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Abstract 

Current affairs in the news have underlined the practise of contract cheating. Due to the scandalous nature 

of the issue and the potential damage to institutional prestige, Universities have been reluctant to 

divulge quantitative case data. However due to the increasing determination with which 

Universities have pursued students engaging in these activities, researchers have hypothesized that 

the practise may be increasing in frequency. There is a lack of both quantitative and qualitative 

data on the subject due to its taboo nature. A Study by Bretag and colleagues (2018) was conducted 

using 14068 students who filled out an online questionnaire on their experiences of and attitudes 

towards contract cheating. An incremental scale of increasing severity of contract cheating was 

employed to categorise the data. This investigation took the responses of the Bretag et al, (2018) 

study and used CHAID analysis to look for relationships between the responses of those students 

who admitted to having committed contract cheating or file sharing. The results showed that 

students who spoke a language at home other than English, younger students, males, and students 

who felt barriers in the learning environment, were all more likely to have previously committed 

contract cheating. It is hoped that the identification of these findings will be used in measures that 

remedy the barriers that some students face in the academic environment. 
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Chapter 1 – Introduction 

 

Introduction Current affairs in the news have underlined the practise of contract cheating (Bretag et al., 

2018). A form of academic misconduct whereby students pay money to a third party to complete 

their assessments for them (Bretag et al., 2018). Previous research conducted with a view on 

prevalence, has shown that contract cheating is not a new phenomenon, and universities have long 

been aware of this form of academic misconduct (Bennett, 2005). However, the incidence appears 

to be increasing over time, and researchers are now questioning which factors are driving this 

increase (Curtis & Popal, 2011). Contract cheating is not only a form of academic misconduct, but 

also a form of plagiarism (Curtis & Clare, 2017). In order the understand the role that contract 

cheating plays in the deterioration of the reputation of higher education institutions, and the 

integrity of the degree award system; it is important to uncover the underlying causes on the 

demand side, and in turn to create effective remedies for at risk students. It is noted that there have 

been past studies on this topic, but due to different methodologies and qualifications of behaviour, 

overall results have been inconclusive (Curtis & Popal, 2011). Furthermore, some of these studies 

have resulted in contradictory conclusions regarding certain predictors, such as cultural 

background, inexperience, and personality (eg. Deikhoff, 1996; Landau, Druen, & Arcuri, 2002; 

Zobel & Hamilton, 2002 for reviews). Recently, a large-scale multi-institution study involving 

14068 students was conducted to investigate the incidence of and correlations regarding contract 

cheating and other data sharing behaviours (Bretag et al., 2018).  
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Chapter 2 – Literature Review 

 

2.1 Forms of Academic Misconduct 

Academic misconduct is an umbrella term used to refer to certain behaviours in the academic realm 

which amount to fraud or cheating (Bretag et al., 2018)]. In accordance with its nature, what 

constitutes academic misconduct is not clearly defined, and is therefore determined by each 

institution (Bretag et al., 2018). However, it is commonly agreed that plagiarism, falsification of 

data, collusion, and contract cheating are all forms of academic misconduct. Moreover, the types 

of behaviours which fall under academic misconduct vary in severity. Due to a lack of 

qualification, there are a range of behaviours which students may be engaging in which they 

reasonably believe to be permissible. An example of such behaviour is personal note swapping or 

tutoring (Bretag et al., 2018). 

2.1.1 Contract Cheating 

The Term “Contract Cheating” was coined in a 2006 article by Clark and Lancaster. These 

researchers defined contract cheating as the claiming of credit by a student for work completed by 

a paid contractor (Clark & Lancaster, 2006). While that piece pondered the prevalence of contract 

cheating within software coding courses, it has since become known that the practise is present in 

all disciplines of academia (Bretag et al., 2018; Clark & Lancaster, 2006). 
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2.2 Institutional Response 

There have been many scandals in the media with regards to tertiary institutions and their 

response (Bretag et al., 2018). Tellingly universities have begun making public overtures of 

proscription (Pilat, 2020; Traill & Hiatt, 2021) 

 Murdoch University, in 2020 released to the media, information on known cases of contract 

cheating and announced that they had investigated over 42 cases of suspected academic 

misconduct during their last exam period (Pilat 2020). This number only includes suspected 

cases, so it is impossible to know how many of those students were successfully investigated or 

how many cases are being correctly detected. Indeed, the University of Western Australia 

(UWA) in 2021 sent out an email ultimatum to all students demanding that they remove all 

UWA file content from file sharing websites, and even offering immunity to those students who 

confessed to their malfeasance and removed their content within a given time frame (Traill & 

Hiatt, 2021). 

.  

Furthermore, there has also been a response in kind from the government. In 2020 Australian 

education minister Dan Tehan announced the creation of a new integrity unit in the Tertiary 

Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA), with the sole purpose of policing contract 

cheating (Karp, 2020). Therefore, both higher education institutions and the government sense a 

growing problem in that of contract cheating and academic misconduct in general. 
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2.21 Methods of Detection 

When a student submits a piece of coursework, it is not only the assessor’s responsibility to judge 

the content on quality, but to make sure the work is the student’s own. (Rogerson, 2017). A paper 

released by Dawson and Sutherland-Smith (2017) claimed that assessors do have the ability to 

identify some forms of plagiarism when marking content. A limitation of their data, however, is 

that it was retrieved under controlled conditions which do not reflect the reality of high volumes 

of papers and time pressures that would likely affect the assessor’s judgement. Moreover, without 

a standard, assessors will have to rely on subjective judgement when distinguishing between 

intentional and accidental plagiarism (Rogerson, 2017). As posited by Newton (2018) and 

(Rogerson, 2017) manual designations are simply an inadequate tool for detecting plagiarism, and 

therefore there is a need for a standardized and automated strategy for countering the practise.  

 

Automatic detection models are only able to detect some forms of academic misconduct, such as 

plagiarism (Mcarthy, 2017). These programs rely on large essay banks and recognition software, 

which are admittedly only adept at identifying work that is already available online (Mcarthy, 

2017). They would not for example be able to tell if someone had a friend write their essay for 

them. Nor would they be appropriate for a mathematics course, where the nature of the content 

necessitates a very narrow work pathway. Therefore, a manual read through by an assessor may 

bring an additional level of scrutiny (Mcarthy, 2017). Furthermore, a human assessor can also 

detect changes in style and quality of content, which may be flags for further investigation.   

On the topic of using human assessors, some higher education institutions have begun using 

online proctoring services, whereby external students are monitored by a person using a camera 

during online exams. However, this practise is unpopular with students as they cite privacy 

concerns (Kharbat & Abu Daabes, 2021) 



 
12 
 

 It is clear then, from the literature that there exists a need for a better and standardized strategy in 

countering contract cheating and other forms of academic misconduct, while also considering 

student privacy. 

 

A study conducted by Bretag (2016) concluded that programs currently employed by universities 

are not effective in either detecting or preventing more serious and deliberate instances of contract 

cheating. This may be due to the calculated nature of the task. An astute student may reason that 

contracting a friend offline and unknown to the university to write an assignment for them is almost 

undetectable. Conversely, a student who is simply incompetent will take no steps to hide 

plagiarism because he is ignorant to his responsibilities. A meta-analysis released by Curtis and 

Tremayne (2019) provides some support. The authors monitored 4 distinct groups of students over 

a period of 15 years between 2004 and 2019. With the researchers conducting annual surveys of 

students’ attitudes towards different levels of academic misconduct. There was a downward trend 

in their approval ratings of certain behaviours between 2004 and 2015, which Curtis and Tremayne 

speculate was brought on by the introduction of Universities’ emphasizing the importance of 

academic integrity education courses (Curtis & Tremayne, 2019). 

 

2.3 Outsourcing Services 

As defined by Rogerson & Basanta (2016), file sharing is the transfer or trading of lecture 

materials, notes, assessment tasks or any other academic material either for free, for monies, or in 

exchange for other material.  Academics have highlighted the increased prominence of contracting 

and file sharing websites such as Thinkswap and Upwork (Bretag et al., 2018; Stoesz & Seeland, 

2020). Indeed, there are even dedicated paraphrasing websites such as Grammarly, which is of 

particular concern as these tools allow students to bypass genuine participation. Furthermore, notes 

become treated as commodities rather than the by-products of the learning process (Bretag et al., 

2018). The government has directed TEQSA to shut these websites down, but it is easy for more 

to replace them, and most are not even based in Australia or even in a jurisdiction where the 

government has any power (Bretag et al., 2018) Therefore the governments reaction is futile and 

inadequate. 



 
13 
 

 

 

2.4 Student Attitudes and Perceptions  

As has been noted, there is currently no standard classification of which behaviours qualify as 

academic misconduct. In response, some researchers have been working on a framework 

classification for levels and qualifications of academic misconduct, as well as suggested penalties 

(Carroll & Appleton, 2005; Yeo & Chen, 2007). Furthermore, Bretag et al. (2018) found that 

students who admitted to engaging in file sharing behaviours or more serious infractions, also 

reported feeling that they did not get adequate support from their tutors. 

 

Indeed, there has been some difficulty in identifying the prevalence of contract cheating due to 

their being no agreement or standard on what constitutes contract cheating. Duke University 

research by Mccabe and Trevino (1993) developed a 10 point scale of behaviours as part of their 

Academic Integrity project, which were widely used in the 90’s and early 2000’s. More recently, 

researchers such as Bretag et al. (2018) would consider the selling of notes as an academic grey 

area that could possibly constitute misconduct. This was not the case in studies that used the 

Mccabe and Tervino (1993) standard and may be due to the online proliferation of mass note 

sharing websites. Moreover, research among both faculty members and students has revealed that 

there is considerable disagreement over the qualification and severity of many of the behaviours 

on the 10-point scale, except for the most serious behaviours (Scrimpshire et al., 2016).  

It is possible that the widespread nature of certain behaviours has normalised and desensitized 

students to their prohibition. Furthermore, Scrimpshire et al. (2016) has argued that these 

disagreements are reflected in the low severity of punishments that students believe are appropriate 

for serious cases of plagiarism. Bretag et al. (2018) backs up this view with their findings that 

some students reason that a warning is a sufficient punishment for submitting an assignment that 

is not one’s own, whereas most universities would opt for expulsion. 
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2.5 Prevalence of Contract Cheating  

The reported prevalence of contract cheating by researchers varies according to the scope of their 

studies and which behaviours they choose to qualify as contract cheating. For example, as noted 

earlier, websites such as Think swap, in prominent use, force students to upload their own content 

in return for downloading files (Stoesz & Seeland, 2020). There is technically no exchange of 

money or contract agreement, but some researchers may still consider this contract cheating 

because of the content uploaded in lieu of money (Stoesz & Seeland, 2020). Due to the illegal and 

unscrupulous nature of the practise of contract cheating, Newton (2018) has reasoned that it is 

probably under reported, even on anonymous surveys. However, he also concludes that the recent 

spike in detection by higher education institutions is likely a sign that the frequency of the practise 

is increasing (Newton, 2018).  

 

A large-scale study by Bretag and colleagues (2018) found a prevalence rate of about 2.2% for 

acts such as assignment buying, and a rate closer to 10% for note sharing. A meta-analysis by 

Curtis & Clare (2017) showed an average prevalence rate of contract cheating of approximately 

3.5%. However, the authors reported that the prevalence varied widely by study, ranging from 

0.3% to 7.9% (Curtis & Clare 2017). Their findings also provided evidence for the theory that 

students who practise contract cheating are likely to do so again, with 62.5% of offenders having 

committed the act on more than one occasion (Curtis & Clare, 2017). 

 

2.51 Motivations for Contract Cheating 

Some students may commit acts of contract cheating simply because they feel that the low 

likelihood of detection makes the academic shortcut attractive (Rogerson, 2017).  At least their 

perception of the likelihood of getting caught is one motivator, another is that they may view 

themselves at a disadvantage if they do not. This view may be prevalent in students from specific 
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backgrounds where cheating is normalised. Furthermore, it is noted that grades awarded to students 

are difficult to retract after the fact (Rogerson, 2017). 

It is probable that due to the lack of proper definition on what actions qualify as contract cheating, 

that some students are practising it without realising that their acts are proscribed. Some 

researchers have taken this view, finding that academic integrity programs provided by 

universities, have led to a lower prevalence of cheating (Divan, Bowman, & Seabourne, 2015; 

Jones & Maxwell, 2015). 

 

Consistent with their findings was that of Scrimpshire et al. (2016), who found that only a small 

subset of students committed the most serious and deliberate kinds of contract cheating, such as 

providing exam assistance. This data is consistent with the theory that students who engage in 

lessor forms of academic misconduct, do so because they either believe they are not forms of 

misconduct, or not serious enough to warrant serious consideration (Scrimpshire et al. 2016). 

 

It is believed that the primary motivation for serious forms of cheating are higher grades (Bennet, 

2005). Moreover, Bennet (2005) reported that students who plagiarized had a higher likelihood of 

being ‘goal oriented’. Accordingly, some academics believe that the pursuit of high grades could 

be due to external sources of pressure such as maintaining rough parity with their peers, or meeting 

their parents’ expectations (Davis, Grover, Becker, & McGregor, 1992; Newstead, Franklyn-

Stokes, & Armstead, 1996). Additionally, financial pressures from high course fees, especially for 

international students may contribute to a toxic return on investment mindset (Davis, Grover, 

Becker, & McGregor, 1992; Newstead, Franklyn-Stokes, & Armstead, 1996). There is also 

evidence that some students may cheat if they believe that cheating in their course is common, 

because they feel that they would be at a disadvantage if they did not (McCabe, Trevino, and 

Butterfield, 2002; Stone et al. 2009). Brown (2001). Furthermore, Bretag et al. (2018) reason that 

another potent influence may be due to the increasing reality of ‘credentialism’, where employers 

require certain grade levels and names of universities listed on an applicant’s resume, lest they 

need not apply. 
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While the focus by the media and in academia has been on the students paying for material, there 

has been comparatively less attention paid to those who provide the material and their motivations. 

On the surface it may seem obvious that their primary motivation is to make money, but some 

individuals provide online content such as notes and exam questions for free (Rogerson & Basanta 

2016). It seems that there is an altruistic element to this form of academic misconduct and because 

there is not always money changing hands, then the engagement cannot technically be labelled 

contract cheating, but rather, an analogue of it. 

A study by Scrimpshire and colleagues (2016) found that students were more likely to help friends 

cheat rather than strangers, and often for free. Firstly, this finding does not necessarily support a 

peer pressure theory, but it does provide evidence that students propensity to help others cheat is 

influenced by their relationships to them. This finding is interesting because it also shows that 

there are behaviours that are analogous to the standard form of contract cheating which are similar 

but not the same. In these instances, there is not necessarily a formal exchange of money, but rather 

of social credit. 

 

2.6 Conclusion 

If the increasing prominence in scope and number of paid academic services found online is a 

legitimate measure to go by, then there has been a sharp increase in the prevalence of contract 

cheating (Stoesz & Seeland, 2020). Insofar as has been investigated by researchers, Universities 

have been slow to respond and preferred a reactive rather than a proactive, or better yet, 

prophylactic approach. However, the latter will not be possible without better detection, nor until 

the reasons for why students partake in the practise are identified and remedied. The way forward 

is an agreed definition of what constitutes contract cheating, followed by a measured response and 

analysis of the attitudes and circumstances of the students at risk. Finally, academic institutions 

will be able to offer suitable programs and remedies to the students at risk. 
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Chapter 3: Aim and Hypotheses 

 

Aim 

• To establish a quantitiative multivariate relationship between individual, cultural, and 

institutional factors on the likelihood of file sharing behaviours and contract cheating. 

• To evaluate the relationship between sharing behaviours and cheating behaviours 

• To construct a predictive model with an input of a range of individual and personality 

characteristics and an output of a likelihood probability to engage in contract cheating. 

• To define the motive more clearly amongst students driving the increase in prevalence of 

sharing behaviours and contract cheating. 

Hypotheses  

1. A convergent relationship of characteristics and attitudes will be identified as predictors of 

academic misconduct. 

 

2. A direct link between attitudes towards contract cheating and likelihood of engagement will 

be established 

 

3. Factors which that might indicate academic hardship such as English as a second language 

and International studentship will be positively associated with likelihood to engage in 

contract cheating  

 

 

 

 

Chapter 4: Methods and materials 
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The data used in this study was sourced from a survey by Bretag et al. (2018). The survey was 

conducted online, and incomplete questionnaires were disregarded. All collected data was de 

identified and stored on a password protected University server. Students who completed the 

survey were entered into a prize draw with a chance to win one of two apple store $500 gift 

vouchers.  

The authors of the study received their funding grant from the Australian Government Office for 

Learning and Teaching (SP6-5283) (Bretag et al., 2018). The authors received ethics approval by 

the University of South Australia’s human research ethics committee (Bretag et al., 2018).  

.  

Sample   

The sourced dataset consisted of the input of 14068 students at 12 Australian higher education 

institutions who self-selected to participate in the Bretag et al. (2018) study. These students are 

from a variety of disciplines and there are both undergraduate and postgraduate students in the 

sample. The study analysed the prevalence of contract cheating as well as the attitudes of students 

regarding different forms of file sharing and contract cheating. As the authors of this study did not 

fully utilise their data, thus was the basis of further stratification and analysis in this study. All 

sourced data is anonymous, and this study received approval from the University of Western 

Australia’s ethics committee. 

 

Data Categorisation 

 

The survey consisted of 5 sections covering different sets of questions in a multiple-choice format 

(Bretag et al., 2018). Additionally, there were 13 questions which specifically pertained to the 

collection of demographic data from the participants. (Bretag et al., 2018).  

 

There is a current lack of clarity on the qualification and hierarchy of cheating behaviours, and as 

such there was little precedence on which actions and behaviours to include (Bretag et al., 2018). 

However, the authors have constructed a hierarchal 7 point ‘Outsourcing Spectrum’ on which to 

categorise different behaviours by order of severity (Bretag et al., 2018).  The 7-point spectrum 
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differentiates between the first two levels and the latter 5 levels. The first two levels are what 

Bretag and colleagues (2018) describe as ‘sharing’ behaviours, which are considered by the 

researchers to be in a contestable area between what is permissible and what is considered cheating. 

Conversely, the 5 levels above these are clear cases of cheating. 

 

 

 

Bretag and colleagues (2018) also used a 5-point Likert scale to denote the level of participant 

approval regarding each of the behaviours on the outsourcing spectrum, asking students to rate on 

a scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree.  

 

 

Data Analysis Tool 

The principal method of analysis elected was Chi Square automatic interaction detection (CHAID) 

using SPSS version 27. CHAID is a decision tree technique developed in 1980 by Gordon V Kass 

(Kass, 1980). It is a multivariate analysis tool that graphically displays as a relational tree between 

a dependant response variable, and a multitude of input independent variables (Kass, 1980). The 

purpose of CHAID is to be used as a predictive model to determine how the independent variables 

interact to explain the outcome of the predictor variable. 

 

Figure 1: 7 level behaviour ‘Outsourcing Spectrum’ (Bretag et al., 2018). 
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 CHAID also uses the Pearson’s Chi square test of independence (Kass, 1980). This test 

measures independence between any two categorical variables at each point, and a significant 

result indicates that the two variables are not independent (Kass, 1980). Such tests are repeated at 

every branch of the CHAID tree (Kass, 1980). Continuous variables such as years at University, 

or subjects age must also be first converted into categorical data, as required by the tool (Kass, 

1980). Using the CHAID technique, many independent variables can be intercorrelated with one 

dependant variable as a reference (Kass, 1980). CHAID trees are hierarchal, and variables are 

sorted from the top down, with each subsequent variable split if there is a significant difference 

between categories (Díaz-Pérez & Bethencourt-Cejas, 2016). Above each node is a number 

which is representative of a category within a variable. For example, a variable pertaining to type 

of language may have an assigned value of 1 for English, 2 for Mandarin, 3 for Italian, etc.  

A node with the number 3 above the relevant node would be interpreted as Italian language 

having a significant relationship with both the branch above and that below, as well as the 

dependant variable of course. 

Figure 2: Example of a CHAID decision tree using academic misconduct as the theme. 
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Additionally, CHAID trees have varying depths, these are commonly referred to as ‘branches’ or 

‘layers’, and their only limiting factor is the number of significant relationships present (Kass, 

1980). Moreover, the root node is considered to have a depth of 0 (Díaz-Pérez & Bethencourt-

Cejas, 2016). 

 

Data Analytics Strategy 

In accordance with the aim of this study 

All the independent variables were separated into three sections for the purpose of analysis in three 

separate CHAID trees.  

These were:  

• Student demographics, (listed in results section 1) 

• Sharing/cheating behaviours, (listed in results section 2) 

• Perceptions of contract cheating. (Listed in results section 3) 

 

Dependant variable 

• Q14“Have you ever bought, traded, or sold notes (for any reason), either online or in 

person?” 

• Q16 “Have you ever obtained an assignment you intended to submit” * - Only Section 1 

 

 CHAID Settings   

• Bonferroni adjusted p values, with a chosen level of significance of alpha at 0.05.  

• 100 cases for each parent node minimum – 50 cases for Q16 dependant variable* 

• 50 cases or each child node minimum – 25 cases for Q16 dependant variable* 

*  - Parameter only used for section 1-part B 

 

Chapter 5: Results 
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5.1 CHAID Student Demographics – Section 1 A 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1: Gain summary relating to Figure 3. Figure 4: A proportional stacked bar graph comparing the share of students 
who share notes among English and non-English speaking students. 

Figure 3: CHAID tree of the demographics of those who do and do not partake in note sharing. The CHAID tree has a specified 

depth of 5, and all p values have been adjusted by Bonferroni technique. 
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5.1 CHAID Student Demographics – Section 1 B 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 5: CHAID tree of the demographics of students relating to the response of whether they have obtained an assignment from someone else. 

The CHAID tree has a specified depth of 4 and all p values have been adjusted by Bonferroni technique. 

Figure 5: CHAID tree of the demographics of students relating to the response of whether they have obtained an assignment from someone else. 

The CHAID tree has a specified depth of 4 and all p values have been adjusted by Bonferroni technique. 

Table 2: The Gains summary for 
Figure 5 
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Dependant Variable CHAID 

Q14 - Have you ever bought, traded, or sold notes (for any reason), either online... Figure 3 

Q16 – Have you ever obtained an assignment you intended to submit? Figure 4 

Independent Variables Numerical Data Conversion Reference 

Q1 - Please select your age group. 1,’17 - 20 years’   2, ‘21 – 25’ years   3, ’26 - 30 years’ 4, ’31 - 35’ 5 ’36 – 40’ 

Q2 - Please select your gender. 1, ‘Female’ 2, “Male’ 3, ‘Other’ 4, ‘Prefer not to say’ 

Q3 - Please select your country of birth. Each number is assigned by alphabetical order of country name. 1, ‘Andorra’ 13, ‘Australia’ etc. 

Q3a - If you were born in Australia, do you identify as an Aboriginal or Torres Straight Islander 1, ‘Yes, 2, ‘No’ 

Q3b - If you were not born in Australia, how many years have you been in Australia 1, ‘N/A 2, ‘1 – 5 years’ 3, ‘ 6 – 10 years’ 4 ‘11 – 15 years’ 5, ‘6 – 20 years’ 6,’ >20 years’ 

Q4 - What language do you mainly speak at home? 1, ‘English’ 2, ‘Mandarin’ 3, ‘Italian’ 4, ‘Arabic’ 5, ‘Cantonese’ 6, ‘Greek’ 7, ‘Vietnamese, 8, ‘Spanish, 9’ “Hindi” 10; 

‘Tagalog 

11, ‘Other’ 

Q5 - Are you an international student? 1, ‘yes’ 2, ‘no’ 

Q6 - Where is your campus located? 1, ‘External’ 2, ‘Metro’ 3, ‘Rural’ 4, ‘Transnational’ 

Q7 - What is your main discipline of study? 1, ‘Architecture’ 2, ‘Arts’ 3, ‘Business and Commerce’ 4, “Creative Arts’ 5, ‘Environmental Science’  6, ‘Education’ 7, 

‘Engineering’ 8, ‘Health Sciences’ 9, “Information Technology’ , 10 ‘Law’ 11, ‘Math’ 12, ‘Media’ 13, ‘Science’ 14, ‘Other’ 

Q8 - What type of program are you enrolled in? 1, ‘Pathway/Foundation’ 2, ‘Undergraduate’ 3, ‘Graduate’ 4, ‘Postgraduate Research’ 

Q9 - How many years have you been enrolled in your current program? 1, ‘Less than 1 year’ 2, ‘1 – 2 years’ 3, ‘ 2 – 3 years’ 4 ‘3 – 4 years’ 5, ‘4 – 5 years’ 6,’ >5 years’ 

Q10 - What is your mode of study? 1, ‘Internal’ 2, ‘External, 3, ‘Blended’ 

Q11 – Are you studying part-time or full-time? 1, ‘Part time’ 2, ‘Full time’ 

Q12 - What is your employment status? 1, ‘Not working’ 2, ’Part time’ 3, ‘Full time’ 

Q13 - Do you have a declared disability?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3: A list of variables pertaining to student demographics which were used in the CHAID analysis (Figure 4, Figure 5), and the corresponding numeric data labels. 
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 Gain Summary for Nodes 
Node N Percent Mean 

17 68 0.5% 4.00 

19 50 0.4% 4.00 

20 8542 62.6% 4.00 

14 2638 19.3% 3.99 

21 76 0.6% 3.96 

15 74 0.5% 3.96 

16 101 0.7% 3.93 

18 62 0.5% 3.90 

9 60 0.4% 3.38 

2 1586 11.6% 3.00 

4 293 2.1% 3.00 

6 101 0.7% 3.00 

Table 4: Gain Summary In 
relation to Figure 6. 

5.2 CHAID Student Behaviours - Section 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: A CHAID diagram displaying the strongest relationships between students’ academic misconduct and their note sharing behaviour. 

The CHAID tree has a specified depth of 6, and all p values have been adjusted by Bonferroni technique. 
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Q14 - Have you ever bought, traded, or sold notes (for any reason), either online or in person? 

Q14a - Approximately how many times have you ever bought, traded or sold notes? 1, ‘1 - 2 times’ 2, ‘3-5 times’ 3, ‘6-9 times’ 4, ‘More than 10 times’ 

Q14b – What type of notes have you bought, traded or sold? If you have bought/trad... Exam notes 

Q14b – What type of notes have you bought, traded or sold? If you have bought/trad... Lecture/tutorial notes 

Q14b – What type of notes have you bought, traded or sold? If you have bought/trad... Assignment outline or draft 

Q14b – What type of notes have you bought, traded or sold? If you have bought/trad... Classroom or lab notes 

Q14b – What type of notes have you bought, traded or sold? If you have bought/trad... Fieldwork/placement notes 

Q14b – What type of notes have you bought, traded or sold? If you have bought/trad... Reading notes 

Q14b – What type of notes have you bought, traded or sold? If you have bought/trad... Research notes 

Q14b – What type of notes have you bought, traded or sold? If you have bought/trad... Other 

Q14b – What type of notes have you bought, traded or sold? If you have bought/trad... I don’t remember 

Q14c – Where did you buy, trade or sell the notes? If you have bought/traded/sold... Online custom assignment writing service 

Q14c – Where did you buy, trade or sell the notes? If you have bought/traded/sold... Local custom assignment writing service, advertised on campus 

Q14c – Where did you buy, trade or sell the notes? If you have bought/traded/sold... Website where you swap/share assignments and notes with other students 

Q14c – Where did you buy, trade or sell the notes? If you have bought/traded/sold... Tutoring, editing or proof-reading service 

Q14c – Where did you buy, trade or sell the notes? If you have bought/traded/sold... Another student/former student 

Q14c – Where did you buy, trade or sell the notes? If you have bought/traded/sold... Friend/family member 

Q14c – Where did you buy, trade or sell the notes? If you have bought/traded/sold... Partner or girlfriend/boyfriend 

Q15 - Have you ever provided a completed assignment to someone else (for any reason)        1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 

Q15a - Approximately how many times have you provided a completed assignment to someone 

else? 

1, ‘1 - 2 times’ 2, ‘3-5 times’ 3, ‘6-9 times’ 4, ‘More than 10 times’ 

Q15b – To whom did you provide the assignment/s? If you have provided assignments... Client of an online custom assignment writing service 

Dependant Variable Numerical Data Conversion Reference 

Q14 - Have you ever bought, traded, or sold notes (for any reason), either online... 3, ‘Yes’ 4, ‘No’ 

Independent Variables All sub question options: Option Selected = 0 and Not Selected = 1. 
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Q15b – To whom did you provide the assignment/s? If you have provided assignments... Client of a local custom assignment writing service, advertised on campus 

Q15b – To whom did you provide the assignment/s? If you have provided assignments... Website selling pre-written assignments on a range of topics 

Q15b – To whom did you provide the assignment/s? If you have provided assignments... Website where you swap/share assignments with other students 

Q15b – To whom did you provide the assignment/s? If you have provided assignments... Tutoring, editing or proof-reading service 

Q15b – To whom did you provide the assignment/s? If you have provided assignments... Another student/former student 

Q15b – To whom did you provide the assignment/s? If you have provided assignments... Friend/family member 

Q15b – To whom did you provide the assignment/s? If you have provided assignments... Partner or girlfriend/boyfriend 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Programming task 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Creative/Design work 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Group assignment 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Research proposal 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Research thesis 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Other 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... I don’t remember 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Report 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Essay 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Workplace/placement report 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Reflective task 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Learning journal or log 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Annotated bibliography/Literature review 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Portfolio 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Presentation 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Take-home exam 

Q15c - What type of assignment/s did you provide? If you have provided more than o... Quiz/Multiple Choice Questions 

Q15d – Were you ever paid money for an assignment? 1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 

Q15e – Approximately how many times have staff discovered you providing an assignment to 

someone else? 

1, ‘Never’ 2, ‘1-2 times’ 3, ‘3-5 times’ 4, ‘6-9 times’ 5, ‘’More than 10’ 

Q15f – If your actions were discovered, what was the most serious penalty you experienced? 1, ‘No penalty’ 2, ‘Not discovered’ 3, ‘Warning’4, ‘Education service’ 5, ‘Resubmit’ 6, ‘Reduced mark’ 7, ‘ 0 mark 

Assignment’ 8, ‘0 mark subject’ 9, ‘Pay fine’ 10; ‘Suspension’ 11, ‘Expulsion’ 12 ‘Police’ 

Q16 - Have you ever obtained an assignment completed by someone else, which you intended 

to submit as your own work? 

1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 

Q16a - Where did you obtain the assignment/s? If you have obtained more than one,... Online custom assignment writing service 
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Q16a - Where did you obtain the assignment/s? If you have obtained more than one,... Local custom assignment writing service, advertised on campus 

Q16a - Where did you obtain the assignment/s? If you have obtained more than one,... Website selling pre-written assignments on a range of topics 

Q16a - Where did you obtain the assignment/s? If you have obtained more than one,... Website where you swap/share assignments with other students 

Q16a - Where did you obtain the assignment/s? If you have obtained more than one,... Tutoring, editing or proof-reading service 

Q16a - Where did you obtain the assignment/s? If you have obtained more than one,... Another student/former student 

Q16a - Where did you obtain the assignment/s? If you have obtained more than one,... Friend/family member 

Q16a - Where did you obtain the assignment/s? If you have obtained more than one,... Partner or girlfriend/boyfriend 

Q16a - Where did you obtain the assignment/s? If you have obtained more than one,... Academic staff member 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Programming task 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Creative/Design work 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Group assignment 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Research proposal 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Research thesis 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Other 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... I don’t remember 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Report 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Essay 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Workplace/placement report 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Reflective task 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Learning journal or log 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Annotated bibliography/Literature review 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Portfolio 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Presentation 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Take-home exam 

Q16b – What type of assignment/s did you obtain? If you have obtained more than on... Quiz/Multiple Choice Questions 

Q16c – Did you pay money for any of these assignments? 1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 

Q16d – Did you ever submit the assignment/s as your own work? 1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 

Q16e – How many times have you submitted an assignment completed by someone else? 1, ‘1 - 2 times’ 2, ‘3-5 times’ 3, ‘6-9 times’ 4, ‘More than 10 times’ 

Q16f – Approximately how many times have staff discovered you submitting an assign... 1, ‘Never’ 2, ‘1-2 times’ 3, ‘3-5 times’ 4, ‘6-9 times’ 5, ‘’More than 10’ 

Q16g - If your actions were discovered, what was the most serious penalty you expe... 1, ‘No penalty’ 2, ‘Not discovered’ 3, ‘Warning’4, ‘Education service’ 5, ‘Resubmit’ 6, ‘Reduced mark’ 7, ‘0-mark 

Assignment’ 8, ‘0-mark subject’ 9, ‘Pay fine’ 10; ‘Suspension’ 11, ‘Expulsion’ 12 ‘Police’ 

Q17 - Has another person ever taken an exam for you? 1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 
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Q17a - Approximately how many times has another person taken an exam for you? 1, ‘1 - 2 times’ 2, ‘3-5 times’ 3, ‘6-9 times’ 4, ‘More than 10 times’ 

Q17b – What type/s of exam did they take for you? If others have taken more than o... Multiple choice questions 

Q17b – What type/s of exam did they take for you? If others have taken more than o... Short answer questions 

Q17b – What type/s of exam did they take for you? If others have taken more than o... Oral exam or viva 

Q17b – What type/s of exam did they take for you? If others have taken more than o... Practical exam 

Q17b – What type/s of exam did they take for you? If others have taken more than o... Essay under supervised conditions 

Q17b – What type/s of exam did they take for you? If others have taken more than o... Take-home exam 

Q17b – What type/s of exam did they take for you? If others have taken more than o... Other 

Q17b – What type/s of exam did they take for you? If others have taken more than o... I don’t remember 

Q17c – Who took the exam/s for you? If more than one person has taken exams for yo... Someone from a professional exam service 

Q17c – Who took the exam/s for you? If more than one person has taken exams for yo... Another student 

Q17c – Who took the exam/s for you? If more than one person has taken exams for yo... A friend 

Q17c – Who took the exam/s for you? If more than one person has taken exams for yo... A family member 

Q17c – Who took the exam/s for you? If more than one person has taken exams for yo... Partner or girlfriend/boyfriend 

Q17d – Did you ever pay someone money to take an exam for you? 1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 

Q17e – Approximately how many times have staff discovered someone taking an exam for 

someone else? 

1, ‘Never’ 2, ‘1-2 times’ 3, ‘3-5 times’ 4, ‘6-9 times’ 5, ‘’More than 10’ 

Q17f – If your actions were discovered, what was the most serious penalty you experienced? 1, ‘No penalty’ 2, ‘Not discovered’ 3, ‘Warning’4, ‘Education service’ 5, ‘Resubmit’ 6, ‘Reduced mark’ 7, ‘0-mark 

Assignment’ 8, ‘0-mark subject’ 9, ‘Pay fine’ 10; ‘Suspension’ 11, ‘Expulsion’ 12 ‘Police’ 

Q18 - Have you ever taken an exam for someone else? 1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 

Q18a - Approximately how many times have you taken an exam for someone else? 1, ‘1 - 2 times’ 2, ‘3-5 times’ 3, ‘6-9 times’ 4, ‘More than 10 times’ 

Q18b – What type/s of exam have you taken? If you have taken more than one exam fo... Multiple choice questions 

Q18b – What type/s of exam have you taken? If you have taken more than one exam fo... Short answer questions 

Q18b – What type/s of exam have you taken? If you have taken more than one exam fo... Oral exam or viva 

Q18b – What type/s of exam have you taken? If you have taken more than one exam fo... Essay under supervised conditions 

Q18b – What type/s of exam have you taken? If you have taken more than one exam fo... Practical exam 

Q18b – What type/s of exam have you taken? If you have taken more than one exam fo... Take-home exam 

Q18b – What type/s of exam have you taken? If you have taken more than one exam fo... Other 

Q18b – What type/s of exam have you taken? If you have taken more than one exam fo... I do not remember 

Q18c – Who have you taken an exam for? If you have taken exams for more than one p... Someone using my professional exam service 

Q18c – Who have you taken an exam for? If you have taken exams for more than one p... Another student 

Q18c – Who have you taken an exam for? If you have taken exams for more than one p... A friend 
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Q18c – Who have you taken an exam for? If you have taken exams for more than one p... A family member 

Q18c – Who have you taken an exam for? If you have taken exams for more than one p... Partner or girlfriend/boyfriend 

Q18d – Were you ever paid money to take an exam for someone else? 1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 

Q18e – Approximately how many times have staff discovered you taking an exam for someone 

else? 

1, ‘Never’ 2, ‘1-2 times’ 3, ‘3-5 times’ 4, ‘6-9 times’ 5, ‘’More than 10’ 

Q18f – If your actions were discovered, what was the most serious penalty you experienced? 1, ‘No penalty’ 2, ‘Not discovered’ 3, ‘Warning’4, ‘Education service’ 5, ‘Resubmit’ 6, ‘Reduced mark’ 7, ‘0-mark 

Assignment’ 8, ‘0-mark subject’ 9, ‘Pay fine’ 10; ‘Suspension’ 11, ‘Expulsion’ 12 ‘Police’ 

Q19 - Have you ever been assisted by someone while taking an exam, either in person, or using 

devices such as mobile phones, smart watches, ear pieces, etc.? 

1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 

Q19a - Approximately how many times have you been assisted by someone while taking an 

exam? 

1, ‘1 - 2 times’ 2, ‘3-5 times’ 3, ‘6-9 times’ 4, ‘More than 10 times’ 

Q19b – What type/s of exam did they assist you with? If others have assisted you w... Multiple choice questions 

Q19b – What type/s of exam did they assist you with? If others have assisted you w... Short answer questions 

Q19b - What type/s of exam did they assist you with? If others have assisted you w... Oral exam or viva  

Q19b – What type/s of exam did they assist you with? If others have assisted you w... Essay under supervised conditions 

Q19b - What type/s of exam did they assist you with? If others have assisted you w... Practical exam 

Q19b – What type/s of exam did they assist you with? If others have assisted you w... Take-home exam 

Q19b – What type/s of exam did they assist you with? If others have assisted you w... Other 

Q19b – What type/s of exam did they assist you with? If others have assisted you w... I do not remember 

Q19c – Who assisted you? If you have been assisted by more than one person, select... Someone from a professional exam service 

Q19c – Who assisted you? If you have been assisted by more than one person, select... Another student 

Q19c – Who assisted you? If you have been assisted by more than one person, select... A friend 

Q19c – Who assisted you? If you have been assisted by more than one person, select... A family member 

Q19c – Who assisted you? If you have been assisted by more than one person, select... Partner or girlfriend/boyfriend 

Q19d – Did you ever pay someone money to assist you? 1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 

Q19e – Approximately how many times have staff discovered you being assisted in an... 1, ‘Never’ 2, ‘1-2 times’ 3, ‘3-5 times’ 4, ‘6-9 times’ 5, ‘’More than 10’ 

Q19f – If your actions were discovered, what was the most serious penalty you expected 1, ‘No penalty’ 2, ‘Not discovered’ 3, ‘Warning’4, ‘Education service’ 5, ‘Resubmit’ 6, ‘Reduced mark’ 7, ‘0-mark 

Assignment’ 8, ‘0-mark subject’ 9, ‘Pay fine’ 10; ‘Suspension’ 11, ‘Expulsion’ 12 ‘Police’ 

Q20 - Have you ever provided assistance to someone in an exam, either in person,  1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 

Q20a - Approximately how many times have you provided assistance to someone in an... 1, ‘1 - 2 times’ 2, ‘3-5 times’ 3, ‘6-9 times’ 4, ‘More than 10 times’ 

Q20b – What type/s of exam did you assist with? If you have provided assistance in... Multiple choice questions 

Q20b – What type/s of exam did you assist with? If you have provided assistance in... Short answer questions 
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Q20b – What type/s of exam did you assist with? If you have provided assistance in... Oral exam or viva 

Q20b – What type/s of exam did you assist with? If you have provided assistance in... Essay under supervised conditions 

Q20b – What type/s of exam did you assist with? If you have provided assistance in... Practical exam 

Q20b – What type/s of exam did you assist with? If you have provided assistance in... Take-home exam 

Q20b – What type/s of exam did you assist with? If you have provided assistance in... Other 

Q20b – What type/s of exam did you assist with? If you have provided assistance in... I don’t remember 

Q20c – Who did you assist? If you have assisted more than one person, select all that apply... Someone using my professional exam service 

Q20c – Who did you assist? If you have assisted more than one person, select all that apply... Another student 

Q20c – Who did you assist? If you have assisted more than one person, select all that apply... A friend 

Q20c – Who did you assist? If you have assisted more than one person, select all that apply... A family member 

Q20c – Who did you assist? If you have assisted more than one person, select all that apply... Partner or girlfriend/boyfriend 

Q20d - Were you ever paid money to assist someone? 1, ‘Yes’ 2, ‘No’ 

Q20e – Approximately how many times have staff discovered you assisting someone in an 

exam? 

1, ‘Never’ 2, ‘1-2 times’ 3, ‘3-5 times’ 4, ‘6-9 times’ 5, ‘’More than 10’ 

Q20f – If your actions were discovered, what was the most serious penalty you experienced? 

 

1, ‘No penalty’ 2, ‘Not discovered’ 3, ‘Warning’4, ‘Education service’ 5, ‘Resubmit’ 6, ‘Reduced mark’ 7, ‘0-mark 

Assignment’ 8, ‘0-mark subject’ 9, ‘Pay fine’ 10; ‘Suspension’ 11, ‘Expulsion’ 12 ‘Police’ 

Q21a. If you provided assistance by selling or sharing a completed assignment, exam input or notes, please select your main reasons for doing so from the provided options below. 

Q21a -If you provided assistance by selling or sharing a completed assignment, ex... Not Applicable 

Q21a -If you provided assistance by selling or sharing a completed assignment, ex... I did it for the money 

Q21a -If you provided assistance by selling or sharing a completed assignment, ex... It made me feel good to get around the rules 

Q21a -If you provided assistance by selling or sharing a completed assignment, ex... Other students are doing it 

Q21a -If you provided assistance by selling or sharing a completed assignment, ex... I knew I wouldn’t get caught 

Q21a -If you provided assistance by selling or sharing a completed assignment, ex... I knew the penalty would be minimal 

Q21a -If you provided assistance by selling or sharing a completed assignment, ex... I wanted to help a friend/ another student 

Q21a -If you provided assistance by selling or sharing a completed assignment, ex... I am successful in my studies and want others to benefit 

Q21a -If you provided assistance by selling or sharing a completed assignment, ex... My work is my property and I can do what I want with it 

Q21a -If you provided assistance by selling or sharing a completed assignment, ex... I didn’t think it was wrong 

Q21a -If you provided assistance by selling or sharing a completed assignment, ex... I wanted to punish my institution (for whatever reason) 

Q21b. If you received assistance by buying or obtaining a completed assignment, exam input or notes, please select your main reasons for doing so from the provided options below 

Q21b -If you received assistance by buying or obtaining a completed assignment, e... Not applicable 

Q21b -If you received assistance by buying or obtaining a completed assignment, e... I was scared of failing 

Q21b -If you received assistance by buying or obtaining a completed assignment, e... I couldn’t afford the financial cost of repeating the subject 
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Q21b -If you received assistance by buying or obtaining a completed assignment, e... I was under a lot of family pressure to succeed 

Q21b -If you received assistance by buying or obtaining a completed assignment, e... I was under time pressure 

Q21b -If you received assistance by buying or obtaining a completed assignment, e... I didn’t have the ability to do the assignment 

Q21b -If you received assistance by buying or obtaining a completed assignment, e... My English language wasn’t good enough 

Q21b -If you received assistance by buying or obtaining a completed assignment, e... The assignment/task seemed pointless 

Q21b -If you received assistance by buying or obtaining a completed assignment, e... I didn’t think I would get caught 

Q21b -If you received assistance by buying or obtaining a completed assignment, e... Other students are doing it 

Q21b -If you received assistance by buying or obtaining a completed assignment, e... I didn’t think it was wrong 

Q22 If you have never engaged in any of the activities described in the previous section, please select your main reasons for doing so from the provided options below.  

Q22 -If you have never engaged in any of the activities described in the previou... I don’t want to let down my lecturer/teacher 

Q22 -If you have never engaged in any of the activities described in the previou... I don’t want to let down my family 

Q22 -If you have never engaged in any of the activities described in the previou... I don’t need others to do my work for me 

Q22 -If you have never engaged in any of the activities described in the previou... I don’t want to risk being caught and punished 

Q22 -If you have never engaged in any of the activities described in the previou... I want to be competent when I get a job 

Q22- If you have never engaged in any of the activities described in the previou... Not applicable 

Q22 -If you have never engaged in any of the activities described in the previou... Personal integrity and ethics 

Q22 -If you have never engaged in any of the activities described in the previou... I know I’d feel guilty 

Q22 -If you have never engaged in any of the activities described in the previou... I want to learn and develop 

Q22 -If you have never engaged in any of the activities described in the previou... I take pride in my academic work 

Q22 -If you have never engaged in any of the activities described in the previou... It’s not fair to other students 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

Table 5: A list of variables pertaining to student behaviours which were used in the CHAID analysis (Figure 2), and the corresponding numeric data labels. 
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Figure 7: A CHAID diagram displaying the strongest relationships between students’ perceptions towards contract cheating 

and their peers. The CHAID tree has a specified depth of 6 and all p values have been adjusted by Bonferroni technique. 

Table 6: Gain Summary in relation to Figure 7. 

5.3 CHAID Student Perceptions – Section 3 
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Q23 – Buying, trading, or selling notes, either online or in person, is wrong. 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q24. Obtaining an assignment completed by someone else and submitting it as your own work is wrong. 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q25 – Giving someone an assignment to submit as their own work is wrong. 11, ‘Strongly Agree’ 12, ‘Agree’ 13, ‘Unsure’ 14, ‘Disagree’ 15, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q26. Having someone else take an exam for you, either as a favour or for money, is wrong. 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q26. Having someone else take an exam for you, either as a favour or for money, is wrong. 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q28 – Having someone assist you in an exam is wrong. 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q29 – Assisting someone in an exam is wrong. 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q30 – Plagiarising in assignments is wrong. 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q31 – How concerned are you that students in your program are engaging in these behaviours 6, ‘Not at all 7, ‘Slightly’ 8, ‘Moderately’ 9, ‘Very’ 10, ‘Extremely 

Q32 – What percentage of higher education students do you estimate have engaged at least once in these 

behaviours (in either assignments or exams)? 

12, ‘0’ 13, ’10’ 14, ‘20’ 15, ‘30’ 16, ‘40’ 17, ‘50’ 18, ‘60’ 19, ‘70’ 20, ‘80’ 21, ‘90’ 22, ‘100’ 

Q33 – I have opportunities to approach my lecturers and tutors for assistance when needed 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q34 – My lecturers and tutors ensure that I understand what is required in assignments 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q35 – There are lots of opportunities to cheat in my subjects. 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q36 – My lecturers and tutors have explained my institution’s academic integrity policy, and the 

consequences for breaching it. 

6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q37 – My lecturers and tutors spend class time teaching me how to reference (including how to quote, 

paraphrase and summarise with acknowledgement). 

6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q38 – My lecturers and tutors spend class time talking about ‘contract cheating’ and its consequences. 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q39 – My lecturers and tutors spend class time teaching me how to engage in scholarship in my discipline 

(i.e., research, read, critically analyse and discuss discipline material). 

6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q40 – My lecturers and tutors consistently monitor and penalise academic integrity breaches in line with 

my institution’s policy. 

6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q41 – My lecturers and tutors are consistent with each other in grading assignments. 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Q42 – I receive sufficient feedback to ensure that I learn from the work I do. 6, ‘Strongly Agree’ 7, ‘Agree’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Disagree’ 10, ‘Strongly disagree’ 

Dependant Variable  

Q14 - Have you ever bought, traded, or sold notes (for any reason), either online or in person?  

Independent Variables Numerical Data Conversion Reference 
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Q43 – Imagine students have been asked to submit an assignment requiring research, analysis and thinking 

skills. In your opinion, how likely is it that students would consider getting someone else to complete this 

kind of assignment for them? 

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 

Q44 – Imagine students have been asked to submit an assignment that requires them to use and develop 

skills that are relevant to a future profession. In your opinion, how likely is it that students would consider 

getting someone else to complete this kind of assignment for them? 

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 

Q45 – Imagine students have been asked to submit an assignment where there is no ‘right’ answer, but a 

range of approaches that each have pros and cons. In your opinion, how likely is it that students would 

consider getting someone else to complete this kind of assignment for them? 

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 

Q46 – Imagine students have been asked to submit a small assignment that will provide feedback relevant 

to a later, major assignment. In your opinion, how likely is it that students would consider getting someone 

else to complete this kind of assignment for them? 

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 

Q47 – Imagine students have been asked to submit a major assignment that builds directly on feedback from 

a previous one. In your opinion, how likely is it that students would consider getting someone else to 

complete this kind of assignment for them? 

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 

Q48 – Imagine students have been asked to submit an assignment that brings together a range of knowledge 

and skills central to the students’ program of study. In your opinion, how likely is it that students would 

consider getting someone else to complete this kind of assignment for them? 

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 

Q49. Imagine students have been asked to submit an assignment that has been personalised and is unique 

to them (e.g. a unique question, or set of data). In your opinion, how likely is it that students would consider 

getting someone else to complete this kind of assignment for them? 

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 

Q50. Imagine students have been asked to submit an assignment completed mainly in class time. In your 

opinion, how likely is it that students would consider getting someone else to complete this kind of 

assignment for them?  

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 

Q51. Imagine students have been asked to submit an assignment that is followed by an oral presentation 

where students have to explain the assignment. In your opinion, how likely is it that students would consider 

getting someone else to complete this kind of assignment for them? 

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 

Q52. Imagine students have been asked to submit an assignment which is worth a significant portion of the 

final grade (more than 40%). In your opinion, how likely is it that students would consider getting someone 

else to complete this kind of assignment for them? 

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 

Q53. Imagine students have been asked to submit an assignment with only a limited amount of time to 

complete it (e.g. 3-7 days). In your opinion, how likely is it that students would consider getting someone 

else to complete this kind of assignment for them? 

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 
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Q54. Imagine students have been asked to submit an assignment that requires reflection on workplace 

learning, or a placement. In your opinion, how likely is it that students would consider getting someone else 

to complete this kind of assignment for them? 

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 

Q55 – Imagine students have been asked to submit an assignment that involves a series of small, graded 

tasks that need to be completed regularly (e.g., weekly quizzes). In your opinion, how likely is it that 

students would consider getting someone else to complete this kind of assignment for them? 

6, ‘Extremely Likely’ 7, ‘Likely’ 8, ‘Unsure’ 9, ‘Unlikely’ 10, ‘Extremely Unlikely’ 

 

 
Table 7: A list of variables pertaining to student perceptions of contract cheating which were used in the CHAID analysis (Figure 7), and the corresponding numeric data labels. 
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Chapter 6: Discussion and Conclusion 

6.1 CHAID Analysis 

Given that cheating and sharing behaviours are currently in the spotlight, the original study by 

Bretag and colleagues (2018) attempted to understand the prevalence and mode of contract 

cheating, as well as the cultural, institutional, and individual influences underpinning its existence 

(Bretag et al. 2018). However, that study was limited by the bivariate analysis that the authors 

employed, therefore possibly missing complex interactions. This study sought to go further in 

depth than the last regarding the individual demographics, past behaviours, and experiences of 

those who commit contract cheating on both sides of the transaction. Therefore, given the 

multivariate capabilities of CHAID, this was the tool chosen for these analyses.  

There are some limitations of CHAID however, principally that it groups missing values with data 

in other groups. This makes it difficult to know the sample size in that branch, as well as how 

strong the relationship really is. Another limitation of the study was the lack of diversity from 

many areas that made it difficult for CHAID to further stratify groups. Examples include languages 

other than English and country of birth, where most students came from only a handful of countries 

and therefore the sample size for the other categories was too small for analysis. 

 

The key to interpreting CHAID diagrams is to review the mean score of each node. It states in 

each conversion table (Tables 1, 2 ,3) that in answer to Q14 about whether students have shared 

notes, an answer of ‘Yes’ is coded as a 3, and a ‘No’ is coded as a 4.  So, the mean of the sample 

is simply a reflection of the proportion of students in that node who chose each category of the 

response variable. The proportion of each category of the response variable is also visually 

represented in the form of a bar chart inside each node. To note, a mean of 3.5 would be the result 

of 50% of the students in that group admitting noting sharing, i.e., selecting code 3. Therefore, 

results in the 3 to 3.8 range in any one node would indicate that a large proportion of these students 

admitted to the practise. 

The note sharing variable pertaining to question 14 was chosen as the dependant because it is the 

lowest common denominator in terms of contract cheating, and although not all forms of note 

sharing would be classified as contract cheating, or even academic misconduct, this variable was 
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shown by Bretag and colleagues (2018), to both contain a large sample size, and have significant 

correlations with other measures of misconduct, as well as student’s moral judgements of those 

behaviours. 

 

6.2 Demographic Characteristics and Note Sharing. 

In the Gains chart (Table 1) for figure 3, it shown that node 54 has the largest proportion of students 

who have shared notes in the past. The corresponding CHAID tree in figure 3 shows that these are 

female international students who studied either information technology or law. Node 6 contains 

missing data, so it is impossible to make a judgement from it. Also, node 43 shows that students 

who do not speak English at home are also overrepresented among note sharers. Interestingly, node 

38 shows that students who have a disability are the least likely to share notes. It is difficult to 

explain why this is without speculating on their ability or level of support. 

What is clear from these results, is that the same characteristics keep appearing repeatedly, that is 

that the nodes with the lowest means contain students that are a combination of male, working 

students, international students, and non-native English speakers, and young students. There are 

some exceptions to this, such as node 54, in which students are females, but their male equivalents 

in the same branch had comparable results. What is also striking is the combination of non-English 

speakers and international students. How the CHAID tool has separated the groups within spoken 

language at home, and country of birth has left it exceedingly difficult to interpret. In the case of 

country of birth, it seems to have separated the nodes by whether they are above or below country 

88 which would be Greece. There is nothing of substance that can be interpreted from this 

allocation. 

6.2.1 Language and Assignment Sharing 

Regarding language spoken at home, if language barrier really is an issue, then note sharing may 

not be very appealing to these students, who might opt instead for acquiring assignments online. 

To investigate this, a preliminary graph (Figure 4) was created comparing note sharing by whether 

students spoke English at home. It found that English speakers were the most likely to share notes 

compared to international students who did not speak English at home. Previously, it was required 
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that a parent node needed 100 cases and a child, 50 to be displayed, these requirements were halved 

in this case. 

 

6.22 Demographic Characteristics and Plagiarised Assignments 

On this basis it was decided that note sharing may be the wrong response variable on which to use 

a benchmark. A second CHAID (Figure 5) was conducted, but this time with the variable acquiring 

an assignment to submit as your own (Q16) as the reference variable. Because only a small 

percentage of students have committed this act, the rules around parent and child nodes in CHAID 

were relaxed, according to the methods section. This variable was coded a 1 for ‘Yes’ and a 2 for 

‘No’.  

Figure 5 shows that the node with the lowest mean of 1.87 were international students who lived 

either on a rural campus or an overseas campus. The sample size was small at just 45 students, but 

the result is still significant, as a full 13% of that sample admitted to obtaining someone else’s 

assignment for their own submission. Nodes 22 and 12 also have a relationship with international 

students are also both greatly overrepresented as contract cheaters compared to the sample average, 

which is 2.3%. The common theme here is certain international students being overrepresented by 

factors of up to 5, for an act which is quite rare among the general sample. This behaviour is 

plausibly the result of learning difficulties or perhaps a language barrier. 

 

6.3 Student Past Behaviours 

The third CHAID diagram (Figure 6) shows that only a small percentage of students committed 

most serious forms of plagiarism such as obtaining an assignment from some else. However only 

a small subset of these students also shared notes, they were still more likely than those to do so 

when compared to students that did not share assignments. Figure 6 also shows that people who 

bought exam notes were the most likely to provide assignments to others. 

In Figure 6, nodes 14, 16 and 18, they are coded with a 0, meaning that the student selected the 

event proposed in the question and replied in the affirmative. The nodes next to these are where 

the students did not select this category. These show consistently that these students were more 
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likely to engage in note sharing as between 7 – 5% of that of these samples engaged in note sharing, 

whereas none of the students in the negative group shared notes. Looking through the tree, the 

groups of students that did not answer in the affirmative to these questions had almost no note 

sharing behaviour, but the groups that did, had a sizeable minority of students that did. This is an 

important finding as it shows that there seems to be an association between note sharing and more 

serious behaviours.  

 

6.4 Student Perceptions 

Figure 7 shows that students who believe that their markers are not consistent with their grading, 

are more likely to believe that sharing notes is not wrong, and it is then no surprise that these 

students are the most likely out of everyone to share notes. This is even more true when you look 

at node 48 compared to node 49, where students who are more likely to agree that plagiarising an 

assignment is not wrong, are the most likely of even this group to share notes. It seems to be that 

clearly, students’ attitudes and perceptions of their concept of fair grading is influencing their 

propensity to share notes. 

 

6.5 Discussion 

Bretag and colleagues (2018) argue the notion that different cultural backgrounds are influencing 

cheating behaviours is a “myth”. However, they provide no evidence to back up this judgement. It 

has been well documented that due to corruption, cheating in some countries such as India is extra 

ordinally widespread (Baijnath & Singh, 2019. Unfortunately, there are not enough international 

students from other backgrounds to test this claim, as the bulk of students in the data are either 

from India or China. Though the cultural explanation for why these students are overrepresented 

among assignment sharing remains a plausible part explanation 

The data from the CHAID diagrams shows that cheating occurs in younger and less experienced 

students, especially males, who may have a weaker grasp of the curriculum. There is also evidence 

from Figure 7 and in the literature review that the student’s likelihood to cheat is influenced by the 

perceived fairness of the course assessors. It was stated in the Literature review that the primary 



 
41 
 

reason students cheat is to gain greater grades. Therefore, it stands to reason that if they believe 

that they will not be assessed fairly, that they may try to cheat to balance the scale. Moreover, 

detecting cheating in courses like mathematics or engineering is much more difficult, as plagiarism 

is harder to detect in courses that require wrote responses through equations and formulae.  

Another major factor that was found in this study and elsewhere, is the propensity of foreign 

students to cheat. It is interesting that these students are less likely to engage in note sharing, but 

more likely to engage in acquiring other people’s essays. However, the preponderance of essay 

mills and our own data here clearly show that the language barrier may be a factor in what these 

students are facing and greatly affect their own likelihood to cheat. There is also the possibility of 

credentialism, as stated in the literature review. Some students may be attracted the prestige of an 

expensive western institution, whose name alone might increase their career prospects. 

Students with poor English skills in Australian universities is a well-known phenomenon. It has 

been publicized in the media and is well known in the academic space, as well as even sometimes 

being tacitly acknowledged by University chancellors (Van Onselen 2019). However, for these 

Universities, international students are too lucrative to lose. If English entry standards are raised 

at any one University, then that university will likely lose some international students to 

competitors. And if all of the Universities somehow agree on a code, or if legislation and or 

regulations are tightened, then the whole sector will suffer, which is something that would be 

unpalatable to Universities, especially post covid when they are trying to get international students 

back. 

It is true that Universities use international students to subsidize degrees for domestic students, 

particularly in the sciences (Van Onselen 2019). Therefore, if universities do tighten English 

competency restrictions, then they will either tighten their belts, meaning having lower staffing 

levels and less research output and potentially affecting teaching quality. Moreover, it will 

certainly affect prestige, with less money available to attract high quality academics or money to 

put into research. The only other alternative for these universities is to charge domestic students 

more. or ask the government for more money.  

It is therefore likely that Universities will continue to make overtures about contract cheating and 

of course investigate cases of suspected cheating. But the reality is that probably most of the 
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contract cheating will go undetected, and one of the biggest hanging fruits in terms of preventative 

measures is unlikely to be initiated or supported by both the federal government and universities 

due to the potential loss of revenue. 

Indeed, there have been numerous scandals showing university academics being pressured into 

passing failing students for monetary reasons (Van Onselen 2019). Therefore, there is the danger 

that suspected cases of contract cheating may be overlooked for the same reason. 

It is also known that males are more likely to cheat when compared to females as supported by 

this study (Figure 3, Figure 5). There are a multitude of factors for why this may occur. Firstly, the 

data from this study showed that males were less sanguine about their university experience 

compared to females (Figure 7). It is a possibility that males are more likely to cheat because they 

feel that the learning environment does not cater to a learning style which is more prevalent among 

males. 

The analysis of attitudes towards the teaching environment can be interpreted in different ways. 

The students who cheated reported receiving less support from their tutors (Figure 7) and this may 

genuinely have been the case. However, these students went to the same institutions as students 

who did not cheat. It could be true that Universities are not catering to these students learning 

styles. It could also be the case that these attitudes are not reflecting of their perceived difficulty, 

but an after the fact justification of cheating. Moreover, both scenarios could be partially true. 

The International entry of students into our Universities requires serious reform. The entry 

requirements to enter our Universities for the same degrees are far lower for internationals students 

compared to domestic ones (Van Onselen 2019). the International English literacy test is scored in 

bands of 1 to 7, with a 1 considered completely illiterate and a 6 considered a native speaker (Van 

Onselen 2019). Many Universities allow students who score below the minimum required band of 

a course to be admitted anyway. This can occur through a waiver, or by simply paying a higher 

tuition fee to enter a preparatory course with lower standards (Van Onselen 2019). This is the result 

of the government handing universities the power to set their own English competency admission 

standards. The result places unqualified students into degrees with the attitude that they can simply 

buy their way out of trouble. It is no wonder then that so many students turn to online essay mills 

and contracting sites such as Upwork.  
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6.6 Conclusion 

At the beginning of this study, existing literature highlighted at risk groups such as International 

students, males, and young students. At the conclusion of this study, we can confirm that these 

groups are overrepresented among contract cheaters and on academic misconduct in general. 

Moreover, also have established evidence as to why these students resort to contract cheating. 

Principally because they feel that they are not in a supportive learning environment which caters 

to their needs. Furthermore, that the grading system isn’t fair, and that other students are probably 

also cheating. As these needs remain neglected, the problem will only worsen with time. A remedy 

to this would require a re structure of the way that courses are taught, including reforming 

admissions policy so that admitted students are capable of the material. In addition, academic 

integrity programs, and special programs for students that need help. Only with these widespread 

reforms will the incidence of contract cheating decrease. 
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