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ABSTRACT 
This study aimed at highlighting the Turkish higher education learners’ perceptions of cheating on online 
learning programs, the ways of, causes for, and some suggestions to minimize cheating. Both quantitative 
and qualitative data were gathered from 163 online learners via a questionnaire including both open-ended 
and close-ended questions. Data from the close-ended items in the questionnaire were analyzed in terms 
of frequencies and percentages of the responses using SPSS 22. The open-ended questions were analyzed 
thematically and manually. Over half of the respondents believed that cheating is more frequent and easier 
in an online course and they take this opportunity. They cheated by ‘using online sources like Google to 
copy and paste the answers’, ‘consulting with others, and ‘using personal class notes or coursebook’. They 
cheated because of ‘lack of knowledge’, ‘getting higher marks’, ‘some technical problems’, ‘no proctoring’, 
and ‘exam stress’. To prevent cheating the respondents suggested that universities should disable the copy 
and paste features. Teachers should create different quizzes for each student, require all students to start their 
webcam during the online test, use alternative methods of assessment, prepare essay like thought-provoking 
questions, and create awareness of the problem. However, some students clearly stated that nothing can be 
done either due to some technical infrastructure problems or even lazy teachers.

Keywords: Cheating, learner perceptions, online distance learning, virtual/online classes, online exams.

INTRODUCTION 
Online learning, as a form of distance education, is any learning experience or environment which depends 
on the Internet as the main delivery mode of communication and presentation (Appana, 2008). Via online 
instruction, learners can get an educational opportunity without physically attending the classes and several 
universities all around the world have delivered online education to encourage and improve learning (Kamal 
& Radhakrishnan, 2019). Several studies have already indicated various benefits for online learning. For 
example, online education enables adult learners who have full-time jobs or family responsibilities to 
attend classes without having to leave their jobs (Park & Choi, 2009; Tekinarslan, 2008). Moreover, online 
instruction has been utilized worldwide by many educational institutions due to the requirement of social 
distancing under the Covid-19 pandemic to both protect the learners’ health and not interrupt their academic 
studies (Gunes, 2020; Hodges, Moore, Lockee, Trust, & Bond, 2020). Nevertheless, online instruction can 
include several problems, such as lack of live interactions with peers and their teachers (Dumford & Miller, 
2018; Kim, Liu, & Bonk, 2005), lack of opportunity to obtain feedback or receive answers to their questions 
in real time (Kim et al., 2005), the shorter time of virtual classes, and more opportunities to cheat (Corrigan-
gibbs, Gupta, Northcutt, Cutrell, & Thies, 2015; Nguyen, Keuseman, & Humston, 2020; Raines et al., 
2011; Saleh & Meccawy, 2021; Watson & Sottile, 2010). 
“Cheating occurs when a student obtains or attempts to obtain some advantage or extra marks by any 
dishonest or deceptive means” (Diego, 2017, p. 123). Some researchers argued that formative or summative 
assessments which are used to measure learning in online courses do not truly reflect learning because it is 
possible that they are achieved by cheating which occurs during these online assessments (I. J. M. Arnold, 
2016; Harmon, Lambrinos, & Buffolino, 2010).The problem of academic dishonesty in online classes in the 
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form of cheating continues to grow (Golden & Kohlbeck, 2020) and understanding the learners’ attitudes 
towards cheating in online learning is significant to the instructors and administrators. 
In Turkey, some universities have adopted well-planned online learning for more than a decade (Kaya, 
2012). Further, the COVID-19 pandemic compelled Turkish universities to teach learners online so as not 
to interrupt their academic studies (Erkut, 2020; Gunes, 2020). 
The issue of cheating in online instruction and assessment is central to consider while running the online 
courses and exams in Turkey like any other country because, in the absence of a proctor and confirmation of 
the learner’s identification, the question of who is taking the test or completing an assignment is problematic 
to faculty and administrators (Raines et al., 2011; Watson & Sottile, 2010).

LITERATURE REVIEW 
Literature includes some works which determined several ways learners already used to cheat in online 
courses. For example, learners were more likely to obtain answers from others during an online test (Saleh 
& Meccawy, 2021; Watson & Sottile, 2010). Other found ways of online cheating include students’ 
dishonest collaboration and sharing assignments with one another (Hearn Moore, Head, & Griffin, 2017; 
McGee, 2013; Sendag, Duran, & Fraser, 2012) as well as copying the information from the Internet 
or other learners’ answers (Diego, 2017; Golden & Kohlbeck, 2020; Hosny & Fatima, 2014; Saleh & 
Meccawy, 2021). 
Hearn Moore et al (2017) also identified several problems in conducting an online course and in administering 
an online exam. The following are what they found: 

(1) identifying the test taker, (2) preventing the theft of the exam, (3) combating the unauthorized 
use of textbooks and/or notes, (4) preparing an online exam and exam setup, (5) realizing a 
student may have access to a test bank, (6) preventing the use of cell phones, hand-held calculators, 
and/or Bluetooth devices, (7) limiting access to other individuals during the exam time, (8) 
ensuring a student is using a computer with adequate uploading and downloading capabilities, 
(9) identifying intentional computer crashes, and (10) noting the different methods of proctoring 
exams. (p. 9)

Additionally, the literature indicates some reasons that cause learners’ online cheating. For instance, lack 
of responsibility, laziness, lack of respect for academic rules, and showing no interest or being unwilling 
to study as well as low self-esteem are the most important internal reasons (Diego, 2017). In addition, 
peer influence (Diego, 2017), getting passing grades, not necessarily knowledge (Saleh & Meccawy, 2021), 
getting passing grades to please their parents (Diego, 2017; Finchilescu & Cooper, 2018; Hosny & Fatima, 
2014; Jian, H., Li & Wang, 2020), the exam difficulty, not being able to prepare for the exam (Diego, 2017; 
Hosny & Fatima, 2014), non-existence of punishment or consequences when being caught cheating (Diego, 
2017; Hosny & Fatima, 2014; Jones, 2011; Peled, Eshet, Barczyk, & Grinautski, 2019; Yang, Huang, & 
Chen, 2013),  being absent from lessons (Hosny & Fatima, 2014; Saleh & Meccawy, 2021), lack of study 
time, willingness to help friends (Hosny & Fatima, 2014), and technical problems occurring during an 
online exam (Saleh & Meccawy, 2021) are among the external causes.
Diego (2017) reported the reasons that students had for their cheating. The participants were 16 students 
randomly selected among Junior and Senior High School learners of Roxas National Comprehensive High 
School in Palawan. Diego found that “the behavior about cheating during exams is deeply rooted in the 
culture of ‘social acceptance/liking’ and ‘debt of gratitude’. If a student does not share his or her answers, he 
or she will be labeled as ‘no concern’” (p. 122). Diego also argued that: 

honesty should not be just a policy; rather, honesty in this case, is the only policy. Condemning 
academic dishonesty must not merely rest in the enrollment forms but by constant moral reminder 
and intervention of teachers who have a responsibility to hone learners’ decorum on honesty and 
maturity. (p. 122)
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Solving the problem of cheating in online education is essential to alleviate this concern and implement 
the online programs effectively (Saleh & Meccawy, 2021). Furthermore, academic dishonesty is not a new 
concept, yet online examinations require different strategies in comparison to the traditional tactics (Michael 
& Williams, 2013). As a result, some studies already investigated this issue. The most important point which 
faculty, students, and administrators must consider is creating awareness of the problem of not respecting 
academic integrity (Michael & Williams, 2013; Razek, 2014; Tatum & Schwartz, 2017). In addition, giving 
paraphrased questions instead of verbatim test questions can decrease the chance of cheating (Golden & 
Kohlbeck, 2020). Moreover, online proctoring is an effective tool to minimize academic dishonesty in online 
exams (Dendir & Maxwell, 2020; Golden & Kohlbeck, 2020; Michael & Williams, 2013).
Most recently, Saleh and Meccawy (2021) explored 57 English language female graduates’ perceptions of 
cheating on a distance learning program at King Abdulaziz University (KAU), their ways of cheating, causes 
for cheating, and some solutions to minimize cheating. The researchers found that the majority of female 
students cheated by helping each other, obtaining the correct answers from or sending the correct answers to 
the other students, and using websites to copy and paste the answers into their tests. The reasons for cheating 
in distance learning programs were technical problems, the frequent absence of virtual classes, and students 
wanting grades, not necessarily knowledge. Raising students’ awareness of cheating policy and solving the 
usual technological issues were recommended to minimize the occurrence of cheating.

The Present Study
Whereas efforts are devoted to addressthe cheating concern based on what teachers know, it is also necessary to 
explore how learners do it based on their own narratives (Harmon et al., 2010; King, Guyette, & Piotrowski, 
2009; Watson & Sottile, 2010). To the best knowledge of the researcher of the present study, no research has 
been published on cheating in online learning programs at universities in Turkey. Therefore, this study tried 
to identify the perceptions of the Turkish higher education learners who received online learning in terms of 
how they cheat and why they cheat in online classes; in addition, the study attempted to offer some possible 
solutions to this problem. Consequently, this research addressed the following questions:

1.	 In what ways do Turkish higher education online learners cheat? 
2.	 What are Turkish higher education online learners’ reasons for cheating?
3.	 What practical solutions are proposed by Turkish higher education online learners to prevent 

cheating in online learning?

METHOD  
Design
This study employed both quantitative and qualitative approaches in types of questions, research methods, 
data collection, and analysis procedures; therefore, considering the definition of mixed methods, provided 
by Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003), this study has a mixed-methods design. In terms of the sampling strategy, 
purposeful sampling was utilized to select cases from whom a lot of insights and in-depth understanding 
about issues of considerable importance to the purpose of the inquiry can be yielded (Patton, 2014). 

Participants 
The participants were 163 Turkish higher education learners who had experienced both traditional real face-
to-face learning and online education. Table 1 provides a summary of participants’ background characteristics.
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Table 1. Participants’ background characteristics

Frequency Percentage

Gender
Female

Male

94

69

57.7

42.3

Educational Level 

Prep (Preparatory) University

Undergraduate

Postgraduate

71

78

14

43.6

47.9

8.6

Age
Mean

SD

25.91

8.186

Instruments
Data were gathered using a questionnaire, which was designed to collect both qualitative and quantitative 
data. The questionnaire incorporated the adapted items which had already been developed by King et al., 
(2009) as well as Saleh and Meccawy (2021). The author of the present study carefully thought about 
the original items in the questionnaire to improve them in terms of wording and clarity. Moreover, to 
pursue the whole aims of the research, two open-ended questions were added to the original questionnaire. 
Therefore, quantitative data were obtained via close-ended questions with the response in Likert-scale format. 
Qualitative data were acquired through open-ended questions.

The questionnaire included three sections. The 1st section provided biodata about the participants’ gender, 
age, and educational level. The 2nd section incorporated three items on the Likert scale inquiring about 
Turkish higher education learners’ perceptions about cheating in online learning. The 3rd section included 
ten questions about the learners’ perceptions of methods of cheating. The 4th part contained six open-ended 
items and one close-ended question seeking the learners’ perceptions about reasons for cheating. The 5th 
section had five open-ended items and one close-ended question asking the learners’ solutions to minimize 
cheating. For part 2, the participants needed to read the statements and select one of the options of ‘Strongly 
Disagree’, ‘Disagree’, ‘Not Sure’, ‘Agree’, and ‘Strongly Agree’. For part 3, the learners selected one of the 
options of ‘Always’, ‘Often’, ‘Sometimes’, ‘Rarely’, and ‘Never’. For parts 4 and 5, the participants needed 
to read the statements and select one of the options of ‘Strongly Disagree’, ‘Disagree’, ‘Agree’, and ‘Strongly 
Agree’.

Data Collection Procedure  
Before the study was carried out, the questionnaire was piloted with a similar group of 10 learners. The 
reliability of the questionnaire, estimated via Cronbach Alpha, was .718, indicating an acceptable level of 
internal consistency (Pallant, 2013). 
The questionnaire was distributed to 211 learners of online learning, studying at different universities in 
Turkey. Their participation was voluntary and solicited via online Google Form. Learners were informed 
that by completing and returning the questionnaire, they had consented to participate in the study. Learners 
responded to the questionnaire anonymously. Out of 211 learners, 163 students completed and submitted 
the questionnaire.

Data Analysis
Data from the close-ended items in the questionnaire were analyzed in terms of frequencies and percentages 
of the responses, using SPSS 22. The open-ended questions were analyzed thematically, using the guidelines 
explained by Braun and Clarke (2006). First, the written data from the answers to the open-eneded questions 
were copied and pasted on a separate sheet of paper under each relevant question. As the participants were 
allowed to write their answers in their native language (Turkish in this context), the answers written in the 
Turkish language were translated into English. Then, the researcher read and reread the data, generated and 
noted down initial ideas (codes) using an inductive approach, whereby the identified themes were strongly 
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linked to the data themselves (Reichertz, 2014). Then, the initial codes were collated into possible themes 
and all data relevant to each theme were gathered. The themes were reviewed to check whether they work 
in relation to the coded extracts and the entire data set. Finally, the specifics of each theme were refined and 
clear definitions and names for each theme were generated.

To enhance the dependability of this qualitative research, an outside researcher who holds a PhD in 
Applied Linguistics and was experienced in doing qualitative data analysis was asked to review the careful 
documentation done by the researcher in the present study to explore their accuracy and the extent to which 
the conclusions were grounded in the data (Nassaji, 2020). 

To obey the principle of credibility in qualitative research, which concerns the truthfulness of the findings, 
the researcher employed the strategy of member checking by sharing the data and interpretations with 20 
participants in the research to see if they agree; via this strategy, the researcher ensured that his understanding 
of the research participants’ perceptions and suggested solutions are as accurate and complete as possible 
(Nassaji, 2020).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Learners’ Perceptions about Cheating in Online Learning  

Table 2. Turkish Higher Education Learners’ Perceptions about Cheating in Online Learning 
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Students may take the 
opportunity to “cheat” in 

an online course.
10 6.1 19 11.7 40 24.5 73 44.8 21 12.9

Cheating is more 
frequent in an online 

course than in a 
regular traditional real 

classroom.

6 3.7 19 11.7 41 25.2 70 42.9 27 16.6

It is “easier” for a 
student to cheat in an 
online course than in 

a traditional classroom 
course.

7 4.3 18 11.0 29 17.8 76 46.6 33 20.2

As Table 2 shows, more than half of the respondents (57.7%) stated that students may take the 
opportunity to cheat in an online course, and very few students (17.8%) did not believe so. Likewise, 
more than half of the participants (59.5%) believed that cheating is more frequent in an online course 
than in a regular traditional real classroom, and very few students (15.4%) did not agree on this point. 
Similarly, more than two-thirds of the students (66.8%) said that it is easier for a student to cheat in 
an online course than in a traditional classroom course, and very few learners (15.3%) disagree on 
this item. Similar findings were revealed in several previous studies (Best & Shelley, 2018; Miller & 
Young-Jones, 2012; Saleh & Meccawy, 2021; Srikanth & Asmatulu, 2014; Watson & Sottile, 2010). 
These findings of the current study are not similar to what Black, Greaser, and Dawson (2019) as well 
as Peled et al., (2019) indicated. They indicated that learners were less likely to cheat in online courses 
than face-to-face ones.
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Methods of Cheating in Online Exams

Table 3. Turkish Higher Education Learners’ Perceptions on Methods of Cheating 

Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never
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Did/Do you as an 
online student open 

the coursebook during 
an online exam?

13 8.0 45 27.6 62 38.0 37 22.7 6 3.7

Did/Do you as an 
online student have 
another person do 

your exam?

3 1.8 4 2.5 64 39.3 45 27.6 47 28.8

Did/Do you as an 
online student obtain 
the exam questions 

from another student 
who did the test 

before you?

8 4.9 13 8.0 39 23.9 64 39.3 39 23.9

Did/Do you as an 
online student help 

other students during 
the exam?

10 6.1 9 5.5 54 33.1 55 33.7 35 21.5

Did/Do you as an 
online student send 
the answers to other 

students?

12 7.4 10 6.1 47 28.8 55 33.7 39 23.9

Did/Do you as an 
online student 

have the ID of other 
students and answer 

their exam?

3 1.8 4 2.5 63 38.7 49 30.1 44 27.0

Did/Do you as an 
online student use 

Google or other online 
sources to copy and 

paste the correct 
answers?

14 8.6 28 17.2 92 56.4 19 11.7 10 6.1

Did/Do you as an 
online student consult 

with other people 
during an online 

exam?

18 11.0 34 20.9 71 43.6 26 16.0 14 8.6

Did/Do you as an 
online student retain 
or copy an exam for 

future use?

9 5.5 7 4.3 45 27.6 49 30.1 53 32.5

Did/Do you as an 
online student use 

personal class notes 
during an online 

exam?

20 12.3 50 30.7 51 31.3 27 16.6 15 9.2
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According to Table 3, the four top methods of cheating which are most frequently used by Turkish higher 
education learners are ‘using Google or other online sources to copy and paste the correct answers’ (82.2%), 
‘consulting with other people during an online exam’ (75.5%), ‘using personal class notes during an online 
exam’ (74.3%), and ‘opening the coursebook during an online exam’ (73.6%). Similar findings were revealed 
by previous researchers such as Best and Shelley (2018) as well as Saleh and Meccawy (2021).

Reasons for Cheating in Online Exams

Table 4. Turkish Higher Education Learners’ Perceptions about Reasons for Cheating 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
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I cheat(ed) because I only want(ed) grades, 
not knowledge. 58 35.6 55 33.7 18 11.0 32 19.6

I cheat(ed) because of my frequent 
absence from the virtual (online) 
classrooms, and the misunderstanding of 
the content.	

65 39.9 47 28.8 18 11.0 33 20.2

I cheat(ed) because I do/did not learn 
the content well in the virtual (online) 
classrooms.

59 36.2 50 30.7 24 14.7 30 18.4

I cheat(ed) because of the short time of 
online tests. 57 35.0 48 29.4 9 5.5 49 30.1

I cheat(ed) because other classmates are/
were cheating. 48 29.4 46 28.2 28 17.2 41 25.2

I cheat(ed) because of some technical 
problems. For example, I cannot get 
connected on time, but I have to finish the 
test on time.

55 33.7 44 27.0 20 12.3 44 27.0

Based on Table 4, few participants pointed to the reasons for cheating in the questionnaire. Less than 
half of the participants (42.4%) stated that they cheated because other classmates were cheating. 39.3% 
of the respondents said that they cheated because of some technical problems. For example, they were 
not able to get connected on time, but they had to finish the test on time. A little more than a third of 
them (35.6%) said that they cheated because of the short time of online tests. About a third of them 
(33.1%) stated that they cheated because they did not learn the content well in the virtual (online) 
classrooms. 

Nevertheless, as for the reasons mentioned by the participants in their answers to the open-ended 
question, which asked them why they cheated in their online exams, 24 participants clearly stated that 
they cheated to get either passing score or higher marks. 14 respondents explained that cheating is 
easy, so they use this opportunity. 11 learners confessed that they had not studied and thus they did 
not have the knowledge to answer the exam questions. The other mentioned reasons were ‘no proctor 
or no proctoring’, ‘exam stress’, and ‘exam difficulty’. The reasons for cheating mentioned by Turkish 
higher education online learners were found by previous researchers in other countries, too (Jones, 
2011; Yang et al., 2013). What follows is the extract of some Turkish higher education online learners’ 
responses. The letter R represents ‘Respondent’ and the number that follows represents the number of 
the participant who responded.
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R.7:	 “In case we have technical and internet or power-outage problems, it is really painful and bothersome 
because we’ll be involved in a long bureaucracy; we have to request the university to permit us to 
compensate for our exam and university wants some evidence from us to show the reason of these 
problems and it is a problem and even sometimes they reject our compensation request and because 
of these stressful situations we can cheat and answer very fast and avoid having these problems.”

R.22:	 “There is no control on students; they can cheat easily; we are not forced to turn on our laptop 
camera and also our online system has not that capacity and internet power to allow teachers or 
proctors to see all of us at the same time.

	 Because no one is checking. There is not a real face-to-face proctor to keep an eye on us and walk in 
the classroom to see what exactly we are doing.”

R.41:	 “I believe if there is no control, everything is possible. Students have the tendency to cheat in even 
face-to- face exams and sometimes they really try hard for that. So, I think they will follow this 
tendency during online exam as expected.”

R.112:	 “Students have opportunity to get a good grade in the exams, therefore, they just use this opportunity. 
Other friends do that; I prefer to do it too to have good scores like them.”

Solutions to Minimize Cheating 

Table 5. Turkish Higher Education Learners’ Solutions to Minimize Cheating 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree
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To prevent cheating, teachers should 
shorten the course syllabus. 20 12.3 50 30.7 23 14.1 70 42.9

In order to prevent cheating, teachers 
should create different quizzes for each 

student.
41 25.2 39 23.9 22 13.5 61 37.4

To prevent cheating, teachers should 
make sure that all students access the test 

at the same time.
20 12.3 30 18.4 22 13.5 91 55.8

In order to prevent cheating, teachers 
should require all students to start their 
webcam during the online test so that 

teachers can proctor them.

49 30.1 45 27.6 20 12.3 49 30.1

To prevent cheating, the university should 
disable the copy and paste features from 

all platforms during exams.
20 12.3 45 27.6 32 19.6 66 40.5

As Table 5 shows, to prevent cheating, 69.3% of the respondents stated that teachers should make sure that 
all students access the test at the same time. 60.1% of them mentioned that universities should disable the 
copy and paste features from all platforms during exams. 57.0% of the participants believed that teachers 
should shorten the course syllabus to prevent cheating. Half of the students (50.9%) said that teachers 
should create different quizzes for each student. Less than half of the learners (42.4%) stated that to prevent 
cheating, teachers should require all students to start their webcam during the online test so that teachers 
can proctor them.
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Considering the respondents’ answers to the open-ended which required them to suggest their possible 
solutions to prevent cheating, 11 students clearly stated that nothing can be done either due to some technical 
infrastructure problems such as low-speed internet or the non-existence of online procuring system and even 
because of some lazy teachers. The following are some of the respondents’ answers. The letter R represents 
‘Respondent’ and the number that follows represents the number of the participant who responded.

R.34:	 “I don’t think that cheating can be prevented no matter what is done as long as there is online 
education. The face to face education should be started.”

R.56:	 “I say sadly there is no solution to prevent cheating. Some teachers also want to be relaxed and they 
themselves are lazy at controlling us despite the fact that university has ordered them to control us; 
they do not control us.”

R.79:	 “In my opinion, there is no way to prevent cheating in online learning. Teachers should not be lazy 
and irresponsible and should do their duties and do not let students do whatever they want during 
the exam.”

R.83:	 “Because the seriousness of the real classroom environment is not felt. There is not a real face- to-face 
proctor to keep an eye on us and walk in the classroom to see what exactly we are doing; teachers 
are also lazy and not careful with online education control; they want to use this opportunity to be 
relaxed too.”

R.128:	 “Our online system has not that capacity and internet power to allow teachers or proctors to see 
all of us at the same time; most online systems can have 3-4 cameras opened at the same time and 
there are many students and teacher cannot check our cameras before the exam because it is time-
consuming and hard. They cannot control us during the exam, either.”

R.131:	 “Our system has not that capacity (internet signal power) and ability to monitor all of us by our 
cameras during the exam at the same time. In our university, they want us to turn on our cameras 
one by one only before the exam to see who we are, but during the exam, we can easily cheat.”

R.157:	 “We can keep the camera open during the exam, but some online platforms in remote education 
have not this capacity or internet signal is weak and proctors cannot see all the students at the same 
time.”

Previous research revealed that proctoring is crucial in reducing cheating (Dyer, Pettyjohn, & Saladin, 
2020; Harmon et al., 2010). Several studies already suggested that using technology is essential for 
reducing the opportunity of cheating in online exams, for instance, a device, called ‘Secure Software 
Remote Proctor’, including a fingerprint scanner and a 360-degree camera, can be utilized to prevent 
online cheating (Bedford, Gregg, & Clinton, 2009, 2011). Likewise, some software that contain an 
e-proctoring scheme and authentication, can detect and prevent cheating by providing a secure online 
exam management environment (Dendir & Maxwell, 2020; Jung & Yeom, 2009). It has also been 
suggested that teachers use webcam-based proctoring to prevent online cheating (Hylton, Levy, & 
Dringus, 2016). Despite the mentioned points, there are several challenges and limitations to utilizing 
online proctoring technological devices (Golden & Kohlbeck, 2020). The first challenge is regarding 
both time and money for not only the university but also students. Some universities and some students 
cannot afford them (Cluskey Jr, Ehlen, & Raiborn, 2011), which is apparently a problem in Turkey, 
as explained by the participating students in the present study. Nonetheless, four of the Turkish higher 
education participating learners in the current study, as well as some newspapers in Turkey, reported 
that Bilkent University in Ankara sent all its students medium-sized mirrors to put behind them while 
taking tests to ensure there is nothing on their screens or behind them that can help them. As Chancellor 
Abdullah Atalar told the reporters the students even did not touch the keyboard or the mouse; the 
teachers saw their hands. The students wrote their answers in their own handwriting and then scanned 
their answers and sent them to university, so they could be graded by their instructors (Alemdar, 2020; 
Papadopoulos, 2020). Atalar told the TRT World that the cost for the 11,500 mirrors produced was not 
that high: “About $3-4 per household.” (Alemdar, 2020). Consequently, the same action can be done in 
several distance education universities in Turkey.  
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In addition, ten participants recommended alternative methods of assessment and formative assessment 
instead of the formal summative one. The following are some of the participants’ answers. The letter 
R represents ‘Respondent’ and the number that follows represents the number of the participant who 
responded.

R.3:	 “Homework should be given instead of exams. Instead of these exams, special assignments can be 
given and then be used in the evaluation process. In this case, the teacher has a lot of work, but if 
the goal is to teach and prevent cheating, this can be done.”

R.11:	 “I think it would be better to give the exams in the form of homework instead of formal tests 
because it is understood how much the student knows about the subject by the answers given in the 
homework and the situation of cheating is reduced in this way.”

R.142:	 “This situation can be prevented by replacing the exam with homework or projects. Personally, I 
prefer homework instead of some online exams because I believe doing research on something is 
more important in learning.”

R.149	 “During the classes, there should be small quizzes. Only 1 or 2 exams are not enough to assess the 
students’ learning. Maybe projects also do the job.”

This solution can be effective because it has already been shown that teaching approaches which does not 
measure learning only by grades, getting higher grades is not the only incentive for studying, so the occurrence 
of cheating is diminished (Day, Hudson, & Dobies, 2011; Pulfrey, Vansteenkiste, & Michou, 2019).
Eight students suggested preparing open-ended or essay like questions which entail personal analyses or are 
thought-provoking. The following are some of the respondents’ answers.

R.56:	 “It all depends on the quality of the questions in the exam. I was glad to see some improvements 
here. Our teachers started to put more effort into formulating thought-provoking questions. In my 
humble opinion, a good teacher who prepares well-planned questions does not have any worries 
about cheating.”

R.118:	 “There should be essay-type questions by which the students can truly show their skills. Moreover, 
questions should not seek for students’ memorization; when questions can be answered only based 
on memorization, we can find them easily on the Google; they should be analytical or be answered 
by integration of information.”

R.160:	 “The questions should be aimed at evaluating learning. Instead of asking detailed questions to 
measure students’ memorization, teachers should assess students’ information. For example, Teachers 
can prepare exams that need students to express their own opinion and write them like an essay.”

As for this point, the grading of essay-type questions is time-consuming and sometimes impossible in online 
programs, which can be a huge disadvantage. On the other hand, multiple-choice questions are efficient, 
objective, easy to grade automatically, and thus are utilized in online exams (Towns, 2014; Zaidi et al., 
2018). Although most of the multiple-choice questions are only knowledge level ones, they can be created in 
a way that promote critical thinking (Nguyen et al., 2020; Zaidi et al., 2018). Additionally, to save time, test 
bank questions consisting of multiple-choice questions, are usually utilized (Burns, 2009). However, because 
learners in online exams can use the Internet to search for answers to specific questions, paraphrasing the 
test bank questions will significantly reduce the chance of gaining benefits from cheating in online exams 
(Golden & Kohlbeck, 2020). 
Three students recommended some forms of creating awareness of the problem. For example, one of 
them said:

R.19:	 “Students should be informed and be explained that the information/knowledge learned will affect 
their lives; without this information/knowledge, the diploma will be a useless paper; teachers need 
to instill this idea in the students by talking to them or having mini-ethic lessons or courses. The 
country certainly needs this generation’s knowledge in the future.”
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As Michaeland Williams (2013) maintained, it is critical that faculty and administrators create awareness of 
the problem of cheating. Students need to understand there is value in academic integrity. When students 
understand why they are prevented from cheating, they will be more committed to academic integrity. They 
will also take pride in their work (Michael & Williams, 2013). In this regard, research already documented 
the crucial role of honor code systems, as well as faculty and institutional efforts to increase students’ 
awareness of academic integrity rules and decreasing the incidences of cheating (R. Arnold, Martin, & 
Bigby, 2007; Burrus, McGoldrick, & Schuhmann, 2007; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2002; Tatum & 
Schwartz, 2017). 
In Bilkent University in Turkey, there is also the ‘honor pledge’. The ‘honor pledge’ of Bilkent University 
says: 

	 “I pledge on my honour that the work that I will submit for my final exams will be entirely my 
own. I will not receive or utilize any unauthorized assistance from any source, nor will I provide 
such assistance to others. I understand and accept that any violation of integrity on my part will 
result in a disciplinary hearing and may lead to severe penalties” (Alemdar, 2020).

CONCLUSION 
This study highlighted the Turkish higher education learners’ perceptions of cheating on online learning 
programs, the ways of, causes for, and some suggestions to minimize cheating. Over half of the respondents 
believed that cheating is more frequent and easier in an online course and they take this opportunity. They 
cheated by ‘using online sources, like Google to copy and paste the answers’, ‘consulting with others, and 
‘using personal class notes or coursebook’. They cheated because of ‘lack of knowledge’, ‘getting higher 
marks’, ‘some technical problems’, ‘no proctoring’, and ‘exam stress’. To prevent cheating the respondents 
suggested that universities should disable the copy and paste features. Teachers should create different quizzes 
for each student, require all students to start their webcam during the online test, use alternative methods of 
assessment, prepare essay like thought-provoking questions, and create awareness of the problem. However, 
some students clearly stated that nothing can be done either due to some technical infrastructure problems 
or even lazy teachers.
As online education is expanding worldwide in all types of higher education institutions, faculty and 
administrators continue to deal with a variety of issues related to the online education, including both 
quality of instruction and learning, as well as quality of assessment (Dendir & Maxwell, 2020). Although 
empirical evidence indicated cheating is more common in online education, the debate is not resolved 
yet (Harton, Aladia, & Gordon, 2019; Peled et al., 2019). Consequently, this study aimed at increasing 
information on this issue, especially in Turkey because as Chancellor Atalar told the TRT World, we need 
to take precautions to prevent cheating for the students’ own good. Chancellor Abdullah Atalar maintained 
that all universities in Turkey, like Bilkent University, 

	 “care about the reputation of its students. We do not want our students who graduate during the 
pandemic to have a lesser valued diploma just because people are suspicious whether they received 
their grades by cheating or studying. We are doing this to say ‘You can trust our graduates’ grades” 
(Alemdar, 2020).

Nevertheless, cheating is a sensitive issue and participants of the current study may not be honest in their 
responses and their actual behaviour may differ from what they expressed. (Hard, Conway, & Moran, 
2006; Howard, 2019), which is a limitation in this study. Moreover, the current study was small-scale, 
including 163 higher education learners’ perceptions in Turkey, which can affect generalizability of the 
findings.
As the concluding remarks, it is suggested that future studies on cheating on distance learning platforms 
in Turkey compare students’ cheating across various online courses at various universities to discover the 
most vulnerable courses susceptible to cheating in addition to the students’ reasons behind their acts of 
cheating. 
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