones, and
nanotechnology.
Rettinger & Kramer (2009) conducted a survey of 76 female and 78 male
undergraduates and found that 73% said they had committed at least one of 17 specific
types of cheating. Of those who cheated, about half said it was ―serious cheating‖ such
as plagiarism or test cheating, compared to the remainder who said they cheated only on
homework assignments.
Yang and Lin (2009) suggested that students belonging to predominantly Asian
cultures including countries such as China, Hong Kong, Taiwan and Singapore tend to
misunderstand neither the concept of plagiarism nor the rationale behind its
enforcement. The key reasons offered instead were that students tended to shirk
the effort to cite, bowed to time pressures and plagiarized to meet performance
standards. It has been suggested that the stress to complete or succeed in an assignment
at all cost is characteristic of the pressure felt by CHC students, who face the need to
maintain a complex mix of personal ambition, family repute, peer support and material
reward.
Aslam & Nazir (2014) founded that the results of analysis of different correlations
revealed that students who have high awareness and openness have been less frequently
involved in cheating. Students who have high neuroticism and openness suggest a low
penalty for academic dishonesty, while students found high on extraversion
conscientiousness and agreeableness recommend a high penalty for this behavior.
Students generally recommend low penalties for dishonest academic behaviors. This
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study noted that there was a significance relationship between students‘ personal traits
and cheating behaviors. Further, no significance differences were found between
students‘ attitude to academic dishonesty on the basis of low and high level of personal
traits.
2.4

Student-Teacher Relation

Smith (1977) has argued that the personality of the teacher, in the sense of
attitude, is a significant factor in teacher behavior and has a great impact on student
achievement. In social psychology attitude is generally defined as the characteristic of
responding favorably or unfavorably to a person, object, event or institution. The attitude
is a neural and mental state of willingness structured through experience, using a
directive influence on the response of an individual to all situation and objects with which
he/she interacts. A good attitude in studying leads to good study patterns and academic
performance.

Nuss (1984) stressed that little research has been conducted on how the attitude
and behavior related to Academic Integrity are socialized with respect to undergraduate
and graduate students. Nuss conducted a study at the undergraduate level and found that
53 percent of the faculty surveyed indicated they seldom or never discussed the policies
of the university connected to cheating and plagiarism with their students.

Pascarella (1984) in his general model for assessing student change claimed that
the studies on the impact of college on students have proven that external forces can have
a powerful effect on students, both negative and positive, because it takes into account
students‘ interaction with socializing agents on campus. The model contains five
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variables that shape the quality of student effort, beginning with a student‘s background
and characteristics before he/she entered college and the institution‘s organizational
features. These variables influence the university‘s environment which impacts the
fourth variable—interaction with faculty and peers—which, in turn, shapes the fifth
variable, the quality of student effort. Thus, a student‘s efforts are affected by his or her
personal traits, the college environment itself, and the people on campus who interact
with the student; these are the same factors that mediate the structural features of the
institution.
Terenzini (1987) commented that student change was seen as a function of
background characteristics, interactions of students with the main agents of socialization,
and the quality of the efforts of students in learning and development. Faculty members
would definitely qualify as a ―major socializing agent‖ since they were the campus
personnel who were the most directly connected to students. In addition to stimulating
their intellectual growth, faculty have the ability to influence students at a psychological
level, motivating them to complete a challenging assignment or adequately prepare for an
upcoming test. Thus, the environment, in this case the professor, has the ability to affect
student behavior and effort. Since it has been shown that faculty interaction can
influence student behavior in a number of ways, this model ties closely to the objectives
of this study, which was to analyze the effect of the faculty-student relationship on
academic dishonesty.
Evans and Craig (1990) suggested that students were more likely than teachers to
believe that teacher characteristics (e.g., personality and behavior) cause student cheating.
Students also felt that classroom characteristics such as the amount and difficulty of
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material covered, whether or not a course was mandatory, and the use of a grading curve
had an effect on cheating behavior and attitudes.
McCombs and Marzano (1990) remarked that the performance of the students in
an institution is a matter of great practical interest to parents and teachers, and of great
theoretical interest to researchers. Achievement results have been considered a function
of two features, ―will‖ and ―skill‖ and should be considered separately, since having will
alone cannot ensure success if skill is lacking .
Genereux and McLeod (1995) conducted a research that included questions about
the instructor‘s care and friendliness. The personality of the instructor (i.e., perception of
the students of the instructor‘s behavior) seemed to affect academic integrity in both
directions. Negative assessments were linked with committing academic dishonesty and
positive appraisals were related with selecting integrity over dishonesty.
Diekhoff et al. (1996) stated that teachers and administrators of university need to
be more active in preventing cheating if anything is to change. It is unlikely that student
will become more mature or that peers will become more reactive to cheating without
salient university intervention.
Iqbal (1996) stated that teaching is a provision and the handling of the situation
where there are gaps or obstacles and individual attempts to overwhelm the problem of
where he learns. Teaching is a close contact between a more developed personality and
one which is yet to develop. The teacher is the more mature personality and the student is
the less mature personality; therefore the teacher is expected to help the student to
mature. He further stated that teaching might be characterized as an activity aimed at
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achievement of manner and practiced in such a way as to respect the intellectual integrity
and capacity of students for independent judgment. He defined the behavior and role of a
teacher who is primarily liable for instruction. The teacher today focuses more on the
implementation of new educational processes using all the resources of modern
educational methods and devices. He is an educator and a counselor who tries to develop
the skills and interest of his students.
Johnston (1996) conducted detailed interviews with every student in a course in
which some students had cheated on non-proctored exam. The aim of this study was to
ascertain how classmate friendships affect what students and the influence of the teacher–
student relationship on the behavior of students. One student claimed that she worked
harder in classes when she thought the teacher cared about her, and another said that
when he developed a rapport with the instructor he was more inclined to do well in that
class. Therefore, these two students were evaluating the student–teacher relationship
positively and, in the process, the possibility of cheating was decreased because of their
opinion of this connection.
Tibbetts (1997) noted that the most studied area of the role of the instructor to
ensure honesty in the classroom focuses on methods instructors use to endorse academic
integrity and reduce cheating. For example, the spacing of the students as far as possible
during exams, discussing academic integrity with students, encouraging the use of
multiple versions of the tests, and the use of different tests for each term is among the
most commonly suggested practices.
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Pulvers & Diekhoff (1999) conducted the most direct test of the effect of
classrooms on the justification of cheating, utilizing a multidimensional measure with
established constructs. Across all students (cheaters and non-cheaters), increase in the
justification of cheating were associated with the perception of poor pedagogy.
Specifically, student who self-reported cheating viewed their classes as less personalized,
less satisfying and fewer tasks oriented. Despite these results, only about 4% of the
variance could be explained with the multidimensional scales.

Lupton, Weiss & Chapman (2000) revealed that cheating of student has two
apparent issues at the institutional level. First, it impedes impartiality and the
effectiveness of the measure of instruction, so the comparative abilities of the students are
not assessed precisely; and second, students who cheat possibly decrease their learning
level, therefore, they are less equipped for advanced studies or application of the material
offered in a course. On a broader social level, it seems that those students who do not
meet academic integrity in the university level will also never meet integrity in their
future personal and professional relationships.

Robertson et al., (2000) claimed that the student-teacher relationship plays a
critical role in defining the level of academic misconduct for international students. In
Bhutan, China, India, Japan, Nepal, and other Asian countries, teachers are highly
respected figures. Students from these cultures often consider the opinion of teachers or
information obtained from books as the ultimate indisputable truth; therefore such
information is reproduced verbatim.
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Ryan (2000) points out that from some cultures the students believe it is
disrespectful to cite a reference or information from other sources because ―this shows
that the instructor does not know that the text exists‖. Knowledge in such cultures is
considered ―communal property‖ that anyone can use without acknowledgment. Ryan
made these suggestions for reducing plagiarism:


Discuss plagiarism with examples.



Clarify the difference between plagiarism and paraphrasing.



Show students how to paraphrase, synthesize and texture other sources in their
work.



Show students how they are supposed to meet requirement of references and
why these requirements exist.
State what is not allowed, defining what it is and why it is not acceptable.



Clearly state the penalties of not obeying while giving instructions against
plagiarism.

Murdock; Hale; & Weber (2001) found that the justifiability of cheating increased
when the classroom was described as performance oriented. However, they also
discovered that the teacher‘s perceived competence had an effect in predicting cheating
behaviors beyond the variance explained by goal structure. Specifically, after perceived
pedagogical competence was added to the regression equation, the contribution of goal
structure was not significant due to the high correlation between perceived goal structure
and perceived competence.
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Stearns (2001) expressed the imperative role that teachers have in the promotion
of ethical academic culture through the development of positive student-teacher
relationships through interpersonal competence and nearness, arguing that the class
instructor behavior shapes the environment of academia. She said: The first step is to
discuss with students academic integrity, including the definitions and foundations of the
importance of integrity. Stearns suggested that the study of faculty discussions about
academic integrity would be interesting from the point of view of the classroom climate;
additionally this study investigated the possibility that these discussions can also help
students understand more clearly expectations of what constitutes appropriate academic
work. Further Stearns stated that teachers are not only in control over the environment
within the classroom, but also ﬁrst and foremost the creators of that environment.
Although many agree with Stearns‘ sentiments, researches‘ examining the relationships
between academically dishonest behavior and students‘ perceptions of teacher
effectiveness is disparate and scant at best. Stearns (2001), using the Student Evaluative
Perceptions of Instructor Behavior Instrument, found that students who cheated presented
lower instructor evaluations and liked and respected their instructors less in the classes in
which they cheated. Students‘ respect for and perceptions of faculty members‘ teaching,
fairness, and caring also affect cheating decisions.

Grey (2002) stated that it is essential for teachers coaching international students
to take into account the cultural, social and pedagogical background of their students and
how they may or may not be aligned with US academic values and behavior. He further
stated that teachers have to explain how to avoid inadequate documentation of college
writing, and providing optimistic strengthening with corrective action, instead of
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punishment. One solution probably is to offer a course integrating bridge academic
writing techniques and difficulties for international students.

McCabe and Pavela (2004) argue that since the days of Plato's Academy, teaching
was seen as encompassing the fellowship of consciousness, based on the common search
for truth. While other professions are moving headlong into the realm of "managed care",
teachers will find that their extreme impact on students, including stimulating a promise
to academic integrity, will come into the setting of care, personal respect and connection.
Murdock (2007) conducted a study in order to disentangle this relationship and
found an interesting interaction: when teacher pedagogy was portrayed as poor,
classroom goal structure did not matter. However, when the pedagogy was portrayed as
good, students indicated that cheating would be lower if the teacher adopted a mastery
goal orientation, students further indicated that in a good pedagogical group the cheating
rate would be lower if the teacher displayed interpersonal caring. Hence, adopting
mastery goal orientation may be necessary to reduce academic misconduct, but even this
does not appear to be sufficient. Murdock and her colleagues (2004) suggested that the
correlation found between perceived competence and academic misconduct are not
merely an artifact of dishonest students constructing different versions of the classroom
experience as compared to honest students. Murdock et al (2007) study suggested that
the judgment of the teacher‘s fairness was not affected by the student‘s own cheating
status.
Strauss & Volkwein (2004) claimed that student-faculty interaction research over
the past three decades has shown that such interaction can provide a wide range of
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benefits to students. When students and faculty interact informally, the results can
include students having increased self-worth and confidence and higher quality studentfaculty interactions can make students feel more connected to their college.
Brimble & Stevenson-Clarke (2005) conducted a survey in Queensland
University, Australia consisting of 190 teachers and 772 students to examine the
penalties, perceptions of seriousness, prevalence and reason of academic misconduct.
They contended that one of the main functions of higher education institutions is the
creation of a conducive atmosphere for learning and that environment will yield not
only highly qualified graduate and technically competent students, but also establish high
standards of decency, moral obligation and the promise to serve their respective
profession and society in a good way. Academic dishonesty (cheating of student) directly
challenges this development and continues to exert pressure on academic institutions and
their management. Although they found that students seem relatively knowledgeable
about the occurrence of dishonest practices among peers, the staff inclines to be a little
innocent in this respect. The study discovered that pupils are engaged in academic
misconduct by more intentional and self-centered reasons than they are lead to believe by
academics. They found a significant difference between faculty and students‘ perception
about seriousness of academic misconduct as teachers rated academic dishonesty higher
than the students. Recommendations of students for the level of the penalties level for
academic dishonesty and plagiarism was lower as compared to the recommendations of
teachers.
Johnson (2005) argues that students are motivated to cheat when the professor
fosters an adversarial relationship by placing undue control and emphasis on grades. But
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when students and faculty work together as a team in the learning process, ―cheating is all
but impossible, and the motivation to do so is also diminished‖
Hard, Conway, and Moran (2006) argued that more specifically, it has been
shown that faculty can influence student behavior in regard to academic dishonesty. They
found that faculty who underestimated the amount of cheating in their classroom tends to
not question students‘ actions and thus might actually be encouraging students to cheat.
Anderman (2007) attempted to determine the direction of the perceived
relationship focusing solely on the classroom goal structure, while controlling personal
goal attainment. The result of this study suggested that cheating as well as attitude that
justifies cheating, appears to increase in classrooms that are perceived as emphasizing
performance, rather than mastery. Performance oriented classrooms provide contextual
justification for the acceptability of academically dishonest behavior.
Schraw et al. (2007) claimed that student-faculty interaction has a number of
positive effects on college students from inspiring a student to put forth their best effort
to giving them the confidence to go on to graduate school. However, it is a relationship
that can also have negative implications in terms of student development, persistence, and
behavior. Students who feel their instructor is aloof or not concerned with their
educational progress may lose interest in their schoolwork, or it could even provoke them
to commit academic dishonesty. Several studies have shown that a positive studentfaculty relationship can impact the likelihood of academic dishonesty. For instance,
positive or negative attitudes toward a professor can have an influence on whether a
student decides to cheat. Student participants in a study said if they respect a teacher and
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feel as though the teacher cares about them, they are less likely to cheat. In their study,
one student, Mary, said students who feel the teacher is not concerned about them would
be more likely to ―get back at them (teachers)‖ by cheating. The quality of effort
displayed by a student can be impacted, in part, by interaction with faculty.
Sutherland-Smith, W. (2008) composed the comments about plagiarism of different
teachers as well as observations of their practices allowing some of the characteristics of
a transmissive approach of teaching to be drawn out. This list was not intended to be
exhaustive but to indicate that these were the major characteristics to emerge from this
study. There were clear links between content-driven approaches to teaching and types of
assessment tasks set that reﬂect expectation of information-based responses by students.
The connections as interpreted by students were that content, rather than understanding,
is what is required. They then use learning approaches that have supported informationladen responses successfully in the past.
Boehm, Justice, & Weeks (2009) stated that faculty development workshops on
plagiarism and cheating are becoming more common as a means of informing educators
about how students cheat, how to prevent it, and what to do if it happens. Some
community colleges offer a plagiarism workshop at the beginning of each academic year.
A mixed-methods study of 288 main officers of academic affairs or heads at four-year
public and private community colleges and universities, found that quantitatively, all
three types of institutions ranked faculty training at the top of their list of academic
dishonesty preventative measures.
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Harris (2010) provided strategies that professors can use to reduce the likelihood
of cheating, such as explaining how a course or assignment fits into the curriculum so
that students understand the value of their learning, and using assignments and textbooks
that are appropriate to the course level. They also suggest using study guides so that
students don‘t feel overwhelmed before a test and inviting students to ask questions about
lectures and textbook material. Assigning narrower topics that are interesting may also
decrease academic dishonesty, as well as the practice of reviewing student work in
progress.
Cox et al. (2010) found that freshmen rarely have substantive dealings with their
instructors outside of class, a finding the authors called ―troubling.‖ The employment
status of the professor can also be used to predict student-faculty interaction, with fulltime professors being more likely than part-time professors to establish a connection with
a student outside the classroom. Female professors interact with students‘ less than male
professors but this may be a result of student expectation.
Calgary University (2010) said that in academia and academic staff, including
faculty members, seems to pay careful attention to academic dishonesty and fraudulent
behaviors through formal policies. Indeed, students as well may superficially consent that
cheating in all its forms is wrong. Universities around the world may have their own
policies and programs to initiate and ensure adherence of academic ethical codes.
Sutherland-Smith (2010) cautioned that the ‗crime and punishment‘ approach
towards plagiarism might be detrimental to attempts at engaging students productively,
which in turn complicates efforts to inculcate them with self-rejecting attitudes
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towards plagiarism. It must be recognized that students are undertaking education as
part of their life journey and the richness of their personal experience which would
inevitably affect their scholastic attitudes which, are not restricted to their incubation
within their institute of learning. Further, they suggested that academics are
besieged by administrative and pedagogical constraints which might have led to
inconsistent standards. The university can assist students by assisting academicians with
a comprehensive detection and reporting mechanism that does not onerously add to their
existing teaching load. Furthermore, instructors who promote academic integr ity in any
way should be recognized for these efforts as part of their teaching evaluation.
Shirazi et al., (2010) conducted a study on 114 medical students and 82 faculty
members and the study revealed that the main reason of plagiarism in the medical
community is because both the teachers and students share a high level of ignorance on
the subject. Even those who have some knowledge of the subject admit having
plagiarized their work at one time or another. Moreover, there is also a remarkable level
of general resistance to report this crime to the authorities. They suggested the need to
develop an educational strategy aimed at raising the awareness of people and institutions
about plagiarism. In addition, institutions should develop policies to detect and counter
this threat, to provide practical guidelines for personal development and empowering
them through education in this important area. HEC support in this regard will be
beneficial, but institutions may also assist in the development and implementatio n of
policies in collaboration, resource sharing, including plagiarism detection mechanisms
and help create and foster an ethical spirit.
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Alfredo & Hart (2011) noted that it makes instinctive sense, though, that faculty
mentoring of graduate students is a very important process of training future researchers,
scientists and managers. Teachers not only teach these students the content of their
disciplines, but also the professional standards and expectations in the various fields, as
well as advising students of the many unexpressed rules and expectations in any
discipline. Surely, then, conveying the importance of academic integrity is also part of the
duties of faculty mentors. As noted, if a student does not have a mentor, if the consultant
is just an administrator, and if the research institution has no formal training on research
ethics the student is not receiving training in good progress of research.
Bluestein, Stephanie Ann (2012) stated that the significance of student-faculty
interaction can be traced to the Greek philosopher Plato, who founded his Academy in
Athens circa 387 B.C. and was the great teacher of Aristotle. This early example of
student-faculty interaction is a reminder to modern educators that learning is far more
than the dissemination of facts. Education fulfills its ultimate purpose when students and
educators learn in conjunction, exchange ideas, and create knowledge together.
McKibban (2013) explored the extent to which variation in self-reported
academic dishonesty varied across classes in ways that could be explained by students‘
perceptions of teaching effectiveness and the perimeters of misconduct using valid and
reliable multidimensional measures with established constructs. Using the classroom as
the unit of analysis, a better understanding of the unique variance in academic dishonesty
through classes can be established in relation to the variation in the perception of the
teaching practices of students. 128 classes participated in this study and the number of
students who completed the survey was 3,151 students. Although generally, student
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perceptions of teacher effectiveness was not related to the rate of academic misconduct
through classes, the results suggest that the higher the difficulty and workload of the
course the more students reported cheating on exams and taking credit for the work of
others using false personal excuses . The results of this study did not illustrate any
signiﬁcant connection between variation in dishonest behavior and students‘ perceptions
of the perceived quality of the instructor and course (factors including rapport, course
value, grading quality, and course organization and design).
2.5

Other Factors

Moos (1979) stated that there are three dimensions of human environments; these
dimensions include relationship, personal development, and system maintenance and
change. As it relates to educational environments, the relationship dimension includes
topics of student attentiveness, interest and participation as well as the concern and
friendship students feel for one another and the amount of faith and help the instructor
shows for students. The personal development dimension includes completion of planned
activities, staying on subject matter, competition, and difficulty. The system maintenance
and change dimension includes classroom organization and order, clarity of rules, control
of teacher, students‘ ability to contribute to the planning of activities and assignments,
and teacher innovation.
Anderman et al. (1998) conducted a study pertaining to the effect of the classroom
environment on cheating and found that students in a classroom stressing extrinsic goals
(i.e., where students are rewarded for academic performance by being able to get out of
other academic tasks) reported higher rates of cheating and expressed the belief that
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cheating is acceptable. Results also showed that students who perceive that success in
school is defined by high grades reported higher levels of cheating behavior.
Dorman (2002) described that positive, healthy classroom environments are ones
that are characterized by a supportive relationships between and among students and
teachers; ones where students have some ability to make decisions, and co-create norms
and goals; ones that are well ordered and organized; ones where the assignment
expectations and rules are clear, and students are given enough time to complete tasks;
and ones where the activities are interesting, meaningful, and personally relevant.
Grimes (2004) suggested that the level of dishonesty among students increased as
a reflection of the value systems which are affected by youth being exposed to virtually
daily media bribery, insider trading, litany of fraud and other types of immoral behavior
in the actual world. The problem is that cheating will become or already has become
normative behavior for present students that are definitely under more pressure than ever
to achieve high grades to secure grants or lucrative jobs. Therefore, it is increasingly vital
that university managers recognize the aspects that cause and instigate cheating behavior,
in order to be in a better position to encourage and promote ethical outlook and behavior
amongst the students.
Gadit (2006) reported that the problem of self-plagiarism or recycling has
paramount importance in Pakistan and this issue has been repeatedly reported medical
journals‘ editors. This issue is very common, possibly due to the fact that the extremely
prominent staff after the publication of papers in journals outside Pakistan succeeded in
publishing publish almost the same type of publication in local journals.
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Dellavalle; Banks & Ellis (2007) defined dual publication, sometime named
recycling fraud, as happening when a writer recycle his own text, videos, figures or any
other material that was earlier published without crediting the earlier publication or do
not get approval in reproducing the material. The duplication of already published
material may be in the form of the original publication or in a different journal.
Lizzio; Wilson & Hadaway (2007) identified how university students interpret
―fair dealing‖ and how justice-related processes were perceived to influence the
psychological identification of students with their academic departments. In the first
phase 342 undergraduate students of psychology filled two questionna ires. In one several
aspects of interpersonal, procedural and results of fairness in departments were measured.
In the other, their level of psychological identification with the department was measured.
Students understood the fairness of their learning environment based on two conceptually
different factors: staff and students‘ respectful partnership which reflected consideration
mainly based on interpersonal justice; and general fairness that reflected concern for the
information which was accessible and effective procedures for solving problems. It was
indicated through hierarchical regression analysis that although both the factors
significantly influenced psychological identification of students with their departments,
the concern of interactional justice (respectful relations of student and staff) were
predicatively stronger.
Rohrich & Sullivan (2009) stressed that in the past the detection of plagiarism and
duplication of publication was very difficult but now detection of these was made easier
by the technology. Sophisticated new software packages made easier the detection of
similarities in any publication. Still the technology is in its germinal stage with several
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false positives that were detected. Due to this, the publishers should continue to work on
vigilance and conducting investigations carefully to determine when actually plagiarism
has occurred. Moreover, the online submission system of the journal now uses a system
called "Cross Check", a system used by the editor of the magazine through all magazines
for detecting similarities in submitted manuscripts.
Yazici; Yazici & Erdem (2011) verified the results of previous research that
students‘ and teachers‘ perceptions of plagiarism are different, and that gender is
significantly connected to cheating perceptions and behaviors. They found that, compared
to in-class cheating, ethics seriousness of cheating out of class is not sufficiently
recognized in the setting of higher education in Turkey. This study highlighted the
significance of considering the occurrence and knowledge of assessment types in an
institution of higher education, particularly to understand the perception and behavior of
cheating. They assumed and provided proof that cheating is significantly connected to the
types of evaluation. Evaluation experience is likely to have a positive influence on the
ethical perceptions of students towards cheating. However, without the development of
relevant institutional policies, the implementation of this variable alone is not sufficient
to create the desirable outcome. They found that although students have very similar
ethical perceptions and attitudes to cheating in class, rates of self-reported cheating
differed considerably. All the students who participated were Turkish and had very
similar educational and cultural background; issues like efficacy of monitoring through
exams, the number of invigilators in class monitoring and the dean‘s office attitude to
occurrences of cheating could have influenced the statistical difference established
between different schools of the university surveyed. The study further suggested that
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among other factors the lack of a definite punishment for cheating outside the classroom
could be one of the reasons for the significant difference found between the perception
and behavior of cheating in the classroom and outside the class.
Bing et al. (2012) considered two new variables—social awareness and morality
as they relate to the consumption of cognitive enhancements—and examined their impact
on business students‘ self, conscious emotions and intentions to modify biological laws to
improve their academic performance. They selected business students for this study
primarily because previous research had shown that students of business cheat more than
other university students. They found that business students with higher perceived
cognitive ability cheat less than those with lower perceived cognitive ability when both
groups are reminded of the university honor code and are provided with clear warnings
against cheating.
Gray & Jordan (2012) claimed that much of the literature in the area of mentoring
and apprenticeship in graduate school has focused on the qualities and characteristics of
the students and mentors as well as the relationship between them. Supervisors are often
described as ideals and mentors with a focus on the importance of integrity and ethics.
Summary of Chapter
This chapter has reviewed the relevant literature on the topic. Only a few studies
were found in the local context. This chapter consisted of a discussion on major and
import issues related to academic integrity, like plagiarism, cheating, student and teacher
interaction and other factors.
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It has been ascertained that ever since studies on academic dishonesty began in
the 1920s, cheating in higher education has increased in frequency and sophistication.
Since the 1960s there has been considerable attention drawn to the issue of academic
dishonesty. Academic dishonesty thrives only when all key players in the system
(administration, academic staff and students) have a high degree of sensitivity (in terms
of attitude and participation) to the instituted approach.
Academic dishonesty covers a range of topics like examinations ethics, the use of
fonts in project and papers, bounds of writing support and tutoring, guidelines for data
collection and reporting, the use of academic resources properly and ethically, computer
ethics, respecting others‘ work, limits on the provision of assistance to others and
commitment, and understanding of academic expectations and policies.
The detection of plagiarism and duplication of publication was very difficult but
now detection of these has been made easier by the technology. Sophisticated, new
software packages have made the detection of similarities in any publication easier. Still
the technology is in its germinal stage with several false positives that were detected.
However, to combat the growing concern of academic misconduct, several universities
are turning to technology (e.g. turnitin.com, etc.) to observer students‘ work using webbased software to match assignments and to help in plagiarism determination.
Different reasons emerged from studies as to why academic dishonesty prevails in
colleges and universities. Institutions may be treating academic dishonesty as aberrant
behavior instead of an educational problem in development; lack of understanding is one
of the most common features associated with academic honesty that establishes
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plagiarism and lack of knowledge about the rules for citing sources. It was discovered
that the teacher‘s perceived competence had an effect in predicting cheating behaviors
beyond the variance explained by goal structure. Specifically, after perceived pedagogical
competence was added to the regression equation, the contribution of goal structure was
not significant due to the high correlation between perceived goal structure and perceived
competence.
Another issue explored was dual publication, sometime named recycling fraud
which happens when a writer recycles his own text, videos, figures or any other material
that was earlier published without crediting the earlier publication or does not get
approval in reproducing the material. The duplication of already published material may
be in the form that the original publication is the same or appears in a different journal.
Local studies concluded that Pakistani students in different universities were
involved in dishonest acts such as helping other students, copying homework
assignments, exam papers, or graded project reports mostly due to societal and family
pressures to get higher grades, as it is considered important for employment and status in
the society. The need for developing an educational strategy aimed at raising the
awareness of people and institutions about plagiarism was also emphasized.
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Chapter 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This chapter deals with the research methodology and procedures used to conduct
this study in order to investigate the research problem. The main purpose of the study was
to examine the impact of student-teacher relationship on academic integrity in Pakistani
Universities. The following procedure was adopted for this study.
3.1

Research Design

The study was designed using the quantitative approach for which survey research
method was used to conduct this study. A survey is defined as
―any activity which is undertaken for the express purpose of gathering
information about a particular population in order to draw reliable
conclusions about that population (e.g., personal characteristics, attributes,
opinions, attitudes, or personal circumstances both past and present)‖
(Calder, 1998).
Muijs (2004) said that the survey method was ―highly flexible‖ and allowed the
researcher to conduct a study in order to address a range of research questions. He further
argued that the survey research method can be generalized easily with a guarantee of
anonymity to respondents. He argued that the survey method was considered suitable for
getting the feelings and opinions of respondents about particular issues. Rea and Parker
(1992) also supported the argument that the survey method has the advantage of
generalization keeping in mind the condition that the sampling procedure should be
correct.
The literature revealed that there were three approaches used to collect data
through survey research; the first is through face-to face interviews, the second is through
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telephonic interviews, and the third is to employ questionnaire surveys (Hackett, 1981).
The data was collected by circulating self reporting questionnaire among respondents.
This method was used due to advantages associated with questionnaire surveys including
an ability to obtain a large sample to reduce sampling error to acceptable levels, no
interviewer bias, and anonymity can be guaranteed for respondents.
There are two basic survey designs: cross-sectional and longitudinal. The crosssectional design involves data collection at only one point in time, usually from two or
more populations (Wiersma, 1995). For the purposes of this study, the cross-sectional
survey design was implemented to capture the opinion of university students of Pakistan.
This study used a modified questionnaire for data collection. In order to establish
a level academic integrity self reporting questionnaire, the Ferguson Academic Integrity
Student Survey (Ferguson, 2010) was used with ammendments and for the variable of
student-teacher relationship the instrument designed by Shah (2009) was adapted and
modified with the consent of authors.
3.2

Population

The population of the study consisted of students belonging to all the public and
private sector HEC recognized general universities. The target population was students of
HEC recognized general public & private sector universities in Pakistan. According to
the Higher Education Commission website (2013), 57 recognized general public &
private sector universities are imparting higher education in Pakistan.
3.2.1

Sample
Multistage stratified convenience sampling technique was used to collect data

from 4 provinces and federal area. The sampling procedure was as under:-

69

1. Five strata were formed including Punjab, Sindh, KPK, Baluchistan and
Islamabad
2. One public sector university and one private sector university was selected
randomly from each stratum.
3. There was only one university from Baluchistan province which was falling in
the selected category
4. The 100 questionnaires were distributed in each sample university.
5. Total 900 questionnaires were distributed to collect information from the
students of 9 selected universities of 5 strata.
List of sample universities alongwith responses are as under:Sr. No.

University

Sample

Response

Percentage

01

Quad-e-Azam University, Islamabad

100

97

97%

02

Riffah International University, Islamabad

100

97

97%

03

University of Peshawar, Peshawar

100

100

100%

04

Sarhad University of Science &

100

100

100%

Technology, Peshawar
05

University of Balochistan, Quetta

100

50

50%

06

Hamdard University, Karachi

100

85

85%

07

Karachi University, Karachi

100

100

100%

08

Bahau Din Zakria University, Multan

100

89

89%

09

Forman Christian College, Lahore

100

100

100%

Total

900

820

91%
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3.3

Research Instrument Modification

The literature reviewed clearly indicates that structured questionnaires were used
to conduct such type of studies. As the study was descriptive in nature, therefore selfreporting questionnaire was used to collect data from students. The information about the
current status of universities of Pakistan was taken from the official website of HEC. The
study has two major variables in which ―Student-Teacher Relationship‖ is an independent
while ―Academic Integrity‖ is a dependent variable. Demographic variables were added
as Independent Variables in order to check their impact on Academic Integrity.
Part-1 of the questionnaire was developed to understand the nature of studentteacher relationship after modifying the scale used by Shah (2009) with modifications.
The student-teacher relationship response was collected using the 5 point Likert Scale
from strongly agree to strongly disagree with the help of 13 statements. Part-2 was
adapted to understand the status of academic integrity among students of universities of
Pakistan after modification in the ―Ferguson Academic Integrity Student Survey‖
developed by Lauren Ferguson by using the five-point Likert scale from strongly agree to
strongly disagree. The second part of Academic Integrity Scale consisted of 15
statements. The third part was demographic information which was considered an
Independent Variable to check its impact on Academic Integrity level of respondents.
There were three open ended questions included in the questionnaire to ascertain
the opinion of respondents with reference to each variable. The questionnaire was
developed on the basis of available literature, related studies and conducted under the
guidance of supervisor of the study.
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3.3.1

Pilot Testing, Reliability and Validity of Instrument
The next phase was to test the validity and reliability of the questionnaire after

modifications in scales already developed by their authors. In order to validate items, the
panel of experts was requested to refine the items, in format and language in order to
make the questionnaires simple and understandable. In the light of feedback received
from the experts, the questionnaire was finalized. On the basis of the experts‘ opinion the
questionnaire was also translated in Urdu and back into the English language.
The study was pilot tested in order to know the reliability of the instrument. The
questionnaire was administered to 100 students of University of the Punjab, Lahore. The
researcher personally visited and administered the relevant questionnaires and
respondents were requested to give their suggestions freely for the improvement of the
questionnaires. These results of the pretest were analyzed using the Software Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) version 16.0. For determining the reliability of these instruments,
Cronbach‘s Alpha was applied to calculate internal consistency of items. In the scale of
―Student-Teacher Relationship‖ 13 statements were added and the reliability of scale
according to Cronbach‘s Alpha was 0.924. For the second part, the Academic Integrity
Scale consisted of 15 statements and Cronbach‘s Alpha was 0.700. However, with the
exclusion of one statement, the scale ―Academic Integrity‖ for 14 items and reliability of
scale was 0.875 according to Cronbach‘s Alpha.
3.4 Data Collection & Response Rate
In order to get data from the respondents through the above instruments, the
researcher visited the sample universities personally and administered the questionnaires
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to the sample students. The researcher could not stay only one day at Baluchistan due to
the chaotic law & order situation and could only collect 50 filled questionnaires. The
respondents were thoroughly briefed about the procedure of filling the questionnaire. 900
questionnaires were distributed and 818 questionnaires were received back. The overall
response rate was 91 percent from the respondents.
3.5 Data Analysis
The data collected through the survey was analyzed according to research
questions. The survey yielded a reasonable (n=818) sample; therefore, descriptive
analysis i.e. frequencies and cross tabulations, t-test, F-test, correlations were run to best
analyze the data with the help of Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS). In order
to find the impact of student-teacher relationship on academic integrity the simple linear
regression is run i.e. the statistical model Y= a+bX+e was computed with the help of
SPSS (16.0). Where, Y is the dependent variable (academic integrity) and X is the
independent variable (student-teacher relationship).
Summary of Chapter
This chapter provided an overview of the research purpose, questions and
research methodology. In addition, this chapter discussed the research type, approach,
and design used to analyze the sample of the population investigated. Details were
provided as to how the data was gathered, the modifications to the survey instrument
were made, and the method of data analysis. .
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Chapter 4
ANALYSIS & RESULTS
4.1

Data Analysis

The chapter covers the analysis of data collected through a self-reported
questionnaire from students of universities of Pakistan. The researcher received 818
questionnaires out of 900 distributed questionnaires among nine public and private sector
universities of Pakistan. The response rate was 91%. The analysis covers: demographic
variables, level of agreement with regard to student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity. It also covers the correlation of student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity among gender, age group, public and private sector university students, students
with different GPA, students studying in different faculties, students of different
provinces and students studying in different categories of universities.
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Table 4.1
Demographic Variables
Variables
Student Status
Under Graduate
Graduate
Post Graduate
Students Faculty
Social Sciences
Science & Technology
Arts & Humanities
GPA
<2.50
2.50-2.99
3.00-3.49
3.50-4.00
Gender
Male
Female
Age
16-20
21-25
>26
Category
Public Sector
Private Sector
Province
Federal
Punjab
Sindh
KPK
Baluchistan
HEC Category
Small
Medium
Large

Frequency

Percentage

426
342
50

52.1
41.8
6.1

313
454
51

38.3
55.5
6.2

74
208
372
164

9.0
25.4
45.5
20.0

506
312

61.9
38.1

195
559
64

23.8
68.3
7.8

436
382

53.3
46.7

194
189
185
200
50

23.7
23.1
22.6
24.4
6.1

196
433
189

24.0
52.9
23.1

Table 4.1 shows that there were total of 818 respondents of the study. Results of
the collected data also show that there were 426 (52.1%) undergraduate students, 342
(41.8%) were graduates and 50 (6.1%) were post graduate students. This indicates that
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the number of undergraduate students was the most and the least number of students
belonged to the post graduate level. The table also indicates that 313 (38.3%) responding
students were from the faculty of social sciences, 454 (55.5%) students were from the
faculty of science and technology and 51 (6.2%) responding students were from the
faculty of humanities and arts from the different sample universities of Pakistan.
The results of table 4.1 reveal that responding students with a GPA < 2.5 were 74
(9%), 208 (25.4%) were students with a GPA lying between 2.50-2.99, 372 (45.5%) were
students with a GPA between 3.00-3.49 and 164 (20%) were students with a GPA in the
range of 3.50-4.00. The results of the table show that 506 (61.9%) respondents were male
and 312 (38.1%) were female. 436 (53.3%) respondents were from public sector
universities and 382 (46.7%) were from private sector universities.
The demographic results show that 194 (23.7%) students were from universities
situated in the Federal capital of Pakistan, 189 (23.1%) responding students were from
the Punjab province, 185 (22.6%) were from universities situated in the Sindh province,
200 (24.4) students were from universities of the KPK province and 50 (6.1) respondents
were from the Baluchistan province.
The results in table 4.1 also show that 196 (24%) responding students were from
universities categorized as large scale universities of Pakistan by HEC, 433(52.9%)
students were from medium scale universities of Pakistan categorized as such by HEC
and 189(23.1%) respondents of the study were from small scale universities of Pakistan
categorized as such by HEC.
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Table 4.2
Guidance and Motivation aspect in Student-Teacher Relationship
Statements

M

SD t

%

My university teachers provide guidance when required

4.12 .82 39.11* 82

My university teachers listen to the students with patience and
tolerance
My university teachers provide opportunity to students to
increase participation through asking questions

3.89 .95 26.72* 77

My university teachers return assignments in time after
evaluation
My university teachers give feedback to the students with
constructive criticism
*p<.05

3.39 1.1 9.64*

3.94 .98 27.54* 78
67

3.69 .99 19.78* 73

In student-teacher relationship among students studying in different Pakistani
universities, the calculated scores of agreement with the statement varies from 1-5 on a
continuous scale; however, the five point Likert scale with discrete values was used to
collect data from respondents. In order to find out level of agreement on the Likert scale
one sample t-test was applied which helps to decide whether respondents fall on neutral,
agreed or disagreed side. Results in table 4.2 show that most of the university students
agreed (M=4.12, SD=.82, t=39.11) with the statement that their teachers provide guidance
when they required. Results also revealed that 82% students said that they were provided
guidance from their university teachers when they needed. The results also indicate that
the majority (M=3.89, SD=.95, t=26.72) of Pakistani students agreed with the statement
that their university teachers listened to them with patience and tolerance. It also revealed
that 77% of university students of Pakistan said that their teachers listened to them with
patience and tolerance in guidance and the motivational aspect of student-teacher
relationship.
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The results in table 4.2 indicate that the majority of the students agreed (M=3.94,
SD=.98, t=27.54) with the statement that their teachers provide them with opportunities
to increase their participation by asking questions. It also shows that 78% students agreed
with the statement. Table 4.2 also pointed out that most of the students agreed (M=3.39,
SD=1.1, t=9.64) that their teachers return their assignments after evaluation, showing that
67% students agreed with the statement. The results in table 4.2 show that that majority
of the students agreed with the statement (M=3.69, SD=.99, t=19.78) that their teachers
give feedback to the students with constructive criticism. It also shows that 73% of the
students agreed that their university teachers give feedback to the students with
constructive criticism.
The results in table 4.2 indicate that the majority of the students have shown
positive feelings with regard to guidance and the motivational aspect of student teacher
relationship; nevertheless, the students exhibited a maximum level (82%) of agreement
with the statement that their teachers provide guidance when required and showed a
minimum level (67%) of agreement with the statement that their teachers return
assignments promptly after evaluation.
Table 4.3
Objectivity aspect in Student-Teacher Relationship
Statements

M

SD

t

%

My university teachers are impartial

3.41 1.15 10.23* 68

My university teachers award marks in the examination fairly
to all students
My university teachers treat students without discrimination

3.48 1.17 11.65* 69

My university teachers show interest and respect to all the
students
*p<.05

3.86 .99

3.48 1.18 11.53* 69
24.97* 77
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To find out the level of agreement on Likert scale one sample t-test was applied
which helps to decide whether respondents fall on neutral, agreed or disagreed side.
Results in table 4.3 show that most of the university students agreed (M=3.41, SD=1.15,
t=10.23) with the statement that their teachers are impartial, showing 68% agreement
with the statement. Results in table 4.3 also show that most of the university students
agreed (M=3.48, SD=1.17, t=11.65) with the statement that their teachers award marks in
examination fairly to all students. It also revealed that 69% of the respondents opined that
their university teachers were fair in examination evaluation.
The data of results in table 4.3 also pointed out that most of the university
students agreed (M=3.48, SD=1.18, t=11.53) with the statement that their teachers treat
students without discrimination showing that 69% of the students agreed that their
teachers treat them without discrimination. The results also show that the majority of the
students agreed (M=3.86, SD=.99, t=24.97) with the statement that their university
teachers show interest and respect to all the students. It also illustrates that 77% of the
university students agreed that their teachers show interest in and respect all the students.
The results in table 4.3 point out that the majority of the students have shown
positive feelings with regard to the objectivity aspect of student teacher relationship;
nevertheless the maximum number (77%) of students agreed with the statement that their
university teachers show interest in and respect all students and the minimum (68%)
number of students agreed with the statement that their teachers are impartial.
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Table 4.4
Personal Attention aspect in Student-Teacher Relationship
Statements

M

SD t

%

My university teachers are friendly with me

3.96 .86 31.63* 79

My university teachers are approachable

3.87 .97 25.47* 77

My university teachers give individual attention to the students

3.55 1.1 14.27* 71

I enjoy mutual trust with my university teachers

3.75 1.0 21.46* 75

*p<.05
To find out level of agreement on Likert scale one sample t-test was applied
which helps to decide whether respondents fall on neutral, agreed or disagreed side with
regard to personal attention in student-teacher relationship. Results in table 4.4 show that
most of the university students agreed (M=3.96, SD=.86, t=31.63) with the statement that
their teachers are friendly with them showing 79% agreement with the statement. Results
in table 4.4 also show that most of the university students agreed (M=3.87, SD=.97,
t=25.47) with the statement that their teachers are approachable. It was also revealed
from the results that 77% of the respondents agreed that their university teachers were
approachable.
Table 4.4 also shows that the majority of the students agreed (M=3.55, SD=1.1,
t=14.27) with the statement that their university teachers give individual attention to their
students. It also revealed that 71% of the respondents agreed that their teachers give them
individual attention. The table points out that the majority of the students (M=3.75,
SD=1.0, t=21.46) have mutual trust with their teachers and also shows that 75% of
responding students agreed that they enjoy mutual trust with their university teachers.
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The results in table 4.4 pointed out that the majority of the students have shown
positive feelings with regards to the personal attention aspect in the student teacher
relationship variable. The students responded with the maximum level (79%) of
agreement with statement that their teachers are friendly, and showed a minimum level
(71%) of agreement with the statement that their teachers give individual attention to
their students.
The overall analysis of student-teacher relationship variable in three different
aspects given in table 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 shows that the majority of the students have
portrayed a positive relationship with their teachers; however in the aspect of objectivity
the respondents have shown a minimum level of agreement as compared to the other two
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aspects.
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Figure1. Student-teacher relationship and percentage of agreement
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Table 4.5
Cheating aspect in Academic Integrity
Statement

M

SD t

%

I never copied another student's computer work instead of writing
my own

3.76 1.12 19.29* 75

I never used fabricated or falsified bibliography

3.61 1.17 14.93* 72

I never took help from others on assignments when teachers asked
me for individual work

3.30 1.20 7.19* 66

I never used fabricated or falsified research data

3.68 1.11 17.62* 73

I never received unpermitted help on an assignment

3.71 1.03 19.59* 74

I never copied another student's homework

3.72 1.12 18.56* 74

I never copied another student's homework by using digital means
(email etc.)

3.90 1.07 23.97* 77

I never collaborated with others on a writing assignment that was
assigned as individual work

3.45 1.17 11.10* 69

*p<.05
To find out the level of agreement on Likert scale one sample t-test was applied
which helps to decide whether respondents fall on neutral, agreed or disagreed side with
regards to cheating in academic integrity. Results in table 4.5 show that most of the
university students agreed (M=3.76, SD=1.12, t=19.29) with the statement that they never
copied another student‘s computer work instead of writing their own. The results also
illustrate that 75% of respondents agreed that they had never copied another student‘s
computer work instead of writing their own.
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Results in table 4.5 demonstrate that most of the university students agreed
(M=3.61, SD=1.17, t=14.93) with the statement that they never used fabricated or
falsified bibliography. The results also illustrate that 72% of respondents agreed that they
never used fabricated or falsified bibliography. The table also pointed out that the
majority of the students agreed (M=3.30, SD=1.20, t=7.19) that they never took help
from others on assignments when teachers asked for individual work and 66% of
respondents said that they never took help from others on assignments.
Results in table 4.5 illustrate that most of the university students agreed (M=3.68,
SD=1.11, t=17.62) with the statement that they never used fabricated or falsified research
data. The results also illustrate that 73% of respondents agreed that they never used
fabricated or falsified research data. The table also pointed out that the majority of the
students agreed (M=3.71, SD=1.03, t=19.59) that they never received unpermitted help
on an assignment. The results also show that 74% of the respondents opined that they
never received unpermitted help on an assignment.
Results in table 4.5 pointed out that most of the university students agreed
(M=3.72, SD=1.12, t=18.56) with the statement that they never copied another student‘s
home work. The results also illustrate that 74% of respondents agreed that they never
copied another student‘s home work. The table also pointed out that the majority of the
students agreed (M=3.90, SD=1.07, t=23.97) that they never copied another student's
homework by using digital means like email etc. It also revealed that 77 % of the
respondents asserted that they had never copied another student's homework by using
digital means.
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Table 4.5 also indicates that the majority of the students agreed (M=3.45, SD=
1.17, t=11.10) that they had never collaborated with others on a writing assignment that
was assigned as individual work. The results also show that 69% of the students agreed
that they had never collaborated with others on a writing assignment that was assigned as
individual work.
The table 4.5 illustrates that the responding students shown positive behavior
towards cheating in academic integrity. However, the students responded with minimum
level of agreement (66% ) with the statement that they never took help from others on
assignments when teachers had asked them for individual work and exhibited a
maximum level of agreement (77%) with the statement that they never copied another
student's homework by using digital means (email etc.).
Table 4.6
Plagiarism aspect in Academic Integrity
Statements
I never submitted a paper copied, at least in part, from another
student's paper, whether or not the student is currently taking the
classes.

M
3.89

SD
1.02

t
25.10*

%
77

I never copied a few sentences from a book/magazine/journal
(printed) without citing them in a research based paper submitted to
my teachers.

3.70

1.09

18.50*

74

I never submitted a paper from a "paper mill" (a paper written and
previously submitted by another student) and claimed it as my own
work

4.14

.99

32.88*

82

I never copied a few sentences of material from an electronic source
- e.g., the Internet - without citing it in a paper I submitted.

3.68

1.13

17.29*

73

I never submitted a research paper purchased or obtained from a
Web site and claimed it as my own work.

3.95

1.05

25.96*

79

I never copied material, almost word for word, from any written
source and turned it in as my own work.

3.98

.98

28.45*

79

*p<.05
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To find out the level of agreement on Likert scale one sample t-test was applied
which helps to decide whether respondents fall on neutral, agreed or disagreed side with
regard to plagiarism in academic integrity. Results in table 4.6 show that most of the
university students agreed (M=3.89, SD=1.12, t=19.29) with the statement that they never
submitted a paper copied, at least in part, from another student's paper, whether or not the
student is currently taking the classes. The results also illustrate that 77% of respondents
agreed that they never submitted a paper copied, at least in part, from another student's
paper, whether or not the student is currently taking the classes.
Results in table 4.6 show that most of the university students agreed (M=3.70,
SD=1.09, t=18.50) with the statement that they never copied any sentences from a
book/magazine /journal (printed) without citing them in a research based paper submitted
to their teachers. The results also illustrate that 74% of respondents agreed that they never
copied a few sentences from a book/magazine/journal (printed) without citing them in a
research based paper submitted to their teachers.
Table 4.6 shows that most of the university students agreed (M=4.14, SD=.99,
t=32.88) with the statement that they never submitted a paper from a "paper mill" (a
paper written and previously submitted by another student) and claimed it as their own
work. The results also illustrate that 82% of respondents agreed that they never submitted
a paper from a "paper mill" (a paper written and previously submitted by another student)
and claimed it as their own work
Table 4.6 show that most of the university students agreed (M=3.68, SD=1.13,
t=17.29) with the statement that they never copied a few sentences of material from an
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electronic source - e.g., the Internet - without citing it in a paper. The results also pointed
that 73% of respondents agreed that they never copied a few sentences of material from
an electronic source without citing it in a paper.
Results in table 4.6 show that most of the university students agreed (M=3.95,
SD=1.05, t=25.96) with the statement that they never submitted a research paper
purchased or obtained from a web site and claimed it as their own work. The results also
pointed out that 79% of respondents agreed that they never submitted a research paper
purchased or obtained from a web site and claimed it as their own work.
Results in table 4.6 show that most of the university students agreed (M=3.98,
SD=.98, t=28.45) with the statement that they never copied material, almost word for
word, from any written source and turned it in as their own work. The results also
portrayed that 79% of respondents agreed that they never copied material, almost word
for word, from any written source and turned it in as their own work.
Table 4.6 illustrates that the responding students exhibited positive behavior
towards plagiarism in academic integrity. However, the students responded with a
minimum level of agreement (73%) about the statement that they had never copied a few
sentences of material from an electronic source without citing it in a paper and showed
the maximum level of agreement (82%) about the statement that they had never
submitted paper from a "paper mill" (a paper written and previously submitted by another
student) and claimed it as their own work.
The overall analysis of academic integrity variable in two different aspects given
in table 4.5 and 4.6 shows that the majority of the students have shown a positive
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response with regards to academic integrity; however in the aspect of cheating the

Percentage of Agreement

respondents have exhibited a lesser degree of hesitation as compared to plagiarism.
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Figure2. Academic integrity and level of agreement
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Table 4.7
Student-Teacher Relationship among Male and Female Students

Student-Teacher Relationship

Male
(n=506)
M
SD
3.72
.71

Female
(n=312)
M
SD
3.72
.67

t
.12

P
.90

Strongly Disagree=1- Strongly Agree= 5
Independent t-test was applied to test the mean difference in student-teacher
relationship among male and female students. Results in Table 4.7 show that there is no
statistically significant difference (p>.05) in student-teacher relationship among male and
female students studying in universities of Pakistan. The results revealed that the level of
student-teacher relationship among male (M=3.72, SD=.71) is not different from that of
the female (M=3.72, SD=.67) student-teacher relationship.
Table 4.8
Academic Integrity between Male and Female Students

Academic Integrity

Male
(n=506)
M
SD
3.73
.76

Female
(n=312)
M
SD
3.78
.69

t
-.89

P
.38

Strongly Disagree=1- Strongly Agree= 5
Independent t-test was applied to test the mean difference in academic integrity
among male and female students. Results in Table 4.8 show that there is no statistically
significant difference (p>.05) in academic integrity between male and female students
studying in universities of Pakistan. However, the level of academic integrity among
female students (M=3.78, SD=.76) is higher than the level among male students (M=3.73,
SD=.69).
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Table 4.9
Student-Teacher Relationship among Public and Private Sector Universities

Student-Teacher Relationship

Public Sector
(n=436)
M
SD
3.63
.67

Universities
Private Sector
(n=382)
M
SD
3.83
.70

t
.15

P
.000

Strongly Disagree=1-Strongly Agree= 5
To find out the difference in mean score of student-teacher relationship among
students of public and private sector universities of Pakistan, independent t-test was
applied and results in table 4.9 show that there is a statistically significant difference of
opinion among students of Public & Private Sector Universities in student-teacher
relationship (p<.001). The results also illustrate that the level of student-teacher
relationship among students of private sector universities (M=3.83, SD=.70) is higher
than students of public sector universities (M=3.63, SD=.67).
Table 4.10
Academic Integrity among Public and Private Sector Universities

Academic Integrity

Universities
Public Sector
Private Sector
(n=436)
(n=382)
M
SD
M
SD
3.66
.72
3.85
.74

t
.31

P
.000

Strongly Disagree=1-Strongly Agree= 5
To find out the difference in mean score of academic integrity among students of
public and private sector universities of Pakistan, independent t-test was applied and
results in table 4.10 show that there is a statistically significant difference of opinion
among students of Public & Private Sector Universities in academic integrity (p<.001)
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among students of public and private sector universities. The results also illustrate that
the level of academic integrity among students of private sector universitie s (M=3.85,
SD=.74) is higher than students studying in public sector universities (M=3.66, SD=.72).
Table 4.11
Student-Teacher Relationship among students at different levels of studies in Pakistani
universities
Undergraduate

Graduate

Post

(n=426)

(n=342)

Graduate
(n=50)

M

SD

Student-Teacher
3.71
.67
Relationship
Strongly Disagree=1-Strongly Agree= 5

M

SD

3.78 .71

ANOVA

M

SD

F

P

3.42

.67

6.209 .002

To explore the mean difference in student-teacher relationship among students
studying at different levels one way ANOVA was applied. The results in table 4.11 reveal
that there is a statistically significant difference (p<.01) in student-teacher relationship
among students studying at different levels in Pakistani universities. The results indicate
that the level of student-teacher relationship studying at graduate level (M=3.78, SD=.71)
is higher than students studying at undergraduate level (M=3.71, SD=.67) and students at
post graduate level (M=3.42, SD=.67).
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Table 4.12
Student-Teacher Relationship and Academic Integrity among students at different levels
of studies in Pakistani universities

Academic Integrity

Undergraduate

Graduate

Post Graduate

(n=426)

(n=342)

(n=50)
M

SD

F

P

3.88

.51

.939

.391

M

SD

M

SD

3.75

.77

3.73 .72

ANOVA

Strongly Disagree=1-Strongly Agree= 5
To explore the mean difference in academic integrity among students studying at
different levels one way ANOVA was applied. The results in table 4.12 reveal that there
is no statistically difference (p>.05) in academic integrity among students studying at
different levels in Pakistani Universities. The results also show that the level of academic
integrity among students studying at post graduate level is (M=3.88, SD=.51) higher than
students studying at graduate level (M=3.73, SD=.72) and students studying at
undergraduate level (M=3.75, SD=.77).
Table 4.13
Student-Teacher Relationship among students of different faculties
Social
Sciences
(n=313)
M
SD

Science &
Technology
(n=454)
M
SD

Student-Teacher
3.73
.70
3.71
Relation
Strongly Disagree=1-Strongly Agree= 5

.70

Humanities &
Arts
(n=51)
M
SD
3.81

.56

ANOVA
F

p

.557 .573

To find out the mean difference in student-teacher relationship among students
studying at different levels one way ANOVA was applied. The results in table 4.13 show
that there is no statistical mean difference (p>.05) in student-teacher relationship among
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students studying in different faculties in Pakistani universities. The results indicate that
the level of student-teacher relationship studying in the faculty of Humanities & Arts
(M=3.81, SD=.56) is higher than students studying in the faculty of Social Sciences
(M=3.73, SD=.70) and students in the faculty of Science & Technology (M=3.71,
SD=.70).
Table 4.14
Academic Integrity among students of different faculties
Social
Sciences
(n=313)
M
SD

Science &
Technology
(n=454)
M
SD

Academic Integrity
3.74
.74
3.74
Strongly Disagree=1-Strongly Agree= 5

.74

Humanities &
Arts
(n=51)
M
SD

ANOVA

3.85

.533 .587

.67

F

p

To find out the mean difference in academic integrity among students studying at
different levels one way ANOVA was applied. The results in table 4.14 show that there is
no statistically mean difference (p>.05) in academic integrity among students studying at
different levels in Pakistani Universities.
The results also show that the level of academic integrity among students studying
in the faculty of Humanities & Arts (M=3.85, SD=.67) is higher than students studying in
the faculty of Social Sciences (M=3.74, SD=.74) and students in faculty of the Science &
Technology (M=3.74, SD=.74).
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Table 4.15
Student-Teacher Relationship among students with different GPAs

Student-Teacher
Relationship

<2.50
2.50-2.99 3.00-3.49 3.50-4.00
n=74
n=208
n=372
n=164
M
SD M
SD M
SD M
SD

ANOVA
F
p

3.41 .65 3.67 .73 3.77 .70 3.80 .62

6.773 <.001

Strongly Disagree=1-Strongly Agree= 5
One way ANOVA was applied to know the mean difference in student-teacher
relationship among students studying in Pakistani universities with different GPAs. The
results in table 4.15 show that there is a statistically significant mean difference (p<.001)
in student-teacher relationship among students studying in Pakistani universities with
different GPA. The results show that the statistical mean score of students with a GPA of
3.50-4.00 (M=3.80, SD=.62) and 3.00-3.49 (M=3.77, SD=.70) is greater than students
who have a GPA of 2.50-2.99 (M=3.67, SD=.73) and (M=3.41, SD=.65).
Table 4.16
Academic Integrity among students with different GPAs

Academic Integrity

<2.50
2.50-2.99 3.00-3.49 3.50-4.00
n=74
n=208
n=372
n=164
M
SD M
SD M
SD M
SD

ANOVA
F
p

3.47 .74 3.75 .74 3.79 .72 3.79 .74

4.106 .007

Strongly Disagree=1-Strongly Agree= 5
One way ANOVA was applied to know the mean difference in academic integrity
among students studying in Pakistani universities with different GPAs. The results show
that there is a statistically significant mean difference (p<.01) in academic integrity
among students studying in different Pakistani Universities with different GPAs.
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The results also show that the level of academic integrity among students studying
in Pakistani universities with a GPA of 3.50-4.00 (M=3.79, SD=.74) and 3.00-3.49
(M=3.79, SD=.72) is higher than the students with a GPA of 2.50-2.99 (M=3.75, SD=.74)
and a GPA <2.50 (M=3.47, SD=.74).
Table 4.17
Student-Teacher Relationship among students belonging to different age groups

Student-Teacher Relation

16-20
(n=195)
M
SD
3.92 .61

21-25
(n=559)
M
SD
3.67 .69

>26
(n=64)
M
SD
3.60 .83

ANOVA
F
p
11.135 <.001

Strongly Disagree=1-Strongly Agree= 5
To find out the mean difference in student-teacher relationship among students
studying in Pakistani universities in different age groups one way ANOVA was applied.
The results in table 4.17 show that there is a statistically significant mean difference
(p<.001) in student-teacher relationship among students studying in Pakistani universities
in different age groups. The results indicate that the mean score of student-teacher
relationship in the age group 16-20 is higher (M=3.92, SD=.61) than the mean score in
the age group of 21-25 (M=3.67, SD=.69) and age group >26 (M=3.60, SD=.83).
Table 4.18
Academic Integrity among students with different age group

Academic Integrity

16-20
(n=195)
M
SD
3.97 .61

Strongly Disagree=1-Strongly Agree= 5

21-25
(n=559)
M
SD
3.67 .72

>26
(n=64)
M
SD
3.72 .82

ANOVA
F
p
12.140 <.001
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To find out the mean difference in academic integrity among students studying in
Pakistani universities in different age groups one way ANOVA was applied. The results
in table 4.18 show that there is a statistically significant mean difference (p>.001) in
academic integrity among students in different age groups in Pakistani universities. The
results also show that level of academic integrity among students of age group 16-20 is
higher (M=3.97, SD=.61) than in the age group 21-25 (M=3.67, SD=.72) and the age
group >26 (M=3.72, SD=.82).
Table 4.19
Student-Teacher Relationship among students of different provinces

Student-Teacher
Relationship

Federal
Punjab
Sindh
KPK
Baluchistan
(n=194)
(n=189)
(n=185)
(n=200)
(n=50)
M
SD M
SD M
SD M
SD M
SD

ANOVA
F
p

3.75 .68 3.68 .63 3.61 .66 3.84 .77 3.69

3.029 .017

.69

Strongly Disagree=1-Strongly Agree= 5
To find out the mean difference in student-teacher relationship among students of
different provinces, one way ANOVA was applied. The results in table 4.19 show that
there is a statistically significant mean difference (p<.05) in student-teacher relationship
among students of different provinces studying in Pakistani universities. The results in
table 4.19 indicate that the mean score of student-teacher relationship of KPK universities
(M=3.84, SD=.77) and Federal universities (M=3.75, SD=.68) is higher than universities
of the Punjab province (M=3.68, SD=.63), Sindh (M=3.61, SD=.66) and Baluchistan
(M=3.69, SD=.69).

95

Table 4.20
Academic Integrity among students of different provinces
Federal
Punjab
Sindh
KPK
Baluchistan
(n=194)
(n=189)
(n=185)
(n=200)
(n=50)
M
SD M
SD M
SD M
SD M
SD
Academic
3.63 .69 3.58 .79 3.83 .60 3.93 .79 3.84
Integrity
Strongly Disagree=1-Strongly Agree= 5

.73

ANOVA
F
p
7.823 <.001

To find out the mean difference in academic integrity among students of different
provinces, one way ANOVA was applied. The results in table 4.20 show that there is a
statistically significant mean difference (p<.001) in academic integrity among students of
different provinces in Pakistani universities. The results indicate that the mean score of
academic integrity amongst students of all four Pakistani provinces can be ranged in
descending order as of KPK (M=3.93, SD=.79) than Baluchistan (M=3.84, SD=.73),
Sindh (M=3.83, SD=.60), Federal (M=3.63, SD=.69) and Punjab (M=3.58, SD=.79).
Table 4.21
Student-Teacher Relationship among students studying in universities of HEC different
categories
Universities

Student-Teacher Relation

Small
(n=196)
M
SD

Medium
(n=433)
M
SD

Large
(n=189)
M
SD

ANOVA
F
P

3.93

3.67

3.64

11.885

.80

.63

.67

Strongly Disagree=1- Strongly Agree= 5
One way ANOVA was applied to find out the difference in student-teacher
relationship among students studying in universities categorized by HEC as small,
medium and large scale universities. The results in table 4.21 show that there is a

<.001
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statistically significant mean difference (p<.001) in student-teacher relationship among
students of universities of Pakistan categorized by HEC as small, medium and large
scale.
The results indicate that the mean score of student-teacher relationship of
universities in small category (M=3.93, SD=.80) is higher than medium (M=3.67,
SD=.63) and large category universities (M=3.64, SD=.67).
Table 4.22
Academic Integrity among students studying in universities of HEC different categories

Academic Integrity

Small
Universities
(n=196)
M
SD

Medium
Universities
(n=433)
M
SD

Large
Universities
(n=189)
M
SD

3.92

3.70

3.69

.80

.71

.70

ANOVA
F

P

7.457

<.001

Strongly Disagree=1- Strongly Agree= 5
One way ANOVA was applied to find out the difference in academic integrity
among students studying in universities categorized by HEC in small, medium and large
scale universities. The results in table 4.22 show that there is a statistically significant
mean difference (p<.001) in academic integrity among students of universities of
Pakistan categorized by HEC in small, medium and large universities. The results also
show that the level of academic integrity among students of small universities (M=3.92,
SD=.80) is higher than medium (M=3.70, SD=.71) and large universities (M=3.69,
SD=.70).
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Table 4.23
Relationship between Student-Teacher Relationship and Academic Integrity among
students of Pakistani universities by Spearman's rho
Relationship

n

R

P

Student-Teacher Relationship vs Academic Integrity

818 .459 <.001

To find out the correlations between student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity among students studying in universities of Pakistan, Spearman‘s rho test was
applied. The results in table 4.23 show that there is a statistically significant correlation
among student-teacher relationship and academic integrity (r= .459, p<.001) between the
student-teacher relationship and the academic integrity. The results also show that there is
a positive and moderate relationship meaning the greater the student-teacher relationship
the better is academic integrity among students studying in different universities of
Pakistan.
Table 4.24
Relationship between Student-Teacher Relationship and Academic Integrity among
Students of Different Level of Studies
Relationship

Student-Teacher Relationship vs

Undergraduate
Students
(n=426)
.495**

Graduate
Students
(n=342)
.446**

Post Graduate
Students
(n=50)
.305*

Academic Integrity
**p<.01, *p<.05
To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity among students studying in universities of Pakistan at different levels of study,
Spearman‘s rho test was applied. The results in table 4.24 show that there is a statistically
significant correlation (r= .495, p<.01) between the student-teacher relationship and
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academic integrity among undergraduate students. There is also a statistically significant
correlation (r= .446, p<.01) between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity
among graduate students and s statistically significant correlation between studentteacher relationship and academic integrity (r= .305, p<.05) among post graduate
students of universities of Pakistan.
The results in table 4.24 also show that there is a positive and moderate
relationship between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity, meaning that
the greater the student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among
undergraduate, graduate and post graduate students studying in different universities of
Pakistan.
Table 4.25
Relationship between Student-Teacher Relationship and Academic Integrity among
students studying in different faculties in Pakistani universities by Spearman's rho
Relationship

Student-Teacher

Students from
Faculty of Social
Sciences
(n=313)
.436**

Students from
Faculty of Science &
Technology
(n=454)
.482**

Students from
Faculty Humanities
& Arts
(n=51)
.275

Relationship vs
Academic Integrity
**p<.01
To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity among students studying in universities of Pakistan at different levels of studies,
Spearman‘s rho test was applied. The results in table 4.25 show that there is a statistically
significant correlation(r= .436, p<.01) between the student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity among students of the faculty of social sciences. There is also a
statistically significant correlation (r= .482, p<.01) between student-teacher relationship
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and academic integrity among students of the faculty of social sciences and a positive
correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity (r= .275, p>.05)
among students studying in the faculty of humanities & arts in universities of Pakistan.
The results in table 4.25 also show that there is a positive and moderate
relationship between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity, meaning that
the greater the student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among
students of the faculty of social sciences and the faculty of science and technology;
however there is a lower level positive correlation among students studying in the faculty
of humanities and arts in different universities of Pakistan.
Table 4.26
Relationship between Student-Teacher Relationship and Academic Integrity among
students studying in Public and Private Sector Pakistani universities by Spearman's rho
Relationship
Student-Teacher Relationship vs Academic Integrity

Public Sector Private Sector
(n=436)
(n=382)
.371**
.549**

**p<.01
To find out the relationship between student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity among students studying in private and public sector universities of Pakistan,
Spearman‘s rho test was applied. The results in table 4.26 show that there is a statistically
significant correlation(r= .371, p<.01) between student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity among students of public sector universities of Pakistan. There is also a
statistically significant correlation (r= .549, p<.01) between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity among students of private sector universities.
The results in table 4.26 also show that there is a positive and moderate
correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity, meaning that the
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greater the student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among students
of private and public sector universities of Pakistan.
Table 4.27
Relationship between Student-Teacher Relationship and Academic Integrity among
University students studying in Different Provinces by Spearman's rho
Relationship

Student-Teacher

Students
from
Federal
(n=194)
.283**

Students
from
Punjab
(n=189)
.492**

Students
from
Sindh
(n=185)
.302**

Students
Students from
from KPK Baluchistan
(n=185)
(n=50)
.702**

.452**

Relationship vs
Academic Integrity
**p<.01
To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity among students studying in universities of different provinces of Pakistan,
Spearman‘s rho test was applied.
The results in table 4.27 show that there is a statistically significant correlation (r=
.283, p<.01) between the student-teacher relationship and the academic integrity among
students of Federal universities of Pakistan. It also shows that there is a statistically
significant correlation (r= .492, p<.01) between student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity among university students of Punjab province. There is also a
statistically significant correlation (r= .302, p<.01) between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity among university students of Sindh province.
Table 4.27 illustrates that there is a statistically significant correlations (r= .702,
p<.01) between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among university
students of KPK province. The results also indicate that there is a significant correlation
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(r= .452, p<.01) between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among
university students of Baluchistan province.
The results in table 4.27 also show that there is a positive and moderate
correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity, meaning that the
greater the student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among students
of the Punjab and Baluchistan province. It also show a positive and high relationship
between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among students of the KPK
province and a positive and low level of relationship between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity among students of Federal universities and the Sindh province.
Table 4.28
Relationship between Student-Teacher Relationship and Academic Integrity among
students studying in different universities categorized by HEC by Spearman's rho
Relationship

Students from
Small Universities
(n=196)

Student-Teacher

.620**

Students from
Medium
Universities
(n=433)
.414**

Students from
Large Universities
(n=189)
.360**

Relationship vs
Academic Integrity
**p<.01
To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity among students studying in universities categorized as small, medium and large
universities, Spearman‘s rho test was applied.
The results in table 4.28 show that there is a statistically significant correlations
(r= .620, p<.01) between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among
students studying in small scale universities. The results also show that there is a
statistically significant correlation (r= .414, p<.01) between student-teacher relationship
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and academic integrity among students studying in HEC medium category universities.
The table 4.28 also shows that there is a statistically significant correlation (r= .360,
p<.01) between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among students
studying in HEC large category universities.
The results in table 4.28 show that there is a positive and moderate relationship
between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity, meaning that the greater the
student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among students studying at
medium and large scale universities. It also shows a positive and high relationship
between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among students studying in
small scale universities.
Table 4.29
Relationship between Student-Teacher Relationship and Academic Integrity among
students studying in Pakistani universities with different GPAs by Spearman's rho
Relationship

Student-Teacher Relationship vs

<2.50
GPA
(n=74)
.410**

2.50-2.99
GPA
(n=208)
.495**

3.00-3.49
GPA
(n=372)
.453**

3.504.00
(n=164)
.348**

Academic Integrity
**p<.01
To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity
among students studying in universities with different GPAs, Spearman‘s rho test was
applied.
The results in table 4.29 show that there is a high and significant correlation (r=
.410, p<.01) between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among
university students with a GPA > 2.5 . It also indicate that there is a statistically
significant correlation (r= .495, p<.01) between student-teacher relationship and
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academic integrity among university students with a 2.5-2.99 GPA. The results illustrate
that there is a statistically significant correlation (r= .453, p<.01) between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among university students with a GPA of 3.0-3.49
GPA and also show a statistically significant correlation (r= .348, p<.01) between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among university students with a
GPA of 3.5-4.00.
The results in table 4.29 show that there is a positive and moderate correlation
between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity, meaning that the greater the
student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among students who have
different GPAs having different GPA.
Table 4.30
Relationship between Student-Teacher Relationship and Academic Integrity among Male
& Female of Pakistani universities by Spearman's rho
Relationship
Student-Teacher Relationship vs Academic Integrity

Male
(n=506)
.483**

Female
(n=312)
.413**

**p<.01
To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity among male and female students studying in Pakistani universities, Spearman‘s
rho test was applied.
There is a statistically significant correlation (r= .483, p<.01) between studentteacher relationship and academic integrity among male students studying in universities
of Pakistan. There is also a statistically significant correlation (r= .413, p<.01) between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among female students studying in
Pakistani universities.
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The results in table 4.30 show that there is a positive and moderate relationship
between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity, meaning that the greater the
student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among male and female
students studying in Pakistani universities.
Table 4.31
Relationship between Student-Teacher Relationship and Academic Integrity among
students of Different Age Groups studying in Pakistani universities by Spearman's rho
Relationship
Student-Teacher Relationship vs Academic Integrity

Age 16-20 Age 21-25 Age >26
(n=195)
(n=559)
(n=64)
.560**
.397**
.551**

**p<.01
To find out the correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity among students studying in various universities and belonging to different age
groups, Spearman‘s rho test was applied.
The results in table 4.31 show that there is a statistically significant correlation (r=
.560, p<.01) between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among
university students belonging to the age group of 16-20 years. The table also shows that
there is a statistically significant correlation (r= .397, p<.01) between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among university students in the age group of 21-25.
The results also indicate that there is a statistically significant correlations (r= .551,
p<.01) between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among university
students lying in the age group of >26.
The results in table 4.31 show that there is a positive and moderate relationship
between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity, indicating that the greater
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the student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among students of
different age groups.
Table 4.32
Responses on Open Ended Questions on Student Teacher relationship & Academic
Integrity
Statements

Frequency (%)

Teaching methodology is not appropriate

4(8.8%)

There are some teachers who mostly favor girls and go so far as to completely

5(11.1%)

ignore the boys
Level/expectations of teachers are higher than usual/required

2(4.4%)

Favoritism and discrimination

5 (11.1%)

Level of cooperation /confidence/relationship need to be addressed

15(33.3%)

Teachers are highly qualified and respectful

5 (11.1%)

Elimination of plagiarism in studies is essential for academic integrity

3(6.7%)

Teacher‘s don‘t give a positive response

4(8.8%)

The table 4.32 shows that among the respondents of this study 5.5% (n=45),
expressed their opinion against open ended question asked in the questionnaire regarding
student teacher relationship and academic integrity. Every respondent owns a subjective
and exclusive way of thinking and they have expressed their opinion in terms of
favoritism, gender, discrimination, inappropriate teaching methodology, higher
level/expectation of teachers etc.
The table 4.32 also shows that the majority of students (33.3%) who responded to
the open ended questions said that their teachers are very cooperative and 11.1% said
their teachers are highly qualified and respectable. However, most of the responses
observed through open ended questions were somewhat critical and explanatory in
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nature. The results in table 4.32 show that 8.8% students who responded to open ended
questions were of the view that the teaching methodology of teachers is not appropriate,
11.1% discussed favoritism and discrimination, and moreover, 11.1% responded that
females were given undue favour in studies. It also shows that 8.8% students contended
that teachers don‘t give positive responses. It also illustrates that 4.4% said that their
teachers expect more than what actually is required. The results also show that 6.7% of
the responding students agreed that plagiarism should be eliminated.
Table 4.33:
Regression Analysis: Impact of Student-Teacher Relationship on Academic Integrity in
Pakistani universities
SS

df

MS

F

p

Regression

87.24

1

87.24

201.66

<.001

Residual

352.99

816

.433

Total

440.22

817

Note: R2 =.198
The ANOVA table shows that the overall model is highly significant as p<.001.
The correlation co-efficient (R=.445) indicates that there is a medium, positive
correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity. This means that
the greater the student-teacher relationship the better will be academic honesty.
However, the value of co-efficient of determination (R2 =.198) means that 19.8%
variation in the academic integrity is explained by its linear relationship with the studentteacher relationship.
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Table 4.34:
Regression Analysis: Impact of Student-Teacher Relationship on Academic Integrity in
Pakistani universities

Variables

B

SE

(Constant)

1.994

.126

.472

.033

Student-Teacher
Relation

β

.445

t

p

15.857

<0.001

14.201

<0.001

From the coefficient table the estimated model for the variables: Y=1.994+.472X.
Here, the regression constant a=1.994 means the average academic integrity is 1.994
when no student-teacher relationship exists. The regression coefficient b=.472 means that
when the student-teacher relationship increases one unit the academic integrity increases
.472 units. Both the regression constant and regression coefficient are highly significant
as p<.001.
Summary of Chapter
Quantitative analysis revealed that a correlation between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity exist in universities of Pakistan. It was also found that
the student-teacher relationship has a positive impact on academic integrity, which means
that the better the student-teacher relationship the better will be academic integrity among
students of Pakistani universities. It was found that there is a statistically significant
correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among students
studying in Pakistani universities. It was also found that a positive and moderate
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relationship exists between the teachers and students which mean that the greater the
student-teacher relationship the better is the academic integrity among students.
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Chapter 5
CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter discusses the main findings of the research with regard to impact of
student-teacher relationship on academic integrity in Pakistani universities. The chapter
also includes some recommendations. It also suggests guidelines for further researches.
5.1

Scope and Conduct of the Study

The main objective of this study was to find out the impact of the student-teacher
relationship on academic integrity in Pakistani universities. To achieve this objective
quantitative data was collected through questionnaire. As the study was descriptive in
nature therefore a self reporting questionnaire was used to collect data from students.
The study had two major variables in which Student-Teacher Relationship was
the independent while Academic Integrity was the dependent variable. Demographic
variables were added as Independent Variables in order to check their impact on
Academic Integrity.
Part-1 of questionnaire was based on understanding the nature of the studentteacher relationship after modifying the scale developed by Shah (2009). The studentteacher relationship response was collected using 5 point Likert Scale from strongly agree
to strongly disagree with the help of 13 statements. Part-2 of the questionnaire was
adapted to understand the status of academic integrity among students of universities of
Pakistan after modification to the ―Ferguson Academic Integrity Student Survey‖
developed by Lauren Ferguson by using the five-point Likert scale from strongly agree to
strongly disagree. The second part of the Academic Integrity Scale consisted of 15
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statements. The third part was the demographic information which was considered as an
Independent Variable to check its impact on the Academic Integrity level of respondents.
There were three open ended questions included in the questionnaire to ascertain
the opinion of respondents with reference to each variable. The questionnaire was
developed on the basis of available literature, related studies and was conducted under the
guidance of a supervisor.
In order to validate items, the panel of experts was requested to refine the items,
in format and language, in order to make the questionnaires simple and understandable.
In the light of feedback received from the experts, the questionnaire was finalized. On the
basis of the experts‘ opinion the questionnaire was translated into Urdu from the English
language.
The study was pilot tested in order to know the reliability of the Instrument. The
questionnaire was administered to 100 students of University of the Punjab, Lahore. The
researcher personally visited and administered relevant questionnaires and the
respondents were requested to give their suggestions freely for the improvement of the
questionnaires. These results of the pretest were analyzed using the Software Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) version 16.0. For determining the reliability of these instruments,
Cronbach‘s Alpha was applied to calculate the internal consistency of items. In scale of
―Student-Teacher Relationship‖ 13 statements were added and the reliability of the scale
according to Cronbach‘s Alpha was 0.924. For the second part, the Academic Integrity
Scale consisted of 15 statements and Cronbach‘s Alpha was 0.700. However, with the
exclusion of one statement, the scale ―Academic Integrity‖ for 14 items and reliability of
scale was 0.875 according to Cronbach‘s Alpha was 0.924.
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The researcher distributed 900 questionnaires and received back 818. The overall
response rate was 91 percent. The data collected through survey was analyzed according
to the research questions.
Findings of this study are interesting as they clearly indicate impact of studentteacher relationship on academic integrity. It was found that there is a positive
relationship between student-teacher relationships among gender.
5.2

Research Findings

An effort was made to draw a clear picture of student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity in Pakistani Universities through the analysis of data collected with
the help of questionnaire developed for this particular study.
There were a total of 818 respondents of the study with 61.9% male and 38.1%
female students. It was found that there were 52.1% undergraduate students, 41.8% were
graduate and 6.1% were post graduate students among the respondents, in other words
undergraduates were the maximum and post graduates were the minimum number of
respondents. It was also found that 38.3% of the responding students were from the
faculty of social sciences, 55.5% students were from the faculty of science and
technology and 6.2% responding students were from the faculty of humanities and arts
from sample universities of Pakistan.
It was revealed through collected data that responding students with a GPA of <
2.5 were 9%, students with a GPA of 2.50-2.99 were 25.4%, students with a GPA of
3.00-3.49 were 45.5% and students with a GPA 3.50-4.00 were 20%. 53.3% of the
respondents were from public sector universities and 46.7% were from private sector
universities.
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The demographic results also indicated that 23.7% of the students were from
universities situated in the federal capital of Pakistan, 23.1% of the responding students
were from Punjab, 22.6% were from universities situated in the Sindh province, 24.4% of
the students were from universities of KPK province and 6.1% of the respondents were
from the Baluchistan province. It was also found that 24% of the responding students
were from universities categorized as large scale universities of Pakistan by HEC, 52.9%
of the students were from medium scale universities of Pakistan as categorized by HEC
and 23.1% of the respondents were from small scale universities of Pakistan as
categorized by HEC.
The demographic data collected through the questionnaire clearly indicates that
the respondents represent both male and female students, they were from public and
private sector universities of four provinces and capital of Pakistan, and represented a
variety of age groups as defined in the research tool. The data also indicates that the
sample students were in reasonable number from public and private sector universities
with different GPAs. Therefore, it can be concluded that the sample truly represents a
population having a variety of characteristics.
The major finding regarding the relationship between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity among students with different level of studies, genders, from
different provinces, with different GPA and from universities of different categories are
given below:-
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Research Question 1: What is the impact of student-teacher relationship on
academic integrity in Pakistani Universities?
It was found that both the regression constant and constant regression is highly
significant. It was found that there is a correlation between student-teacher relationship
and academic integrity. It was also found that the student-teacher relationship has a
positive impact on academic integrity, which means that the better the student-teacher
relationship the better will be academic integrity among students of Pakistani universities.
Research Question 2: What is the level of student-teacher relationship among
students of Pakistani universities?
The student-teacher relationship was tested on the basis of three aspects i.e.
guidance and motivation, objectivity and personal attention. It was found that the
majority of the university students conceded to having a positive relationship with their
teachers; however, in the aspect of objectivity, the respondents have shown a minimum
level of agreement as compared to the other two aspects.
In the factor of guidance and motivation in student teacher relationship, the
majority of the students said they are being guided by their teachers; however, they
showed their concerns over prompt return of assignments. It was also found that the
majority of the students conceded that their teachers give them personal attention and
have a friendly attitude towards them. The same kind of response was observed in open
ended questions. The majority of the students communicated that they have good
relations with their teacher; however, with reference to objectivity, the level was low as
compared to the other two aspects. The response in open ended questions is more
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explanatory where only a few students expressed the concern that there is gender
discrimination and females were given more importance by their teachers. The concern
was also expressed in open ended questions by a few students a few teachers were prone
to practice favoritism and discrimination. A few of the respondents also said that
teachers don‘t come to class prepared, therefore they stay away as they are afraid of
asking questions and another factor was also explored through open ended question
which was that students don‘t feel comfortable with teachers having high qualifications
like Ph.D.
It is generally perceived that the relationship of university teachers with their
students is positive. However, a negative observation is that students in Pakistani
universities feel somewhat discriminated with respect to gender as favoritism is
exhibited towards female students.
Research Question 3: What is the level of academic integrity amongst students of
Pakistani universities?
The level of academic integrity among students of Pakistani universities with the
help of data gathered through survey on the basis of statements covered two factors i.e.
plagiarism and cheating. It was found that in academic integrity, the majority of the
students have shown a positive response with regard to academic integrity; however, in
the aspect of cheating, the respondents have shown a minimum level of agreement as
compared to plagiarism aspects.
It was revealed that the majority of the students have expressed that they have
been positive towards academic integrity with respect to both cheating and plagiarism

115

factors; however it should be kept in mind that there is a reasonable percentage (16%36%) of respondents who admitted that they had indulged in plagiarism and cheating one
way or the other. The questionnaire was self reporting and in such cases the percentage
clearly indicates that the number of students who are involved in cheating and plagiarism
could not be ignored.
Research Question 4: Is there a statistically significant mean difference of studentteacher relationship;
4.1

among male and female students

4.2

among students with different age groups

4.3

among students with different GPAs

4.4

among students studying at different levels

4.5

among students studying in different faculties

4.6

among students of different provinces

4.7

among students of public and private sector universities

4.8

and among students studying in small, medium and large universities

Question 4.1: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores of studentteacher relationship among male and female students studying in Pakistani
Universities?
It was found that there was no statistically significant difference in studentteacher relationship between male and female students studying in universities of
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Pakistan. The results revealed that the level of student-teacher relationship among males
is not different from that of females.
An interesting finding was that there was no difference in mean score between
student-teacher relationship among male and female students. It was also found that the
level of student-teacher relationship among male and female is almost same.
Research Question 4.2: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
in student-teacher relationship among students studying at different levels in
Pakistani Universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant difference in student-teacher
relationship among students studying at different levels in Pakistani universities. It was
also revealed that the level of student-teacher relationship studying at graduate level is
higher than students studying at undergraduate and post graduate levels.
The above findings could be helpful in understanding how students studying at
graduate level are closer to their teachers.
Research Question 4.3: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
in student-teacher relationship among students studying in different faculties in
Pakistani Universities?
It was found that there is no statistically significant mean difference in studentteacher relationship among students studying in different faculties in Pakistani
universities. The findings of the study indicate that that level of student-teacher
relationship in the faculty of Humanities & Arts is higher than that of students studying in
the faculty of Social Sciences and students in the faculty of Science & Technology.
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The findings indicate that students studying in the faculty of humanities and arts
have a better relationship with their teachers and their level of academic integrity is also
higher than the other two faculties. The reason could be the nature of subjects and
methodology involved in it. The factors could be explored with the help of extensive
research in this area.
Research Question 4.4: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
between student-teacher relationships among students studying in different
provinces in Pakistani universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant mean difference in studentteacher relationship among students of different provinces studying in Pakistani
universities. It was also found that the level of student-teacher relationship of KPK
universities and Federal universities is higher than universities of the Punjab province,
Sindh and Baluchistan.
It was observed from the results that the students from small provinces were
closer to their teachers, the reason could be that teachers from Punjab and Federal
universities are busier and they have less time for their students as the teachers are
involved in evening programmes and teach at different institutions. This phenomena
could be explored with the help of separate research.
Research Question 4.5: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
between student-teacher relationship among students in different age groups in
Pakistani universities?
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It was found that there is a statistically significant mean difference in studentteacher relationship among students studying in Pakistani universities in different age
groups. It was also found that the level of student-teacher relationship in the age group
16-20 is higher than that of the age group of 21-25.
The findings clearly indicate that the level of student-teacher relationship in age
group of 16-20 is higher than other age groups. There could be many reasons such as the
fact that with the increase in age people get more engaged in other social activities and
their relation with the teachers may not be as strong .
Research Question 4.6: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
between student-teacher relationship among students studying in small, medium
and large scale universities of Pakistan?
It was found that there is a statistically significant mean difference in studentteacher relationship among students of universities of Pakistan categorized by HEC as
small, medium and large. It was also found that the level of student-teacher relationship
of universities belonging to the small category is higher than medium and large category
universities.
The reason behind the findings that students from small scale universities have
reported a higher level of student-teacher relationship could be that teachers might have
more time for their students and individual attention and guidance could be provided
easily. This aspect of student-teacher relationship can be further studied with the help of
in-depth research.
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Research Question 4.7: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
between student-teacher relationship among students of public and private sector
universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant difference of opinion among
students of Public & Private Sector Universities with reference to student-teacher
relationship. It was also found that the level of student-teacher relationship among
students of private sector universities is higher than students of public sector universities.
The reason why students of private sector universities have reported better
relations with their teachers as compared to students from public sector universities
could be that in the private sector, university teachers provide more time and individual
attention to their students. Moreover, the students in private sector are taken as clients
who are to be given optimum services. This facet of the student-teacher relationship can
be studied in separate research.
Research Question 4.8: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
between student-teacher relationship among students with different GPA?
It was found that there is a statistically significant mean difference in studentteacher relationship among students studying in Pakistani universities with different
GPA. It was also found that the level of student-teacher relationship who have a GPA of
3.50-4.00 and 3.00-3.49 is greater than students who have a GPA of 2.50-2.99 and with a
GPA <2.50.
These are quite interesting findings that students with higher GPA have a higher
level of student-teacher relationship. The reason could be that students who have a better
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GPA are more conscientious and try to interact with their teachers and at the same time
they grasp the teacher‘s attention.
Research Question 5: Is there a statistically significant mean difference in academic
integrity;
5.1

among male and female students,

5.2

among students with different age groups

5.3

among students with different GPA,

5.4

among students studying at different levels,

5.5

among students studying in different faculties

5.6

among students of different provinces,

5.7

among students of public and private sector universities,

5.8

and among students studying in small, medium and large universities,

Question 5.1: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores of
academic integrity among male and female students studying in Pakistani
Universities?
It was found that there was no statistically significant difference in academic
integrity between male and female students studying in universities of Pakistan. The
results revealed that level of academic integrity among female students is higher than that
of male students.
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It is interesting to note that there was no difference in mean score in academic
integrity among male and female students. It was also found that the level of academic
integrity among female is higher than male students which indicates that in Pakistan
female students are more conscious about academic ethics than male students.
Research Question 5.2: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
in academic integrity among students studying at different levels in Pakistani
Universities?
It was found that there is no difference in academic integrity among students
studying at different levels in Pakistani Universities. It was found that the level of
academic integrity among students studying at the post graduate level is higher than
students studying at the graduate level and students studying at the undergraduate level.
The above findings could be helpful in understanding how students studying at
the graduate level are closer to their teachers and why their level of academic integrity is
higher than the other two degree levels.
Research Question 5.3: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
in academic integrity among students studying in different faculties in Pakistani
Universities?
It was found that there is no statistically mean difference in academic integrity
among students studying at different levels in Pakistani universities. The findings of the
study indicate that the level of academic integrity among students studying in the faculty
of Humanities & Arts is higher than students studying in the faculty of Social Sciences
and students in the faculty of Science & Technology.
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The findings indicate that the level of academic integrity among students studying
in the faculty of humanities & arts is higher than the other two faculties. The reason could
be the nature of subjects and methodology involved in it. This factor could be explored
with the help of extensive research in this area.
Research Question 5.4: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
in academic integrity among students studying in different provinces in Pakistani
universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant mean difference in academic
integrity among students of different provinces in Pakistani universities. It was also found
that level of academic integrity among students of KPK is higher than the students in
Baluchistan, Sindh, Federal and Punjab province.
It was observed from the results that the students from small provinces have
reported a higher academic integrity level as compared to students from other provinces.
Research Question 5.5: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
in academic integrity among students in different age groups in Pakistani
universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant mean difference in academic
integrity among students in different age groups in Pakistani universities. It was also
found that the level of academic integrity among students of age group 16-20 is higher
than the age group 21-25 and the age group >26.
The findings clearly indicate that level and academic integrity in the age group of
16-20 is higher than other age groups. There could be a variety of reasons amongst which
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is that with the increase in age, people get more engaged in other social activities and
their relation with the teachers may not be as strong. Nevertheless, an extensive study
would be helpful in understanding this area of research.
Research Question 5.6: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
in academic integrity among students studying in small, medium and large scale
universities of Pakistan?
It was found that there is a statistically significant mean difference in academic
integrity among students of universities of Pakistan categorized by HEC as small,
medium and large universities. The level of academic integrity among students of small
universities is higher than medium and large universities.
The reason behind the findings that students from small scale universities have
reported higher level of academic integrity could be that teachers might have more time
for their students and individual attention and guidance could be provided easily. This
phenomenon can be studied with the help of in-depth research.
Research Question 5.7: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
in academic integrity among students of public and private sector universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant difference in academic integrity
among students of public and private sector universities. It was also found that the level
of academic integrity among students of private sector universities is higher than students
studying in public sector universities.
The reason why students of private sector universities have reported a better level
of academic integrity as compared to students from public sector universities could be
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that in the private sector university teachers provide more time and individual attention to
their students. Moreover, the students in private sector are taken as clients who are to be
given the best services. This could have a positive impact on their academic integrity
level. This impact could be studied in separate research.
Research Question 5.8: Is there a statistically significant difference in mean scores
in academic integrity among students with different GPAs?
It was found that there is a statistically significant mean difference in academic
integrity among students studying in different Pakistani Universities with different GPAs.
It was also found that the level of academic integrity of students with a GPA of 3.504.00 and 3.00-3.49 is greater than students with a GPA of 2.50-2.99 and with a GPA
<2.50. The level of academic integrity among students studying in Pakistani universities
with a GPA of 3.50-4.00 and 3.00-3.49 is higher than the students with a GPA of 2.502.99 and GPA <2.50.
These are quite interesting findings that students with higher GPA have higher
levels of academic integrity. The reason could be that students who have higher GPA
have a higher level of integrity. This could be explored through extensive research.
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Research Question 6: Is there a statistically significant relationship between studentteacher relationship and academic integrity amongst students in Pakistani
Universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant correlation between studentteacher relationship and academic integrity among students studying in Pakistani
universities. It was also found that a positive and moderate relationship exists between
the teachers and students which means that the greater the student-teacher relationship the
better is the academic integrity among students.
The findings of the study are based on data collected through questionnaire. It
clearly indicates that the better the student-teacher relationship the higher the level of
academic integrity.
Research Question 6.1: Is there a statistically significant relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity amongst students studying at
different levels in Pakistani Universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant correlation between the studentteacher relationship and the academic integrity among undergraduate students. There are
statistically significant correlations between student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity among graduate and post graduate students of universities of Pakistan.
It was also found that there is a positive and moderate relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity, which means that the greater the
student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among undergraduate,
graduate and post graduate students studying in different universities of Pakistan.
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Research Question 6.2: Is there a statistically significant relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity amongst students in different
faculties in Pakistani Universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant correlation between the studentteacher relationship and the academic integrity among students of the faculty of social
sciences. There is also a statistically significant correlation between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among students of faculty of social sciences and a
positive correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among
students studying in the faculty of humanities & arts in universities of Pakistan.
It was also found that there is a positive and moderate relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity, which means that the greater the
student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among the students of
faculty of social sciences and the faculty of science and technology; nevertheless there is
a lower level positive correlation among students studying in the faculty of humanities
and arts in different universities of Pakistan.
Research Question 6.3: Is there a statistically significant relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity amongst students studying in
Public and Private Sector Pakistani Universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant correlation between the studentteacher relationship and the academic integrity among students of public sector
universities of Pakistan. There is also a statistically significant correlation between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among students of private sector
universities.
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It was also found that there is a positive and moderate relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity, which means that the greater the
student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among students of private
and public sector universities of Pakistan.
Research Question 6.4: Is there a statistically significant relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity amongst students studying in
Different Provinces in Pakistani Universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant correlation between the studentteacher relationship and the academic integrity among students of Federal universities of
Pakistan. It was also revealed that there is statistically significant correlation between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among university students of the
Punjab province. There is also a statistically significant correlation between studentteacher relationship and academic integrity among university students of the Sindh
province.
It was also found that there is a statistically significant correlation between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among university students of the KPK
province. There is a significant correlation between student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity among university students of the Baluchistan province.
It was found that there is a positive and moderate relationship between studentteacher relationship and academic integrity, which means that the greater the studentteacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among students of the Punjab and
Baluchistan province. There is a positive and high relationship between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among students of KPK province and a positive and
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low level of relationship between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity
among students of Federal universities and the Sindh province.
Research Question 6.5: Is there a statistically significant relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity amongst students in Pakistani
Universities in different categories?
It was found that there is a statistically significant correlation between studentteacher relationship and academic integrity among students studying in small scale
universities. There is also a statistically significant correlation between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among students studying in HEC medium category
universities. It was revealed that there is a statistically significant correlation between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among students studying in HEC
large category universities.
It was also found that there is a positive and moderate relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity, which means that the greater the
student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among students studying in
medium and large scale universities. It was also found that there is a positive and high
relationship between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among students
studying in small scale universities.
Research Question 6.6: Is there a statistically significant relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity amongst students with different
GPAs in Pakistani Universities?
It was found that there is a significant correlation between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among university students with > 2.5 GPA. There is
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also a statistically significant correlation between student-teacher relationship and
academic integrity among university students with a GPA ranging from 2.5-2.99. There is
a statistically significant correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic
integrity among university students with a GPA of 3.0-3.49 and also a statistically
significant correlation between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity
among university students with a GPA of 3.5-4.00.
It was also found that there is a positive and moderate relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity which means the greater the studentteacher relationship the higher is the academic integrity among students having a
different GPA.
Research Question 6.7: Is there a statistically significant relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity amongst male and female
students in Pakistani Universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant correlation between studentteacher relationship and academic integrity among male students studying in universities
of Pakistan. There is also a statistically significant correlation between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among female students studying in Pakistani
universities.
It was also found that there is a positive and moderate relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity which means that the greater the
student-teacher relationship the higher is academic integrity among male and female
students studying in Pakistani universities.
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Research Question 6.8: Is there a statistically significant relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity amongst students in different
Age Groups in Pakistani Universities?
It was found that there is a statistically significant correlation between studentteacher relationship and academic integrity among university students in the age group of
16-20. There is also a statistically significant correlation between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among university students in the age group of 21-25.
It was revealed that there is a statistically significant correlation between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among university students in the age group of >26.
It was found that there is a positive and moderate relationship between studentteacher relationship and academic integrity which means that the greater the studentteacher relationship the higher is the level of academic integrity among students of
different age groups under study.
5.3

Conclusion

Based on the findings of the research study, the following conclusions have been
drawn:
1.

There is a positive relationship between students and teachers in Pakistani
universities. University teachers provide guidance and individual attention
to their students when required; however some male students feel
discriminated against and have reported instances of favoritism with
reference to female students.

2.

Majority of the students are fair and avoid plagiarism in the academic
environment of Pakistani universities; however a considerable number of
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students accepted that they have been involved in cheating and plagiarism at
one point or the other.
3.

It was concluded that there a positive and moderate relationship exists
between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity proving that the
greater the student-teacher relationship is the better is academic integrity
among students studying in different universities of Pakistan.

4.

There is a positive and moderate relationship between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity exist among undergraduate, graduate
and post graduate students studying in different universities of Pakistan.

5.

It was concluded from the findings that there is a positive and moderate
relationship between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity
among students of the faculty of social sciences and the faculty of science
and technology; however there is a lower level positive correlation among
students studying in the faculty of humanities and arts in different
universities of Pakistan.

6.

It was concluded that there is a positive and moderate relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among students of
private and public sector universities of Pakistan.

7.

There is a positive and moderate relationship between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among students of private and public
sector universities of Pakistan.

8.

It was also concluded that there is a positive and moderate relationship
between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among students
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of the Punjab and Baluchistan province. There is a positive and high
relationship between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity
among students of the KPK province and a positive and low level of
relationship between student-teacher relationship and academic integrity
among students of Federal universities and the Sindh province.
9.

There is a positive and moderate relationship between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among students studying in medium and
large scale universities. There is a positive and high relationship between
student-teacher relationship and academic integrity among students studying
in small scale universities.

10.

There is a positive and moderate relationship between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among male and female students
studying in Pakistani universities.

11.

There is a positive and moderate relationship between student-teacher
relationship and academic integrity among students of different age groups.

12.

It was concluded from the data analysis and findings of the study that
student-teacher relationship has considerable impact on academic integrity
among students of Pakistani universities.
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5.4

Recommendations

The following recommendations are made on the basis of conclusions of the
study:
1.

It is essential that an awareness campaign be initiated for university teachers
pertaining to academic integrity with special emphasis placed on plagiarism
and cheating.

2.

The Higher Education Commission of Pakistan should in addition to its
plagiarism policy add a policy with reference to avoiding academic cheating
for the guidance of universities.

3.

It is recommended that every university should design an academic integrity
policy in order to clarify the concept of academic ethics toe students and
faculty members so as to eradicate cheating and plagiarism

4.

It is also recommended that every university should establish a centre for
academic integrity to implement the academic integrity policy and to deal
with such cases. This centre can also be part of the university library.

5.

HEC as well as universities should add active programming of lectures,
seminars, workshops, for the awareness of academic integrity and to ensure
avoidance of academic dishonesty.

6.

University teachers should have a positive relationship with their students
and should be more careful in discriminatory behavior as it affects the quality
of the students‘ academic output.
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7.

University teachers should motivate students to engage in creative writing
and discourage copying and plagiarism at every level including class
assignment preparation, academic activities and research.

New Directions for Future Research
In Pakistan, this is an exploratory research which provides practical implications
for the field of higher education. The study was quantitative in nature and the survey
instrument was self-reported which does not address the theoretical frameworks for moral
judgment and/or ethical reasoning; a qualitative study on the same subject area is
recommended for moral judgment and/or ethical reasoning. Future research should also
focus on moral judgment and ethical reasoning for students based on their perception of
severity. Literature suggests that there is not a widely accepted definition of plagiarism
and cheating, which might account for some of the reasons why students cheat and why it
is such a critical issue in higher education. An in-depth study should be conducted in the
Pakistani higher education environment which can establish clear boundaries for defining
plagiarism and cheating.
This chapter provided an overview of this research‘s conclusions as well as how
this research adds to the present available literature. In addition, this chapter ended with
the researcher‘s recommendations for an academic and institutional policy for
administrators and faculty at other two-year colleges. The chapter also added suggestions
for future research.

