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ABSTRACT 
Academic dishonesty has become a serious concern, particularly during the Covid-19 pandemic era, where 
online learning is left as a single option in almost all academic activities. Lack of graduate ethics has an 
impact on attitudes in the workplace. Therefore, it is important to introduce academic integrity to students 
in higher education to foster an attitude of honesty in the world of work, especially ethics. Online lectures 
encourage students to violate academic integrity due to the lack of direct interaction and administration. 
This study aims to see the level of academic dishonesty that occurs during online lectures. The research 
was conducted by the Faculty of Economics and Business, public and private universities. The number of 
samples is 431 students of economics and business. We examine the effect of lecture administration, lecturer-
student interaction, and learning satisfaction on the impact of academic dishonesty. The results showed that 
clear administration and good interaction between lecturers and students would increase student learning 
satisfaction and reduce academic dishonesty. But the satisfaction that students want to achieve does not have 
a significant effect on the level of academic dishonesty. Implications for practice are discussed and future 
research directions are offered. 

Keywords: Academic dishonesty, administration, lecturer-student interaction, learning satisfaction, 
distance learning.

INTRODUCTION 
The importance of behavioral education in higher education aims as a basis for inculcating an attitude of 
academic integrity in students. The academic scandal has become a public concern because it is related to ethics 
and academic norms. Research conducted Brown & Choong (2005) shows that ethics and behavior have 
an impact on academic integrity. Lack of academic integrity causes academic cheating which has an impact 
on cheating in the workplace (Iberahim et al., 2013). The problem of academic dishonesty is serious in the 
world of education and is a concern at the world level (Bashir & Bala, 2018; Grijalva et al., 2006; Iberahim 
et al., 2013; Krishnamurthi & Rhode, 2018). In 2018, cases of plagiarism were found in the academic 
environment, namely the copying of academic manuscripts in the form of dissertations and scientific articles 
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where academics did not include the source of writing. In some developed countries themselves, almost 70% 
of students commit academic violations (Benson et al., 2019; McCabe, 2005; Stephens et al., 2010). This 
attitude results in academic dishonesty to the detriment of others. The importance of academic integrity is 
to create a good image in universities and avoid cheating in the workplace.
The phenomenon of online learning has raised concern in all academic institutions significantly (Alvarez, 
2020; Dhawan, 2020). Besides the pandemic, which has caused many countries to require their students 
to study online, the development of technology, especially learning facilities and infrastructure, is also a 
challenge for universities (Krishnamurthi & Rhode, 2018; Lim & Wang, 2017; Rodchua, 2017; Spaulding, 
2009) prepare the right method so that online learning has the same benefits as face-to-face learning. There 
are advantages and disadvantages to online learning. The advantage is that online learning can reach more 
remote areas including rural areas and has a lower cost, while the disadvantage is that the lack of supervision 
and interaction between teachers and students as well as between students causes ethical violations in the form 
of academic dishonesty (Sileo & Sileo, 2008). This is the biggest challenge for universities in maintaining 
academic integrity to avoid academic dishonesty which ultimately affects attitudes and behavior in the world 
of work (Bashir & Bala, 2018; Ellahi et al., 2013; Iberahim et al., 2013; Krishnamurthi & Rhode, 2018; 
Nazir & Aslam, 2010; Poorian et al., 2013; Spaulding, 2009; Yankelovich & Furth, 2005).
There are still many universities or teachers who consider academic dishonesty as not a serious problem for 
students, but they are not aware that this attitude will have an impact on the work environment (Iberahim et 
al., 2013; Monahan et al., 2018) thus failing to provide ethical knowledge to participants. students (Coalter 
et al., 2007). There are reasons why students take acts of academic dishonesty such as lack of academic 
sanctions given, an excessive number of students, technological developments, unlimited learning resources 
and lack of supervision and interaction between teacher-students and students and students, peer pressure, 
lecture policies unclear learning outcomes, anxiety about learning outcomes, and lack of understanding 
of the material received (Burton et al., 2011; Grijalva et al., 2006; Krishnamurthi & Rhode, 2018; Sileo 
& Sileo, 2008). Therefore, this has set an important concern for all parties, both teachers, students, and 
universities, regarding to overcome the negative effect on the occurence of academic dishonesty.
The research conducted by Grijalva et al. (2006) shows that the lack of interaction in online learning indicates 
greater cheating than in traditional classrooms. This is in line with research Krsak, (2007) which states that 
the lack of direct interaction provides opportunities for students to commit fraud.
In addition, institutions play an important role in preventing fraud where regulations provide limits for 
students not to commit academic dishonesty. Research conducted Krishnamurthi & Rhode, (2018), Krsak, 
(2007), Mahabeer & Pirtheepal, (2019) shows that institutions have an important role in preventing fraud 
and plagiarism by providing supervision and sanctions against ethical violators.
Another factor that influences someone to commit academic fraud is the satisfaction to be achieved in the 
form of better learning outcomes or competition (Higbee & Thomas, 2002). However, research conducted 
Pino & Smith, (2003) shows that students who want to have high average grade satisfaction through learning 
satisfaction and generic satisfaction will have more academic ethical attitudes and tend not to cheat. This 
study aims to examine the role of lecture administration, interaction in the classroom, satisfaction in the 
learning process, and the generic impact on students’ academic dishonesty. The results of this study are 
expected to provide input to all parties, both institutions, teachers, and students in maintaining academic 
integrity and avoiding academic dishonesty.

RESEARCH METHOD 
Participant and Context
The main objective of this study is to analyze the relationship among academic dishonesty, interaction and 
learning satisfaction of accounting university students in Indonesia. As mentioned in the earlier section, 
the major learning-related activities are conducted online, promoting a lack of supervision and social 
interactions among most university students, lecturers, and academic staff. Subsequently, we developed a 
survey instrument elaborating the abovementioned concerns into a set of online questionnaires that were 
further distributed to the accounting undergraduate students of state and private universities in the North 
Sumatera Province, the third-largest province in Indonesia.
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Instrumentation and Scale
A Likert scale is used consisting of 4 questions is set to direct respondents answering each question provided 
in the survey instrument  (K. T. Jones & Chen, 2008; Marks et al., 2005). The respondens perceptions of 
generic ability and learning satisfaction were detailed into 9 individual questions modifying the instrument 
of Chen & Jones (2007) study. Academic dishonesty shows cheating committed by students in the learning 
process such as plagiarism. All question items use 4 Likert scale measurements where one is disagree, two 
disagree, three agree, and four strongly agree following Iberahim et al. (2013) study’s setting.

Data Collection and Analysis Methods
The first stage of data collection is to set question items for each variable. The question items are then arranged 
in the form of a google form. Previously, the validity and reliability tests were carried out on 30 respondents 
outside the research sample. After passing the validity and reliability test, the google form was given to 
the respondents. The data collection method uses probability sampling. The number of respondents who 
answered the question was 431 people. This research was conducted on online-based learning, highlighting 
that academic fraud is more significant than the conventional face-to-face class. Hypothesis testing using 
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). Specifically, SEM analyzes the relationship between administration 
and interactions during the learning process that affects academic dishonesty through perceptions of generic 
abilities and learning satisfaction. The tools used are SPSS and Smart-PLS.

FINDINGS
Academic dishonesty is a serious concern for all academicians in universities across the globe. This has 
something to do with fraud in the workplace (Iberahim et al., 2013). The importance of building academic 
integrity so that the graduates produced have ethics and loyalty (Coalter et al., 2007) and is a big challenge 
for universities and the social environment (Spaulding, 2009; Witherspoon et al., 2012). Therefore, it is 
important to build academic integrity to produce academic ethics in the world of education and work. Table 
1 shows the Pearson Correlation matrix between variables. The results show that all variables are inversely 
proportional to academic dishonesty. Table 2 shows the feasibility test of the research model. Based on 
the examine shows that this research model is declared feasible. Table 3 shows hypothesis testing where all 
variables have a negative effect on academic dishonesty except for learning satisfaction. Finally, table 4 shows 
the strong or weak influence of each variable on academic dishonesty.
The number of samples in this study was 431 people. The research was conducted at private and public 
universities in the Province of North Sumatra. In this study, respondents consisted of 87 (20%) men and 344 
women (20%). Respondents who participated in this study consisted of a minimum of 17 years, a maximum 
of 46 years, and the average age of respondents was 20 years. The origin of domiciles from outside the city 
is 250 people (58%) and within the city, 181 people (42%) so more students come from outside the city. 
Besides that, most of the respondents who took part in this study were from undergraduate level, namely as 
many as 405 people, then 22 people for masters and 4 people from doctoral programs. The 42 respondents 
came from private universities and 389 people came from state universities. The GPA of the respondents 
in this study consisted of 27 people from 2.5 to 3, a GPA of 3.01 to 3.5 consisted of 276 respondents, and 
above 3.5 consisted of 128 people. In this online learning, the lecturer still gives daily assignments so that 
students can repeat the material that has been delivered. The results of the questionnaire given showed 
that there was 1 person who did not repeat the task every day, 29 people repeated/worked on the task less 
than 1 hour per day, for 1 hour to 2 hours consisting of 141 people, 2 to 3 hours consisted of 131 people 
and the last over 3 hours 129 people. The E-Learning media used in online learning consists of 150 LMS 
students, 257 Google Classroom students, 16 WhatsApp members, 1 YouTube student, and 7 others, so it 
can be concluded that the majority of online learning uses e-Learning media. Google classroom. Based on 
interviews conducted, the use of Google Classroom is because it is easier to use than other e-learning. The 
following are the results of categories on research variables.
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Figure 1. The Distribution of Responses of Research Variables

Figure 1 shows the administrative variable as many as 430 respondents answered agree so that it is included 
in the high category. Likewise, interaction variables are included in the high category where as many as 424 
respondents answered agree, indicating that there is high interaction between students and lecturers during 
online learning. Learning satisfaction shows that there is high satisfaction felt by students during online learning 
where the learning process and the use of good methods provide a good understanding to produce learning 
satisfaction. But the academic dishonesty variable shows high dishonesty where all respondents give high 
respondents to questions related to academic dishonesty. These results indicate that despite high administration, 
high interaction, and high learning satisfaction, the academic dishonesty of students is also high.
Respondents were given questions related to academic integrity projected against academic dishonesty 
where the exogenous variables in this study were the administration of lectures given by lecturers at the 
beginning and during lectures, interactions during lectures between lecturers-students and students, and 
perceptions related to learning satisfaction where this study seen in the perception of online learning during 
this pandemic. The following are the results of testing the Pearson correlation coefficient.

Table 1. Correlation Coefficient of Research Variables

Administration Interaction Learning 
Satisfaction

Academic 
Dishonesty

Administration Pearson Correlation 1 .574 ** .587 ** -.185 **

Interaction Pearson Correlation .574 ** 1 .505 ** -.218 **

Learning Satisfaction Pearson Correlation .587 ** .505 ** 1 -.208 **

Academic Dishonesty Pearson Correlation -.185 ** -.218 ** -.208 ** 1

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Based on the table above, the results show that all variables have a strong relationship because they have a 
significant value less than 5% or a value greater than the r product moment value of 0.098. Based on these 
tests all variables show a strong relationship. But the correlation can be in the form of a positive correlation 
and a negative correlation where a positive correlation indicates a stronger relationship between a variable, 
while a negative correlation between one variable will strengthen and weaken the other variables.
The next examine is to test whether the research model is said to be feasible or not. The test is by looking 
at the values of Cronbach’s Alpha, rho_A, Composite Reliability, Average Variance Extracted (AVE). The 
following are the results of the model’s feasibility test.
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Table 2. Model Feasibility Test

  Cronbach’s Alpha rho_A Composite Reliability Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

Academic 
Dishonesty 0.740 0.805 0.831 0.554

Administration 0.720 0.728 0.819 0.532

Interaction 0.716 0.739 0.826 0.547

Learning 
Satisfaction 0.733 0.746 0.849 0.653

According to Thorndike, (1995), Vinzi et al., (2010) it is said that a model is good if the Cronbach’s Alpha 
value is greater than 0.7. Based on these tests, it can be seen that the value of Cronbach’s Alpha is greater than 
0.7. In addition, when viewed from the value of rho_A which according to Vinzi et al., (2010) must have a 
value greater than 0.7, it also shows a result greater than 0.7. The next examining is to see the feasibility of 
the model by examining composite reliability. According to Bagozzi & Yi, (1988), Chin & Dibbern, (2010) 
that a model is feasible if the composite reliability value is greater than 0.6. The conclusion of the test shows 
a result greater than 0.6. The next model feasibility test is examining average variance extracted according to 
Bagozzi & Yi, (1988), Chin & Dibbern, (2010), Fornell & Larcker, (1981) that the model is feasible if the 
AVE value is greater than 0.5. In Table 2 above, the AVE value for all variables is greater than 0.5.

Hypothesis Test
We examine using the Structure Equation Model (SEM) to see academic integrity during online learning. 
As for examine academic integrity by looking at how academic dishonesty is committed by students during 
distance learning such as cheating, plagiarism, cheating, and others. As for this study, examine was conducted 
on academic dishonesty through lecture administration, interaction, and learning satisfaction. The following 
are the examine results using the SEM model.

Table 3. Hypothesis Testing

Variable Direct Influence Indirect Influence Total Influence

Administration -> Academic Dishonesty Path Coefficient -0.134 -0.016 -0.149

t statistic 2.164 0.472 2,538

p value 0.031 0.637 0.011

Administration -> Learning Satisfaction Path Coefficient 0.490 0.490

t statistic 11.191 11.191

p value 0.000 0.000

Interaction -> Academic Dishonesty Path Coefficient -0.136 -0.009 -0.145

t statistic 2.157 0.476 2.475

p value 0.031 0.635 0.014

Interaction -> Learning Satisfaction Path Coefficient 0.271 - 0.271

t statistic 5.524 - 5.524

p value 0.000 - 0.000

Learning Satisfaction -> Academic 
Dishonesty Path Coefficient -0.032 - -0.032

t statistic 0.478 - 0.478

p value 0.633 - 0.633

Based on table 3 above, shows that the administrative variable directly affects academic dishonesty (p-value 
= 0.031) while indirectly having an insignificant effect on academic dishonesty (p-value = 0.637) so that 
in total it shows that administration has a significant negative effect on academic dishonesty. The next 
examine administration has a direct effect on learning satisfaction. The results show that the administration 
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directly has a significant positive effect on the level of student learning satisfaction (with the results of each 
p-value = 0.000). Examining the interaction directly on academic dishonesty showed a significant negative 
effect (p-value = 0.031) while indirectly through learning satisfaction showed a negative insignificant. But 
overall showed a significant negative effect (p-value = 0.014). The interaction has a significant positive 
effect on learning satisfaction (p-value = 0.000). Meanwhile, satisfaction shows an insignificant negative 
towards academic dishonesty (p-value 0.633). Table 4 shows how much influence exogenous variables have 
on endogenous variables. The following are the results of the R square test.

Table 4. Value of R Square

  R Square Conclusion

Academic Dishonesty 0.062 Weak

Learning Satisfaction 0.423 Currently

Based on table 4 above, shows that the variables of administration, interaction, and learning satisfaction have 
a weak influence on academic dishonesty, which is 6.2% and the rest is influenced by other variables outside 
the study. While the variable of student learning satisfaction shows that administration and interaction 
affect learning satisfaction by 0.423 or 42.3 % including moderate effect and the rest is influenced by other 
variables outside the study. 

Figure 2. Analysis of Partial Least Square

DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSION 
This study was conducted to examine the effect of lecture administration, interaction, and learning satisfaction 
on academic dishonesty. The existence of a clear administrative provides student satisfaction in achieving 
the learning outcomes to be achieved and through clear regulations will avoid academic dishonesty. The 
role of lecturers in online learning will encourage critical thinking to increase critical thinking (Huynh, 
2005). Therefore, lecturers must be clear in delivering administration and instructions at the beginning of 
the lecture and be consistent in their implementation in online learning. In the future, it is important to 
develop a curriculum that emphasizes education management, curriculum, and the role of teachers to avoid 
academic cheating (Ibrahim & Nat, 2019).
The interaction in this study shows a reciprocal relationship during the lecture process, both among 
students and with lecturers. Online learning that is currently taking place causes a lack of direct interaction 
making it difficult to measure the level of satisfaction obtained as well as acts of academic cheating. With 
the traditional method, interaction is easy to do where teachers and students can directly interact starting 
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from giving statements or answers. However, online learning causes teachers and students to not be able to 
interact directly, causing students not to gain knowledge and satisfaction as well as using the face-to-face 
method. The importance of lecturer’s role in developing the right method in interacting remotely will have 
an impact on academic satisfaction and dishonesty. Lecturers who can create effective ways to increase 
learning interactions while using online methods and foster student satisfaction will increase knowledge. 
In the end, students will be more motivated in increasing their knowledge and being honest during online 
learning to avoid academic cheating. The results of this study indicate that good interactions during online 
learning will increase learning satisfaction and reduce academic dishonesty. These results are consistent with 
Alqurashi, (2019), Baber, (2020), Gray & DiLoreto, (2016), S. Jones, (2006), Maloshonok & Shmeleva, 
(2019) where interactions during online learning have a significant effect on satisfaction (Ku et al., 2013). 
The flexibility of learning through learning interactions will have an impact on the satisfaction obtained 
through learning outcomes (Muthuprasad et al., 2020). In addition, the creativity generated during online 
learning will encourage increased satisfaction during online learning (Fortin et al., 2019).
The variable of learning satisfaction shows the experience gained by students during online learning. This 
satisfaction shows that students are more motivated in participating in learning using online methods. These 
results are consistent with previous studies Herrador-Alcaide et al., (2019). But the satisfaction obtained 
by students does not indicate that the learning process is carried out honestly. Satisfaction in obtaining 
good results will encourage students to commit academic fraud. The results of this study indicate that 
the satisfaction obtained by students in participating in online learning does not affect reducing academic 
cheating, thus indicating that the satisfaction obtained by students has other goals. In addition, during 
online learning, student satisfaction is very low (Page & Kulick, 2016; Vamosi et al., 2004). Based on the 
above discussion, it can be seen the importance of clear administration, good interaction so that it will have 
an impact on satisfaction and reduce academic dishonesty. This statement is by research conducted Bickle et 
al., (2019) that good interaction, attractive administration will increase student satisfaction.

Conclusion and Implication
The current pandemic period forces the learning process to be conducted remotely (online). This study aims 
to examine the effect of administration of learning provided by lecturers, the interactions between students 
and lecturers and fellow students on learning satisfaction, and subsequently affecting academic dishonesty. 
The result of this study confirms that there is a direct influence of both administration of e-learning activities 
and interaction among students and lecturers on learning satisfaction and academic dishonesty. In contrast, 
satisfaction in e-learning shows zero effect in mediating the influence of administration of e-learning activities 
and interaction among students and lecturers on the academic dishonesty of accounting undergraduate 
students in Indonesia. These findings support the study of Iberahim et al. (2013) and Grijalva et al. (2006) 
to the extent that the strength level of e-learning administration and interactions of students with lecturers 
and students to their peers affects their satisfaction in the e-learning activities and academic dishonesty 
practice individually. Accordingly, greater satisfaction in e-learning indicates a decrease in the academic 
dishonesty level among accounting university students. The results of this study indicate that administration 
is not directly inversely proportional to academic dishonesty, which shows that clarity in administration 
delivered by lecturers at the beginning of the lecture will reduce academic cheating. Structured learning 
will provide students with better understanding and satisfaction during online learning (Gray & DiLoreto, 
2016; Richardson & Swan, 2003). Interactions made by students with lecturers or fellow students also 
increase satisfaction during the distance learning process. Although learning is not done face-to-face, 
frequent interactions in learning will increase satisfaction, increase academic integrity, and reduce academic 
dishonesty (Alqurashi, 2019; Ku et al., 2013). Learning satisfaction obtained by students during academic 
learning will not significantly affect academic dishonesty. Students only pursue satisfaction to get good 
grades without paying attention to academic dishonesty. In the end, using technology will improve student 
learning and knowledge (Ebrecht & Ku, 2014).
The decrease in academic integrity is also relevant where technology is used in the contemporary e-learning 
era. Technology impacts the learning process and shifts the learning paradigm (Kumar et al., 2019; Phutela 
& Dwivedi, 2019). It also provides a more significant gap of the lack of supervision during e-learning that 
further leads to violations of academics such as academic dishonesty, cheating in the administration of 
exams, and other academic violations. In addition, preparing the curriculum and management of higher 
education plays a vital role in reducing academic cheating (Ibrahim & Nat, 2019).
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Implication
The main insight of this study points the social interaction between students-lecturers must be kept 
maintaining during the commencement of e-learning. Although this learning is challenging to monitor, the 
existence of these factors will reduce academic cheating. The importance of using technology in education 
will increase the broad insight of students (Alismail & McGuire, 2015; Shafieiosgouei et al., 2019) so that, 
in the end, it will encourage the development of higher-order thinking skills (Kurt, 2010). Future research is 
expected to examine the impact of academic dishonesty on human resource development and loyalty to the 
company. This is related to the responsibilities of higher education institutions that shape character as long 
as students carry out the learning process on campus (Coalter et al., 2007). In addition, appropriate learning 
strategies in online learning to avoid academic cheating.
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