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Abstract

The purposes of this mixed-method study were to (i) investigate and
compare the perception of academic plagiarism of Thai postgraduate students
from interdisciplinary studies; (ii) verify and compare the students’ actual
practice of plagiarism; (iii) examine and justify contributory factors influencing
plagiarism; and (iv) estimate and construct alternative measures for plagiarism
prevention in the Thai context. The findings were as follows: (1) the quantitative
analysis of 196 students’ perception, comprising awareness and knowledge, of
plagiarism based on two main fields of study—science and social sciences—from
interdisciplinary studies and groups of high achievers and limited achievers was
found to have no statistically significant difference at the .05 level; (2) no
significant difference in 153 students’ actual practice of plagiarism was
determined when analyzed based on their field of study. However, with the levels
of English-language proficiency-based analysis, a significant difference in actual
practice of plagiarism was found between the average writing-test score of the
high-achiever group (63.26) and that of the limited-achiever group (30.95) at the
.05 level (¢ = -13.74, p < .05); (3) contributory factors influencing plagiarism,
derived from responses from 196 learner-evaluation-forms, 48 instructor/
administrator questionnaires, and six student and 19 teacher interviews, were
relevant to affective-psychological and environmental-situational constructs; and
(4) the practical measures for plagiarism prevention in the Thai context were
rated for “having very strict policies, rules, and practices to avoid plagiarism”
(45.80%), “teaching how and when to cite sources” (43.80%), “raising students’
awareness of the values of academic honesty” (33.30%), and “having students
write an annotated bibliography” (16.70%), respectively. Alternative measures for

plagiarism prevention are also presented.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

English, as a tool to communicate worldwide, is used in different ways in
different contexts. Various terms have been developed to explain these differences
and to differentiate usage such as ESL (English as a Second Language), EIL
(English as an International Language), EAL (English as an Additional Language),
and EFL (English as a Foreign Language). In this research report, only the terms
ESL and EFL are used in order to make the report details and the discussion less
unwieldy and hence easier to follow. This is not intended, in any way, to minimize
the importance of distinctions in the different uses of the English language.

The importance of English and communication has been promoted for
decades at all levels of basic and higher education in both ESL and EFL contexts.
In terms of communicative purposes, English is used most in non-native English
speaking countries in the world (Crystal, 1997). Thailand, one of the EFL and the
non-native English speaking countries, is regarded as a regional education hub
among Southeast Asian countries. As one ASEAN community member among nine
countries: Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, the
Philippines, Singapore and Vietnam, Thailand serves as the centre of the Office of
the ASEAN University Network (AUN) Secretariat for AUN Southeast Asia
Engineering Education Development (AUN/SEED-Net), AUN Human Rights
Education Network (AUN-HREN), and AUN Intellectual Property (AUNIP). The
AUN has been considered the network for ASEAN collaboration in higher



education. In 2014 when this research project was conducted, the number of AUN
members increased to 30 universities from ten member countries. The office of the
AUN  secretariat is  headquartered at  Chulalongkorn = University
(http://www.aunsec.org/).

Apart from the international missions on higher education among ASEAN
countries, Thailand has also had several national agendas for higher education.
Thailand’s Ministry of Education established the Thai Qualifications Framework
for Higher Education (TQF: HEd) in 2009 to prepare Thai higher education
institutions for producing qualified graduate students. As a result of the Ministry of
Education’s policy in 2008-2009 and the Office of the Higher Education
Commission (OHEC)’s policy in 2012 on TQF, higher educational institutions in
Thailand were required to develop existing curricula, design new curricula, or
reform curricula to be learning outcome-oriented to respond to the need for
outcome-based education. The TQF has five basic learning outcomes that
graduates are expected to achieve as ‘Quality Global Citizens’:

= Ethics and morals

= Knowledge

= Cognitive skills

= Interpersonal skills and responsibility

* Numerical analysis, communication and information technology

skills

(Office of Academic Affairs, Chulalongkorn University, 2009)

One of the basic and challenging features for qualification as a global
citizen in the TQF: HEd is the requirement for “communication” skills which is
defined as “the ability to use the mode or the manner in which ideas or information
can be exchanged or transmitted between a sender and a receiver of a message via
language skills”. The language skills cover receptive skills (listening and reading),

and productive skills (speaking and writing) (Richards et al., 1999). Effective
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communication skills have been positioned as one of the more demanding required
higher education standards. More importantly, one of the national agendas is to
enhance the usage of the English language as a tool for communication for jobs and

careers (Ministry of Education, 2014 and Thairath Online, December 9, 2014).

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Educational institutions in Thailand have been facing challenges in many
areas. Several previous studies on the poor English language abilities of Thai
learners have examined their average English scores compared with those of other
Asian nations in IELTS (International English Language Testing System), TOEFL
(Test of English as a Foreign Language), and TOEIC (Test of English for
International Communication) tests (ETS, 2005). For more than a decade, studies
on English language teaching and learning in the EFL setting have stressed the
pressing problem of Thai learners’ inadequate English communication skills,
particularly for writing at tertiary level (Asian Scientist Newsroom, 2011;
Bhangananda, 2007; Ministry of Education, 2002; Office of the National Education
Commission, 2001 and 2002; Geringer, 2003; Prapphal, 2003 and 2004;
Wongsothorn et al., 2002).

In addition to Thai learners’ unsatisfactory English-language abilities, the
crucial issue for TQF of producing Thai graduates equipped with the ability to
apply English language knowledge in spoken and written communication has
challenged educational institutions in Thailand. Moreover, the contemporary issue
of becoming an ASEAN Economic Community (AEC) member at the end of the
year 2015 has driven Thailand’s universities to develop their English language
curricula to be learning outcome-driven and to have sufficient English language
competence for communication.

To ensure the measurement of learning outcomes in the area of written
communication in the EAP (English for Academic Purposes) context, formative

assessment such as writing essays or assigned reports that is additional to



summative assessment like examinations has been specified in the curricula
(DiRanna et al., 2008). In academic English writing classrooms at tertiary level in
Thailand, students are required to meet one of the learning outcomes: searching,
sorting, screening, evaluating, and analyzing information to support logical
thinking (Chulalongkorn University, 2011). This implies that students should be
able to analyze and synthesize relevant information from various sources such as
journal articles, books and the Internet before writing their own papers and
subsequently submitting the papers to their instructors or supervisors.

Interestingly, how can the students’ writing scores be justified? Are their
high scores derived from their good command of English or their textual
borrowing? A number of the previous studies, in the EFL context, on English
language teaching and learning have revealed second language (L2) learners’
problems in using English to communicate (Brown, 2007; Ellis et al., 2008; Larsen-
Freeman & Long, 1991; Lightbown & Spada, 2003). From this evidence, it is likely
that, in an EFL knowledge-based society, the students’ cultural aspects of fear of
losing face due to writing mistakes might, to some extent, influence their textual
borrowing (Pennycook, 1996). Further, how can the instructors assess their
students’ actual writing competence unless the students’ pieces of writing are
derived from their original ideas? Do the students understand what they are
supposed to do in their writing which is not original and to what extent? Due to
students’ deviations from accepted practices for academic writing, concern has
been mounting over “academic plagiarism”.

The ramifications of the global issue of “plagiarism” have been debated in a
variety of academic fields at university undergraduate level (e.g. Ali et al., 2012;
East, 2006; Ho, 2008; Kuntz & Butler, 2014; Liu, 2005; Phan Le Ha, 2006;
Schmelkin et al., 2008; Sowden, 2005; Wei Tsang & Tan Tuck Choy, 2005; Yeo,
2007) and postgraduate levels (e.g. Devlin & Gray, 2007; Edwards et al., 2007;
Flint et al., 2006; Phakiti & Li, 2011; Rezanejad & Rezaei, 2013; Shi, 2011; Song-
Turner, 2008; Sowden, 2005) in both ESL and EFL contexts for decades. In the



EFL Thai context, the issue of “academic plagiarism” or “academic dishonesty”
(Pincus & Schmelkin, 2003; Schmelkin et al., 2008) is in fact controversial and lies
in a grey area with no clear-cut answer to which case and to what extent a case can

be considered plagiarism.

1.3 Significance of the Study

The issue of academic plagiarism highlights the importance of one of the
major elements in the Thai Qualifications Framework for Higher Education (TQF:
HEd)—ethics and morals. Furthermore, the value of academic integrity is

internationally reflected in Michael Barber’s formula:

' ! 1
' v v
Well-Educated Students in the 21* Century = E (K+T+1L)

(Adapted from Howard Gardner’s Five Minds for the Future, 2007
in Puengpipattrakul, 2013b: 39).

This formula relates to the TQF features on page 2. That is, to become a
well-educated student in the 21* century a student needs four qualities: ‘K’
(‘Knowledge’) or the ability to understand the content of their subjects based on
skills in numerical analysis, communication and information technology; ‘7”
(‘Thinking’) or learning how to think critically or acquiring cognitive skills; L’
(‘Leadership’) or a student’s ability to influence people or to have interpersonal
skills and responsibility; and ‘E” (‘Ethical underpinning’) or ethics and morals.

In addition to the inter-relationship with the TQF features, the “Well-
Educated Students in the 21* Century” formula stresses the most powerful part of
‘E’. In other words, ‘E’ (‘Ethical underpinning’) or ethics and morals appear to be

the most indispensable qualities for a well-educated student in the 21% century.



With regard to ethical standards, the consequences of plagiarism may result

in academic censure and penalties. Anti-plagiarism rules are strictly enforced in

tertiary education in countries such as Australia, Canada, Hong Kong, Singapore,

the UK, and the USA. In contrast, neither serious action nor consistent policy for

plagiarism prevention is apparent at most tertiary educational institutions in

Thailand (Limjirakan et al., 2010: 41; Thep-Ackrapong, 2005: 57).

The issue of academic plagiarism appears more challenging at the levels of

higher education in Thailand. As detailed in the 2008-2011 Higher Education

Development Plan, there has been an upward trend in demand for tertiary education

in Thailand year after year (Table 1.1).

Table 1.1 Trends in demand for tertiary education in Thailand

Unit: thousand people

Year 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014
18-year-old 897.67 | 916.69 | 898.36 | 880.39 | 862.78 | 845.53 | 828.62 | 812.64 | 795.80
Population !
New University 544.69 | 548.47 | 553.94 | 560.26 | 566.58 | 574.04 | 582.44 | 590.85 | 599.38
Students 2
New University 61% 67% 62% 64% 66% 68% 70% 73% 75%

Students : 18-year-old
Population

Sources: ' Department of Provincial Administration,

Commission

2 Ministry of the Interior; Office of the Higher Education

Based on the statistical data from Table 1.1, the demand for tertiary

education has increased from 61% in the year 2006 to 70% in 2012, and to 75% in




2014 (Office of the Higher Education Commission, 2012:10). Despite the growth of
demand for higher education, there have been only a few limited research studies
on plagiarism at undergraduate level (Koul et al., 2009; Songsriwittaya et al., 2009;
Wiwanitkit, 2008) and relatively rare studies on plagiarism at postgraduate level
(Srisati, 2003) of Thai students in the Thai context.

Thailand’s higher education institutions are concerned about academic
plagiarism. Chulalongkorn University (CU), Thailand’s first institution of higher
education, has been serving Thai society for almost a century . According to The
Times Higher Education—QS World University Rankings 2009 (October 2009),
CU is the first-ranked national university in Thailand. CU annually produces
thousands of university undergraduate and postgraduate students who are going to
be part of the nationwide network of knowledge-based citizens in Thailand in the
future. Additionally, according to the University Council Conference on March 31,
2011, the 1999-established mission to raise awareness of the impact of academic
plagiarism has become an ongoing policy at universities in Thailand
(Chulalongkorn University, 2011: 2). Moreover, serious consideration of the
importance of academic integrity in Thailand has been emphasized and formulated
in the Eighth National Research Policy and Strategy for the period 2012 to 2016
(National Research Council of Thailand, NRCT, 2014). In the national research
polity and strategy document, there are five strategies with research plans.
Noticeably, out of five national research strategies, the first strategy, called
“Development of Social Development Potential and Capability” with research plan
item number 1.6, emphasizes the promotion of learner’s morals and ethics.

Within Thai EFL higher education, CU is one of the participating
universities in the AUN and the base for AUN Intellectual Property (AUNIP), the
aim of which is “to create an effective intellectual property (IP) network to be a
resource for IP education, policy research and formulation in the region” (ASEAN
University Network, 2011: 74). Furthermore, CU officially set an academic goal

that there must be no plagiarism by Chulalongkorn University’s 100" anniversary



(1n3@ndawny, August 26, 2013). To help promote CU’s anti-plagiarism vision, this

present research study of academic plagiarism in a Thai higher education context
was undertaken.

Having been a lecturer of English to Thai students at CU since 2007, the
researcher has experienced the teaching community’s ongoing debates over
undergraduate and postgraduate student plagiarism in their English-language
writing. Even though academic writing skills such as paraphrasing are stipulated in
a higher-education English-language curriculum and students are informed of
plagiarism avoidance techniques in their writing, student plagiarism still exists.
Student plagiarism has been frequently detected by the researcher
(Puengpipattrakul, 2009a, 2009b, 2010, 2013a, 2013b, 2014a, & 2014b). However,
claims of plagiarism were based on the use of common sense as teachers, not on the

basis of research (McKeever, 2006; giua Ja9ndha uaz Farssm Messanu 2556).

Previous research studies into plagiarism included studies on interdisciplinary
differences (Chandrasegaran, 2000; Flowerdew & Li, 2007a and 2007b; Shi, 2004)
and ESL and EFL learners’ attitudes, beliefs and practices toward plagiarism
(Chandrasegaran, 2000; Flowerdew & Li, 2007a and 2007b; Gu and Brooks, 2008;
Pecorari, 2006; Shi, 2004, 2006, and 2012; Song-Turner, 2008).

Within the Thai EFL higher education, the researcher deems that students at
the postgraduate level are more exposed to academic writing genres that include
academic essays, research reports and theses than those at the undergraduate level.
It would be useful to understand how much various groups of Thai EFL students
understand plagiarism and whether they commit plagiarism in the Thai context.
This study investigated the plagiarism continuum from perception to the actual
practice of plagiarism in English-language writing classes of CU postgraduate Thai
students in Thailand.

Under the CU postgraduate curricula, English language proficiency has been
a prerequisite for postgraduate courses since 2010. In other words, since June 2010,

non-native English and/or Thai students have been required to submit their scores



from an English proficiency exam like IELTS (International English Language
Testing System), TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language), or CU-TEP
(Chulalongkorn University Test of English Proficiency) when applying for
postgraduate courses. According to one of the latest CU academic policies, the
basic criteria for postgraduate admission are divided into three cases as in Figure

1.1.
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Case 1:
Rejected

Case 2:
Conditionally Accepted

Case 3:
Accepted

Master’s Level:
IELTS <3.0, or
TOEFL < 400, or
CU-TEP < 30

Master’s Level:
IELTS > 3.0, or
TOEFL > 400, or
CU-TEP > 30

Master’s Level:
IELTS > 4.0, or
TOEFL > 450, or
CU-TEP > 45

IELTS < 3.5, or
TOEFL < 425, or
CU-TEP <38

IELTS: 3.5-<4.0, or
TOEFL: 425 - <450, or
CU-TEP: 38 - <45

Prior to graduation,
retake the exam to attain:

Requirement
The students must take the

Preparatory English for

Requirement
The students must take one of these

courses prior to graduation:

IELTS > 4.0, or
TOEFL > 450, or

Graduate Students course and 1. English Pronunciation and CU-TEP 245
one of these courses prior to Conversation
graduation: 2. Academic English Grammar
1. English Pronunciation and 3. Academic English Vocabulary
Conversation 4. Skills in English for Graduates
2. Academic English Grammar
3. Academic English
Vocabulary
4. Skills in English for
Graduates
Case 1: Case 2: Case 3:
Rejected Conditionally Accepted Accepted

Doctoral Level:
IELTS <4.0, or
TOEFL <450, or
CU-TEP <45

Doctoral Level:
IELTS > 4.0, or
TOEFL > 450, or
CU-TEP > 45

Doctoral Level:
IELTS >5.5, or
TOEFL > 525, or
CU-TEP > 67

IELTS < 5.0, or
TOEFL < 500, or
CU-TEP <60

IELTS: 5.0 -<5.5, or
TOEFL: 500 - <525, or
CU-TEP: 60 - <67

Prior to graduation,
retake the exam to attain:

Requirement
The students must take both

courses prior to graduation:
1. Academic English for
Graduate Studies; and

2. Thesis Writing

Requirement
The students must take the Thesis

Writing course prior to graduation.

IELTS > 5.5, or
TOEFL > 525, or
CU-TEP > 67

Figure 1.1 Criteria for Postgraduate Entry Requirements
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From the diagram in Figure 1.1, if the students’ scores for English
proficiency meet the entry requirement (i.e. Case 3: the minimum scores for
English proficiency—IELTS at 5.5, TOEFL at 525, or CU-TEP at 67), the students
are not required to take any prerequisite English course before starting their
postgraduate studies. In Case 1, the postgraduate applications will be rejected if
English proficiency scores do not meet the basic requirements. For Case 2, both
prospective master’s and doctoral students are required to take and pass extra
English course(s) or retake and pass an English language proficiency exam prior to
graduation. The extra English courses, namely Graduate English (GE) courses, are
offered by the Chulalongkorn University Language Institute (CULI). Only two GE
courses—Academic English for Graduate Studies and Thesis Writing—are writing
skill-based and relevant to this present study.

Before the present study was undertaken, a pilot study was conducted.

1.3.1 The Pilot Study

In the first semester of the 2013 academic year, a pilot study was carried
out in two phases to test the validity and reliability of the research instruments used
for assessing the writing performance of Thai postgraduate students and for
obtaining the opinions of students and native and non-native English teachers on
plagiarism issues. The results from both phases in the pilot study are shown in
Chapter 3.

This research project was undertaken from the first semester of the 2013
academic year to the first semester of the 2014 academic year. It should be noted
that before the 2014 academic year, the first semester of an academic year normally
started in June. However, a significant change in response to AEC (ASEAN
Economic Community) integration was the adjusting of academic term dates so
they were in accordance with ASEAN academic timetables. That is, the start of the

first semester of the 2014 academic year was changed from June to August 2014.
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The researcher’s two phase pilot study helped in the development of the
design of the research instruments used in the main study and supported an

investigation into pertinent aspects of plagiarism.

1.3.2 The Present Study

The present study was conducted in two phases from the second semester
of the 2013 academic year to the first semester of the 2014 academic year. The
purposes of the study are presented in Section 1.4.

The first phase was conducted with postgraduate students from three
postgraduate writing courses—Academic English for Graduate Studies, Thesis
Writing, and a graduate course from the English as an International Language
program. The second phase of the study was undertaken with native and non-native
English instructors of English writing courses including those who taught in the
three postgraduate courses used in this study. The results of these two phases of the
main study are discussed in Chapter 4.

Since the issue of academic plagiarism is controversial and complex, the
identity of the postgraduate students, the university, and the postgraduate courses
involved in the pilot and present study will not be made public when this full

research report is published and disseminated.

1.4 Purposes of the Study
The purposes of the study were to:

1.4.1 Investigate and compare the perception of academic plagiarism of Thai
postgraduate students from interdisciplinary studies;
1.4.2 Verify and compare the students’ actual practice of academic

plagiarism in English language learning;
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Examine and justify contributory factors influencing the act of
academic plagiarism;
Estimate and construct alternative measures for academic plagiarism

prevention in the Thai context.

1.5 Research Questions

This study addressed the following questions.

1.5.1

1.5.2

1.5.3

Do Thai postgraduate students have a significant difference in their

perception of academic plagiarism in English language learning? If so,

to what extent?

1.5.1.1 Do science and social science student groups have a significant
difference in their perception of academic plagiarism in English
language learning? If so, to what extent?

1.5.1.2 Do the groups of high achievers and limited achievers have a
significant difference in their perception of academic plagiarism
in English language learning? If so, to what extent?

Do Thai postgraduate students have a significant difference in their

actual practice of academic plagiarism in English language learning? If

so, to what extent?

1.5.2.1 Do science and social science student groups have a significant
difference in their actual practice of academic plagiarism in

English language learning? If so, to what extent?

1.5.2.2 Do the groups of high achievers and limited achievers have a
significant difference in their actual practice of academic
plagiarism in English language learning? If so, to what extent?

What are the contributory factors influencing the students’ academic

plagiarism?
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1.5.4 What are alternative measures for academic plagiarism prevention in

the Thai context?

1.6 Statement of Hypotheses

The hypotheses of the study were tested in accordance with the first and the

second research purposes, respectively.
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1.6.1 To investigate and compare the perception of academic plagiarism in the
English language learning of Thai postgraduate students from interdisciplinary
studies.

1.6.1.1 (a) There is no significant difference in terms of perception of academic
plagiarism between the groups of science and social science students.
(Ho: se = usse)
(b) There is a significant difference in terms of perception of academic
plagiarism between the groups of science and social science students.
(Hi: pse # psse)

1.6.1.2 (a) There is no significant difference in terms of perception of academic

Perception

plagiarism between the groups of high and limited achievers.
(Ho: ptn =)

(b) There is a significant difference in terms of perception of academic
plagiarism between the groups of high and limited achievers.
(Hi: pn # o)

1.6.2 To evaluate and compare the students’ actual practice of academic plagiarism
in English language learning.
1.6.2.1 (a) There is no significant difference in terms of actual practice of

academic plagiarism between the groups of science and social
science students. (Ho: usc = ssc)

(b) There is a significant difference in terms of actual practice of
academic plagiarism between the groups of science and social

science students. (Hj: usc # ssc)

Actual Practice

1.6.2.2 (a) There is no significant difference in terms of actual practice of
academic plagiarism between the groups of high and limited
achievers. (Ho: pg =)
(b) There is no significant difference in terms of actual practice of
academic plagiarism between the groups of high and limited

achievers. (H;: ug #ur)
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1.7 Research Framework

Based on the research purposes and research questions of this study, the

relevant variables are as follows.

1.7.1 Students’ perception of academic plagiarism in English language learning

1.7.2  Students’ actual practice of academic plagiarism in English language
learning

1.7.3 Contributory factors influencing the students’ academic plagiarism

1.7.4 Teachers’ and administrators’ perspectives on practical measures to avoid

academic plagiarism in the Thai context

The research framework can be illustrated as in Figure 1.2.



17

PHASE 1:

PHASE 2:

Student

Instructor-Administrator

________________________________________

cmz=—=4 le——a

Research Instrument

Research Question (RQ):

Research Variable

prevention in the ESL/EFL context
where the teachers had experience.

A. Evaluation form (5 parts) i A
| >
| S
1. General information & English T » RO 3: Contributory factors to Z
language learning background \ i r plagiarism v
2. Experience of plagiarism \ T
N z
RQ 1: Students’ perception g
3. Plagiarism awareness . - WHAT plagiarism is; E
4. Plagiarism knowledge \[ f - WHY plagiarism is wrong. é
wn
RQ 2: Actual practice g
B. Writing test R VAN P £
- HOW TO recognize plagiarism =
ud
2 3
. / =
C. Interview 4 =
&=
D Questionnaire (3 parts) :
1. General information & English » RQ 3: Contributory factors to o
language teaching background : f plagiarism =
| =
2. Plagiarism issues: Knowledge, s
awareness & other issues N :
N
3. Perspectives on effective measures '\ﬁ_ ¥ RQ 4: Practical measures
: ' =
=1
/\ 7
E. Interview e =
- Perspectives on plagiarism and i ALTERNATIVE MEASURES ] =
effective measures for plagiarism H

Figure 1.2 Research Framework
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1.8 Scope of the Study

The study focused on the following areas.

1.8.1

1.8.2

The student participants in this study were 249 EFL Thai
postgraduate students from interdisciplinary studies, Graduate
School, Chulalongkorn University in the 2013 and 2014 academic
years. Since the participants were enrolled in Graduate English (GE)
courses and a course in an English as an International Language
program where English is used as the medium for learning and
instruction in class, the results of the study may not be generalized to
other groups of postgraduate students enrolled in other Graduate
School courses where both Thai and/or the English language were
mainly used, nor those in other educational institutions in Thailand.

The teacher participants in the study were 83 Thai and native English
speaking instructors from Chulalongkorn University Language
Institute who were experienced in teaching English to Thai
undergraduate and postgraduate students from interdisciplinary

studies.

1.9 Definition of Terms

The key terms used in this study are defined below.

1.9.1

1.9.2

Academic plagiarism refers to the act of copying and putting an idea
or academic work in a writer’s own work without stating the original
source of the idea and the work (Ha, 2006; Shi, 2011; Song-Turner,
2008).

Perception in this study consists of knowledge and awareness of

committing academic plagiarism.
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Actual practice represents students’ English-language writing
performance focusing on academic writing of a literature review in the
writing test of this study. In the study, students’ actual practice can be
measured by the source-based writing test scores which indicate
whether and to what extent the students committed plagiarism in the
writing practice section. This was evaluated by two external raters

and plagiarism checking software, namely Turnitin.

Interdisciplinary studies refers to the University’s integrated
postgraduate programs from multiple disciplines. There are two types
of program: normal programs taught in the Thai language and
international programs taught in English. In this study, only the three
selected postgraduate writing programs (i.e. Academic English for
Graduate Studies—AEG, Thesis Writing—TW, and a graduate course
from the English as an International Language program—EIL) were

writing skill-oriented in the interdisciplinary studies.

Thai postgraduate learners refers to Thai postgraduate students from
several faculties at Chulalongkorn University who were enrolled in
three international programs (i.e. AEG, TW, and EIL) and were

pursuing a master’s or doctoral degree.

Science and social science student groups contain Thai postgraduate

students who were divided into two groups in accordance with their
major fields of study at Chulalongkorn University.

1.9.6.1 The Science student group includes students from the

faculties of Allied Health Science, Architecture, College of

Population Studies, Dentistry, Engineering, Medicine,

Nursing, Pharmaceutical Science, Science, Sports Science,

and Veterinary Science.
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1.9.6.2 The Social science student group includes students from
the faculties of Arts, Communication Arts, Education, and

Fine and Applied Arts, and from the EIL program.

High and limited achiever groups includes Thai postgraduate
students from all three postgraduate writing courses (i.e. AEG, TW
and EIL) in this study. The students were categorized into two groups
based on their levels of English language proficiency. When the
perception of plagiarism was measured in high and limited achiever
groups, their English language proficiency scores were derived from
the Chulalongkorn University Test of English Proficiency (“CU-
TEP”) (see item number 1.9.8).
1.9.7.1 High achievers are the students who gained CU-TEP

scores ranging from 57 to 120.
1.9.7.2 Limited achievers are the students who gained CU-TEP

score ranging from 1 to 56.
CU-TEP stands for Chulalongkorn University Test of English
Proficiency administered by Chulalongkorn University Language
Institute (CULI). There are three parts to CU-TEP: listening, reading,

and writing. All parts are multiple choice-based.

Writing test in this study refers to a source-based writing test
pertinent to literature-review writing, the content of which was
adapted from Ruszkiewicz et al. (2006: 362). A literature review was
used in the test because plagiarism of research articles can be more
easily detected from the paraphrasing, summarizing, and in-text

citations.
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1.9.10 Contributory factors refer to factors influencing the act of plagiarism
by English-language writing postgraduate students in the Thai context
of this study. The contextual factors are presented in Chapter 2.

1.9.11 EFL is an acronym of English as a Foreign Language. This term
represents the role of English in countries where it is taught as a
subject in schools but not used as a medium of instruction in education
nor as a language of communication (e.g. in government, business, or

industry) within the country (Richards et al., 1999: 123-124).

1.9.12 ESL is an acronym of English as a Second Language. This term
represents the role of English in countries where it is widely used
within the country (e.g. as a language of instruction at school, as a
language of Dbusiness and government, and in everyday
communication by some people) but is not the first language of the
population (e.g. in Singapore, the Philippines, and India) (Richards et
al., 1999: 124).

1.9.13 L1 represents the first or native language, while L2 is the second,
foreign, or target language in general. For instance, the L1 of a Thai
learner is Thai as it is his or her mother tongue, while his or her L2

can be English, French or Chinese.

1.10 Expected Results of the Study
It is expected that:

1.10.1 The results from the study would provide vital information about
how and to what extent Thai postgraduate participants from
interdisciplinary studies perceived academic plagiarism in their
English language learning in their Thai contexts, and how and to

what extent science and social science participant groups perceived
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academic plagiarism in their English language learning in their Thai
contexts.

1.10.2 The findings would provide detailed evidence of whether and to
what extent Thai postgraduate participants from interdisciplinary
studies and groups of science and social science participants
performed academic plagiarism in their English language learning in
their Thai contexts.

1.10.3 The findings would supply information about the underlying factors
that bring about the participants’ act of academic plagiarism.

1.10.4 The results would suggest practical measures for plagiarism
prevention for teachers, faculties, higher education institutions, and

other relevant stakeholders in the Thai context.

It is hoped that the results of the study would be useful to stakeholders in the

teaching and learning of English.

1.11 Chapter Summary

Ethics and morality is one of the fundamental and principal attributes of
quality global citizens (Gardners, 2007 in Puengpipattrakul, 2013b: 39; NRCT,
2014; Office of Academic Affairs, Chulalongkorn University, 2009; OHEC, 2012;
Thailand’s Ministry of Education, 2008-2009). In higher education, the issue of
plagiarism 1s fairly sensitive and complex due to national and international
concerns. Any unethical practices by learners can ruin the academic credibility of
the learners themselves and affect the reputation of their educational institutions.
Plagiarism is an academically dishonest practice but does not seem to be taken
seriously in Thailand. Due to the spread of plagiarism in higher education, this
research project aims to investigate (1) whether, how and to what extent plagiarism

is understood by students; (2) the actual practice of Thai EFL postgraduate
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participants from several different faculties; (3) what factors contribute to
plagiarism; and (4) how plagiarism can be prevented in the Thai context.

This chapter introduces the background and the significance of this
research project. The present study investigates the academic plagiarism of Thai
postgraduate learners from interdisciplinary studies in terms of learner perception
and the actual practice of plagiarism, contributory factors to learners’ plagiarism,
and teachers’ and administrators’ perspectives on practical measures for plagiarism
prevention. The aforementioned aspects are outlined in research purposes and
questions including hypotheses. Next, the framework, the scope, the definition of

terms, and the expected results of the study are presented.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter presents a review of the related literature and studies in the

following areas:

2.1 Background Aspects of Plagiarism
2.2 Fundamental Aspects of Plagiarism
2.2.1 Contextual Definitions of Plagiarism
2.2.2  Concepts of Plagiarism
2.2.2.1 The Definitional Model of Plagiarism
2.2.2.2  The Conceptual Model of Plagiarism
2.2.3 Types of Plagiarism
2.2.3.1 Intensity Forms
2.2.3.2  Source Forms
2.2.3.3 Intention Forms
2.2.3.4 Textual Forms
2.3 Principal Constructs Pinpointing Plagiarism
2.3.1 Affective-Psychological Constructs
2.3.1.1 Academic Image
2.3.1.2  Perceptions of Plagiarism
2.3.2 Environmental-Situational Constructs
2.3.2.1 Academic Culture
2.3.2.2 Disciplinary Conventions
2.3.2.3 Availability of Electronic Material
2.4 Plagiarism Management in Academic Writing

2.4.1 Human Judgment
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24.1.1 Use of Common Sense
2.4.1.2 Use of Research Strategies
2.4.2 Electronic Detection
2.4.2.1 Use of Plagiarism-Screening Tools
2.5 Chapter Summary.

2.1 Background Aspects of Plagiarism

Plagiarism comes from the Latin term “plagiarius” meaning kidnapper
(Chulalongkorn University, 2011: 4) or plundering (Sutherland-Smith, 2008: 37).
In the eighteenth century, plagiarism was generally accepted for the purpose of
legal criticism in England. Since people were more literate and educated, their
demand for reading written material grew. When the demand for academic
publications increased and when the notion that “people were individuals with
rights” was adopted and had spread to former British colonies (e.g. Australia,
Canada, Hong Kong, India, New Zealand, and the United States), the concept of
possessive individualism became active. The notion of individual ownership of
ideas and language or intellectual property has become more pervasive and
copyright laws have been enforced these days (Pennycook, 1996; Sutherland-
Smith, 2008).

In language learning, the notion of textual ownership of ideas and language
is more challenging since “language is constantly cycled and recycled”
(Pennycook, 1996: 274). How can writers/authors claim textual ownership? If the
writers’/authors’ own words, phrases and sentences are the same as other people in

the same context, will this be claimed as plagiarism?
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2.2 Fundamental Aspects of Plagiarism

Plagiarism has three fundamental aspects. In this study, three aspects are
presented in terms of contextual definitions, concepts, and types in the respective

sections 2.2.1,2.2.2, and 2.2.3.

2.2.1 Contextual Definitions of Plagiarism

Plagiarism is variedly defined based on relevant contexts. In
academia, plagiarism, called academic dishonesty (https://en.m.wikipedia.org;
Schmelkin et al., 2008), is an ethical or moral offence (Lynch, 2002 and Green,
2002 in https://en.m.wikipedia.org). Although authors are legally protected by laws,
their copyright is violated both intentionally and unintentionally. In higher-
education academic and scientific research, the issue of plagiarism has principally
been raised and addressed in native and non-native English speaking countries. The
term “academic plagiarism” has been defined several ways related to particularly
academic fields and contexts.

In ESL contexts, such as at Indiana University in the United States of
America, the term plagiarism is defined in the online writing tutorial service as
“using others’ ideas and words without clearly acknowledging the source of that
information.” At the University of California, Davis, plagiarism is defined in the
scholarship handbook of the Office of Student Judicial Affairs as “using another’s
work without giving credit.” Similarly, the term ‘plagiarism’ is also defined as “the
practice of using or copying someone else’s idea or work and pretending that you
thought of it or created it” (COBUILD English Dictionary 1995: 1254) and as the
use of other people’s words or ideas without giving credit to them (Smalley et al.,
2012). In an online research ethics course for graduate students of the University of
Montana in the USA, plagiarism is defined in scientific literature as “the
appropriation of another person’s ideas, processes, results, or words , including
those statistical tables and figures, without giving appropriate credit, including

those obtained through confidential review of others’ research proposals and
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manuscripts” (www.ori.dhhs.gov/education/products/montana_round1/issues.html
in Chulalongkorn University, 2011). At a New Zealand university, plagiarism is
defined in an online study guide as “presenting someone else’s work as if it were
your own, whether you mean to or not” (Pecorari, 2013:11). In the aforementioned
meaning, whether it is intentional or unintentional use of sources (e.g. printed
materials, Internet mateiral, and electronic materials) without crediting the sources,
it is regarded as plagiarism.

In the guide for postgraduate students at the University of Hong Kong,
plagiarism is defined as “the unacknowledged use, as one’s own, of work of
another person, whether or not such work has been published” (Gardner, 1995: 1).
At the National University of Singapore (NUS), the definitions of plagiarism in the
university academic culture module are “a piece of writing that has been copied
from someone else and is presented as being your own work™ and “the act of
plagiarizing; taking someone’s words or ideas as if they were your own”
(WordNet® 2.0 and ©2003 Princeton University in National University of
Singapore, 2006). In the Thai EFL context, plagiarism refers to “copying a piece of
writing from someone else and representing it as their own work without quoting
the reference” (Graduate School of Chulalongkorn University, 2013: 31). As
previously mentioned, the term “academic plagiarism” can be regarded as the act
of copying and putting an idea or academic work in a writer’s own work without
stating the original source of the idea and the work (Ha, 2006; Shi, 2011; Song-
Turner, 2008).

The definitions of ‘plagiarism’ stated above are varied. However,

those definitions raise the concepts listed in Section 2.2.2.

2.2.2 Concepts of Plagiarism

The sharing concepts in plagiarism can be found in two models of

plagiarism: the definitional model and the conceptual model.
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2.2.2.1 The Definitional Model of Plagiarism

According to Pecorari (2002, in Sutherland-Smith, 2008), the

definitional model of plagiarism, derived from her empirical study of the generic

definition of plagiarism, is based on six components:

(a)
(b)
(©)
(d)
(e)
®

an object (language, words, ideas, text)

which has been taken (borrowed or stolen)

from a particular source (books, journals, the Internet)
by an agent (student, person, academic)

without (adequate) acknowledgement

and with or without intention to deceive.

These six components are illustrated in Figure 2.1.
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Figure 2.1 The Definitional Model of Plagiarism
(Adapted from Sutherland-Smith, 2008: 70-71)

Individual components of the definitional model of plagiarism in
Figure 2.1 are interpreted as follows.

In the first component, “an object” refers to the plagiarised content
including words, phrases, sentences, (written, spoken, or visual) text, and ideas. In
fact, what is considered the object of plagiarism varies among educational
institutions. The second component, “which has been taken” indicates how “the
object” has been conveyed: used, copied, closely paraphrased, submitted, presented
or falsely represented. The third one, “from a particular source” includes written
sources (e.g. lecture notes, seminar and conference papers, and unpublished work),
spoken sources (e.g. tapes and CDs), visual sources (e.g. images) and other audio-

visual material. “By an agent” in an academic context means an individual or a
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student. Next, “without (adequate) acknowledgment” points out the degree of
acknowledgment or the lack of acknowledgement. This covers the cases of
“without appropriate acknowledgment”, “without an explicit indication”,
“inadequate recognition and failing to give appropriate acknowledgment™ (Pecorari,
2002, in Sutherland-Smith, 2008: 72). The last component, “and with or without
intention to deceive”, is still debatable. Two suggested questions to ask to interpret
the writer’s intention are: “When was the writer actually producing the text?” and
“How did the writer intend to acknowledge the ideas or words of others?”
Additionally, there are many terms implying plagiarism:
misappropriation of texts, stealing, digital piracy, forgery, theft or cloning of works
(Sutherland-Smith, 2008: 30). These exemplified terms can indicate means and
forms of plagiarism which can be explained through the conceptual model of

plagiarism in Section 2.2.2.2.

2.2.2.2 The Conceptual Model of Plagiarism

The last component regarding intention is considered the most
subjective and the most difficult to ascertain. Sutherland-Smith (2008: 29) adapted

the conceptual model of plagiarism as depicted in Figure 2.2.
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The Internet (technology-mediated classroom)

Transmissive

= traditional classroom
= Jectures and tutorials
=  focus on content

Teaching Approaches
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Transformative
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= factual knowledge-concerned = Negotiable assessment criteria and
= predetermined outcomes formats

Intentional Plagiarism <

» Unintentional Plagiarism

Legal Notions Cross-cultural Notions
= deliberate, calculated action * notion and sense of ‘authorship’
» knowingly recycling the work challenged
of others * intention is unclear
= cheating = reader determines meaning and
= deterrence by punishment intention

= deterrence by transforming
information to knowledge

v

Approaches to Plagiarism

Figure 2.2 The Conceptual Model of Plagiarism
(Adapted from Sutherland-Smith, 2008: 29)

Plagiarism is defined differently by individuals and institutions

(Sutherland-Smith, 2008). However, the chart in Figure 2.2 can help teachers and

policy-makers in the learning and teaching community better comprehend why

there are differences among students’, teachers’, and administrators’ understandings

of plagiarism and how their understandings are mutually related.
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In Figure 2.2, the horizontal axis represents authorial intention
forms: intentional plagiarism and unintentional plagiarism. In this chart, the role of
the reader is played by the teacher or the assessor who decides the authorial
intention forms. Different ranges between intentional and unintentional plagiarism
lead to different levels of academic penalties. The more intentional the actions are,
the more severe the penalties will be. To illustrate, students who cheated (e.g. by
copying their classmates’ reports and submitting them to a teacher, buying written
assignments and submitting them, and so forth) (i.e. legal notions) will be penalized
more severely than those who did not realize it was necessary to cite Internet
sources in their reports (i.e. cross-cultural notions).

In terms of teaching approaches, the legal notions of plagiarism
refers to the transmissive teaching approach or the teacher-centered approach to
instruction used in the content-based courses. In this approach, a teacher usually
provides students with knowledge and information that can be reproduced and
tested. The students who show their understanding of factual knowledge and can
provide correct answers in examinations are accepted and praised (i.e.
predetermined outcomes). Students normally ensure they copy their teacher’s notes
and lectures. In a tutorial course, the students can copy ready-made answers to
prepare for examinations. On the other hand, the transformative approach focuses
on developing students’ ability to transform information to knowledge and
construct their own meaning in writing. Assessment can be mutually discussed and
negotiated between a teacher and students.

The features of plagiarism can be found in the definition and the
concept of plagiarism. Both aspects of plagiarism are likely to assist teachers and/or
policy-makers in dealing with the complexity of plagiarism in students’ academic

tasks in a particular context. Next, the types of plagiarism are considered.
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2.2.3 Types of Plagiarism

In an academic setting, it is possible for learners at postgraduate
level to commit plagiarism in their written tasks, particularly when the learners are
engaged with input or sources of information. As stated on the website of Indiana
University, learners have to get involved with people’s ideas. Those people’s ideas
can be provided to the learners in the form of reading texts, lectures or discussions.
Pecorari (2013: 9-11) also adds that the input or the sources of information can be
derived from the Internet, computer software and files, and other electronic material
including digital images and sounds.

When plagiarism is detected in learners’ written tasks,
understanding by the learning and teaching community of the type of plagiarism is
essential. Pertinent types of plagiarism can be divided into four orientation groups:
intensity forms, source forms, intention forms, and textual forms (adapted from
Akorede, 2010; Chulalongkorn University, 2011; MLA handbook for writers of
research papers (7th ed.) in https://www.centralia.edu/academics/writingcenter;
Office of the Dean of Student Affairs, Bowdoin College, 2013). These groups are

as follows.

2.2.3.1 Intensity Forms

The first group is based on the intensity or the degree of
plagiarism. As stated in Pecorari (2013) and Sutherland-Smith (2008), there are
different and varying degrees of the intensity forms of plagiarism that can be
penalized differently depending on the academic discipline regulations and policies
in different ESL and EFL university contexts.

To illustrate, at Universiti Putra Malaysia (UPM) in Malaysia, the
intensity forms of plagiarism were presented in the orientation program for new
Nigerian students by Akorede (2010), an Electric and Electronic Engineering
graduate student. In the presentation, the intensity forms were sorted into three

types: minimal plagiarism, substantial plagiarism, and complete plagiarism. The
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intensity of plagiarism was also stipulated in the School of Humanities’ policy at
University of Birmingham (UOB) in the UK. A three-part scale based on specified
amounts of plagiarism was used to determine the seriousness of the offence: slight
plagiarism (i.e. less than 5% of the total words in a task), moderate plagiarism (i.e.
5%-10% of the total words in a task), and serious plagiarism (i.e. more than 10% of

the total words in a task) (Sutherland-Smith, 2008: 64-65).

2.2.3.2 Source Forms
There are two forms of source form plagiarism:

(a) Plagiarism of Authorship occurs when students produce work that
repeats others’ work. This type of plagiarism also applies when students
submit work obtained from sources like the Internet or from classmates
and present it as their own without giving credit to the sources
(Chulalongkorn University, 2011; https://www.
centralia.edu/academics/writingcenter/).

(b) Self-Plagiarism is the act of re-submitting a part or all of a student’s
own previous work as new work without permission from the teachers
who assessed the previous work (Chulalongkorn University, 2011;
Hexham, 2005; https://www.centralia.edu/academics/writingcenter/;
Graduate School of Chulalongkorn University, 2013; Office of the Dean
of Student Affairs, Bowdoin College, 2013; Pennycook, 1996).

2.2.3.3 Intention Forms
Two forms of plagiarism, unintentional and intentional, depend on

the intention of the writers.

2.2.3.3.1 Unintentional Plagiarism
Unintentional plagiarism derives from an author or a writer’s

lack of understanding of the extent of plagiarism and knowledge of academic
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writing techniques (Chulalongkorn University, 2011). Unintentional plagiarism can

be separated into three kinds:

(a) Poor Paraphrasing refers to changing a few words without changing
the sentence structure of the original, or changing the sentence structure
of the original but not the words.

(b) Poor Quoting is putting quotation marks around part of a quotation but
not around all of it, or putting quotation marks around a passage that is
partly paraphrased and partly quoted.

(c) Poor Citing covers omitting an occasional citation or citing

inaccurately.

(Adapted from the MLA Handbook for Writers of Research Papers (7"

ed.) at https://www.centralia.edu/academics/writingcenter/)

2.2.3.3.2 Intentional Plagiarism
Intentional plagiarism occurs when students intend to deceive
their teacher about their authorship (Sutherland-Smith, 2008). This also includes
giving false credit to make own work more reliable (Chulalongkorn University,

2011). Intentional plagiarism covers the following cases.

(a) borrowing words or ideas from other people or sources without giving
credit;

(b) cutting and pasting from different sources to create their own paper
without giving credit; and

(c) copying essays or articles from the Internet, online sources, or electronic

database without proper referencing

(Adapted from the MLA Handbook for Writers of Research Papers (7" ed.)

in https://www.centralia.edu/academics/writingcenter/)
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2.2.3.4 Textual Forms
Several forms of plagiarism can be identified in students’ written

texts.

(a) Plagiarism of Words refers to “the use of another’s exact words
without citing the author” (https://www.centralia.edu/academics/
writingcenter/). This first form of verbatim use of source texts is also
called “word-for-word plagiarism” (Chulalongkorn University, 2011;
Cumming et al., 2006; http://www.indiana.edu/~istd/practice.html; Shi,
2004), or “direct plagiarism” (Office of the Dean of Student Affairs,
Bowdoin College, 2013).

(b) Plagiarism of Structure or “paraphrasing plagiarism” includes
“paraphrasing others’ words by changing sentence structure or word
choice without citation”. Paraphrasing plagiarism or “straight
plagiarism” also covers “paraphrasing while maintaining original
sentence structure and ideas without acknowledging the source”
(Chulalongkorn University, 2011; Graduate School, Chulalongkorn
University, 2013; Hexham, 2005; http://www.indiana.edu/~istd/
practice.html; https://www.centralia.edu/academics/writingcenter/).

(c) Mosaic Plagiarism or “patchwriting” is the intentional or unintentional
act of borrowing phrases from a source without using quotation marks,
or paraphrasing through using synonyms but not changing the sentence
structure from the original source (Chulalongkorn University, 2011;
Graduate School, Chulalongkorn University, 2013; Li & Casanave,
2012; Office of the Dean of Student Affairs, Bowdoin College, 2013;
Pecorari, 2003 and 2013; Sutherland-Smith, 2008). This textual form of
plagiarism is also called “patchwork paraphrasing” (Chulalongkorn
University, 2011; Graduate School of Chulalongkorn University, 2013:
37; Sutherland-Smith, 2008) or ‘“‘cut-and-paste patchwork” (Howard,
1999 in Harwood & Petric, 2012: 84; Mehlich & Smith-Worthington,
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1997) and refers to the act of copying texts from many different sources
and pasting them in order to make their own work look like new work.

(d) Plagiarism of Ideas occurs when students present others’ ideas as their
own without crediting sources as well as submitting their own papers
without citing or incorrectly citing the sources
(https://www.centralia.edu/academics/writingcenter/). Additionally,
translation from the original source without crediting the source also
falls into this form of plagiarism (Chulalongkorn University, 2011).

(e) Accidental Plagiarism covers the cases when students forget to cite
sources, misquote the sources, or unintentionally paraphrase sources
through using synonyms, groups of words, and/or sentence structure
without crediting the sources (Office of the Dean of Student Affairs,
Bowdoin College, 2013; Sutherland-Smith, 2008).

2.3 Principal Constructs Pinpointing Plagiarism

There are relevant factors affecting the academic writing performance of
the learners or the writers whose writing intention can be judged and who fall into
the intentional, unintentional, or no offence of plagiarism categories in their
academic contexts. In this current study, these factors can be determined and judged
through two principal constructs: affective-psychological constructs and
environmental-situational constructs. One classic concept used to explain learners’
second and foreign language learning and performance is learners’ individual
differences.

The elements of these differences can be derived from the learners’
internal variables (e.g. perspectives, anxiety, language mastery, and language
awareness) and external variables (e.g. teachers, classmates, classroom learning
environment, local educational system, societal expectations, and cultural norms).

Both internal and external variables are mutually related (Puengpipattrakul, 2009a).
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In order to apply the classic concept of learner variables in language
learning and performance to the principal constructs explaining writers’ plagiarism
in this study, the internal variables are considered to be the learners’ affective-
psychological constructs and the external variables are the learners’ environmental-
situational  constructs. The affective-psychological constructs and the

environmental-situational constructs of a learner can be simplified as in Figure 2.3.
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Figure 2.3 The Synthesis of Constructs Pinpointing Plagiarism

These underlying constructs, affective-psychological constructs and the
environmental-situational constructs, from Figure 2.3 arguably pinpoint the
plagiarism of second-language and foreign-language learners. The learner’s
affective-psychological and environmental-situational constructs co-exist and are
inter-related. Both dimensions of the constructs are presented separately in Section

2.3.1 and Section 2.3.2, respectively.
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2.3.1 Affective-Psychological Constructs

Affective-psychological constructs are regarded as one of the
principal constructs that are frequently used to identify claims of plagiarism. The
affective-psychological constructs outline the learners’ inner state of mind (their
internal variables). In this research report, affective-psychological constructs cover
the learners’ academic image (Section 2.3.1.1) and their perceptions of plagiarism

(Section 2.3.1.2).
2.3.1.1 Academic Image

Academic image is an indicator of affective-psychological
constructs. Academic image is one of the factors affecting students’ academic
writing performance. Basically, novice and expert student-writers tend to cultivate
academic image for acceptance and credibility (Nelms, 2015). In other words, the
novice and expert student-writers try to perform well and/or to get good academic
records for writing. However, it is frequently found that novice writers commit
plagiarism unintentionally in that they are not aware of the essential use of
documentation and the necessity of giving credit to original authors in academic
writing (Wyrick, 2008: 388). Phan Le Ha (2006) also points out that faculty
educators or universities need to teach and equip their students with knowledge of
documentation in academic writing (See also Section 2.4.1.2).

When the students’ needs for raising their academic image are
taken into consideration, Maslow’s hierarchy of human needs can be used to
explain why there is this need (Maslow, 1968 in Groundwater-Smith et al., 2007
and in Huddleston & Unwin, 2008; Maslow, 1970 in Ddrnyei, 2001). In the
hierarchy, there are five basic levels of human needs: physiological, safety, love

and belonging, esteem, and self-actualization (as in Figure 2.4).
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Figure 2.4 Maslow’s Hierarchy of Human Needs (Adapted from Maslow, 1968
in Groundwater-Smith et al., 2007; and in Huddleston & Unwin,
2008; Maslow, 1970 in Doérnyei, 2001)

Attaining any of the five levels generally requires human
motivation. In the case of cultivating academic image, students need to or are
motivated to build up and attain self-esteem so that their teacher(s) credit them with
good scores (Dornyet, 2001; Shi, 2011).

The illustration presents the study by Park (2003) which explored
university students’ plagiarism through literature on plagiarism mostly based on
North American examples and through lessons in higher education institutions in
the UK. It is found that efficiency gain implying the need to get better academic
grades is one of the major reasons why students plagiarized. Additionally, the
study of Harwood and Petric (2012) examined the performance of two ESL
postgraduate business management students by means of citing and referencing in

their writing assignments. In the interview, the students revealed that they intended
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to cite plenty of sources that their lecturers mentioned in lectures and individual
meetings. The reasons behind their citing behavior were that the students wished to
impress their lecturers by providing evidence of paying close attention to their
lecturers’ instructions and of being dedicated when completing their assignments.
In addition, the students admitted that they wished to get good marks so they tried
to select and cite the sources which their lecturers required because they knew that
their lecturers would mark their assignments.

Interview-based studies on students’ citation behaviors were
conducted by Harwood & Petric (2012) with two second-language postgraduate
business management students in a British university and by Shi (2008) with 16
Science, Arts, and Social Science undergraduates in an American university. The
results of both studies confirm that the students’ performance in citing was derived
from their need or desire to present a favorable academic appearance and to get
credit for being in the scholarly discourse communities.

Good memorization skills in Asian academic culture are considered
to indicate procession of a good brain and deep understanding (Phan Le Ha, 2006;
Pennycook, 1996; Shi, 2011). In the Chinese EFL context, most students’ practice
of rote learning or memorizing appears a key strategy to attain good grades. They
adopt the language they memorized rather than creating it on their own when
writing for fear that they will lose face if they make writing mistakes and will then
likely be perceived as not being clever(Pennycook, 1996). Such academic-image

concerns underlie the act of plagiarism.

2.3.1.2 Perceptions of Plagiarism
Perceptions of plagiarism are also considered to be affective-

psychological constructs.

For student writers, plagiarism is perceived in both intentional and
unintentional forms. According to Sutherland-Smith (2008), some students in

tertiary contexts considered plagiarism to be “cheating” as it was an attempt to
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unfairly gain advantage over other people’s work and to deceive teachers or
assessors about the authorship of the work. To illustrate, cheating cases are when
students bought online essays and submitted them to a teacher and/or an assessor as
if they were the essay writers. Pasting classmates’ assignment files and submitting
them as one’s own is also a case of cheating. However, in some cases, students’
perceptions of plagiarism are not always as obvious. In a study, Bioscience
undergraduate students at Manchester Metropolitan University in the UK viewed
plagiarism unclearly due to the impact of their heterogeneous demographic
background which included age, academic background, and mode of study. They
did not always know and realize which case was or was not plagiarism (Dawson &
Overfield, 2006). As stated in Park (2003), factors influencing students’ plagiarism
are academic ability, age/maturity, attitude toward classes, peer disapproval,
personality factors, risk of being caught, and social life.

Furthermore, there is another form of intentional plagiarism that is
considered to be “not cheating.” As Swales & Feak (2007: 172) state, when
second/foreign language students learn a language and/or employ their learning
strategies, they tend to borrow the words or phrases of others in that language. In
Sutherland-Smith’s (2008) study, plagiarism cases frequently occur when students
participated in group work and discussion. Shared group ideas tend to be included
in a student’s written assignment. In her study, some ESL and EFL students
considered this intentional plagiarism to be not cheating but as being a part of
learning process and learning strategies, cooperatively learning, and being common
practice in their contexts.

In case of unintentional plagiarism, the study by Sutherland-Smith
(2008) found that most students perceived plagiarism less seriously than most
teachers did. Some tertiary students viewed plagiarism as an action that is anti-
academic etiquette in writing. Students’ carelessness in writing is also included in
this case. Such carelessness was from students’ lack of understandings of academic

writing techniques. A study by Power (2009) on 31 first-year and second-year
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native-English speaking undergraduate students’ understandings and perceptions of
plagiarism was conducted in southern Maine, USA. The data were gathered through
interviews and focus groups. The results of the study show that the students
perceive those who plagiarized as not always being dishonest people. In fact, they
did not fully understand what caused them to plagiarize or not to plagiarize.

In addition to affective-psychological constructs, environmental-

situational constructs also impact learners’ plagiarism.

2.3.2 Environmental-Situational Constructs

Plagiarism can also be outlined through environmental-situational
constructs. In this research report, environmental-situational constructs, which are
related to contextual variables outside the learners, cover academic culture,
disciplinary conventions, and the availability of electronic material. The constructs

are presented in the following sub-sections.

2.3.2.1 Academic Culture
Plagiarism in academic culture is controversial and complex (Hayes
& Introna, 2005; Schmelkin et al., 2008; Swales & Feak, 2007). Plagiarism appears
to be an academic crime that could undermine academic culture. The cultural issue
of plagiarism is stated and included in ESL and EFL universities’ academic
program rules and regulations. To illustrate, in the 2006 ethical module of the
National University of Singapore (NUS), the human factors involved in the
academic culture are the teachers, authors or students who plagiarized, and fellow
students in the same setting as the authors. When an author commits plagiarism, its
consequences subsequently discredit the quality of graduates as well as affect the
reputation of university degrees.
It is generally regarded that teachers and/or writing assessors or raters
are those who read and judge their students’ written tasks. As Pecorari & Shaw

(2012) and Shi (2012) stated, academic staff and other stakeholders have different
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understandings of plagiarism. Roig (2001) discovered from his study that teachers
from different disciplines have various perceptions and interpretations of
plagiarism. The claims of plagiarism from the teacher’s side have both desirable
and undesirable aspects.
In some cultures, plagiarism is acceptable (Nelms, 2015; Sutherland-
Smith, 2008) and is considered honorable (Bell, 1999 in Song-Turner, 2008).
Moreover, Nelms (2015) saw plagiarism positively when reflecting on his teaching
experience in the USA . He argues that not all students who commit plagiarism are
dishonest as they often did it intentionally. Student plagiarism is perceived as an
opportunity to learn and as potential for development as acceptable writers (Nelms,
2015). A common form of this development as a transitional strategy is the
patchwriting frequently found in novice writers’ texts (Gu & Brooks, 2008;
Howard, 1999 in Nelms, 2015; Pecorari, 2013). Another benefit of plagiarism is
that it helps improve pedagogical practices dealing with online plagiarism
(Sutherland-Smith, 2008: 104).
On the other hand, ESL and EFL teachers consider students’
plagiarism to be intentional and unintentional actions (Sutherland-Smith, 2008). A
study by Sutherland-Smith (2008: 129) of teachers’ perceptions of plagiarism
produced this teachers’ interview response. A Sri Lankan EFL male teacher
perceived plagiarism as a form of “intellectual laziness” since students did not
express their active engagement in learning by crediting sources in their pieces of
writing. On the other hand, in cases of unintentional plagiarism, a group of the
teachers perceived students’ plagiarism as an unsophisticated means of writing and
a writing convenience. They believed that their students had problems with reading
texts and conveying them in writing (Sutherland-Smith, 2008: 131). Furthermore,
Li’s (2013b) study examines how Chinese scientist supervisors perceive text-based
plagiarism in a Chinese research university. The fourteen supervisors’ interview
responses reveal that novice writers commit text-based plagiarism due to

inadequate comprehension of source-based writing conventions, proficiency of
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English, and lack of academic ethics training. Eret & Gokmenoglu (2010) add from
their study that factors influencing plagiarism are foreign language difficulties, time
constraints, and lack of plagiarism knowledge.

A study by Weigle & Montee (2012) at a public university in the
USA was conducted with 14 ESL experienced raters using a rater judgment task
and an interview. In their study, they explored the raters’ perceptions of students’
source text borrowing in 63 integrated writing tasks. The integrated tasks were
simulated academic writing tasks. It is found that when the raters detected textual
borrowing in the students’ tasks, their perceptions of borrowed source text appeared
different. Some raters rewarded the tasks while others penalized the tasks that were
wrongly paraphrased. Weigle & Montee (2012) also discover that the differences in
raters’ perceptions influencing their rating decisions depended on the raters’
background and experience in teaching and assessing as well as their classroom and
testing expectations of the use of sources in writing. Borg (2009) asserts that
teacher’s perceptions of plagiarism are influenced by his or her own experience in
teaching. Additionally, for proctoring concerns, the raters’ expectations were
contextually different between when they evaluated textual borrowing in the
classroom and when they made timed assessment of textual borrowing in tests.

In addition to the teachers’ and/or writing assessors’ or raters’
different perceptions of textual borrowing or plagiarism in the different
environmental and situational contexts (Nelms, 2015; Pecorari, 2013; Song-Turner,
2008; Sutherland-Smith, 2008; Weigle & Montee, 2012) mentioned earlier,
students’ perceptions of academic dishonesty or plagiarism also varied.

Differences in the cultural backgrounds of English language learners
influence ESL and EFL students’ degree of authorship attributions, cultural
concepts of tolerance, and ability to cite or reference source(s) (Pennycook, 1996;
Sutherland-Smith, 2008: 162-164). A Cambodian student, in Schmelkin et al.’s
(2008) study, stated that she did not understand the concepts of plagiarism until she

gained admission to a university in Australia where authorship attribution is
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required in academic writing. She discovered that the teaching community at the
university in Australia (East, 2006; Koul et al., 2009) was culturally intolerant of
plagiarism. At a North American university, Shi (2006) examined 46 international
undergraduates’ views of plagiarism through interviews. With different L1 and
cultural background, most students do not have a deep understanding of citation
techniques and partly misperceive those who plagiarized as innocent language
learners. Some did not know what plagiarism is while others considered plagiarism
unacceptable.

In a North American university, Shi’s (2006) interview study on
views of plagiarism was carried out with 46 undergraduate students who had
different L1 and cultural backgrounds. The results show that L2 Asian writers (i.e.
Chinese, Japanese, and Korean) perceive their linguistic and cultural obstacles as
causes of plagiarism while L2 western writers (i.e. German) view their linguistic
difficulties as a cause of plagiarism.

The study by Plakans & Gebril (2012) examined the use of source
texts in integrated tasks by 145 undergraduate Arabic students in a Middle Eastern
university. The second-year to fourth-year undergraduate students in applied
linguistics, translation studies, communication studies, geography, urban planning,
and social work majors had previous experience in taking writing courses. Out of
the 145 students, 136 students’ integrated reading-writing tasks were analyzed for
the students’ scores of comprehension and use of source texts. Nine students
completed think-aloud writing sessions and were interviewed. The results show that
source texts are perceived as a “language repository” for technical terminology and
spelling in English to assist L2 student writers to complete their written tasks
(Plakans & Gebril, 2012: 30).

The Western notion that Asian culture promotes plagiarism
(Sowden, 2005) is a stereotype. Phan Le Ha (2006) claims that the act of plagiarism
is not allowed in Vietnam. Phan Le Ha (2006) raises a point that teachers/assessors

from different discourse communities may misinterpret common knowledge (e.g.
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famous statements) in the written tasks of their international students as plagiarism.
She explains that in Vietnam, memorizing famous quotes shows respect for
authority and politeness in writing. Two more Asian stereotyped characteristics (i.e.
obedience to authority and lack of critical thinking) are also misperceived by
western stakeholders (Kumaravadivelu, 2003; Liu, 2005). Pennycook (1996: 276)
raises contradictory cases that a fixed terminology is required in disciplinary
writing which focuses on individual writers” own words and ideas. Another case is
differences in the “common practice” of power relations among disciplines
including teachers and students. Swales & Feak (2007: 172) further explain that
borrowing common knowledge or commonly-used academic English words and/or
phrases is not considered plagiarism. However, it was suggested that quotation
marks be used with famous phrases and/or expressions in any discipline.

It is believed that plagiarism is treated with cultural tolerance in
Japan. Plagiarism is inherently acceptable in Japanese culture (Wheeler, 2009).
Wheeler’s (2009) survey study was conducted on how 77 first-year Japanese
undergraduate students from Hokkaido University viewed plagiarism. Out of 77
students, 29 were from the faculties of science and pharmacy, 25 from economics,
and 23 from agriculture and veterinary medicine. It is found that the actual cause of
the students’ plagiarism was a lack of understanding of the act of plagiarism in their
academic culture rather than cultural values that make tolerance of plagiarism
acceptable. Phan Le Ha (2006) also points out from direct experience that Asian
students are required to pass IELTS or TOEFL writing tests to gain admission to
Australian universities. However, these tests do not require knowledge of citation
methods and referencing systems. When the students start university, they do not
get sufficient training in academic writing.

Nelms (2015), the former Academic Director for Developmental
Writing at Wright State University in 2012 and a native English-speaking
university instructional consultant at Ohio State University, states that plagiarism in

academic institutions or “institutionalized plagiarism” is acceptable and anticipated
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as a means of writing development. In other words, giving information without
referencing its sources in classroom discussions and adopting the writing
organization and language use are acceptable in classrooms (Martin, 1994 in

Nelms, 2015).

2.3.2.2 Disciplinary Conventions

In addition to academic culture, disciplinary conventions are also
represented in environmental-situational constructs pinpointing the claims of
plagiarism. Studies on disciplinary variations in academic contexts are reviewed
below.

Different disciplines provide different structures for academic
knowledge (Bernstein, 1999). According to Bernstein (1999), in academic contexts,
two main disciplines, natural sciences (i.e. hard disciplines) and humanities and
social sciences (i.e. soft disciplines), define different characteristics of knowledge
structures. A survey study by Hu & Lei (2015) on disciplinary background and
perceptions of plagiarism was conducted with 270 Chinese university
undergraduate students. One hundred and twenty-seven students from hard
disciplines (i.e. computer engineering and mechanical engineering) and 143 from
soft disciplines (i.e. English language and business) responded to a 52-item
questionnaire. The results of their study show that the students from soft and hard
disciplines tended to have different experience in source-based writing and thus a
different comprehension of acceptable practices of textual borrowing. As
Flowerdew & Li (2007b) stated, hard-discipline language is used to explain facts
and theories, the form of which is derived from reused ideas rather than original
ones.

Disciplinary conventions influence how serious and clear the
claims of plagiarism are (Pincus & Schmelkin, 2003). In the study by Pincus &
Schmelkin (2003), there were significant differences in the degree of seriousness
and clarity of plagiarism between students’ ratings and those of the faculty groups.

That is, the students did not perceive behaviors of academic dishonesty as clearly
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and as seriously as the faculty members did. This is because individual differences
and opportunities to cheat (i.e. planned cheating or opportunistic cheating) are two
indicators varying students’ perceptions of plagiarism and predicting academic
dishonesty. Referring to the opportunity to cheat, it was also pointed out in
Sutherland-Smith (2008: 30), that two criteria for judging whether a student’s
action is considered cheating were the students’ intention to deceive a teacher
and/or an assessor of their tasks and their intention to gain an unfair advantage over
other students.

Common knowledge becomes more dynamic in the heterogeneous
communities. Common knowledge in one discipline may not be the same in another
(Shi, 2011). Thus, this challenges the teaching and learning community to make a
decision on the academic-writing principles that states it is not required to cite
common knowledge (Swales & Feak, 2007). In a North American research
university, an interview-based study by Shi (2011) compared how 48 undergraduate
and graduate students from interdisciplinary programs made citation decisions and
how 27 instructors from various faculties assessed their students’ citation
behaviors. The results showed no significant difference between students’ and
instructors’ judgments on appropriate citation practices in heterogeneous discourse
communities. In this case, the issue of individual differences is revisited. However,
Shi (2012) further reports the results of her 2011 study on aspects of the students’
and the instructor’s views on the use of paraphrase and summary in writing.
Disciplinary differences, rather than individual differences, between the students
and the instructors cause differences in their perceptions.

At the National University of Singapore (NUS), plagiarism is
considered a serious academic crime (Low, 2001). Based on disciplinary
conventions like that in the Faculty of Engineering at NUS, plagiarism is one form
of academic honesty. Students in the faculty are informed and obliged to clarify to
their assessor which part in their written tasks comes from their own work and

which part comes from others’. That is, any of other people’s work should be
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credited and acknowledged. The amount of referenced and acknowledged details
from a source varies based on the type of work and the faculty norms. For instance,
supervised exams in this faculty require small amounts of referenced and
acknowledged details. In case of the students’ plagiarized work, the students may
receive no grade or fail to pass the pertinent course. However, the degree of
disciplinary penalties (e.g. a reprimand in a student’s official record, a public
censure, or expulsion from the university) also depends on the type of work (e.g.
assignment, project or thesis) and the impact of the plagiarized work. Schmelkin et
al. (2008) add that faculty clearly pinpoints academic dishonesty through the use of
two criteria: seriousness as well as paper/report-related versus exam-related writing
concerns.

Flowerdew & Li (2007b) examined the beliefs and the practices of
language re-use by Chinese doctoral science students’ writing for publication in
English at a university in China. The results from textual and interview data reveal
that nine science students from the faculties of Astronomy, Chemistry, Medicine,
and Physics do not think that their re-use of formulaic expressions and technical
terminology in their writing practices is an act of plagiarism but is a characteristic
of published scientific research writing. Flowerdew & Li (2007b) also raised the
point that differences in disciplinary writing between the natural sciences and the
humanities are still challenging for language re-use in writing. Wood (2001) asserts
that discourse structures and rhetorical writing patterns are discipline-specific rather
than culture-specific. That is, scientific English writing differs from social science
or humanistic English writing in terms of discourse structures and rhetorical writing
patterns. The studies by Li (2006a) on a doctoral student’s physics source-based
writing and by Li (2006b) on a doctoral student’s computer science source-based
writing also point out the influence of power-infused relationships in institutional
contexts and the writing conventions of disciplinary source-based writing in

discourse communities.
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At Universiti Putra Malaysia (UPM), plagiarism is also regarded as
a serious academic crime at the graduate level in the Faculty of Electrical and
Electronic Engineering because it breaks academic ethics and morality (Akorede,
2010). However, Pecorari (2006) reasons that textual plagiarism is more common
to be found in the written tasks of the postgraduate students from the faculties of
Engineering, Mathematics, Science, and Technology because in the writing
conventions of these disciplines, the use of direct quotation marks is not made
explicit. The students’ act of plagiarism in their source-based writing in Pecorari’s
(2006) study was derived from their disciplinary expectations and norms. However,
plagiarism could be easily detected. Akorede (2010) also points out that learners
should not cut the original texts if they do not know how to paste them. This
focuses attention on management of academic writing which will be presented in

sub-Section 2.4.1.2.

2.3.2.3 Availability of Electronic Material
Another major variable in environmental and situational
constructs is the availability of electronic material. The availability of electronic
material is another indicator pinpointing claims of plagiarism (Howard, 2007;
Pecorari, 2013; Power, 2009).

Inevitably, English is one of the international languages to be
utilized in communication and simultaneously in online searches for information.
According to Internet World Stat (December 31, 2014), Asian Internet users
comprised the highest proportion of Internet users, with approximately 1,405
millions (45.6%) out of around 3,079 million worldwide, compared with
approximately 582 million European wusers (18.9%), 322 million Latin
American/Caribbean users (10.5%), 319 million African users (10.4%), 310 million
North American users (10.1%), 114 million Middle Eastern users (3.7%), and 27
million users (0.9%) from Oceania.

The development of electronic material and the online availability

of the Internet sources influence the act of plagiarism. In the study by Sutherland-
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Smith (2008), students in an Australian university revealed that the sources of
information in their written assignments were mainly from the Internet. Although
the Internet and other forms of electronic material are copyrighted (Wyrick, 2008:
388), it is claimed that they cause plagiarism (Pecorari, 2013: 32). This is because
an increase in the availability of electronic material and online services provides an
opportunity to cheat and eases plagiarism in L1 and L2 students’ writing
(Flowerdew & Li, 2007a; Park, 2003; Pecorari, 2013; Pennycook, 1996; Power,
2009; Schmelkin et al., 2008; Sutherland-Smith, 2008). That is, students can easily
buy their written assignments through online writing-service websites (Check &
Schutt, 2012; Davis & Liss, 2006, in Puengpipattrakul, 2015: 126; Szabo &
Underwood, 2004).

Further causes of plagiarism also include the following cases. The
free accessibility of information via the Internet and the availability of boundless
information contribute to writers’ act of plagiarism (Ercegovac and Richardson,
2004; Flint et al., 2006; Gururajan and Roberts, 2005; Jones et al., 2005). Students
may not know that electronic sources need to be cited nor know how to reference
electronic sources (Check & Schutt, 2012; Pecorari, 2013; Wyrick, 2008).
Sutherland-Smith (2005b) points out that in Australia, some ESL students in her
study still misperceived that online information which is always accessible,
available and free is common knowledge and hence does not need to be cited and
can be copied and pasted without citations and references. Moreover, Pecorari
(2013) and Wyrick (2008) explain that students may feel that it is more difficult to
acknowledge electronic sources than printed ones. In addition, electronic media
cause changes in academic writing practices (e.g. use of quotations and citations to
show forms and responsibility of authorship) and textual practices (e.g. more use of
the pronoun “I”’) (Pennycook, 1996). A misuse of quotations or of “I”, both of
which could mislead readers/teachers/assessors into having a sense of ownership,
raises the possibility that students will be accused of committing plagiarism.

Pennycook (1996) further adds that with the ease of copying and pasting electronic
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texts, there is a greater chance that students will be able to more easily self-
plagiarize.
Advanced technology also facilitates electronic detection (in

Section 2.4.2).

2.4 Plagiarism Management in Academic Writing

There are two main means of plagiarism management in L2 writing:
human judgment and electronic detection. In this study, plagiarism is identified
from postgraduate learners’ academic writing of a literature review by use of both

human judgment (in Section 2.4.1) and electronic detection (in Section 2.4.2).

2.4.1 Human Judgment
This section deals with how teachers and/or raters can assess academic
plagiarism in their students’ written tasks. Human judgment means the use of
teachers’ and/or raters’ common sense (in sub-Section 2.4.1.1) and documentation

strategies (in sub-Section 2.4.1.2).

2.4.1.1 Use of Common Sense
This method, the use of common sense, allows an experienced
teacher and/or rater of English to verify and assess whether and to what extent
plagiarism is present in students’ written tasks. That is, the teacher and/or the rater
can use his or her common sense or his or her ability derived from knowledge and
experience in a sensible way (Chulalongkorn University, 2011; Li, 2013c;

McKeever, 2006; Weigle & Montee, 2012; gua Ja9ntis uae Marssew Adzea,

2556). Additionally, intuition is one of the teachers’ and/or the raters’ abilities that
i1s used in assessing written tasks (Weigle & Montee, 2012). Weigle & Montee
(2012) also point out that the use of common sense depends on the teachers’ and/or
raters’ characteristics, derived from their background and experience in teaching

and rating. This influences the validity and reliability of the writing assessment.
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According to the NUS online guide to help academics judge
plagiarism, basic screening for plagiarism requires three useful questions. The first
question is: could the piece of work potentially deceive the teacher about the
amount of credit the student deserves for it? Secondly, could the piece of work give
the student an unfair advantage over other students? Lastly, does the piece of work

contain anything that “belongs” to someone else? (NUS, 2006).

2.4.1.2 Use of Documentation Strategies

In this present study, documentation strategies cover three
documentation approaches (i.e. direct quotation, summarizing, and paraphrasing)
and the incorporation of source materials through documentation styles. The
documentation strategies in academic writing are presented below.

In academic writing, a writer is required to cite all information that is
not from his/her own original ideas (Folse & Pugh, 2010: 199-200;
Puengpipattrakul, 2015: 120). Academic writing is thus regarded as source-based
writing (Pecorari & Shaw, 2012; Wyrick, 2008). In other words, in academic
writing, it is inevitable that a writer will include ideas from printed and/or
electronic sources (e.g. books, research articles, and the Internet). However, writer
plagiarism can occur when s/he does not incorporate source material in writing or
when s/he incorporates source material inappropriately and wrongly. As was
defined, plagiarism is “borrowing words or ideas without giving credit to the
originators” (Brandon, 2004: 19). Knowledge of documentation or of giving credit
to original sources is thus an effective means of avoiding plagiarism (Wyrick,
2008).

Proficiency in source-based writing is regarded as a necessary
literacy skill for all university students (Wette, 2010: 169). In other words, in
source-based writing, it is necessary for both reading skills and writing skills to be
integrated (Hirvela & Du, 2013; Weigle & Parker, 2012). Student writers need to be
proficient enough at reading and writing to understand the source texts and to able

to complete source-based writing (Flowerdew & Li, 2007a; Li, 2013b; Plakans &
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Gebril, 2012). Similarly, the ability to incorporate source material is considered a
feature of advanced academic writing because several skills are required such as
“comprehension, reproduction and transformation of source ideas” (Storch, 2012:
51). In addition to proficiency in literacy skills, the student writers/authors’ English
language proficiency is of concern because native and non-native English
writers/authors have different levels of difficulties in academic English writing
(Wood, 2001).

Incorporating or documenting sources should start in one of the
academic- and research-paper writing steps called note-taking (Brandon, 2004; Li,
2013b; Mehlich & Smith-Worthington, 1997; Wyrick, 2008). During note taking,
three fundamental academic writing methods should be employed before
documenting original sources: direct quotations, summarizing, and paraphrasing
(Brandon, 2004; Dubois, 1988; Mehlich & Smith-Worthington, 1997; Ruszkiewicz
et al., 2006; Swales & Feak, 2007; Wyrick, 2008). Three documentation approaches

in documentation strategies are as follows.

2.4.1.2.1 Direct Quotations

Academic plagiarism occurs when a writer copies more than
four words from an original source without using quotation marks (““...”") or a colon
(:) in a research report and/or a thesis. In addition, plagiarism also includes a
paraphrased statement without citing a source or without modifying any new
textual statement (Graduate School, Chulalongkorn University, 2013;
Chulalongkorn University’s Handbook for Postgraduate Students, 2013; Li, 2013a,
2013b, and 2013c; Petri¢, 2012).

Using direct quotations allows a writer to punctuate all the
borrowed ideas without changing any of its literal words, phrases, or sentences.
Wyrick (2008) adds that to avoid plagiarism, the precise page number of the
quotation must be written when direct quotations are used in a written task. In the
case of lengthy (i.e. more than 40 words) and complex source material, the use of

block quotations is suggested (Brandon, 2004; Chulalongkorn University, 2011;
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Graduate School, Chulalongkorn University, 2013; https://owl.english.purdue.edu;
Wiyrick, 2008). According to Brandon (2004: 323), block quotations in the form of
“indented ten spaces or one-half inch without quotation marks” are applicable when
the borrowed source is “longer than four typewritten lines.”

However, the writer needs to be cautious about not overusing
quotation marks in academic writing. This method is effective when the writer
cannot present ideas as well in his/her own version as those in the original source.
Mehlich & Smith-Worthington (1997) suggest that this method helps to promote a
writer’s credibility through a “less-than-20%-of-a writer’s report-use” of direction

quotations.

2.4.1.2.2 Summarizing
To summarize, a writer needs to re-write his/her own
statements by keeping the meaning of the borrowed original ideas the same.
Summarizing is used to shorten rewritten statements by omitting such inessential
information as examples and illustrations. It is suggested that to write a good
summary, the summarized version should be about one-third the length of the

original one (Brandon, 2004: 14).

2.4.1.2.3 Paraphrasing

To paraphrase, a writer also needs to re-write his/her own
statements while keeping the meaning of the borrowed ideas the same in his/her
own version. As mentioned in Brandon (2004), the writer signals that it is his/her
own rewritten text by changing source words and re-organizing the original
sentence structure.

Both paraphrasing and summarizing are similar in the way that
the borrowed ideas should be re-written in the writer’s own version (Brandon,
2004; Roig, 2001; Storch, 2012). However, summarizing requires a shorter length
than that of the source while paraphrasing does not. The text length derived from

paraphrasing can be about the same or longer than that of the original version.
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Shi’s (2004) study examined 87 native-English speaking and
Chinese undergraduate students’ textual borrowing in English-language summary
and opinion writing at a North American university. The results pointed out that the
students who did a summary task that depended mainly on the original source used
more textual borrowing than those who did an opinion essay.

A study by Keck (2006) compared the use of paraphrasing
skills in the summary writing of L1 and L2 undergraduate students in an American
university. In this study, Keck (2006) presented his taxonomy of four paraphrase
types: Near Copy, Minimal Revision, Moderate Revision, and Substantial Revision.
Out of 165 students who all had previous experience gaining summary and
paraphrasing skills, 91 were L1 and bilingual students while 74 were L2 high-
intermediate and advanced-level students (Chinese comprised the highest
proportion followed by Korean, Japanese, Spanish, French, and Arabs). The results
reveal that in summary writing tasks, L.2 students produced more Near Copy-type
paraphrasing than the L1 students while L1 students produced more Moderate and
Substantial Revision-typed paraphrasing than L2 students.

“Academic plagiarism” still occurs without in-text citation and
references or bibliographies although a writer uses those fundamental methods (see
sub-Sections 2.4.1.2.1-2.4.1.2.3) effectively in writing (Chulalongkorn University,
2011; Hexham, 2005; McKeever, 2006). It is further stated in the Graduate School,
Chulalongkorn University (2013), Hexham (2005), and Chulalongkorn University’s
handbook for postgraduate students (2013) that only footnoting sources is
inadequate and is still considered plagiarism. This is to say, in academic writing,
writing conventions for the appropriate use and documentation of sources are
essential. Fairly careful attention to those three documentation approaches
mentioned earlier is essential, but citation and reference styles in documentation
strategies should also be taken into consideration. There are several citation and
reference styles including APA (American Psychological Association), CMS
(Chicago Manual of Style), and MLA (Modern Language Association) styles
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(Brandon, 2004; https://owl.english.purdue.edu; Mehlich & Smith-Worthington,
1997; Moore & Cassel, 2011; Roig, 2001; Ruszkiewicz et al., 2006; Wyrick, 2008).
[lustrations of three frequently-used styles of the in-text citation and referencing

styles used in many ESL and EFL disciplinary writing conventions are presented in

Table 2.1.

Table 2.1 In-Text Citation and Reference Styles
(Adapted from https://owl.english.purdue.edu)

Style Example (Source: Book)

APA In-text citation | This phenomenon is referred to as a “cumulative
collaboration of evidence” (Edwards, 2012, p. 45).

Reference Edwards, C. (2012). Educational Research.
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

CMS In-text citation | This phenomenon is referred to as a “cumulative
collaboration of evidence.”"!

1. Carl Edwards, Educational Research (Upper Saddle
River, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 2012), 45.

Reference Edwards, Carl. Educational Research.
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 2012.

MLA In-text citation | This phenomenon is referred to as a “cumulative
collaboration of evidence” (Edwards 45).

Reference Edwards, Carl. Educational Research.
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 2012. Print.

Citing the source principally helps avoid plagiarism (Folse & Pugh,
2010: 199). A citation should be used when the information including general or
common knowledge does not come from a writer’s/author’s original idea(s). Use of

quotation marks and an in-text citation can also solve learners’ acts of plagiarism
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(Indiana University, 2013; http://www.indiana.edu/~istd/practice.
html). According to the website of Indiana University, word-for-word plagiarism
can be solved by using quotation marks, an in-text citation, and a reference.
Similarly, paraphrasing plagiarism or plagiarism of structure can be solved by using
an in-text citation and a reference (Chulalongkorn University, 2011;
https://www.centralia.edu/academics/writingcenter/) and http://www.indiana.edu/
~istd/practice.html).

Furthermore, it is suggested that “Good teaching is the very best
prevention for patchwriting” (Pecorari, 2013: 99). Patchwriting is considered one of
the plagiarism types (See Section 2.2.3.4). There are several studies on the effect of
instructional intervention on students’ writing ability (Davis, 2013; Dubois, 1988;
East, 2006; Flowerdew & Li, 2007a; Gu & Brooks, 2008; Li, 2013b and 2013c;
Petri¢ & Harwood, 2013; Storch, 2012; Wette, 2010).

Dubois (1988) suggests, in her study on biomedical scientists’
perceptions of citation practices, that teaching documentation approaches (i.e. direct
quotation, summary, and paraphrase) is essential to avoid novice writers’/authors’
academic plagiarism. Wette’s (2010) study examines the effect of L2 instruction on
undergraduate students’ L2 academic writing development. Seventy-eight L2
students who were mostly from Malaysia followed by China, Korea, Japan,
Germany, India, Papua New Guinea, and Tonga, were enrolled in the Faculties of
Arts, Commerce, Education, and Science. After 78 students had learned and
practiced technical and discourse skills in two elective advanced-level writing
courses, their classroom, out-of-class writing tasks, and post-test were analyzed.
The results showed that the students significantly improve declarative and
grammatical knowledge. However, the students still had problems with source-
based writing due to their insufficient proficiency in academic writing (Flowerdew
& Li, 2007a; Li & Casanave, 2012; Storch, 2009; Wette, 2010). Li’s (2013b and
2013c) studies suggest that expert writers’ mentoring to novice writers is necessary

in scientific writing which frequently involves patchwriting from sources.
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An interview study on changes in ten Chinese students’ perceptions
of cross-cultural contextual plagiarism in a British university over fifteen months
was carried out by Gu & Brooks (2008). The students, from Arts and Humanities,
Social Sciences, and Science and Engineering disciplines, reported that the
academic writing instruction helped develop their understanding and perception of
plagiarism.

Further study by Storch (2012) examined the effectiveness of
explicit instruction on students’ ability to acknowledge source materials. The study
was conducted with 30 undergraduate and graduate international students in the
faculties of Engineering and Economics/Business at a university in Australia. After
adopting the content and task-based approach to instruction focusing on
paraphrasing (i.e. three types of paraphrase: Copy/Near copy, Moderate Revisions,
and Substantial Revisions) and summarizing, the students practiced academic
writing with the incorporation of source materials in research-based reports and
assignments. Twenty-six valid test scripts were analyzed. The results of her study
reveal that explicit instruction gradually improves the students’ ability to use
sources (i.e. correct acknowledgement and citation of sources) and helps students to
be less dependent on the language of source materials (i.e. students’ make more use
of own words, phrases, and sentences or of their paraphrasing skills) in their
academic writing.

In addition, a longitudinal study by Davis (2013) which had been
conducted for two years examined three Chinese interdisciplinary postgraduate
students’ development of source use in academic writing. The results show that these
three students from business, public relations and technology disciplines developed
their source-based writing at different non-competent levels. They over-cite and copy
words from the sources, most of which are from the Internet. Her study suggests

more on-going instruction of academic writing for students is necessary.
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2.4.2 Electronic Detection
In addition to human judgment or inspection, the use of plagiarism-
screening tools such as online and automated-software detecters is also taken into
account in plagiarism management. The use of plagiarism-screening tools is

presented in sub-Sections 2.4.2.1.

2.4.2.1 Use of Plagiarism-Screening Tools

Plagiarism-screening tools were employed for online detection and
automated-software detection in several studies.

There are many anti-plagiarism search engines such as WCopyfind
(Chulalongkorn University, 2011; McKeever, 2006), ¢eTBLAST (Li, 2013c),
Cheathouse.com (Flowerdew & Li, 2007a), and others (Park, 2003).

According to McKillup (2007), a requirement for electronic
submission is one plagiarism-detection strategy. There are also plenty of anti-
plagiarism software detection and plagiarism-screening tools for use in ESL and

EFL educational institutions (Clough, 2003, in McKeever, 2006; Howard, 2007; Li,

2013c; McKillup, 2007; Pecorari, 2013) such as é’ﬂmiﬁqﬂﬁ program

(Chulalongkorn University, 2011: 31), CopyCatch (Flowerdew & Li, 2007a),
CrossCheck and SPIaT (Li, 2013c¢), and Turnitin (Chulalongkorn University, 2011;
Stapleton, 2012).

A study by Li (2013c) examined how automated plagiarism-
screening tools have been developed and used for writers’ self-checking before
written task submission. In the study, an illustration of a Self-Plagiarism Detection
Tool (SP1aT) of the University of Arizona was used in a search for students’ self-
plagiarism in computer science articles. Moreover, a search engine, eTBLAST, was
employed to tackle text-based plagiarism for biomedical titles and abstracts.

Stapleton’s (2012) study on the effectiveness of anti-plagiarism
software, namely Turnitin, compared the writing behavior of 44 postgraduate
students from two classes of Written and Spoken Discourse at the Hong Kong

tertiary institute. The main result from checking the students’ final assignments



63

through Turnitin showed that the class without awareness of Turnitin committed
intentional plagiarism at a higher rate than that with an awareness of Turnitin. Thus,
the anti-plagiarism software can deter the students’ act of plagiarism. Li (2013c¢)
also mentioned the use of another anti-plagiarism software called CrossCheck

which similarly served to detect plagiarism for full-text literature.

2.5 Chapter Summary

Plagiarism is considered an internationally and nationally complex issue
which needs to be addressed. Prior to the procedures and the findings of the
research investigation of the current study in the next chapters, related literature and
relevant studies are reviewed in this chapter.

In this chapter, the issue of academic plagiarism is categorized into four
main sections. The first section presents the background aspects of plagiarism,
followed by the second section regarding fundamental aspects covering definitions,
models, and types of plagiarism. The third section presents principal constructs
containing affective-psychological and environmental-situational constructs that are
used to pinpoint plagiarism. The last section deals with plagiarism management in
academic writing.

Next, the methodology of this research study for data collection and analysis

is presented in Chapters 3.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the research methodology employed in this
project. It consists of two main parts:
3.1 The Pilot Study: Initial Reflections
3.1.1 Phase 1: Student Questionnaire and Writing Test
3.1.2 Phase 2: Teacher Questionnaire and Interview
3.2 The Present Study: Planning Stage
3.2.1 Research Design and Procedure
3.2.1.1 Participants of the Study
3.2.1.1.1 Phase 1: Student Participants
3.2.1.1.2 Phase 2: Teacher Participants
3.2.1.2 Research Instruments
3.2.1.2.1 Learner Evaluation Form
3.2.1.2.2 Learner Writing Test
3.2.1.2.3 Instructor/Administrator Questionnaire
3.2.1.2.4 Learner Interview
3.2.1.2.5 Instructor/Administrator Interview
3.2.1.3 Data Collection: Acting and Observing Stages
3.2.1.4 Data Analysis: Reflecting Stage
3.3 Chapter Summary
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In addition to its ex post facto or causal-comparative research design, this
project also employs a mixed-method triangulation design (Edmonds & Kennedy,

2013). The details of the methodology are described as follows.

3.1 The Pilot Study: Initial Reflections

A pilot study was conducted prior to the development of the main study.
The pilot study aimed at testing research instruments for assessing the opinions
about academic plagiarism issues of thirty postgraduate students from
multidisciplinary studies enrolled in three Graduate English writing courses and of
three teachers of the courses.

The study was divided into two phases as follows.

3.1.1 Phase 1: Student Questionnaire, Writing Test, and Interview
The first phase of the pilot study was conducted to pre-test the research
instruments with 30 heterogeneous Thai students from three postgraduate writing
courses—Academic English for Graduate Studies (AEG), Thesis Writing (TW),
and a graduate course from the English as an International Language program
(EIL)—in the first semester of the 2013 academic year. In addition to the two GE
courses involved in this research project, a course from the English as an
International Language program was also included as that course was also provided
for postgraduate students by most lecturers from CULL
Thirty student participants taking part in testing the student questionnaire
and the writing test of the pilot study were divided into three groups. Group one
consisted of eleven students from the AEG course. Group two was composed of
thirteen students from the TW course while the other group consisted of six
students from the EIL program. In addition, three out of thirty participants were
randomly selected from the three courses to participate in an interview. It should be
noted that these 30 student participants in the pilot study were not those in the main
study. The results of the first phase in the pilot study are shown in Sections

3.2.1.2.1,3.2.1.2.2 and 3.2.1.2.4 in the main study.
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3.1.2 Phase 2: Teacher Questionnaire and Interview

The second phase of the pilot study was conducted to assess native and
non-native English teachers’ opinions of plagiarism through a questionnaire and an
interview. The teacher participants were a Thai instructor from the AEG course, a
native-English instructor from the TW course, and a Thai instructor from the EIL
program during the summer session of the 2013 academic year. The results of the
second phase in the pilot study are shown in Sections 3.2.1.2.3 and 3.2.1.2.5 in the

main study.

3.2 The Present Study: Planning Stage
The present study was designed and planned as follows.
3.2.1 Research Design and Procedure

The research design and procedure of this mixed-method with triangulation-
design study (Creswell, 2003 and 2007; Cameron, 2011) covered participants of the
study, research instruments, data collection, and data analysis in Sections 3.2.1.1,

3.2.1.2,3.2.1.3, and 3.2.1.4, respectively. They are described as follows.
3.2.1.1 Participants of the Study

Information gathered from the Office of the Registrar at
Chulalongkorn University (CU) show that the total number of CU students who
enrolled at undergraduate and postgraduate levels has annually increased. To
illustrate, the number of CU students at both levels increased 0.6% from 10,128
students in 2010 (June 25, 2010) to 10,185 students in 2011 (July 21, 2011). Owing
to the increasing admission trend, one of the standards for admission to CU was
newly specified in the adjusted admission scores for English language proficiency
(i.e. IELTS, TOEFL, and/or CU-TEP) starting from the 2010 academic year (see
Figure 1).
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This study of plagiarism issues was writing-skill-based and
implemented at postgraduate levels in courses which were offered by
Chulalongkorn University Language Institute (CULI). The participants of the main
study were then purposively sampled.

During the 2013and 2014 academic years, the participants in the
present study were 219 postgraduate students from interdisciplinary studies,
Graduate School, Chulalongkorn University and 80 native-English speaking and
Thai instructors of English. All participants took part in two phases of the study.

3.2.1.1.1 Phase 1: Student Participants

The first phase of the main study started in the second semester of
the 2013 academic year. The present study was conducted with 219 postgraduate
Thai students from three postgraduate writing courses—103 students enrolled in the
AEG course, 96 students in the TW course, and 20 students in the EIL program.
However, for the data analyses, the actual number of the participants was adjusted
based on the complete and valid data as illustrated in Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2.

In order to answer research question 1.1 in Section 3.2.1.4, “Do
Science and Social Science student groups have a significant difference in their
perception of academic plagiarism in English language learning? If so, to what
extent?” and research question 1.3, “Do Science and Social Science student groups
have a significant difference in their actual practice of academic plagiarism in
English language learning? If so, to what extent?”, the student participants were
further divided into two groups based on two major fields of postgraduate study—

science and social sciences as shown in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1 Grouped Participants Based on Major Fields of Study

Group of
Discipline

Major Field
of Study

No. of Grouped Participants

Perception
of Plagiarism
(n =196)

Actual Practice
of Plagiarism
(n =153)

(O8]

4
5
6.
7
8
9

. Allied Health Science
. Architecture

. College of Population
Studies

. Dentistry

. Engineering

Medicine

. Nursing

. Pharmaceutical Science

. Science

10. Sports Science

1

1. Veterinary Science

7

~

~ .-

Science

125

96

12. Arts

13. Communication Arts

14. Education

15. Fine and Applied
16. Arts

17. The EIL Program

7
-

\

\~
EN

Social
Science

71

57

From Table 3.1, based on the major fields of study out of 17 groups of disciplines,

quantitative data regarding the perception of academic plagiarism were collected

from 125 science participants and 71 social science participants. In addition, data

concerning the actual practice of academic plagiarism was gathered from 96

science and 57 social science participants.
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In addition, to answer research question number 1.2, “Do the groups
of high achievers and low achievers have a significant difference in their
perception of academic plagiarism in English language learning? If so, to what
extent?”, the participants were divided into two groups based on their initial CU-
TEP scores—high achievers and limited achievers. It should be noted that all
postgraduate students were required to take CU-TEP as a prerequisite for their
postgraduate entry. Moreover, the fee for CU-TEP is much cheaper than that of
IELTS and/or TOEFL. Thus, CU-TEP scores have proved to be the most feasible
for utilization as criterion for grouping the participants of the study. Based on the
CU-TEP score range, the participants were divided into two groups—high

achievers and limited achievers (see Table 3.2).

Table 3.2 Grouped Participants Based on English Proficiency

No. of Grouped
Participants
-TEP .
Cg Interpretation Gr?l.lped Perception Actual
core Participants .
R of Practice of
ange .. .
Plagiarism | Plagiarism
(n=196) (n=153)
107-120 Upper Advanced y
92-106 Advanced |
80-91 Middle Advanced | % , HED ol 39
: Achievers
69-79 Low Advanced !
57-68 Intermediate E
45-56 Middle Intermediate |
33-44 Low Intermediate E
. . Limited 135 114
18-32 Upper Beginner .'> Achievers
8-17 Middle Beginner E
1-7 Beginner /,:
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As can be seen from Table 3.2, based on the CU-TEP scores, 61 participants fell in
the high achiever group whose scores were ranged from 57 to 120 while 135 of
them were in the limited achiever group whose score were from 1 to 56. These high
and the limited achiever groups also participated in the interview to provide further
qualitative data about their perception of plagiarism in their English language
learning.

Moreover, to be able to answer the research question number 1.4,
“Do the groups of high achievers and low achievers have a significant difference in
their actual practice of plagiarism in English language learning? If so, to what
extent?”, the participants’ groups were divided into two groups based on their

CU-TEP scores (Appendix K).

It is remarked that qualitative data from interviews were gathered
from six voluntary student participants from the three aforementioned postgraduate
courses based upon the significant result initially found in the quantitative data.
Owing to the statistically significant result found in the levels of English-language
proficiency-based analysis (see Tables 4.15 and 4.16) other than the fields of study-
based analysis, the qualitative data regarding the perception of plagiarism were
gathered from the interview of both three high and three limited groups whose
scores of English proficiency were from the CU-TEP. However, although both
groups’ interview data were from those with different scores for English
proficiency, it is noted that all six participants generated scores in the CU-TEP
which fell into the same relative range of achiever levels as those of the writing test,

and vice versa (see Table 3.3).
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Table 3.3 Student Participants In the Interviews

CU-TEP Grouped No. of Participants
Score Range Interpretation Participants (n=06)
107-120 Upper Advanced High 3
92-106 Advanced Achievers (1 AEG, 1 TW and
80-91 Middle Advanced LEIL)
69-79 Low Advanced
57-68 Intermediate
45-56 Middle Intermediate Limited 3
33-44 Low Intermediate Achievers (1 AEG, 1 TW and
18-32 Upper Beginner LEIL)
8-17 Middle Beginner
1-7 Beginner

To illustrate, a high achiever from an EIL program obtained a CU-TEP score of 102
out of 120. Therefore, the interview data regarding the perception of plagiarism and
the opinions about contributing indicators to plagiarism were gathered from the

same groups of both high and limited achievers.

3.2.1.1.2 Phase 2: Teacher Participants

The main study was undertaken continually through the first
semester of the 2014 academic year with 80 Thai and native-English instructors of
English writing courses including those who taught in those three postgraduate

courses (i.e. AEG, TW, and EIL) in which the student participants were enrolled. It
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should be noted that teaching administrators were included in the group of Thai

teacher participants.

3.2.1.2 Research Instruments

The research instruments of this study were an evaluation form, a
writing test, an instructor/administrator questionnaire, learner interviews, and
instructor/administrator interviews. These instruments are used to collect the
quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell, 2003 and 2007; Cameron, 2011) to

answer the research questions. The research instruments are described as follows.

3.2.1.2.1 Learner Evaluation Form
The learner evaluation form, designed and developed by the

researcher, was constructed to elicit four types of student participant information.

Part 1:  General information and English language academic background
Part2:  Experiences of plagiarism
Part 3:  Plagiarism awareness

Part 4: Plagiarism knowledge

Parts 3 and 4 were adapted from the Plagiarism Quiz Bank (Source:
http://tlt.psu.edu/plagiarism/links/quizzes-and-exercises/quiz-bank/).

Before actual use of the learner evaluation form, it was piloted to
test its validity and reliability with thirty postgraduate Thai students who were not
participants of the main study (See Section 3.1.1).

After completing the construction of the learner evaluation form,
the researcher designed and developed an item-scoring checklist based on the Index
of Item-Objective Congruence (IOC) (Rovinelli & Hambleton, 1977). The learner
evaluation form with the item-scoring checklist was distributed to three experts for
validity assessment. After the experts verified the form and marked the prepared
checklist, the researcher calculated the average score from the 3 experts for the

checklist to analyze the form validity. The consent form of this study was designed


http://tlt.psu.edu/plagiarism/links/quizzes-and-exercises/quiz-bank/
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and also validated by the same group of the three experts before its actual use with

the participants (Appendices A and B).

Before its actual use, the learner evaluation form was piloted to test

its reliability. The reliability of the 16 five-point Likert scale items evaluation form

in Part 3 was statistically analyzed using the formula for the Cronbach alpha

coefficient (a-coefficient). The reliability index was .86. After the pilot study, the

evaluation form was revised and developed in terms of the format, the content, and

the number of the items and then used in this study to collect data.

The specifications of the adjusted 45-item learner evaluation form

consist of four parts as follows.

Part 1 General information
and English language

academic background

Part 2 Experiences of

plagiarism

Part3  Plagiarism awareness

Part 4 Plagiarism knowledge

contains ten items asking the respondents for
general information and four items about their

English language academic background.

contains nine items asking about their

experiences of plagiarism.

comprises 16 five-point Likert scale items
asking the participants to rate their plagiarism

awarcness

contains ten items with two sections—Section A
consisting of nine close-ended or multiple-
choice items and Section B containing one semi-
open-ended item with two sub-sections. In
section A, nine items represent nine cases asking
about knowledge of plagiarism while Section B
was designed to elicit the participants’
knowledge of plagiarism in the form of a case

study (see Appendices C and D).
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It is noted that Parts 3 and 4 of the learner evaluation form were adapted from the
Graduate School, Chulalongkorn University (2009), University Council Conference
(2011), www.indiana.edu/~istd/practice.html and http://tlt.psu.edu/plagiarism/

links/quizzes-and-exercises/quiz-bank/.

In the data collection, it should be remarked that the title of each
part of the learner evaluation form (i.e. General information and English language
academic background, Experiences of plagiarism, Plagiarism awareness, and
Plagiarism knowledge) was not shown in the copies of the form which were used to
collect the student participants’ responses in order to prevent Halo effects causing

response bias (Dornyei & Taguchi, 2010; Mackey & Gass, 2005).

3.2.1.2.2 Learner Writing Test

In order to answer research questions 3 and 4 regarding the student
participants’ actual practice, the writing test was designed to measure the academic
writing ability of Thai postgraduate students. Before the actual use of the writing
test, the test was also piloted to test its validity and reliability.

In terms of the validity of the writing test, before the use of the test
in the pilot study, it was verified by five experts comprising two native-English
lecturers and three Thai lecturers of English. After the pilot study (Appendix E), the
test was revised in terms of the format and the content. The writing title and content
were changed from “Coca Cola” to “Test Anxiety”. The reason for revising the test
title and its content was its relevance to all students’, including the participants’,
background knowledge and prior experience. The revised writing test that focused
on academic writing of a literature review was adapted from Ruszkiewicz et al.
(2006: 362) and piloted again before use in the main study.

The orientation of the test was derived from a review of the
literature chapters and curricula of the courses (i.e. Academic English for Graduate
Studies—AEG, Thesis Writing—TW, and a graduate course from the English as an

International Language program—EIL). In all courses, the students are required to


http://www.indiana.edu/~istd/practice.html
http://tlt.psu.edu/plagiarism/%0blinks/quizzes-and-exercises/quiz-bank/
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know how to write a review of literature. Additionally, it is possible to trace
plagiarism in the part of the literature review which covered knowledge of how to
paraphrase, summarize, and write in-text citations.

The writing test in the study was applied to examine whether and
to what extent the students would commit any plagiarism in their writing test
(Appendix F). The participants’ written texts in relation to the source text provided
in the writing test were assessed through plagiarism checking software, namely

Turnitin, and by external raters. The plagiarism assessment criteria are shown in

Table 3.4.
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Plagiarism? To what extent?
Checked through Assessed by Checked through Assessed by
Software Rater Software Rater
Turnitin A chart of How to Turnitin Scoring criteria
(%) Recognize Plagiarism (%) (100)
. . Source: .
% in plagiarism ( e ) Plagiarism color codes: o
° i pHe www.indiana.edu/~istd/ | . Rged: 75-100% » Citation (50)
practice.html) » Orange: 50-74 % " Content (25)
= Yellow: 25-49% " Language (25)
= Green: 0-24%
(See Note 1 on the next | _ Blue: No matches (0%) (See Note 2 on the
page) next page)

Note 1: The Chart of How to Recognize Plagiarism

(www.indiana.edu/~istd/practice.html)

Does the student version take ideas from the original source material?
Yes No
Is at least one idea taken from the original source material a direct word-for-
word quote in the student version?
Yes No
Is the direct word-for-word quote Is the paraphrased idea missing an
missing either quotation marks, or in-text citation or missing a
missing an in-text citation, or missing | reference in the student version?
a reference in the student version?
Yes No Yes No
The student version The student The student The student The student
is: version is: version is: version is: version is:
Word-for-word || Not plagiarism Paraphrasing Not Not plagiarism
plagiarism* plagiarism* plagiarism

*Remarks: Two prevalent kinds of plagiarism: Word-for-word and Paraphrasing



http://www.indiana.edu/~istd/practice.html
http://www.indiana.edu/~istd/practice.html
http://www.indiana.edu/~istd/practice.html
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Note 2: Scoring Criteria (developed by the researcher and adapted from Turnitin)

Scale Scale Scale Scale Scale Scale Scale Scale Scale Scale
Rubric 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
(10) (20) (30) (40) (50) (60) (70) (80) (90) (100)

Citation (50%): 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

®* Proper/correct and complete
citation and/or quotation (25)

Notes:
(1) In case of the use of
quotation, the full score of 25
will be given for *correct
citation:
-The author’s surname, the
publication date and the page
number are acknowledged in
case of the APA and the CMS
styles.
-Publication date can be omitted
in case of the MLA style.
*Score deduction for errors (e.g.
first name use, omitted page
number)
(2) However, in case of the use
of quotation, no score for
paraphrase will be given.

= Paraphrase (25)

Note: A paraphrased version
without summary is allowed.
However, the paraphrased
and summarized version of
the source text is preferable
to an impression of the better
quality of a writing piece.

Content (25%): 2.5 5 7.5 10 12.5 15 17.5 20 22.5 25

Complete content conveying the
relevant scope and/or same
meaning as in the original source

Language (25%): 25 5 7.5 10 12.5 15 17.5 20 22.5 25

No [comma splices, run-on,
misspelling, word choice, passive
voice, subject-verb agreement and
tense] errors




78

As can be seen from Table 3.4, the plagiarism assessment tools to be used in this
main study to assess whether and to what extent the students commit any
plagiarism in their writing practice are plagiarism checking software called
Turnitin, a chart of How to Recognize Plagiarism, and scoring criteria.

Turnitin is Internet-based plagiarism detection software. All
participants’ written scripts in the writing test were typed and saved in the form of
.doc files to be submitted to the Turnitin website (www.turnitin.com). It should be
noted that all written test-scripts in the files were kept identical to the participants’
original written texts (e.g. misspelled words, incorrect spacing, incorrect
punctuation, etc.). Turnitin shows if there is any plagiarism in texts through a
percentage indication and depicts the degree of plagiarism through color-coding of
the text. In Table 3.4, percentage levels from 0 to 100 indicate no plagiarism to
completely plagiarized via blue to red color codes, respectively. It is noticeable that
the green color code means very minor plagiarism such as 0.01% to 0% which is
different from the blue color code which means only zero percent plagiarism.

In addition to the software checker, a human checker was also
employed. The two experienced raters were not involved in this study to avoid
research result bias. The raters were instructed in using the How To Recognize
Plagiarism chart to check if there was any plagiarism in the participants’ written
test-scripts. Then, the raters evaluated the texts by using the scoring rubric that was
developed for the Turnitin program. The criteria for the scoring rubric consisted of
content (25), language (25), and citation (50) with a full score of 100. It should be
noted that the correlation of these two raters produced a high value for inter-rater
reliability (IRR) (Bachman, 2004). In other words, the high value of IRR was
computed using the Pearson correlation coefficient » demonstrated a high
correlation between the writing test scores for a random sample of 30 written
scripts, given by rater 1 and by rater 2. The mean value of the inter-rater reliability

was .88 (p <.01).
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3.2.1.2.3 Instructor/Administrator Questionnaire
The instructor/administrator — questionnaire, designed and
developed by the researcher after the pilot study, was constructed to elicit the
teacher participant information in three areas.
Part 1:  General information and English language teaching background
Part 2:  Plagiarism issues

Part 3:  Effective measures for plagiarism prevention

The instructor/administrator questionnaire can be elaborated as follows. Part 1
contained six items asking the teacher participants for general information and their
English language teaching background. Part 2 consisted of 32 items asking the
teacher participants to rate their opinions about plagiarism issues relevant to
knowledge, awareness, and other issues of plagiarism. In part 2, the 32 items were
divided into three sections: nine Likert-scale items about knowledge of plagiarism,
16 Likert-scale items about awareness of plagiarism, and seven Likert-scale items
regarding other issues of plagiarism. It is noted that the 25 items in the first two
sections of part 2 (i.e. knowledge and awareness of plagiarism) of the
instructor/administrator questionnaire were the same as those 25 items in parts 3
and 4 of the learner evaluation form in order to understand how learners and
instructors/administrators viewed plagiarism for the same given cases. Furthermore,
in the instructor/administrator questionnaire, part 3 contains four Likert-scale items
asking the participants to rank their perspectives on the given measures for
plagiarism prevention.

However, before the actual use of the questionnaire, it was verified
by three experts for its content validity through the item-scoring checklist based on
the Index of Item-Objective Congruence (IOC) (Rovinelli & Hambleton, 1977).
After the validity assessment, the questionnaire was piloted for reliability with three
teacher participants comprising a Thai instructor from the AEG course, a native-

English instructor from the TW course, and a Thai instructor from the EIL program.



80

These three teacher participants in the pilot study were not involved in the main
study. The index of the reliability of the questionnaire was 0.89.

After the pilot study, the questionnaire was revised and used in the
present study to collect data (Appendix H). In the data collection, it should be noted
that the title of each part of the questionnaire (i.e. general information and English
language teaching background, plagiarism issues, and effective measures for
plagiarism prevention) was not shown in the copies of the questionnaire which were
used to collect the instructors’/administrators’ responses so as to prevent Halo

effects causing response bias (Dornyei & Taguchi, 2010; Mackey & Gass, 2005).

3.2.1.2.4 Learner Interview

A semi-structured interview in this study was adjusted and conducted
to elicit additional qualitative data after the pilot study with three student
participants. The interview of the main study aimed to examine more about the
student participants’ perception of plagiarism and their opinions about contributory
factors influencing plagiarism (Appendix G).

Two groups of the participants, consisting of three high achievers
and three limited achievers, were regarded as the interview representatives of the
student participants from individual three postgraduate courses. In other words, six
participants were voluntarily selected from three high achievers and three limited
achievers from each of the three postgraduate courses (i.e. AEG, TW and EIL) in
the study. In this study, the student interview data regarding perception of
plagiarism (Section 4.1.2.1) and opinions about contributing indicators to
plagiarism (Section 4.3.2.1) were gathered from the same groups of three high and
three limited achievers since their scores for English proficiency based on CU-TEP
fell into the same achiever range of those of the writing test (see Table 3.3). With
the participants’ permission, the interviews were recorded and subsequently

transcribed to support the analysis of quantitative data.
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3.2.1.2.5 Instructor/Administrator Interview

The purpose of the instructor/administrator interview in the study
was to examine further teacher participants’ comments on effective measures for
plagiarism prevention in the Thai or any EFL/ESL context (Appendix I). After the
pilot study was conducted with three teacher participants, the revised interview was
given to instructors/administrators in the main study. As a result of the researcher’s
reflections on one native-English instructor’s and two Thai instructors’ interview
responses regarding their preference for not being video- or audio-recorded in the
pilot study and her awareness of instructors’/administrators’ tight schedules during
the data collection of the main study, the instructor/administrator interview was
then re-designed to be more flexible so it would better suit the teacher participants’
being interviewed for the main study. Thus, the interview of the study was prepared
in two forms: written and spoken versions. That is, in case a verbal interview was
not possible, a written version of the teacher participants’ interview responses was

also acceptable in lieu of a video- or audio-recording.

3.2.1.3 Data Collection: Acting and Observing Stages

This research project, with its quasi—quantitative and qualitative—
design (Creswell, 2003 and 2007), was conducted during postgraduate class time
from the first semester of the 2013 academic year to the first semester of the 2014
academic year. With respect to the research ethical issues, all participants were
treated equally throughout the data collection procedures from the pilot study to the
main study.

The data were collected in ten steps over three semesters. All steps of

data collection were carried out based on the procedures in Table 3.5.
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. Term 1/ Summer Term 2/ Summer Term 1/2014
Processing 2013 1/2013 2013 2/2013 (Note: Start ASEAN
Plan academic term)
2013 2014
Jun- | Aug- Oct Nov- | Jan- | Mar- | May- | Aug- Oct- Dec
Jul Sep Dec Feb Apr | Jul Sep Nov
= Pilot study: L~
Phase 1

- Step 1: Consent form and
student questionnaire

- Step 2: Writing test

- Step 3: Student interview

Phase 2

- Step 4: Teacher
questionnaire

- Step 5: Teacher interview

= Main study:
Phase 1

e

- Step 6: Consent form and
learner evaluation form

- Step 7: Learner writing test

- Step 8: Learner interview

Phase 2

- Step 9:
Instructor/administrator
questionnaire

- Step 10:
Instructor/administrator
interview

= Data Analysis:
Analyzing the results
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The ten steps in the procedures, from Table 3.5, can be described as
follows.

Step 1: In the first two weeks of three courses (i.e. Academic English
for Graduate Studies, Thesis Writing, and a graduate course from the English as an
International Language program), basic knowledge (e.g. parts of speech and
sentence structures) and course content (e.g. paraphrasing, summarizing, and in-text
citation writing) were introduced and reviewed with the student participants. In the
following weeks of the courses, the researcher visited three different course classes
and informed the voluntary participants about the purposes of this research study.
The study was conducted with the informed consent of the participants. The copies
of the ‘comsent form’ were then distributed to three postgraduate courses (i.e.
eleven participants in the AEG course, thirteen participants in the TW course, and
six participants in the EIL program).

After collecting the consent form, a ‘student questionnaire’ was then
distributed to the participants. All questionnaire responses were evaluated and
utilized for the development of a ‘learner evaluation form’ used in the main study
(see Step 6).

Step 2: A ‘writing test’ was distributed to the participants of the
courses in the following month since it was certain that all participants had acquired
and could practice most of the course knowledge before they were to take final
exams. All participants’ written test-scripts were assessed for the development of
the writing test and the writing criteria to be used in the main study (see Step 7).

Step 3: During the week after the writing test was administered, three
participants from the three courses (i.e. one participant per course) were randomly
chosen for an ‘interview’ for additional qualitative data.

Step 4: During the summer session when most instructors of English

were free from teaching and marking exam papers, the researcher distributed copies
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of a teacher questionnaire to three teacher participants, who were from the three
courses, as planned.

Step 5: After the completion of the questionnaire collection, the
researcher interviewed three teacher participants as scheduled. However, due to the
participants’ preferences, the interviews were done without video- or audio-
recording. The researcher, thus, wrote down detailed points as much as possible
during and after the interview process.

All data collected from the research instruments in the pilot study were
assessed and utilized. The instruments were revised for their validity and reliability
before use in the main study in the next semester.

Step 6: The data collection of the main study started in the third month
of the new semester to make sure that all student participants initially acquired and
could practice the course content knowledge and academic writing skills. To ensure
that the study was conducted with the informed consent of the participants, the
researcher visited eight classes of the three postgraduate courses (i.e. AEG, TW,
and EIL) to initially distribute the revised ‘comsent form’. Later, the revised
‘student questionnaire’ or ‘learner evaluation form’ was distributed to all
voluntary participants in the classes (Appendix C).

In order to facilitate the participants’ understanding of this research
project, Thai-version consent forms and learner evaluation forms were distributed
to eight class groups of the student participants in four classes of the AEG course
and to those in three classes of the TW course (Appendix B) while the English-
versions were distributed to a class in the EIL program (Appendix A). It should be
noted that two versions of the consent form and the learner evaluation form were
distributed to the participants in accordance with their majors. That is, the Thai-
version consent form and the learner evaluation form were given to the non-
English-major participants in the first two courses while the English-version ones
were given to the English-major participants. The researcher also informed the

students that their participation was voluntary and that their information and
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responses would remain confidential. All identifying information was removed
when their data was collected.

Step 7: After collecting all the questionnaire copies, the revised
‘writing test’ was administered to the participants (Appendix F).

From step 6 to step 7, the data collection took around one and a half
hours. It should be noted that the classes of the three postgraduate courses were
scheduled on different days of the week. Therefore, the research assistants were
needed when visiting individual courses—AEG and TW, each of which was
scheduled at the same time.

Step 8: After having two experienced raters score the participants’ test
scripts, the researcher evaluated the scored texts of the participants’ writing test and
further employed the Turnitin program to detect any acts of plagiarism. In the
following week after having the results from the writing test, the researcher
appointed six voluntary participants for the interview. That is, based on the
participants’ writing test scores, three high achievers and three limited achievers
were randomly selected for a ‘learner interview’ (Appendix G). Interview
questions were employed for eliciting additional in-depth data.

Step 9: In the first week of the new semester start, copies of the revised
‘instructor/administrator questionnaire’ were distributed to 80 teacher participants
(Appendix H). The instructor/administrator questionnaire was written in English
since all instructors were English-language university experts and instructors. The
participants were informed to return the questionnaire by the due date.

Step 10: In the following weeks after the complete collection of the
returned copies of the instructor/administrator questionnaire, the ‘Instructor/
Administrator Interview’ was carried out. Due to limitations on the teacher
participants’ availability for interviewsand their reluctance to be recorded, the
researcher decided to distribute copies of the written-versioned interview form to

the participants with a specified date for its return (Appendix I).
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3.2.1.4 Data Analysis: Reflecting Stage

This study had both a quantitative and a qualitative design. The
research instruments were used to triangulate the quantitative and qualitative data

which were analyzed to answer the following research questions.

Research Question 1 Do Thai postgraduate students have a significant
difference in their perception of academic
plagiarism in English language learning? If so, to

what extent?

To answer research question 1, the analyses of data were divided into
three sub-sections. The first sub-section focuses on examining the overall
perception of plagiarism of all student participants in their English language
learning while the other two sub-sections focus on comparing the perception of
plagiarism based on the different types of participant groups. The results of the first
sub-section are shown in Section 4.1.1.1 of Chapter 4 and those of the second and
the third ones are shown respectively in Sections 4.1.1.2 and 4.1.1.3 of Chapter 4.

The first sub-section aimed to investigate the overall perception of
plagiarism in English language learning of all Thai postgraduate students from
interdisciplinary studies involved in this study. In this sub-section, it should be
noted that to collect the data for this study, the copies of the learner evaluation form
were, in the main study, distributed to 295 student participants. However, out of
219 returned questionnaires, 196 copies provided valid responses while 23 out of
219 returned copies (approximately 10%) showed some missing or incomplete
information. Thus, the actual number of the student participants used for data
analysis in research question 1 was 196.

To answer the first research question, firstly, the components of the

perception of plagiarism can be categorized as awareness of plagiarism and
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knowledge of plagiarism. The data involving the student participants’ plagiarism
awareness in Part 3 and their plagiarism knowledge in Part 4 of the learner
evaluation form were analyzed (see Appendix C).

In Part 3 of the learner evaluation form, the student participants were
asked to rank 16 given academic cases based on a rating scale from 5 “Strongly
agree” to 1 “Strongly disagree”. The frequency of each level of the rating scale
from the student participants’ responses was calculated. The mean scores and the
standard deviations of the participants’ responses to all 16 of the five-point Likert
questionnaire items were also assessed using the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS) program (version 22.0) for Windows.

The criteria for the five-point rating scale interpretation of the mean

scores are presented in Table 3.6.

Table 3.6 Levels of Five-Point Rating Scale and Interpretation

Levels of Interpretation
Rating Scale

4.21-5.00 Strongly agree
3.41-4.20 Agree
2.61-3.40 Not sure
1.81-2.60 Disagree
1.00-1.80 Strongly disagree

The interpretation of the rating scale in Table 3.6 refers to the extent of
the participants’ perception of plagiarism. It is a measure of the participants’
awareness of plagiarism ranging from very positive to very negative. It was also

designed to allow the participants to indicate how strongly they agreed or disagreed
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with the statements relating to their perception of plagiarism in English language
learning.

In Part 4 of the learner evaluation form, there are two sections: A and B
for ten items. In section A, the student participants were asked to choose an answer
per case item that described their ideas whether a given case is academic
plagiarism. The participants’ responses to nine multiple-choice items were
evaluated through the SPSS program for the frequency of the selected answers. It is
noticeable that each of the nine items contains three multiple choices representing
levels of perception of plagiarism knowledge: agree, unsure, and disagree. In terms
of data interpretation, the frequency of all responses to each item in Section A can
be in relation to a three-point rating scale ranked from 3 “Agree” to 1 “Disagree”.
The mean scores and the standard deviations of the participants’ responses to all
nine items were also assessed through the Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS) program. The criteria for the three-point rating scale interpretation of the

mean scores are presented in Table 3.7.

Table 3.7 Levels of Three-Point Rating Scale and Interpretation

Levels of Interpretation
Rating Scale

2.34-3.00 Agree

1.67-2.33 Not sure

1.00-1.66 Disagree

The nine items were designed to allow the participants to indicate
whether they agreed or disagreed with the statements relating to their knowledge of

plagiarism in English language learning.
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In Section B, there is one semi-open-ended item such as a case study
for the student participants to judge. The responses to the item were also assessed
by the SPSS program for the frequency of the selected answers.

After the results of the data analysis of the extent of the participants’
perception of plagiarism in Parts 3 and 4 are shown, they were also compared with
individual specified answers which indicate whether the given cases are acceptable

or not in a general academic context.

The second and the third sub-sections aimed to compare whether there
was any significant difference in the perception of plagiarism of the participant
groups based on their major fields of studies (i.e. science and social science
groups). This used their answers to research question 1.1 while their levels of
English language proficiency (i.e. high and limited achiever groups) were used to
answer research question 1.2.

In the second sub-section, research question 1 can be elaborated as in

research question 1.1.

Research Question 1.1 Do Science and Social Science student groups have
a significant difference in their perception of
academic plagiarism in English language learning?

If so, to what extent?

The study for research question 1.1 was conducted to collect data from

the student participants and designed as depicted in Figure 3.1.
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(n = 125)

4 N [

Science group 1

1 sci
Learner Evaluation Form \ [ e }

(n=71)

Figure 3.1 Research Design for Data Collection: Science and Social Science

Groups’ Perception

To answer research question 1.1, three steps of data analysis were
needed.

First, all participants were grouped in accordance with their fields of
studies: science and social sciences. That is, the science participant group comprise
those who were studying in the faculties of Allied Health Science, Architecture,
College of Population Studies, Dentistry, Engineering, Medicine, Nursing,
Pharmaceutical Science, Science, Sports Science, and Veterinary Science. Next, the
social science group comprised those who were in the faculties of Arts,
Communication Arts, Education, and Fine and Applied Arts, and from the EIL
program.

Second, to determine whether there is a significant difference in the
perception of academic plagiarism between the science and social science groups,
the mean scores of the perception responses of both participant groups were
compared using an independent-samples #-test. If there was a significant difference
in the science and social science groups’ perception (in both aspects of plagiarism

awareness from 16 Likert-scale items in Part 3 and of plagiarism knowledge from
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11 items in Part 4 of the evaluation form) of academic plagiarism (see Appendices
C and D), the third step was to find the extent of the difference.

Third, to find out to what extent the perception of academic plagiarism
of science students was significantly different from those of social science students,
the mean and standard deviation of the perception scores of the science and social
science groups were calculated using Cohen’s effect-size (d) method. The Cohen’s
(1988) effect size levels and their interpretation, adapted from Becker (2000) and
Hopkins (2002), are shown in Table 3.8.

Table 3.8 Interpretation of Effect Size Levels

Levels of the Effect Size Interpretation of Difference Magnitude
09<ES<1.0 Nearly perfect to perfect
0.8<ES<0.9 Very large
0.5<ES<0.8 Large
0.2<ES<0.5 Moderate

ES<0.2 Small
ES <0.1 Trivial

The interpretation of the effect size levels from Table 3.8 refers to a
measure of the levels of the correlation between the mean difference in perception
of plagiarism between the groups of science and social science students. In
addition, the levels of effect size indicate the relative magnitudes or sizes of the
difference (Thalheimer and Cook, 2002) in the science and social science groups’
perception (i.e. awareness and knowledge) of plagiarism in English language

learning.

The third sub-section for research question 1 can be elaborated as in

research question 1.2.




92

Research Question 1.2 Do the groups of high achievers and low achievers
have a significant difference in their perception of
academic plagiarism in English language learning?

If so, to what extent?

The study for research question 1.2 was carried out to gather data from

the student participants and was designed as shown in Figure 3.2.

(n=161)

4 N [

High achievers 1

Limited achi
Learner Evaluation Form \[ T }

(n=135)

Figure 3.2 Research Design for Data Collection: High and Limited

Achievers’ Perception

To answer research question 1.2, three steps of data analysis were
needed.

Firstly, all participants were systematically ranked from highest to
lowest based on their Chulalongkorn University Test of English Proficiency (CU-
TEP) scores. The participants whose CU-TEP scores were from 57 to 120 were

considered to be in the high achiever group, and those whose CU-TEP scores were
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between 1 and 56 were considered to be in the limited achiever group (see Table
3.1). It is noted that the number of high and limited achiever groups of the
participants in research question 1.2 (see Figure 3.2) was different from those in
research question 1.1 (see Figure 3.1).

Secondly, to determine whether there is a significant difference in the
perception of plagiarism between the high and limited achiever groups, an
independent-samples z-test was used. If there was a significant difference in the
high and limited achiever groups’ perception (in both aspects of plagiarism
awareness from 16 Likert-scale items in Part 3 and of plagiarism knowledge from
11 items in Part 4 of the evaluation form) of plagiarism, the third step would be
followed.

Thirdly, to investigate any significant difference, the mean and standard
deviation of the perception scores of high and limited achiever groups were
calculated using Cohen’s effect size measures.

The three sub-sections previously described are for the quantitative
analysis of the student participants’ perception of plagiarism in English language
learning. Furthermore, to obtain qualitative data about the student participants’
perception of plagiarism, the responses of six learner participants (i.e. three high
and three limited achievers) from the learner interview (see Appendix L) were
assessed through content analysis.

Next, the analysis of data of the participants’ actual practice of
plagiarism in English language learning was employed to answer research question

2.

Research Question 2 Do Thai postgraduate students have a significant
difference in their actual practice of academic
plagiarism in English language learning? If so, to

what extent?
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To examine and compare the student participants’ actual practice of
academic plagiarism in English language learning, the student participants’ writing
test scores were assessed by two external raters and the Turnitin software. The
scores could indicate whether and to what extent the participants committed any
plagiarism in their writing test.

In data collection, it is noted that the copies of the writing test were
administered to 196 student participants. However, 153 copies of the writing test
were filled in and could be analyzed, while 43 student participants (approximately
30%) did not take the test nor provided adequate data for analysis. Therefore, the
actual number of the student participants used for data analysis in research question
2 was 153.

For the data analysis of the actual practice of plagiarism, the student
participants were categorized into two groups based on their main fields of studies
and levels of English language proficiency. Thus, research question 2 can be
elaborated as in the following sub-sections to answer research questions 2.1 and

2.2.

Research Question 2.1 Do Science and Social Science student groups have
a significant difference in their actual practice of
academic plagiarism in English language learning?

If so, to what extent?

The study for research question 2.1 was implemented to collect data

from the student participants and was designed as illustrated in Figure 3.3.
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Actual Practice
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(n = 96)
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Science group 1

Scores of Writing Test

Writing Test (n=57)

\ [ Social science group }

Figure 3.3 Research Design for Data Collection: Science and Social

Science Groups’ Actual Practice

To answer research question 2.1, three steps of data analysis were
needed.

First, all participants were grouped based on their fields of studies:
science and social sciences. This means that the science participant group
comprised those who were studying in the faculties of Allied Health Science,
Architecture, College of Population Studies, Dentistry, Engineering, Medicine,
Nursing, Pharmaceutical Science, Science, Sports Science, and Veterinary Science.
Next, the social science group comprised those who were in the faculties of Arts,
Communication Arts, Education, and Fine and Applied Arts, and from the EIL
program.

Second, to examine whether there was a significant difference in the
actual practice of plagiarism between the science and social science groups, an
independent-samples #-test was used. If there was a significant difference in the
science and social science groups’ actual practice of plagiarism in the writing test, a

third step then followed.
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Third, to investigate the effect size of a significant difference in the
participants’ actual practice of plagiarism, the mean and standard deviation of the
science and social science groups’ writing test scores were calculated using
Cohen'’s effect-size (d) method.

In addition to the major field of studies, the student participants’ actual
practice can be assessed based on their levels of English language proficiency as in

research question 2.2.

Research Question 2.2 Do the groups of high achievers and low achievers
have a significant difference in their actual
practices of academic plagiarism in English

language learning? If so, to what extent?

The study for research question 2.2 was performed to gather data from

the student participants and was designed as demonstrated in Figure 3.4.

Actual Practice

(n=139)

4 N [

High achievers 1

Scores of Writing Test

Writing Test (n=114)

\[ Limited achievers }

Figure 3.4 Research Design for Data Collection: High and Limited

Achievers’ Actual Practice
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To answer research question 2.2, three steps of data analysis were
needed.

First, all participants were systematically ranked from highest to lowest
based on their CU-TEP scores. It is noted that the number of high and limited
achiever groups of participants in research question 2.2 (see Figure 3.4) was
different from those in research question 2.1 (see Figure 3.3).

Second, to find out if there was a significant difference in the actual
practice of plagiarism between the high and limited achiever groups, an
independent-samples #-test was used. If there was a significant difference in the
high and limited achiever groups’ actual practice of plagiarism in the writing test, a
third step then followed.

Third, to determine the effect size of the significant difference of the
participants’ actual practice, the mean and standard deviation of the high and
limited achiever groups’ writing test scores were calculated using Cohen’s effect
size measures.

Hence, the data analysis previously explained was for the student
participants’ actual practice of plagiarism in English language learning. Next, the
analysis of data for the contributing indicators to the participants’ plagiarism in

English language learning is shown to answer research question 3.

Research Question 3 What are the contributing indicators to the

students’ academic plagiarism?

To examine the contributing indicators to the student participants’
academic plagiarism in English language learning, the responses from the student

participants’ evaluation form and interviews and from the teacher participants’



98

questionnaire responses and interviews were quantitatively and qualitatively
analyzed.

Firstly, to obtain quantitative data about the contributing indicators to
the student participants’ plagiarism, the responses from 196 returned copies of the
learner evaluation form (Parts 1 and 2, see Appendix C) and those from 48 returned
copies of the instructor/administrator questionnaire (Part 1, see Appendix H) were
analyzed. In other words, the data in Parts 1 and 2 of the learner evaluation form
consist of the student participants’ general information and English language
learning background and their experience of plagiarism. In addition, the data in Part
1 of the teacher questionnaire cover the teacher participants’ general information
and English language teaching background. All these quantitative data were
analyzed with the SPSS program (e.g. percentages, frequency distributions, and
arithmetic means).

Next, to obtain qualitative data for the contributing indicators to the
student participants’ plagiarism, the responses of six student participants (i.e. three
high and three limited achievers) from the learner interviews (see Appendix L) and
those of 19 teacher participants (i.e. eight native English-speaking and 11 Thai
university lecturers) from the instructor/administrator interviews (see Appendix N)
were assessed through content analysis.

In order to complete the cycle of this research study, besides the
investigation of those three research questions, further data about practical
measures for plagiarism prevention in the Thai context were necessary for further
development of English-language academic writing learning and pedagogy. Next is

research question 4.

Research Question 4 What are practical measures for academic

plagiarism prevention in the Thai context?
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The study for research question 4 was carried out to collect data from

the teacher participants as shown in Figure 3.5.

Practical Measures for
Plagiarism Prevention

_________________________

= [nstructor/Administrator ————» S (n=48)
Ouestionnaire

Teacher participants
in Questionnaire

= [nstructor/Administrator Teagher part%mpants
in Interview

K Interview (n=19)
-

\4

Figure 3.5 Research Design for Data Collection: Measures for

Plagiarism Prevention

To evaluate and compare effective measures for academic plagiarism
prevention that would be practical in the Thai context, the teacher participants were
asked to rate their perspectives in Part 3 of the instructor/administrator
questionnaire.

It is noted that the copies of the teacher questionnaire were distributed to
80  instructor/administrator  participants. = The return rate for the
instructor/administrator questionnaire was 60%. In other words, 48 copies of the
questionnaire were returned to the researcher and used for data analysis.

To answer the fourth research question, the data involving the practical
measures for plagiarism prevention was quantitatively and qualitatively analyzed

and compared as follows.
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For the quantitative analysis, the teacher responses in Parts 2 and Part 3
of the instructor/administrator questionnaire were calculated. That is, the teacher
participants were asked to rate given cases based on a rating scale from 5 (5th most
practical) to 1 (most practical). The mean scores of the participants’ responses of all
five-point Likert questionnaire items in Parts 2 and Part 3 were analyzed using the
SPSS program (e.g. percentages, frequency distributions, arithmetic means, and
standard deviations). The highest frequency or percentage of the rating scores of the
responses represents the highest rank that the participants viewed as the most
practical measures for plagiarism prevention in the Thai context. In comparisons
whether there was a significant difference between Thai and native English-
speaking instructors’ perspectives on effective measures for plagiarism prevention,
one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was utilized.

In addition to the quantitative analyses of the teacher participants’
perspectives on practical measures for plagiarism prevention, the qualitative
analyses on the content analysis of the interview responses of
instructor/administrator participants were also utilized to support the quantitative

results for Research Question 4.

3.3 Chapter Summary

This research project was carried out into two phases, each of which
covered the pilot study (in Section 3.1) and the main study (in Section 3.2). In order
to report on all participants involved in discrete stages throughout the project, the
number of the participants in both pilot and main studies can be summarized in

Table 3.9.
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Table 3.9 The Number of Participants in Data Distribution and Collection

Research Data Distribution Data Collection
Instruments . . . . .
Pilot Main Study | Total Pilot Main Study | Main Study | Total
Study Study (Returned (Complete
No. of Copies) Information
Participants for Data
Analysis)
Questionnaire:
(1) Student
AEG: 15 140 11 103 96
4 sections
= 35 295 | 330 30 219 196 | 226
3 TW: 14 105 13 96 89
% 3 sections
EIL: 6 50 6 20 11
One group
(2) Teacher 3 80 83 3 48 48 51
Total | 413 277
# | Writing Test:
=
£ AEG: 15 103 11 96 51
g 4 sections
2| £ 35 219 | 254 30 196 153 | 183
- S TW: 14 96 13 89 95
§ 55 3 sections
]
% EIL: 6 20 6 11 7
& One group
Interview:
(1) Student
AEG: 1 2 1 2
4 sections (H: 1; (H: 1;
L:1) L:1)
= .
g TW. 1 3 2 6 9 1|3 2 6 9
2 | 3 sections H: 1 H: 1
n L:1) L:1)
EIL: 1 2 1 2
e} (H: 1; (H: 1;
e gTotp L:1) L:1)
(2) Teacher 3 19 22 3 19 19 22
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The research methodology, employed in the present study after the pilot

study, can be summarized in Table 3.10.

Table 3.10 Research Methodology

Research Question Research Data Collection Data Analysis
Instrument
1. Do Thai postgraduate students have a) Learner (i) Responses from the Quantitative analyses
a significant difference in their evaluation form | instructor/administrator | Descriptive statistics
perception of academic plagiarism in (Parts 3-4) questionnaire containing (c.g. arithmetic means
English language learning? If so, to plagiarism awareness and aﬁ d standard deviations)
what extent? plagiarism knowledge
(n =196 out of 219) - An independent-samples
t-test

1.1) Do Science and Social Science student (nge = 125; ngge = 71) - The effect-size method

groups have a significant difference in

their perception of academic plagiarism

in English language learning? If so, to

what extent?
1.2) Do the groups of high achievers and (ng=61; n = 135)

limited achievers have a significant

difference in their perception of - ] o .

academic plagiarism in English b)tLegmer (i1) Interview responses Qualitative analysis

interview

language learning? If so, to what
extent?

(n=6)

- Content analysis

2. Do Thai postgraduate students have
a significant difference in their actual
practice of academic plagiarism in
English language learning? If so, to
what extent?

a) Writing test

Writing test scores
(n=153)

2.1) Do Science and Social Science student
groups have a significant difference in
their actual practice of academic
plagiarism in English language
learning? If so, to what extent?

(nSc = 967 Ngse = 57)

2.2) Do the groups of high achievers and
limited achievers have a significant
difference in their actual practice of
academic plagiarism in English
language learning? If so, to what
extent?

(ng=39;n =114)

Quantitative analyses

- Raters: Writing
criteria (i.e. content,
language and citation)

- An independent-
samples z-test

- The effect-size
method

- Turnitin program (i.e.
percentage of
plagiarism)
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Research Questions Research Data Collection Data Analyses
Instruments
3. What are the contributing indicators a) Learner (i) Responses from the Quantitative analysis
to the students’ academic plagiarism? evaluation form | evaluation form _ Descrintive statistics
(Parts 1-2) containing students’ P

general information-
English language learning
background and
experiences of plagiarism
(n=196)

b) Instructor/

(i1) Responses from the

(e.g. frequency,
percentage, etc.)

administrator instructor/administrator
questionnaire questionnaire containing
(Part 1) teachers’ general
information and English
language teaching
background
(n =48 out of 80)
c¢) Learner (i11) Interview responses Qualitative analysis
interview (n=16)

d) Instructor/
administrator
interview

(iv) Interview responses
(n=19)

- Content analysis

4. What are practical measures for
academic plagiarism prevention in the
Thai context?

a) Instructor/
administrator
questionnaire
(Part 3)

(i) Responses from the
instructor/administrator
questionnaire containing
perspectives on effective
measures for plagiarism
prevention

(n=48)

Quantitative analysis

- Descriptive statistics
(e.g. frequency,
percentage, etc.)

- One-way Analysis of
Variance (F-test)

b) Instructor/
administrator
interview

(ii) Interview responses
(n=19)

Qualitative analysis

- Content analysis
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The results of the study from the data analyses are presented as the following

sections:

4.1 The Students’ Perception of Plagiarism

4.1.1 Quantitative Results
4.1.1.1 Overall Perception of Plagiarism
4.1.1.1.1 Students’ Plagiarism Awareness
4.1.1.1.2 Students’ Plagiarism Knowledge
4.1.1.2 Comparisons in Major Fields of Study
4.1.1.2.1 Students’ Plagiarism Awareness
4.1.1.2.2 Students’ Plagiarism Knowledge
4.1.1.3 Comparisons in Levels of English Language Proficiency
4.1.1.3.1 Students’ Plagiarism Awareness
4.1.1.3.2 Students’ Plagiarism Knowledge
4.1.2 Qualitative Results
4.1.2.1 Students’ Interview Responses
4.2 The Students’ Actual Practice of Plagiarism
4.2.1 Quantitative Results
4.2.1.1 Writing Test Scores: Raters
4.2.1.1.1 Major Fields of Study
4.2.1.1.2 Levels of English Language Proficiency
4.2.1.2 Writing Test Scores: Checking Software



105

4.3 The Contributing Indicators to the Students’ Plagiarism
4.3.1 Quantitative Results
4.3.1.1 Students’ General Information and English Language Learning
Background
4.3.1.2 Students’ Experience of Plagiarism
4.3.1.3 Instructors’/Administrators’ General Information and English Language
Teaching Background
4.3.2 Qualitative Results
4.3.2.1 Students’ Interview Responses
4.3.2.2 Instructors’/Administrators’ Interview Responses
4.4 The Practical Measures for Plagiarism Prevention
4.4.1 Quantitative Results
4.4.1.1 Instructors’/Administrators’ Questionnaire Responses
44.1.1.1 Knowledge of Plagiarism
4.4.1.1.2 Awareness of Plagiarism
4.4.1.1.3  Other Issues of Plagiarism
4.4.1.1.4 Perspectives on Measures for Plagiarism Prevention
4.4.2 Qualitative Results
4.42.1 Students’ Interview Responses
4.4.2.2 Instructors’/Administrators’ Interview Responses

4.5 Chapter Summary

In order to answer all the research questions of this study, all quantitative
and qualitative data, gathered from learner evaluation forms (Sections 4.1.1 and
4.3.1.1-4.3.1.2), learner interviews (Sections 4.1.2 and 4.3.2.1), writing tests
(Section 4.2.1), instructor/administrator questionnaires (Sections 4.3.1.3-4.3.1.4 and
4.4.1.1), and instructor/administrator interviews (Sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.4.2.1), were

analyzed.
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4.1 The Students’ Perception of Plagiarism

Research Question 1: Do Thai postgraduate students have a
significant difference in their perception
of academic plagiarism in English

language learning? If so, to what extent?

The quantitative results of research question 1 can be presented based on the
aspects of perception (i.e. awareness and knowledge) of academic plagiarism
(Section 4.1.1.1). To elaborate the quantitative results of research question 1, the
collected data, from the learner evaluation forms in Parts 3 and 4 regarding
plagiarism awareness and plagiarism knowledge, respectively, can be presented
based on the classifications of the groups of the participants as two sections: fields
of study (Section 4.1.1.2) and levels of English language proficiency (Section
4.1.1.3).

To obtain the results of research question 1, the data to be analyzed are

illustrated as in Figure 4.1.
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' AEG ! W ' EIL !
L (n=103) ! L (=96 | L (n=20) !
Tt Y 4
| Student \:

+ Participants |
L (m=219) !

________________

Learner Evaluation Form (Parts 3 and 4):
Perception of Plagiarism
(Awareness and Knowledge of Plagiarism)

gt

Student Participants (Actual n = 196)

= Science and Social Science Groups (ns. = 125; ngec = 71)

» High and Limited Achievers (ny = 61; n;= 135)

AEG

_______________________________

™ P EIL
(Actualn=89) ' | (Actualn=11)

____________________________________________

I
[}
s

Notes: n = number of all participants;
Actual n = number of the participants who provided valid
responses used in the data analysis of this study

Figure 4.1 Research Data for Analysis on Perception of Plagiarism
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4.1.1 Quantitative Results

The collected data were quantitatively analyzed to examine the perception of

plagiarism of all student participants as follows.

4.1.1.1 Overall Perception of Plagiarism

After the provision of the postgraduate writing courses was almost
completed (i.e. approximately a few weeks before the end of the courses), the
participants were asked to rate their perceptions towards the 16-item cases
regarding plagiarism awareness in Part 3 and the ten-item cases regarding
plagiarism knowledge in Part 4 of the learner evaluation form. The collected data of
the evaluation form in Part 3 using the five-point rating scales ranging from 5
(strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree) were analyzed for means and standard
deviations of the participants’ perceptions, regarding awareness of plagiarism. In
addition, out of the ten items in Part 4, the data of the nine items, despite the use of
the multiple-choice format, were analyzed through the application of the rating
scales ranging from 3 (agree) to 1 (disagree) while those of the last item were
assessed through the frequency of the number of the selected multiple-choice
answers from the given case study and through content analysis of the participants’
open-ended supporting reasons.

To answer the first research question, the quantitative results from all
student participants’ (n = 196) evaluation form responses to their perception of
plagiarism can be presented in the form of the overall aspects of the perception—
awareness and knowledge—of plagiarism in English language learning as in

Sections 4.1.1.1.1 and 4.1.1.1.2, respectively.
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4.1.1.1.1 Students’ Plagiarism Awareness

This section shows the results of the collected data of the participants’
perceptions of their awareness of academic plagiarism from Part 3 of the learner

evaluation form for item numbers 20 to 35 as in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1 Scale Distribution of Participants’ Awareness of Plagiarism (continued)

Total Responses

(n=196)
No. Awareness of Plagiarism Scale . p ¢
requency ercentage
(n) (“o)
Turn in a paper written by ]S)tir;ngii disagree 13571 Z;gg
20, | Otherperson(s) as my own 0o 3 1.50
work without citing, quoting, Aot 0 0.00
or referencing the source(s). St%ongly agree 5 360
Use ideas I got from an Strongly disagree 65 33.20
instructor or classmate(s), Disagree 64 32.70
during our conversation, in Unsure ) 2550
21. my paper without citing, Agree 3 6.60
quoting, or referencing the :
source(s). Strongly agree 4 2.00
Copy a paragraph (more than | Strongly disagree 34 17.30
40 words) from an article, a | Disagree 35 17.90
22 | magazine, a journal, a book, | Unsure 25 12.80
or the Internet site and Agree 60 30.60
reference the source. Strongly agree 42 21.40
Cut and paste material from v di
a website into my St.rong y disagree 117 59.70
assignment without crediting | Disagree 66 33.70
73 | the source because any Unsure 10 5.10
information that is available | Agree 0 0.00
in electronic form is free and | Strongly agree 3 1.50
can be used any time. '
Copy a sentence (not more Strongly disagree 73 37.20
than 40 words) from an Disagree 5 260
24. | article and use quotation Unsure 9 2,60
marks “...” and reference the Agree 26 13' 30
sourcee. Strongly agree 83 42.30
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Table 4.1 Scale Distribution of Participants’ Awareness of Plagiarism (continued)

Total Responses

(n =196)
No. Awareness of Plagiarism Scale
Frequency Percentage

(n) (%)
Copy paragraphs from several Strongly disagree 83 42.30
different articles into my paper and Disagree 71 36.20
25. | write sentences to link them together | Unsure 22 11.20
without citing, quoting, or referencing | Agree 13 6.60
the source(s). Strongly agree 7 3.60
Strongly disagree 67 34.20
Change one or two words to make a Disagree 75 3830
26. | quote into a paraphrase and then not Unsure 36 18.40
reference the source. Agree 16 8.20
Strongly agree 2 1.00
Strongly disagree 7 36.70
7 Omit citations/references in my paper | Disagree 78 39.80
" | if I paraphrased an original text. Unsure 21 10.70
Agree 22 11.20
Strongly agree 3 1.50
Strongly disagree 22 11.20
Cite the source when I downloaded a Disagree 22 11.20
28 | graphic without the author’s Unsure 44 22 .40
permission. Agree 80 40.80
Strongly agree 28 14.30
Strongly disagree 78 39.80
Omit citations/references of numerical | Disagree 77 39.30
29. | data or graphs because they are facts Unsure 27 13.80
or common knowledge. Agree 11 5.60
Strongly agree 3 1.50
) ) ) Strongly disagree 60 30.60
Omit to cite my previous work when [ Disagree 79 4030
30. | reused it in my writing in other Unsure 36 18.40
courses since it is my own work. Agree 15 770
Strongly agree 6 3.10
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Table 4.1 Scale Distribution of Participants’ Awareness of Plagiarism

Total Responses

(n =196)
No. Awareness of Plagiarism Scale
Frequency Percentage
(n) (o)
Strongly disagree 140 71.40
31 Commit plagiarism because it | Disagree 43 21.90
" | only affects me. Unsure 7 3.60
Agree 5 2.60
Strongly agree 1 0.50
Strongly disagree 142 72.40
3o | Commit plagiarism because it Disagree 42 2140
" | does not affect others. Unsure 3 1.50
Agree 7 3.60
Strongly agree 2 1.00
Strongly disagree 135 68.90
Commit plagiarism though it | Disagree 17 8.70
33. | may be unfair to the Unsure 3 1.50
university. Agree 2 1.00
Strongly agree 39 19.90
Strongly disagree 143 73.00
Commit plagiarism though it | Disagree 14 7.10
34. | may be unfair to the writer of | Upsure 5 2.60
the original passage. Agree 3 1.50
Strongly agree 31 15.80
Commit plagiarism though it Strongly disagree 97 49.50
may be unfair to the class Disagree 13 6.60
35. | whose original opinion(s) Unsure 4 2.00
deserve credit. Agree 23 11.70
Strongly agree 59 30.10
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Table 4.1 shows the distribution of each level of the rating scale from
the student participants’ responses to the 16 five-point Likert scale items in part 3
of the learner evaluation form. Referring to the five-point Likert-scale learner
evaluation form in Table 4.1, the criteria for the rating scale interpretation of the
mean scores (see Table 3.6) were: 1.00-1.80 (strongly disagree), 1.81-2.60
(disagree), 2.61-3.40 (not sure), 3.41-4.20 (agree), and 4.21-5.00 (strongly agree).

The majority of the student participants rated ten out of 16 given cases
at the level of ‘strongly disagree’. In other words, the participants thought that these
ten cases were very unacceptable if committed in their academic context. The ten
cases comprise item number 20— “Turn in a paper written by other person(s) as
my own work without citing, quoting, or referencing the source(s).” rated by 151
participants (77% of all respondents); item number 21— “Use ideas I got from an
instructor or classmate(s), during our conversation, in my paper without citing,
quoting, or referencing the source(s).” rated by 65 participants (33.20%); item
number 23— “Cut and paste material from a website into my assignment without
crediting the source because any information that is available in electronic form is
free and can be used any time.” rated by 117 participants (59.70%); item number
25— “Copy paragraphs from several different articles into my paper and write
sentences to link them together without citing, quoting, or referencing the
source(s).” rated by 83 participants (42.30%); item number 29—“Omit
citations/references of numerical data or graphs because they are facts or common
knowledge.” rated by 78 participants (39.80%); item number 31—“Commit
plagiarism because it only affects me.” rated by 140 participants (71.40%); item
number 32— Commit plagiarism because it does not affect others.” rated by 142
participants (72.40%); item number 33— Commit plagiarism though it may be
unfair to the university.” rated by 135 participants (68.90%); item number 34—
“Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to the writer of the original passage.”

rated by 143  participants  (73%); and item  number 35—
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“Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to the class whose original opinion(s)
deserve credit.” rated by 97 participants (49.50%).

Moreover, most participants rated three out of 16 given cases at the
level of ‘disagree’. Three cases comprise item number 26—“Change one or two
words to make a quote into a paraphrase and then not reference the source.” rated
by 75 participants (38.30%); item number 27—“Omit citations/references in my
paper if I paraphrased an original text.” rated by 78 participants (39.80%); and
item number 30—“Omit to cite my previous work when I reused it in my writing in
other courses since it is my own work.” rated by 78 participants (39.80%).

The other two cases out of 16 cases, rated at the level of ‘agree’,
comprise item number 22—“Copy a paragraph (more than 40 words) from an
article, a magazine, a journal, a book, or the Internet site and reference the
source.” rated by 60 participants (30.60%) and item number 28—“Cite the source
when I downloaded a graphic without the author’s permission.” rated by 80
participants (40.80%). Another case, rated at the level of ‘strongly agree’,
comprised item number 24— Copy a sentence (not more than 40 words) from an
article and use quotation marks “...” and reference the source.” rated by 83
participants (42.30%).

The student participants judged the given 16 cases presented in Table
4.1 at different levels. To demonstrate how they actually perceived each given case,
the frequency of their responses are summarized and presented next to the

‘Acceptable?’ column of the suggested answers for the cases in Table 4.2.
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Students’ Total

Acceptable? Responses (n = 196)
No. Awareness of Plagiarism Suggested Yes | Unsure No
Answer) n (0/0) n (0/0) n (%)
Turn in a paper written by other person(s) as my 5 3 188
20. | own work without citing, quoting, or referencing No (2.6) (15) | (95.9)
the source(s). ’ ’ ’
Use ideas I got from an instructor or
71 classmate(s), during our conversation, in my No 17 50 129
" | paper without citing, quoting, or referencing the (8.6) | (25.5) | (65.9)
source(s).
Copy a paragraph (more than 40 words) from an
72 | article, a magazine, a journal, a book, or the No 102 25 69
Internet site and reference the source. (52) (12.8) | (35.2)
Cut and paste material from a website into my
5 assignment without crediting the source because No 3 10 183
3. | any information that is available in electronic (1.5) (5.1) | (93.4)
form is free and can be used any time.
Copy a sentence (not more than 40 words) from 109 9 78
24. | an article and use quotation marks “...” and Yes (55.6) | (4.6) | (39.8)
reference the source. ' ) '
Copy paragraphs from several different articles
into my paper and write sentences to link them 20 22 154
25. together without citing, quoting, or referencing No (102) | (11.2) | (78.5)
the source(s).
2 Change one or two words to make a quote into a No 18 36 142
" | paraphrase and then not reference the source. (9.2) | (18.4) | (72.5)
N ) . 25 21 150
27, Omit 01tat10ns/ref§r§nces in my paper if I No 127 | 10.7) | (76.5)
paraphrased an original text.
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Students’ Total

L. Acceptable? Responses (n = 196)
No. Awareness of Plagiarism (Suggested | Yes | Unsure| No
Amwe) | n (%) | n(%) | n(%)
Cite the source when I downloaded a graphic 108 44 44
28. | without the author’s permission. Yes (55.1) | (22.4) | (22.4)
Omit citations/references of numerical data or 14 27 155
29. | graphs because they are facts or common No a1 | a38) | 79.1)
knowledge. ' ’ '
Omit to cite my previous work when I reused it 71 36 139
30. &10?13 writing in other courses since it is my own No (10.8) | (18.4) | (70.9)
. . . 6 7 183
31. | Commit plagiarism because it only affects me. No G.1) (3.6) | (93.3)
1 Commit plagiarism because it does not affect No 9 3 184
" | others. (4.6) (1.5) | (93.8)
. . . : 41 3 152
33 Comm1t plgg1arlsm though it may be unfair to No 209) | (1.5 | (77.6)
the university.
34 Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to No 34 5 157
" | the writer of the original passage. (17.3) | (2.6) | (80.1)
Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to 22 4 110
35 th;Z dciiass whose original opinion(s) deserve No (41.8) @) (56.1)
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From Table 4.2, to facilitate the comparison with the suggested answers in
the ‘Acceptable?’ column, the frequency of the participants’ responses to 16 given
cases was summarized and grouped into three levels of responses: yes, unsure, and
no. The frequency of the level of ‘yes’ is derived from the sum of the percentage of
both the ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’ levels. The frequency of the level of ‘unsure’
stays the same as in the original data in Table 4.1. Last, the frequency of the level
of ‘no’ is from the sum of the percentage of both the ‘strongly disagree’ and
‘disagree’ levels.

In addition to the scale distribution and the summary of the
participants’ responses to awareness of plagiarism as previously shown in Table 4.1
and Table 4.2, respectively, the mean scores, the standard deviations, and their
scale interpretation of the participants’ responses to all 16 five-point Likert scale
cases were also assessed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)

program (version 22.0) as detailed in Table 4.3.
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No.

Awareness of Plagiarism

Acceptable?

(Suggested
Answer)

Students’ Total
Responses
(n =196)

Mean S.D.

Scale
Interpretation

20.

Turn in a paper written by other
person(s) as my own work without
citing, quoting, or referencing the
source(s).

No

1.32 0.75

Strongly
disagree

21.

Use ideas I got from an instructor or
classmate(s), during our conversation, in
my paper without citing, quoting, or
referencing the source(s).

No

2.12 1.01

Disagree

22.

Copy a paragraph (more than 40 words)
from an article, a magazine, a journal, a
book, or the Internet site and reference
the source.

3.41 1.42

Agree

23.

Cut and paste material from a website
into my assignment without crediting the
source because any information that is
available in electronic form is free and
can be used any time.

2.57 1.26

Disagree

24.

Copy a sentence (not more than 40
words) from an article and use quotation

marks “...”” and reference the source.

Yes

3.43 1.82

Agree

25.

Copy paragraphs from several different
articles into my paper and write
sentences to link them together without
citing, quoting, or referencing the
source(s).

No

1.93 1.06

Disagree

26.

Change one or two words to make a
quote into a paraphrase and then not
reference the source.

No

2.04 0.97

Disagree
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Table 4.3 Descriptive Statistics of Participants’ Awareness of Plagiarism

Students’ Total

Acceptable? Responses Scale
No. Awareness of Plagiarism (Suggested (n = 196) Interpretation
Answer) Mean S.D.
Omit citations/references in my
27. | paper if I paraphrased an original No 2.01 1.03 Disagree
text.
Cite the source when I downloaded a
28. | graphic without the author’s Yes 3.44 1.19 Agree
permission.
Omit citations/references of
29, numerical data or graphs because No 1.90 0.95 Disagree
they are facts or common
knowledge.
Omit to cite my previous work when '
30. | I reused it in my writing in other No 2.12 1.03 Disagree
courses since it is my own work.
Commit plagiarism because it only Strongly
31 affects me. No 1.39 0.73 disagree
3 Commit plagiarism because it does No 139 0.78 Strongly
" | not affect others. ’ ’ disagree
33. Commlt plaglar.lsm ‘Fhough it may be No 1.94 1.60 Disagree
unfair to the university.
Commit plagiarism though it may be Stronel
34. | unfair to the writer of the original No 1.80 1.49 disa fez
passage. £
Commit plagiarism though it may be
35 un'fa%r to the class Whos§ original No 261 1.81 Disagree
opinion(s) deserve credit.
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The results of the 16 cases in part 3 of the learner evaluation
form from Table 4.3 indicate how the student participants perceived the cases
regarding awareness of plagiarism in their English language learning.

Table 4.3 presents the mean scores of all student participants’
perceptions, for the awareness aspect, of plagiarism in their English language
learning analyzed from the learner evaluation form in Part 3 (item numbers 20 to
35). The suggested answers to all 16 cases are placed into the third column
‘Acceptable?’ to be compared with the participants’ average levels of perception of
the 16 cases. After all of the participants had experienced their postgraduate writing
course(s) (i.e. AEG, TW, and EIL), their perceptions towards the cases implying
awareness of plagiarism can be ranked at three levels: agree, disagree, and strongly
disagree.

All participants perceived three out of 16 given cases at the ‘agree’
level. In other words, they accepted that such three cases can be committed in the
academic context. Three cases are—“Copy a paragraph (more than 40 words)
from an article, a magazine, a journal, a book, or the Internet site and reference the
source.” (Item number 22: Mean = 3.41, SD = 1.42); “Copy a sentence (not more

’

than 40 words) from an article and use quotation marks “...” and reference the
source.” (Item number 24: Mean = 3.43, SD = 1.82); and “Cite the source when I
downloaded a graphic without the author’s permission.” (Item number 28: Mean =
3.44,SD=1.19).

Moreover, the participants ‘disagree’ with nine out of 16 given cases.
These cases were “Use ideas [ got from an instructor or classmate(s), during our
conversation, in my paper without citing, quoting, or referencing the source(s).”
(Item number 21: Mean = 2.12, SD = 1.01); “Cut and paste material from a website
into my assignment without crediting the source because any information that is

available in electronic form is free and can be used any time.” (Item number 23:

Mean = 2.57, SD = 1.26); “Copy paragraphs from several different articles into my
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paper and write sentences to link them together without citing, quoting, or
referencing the source(s).” (Item number 25: Mean = 1.93, SD = 1.06); “Change
one or two words to make a quote into a paraphrase and then not reference the
source.” (Item number 26: Mean = 2.04, SD = 0.97); “Omit citations/references in
my paper if I paraphrased an original text.” (Item number 27: Mean = 2.01, SD =
1.03); “Omit citations/references of numerical data or graphs because they are
facts or common knowledge.” (Item number 29: Mean = 1.90, SD = 0.95); “Omit to
cite my previous work when [ reused it in my writing in other courses since it is my
own work.” (Item number 30: Mean = 2.12, SD = 1.03); “Commit plagiarism
though it may be unfair to the university.” (Item number 33: Mean = 1.94, SD =
1.60); and “Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to the class whose original
opinion(s) deserve credit.” (Item number 35: Mean = 2.61, SD = 1.81). To sum up,
the participants perceived that it was unacceptable to commit these nine acts in an
academic setting.

Lastly, the participants ‘strongly disagreed’ with four out of 16 given
cases. The cases were “Turn in a paper written by other person(s) as my own work
without citing, quoting, or referencing the source(s).” (Item number 20: Mean =
1.32, SD = 0.75); “Commit plagiarism because it only affects me.” (Item number
31: Mean = 1.39, SD = 0.73); “Commit plagiarism because it does not affect
others.” (Item number 32: Mean = 1.39, SD = 0.78); and “Commit plagiarism
though it may be unfair to the writer of the original passage.” (Item number 34:
Mean = 1.80, SD = 1.49). Therefore, it could be said that the participants perceived
these four acts as unacceptable in an academic setting.

Overall, the participants understood all sixteen given cases in Part 3
of the learner evaluation form. Almost all of the cases (13 out of 16 or
approximately 81%) were rated at the levels of ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’
and three cases (approximately 19%) were rated at the level of ‘agree’. This means
that the participants were clearly aware of almost all given cases (fifteen out of

sixteen cases) concerning academic plagiarism (i.e. those case items were rated
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from the levels of ‘agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’) except for one item that was
differently rated from the suggested answer. The item that the participants
misunderstood was item number 22. It was rated by one hundred and two
participants (52%). They misperceived the case: “Copy a paragraph (more than 40
words) from an article, a magazine, a journal, a book, or the Internet site and
reference the source.” (Mean = 3.41, SD = 1.42) as acceptable academic practice.
The findings of the participants’ responses to the learner evaluation
form in regard to awareness of plagiarism were pointed out in Tables 4.1 to 4.3.
Next, the results of their responses to knowledge of plagiarism will be presented in

Section 4.1.1.1.2.

4.1.1.1.2 Students’ Plagiarism Knowledge

This section shows the results of the collected data on the
participants’ perceptions relating to knowledge of plagiarism from Part 4 of the
learner evaluation form from item numbers 36 to 45 as in Table 4.4.

It is noted that the data in Table 4.4 are presented separately in
Sections A and B. Section A consists of nine items from item numbers 36 to 44.

Section B contains only one case-study item, number 45.



(continued)

123

Table 4.4 Scale Distribution of Participants’ Knowledge of Plagiarism (Section A)

Total Responses

Knowledge of Plagiarism (n = 196)
No. . Scale
(Section A) Frequency | Percentage
(n) (%)
You pay a person for editing assi.sta.lnce, Disagree 26 13.30
and he re-writes much of your original
36. | paper. You hand in j[hlS new edited version | e 75 3830
to your professor without acknowledging
that person’s assistance. Is this plagiarism? Agree 95 48.50
You copy a passage (not more than 40 Disagree 101 51.50
words) directly from an article you found.
37| You cite the source, but you did not use Unsure 48 24.50
quotation marks “...”. Is this plagiarism?
Agree 47 24.00
You copy a short passage from an article | Disagree 62 31.60
you found. You change a couple of words,
38. | so that it’s different from the original. You | Unsure 38 19.40
carefully cite the source. Is this
plagiarism? Agree 96 49.00
Citing your sources protects you from Disagree 19 9.70
accusations of plagiarism by
39. | acknowledging that specific information in | Unsure 23 11.70
your paper has been taken from another
source. Agree 154 78.60
Disagree 70 35.70
You don't have to cite the source stating a
40. | fact in your paper if it's something that Unsure 39 19.90
most people would already know.
Agree 87 44.40
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Table 4.4 Scale Distribution of Participants’ Knowledge of Plagiarism (Section A)

Total Responses
Knowledge of Plagiarism (n = 196)
No. . Scale
(Section A) Frequency | Percentage
(n) (“o)
Disagree 6 3.10
41, There are many different citation styles, Unsure 7 3.60
and you must choose an appropriate one.
Agree 183 93.40
Disagree 3 1.50
It is not necessary to cite sources found on
42. | the web. Unsure 6 3.10
Agree 187 95.40
Disagree 69 35.20
It is not required to cite your source in a
43. | graph/bar chart which is derived from your | Unsure 19 9.70
own findings.
Agree 108 55.10
It is required to cite your source when Disagree 160 81.60
14 using a fact from a source you think, but Unsure 23 11.70
you are not sure, may be common
knowledge. Agree 13 6.60

Table 4.4 demonstrates the distribution of each level of the perception
from the student participants’ responses to the nine items in part 4 of the learner
evaluation form.

Most student participants rated two out of nine given cases at the level
of ‘disagree’. That means, the participants thought that these two cases were

unacceptable in their academic context. The two cases are item number 37— “You
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copy a passage (not more than 40 words) directly from an article you found. You
cite the source, but you did not use quotation marks “..”.” rated by 101
participants  (51.50% of all respondents) and item number 44—
“It is required to cite your source when using a fact from a source you think, but
you are not sure, may be common knowledge.” rated by 160 respondents (81.60%).
Additionally, the majority of the participants rated seven out of the nine
given cases at the level of ‘agree’. The seven cases comprise item number 36—
“You pay a person for editing assistance, and he re-writes much of your original
paper. You hand in this new edited version to your professor without
acknowledging that person’s assistance.” rated by 95 participants (48.50%); item
number 38—“You copy a short passage from an article you found. You change a
couple of words, so that it’s different from the original. You carefully cite the
source.” rated by 96 participants (49%); item number 39—“Citing your sources
protects you from accusations of plagiarism by acknowledging that specific
information in your paper has been taken from another source.” rated by 154
participants (78.60%); item number 40—“You don't have to cite the source stating
a fact in your paper if it's something that most people would already know.” rated
by 87 participants (44.40%); item number 41— There are many different citation
styles, and you must choose an appropriate one.” rated by 183 participants
(93.40%); item number 42— It is not necessary to cite sources found on the web.”
rated by 187 participants (95.40%); and item number 43— It is not required to cite
your source in a graph/bar chart which is derived from your own findings.” rated
by 108 respondents (55.10%).
The frequency of the respondents’ levels of perception from Table 4.4
can be summarized and presented next to the ‘Plagiarism?’ column of the suggested

answers of the nine cases in Table 4.5.
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Plagiarism?

Students’ Total
Responses (n = 196)

No. Knowledge of Plagiarism (Expected Yes | Unsure | No
AN | n (%) | (%) | n (%)
You pay a person for editing assistance, and he
36 re-writes much of your original paper. You hand Yes 95 75 26
" | in this new edited version to your professor (48.5) | (38.3) | (13.3)
without acknowledging that person’s assistance.
You copy a passage (not more than 40 words) 47 48 101
37. | directly from an article you found. You cite the Yes (24) 24.5) | (51.5)
source, but you did not use quotation marks “...”. ' '
You copy a short passage from an article you
33 found. You change a couple of words, so that it’s Yes 96 38 62
" | different from the original. You carefully cite the (49) (19.4) | (31.6)
source.
Citing your sources protects you from
39 accusations of plagiarism by acknowledging that No 19 23 154
" | specific information in your paper has been taken 9.7y | (11.7) | (78.6)
from another source.
You don't have to cite the source stating a fact in 70 39 37
40. | your paper if it's something that most people No (35.7) | (19.9) | (44.4)
would already know. ) ' '
A1 There are many different citation styles, and you No 6 7 183
" | must choose an appropriate one. (3.1 (3.6) | (934
It is not necessary to cite sources found on the 187 6 3
42. | web. Yes 95.4) | 3.1) | (1.5
It is not required to cite your source in a 69 19 108
43. | graph/bar chart which is derived from your own No 352) | 9.7 | 5.1
findings. ' ' '
It is required to cite your source when using a
44. | fact from a source you think, but you are not No 160 23 16
sure, may be common knowledge. (81.6) | (11.7) | (6.6)
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The mean scores and the standard deviations of the participants’
responses of all nine cases were also assessed using the SPSS program as in Table
4.6 in addition to the scale distribution and the summary of the participants’
responses to knowledge of plagiarism as previously shown from Table 4.4 and

Table 4.5.

Table 4.6 Descriptive Statistics of Participants’ Knowledge of Plagiarism
(Section A) (continued)

Students’ Total
Responses Scale

(Expected (n =196) Interpretation

Answer) Mean S.D.

Plagiarism?

Knowledge of Plagiarism

36.

You pay a person for editing
assistance, and he re-writes much of
your original paper. You hand in this Yes
new edited version to your professor
without acknowledging that person’s
assistance.

2.42 0.93 Agree

37.

You copy a passage (not more than 40
words) directly from an article you
found. You cite the source, but you did

13 2

not use quotation marks “..

Yes 1.05 0.70 Disagree

38.

You copy a short passage from an
article you found. You change a couple
of words, so that it’s different from the
original. You carefully cite the source.

Yes 2.43 0.77 Agree

39.

Citing your sources protects you from
accusations of plagiarism by
acknowledging that specific No 2.62 0.46 Agree
information in your paper has been
taken from another source.
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Table 4.6 Descriptive Statistics of Participants’ Knowledge of Plagiarism

Students’ Total

Plagiarism? Responses Scal
- cale
No. Knowledge of Plagiarism (Expected (n =196) Interpretation
Answer) Mean S.D.
You don't have to cite the source
stating a fact in your paper if it's
40. something that most people would No 2.33 0.73 Agree
already know.
There are many different citation
41. | styles, and you must choose an No 2.83 0.26 Agree
appropriate one.
It is not necessary to cite sources .
42. | found on the web. Yes 1.60 0.21 Disagree
It is not required to cite your
43. | source in a graph/bar chart which is No 2.48 0.67 Agree
derived from your own findings.
It is required to cite your source
when using a fact from a source .
4. | you think, but you are not sure, No 1.54 0.43 Disagree
may be common knowledge.

In Part 4 of the learner evaluation form, the participants’ responses to

the first section, Section A, of the form are analyzed and demonstrated in Table 4.6

(Section A) for item numbers 36 to 44. The results of these nine cases illustrate

how the student participants perceived the academic cases regarding knowledge of

plagiarism in their English language learning. Referring to the three-point Likert-

scale learner evaluation form in Table 4.4, the criteria for the rating scale
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interpretation of the mean scores (see Table 3.7) were: 1.00-1.66 (disagree), 1.67-
2.33 (not sure), and 2.34-3.00 (agree).

As shown in Table 4.6, the participants rated all nine cases with mean
scores falling into the ‘agree’ and ‘disagree’ categories. Out of the nine items, six
items were rated differently from the suggested answers in the “Plagiarism?”
column. This means the participants did not fully understand the following
plagiarism cases. One hundred and one participants (51.50%) thought the case:
“You copy a passage (not more than 40 words) directly from an article you found.
You cite the source, but you did not use quotation marks “...”.” (Item numbers 37:
Mean = 1.05, SD = 0.70) was not plagiarism. Next, most participants (78.6%) did
not understand the case: “Citing your sources protects you from accusations of
plagiarism by acknowledging that specific information in your paper has been
taken from another source.” (Item number 39: Mean = 2.62, SD = 0.46), followed
by the cases: “You don't have to cite the source stating a fact in your paper if it's
something that most people would already know.” (Item number 40: Mean = 2.35,
SD = 0.73); “There are many different citation styles, and you must choose an
appropriate one.” (Item number 41: Mean = 2.83, SD = 0.26); “It is not necessary
to cite sources found on the web.” (Item number 42: Mean = 1.60, SD = 0.21); and
“It is not required to cite your source in a graph/bar chart which is derived from
your own findings.” (Item number 43: Mean = 2.48, SD = 0.67).

On the other hand, only three out of the nine items were rated at the
same range level as the suggested answers. This means, most student participants
clearly understood the three items. Most participants (95 out of 196 or 48.50%)
understood the case: “You pay a person for editing assistance, and he re-writes
much of your original paper. You hand in this new edited version to your professor
without acknowledging that person’s assistance.” (Item numbers 36 Mean = 2.42,
SD = 0.93). Next, many of the participants (49%) understood the case “You copy a
short passage from an article you found. You change a couple of words, so that it’s

different from the original. You carefully cite the source.” (Item number 38: Mean
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=2.43, SD = 0.77). Additionally, one hundred and sixty participants (81.60%) also
understood the case: “It is required to cite your source when using a fact from a
source you think, but you are not sure, may be common knowledge.” (Item number
44: Mean = 1.54, SD = 0.43).

To conclude, the mean scores from the data analysis show that the
student participants misunderstood or misperceived the majority of the given cases
except for three given cases (“You pay a person for editing assistance, and he re-
writes much of your original paper. You hand in this new edited version to your
professor without acknowledging that person’s assistance.”, “You copy a short
passage from an article you found. You change a couple of words, so that it’s
different from the original. You carefully cite the source.”, and “It is required to
cite your source when using a fact from a source you think, but you are not sure,
may be common knowledge.”). This means that they had relatively good knowledge
of these forms of plagiarism.

The previous section (Section A) covers nine items (item numbers
36 to 44) in Part 4 regarding plagiarism knowledge. There is one more item (item
number 45) in Part 4 under the issue of plagiarism knowledge. The responses to the
last item in Part 4 of the learner evaluation form are presented in Section B in Table

4.7.
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Table 4.7 Scale Distribution of Participants’ Knowledge of Plagiarism (Section B)

(continued)
Gender
Knowledge of Plagiarism Total
(Section B) male female
n % n % n %
. . . 4 20.4 1 .

45.1 Is the text in Version A plagiarized? Yes 0 040159 | 30.107199 1 50.50

(Expected answer: Yes) No | 34 | 1730 | 63 | 32.10 | 97 | 49.50

= Yes - Reason(s):
- There is an in-text citation. 10 510 14 710 24 12.20
- The texts are similar to or almost the same as those
in the original version. 10 5.10 18 9.20 28 14.30
- Words and sentences are adjusted or rearranged. 3 1.50 19 9.70 22 11.20
- Words and sentences are adjusted or rearranged and
there is an in-text citation. 4 2.00 4 2.00 8 4.10
- Language use is not from a writer himself/herself
and the content is not correct. 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
- Wrong in-text citation is used. 1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00
- No citation at the beginning of the text misleads that
the text belongs to a writer himself/herself. 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
- Words or sentences are copied. 0 0.00 3 1.50 3 1.50
- Words or sentences are copied and there is an in-text
citation. 3 1.50 1 0.50 4 2.00
= No - Reason(s):

- There is an in-text citation. 21 10.70 21 10.70 42 21.40
- 'Th.e texts are rearranged and there is a complete 9 4,60 24 12.20 33 16.80
citation.
- Words and sentences are paraphrasing and 6 310 1 5.60 17 2.70
rearranged.
- No supporting reason provided. 7 3.60 4 2.00 11 5.60
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Table 4.7 Scale Distribution of Participants’ Knowledge of Plagiarism (Section B)

Gender
Knowledge of Plagiarism Total
(Section B) male female
n % n % n %
. . . 2 1. 2 1. 4 2.1
45.2 Is the text in Version B plagiarized? Yes 00 00 0
(Expected answer: No) No | 72 | 36.70 | 120 | 61.20 | 192 | 97.90
= Yes - Reason(s):
- There is an in-text citation. 1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00
- Words or sentences are copied. 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
= No - Reason(s):
- There is an in-text citation. 21 10.70 24 12.20 45 23.00
- The texts are similar to those in the original version. 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
- Words and sentences are adjusted or rearranged. 22 11.20 46 23.50 68 34.70
- There are more than 40 words in the text. 7 3.60 11 5.60 18 9.20
- Words aqd sentences are adjusted or rearranged and 11 10.70 39 19.90 60 30.60
there is an in-text citation.
- Words or sentences are copied and there is an in-
text citation. 0 000 1 050 1 050

The last item of Part 4 in the learner evaluation form was designed to
have the participants read an excerpt of an original text. Then they were asked to
decide whether the text in version A and that in version B was plagiarized and to
give reason(s) why. It is found that most respondents chose the correct answers for
both versions—version A and version B with 99 participants (50.50%) and 192
participants (97.90%), respectively. In the group of the participants who answered
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version A correctly that the text content was plagiarized, the most supported reason
from 28 respondents (14.30%) was that the texts in version A were similar to or
almost the same as those in the original version. Moreover, in the participant group
who answered version B correctly that the text content was not plagiarized, the
most supported reason given by 68 respondents (34.70%) was that the words and
sentences in version B were adjusted or rearranged.

The results of the perception of both aspects of awareness and
knowledge of plagiarism of the overall student participants was previously
demonstrated and explained in Section 4.1.1.1. In the following section, the
findings of the investigation of the participants’ perception of plagiarism in English
language learning are specifically analyzed based upon the participants’ major
fields of study and their levels of English language proficiency as in Section 4.1.1.2

and Section 4.1.1.3, respectively.

4.1.1.2 Comparisons in Major Fields of Study

To answer the research question 1.1, the collected data are assessed in the

aspect of the student participants’ major fields of study.

Research Question 1.1 Do science and social science student groups
have a significant difference in their perception
of academic plagiarism in English language

learning? If so, to what extent?

The first quantitative results regarding the perception of academic
plagiarism of the participants who were classified into two groups—science and
social sciences based on their major fields of study can be presented in terms of the

first aspect of perception—awareness of plagiarism as in sub-section 4.1.1.2.1.
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4.1.1.2.1 Students’ Plagiarism Awareness

To investigate whether science and social science students have a
significant difference in their awareness of plagiarism in English language learning,
an independent-samples #-test was used. The science and social science students’

awareness of plagiarism can be calculated statistically as in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8 Science and Social Science Participants’ Awareness of Plagiarism

Awareness of Mean Standard
Participants Plagiarism t df Sig. Difference Error
Difference
Mean SD
Science 264 1035 1 119 | 12824 | 024 -0.60 0.50
(n=125)
Social Science 2.04 0.53
(n=171)
Note: p <.05

From Table 4.8, the average scores of the Science and Social
Science participants’ awareness of plagiarism are summarized as follows.

Out of the 196 participants, the average scores in the awareness of
plagiarism of 125 science students and 71 social science students were 2.64 (SD =
5.58) and 2.04 (SD = 0.53), respectively. The results, recorded to 2 decimal points,
from the data analysis presented in Table 4.1 signify that there was no statistically
significant difference between the participants’ awareness of plagiarism. The ¢
value is 1.19 at the p value of 0.24 — this exceeds the 0.05 level. This means that
neither the science nor social science student groups had a significant difference in
their awareness of plagiarism in their English language learning. Similarly,

referring to the statement of hypotheses in item number 1.6.1.1 in Section 1.6, it
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can be concluded from the finding in Table 4.8 that the null hypothesis is accepted
or the alternative hypothesis is rejected (i.e. accept Hy or reject Hy).

Another aspect of perception of plagiarism in English language
learning is the participants’ knowledge of plagiarism as detailed in sub-section

4.1.1.2.2.

4.1.1.2.2 Students’ Plagiarism Knowledge

Quantitative results regarding the perception of plagiarism of science
and social science participants can be presented in terms of the second aspect of
perception—knowledge of plagiarism.

To find out whether science and social science students have a
significant difference in their knowledge of plagiarism in English language
learning, an independent-samples #-test was used. The science and social science

students’ results for knowledge of plagiarism are shown in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9 Science and Social Science Participants’ Knowledge of Plagiarism

Knowledge of Mean Standard
Participants Plagiarism t df Sig. Difference Error
Difference
Mean SD
Sclence 025 1 013 1 19 | 12043 | 0.6 0.04 0.02
(n=125)
Social Science 0.29 0.14
(m=171)
Note: p <.05

From Table 4.9, the average scores of the social and social science

participants’ knowledge of plagiarism can be summarized as follows.
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Out of the 196 participants, the average scores for the knowledge of
plagiarism of 125 science students and 71 social science students were 0.25 (SD =
0.13) and 0.29 (SD = 0.14), respectively. The results from the data analysis
presented in Table 4.4 indicate that there was no statistically significant difference
between the participants’ knowledge of plagiarism. The ¢ value is 1.92 at the p
value of 0.06 - this exceeds the 0.05 level. In other words, the science and social
science major participants did not have a significant difference in their knowledge
of plagiarism in their English language learning. Similarly, referring to the
statement of hypotheses for item number 1.6.1.1 in Section 1.6, it can be concluded
from the finding in Table 4.9 that the null hypothesis is accepted or the alternative
hypothesis is rejected (i.e. accept Hy or reject Hy).

In addition to the major fields of study, the participants can also be
categorized into groups based on their levels of English language proficiency as in

Section 4.1.1.3.

4.1.1.3 Comparisons in Levels of English Language Proficiency

To answer research question 1.2, the collected data were assessed for the

student participants’ levels of English language proficiency.

Research Question 1.2 Do the groups of high achievers and low
achievers have a significant difference in their
perception of academic plagiarism in English

language learning? If so, to what extent?

The quantitative results for the perception of academic plagiarism of the
participants who were classified into two groups—high and limited achievers based

on their levels of English language proficiency (i.e. their initial CU-TEP scores as
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their postgraduate entry requirement) can be presented in terms of the first aspect of

perception—awareness of plagiarism as in sub-section 4.1.1.3.1.

4.1.1.3.1 Students’ Plagiarism Awareness

To examine whether high and limited achiever groups have a
significant difference in their awareness of plagiarism in English language learning,
an independent-samples z-test was used. The high and limited achiever groups’

awareness of plagiarism can be calculated statistically as in Table 4.10.

Table 4.10 High and Limited Achiever Groups’ Awareness of Plagiarism

Awareness of Mean Standard
Participants Plagiarism t df Sig. Difference Error
Difference
Mean SD
High Achiever | 318 030 ) 155 | o4 | 012 -1.09 0.69
(n=61)
Limited Achiever 2.10 0.58
(n=135)
Note: p <.05

The average scores of the high and limited achiever groups’ awareness of
plagiarism in Table 4.10 are as follows.

Out of the 196 participants, the average scores in the awareness of

plagiarism of 61 high achievers and 135 limited achievers were 3.18 (SD = 7.97)

and 2.10 (SD = 0.58), respectively. The results from the data analysis presented in

Table 4.5 show that there was no statistically significant difference between the

participants’ awareness of plagiarism. The ¢ value is 1.58 at the p value of 0.12 —
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this exceeds the 0.05 level. This means that both high and limited achiever groups
did not have a significant difference in their awareness of plagiarism in their
English language learning. Similarly, referring to the statement of hypotheses for
item number 1.6.1.2 in Section 1.6, it can be concluded from the findinsg in Table
4.10 that the null hypothesis is accepted or the alternative hypothesis is rejected (i.e.
accept Hy or reject Hy).

Another aspect of perception of plagiarism in English language
learning can be regarded as the knowledge of plagiarism of the high and limited

achiever groups in sub-section 4.1.1.3.2.

4.1.1.3.2 Students’ Plagiarism Knowledge

The quantitative results with regard to the perception of plagiarism of
high and limited achievers can be presented in terms of the second aspect of
perception—knowledge of plagiarism.

To find out if the high and limited achiever groups have a significant
difference in their knowledge of plagiarism in English language learning, an
independent-samples #-test was used. The high and limited achiever groups’

knowledge of plagiarism are shown in Table 4.11.
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Table 4.11 High and Limited Achiever Groups’ Knowledge of Plagiarism

Knowledge of Mean Standard
Participants Plagiarism t df Sig. Difference Error
Difference
Mean SD
High Achiever | - 0.28 1 0.12 1 5 99 | 146481 | 0.08 0.04 0.02
(n=161)
Limited Achiever | 0.23 0.15
(n=135)
Note: p <.05

From Table 4.11, the average scores for the high and limited
achiever groups’ knowledge of plagiarism are as follows.

Out of the 196 participants, the average scores for the knowledge of
plagiarism of 61 high achiever group students and 135 limited achiever group
students were 0.28 (SD = 0.12) and 0.23 (SD = 0.15), respectively. The results from
the data analysis presented in Table 4.6 show that there was no statistically
significant difference between the participants’ knowledge of plagiarism. The ¢
value is 2.00 at the p value of 0.08 — this exceeds the 0.05 level. That is, the
participants, both high and limited level English language proficient groups, did not
have a significant difference in their knowledge of plagiarism in their English
language learning. Similarly, referring to the statement of hypotheses for item
number 1.6.1.2 in Section 1.6, it can be concluded from the findings in Table 4.11
that the null hypothesis is accepted or the alternative hypothesis is rejected (i.e.

accept Hy or reject Hy).

In addition to the quantitative results from the learner evaluation

form, the participants’ perception of plagiarism can be qualitatively interpreted
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through content analysis of the student participants’ interview responses as shown

in Section 4.1.2.

4.1.2 Qualitative Results

The qualitative results can be presented in the form of the content of the

participants’ interview responses as in Section 4.1.2.1.

4.1.2.1 Students’ Interview Responses

The semi-structured interview of the student participants contains
three items relating to the students’ perception of plagiarism in their English
language learning (Section 4.1.2.1), their opinions about the contributing indicators
to plagiarism (Section 4.3.2.1), and other comments (if any) on academic
plagiarism in their English language learning (Appendix G).

To answer the first interview question about the student participants’
perception of plagiarism (i.e. How do you think about plagiarism in your English
language learning?), the data involving the perception of the student participants
were qualitatively analyzed through student interviews based on two groups: the
perception of three high achievers and that of the other three limited achievers in
the individual three international programs (i.e. AEG, TW, and EIL). It is noted that
since the quantitative results of the student participants’ actual practice of
plagiarism revealed a statistically significant result when groups of the participants
were divided based on their levels of English language proficiency rather than on
their major fields of study, volunteers of the participant groups were thus divided
into high and limited achievers rather than major fields of study (i.e. Science and
Social Science).

The responses of six student participants were qualitatively assessed

and categorized as extracts in Table 4.12.
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Table 4.12 Students’ Interview Extracts (Perception of Plagiarism) (continued)

Student
Participant

Interview Question 1: How do you think about plagiarism in your
English language learning?

Interview Extract A

HI1AgG

1 think plagiarism is difficult to eliminate in our writing. It is impossible
to use only our own ideas to write academic papers since the content in
academic writing needs to convince readers of frameworks or models
from theories. And we are not those big name persons creating those
theories. We then have to put those theories in our papers to make our
work more reliable. Hmm, honestly, [’'m not sure of what I said earlier
is viewed as plagiarism?

H2 1w

In my personal view, I think plagiarism is an academic taboo, especially
in English language writing. In my writing course, my instructor taught
us about those academic writing techniques like paraphrasing, quoting
and citing sources to avoid plagiarism in our own writing.

H3gn

1 admit that I feel quite confused with the concept of plagiarism.
Faculties and university say that students will be penalized if they
plagiarize the source words or ideas. But in fact, I never saw those
plagiarized tasks being scored zero or those who plagiarize being
penalized... Well, I think we can prevent ourselves from committing
plagiarism by using academic writing techniques that we studied such
as paraphrasing and citing and referencing sources in our writing. In
my case, after I used those techniques in my writing, I then uploaded my
work to Turnitin before submitting it to my lecturer.

Notes:

H1agg : The first high achiever from the AEG course
H2tw : The second high achiever from the TW course
H3g : The third high achiever from the EIL course
L1agG : The first limited achiever from the AEG course
L2tw : The second limited achiever from the TW course
L3g. : The third limited achiever from the EIL course

As can be seen from Table 4.12, interview extract A represents the

responses of the high achiever group from three courses. In addition, the responses

of the limited achiever group are presented in the interview extract B of the same

table on the next page.
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Table 4.12 Students’ Interview Extracts (Perception of Plagiarism)

Student Interview Question 1: How do you think about plagiarism in your
Participant | English language learning?

Interview Extract B

L1agG 1 know just plagiarism is prohibited when we have to write in English.
Don’t copy! I remember that my instructor often complained us about
copying. But I'm not clear how I can avoid plagiarism in my writing.

... Yes, I studied how to summarize and paraphrase texts but we have to
use idea content from the given texts in any way to write them in our own
papers, right? I'm kind of confused with this. Hmm ... this is as if we were
plagiarizing by not using our own ideas while practicing writing
techniques of how to avoid plagiarism....

L2tw ..hmme... actually, I'm not sure how much each action can be called
plagiarism. But I guess that plagiarism occurs when we copy other
people’s ideas, right? ... My instructor often reminded me of not trying
to copy words and ideas, but trying to think and write by my own. In our
course book, the term “plagiarism” is also stated in a literature writing
chapter. But I accept that when I have to write, those plagiarism matters
were not in my head at all. What I know is I have to finish my writing
assignments with good marks if possible. Gaining good marks would be
the best answer for my instructor’s and my own satisfaction.

L3grm I know that plagiarism is a serious matter in writing class. I also know
that we can check our written work via Turnitin or the university

Akkarawisuth (a”nm’r?agmf) program before task submission. Well, I myself

haven't tried both programs yet because I don’t have time to do so.

Notes: Hlagg : The first high achiever from the AEG course
H2rw : The second high achiever from the TW course
H3gp : The third high achiever from the EIL course
L1agG : The first limited achiever from the AEG course
L2tw : The second limited achiever from the TW course
L3gn. : The third limited achiever from the EIL course

Referring to the first interview questions (i.e. How do you think about

plagiarism in your English language learning?), the content of the extracts on the
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interview responses of both groups of the participants can be analyzed and

categorized as shown in Table 4.13.



Table 4.13 Content Analysis: Students’ Perception of Plagiarism
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Student
Participant

Question 1: How do you think about plagiarism in your English
language learning?

Interview Extract

Perception of
Plagiarism

HlarG

1 think plagiarism is difficult to eliminate in our writing. It is impossible
to use only our own ideas to write academic papers since the content in
academic writing needs to convince readers of frameworks or models
from theories. And we are not those big name persons creating those
theories. We then have to put those theories in our papers to make our
work more reliable. Hmm, honestly, I'm not sure of what I said earlier is
viewed as plagiarism?

» Unavoidable in
academic writing

H2TW

In my personal view, I think plagiarism is an academic taboo, especially
in English language writing. In my writing course, my instructor taught
us about those academic writing techniques like paraphrasing, quoting
and citing sources to avoid plagiarism in our own writing.

= Academic taboo

H3gnw

1 admit that 1 feel quite confused with the concept of plagiarism.
Faculties and university say that students will be penalized if they
plagiarize the source words or ideas. But in fact, I never saw those
plagiarized tasks being scored zero or those who plagiarize being
penalized... Well, I think we can prevent ourselves from committing
plagiarism by using academic writing techniques that we studied such as
paraphrasing and citing and referencing sources in our writing. In my
case, after I used those techniques in my writing, I then uploaded my
work to Turnitin before submitting it to my lecturer.

= Complicated but
preventable

L1arc

1 know just plagiarism is prohibited when we have to write in English.
Don’t copy! I remember that my instructor often complained us about
copying. But I'm not clear how I can avoid plagiarism in my writing.

... Yes, I studied how to summarize and paraphrase texts but we have to
use idea content from the given texts in any way to write them in our own
papers, right? I'm kind of confused with this. Hmm... this is as if we
were plagiarizing by not using our own ideas while practicing writing
techniques of how to avoid plagiarism....

= Confused and
Insufficient
understanding
and application

L2rw

...hmm... actually, I'm not sure how much each action can be called
plagiarism. But I guess that plagiarism occurs when we copy other
people’s ideas, right? ... My instructor often reminded me of not trying
to copy words and ideas, but trying to think and write by my own. In our
course book, the term “plagiarism” is also stated in a literature writing
chapter. But I accept that when I have to write, those plagiarism matters
were not in my head at all. What I know is I have to finish my writing
assignments with good marks if possible.

= Knowing but
unaware

L3EIL

1 know that plagiarism is a serious matter in writing class. I also know
that we can check our written work via Turnitin or the university
Akkarawisuth (nvmigns) program before task submission. Well, I myself

haven'’t tried both programs yet because I don’t have time to do so.

» Being aware of
anti-plagiarism
screening tools
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With reference to both groups of high and limited achiever
participants’ interview responses to interview question 1 (i.e. “How do you think
about plagiarism in your English language learning?”) as illustrated in Table 4.13,
all of the participants perceived plagiarism in their English language learning
differently.

In the group of high achievers from three courses, participant HI sgg
perceived plagiarism as an unavoidable act in academic writing. Additionally,
participant H2rw viewed plagiarism as an academic taboo while participant H3g
realized that the issue of plagiarism was complicated but could be prevented
through using academic writing techniques and an anti-plagiarism screening tool
called Turnitin.

In the group of limited achievers from the three courses, participant
L1agg viewed plagiarism as a confusing issue. In addition, the interview extract of
the participant L1 agg (... Yes, I studied how to summarize and paraphrase texts but
we have to use idea content from the given texts in any way to write them in our
own papers, right? I'm kind of confused with this. Hmm... this is as if we were
plagiarizing by not using our own ideas while practicing writing techniques of how
to avoid plagiarism...”), shows that the participant might not have sufficient
knowledge or understanding of plagiarism nor the application of academic writing
techniques. On the other hand, participant L21w knew and seemed to understand the
notion of plagiarism but was unaware of it in practice. Furthermore, participant
L3gn knew and was aware of plagiarism in writing and of the availability of anti-

plagiarism screen tools.

The results of the student participants’ responses to the learner
evaluation form and the interview regarding their perception—awareness and
knowledge—of plagiarism was previously shown in Section 4.1.1 and Section
4.1.2, respectively. In addition to the perception of plagiarism, the student

participants’ actual practice of plagiarism is also investigated in Section 4.2.
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4.2 The Students’ Actual Practice of Plagiarism

Research Question 2: Do Thai postgraduate students have a
significant difference in their actual practice
of academic plagiarism in English language

learning? If so, to what extent?

The quantitative results of research question 2 show the student participants’
actual practice of academic plagiarism which can be measured from their writing
test scores. The writing test scores were assessed through two experienced raters
and the Turnitin program using the criteria stated in Table 3.2.

The test scores were analyzed by two experienced raters as presented in
Section 4.2.1.1 and through the Turnitin software as shown in Section 4.2.1.2. To
be able to answer research question 2, the data to be analyzed are illustrated in

Figure 4.2.
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Student
Participants
(n=219)

________________

Writing Test:

Actual Practice of Plagiarism

gt

Student Participants (Actual n = 153)

= Science and Social Science Groups (ns. = 96; ngs. = 57)

» High and Limited Achievers (ny=39; n;=114)

Notes: n =number of all participants;
Actual n = number of the participants who provided valid
responses used in data analysis of this study

Figure 4.2 Research Data for Analysis on Actual Practice of Plagiarism
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4.2.1 Quantitative Results

4.2.1.1 Writing Test Scores: Raters

To answer research question 2.1 below, the collected data of the student
participants’ raw scores of the test (see Appendix K), assessed by two experienced

raters, can be analyzed in the aspect of the participants’ major fields of study.

Research Question 2.1 Do science and social science student groups
have a significant difference in their actual
practice of academic plagiarism in English

language learning? If so, to what extent?

The quantitative results regarding the actual practice of academic plagiarism
of the participants who were classified into two groups—science and social
sciences based on their major fields of study can be presented as in sub-section

4.2.1.1.1.

4.2.1.1.1 Major Fields of Study

To examine whether science and social science students have a
significant difference in their actual practice of plagiarism in English language
learning, an independent-samples #-test was used. The science and social science

students’ writing test scores can be calculated statistically as in Table 4.14.
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Table 4.14 Science and Social Science Participants’ Actual Practice of Plagiarism

Actual Practice Mean Standard
Participants of Plagiarism t df Sig. Difference Error
Difference
Mean SD
Science 3764 11634 o0 1 9567 | 021 4.15 3.26
(n=96)
Social Science 41.79 21.15
(n=157)
Note: p <.05

From Table 4.14, the average scores of the social and social science
participants’ actual practice of plagiarism can be summarized as follows.

Out of the 153 participants, the average scores in the actual practice
of plagiarism of 96 science students and 57 social science students were 37.64 (SD
= 16.34) and 41.79 (SD = 21.15), respectively. The results from the data analysis
presented in Table 4.5 show that there was no statistically significant difference
between the participants’ actual practice of plagiarism. The ¢ value is 1.27 at the p
value of 0.21 — this exceeds the 0.05 level. In other words, the science and social
science major participants did not have a significant difference in their writing test
scores of plagiarism in their English language learning. Similarly, referring to the
statement of hypotheses for item number 1.6.2.1 in Section 1.6, it can be concluded
from the findings in Table 4.13 that the null hypothesis is accepted or the
alternative hypothesis is rejected (i.e. accept Hy or reject H).

In order to prove any statistical significance in the quantitative

analysis of the student participants’ actual practice of plagiarism, the participants
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can be classified into groups based on their levels of English language proficiency

as in sub-section 4.2.1.1.2 in addition to the major fields of study.

4.2.1.1.2 Levels of English Language Proficiency

Research Question 2.2

Do the groups of high achievers and low

achievers have a significant difference in their

actual practice of academic plagiarism in

English language learning? If so, to what

extent?

To investigate whether the high and limited achiever groups have a

significant difference in their actual practice of academic plagiarism in English

language learning, an independent-samples #-test was used. The high and limited

achiever groups’ actual practice of plagiarism can be analyzed statistically as in

Table 4.15.

Table 4.15 High and Limited Achiever Groups’ Actual Practice of Plagiarism

Actual Practice Mean Standard
Participants of Plagiarism t df Sig. Difference Error
Difference
Mean SD
High Achiever | 63.26 | 13.15 | 15544 | 5704 | .00 3231 2.35
(n=139)
Limited Achiever | 30.95 11.18
(n=114)

Note: p <.05
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In Table 4.15, out of the full writing score of 100, the average score
for the writing test of the 39 participants who were in the high achiever group was
63.26 (SD = 13.15), and in the 114 limited achiever group, the average test score
was 30.95 (SD = 11.18). The results, recorded to 2 decimal points, from the data
analysis presented in Table 4.6 demonstrate that there was a statistically significant
difference between the high achiever group’s and the low achiever group’s average
writing-test scores. It can be seen that there was a significant difference in the
average test scores between the high achiever group (63.26) and the limited achiever
group (30.95). The ¢ value is 13.74 at the p value of 0.00 — this is less than the 0.05
level (¢ = -13.74, p < .05). This means that the actual practice of plagiarism of the
high achiever group was significantly different from that of the limited achiever
group at the level of .05. Similarly, referring to the statement of hypotheses for item
number 1.6.2.2 in Section 1.6, it can be concluded from the findings in Table 4.15
that the null hypothesis is rejected or the alternative hypothesis is accepted (i.e.
reject Hy or accept H)).

To further examine the significant difference in the actual practice
between both groups of high and limited achievers, Cohen’s effect-size (d) method
was utilized to analyze its magnitude. Table 4.16 shows the magnitude of the

difference in the groups of high and limited achievers’ actual practice of plagiarism.
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Table 4.16 Magnitude of High and Limited Achiever Groups’ Difference

in Actual Practice of Plagiarism

Actual Practice of n Mean SD Effect Size | Difference
Plagiarism Magnitude
High Achiever 39 63.26 13.15 7978 Large
Limited Achiever 114 30.95 11.18
High Achiever Limited Achiever
(n=139) (n=114)
Mean 63.26 30.95
SD 13.15 11.18
Cohen’s d 2.6473
Effect-size r 1978*

* Significant at .05 level

Referring to the value of the effect size in Table 4.16, it was found that

at the alpha level of .05, the magnitude of the significant difference in the actual

practice of high and limited achiever groups was relatively large since the level of

the Cohen’s effect size was approximately .80 which fell into the range of over 0.5

- 0.8 (see Table 3.8). That is, the actual practice of plagiarism has a significantly

‘large’ difference in the participant groups’ different levels of English language

proficiency (Becker, 2000; Hopkins, 2002; Thalheimer and Cook, 2002; Mackey

and Gass, 2005).
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Hence, the findings of the second research question demonstrate a
statistically significant difference in actual practice between the groups of high
achievers (M = 63.26, SD = 13.15) and limited achievers (M = 30.95, SD = 11.18)
at .05 (#(57.94) = -13.74, p = .000) with a ‘large’ magnitude difference (¢ = -13.74,
p <.05; effect level d = .80).

In addition to the quantitative findings of the participants’ actual
practice assessed by human raters, it would be also useful to thoroughly assess the
participants’ actual practice of plagiarism quantitatively through a technological

service—Turnitin in section 4.2.1.2.

4.2.1.2 Writing Test Scores: Checking Software

To answer research question 2 below, the collected data of the student
participants’ test papers was also checked through checking software in addition to

the experienced raters and the SPSS program.

Research Question 2: Do Thai postgraduate students have a
significant difference in their actual practice
of academic plagiarism in English language

learning? If so, to what extent?

The plagiarism checking software utilized in this current study is
called “Turnitin”. Turnitin is an Internet-based plagiarism-prevention service first
launched in 1997 (from https://en.m.wikipedia.org). In the Turnitin website
(http://www .turnitin.com), the researcher needs to register, create a folder for
uploading target papers, and set the Turnitin analysis options to suit this current
study.

Before uploading the student participants’ writing test papers to the

Turnitin service for plagiarism checking, the original-source content needs to be


https://en.m.wikipedia.org/
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uploaded for incorporation in the Turnitin database. The source content is an
excerpt taken from page 45 of a book, “Educational Research” written by Carl
Edwards, published in 2012 and printed by Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

The original source content in the writing test is shown in Figure 4.3.

The Second Model

PROFESSOR CARL EDWARDS: The attention diverted from the task
at hand can be categorized into two types. The first type of distraction
can be classified as physical and includes an increase in awareness
of heightened automatic activity (e.g., sweaty palms, muscle tension).
The second type of distraction includes inappropriate cognitions, such
as saying to oneself, “Others are finishing before me, so | must not
know the material,” or “I'm stupid, | won’t pass.” The presence of
either of these two task-irrelevant cognitions will affect the quality of a

student’s performance.

Source: The information is taken from a book, “Educational Research”
written by CARL EDWARDS, published in 2012, page 45,
printed by Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Figure 4.3 Original-Source Content in Writing Test

One hundred and fifty-three papers were directly uploaded to the
Turnitin website for originality analysis. The results of all 153 papers are presented

in detail in Appendix K. In this section, their originality reports, derived from a



155

GradeMark report and each paper’s originality report (see Appendix K), are

summarized into Table 4.17.

Table 4.17 Originality reports on Plagiarism

GradeMark Report Paper’s Originality Report
§_ Grade/Mark Similarity
35:_’ Total Score
= Citation | Language | Content Range: % Color Nuqll?er of
2 (50) (25) (@9 | Min-Max | Copied Code Pa"ticslga“ts
a-100) | (0-100%) (153)

1 | ! ) 10-98 0 Blue 90

T T T
2 | : : 5-33 12-23 Green 6

[} | |

[} | |
3 : X X 18-53 26-49 Yellow 19
4 23-45 59-74 | Orange 21
5 13-33 75-98 Red 17

: X X Remarks: The criteria of plagiarism color codes in

153 ; ; ; ) Turnitin are:
= Red: 75-100%
Average 20.1 7.8 11.1 = Orange: 50-74 %
Test (40.2%) | (31.2%) | (44.4%) | = Yellow: 25-49%
Score = Green: 0-24%
» Blue: 0% (No matches)

When Turnitin detects plagiarism in a paper, the magnitude of

plagiarism is shown in percent terms and symbolized by color codes. As can be

seen from Table 4.17, the originality reports show the results of the analysis of the

student participants’ papers by Turnitin. In the table, the extent or magnitude of

plagiarism found in the participants’ papers is shown as the percent of copied
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content and as color codes—from 0% (blue) to 98% (red) meaning from zero to
serious violation of the original source content, respectively.

The results in Table 4.17 indicate that the majority of the participants
(90 out of 153 or approximately 59%) could produce their writing test content
without plagiarising. On the other hand, 63 participants (41%) engaged in
plagiarism in their writing-test papers at different levels. The extent of plagiarism in
the participants’ papers, detected by Turnitin, ranges from 12% to 98%, that is,
from mild to serious violation.

The Turnitin analysis of the participants’ writing-test papers in Table
4.17 shows five levels of plagiarism which are categorized as five colors. Ninety
out of 153 papers (59%) were shown as blue equating to 0% plagiarism detection.
Next, six papers (about 4%) fell into the green color code indicating 12% to 23%
copied content. Nineteen papers (about 12%) were shown in yellow color indicating
26% to 49% plagiarism detection. Further, twenty-one papers (about 14%) were
shown in orange indicating 59% to 74% plagiarism detection. Additionally,
seventeen papers (about 11%) were coded red indicating 75% to 98% plagiarism
detection.

In addition to the different extent of plagiarism found in some
participants’ test papers, the total raw scores that the participants obtained in their
writing-test papers were ranged from the minimum to the maximum scores together
with the degree of plagiarism detection as follows. To start with, for 0% plagiarism
detection in test papers, the participants’ writing test scores were ranged from 10 to
98 out of 100 points. At 12-23% plagiarism detection, test scores were from 5 to 33
points. At 26-49% plagiarism detection, scores were from 18 to 53 points. At 59-
74% plagiarism detection, scores were from 23 to 45 points. Lastly, at 75-98%
plagiarism detection, scores were ranged from 13 to 33 points.

Turnitin also calculated the participants’ average test score in
individual writing criterion based on citation, language and content. In Table 4.17,

the participants obtained average test scores of 20.1 out of 50 (40.2%) for citations,
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7.8 (31.2%) for language or grammar, and 11.1 (44.4%) for content. All of these
results from the quantitative analysis of the participants’ writing test scores through

Turnitin in Section 4.2.1.2 are discussed in Chapter 5.

4.3 Contributory Factors Influencing Students’ Plagiarism

The student participants’ responses to Parts 1 and 2 of the Thai-version
learner evaluation form and the teacher participants’ responses to Part 1 of the

teacher questionnaire were analyzed to answer research question 3 of the study.

Research Question 3: What are the contributing indicators to

the students’ academic plagiarism?

The quantitative results of research question 3 show the student
participants’ general information and English language learning background
(Section 4.3.1.1) and their experience of plagiarism (Section 4.3.1.2) as well as the
teacher/administrator participants’ general information and English language

teaching background (Section 4.3.1.3).

4.3.1 Quantitative Results

4.3.1.1 Students’ General Information and English Language

Learning Background

The responses to the learner evaluation form regarding the student
participants’ general information and their English language learning background
are list in detail from items 1 to 10 in Appendix J and can be summarized as
follows.

Most of the participants were female (122 or 62.20%) while 74 were
male postgraduate students (37.80%). Most of them (71 out of 196 or 36.20%)
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were between 26 and 30 years old. Most of the respondents (159 out of 196 or
81.10%) were studying at the doctoral level. The highest number of students were
in the Faculty of Science (44 students or 22.40%) with the second highest in the
Faculty of Education (34 students or 17.30%).

Based on the participants’ educational background, most of them
graduated with a Bachelor’s degree from Chulalongkorn University (51 students or
26%) or Srinakharinwirot University (15 students or 7.70%). The highest number
of the Bachelor’s students graduated from the Faculty of Science (53 students or
27%) and the Faculty of Engineering (22 students or 11.20%). In terms of the
number of years spent studying, most bachelor students (134 or 74.90%) had
studied for between four and four and a half years. For Master’s students, most
participants also graduated from the Faculty of Science (37 students or 18.90%) and
from Chulalongkorn University (88 students or 44.90%). Most of them (63 students
or 32.10%) had spent from three to three and a half years doing their Master’s.

Based on the participants’ English language learning experiences, most
had studied English for 16-20 years (72 students or 36.70%) and 11-15 years (35
students or 17.90%). Although the participants had long-term experience of English
language learning, they had rather little experience in English language writing
skills. Most had acquired their English-language writing skills in only one to five
years (66 students or 33.70%) or did not gain English-language writing skills (59
students or 30.10%). The participants had different experiences in taking English
language proficiency tests (i.e. CU-TEP, TOEFL and IELTS). The highest number
of the participants—75 students or 38.30% —obtained CU-TEP scores in the range
from 45 to 56 that can be interpreted as “middle intermediate™ level (see Table 3.1).
The second highest number of participants—64 students or 32.70% had scores in
the range of 57 to 68 which is “intermediate” level (see Table 3.1). However, most
participants had never taken a TOEFL (191 students or 97.40%) or an IELTS (179

students or 91.30%) test. Furthermore, prior to enrolling in any of the three
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postgraduate writing courses (i.e. AEG, TW, or EIL), most participants (48 students

or 24.50%) did not have experience in writing any English-language reports.
Furthermore, with regard to the student participants’ experience of

plagiarism in writing, their responses from item numbers 11 to 19 in Appendix J

can be summed up as in Section 4.3.1.2.

4.3.1.2 Students’ Experience of Plagiarism

Before the participants enrolled in a postgraduate writing course, most
of them had never heard of academic plagiarism (178 out of 196 students or
90.80%) nor knew what academic plagiarism was (170 students or 86.70%).
Furthermore, most of them (142 students or 72.40%) had never had any training on
identifying and dealing with academic plagiarism (e.g. Turnitin Plagiarism
Checking Training).

In general, prior to enrollment in a postgraduate writing course, the
participants received specific instruction on English language academic writing
techniques (e.g. citation, paraphrasing, summarizing, and etc) through courses in
the CU Graduate English programs (76 students or 38.80%), instructor(s) in the CU
Graduate English programs (80 students or 40.80%), and other handbooks (77
students or 39.30%).

In previous academic writing prior to enrollment in a postgraduate
English writing course (i.e. AEG, TW, or EIL), most participants (98 students or
50%) felt that they copied the words or ideas of other writers without properly
indicating the source in their university writing assignments a few times.
Additionally, most of the participants (131 students or 66.80%) revealed that their
instructors of English in past university studies never told them (i.e. by means of
spoken or written comments) that there was ‘plagiarism’ in the participants’ written
tasks. In a postgraduate English writing course (i.e. AEG, TW, or EIL), most
student participants (126 students or 64.30%) responded that they never copied the

words or ideas of other writers without indicating the source in their writing
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assignments. Moreover, 156 out of 196 students (79.60%) stated that their
instructors in the postgraduate English writing course (i.e. AEG, TW, or EIL) never
told them that there was ‘plagiarism’ in their written tasks. Almost all of the
respondents (193 students or 98.50%) would have liked to receive specific
instruction in avoiding plagiarism through academic writing techniques (e.g.
citation, paraphrasing, summarizing, etc.) through instructor(s), faculty’s training
program(s), and books at 67.30%, 59.70%, and 54.60%, respectively.

In addition to the student participants’ evaluation-form responses, the
quantitative results of research question 3 can be derived from the teacher
participants’ questionnaire responses (Appendix M). The teacher participants’

responses to Part 1 of the questionnaire are presented in Section 4.3.1.3.

4.3.1.3 Instructors’/Administrators’ General Information and

English Language Teaching Background

With respect to the teacher participants’ general information and their
English language teaching background, their questionnaire responses to items 1 to 6
of Part 1 are shown in detail in Appendix M. In this section, the questionnaire
responses from Appendix M can be concluded as follows.

The data on the teacher participants’ general information and their
English language teaching background for quantitative analysis of contributing

indicators to plagiarism are illustrated in Figure 4.4.
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K" """"""""""" \ 4 14 native English-

' Contributing Factors to 1 ) )
: Plagiarism Practice ! speaking lecturers;
e T / 13 males +
= Instructor/Administrator / S 1 female
Ouestionnaire
:' Teacher participants in l/ ( 34 Thai lecturers:
: Questionnaire E > 3 males +
E (n=48) ; L 31 females

Figure 4.4 Research Data for Analysis on Contributory Factors

Influencing Plagiarism

From Figure 4.4, most teacher participants (34 out of 48 teachers or
70.80%) were Thai. Most of them had experienced teaching English writing at
university level for three to six years and for more than ten years in the same
proportion (37.50%). The participants comprised 32 females (31 Thai female
teachers and one native English-speaking teacher) and 16 males (three Thai male
teachers and 13 native English-speaking teachers) out of 48 teachers.

The majority of the participants (43 out of 48 teachers or §9.60%) had
taught their students to avoid plagiarism in writing. Most participants (29 teachers
or 60.40%) thought that their instruction on how to avoid plagiarism in writing was
somewhat successful due to teaching academic writing techniques like citation,
paraphrasing, and summarizing (28 teachers or 58.30%) and also making students
understand and participate in their teaching of writing (28 teachers or 58.30%).

Most of the participants (39 teachers or 81.30%) did not give the reason(s) for not
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previously teaching the students how to avoid plagiarism in writing. However, five
of the teacher participants (10.40%) chose the reason that their students’ English
levels were too limited to be able to understand academic writing techniques and
four of them (8.30%) selected the reason that it was not required in the course
syllabus or content used at university undergraduate levels.

The quantitative findings of the student and the teacher participants’
responses from the learner evaluation form and the teacher questionnaire from sub-
sections 4.3.1.1 to 4.3.1.3 were employed to examine the indicators contributing to
possible plagiarism. The qualitative data of the responses of the student and the

teacher participants are presented in Section 4.3.2.

4.3.2 Qualitative Results
4.2.2.1 Students’ Interview Responses

The data gathered from the interview responses of the student
participants were qualitatively analyzed to answer the second interview question
about the student participants’ opinion about contributory factors influencing
plagiarism (Appendix G). The extracts from the content analyses on the interview
responses of both groups of three high achievers and three limited achievers are

categorized as shown in Table 4.18.
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Table 4.18 Content Analysis: Students’ Contributory Factors Influencing plagiarism

(continued)

Question 2: In your opinion, what are factors influencing

Student o . . Contributory Factors
Participant plagiarism in your English language writing (if any)? Influencing Plagiarism
Interview Extract

HI1 Agg .... Since the content in academic writing needs to convince Environmental-situational
readers of frameworks or models from theories. ... constructs: Different
<End of the interview question 1> disciplinary writing

. : . convention
1 thzn'k our different Judgme'nt on and knowledge of N Affective-psychological
plagzarz;m may cause plagz.arlivm. I mean, academic writing constructs: Iearner’s
convention of each faculty is different. And we here come IV S
from different faculties. ...There is no single fixed universal different judgment and
o S knowledge
style of source-based writing used for all faculties in
common. I may judge a written paper as plagiarized work
while others from different faculties may not.

H21w In my writing class, hmm... I think I review and normally use Environmental-situational
academic writing techniques that I studied in class. This constructs: Peer pressure
could make me away from the claim of plagiarism, I suppose from cultural norms
<smile>. ... I’'m not sure if I'm the one of the contributing
factors causing plagiarism...when I lent my assignment to my
friends.... They are my good friends though they may copy
my work and I knew that was wrong.

H3g 1 think when I write academic assignments in English, | Environmental-situational
always note a list of academic writing techniques that I constructs: time pressure
learned before writing to remind myself of not missing using Affective-psychological
them in my writing assignment. Hmm, suppose my work is constructs: Learner’s
found plagiarized, I guess it could be from some of my unawareness of source-
carelessness like forgetting a citation style or missing based writing
quotation marks and so on. ...perhaps such carelessness
would be possible in exam. ... To me, time is always limited
in exam.

L1ags ... I admit that I actually didn’t understand all what is in the Environmental-situational

source. I could understand just some part of the given
source. Also, I didn’t like rush hour in the test.

constructs: Time pressure
Affective-psychological
constructs: Insufficient
knowledge and skills of
English
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Table 4.18 Content Analysis: Students’ Contributory Factors Influencing plagiarism

Student Question 2: In your opinion, what are factors influencing Contributory Factors
Participant | plagiarism in your English language writing (if any)? Influencing Plagiarism
Interview Extract

L2tw ... But I accept that when I have to write, those plagiarism Environmental-situational
matters were not in my head at all. What I know is I have to constructs: time pressure
finish my writing assignments with good marks if possible. and course instructor
<End of the interview question 1> Affective-psychological
1 think I did my best in the writing test at that time though I 7c0nstrugtss Learn?r 5

S . academic image, individual
know my English is rather weak. ... oh, I think I forgot some . .
.. . . . . differences, Insufficient
writing techniques like paraphrasing that I studied from the .
. knowledge and skills of
graduate English course. I knew that there were many .

. . . English, and unawareness
paraphrasing techniques but when I was tested in the class, | of academic writine skills
felt a kind of nervous and excited and also afraid of being &
unable to finish my writing in time.

L3gn ... Well, I myself haven't tried both programs < Turnitin and Environmental-situational
Akkarawisuth (énvignsy> yet because I don’t have time to constructs: Time pressure
do so. <End of the interview question 1> Affective-psychological

hat ti hile I o on in th constructs: Insufficient
... Umm, at[t at tzcrinehw ile I was wlrmng mylve};ﬂszoz mé CeZ language proficiency and
teivt pa;c)ler, fzun that time was almost L;lp. t' gn lecz ed to unawareness of academic
mix and match some parts of texts from the original source. writing skills
Notes: Hlagg : The first high achiever from the AEG course

H2tw : The second high achiever from the TW course
H3gp : The third high achiever from the EIL course
L1agG : The first limited achiever from the AEG course
L27w

L3gn. : The third limited achiever from the EIL course

: The second limited achiever from the TW course

Referring to the second interview questions (i.e. In your opinion, what are

factors influencing plagiarism in your English language writing (if any)?), the

content of the interview responses, from Table 4.18, of both groups of the

participants from three courses indicate that there are both inter-related affective-
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psychological and environmental-situational constructs contributing to the act of
plagiarism.

Based on environmental-situational constructs, time pressure is viewed by
most participants from both groups (i.e. participants H3gyr, L1 g, L21w, and L3gy)
as a contributory factor affecting the act of plagiarism. As stated in the interview
response of participant L3gy (‘. while I was writing my version in the test paper, |
found that time was almost up. I then decided to mix and match some parts of texts
from the original source.”), the participant’s act of plagiarism (i.e. mixing and
matching texts from the source or “patchwriting”) was due to time pressure. Next,
peer pressure from cultural norms is perceived by participant H21w as a
contributory factor to the act of plagiarism. As participant H2tw said, “... when [
lent my assignment to my friends.... They are my good friends though they may
copy my work.” Moreover, participant H1 sz added that “...our different judgment
on and knowledge of plagiarism may cause plagiarism. ... academic writing
convention of each faculty is different. And we here come from different faculties.
...There is no single fixed universal style of source-based writing used for all
faculties in common....” This means that participant H1 s considered that different
disciplinary writing conventions can bring about writers’ acts of plagiarism.
Another contributory factor influencing the act of plagiarism is course instructors.
Participant L2rw revealed that “... What I know is I have to finish my writing
assignments with good marks if possible. ... .” This means that a course instructor
could be a cause of plagiarism since the participants expected to have good marks
from her instructor for writing.

Based on affective-psychological constructs, a learner’s different judgment
and knowledge are viewed by participant Hlagg as a factor contributing to
plagiarism. Noticeably, all limited achievers viewed insufficient knowledge and
skills in English as the factors influencing plagiarism for them. Additionally,
academic image (“But I accept that when I have to write, those plagiarism matters

were not in my head at all. What I know is I have to finish my writing assignments
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with good marks if possible.”’) and individual differences (“but when I was tested in
the class, I felt a kind of nervous and excited and also afraid of being unable to
finish my writing in time.”) are viewed by participant L21w as factors impacting the
act of plagiarism. Moreover, from the interview extracts of participants L21w (i.e.
“...I think I forgot some writing techniques like paraphrasing that I studied from
the graduate English course.”) and L3y, a learner’s lack of awareness of academic
writing skills is another factor influencing plagiarism in writing while participant
H3g imagined her lack of awareness of source-based writing brought about the act
of unintentional plagiarism (i.e. “... suppose my work is found plagiarized, I guess
it could be from some of my carelessness like forgetting a citation style or missing
quotation marks and so on. ...perhaps such carelessness would be possible in

exam.”).

Lastly, there are additional interview responses of the student participants
regarding the last interview question about their further comments on academic
plagiarism in their English language learning (Appendix L) which will be discussed
in Chapter 5.

The qualitative results previously demonstrated are based on the student
participants’ interview responses. Another part of the qualitative results based on
the teacher participants’ interview responses are presented next in sub-section

4.3.2.2.

4.3.2.2 Instructors’/Administrators’ Interview Responses

The data collected from the teacher participants’ interview responses
were also qualitatively analyzed. The transcripts of 19 teacher participants’
interview responses are shown in Appendix N. The content analysis of the native
English-speaking (NE) and Thai (T) teacher participants’ interview responses in
regard to contributory factors influencing students’ plagiarism are shown in Table

4.19.
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Table 4.19 Instructors’/Administrators’ Interview Extracts

(Contributory Factors Influencing Students’ Plagiarism) (continued)

Factors
Contributing to
Students’
Plagiarism

Teacher
Participant

Interview Extract

Unawareness-
negligence of the act of
plagiarism

2NE

From my experience, many students are unaware that
plagiarizing is a violation. Copying and cheating are
standard practice. Indeed, I get the impression many
students are taught to copy and regurgitate information,
without intellectually engaging with the issues at all. ...

3NE

In one of my courses a student regularly “googles” the
passages in the textbook. I have found several texts have
come from online sources and are used without
indicating sources.

9T

1 think one reason leading to plagiarism is the students’
negligence of the extent to which plagiarism covers.

Cultural norms

2NE

From my experience, many students are unaware that
plagiarizing is a violation. Copying and cheating are
standard practice. Indeed, I get the impression many
students are taught to copy and regurgitate information,
without intellectually engaging with the issues at all. ...

4NE

... Plagiarism is considered ‘“‘normal” by most Thai
people I know. Amazingly, this includes teachers!!
When I have shared plagiarism stories in the past with
Thai teachers, they 've been shocked that I gave a
“zero” grade, they suggested that the students be given
a chance to re-do the work, and they often say that we
can’t expect any better from the students because they
have done throughout grade school and high school. ...

10NE

By the time Thai students reach the university system,
most of them have been exposed to an educational
model where they are not always encouraged to think
independently and are at times expected or required to
copy a teacher/authority figure’s answers verbatim. ...
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Table 4.19 Instructors’/Administrators’ Interview Extracts

Factors Teacher
Contributing to Participant Interview Extract
Students’ Plagiarism
Insufficient knowledge 5T Personally when I write in Thai, I am a hundred
and language skills percent sure that I'm not plagiarizing, so it might
help if teachers teach students to fully understand
the reading passages before writing their own.
7T Sometimes, students are aware of plagiarism and its

penalty. They have been told by the teacher that it’s
a “crime”, and they normally try their best to avoid

it. Unfortunately, a large number of them still
commit such a crime because they do not have
enough knowledge and skills to avoid it. ...

Referring to the interview question regarding comment(s) about
contributory factors influencing students’ plagiarism, the content analysis of the
interview responses of the teacher participants from Table 4.19 are summarised as
follows.

Seven out of 19 Thai and native-English teacher participants’ responses
were categorized into three groups based on the interview question. Three major
contributory factors influencing the act of students’ plagiarism, from the teacher
participants’ points of view, are students’ unawareness and negligence of the act of
plagiarism (i.e. participants 2NE, 3NE, and 9T), cultural norms (i.e. participants
2NE, 4NE, and 10NE), and their insufficient knowledge and language skills (i.e.
participants 5T and 7T).

The quantitative and qualitative findings to answer research question 3 of
this study was presented previously in Section 4.3. The quantitative and qualitative
data, regarding the practical measures for plagiarism prevention, gathered from the

teacher questionnaire and the interview are demonstrated in the next section.
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4.4 The Practical Measures for Plagiarism Prevention

The teacher participants’ responses to Parts 2 and 3 of the teacher

questionnaire were analyzed to answer research question 4 of the study.

Research Question 4: What are practical measures for academic

plagiarism prevention in the Thai context?

The quantitative results of research question 4 illustrate the
instructors’/administrators’ responses to two parts of the instructor/administrator
questionnaire: part 2 concerning academic plagiarism issues and part 3 regarding
effective measures for plagiarism prevention. In part 2, the teacher participants
were asked to rate the plagiarism issues which are related to knowledge of
plagiarism, awareness of plagiarism, and other issues of academic plagiarism.
Additionally, in part 3, the participants were also asked to rate their perspectives on

the given measures of plagiarism prevention.

4.4.1 Quantitative Results
4.4.1.1 Instructors’/Administrators’ Questionnaire Responses

There are four sub-sections providing relevant quantitative results in
regard to practical measures for plagiarism prevention. Section 4.4.1.1.1 refers to
knowledge of plagiarism with nine Likert-scale items (item numbers 7 to 15).
Section 4.4.1.1.2 covers 16 Likert-scale items about awareness of plagiarism (item
numbers 16 to 31). Section 4.4.1.1.3 contains seven Likert-scale items concerning
other issues of plagiarism (item numbers 32 to 38). In addition, section 4.4.1.1.4

consists of four given measures of plagiarism prevention (item numbers 39 to 42).
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With regard to knowledge of plagiarism issues, the teacher

participants’ responses to nine items from item numbers 7 to 15 are interpreted and

summed up in Table 4.20.

Table 4.20 Instructors’/Administrators’ Knowledge of Plagiarism (continued)

Native Language Total
Knowledge of Plagiarism English Thai (n =48) Mean | SD
(n=14) (n=34)
n % n % n %

7. Students pay aperson for | )y 4 Lags7 | 11 (3235 | 15 | 3130
editing assistance, and s/he
re-writes much of the
students’ original papers. The
edited version to you without
acknowledging that person’s
assistance. Is this plagiarism? | Agree 7 50.00 | 10 | 29.41 17 | 35.40
8. Students copy apassage | pigaoree | 5 | 3571 | 3 | 882 | 8 | 16.70
directly from an article they
found. They cite the source,
but did not use quotation Unsure 0 0.00 8 23.53 8 16.70 2.50 0.77
marks “...”. Is this
plagiarism? Agree 9 6429 | 23 | 67.65| 32 | 66.70
9. Students copy a short Disagree | 4 | 3571 | 8 |2353| 13 | 27.10
passage from an article they
found. They change a few
words so that it’s different
from the original. They cite Unsure 5 35.71 7 20.59 12 25.00 2.41 0.85
the source but did not use
quotation marks. Is this A
plagiarism? gree 5 2858 | 19 | 5588 | 23 | 47.90
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Table 4.20 Instructors’/Administrators’ Knowledge of Plagiarism (continued)

Native Language Total
Knowledge of Plagiarism English Thai (n =48) Mean | SD
(n=14) (n=34)
n %o n % n %

10. Citing sources protects | Digaoree | 13 | 92.86 | 26 | 76.47 | 39 | 81.30
us from accusations of
plagiarism by
acknowledging the sources | Unsure | 0| 0.00 | 3 | 88 | 3 | 630 | 1.60 | 069
of information used in our
papers. Agree 1 7.14 5 14.71 6 12.50
cite the source stating a fact
in their papers if it's Unsure 2 | 1429 7 2059 | 9 |1880| .19 | 0.89
something that most people
would already know. Agree 1| 714 | 14 | 4118 | 15 | 3130

Disagree | 10 | 71.43 | 31 | 91.18 | 41 | 85.40
12. There are many different
citation styles, and we must | Unsure 3 21.43 1 2.94 4 8.30 1.59 | 0.54
choose an appropriate one.

Agree 1 7.14 2 5.88 3 6.30

Disagree 0 0.00 2 5.88 2 4.20
I3.Itis notnecessary tocite | e | 1 | 704 | 2 | 588 | 3 | 630 | 249 | 0.46
sources found on the web.

Agree 13 19286 | 30 | 88.24 | 43 | 89.60

_ _ . Disagree | 8 57.14 | 12 | 3529 | 20 | 41.70

14. 1t is not required to cite
our source in a graph/bar
chart which is derived from | onsure 3 21.43 6 17.65 9 18.80 | 1.02 | 0.91
our own findings.

Agree 3 2143 | 16 | 47.06 | 19 | 39.60
15. It is required to cite our | Disagree 10 1 7143 1 25 17353 1 35 | 72.90
source when using a fact
from a source we think, but | yngure | 0 | 000 | 6 |1765| 6 |12.50 | 1.58 | 0.74
we are not sure, may be

knowledge.

comimon nowlecge Agree 4 |2857| 3 | 882 | 7 | 14.60
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The results of the nine cases in part 2 of the instructor/administrator
questionnaire from Table 4.20 show how the teacher participants rated their
perception about nine cases regarding knowledge of plagiarism in their English
language teaching. All 48 teacher participants can be divided into two groups: 14
native English-speaking lectures and 34 Thai lecturers/administrators. Both groups
rated their perception of plagiarism in their English language teaching at three
levels: agree, not sure, and disagree.

Five cases were rated at the same levels: ‘agree’ and ‘disagree’ by
most participants of both groups of native English-speaking and Thai instructors of
English. The following cases, mainly rated at the ‘agree’ level, are: “Students copy
a passage directly from an article they found. They cite the source, but did not use

“«

quotation marks “...” This is plagiarism.” (item number 8) rated by the majority of
about 64% of native English-speaking instructors and about 68% of Thai instructors
and “Students copy a short passage from an article they found. They change a few
words so that it’s different from the original. They cite the source but did not use
quotation marks. Is this plagiarism?” (item number 9) rated equally at the ‘agree’
level by the majority of the native English-speaking group (five participants or
around 36% of the group) at the ‘unsure’ and ‘agree’ levels as well as the majority
of the Thai group (19 participants or around 56% of the group). Next, the following
cases, mainly rated at the ‘disagree’ level, are: “Citing sources protects us from
accusations of plagiarism by acknowledging the sources of information used in our
papers.” (item number 10) rated by the majority of approximately 93% native
English-speaking instructors and around 76% of Thai instructors, “There are many
different citation styles, and we must choose an appropriate one.” (item number 12)
rated by the majority of about 71% native English-speaking instructors and about
91% of Thai instructors, and “It is required to cite our source when using a fact
from a source we think, but we are not sure, may be common knowledge.” (item

number 15) rated by the majority of about 71% native English-speaking instructors
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and about 74% of Thai instructors. Additionally, most participants of both groups
(13 participants or around 93% of the native English-speaking group and 30
participants or about 88% of Thai instructors of English) rated the case for item
number 13: “It is not necessary to cite sources found on the web.” at the ‘disagree’
level.

There are however four items that most participants of both groups
rated differently. First, item number 7 with the case “Students pay a person for
editing assistance, and s/he re-writes much of the students’ original papers. The
students hand in this new edited version to you without acknowledging that
person’s assistance. Is this plagiarism?” was rated by the majority of the native
English speaking group (seven participants or 50% of the group) at the ‘agree’
level. On the other hand, the majority of the Thai group (13 participants or around
38% of the group) rated the case number 7 at the ‘unsure’ level. Next, item number
11 with the case “Students don't have to cite the source stating a fact in their papers
if it's something that most people would already know.” was rated by the majority
of the native English speaking group (11 participants or around 79% of the group)
at the ‘disagree’ level. On the contrary, the majority of the Thai group (14
participants or around 41% of the group) rated the case number 11 at the ‘agree’
level. Last, item number 14 with the case “It is not required to cite our source in a
graph/bar chart which is derived from our own findings.” was rated by the majority
of the native English speaking group (eight participants or around 57% of the
group) at the ‘disagree’ level. On the other hand, the majority of the Thai group (16
participants or around 47% of the group) rated the case number 14 at the ‘agree’
level.

Referring to the three-point Likert-scale questionnaire in Table 4.20,
the criteria for the rating scale interpretation of the mean scores (see Table 3.7)
were: 1.00-1.66 (disagree), 1.67-2.33 (not sure), and 2.34-3.00 (agree). The mean
scores of the participants’ responses to perspectives of plagiarism from item

numbers 7 to 15 fall into the levels of ‘agree’ and ‘disagree’. The findings from the
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mean scores of all teacher participants’ responses to the questionnaire show that the
teacher participants were knowledgeable about academic plagiarism since the mean
scores of all rated nine case items were consistent with the suggested answers (i.e.
‘agree’ for item numbers 7 to 9, and 13 and ‘disagree’ for the rest of the five items).

To further examine whether native English-speaking and Thai
participants have a significant difference in their perspectives of plagiarism in
English language teaching (item numbers 7 to 15), one-way Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) was utilized. Native English-speaking and Thai participants’

perspectives of plagiarism can be analyzed statistically as in Table 4.21.
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Table 4.21 Difference between Native English-Speaking and Thai Instructors’

Perspectives of Plagiarism (Item Numbers 7-15)

ANOVA

Instructors’ Perspectives of Plagiarism in English Language Teaching

Item No Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

7 Between Groups .589 1 .589 .865 357
Within Groups 31.328 46 .681
Total 31.917 47

8 Between Groups 908 1 908 1.541 221
Within Groups 27.092 46 .589
Total 28.000 47

9 Between Groups 1.547 1 1.547 2.198 145
Within Groups 32.370 46 704
Total 33.917 47

10 Between Groups .569 1 .569 1.203 278
Within Groups 21.744 46 473
Total 22.313 47

11 Between Groups 5.485 1 5.485 7.927 .007
Within Groups 31.828 46 .692
Total 37.313 47

12 Between Groups 438 1 438 1.494 228
Within Groups 13.479 46 293
Total 13.917 47

13 Between Groups .109 1 .109 510 479
Within Groups 9.870 46 215
Total 9.979 47

14 Between Groups 2.235 1 2.235 2.799 101
Within Groups 36.744 46 799
Total 38.979 47

15 Between Groups 473 1 473 .864 357
Within Groups 25.193 46 .548
Total 25.667 47




Test of Homogeneity of Variances

176

Item No Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.

7 1.223 1 46 275

8 12.580 1 46 .001

9 .580 1 46 450

10 5.098 1 46 .029

11 7.687 1 46 .008

12 3.616 1 46 .063

13 2.304 1 46 136

14 729 1 46 .398

15 6.014 1 46 .018

Descriptives
Std.
N SD Error 95% Confidence Interval for Mean Minimum Maximum
Item No Lower Bound Upper Bound

7 1.00 14| .89258 | .23855 1.6989 2.7296 1.00 3.00
2.00 34| 79717 | .13671 1.6924 2.2487 1.00 3.00
Total 48 | .82406 | .11894 1.8024 2.2809 1.00 3.00
8 1.00 14| .99449 | 26579 1.7115 2.8599 1.00 3.00
2.00 34| .65679 | .11264 2.3591 2.8174 1.00 3.00
Total 48 | 77184 | .11141 2.2759 2.7241 1.00 3.00
9 1.00 14| .82874 | .22149 1.4501 2.4071 1.00 3.00
2.00 34| 84282 | .14454 2.0295 2.6176 1.00 3.00
Total 48 | .84949 | .12261 1.9617 2.4550 1.00 3.00
10 1.00 14| .53452 | .14286 2.5485 3.1658 1.00 3.00
2.00 34| 73915 | .12676 2.3597 2.8755 1.00 3.00
Total 48 | .68901 | .09945 2.4874 2.8876 1.00 3.00
11 1.00 14| .61125| .16336 2.3614 3.0672 1.00 3.00
2.00 34| .90404 | .15504 1.6552 2.2860 1.00 3.00
Total 48 | .89100 | .12860 1.9288 2.4462 1.00 3.00
12 1.00 14| .63332 | .16926 2.2772 3.0085 1.00 3.00
2.00 34| .50045 | .08583 2.6783 3.0276 1.00 3.00
Total 48 | 54415 | .07854 2.6337 2.9497 1.00 3.00
13 1.00 14| .26726 | .07143 9171 1.2257 1.00 2.00
2.00 34| .52052 | .08927 .9949 1.3581 1.00 3.00
Total 48 | 46078 | .06651 1.0120 1.2796 1.00 3.00
14 1.00 14| .84190 | .22501 1.8710 2.8432 1.00 3.00
2.00 34| 91336 | .15664 1.5637 2.2010 1.00 3.00
Total 48 | 91068 | .13145 1.7564 2.2853 1.00 3.00
15 1.00 14| .93761 | .25059 1.8872 2.9699 1.00 3.00
2.00 34| .64584 | .11076 2.4217 2.8724 1.00 3.00
Total 48 | 73899 | .10666 2.3688 2.7979 1.00 3.00
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From Table 4.21, out of nine items, there is only one item (i.e. item number 11)

producing a significant result as elaborated in Table 4.22.

Table 4.22 A Significant Difference between Native English-Speaking and

Thai Instructors’ Perspectives of Plagiarism (Item Number 11)

Zo 95% Confidence
g Std. Interval for Mean
2 Sum of Mean Error Lower Upper
Squares df Square F Sig. N SD Bound Bound

1 Between
Groups 5.485 1 5.485 7.927 007 14 61125 .16336 2.3614 3.0672

Within
Groups 31.828 46 .692 34 .90404 15504 1.6552 2.2860
Total 37.313 47 48 .89100 .12860 1.9288 2.4462

Note: p <.05

The result from the data analysis presented in Table 4.22 indicates that
out of nine cases there was a statistically significant difference between the native
English-speaking participants and the Thai participants’ perspectives of plagiarism
for only one case, item number 11 (i.e. “Students don't have to cite the source
stating a fact in their papers if it's something that most people would already
know.”). The F-test value is 7.93 at the p value of 0.00 (recorded to 2 decimal
points) which is less than 0.05 (F = 7.93, p <.05). This means that the perspective
of plagiarism for case item number 11 for the native English-speaking participants
was significantly different from that of the Thai participants at the level of .05.

To further examine the extent of the significant difference in the actual
practice between both groups of high and limited achievers, Cohen’s effect-size (d)
method was utilized to analyze its magnitude. Table 4.15 demonstrates the
magnitude of the difference in the groups of high and limited achievers’ actual

practice of plagiarism.
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The results of the first section in part 2 of the teacher questionnaire
responses were presented earlier. Next, those of the second section in part 2 of the

questionnaire responses are presented in Section 4.4.1.1.2.

4.4.1.1.2 Awareness of Plagiarism

The teacher participants’ responses to 16 items with regard to
awareness of plagiarism issues from item numbers 16 to 31 are interpreted and

summarized in Table 4.23.
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Native Language

English Thai Total
I think, it is acceptable to: (n = 14) (n = 34) (n=48) Mean | SD
n % n %o n %

Strongly Disagree 14 | 100.00 | 30 88.24 44 91.70
16. Turn in a paper
written by other Disagree 0 0.00 4 11.76 4 8.30
person(s) as my own
work without citing, Unsure 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.08 | 0.28
quoting, or
referencing the Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
source(s).

Strongly Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
17. Use ideas T got Strongly Disagree 1 7.14 14 41.18 15 31.30
from an instructor or | py. e 6 | 42.86 | 10 | 2941 | 16 | 3330
classmate, during our
conversation, MMy | vy, 0o 3 (2143 | 5 | 1471 | 8 | 1670 | 227 | 1.18
paper without citing,
quoting, or Agree 30| 2143 | 4 | 1176 | 7 | 1460
referencing the
souree. Strongly Agree 1| 714 | 1 | 294 | 2 | 420

Strongly Disagree 1 7.14 13 38.24 14 29.20
18. Copy a paragraph
(more than 40 words) | Disagree 7 50.00 8 23.53 15 31.30
from an article, a
magazine, a journal, a | Unsure 1 7.14 4 11.76 5 1040 | 244 | 1.27
book, or the Internet
site and cite the Agree 4 28.58 8 23.53 12 25.00
source.

Strongly Agree 1 7.14 1 2.94 2 4.20
19. Cut and paste Strongly Disagree 12 85.71 25 73.53 37 77.10
material from a
website into my Disagree 0 0.00 7 20.59 7 14.60
assignment without
crediting the source Unsure 2 14.29 1 2.94 3 6.30 133 | 0.69
because any
information that is Agree 0 0.00 1 2.94 1 2.10
available in electronic
form is free and can
be used any time, Strongly Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
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Native Language

English Thai Total
I think, it is acceptable to: (n = 14) (n = 34) (n =48) Mean | SD
n % n % n %

Strongly Disagree 7.14 8.82 8.30
20. Copy statement(s) .
(not more than 40 Disagree 0 0.00 3 8.82 3 6.30
words) from an article | oo 0 0.00 3 8.82 3 630 | 3.81 | 1.14
and use quotation
marks *...” and Agree 8 | 57.14 | 18 | 5295 | 26 | 5420
reference the source.

Strongly Agree 5 35.72 7 20.59 12 25.00
21. Copy paragraphs Strongly Disagree 12 85.72 27 79.41 39 81.30
from several different
articles into my paper | Disagree 1 7.14 6 17.65 7 14.60
and write sentences to
link them together Unsure 1 7.14 0 0.00 1 2.10 1.25 | 0.60
without citing,
quoting, or Agree 0 0.00 1 2.94 1 2.10
referencing the
source(s). Strongly Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Strongly Disagree 10 71.43 23 67.65 33 68.80
22. Change one or two | Disagree 4 28.57 10 29.41 14 29.20
words to make a quote
into a paraphrase and | Unsure 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.37 | 0.70
then not reference the
source. Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Strongly Agree 0 0.00 1 2.94 1 2.10

Strongly Disagree 10 71.43 21 61.77 31 64.60
23. Omit Disagree 4 28.57 9 26.47 13 27.10
citations/references in
my paper if | Unsure 0 0.00 3 8.82 3 6.30 146 | 0.71
paraphrased an
original text. Agree 0 0.00 1 2.94 1 2.10

Strongly Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
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Native Language

English Thai Total
I think, it is acceptable to: (n = 14) (n = 34) (n =48) Mean | SD
n % n % n %

Strongly Disagree 7.14 12 35.29 13 27.10
24 Download a Disagree 6 42.86 12 35.29 18 37.50
graphic without the =1 15 0 o > | 1429 | 4 | 1177 | 6 | 1250 | 258 | 116
author’s permission
but the source is cited. | /oo 4 | 2857 | 6 | 1765 | 10 | 2080

Strongly Agree 1 7.14 0 0.00 1 2.10

Strongly Disagree 5 35.72 14 41.18 19 39.60
25. Omit Disagree 4 | 2857 | 13 | 3823 | 17 | 35.40
citations/references of
numerical data or Unsure 4 | 2857 | 5 | 1471 | 9 | 1880 | 1.92 | 0.92
graphs because they
are facts or common
knowledge. Agree 1 7.14 2 5.88 3 6.30

Strongly Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Strongly Disagree 4 28.57 17 50.00 21 43.80
26. Omita citation to | 000 8 | 5715 | 13 | 3824 | 21 | 43.80
my previous work
when Ireuse tinmy | 1y o 1 | 714 | 3 | 88 | 4 | 830 | 173 | 0.79
writing in other
COUTSES SINCE ILIS MY | 7 o0 1 7.14 1 2.94 2 4.20
own work.

Strongly Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Strongly Disagree 12 85.71 26 76.47 38 79.20

Disagree 2 14.29 8 23.53 10 20.80
27. Commit
plagiarism because it | Unsure 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.21 | 041
only affects me.

Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

Strongly Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
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Table 4.23 Instructors’/Administrators’ Awareness of Plagiarism

Native Language

English Thai Total
I think, it is acceptable to: (n = 14) (n = 34) (n =48) Mean | SD
n % n % n %
Strongly Disagree 12 85.71 27 79.41 39 81.30
Disagree 2 14.29 7 20.59 9 18.80
28. Commit
plagiarism because it | Unsure 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.19 | 0.39
does not affect others.
Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Strongly Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Strongly Disagree | 10 71.42 29 85.29 39 81.30
29, Commit Disagree 2 14.29 5 14.71 7 14.60
plagiarism though it = ;5 o 2 | 1420 | 0 | 000 | 2 | 420 | 123 | 052
may be unfair to the
university. Agree 0 | 000 | 0o | 000 | 0 0.00
Strongly Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Strongly Disagree 10 71.43 31 91.18 41 85.40
30. Commit Disagree 3 21.43 3 8.82 6 12.50
plagiarism though it
may be unfair to the Unsure 1 7.14 0 0.00 1 2.10 1.17 | 0.43
writer of the original
passage. Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Strongly Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Strongly Disagree 9 64.29 28 82.35 37 77.10
31. Commit .
plagiarism though it Disagree 1 7.14 5 14.71 6 12.50
may be unfairto the 1 ;0 o 4 | 2857 | 0 | 000 | 4 | 830 | 135 | 073
class whose original
opinion(s) deserve Agree 0 | 0.00 1 2.94 1 2.10
credit.
Strongly Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
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The responses in part 2 of the instructor/administrator questionnaire
from Table 4.23 show how the teacher participants rated their perspectives on
whether the 16 given cases are academically acceptable in English language
teaching. The findings are as follows.

Fourteen out of sixteen cases were rated at the same levels, ‘agree’,
‘disagree’, and ‘strongly disagree’ by most participants of both groups—native
English-speaking lecturers and Thai lecturers/administrators. The twelve cases that
were rated at the ‘strongly disagree’ level were: “Turn in a paper written by other
person(s) as my own work without citing, quoting, or referencing the source(s).”
(item number 16), “Cut and paste material from a website into my assignment
without crediting the source because any information that is available in electronic
form is free and can be used any time.” (item number 19), “Copy paragraphs from
several different articles into my paper and write sentences to link them together
without citing, quoting, or referencing the source(s).” (item number 21), “Change
one or two words to make a quote into a paraphrase and then not reference the
source.” (item number 22), “Omit citations/references in my paper if I paraphrased
an original text.” (item number 23), “Omit citations/references of numerical data
or graphs because they are facts or common knowledge.” (item number 25), “Omit
a citation to my previous work when I reuse it in my writing in other courses since
it is my own work.” (item number 26), “Commit plagiarism because it only affects
me.” (item number 27), “Commit plagiarism because it does not affect others.”
(item number 28), “Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to the university.”
(item number 29), “Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to the writer of the
original passage.” (item number 30), and “Commit plagiarism though it may be
unfair to the class whose original opinion(s) deserve credit.” (item number 31).

Moreover, there were two cases that were rated by both native
English-speaking and Thai participants at the ‘disagree’ level. The statements

were—“Use ideas I got from an instructor or classmate, during our conversation,
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in my paper without citing, quoting, or referencing the source.” (item number 17)
and “Copy a paragraph (more than 40 words) from an article, a magazine, a
Jjournal, a book, or the Internet site and cite the source.” (item number 18).

One item rated differently by most participants in both groups. Item
number 24, which stated “Download a graphic without the author’s permission but
the source is cited.”, was rated by the majority of the native English-speaking
group (six participants or approximately 43% of the group) at the ‘unsure’ level
while in the Thai group twelve participants (35% of the group) rated the case
equally at the ‘strongly disagree’ and the ‘unsure’ levels.

The 16 five-point Likert-scale questionnaire in Table 4.22 shows that
the criteria for the rating scale interpretation of the mean scores (see Table 3.6)
were: 1.00-1.80 (strongly disagree), 1.81-2.60 (disagree), 2.61-3.40 (not sure),
3.41-4.20 (agree), and 4.21-5.00 (strongly agree). The mean scores of the
participants’ responses for items 16 to 31 are ‘agree’ (item number 20), ‘disagree,
(item numbers 17, 18 and 24), and ‘strongly disagree’ (item numbers 16, 19, 21 to
23, 25 to 31). The results from the mean scores of all teacher participants’
responses to the questionnaire indicate that the native English-speaking and Thai
teacher participants were very aware of academic plagiarism. Their mean scores for
all case items except item number 24 (i.e. “Download a graphic without the
author’s permission but the source is cited.”) were consistent with the suggested
answers.

One-way ANOVA was used to determine whether native English-
speaking and Thai participant groups had a significant difference in their
perspectives of plagiarism in English language teaching (item numbers 16 to 31).
Native English-speaking and Thai participant groups’ perspectives of plagiarism

were analyzed quantitatively (Table 4.24).
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Table 4.24 Difference between Native English-Speaking and Thai Instructors’

Perspectives of Plagiarism (Item Numbers 16-31)

ANOVA

Instructors’ Perspectives of plagiarism in English Language Teaching (Continued)

Item No Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

16 Between Groups 137 1 137 1.789 .188
Within Groups 3.529 46 077
Total 3.667 47

17 Between Groups 5.240 1 5.240 4.001 .051
Within Groups 60.239 46 1.310
Total 65.479 47

18 Between Groups 2.397 1 2.397 1.502 227
Within Groups 73.416 46 1.596
Total 75.813 47

19 Between Groups .045 1 .045 .091 764
Within Groups 22.622 46 492
Total 22.667 47

20 Between Groups 2.157 1 2.157 1.677 202
Within Groups 59.155 46 1.286
Total 61.313 47

21 Between Groups .025 1 .025 .068 795
Within Groups 16.975 46 .369
Total 17.000 47

22 Between Groups 158 1 158 314 .578
Within Groups 23.092 46 .502
Total 23.250 47

23 Between Groups .589 1 .589 1.161 287
Within Groups 23.328 46 .507
Total 23.917 47

24 Between Groups 6.188 1 6.188 4.952 .031
Within Groups 57.479 46 1.250
Total 63.667 47

25 Between Groups 473 1 473 .556 460
Within Groups 39.193 46 .852
Total 39.667 47

26 Between Groups 786 1 786 1.260 267
Within Groups 28.693 46 .624
Total 29.479 47
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Table 4.24 Difference between Native English-Speaking and Thai Instructors’

Perspectives of Plagiarism (Item Numbers 16-31)

ANOVA

Instructors’ Perspectives of plagiarism in English Language Teaching

Item No Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
27 Between Groups .085 1 .085 498 484
Within Groups 7.832 46 170
Total 7.917 47
28 Between Groups .039 1 .039 .249 .620
Within Groups 7.273 46 158
Total 7.312 47
29 Between Groups 786 1 786 3.092 .085
Within Groups 11.693 46 254
Total 12.479 47
30 Between Groups 17 1 717 4.149 .047
Within Groups 7.950 46 173
Total 8.667 47
31 Between Groups 1.647 1 1.647 3.248 .078
Within Groups 23.332 46 .507
Total 24.979 47
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Item No Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
16 9.527 1 46 .003
17 011 1 46 917
18 232 1 46 .633
19 .039 1 46 .845
20 1.275 1 46 265
21 142 1 46 708
22 991 1 46 325
23 4271 1 46 .044
24 2.840 1 46 .099
25 .368 1 46 .547
26 .588 1 46 447
27 2.328 1 46 134
28 1.099 1 46 .300
29 13.836 1 46 .001
30 16.250 1 46 .000
31 10.149 1 46 .003
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Std. 95% Confidence Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Item No N SD Error Lower Bound Upper Bound

16 1.00 14| .00000 | .00000 1.0000 1.0000 1.00 1.00
2.00 34| 32703 | .05609 1.0035 1.2318 1.00 2.00

Total 48 | .27931 | .04031 1.0022 1.1644 1.00 2.00

17 1.00 14| 1.12171 | .29979 2.1381 3.4334 1.00 5.00
2.00 341 1.15316 | .19776 1.6565 2.4612 1.00 5.00

Total 48 | 1.18033 | .17037 1.9281 2.6136 1.00 5.00

18 1.00 14 | 1.18831 | .31759 2.0996 3.4718 1.00 5.00
2.00 34 1 1.29168 | .22152 1.8434 2.7448 1.00 5.00

Total 48 | 1.27005 | .18332 2.0687 2.8063 1.00 5.00

19 1.00 14| 72627 | .19410 .8664 1.7051 1.00 3.00
2.00 341 69117 | .11853 1.1118 1.5941 1.00 4.00

Total 48 | .69446 | .10024 1.1317 1.5350 1.00 4.00

20 1.00 14 | 1.02711 | .27451 3.5498 4.7359 1.00 5.00
2.00 341 1.17346 | .20125 3.2670 4.0859 1.00 5.00

Total 48 | 1.14216 | .16486 3.4809 4.1441 1.00 5.00

21 1.00 14| .57893 | .15473 .8800 1.5486 1.00 3.00
2.00 34| .61835 | .10605 1.0490 1.4805 1.00 4.00

Total 48 | .60142 | .08681 1.0754 1.4246 1.00 4.00

22 1.00 14| .46881 | .12529 1.0150 1.5564 1.00 2.00
2.00 34| 78306 | .13429 1.1385 1.6850 1.00 5.00

Total 48 | 70334 | .10152 1.1708 1.5792 1.00 5.00

23 1.00 14| 46881 | .12529 1.0150 1.5564 1.00 2.00
2.00 34 | 78760 | .13507 1.2546 1.8042 1.00 4.00

Total 48 | 71335 | .10296 1.2512 1.6655 1.00 4.00

24 1.00 14 | 1.02711 | .27451 2.5498 3.7359 1.00 5.00
2.00 34 | 1.15161 | .19750 1.9511 2.7548 1.00 4.00

Total 48 | 1.16388 | .16799 2.2454 2.9213 1.00 5.00

25 1.00 14| 99725 | .26653 1.4956 2.6472 1.00 4.00
2.00 34| .89213 | .15300 1.5417 2.1642 1.00 4.00

Total 48 | 91868 | .13260 1.6499 2.1834 1.00 4.00

26 1.00 14| .82874 | .22149 1.4501 2.4071 1.00 4.00
2.00 34| 77391 | .13272 1.3770 1.9171 1.00 4.00

Total 48 | 79197 | .11431 1.4992 1.9591 1.00 4.00

27 1.00 14| .36314 | .09705 9332 1.3525 1.00 2.00
2.00 34| .43056 | .07384 1.0851 1.3855 1.00 2.00

Total 48 | 41041 .05924 1.0892 1.3275 1.00 2.00

28 1.00 14| .36314 | .09705 9332 1.3525 1.00 2.00
2.00 34| .41043 | .07039 1.0627 1.3491 1.00 2.00

Total 48 | 39444 | .05693 1.0730 1.3020 1.00 2.00




188

Descriptives
Item No Std. 95% Confidence Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
N SD Error Lower Bound Upper Bound

29 1.00 14| 75593 | .20203 9921 1.8650 1.00 3.00
2.00 34| 35949 | .06165 1.0216 1.2725 1.00 2.00

Total 48 | 51528 | .07437 1.0795 1.3788 1.00 3.00

30 1.00 14| .63332 | .16926 9915 1.7228 1.00 3.00
2.00 34| 28790 | .04937 9878 1.1887 1.00 2.00

Total 48 | 42941 | .06198 1.0420 1.2914 1.00 3.00

31 1.00 14| 92878 | .24823 1.1066 2.1791 1.00 3.00
2.00 34| .60597 | .10392 1.0239 1.4467 1.00 4.00

Total 48 | .72902 | .10523 1.1425 1.5659 1.00 4.00

In Table 4.24, only one out of the 16 items (i.e. item number 24) produced a

significant result (see Table 4.25).

Table 4.25 A Significant Difference between Native English-Speaking and

Thai Instructors’ Perspectives of Plagiarism (Item Number 24)

Zo 95% Confidence
g Std. Interval for Mean
£ Sum of Mean Error Lower Upper
Squares df Square F Sig. N SD Bound Bound
24 Between
Groups 6.188 1 6.188 4.952 031 14 | 1.02711 27451 2.5498 3.7359
Within
Groups 57.479 46 1.250 34 | 1.15161 .19750 1.9511 2.7548
Total 63.667 47 48 | 1.16388 | .16799 2.2454 2.9213

Note: p <.05
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The finding from the data analysis presented in Table 4.25 shows that out of the 16
cases, a statistically significant difference between the native English-speaking
participants and the Thai participants’ perspectives of plagiarism was found only
for item number 24 (i.e. “Download a graphic without the author’s permission but
the source is cited.”). The F-test value is 2.84 at a p value of 0.03 (recorded to 2
decimal points) which is less than the 0.05 level (F =4.95, p <.05). This means that
the native English-speaking participants’ perspective of plagiarism for case item
number 24 was significantly different from that of the Thai participants at the
.05level.

The findings of the second section in part 2 of the teacher
questionnaire responses were presented in Section 4.4.1.1.2. Those of the third

section in part 2 of the questionnaire responses are presented in Section 4.4.1.1.3.

4.4.1.1.3 Other Issues of Plagiarism

The teacher participants’ responses to the seven 5-point Likert scale
items concerning other relevant issues of plagiarism from item number 32 to 38 are

presented in Table 4.26.
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Native Language

To what extent do the following English Thai (:gt;l;) Mean | SD
contribute to the tendency to plagiarize? (n=14) (n =34)
n % n % n %

Strongly Disagree 1 7.14 5.88 6.30

Disagree 4 28.57 7 20.59 11 22.90
32. Academic Unsure 2 | 1429 | 6 | 1765 | 8 | 1670 | 344 | 127
competition.

Agree 4 28.57 10 29.41 14 29.20

Strongly Agree 3 21.43 9 26.47 12 25.00

Strongly Disagree 0 0.00 2 5.88 2 4.20
33. The _
environment or Disagree 3 21.43 3 8.82 6 12.50
situation (.g Unsure 2 | 1429 | 9 | 2647 | 11 | 2290 | 354 | 1.03
presence or absence
of a proctor, Agree 6 42.85 16 47.07 22 45.80
small/large class)

Strongly Agree 3 21.43 4 11.76 7 14.60

Strongly Disagree 0 0.00 2 5.88 2 4.20
34. Opportunistic Disagree 2 14.29 4 11.76 6 12.50
cheating (cheating | ;0o 2 | 1429 | 6 | 1765 | 8 | 1670 | 3.67 | 1.08
when an occasion to
do so presents itself) | Agree 7 | 5000 | 15 | 44.12 | 22 | 45.80

Strongly Agree 3 21.42 7 20.59 10 20.80

Strongly Disagree 0 0.00 3 8.82 3 6.30

Disagree 2 14.29 1 2.94 3 6.30
35. Intentional
cheating (planning | Unsure 3 21.43 8 23.53 11 2290 | 3.73 1.26
to cheat)

Agree 5 35.71 13 38.24 18 37.50

Strongly Agree 4 28.57 9 26.47 13 27.10
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Native Language

English Thai Total
Perspectives on the following statements: (n = 14) (n = 34) (n=48) Mean SD
n % n % n %

Strongly Disagree 0.00 14.71 10.40
36. Plagiarism is Disagree 2 14.29 0 0.00 2 4.20
considered aserious | ;o 0 | 000 | 0 | 000 | 0 | 000 | 433 | 133
violation of
academic honesty. | Aoree 2 | 1429 | 4 | 1176 | 6 | 12550

Strongly Agree 10 71.42 25 73.53 35 72.90

Strongly Disagree 1 7.14 5 14.71 6 12.50

Disagree 3 21.43 7 20.59 10 20.80
37. Plagiarism is
normal in a Unsure 2 14.29 6 17.64 8 16.70 341 1.30
university.

Agree 5 35.71 11 32.35 16 33.30

Strongly Agree 3 21.43 5 14.71 8 16.70

Strongly Disagree 0 0.00 3 8.82 3 6.30

Disagree 0 0.00 4 11.76 4 8.30
38. Plagiarism is a
serious issue in Unsure 3 21.43 7 20.59 10 20.80 4.23 1.23
Thailand.

Agree 5 35.71 7 20.59 12 25.00

Strongly Agree 6 | 4286 | 13 | 3824 | 19 | 39.60

The criteria for the five-point rating scale questionnaire in Table 4.26

can be interpreted through the mean scores (see Table 3.6): 1.00-1.80 (strongly
disagree), 1.81-2.60 (disagree), 2.61-3.40 (not sure), 3.41-4.20 (agree), and 4.21-
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5.00 (strongly agree). The responses in the last section of part 2 in the
instructor/administrator questionnaire from Table 4.26 cover two main issues of
plagiarism: the extent of the specified cases contributing to plagiarism tendency
(item numbers 32 to 35) and the roles of ‘plagiarism’ in their English language
teaching (item numbers 36 to 38).

With respect to the extent of the specified cases contributing to
plagiarism tendency, the majority of the teacher participants, both native English-
speaking and Thai lecturers, all agreed that “intentional cheating (planning to
cheat)” led to the tendency to plagiarize the most (mean = 3.73, SD = 1.26),
“opportunistic cheating (cheating when an occasion to do so presents itself)” the
second most (mean = 3.67, SD = 1.08), then “the environment or situation (e.g.
presence or absence of a proctor, small/large class)” (mean = 3.54, SD = 1.03),
and “academic competition” (mean = 3.44, SD = 1.27).

In regard to the roles of plagiarism in the English language teaching
context, most native English-speaking and Thai participants strongly agreed in
decreasing order with the statements, “Plagiarism is considered a serious violation
of academic honesty.” and (mean = 4.33, SD = 1.33) and “Plagiarism is a serious
issue in Thailand.” (mean = 4.23, SD = 1.23). In addition, both native English-
speaking and Thai participants perceived the statement, “Plagiarism is normal in a
university.”, at the ‘agree’ level (mean = 3.41, SD = 1.30).

One-way ANOVA was used to further examine whether native
English-speaking and Thai participant groups had a significant difference in their
perspectives of other plagiarism issues in English language teaching (item numbers
32 to 38). However, the results from the data analysis of these seven items indicate
that there was no significant difference between the native English-speaking
participants and the Thai participants’ perspectives of other plagiarism issues as

shown in Table 4.27.
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ANOVA
Sum of
Item No Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
32 Between Groups 455 1 455 278 .601
Within Groups 75.357 46 1.638
Total 75.813 47
33 Between Groups 202 1 202 187 .667
Within Groups 49.714 46 1.081
Total 49917 47
34 Between Groups .280 1 .280 237 .629
Within Groups 54.387 46 1.182
Total 54.667 47
35 Between Groups .063 1 .063 .049 .826
Within Groups 59.416 46 1.292
Total 59.479 47
36 Between Groups 179 1 179 .100 753
Within Groups 82.487 46 1.793
Total 82.667 47
37 Between Groups .959 1 959 .559 459
Within Groups 78.958 46 1.716
Total 79.917 47
38 Between Groups 2.868 1 2.868 1.946 .170
Within Groups 67.798 46 1.474
Total 70.667 47
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Item No Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
32 .081 1 46 177
33 120 1 46 730
34 714 1 46 403
35 .086 1 46 71
36 .614 1 46 437
37 .043 1 46 .837
38 6.028 1 46 .018
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95% Confidence Interval for

Std. Mean

N SD Error Minimum | Maximum

Item No Lower Bound | Upper Bound
32 1.00 14 | 1.32599 | .35438 2.5201 4.0513 1.00 5.00
2.00 34 | 1.26131 21631 3.0599 3.9401 1.00 5.00
Total 48 | 1.27005 | .18332 3.0687 3.8063 1.00 5.00
33  1.00 14| 1.08182 | .28913 3.0182 4.2675 2.00 5.00
2.00 341 1.02247 | .17535 3.1432 3.8568 1.00 5.00
Total 48 | 1.03056 | .14875 3.2424 3.8409 1.00 5.00
34 1.00 14| 97496 | .26057 3.2228 4.3486 2.00 5.00
2.00 341 1.12855 | .19354 3.2239 4.0114 1.00 5.00
Total 48 | 1.07848 | .15567 3.3535 3.9798 1.00 5.00
35 1.00 14 | 1.05090 | .28087 3.1789 4.3925 2.00 5.00
2.00 34| 1.16851 .20040 3.2982 4.1136 1.00 5.00
Total 48 | 1.12495 | .16237 3.4025 4.0558 1.00 5.00
36  1.00 14 | 1.08941 29116 3.7996 5.0576 2.00 5.00
2.00 34 | 1.42551 .24447 3.7967 4.7915 1.00 5.00
Total 48 | 1.32622 | .19142 3.9482 4.7184 1.00 5.00
37 1.00 14 | 1.28388 | .34313 2.6873 4.1699 1.00 5.00
2.00 341 1.32035 | .22644 2.6570 3.5783 1.00 5.00
Total 48 | 1.30398 | .18821 2.8297 3.5870 1.00 5.00
38 1.00 14| .80178 | .21429 3.7513 4.6772 3.00 5.00
2.00 34 | 1.34211 23017 3.2082 4.1448 1.00 5.00
Total 48 | 1.22619 | .17699 3.4773 4.1894 1.00 5.00

The quantitative findings of the teacher participants’ responses

to the first two parts of the questionnaire were discussed in sub-sections 4.4.1.1.1 to

4.4.1.1.3. The data from the last part of the teacher questionnaire are presented in

Section 4.4.1.1.4.

4.4.1.1.4 Perspectives on Measures for Plagiarism Prevention

In Part 3 of the instructor/administrator questionnaire, the teacher

participants were requested to rate four items from item numbers 39 to 42 in regard

to their perspectives on measures for plagiarism prevention in their Thai context.

The results are shown in Table 4.28.
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Table 4.28 Instructors’/Administrators’ Perspectives on Measures for

Plagiarism Prevention

The Most 2nd Most 3rd Most 4th Most Sth Most
Effective Measures Practical Practical Practical Practical Practical

n % n % n % n % n %

39. Teaching how and

. 21 43.80 10 | 20.80 13 | 27.10 2 4.20 2 4.20
when to cite sources

40. Having students
write an annotated 8 1670 | 9 1880 | 17 |3540| 13 |27.10| 1 2.10
bibliography

41. Raising students’
awareness of the values 16 3330 16 [3330| 5 |1040| 7 |1460| 4 | 830
of academic honesty

42. Having very strict

policies, rules, and
practices to avoid 22 | 45.80 7 14.60 9 18.80 | 4 8.30 6 12.50

plagiarism

The results of the teacher questionnaire responses in item number 6
showed that most teacher participants (29 teachers or 60.40%) responded that their
instruction on how to avoid plagiarism in writing was somewhat successful. Forty-
eight teacher participants, 34 Thai instructors and 14 native English-speaking
instructors, further rated their perspectives on effective measures for preventing
plagiarism in their English language instruction. The analysis of the findings in
Table 4.28 shows that the measure “Having very strict policies, rules, and practices
to avoid plagiarism” (item number 42) was ranked as the most effective one by
most participants (22 out of 48 or 45.80%). The measure “Teaching how and when

to cite sources” (item number 39) was rated second highest by 21 participants
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(43.80%). The measure “Raising students’ awareness of the values of academic
honesty” (item number 41) was rated by 16 participants (33.30%), and “Having
students write an annotated bibliography” (item number 40) was rated by eight
participants (16.70%).

One-way ANOVA was utilized to further investigate whether native
English-speaking and Thai participant groups have a significant difference in their
perspectives on effective measures for plagiarism prevention in English language
teaching (item numbers 39 to 42). Native English-speaking and Thai participant

groups’ perspectives of plagiarism were analyzed quantitatively (see Table 4.29).

Table 4.29 Difference between Native English-Speaking and Thai Instructors’

Perspectives on Measures for Plagiarism Prevention (Item Numbers 39-42)

ANOVA
Sum of
Item No Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

39 Between Groups .589 1 .589 457 .503
Within Groups 59.328 46 1.290
Total 59.917 47

40 Between Groups .370 1 370 307 582
Within Groups 55.546 46 1.208
Total 55917 47

41 Between Groups 13.628 1 13.628 9.400 .004
Within Groups 66.685 46 1.450
Total 80.313 47

42 Between Groups 147 1 147 .070 793
Within Groups 97.332 46 2.116
Total 97.479 47

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

Levene
Item No Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
39 4.631 1 46 .037
40 073 1 46 788
41 1.595 1 46 213
42 .019 1 46 .892
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Descriptives
Sid 95% Confidence Interval for Mean
Item No N SD Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
39 1.00 14 | 1.36880 | .36583 1.4240 3.0046 1.00 5.00
2.00 | 34 | 1.02942 | .17654 1.6114 2.3298 1.00 5.00
Total | 48 | 1.12908 | .16297 1.7138 2.3695 1.00 5.00
40 1.00 14 | 1.14114 | .30498 2.2697 3.5874 1.00 5.00
2.00 | 34 |1.08177 | .18552 2.3578 3.1127 1.00 4.00
Total | 48 | 1.09074 | .15743 2.4749 3.1084 1.00 5.00
41 1.00 14 | 1.29241 | .34541 2.3966 3.8891 1.00 5.00
2.00 | 34 | 1.16737 | .20020 1.5633 2.3779 1.00 5.00
Total | 48 | 1.30720 | .18868 1.9329 2.6921 1.00 5.00
42 1.00 14 | 1.44686 | .38669 1.5218 3.1925 1.00 5.00
2.00 | 34 |1.45766 | .24999 1.7267 2.7439 1.00 5.00
Total | 48 | 1.44015 | .20787 1.8527 2.6890 1.00 5.00

In Table 4.29, only one item (number 41) produced a significant result (see Table

4.30).

Table 4.30 A Significant Difference between Native English-Speaking and Thai

Instructors’ Perspectives on Measures for Plagiarism Prevention (Item Number 41)

Item Sum of Mean
No Squares df Square F Sig.
41 Between Groups 13.628 1 13.628
o 9.400 .004
Within Groups 66.685 46 1.450
Total 80.313 47
Note: p <.05

The finding from the data analysis presented in Table 4.30 indicates

that out of four given cases, there was a statistically significant difference between

the native English-speaking participants and the Thai participants’ perspectives on
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effective measures for plagiarism prevention only for item number 41 (i.e. “Raising
students’ awareness of the values of academic honesty.”). The F-test value is 9.40
at the p value of 0.00 (recorded to 2 decimal points) which is less than the 0.05
level (F = 9.40, p < .05). This means that the views of the native English-speaking
participants on effective measures for plagiarism prevention in case item number 41
were significantly different from that of the Thai participants at the .05 level.

In addition to the quantitative analyses from the
instructor/administrator questionnaire, the opinions towards measures for
plagiarism prevention on the interview responses were qualitatively interpreted

through content analysis.

4.4.2 Qualitative Results
4.4.2.1 Students’ Interview Responses

The semi-structured interview results detailing the student participants’
responses to other comments (if any) on academic plagiarism in their English

language learning are shown in Appendix L.

4.4.2.2 Instructors’/Administrators’ Interview Responses

The data on the teacher participants’ interview responses for
qualitative analysis of perspectives on practical measures for plagiarism prevention

are illustrated in Figure 4.5.
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Figure 4.5 Research Data for Analysis on Measures for

Plagiarism Prevention

Nineteen out of 48 lecturers of English (approximately 40%)
participated in the interview. From Figure 4.5, nineteen written interview responses
from one native English-speaking female (100% of the native-English female
group), seven native English-speaking male participants (54% of the 13 native
English-speaking male group), eight Thai females (26% of the 31 Thai female
group), and three Thai males (100% of the Thai male group), were returned to the
researcher. It is noted that in the Thai female participant group, three out of eight
participants (around 38%) were administrators as well as lecturers of English.

The data gathered from the interview of native English-speaking and
Thai participants were qualitatively analyzed, coded, and grouped. The transcripts
of the participants’ interview responses to the open-ended interview (i.e. “Any other
comment(s)/suggestion(s) about effective measures for plagiarism prevention (in
the Thai/any EFL/ESL context) you would like to share (please specify)”’) are shown
in Appendix N.
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In this section, the extracts from the content analysis of effective

measures for plagiarism prevention from the interview responses of the native

English-speaking (NE) and Thai (T) participants are shown in Table 4.31.

Table 4.31 Instructors’/Administrators’ Interview Responses

(Practical Measures for Plagiarism Prevention) (continued)

Teacher
No.

Effective Measures for Plagiarism Prevention
(in the Thai/any EFL/ESL context)

Interview Extract

INE

- Tools such as “TURNITIN” are valuable as they show students that teachers are
looking at their writing, as well as a tool that gives feedback to the students. If
plagiarism is to be reduced it must be perceived as being important to the students too.
Strictly enforced penalties & accurate tools will help.

- Other ideas would be to teach basic ethics courses as part of a university EFL course.

2NE

... Twould like to encourage a culture where students are encouraged to give and
express views and arguments (even if they are wrong) and hold independent ideas.
Then, gradually over tune, copying and ‘Spoon feeding’ would be seen as outdated,
detrimental and ill-advised by students and readers alike, without the need for tight
rules and regulations. However, so long as there is excessive testing I do not believe
there is an opportunity to foster such a culture.

3NE

... With this example of my student’s unintentional plagiarism, I think, teaching them
how to cite and reference sources which also come from electronic material though.

4NE

Students should be taught about plagiarism in their native language in a standardized
orientation session prior to their first semester of university life. The university should
adopt and enforce strict rules against plagiarism. Plagiarized work should result in —at
a minimum—a grade of “zero” on the assigned work. In my view, a more appropriate
response is an “F” in the course and/or expulsion from the university. Plagiarism is
considered “normal” by most Thai people I know. Amazingly, this includes teachers!!
When I have shared plagiarism stories in the past with Thai teachers, they 've been
shocked that I gave a “zero” grade, they suggested that the students be given a chance
to re-do the work, and they often say that we can’t expect any better from the students
because they have done throughout grade school and high school. Nothing will change
unless all teachers understand the serious problem posed by plagiarism and accept that
the university must take a strong stand against it.

Also, unless there is unconditional support from the university administration, nothing
will change. This is an extremely serious problem that harms Thailand’s reputation and
reduces its competitiveness in the world.
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Table 4.31 Instructors’/Administrators’ Interview Responses

(Practical Measures for Plagiarism Prevention) (continued)

Effective Measures for Plagiarism Prevention

Teach
e;f) r (in the Thai/any EFL/ESL context)
Interview Extract
5T Personally when I write in Thai, I am a hundred percent sure that I’'m not

plagiarizing, so it might help if teachers teach students to fully understand the
reading passages before writing their own.

6NE Use www.turnitin.com for students to submit their writing assignments
7T ... 1 believe the institution should offer more training or courses to make sure
that the students and well-equipped with ample skills and abilities to avoid
plagiarism.

8T Provide a tool (e.g. Turn-it-in) for students so that they have something to
prevent themselves from plagiarism before submitting their work.

9T ... Teaching them how to avoid plagiarism in writing would be a key.
10NE | ... It seems to me that focusing on younger students—pushing them to come up

with original answers, supporting them in these efforts, and fostering a sense of
pride in creative thought—would preempt many of the issues we deal with at the
university level. In terms of what we can do directly: (1) encouragement, (2)
training, and (3) discipline. (1) encourage and nurture creative work from day
one. Downplay rote/highly controlled tasks. Create a classroom environment
where wrong answers are seen as productive and not shameful and where the
teacher is not presented as an all-throwing authority figure. (2) Train students so
they understand clearly what is/isn’t plagiarism, how to avoid it, how to cite
properly. (3) Finally, having done the above, in year two adopt a zero tolerance
policy for plagiarism—automatic fail for the course and expulsion on the 2"
offense. They won'’t take it seriously if we don'’t.

11T Often practice getting other ideas with citation of sources in their work
presentation.

12T Teach students clearly how not to plagiarize and get them to practice writing.



http://www.turnitin.com/
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Table 4.31 Instructors’/Administrators’ Interview Responses

(Practical Measures for Plagiarism Prevention)

Effective Measures for Plagiarism Prevention

Teacher
No (in the Thai/any EFL/ESL context)
Interview Extract
13NE | [ believe that it is important to separate citation from plagiarism. Plagiarism is

the act of consciously cheating by copying or taking source information with the
intent of claiming it is my own work. Citation is the proper assigning of credit for
a concept or written work in academic writing or speaking. If a writer copies a
paragraph with no quotes or citation or reference to any original writer, it is
plagiarism. If a student puts quotes but does not properly cite, or give a name it
is just bad citation and requires explicit instruction. When these concepts are
separated a teacher can clearly teach plagiarism policy but can also teach
citation skills from a functional perspective by considering reasons for citation,
such as establishing credibility, sharing resources etc.

14T

1t is a big/serious issue in Thailand, as a teacher, we should raise awareness and
teach the students how to paraphrase and summarize as well as have a strict rule
and penalty!

15T

There should be negative consequences for students who plagiarize.

16T

-The design of an assignment can help present plagiarism. We can assign an
essay as a big project that students are required to start from pitching their
topics/writing an outline/finding a related source etc.

-If a project is a process writing, coupled with teaching them how to cite
properly, the case of plagiarism will not be an issue anymore.

17T

1. Requiring the students to hand in computerized versions of their
assignments so that teachers/supervisors can check the originality of the
work using programs like Turnitin.

2. Implementing very severe punishments such as expelling cheating
students or putting them on probation.

18T

-Universities in Thailand should impose very strict rules on plagiarism and have
more serious penalties on plagiarized work.

19T

The effective measure should be imitated since learners are young not in a
university. Learners should be kept teaching about this issue as I think it relates
to morality. Very young learners are much easier to be taught than adolescents.
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The analysis of the nineteen teacher participants’ responses from Table
4.31 indicates that most of the teacher participants (approximately 74%) supported
classroom instruction and practice in academic writing and source-based writing
including training courses as well as the promotion of academic integrity as
effective measures to prevent students’ act of plagiarism in writing. Four
participants (i.e. INE, 6NE, 8T, and 17T) comprising 21% of the participants
mentioned Turnitin as an anti-plagiarism screening tool to prevent plagiarism.
Participant 16T proposed that the design of a writing assignment should promote
how to document, cite, and reference sources. Participants 14T suggested that
instructors should raise awareness of how to prevent plagiarism among students.
Similarly, participant 2NE raised the issue of encouraging cultural values that
promoted the ability to create independent ideas and that depicted copying as an
out-of-date notion. Furthermore, participant 10NE shared his ideas on practical

measures to prevent plagiarism at the university level:

... focusing on younger students—pushing them to come up with
original answers, supporting them in these efforts, and fostering a
sense of pride in creative thought—would preempt many of the issues
we deal with at the university level. In terms of what we can do
directly: ...(1) encourage and nurture creative work from day one.
Downplay rote/highly controlled tasks. Create a classroom
environment where wrong answers are seen as productive and not
shameful and where the teacher is not presented as an all-throwing
authority figure. (2) Train students so they understand clearly what
is/isn’t plagiarism, how to avoid it, how to cite properly. (3) Finally,
having done the above, in year two adopt a zero tolerance policy for
plagiarism—automatic fail for the course and expulsion on the 2

offense. They won't take it seriously if we don't.

Seven of the respondents (approximately 37%) raised another practical measure for

preventing plagiarism, that of imposing strict rules and penalties. However,
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participant 4NE voiced concern that “... unless there is unconditional support from
the university administration, nothing will change. This is an extremely serious
problem that harms Thailand’s reputation and reduces its competitiveness in the

world.”

4.2 Chapter Summary

The findings of this mixed-method with triangulation-designed study are
based on both quantitative and qualitative evidence through learner evaluation
forms, writing tests, instructor/administrator questionnaires, and interviews with
both student participants and Thai as well as native-English teacher participants.
The results, hence, provide some insights into four aspects ranging from the
perception to the actual practice of plagiarism by Thai postgraduate participants.
They include comparisons between groups based on their major fields of study and
levels of English language proficiency, the contributory factors influencing acts of
plagiarism, and practical measures for plagiarism prevention. The results of this

current study are discussed in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

This study focused on investigating academic plagiarism by Thai

postgraduate students from interdisciplinary studies at Chulalongkorn University.

The findings are discussed in four parts: perception of academic plagiarism, actual

practice of academic plagiarism, contributory factors influencing academic

plagiarism, and alternative measures for plagiarism prevention. The outline of the

discussion is shown below.

5.1

52

53

54
5.5

Perceptions of Academic Plagiarism: Awareness and
Knowledge of Plagiarism

Actual Practice of Academic Plagiarism: By Raters
and Checking Software

Contributory Factors Influencing Academic
Plagiarism

Practical Measures for Plagiarism Prevention
Applications: Alternative Measures for Plagiarism

Prevention
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5.1 Perception of Academic Plagiarism: Awareness and Knowledge of

Plagiarism

This section discusses the student participants’ perception, covering
awareness and knowledge, of academic plagiarism. How the student participants
interpreted the issue of academic plagiarism is discussed below.

To answer the first research question, both quantitative and qualitative
data were analyzed. The quantitative analysis was carried out on the responses to
the learner evaluation form while the qualitative analysis was performed on the
learner interview data.

With reference to the quantitative data, out of the 295 learner evaluation
forms distributed to student participants, 219 forms were returned. This resulted in
a satisfactory rate of return of over 74%. 196 returned forms with complete and
valid information were used for the data analysis. The investigation of the
perception of plagiarism of 196 university postgraduates including a comparison of
the perception of plagiarism between groups of the participants based on their
major fields of study and levels of English language proficiency show that the
participants did not have a significant difference in their perception of academic
plagiarism. To elaborate on the results, no significant difference was found in the
perception, which covers both awareness and knowledge, of plagiarism of the
overall participants and the groups of both science-social science and high-limited
achiever participants. Similarly, it can be concluded, from the statistical analysis of
the first research question, that the null hypothesis is accepted or the alternative
hypothesis is rejected (i.e. accept Hy or reject Hy).

The interview responses of six student participants were further
analyzed. It is noted that on account of a statistically significant result in the actual
practice of plagiarism in the participant groups of high and limited achievers other
than those of science and social science participants (from sub-Section 4.2.1.1.2),

six participants were randomly selected from the group of high and limited
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achievers. This purposive-sampling selection was for gathering additional in-depth
data on the group that produced a statistically significant result. Both high and
limited achievers shared their perspectives on plagiarism. Participants HI agg,
H21w, and L3g admitted that they were aware of the issue of plagiarism from
classroom instruction while three of them (i.e. participants H1lagg, H3gp and
L1apg) were still confused about the act of academic plagiarism. Interestingly,
another participant in the limited achiever group, participant L2rtw, admitted her
understanding but unawareness of plagiarism due to academic-image concerns
about language performance. This underlying factor affecting this participant’s
incomplete perception of plagiarism (i.e. knowing but unaware of the issue of
plagiarism) is considered to be a contributory factor influencing plagiarism as
discussed in Section 5.3.

In support of both quantitative and qualitative evidence previously
mentioned, the statistically non-significant difference in the perception of
plagiarism of the overall participants and of the specific groups (i.e. both science-
social science and high-limited achiever groups) may be due to: their unawareness
of plagiarism and insufficient knowledge and skills of academic and source-based

writing.
(a) Unawareness of the Act of Plagiarism

One underlying reason for the participants’ unawareness of plagiarism
could be their inexperience of the issue of academic plagiarism, and lack of training
in preventing and committing plagiarism (see sub-Section 4.3.1.2 or Appendix J,
part II). Additionally, in the evaluation form, most participants (52%) were unaware
of the case of plagiarism in item number 22 (i.e. “Copy a paragraph (more than 40
words) from an article, a magazine, a journal, a book, or the Internet site and
reference the source.”) (see Table 4.2). On the other hand, in the interviews, most
voluntary interviewees discussed their experience of plagiarism. The responses in
the evaluation form ran counter to those in the in-depth interviews. That is, the

participants’ responses were inconsistent and unclear at different points of time. As
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Dawson & Overfield (2006) explained, students could perceive plagiarism
unclearly on account of their different demographic backgrounds such as academic
background and mode of study. In addition, what the participants revealed in their
interview responses in the current study was consistent with what Dawson &
Overfield (2006) found in their study in the way that the students did not always
know or realize which case was or was not plagiarism. Sutherland-Smith (2008)
also pointed out that the degree of seriousness of the action could indicate the
degree of awareness as she found in her study that most students perceived

plagiarism less seriously than teacher did.

(b) Insufficient Knowledge and Skills of Academic Writing

The second reason why a statistically non-significant difference was
found in the participants’ perception of plagiarism in the present study may be that
the participants did not have adequate knowledge and skills in academic writing to
understand the issue of plagiarism. The supporting evidence 1is the
misunderstanding of most participants of knowledge of plagiarism in item number
37 (i.e. “You copy a passage (not more than 40 words) directly from an article you
found. You cite the source, but you did not use quotation marks “...”.”) and item
number 44 (i.e. “It is required to cite your source when using a fact from a source
you think, but you are not sure, may be common knowledge.”) from Table 4.5.

As found by Eret & Gokmenoglu (2010) and Park (2002), lack of
plagiarism knowledge and foreign language difficulties were regarded as factors
influencing plagiarism. Power (2009) however insisted that the students who
committed plagiarism did not always intend to cheat or be dishonest as they did not
fully comprehend the concept of plagiarism. Similarly, as Sutherland-Smith (2008)

found, some students did not intentionally plagiarize but were acquiring the

knowledge and writing skills that they initially lacked.
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5.2 Actual Practice of Academic Plagiarism: By Raters and Checker Software

The results for the second research question of the current study were
compiled from 153 writing-test scripts of student participants who were exposed to
academic writing techniques (e.g. citation, paraphrasing, summarizing, etc.) in their
postgraduate English courses. The data of the participants’ source-based writing-
test scores were analyzed based upon their major fields of study (Section 5.2.1) and

levels of English language proficiency (Section 5.2.2).

5.2.1 The Groups of Science and Social Science Participants

With reference to the descriptive analysis of the participants’ general
information (in sub-Section 4.3.1.1), the highest number of the participants were
from the Faculty of Science (44 students or 22.40%) and the second highest from
the Faculty of Education (34 students or 17.30%). This means that the highest and
the second highest numbers of participants represent those whose major fields of
study were from science and social science, respectively. In terms of English
language learning background (in sub-Section 4.3.1.1), most participants had
extensive experience in studying English (16-20 years), but the majority of them
had less experience in English language writing (1-5 years). In regard to the
participants’ prior experience of plagiarism (in sub-Section 4.3.1.2), the result
revealed that most participants had never heard of academic plagiarism, did not
know what academic plagiarism was, and had never had any training on identifying
and dealing with academic plagiarism (e.g. Turnitin Plagiarism Checking Training).

In the statistical analysis, the proportions of science and social science
participants were quite similar. A statistically non-significant difference in the
actual practice of plagiarism was found between the science and social science
groups. Possible reasons for the statistically non-significant difference may be the
similarity of most participants’ English language learning background (i.e. limited
experience in academic writing in English) and experience of plagiarism (i.e. lack

of knowledge of academic plagiarism and no training in dealing with plagiarism)



210

(Dawson & Overfield, 2006; Eret & Gokmenoglu, 2010; Park, 2002; Power, 2009;
Sutherland-Smith, 2008).

Furthermore, since the science and the social science participant groups
had inadequate knowledge and experience of academic plagiarism in common, they
might not have fully acquire those discourse structures and rhetorical writing
patterns used in their discipline-specific writing. The result of the non-significant
difference in the average writing-test scores of the science-social science participant
groups in the present study was not consistent with those of the studies by
Bernstein (1999), Li (2006a and 2006b), and Wood (2001) of the influence of
writing conventions of disciplinary source-based writing in discourse communities.
As Flowerdew & Li (2007b) noted, differences in disciplinary writing between the
natural sciences and the humanities are still a challenge for textual borrowing in

writing.

5.2.2 The Groups of High and Limited Achievers

As shown in the descriptive analysis of the participants’ general
information (in sub-Section 4.3.1.1), 159 out of 196 participants (approximately
81%) were studying at the doctoral level. The higher number of doctoral
participants suggests that there should be a high proportion with more background
experience and practice of academic and source-based writing. In other words, the
high achiever group with sufficient proficiency in writing should be able to
acknowledge the given source correctly while the limited achiever group might not
be able to acknowledge the source directly in the writing test. This may be one of
the reasons for a statistically significant difference in the actual practice in the
group of high and limited achievers (¢ = -13.74, p < .05; effect level d = .80) as
shown in Tables 4.15 and 4.16.

In the source-based writing, acknowledging the source helps avoid the
act of plagiarism (Folse & Pugh, 2010). In the current study, to elaborate on the

participants’ acknowledgment behavior, Table 5.1 presents their actual practice of
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academic plagiarism in terms of acknowledgment behavior in the source-based

writing.

Table 5.1 Actual Practice: Acknowledgment of Sources

Acknowledgment Behavior | Number of Test
Paper
(153)
No acknowledgment 11 (=7%)
Acknowledged source 142 (=93%)

= Paraphrasing
(+ Direct quotation)
(+ Summarizing)

13 (29%)

Human and Electronic Detection = Direct quotation 12 (=8%)
Rater Turnitin * Summarizing 14 (=10%)
Writing Score | Color Code | Number of | = Paraphrase 121 (=85%)

Range: (% copied) | Test Paper (Adapted from Keck, 2006)
(1-100) (153) .
Linguistic Criteria
10-98 Blue 90 (~59%) No unique Substantial
(0) links Paraphrase
5-33 Green 6 (24%) 1-19% words Moderate
(12-23) contained Paraphrase
within unique
links
18-53 Yellow 19 (x12%) | 20-49% words Minimal
(26-49) contained Paraphrase
within unique
links
23-45 Orange 21 (=14%) 50% or more | Near Copy -
(59-74) words Copy
contained
13-33 Red 17 (=11%) within unique
(75-98) links
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As illustrated in Table 5.1, the participants’ source-acknowledgment behavior was
examined on whether and how sources were acknowledged. In the writing-test
scripts, eleven papers did not document the given source (see Figure 4.3) while 142
papers acknowledged the source. 7% of the participants who did acknowledge the
source in the literature-review writing test revealed in the interview that they did
not realize and/or forgot the use of source documentation although they received
explicit teaching of source-based writing in class. The finding, regarding the 11
participants’ failure to use source documentation despite their exposure to explicit
instruction, runs counter to the concept of explicit instruction helping to prevent
students’ plagiarism (Pecorari, 2013). There are a number of studies on
instructional intervention affecting learners’ academic writing ability and anti-
plagiarism behavior in writing (Davis, 2013; Dubois, 1988; East, 2006; Flowerdew
& Li, 2007a; Folse & Pugh, 2010; Gu & Brooks, 2008; Li, 2013b and 2013c; Petri¢
& Harwood, 2013; Storch, 2012; Wette, 2010). As suggested earlier by Pecorari
(2013) regarding explicit instruction helping to prevent students’ plagiarism,
different results were obtained in some studies, for example, Storch (2012) and
Wette (2010). Noticeably, according to Wette’s (2010) study, the students’
linguistic and discourse skill constraints (Currie, 1998) and their constraints on
explicit instruction in source-based writing (Shi, 2006) likely contributed to the
students’ act of plagiarism. Li’s (2013b and 2013c) studies also suggested having
experienced writers/authors mentoring novice ones in source-based writing.

The degree or the amount of plagiarism is specified via color codes in
Turnitin (see Table 5.1) to assist teachers and/or raters to evaluate how serious the
offence of plagiarism (if any) is in the participants’ written tasks. In this present
study, the extent of academic plagiarism detected by Turnitin ranged from 12% to
98%. As stated by Whitley (1998), the prevalent rates of academic dishonesty
normally ranged from 9% to 95%. Three illustrations of various degrees of

plagiarism in the participants’ writing-test papers are now discussed.
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The first paper of a PhD participant in the group of high achievers from
the EIL program was assessed with the highest raw score of 98 out of 100 and
coded with the blue color (i.e. 0% plagiarism detection) by Turnitin. The paper

script is demonstrated on the next page.

Hgi’s Written Version:

According to Edwards (2012), distraction can be viewed in
two aspects. To begin with, physical distraction such as
sweaty palms and muscle tension is the symtom that one

experiencing more intense activities.

The second kind of distraction involves numbling to and
blaming oneself for not being able to write in one's own
words. In case that learners are faced with either of these

issues, their performance could be declined (p.45).

Although there is a misspelling in participant Hgy ’s paper, the misspelled
word, “symtom” does not lead to any misunderstanding of the statement.
Additionally, the content in this paper was summarized and paraphrased without
changing the original meaning of the given source. More importantly, there was use
of in-text citation.

The second paper of a PhD participant in the group of low achievers from
the AEG course was assessed with the raw score of 20 out of 100 and coded in red

(i.e. 98% plagiarism detection) by Turnitin. The paper script is shown on the next

page.
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Lagg’s Written Version:

The attention diverted from the task at hand can be categorized
into two types. The first type of distraction can be classified as
physical and includes an increase in awareness of heightened
automatic activity (e.g., sweaty palms, muscle tension). The
second type of distraction includes inappropriate cognitions, such
as saying to oneself, “Others are finishing before me, so I must
not know the material,” or “I’'m stupid, I won’t pass.” The
presence of either of these two task-irrelevant cognitions will
affect the quality of a student’s performance (Carl Edwards,
2012)

Participant Lagg copied all of the content from the source. Only an in-text
citation was added to her paper. Concerning the citation per se, she made a mistake
in writing the author’s full name in the in-text citation.

The paper of a PhD participant in the group of low achievers from the TW
course was assessed with the minimum raw score of 5 out of 100 and coded green
(i.e. 14% plagiarism detection) by Turnitin. Noticeably, despite the lowest raw
score of the writing test, Ltw’s paper was coded green. The paper script is shown

below.

Ltw’s Written Version:

The first type of distration can be classified as physical and
includes an increase in awareness of heightened automatic
activity (e.g. sweaty palms, muscle tension). The second type of
distraction includes inappropriate cognitions, the presence of
either of these two task-irrelevant cognitions will affect the

quality of a student's performance.
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Lrw’s paper script shows that the participant was engaged in patchwriting
(Gu & Brooks, 2008; Howard, 1999 in Harwood & Petric, 2012: 84; Nelms, 2015;
Pecorari, 2003 and 2013).

Despite the different extent of plagiarism found in the test papers of 63
participants (41%), it is questionable whether the participants’ difficulty in English
proficiency affects any engagement in committing plagiarism. Moreover, although
most participants (59%) were in the no-violation of the source content group, it
does not mean that they had perfect writing scores. To illustrate, from Table 4.17,
the participants’ average writing test scores were 20.1 out of 50 (or 40.2%) for
citation, 11.1 out of 25 (or 44.4%) for content, and 7.8 out of 25 (or 31.2%) for
language or grammar. The participants’ writing proficiency was below 50% for the
individual scored criteria (i.e. citation, language and content).

As several studies have shown, insufficient proficiency in academic
writing causes problems in source-based writing (Eret & Gokmenoglu, 2010;
Flowerdew & Li, 2007a and 2007b; Hayes & Introna, 2005; Li, 2013b and 2013c;
Li & Casanave, 2012; Storch, 2009; Wette, 2010; Wood, 2001). As Storch (2012)
suggested, students can improve their ability to incorporate and paraphrase sources
in writing when they are exposed to explicit instruction and classroom practice on
academic writing. The next section discusses the student and teacher participants’

shared experiences of learning and teaching source-based writing.

5.3 Contributory Factors Influencing Academic Plagiarism

The contributory factors to the act of plagiarism can be understood from
the responses of the student and teacher participants on the learner evaluation form,

the instructor/administrator questionnaire, and the interviews.

The quantitative data from the learner evaluation form (in sub-Sections
4.3.1.1 and 4.3.1.2) and the instructor/administrator questionnaire (in sub-Section

4.3.1.3) suggest that the profiles derived from the demographic data and the
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experiences in English language learning and teaching communities of the student
participants and the teacher participants can indicate contextual backgrounds. As
stated in the 2006 ethical module of the NUS, human factors (e.g. teachers, authors
or students who plagiarized, and fellow students in the same setting as the authors)
are regarded as part of the academic culture. In the present study, the project was
implemented in the Thai context where the student and teacher respondents
participated in classroom-based postgraduate writing courses. The one hundred and
ninety-six student participants in the present study were homogeneous in terms of
their Thai nationality and native language. However, they were heterogeneous in
terms of levels of postgraduate study (i.e. Master’s and doctoral degrees), faculties
(i.e. 17 disciplinary groups), levels of English language achievement and
proficiency, and their prior disciplines and universities. On the other side, the forty-
eight teacher participants included 14 native English and 34 Thai lecturers who had
a minimum of three years of experience in English-language writing instruction at
the tertiary level.

Furthermore, the qualitative data from the interview responses of both
student and teacher participants were used for an in-depth investigation of
contextual backgrounds. Table 5.2 shows how the student and teacher participants

rationalized the act of plagiarism.
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Table 5.2 Integration of Contributory Factors Influencing the Act of Plagiarism

Construct Contributory Factors

Teacher Participant

Student Participant

Affective-psychological: Unawareness-negligence of the act

of plagiarism

Unawareness of academic and

source-based writing

Learner’s academic image,
individual differences, and
learner’s different judgment and

knowledge

Insufficient knowledge and language

Insufficient knowledge and skills

skills of English and insufficient
language proficiency
Environmental-situational: Cultural norms Peer pressure in cultural norms

Different disciplinary writing

convention

course instructors

time pressure

As illustrated in Table 5.2, the classic concepts of affective-

psychological constructs (see Section 2.3.1) and environmental-situational

constructs (see Section 2.3.2) are utilized to frame the results in regard to the

contributory factors affecting the writer’s act of plagiarism. When taking the results

from the interview responses of the student participants and the teacher participants

into account, the researcher found a relationship within and between individual

constructs (see Figure 2.3).
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With reference to the macro-constructs of the environmental-situational
contexts, cultural norms were rated by both student and teacher participants as one
of the major contributory factors influencing the act of plagiarism. Noticeably as

participant H2 1w reported in an excerpt:

Student In my writing class, ... I'm not sure if I'm the one of
H2rw the contributing factors causing plagiarism...when [

lent my assignment to my friends.... They are my good

friends though they may copy my work and I knew that

was wrong.

For the sake of a good rapport with friends or classmates, this participant decided to
share her writing assignment. That is to say, the participant’s decision was
influenced by peer pressure from cultural norms and this subsequently contributed
to the act of plagiarism by her friends. Thai cultural norms may make it hard for the
participant to refuse to share their own work with friends. Being generous is the key
for a participant to get accepted into the same learning community (Pennycook,
1996). Similarly, the study by Walker (1998) showed that students’ academic
assistance for friends in need is a common practice or a cultural norm in the Asian
context.

The cultural notion of the participant H27w previously discussed may
occur among those writers who have sufficient knowledge and skills of academic
writing. However, for those writers who have difficulty in academic writing,

memorization may be one of their writing strategies. As participant L2t revealed:

Student [ think I did my best in the writing test at that time
L2rw though I know my English is rather weak. ... oh, I think
[ forgot some writing techniques like paraphrasing that

1 studied from the graduate English course. ...
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Memorization of academic writing techniques which was used by a limited

achiever (i.e. participant L21vw) can also be employed by a high achiever. As statesd

by participant H3gyy :

Student
H3gn

1 think when I write academic assignments in English, 1

always note a list of academic writing techniques that [

learned before writing to remind myself of not missing

using them in my writing assignment. Hmm, [ think
suppose my work is found plagiarized, I guess it could be

from some of my carelessness like forgetting a citation

style or missing quotation marks and so on. ... This could

happen in exam since time is limited.

This high achiever participant shared a similar experience concerning memorization

strategies in her source-based writing context. As stated in the studies by Phan Le

Ha (2006), Pennycook (1996), and Shi (2011), in Asian academic culture, having

good memorization is believed to mean deep understanding that leads to academic

success. The adoption of memorization in English language learning is to prevent

losing face which could make students believe that they are not intelligent

(Pennycook, 1996). That is, academic image could be an underlying factor behind

the adoption of memorization. In the current study, the notion of academic image

was also evident in participant L21yw’s interview response. The extract is as follows:

Student
L2rw

... My instructor often reminded me of not trying to copy
words and ideas, but trying to think and write by my own.

. But I accept that when [ have to write, those
plagiarism matters were not in my head at all. What 1
know is I have to finish my writing assignments with good
marks if possible. Gaining good marks would be the best

answer for my instructor’s and my own satisfaction.
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The studies by Shi (2008) and Harwood & Petric (2012) added that students’ need
for gaining academic credit and being accepted in learning communities is a factor
that drives their academic performance. In addition to the academic-image concern
as an affective-psychological factor as evidenced in participant L2tw’s interview
extract, the participants’ course instructor is another environmental-situational
factor influencing the act of plagiarism (see Table 5.2).

With regard to cultural norms, the teacher participants in the present
study shared their experiences of academic plagiarism in teaching English-language

writing in the Thai context in the following excerpts:

Teacher From my experience, many students are unaware that

2NE plagiarizing is a violation. Copying and cheating are

standard practice. Indeed, I get the impression many

students are taught to copy and regurgitate

information, without intellectually engaging with the

issues at all. ...

Teacher ... Plagiarism is considered “normal” by most Thai

4NE people 1 know. Amazingly, this includes teachers!!
When I have shared plagiarism stories in the past with
Thai teachers, they’ve been shocked that I gave a

“zero” grade, they suggested that the students be

given a chance to re-do the work, and they often say
that we can’t expect any better from the students
because they have done throughout grade school and

high school. ...

Teacher By the time Thai students reach the university system,
10NE most of them have been exposed to an educational

model where they are not always encouraged to think

independently and are at times expected or required

to copy a teacher/authority figure’s answers verbatim.
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Consideration of the underlined phrases of participant H3gy’s interview

excerpt on page 214 suggest that there are three further influential factors: note-

taking techniques, the writer’s carelessness, and time pressure. First, it is noticeable

that this high achiever utilized the note-taking technique to avoid plagiarism in

writing (Brandon, 2004; Li, 2013b; Mehlich & Smith-Worthington, 1997; Wyrick,

2008). Second, the carelessness of a writer is considered to be unawareness of

academic writing (also see Table 5.2) which leads to the act of unintentional

plagiarism (Sutherland-Smith, 2008). The teacher participants also shared

experiences of their students’ unawareness and negligence of the act of plagiarism

in the following extracts:

Teacher
2NE

Teacher
3NE

Teacher
9T

From my experience, many students are unaware that
plagiarizing is a violation. Copying and cheating are
standard practice. Indeed, I get the impression many
Students are taught to copy and regurgitate
information, without intellectually engaging with the

issues at all. ...

In one of my courses a student regularly “googles”
the passages in the textbook. I have found several
texts have come from online sources and are used

without indicating sources.

1 think one reason leading to plagiarism is the
students’ negligence of the extent to which plagiarism

covers.
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Last, time pressure is another major cause of the act of plagiarism in
environmental-situational contexts. In the extracts of the interview responses of
almost all respondents (i.e. participant H3gy and all limited achievers), time
pressure was rated as a main factor contributing to plagiarism. As asserted in the
study by Pennycook (1996), time pressure brought about students’ unintentional
plagiarism in the form of patchwork, particularly when the students had difficulties
in English language writing. Consistent with Pennycook’s (1996) study, the result
from the interview response of a limited achiever, L3gy, revealed the act of

patchwriting as demonstrated below:

Student .. Well, I myself haven't tried both programs yet
L3 because I don’t have time to do so.
.. umm, at that time while I was writing my version in

the test paper, I found that time was almost up. I then

decided to mix and match some parts of texts from the

original source.

On other hand, the act of patchwriting is optimistically viewed as a developmental
transition in the writing process and is frequently found in most novice writers’
papers (Gu & Brooks, 2008; Howard, 1999 in Harwood & Petric, 2012; Nelms,
2015; Pecorari, 2003 and 2013; Wheeler, 2009).

As also summarized by Howard (1999 in Harwood & Petric, 2012: 84),
patchwriting is “a time-saving strategy to compensate for students’ linguistic
shortcomings and difficulties with managing her reading load.” In this case,
learners’ difficulties in English language skills, both reading and writing, are
identified as an affective-psychological factor contributing to the act of plagiarism
(also see Table 5.2). From the current study, both teacher and student participants

viewed a writer’s insufficient knowledge and skills of English as another burden
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that increased the chances of a writer engaging in plagiarism. As shared by the

teacher participants:

Teacher Personally when I write in Thai, I am a hundred

ST percent sure that I'm not plagiarizing, so it might help
if teachers teach students to fully understand the
reading passages before writing their own.

Teacher Sometimes, students are aware of plagiarism and its

7T penalty. They have been told by the teacher that it’s a

“crime”, and they normally try their best to avoid it.

Unfortunately, a large number of them still commit

such a crime because they do not have enough

knowledge and skills to avoid it. ...

Similarly, as participant L1 g reported:

Student ... L admit that I actually didn’t understand all what is

Llakc in the source. I could understand just some part of the

given source. Also, I didn’t like rush hour in the test.

At this point, it can be seen that the excerpts from the interviews of teacher and
student participants are related.

In addition, as in the excerpt shared by participant L1 4G above, not only
inadequate knowledge and skills of English but also the participant’s negative
perception of time pressure and anxiety in the test is also another likely affective-
psychological factor contributing to plagiarism. That is, learner’s attitude and

anxiety are typically framed in individual differences (Gardner and Lambert, 1972).
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The sensitivity of learners’ individual differences is also shown in an excerpt from

participant L2tw:

1 think I did my best in the writing test at that time though |
know my English is rather weak. ... oh, I think I forgot some
writing techniques like paraphrasing that I studied from the
graduate English course. I knew that there were many

paraphrasing techniques_but when I was tested in the class, [

felt a kind of nervous and excited and also afraid of being

unable to finish my writing in time.

5.4 Practical Measures for Plagiarism Prevention

The analyzed data from the instructor/administrator questionnaire and the

interview regarding plagiarism prevention measures are discussed below.

5.4.1 Instructor/Administrator Questionnaire

Out of forty-eight questionnaire responses (Table 4.20), there was a
statistically significant difference between native English-speaking and Thai
instructors’ perspectives of plagiarism, in terms of knowledge of plagiarism, for
item number 11—“Students don't have to cite the source stating a fact in their
papers if it's something that most people would already know.” (F = 7.69, p < .05)
(Table 4.21). In terms of awareness of plagiarism, a significant difference between
both groups of the teacher participants’ perspectives was found for item number
24—*“Download a graphic without the author’s permission but the source is cited.”
(F = 2.84, p < .05) (Table 4.23). In addition, there was a significant difference
between the groups’ perspectives of plagiarism on measures for plagiarism
prevention for item number 41—“Raising students’ awareness of the values of

academic honesty.”(F = 1.60, p < .05) (Table 4.26). The practical measures for



225

plagiarism prevention in the Thai context were rated in Table 4.27. They will also
be considered in the applications of alternative measures for plagiarism prevention

in Section 5.5.

5.4.2 Instructor/Administrator Interview

The student participants’ other comments on academic plagiarism in
their English language learning (Appendix L) point out some applications and
implications of measures for plagiarism prevention (see Section 5.5 and Chapter 6,

respectively).

5.5 Applications: Alternative Measures for Plagiarism Prevention

Referring to Figure 1.2, alternative measures for plagiarism prevention
are applied from the main findings of the study with the definitional model of
plagiarism (Pecorari, 2002, in Sutherland-Smith, 2008: 70-71) (Figure 2.1) and the
conceptual model of plagiarism (Sutherland-Smith, 2008: 29) (Figure 2.2). The
alternative measures are presented as serial measures through the initial yardstick of
plagiarism, plagiarism interpretation, and plagiarism education as diagramed in

Figure 5.1.

® An Initial Yardstick of Plagiarism (Adapted from Pecorari, 2002, in Sutherland-Smith, 2008:
70-71)

O An object (language, words, ideas, text),
3 which has been taken (borrowed or stolen),
~~~~~~ O3 from a particular source (books, journals, the Internet),
~~~~~~~~~ 3 by an agent (student, person, academic),
~~~~~~~~~ 3 without (adequate) acknowledgement,

-o
--o
- o

e [ O and “with or without intention” to deceive ]
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@ Plagiarism Interpretation (Adapted from Sutherland-Smith’s (2008: 29) conceptual model of

plagiarism)

The Internet (technology-mediated classroom)

Teaching Approaches

Teacher-centered

= traditional classroom

= lectures and tutorials

= focus on content

= factual knowledge-concerned
= predetermined outcomes

4

A

Student-centered

democratic classroom

seminars and sharing of lessons
focus on students

Negotiable assessment criteria and
formats

Intentional Plagiarism <«

Legal Notions

= (deliberate, calculated action

=  knowingly recycling the work of
others

= cheating

= deterrence by punishment

A\

4

»  Unintentional Plagiarism

Cross-cultural Notions

notion and sense of ‘authorship’
challenged

intention is unclear

reader determines meaning and intention
deterrence by transforming information
to knowledge

Approaches to Plagiarism
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® Plagiarism Education: Awareness, Practice, and Prevention

Research Research Plagiarism Education
Question Variable Purpose Strategy
. = Create students’ sense of Establish the value of creative thinking with the provision of
1. Perception

1.1 Awareness

intellectual ownership
and pride.

some rewards and/or praise if any students can achieve the
purpose.

Discuss the benefits of crediting sources in academic writing.
Assign awareness-raising writing tasks.

1.2 Knowledge

Develop students’
understanding of the

Explain students what (@) and how harmful plagiarism is
and will be (e.g. demonstrating ESL and EFL universities’

2. Actua‘l offence of plagiarism. plagiarism cases and penalties).
Practice = Enhance students’ levels Exemplify types of plagiarism (Table 1) by which the textual
of the English-language content is based on contextual disciplines.
writing proficiency. Review grammatical knowledge and providing grammar
» Familiarized students exercises.
with process writing and Training courses of process writing, note-taking, and then
source-based writing. followed by source-based writing.

3. Causal Factors | * Build up students’ Provide consultation for students who have difficulties to
understand why the act of cope with their own individual differences (e.g. test anxiety)
plagiarism occurs. and/or those who need special guidance or discussions to

improve their writing performance.

Build students’ self-confidence to be able to deal with their
affective-psychological and environmental-situational
factors.

4. Measures for = Active and effective Establish and require the use of plagiarism screening tool(s)

Prevention

cooperation from
relevant stakeholders
who are:

(e.g. Turnitin) prior to the submission of a written task.

- University and
Faculty:

=  Establish anti-plagiarism policies and assessment in
every course curricula, particularly in English language
writing at the undergraduate and the postgraduate
levels.

= Promote the provision of training courses and
practices: academic and source-based writing and the
use of available plagiarism screening tools.

- Instructors:

= Teach how to document sources in writing together
with the skills of quoting, paraphrasing, and
summarizing.

Students:

= Practice the source-based writing from the writing
courses. Use plagiarism screening tool(s) before
submitting written task(s).

Figure 5.1 Alternative Measures for Plagiarism Prevention

The conclusion and the implications of the study are presented in the

next chapter.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter contains four parts: summary of the study, summary of the

results, conclusion, and implications of the study. Four parts are outlined as below.

6.1 Summary of the Study
6.1.1 Research Purposes
6.1.2  Research Questions
6.1.3  Research Procedure

6.2 Summary of the Results

6.3 Conclusion

6.4 Implications of the Study

6.1 Summary of the Study

Prior to the conclusion and the implications of this research project, three

main sections are presented as follows:

6.1.1 Research Purposes
The purposes of the present study were as follows:

1. Investigate and compare the perception of academic plagiarism of Thai
postgraduate students from interdisciplinary studies;

2. Evaluate and compare the students’ actual practice of academic
plagiarism in English language learning;

3. Examine and justify contributory factors influencing the act of academic

plagiarism;
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4. Estimate and construct alternative measures for academic plagiarism

prevention in the Thai context.

6.1.2 Research Questions
This research project addressed the following questions:

1. Do Thai postgraduate students have a significant difference in their
perception of academic plagiarism in English language learning?

If so, to what extent?

1.1 Do science and social science student groups have a significant
difference in their perception of academic plagiarism in English
language learning? If so, to what extent?

1.2 Do the groups of high achievers and limited achievers have a
significant difference in their perception of academic plagiarism
in English language learning? If so, to what extent?

2. Do Thai postgraduate students have a significant difference in their
actual practice of academic plagiarism in English language learning? If
so, to what extent?

2.1 Do science and social science student groups have a significant
difference in their actual practice of academic plagiarism in
English language learning? If so, to what extent?

2.2 Do the groups of high achievers and limited achievers have a
significant difference in their actual practice of academic
plagiarism in English language learning? If so, to what extent?

3. What are the contributory factors influencing the students’ academic
plagiarism?

4. What are alternative measures for academic plagiarism prevention in the

Thai context?
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6.1.3 Research Procedure

This research project was undertaken from the first semester of the 2013
academic year to the first semester of the 2014 academic year (see Table 3.5). The
procedure used of this study was divided into three stages: the development of
research instruments, the implementation of the instruments, and the assessment
and evaluation of academic plagiarism of Thai postgraduate participants from

interdisciplinary studies.

Stage 1: The Development of Research Instruments
The stage of development of research instruments involved two steps:
Step 1: Developing and Validating Research Instruments

Prior to developing the research instruments, the researcher had reviewed
relevant theories and research on the issues of academic plagiarism in ESL and EFL
contexts in addition to her direct experiences and her colleagues’ shared
experiences about students’ plagiarism in writing courses. Moreover, the
postgraduate writing course books (e.g. AEG and TW), supplementary documents
of the postgraduate courses, handbooks in source-based writing, and copies of
written tasks, which were authorized by the researcher’s former students from the
years 2012 to 2014, were also utilized as sources of information in designing the
research instruments.

To ensure the content validity of the five research instruments, four
instruments  (learner  evaluation  form, learner interview  questions,
instructor/administrator questionnaire, and teacher interview questions) were
verified by three experts while another instrument (the learner writing test)
including plagiarism assessment criteria was verified by five experts. After the
validity was assessed, all instruments were then revised as suggested. Before their
actual use, the instruments (learner evaluation form, learner writing test, and

instructor/administrator questionnaire) were piloted to establish their reliability with
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30 postgraduates who were studying in three courses (i.e. AEG, TW, and EIL) but

not the participants in the main study.

Step 2: Revising and Re-designing Research Instruments

After the pilot study, all research instruments were revised and re-designed
in accordance with the purposes of the main study and used to collect data. In
addition to the revision and re-design of the learner evaluation form, the
instructor/administrator questionnaire, the writing test, and the interview questions,
the plagiarism assessment criteria for raters and software were also adapted and re-

designed/developed.

Stage 2: The Implementation of the Instruments and the Treatment

Before starting the implementation processes for data collection in the
main study, the researcher needed to be assured of the participants’ permission and
voluntary sharing of their data and information in the study. The data were gathered
from the implementation of the research instruments over 28 weeks (seven months)
from the second summer semester of the 2013 academic year to the first semester of
the 2014 academic year. In 28 weeks, there were two phases of data collection. The
three-month phase 1 was used for data collection in the groups of the student
participants from week 1 to week 8 and from week 13 to 16. It is noted that during
week 9 to 12, there was no data collection process due to the midterm
examinations. Then, the four-month phase 2 was used for data collection in the
groups of the teacher participants starting from weeks 17 to 32 (see Table 3.5).

In phase 1, the consent form and the learner evaluation form were
implemented, and were then followed by the writing test. The time required for the
data collection was approximately one hour and a half during classes. The learner
evaluation form for the study was distributed to the participants in their classrooms
after completion of literature-review writing lessons in order to make sure that the

participants had input from the knowledge and skills they gained from source-based
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writing. In addition, an in-depth interview for additional data on the participants’
perspectives on academic plagiarism in their English language learning context was
implemented as the last step in Phase 1 of the data collection process. The interview
responses were recorded and subsequently transcribed to support the analysis of the
quantitative data.

In phase 2, the consent form and the instructor/administrator questionnaire
were distributed to the native-English and Thai instructors at the same university
where the data collection in phase 1 was implement. It took approximately two
months to gather the returned copies of the questionnaire since individual
instructors had variable free time to respond to the questionnaire. Then the
instructor/administrator interview for additional data on students’ academic
plagiarism in their teaching of English language writing was conducted. The
research was delayed by data collection issues during the interview process. Owing
to the sensitivity of arranging timely interviews for individual teacher participants
and their reluctance to be sound-recorded, the interview was re-designed to be in
written form.

Importantly, in both phases of the data collection, the student and teacher
participants needed to be informed and assured that their names as well as personal

information and performance would be kept confidential and anonymous.

Stage 3: The Assessment and Evaluation of Academic Plagiarism of Thai

Postgraduate Participants from Interdisciplinary Studies

To investigate academic plagiarism of university postgraduate students from
interdisciplinary studies, both quantitative and qualitative data were analyzed. The
quantitative data on the responses to the learner evaluation form, the
instructor/administrator questionnaire, and the scripts of the writing test were
assessed using a statistical approach (arithmetic means, standard deviations, the ¢-

test and the effect size method) and evaluated by expert raters and software.
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Content analysis was undertaken on qualitative data from the responses to the

learner interviews and the instructor/administrator interviews.

6.2 Summary of the Results

The results of this study can be summarized as follows.

6.2.1 The analyses of the participants’ perception, comprising awareness
and knowledge, of plagiarism based on their main fields of study—science and
social sciences—from interdisciplinary studies and groups of high achievers and
limited achievers were found no statistically significant difference at the .05 level.

6.2.2 No significant difference in the participants’ actual practice of
plagiarism was determined when analyzed on the field of study. However, with the
levels of English-language proficiency-based analysis, a significant difference in
the actual practice of plagiarism was found between the average writing-test score
of the high-achiever group (63.26) and that of the limited-achiever group (30.95) at
the .05 level (¢ = -13.74, p < .05; effect level d = .80). The effect size of a
significant difference in the actual practice of plagiarism between the higher
achievers and the limited achievers was approximately .80. The magnitude of the
difference in the actual practice between the groups that were classified on levels of
English language proficiency was relatively large. Alternatively, referring to the
statement of hypotheses for item number 1.6.2.2 in Section 1.6, the null hypothesis
is rejected or the alternative hypothesis is accepted (i.e. reject Ho or accept H).

6.2.3 Contributory factors influencing the act of academic plagiarism

were relevant to affective-psychological constructs (i.e. academic image, individual
differences, insufficient knowledge and skills of English, and unawareness and
negligence of the act of plagiarism and source-based writing skills) and
environmental-situational constructs (i.e. course instructors, cultural norms, different

disciplinary writing convention, peer pressure, and time pressure).
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6.2.4 The practical measures for plagiarism prevention in the Thai
context were rated for “having very strict policies, rules, and practices to avoid
plagiarism” (45.80%), “teaching how and when to cite sources” (43.80%), “raising
students’ awareness of the values of academic honesty” (33.30%), and “having

students write an annotated bibliography” (16.70%), respectively.

Through the applications of the results of the study, alternative measures

for plagiarism prevention were diagramed and presented in the discussion chapter.

6.3 Conclusion

This research project was undertaken in response to one of the research
plans in the National Research Policy and Strategy to promote Thai learners to
develop their mental quality—virtue and morality. It was also influenced by the
notion of an ethical underpinning as a core human value (Barber’s Well-Educated
Students in the 21% Century adapted from Gardner, 2007 in Puengpipattrakul,
2013b: 39), Thailand planned membership of the AEC, and the researcher’s
reflections on her previous research studies in English-language writing pedagogy
(Puengpipattrakul, 2009-2010 and 2013-2014). Several questions have been raised
about the readiness of educational institutions in Thailand to produce accredited
graduates that would be quality global citizens. Therefore, it is essential for these
institutions to realize, understand, and give precedence to the issue of academic
integrity at the higher education level.

This project aimed at investigating the perception and the actual practice of
academic plagiarism, contributory factors influencing plagiarism, and preventive
measures of plagiarism of Thai postgraduate learners from interdisciplinary studies.
The results of the study provide insights into raising awareness and developing
knowledge of the issues of plagiarism of Thai learners, the need for explicit
instruction of source-based writing together with the provision of consulting

services to respond to learners’ individual differences, and the importance of active
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and effective cooperation between academics, administrators, faculties, educational
institutions, and relevant stakeholders when taking well-rounded and continual
measures against plagiarism.

The results through investigation, comparison and evaluation suggest it is
necessary to formulate an honor-code alternative plan in Thai higher-education
institutions. Finally, the researcher believes that an ethical underpinning in
academic writing is powerful and has an influence on students’ English language

proficiency and potential.

6.4 Implications of the Study

The results of this study may provide some useful information for EFL

learners and teachers. The implications are as follows:

6.4.1 Understanding the continuum of academic plagiarism can help determine
whether there is a match (similarities) or a mismatch (differences) between
learners’ awareness and their actual practice of plagiarism. As found from
some student participants’ interview responses in this present study,
students may understand source-based writing techniques (e.g. paraphrasing
and summarizing), but when they have to write, they forget these
techniques. This is to say, the students have knowledge of documenting
sources but they do not internalize the techniques. The students’
unawareness of the writing techniques could be lessened if process writing
is taken into consideration. It is crucial to introduce process-oriented writing
prior to sourced-based writing. Once the students understand and are aware
of the writing process, there may be no need for them to memorize source-

based writing techniques.

6.4.2 The significant finding of the participants’ actual practice of plagiarism in

the study could help instructors and faculties equip their students with
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awareness and skills of academic, particularly source-based, writing through

writing activities.

Software detection is not a panacea for plagiarism. An optimal strategy is to
raise awareness and the value of having a sense of ownership among student

writers. This is a preventive approach rather than a prohibitive approach.

The results of this study could also help generate and strengthen cross-
cultural understanding of plagiarism among native/non-native English

teaching and learning communities in both EFL and ESL contexts.

An important point is that English-language source-based writing requires
the establishment and the implementation of obvious criteria for an
acceptable ceiling for textual borrowing in each discipline. Both student and

teacher participants revealed this need in the interviews in the current study:

Student I admit that 1 feel quite confused with the concept of plagiarism.
H3gw Faculties and university say that students will be penalized if they
plagiarize the source words or ideas. But in fact, I never saw those

plagiarized tasks being scored zero or those who plagiarize being

penalized... Well, I think we can prevent ourselves from committing
plagiarism by using academic writing techniques that we studied such
as paraphrasing and citing and referencing sources in our writing. In
my case, after I used those techniques in my writing, I then uploaded

my work to Turnitin before submitting it to my lecturer.

Teacher ... When I have shared plagiarism stories in the past with Thai
4NE

teachers, they’ve been shocked that I gave a ‘“zero” grade, they

suggested that the students be given a chance to re-do the work, and
they often say that we can’t expect any better from the students

because they have done throughout grade school and high school. ...
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Source-based writing, which is stipulated in postgraduate course curricula,
should be fully introduced at undergraduate levels. According to the interview
response of participant L1agg, the participants misunderstood that source-
based writing was only oriented at postgraduate courses. A source-based
writing policy should be inserted into undergraduate English language writing

curricula.

The orientation and the style of writing examination to test students’ writing
performance in English language education in the Thai context are further
issues of concern. It is necessary that the examination should promote the
students’ creative and critical thinking skills rather than role-learning skills. In
such cases, the development of instructional approaches and systems should be

considered.
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CHAPTER 7

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER WORK

This chapter presents relevant recommendations for further studies and lists

the limitations of this study.

7.1 Recommendations for Further Studies

Several areas are recommended for further studies:

7.1.1 A statistically significant result for the participants’ actual practice of

plagiarism was revealed when the data was compared based on their
levels of English language proficiency. This result highlights the
importance of English language proficiency as it could facilitate the
skills of the participants’ academic and source-based writing. The
excuse, “forgetting writing techniques”, was frequently given as the
reason for students’ acts of plagiarism. Therefore, a cross-sectional
study or a longitudinal study comparing the effects of process writing
and memorization or rote learning on learners’ act of plagiarism may be
useful.

Due to the reasons explained in item number 7.1.1, a study of the effect
of awareness-raising writing tasks on students’ awareness and acts of
plagiarism is also worth undertaking.

The findings of the study regarding different aspects of the students’
and teachers’ perception of academic plagiarism despite their similar
academic contexts would suggest further studies of the national and
international impacts of the cultural dimensions of academic plagiarism

in the AEC context would be beneficial.
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7.1.4 The learners’ individual differences (e.g. attitudes, motivation, anxiety,

7.1.5

or learning situations) found in the present study may, to some extent,
influence the participants’ journal writing performance and grammatical
ability. Therefore, future investigations could be conducted, using
factor analysis, on the relationships between students’ underlying

factors involved in journal writing and their grammatical ability.

With respect to the areas of testing, assessment, and evaluation, a
comparative study of the impacts of writing in exams and writing in

class on students’ act of plagiarism could be undertaken.

7.2 Limitations of the Study

This study is limited in the following areas.

7.2.1

7.2.2

7.2.3

Out of 249 participants (i.e. 30 in the pilot study and 219 in the main
study), the questionnaire data of 23 participants in the main study were
omitted due to incomplete information. Thus, 196 questionnaire
responses were used for the data analysis in the main study.

Out of 196 participants, the data of the writing test of 43 participants
were omitted owing to having no written test-scripts or having written
scripts that were too short (less than 15-20 words in length) to be
analyzed. Thus, 153 test scripts were used for the data analysis in this
study.

The participants in this project cannot be generalized to all postgraduate
students from interdisciplinary studies at the same university where this

project was undertaken and at other universities in the Thai context.
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This evaluation form is designed to investigate plagiarism in
English language study of multi-disciplinary postgraduate students
enrolled in Graduate-leveled English language courses at the

Chulalongkorn University in the year 2014.

All of the information in the evaluation form and/or the
interviews conducted in this study will be kept strictly confidential, and

will not affect any of your GPAs. It is hoped that your responses will be

particularly useful as part of the databases in developing guidelines to

prevent academic plagiarism in the English language writing curricula

for non-native English speaking students in the future.

Please sign your name if you are pleased to participate in this

study.

Student’s SIZNAtUTE: ......uiiitt ittt et e e

Student’s NAME: IMI./MIS./MS. i e e e e

FaCUlty: ..o
Level: (Please circle) _ MA / PhD Yearof study: ........coooviiiiiiiinnn.
Contacting phone number: 08...... e /
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Appendix C

Learner Evaluation Form

PART I

Directions: Please check ( v ) in O and give a written answer for the information

below.

1. Gender: |:| Male D Female

2. Age: 2125 [Oo2e30 [O31-35 O36-40 [Oa1-45 Oothers...ooooeeo.o.

3. Postgraduate Level:

[ Master's degree (Please answer item numbers 4-5)

[ poctoral degree (Please answer item numbers 4-6)
S OAN [y (=10 Q= o U |
=T Year of study: ...

5. Previous institution (Bachelor's degree): ..o

Faculty (Master's degree):.......ccccovveeeeiiiciciinniiiieeeeeeennn No. of years of study:.............
7. | have been studying English for .................. year(s) .cccoeeeenns month(s)
8. | have been studying English writing skills for .............. year(s) ..cceeeereeeen month(s)
9. My current CU-TEP score = ........cccoeveevvinenenn. and/or

My current TOEFL/IELTS score = .........ccoecvvvvneeenn.

In the university levels, before enrolling in the AEG/TW/EIL course, to what extent did you
have to write report/s in English? (include total courses per semester)
O never [ one time O two times

|:| three times |:| more than three times




261

PART I

11.

12.

13.

14.

Directions: Please check ( v ) in O and give a written answer for the information below.

Before enrolling in the AEG/TW/EIL course, had you ever heard of academic plagiarism?

O ves O No

Before enrolling in the AEG/TW/EIL course, had you known what academic plagiarism is?
O ves O No

Before enrolling in the AEG/TW/EIL course, had you had any previous training on identifying
and dealing with academic plagiarism (e.g. Turnitin Plagiarism Checker Training)?

O ves O No

Before enrolling in the AEG/TW/EIL course, in general, where did you receive specific
instruction on English language academic writing techniques (e.g. citation, paraphrasing,
summarizing, and etc.)? (can choose more than 1 item)

141 Book(s)

[ Textbooks from the [ Textbooks from other [J other handbooks
AEG/TWI/EIL course courses
14.2 Course(s)
[ courses in the CU Graduate English O courses outside the CU
programs Graduate English programs

(e.g. tutoring courses)
14.3 Instructor(s)
O Instructor(s) in the CU O Instructor(s) outside O Supervisor(s)
Graduate English the CU Graduate
programs English programs

(e.g. tutors)

14.4 O Faculty’s training program(s)

14.5 [ Academic conference(s)

14.6 O website(s) / online learning: ...
14.7 O pid not receive specific instruction

14.8 [ others (please SPECify): ...




15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
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Before enrolling in the AEG/TW/EIL course, to what extent do you feel you yourself copied

the words or ideas of other writers without properly indicating the source in your university

writing assignments? (Please, answer this question without considering whether or not you

understood what might be wrong with such a habit.)

O never [ a iittle bit O moderately O a 1ot O every time

(2-3 times) (4-5 times) (6 times or more)

How often did any of your instructors of English in the past university studies ever tell you

(i. e. by means of spoken or written comments) that there was ‘plagiarism’ in your own written task?

O never [ a few times O moderate times [ many times O every time
(2-3 times) (4-5 times) (6 times or more)

In the AEG/TWI/EIL course, to what extent do you feel you copied the words or ideas of other

writers without indicating the source in your university writing assignments? (Please, answer

this question without considering whether or not you understood what might be wrong with such a

habit.)

O never O a iittle bit O moderately O a iot O every time

(2-3 times) (4-5 times) (6 times or more)

How often did your instructor of the AEG/TW/EIL course in this semester tell you (i.e. by

means of spoken or written comments) that there was ‘plagiarism’ in your own written task?

O never O a few times O moderate times [ many times O every time
(2-3 times) (4-5 times) (6 times or more)

Would you like to receive specific instruction in avoiding plagiarism through academic writing

techniques (e.g. citation, paraphrasing, summarizing, and etc.)?
19.1 [ No.

19.2 O ves. If so, which source would you like to learn the techniques from?

(can choose more than 1 item)

19.2.1 [ Books

19.2.2 [ courses

19.2.3 O Instructor(s)

19.2.4 O Faculty’s training program(s)

19.2.5 [ Academic conference(s)

19.26 O Website(s) / online learning: ..........coooiiiiiiiii e
19.2.7 O others (Please SPECITY): ..uirir i
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PART IlI

Direction: Please check ( v ) in the appropriate box that describes your opinions.

Level
No- I think that it is acceptable to: 5 4 3 2 1
Strongly | Agree | Unsure | Disagree | Strongly
agree disagree
20. | Turn in a paper written by other person(s) as my own work
without citing, quoting, or referencing the source(s).
21. | Use ideas | got from an instructor or classmate(s), during our
conversation, in my paper without citing, quoting, or
referencing the source(s).
22. | Copy a paragraph (more than 40 words) from an article, a
magazine, a journal, a book, or the Internet site and reference
the source.
23. | Cut and paste material from a website into my assignment
without crediting the source because any information that is
available in electronic form is free and can be used any time.
24. | Copy a sentence (not more than 40 words) from an article and
use quotation marks “...” and reference the source.
25. | Copy paragraphs from several different articles into my paper
and write sentences to link them together without citing,
quoting, or referencing the source(s).
26. | Change one or two words to make a quote into a paraphrase
and then not reference the source.
27. | Omit citations/references in my paper if | paraphrased an
original text.
28. | Cite the source when | downloaded a graphic without the
author’s permission.
29. | Omit citations/references of numerical data or graphs because
they are facts or common knowledge.
30. | Omit to cite my previous work when | reused it in my writing in

other courses since it is my own work.
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Level
No.
° I think that it is acceptable to: 5 4 3 2 1
Strongly Agree Unsure Disagree | Strongly
agree disagree
31. | Commit plagiarism because it only affects me.
32. | Commit plagiarism because it does not affect others.
33. | Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to the university.
34. | Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to the writer of the

original passage.

35.

Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to the class whose

original opinion(s) deserve credit.

36.

37.

38.

39.

PART IV

Section A: Please check ( v ) in the appropriate [ that describes your ideas.

You pay a person for editing assistance, and he re-writes much of your original paper. You
hand in this new edited version to your professor without acknowledging that person’s

assistance. Is this plagiarism?
O Yes, it is. O No, it isn’t. O unsure

You copy a passage directly from an article you found. You cite the source, but you did not
use quotation marks “...”. Is this plagiarism?

|:| Yes, it is. |:| No, it isn’t. D Unsure

You copy a short passage from an article you found. You change a couple of words, so
that it's different from the original. You carefully cite the source. Is this plagiarism?

|:| Yes, it is. |:| No, it isn’t. |:| Unsure

Citing your sources protects you from accusations of plagiarism by acknowledging that
specific information in your paper has been taken from another source.

O Agree O Disagree O unsure




265

40. You don't have to cite the source stating a fact in your paper if it's something that most
people would already know.

O Agree O Disagree O unsure

41. There are many different citation styles, and you must choose an appropriate one.

O Agree O Disagree O unsure

42. It is not necessary to cite sources found on the web.

O Agree O Disagree O unsure

43. ltis not required to cite your source in a graph/bar chart which is derived from your own
findings.
O Agree O Disagree O unsure

44. |t is required to cite your source when using a fact from a source you think, but you are not
sure, may be common knowledge.

O Agree O Disagree O unsure

Section B: Read an excerpt of the original text below. Check ( v ) in the

appropriate |:| and give supporting reason(s).

45. ® An excerpt of the Original text is as follows:

Where mainstream sports typically refrain from displaying unapologetically violent
acts, professional wrestling dives in head first. A large portion of wrestling’s cultural
appeal is generated by the psychological excitement provided by witnessing highly
aggressive and violent forms of physical interaction in this sphere. Wrestling takes

that which is pushed behind the scenes of social life and places it in the center ring.

Source: Atkinson, A. (2012). The Challenge of Educational Equity. Bloomington, IN:
Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation. Pages 62-63.




45.1 Is the text in Version A plagiarized?

= Version A:

266

45.2 Is the text in Version B plagiarized?

= Version B:

Mainstream sports refrain from showing unremorseful
violent acts while professional wrestling
unapologetically revels in the same type of violence.
A large part of wrestling’s appeal is generated by the
very aggressive and violent interaction in this sport.
While such violence is usually behind the scenes of
social life, it is the centre of wrestling’s existence

(Atkinson, 2002: 62-63).

Reference: Atkinson, A. (2012). The Challenge of
Educational Equity. Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta Kappa

Educational Foundation.

Atkinson (2012: 62-63) states that most sports
do not encourage blatant acts of violence, while
professional wrestling embraces the same
behaviour. Wrestling appeals to audiences
because people enjoy watching aggressive and
violent acts in the ring. What is normally not
condoned in ordinary society is made acceptable

in wrestling.

Reference: Atkinson, A. (2012). The Challenge of
Educational Equity. Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta

Kappa Educational Foundation.
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Where mainstream sports typically refrain from displaying unapologetically
violent acts, professional wrestling dives in head first. A large portion of
wrestling’s cultural appeal is generated by the psychological excitement
provided by witnessing highly aggressive and violent forms of physical
interaction in this sphere. Wrestling takes that which is pushed behind the

scenes of social life and places it in the center ring.

Source: Atkinson, A. (2012). The Challenge of Educational Equity.
Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation. Pages 62-63.

451 111l Version A sarilunmsasniaey

a A v
Q'liﬁlN'J‘U'lﬂTi?‘i‘iElllN

® Version A:

45.2 1ﬁa‘nﬂu Version B aailumsasniaguay

a A v
TlN'J‘U1ﬂTi1‘i‘iE)ulN

®  Version B:

Mainstream sports refrain from showing
unremorseful violent acts while professional
wrestling unapologetically revels in the same
type of violence. A large part of wrestling’s
appeal is generated by the very aggressive
and violent interaction in this sport. While
such violence is usually behind the scenes of

social life, it is the centre of wrestling’s

existence (Atkinson, 2002: 62-63).

Reference: Atkinson, A. (2012). The Challenge
of Educational Equity. Bloomington, IN: Phi

Delta Kappa Educational Foundation.

Atkinson (2012: 62-63) states that most sports
do not encourage blatant acts of violence, while
professional

wrestling embraces the same

behavior. Wrestling appeals to audiences
because people enjoy watching aggressive and
violent acts in the ring. What is normally not
condoned in ordinary society is made acceptable

in wrestling.

Reference: Atkinson, A. (2012). The Challenge
of Educational Equity. Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta

Kappa Educational Foundation.




274




275

Appendix E
The Pilot Study: Student Writing Test

Writing Practice

Situation: You are going to use the information about Coca Cola in an academic report you are

writing. Show how you would do this.

Original Source Material:

The Coca-Cola Co. is testing a new vending machine that lets thirsty consumers buy a Coke by
dialing a phone number located on the machine near the coin slot. Dial the number and out pops
your soda. The wireless phone account is charged for the soda. Students and staff at the Institute
of Technology in Helsinki are using the prototype. Coke says it is waiting to see how the phone-

ready vending machine fares there before possibly rolling it out elsewhere, maybe even in the U.S.

Source:

Rick Pappas. 1999. Marketing Strategies. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall. Page 45.
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Appendix F
The Main Study: Learner Writing Test

Situation: You are assigned to write in an incomplete portion about The Second Model

in a literature review entitled: “Test Anxiety”, the given details of which are of
the three models explaining the origin of Test Anxiety.

Directions: Read the information about The Second Model written by PROFESSOR
CARL EDWARDS given below.

The Second Model

PROFESSOR CARL EDWARDS: The attention diverted from the task at hand can

be categorized into two types. The first type of distraction can be classified as

physical and includes an increase in awareness of heightened automatic activity

(e.g., sweaty palms, muscle tension). The second type of distraction includes
inappropriate cognitions, such as saying to oneself, “Others are finishing before me,
so | must not know the material,” or “I'm stupid, | won’t pass.” The presence of either
of these two task-irrelevant cognitions will affect the quality of a student’s performance.

(87 words)

Source: The information is taken from a book, “Educational Research” written by
CARL EDWARDS, published in 2012 on page 45, printed by Upper Saddle River,
NJ: Prentice-Hall.

= and use the information written by PROFESSOR CARL EDWARDS you read above
(DO NOT invent any extra information) to complete the review of this report in the space

provided.
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Literature Review

Test Anxiety

Research on test anxiety had identified three models that explain the
origin of test anxiety: (1) The problem lies not in taking the test, but in
preparing for the test. Kleijn, Van der Ploeg, and Topman (1994) have
identified this as the learning-deficit model. In this model, the student with
high test anxiety tends to have or use inadequate learning or study skills while
in the preparation stage of exam taking. (2) The second model is termed the
interference model. The problem for people in this model is that during tests,
individuals with test anxiety focus on task-irrelevant stimuli that negatively

affect their performance.

(3) The third model of test anxiety includes people who think they have
prepared adequately for a test, but in reality, did not. These people question

their abilities after the test, which creates anxiousness during the next test.
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Appendix G

Learner Interview Questions

1. How do you think about plagiarism in your English language learning?

2. In your opinion, what are factors influencing plagiarism in your English
language learning?

3. Other comments (if any) on academic plagiarism in their English language

learning.
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Instructor/Administrator Questionnaire
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PART 1
Please check ( v ) in O and give your written answer (if any) for the information
below.
1. Gender: O Male O Female
2. Approximate length of experience in teaching English writing at university level in Thailand.
[ less than 3 years [0 3-6 years O 7-10 years 0 more than 10 years
3. First/Native language: O English O Thai [0 Other (please specify): .........

4. Have you taught university students to avoid plagiarism in their writing?

O Yes (Please answer items # 5 and then 7-43)

O No (Please answer items # 6 and then 7-43)

5. Was your instruction on how to avoid plagiarism in student writing successful?

[ Yes. If so, what do you think [0 Somewhat. If so, what do you
has led to this result? think has led to this result?

[ No. If not so, what do you
think has led to this result?

(You can choose more than 1 item)

[ Books used in your English course(s)

[ English course syllabus and content used in university undergraduate courses

[ English course syllabus and content used in university postgraduate courses

[0 Students’ knowledge of plagiarism from their disciplinary training program/me(s)

[ Students’ self-study of how to avoid plagiarism in their writing
[0 Students’ understanding and participation in your teaching of writing

[ University rules for plagiarism and penalties

O Use of some useful website(s)/suggested online-learning in your teaching: ................c.coeeeeinnn..

O Your teaching of academic writing techniques (e.g. citation, paraphrasing, summarizing, and etc.)

[0 Others (PIease SPECITY): ... euuie e
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6. Reason(s) for not teaching the students how to avoid plagiarism in their writing in your

previous teaching:

(Youcan choose more than 1 reason)

O Your first-time teaching writing

O Your students’ English levels were too limited to be able to understand academic writing techniques

[0 Not in the course syllabus or content used in university undergraduate levels

[0 Not in the course syllabus or content used in university postgraduate levels

[0 Others (PIeaSe SPECITY): ....cvuneee ettt e

PART 2
Please rate ( v ) your views on the following statements. g ° o
(Items # 7-15) > 3 e
7. Students pay a person for editing assistance, and s/he re-writes much of the 1 5 3
students’ original papers. The students hand in this new edited version to you
without acknowledging that person’s assistance. This is plagiarism.
8. Students copy a passage directly from an article they found. They cite the 1 5 3
source, but did not use quotation marks “...”. This is plagiarism.
9. Students copy a short passage from an article they found. They change a few 1 2 3
words so that it's different from the original. They cite the source but did not use
quotation marks. This is plagiarism.
10. Citing sources protects us from accusations of plagiarism by acknowledging the ; 5 3
sources of information used in our papers.
11. Students don't have to cite the source stating a fact in their papers if it's 1 2 3
something that most people would already know.
12. There are many different citation styles, and we must choose an appropriate 1 2 3
one.
13. Itis not necessary to cite sources found on the web. 1 2 3
14. It is not required to cite our source in a graph/bar chart which is derived from 1 2 3
our own findings.
15. ltis required to cite our source when using a fact from a source we think, but ] 2 3

we are not sure, may be common knowledge.
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o o
§ o 2 o %
© o 3 o >
| think that it is acceptable to: 2 b g 2 5
(Items # 16-31) 5§ | ° £
n
16. Turn in a paper written by other person(s) as my own work without citing, 1 9 3 4
quoting, or referencing the source(s).
17. Use ideas | got from an instructor or classmate, during our conversation, in 1 2 3 4 5
my paper without citing, quoting, or referencing the source.
18. Copy a paragraph (more than 40 words) from an article, a magazine, a 1 2 3 4 5
journal, a book, or the Internet site and cite the source.
19. Cut and paste material from a website into my assignment without crediting 1 5 3 B 5
the source because any information that is available in electronic form is free
and can be used any time.
20. Copy statement(s) (not more than 40 words) from an article and use 1 2 3 4 5
quotation marks “...” and reference the source.
21. Copy paragraphs from several different articles into my paper and write 1 5 3 B 5
sentences to link them together without citing, quoting, or referencing the
source(s).
22. Change one or two words to make a quote into a paraphrase and then not 1 2 3 4 5
reference the source.
23. Omit citations/references in my paper if | paraphrased an original text. 1 5 3 4 5
24. Cite the source when | downloaded a graphic without the author’s ; 5 3 4 5
permission.
25. Omit citations/references of numerical data or graphs because they are facts 1 2 3 4 5
or common knowledge.
: 3
E § e o é’
I think that it is acceptable to: > g 2 S| 2
(Items # 16-31) 2|5 |3 |~ 8
g n
26. Omit a citation to my previous work when | reuse it in my writing in other 1 2 3 4 5
courses since it is my own work.
27. Commit plagiarism because it only affects me. ] 2 3 4 5
28. Commit plagiarism because it does not affect others. y 2 3 4 5
29. Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to the university. y 2 3 4 5
30. Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to the writer of the original 1 2 3 4 5
passage.
31.  Commit plagiarism though it may be unfair to the class whose original 1 2 3 4 5

opinion(s) deserve credit.
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Q
E Q
) S
? § g o e
o = H g >
. . P >
To what extent do the following contribute to the tendency to plagiarize? 5 a2 5 < g’
5 &
(]
32. Academic competition 1 5 3 4 s
33. The environment or situation (e.g. presence or absence of a proctor, 1 2 3 4 5
small/large class)
34. Opportunistic cheating (cheating when an occasion to do so presents itself) 1 2 3 4 5
35. Intentional cheating (planning to cheat) 1 2 3 4 5
(]
I o)
s |5 |5 |8 |2
e . , 2 |8 g 2 | ®
Please rate ( ¥ ) your views on the following statements. =4 a = s
& &
n
36. Plagiarism is considered a serious violation of academic honesty. 1 5 3 4 5
37. Plagiarism is normal in a university. 1 5 3 4 5
38. Plagiarism is a serious issue in Thailand. 1 2 3 4 5
PART 3 The o 3¢ | gt 5
‘/ ) . Most Most Most | Most Most
Please rank ( Y ) your views on effective measures for
plagiarism prevention. E E E E B
S S g S S
o o o o o
39. Teaching how and when to cite sources ] 5 3 4 5
40. Having students write an annotated bibliography 1 2 3 4 5
41. Raising students’ awareness of the values of academic honesty 1 2 3 4 5
42. Having very strict policies, rules, and practices to avoid plagiarism 1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix I

Instructor/Administrator Interview

Any other comment(s)/suggestion(s) about contributory factors influencing
students’ plagiarism and effective measures for plagiarism prevention (in

the Thai/any EFL/ESL context) you would like to share (please specify):
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PART I: General Information and English Language Learning Background

1. Gender
Total
Male Female
N % N % N %
21-25 12 6.10 21 10.70 33 16.80
26 - 30 28 14.30 43 21.90 71 36.20
31-35 15 7.70 33 16.80 48 24.50
2. Age
36 — 40 10 5.10 17 8.70 27 13.80
41 - 45 4 2.00 5 2.60 9 4.60
Others ... 5 2.60 3 1.50 8 4.10
Master's degree 11 5.60 24 12.20 35 17.90
3. Postgraduate
Doctoral degree 61 31.10 98 50.00 159 81.10
level (Current)
N/A 2 1.00 0 0.00 2 1.00
Engineering 16 8.20 4 2.00 20 10.20
Science 19 9.70 25 12.80 44 22.40
Education 13 6.60 21 10.70 34 17.30
Graduate School 9 4.60 22 11.20 31 15.80
Medicine 1 0.50 11 5.60 12 6.10
Architecture 6 3.10 1 0.50 7 3.60
Nursing 0 0.00 2 1.00 2 1.00
Communication Arts 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
4.1 Faculty
College of Population Studies 0 0.00 2 1.00 2 1.00
(Current)
Pharmaceutical Science 0 0.00 9 4.60 9 4.60
Fine and Applied Arts 3 1.50 6 3.10 9 4.60
Veterinary Science 0 0.00 8 4.10 8 4.10
Arts 3 1.50 0 0.00 3 1.50
Public Health 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
Sports Science 2 1.00 3 1.50 5 2.60
Dentistry 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Allied Health Science 0 0.00 2 1.00 2 1.00
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Gender
Total
Male Female
N % N % N %
EIL (English as an
International Language) 0 0.00 3 1.50 3 1.50
program
4.2 Major Social Sciences-Humanities 24 12.20 42 21.40 66 33.70
(Current) Science 50 25.50 75 38.30 125 63.80
N/A 0 0.00 5 2.60 5 2.60
Year 1 12 7.20 24 14.40 36 21.60
Year 2 32 19.20 49 29.30 81 48.50
4.3. Current Year 3 10 6.00 19 11.40 29 17.40
year of study Year 4 10 6.00 5 3.00 15 9.00
Year 5 2 1.20 3 1.80 5 3.00
Year 6 0 0.00 1 0.60 1 0.60
Kasetsart University 3 1.50 7 3.60 10 5.10
Chulalongkorn University 16 8.20 35 17.90 51 26.00
King Mongkut’s University of
1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00
Technology North Bangkok
Silpakorn University 2 1.00 5 2.60 7 3.60
Burapha Univerity 3 1.50 1 0.50 4 2.00
Chiang Mai University 3 1.50 7 3.60 10 5.10
5. Previous Khon Kaen University 2 1.00 6 3.10 8 4.10
institution King Mongkut’s Institute of
4 2.00 2 1.00 6 3.10
(Bachelor's Technology Ladkrabang
degree) King Mongkut’s University of
1 0.50 2 1.00 3 1.50
Technology Thonburi
Thammasat University 3 1.50 4 2.00 7 3.60
Mahidol University 0 0.00 8 410 8 410
Naresuan University 2 1.00 2 1.00 4 2.00
Prince of Songkla University 5 2.60 4 2.00 9 4.60
Kasembundit University 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
Srinakharinwirot University 5 2.60 10 5.10 15 7.70




286

Gender Total
Male Female
N % N % N %
Bangkok University 0 0.00 2.60 5 2.60
Ramkhamhang University 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
Rajabhat Universities 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
Technological and Vocational
6 3.10 2 1.00 8 4.10
Education Colleges
Rungsit University 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
5. Previous
Teacher’s Colleges 4 2.00 2 1.00 6 3.10
institution
Taksin University 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
(Bachelor’'s
Sripatum University 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
degree)
) Huachiew Chalermprakiet
(continued) 1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00
University
Siam University 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Maejo University 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Assumption University 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
mjmwﬁwmé’mﬁaﬂs:mﬂ 3 1.50 2 1.00 5 2.60
N/A 3 1.50 8 4.10 11 5.60
Engineering 15 7.70 7 3.60 22 11.20
Science 19 9.70 34 17.30 53 27.00
Education 10 5.10 10 5.10 20 10.20
Medicine 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Food Industry 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
5.2 Previous Architecture 5 2.60 1 0.50 6 3.10
Faculty Social Sciences-Humanities 1 0.50 6 3.10 7 3.60
(Bachelor's Nursing 0 0.00 6 3.10 6 3.10
degree) Communication Arts 0 0.00 3 1.50 3 1.50
Pharmaceutical Science 0 0.00 8 4.10 8 410
Fine and Applied Arts 4 2.00 5 2.60 9 4.60
Veterinary Science 1 0.50 7 3.60 8 410
Arts 4 2.00 4 2.00 8 4.10
Economics 1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00
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Gender
Total
Male Female
N % N % N %
Public Health 2 1.00 4 2.00 6 3.10
Sports Science 1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00
Dentistry 0 0.00 3 1.50 3 1.50
Political Science 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Allied Health Sciences 3 1.50 7 3.60 10 5.10
Commerce and Accountancy 4 2.00 5 2.60 9 4.60
Agriculture 2 1.00 0 0.00 2 1.00
N/A 2 1.00 7 3.60 9 4.60
5.3 2-2.5 3 1.70 2 1.10 5 2.80
No. of years of | 3.3 5 4 2.20 5 2.80 9 5.00
study 4-4.5 54 | 30.20 | 80 | 44.70 | 134 | 74.90
(Bachelor’'s
555 7 | 390 | 11 | 610 | 18 | 10.10
degree)
6. No. of years | 6-6.5 1 0.60 11 6.10 12 6.70
of study 13-13.5
(Bachelor’s 1 0.60 0 0.00 1 0.60
degree):
Kasetsart University 1 0.50 5 2.60 6 3.10
Chulalongkorn University 35 17.90 53 27.00 88 44.90
King Mongkut’s University of
4 2.00 2 1.00 6 3.10
Technology North Bangkok
Silpakorn University 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
6.1 Previous
Burapha Univerity 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
institution
Chiang Mai University 1 0.50 7 3.60 8 4.10
(Master’s
Khon Kaen University 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
degree)
King Mongkut’s Institute of
0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Technology Ladkrabang
King Mongkut’s University of
0 0.00 2 1.00 2 1.00
Technology Thonburi
Thammasat University 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
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Gender
Total
Male Female
N % N % N %
Mahidol University 3 1.50 1.50 3.10
Naresuan University 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Prince of Songkla University 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
Kasembundit University 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Srinakharinwirot University 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
Bangkok University 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Ramkhamhang University 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Rajabhat Universities 2 1.00 2 1.00 4 2.00
Technological and Vocational
0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Education Colleges
Rungsit University 2 1.00 6 3.10 8 4.10
Teacher’s Colleges 18 9.20 32 16.30 50 25.50
Taksin University 1 0.50 5 2.60 6 3.10
Sripatum University 35 17.90 53 27.00 88 44.90
Huachiew Chalermprakiet
4 2.00 2 1.00 6 3.10
University
Siam University 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
Maejo University 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
Assumption University 1 0.50 7 3.60 8 4.10
mjmwﬁwmé’mﬁaﬂs:mﬂ 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
N/A 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Engineering 9 4.60 4 2.00 13 6.60
Science 16 8.20 21 10.70 37 18.90
Education 12 6.10 14 7.10 26 13.30
6.2 Previous | Graguate School 4 | 200 | 5 [ 260 | 9 | 460
faculty Medicine o | o000 | 7 |360]| 7 | 360
(Master’s
Food Industry 0 0.00 2 1.00 2 1.00
degree)
Architecture 4 2.00 1 0.50 5 2.60
Social Sciences-Humanities 0 0.00 6 3.10 6 3.10
Nursing 0 0.00 2 1.00 2 1.00
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Gender
Total
Male Female
N % N % N %
Communication Arts 1 0.50 3 1.50 4 2.00
College of Population Studies 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Psychology 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Pharmaceutical Science 0 0.00 3 1.50 3 1.50
Fine and Applied Arts 3 1.50 0 0.00 3 1.50
Veterinary Science 0 0.00 2 1.00 2 1.00
Arts 2 1.00 0 0.00 2 1.00
Economics 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
Public Health 2 1.00 2 1.00 4 2.00
Sports Science 1 0.50 3 1.50 4 2.00
Dentistry 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Political Science 0 0.00 3 1.50 3 1.50
Commerce and Accountancy 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Agriculture 1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00
EIL 0 0.00 2 1.00 2 1.00
Others 2 1.00 6 3.10 8 4.10
N/A 16 8.20 31 15.80 47 24.00
Pursuing the Master’'s degree 17 8.70 38 19.40 55 28.10
6.3 No. of years
2-2.5 1 0.50 6 3.10 7 3.60
of study
3-3.5 24 12.20 39 19.90 63 32.10
(Master’s
4-4.5 16 8.20 29 14.80 45 23.00
degree)
More than 5 4 2.00 1 0.50 5 2.50
0 year 5 2.60 16 8.20 21 10.70
1-5 year(s) 4 2.00 4 2.00 8 4.10
7. 1 have been 6-10 years 12 6.10 13 6.60 25 12.80
studying 11-15 years 19 9.70 16 8.20 35 17.90
English for: 16-20 years 25 12.80 47 24.00 72 36.70
21-25 years 7 3.60 12 6.10 19 9.70
26-30 years 2 1.00 11 5.60 13 6.60
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Gender
Total
Male Female
N % N % N %
31-35 years 0.00 1.00 1.00
41-45 years 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
0 year 19 9.70 40 20.40 59 30.10
1-5 year(s) 32 16.30 34 17.30 66 33.70
8. | have been | 6-10 years 9 4.60 23 11.70 32 16.30
studying 11-15 years 4 2.00 9 4.60 13 6.60
English writing 16-20 years 8 410 12 6.10 20 10.20
skills for: 21-25 years 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
26-30 years 0 0.00 2 1.00 2 1.00
36-40 years 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
Never try CU-TEP 9 4.60 18 9.20 27 13.80
1-7 point(s) 1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00
8-17 points 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
18-32 points 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
9.1 My current 33-44 points 5 2.60 6 3.10 11 5.60
CU-TEP score 45-56 points 28 14.30 47 24.00 75 38.30
57-68 points 24 12.20 40 20.40 64 32.70
69-79 points 3 1.50 7 3.60 10 5.10
80-91 points 0 0.00 2 1.00 2 1.00
92-106 points 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
9.2.1 My Never try TOEFL 73 37.20 118 60.20 191 97.40
current TOEFL | 434-473 points 1 0.50 2 1.00 3 1.50
score 474-510 points 0 0.00 2 1.00 2 1.00
9.2.2 My Never try IELTS 67 34.20 112 57.10 179 91.30
current IELTS 3-3.5 points 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
score 4-4.5 points 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
5-5.5 points 2 1.00 2 1.00 4 2.00
6-6.5 points 1 0.50 5 2.60 6 3.10
7-7.5 points 1 0.50 2 1.00 3 1.50
8-8.5 points 1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00
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Gender
Total
Male Female
% N % %
10. In the never 19 9.70 29 14.80 | 48 24.50
university levels, one time 19 9.70 27 13.80 | 46 23.50
before enrolling two times 10 5.10 18 9.20 28 14.30
in the three times 6 3.10 9 4.60 15 7.70
AEG/TWI/EIL More than three times 20 10.20 | 34 17.30 | 54 27.60
course, to what N/A 0 0.00 |5 260 |5 2.60
extent did you
have to write
report/s in
English? (include
total courses per
semester)
PART II: Experiences of Plagiarism
Gender
Total
Male Female
N % N % N %
Before enrolling in the AEG/TW/EIL course,
11. Had you ever heard of No 61 31.10 99 50.50 160 81.60
academic plagiarism? Yes 13 6.60 23 11.70 36 18.40
12. Had you known what No 45 | 23.00 92 46.90 137 | 69.90
academic plagiarism is? Yes 29 14.80 30 15.30 59 30.10
13. Had you had any previous No 36 18.40 83 42.30 119 60.70
training on identifying and Yes
dealing with academic
38 19.40 39 19.90 77 39.30
plagiarism (e.g. Turnitin
Plagiarism Checker Training)?

14. You received specific instruction on English language academic writing techniques (e.g. citation,

paraphrasing, summarizing, and etc.) from:




14.1 Book(s)
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- Textbooks from the No 61 31.10 99 50.50 160 81.60
AEG/TWI/EIL course Yes 13 6.60 23 11.70 36 18.40
- Textbooks from other No 45 | 23.00 92 46.90 137 69.90
courses Yes 29 14.80 30 15.30 59 30.10

No 36 18.40 83 42.30 119 | 60.70
- Other handbooks

Yes 38 19.40 39 19.90 77 39.30
14.2 Course(s)
- Courses in the CU Graduate No 41 20.90 79 40.30 120 61.20
English programs Yes 33 16.80 43 21.90 76 38.80
- Courses outside the CU No 57 29.10 101 51.50 158 80.60
Graduate English programs Yes

17 8.70 21 10.70 38 19.40

(e.g. tutoring courses
14.3 Instructor(s)
- Instructor(s) in the CU No 42 | 21.40 74 37.80 116 59.20
Graduate English programs Yes 32 16.30 48 24.50 80 40.80
- Instructor(s) outside the CU No 59 | 3010 100 | 51.00 159 81.10
Graduate English programs Yes 15 7.70 22 11.20 37 18.90
(e.g. tutors)

No 48 24.50 86 43.90 134 68.40
- Supervisor(s)

Yes 26 13.30 36 18.40 62 31.60
14.4 Faculty’s training No 60 30.60 104 53.10 164 83.70
program(s) Yes 14 7.10 18 9.20 32 16.30

No 57 29.10 107 54.60 164 83.70
14.5 Academic conference(s)

Yes 17 8.70 15 7.70 32 16.30

No 65 33.20 103 52.60 168 85.70
14.6 website(s) / online learning

Yes 9 4.60 19 9.70 28 14.30
14.7 Did not receive specific No 63 32.10 95 48.50 158 80.60
instruction Yes 11 5.60 27 13.80 38 19.40

No 73 37.20 114 58.20 187 95.40
14.8 Others

Yes 1 0.50 8 4.10 9 4.60
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Gender
Total
Male Female
N % N % N %
Never 28 14.30 39 19.90 67 34.20
15. To what extent do you feel A little bit (2-3 32 16.30 66 33.70 98 50.00
you yourself copied the words or | times)
ideas of other writers without Moderately (4-5 " 5.60 14 7.10 25 12.80
properly indicating the source in | times)
your university writing a lot (6 times 2 1.00 2 1.00 4 2.00
assignments? or more)
Every time 1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00
Never 50 25.50 81 41.30 131 66.80
16. How often did any of your . .
yory A little bit (2-3
instructors of English in the past | . 14 7.10 22 11.20 36 18.40
times)
university studies ever tell you
Y y Moderately (4-5
(i. e. by means of spoken or . 6 3.10 8 4.10 14 7.10
times)
written comments) that there was
o . a lot (6 times
‘plagiarism’ in your own written 3 1.50 7 3.60 10 5.10
or more)
task?
Every time 1 0.50 4 2.00 5 2.60
Never 47 24.00 79 40.30 126 64.30
A little bit (2-3
17. In the AEG/TW/EIL course, to 17 8.70 28 14.30 45 23.00
what extent do you feel you times)
i i Moderately (4-5
copied the words or ideas of 3 410 13 6.60 o1 10.70
other writers without indicating times)
the source in your university a lot (6 times
2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
writing assignments? or more)
Every time 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
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Gender
Total
Male Female
N % N % N %

Never 52 26.50 104 53.10 156 79.60

18. How often did your . .
y A little bit (2-3 4 | 200 | 4 | 200 8 | 410

instructor of the AEG/TW/EIL .

times)
course in this semester tell you Moderately (4-5 5 3.10 5 560 1 5.60
(i.e. by means of spoken or ,

times)
written comments) that there was

a lot (6 times or 4 2.00 6 3.10 10 5.10
‘plagiarism’ in your own written

more)
task?

Every time 8 410 3 1.50 11 5.60

y = Y a =
19. ADIMTITIUAUNAUAN T YU No 5 1.00 ’ 050 3 150
MBI UFINM3 tieileaiums
o - Yes

S 72 36.70 121 61.70 193 98.50

No 30 15.30 59 30.10 89 45.40
19.1 Books

Yes 44 22.40 63 32.10 107 54.60

No 36 18.40 68 34.70 104 53.10
19.2 Course

Yes 38 19.40 54 27.60 92 46.90

No 25 12.80 39 19.90 64 32.70
19.3 Instructor(s)

Yes 49 25.00 83 42.30 132 67.30
19.4 Faculty’s training No 33 16.80 46 23.50 79 40.30
program(s) Yes 41 20.90 76 38.80 117 59.70

No 60 30.60 99 50.50 159 81.10
19.5 Academic conference(s)

Yes 14 7.10 23 11.70 37 18.90

No 49 25.00 75 38.30 124 63.30
19.6 Website(s) / online learning

Yes 25 12.80 47 24.00 72 36.70

No 74 37.80 121 61.70 195 99.50
19.7 Others

Yes 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
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PART lll: Plagiarism Awareness

Gender
Total
Male Female
N % N % N %

Strongly disagree 53 27.00 98 50.00 151 77.00
20. Turn in a paper written by

Disagree 16 8.20 21 10.70 37 18.90
other person(s) as my own work

Unsure 1 0.50 2 1.00 3 1.50
without citing, quoting, or

Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
referencing the source(s).

Strongly agree 4 2.00 1 0.50 5 2.60
21. Use ideas | got from an Strongly disagree 23 11.70 42 21.40 65 33.20
instructor or classmate(s), during | Disagree 26 13.30 38 19.40 64 32.70
our conversation, in my paper Unsure 21 10.70 29 14.80 50 25.50
without citing, quoting, or Agree 3 1.50 10 5.10 13 6.60
referencing the source(s). Strongly agree 1 0.50 3 1.50 4 2.00
22. Copy a paragraph (more than | Strongly disagree 7 3.60 27 13.80 34 17.30
40 words) from an article, a Disagree 16 8.20 19 9.70 35 17.90
magazine, a journal, a book, or Unsure 9 4.60 16 8.20 25 12.80
the Internet site and reference the | Agree 23 11.70 37 18.90 60 30.60
source. Strongly agree 19 9.70 23 11.70 42 21.40
23. Cut and paste material from a | Strongly disagree 41 20.90 76 38.80 117 59.70
website into my assignment Disagree 28 14.30 38 19.40 66 33.70
without crediting the source Unsure 3 1.50 7 3.60 10 5.10
because any information that is Agree 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
available in electronic form is free

. Strongly agree 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50

and can be used any time.

Strongly disagree 32 16.30 41 20.90 73 37.20
24. Copy a sentence (not more

Disagree 2 1.00 3 1.50 5 2.60
than 40 words) from an article

Unsure 4 2.00 5 2.60 9 4.60
and use quotation marks “...” and

Agree 8 4.10 18 9.20 26 13.30
reference the source.

Strongly agree 28 14.30 55 28.10 83 42.30




296

Gender
Total
Male Female
N % N % N %

25. Copy paragraphs from Strongly disagree 33 16.80 50 25.50 83 42.30
several different articles into my Disagree 22 11.20 49 25.00 71 36.20
paper and write sentences to link | Unsure 10 5.10 12 6.10 22 11.20
them together without citing, Agree 6 3.10 7 3.60 13 6.60
quoting, or referencing the 3 1.50 4 2.00 7 3.60

Strongly agree
source(s).

Strongly disagree 19 9.70 48 24.50 67 34.20
26. Change one or two words to

Disagree 27 13.80 48 24.50 75 38.30
make a quote into a paraphrase

Unsure 24 12.20 12 6.10 36 18.40
and then not reference the

Agree 3 1.50 13 6.60 16 8.20
source.

Strongly agree 1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00

Strongly disagree 22 11.20 50 25.50 72 36.70
27. Omit citations/references in Disagree 32 16.30 46 23.50 78 39.80
my paper if | paraphrased an Unsure 8 4.10 13 6.60 21 10.70
original text. Agree 11 5.60 11 5.60 22 11.20

Strongly agree 1 0.50 2 1.00 3 1.50

Strongly disagree 14 7.10 8 4.10 22 11.20
28. Cite the source when | Disagree 5 2.60 17 8.70 22 11.20
downloaded a graphic without the | Unsure 16 8.20 28 14.30 44 22.40
author’s permission. Agree 27 13.80 53 27.00 80 40.80

Strongly agree 12 6.10 16 8.20 28 14.30

Strongly disagree 27 13.80 51 26.00 78 39.80
29. Omit citations/references of

Disagree 27 13.80 50 25.50 77 39.30
numerical data or graphs

Unsure 11 5.60 16 8.20 27 13.80
because they are facts or

Agree 7 3.60 4 2.00 11 5.60
common knowledge.

Strongly agree 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50

Strongly disagree 21 10.70 39 19.90 60 30.60
30. Omit to cite my previous work

Disagree 24 12.20 55 28.10 79 40.30
when | reused it in my writing in

Unsure 21 10.70 15 7.70 36 18.40
other courses since it is my own

Agree 7 3.60 8 4.10 15 7.70
work.

Strongly agree 1 0.50 5 2.60 6 3.10
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Gender
Total
Male Female
N % N % N %

Strongly disagree 51 26.00 89 45.40 140 71.40

Disagree 16 8.20 27 13.80 43 21.90
31. Commit plagiarism because it

Unsure 5 2.60 2 1.00 7 3.60
only affects me.

Agree 1 0.50 4 2.00 5 2.60

Strongly agree 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50

Strongly disagree 51 26.00 91 46.40 142 72.40

Disagree 17 8.70 25 12.80 42 21.40
32. Commit plagiarism because it

Unsure 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
does not affect others.

Agree 2 1.00 5 2.60 7 3.60

Strongly agree 2 1.00 0 0.00 2 1.00

Strongly disagree 56 28.60 79 40.30 135 68.90

Disagree 5 2.60 12 6.10 17 8.70
33. Commit plagiarism though it

Unsure 1 0.50 2 1.00 3 1.50
may be unfair to the university.

Agree 2 1.00 0 0.00 2 1.00

Strongly agree 10 5.10 29 14.80 39 19.90

Strongly disagree 56 28.60 87 44.40 143 73.00
34. Commit plagiarism though it Disagree 4 2.00 10 5.10 14 7.10
may be unfair to the writer of the | Unsure 2 1.00 3 1.50 5 2.60
original passage. Agree 1 0.50 2 1.00 3 1.50

Strongly agree 11 5.60 20 10.20 31 15.80

Strongly disagree 39 19.90 58 29.60 97 49.50
35. Commit plagiarism though it Disagree 3 1.50 10 5.10 13 6.60
may be unfair to the class whose | Unsure 4 2.00 0 0.00 4 2.00
original opinion(s) deserve credit. | Agree 9 4.60 14 7.10 23 | 11.70

Strongly agree 19 9.70 40 20.40 59 30.10
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PART IV: Plagiarism Knowledge

Gender
Section A Total
Male Female
Is this plagiarism?
N % N % N %
36. You pay a person for editin
upayap fing Agree | 36 | 1840 | 59 | 30.10 | 95 | 4850
assistance, and he re-writes much of your
original paper. You hand in this new edited
) ) Disagree | 10 5.10 16 8.20 26 13.30
version to your professor without
acknowledging that person’s assistance. Unsure 28 14.30 47 24.00 75 38.30
37. You copy a passage (not more than 40 | Agree 13 6.60 34 17.30 47 24.00
words) directly from an article you found. ,
Disagree | 43 21.90 58 29.60 101 51.50
You cite the source, but you did not use
quotation marks “...”. Unsure 18 9.20 30 15.30 48 24.50
38. You copy a short passage from an Agree 31 | 1580 | 65 | 3320 | 96 | 49.00
article you found. You change a couple of
words, so that it's different from the Disagree | 27 | 13.80 35 17.90 62 31.60
original. You carefully cite the source. Unsure 16 8.20 22 11.20 38 19.40
39. Citing your sources protects you from Agree 57 29.10 97 49.50 154 78.60
accusations of plagiarism by Disagree 9 4.60 10 5.10 19 9.70
acknowledging that specific information in
your paper has been taken from another Unsure 8 4.10 15 7.70 23 11.70
source.
40. You don't have to cite the source Agree 32 16.30 55 28.10 87 44.40
stating a fact in your paper if it's something | Disagree | 26 13.30 44 22.40 70 35.70
that most people would already know. Unsure 16 8.20 23 11.70 39 19.90
Agree 69 35.20 114 | 58.20 183 93.40
41. There are many different citation styles,
Disagree 2 1.00 4 2.00 6 3.10
and you must choose an appropriate one.
Unsure 3 1.50 4 2.00 7 3.60
Agree 69 35.20 118 | 60.20 187 95.40
42. It is not necessary to cite sources
Disagree 2 1.00 1 0.50 3 1.50
found on the web.
Unsure 3 1.50 3 1.50 6 3.10
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Gender
Section A Total
Male Female
Is this plagiarism?
N % N % N %
43. It is not required to cite your source in Agree 44 22.40 64 32.70 108 55.10
a graph/bar chart which is derived from Disagree | 23 11.70 46 23.50 69 35.20
your own findings. Unsure 7 3.60 12 6.10 19 9.70
44. 1t is required to cite your source when Agree 7 3.60 6 3.10 13 6.60
using a fact from a source you think, but Disagree | 59 | 30.10 | 101 51.50 160 | 81.60
you are not sure, may be common 8 4.10 15 7.70 23 11.70
Unsure
knowledge.
PART IV: Plagiarism Knowledge
Gender
Total
Section B Male Female
N % N % N %
45.1. Is the text in Version A Yes 40 20.40 59 30.10 99 50.50
plagiarized? No 34 17.30 63 32.10 97 49.50
Reason/s:
10w e ﬁmﬁwﬁumaﬁﬁm 10 5.10 14 7.10 24 12.20
-1 e danueasadinanlendualy 10 | 5.10 18 9.20 28 | 14.30
-1 0% e Imsaauntasdn UssluansaiSouises
, 3 1.50 19 9.70 22 11.20
Tns
-1 e ImIeawdaddi Uszloansaisouises
. e A LA 4 2.00 4 2.00 8 4.10
Tl uaza9BIuna N
- uilw e "Lafl'*ﬁmmmaa@ﬁmmmm‘faga"ﬁigﬂﬁaa 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
-1 u e ﬁmﬁwé‘uﬁamﬁagaﬁﬁ@ 1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00
-1 0u e lidnsgreBeaauansninduanudon
s e 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
299la3 vibdiAannulaindoues
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|
— FRTV
%18 N
N % N % N %
- 1w e ImIsendnsetszlon 0 0.00 3 1.50 3 1.50
1w e Smsaend Usloauazsnabounasian 3 1.50 1 0.50 4 2.00
el e SnsseBeundafian 21 10.70 21 10.70 42 21.40
- Lt e dnsseuSaslug d1989unsstaua
. “ 9 4.60 24 12.20 33 16.80

ATURIN
- Tt e dnnsnasanausauSaednazszlua

. 6 3.10 11 5.60 17 8.70
T
- LilWinguadsznay 7 | 360 | 4 | 200 | 11 | 560
45.2. Is the text in Version B Yes 2 1.00 2 1.00 4 2.10
plagiarized? No 72 36.70 120 61.20 192 97.90
Reason/s:
1w e SnTenaBaunasan 1 0.50 1 0.50 2 1.00
- 1w e ImIsendnsatszlon 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
el e SnnssneBeundsfian 21 10.70 24 12.20 45 23.00
-l Wz TanuesnuaRInIatAl o udual 1 0.50 0 0.00 1 0.50
- i e dntaaudasdn UszloansalSuuises

, 22 11.20 46 23.50 68 34.70
T
-l sz AN 40 é 7 3.60 11 5.60 18 9.20
- i e dnsaautasdn dszluansaSuuises

T 21 | 1070 | 39 | 19.90 | 60 | 30.60
TnsiuazdnIBIunasna
- i Wz invaendl Uszluauazanads

o4 0 0.00 1 0.50 1 0.50
WARININ




301

Appendix K

Learner Writing Test Scores: By Raters and By Turnitin

A. Original Version
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Appendix L

Learner Interview Responses: Summary of Relevant Extracts (continued)

Interview
Question

Student
Participant

Interview Extract

. How do you
think about
plagiarism in
your English
language
learning?

Hlarc

1 think plagiarism is difficult to eliminate in our writing. It is impossible
to use only our own ideas to write academic papers since the content in
academic writing needs to convince readers of frameworks or models
from theories. And we are not those big name persons creating those
theories. We then have to put those theories in our papers to make our
work more reliable. Hmm, honestly, I'm not sure of what I said earlier
is viewed as plagiarism?

H2tw

In my personal view, I think plagiarism is an academic taboo,
especially in English language writing. In my writing course, my
instructor taught us about those academic writing techniques like
paraphrasing, quoting and citing sources to avoid plagiarism in our
Own writing.

H3gn

1 admit that 1 feel quite confused with the concept of plagiarism.
Faculties and university say that students will be penalized if they
plagiarize the source words or ideas. But in fact, I never saw those
plagiarized tasks being scored zero or those who plagiarize being
penalized... Well, I think we can prevent ourselves from committing
plagiarism by using academic writing techniques that we studied such
as paraphrasing and citing and referencing sources in our writing. In
my case, after I used those techniques in my writing, I then uploaded
my work to Turnitin before submitting it to my lecturer.

L1agG

1 know just plagiarism is prohibited when we have to write in English.
Don’t copy! I remember that my instructor often complained us about
copying. But I'm not clear how I can avoid plagiarism in my writing.

... Yes, I studied how to summarize and paraphrase texts but we have to
use idea content from the given texts in any way to write them in our
own papers, right? I'm kind of confused with this. Hmm... this is as if
we were plagiarizing by not using our own ideas while practicing
writing techniques of how to avoid plagiarism....

L2rw

..hmm... actually, I'm not sure how much each action can be called
plagiarism. But I guess that plagiarism occurs when we copy other
people’s ideas, right? ... My instructor often reminded me of not trying
to copy words and ideas, but trying to think and write by my own. In
our course book, the term “plagiarism” is also stated in a literature
writing chapter. But I accept that when I have to write, those
plagiarism matters were not in my head at all. What I know is I have to
finish my writing assignments with good marks if possible.

L3EIL

1 know that plagiarism is a serious matter in writing class. I also know
that we can check our written work via Turnitin or the university
Akkarawisuth (snvs13gns) program before task submission. Well, I myself
haven’t tried both programs yet because I don’t have time to do so.
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(Appendix L)

Learner Interview Responses: Summary of Relevant Extracts (continued)

Interview
Question

Student
Participant

Interview Extract

2. In your
opinion, what are
factors
influencing
plagiarism in your
English language
writing (if any)?

H1 AkG

1 think our different judgment on and knowledge of plagiarism
may cause plagiarism. [ mean, academic writing convention of
each faculty is different. And we here come from different
faculties. ...There is no single fixed universal style of source-
based writing used for all faculties in common. I may judge a
written paper as plagiarized work while others from different
faculties may not.

H21w

In my writing class, hmm... I think I review and normally use
academic writing techniques that I studied in class. This could
make me away from the claim of plagiarism, I suppose <smile>.
... I'm not sure if I'm the one of the contributing factors causing
plagiarism...when I lent my assignment to my friends.... They are
my good friends though they may copy my work and I knew that
was wrong.

H3EIL

1 think when I write academic assignments in English, I always
note a list of academic writing techniques that I learned before
writing to remind myself of not missing using them in my writing
assignment. Hmm, suppose my work is found plagiarized,

I guess it could be from some of my carelessness like forgetting a
citation style or missing quotation marks and so on. ...perhaps
such carelessness would be possible in exam. ... To me, time is
always limited in exam.

L1agG

... Ladmit that I actually didn’t understand all what is in the
source. I could understand just some part of the given source.
Also, 1didn’t like rush hour in the test.

L2rw

1 think I did my best in the writing test at that time though I know
my English is rather weak. ... oh, I think I forgot some writing
techniques like paraphrasing that I studied from the graduate
English course. I knew that there were many paraphrasing
techniques but when I was tested in the class, I felt a kind of
nervous and excited and also afraid of being unable to finish my
writing in time.

L3EIL

... umm, at that time while I was writing my version in the test
paper, I found that time was almost up. I then decided to mix and
match some parts of texts from the original source.
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(Appendix L)

Learner Interview Responses: Summary of Relevant Extracts

Interview
Question

Student
Participant

Interview Extract

3. Other
comments (if any)
on academic
plagiarism in their
English language
learning.

Hlarc

1 think only one writing course like the one I'm taking is
not enough. If possible, some extra course to focus on
how to academically write without plagiarizing ...

H2tw

Is there any course or particular consultation about
writing to avoid plagiarism? ... Yes, I did receive the
university’s printed material concerning academic
plagiarism though. You know, most of us haven’t read it.
Sorry, this but it’s true.

H3gn

The issue of plagiarism to me hasn’t been clarified. Of
course, this issue is literally stated in the university’s
graduate school handbook but hardly concretely applied
to individual faculties, I think.

L1agG

1 think I need to improve my English language writing
first before attending this graduate course focusing on
the source-based writing.

L21w

... If there were more class hours of practicing academic
and source-based writing, it’d be better for me. I think,
more practice can make me familiarize with writing
techniques. Perhaps, when I have to write, I won't forget
them. ... Thank you for letting me share and speak my
thought!

L3EIL

I need more time to reflect on those academic writing
and research writing techniques that I studied. ... Yes, |
did study, I hope, all of these writing techniques but I
don’t have to review most of them. It’s like I think I'm
okay with those theoretical concepts of research writing
patterns and styles but I'm weak at practicing them. ...
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PART I: General Information and English Language Teaching Background

3. Native Language

Total
PART 1 English (n=14) Thai (n=34)
N % N % N %
Male 13 27.10 3 6.30 16 33.30
1. Gender
Female 1 210 31 64.60 32 66.70
2. Length of less than 3 years 3 6.30 6 12.50 9 18.80
experience in 3-6 years 6 12.50 12 25.00 18 37.50
teaching English 7 - 10 years 0 0.00 3 6.30 3 6.30
writing more than 10 years 5 10.40 13 27.10 18 37.50
4. Hay you taught
Yes 13 27.10 30 62.50 43 89.60
students to avoid
plagiarism in their
No 1 2.10 4 8.30 5 10.40
writing?
5. Was your Yes 3 6.30 5 10.40 8 16.70
instruction on how Somewhat 10 20.80 19 39.60 29 60.40
to avoid plagiarism 1 2.10 10 20.90 4 22.90
in student writing No
successful?
6. Your instruction Books used in your English
6 12.50 8 16.70 14 29.20
on how to avoid course(s)
plagiarism in English course syllabus and
student writing content used in university 6 12.50 7 14.60 13 27.10
successful. undergraduate courses
English course syllabus and
5. Your instruction content used in university 1 210 1 210 2 4.20
on how to avoid postgraduate courses
plagiarism in Students’ knowledge of
student writing plagiarism from their
1 2.10 8 16.70 9 18.80
successful. disciplinary training
program/me(s)
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3. Native Language Total
English (n=14) Thai (n=34) English (n=14)
N % N % N %
Students’ self-study of how
to avoid plagiarism in their 3 6.30 3 6.30 6 12.50

writing

Students’ understanding and
participation in your teaching 6 12.50 19 39.60 25 52.10

of writing

University rules for
6 12.50 8 16.70 14 29.20
plagiarism and penalties

Use of some useful

website(s) / suggested
3 6.30 6 12.50 9 18.80
online-learning in your

teaching

Your teaching of academic
writing techniques (e.g.

11 22.90 17 35.40 28 58.30
citation, paraphrasing,

summarizing)

Your first-time teaching

0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
writing
Your students’ English levels
were too limited to be able
1 2.10 4 8.30 5 10.40
6. Reason(s) for not | to under stand academic
teaching the writing techniques
students how to Not in the course syllabus or
avoid plagiarism in | content used in university 1 2.10 3 6.30 4 8.30
their writing in your | yndergraduate levels
previous teaching Not in the course syllabus or
content used in university 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

postgraduate levels

No reason 12 25.00 27 56.30 39 81.30
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Appendix N

Instructors’/Administrators’ Interview Responses (continued)

Effective Measures for Plagiarism Prevention

Teach
cacher (in the Thai/any EFL/ESL context)

No.

Interview Transcript

1NE Tools such as “TURNITIN” are valuable as they show students that teachers
are looking at their writing, as well as a tool that gives feedback to the
students. If plagiarism is to be reduced it must be perceived as being important
to the students too. Strictly enforced penalties & accurate tools will help.

Other ideas would be to teach basic ethics courses as part of a university EFL

course.

2NE From my experience, many students are unaware that plagiarizing is a
violation. Copying and cheating are standard practice. Indeed, | get the
impression many students are taught to copy and regurgitate information,
without intellectually engaging with the issues at all.

| would like to encourage a culture where students are encouraged to give and
express views and arguments (even if they are wrong) and hold independent
ideas. Then, gradually over tune, copying and ‘Spoon feeding’ would be seen
as outdated, detrimental and ill-advised by students and readers alike, without
the need for tight rules and regulations. However, so long as there is excessive

testing | do not believe there is an opportunity to foster such a culture.

3NE In one of my courses a student regularly “googles” the passages in the
textbook. He has found several texts have come from online sources and are
used without indicating sources. With this example of my student’s
unintentional plagiarism, | think, teaching them how to cite and reference

sources which also come from electronic material though.
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Appendix N (continued)

eacher
No.

Effective Measures for Plagiarism Prevention
(in the Thai/any EFL/ESL context)

Interview Transcript

4NE

Students should be taught about plagiarism in their native language in a
standardized orientation session prior to their first semester of university life.
The university should adopt and enforce strict rules against plagiarism.
Plagiarized work should result in —at a minimum—a grade of “zero” on the
assigned work. In my view, a more appropriate response is an “F” in the
course and/or expulsion from the university. Plagiarism is considered “normal’
by most Thai people | know. Amazingly, this includes teachers!! When | have
shared plagiarism stories in the past with Thai teachers, they’'ve been shocked
that | gave a “zero” grade, they suggested that the students be given a chance
to re-do the work, and they often say that we can’t expect any better from the
students because they have done throughout grade school and high school.
Nothing will change unless all teachers understand the serious problem posed
by plagiarism and accept that the university must take a strong stand against it.
Also, unless there is unconditional support from the university administration,
nothing will change. This is an extremely serious problem that harms

Thailand’s reputation and reduces its competitiveness in the world.

5T

Personally when | write in Thai, | am a hundred percent sure that I'm not
plagiarizing, so it might help if teachers teach students to fully understand the

reading passages before writing their own.

6NE

Use www.turnitin.com for students to submit their writing assignments

T

Sometimes, students are aware of plagiarism and its penalty. They have been
told by the teacher that it's a “crime”, and they normally try their best to avoid
it. Unfortunately, a large number of them still commit such a crime because
they do not have enough knowledge and skills to avoid it.

| believe the institution should offer more training or courses to make sure that
the students and well-equipped with ample skills and abilities to avoid

plagiarism.
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Appendix N (continued)

Teacher
No.

Effective Measures for Plagiarism Prevention
(in the Thai/any EFL/ESL context)

Interview Transcript

4l

that the students and well-equipped with ample skills and abilities to avoid

plagiarism.

8T

Provide a tool (e.g. Turn-it-in) for students so that they have something to

prevent themselves from plagiarism before submitting their work.

9T

| think one reason leading to plagiarism is the students’ negligence of the
extent to which plagiarism covers. Teaching them how to avoid plagiarism in

writing would be a key.

10NE

By the time Thai students reach the university system, most of them have been
exposed to an educational model where they are not always encouraged to
think independently and are at times expected or required to copy a
teacher/authority figure’s answers verbatim. It seems to me that focusing on
younger students—pushing them to come up with original answers, supporting
them in these efforts, and fostering a sense of pride in creative thought—would
preempt many of the issues we deal with at the university level. In terms of
what we can do directly: (1) encouragement, (2) training, and (3) discipline. (1)
encourage and nurture creative work from day one. Downplay rote/highly
controlled tasks. Create a classroom environment where wrong answers are
seen as productive and not shameful and where the teacher is not presented
as an all-throwing authority figure. (2) Train students so they understand clearly
what is/isn’t plagiarism, how to avoid it, how to cite properly. (3) Finally, having
done the above, in year two adopt a zero tolerance policy for plagiarism—
automatic fail for the course and expulsion on the " offense. They won't take

it seriously if we don’t.

1T

Often practice getting other ideas with citation of sources in their work

presentation.

12T

Teach students clearly how not to plagiarize and get them to practice writing.
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Appendix N
Teacher Effective Measures for Plagiarism Prevention
No (in the Thai/any EFL/ESL context)
) Interview Transcript
13NE | believe that it is important to separate citation from plagiarism. Plagiarism is the

act of consciously cheating by copying or taking source information with the intent
of claiming it is my own work. Citation is the proper assigning of credit for a
concept or written work in academic writing or speaking. If a writer copies a
paragraph with no quotes or citation or reference to any original writer, it is
plagiarism. If a student puts quotes but does not properly cite, or give a name it is
just bad citation and requires explicit instruction. When these concepts are
separated a teacher can clearly teach plagiarism policy but can also teach citation
skills from a functional perspective by considering reasons for citation, such as

establishing credibility, sharing resources etc.

14T

It is a big/serious issue in Thailand, as a teacher, we should raise awareness and
teach the students how to paraphrase and summarize as well as have a strict

rule and penalty!

15T

There should be negative consequences for students who plagiarize.

16T

-The design of an assignment can help present plagiarism. We can assign an
essay as a big project that students are required to start from pitching their
topics/writing an outline/finding a related source etc.

-If a project is a process writing, coupled with teaching them how to cite properly,

the case of plagiarism will not be an issue anymore.

17T

1. Requiring the students to hand in computerized versions of their assignments
so that teachers/supervisors can check the originality of the work using
programs like Turnitin.

2. Implementing very severe punishments such as expelling cheating students

or putting them on probation.

18T

-Universities in Thailand should impose very strict rules on plagiarism and have

more serious penalties on plagiarized work.

19T

The effective measure should be imitated since learners are young not in a
university. Learners should be kept teaching about this issue as | think it relates

to morality. Very young learners are much easier to be taught than adolescents.
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