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Material 
Consequences

• Will I get caught?
• How much do I 

stand to gain / lose?  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Experiment I: Online Course

• MSR India free online algorithms course (2014-15)

• Online final examination  
– 14 multiple-choice questions + 1 free response  
– 409 students in spring 2014  
– 223 students in winter 2015

• “Closed book, closed Internet” exam

 
 
All students had an opportunity to opt out and we did not 
penalize students we suspected of cheating.
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Where we go from here…

• Does the effect of a warning diminish over time?

• Do warnings scare off honest and dishonest 
users at different rates?

• Can we use honey pots to automate the detection 
of unethical behavior online? Abuse, etc.

• Can warnings help deter other bad behavior 
online? Nasty comments, etc.
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Summary

• We studied the effect of an honor 
code and a warning at deterring 
cheating in an online course and 
Mechanical Turk.

• We find evidence that the warning 
was effective in online settings… 
less so the honor code.

• “Honey pots” may be a useful tool 
for measuring rates of cheating in 
future work.
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