
 Violations of and threats to academic integrity in online English language teaching 

 

 34 

RESEARCH ARTICLE 

 

Violations of and threats to academic integrity in online English language 

teaching 

 

Özgür Çelik1 

Thomas Lancaster2 

1 Balıkesir University, Turkey / Contact: ozgurcelik@balikesir.edu.tr  

2 Imperial College London, UK / Contact: thomas@thomaslancaster.co.uk  

 

Abstract 

The move to online teaching has brought with it fresh opportunities for 

students to violate academic integrity. This paper considers such violations 

from within the domain of online English language teaching, although many of 

the ideas presented are applicable to other disciplines. The paper reports on a 

two-part study conducted at a university in Turkey. In the first part, qualitative 

data collected from students and staff through an online survey form were used 

to identify a new way of categorizing academic integrity violations. This 

provided three such categories, namely; exam-related, assignment-related, and 

online session-related violations. In the second part of the study, 462 students 

completed a survey related to their attitudes towards both academic integrity 

violations and the associated threats that may lead to these violations. 

Although the results revealed students generally presenting a commitment to 

the fundamental values of academic integrity, many students showed 

willingness to engage with machine translation software to prepare answers at 

times when they were expected to be working unaided. The findings underline 

a need for further consideration about how students are taught and assessed 

with integrity in an online environment. They also suggest that nuanced 

discussions about academic integrity need to take place between students and 

English language teachers. 
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Introduction 

Academic integrity is fundamental to teaching, learning, and research (Bretag, 

2016). It acts as a blueprint in the advance of knowledge by promoting honesty, trust, 

fairness, respect, and courage, which are the fundamental values of academic integrity 

as positioned by the International Center for Academic Integrity (ICAI, 2021). Based 

on the ICAI recommendations, it seems essential to frame educational planning 

mailto:thomas@thomaslancaster.co.uk
https://doi.org/10.47216/literacytrek.932316
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0300-9073
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1534-7547


2021, 7(1) 

The Literacy Trek  

 

 

 

35 

around these values. A whole community commitment to these values plays a 

significant role in preventing academic integrity violations. 

Academic integrity violations pose a significant threat to the value of 

education given that some students tend to attempt to breach academic integrity. The 

reasons for this are complex, with one prominent study suggesting that violating 

academic integrity is related to the inability of students to persevere with learning 

(Amigud & Lancaster, 2019). 

The choice of teaching methods and modalities also seem to influence if 

students choose to violate academic integrity or not. Following the outbreak of 

COVID-19, an increase in academic integrity violations was observed (Lancaster & 

Cotarlan, 2021). This increase appears to relate closely to the widespread international 

movement to emergency remote teaching. 

Different from open education, emergency remote teaching encompasses 

delivering the face-to-face course design in an online environment and providing 

instant education support in extraordinary situations (Hodges et al., 2020). The 

mismatch between the course design and the delivery environment can be a major 

reason for academic integrity violations. In emergency remote teaching, instructors 

use or adapt their face-to-face course designs for online education. However, since the 

pedagogical characteristics of face-to-face and online classes are different (Wuensch 

et al., 2006), improper adaptations may lead to academic integrity violations, 

especially in exam security, assessments, assignments, and participation. Therefore, it 

is crucial to identify violations and threats to academic integrity in online teaching. 

During the 1970s, communication and interaction became central to language 

learning and teaching, and since the mid-1990s, the use of digital tools in distance 

language teaching has been integrated into pedagogy (Stickler et al., 2020). Since 

then, technology has become an indispensable part of online language teaching. With 

the emergence of computer-assisted language learning (CALL) and mobile-assisted 

language learning (MALL), foreign language teaching pedagogy has evolved around 

digital tools. CALL and MALL refer to the use of a variety of technology for 

language learning and teaching purposes (Chapelle, 2010). Therefore, it can be 

claimed that switching from face-to-face education to emergency remote teaching has 
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been less ‘painful’ for foreign language classes due to their technological 

preparedness. Nevertheless, the utilization of a wide variety of digital tools may 

provide students with access to methods of violating academic integrity in online 

foreign language classes that were not previously available to them. 

Identifying the threats that lead to academic integrity violations in online 

foreign language classes can provide valuable insights for teachers and course 

designers. This paper proposes that pitfalls in the adaptation of face-to-face course 

design to emergency remote teaching can be mitigated by taking proactive measures 

towards academic integrity violations. This study presents the results of a two-part 

study conducted with students and teachers at a public university in Turkey. 

Within this scope, the aim of this study is twofold: first, it aims to identify 

violations of and threats to academic integrity in online English teaching classes. 

Second, by using this data, it aims to measure students’ attitudes towards academic 

integrity when a threat is involved in online English teaching classes. The research 

questions are as follows: 

• RQ1 - What are the academic integrity violations in online English language 

teaching? 

• RQ2 - What are the threats to academic integrity in online English language 

teaching? 

• RQ3 – What are students’ attitude levels when a threat is involved? 

Background 

The European Network for Academic Integrity defines academic integrity as 

“compliance with ethical and professional principles, standards, practices and a 

consistent system of values that serve as guidance for making decisions and taking 

actions in education, research, and scholarship” (Tauginienė et al., 2018, p. 8). 

Furthermore, ICAI proposes six fundamental values of academic integrity that are 

honesty, trust, fairness, respect, and courage (ICAI, 2021). Within this scope, 

academic integrity encompasses a strict commitment to these fundamental values in 

all academic works and settings and for all stakeholders. 
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A violation refers to the breach of good practice occurring from questionable, 

unlawful or unethical behavior (Tauginienė et al., 2018). In an academic setting, some 

of the violations include, but are not limited to, plagiarism, contract cheating, 

fabrication, falsification, and cheating. Similarly, a threat is a possibility that may lead 

on to a violation when not prevented. Academic integrity violations and threats have 

always been a serious concern for educators. With emergency remote teaching, these 

concerns increased because the violations seemed to be becoming more visible and 

widespread. In a study conducted by Wiley (2020), the majority of teachers raised 

concerns about academic integrity violations in the online environment. In the 

literature, these violations are mainly centered around the type of violation such as 

plagiarism, fabrication, contract cheating, etc. (Akbulut et al., 2008; Blau et al., 2021). 

Exam security has been a core problem in online education, especially in 

shifting to emergency remote teaching. Cheating in online exams is reported to have 

been considerably increased during the pandemic (Lederman, 2020; Newton, 2020). 

The implementation of assessments designed for face-to-face delivery into emergency 

remote teaching mode can be considered a problem that violates exam security. 

Adopting a summative assessment by using verbatim test bank questions (Golden & 

Kohlbeck, 2020), presenting exam questions in a similar order for all participants (Li 

et al., 2021), absence of an exam honor code (Corrigan-Gibbs et al., 2015), and 

unproctored exams (Dendir & Maxwell, 2020) can lead students to cheat in online 

exams. Further, the study of Bilen and Matros (2020) shows that grading on a curve in 

online exams increases cheating incidents because it creates a sense of competition 

among students, and they may feel they have to cheat to do better than the class 

average to pass the class. Another significant academic integrity problem is the 

students’ attitudes towards cheating in online exams. The comparative study of 

Burgason et al. (2019) reveals that the majority of online students consider utilizing 

notes and books and accessing information during an exam as ‘trivial’ cheating when 

compared to face-to-face students. Therefore, when identifying threats to academic 

integrity in online teaching, it may be a good idea to measure students’ attitudes 

towards violations. 
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Contract cheating, which takes place when a student employs a third party to 

complete assessed work for them, is another serious academic integrity violation 

(Clarke & Lancaster, 2006). There has been a sharp increase worldwide in requests 

posted to contract cheating services since the pandemic (Lancaster & Cotarlan, 2021). 

By taking advantage of the pandemic, contract cheating services have increased their 

marketing tactics and made themselves more accessible for students (Seeland et al., 

2020). To understand why contract cheating dramatically increased during the 

pandemic, it is necessary to determine why students engage in contract cheating. In 

their study, Rundle et al. (2019) propose three main reasons why students refrain from 

contract cheating; namely, a sense of morals, perception of norms, and a motivation to 

learn. It can be argued that emergency remote teaching lacks control mechanisms for 

these three reasons. Similarly, in their large-scale study, Bretag et al. (2019) identified 

three variables that lead students to contract cheat: dissatisfaction with the teaching 

and learning environment, the perception that there are lots of opportunities to cheat, 

and speaking a first language other than English. From a similar perspective, in their 

integrative study, Curtis and Clare (2017) see having opportunity as a threat that leads 

students to contract cheating. It is evident that due to the problems of emergency 

remote teaching, contract cheating services have marketed more heavily to students, 

who, in return, have found more opportunities for contract cheating. 

One of the key strategies recommended in the literature for enacting academic 

integrity relies on the consideration of assessment design. As Morris (2018) states, re-

designing assessments is one way to minimize academic misconduct. Assessment 

design in online education is different from face-to-face education, and educators 

should design the assessments considering the online teaching pedagogy (Vonderwell 

et al., 2007) because deficiencies in assessment design in online education can lead to 

significant academic integrity violations. For instance, a summative assessment may 

not pose a threat to academic integrity in face-to-face education. However, in online 

education, summative-only assessments may cause academic integrity violations. In 

their experimental study, Fask et al. (2014) investigated cheating in online and face-

to-face classes. They administered a summative final exam to face-to-face and online 

groups. The results revealed that online testing facilitated cheating more than face-to-

face testing. Similarly, the study of Harmon et al. (2010) pointed out that summative 

exams (multiple choice) in online education have greater cheating risk when 
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compared to face-to-face education. From another perspective, some studies provide 

evidence that authentic assessments help mitigate academic integrity violations in 

online education (Ellis et al., 2020; ICAI, 2016; Sotiriadou Logan et al., 2020). 

Therefore, it is essential to choose an appropriate assessment design to prevent 

academic integrity violations in online education. 

Bretag et al. (2019) found that the use of a first language other than English is 

one of the main reasons for academic integrity violations, especially contract 

cheating. The study of Bista (2011) confirms that academic misconduct is more 

prevalent among non-native English-speaking students and proposes reasons for this, 

which include students’ previous learning style, English language proficiency, 

cultural unfamiliarity, student-teacher relationship, and availability of educational 

resources. The study of Perkins et al. (2020) also finds evidence that improving 

students’ English writing proficiency reduces plagiarism cases. Similarly, many 

studies explore the relationship between a poor level of English and academic 

integrity violations, specifically plagiarism (Bretag; 2007; Goh, 2015; Perkins et al., 

2018). Moreover, the use of machine translation in foreign language classes as a form 

of academic misconduct was discussed in some papers (Clifford et al., 2013; Groves 

& Mundt, 2021). Evidently, investigating academic integrity violations in online 

English teaching has clear implications on the quality of foreign language education. 

However, academic integrity violations in online English classes have never been 

explored. From this perspective, this study aims to address this gap in the literature by 

identifying violations and threats to academic integrity and revealing students’ 

attitudes.  

Method 

Research design 

This study employs the exploratory mixed-method design. Creswell and Clark 

(2009) define exploratory mixed method design as a two-phase design in which the 

results of the first method (qualitative) can help develop or inform the second method 

(quantitative). “This design is based on the premise that exploration is needed for one 

of several reasons: Measures or instruments are not available, the variables are 

unknown, or there is no guiding framework or theory (Cresswell & Clark, 2009, p. 
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75). In this respect, this study explored the violations and threats in the first phase 

(qualitative) and measured the students’ attitudes based on the exploration made in 

the first phase (quantitative).  

Participants 

The study was conducted at a public university in Turkey. The participants 

were university students who took both synchronous and asynchronous online English 

classes and teachers from various universities who taught online English classes 

during the emergency remote teaching process after the outbreak of Covid-19. 

Student participants were selected through convenient sampling from the research 

setting. Freshmen students took only synchronous compulsory English classes. 

However, upper-grade students took a compulsory asynchronous English course last 

year and an elective synchronous English course this year. Teacher participants were 

selected from 5 different universities through snowballing technique. All teachers had 

experience in synchronous and asynchronous English teaching. A total of 102 

students and 20 teachers participated in the first part of the study. In the second part of 

the study, the attitude questionnaire was administered to 462 university students. In 

total, 564 students and 20 teachers contributed to the study.  

Procedure 

Data Collection 

The study was designed in two parts. The first part aimed to identify the 

violations and threats to academic integrity in online English classes. To do this, 

qualitative data were collected through an online survey form at the onset of the study 

from 102 university students and 20 teachers. The survey asked participants to 

address open-ended questions about the violations and threats to academic integrity 

they witnessed, heard, or knew about in online English classes. In the second part of 

the study, a Likert-type questionnaire was developed by utilizing the content analysis 

results. The items were generated by blending threats with violations to enable the 

exploration of how student attitudes towards academic integrity change when a threat 

is involved. Students were asked to rate each item on a Likert-type scale with five 

points (Never (5), Rarely (4), Sometimes (3), Usually (2), Always (1)). 462 students 

returned responses. 
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Data Analysis 

Using MAXQDA software, content analysis was undertaken on the responses 

collected through the online survey form, and the violations and threats to academic 

integrity in online English classes were identified. To do this, all potential violations 

articulated by the participants were coded. Then, it was observed that students 

associate violations with certain threats. Therefore, a thematic analysis was 

undertaken around “threats” theme, and threats to academic integrity were identified. 

Next, emerging themes were identified as exam-related, assignment-related, online-

session related, and other violations and threats. In the next stage, violations and 

threats were categorized based on the emerging themes above. In the second part of 

the study, the results of the questionnaire were analyzed descriptively using Jamovi 

software by taking the mean scores of the responses. 

Results 

RQ1 - What are the academic integrity violations in online English language 

teaching? 

In order to reveal the potential academic integrity violations in online English 

language teaching, a rigorous content analysis was conducted on the qualitative data 

collected. Using the MAXQDA software, all potential violation incidences were 

coded. Content analysis revealed that academic integrity violations in online English 

language teaching clustered under three main categories as exam-related violations, 

assignment-related violations and violations related to online session participation. 

Table 1 shows the content analysis results. 

Table 1. Potential Academic Integrity Violations in Online English Classes 

Category Violations 

Exam-Related 

Violations 

Providing account credentials to a friend who has good English level to take the 

exam on behalf of them 

Asking for answers to questions by connecting to a friend who has good English 

knowledge with remote connection software 

Making video conversation with people with good English knowledge to learn the 

answers to the questions during the exam 

Requesting answers by sending screenshots of questions to instant messaging groups 

Surfing the internet to find out the answers of the questions 

Taking the exam with a friend who is good at English 
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Using a print or online dictionary to look up the meaning of unknown words during 

the exam 

Using translation software to understand instructions and questions during the exam 

Getting help from family members in the exam. 

Assignment-

Related 

Violations 

Paying contract cheating websites to get the homework done  

Taking a friend's homework and changing some parts of it 

Asking a person with good English to do homework 

Getting substantial help from a person with good English 

Writing the homework in the native language and translating it into English using 

translation software 

Submitting an assignment previously submitted in another lesson by translating it 

into English 

Submitting an assignment previously submitted by a friend in another lesson in their 

native language by translating it into English 

Translating the homework created by compiling the sources in the native language 

and submitting it 

Claiming credit for work in a group project when work was done by others 

Online Session 

Related 

Violations 

Participating in a live lesson from one device and doing other activities (playing a 

game, surfing internet etc) 

Answering the questions asked by the teacher using translation software 

Asking a friend or family member with a good level of English to attend the lesson 

on behalf of them 

Not answering the teacher's questions by using technical problems as excuses 

Disrupting the normal operation of the live session 

Not attending the class or leaving the session by pretexting technical problems 

 

As can be seen in Table 1, nine violation incidences were identified for exams, 

nine incidences for assignments and six incidences for online sessions.  

RQ2 - What are the threats to academic integrity in online English language 

teaching? 

During the coding process, it was noticed that participants associated the 

academic integrity violations with some threats. Therefore, the threats that may lead 

students to violate academic integrity were identified and categorized, as shown in 

Table 2.  
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Table 2.  Potential Threats to Academic Integrity in Online English Classes 

Categories Threats 

Exam-Related Threats Making multiple-choice-only exams 

Keeping exam duration very short 

Asking too difficult questions in exams 

Unproctored exams 

Overstress and high level of anxiety 

Very long and complex questions 

Unclear and complex exam instructions 

Assignment-Related 

Threats 

Assigning students with too challenging tasks that are beyond their level 

Not monitoring plagiarism in assignments 

Overloading students claiming that ‘you are already at home’ 

Not giving feedback to student assignments 

Not scoring the assessments on time 

Assigning all the class with the same task every year and not updating it 

Keeping deadline very short 

Online-Session 

Related Threats 

Live lessons taking too long 

Using a communication style that interrupts mutual communication during 

online lessons (by the teacher) 

Not doing the lesson on the day and time agreed (by the teacher) 

Not informing students on time that live session will not be done or 

postponed  

Interruption of the course by teacher because of domestic issues 

Not starting the live sessions on time 

Uploading the recording of a previous session rather than making a live 

session 

Others Technical problems that arise because of the lacks in the digital literacy of 

teachers 

Not responding messages or e-mails of students or responding too late 

Solely focusing on product evaluation rather than process evaluation 

Too soft or too tough teachers 

Not guiding students about adhering to academic integrity 

Ignoring misconduct and misbehaviour 

  

Table 2 presents the potential threats in exams (n = 7), assignments (n = 7), 

online sessions (n = 7) and other threats (n = 6). In total, 27 potential threats were 

identified under four categories.  
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RQ3 – What are the students’ attitude levels when a threat is involved? 

In order to see what students’ attitudes towards academic integrity are when a 

threat is involved, a Likert-type scale was created by blending threats with violation 

incidents. Table 3 shows the mean score of students’ attitude levels for each category. 

Table 3. Mean Scores of Students’ Attitude Level 

  Exams Assignments Online Sessions 

N  461  460  460  

M  4.28  4.43  4.45  

Mdn  4.50  4.63  4.67  

SD  0.74  0.62  0.63  

As Table 3 shows, students say they have a high attitude level (M  > 4.00) 

regarding online sessions (M = 4.45, SD = 0.63), assignments (M = 4.43, SD = 0.62) 

and exams (M = 4.28, SD = 0.74) respectively. To enable a more detailed 

understanding of the violations in each category, the mean scores of each item were 

checked. Table 4 shows the mean scores of exam-related violations. 

Table 4. Item Mean Scores of Exam-Related Attitudes 

  E1 E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 E7 E8 

N  461  461  460  459  459  460  460  460  

M  4.79  4.73  4.44  4.32  4.17  3.46  3.84  4.51  

Mdn  5  5  5  5  5  4  4  5  

SD  0.65  0.75  1.02  1.08  1.11  1.28  1.23  1.00  

*E1: I believe that it is OK to give my account credentials to a friend who has good English level to take the exam on behalf of me 

if the exams are not proctored. E2: I believe that it is OK to ask for answers by connecting to a friend who has good English 

knowledge with remote connection software. In this way, I feel less excited and better reflect my potential.  

E3: Online exam questions are too difficult and beyond our level. So I believe that it is OK to have a video conversation with my 

classmates to discuss the questions during the exam.  

E4: During online exams, my friends send the answers to instant messaging groups. In such cases, the class GPA increases. So I 

believe that it is OK to get help via instant messaging groups so I won’t be under the GPA average.  

E5: In online exams, our teachers ask questions that are available on the internet. So I believe that it is OK to find the answers to 

the questions on the internet.  

E6: Sometimes I can't understand the question when I don't know the meaning of a word. I believe that it is OK to look up the 

meaning of the words I don't know during the exam to understand the questions.  

E7: Sometimes, questions can be very long and complex. In such cases, I believe that it is OK to translate the questions into my 

native language with translation software/websites.  

E8: I believe that it is OK to get help from family members during online exams. 
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Table 4 shows that students are more likely to look up the meaning of a word 

when they do not understand the questions (M = 3.46, SD = 1.28) and to use 

translation software when they find the questions to be long and complex (M = 3.84, 

SD = 1.23). It is also clear that students refrain from giving their account credentials 

to their friends to take the exam on behalf of them (M = 4.79, SD = 0.65). Table 5 

presents the students’ assignment-related attitudes. 

Table 5. Item Mean Scores of Assignment-Related Attitudes 

  A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 

N 457 456 456 458 459 459 459 459 

M 4.70 4.80 4.67 4.09 3.67 4.75 4.13 4.65 

Mdn 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 

SD 0.76 0.61 0.77 1.06 1.24 0.70 1.15 0.82 

*A1: I don’t know whether my assignments are really examined by my teachers because I never receive feedback. So I believe that 

it is OK to turn in someone’s work after changing parts of it.  

A2: Our teacher does not care whether we plagiarize. I believe that it is OK to use others’ work.  

A3: Our teacher assigns too much work. I believe that it is OK to get help from a friend with a good English level to turn in the 

assignments on time.  

A4: I believe that it is OK to prepare my assignment by compiling text in my native language and translating it via translation 

software/websites when we are overloaded with assignments.  

A5: When assignments are above my English level, I believe that it is OK to prepare the text in my native language and translate it 

via translation software/websites.  

A6: Our teacher does not monitor who is doing what in group work. I believe that it is OK to ask my peers to do my part when I’m 

busy.  

A7: When the topic of the assignment is the same, I believe that it is OK to turn in the work by translating an assignment that I had 

prepared before in my native language.  

A8: When the deadline is too short, I believe that it is OK to ask my friends to do a part of my assignment or use their assignments. 

In assignment related violations, students have a relatively high attitude level. 

As in the case of exams, students have lower attitude levels about using translation 

software in assignments (A4, A5, A7). However, they have a high attitude level about 

plagiarism (A1, A2) and substantial assistance (A3, A6, A8). Table 6 shows the 

online session related attitudes. 
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Table 6. Item Mean Scores of Online Session-Related Attitudes 

  O1 O2 O3 O4 O5 O6 

N  460  457  460  460  459  459  

M  3.90  4.48  4.89  4.69  4.36  4.39  

Mdn  4  5  5  5  5  5  

SD  1.12  0.91  0.46  0.80  1.01  1.12  

*O1: Online classes take too long. I believe that it is OK to leave my device and deal with something else during a lesson.  

O2: Our teacher is very strict during online lessons. I believe that when my teacher asks me a question, it is OK to use translation software/website to 

give a correct answer.  

O3: Our teacher does not monitor whether we attend the class. When I am busy, I believe that it is OK to ask a friend who has a good English level to 

attend the lesson on my behalf and do the in-class activities.  

O4: Our teacher can react badly when I answer incorrectly. I believe that it is OK not to answer by citing technical problems when s/he asks me a 

question.  

O5: Our teacher does not monitor when we enter or leave online classes. I believe that it is OK to leave the lesson before the lesson is over when I 

have something important to do.  

O6: Instead of doing a live lesson, our teacher opens a recording of a lesson s/he has done before. In such cases, I believe that it is OK not to attend 

the online session. 

Among other categories, students have the highest attitude level in online 

sessions. However, some students feel that they can leave their device and deal with 

something else when the online classes take too long (MO1 = 3.90, SDO1 = 1.12). 

Students say they have a very high attitude level about asking a friend to attend the 

online lesson on behalf of them even if their teachers do not monitor attendance (MO3 

= 4.89, SDO3 = 0.46). 

Discussion 

This study has sought to explore violations and threats to academic integrity 

and student attitudes towards academic integrity in online English classes. Academic 

integrity violations pose a threat to educational settings, and violations in digital 

environments have become more prevalent (Blau et al., 2021). 

As a result of the content analysis from student and teacher responses, 23 

potential violation incidents were identified and clustered under three categories, 

namely exam-related violations (n = 9), assignment-related violations (n = 9), and 

online session-related violations (n = 6). In the literature, the categorization of 

academic integrity violations is mainly based on the type of violation such as 

plagiarism, fabrication, contract cheating, etc. (Akbulut et al., 2008; Blau et al., 2021). 
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However, in this study, violations were classified based on their occurrence settings 

including exams, assignments, and online sessions. 

During the content analysis, it was observed that students associate violations 

with certain threats. Therefore, a thematic analysis to explore potential threats that 

lead to academic integrity violations was conducted. Thematic analysis results yielded 

27 threats in total across four categories: exam-related threats (n = 7), assignment-

related threats (n = 7), online session-related threats (n = 7), and other threats (n = 6). 

Identifying threats to academic integrity is a valuable effort because recent years have 

witnessed the rise in proactive and preventive approaches on the promotion of 

academic integrity (Thomas & Scott, 2016). Therefore, recognizing the threats that 

lead to academic integrity violations can be the first step to develop proactive 

approaches to academic misconduct. Course designers can utilize the threats list to 

mitigate the occurrences of academic misconduct when planning exams and 

assignments. Also, policymakers can consider these threats to determine sanctions in 

institutional academic integrity policies. 

A further aim of the study was to explore student attitudes towards academic 

integrity in online English language teaching classes. To do this, an attitude 

questionnaire was prepared by blending violations and threats because the content 

analysis showed that students associate violations with certain threats. The overall 

scores showed that students have a high attitude level in all categories. However, they 

have relatively lower attitude levels in exams and higher attitude levels in online 

sessions. With respect to exams, students have lower attitude levels about using 

translation software during an exam. The threats associated with this misconduct are 

difficult and complex questions. There are some misconceptions about the use of 

machine translation. The study of Groves and Mundt (2021) shows that even some 

teachers do not accept using machine translation as a form of academic misconduct. 

Using machine translation is also a problem on assignments. In the study of 

Clifford et al. (2013), the majority of students admitted that they used machine 

translation on assignments to save time in language classes. The findings presented 

here also suggest that students have a lower attitude level about using machine 

translation on assignments. Mundt and Groves (2016) describe using machine 
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translation as a “double-edged sword” and suggest that institutions set guidelines for 

using machine translation services on assignments. 

Students show the highest attitude level in the online session category. 

However, one question that has to be posed is if students leaving their devices during 

an online class to deal with something else is a form of academic misconduct. The 

results show that students do not consider this as such, but if continual attention is 

required, teachers may wish to avoid longer classes. Such lessons may bore students 

and lead them to violate academic integrity. The study of Osipov et al. (2015) 

validates that the ideal online lesson duration in foreign language classes is between 

20-30 minutes because longer sessions make students feel tired, and they lose the 

desire to participate in the class actively. 

Conclusion 

The quick shift from face-to-face teaching to emergency remote teaching 

brought with it many problems regarding academic integrity in online classes. It 

seems largely agreed upon that online education is vulnerable to academic integrity 

violations in different ways to face-to-face teaching. This study is presented as the 

first analysis of its type in identifying potential violations and threats to online 

English language teaching, helping teachers to understand the risks and to put 

interventions into place. 

As the study shows, most students aim to complete their course in accordance 

with the ICAI fundamental values of academic integrity, but some threats have 

emerged when English language teaching is completed online. To ensure that 

academic integrity continues to be maintained in the future, fresh approaches are 

needed. This conclusion proposes two such approaches. 

First, a proactive stance to course design and assessment is needed. Re-

designing assessments is an effective way to minimize academic misconduct (Morris, 

2018). The same materials used in person will not necessarily translate online and 

may not engage students. Students feel that materials need to be prepared for them 

and value interaction with their teacher. It can be harder for them to keep attentive in 

an online setting, so shorter classes or alternative delivery strategies are necessary. 

Alongside this, consideration has to be paid to the risks inherent to major assessment 
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types, such as written assignments and exams. When such assignments are not 

supervised, students can be tempted to resort to contract cheating or to collude with 

their peers. 

Second, students need to be part of the wider community of scholars and 

practitioners who are embracing and supporting academic integrity and included in 

the discussion about how they are taught and assessed. This study has identified grey 

areas, times when students may take shortcuts that are not acceptable in a learning 

setting but which may be in common use outside of the university. Teachers and 

students need to proactively work together to develop guidelines on such issues as 

student use of machine translation software to prepare answers and how far students 

can look up words they do not understand. Although many studies concur that 

machine translation is an effective tool for L2 writing (Correra, 2014; Garcia & Pena, 

2011; Nino, 2008), the line between using machine translation as a support tool and as 

a form of academic misconduct deserves to be explored. 

Finally, it is noted that although the focus of this study has been on online 

English language teaching, the findings and ideas are generally applicable to other 

disciplines. The framework of exam-related, assignment-related and online session-

related violations and threats is presented as a framing device for researchers in other 

disciplines to use. The issue of having to learn and be assessed in English can also be 

difficult for students across the board. Bretag et al. (2019) identified students learning 

in a language other than their primary language as being a major driver of contract 

cheating. Considered alongside automated translation technologies and the various 

tools designed to help students improve their writing without necessarily 

understanding the underlying concepts, perhaps student writing support is needed 

across the board now even more than ever. 
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