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Abstract – Academic dishonesty remains a critical 
issue within contemporary educational systems. This 
study investigates the factors influencing dishonest 
academic behavior among university students in 
Vietnam. The primary objective is to identify key 
psychological and social determinants that shape 
students’ cheating intentions and behaviors in 
examination settings. A structured survey was 
administered to 545 university students across multiple 
regions nationwide. Drawing on established behavioral 
and ethical frameworks, the study examines the roles of 
attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioral 
control, vertical individualism, and moral obligation 
toward academic dishonesty. The empirical results 
reveal that attitudes, subjective norms, perceived 
behavioral control, and vertical individualism 
significantly increase students’ propensity to engage in 
dishonest behavior. In contrast, moral responsibility 
does not directly promote misconduct but instead 
demonstrates a significant adverse moderating effect. 
These findings provide valuable theoretical insights and 
practical implications for universities in designing 
effective interventions, strengthening ethical awareness, 
and improving assessment strategies in increasingly 
digital learning environments. 
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1. Introduction

Acts of plagiarism, cheating, falsification, or 
collusion threaten the educational system and fall 
under Academic Dishonesty. Assessment of 
inequality, loss of institutional credibility, and 
devaluation of academic credentials all result from 
Academic Dishonesty [1]. Academic Dishonesty has 
always existed. However, its forms and underlying 
motivations have changed due to technological 
innovations and new modes of instruction and 
assessment. The shift to online education and 
assessments during the COVID-19 pandemic has 
made it more difficult to monitor and prevent 
cheating. This challenge was intensified by the 
rampant use of technology and artificial intelligence 
(AI) tools to circumvent academic policies [2], [3]. 

The achievement of Sustainable Development 
Goal 4 (SDG 4), which emphasizes fostering 
inclusive, equitable, and lifelong learning, hinges on 
upholding academic honesty across all educational 
institutions. However, the focus on higher education 
and its rampant proliferation of dishonest practices, 
including Vietnam, poses a direct threat to this ideal. 
Research has shown that academic misconduct within 
Vietnamese universities has not only become rampant 
but is also accepted as a societal norm [4], [5]. 
Students in metropolitan regions, including Ho Chi 
Minh City, often face overwhelming pressure to 
succeed academically and view high grades as a ticket 
to professional success. 

In an overwhelmingly high-pressure academic 
environment, engaging in dishonest practices such as 
cheating is regarded as a survival tactic rather than an 
ethical violation. Cheating has become normalized. 
One of the most comprehensive explanations of 
psychological factors leading up to acts of academic 
misconduct is offered by the Theory of Planned 
Behavior (TPB).  
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Product of Attitude toward the Behavior, 
Subjective Norm, and Perceived Behavioral Control 
(PBC) [6]. TPB has been reported to be the dominant 
predictor of students’ Intention to behave dishonestly 
[7]. Moreover, students tend to rationalize their 
Cheating Behavior through academic pressure, unfair 
evaluations, or the fact that many of their peers cheat 
without facing any repercussions [8].  

While useful, TPB does not fully capture cultural 
and moral aspects that might shape how people 
interpret and act upon their intentions. One of these 
factors is Moral Obligation, which may prevent 
dishonest acts even when the Intention exists. Existing 
evidence suggests that moral responsibility can serve 
as a ‘psychological wall’ that protects against 
Cheating, thus increasing the predictive power of TPB 
[9], [10]. Another critical, yet underexplored, 
construct is Vertical Individualism, a cultural 
orientation that emphasizes competition, status-
seeking, and hierarchical differentiation. Unlike 
Horizontal Individualism, which values equality and 
independence, Vertical Individualism encourages 
self-enhancement even at the cost of others. In 
educational settings, this may manifest as strategic 
cheating driven by the desire to outperform peers [11]. 
Some students may justify Academic Dishonesty as a 
rational means of maintaining academic standing or 
securing social advantage. This highlights the need to 
integrate cultural values into behavioral models to 
fully explain the prevalence of misconduct in diverse 
educational environments. 

While prior research has examined individual 
predictors of Academic Dishonesty, few studies have 
simultaneously considered how Moral Obligation and 
Vertical Individualism might moderate the 
relationships between Intention, Justification, and 
actual Cheating Behavior. Addressing this gap, the 
present study builds on TPB and justification theory 
to explore both psychological and cultural 
determinants of academic misconduct among 
university students in Vietnam. Specifically, this 
study proposes a model in which Justification serves 
as a mediator, linking Attitude, Subjective Norm, and 
Perceived Behavioral Control to Dishonest Behavior, 
while Moral Obligation and Vertical Individualism 
function as moderating variables within these 
relationships. 

With the advent of digitalized technologies in 
learning, the emergence of AI-powered tools, such as 
ChatGPT, Gemini, and other generative language 
models, added complexity to the issue of Academic 
Dishonesty. While these technologies offer valuable 
educational support, they also present new 
opportunities for misconduct, particularly in online 
assessments.  

 

This study addresses these evolving challenges by 
employing an extended TPB framework, combined 
with Partial Least Squares Structural Equation 
Modeling (PLS-SEM), to examine the psychological, 
social, and cultural determinants of student cheating. 
The findings aim to inform the design of ethically 
sound and technology-aware strategies for assessment 
and academic integrity management in higher 
education. By extending TPB through culturally 
grounded and ethically oriented constructs, this study 
contributes to a deeper understanding of scholastic 
dishonesty. It informs policy and practice aimed at 
fostering integrity in higher education settings, 
particularly in Southeast Asian contexts. 

 
2. Literature Review and Hypotheses 

Development 
 
This section reviews several relevant theories and 

prior studies on Academic Dishonesty. It also 
develops the hypotheses guiding the proposed 
research model. Moving forward, the research 
methodology followed by analyzing the proposed 
theoretical model is outlined. It describes the research 
design, measurement tools, data collection process, 
and analysis methods used to ensure the credibility 
and integrity of the study results. The adopted 
methodology was identified for its ability to suit the 
aims of the research and to test the hypotheses. 

 
2.1. Theoretical Background 

 
This study draws on the Theory of Planned 

Behavior and the individualism–collectivism 
framework to explain Academic Dishonesty among 
university students. 

 
2.1.1. The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) 

 
The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), 

introduced as an extension of the Theory of Reasoned 
Action (TRA), provides a psychological framework 
for understanding how individual beliefs translate into 
behavior [6], [12]. Attitude toward the Behavior 
involves both affective and cognitive evaluations of 
acting. Subjective Norm is considered perceived 
normative expectations and social pressures exerted 
by others. The last factor that distinguishes the TPB 
from the TRA concerns the perceived effortfulness or 
ease of performing the behavior. The TPB and the 
TRA better predict Academic Dishonesty, as 
Perceived Behavioral Control reflects individuals’ 
perceptions of their ability, opportunity, and/or 
available resources to engage in the behavior [13].  
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Moreover, Perceived Behavioral Control was 
found in some previous studies to be a stronger 
indicator of Cheating Intention and Behavior than 
either Attitude toward Behavior or Subjective Norm 
[14]. Numerous studies have investigated the 
efficiency of TPB in estimating various human 
behaviors, including socially responsible behavior 
[15], occupational seeking [16], [17], dieting [18], 
[19], and exercise [20], [21]. 

 
2.1.2. Hofstede’s dimensions extend individualism-

collectivism 
 

The theoretical distinction between the Horizontal 
and Vertical dimensions of Individualism and 
Collectivism offers a nuanced lens for examining 
cultural influences on behavior [22], [23]. In this 
construct, individualism is further grouped as 
collectivism and divided into horizontal and vertical. 
Horizontal individualism (HI) focuses on self-reliance 
and is associated with a sociopathic form of 
egalitarianism; individuals exercise their freedom 
while remaining equal to peers. While HI claims 
independence, vertical individualism (VI) combines 
self-reliance with competition that accepts and looks 
forward to, as well as strives for, hierarchical 
differentiation [24]. Likewise, in collectivist societies, 
horizontal collectivism (HC) emphasizes strong 
connectedness combined with organizational equality. 
However, vertical collectivism (VC) emphasizes the 
importance of group coherence and a clear 
hierarchical order among members. These differences 
enable researchers to capture more refined variations 
in cultural values and their behaviors. 

Vertical individualism is particularly salient in 
accomplishment-driven contexts because it 
underscores independence coupled with a motive for 
personal achievement and competitive differentiation. 
High VI individuals peak as social climbers who make 
efforts to secure social stigma and status associated 
with unfairness and disharmony [25]. In educational 
environments, this attitude can promote zero-sum 
thinking, in which one’s success is seen as a loss by 
others, and create conditions in which unethical 
actions, such as cheating, are viewed as necessary to 
maintain one’s standing [26]. Research has shown that 
in such cases, vertical individualism is associated with 
the justification of strategic unethical behavior, such 
as cheating, as a necessity for success [27]. Hence, 
vertical individualism is particularly useful for 
analyzing Academic Dishonesty, as it situates 
competitive achievement as a priority over ethics and 
closely aligns self-value with personal 
accomplishment. Focusing on this cultural dimension, 
this research explores how competitiveness and the 
desire for higher social standing drive students to 
justify and engage in various forms of Academic 
Dishonesty.  

This study aids in a more complete understanding 
of the culture beneath the intention to act, refines 
theoretical models in need of enhancement, and 
advances the development of educational frameworks 
tailored to the specific needs of the culture. 

 
2.2. Hypotheses Development 

 
Earlier research has indicated that attitudes 

significantly relate to intentions [7]. Attitude toward 
behavior is emphasized as a significant factor 
influencing students’ intention to cheat [28]. Students 
with negative attitudes toward academic integrity will 
behave unethically [29]. This corresponds with the 
TPB framework, indicating that a positive attitude 
strengthens one’s intention to carry out the behavior. 
Attitudes toward cheating emerged as the strongest 
predictor of students’ intention to engage in Academic 
Dishonesty [30]. For example, some students may 
experience cheating as positive or thrilling in some 
contexts but as negative or boring in others. Thus, a 
positive attitude is a strong stimulus for the formation 
of cheating intentions. As a result, the authors 
hypothesize: 

 

Hypothesis 1: Attitude positively affects intention. 
 

Attitude is one factor that can be mediated by those 
who can justify their previous cheating behavior [7]. 
When students perceive cheating positively due to lax 
policies or minimal consequences, and when 
opportunities to cheat are easy and low risk, their 
intention to cheat increases [31]. It is suggested that 
when students find some of their peers cheating, they 
have a desire to cheat [32].  On the other hand, when 
academic misconduct was not necessarily viewed as 
illegal or morally wrong by some students, this helps 
explain the emergence of Justification [33]. As a 
result, the authors hypothesize: 

 

Hypothesis 2:  Attitude negatively affects 
Justification. 

 

Subjective Norm, defined as perceived social 
pressure from significant others, is a core element of 
the TPB [6]. These norms shape individuals’ 
intentions through internalized expectations from 
peers, instructors, or family. When students believe 
that cheating is common or tolerated among peers, 
their own intentions to engage in dishonest acts 
increase [34], [35]. This aligns with the false 
consensus effect, in which individuals overestimate 
the prevalence of unethical behavior and use it to 
rationalize their own actions [36]. Peer behavior, 
especially in lax institutional environments that lack 
strict enforcement of honor codes, further reduces 
internal resistance to cheating [14], [37]. Cultural 
context also plays a significant role.  



TEM Journal. Volume 15, Issue 3, pages 2576-2588, ISSN 2217-8309, DOI: 10.18421/TEM153-47, August 2026. 
 

TEM Journal – Volume 15 / Number 3 / 2026.                                                                                                                             2579 

In collectivistic societies, students are more 
influenced by group expectations and peer behavior 
[38], [39]. When academic misconduct is perceived as 
normative, particularly under peer or institutional 
influence, the intention to cheat is reinforced. Hence, 
the following hypothesis is proposed: 

 

Hypothesis 3: Subjective Norm positively affects 
Intention. 

 

Justification is the process by which individuals 
rationalize unethical behavior to preserve a positive 
self-image. In academic contexts, students often 
justify cheating by perceiving it as a socially 
acceptable or necessary response under pressure [40]. 
Subjective Norms play a crucial role in shaping these 
perceptions. When students observe peers engaging in 
dishonest behavior without consequence, they are 
more likely to view such behavior as usual and 
morally permissible [7]. In addition, the absence of 
vigorous institutional enforcement and the presence of 
peer acceptance can lower students’ internal resistance 
to misconduct [37]. In collectivist cultures such as 
Vietnam, group loyalty and social conformity further 
amplify this effect, encouraging students to align with 
peer behavior even if it conflicts with personal values 
[24]. Consequently, Justification thus serves as a 
cognitive mechanism that links Subjective Norms to 
students’ intentions to cheat. It enables them to resolve 
moral conflicts and rationalize their actions based on 
social cues. 

 

Hypothesis 4:  Subjective Norm positively affects 
Justification. 

 

Students with greater capability or prior experience 
in cheating are more likely to engage in dishonest 
behavior [37]. Academic Dishonesty is often viewed 
as a function of both opportunity and ability [38]. The 
link between Behavior and Perceived Behavioral 
Control was supported by evidence from an 
unpublished meta-analysis. In addition to attitudes and 
beliefs, perceived self-efficacy also significantly 
contributed to explaining the relationship between 
intentions and behaviors beyond what is expected by 
intentions alone [41]. Numerous studies have 
confirmed that Perceived Behavioral Control 
substantially influences students’ intentions to engage 
in Academic Dishonesty [42], [43], [44], [45]. Thus, 
the following is expected:  

 

Hypothesis 5: Perceived Behavioral Control 
positively affects Intention. 

 

Perceived Behavioral Control refers to an 
individual’s belief in their ability to engage in or avoid 
a behavior, shaped by internal resources such as self-
discipline and external factors [6].  

 

In the TPB, Perceived Behavioral Control 
influences both behavioral intentions and actions, and 
it also affects the degree to which individuals 
rationalize unethical behavior to align with their moral 
self-image [46]. In academic settings, Justification 
often emerges when students face pressure, high 
workloads, or perceive assessments as unfair. When 
cheating becomes a common practice, students may 
perceive it as acceptable and justify engaging in such 
behavior. After observing certain behaviors, low 
Perceived Behavioral Control can substantially deter 
individuals from engaging in those behaviors [47]. 
Similarly, students may cheat spontaneously when 
opportunities arise, particularly when they lack self-
control [48]. Based on the belief that cheating can be 
carried out without being detected, students who 
believe they have better control over their cheating 
technique will be more likely to cheat. Especially in 
collectivist cultures like Vietnam, where academic 
outcomes are strongly emphasized, Perceived 
Behavioral Control may play an even more 
pronounced role. 

 

Hypothesis 6: Perceived Behavioral Control is 
positively associated with Justification. 

 

Although Moral Obligation is not a core 
component of the TPB [6], recent studies suggest that 
incorporating it enhances the model’s predictive 
ability regarding unethical behavior. Students with a 
higher sense of Moral Obligation are significantly less 
inclined to intend to plagiarize, even when other TPB 
variables were considered [10]. Similarly, Moral 
Obligation improved predictions of cheating intention 
across cultural contexts [49]. Furthermore, students 
with stronger Moral Obligation are less likely to carry 
out cheating intentions, and ethical considerations 
play a critical role in deterring such actions [9], [50]. 
These findings suggest that although Intention is 
usually a robust predictor of behavior, a heightened 
sense of Moral Obligation can weaken the translation 
of intention into action.  

 

Hypothesis 7: Moral Obligation negatively 
moderates the relationship between Intention and 
Cheating Behavior. 

 

In addition to the core predictors of cheating 
behavior within TPB [6], Moral Obligation represents 
a personal ethical norm that can override 
rationalizations for dishonest conduct. Strong internal 
ethics reduce students’ tendency to justify cheating 
[8]. When moral values are internalized, students are 
more resistant to peer-driven rationalizations. This 
suggests that Moral Obligation can buffer the effect of 
both Intention and Justification on actual misconduct. 
Furthermore, students frequently rely on perceived 
peer behavior as a Justification for their own dishonest 
actions [51].  
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Consistent with this perspective, students with 
high moral standards are less influenced by 
rationalizations for dishonesty, even when cheating 
appears widespread [9]. Collectively, these studies 
suggest that although Justifications can significantly 
explain variation in cheating behavior, the positive 
link between Justifications and Cheating Behavior is 
weakened when Moral Obligation is strong; 
conversely, when Moral Obligation is low, 
Justifications are more likely to translate into actual 
cheating. 

 

Hypothesis 8: Moral Obligation negatively 
moderates the relationship between Justification and 
Cheating Behavior. 

 

Cultural dimensions are crucial in shaping 
behavior and attitudes toward learning [52], [53]. 
Students influenced by individualistic cultures often 
rely on personal motivation and self-determined goals 
[54]. Within this framework, Vertical Individualism 
emphasizes competition and social status. Individuals 
with this orientation may feel pressure to outperform 
peers and may justify cheating as a necessary strategy 
to avoid falling behind [55].  Students who view 
cheating as a standard practice are more inclined to 
participate in it themselves [56]. Observing peers 
engaging in cheating can serve as a justification for 
similar actions [57]. The desire to get ahead, even at 
the expense of dishonest means, is a dominant 
motivator among vertical individualists [58]. While 
collectivist individuals tend to hold stronger ethical 
values [59], [60], Vertical Individualists may 
prioritize achievement over integrity once cheating 
intention has been formed. Thus, the following are 
expected: 

 

Hypothesis 9: Vertical Individualism positively 
moderates the relationship between Intention and 
Cheating Behavior.  

 

Hypothesis 10: Vertical Individualism positively 
moderates the relationships between Justification and 
Cheating Behavior.  

 

According to the core assumptions of the TPB, 
behavioral Intentions are the most immediate 
antecedents of actual behavior [6]. Behavioral goals or 
intentions, in turn, are strong predictors of Behavior 
[61]. Recent research continues to affirm this 
relationship in academic settings. For instance, 
Intention was a strong predictor of Academic 
Dishonesty, reinforcing the robustness of this link in 
higher education contexts [33]. Similarly, among 
university students, higher Intentions to behave 
unethically correlated with increased Cheating 
Behavior in technology-mediated assessments [62].  

Taken together, these findings support the TPB 
assumption that a firm’s Intention to engage in 
cheating is a robust predictor of subsequent Cheating 
Behavior. Hence, the authors proposed: 

 

Hypothesis 11:  Intention positively affects 
Cheating Behavior. 

 

Justification has a positive impact on a student’s 
Cheating Behavior. Students’ beliefs about peers’ 
cheating strongly predicted their own Cheating 
Behavior [63]. Students tended to underestimate 
peers’ misconduct compared with their own [36]. The 
same evidence further suggests that this false 
consensus bias is more pronounced in frequent 
cheaters. Hence, the notion that “everyone else does 
it” serves as a rationalization that aligns cognitively 
with Dishonest Behavior. The inclusion of 
Justifications is expected to explain additional 
variance in explaining Cheating Behavior, beyond that 
explained by cheating intentions. Accordingly, the 
following hypothesis is proposed: 

 

Hypothesis 12: Justification has a positive impact 
on Cheating Behavior. 

 

Figure 1 illustrates the proposed research model. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 1. Proposed research model 
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3. Methodology 
 

In this section, the research methodology followed 
by analyzing the proposed theoretical model is 
outlined. It describes research design, measurement 
tools, data collection process, and analysis methods, 
which were used to guarantee the credibility and 
integrity of study results.  

 
3.1. Design Questionnaire and Sample Size 

 
The questionnaire was constructed using validated 

measurement scales drawn from prior research on 
Academic Dishonesty and behavioral psychology. 
Specifically, the constructs of Perceived Behavioral 
Control, Subjective Norm, Attitude, and Intention 
were measured using five-item scales adapted from 
prior studies [64]. Moral Obligation was assessed 
using four items adopted from existing scales [65], 
while Vertical Individualism was operationalized and 
adapted using a four-item scale [11]. In addition, 
Justification was measured using six items, and 
Cheating Behavior was assessed using ten items, both 
adapted from established measurement scales [7]. 

The proposed research model comprised eight 
latent variables with 58 indicators in total. Initially, the 
researchers collected responses from 545 university 
students to achieve a sufficient sample size for PLS-
SEM. After screening the responses for completeness 
and validity, a final sample of 528 observations was 
retained for data analysis. 

 
3.2. Sampling Method 

 
Data for this research were collected using two 

nonprobability sampling methods: convenience 
sampling and snowball sampling. The first method 
involved creating a structured questionnaire and 
sharing it via Google Forms. The link to the 
questionnaire was widely shared on Vietnamese social 
media platforms, including Facebook and Zalo, 
reaching students across multiple universities. In 
addition, snowball sampling was applied to broaden 
the respondent base. The initial respondents, including 
researchers, professors, or other acquaintances of the 
researchers, completed the survey and distributed it to 
their peers.  

This snowball approach enabled greater diversity 
in terms of respondents’ disciplines and universities. 
These methods were chosen for their efficiency in 
obtaining a large number of respondents within a short 
period. They demonstrated effectiveness in 
connecting with university students from different 
regions virtually, despite constrained research 
budgets, which is an endemic problem in social 
science educational research.  

 
3.3. Data Analysis Method 

 
 This analysis used PLS-SEM as the primary 

method, as it is predictive in nature and performs well 
with complex models. The goal of PSL-SEM is to 
maximize the explained variance of dependent factors; 
thus, it is appropriate in situations where forecasting 
is the priority [66], [67]. The technique is 
nonparametric and flexible, non-discriminatory 
regarding the distribution of data, and non-metric [68]. 
PSL-SEM simultaneously computes measurements 
and structural models, thereby mitigating bias in 
parameter estimation. Furthermore, PLS-SEM excels 
with higher-order constructs and formative indicators 
while safeguarding model validity [69]. It is 
dependable for large, intricate models comprising 
many observed variables. 

 
3.4. Participants and Data Collection 

 
The information used in this study was gathered in 

2024 through a systematic research process that 
included a comprehensive literature search, the 
development of a detailed questionnaire, and the 
conduct of a formal survey. Initially, 545 responses 
were collected from participants in various 
Vietnamese universities. Afterward, the dataset 
underwent scrutiny to maintain its quality and ensure 
accuracy. Through this screening process, 528 
responses emerged as eligible for more detailed 
empirical analysis. Valid responses from these 
constituencies were considered adequate for capturing 
the target population and were subjected to rigorous 
statistical examinations. The remaining features of the 
sample are discussed in the following subsection. 
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Table 1. Sample characteristics 
 

Characteristics Frequency  
(n = 528) 

Percent 
(100%) 

Gender 
Male 258 48.9 
Female 270 51.1 
University/College 
University of Economics  
Ho Chi Minh City 

131 24.9 

Foreign Trade University,  
Ho Chi Minh City 

42 8.0 

Vietnam National University, 
Ho Chi Minh City 

161 30.4 

Vietnam National University, 
Hanoi 

42 8.0 

National Economics 
University 

52 9.9 

Can Tho University 25 4.8 
Others 74 14.0 
Major 
Economics 128 24.3 
Accounting - Finance 78 14.7 
Information Technology 51 9.6 
Mechanics and Technology 45 8.6 
Linguistics 49 9.3 
Others 177 33.5 
Academic year 
Freshman 79 15.0 
Sophomore 167 31.6 
Junior 145 27.5 
Senior 110 20.8 
Other 27 5.1 

In Table 1, the study sample included 528 students, 
with a variety of characteristics by gender, university 
affiliation, major, and academic year. Regarding 
gender, male students comprised 48.9%, while female 
students comprised 51.1%. University/College splits 
are 30.4% for Vietnam National University Ho Chi 
Minh City, 24.9% for the University of Economics Ho 
Chi Minh City, 9.9% for National Economics 
University, 8.0% for Vietnam National University 
Hanoi, 8.0% for Foreign Trade University Ho Chi 
Minh City, 4.8% for Can Tho University, and 14.0% 
for other universities and colleges. Academic majors 
included Economics (24.3%), Accounting or Finance 
(14.7%), Information Technology (9.6%), Mechanics 
and Technology (8.6%), Linguistics (9.3%), and 
others (33.5%). For the academic year, sophomores 
constituted 31.6%, third-year students 27.5%, fourth-
year students 20.8%, first-year students 15.0%, and 
the “other” group 5.1%. 

 
4. Results and Discussion 

 
This section presents all the research results from a 

thorough PLS-SEM analysis. Along with that, each 
metric will also be discussed in detail. 

4.1. Descriptive Statistics, Reliability, and Discriminant 
Validity 
 

Before structural model testing, the measurement 
model was evaluated to assess indicator reliability, 
and construct validity. The indicator loadings of all 
measurement items are reported in Table 2. 

 
Table 2. Outer loadings 
 

 AT CB IT JT MO PBC SN VI 

AT1 0.88
7        

AT2 0.87
6        

AT3 0.88
5        

CB1  0.865       
CB2  0.821       
CB3  0.825       
CB4  0.883       
CB5  0.879       
IT1   0.876      
IT2   0.887      
IT3   0.844      
IT4   0.855      
IT5   0.884      
JT1    0.864     
JT2    0.878     
JT3    0.880     
JT4    0.851     
JT5    0.748     

MO1     0.765    
MO2     0.956    
PBC1      0.764   
PBC2      0.840   
PBC3      0.833   
PBC4      0.842   
PBC5      0.732   
SN1       0.857  
SN2       0.850  
SN3       0.872  
SN4       0.820  
SN5       0.856  
VI1        0.844 
VI2        0.861 
VI3        0.875 
VI4        0.859 

Note: AT – Attitude; SN – Subjective Norm; PBC – Perceived Behavioral 
Control; IT – Intention; JT – Justification; MO – Moral Obligation; VI – 
Vertical Individualism; CB – Cheating Behavior. 
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Initially, an exploratory factor analysis was 
performed, retaining only those items with factor 
loadings exceeding 0.70 [70]. To assess internal 
consistency, composite reliability and Cronbach’s 
alpha were calculated, with values more than 0.70 
considered indicative of high reliability [71]. The 
convergent validity was demonstrated by confirming 
that each Construct’s Average Variance extracted 
(AVE) surpassed the 0.50 threshold [70]. 

Internal consistency, reliability, and convergent 
validity were further assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, 
composite reliability, and AVE. The results are 
presented in Table 3. 

Table 3. Construct Reliability and Validity 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Composite 
reliability 
(rho_a) 

Composite 
reliability 

(rho_c) 

Average 
variance 
extracted 

(AVE) 

AT 0.858 0.860 0.913 0.779 
CB 0.908 0.908 0.931 0.731 
IT 0.919 0.921 0.939 0.756 
JT 0.900 0.909 0.926 0.715 

MO 0.703 1.018 0.855 0.749 
PBC 0.862 0.871 0.901 0.645 
SN 0.905 0.906 0.929 0.724 
VI 0.884 0.906 0.919 0.739 

Additionally, the measurement reliability of the 
reflective types with Cronbach’s alpha, composite 
reliability, and AVE were assessed.  All constructs are 
significant, as indicated in Table 3, and meet the 
guidelines: both Cronbach’s alpha and composite 
reliability exceed 0.70, while AVE is above 0.50, 
confirming the reliability of the measurement model 
[72]. 

Discriminant Validity was evaluated using the 
Fornell–Larcker criterion and HTMT [73]. The results 
are shown in Table 4. 
Table 4. Correlations between research constructs 

AT CB IT JT MO PBC SN VI 

AT 0.882 
CB 0.152 0.855 
IT 0.148 0.812 0.869 
JT -0.446 0.129 0.069 0.846  
MO -0.479 -0.067 -0.049 0.285 0.866 
PBC 0.048 0.635 0.690 0.065 0.034 0.803 
SN -0.613 0.070 0.118 0.527 0.440 0.156 0.851  
VI -0.626 -0.200 -0.215 0.529 0.505 -0.051 0.549 0.860 

4.2. Common Method Bias 

Given that the data were collected from a single 
source using self-reported measures, the possibility of 
Common Method Bias (CMB) was examined. In line 
with prior methodological recommendations, 
Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values were analyzed 
to assess multi-collinearity among the constructs. The 
corresponding results are summarized in Table 5. 
Table 5. VIF - Inner models 

AT CB IT JT MO PBC SN VI 

AT 1.660 1.660 
IT 1.255 
JT 1.520 

MO 1.681 
PBC 1.061 1.061 
SN 1.697 1.697 
VI 2.446 

MO x JT 1.589 
MO x IT 2.284 
VI x IT 2.655 
VI x JT 1.795 

The study examined possible Common Method 
Bias (CMB) by applying two methods [75]. The 
outcome of the first method showed that the variance 
attributed to the single dominant component remained 
significantly above the critical 50% threshold, 
indicating that concern over CMB was not a problem. 
Furthermore, the study estimated CMB by evaluating 
the variance inflation factor (VIF) for each 
component. According to Table 5, all VIF scores were 
below 3, providing further evidence that the analysis 
is not affected by multicollinearity [76]. 

4.3. Hypothesized Model Testing 

The outcomes of this PLS-SEM algorithm are 
depicted in Figure 2. The structural model was 
assessed using SmartPLS 4.0, with particular 
emphasis on the strength of the path coefficients and 
the explanatory power indicated by the R-squared 
values [74]. To determine the stability of the 
parameter estimates, a bootstrapping procedure with 
5,000 resamples was conducted [70]. 
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Figure 2. The PLS-SEM results 
 
The evaluation of the structural model’s fitness 

was conducted using the coefficient of determination 
(R²), which also informed us of the model’s accuracy 
in predicting the endogenous constructs. As 
highlighted in Table 6, the model explains 68.6% of 
the variance in Cheating Behavior (CB), 50.0% in 
Intention (IT), and 30.2% in Justification (JT). These 
R² values indicate that CB and IT have substantial 
explanatory capacity. To strengthen the model, 
adjusted R² metrics were computed to account for 
variance overestimation due to model parameters. The 
adjusted metrics remained consistent at 0.677 for CB, 
0.495 for IT, and 0.295 for JT, indicating the model’s 
strong fit even after accounting for predictor 
complexity. 

 
Table 6. R-squared values 
 

 R-square R-square adjusted 

CB 0.686 0.677 
IT 0.500 0.495 
JT 0.302 0.295 

 
The implications of the results presented in this 

paragraph provide empirical validation of the 
proposed frameworks and the psychological context 
in which the model operates, with respect to the 
behavioral dynamics underlying student cheating. It 
also highlights the predictive power of the behavioral 
model, as the structural equation model yields an R² 

of 0.89 for the Cheating Behavior component, 
indicating the incorporation of both attitude and 
situational components into the student academic 
misconduct model (Table 6).  

In contrast, the R² for Intention is moderate, 
validating the relative weight of the motivational 
normative ingredients in the formulation of Intention, 
as per the TPB. Justification is lower but still a 
considerable R², implying that, while rationalization, 
as the model suggests, is a relevant factor, other 
dominant elements outside the proposed framework 
also affect this rationalization. 

Based on the analysis, several significant 
relationships were observed among the key constructs. 
According to Table 7, attitude was found to 
significantly positively affect intention (β = 0.200, p = 
0.002) and, conversely, to affect justification 
significantly negatively (β = -0.200, p = 0.004). 
Additionally, subjective norm was a powerful 
predictor of both intention (β = 0.137, p = 0.030) and 
justification (β = 0.403, p < 0.001). Moreover, 
perceived behavioral control strongly predicts 
intention (β = 0.659, p < 0.001), yet its effect on 
justification is negligible (β = 0.012, p = 0.846). 
Regarding the moderating effects, moral obligation 
attenuates the path from intention to cheating behavior 
(β = -0.115, p = 0.045), indicating that a higher sense 
of moral duty mitigates the likelihood that a firm 
intention to cheat will translate into actual dishonest 
behavior.  
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In contrast, moral obligation has a moderate effect 
on the relationship between Justification and Cheating 
Behavior (β = -0.031, p = 0.430). Furthermore, 
vertical individualism significantly moderated the 
effect of Intention on Cheating Behavior (β = 0.178, p 
= 0.007); however, its moderation of the relationship 
between Justification and Cheating Behavior was not 
significant (β = 0.049, p = 0.214). Finally, the direct 
relationship between Intention and Cheating Behavior 
was strongly positive (β = 0.743, p < 0.001), and 
Justification similarly contributed positively to 
Cheating Behavior (β = 0.128, p = 0.022). 

 
Table 7. The Results of PLS-SEM 
 

Hypothesis p-value Beta t-value Result 

H1 0.002 0.200 3.061 Supported 
H2 0.004 -0.200 2.892 Supported 
H3 0.030 0.137 2.168 Supported 
H4 0.000 0.403 5.670 Supported 
H5 0.000 0.659 15.874 Supported 
H6 0.846 0.012 0.194 Not Supported 
H7 0.045 -0.115 2.006 Supported 
H8 0.430 -0.031 0.790 Not Supported 
H9 0.007 0.178 2.707 Supported 

H10 0.214 0.049 1.242 Not Supported 
H11 0.000 0.743 18.621 Supported 
H12 0.022 0.128 2.298 Supported 
 
According to Table 8, the total indirect effects 

underscore the mediating role of key antecedents in 
Academic Dishonesty. 
Table 8. Total Indirect Effects 
 

 p-value Beta t-value 

AT → CB 0.022 0.123 2.293 
PBC → CB 0.000 0.491 10.985 
SN → CB 0.006 0.153 2.765 

 
Specifically, the indirect impact of Attitude on 

Cheating Behavior was significant (β = 0.123, p = 
0.022, t = 2.293), suggesting that more favorable 
attitudes indirectly heighten the likelihood of 
cheating. Perceived Behavioral Control exhibits an 
even more substantial indirect effect (β = 0.491, p < 
0.001, t = 10.985), emphasizing its critical role in 
shaping behavioral outcomes. Additionally, 
Subjective Norm contributes significantly (β = 0.153, 
p = 0.006, t = 2.765), highlighting the impact of social 
influence. These findings collectively confirm that the 
studied antecedents operate through both direct and 
mediated pathways in influencing Academic 
Dishonesty. 

5. Conclusion 
 
This study extends the TPB by demonstrating that, 

beyond attitude, subjective norm, and perceived 
behavioral control, both moral obligation and vertical 
individualism shape students’ propensity to cheat. By 
positioning justification as a key mediator and 
showing how competitive culture intensifies the 
intention-behavior link, it reveals psychological and 
cultural dynamics largely absent from earlier integrity 
research. 

Practical measures include implementing and 
enforcing clear honor codes, supported by active 
faculty supervision and policies that make cheating 
feel both unethical and risky. Embedding moral 
reasoning into curricula and empowering students to 
champion an integrity-focused peer culture can 
strengthen norms against dishonesty. Finally, 
investing in robust exam-monitoring technologies will 
help close loopholes that facilitate misconduct. 

However, the reliance on self-reports in a sensitive 
domain likely underestimates the actual cheating rate, 
and the focus on a handful of local universities limits 
generalizability. The narrow definition of misconduct 
also overlooks behaviors such as data falsification or 
citation fraud. Future work should sample a broader, 
more diverse student population, incorporate a wider 
spectrum of dishonest acts, and examine how 
assessment design and teaching methods interact with 
cultural values. In particular, unpacking how moral 
obligation and vertical individualism jointly influence 
rationalization could yield deeper insights for the 
design of integrity-supportive learning environments. 
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