

[image: image1]
Does creative thinking contribute to the academic integrity of education students?









 


	
	
TYPE Original Research
PUBLISHED 04 August 2022
DOI 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.925195






Does creative thinking contribute to the academic integrity of education students?

Yovav Eshet1* and Adva Margaliot2


1Behavioural Studies Department, Zefat Academic College, Safed, Israel

2Faculty of Sciences, Kibbutzim College of Education, Technology and the Arts, Tel-Aviv, Israel

[image: image2]

OPEN ACCESS

EDITED BY
 Chong Chen, Yamaguchi University Graduate School of Medicine, Japan

REVIEWED BY
 Radwa Khalil, Jacobs University Bremen, Germany
 Leila Kashani Vahid, Azad University, Science and Research Branch, Iran

*CORRESPONDENCE
 Yovav Eshet, yovave@zefat.ac.il 

SPECIALTY SECTION
 This article was submitted to Educational Psychology, a section of the journal Frontiers in Psychology

RECEIVED 21 April 2022
 ACCEPTED 14 July 2022
 PUBLISHED 04 August 2022

CITATION
 Eshet Y and Margaliot A (2022) Does creative thinking contribute to the academic integrity of education students? Front. Psychol. 13:925195. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.925195

COPYRIGHT
 © 2022 Eshet and Margaliot. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.
 

The current research focuses on the nature of the relationship comprising personality traits, creative thinking, and academic integrity. Scholars have confirmed that personality traits and creative thinking correlate positively with academic integrity. However, a discussion of academic integrity, personality traits, and creative thinking is missing in the scholarly literature. This study used a questionnaire survey based on the Big Five Factor to identify personality characteristics, the Academic Integrity Inventory, and the Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking. The sample included 976 students studying in four academic colleges in Israel, of which two are teacher training colleges and two colleges awarding a degree in education. The findings show that most of the students (71%) reported they had cheated at some point during their academic studies, and only one-fifth (21%) thought that they would condemn their peers’ lack of integrity. Creative thinking students and emotionally stable persons tend to be more ethical. Hence, we conclude that it is recommended to deliver creative thinking courses in the teacher’s educational training programs to improve creative thinking levels, reduce academic dishonesty, and create more effective curricula.
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic has affected education, and teacher education, in various ways. As a result of the closure of universities and schools, teachers and students have had to adapt to remote teaching rapidly. Teacher education is no exception. The need to create learning environments for student teachers doing their teacher education preparation implied decisions, choices, and adaptations to meet the expectations of students and the requirements of teacher education (Carrillo and Flores, 2020).

More so, the COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted that creativity is essential for adapting to unexpected events or situations (e.g., other pandemics, conflicts, and earthquakes). For example, creative adaptability has been related to coping behaviors in stressful situations (Orkibi, 2021), or to preparing students to deal with unknown scenarios (Li et al., 2021). Creative teaching for overall learning and development has been established in recent research (Levanon, 2021). Current educational curricula for future educators’ focus mainly on teaching knowledge (content) and developing intellectual skills (Albar and Southcott, 2021). Yet, mere teachers’ content knowledge may not be sufficient (Yenen, 2021). Accordingly, information may be used for the sake of thinking and acting creatively. Studies have revealed that the impact of teachers on the development of young children’s creative thinking skills is considerable (Albar and Southcott, 2021). Hence, creative thinking is considered a primary objective of teaching and learning instruction (Pesout and Nietfeld, 2021). Furthermore, it has also been established as a significant 21st-century skill (Albar and Southcott, 2021) that applies to today’s market and employability (Adegbite and Adeosun, 2021). There is a constantly growing number of professionals, who adapt to new conditions, know how to be creative, and make ethical decisions. These changes challenge the modern notion of education (Niepel et al., 2015). Accordingly, teaching creativity has become an important goal in teacher instruction’s curricula associated with promoting teaching quality (Kimhi and Geronik, 2020).

Creativity is a multifaceted construct articulated differently and traditionally measured as creative thinking (Ivancovsky et al., 2021; Park et al., 2021). Many theories have been developed, focusing on different aspects of it (Sternberg and Karami, 2022). It is generally defined as the ability to produce novel, original responses to task constraints (Ivancovsky et al., 2021). Moreover, creativity has been associated with ethical decision-making (Niepel et al., 2015). It is a prerequisite for cooperating and working, and hence, it may be thought of as a crucial educational goal (Perri et al., 2009 in Niepel et al., 2015). In this context, recent scholarship has stressed the high cost of unethical behavior (e.g., academic dishonesty), including damaging one’s public image, losing someone’s trust, potential legal prosecution, and financial loss (Rengifo and Laham, 2022).

Academic dishonesty is related to the deterioration of educational goals, specifically ideas that impact learners’ intellectual, civic, and psychosocial development. Differently expressed, academic dishonesty prevents students from acquiring and developing integrity and fairness, thus mis-preparing them for their futures (Krou et al., 2021). Recent studies have established that unethical conduct (dishonest behavior) is manifesting on a global scale (Zhang et al., 2021), and more concretely, in the educational sector (Krou et al., 2021). Therefore, the need for qualified teachers who positively impact students’ achievements on the one hand, and utilize proper guided training, on the other hand, is essential (Yenen, 2021).

Research dealing with the interaction between creativity and unethical behavior has admitted inconsistent conclusions (Zhang et al., 2021). Some (Beaussart et al., 2013; Gino and Ariely, 2012; Walczyk et al., 2008; Wang and Si, 2014 in Zhang et al., 2021) have established a link between creativity and dishonesty. Yet, others have found the opposite correlation, arguing that higher creativity is a synonym of ethics, caring, and pragmatic decision-making (Keem et al., 2018; Mumford et al., 2010; Bierly et al., 2009 in Zhang et al., 2021). Furthermore, studies could determine that personality traits play a significant role in creativity. These are mostly contradictory research insights (Jirásek and Sudzina, 2020), which include those concerning the relationship of creativity to ethical misbehavior (Kapoor et al., 2021).

Comprehending future educators’ creativity is crucial (Levanon, 2021) to constructing future pedagogical strategies and preparing teachers for a constantly evolving educational reality (Yenen, 2021; Wu and Kyungsun, 2022). In this context, research on the relationship comprehending creative thinking, personality traits, and academic dishonesty is scanty. Thus, there is a need for a more detailed understanding of the underlying relationship between creative thinking and academic dishonesty. Based on Guilford (1950) Divergent Thinking and Torrance (1966) construct, McCrae and Costa (1987) Big Five Factor construct, the present study investigates the correlation between creative thinking, personality traits, and academic dishonesty in education students. The main research question is: What is the relationship between personality traits, creative thinking, and academic dishonesty among education students?



Theoretical background


Creative thinking

Creative thinking is traditionally described as detecting previously unidentified relationships and producing original and novel experiences as a new pattern, including the skill to evaluate, improve, and generate novel solutions (Yang and Zhao, 2021). The research field of creativity measurement is constantly growing (Said-Metwaly et al., 2020). Torrance’s Tests of Creative Thinking is an example of one of the tools scholars in the social sciences that have developed since the 1960s (Said-Metwaly et al., 2017; Park et al., 2021). Based on the notion of divergent thinking, which has been defined as thinking “that goes off in different directions” (Guilford, 1959, p: 381), this is ascribed to the skills that produce multiple ideas connected to remote previous associations, and diverse thinking paths combined to find new alternative and innovative solutions.

Torrance’s Tests of Creative Thinking instrument employs fluency, flexibility, elaboration, and originality dimensions to measure creative thinking behavior (Torrance, 1966). Fluency applies to creating ideas and generating numerous responses. Flexibility applies to cognitive and conceptual diversity and elasticity, namely articulating responses through multiple categories. Elaboration assesses ideas’ level of development and improvement. Originality applies to a unique cognitive skill, and one may also see it as an initial, novel, uncommon, or exceptional, articulating unusual responses. Torrance’s Tests of Creative Thinking has a Verbal and Figural format, each of which has two parallel forms: A and B (Torrance and Haensly, 2003). These tests have been acknowledged in more than 2,000 publications, and recent research is available in more than 35 languages (Said-Metwaly et al., 2020).

Studies in education focus on creativity as a creative potential (Runco et al., 2010; Barbot et al., 2011), namely the skill to produce innovative and valuable solutions. This potential may be thought of as an amalgam of intellectual and personality characteristics, among which one may count divergent thinking abilities, imagination, openness, curiosity, and independence (Anderson and Graham, 2021) and executive functions (Khalil et al., 2019). The relationship comprehending creative capacities (e.g., creative thinking) and personality traits has been the object of considerable research (Theurer et al., 2021). Research has established that creative thinking dispositions are directly determined by personality traits (Ayyildiz and Yilmaz, 2021). For example, Li et al. (2022), found that neuroticism has a negative impact while conscientiousness, openness, and extraversion have a positive impact on creativity. Other research studies have gained contradictory insights (Jirásek and Sudzina, 2020).



Personality traits

Personality traits represent stable patterns of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors manifest in individuals interacting with their environment (Gouveia et al., 2021). Today, the five-factor model, or FFM, is the most widely used model of personality structure (Sleep et al., 2021). It was developed from a lexical approach using trait descriptive adjectives to identify the structure of personality traits (Gouveia et al., 2021). The FFM categorizes individual personality according to five main dimensions: Openness to experience—reveals the extent of intellectual curiosity, creativity, and inclination for innovation and diversity; conscientiousness—reflects an individual’s propensity to self-discipline, duty, and goal achievement; extraversion—refer to energetic, positively emotional, assertive, friendly, and talkative individuals; agreeableness—refers to likely to show compassion and cooperation toward others rather than suspiciousness and antagonism; and neuroticism (or emotional stability—the person’s propensity to be emotionally stable and to exhibit calm behavior)—reflects the likelihood to experience often unpleasant emotions, such as anger, anxiety, depression, or vulnerability. The FFM is mainly assessed through the Ten-Item Personality Inventory—TIPI (Gosling et al., 2003; Gosling, 2021).


Creative thinking and personality traits

As previously stated, creativity (measured as divergent thinking) has been associated with personality traits (Weiss et al., 2021). Thus, multiple studies have addressed the relation of the FFM traits to creativity (Puryear, 2020), but they have not established a systematic nature. Furthermore, recent scholarship has postulated that the above findings may be far from conclusive (Jirásek and Sudzina, 2020). More specifically, it has been argued that the relationship comprising these two is complex and multidimensional (Krumm et al., 2018), leading scholars to contradictory results (Kaspi-Baruch, 2019). However, over the last 20 years, the FFM has become the most dominant approach to assess the nexus of creativity and personality (Puryear, 2020).

It has been argued that openness to experience could enhance creative thinking (Kaspi-Baruch, 2019). Scholarly reports show that individuals scoring high on this trait have the skill to produce new, original solutions (Pesout and Nietfeld, 2021). Moreover, previous meta-analytical research has determined that openness to experience (Puryear et al., 2017) is a sound and robust predictor of creativity even when predominantly assessing creativity through idea generation parameters such as divergent thinking tests (Tran et al., 2020). In this context, research concerning the nexus of creativity or divergent thinking with openness to experience (Fürst et al., 2016) establishes positively significant correlations (Theurer et al., 2021). Thus, we posit:


H1: The higher the personality trait of openness to experiences, the higher the creative thinking level.
 

The relationship involving creativity and conscientiousness is ambiguous (Kaspi-Baruch, 2019) and has remained equivocal. Some scholars are confident there is a positive relationship, while others contend that the relationship is negative, and finally, others have found no relationship whatsoever (Taggar, 2021). Recent scholarship has shown that separately analyzing creative idea generation (e.g., divergent thinking) versus creative production (e.g., creative achievement) reveals that conscientiousness correlates strongly and positively with creative production measures (Tran et al., 2020). Accordingly, there is a call for a more accurate understanding of the above relationship (Taggar, 2021). Research connecting creativity with low conscientiousness levels has revealed significant positive correlations (Sadana et al., 2021). Thus, we posit:


H2: The higher the personality trait of conscientiousness, the higher the creative thinking level.
 

Extraversion is positively correlated with creative thinking (Gocłowska et al., 2019), often entailing higher interactivity and possibility exploration (Tran et al., 2020). In addition, there is scholarly evidence that extraversion represents a strong predictor of creativity (Tohver and Lau, 2020; Giancola et al., 2021). Thus, we posit:


H3: The higher the personality trait of extraversion, the higher the creative thinking level.
 

Agreeableness is a negative predictor of creativity (Kaspi-Baruch, 2019). Some studies have attested a negative relationship between this trait and creative accomplishments (Batey et al., 2009). Other scholars showed that high levels of agreeableness are negatively related to creativity (King et al., 1996). However, other studies have found non-significant findings concerning the relationship between agreeableness and creativity (e.g., Furnham and Bachtiar, 2008). Yet, scholars still widely contend that personality is a crucial factor stimulating or hindering creativity (Giancola et al., 2021). Thus, we posit:


H4: The higher the personality trait of agreeableness, the lower the creative thinking level.
 

Although research has not established the relationship between neuroticism (reverse-scored as emotional stability) and creativity (Fürst et al., 2016), neuroticism is often considered a negative predictor of creativity (Krumm et al., 2018; Feist, 2019). Some research studies speak of a negative nexus between neuroticism and creativity (Sung and Choi, 2009). However, other research has found non-significant relationships connecting the above (e.g., Berenbaum and Fujita, 1994 in Giancola et al., 2021). As to meta-analysis, a recent study could determine neuroticism’s slight negative effect on creativity (Puryear, 2020). Thus, we posit:


H5: The higher the personality trait of emotional stability, the higher the creative thinking.
 




Academic dishonesty

Research confirming the ubiquity of academic dishonesty as a normalized student behavior goes back for decades (Krou et al., 2021). The phenomenon of academic dishonesty represents a severe and extensively researched problem in education and psychology. Furthermore, unethical conduct threatens higher education’s integrity (Lee et al., 2020). Personality traits are essential to understanding dishonest behavior (Eshet et al., 2021). In addition, there is a general tendency to believe that creative individuals often tend to engage in and justify unethical conduct (Loesche and Francis, 2020). Despite the extensive literature on the subject (Lee et al., 2020), there is still a gap in the research literature regarding the relationship between the Big Five personality traits and academic dishonesty among education students.


Academic dishonesty and personality traits

Studies discussing the predictors of academic dishonesty (e.g., cheating) have argued that personality traits embody general conductive proclivities that impact studying behavior (Lee et al., 2020). In addition, academic dishonesty research has repeatedly employed the personality traits’ model (Peled et al., 2019; Steinberger et al., 2021). It has been revealed that personality determines cheating behavior due to its impact on personal beliefs, and one’s attitude toward learning and studying (Eshet et al., 2021). Studies have shown that personality determines cheating behavior due to its impact on individuals’ beliefs about themselves and others (Steinberger et al., 2021).

Some research has shown that individuals with high levels of openness to experience have negative attitudes toward academic dishonesty (Peled et al., 2019). Other studies have revealed that this trait has an almost insignificant relationship (Giluk and Postlethwaite, 2015; Lee et al., 2020). Furthermore, studies have shown that this trait is a sound predictor of academic integrity (Malesky et al., 2022). Studies on conscientiousness have shown that students who score high on this trait demonstrate a low cheating tendency and can regulate their behavior (Peled et al., 2019; Malesky et al., 2022). Some research has shown that individuals who score high extroversion are more predisposed to cheating behavior (Nguyen and Biderman, 2013). Other studies have revealed that this trait has an almost non-existent relationship with academic dishonesty (Malesky et al., 2022). Agreeableness was found to have controversies on their influences (Giluk and Postlethwaite, 2015; Peled et al., 2019). Studies have found that neuroticism has a relatively null relationship to academic dishonesty (Eshet et al., 2021). Thus, we posit:


H6: Personality traits impact academic dishonesty.
 




Creative thinking, personality traits, and academic dishonesty

Research indicates that individuals with creative personalities are more likely to engage in unethical behavior, such as cheating (Loesche and Francis, 2020). Nonetheless, the relationship between creative thinking and academic dishonesty has not been extensively examined. The most influential line of research on the relation between creativity and unethical behavior suggests a positive relationship between the constructs (Ścigała et al., 2021). Nevertheless, there is a common perception that people with a high level of creative thinking have a greater propensity for academic integrity. Academic studies have confirmed that students with a high level of creative thinking have a higher tendency to reduce unwanted behavior and improve their academic integrity level (Shane et al., 2018). Based on this, we posit:


H7: The higher the creative thinking, the lower the academic dishonesty.
 




The research model

As outlined earlier, there is a gap in the research literature regarding the relationship between creative thinking, personality traits, and academic dishonesty among students in general and particularly in education students. Besides, there are not enough studies on the relationship between Torrance’s Tests of Creative Thinking and academic dishonesty, as far as we know. This study sought to elucidate the dimensionality of Torrance’s Tests of Creative Thinking in the Israeli context and its relation to ethical conduct and personality in the academic setting. Thus, based on the literature above, the research model presents the relationship between creative thinking, personality traits, and academic dishonesty (Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1
 Structural model for creative thinking, personality traits, and academic dishonesty in education students.


The research model presents personality traits (measured by extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to experiences, and emotional stability), creative thinking (measured by fluency, flexibility, elaboration, and originality), and academic dishonesty (measured by academic misconduct, academic integrity, and acceptable behavior).



Methodology


Participants/sampling

The sample comprised 976 education students from eight academic colleges in Israel. The probability (stratified) random sampling method was employed in data collection. The participants were requested to complete a four-part questionnaire. Eighty-two percent of the students were women and 18% were men. The respondents’ ages ranged from 18 to 44, with a mean of 26.80 years. The participants’ grade point averages ranged from 20 to 100, with a mean of 85.69 points.



Instruments/materials


Creative thinking

Creative thinking was assessed using the Hebrew version of the Torrance Test for Creative Thinking (TTCT) by Runco et al. (2010), which included a drawing question that examines four characteristics: fluency, flexibility, elaboration, and originality. The inter-rater reliability was Kappa = 0.83.



Personality traits

The survey employs the Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) scale by Gosling et al. (2003), which comprises 10 items developed to evaluate the personality traits of the participants on a five-point Likert scale, in which 1 means “Not true at all” and 5 “Very true.” Each attribute, in turn, is informed by a double statement. The reliability of this questionnaire as measured by Cronbach’s alpha is questionable (0.82).



Academic dishonesty

Academic dishonesty was measured by the Academic Misconduct Scale (Bolin, 2004) and indirectly by the Academic Integrity Inventory (Kisamore et al., 2007). These instruments have been adapted and validated to the Israeli context by Peled et al. (2019). The Academic Misconduct Scale contains 10 items on a five-point Likert scale, in which 1 means “Never” and 5 “Many times.” Its reliability is excellent (0.91 Cronbach’s alpha). The Academic Integrity Inventory consists of 8 items on a five-point Likert scale, in which 1 means “Very unlikely” and 5 “Very likely.” Its reliability is acceptable (0.75 Cronbach’s alpha).



Socio-demographic variables

The questionnaire contains a series of socio-demographic items relating to the participants’ age, gender, previous achievements, and course enrolment type.




Plan of analysis

Complete information maximum likelihood estimates were computed employing the Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) program (Arbuckle and Wothke, 1999). The model was examined for the goodness of fit using χ2, comparative fit index (CFI), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) fit indices. CFI values above 0.90 and 0.95 indicate adequate and good model fit, respectively, and RMSEA values below 0.08 and 0.05 indicate acceptable and good model fit, respectively (Hu and Bentler, 1999).




Results

The descriptive statistics and correlations between the research variables are presented in Table 1. A weak negative correlation was found between academic misconduct and the following personality traits: conscientiousness (r = −0.229, p < 0.01), agreeableness (r = −0.160, p < 0.01), emotional stability (r = −0.145, p < 0.01), and openness to experiences (r = −0.110, p < 0.01). In addition, a weak positive correlation was found between academic integrity and the personality traits: agreeableness (r = 0.130, p < 0.01), emotional stability (r = 0.087, p < 0.01), and conscientiousness (r = 0.074, p < 0.01).



TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics and inter-correlations among variables.
[image: Table1]

A weak negative correlation was found between academic misconduct and creative thinking characteristics: flexibility (r = −0.093, p < 0.01) and originality (r = −0.068, p < 0.05). Also, a weak negative correlation was found between acceptable behavior and the creative thinking characteristics originality (r = −0.075, p < 0.05).

Academic dishonesty was modeled by latent variables that measured personality traits and creative thinking. The data fit the academic dishonesty model well (χ2 = 2,120, N = 976, df = 76, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.820, and RMSEA = 0a.081). The R2 of the model is 0.32; in other words, the predictors of academic dishonesty explain 32% of the variable’s variance. The structural model is diagrammed in Figure 2.

[image: Figure 2]

FIGURE 2
 Structural model for determinants of academic dishonesty with standardized coefficients.


The analysis results indicate that the variance in academic dishonesty is explained by the research variables related to the Big Five Model: openness to experiences (confirming H1), conscientiousness (confirming H2), extraversion (confirming H3), agreeableness (not confirming H4), and emotional stability (confirming H5) and to creative thinking: flexibility, elaboration, and originality.

As shown in Figure 2, the traits that impact academic dishonesty are conscientiousness and emotional stability. The total effect of the Big Five personality traits is negative. Among the five personality traits, emotional stability has the most significant impact. The higher the level of emotional stability, the less a person will be engaged in academic misconduct. The rest of the traits have a similar effect on academic dishonesty. The higher the level of each of the following personality traits: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience, the lower the students’ tendency to cheat. Thus, hypothesis H6 is confirmed.

The study also found a negative correlation between age and academic dishonesty, indicating that older students tend to have more academic integrity. Creative thinking was found to have a negative effect on academic dishonesty. In other words, the more creatively a person thinks, the lower will be the level of academic misconduct. Thus, hypothesis H7 is confirmed.



Discussion

The current study examined the relationship between the Big Five personality traits, creative thinking, and academic dishonesty. The study’s results show that this relationship is indeed significant. Furthermore, most of the students (73%) declared that they had engaged in academic dishonesty at some point in their studies. But, only about one-fifth (22%) would condemn this behavior.

In line with the literature (Peled et al., 2019), our study found a significant positive effect of emotional stability on the tendency to engage in academic misconduct. In other words, students with high levels of emotional stability have a lower tendency to academic dishonesty. This may be because students who are high on this trait tend to regulate their emotions and have a sense of security, allowing them to be less influenced by stressful conditions and behave more ethically.

Finally, extraversion was found in this study to have a negative impact on academic dishonesty as well. This result contradicts previous findings (Giluk and Postlethwaite, 2015) that postulated a relationship between the personality trait of extraversion and the tendency to cheat. One possible explanation for this result may be extraversion’s personality trait characteristics, their high motivation to learn, and their proactive personality (John et al., 2020).

The current study also showed a significant impact of the Big Five personality traits on creative thinking. Following previous research (Shi et al., 2016), openness to experience positively affected creative thinking. The personality trait of extraversion was found to have a positive effect on creative thinking as well. This finding is supported by preceding studies (Gocłowska et al., 2019). Interestingly, in contrast to Feist (2019) and Krumm et al. (2018), we found that emotional stability (H5) and agreeableness (H4) positively affect creative thinking. Hence, the findings from our study refute our hypotheses H4 (the higher the personality traits of agreeableness, the lower the creative thinking level) and H5 (the higher the personality traits of emotional stability, the lower the creative thinking level). In line with the literature, neuroticism may be positively or negatively related to creativity according to different contexts and environments (Roth et al., 2021). Finally, contributing to the findings of Baer (2017), the personality trait of conscientiousness (H2) and creative thinking were found to be positively linked.

Regarding the relationship between creative thinking and academic dishonesty, we found that students with high levels of creative thinking have a higher tendency to academic misconduct. These findings contradict previous scholarly research (Gino and Ariely, 2012; Gutworth and Hunter, 2017), who stated that creative individuals have a higher tendency to academic misconduct. In other words, creative thinking is positively related to academic integrity. These results may be due to the tendency of a creative thinking person to respond to different input creatively and not passively learning together with the self-confidence and ability to succeed at a domain-specific task.

In light of the current study’s findings, we are inclined to agree with Shane et al. (2018) in recommending teaching students to enhance their creative thinking to help them enhance academic integrity. In other words, by enhancing creative-thinking tasks, students will improve their learning skills and avoid unwanted unethical behaviors like academic dishonesty.



Conclusion and practical implications

As previously stated, creative thinking is among the most sought skills in the 21st century, both at work and in lifelong problem-solving. Teachers and educators oversee preparing the new generation for their future and the demands of their jobs. Although educational institutions are increasingly demanding their professionals utilize Creative Thinking, these same institutions often offer inadequate and underdeveloped training. Furthermore, some scholars stress that the educational system diminishes creativity (Ritter et al., 2020). All the more so, the importance of being creative to adapt to unexpected circumstances (e.g., COVID-19 Pandemics, Crises, Earthquakes, etc.).

Professional knowledge and skills, which are first learned through education training, are vitally important in the teaching profession’s educational context. Teacher training offered at faculties of education plays an essential role in equipping candidates with professional knowledge and skills in all dimensions and supporting their professional development. The process of teacher training directly affects the quality of education youth receive, namely through the quality of teaching (Albar and Southcott, 2021). Therefore, prospective teacher training research is constantly discussed, examined, and re-adapted to new and changing demands. Furthermore, scholarly research based on neural examination suggests that learning mechanisms and creative processes differs across domains (Khalil and Moustafa, 2022). Various standards or competencies are determined to ensure that trained teachers can reach the desired level for the current era (Yenen, 2021).

Additionally, academic integrity is crucial among education students who must act in unique ways to encourage their future students to find their own unique ways of expression and demonstrate their unique skills. In line with the literature, promoting and maintaining academic integrity is a significant concern (Chugh et al., 2021; Eshet et al., 2021). The research literature has not directly investigated the relationship between creative thinking and academic dishonesty. Thus, we sought to examine how education students perceive academic integrity, how they express creative thinking, and how the relationship between the two constructs is expressed. Therefore contributing to the knowledge gaps on concerning the relationship between creative thinking, personality traits, and academic dishonesty. The present study has demonstrated that creative thinking positively impacts academic integrity. Thus, teaching creative thinking reduces academic dishonesty at educational levels and may also reduce any future academic misconduct or professional. In line with the literature, there is a strong positive correlation between Academic Dishonesty and future professional dishonesty (Artiukhov and Liuta, 2017; Eshet et al., 2021).

Our research’s practical implication and main contribution concerns identifying and evaluating the students’ tendency to engage in academic misconduct and their level of creative thinking, which will enable a better understanding of how to support creative thinking and academic integrity in teachers’ training. It is recommended to instruct creative thinking courses in the teacher’s educational training programs to improve creative thinking levels, reduce academic dishonesty, and create more effective curricula.

Following the literature (Yamamoto, 2019), teachers should be willing to use novel methods, ideas, and approaches to stimulate innovation and creativity in their students. For example, teachers can (i) provide opportunities for sparking and enlarging their students’ creative processes, (ii) enhance pedagogies that maximize students’ practices for problem-solving situations where originality and inventive practices develop, (iii) reduce the lecture format and seek natural collaboration and interaction among students/learners, (iv) encourage problem-solving interactions and student autonomy by presenting conflicted learning tasks, and (v) promote problem-solving approaches using real problems and allowing the students to explore new innovative and creative ideas to develop new solutions to real-world problems.



Limitations and future research

The current study’s limitation is in the sample, which is comprised students who are still in training. The current study did not examine people who have already completed their training and work in actual jobs. In addition, the Academic Integrity Inventory is a self-report questionnaire. Therefore, there is a limited perception of the concept of academic dishonesty among respondents compared to the concept of academic dishonesty defined in the research literature.

Since the current study was conducted with a sample of students in teacher training, it will be interesting and contribute to examining how the relationship between the Big Five personality traits, creative thinking, and academic dishonesty is expressed in teachers’ actual professional performance. Therefore, as a suggestion for future research, we recommend conducting a similar study among teachers who already work in actual pedagogical positions.



Author’s note

YE is a lecturer at Behavioural Sciences Department, and Digital Learning Designer at Zefat Academic College. His PhD is from Haifa University, Faculty of Management in excellence and outstanding performance. His M.A. is from Haifa University, Public Administration and Policy School. YE’s research areas include Public Administration, Outstanding Employees, Academic Dishonesty. AM, Dean of the Science Faculty in Kibbutzim College of Education, Technology & the Arts; lecturer of Science Education, Creativity, and supervising M.Ed. students in their research projects, developer courses of creative cognition as high order thinking skill, research willingness of students’ academic collaborative writing in online courses and her PhD is from Bar-Ilan University, Faculty of Social Science.



Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, upon personal request.



Ethics statement

Ethical review and approval were not required for the study on human participants in accordance with the local legislation and institutional requirements. Written informed consent from the patients/participants or patients/participants legal guardian/next of kin was not required to participate in this study in accordance with the national legislation and the institutional requirements.



Author contributions

All authors listed have made a substantial, direct, and intellectual contribution to the work and approved it for publication.



Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.



Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



References

 Adegbite, W. M., and Adeosun, O. T. (2021). Fourth industrial revolution skillsets and employability readiness for future job. Glob. J. Soc. Sci. Stud. 7, 35–49. doi: 10.20448/807.7.1.35.49

 Albar, S. B., and Southcott, J. E. (2021). Problem and project-based learning through an investigation lesson: significant gains in creative thinking behaviour within the Australian foundation (preparatory) classroom. Think. Skills Creat. 41, 100853–100819. doi: 10.1016/j.tsc.2021.100853

 Anderson, R. C., and Graham, M. (2021). Creative potential in flux: The leading role of originality during early adolescent development. Think. Skills Creat. 40, 100816–100821. doi: 10.1016/j.tsc.2021.100816

 Arbuckle, J. L., and Wothke, W. (1999). Amos 4.0 User’s Guide. Chicago: SmallWaters Corporation.

 Artiukhov, A. Y., and Liuta, O. V. (2017). Academic integrity in Ukrainian higher education: values, skills, actions. Bus. Ethics Leadersh. 1, 34–39. doi: 10.21272/bel.2017.1-04

 Ayyildiz, P., and Yilmaz, A. (2021). ‘Moving the kaleidoscope’ to see the effect of creative personality traits on creative thinking dispositions of preservice teachers: The mediating effect of creative learning environments and teachers’ creativity fostering behavior. Think. Skills Creat. 41, 100879–100810. doi: 10.1016/j.tsc.2021.100879

 Baer, J. (2017). The devil is in the details: why the answer to most questions about creativity will always be “it depends”. J. Creat. Behav. 51, 297–300. doi: 10.1002/jocb.188

 Barbot, B., Besançon, M. I., and Lubart, T. (2011). Assessing creativity in the classroom. Open Educ. J. 4, 58–66. doi: 10.2174/1874920801104010058

 Batey, M., Chamorro-Premuzic, T., and Furnham, A. (2009). Intelligence and personality as predictors of divergent thinking: The role of general, fluid and crystallised intelligence. Think. Skills Creat. 4, 60–69. doi: 10.1016/j.tsc.2009.01.002

 Bolin, A. U. (2004). Self-control, perceived opportunity, and attitudes as predictors of academic dishonesty. Aust. J. Psychol. 138, 101–114. doi: 10.3200/JRLP.138.2.101-114 

 Carrillo, C., and Flores, M. A. (2020). COVID-19 and teacher education: A literature review of online teaching and learning practices. Eur. J. Teach. Educ. 43, 466–487. doi: 10.1080/02619768.2020.1821184

 Chugh, R., Luck, J. A., Turnbull, D., and Pember, E. R. (2021). Back to the classroom: educating sessional teaching staff about academic integrity. J. Acad. Ethics 19, 115–134. doi: 10.1007/s10805-021-09390-9

 Eshet, Y., Steinberger, P., and Grinautsky, K. (2021). Relationship between statistics anxiety and academic dishonesty: A comparison between learning environments in social sciences. Sustain. For. 13, 1–18. doi: 10.3390/su13031564

 Feist, G. J. (2019). Creativity and the big two model of personality: plasticity and stability. Curr. Opin. Behav. Sci. 27, 31–35. doi: 10.1016/j.cobeha.2018.07.005

 Furnham, A., and Bachtiar, V. (2008). Personality and intelligence as predictors of creativity. Personal. Individ. Differ. 45, 613–617. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2008.06.023

 Fürst, G., Ghisletta, P., and Lubart, T. (2016). Toward an integrative model of creativity and personality: theoretical suggestions and preliminary empirical testing. J. Creat. Behav. 50, 87–108. doi: 10.1002/jocb.71

 Giancola, M., Palmiero, M., Piccardi, L., and D’Amico, S. (2021). The contribution of planning to real-world creativity: The moderating role of agreeableness. Think. Skills Creat. 41, 100890–100811. doi: 10.1016/j.tsc.2021.100890

 Giluk, T. L., and Postlethwaite, B. E. (2015). Big five personality and academic dishonesty: A meta-analytic review. Personal. Individ. Differ. 72, 59–67. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2014.08.027

 Gino, F., and Ariely, D. (2012). The dark side of creativity: original thinkers can be more dishonest. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 102, 445–459. doi: 10.1037/a0026406 

 Gocłowska, M. A., Ritter, S. M., Elliot, A. J., and Baas, M. (2019). Novelty seeking is linked to openness and extraversion, and can lead to greater creative performance. J. Pers. 87, 252–266. doi: 10.1111/jopy.12387 

 Gosling, S. D. (2021). Ten-Item Personality Inventory-(TIPI). Dep. Psychol. Univ. Texas, USA.

 Gosling, S. D., Rentfrow, P. J., and Swann, W. B. (2003). A very brief measure of the big-five personality domains. J. Res. Pers. 37, 504–528. doi: 10.1016/S0092-6566(03)00046-1

 Gouveia, V. V., de Araujo, R. C. R., de Oliveira, I. C. V., Goncalves, M. P., Milfont, T., de Holanda Coelho, G. L., et al. (2021). A short version of the big five inventory (BFI-20): evidence on construct validity. Rev. Int. Psicol. 55, 1–22. doi: 10.30849/ripijp.v55i1.1312

 Guilford, J. P. (1950). Creativity. Am. Psychol. 5, 444–454. doi: 10.1037/h0063487

 Guilford, J. P. (1959). Personality. New York: McGraw-Hill.

 Gutworth, M. B., and Hunter, S. T. (2017). Ethical saliency: deterring deviance in creative individuals. Psychol. Aesthetics. Creat. Arts 11, 428–439. doi: 10.1037/aca0000093

 Hu, L., and Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ. Model. 6, 1–55. doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118

 Ivancovsky, T., Shamay-Tsoory, S., Lee, J., Morio, H., and Kurman, J. (2021). A multifaceted approach to measure creativity across cultures: The role of the centrality of context in divergent thinking tasks. J. Creat. Behav. 55, 1028–1046. doi: 10.1002/jocb.506

 Jirásek, M., and Sudzina, F. (2020). Big five personality traits and creativity. Qual. Innov. Prosper. 24, 90–105. doi: 10.12776/qip.v24i3.1509

 John, R., John, R., and Rao, Z. R. (2020). The big five personality traits and academic performance. J. Law Soc. Stud. 2, 10–19. doi: 10.52279/jlss.02.01.1019

 Kapoor, H., Inamdar, V., and Kaufman, J. C. (2021). I didn’t have time! A qualitative exploration of misbehaviors in academic contexts. J. Acad. Ethics 20, 191–208. doi: 10.1007/s10805-021-09407-3

 Kaspi-Baruch, O. (2019). Big five personality and creativity: The moderating effect of motivational goal orientation. J. Creat. Behav. 53, 325–338. doi: 10.1002/jocb.183

 Khalil, R., Godde, B., and Karim, A. A. (2019). The link between creativity, cognition, and creative drives and underlying neural mechanisms. Front. Neural Circuits 13, 1–16. doi: 10.3389/fncir.2019.00018 

 Khalil, R., and Moustafa, A. A. (2022). A neurocomputational model of creative processes. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 137:104656. doi: 10.1016/J.NEUBIOREV.2022.104656 

 Kimhi, Y., and Geronik, L. (2020). Creativity promotion in an excellence program for preservice teacher candidates. J. Teach. Educ. 71, 505–517. doi: 10.1177/0022487119873863

 King, L. A., Walker, L. M., and Broyles, S. J. (1996). Creativity and the five-factor model. J. Res. Pers. 30, 189–203. doi: 10.1006/jrpe.1996.0013

 Kisamore, J. L., Stone, T. H., and Jawahar, I. M. (2007). Academic integrity: The relationship between individual and situational factors on misconduct contemplations. J. Bus. Ethics 75, 381–394. doi: 10.1007/s10551-006-9260-9

 Krou, M. R., Fong, C. J., and Hoff, M. A. (2021). Achievement motivation and academic dishonesty: A meta-analytic investigation. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 33, 427–458. doi: 10.1007/s10648-020-09557-7

 Krumm, G., Lemos, V., Richaud, M. C., Krumm, G., Lemos, V., and Richaud, M. C. (2018). Personality and creativity: A study in Spanish-speaking children. Int. J. Psychol. Res. 11, 33–41. doi: 10.21500/20112084.2867 

 Lee, S. D., Kuncel, N. R., and Gau, J. (2020). Personality, attitude, and demographic correlates of academic dishonesty: A meta-analysis. Psychol. Bull. 146, 1042–1058. doi: 10.1037/bul0000300 

 Levanon, M. (2021). “The possibility to be creative is the reason I want to teach”: pre-service teachers’ perceptions of creative teaching and philosophical education. Soc. Sci. Humanit. Open 4, 100190–100196. doi: 10.1016/j.ssaho.2021.100190

 Li, L.-N., Huang, J.-H., and Gao, S.-Y. (2022). The relationship between personality traits and entrepreneurial intention among college students: The mediating role of creativity. Front. Psychol. 13:2206. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.822206 

 Li, G., Pervaiz, S., and He, Q. (2021). Can universities be a gleam of hope during covid-19? Entrepreneurial intentions approach for academia in Pakistan. Front. Educ. 6:7532. doi: 10.3389/feduc.2021.717532

 Loesche, F., and Francis, K. B. (2020). “Creativity and destruction,” in Encyclopedia of Creativity. eds. S. Pritzker and M. A. Runco (Oxford: Academic Press), 239–245.

 Malesky, A., Grist, C., Poovey, K., and Dennis, N. (2022). The effects of peer influence, honor codes, and personality traits on cheating behavior in a university setting. Ethics Behav. 32, 12–21. doi: 10.1080/10508422.2020.1869006

 McCrae, R. R., and Costa, P. T. (1987). Validation of the five-factor model of personality across instruments and observers. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 52, 81–90. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.52.1.81 

 Nguyen, N. T., and Biderman, M. (2013). Predicting counterproductive work behavior from a bi-factor model of big five personality. Acad. Manage. Annual Meeting Procee. 2013, 13719–13724. doi: 10.5465/ambpp.2013.13719abstract

 Niepel, C., Mustafí, M., Greiff, S., and Roberts, R. D. (2015). The dark side of creativity revisited: is students’ creativity associated with subsequent decreases in their ethical decision making? Think. Skills Creat. 18, 43–52. doi: 10.1016/j.tsc.2015.04.005

 Orkibi, H. (2021). Creative adaptability: conceptual framework, measurement, and outcomes in times of crisis. Front. Psychol. 11:8172. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.588172 

 Park, J. H., Niu, W., Cheng, L., and Allen, H. (2021). Fostering creativity and critical thinking in college: A cross-cultural investigation. Front. Psychol. 12:0351. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.760351 

 Peled, Y., Eshet, Y., Barczyk, C., and Grinautski, K. (2019). Predictors of academic dishonesty among undergraduate students in online and face-to-face courses. Comput. Educ. 131, 49–59. doi: 10.1016/j.compedu.2018.05.012

 Pesout, O., and Nietfeld, J. L. (2021). How creative am I?: examining judgments and predictors of creative performance. Think. Skills Creat. 40, 100836–100813. doi: 10.1016/j.tsc.2021.100836

 Puryear, J. S. (2020). “Personality: big five personality characteristics,” in Encyclopedia of Creativity. eds. S. Pritzker and M. B. Runco (Oxford: Academic Press), 316–321.

 Puryear, J. S., Kettler, T., and Rinn, A. N. (2017). Relationships of personality to differential conceptions of creativity: A systematic review. Psychol. Aesthetics. Creat. Arts 11, 59–68. doi: 10.1037/aca0000079

 Rengifo, M., and Laham, S. M. (2022). Big five personality predictors of moral disengagement: A comprehensive aspect-level approach. Personal. Individ. Differ. 184, 111176–111110. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2021.111176

 Ritter, S. M., Gu, X., Crijns, M., and Biekens, P. (2020). Fostering students’ creative thinking skills by means of a one-year creativity training program. PLoS One 15, 1–18. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0229773

 Roth, T., Conradty, C., and Bogner, F. X. (2021). Testing creativity and personality to explore creative potentials in the science classroom. Res. Sci. Educ. 52, 1293–1312. doi: 10.1007/s11165-021-10005-x

 Runco, M. A., Millar, G., Acar, S., and Cramond, B. (2010). Torrance tests of creative thinking as predictors of personal and public achievement: A fifty-year follow-up. Creat. Res. J. 22, 361–368. doi: 10.1080/10400419.2010.523393

 Sadana, D., Gupta, R. K., Jain, S., Kumaran, S. S., and Rajeswaran, J. (2021). Correlates of creativity: An association between creativity, personality, and intelligence. PsyArXiv. doi: 10.31234/osf.io/qdby6

 Said-Metwaly, S., Kyndt, E., and van den Noortgate, W. (2020). The factor structure of the verbal Torrance test of creative thinking in an Arabic context: classical test theory and multidimensional item response theory analyses. Think. Skills Creat. 35, 100609–100612. doi: 10.1016/j.tsc.2019.100609

 Said-Metwaly, S., van den Noortgate, W., and Kyndt, E. (2017). Approaches to measuring creativity: A systematic literature review. Creat. Theor. – Res. - Appl. 4, 238–275. doi: 10.1515/ctra-2017-0013

 Ścigała, K. A., Schild, C., and Zettler, I. (2021). Dark, gray, or bright creativity?(re) investigating the link between creativity and dishonesty. Eur. J. Personal. 36, 108–129. doi: 10.1177/08902070211010993

 Shane, M. J., Carson, L., and Edwards, M. (2018). A case study in updating academic integrity policy and procedures. New Dir. Community Coll. 2018, 83–93. doi: 10.1002/cc.20320

 Shi, B., Dai, D. Y., and Lu, Y. (2016). Openness to experience as a moderator of the relationship between intelligence and creative thinking: A study of Chinese children in urban and rural areas. Front. Psychol. 7, 1–10. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00641

 Sleep, C. E., Lynam, D. R., and Miller, J. D. (2021). A comparison of the validity of very brief measures of the big five/five-factor model of personality. Assessment 28, 739–758. doi: 10.1177/1073191120939160 

 Steinberger, P., Eshet, Y., and Grinautsky, K. (2021). No anxious student is left behind: statistics anxiety, personality traits, and academic dishonesty - lessons from Covid-19. Sustain. For. 13, 1–18. doi: 10.3390/su13094762

 Sternberg, R. J., and Karami, S. (2022). An 8P theoretical framework for understanding creativity and theories of creativity. J. Creat. Behav. 56, 55–78. doi: 10.1002/jocb.516

 Sung, S. Y., and Choi, J. N. (2009). Do big five personality factors affect individual creativity? The moderating role of extrinsic motivation. Soc. Behav. Personal. an Int. J. 37, 941–956. doi: 10.2224/sbp.2009.37.7.941

 Taggar, S. (2021). Conscientiousness in teams completing creative tasks: does it predict? J. Creat. Behav. 55, 319–336. doi: 10.1002/jocb.453

 Theurer, C., Rogh, W., and Berner, N. (2021). Interdependencies between openness and creativity of fifth graders. Psychol. Aesthetics. Creat. Arts 15, 391–400. doi: 10.1037/aca0000299

 Tohver, G. C., and Lau, C. (2020). “Genius, personality correlates of,” in The Wiley encyclopedia of personality and individual differences: personality processes and individual differences-volume 2. eds. B. J. Carducci and C. S. Nave (New Jersey: Wiley), 211–215.

 Torrance, E. P. (1966). The Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking-Norms-Technical Manual Research Edition-Verbal Tests, Forms A and B-Figural Tests, Forms A and B. Personnel Press.

 Torrance, E. P., and Haensly, P. A. (2003). Assessment of Creativity in children and Adolescents. New York: The Guilford Press.

 Tran, K. N., Kudrowitz, B., and Koutstaal, W. (2020). Fostering creative minds: what predicts and boosts design competence in the classroom? Int. J. Technol. Des. Educ. 32, 585–616. doi: 10.1007/S10798-020-09598-7

 Weiss, S., Steger, D., Kaur, Y., Hildebrandt, A., Schroeders, U., and Wilhelm, O. (2021). On the trail of creativity: dimensionality of divergent thinking and its relation with cognitive abilities, personality, and insight. Eur. J. Personal. 35, 291–314. doi: 10.1002/per.2288

 Wu, Y., and Kyungsun, K. (2022). The curriculum reform of design education based on the orientation of positive psychology. Front. Psychol. 13:6909. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.836909 

 Yamamoto, J. (2019). Pre-service teachers’ adoption of a makerspace. In 16th International Conference on Cognition and Exploratory Learning in Digital Age (CELDA 2019).

 Yang, J., and Zhao, X. (2021). The effect of creative thinking on academic performance: mechanisms, heterogeneity, and implication. Think. Skills Creat. 40, 100831–100823. doi: 10.1016/j.tsc.2021.100831

 Yenen, E. T. (2021). Prospective teachers’ professional skill needs: A Q method analysis. Teach. Dev. 25, 196–214. doi: 10.1080/13664530.2021.1877188

 Zhang, C., Wu, J., Yang, Z., and Perceval, G. (2021). How does creativity influence dishonest behavior? An empirical study of Chinese students. Ethics Behav. 32, 147–161. doi: 10.1080/10508422.2020.1869552



OPS/images/fpsyg-13-925195-t001.jpg
Variables

1. Extraversion

2. Agreeableness

3. Conscientiousness

1. Openness to Experiences
5. Emotional Stability

6. Fluency

7. Flexibility

8. Elaborat

n
9. Originality

10. Academic Misconduct
1. Academic Integrity
12. Acceptable Behavior

P<0.05; *4p< 0.01; =976,

469
187
569
512
488
1081
418
124
115
144
34
276

SD
130
112
114
112
127
370
153
036
0.28
0.60
057
072

—0.023
0.132¢%
0253+
0.079%
0,108
0.048

~0.009
0.039

~0.045
0.009
0.005

01240
0.099%%
0.270%*
-0.019
0,138+
0.047
0.044
~0.160%%
0.130%%
~0.103%%

0233%*
0.304%%
~0.003
00947
~0.025
-0.003
~0.220%%
0.074%
~0.118%%

0.201%%
0.100%*
0.125%%
0051
0.081%
~0.110%%
0.000
~0.028

~0.008
0,106
0.004
0,085

~0.145%+
0.087+%

~0.099%*

6 7 8 9 10
04247 -
-0047  0157%% -
0022 0305%% 03275 -
0063 ~0.093% ~0.058 ~0.068" -
~0.008 0033  -0009 0014 —0.144%%
0015 -0033  -0.046 -0.075% 0293+

~0.069%





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Does creative thinking contribute to the academic integrity of education students?



		Introduction



		Theoretical background



		Creative thinking



		Personality traits



		Creative thinking and personality traits









		Academic dishonesty



		Academic dishonesty and personality traits









		Creative thinking, personality traits, and academic dishonesty









		The research model



		Methodology



		Participants/sampling



		Instruments/materials



		Creative thinking



		Personality traits



		Academic dishonesty



		Socio-demographic variables









		Plan of analysis









		Results



		Discussion



		Conclusion and practical implications



		Limitations and future research



		Author’s note



		Data availability statement



		Ethics statement



		Author contributions



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher’s note



		References



















OPS/images/fpsyg-13-925195-g001.jpg
Openness to
Experience

Conscientiousness

Extraversion

Agreeableness

Emotional Stability

Personality

Traits

Academic
Dishonest

Fluency

/'[ Flexibility
-
i Elaboration

Originality

Academic Integrity

Acceptable Behavior

Academic Misconduct






OPS/images/fpsyg-13-925195-g002.jpg
Openness to
Experience

Conscientiousness

0.54%*
v\

0.22%* Traits

Extraversion

Agreeableness

Emotional Stability

-0.24*>

Personality

Academic
Dishonest

0.42%*

Fluency

73‘,[* Flexibility

Elaboration

Creative
Thinking

Originality

Age
o
Gender

0.66**

Academic Integrity

Acceptable Behavior

Academic Misconduct






OPS/images/cover.jpg
’ frontiers Frontiers in Psychology

Does creative thinking
contribute to the academic
integrity of education students?












OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
(®) Check for updates







OPS/images/logo.jpg
' frontiers Frontiers in Psychology






