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Abstract

The online academic cheating (OAC) is widely discussed in academic circles of different countries. The present study
was conducted after the second COVID-19 wave and therefore reflects the process of mass transition to online learning,
which contributes to the originality of the research. The specificity of methodological approach is comparing the opinions
of teachers and students, a total of 488 respondents answering online questionnaires. According to the data obtained, from
70 to 80 % of students resort to OAC. As a rule, students tend to use lecture and lesson materials for copying and peeking,
contrary to the teachers’ perception of the use of electronic media. On detecting the deception, 57 % of teachers just ad-
monish students, 39% deduct marks. One third of students believe that teachers tend to overlook fraud. Students report re-
sorting to deception because of lack of confidence in their knowledge. Teachers believe that the reason lies in insufficient
preparation for classes. From 50 to 70 % of respondents think that such forms of assessment as a spontaneous answer,
free-source research and project work reduce cheating. According to students, individual creative tasks can be added to
this list. The most important factor reducing cheating is intrinsic motivation (50-60% of students and teachers). Among the
measures proposed by students to combat academic fraud, didactic methods are given the highest priority as well as stu-
dents’ initiatives like the movement in social networks #iliketobehonest, whose icon is shown on a student’s screen in an
online activity reflecting a conscious decision made by the student.
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COVID-19, 3akmtouaercs B TOM, YTO ABJSETCS CPE30M CUTYalUM, OTPa)KaroLIEH IIPoLecc MacCOBOIO Mepexoaa Ha
oHnaitH-00y4yenne. OcO6EHHOCTh METOANUYECKOTO TOAX0/1a 3aKIIFOUAETCs B COMOCTABICHNY MHEHHH Ha JaHHYIO MpO-
OyieMy mpenojaBaTeneil 1 CTyIeHTOB. B o0Imeil ClI0)KHOCTH Ha BONPOCH OHJIAMH-aHKETh! OTBETHIHN 488 pecroHaeH-
ToB. CoriacHo momy4eHHbIM JaHHbIM, K AMO mpuberaer ot 70 10 80 % crynentos. IIpenogaBarenu poccuiickux
BY30B II€PCOIEHUBAIOT IU(POBYIO HHPOPMAIIOHHYIO KOMIICTEHTHOCTE CTYAEHTOB IIPU CHHCHIBAHUH B YCIOBUSX JIH-
CTaHIMOHHOTO oO0ydeHHs. Kak mpaBmiio, CTyAEHTHI HCTIOIB3YIOT JUIS CIIUCHIBAHWS W MOICMATPUBAHUS MaTepHalIbl
JIEKIUH W 3aHATHH BONPEKH PACIpPOCTPAHEHHOMY MHEHHMIO IIperojaBarenell o0 HMCIIOIb30BaHUM JUIS CIHCHIBAHUS
3NEKTPOHHBIX Hocutelnell. OnHako 57 % npenonasaTenei npu oOHapyxeHnu Qaxra oOMaHa JeIal0T CTYJICHTaM 3a-
mevanust, 39 % cHmwkaroT 6amabl. TpeTh CTYyJEHTOB CUHTAET, YTO NMPEMNOAABATENH JOAIbHBI K MPOSBICHUIO CITydaeB
aKaJeMHUUECKOro MouleHHn4ecTBa. CTyaeHThl MpHOeraloT k oOMaHy, Tak Kak OHM HE YBEpPEHBI B CBOUX 3HAHHUSIX.
[IpemoraBaTeny CYUTAIOT, YTO MIPUIHMHA KPOSTCS B HEAOCTATOYHOM MoAroToBKe K 3aHATHAM. OT 50 1o 70 % mpero-
JaBaTesel MojaraoT, 4T0 0OMaH MUHHUMAJICH IIPH TaKuX (OpMax KOHTPOJISL, KaK CIIOHTaHHBIH OTBET, aHATUTHIECKHE
3aJaHus CO CBOOOTHBIM JIOCTYIIOM K MHTEPHET-pecypcaM U BBHINOJHEHHE MPOeKTHOH pabotsl. [lo MHEHUMIO CTyneH-
TOB, 3TO €llle ¥ MHAUBHIyallbHbIE TBOpUecKHe 3a1aHusa. Hanbonee BaxXHBIM (HaKTOPOM, CHOCOOHBIM NMPOTHBOCTOSITH
MOIIEHHUYECTBY, ABJIAETCS IMUHOCTHAs: MoTuBanus (50—-60 % oTBETOB CTyJEHTOB M npenofasateneit). Cpenu mpen-
JIOKEHHBIX CTyAeHTaMu mMep 0opr0sl ¢ AMO mepBoe MECTO OTBOAMTCS AUAAKTHYECKUM MeTonaM. CHIDKEHHIO MO-
IIEHHUYECTBA MOTJIN OBI CIIOCOOCTBOBATH TaKHe MHUIMATUBHI, KAaK JBIDKEHHE C TeroM «MHe HpaBHTCS OBITH 4ecT-
HBIM», OTpakarollee pelieHHe, OCO3HAHHO NMPUHHMAeMOe CAMHM CTYJEHTOM M 3HA4OK KOTOPOTO OTpa)kaeTcsl Ha
9KpaHe CTYAEHTa Ha OHJIAIH-3aHATHH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: svicuiee obpazosanue, akademuyeckoe MOWEHHUYECME0, OUCTNAHYUOHHOE O0OyyeHue, OMIAAlH-
KOHMPOTb

Bnrazooapnocmu: ABTOpPBI MCCIEOBAHUS BBIPAXKAIOT OJAarofapHOCTh cTyAeHTaM MHCTHTyTa HHOCTPAHHBIX SI3BIKOB
PYJIH Ilomure CmupHOBOH 1 AneHe SIapoHOBOI 3a MOMOIIE B cOOpE aHATUTUYECKUX JAHHBIX, a TAKKE BCEM CTY-
JIEHTaM U TIPENOAaBaTEINAM, COTIACHBIINMCS MIPUHATH yIaCTHE B OMPOCAX.
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Introduction

The massive forced transition to distance learning
during the COVID-19 pandemic as highlighted the
problems whose solution requires a broad exchange
of views. The problem of student academic fraud in
the digital world is one of them. The importance of
its solution is determined by the fact that it is
directly related to the quality of education and
therefore will influence the level of competence of
future specialists in all industries[1], including
vitally important. The problem is so widespread and
pervasive that it is widely discussed in the media of
many countries in the context of the devaluation of
higher education in the mass consciousness and the
downgrading of higher education [2].

The topic of academic cheating (AC) arouses
international research interest. Since online
academic cheating cannot be viewed in isolation
from its traditional forms, it is necessary to refer to
the studies analyzing its causes, characteristics, rate
of expansion, and proposing solutions.

Academic cheating is interpreted as “providing
or receiving assistance in a manner not authorized
by the instructor in the creation of work to be
submitted for academic evaluation including papers,
projects, and examinations (cheating); and
presenting, as one’s own, the ideas or words
of another person or persons for academic

evaluation  without
(plagiarism)” [3].

Various forms of cheating are singled out, the
most common forms of which are copying and
plagiarism [4, p. 53-54], but in the case of online
evaluation looking up answers online should be
added.

The number of students who violate ethical
standards in their studies ranges from 40 % to 80 %
[5]. The percentage of students who have never
cheated does not exceed 18 % [1]; 28 % believe that
copying several phrases from the Internet is not
considered dishonesty [5].

Empirical research conducted in Russian
universities prior to the pandemic period shows that
between a quarter and half of the students of Russian
universities resort to academic cheating [6], with the
number of cases of academic cheating increasing to
the end of the training period [6, p.48]. Russian
universities are tolerant enough to academic cheating
and rarely suppress it at the institutional level [7,
p. 10].

With the introduction of the Internet into the
educational process, the number of AC cases begins
to increase significantly due to the increased
availability of cheating methods, the difficulty of its
detection, and the high degree of adaptation of
students to new technologies.

proper  acknowledgment
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The switch to distance learning during the
pandemic has multiplied the AC problem. ETICO, a
special portal of UNESCO, provides data on the
unfair behaviour of students from many countries of
the world'.

Data that expose the causes of cheating in the
academic environment are of special interest. As a
rule, the most frequent is the desire to get the best
grade, be among the best in the competitive
environment of the university or avoid failure. AC is
typical both for weak students and overachievers [4,
c. 62]. In the Russian educational sphere, cheating is
often perceived as a form of mutual assistance.

What is more, one of the factors is the “tacit
collusion”, when students violate ethical norms with
the tacit consent of teachers, who in turn reduce the
requirements for students, thereby lowering the
quality of education [8]. Researchers see the deep-
rooted reasons for this situation in the adherence to
the “agreement of non-involvement” [9].

Hungarian researchers of the Institute of
Psychology regard the teachers’ attitude to their
work as one of the reasons for students’ academic
dishonesty. They found that less enthusiastic
teachers were more likely to have students inclined
to AC [10].

Some authors suggest that AC should be seen as a
new form of rational copying [11].

As a rule, cases of dishonest behavior of students
are detected during an oral or written online
assessment, the forms of which are systematized by
Canadian researchers [4, p. 12].

The increasing role of academic ethics can help
combat academic cheating if it becomes the norm in
students’ lives. There are two main approaches to
this problem [12]: punitive [13] and value-based [13,
14]. The first is aimed at the application of anti-fraud
measures, while the second is based on awareness-
raising activities and aimed at the creation of honor
codes that exist in a number of universities
(e.g. Russian School of Economics, European
University). However, in both approaches, the
authors draw attention to certain difficulties which,
in the case of punishment, are related to different
interpretations of dishonest behaviour by teachers
and students [15], and, in the second case, to
insufficient effectiveness of the codes adopted [16,
17].The implementation of ethical codes is also
hampered by the specificity of the punitive discourse
of official documents [12]. In practice, the
effectiveness of punitive measures is assessed from
high [18, 19] to low [13].

E. D. Shmeleva draws attention to the importance
of obtaining empirical data and notes a lack of

" https:/letico.iiep.unesco.org/fr/topic/academic-fraud?page=16

situational factors analysis in terms of cheating
within individual disciplines [6, c. 19].

The present study is aimed at the study of current
forms of online academic cheating (OAC) and the
reasons that abet students in cheating to find a
solution to the problem.

Conducting the study, we believed that
comparing and contrasting teachers’ and students’
opinions on the AC problem would help to
understand and analyze students’ predilections for
defrauding teachers, identify weaknesses in the
organization of assessment by teachers, and propose
ways to reduce OAC.

Material and Methods

393 udergraduate students of different specialities
and 95 university teachers of foreign languages (FL)
of higher education institutions of the Russian
Federation were interviewed online. The subject
matter of the study required honesty in students’
responses. However, empirical research experience
shows that students tend to choose “the correct
answers” (manifestation of social desirability). To
avoid this, we involved the students themselves in
the research to conduct an online survey as part of
their research projects.

Results

About 80 % of the surveyed foreign language
teachers do not believe that online assessment tasks
are performed by students on their own. Half of
them are convinced that students resort to machine
translation.

Is recourse to outside help sporadic or
permanent? 69 % of teachers consider the use of
supplementary materials during online assessment
occasional, 25 % of teachers suppose that the
students always do it.

Students’ answers rates exceed teachers’ expecta-
tions, bringing the frequency of rare supplementary
materials use to 80 %. Rates of students who always
answer independently differ by a factor of 5. The
students’ rate of those who confess to copying or
looking up supplementary materials permanently is
twice as low as the teachers’ (11 %).

The OAC forms are quite varied in written
assessment (Figure 1). According to the results of
the teachers’ survey, the most common OAC form is
the use of machine translation (about 60 %),
followed by social media, chats, and the help of
friends (about 50 %). In free responses, teachers
write that the choice of academic cheating form is
determined by the assignment type.

Students’ responses to this question differ
markedly. Most of them (66 %) use lecture materials
and textbooks.
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Deceiving a teacher in an oral response is more
difficult for students, hence we see a smaller set of
AC forms (Figure 2). However, students still have
the opportunity to look at the screen of another
electronic device, which is widely used by them.
According to the teachers, textbooks and students’
notes are used half as frequently. A third of the
students are believed to use headphones.

online help from another teacher I_' 1%

cheat sheets

use of the exact translation of the text on the Internet

| 1

Userof eolrse mateials AN N e ———

o |
use of correct responses sent to students ——20%

help from friends (testing together)

use of social networks, chats

I 1

use of online translation tools

|
other =0/50%

I
|—I 12%
I

However, students’ practices differ markedly
from the teachers’ perception. Textbooks and
records (62 %) remain their main source of
information, and only about 40 % of them use
another electronic device.

What is the teacher’s reaction to academic
cheating? (Figure 3).

10% ’
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Figure 1. Forms of students’ AC during a written online assessment
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Figure 2. Forms of students’ AC during oral online assessment
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Almost every second teacher reacts to breaches of
academic ethics and admonishes the students. Less
than a quarter of teachers do not count the results of
the test, and a quarter do not react to cheating
because they cannot prove it. A third of the students
think the teacher is just pretending not to notice
cheating. In the experience of a quarter of them, the
teachers confine themselves to an admonition.

According to every second teacher, the main
reason for AC is a lack of preparation for classes
(Figure 4), followed by a fear of poor grades (42 %)
and uncertainty in knowledge (37 %).

The students’ opinions on this issue vary
considerably. For every second of them, the reason
for AC is their lack of confidence in their
knowledge. For approximately half of them, it is fear
of getting a low mark, and for only a third of the
students surveyed it is insufficient preparation for
classes.

What forms of online assessment will minimize
AC? In foreign language (FL) classes, the opinions
of teachers and students are similar in terms of
spontaneous responses (75 % and 52 %); every

10% 3%
nothing

4% 9%
peer imitation

gadget dependency

lack of confidence in their knowledge
fear of getting a low mark

insufficient preparation for classes

| 2 |

second teacher and student mentioned tasks
requiring an independent analytical decision with
free access to the Internet resources and
implementation of the project. However, there is a
wide divergence of views among teachers and
students. These include the performance of an
individual creative task, which is underestimated by
the teachers (8 %), and the reformulation of a pre-
prepared topic immediately prior to the oral response
(students — 8 %, teachers — 36 %).

What factors would motivate students not to use
AC? The absolute leader in the two groups of
respondents is “the intrinsic motivation of the
students” (Figure 5). The second factor in absolute
terms of sum scores is “the absence of the answer
evaluation”, closely followed by ‘“honesty”. The
remaining factors do not exceed 30 %.

The extent to which students are aware of the
negative effects of AC can be seen in Figure 6.
Every second is aware that they are self-deceiving,
about 40 % feel that they are, and a third of
respondents prefer to give up their honesty for good
marks.

27 %

37%
I42%

53 % |
\ [

M Students

40 60 80 100 %

Teachers

Figure 4. What makes students use outside help during a written or oral online assessment?

10% 7%
Self-evaluating
20% 8%
Answering in the classroom
42 %
Absence of the answer evaluation
24 % 20%
Fear of punishment
26 % 34'%
Honesty
| 30% 16 %
Proctoring or monitoring system
‘ 55 % 61%
Intrinsic motivation of the students ‘ ‘ |
M Teachers Students

Figure 5. Factors that might motivate students not to resort to academic cheating
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| realize that when | am cheating, | ...
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Figure 6. Students’ awareness of the conéequences of academic cheating

How does academic cheating affect the emotional
state of students (Figure 7)? About 40 % don’t care,
just over 30 % feel a little remorse.

What do students see as the solution to the AC
problem? A large number of free responses from
students were organized into 4 major groups. A
percentage of responses from their total number was
counted for each group. The answer “Nothing will
help” was 34 %. For each group, options for the most
numerous answers are presented. The development of
creative tasks was mentioned among didactic methods
(34% of answers); pedagogical methods (16 %)
included motivating students, reducing score for
cheating, discussing cheating with students, explaining
them the value of honesty. Exam monitoring with the
help of a camera and e-proctoring tools were named
among the technical ones (15 %). Original suggestions
(2 %) were the requirement to close your eyes when
answering, or the phrase like “I will keep silent to not
share ideas with you.”

A little over 20 % of teachers have a positive
experience in fighting AC, with more than half of
them (55 %) taking partial measures. One fifth of
respondents did not have one.

Facing with the problem of AC in distance
learning, % of the respondents concluded that it was

necessary to adapt the assessment forms to the new
learning environment (Figure 8).

From the above-mentioned point about the
adaptation of the assessment forms, it follows that
most FL teachers (72 %) believe that measures to
combat cheating are closely related to didactic tasks
whereas for half of the respondents these measures
must be preventive (Figure 9). A third of their
colleagues rely on pedagogical ones. Supporters of
strong and administrative measures are few in
number (10-15 %).

The results of the research revealed similarities
and differences in the way students and teachers
perceive the problem of academic cheating in
distance learning. Close indicators values (teachers —
76 %, students — 80 %) include understanding of the
scope of the OAC; assessment forms minimizing
cheating, motivation factors (intrinsic motivation)
that may reduce OAC, and the didactic measures to
combat OAC. Students and teachers differ greatly in
their understanding of the causes of AC (teachers
associate it with poor preparation for classes, while
students explain this by uncertainty about their
knowledge)and the forms of cheating (teachers
believe that electronic media are used while students
use textbooks and exercise books).

What do you feel after getting a good mark by

cheating online?

| passed and forgot about it :

| feel a little remorse

I am happy that | managed to answer better

| do not care, what matters is a good answer at all

| see others copying and this makes me do so b

| feel the pain of conscience, | am not happy

Other I 5%

—360

|
\# 31%

29%

Figure 7. Students’ feelings after resorting to AC
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Cases of online academic cheating during
assessment made you think about ...

73 %

34%

26%

15%

strengthening the
pedagogical function in the
learning process

the objectives of the
training

a more in-depth rethinking

adaptation of the
assessment forms to the
new learning environment

of the entire system of
evaluation in online
learning

Figure 8. Teachers’ reflections on massive academic cheating in the context of online learning

In your opinion measures to combat academic
cheating during online assessment should be ...

Didactic
Preventive
Pedagogical
Stern |
Administrative

Non-judgemental

Other

72%

Figure 9. Features of the necessary measures to combat academic cheating

The use of textbooks and notebooks, rather than
electronic devices, for cheating by students can be
interpreted in two ways: either by exaggerating the
students’ level of information skills in the
educational process or by insisting that the content
of specific teaching materials be adhered to in the
response. A third possibility is connected with the
requirements for the material reproduction, i.e. the
degree of its memorization. In favour of the latter are
such comments of students as “...I have to learn
everything by heart for the exam”; “We are not
given enough time to learn everything by heart”.

The second important point in the analysis of the
didactic aspects of the OAC is the relationship
between online assessment forms: diagnostic,
forming, summative/final. We see that teachers,
especially during emergencies, did not pay much
attention to the correlation between different forms
of assessment and focused on the final assessment in
the form of tests. They did not take into account that
this form was the most provocative for the student in
terms of OAC.

In addition, high workload of teachers prevented
them from developing labour-intensive assignments
aimed at building high-level competencies.

In the conditions of a rigid competitive
environment [20, p. 40], which is sometimes formed
at universities, constant counting of points and
striving for their increase becomes often the main
dominant behaviour of students, affecting all
categories of learners from weak to honors students.
And if increasing the scores of a student becomes the
main goal of the learning process, then it cannot but
cause the emergence of pathological forms of
behaviour that are connected with deception. What is
more, for almost 40 % of the students surveyed,
cheating is not perceived as an ethical violation at
all. And a third of them are cheered up by an unfair
mark. Only 13 % are not satisfied. At the same time,
students are aware of the negative consequences of
cheating but consider it more in terms of personal
interests. Less than 10 % think about the social
consequences of AC, such as the devaluation of an
academic degree. The data are, in our view, quite
disturbing and require both careful thought and a
well-designed educational strategy.

Fear of poor grades (43 % of respondents) also
requires the attention of teachers. This may, in part,
be a continuation of the school’s habit of being
responsible to parents for the studies. Nevertheless,
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these indicators require us to work both collectively
and individually to create a comfortable, including
digital, learning environment for students [21].

If every other student is not sure of his or her
knowledge, this aspect requires serious didactic
work. Again, any opportunity created for students to
demonstrate their knowledge will help them to gain
confidence, both in the classroom and in extra-
curricular activities.

In the absence of institutional measures to deal
with AC cases, we notice different perceptions of
loyalty to deception by students and teachers. 30%
of students tend to think that teachers tend to
overlook being deceived, possibly reflecting a
common social norm.

Electronic devices facilitate peeking and tempt
students to search for information or ready answers
during online assessment procedures. Moreover, on
the unconscious level, a student may develop a sense
of internal competition “Can I deceive (the teacher,
perhaps less advanced in the technological aspect)
using the latest innovations?”. Therefore, in this
case, teachers have to convert electronic devices
from a tool for clues to a tool for work even at the
stage of assessment. In this regard, it seems useful to
consider the concept of “digital autonomy of
students during online assessment”, which
presupposes a smart use of digital tools at the
assessment stage involving information processing
in complex intellectual activities. Naturally, the
format of each discipline will have its own
characteristics as well as the format of the

competencies being evaluated. Again, subject
knowledge will be closely intertwined with
information competencies. However, such an

approach would require a major overhaul of the
entire evaluation system.

Teachers do not seem to support educative
measures — just 15 % of respondents are positive
about them. However, both categories of
respondents are aware of the importance of intrinsic
motivation in the fight against OAC. So teachers
already have a good foundation for OAC reduction.
Indeed, in small study groups, where relationships
based on mutual respect are formed, OAC cases can
be minimized. It is more difficult to work with a
large audience and in situations where the teacher
does not have sufficient time and capacity to form a
collective opposition to cheating. Among the
educative measures taken to combat OAC, students’
responses also suggested lowering points for
cheating, discussing OAC cases, and the importance
of the rules of honest online conduct with students.

We have tried to involve the students themselves
in the fight against OAC. To this end, we initially
offered them joint participation in the project

investigating online student cheating, and then
helped to launch an initiative to fight OAC in the
student community. The initiators created a post for
the Francophone Community Page of the Institute of
Foreign Languages in social media. The informal
and sincere appeal to students about the importance
of being honest has elicited a huge public response
and positive feedback from social media users. The
students plan to continue this work at the university
level.

Conclusion

There is no doubt that the OAC is a multifaceted
problem demanding institutional actions. However,
since these measures are now either too costly or
sometimes not purely technical, each teacher will
have to deal with the problem in the context of a
specific discipline with a particular student body. In
order to do so, on the one hand, it is essential to
know and understand the reasons that provoke
students to OAC as part of the disciplinary path and,
on the other, to rethink existing approaches to online
assessment procedures.

A comprehensive approach to this problem would
include the following:

1. Online testing only for diagnostics and interim
assessments.

2. Providing students with the opportunity
to evaluate their own work independently and
self-analyze their own achievements, thus creating
a culture of self-assessment in a digital environ-
ment.

3. Using situations that give rise to monological,
dialogical, or polylogical spontaneous utterances in a
final oral assessment.

4. Using online assessment forms in which digital
autonomy of students is permitted. In this case, not
only the disciplinary component of a particular
section but also the information skills in a particular
branch of knowledge are tested in strict compliance
with ethical standards.

5. Encouraging students’ participation in foreign-
language forums, websites, and blogs that can be
used for educational purposes.

6. Supporting students’ initiatives to promote
honest behaviour during an online assessment,
e.g. placing an icon “I like to be honest” or
“No cheating” on the screen.

7. Introducing post-editing tasks of machine
translations in the learning process, which will allow
for a better understanding of their features and
shortcomings to reduce extensive mechanical use of
electronic translation tools, in particular in written
assessment.

8. Working out evaluation algorithms in which a
student who has received a high score for a test will

— 117 —



Obyuenue unocmpannomy a3wixy / Foreign language teaching

have to confirm it by performing more complex
educational tasks.

9. Changing the students’ attitude to grades
as markers of the quantitative side of an evaluation
and transforming them into the means helping
correct temporary gaps in the acquisition of
knowledge.

10. Discussing digital ethics in the classroom,
explaining both the impact of large-scale fraud on
perpetrators and society.

11. Using the Internet space to showcase
successful student projects, which will encourage the
focus on output and provide feedback from the
Internet community.
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