
Educational Research Review 36 (2022) 100455

Available online 6 May 2022
1747-938X/© 2022 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

Review 

Academic dishonesty and its relations to peer cheating and 
culture: A meta-analysis of the perceived peer cheating effect 

Li Zhao a,*, Haiying Mao a,1, Brian J. Compton b, Junjie Peng a, Genyue Fu a, 
Fang Fang c,d,e,***, Gail D. Heyman b, Kang Lee f,** 

a Department of Psychology, Hangzhou Normal University, China 
b Department of Psychology, University of California San Diego, USA 
c School of Psychological and Cognitive Sciences and Beijing Key Laboratory of Behavior and Mental Health, Peking University, Beijing, 100871, 
China 
d Peking-Tsinghua Center for Life Sciences, Peking University, Beijing, 100871, China 
e IDG/McGovern Institute for Brain Research, Peking University, Beijing, 100871, China 
f Dr Eric Jackman Institute of Child Study, University of Toronto, Canada   

A R T I C L E  I N F O   

Keywords: 
Academic dishonesty 
Peer cheating 
The perceived peer cheating effect 
Meta-analysis 
Culture 
Collectivism 
Individualism 
Religiosity 

A B S T R A C T   

Academic cheating is a worldwide problem, which is exacerbated by perceived peer cheating. The 
present review of the literature quantitatively examined this perceived peer cheating effect. This 
meta-analysis included studies reporting correlations between students’ own cheating and their 
perception of cheating in peers. The sample consisted of 43 effect sizes (38 studies) based on a 
total sample size of 24,181 demographically diverse participants from multiple countries (65% 
female) from papers published from 1941 to 2021. Results showed a perceived peer cheating 
effect of intermediate effect size (r = 0.37, 95% CI = 0.35 to 0.39), and that perceived peer 
cheating is among one of the strongest factors known to be associated with students’ academic 
cheating. Moderator analyses using country level measures revealed this effect to be stronger in 
cultures that are high in power distance, collectivism, long-term orientation, restraint, and low in 
uncertainty avoidance and religiosity. The present findings indicate that the behavior of peers 
plays an important role in students’ academic cheating, suggesting that effective strategies to 
promote academic integrity will need to consider peer influences as well as the culture in which 
students are socialized.   

1. Introduction 

Academic dishonesty is a serious problem worldwide that has negative consequences for individuals, institutions, and society at 
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large (Anderman & Murdock, 2011; Cizek, 1999; Lupton et al., 2000; Murdock & Anderman, 2006; Nucci & Turiel, 2009; Sims, 1993). 
It is defined as intentionally carrying out forbidden behaviors to gain an unfair advantage in an academic context (Zhao et al., 2021), 
and it includes behaviors such as cheating on examinations, copying others’ homework or assignments, and plagiarism (Anderman & 
Murdock, 2011; Cizek, 1999; Rettinger, 2017; Waltzer & Dahl, 2020; Waltzer et al., 2021). The present study focused on the link 
between students’ academic dishonesty and their perception of cheating behavior in peers, which we call the perceived peer cheating 
effect. 

Scientific research on academic dishonesty began in the early 1900s (e.g., Barnes, 1904; Hartshorne & May 1928; Voelker, 1921) 
shortly after educational research was established as a scientific discipline. Since then, researchers have investigated the prevalence of 
academic dishonesty and the factors that are associated with it. Peer socialization has emerged as a particularly important influence, 
and it is a key component of several theoretical approaches (e.g., Haynie & Osgood, 2005). 

One theoretical approach that points to the importance of peers in understanding academic dishonesty is social learning theory 
(Bandura, 1986, 1989). This theory posits that many human behaviors and attitudes are learned through the process of observational 
learning. This account suggests that a person who witnesses socially significant individuals engaging in and benefiting from a behavior 
is more likely to engage in similar behaviors themselves, even if the behavior violates societal norms (O’Rourke et al., 2010). Thus, 
according to this theory, students will be more likely to cheat if they observe their peers engaging in academic cheating. 

Another theoretical approach which points to the importance of peers in understanding academic dishonesty is neutralization 
theory. According to this theory, individuals adopt neutralization techniques to justify violating social norms in order to maintain a 
positive self-image (e.g., Pulvers �� �	
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unequally distributed in the institutions or organizations. Individuals from high power distance cultures tend to value dependence 
relationship, while those from low power distance cultures have a limited dependence relationship (Hofstede et al., 2010). Thus, 
students from high power distance cultures may be more influenced by their peers than students from low power distance cultures. 
However, an alternative prediction is that in high power distance cultures, individuals are influenced by their superiors who have more 
power rather than by their peers who have a similar power level. Consequently, students from high power distance cultures may be less 
influenced by their peers than those from low power distance cultures. 

The third cultural dimension is long-term/short-term orientation, or the extent to which individuals tend to focus on the future or 
the present (Hofstede et al., 2010; Hofstede & Minkov, 2010). Individuals from cultures with a long-term orientation tend to focus on 
whether their current behaviors will have a significant impact on their well-being in the future, whereas individuals from cultures with 
short-term orientation tend to focus on the immediate consequences of their behaviors. It is well established that individuals from 
cultures with a short-term orientation tend to view peer relationships as fluid and changeable, and are more inclined to withdraw from 
relationships that do not serve their immediate needs, whereas individuals from cultures with a long-term orientation tend to consider 
peer relationships as stable (Cialdini et al., 1999; Oyserman et al., 2002). Thus, people from a culture with a long-term orientation 
might be inclined to 
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included subjects would be as wide as possible. For the unpublished literature (e.g., dissertations, conference papers, research posters, 
and book chapters), we searched through ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. The following keywords were used to conduct the search: 
academic cheating, academic dishonesty, academic integrity, academic misconduct, unethical academic behavior, plagiarism, 
cheating, cheat, dishonesty, and honesty. Second, we examined the reference lists from the existing narrative reviews (e.g., Anderman 
& Murdock, 2011; Bucciol & Montinari, 2019; Cizek, 1999; Crown & Spiller, 1998; Whitley, 1998) to identify any papers that were not 
found using the first strategy. Third, we examined the studies that have been included in the existing meta-analysis papers that were 
not identified by the first two strategies (i.e., Cuadrado et al., 2021; Giluk & Postlethwaite, 2015; Krou et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2020; 
Paulhus & Dubois, 2015; Whitley, 1998; Whitley et al., 1999). We also examined the reference lists and citations of all the studies cited 
above to search for ones we had missed. 

Our systematic search yielded 1,580 records. Preliminary assessments of these records led to the elimination of many irrelevant 

Fig. 1. Flow chart of the literature search and study selection procedure.  
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report these results in the appendix. There were no studies measuring these variables at the individual level, so we obtained country- 
level indexes as moderators, which were all continuous variables. For the first five cultural values, we used scores from Geert’s 
Database (http://geert-hofstede.com/) for countries in which the studies were carried out. We used the Gallup International Religi-
osity Index (Gallup International Survey, 2014) to measure the religiosity of a country. Three studies were excluded from this analysis 
because they were conducted in multiple countries and did not include separate effect sizes for each country. 

We included four additional moderator variables: geographical region, source of data, academic dishonesty type, and year of 
publication. We coded geographical region into two levels: North America (e.g., the United States and Canada; k = 25) and Others (i.e., 
outside North America; k = 18) as about half of the studies meeting the inclusion criteria were conducted in North America. We coded 
source of data as collected in the classroom (k = 15) or out of the classroom, such as an online survey (k = 24). Four studies were 
excluded from this analysis because this information was not reported. For academic dishonesty type, we used two different classi-
fication methods: exam cheating versus all other cheating, as well as individual cheating versus collaborative cheating. First, we coded 
academic dishonesty type into two levels: cheating on some form of test (k = 6), and cheating on homework or other assignments (k =
2). Thirty studies that assessed both of these types of academic dishonesty were excluded from this analysis because separate effect 
sizes were not reported. Five studies that did not identify the academic dishonesty type were also excluded from this analysis. We 
coded academic dishonesty type into another two levels: individual cheating (k = 4), and collaborative cheating (k = 2). Thirty-seven 
studies that assessed both of these types of academic dishonesty were excluded from this analysis because separate effect sizes were not 
reported. We coded publication year as the continuous variable. No studies were excluded from this analysis. No studies reported the 
effect sizes for males and females separately, so we were not able examine the moderating effect of gender on the perceived peer 
cheating effect. We also explored the effects of the following other potentially confounding national level moderator variables: GDP per 
capita, unemployment index, school enrollment (tertiary) index, adult literacy rate, adult education level (tertiary) index, and public 
spending on education (tertiary) index (see Appendix C for details). 

2.4. Meta-analytic procedures 

For the quantitative meta-analysis, we used the Meta-Essentials workbooks (Version 1.4) developed by Hak et al. (2016), and took 
the following five steps. First, we used the correlation coefficient to index effect sizes of the possible relation between academic 

Fig. 2. Effect sizes of each included study (excluding outliers). Correlations (dots) and 95% confidence intervals are displayed for all effects entered 
into the meta-analysis. For studies with multiple independent samples, the result for each sample (S1, S2, etc.) is reported separately. The relative 
size of each bullet is proportional to the study’s weight in generating the meta-analytic result. 
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dishonesty and perceived peer cheating. Following our inclusion criteria and coding systems, we extracted only one effect size from a 
given sample of participants to obtain an independent effect size. Second, we examined potential outliers by applying the criteria 
which defined outliers based on the 95% CI. The presence of outliers may lead to a biased estimation of the amount of variability in 
actual effect sizes (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). We defined outliers as studies in which the 95% CI did not overlap with the 95% CI of the 
average effect size (Cuijpers, 2016, pp. 95–113). 

Third, we analyzed the effect sizes to use the random effects model that assumed that effect sizes were different from each other 
because of random error. Then we calculated the average effect size with its 95% CI and estimated the extent of heterogeneity by using 
Q and I2 statistics. The I2 statistic, which ranges from 0% to 100%, is equal to the proportion of true variance between studies in total 
variance (see Borenstein et al., 2009). It is generally accepted that a percentage of I2 of 25% represents low heterogeneity, of 50% 
represents moderate, and of 75% represents high heterogeneity (Higgins et al., 2003). After removing outliers using the 95% confi-
dence intervals we found a moderate proportion of heterogeneity in the effect sizes, Q (df = 42) = 112.08, p < .001, I2 = 60.53%, 
enabling us to perform the moderating analyses with results that were sufficiently robust without being swayed by outliers. 

Fourth, we used moderator analyses to examine potential categorical and continuous variables that might moderate the relation 
between academic cheating and perceived peer cheating. Fifth, we performed a set of analyses to address the possibility that publi-
cation bias might affect the true average effect size by concealing null or small effects. We used three different methods to detect 
potential publication bias: funnel plot with trim-and-fill, Rosenthal’s fail-safe N test, and Egger’s regression. 

3. Results 

3.1. Overall effects of perceived peer cheating 

There were 38 studies that met all the inclusion criteria after excluding the outliers whose 95% CI was not within the range of 
average effect size’s 95% CI. These studies yield 43 effect sizes based on a total sample size of 24,181 subjects. For detailed infor-
mation, including the study characteristics, sample characteristics, moderator characteristics and effect sizes of studies included in this 
meta-analysis, see Table A1 and Table A2 in Appendix A. 

The meta-analytic average effect size was significant (r = 0.37, 95% CI = 0.35 to 0.39, p < .001). According to Cohen (1988), this 
effect size is intermediate. When including all the aberrant effect sizes, the overall effect of this meta-analysis did not change 
significantly (r = 0.40, 95% aPtaP͝⁔䨊‱㐵⸴㔲㤠ⴱ㠮㌷㌲⁔洊嬨I k,et⥝⁔䨊ㄠ〠㌶ㄮ㌱㔹⁔〱㜀⌀bta㔮㌳㔴㤶㍝⁔䨊‱㐵⸴㔲⁔昊ㄠ〠〠ㄠⴱ㈮㈳㐵ㄹ⸶㠲⁔洊嬨̀〹㘠ⴳ崠告〠ㄠⴰ〹bt⥝⁔䨊ㄠ〱〸 c8mnnygo　㤵b.9y㠠呭ਜ਼⠀ሀȀ̀а‱‰㈰〆⥝⁔䨊㔳昊嬨w�告‰‰‱ㄹ⸸ㄷㄠⴱ㐮㐳㈵⁔洊嬨hset⥝⁔䨊ㄠ〠〠ㄠ㈆㜰。t⥝㐵⸴㔲〰〉̀Ȁሀऀጀူ〉c�告‰‰‱ㄴ⸴〴ㄴ⸴㌲㔠呭ਜ਼⠀Ԁഀة崠告‰‰‱㌰。t⥝㐵⸴㔲〰〉̀Ȁtw〶Pa2e
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provide 95% confidence intervals of their mean effect sizes. For this reason, we could not statistically compare the effect sizes found in 
their meta-analyses and the present one. 

3.2. Moderator analyses 

We computed the Pearson correlational coefficients of the cultural value indexes. As shown in Table 2, some of the indexes were 
highly correlated (e.g., individualism-collectivism vs. power distance; long-term/short-term orientation vs. indulgence-restraint), 
whereas others were moderately correlated (e.g., individualism-collectivism vs. religiosity) or not significantly correlated (e.g., 
indulgence-restraint vs. religiosity). We also computed related Pearson correlations between the cultural values and country variables. 
As shown in Table 3, the correlational coefficients were generally not high. 

We then conducted the moderator analysis of these indexes on the perceived peer cheating effect. The results of all the moderators 
are shown in Fig. 3, and a summary of results of each cultural value is presented in Table 4. Six cultural values were all significant 
moderators of the perceived peer cheating effect (individualism-collectivism, power distance, long-term/short-term orientation, 
indulgence-restraint, uncertainty avoidance, and religiosity). These results revealed that the perceived peer cheating effect was 
stronger in cultures that tended to be high in collectivism, high in power distance, high in long-term orientation, high in restraint, and 
low in uncertainty avoidance and religiosity. 

Results of other moderator variables are presented in Appendix C. They included the sixth Hofstede National Culture Dimension 
Index-masculinity-femininity, and the potentially confounding national level moderator variables of GDP per capita, unemployment 
index, school enrollment (tertiary) index, adult literacy rate, adult education level (tertiary) index, and public spending on education 
(tertiary) index. None of these were significant, suggesting that the perceived peer cheating effect was stable regardless of any of these 
country-level differences. 

We found no significant effect of the other these o�⸵㜳㈠ⴲㄮ㈱ㄳ⁔洊嬨. ⥝⁔䨊ㄠ〠〠ㄠ〱ሀጀ㌱⸶㜰〰 

inclurٛ⠀䘀ȀF崠告‰‰‱″㜮㜷〷㈱⸲ㄱ㌠呭ਜ਼⠀洊嬷〲 ⥝⁔䨊ㄠ〰‱‶O〰ऀ─ጱ㠲 c㘱〰 
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bias, if it existed, would not significantly affect the conclusion of our meta-analysis. To confirm this, we included the imputed effect 
size in the meta-analysis to obtain an adjusted mean effect size. We then compared it to the actual mean effect size without the 
imputation. We found that the two mean effect sizes were not significantly different from each other (adjusted mean effect size after 
imputation: r = 0.39, 95% CI = 0.38 to 0.40; actual effect size without imputation: r = 0.39, 95% CI = 0.38 to 0.41, p < .05), con-
firming that there was no evidence of publication bias. 

3.3.2. Rosenthal’s fail-safe N test 
We conducted Rosenthal’s fail-safe test (1979) and found that at least 45,886 studies would be needed to make the combined effect 
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size statistically insignificant. Given this estimate, it is highly unlikely that there exists a publication bias, which is consistent with what 
was found by the trim-and-fill method. 

3.3.3. Egger�6s regression 
The Egger�s regression was not significant (㘀b �̂ 0.27, SE ˆ 0.55, 95% CI ˆ � 1.38 to 0.84, t(41) ˆ � 0.49, p ˆ .62), again indicating 

the lack of a significant publication bias. 
Taken together, the previous three analyses of publication bias suggest that there might be cases of unpublished papers due to low 

perceived peer cheating effects, but these possible unpublished papers ultimately did not significantly affect our estimation of the mean 
size of the perceived peer cheating effect. 

4. Discussion 

Academic cheating is a universal problem that researchers have been investigating for more than a century (㘀Anderman ����Murdock, 
2011㘀; Barnes, 1904㘀; Cizek, 1999㘀; Hartshorne ���� May 1928㘀; Voelker, 1921㘀; Whitley, 1998㘀). Early theoretical work based on social 
learning theory and neutralization theory suggested that one important factor in determining whether students cheat is the extent to 
which their peers cheat (e.g., Hartshorne ���� May 1928㘀; Voelker, 1921㘀). The present study provides the first meta-analysis to 

Table 5 
Results of categorical moderator analyses for the relationship between perceived peer cheating and academic dishonesty.  

Categorical variables k r 95% CI for r I2 Q pQ Q* df p 

Lower Upper 

Geographical region North America 25 0.37 0.34 0.40 65.59% 69.74 0.000 0.01 1 0.939 
Others 18 0.37 0.34 0.40 58.98% 41.44 0.001 
Combined 43 0.37 0.37 0.37 62.53% 112.08 0.000 

Source of data Out of the classroom 24 0.37 0.34 0.39 59.33% 56.55 0.000 0.0037 1 0.951 
In the classroom 15 0.36 0.32 0.40 57.22% 32.73 0.003 
Combined 39 0.37 0.36 0.37 59.07% 92.84 0.000 

Academic dishonesty type(code1) Test 6 0.34 0.30 0.37 0.00% 3.98 0.552 2.86 1 0.091 
Homework 2 0.41 � 0.12 0.76 53.39% 2.15 0.143 
Combined 8 0.37 0.28 0.44 39.62% 11.59 0.115 

Academic dishonesty type(code2) Individual 4 0.43 0.35 0.51 31.69% 4.39 0.222 1.52 1 0.217 
Collaborative 2 0.37 � 0.24 0.77 60.37% 2.52 0.112    
Combined 6 0.41 0.33 0.48 48.30% 9.67 0.085    

Note. Combined ˆ combined effect size for each moderator analysis; Test ˆ cheating on some form of test; Homework ˆ cheating on homework and 
other assignments; k ˆ number of effect size; r ˆ average effect size; I

2 

= the extent of heterogeneity; Q = variance based on sums of squares under the 
random effect model and actual weights of the individual studies to assess the heterogeneity in the given group; Q* ˆ variance based on sums of 
squares under the random-effects model within subgroups. 

Fig. 4. Funnel plot with the trim-and-fill method in the meta-analysis. Grey dots represent each effect size from included studies; the blue dot 
represents combined effect size with its confidence interval (black line) and prediction interval (blue line); the red dot represents adjusted combined 
effect size with its confidence interval (black line) and prediction interval (red line); the red vertical line runs through the adjusted combined effect 
size and the corresponding lower and upper limits of the confidence interval represented by red diagonal lines. (For interpretation of the references 
to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.) 

L. Zhao et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                           
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quantitatively synthetize this perceived peer cheating effect and identify key variables that moderate this effect. 
Our first major finding was that the perceived peer cheating effect was significant and that its size, on average, was intermediate 

(Cohen, 1988). This perceived peer cheating effect could not be explained by publication bias or other factors that are not of theoretical 
interest, such as year of publication or the source of data (i.e., online vs. in-class survey). Further, this effect could not be explained by 
other national level measures such as GDP. 

We also statistically compared the effect size of the perceived peer cheating effect with various other variables that have been 
investigated in previous meta-analyses (Cuadrado et al., 2021; Giluk & Postlethwaite, 2015; Krou et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2020; Paulhus 
& Dubois, 2015). We found that the perceived peer cheating effect was stronger than most other effects (e.g., age, gender, consci-
entiousness, and achievement motivation; see Table 1 for details). Among all the existing effects that have been analyzed using 
meta-analysis and reported with 95% confidence intervals, only three showed larger effect sizes than perceived peer cheating: 
neutralization, psychopathy, and impulsivity. The effect size of perceived peer cheating was statistically indistinguishable from these 
factors, suggesting that perceived peer cheating is among the most important factors associated with academic dishonesty when we 
consider each variable’s effect size individually. However, it should be noted that perceived peer cheating may interact with other 
variables (e.g., school culture, personality) to form an even stronger association with students’ academic cheating. 

Our second major finding was that the perceived peer cheating effect is moderated by the cultural environment in which the 
students are living. This was investigated by rating the countries in which the studies were conducted along cultural dimensions of 
Hofstede’s cultural value model (Hofstede, 2011), and the countries’ overall religiosity in addition to several potentially confounding 
moderators. These specific findings are discussed below. 

We found that the perceived peer cheating effect was stronger in countries with collectivistic tendencies as compared to indi-
vidualistic tendencies. This is consistent with a general finding that peers play greater socialization roles in cultures that emphasize 
collective interests, goals, and harmony (e.g., Triandis, 1990). In these cultures, adolescents and youths, who were the majority of the 
participants for this meta-analysis, are more likely to use their peers as a reference to learn values and norms as compared to their 
counterparts in individualistic cultures (e.g., Triandis, 1995). 

The perceived peer cheating effect was stronger in cultures with high power distance than with low power distance. In high power 
distance cultures, individuals are often afraid of disagreeing with their peers and are more likely to show respect for authority (Hendy 
et al., 2021). Therefore, in academic situations, students in high power distance cultures are more likely to value peer association and 
thus align their behavior with their peers in terms of cheating. 

The perceived peer cheating effect was stronger in countries with a long-term orientation than in countries with a short-term 
orientation. As mentioned above, it is well established that individuals from cultures with a long-term orientation tend to treat 
peer relationships as more permanent, and thus are more inclined to use their peers’ behaviors as a reference for their own actions (e.g., 
Oyserman et al., 2002). Thus, people in these culture may be more likely to cheat if their peers cheat and are more likely to be honest if 
their peers are honest. 

In line with our hypothesis, the perceived peer cheating effect was stronger in countries with restrained tendencies than with 
indulgent tendencies. As mentioned before, cultural tightness was positively correlated with cultural restraint. In restraint cultures, 
individuals face more pressure to conform to the group norms whereas, individuals in a loose and indulgent culture are less likely to be 
constrained by the norms (Hofstede et al., 2010). Thus, students from the more restrained societies tend to be influenced more by their 
peers’ cheating behavior than those from the more indulgent societies. Using others to decide how to act is one strategy that is 
frequently used to reduce uncertainty (McCabe et al., 2002; Nouri & Traum, 2011; Salter et al., 2001). This is in line with our finding 
that the perceived peer cheating effect was stronger in countries with low uncertainty avoidance than with high uncertainty avoidance. 

The perceived peer cheating effect was stronger in countries with low religiosity than with high religiosity, which again is 
consistent with our hypothesis. This may be because religious belief protects people from negative peer influences (e.g., Grier & Gudiel, 
2011; Johnson et al., 2001). However, it is also possible that religious belief could impact people’s willingness to accurately report on 
their own cheating (Rettinger & Jordan, 2005; Sutton & Huba, 1995), especially given that all of the studies in this meta-analysis relied 
on self-report methods (Bloodgood, Turnley, & Mudrack, 2010; Hadjar, 2017). 

In addition to the role of cultural values, we also examined the effects of a range of other potential moderating factors, including 
geographical region, source of data, academic dishonesty type, and year of publication on the average effect sizes. Among these 
moderators, none was significantly moderating the perceived peer cheating effect. We also examined the moderating effects of other 
national level variables that reflect social and economic development levels (e.g., GDP per capita, unemployment index, public 
spending on education), and found that none significantly moderated the perceived peer cheating effect. These null findings suggest 
that the significant moderating effects of the five Hofstede National Culture Dimension Indexes might be indeed reflect the role of 
culture in moderating q‰⁔
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of cultural environment. 

5. Limitations and future directions 

One limitation of the present research concerns the nature of the sample. Although the total sample size was large (N = 24,181), the 
estimation of the mean effect size of the relation between perceived peer behavior and academic cheating was based on a relatively 
small number of effect sizes (k = 43). It should be noted that there are more studies on the perceived peer cheating effect than those 
included in this meta-analysis. Some of these studies were excluded due to the fact that the effect sizes were either not reported or were 
reported in a non-standard fashion. It is thus advisable that future studies follow a standard procedure to report the necessary statistical 
results for future meta-analyses. 

Another limitation is that the studies included in our meta-analysis all relied on self-reported measures of academic dishonesty. 
Given the possibility of social desirability response bias (e.g., Bernardi & LaCross, 2004), the actual level of academic dishonesty might 
be underestimated, which may have resulted in biased correlations. Further, although the present meta-analysis provides evidence that 
cultural values can explain a significant amount of variance in the correlations between self-cheating and perceived peer cheating, it is 
possible that some of the unexplained variance is spurious. The potential spurious correlation could be due to the fact that in each of 
studies included in this meta-analysis, the same participants responded to the self-cheating and peer cheating questions. To address 
both social desirability and spurious correlation problems, future studies should use different informants to provide data about these 
two variables. One way to do this would be to use questionnaires to measure participants’ perception of peer cheating, and to use 
behavioral methods to measure their academic cheating behavior (see Cizek, 1999; Hartshorne & May 1928; Voelker, 1921; Zhao 
et al., 2020, for examples of behavioral methods to assess academic cheating). 

A third limitation is that we only examined cultural influences at the country level. It will be important for future research to 
examine the role of culture at the participant level as well, given that there are individual differences within cultures in the extent to 
which different cultural values are internalized (Fischer & Schwartz, 2011; Leung & Cohen, 2011). Assessing cultural values of par-
ticipants will also allow researchers to determine whether the same patterns of differences between cultures are also seen within 
cultures (Oyserman et al., 2002). 

The present meta-analysis used Hofstede’s indexes as proxies of cultural values at the country level because these indexes are the 
most widely used and validated to measure country level value differences (e.g., Reisinger, 2009; Yoo et al., 2011). Future research 
should also include other indexes, such as the World Value Survey (Inglehart, 1997), which provide representative assessments of 
similarities and differences between different countries, and how cultural values change over time. Another issue is that several of the 
Hofstede National Culture Dimension Indexes are highly correlated with each other (e.g., individualism-collectivism vs. power dis-
tance), suggesting that there may be a common cultural construct that underlies these dimensions, and in turn moderates the perceived 
peer cheating effect. Future studies will be needed to determine what this core construct might be, and the specific and unique 
contributions of each of the cultural dimensions. Ideally, such studies would use individual-level measures of cultural values. 

Finally, nearly all studies on the perceived peer cheating effect to date have been correlational, which does not allow for a direct 
examination of whether perceptions of peer cheating have a causal effect on cheating. For example, it is possible that students who 
cheat are more able to detect misconduct in their peers or are motivated to perceive cheating to be more normal to justify their own 
behavior. Experimental research is needed to assess different possible causal relationships. For example, researchers could manipulate 
information about how common cheating is and examine whether this impacts actual cheating rates, similar to what has been done in 
studies of alcohol consumption (e.g., Turrisi et al., 2009). Another possibility would be to have peers model academic honesty or 
cheating, to determine the effects on students’ cheating tendencies. Such studies are necessary n�【ظ�
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Appendix A   

Table A1 
Descriptive characteristics for studies included in the Meta-analysis  

Reference r N Percent of females Nation Educational level Research methods 

Einbu1941 0.52 71 0.57317 USA College Survey 
Knowlton1967 0.36 161 / USA College Survey 
Lanza-Kaduce1986 0.39 175 / USA College Survey 
Michaels1989 0.35 623 0.55 USA College Survey 
Spalter1992 0.79 82 0.74 USA College Survey 
McCabe1993 0.51 5904 0.62 USA College Survey 
Graham1994 0.15 480 0.75 USA College Survey 
Baldwin1996 0.31 2459 0.3776 USA College Survey 
Diekhoff1996 0.32 464 0.595 USA College Survey 
McCabe1997 0.32 1645 0.65 USA College Survey 
Lersch1999 0.52 503 0.592 USA College Survey 
Cava2000 0.52 175 0.4457 USA College Survey 
Jordan2001 0.31 175 0.68 USA College Survey 
Lim2001 0.35 521 0.7394 Singapore College Survey 
Harding2002 − 0.10 349 0.172 USA College Survey 
McCabe2002 0.42 2188 0.67 USA College Survey 
Bichler2003 0.38 263 / USA College Survey 
Hrabak2004 0.19 827 0.642 Croatia College Survey 
Robinson2004 0.33 118 0.551 USA College Survey 
Stephens2004 0.53 337 0.54 USA College Survey 
Vowell2004 0.67 674 0.489 USA College Survey 
Rocha2005 0.31 2675 / Portugal College Survey 
Hard2006 0.35 373 0.5425 USA College Survey 
McCabe2006 0.28 3455 / USA & Canada College Survey 
Stephens2007 0.13 1305 0.586 USA College Survey 
McCabe2008S1 0.30 10525 0.58 USA College Survey 
McCabe2008S2 0.38 860 / Lebanon College Survey 
Ogilvie2008 0.37 536 0.7425 Australia College Survey 
Rettinger2009 0.33 154 0.49 USA College Survey 
Yardley2009 0.34 263 0.711 USA College Survey 
Stone2010 0.49 241 / USA College Survey 
Walton2010S1 0.46 1390 1 USA College Survey 
Walton2010S2 0.33 108 1 USA College Survey 
Walton2010S3 0.52 978 0 USA College Survey 
Walton2010S4 0.40 79 0 USA College Survey 
Bourassa2011 0.20 373 / USA College Survey 
Farnese2011 0.46 419 0.606 Italy College Survey 
Jurdi2011 0.28 318 0.68 Canada College Survey 
Khodaie2011 0.34 297 / Iran College Survey 
Yi2011 0.15 830 / China College Survey 
Spear2012 0.43 149 0.443 USA College Survey 
Taradi2012 0.20 432 0.713 Croatia College Survey 
Yang2012 0.44 586 0.57 China(Taiwan) College Survey 
Zhang2012 0.45 1641 0.822 China College Survey 
Curasi2013 0.42 309 0.49 USA College Survey 
Ellahi2013 0.20 450 0.451 Pakistan College Survey 
Krueger2013 0.28 336 0.898 USA College Survey 
Park2013 0.38 645 0.893 Korea College Survey 
Ma2013 0.22 1097 0.5 China College Survey 
Eriksson2015 0.22 72 0.694 Australia College Survey 

(continued on next page) 
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Table A2 (continued ) 

Reference Geographical 
Region 

Source 
of data 

Academic 
dishonesty 
type 
(code1) 

Academic 
dishonesty 
type (code2) 

Individualism- 
collectivism 

Power 
distance 

Long-term/ 
short-term 
orientation 

Indulgence 
-restraint 

Uncertainty 
avoidance 

Masculinity- 
femininity 

Religiosity 

Lim2001 Others during 
the class 

combined combined 20 74 72 46 8 48 null 

Harding2002 North 
America 

during 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

McCabe2002 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Bichler2003 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Hrabak2004 Others out of 
the class 

combined combined 33 73 58 33 80 40 null 

Robinson2004 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

exam combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Stephens2004 North 
America 

during 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Vowell2004 North 
America 

during 
the class 

combined collaborative 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Rocha2005 Others during 
the class 

exam collaborative 27 63 28 33 104 31 null 

Hard2006 North 
America 

during 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

McCabe2006 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined null null null 68 null null null 

Stephens2007 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

McCabe2008S1 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

McCabe2008S2 Others out of 
the class 

combined combined 38 80 23 34 68 53 64 

Ogilvie2008 Others out of 
the class 

homework individual 90 38 21 71 51 61 37 

Rettinger2009 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Yardley2009 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Stone2010 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Walton2010S1 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Walton2010S2 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Walton2010S3 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Walton2010S4 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Bourassa2011 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Farnese2011 Others out of 
the class 

combined individual 76 50 61 30 75 70 73 

Jurdi2011 North 
America 

during 
the class 

combined combined 80 39 36 68 48 52 46 

Khodaie2011 Others null combined combined 41 58 14 40 59 43 null 
Yi2011 Others during 

the class 
combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Spear2012 North 
America 

during 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Taradi2012 Others during 
the class 

combined combined 33 73 58 33 80 40 null 

Yang2012 Others during 
the class 

homework individual 17 58 93 49 69 45 14 

Zhang2012 Others null combined combined 20 80 87 24 30 66 14 
Curasi2013 North 

America 
multiple combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Ellahi2013 Others out of 
the class 

homework combined 14 55 50 0 70 50 84 

Krueger2013 North 
America 

during 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

(continued on next page) 
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Table A2 (continued ) 

Reference Geographical 
Region 

Source 
of data 

Academic 
dishonesty 
type 
(code1) 

Academic 
dishonesty 
type (code2) 

Individualism- 
collectivism 

Power 
distance 

Long-term/ 
short-term 
orientation 

Indulgence 
-restraint 

Uncertainty 
avoidance 

Masculinity- 
femininity 

Religiosity 

Park2013 Others during 
the class 

combined combined 18 60 100 29 85 39 52 

Ma2013 Others during 
the class 

combined combined 20 80 87 24 30 66 14 

Eriksson2015 Others during 
the class 

combined combined 90 38 21 71 51 61 37 

Meiseberg2016S1 Others out of 
the class 

exam combined 67 35 83 40 65 66 51 

Meiseberg2016S2 Others out of 
the class 

exam combined 67 35 83 40 65 66 51 

Mensah2016 Others out of 
the class 

combined combined null null 4 72 null null 96 

Tsui2016 Others null combined combined 20 80 87 24 30 66 14 
Bucciol2017 Others out of 

the class 
exam combined 76 50 61 30 75 70 73 

Ives2017 Others out of 
the class 

combined combined 30 90 52 20 90 42 89 

Yang2017S1 Others during 
the class 

homework combined 20 80 87 24 30 66 14 

Yang2017S2 Others during 
the class 

homework combined 17 58 93 49 69 45 14 

Barbaranelli2018 Others during 
the class 

combined combined 76 50 61 30 75 70 73 

Gunawan2018 Others out of 
the class 

combined combined 14 78 62 38 48 46 null 

Mensah2018 Others out of 
the class 

exam combined null null 4 72 null null 96 

Cicognani2019 Cross-culture out of 
the class 

exam combined null null null null null null null 

Hendy2019 Others out of 
the class 

combined combined 71 68 63 48 86 43 37 

Ives2019 Others during 
the class 

combined combined null null 71 19 null null 83 

Kobayashi2019 Cross-culture during 
the class 

combined null null null null null null null null 

Maloshonok2019S1 Others out of 
the class 

combined null 39 93 81 20 95 36 55 

Maloshonok2019S2 Others out of 
the class 

combined null 39 93 81 20 95 36 55 

Maloshonok2019S3 Others out of 
the class 

combined null 39 93 81 20 95 36 55 

Maloshonok2019S4 Others out of 
the class 

combined null 39 93 81 20 95 36 55 

Maloshonok2019S5 Others out of 
the class 

combined null 39 93 81 20 95 36 55 

Maloshonok2019S6 Others out of 
the class 

combined null 39 93 81 20 95 36 55 

Maloshonok2019S7 Others out of 
the class 

combined null 39 93 81 20 95 36 55 

Maloshonok20199S8 Others out of 
the class 

combined null 39 93 81 20 95 36 55 

Fontaine2020 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined collaborative 80 39 36 68 48 52 46 

Hendy2021S1 North 
America 

out of 
the class 

combined combined 91 40 26 68 46 62 60 

Hendy2021S2 Others out of 
the class 

combined combined 71 68 63 48 86 43 37 

Hendy2021S3 Others out of 
the class 

combined combined 35 60 45 50 112 57 null 

Stephens2021S1 Others during 
the class 

combined combined 79 22 33 75 49 58 null 

Stephens20211S2 Others during 
the class 

combined combined 79 22 33 75 49 58 null 

Note. Geographical Region = region in which the study was conducted; Others = outside North America; exam = cheating on some form of test; 
homework = cheating on homework and other assignments; Combined = cheating on both these types of academic dishonesty; Null = not reported; 
References in italics are those not considered in the final Meta-Analysis (i.e., outliers).  
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Appendix B   

Table B 
Meta-analyses based on different outlier criteria  

Variables Including all effect sizes/3 SD 2 SD 95% CI 

Cultural values Individualism-collectivism – – – 
Power distance + + +

Long-term/short-term orientation + + +

Indulgence restraint – – – 
Uncertainty avoidance + + – 
Religiosity – – – 

Geographical region × × ×

Source of data × × ×

Academic dishonesty type exam < homework exam < homework ×

Publication year + + ×

Note. 3 SD = three units of standard deviation; 2 SD = 2 units of standard deviation; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval; Cross ( × ) indicates that this 
moderator variable is insignificant under specific outlier criteria, plus (+) or minus (− ) indicates that this moderator variable positively or negatively 
moderates the relation between peer cheating and academic dishonesty under specific outlier criteria. 

Appendix C   

Table C 
Results of Masculinity-femininity, GDP per capita, Unemployment Index, Adult literacy rate, School enrollment (tertiary) Index, Adult education level 
(tertiary) Index and Public spending on education (tertiary) Index moderating analyses for the relationship between perceived peer cheating and 
academic dishonesty  

Moderating factors k r b SE 95% CI Q df p 

Lower Upper 

Masculinity-femininity 42 0.37 0.00041 0.00091 − 0.0014 0.0022 0.20 1 0.653 
GDP per capita 38 0.37 − 0.0000006 0.0000004 − 0.000001 0.0000003 1.75 1 0.185 
Unemployment rate 36 0.37 − 0.00018 0.0027 − 0.0057 0.0053 0.0042 1 0.949 
School enrollment, tertiary 33 0.38 − 0.00053 0.00035 − 0.0012 0.00018 2.31 1 0.128 
Adult literacy rate 33 0.38 − 0.00064 0.0020 − 0.0047 0.0035 0.10  0.752 
Adult education level, tertiary 31 0.37 0.0015 0.00079 − 0.000075 0.0031 3.79 1 0.052 
Public spending on education, tertiary 21 0.37 0.040 0.041 − 0.046 0.126 0.92 1 0.337 

Note. GDP per capita is gross domestic product divided by midyear population. GDP is the sum of gross value added by all resident producers in the 
economy plus any product taxes and minus any subsidies not included in the value of the products. It is calculated without making deductions for 
depreciation of fabricated assets or for depletion and degradation of natural resources. Data are in current U.S. dollars. Unemployment refers to the 
share of the labor force that is without work but available for and seeking employment. School enrollment ratio is the ratio of total enrollment, 
regardless of age, to the population of the age group that officially corresponds to the level of education shown. Tertiary education, whether or not to 
an advanced research qualification, normally requires, as a minimum condition of admission, the successful completion of education at the secondary 
level. Adult literacy rate is the percentage of people ages 15 and above who can both read and write with understanding a short simple statement 
about their everyday life. Adult education level as defined by the highest level of education completed by the 25- to 64-year-old population. Public 
spending on education includes direct expenditure on educational institutions as well as educational-related public subsidies given to households and 
administered by educational institutions. 
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