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!  What is plagiarism? 

!  Types of plagiarism 

!  Plagiarism detectors 

!  Available/Fashionable plagiarism detectors 

!  Strengths and weaknesses 

!  Institutional policy and cooperation 

!  Suggestions 

!  Effective strategies 

!  Practice on Turnitin 
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!  Not knowing how to paraphrase. 

!  Not knowing how to cite. 

!  Forgetting to use quotation marks. 

!  Trying to catch deadline. 

!  Boredom. 

!  Citing like paraphrases to reduce quotation ratio. 

!  Avoidance of  paraphrases since it is difficult. 

!  Mentioning the author would be enough to copy the sentence. 
!  Non-attendance to tutors  

!  Avoidance of  short paper submission and integration of  weak 
paraphrased expressions. 

!  Avoidance of  spoiling meaning in restructuring, only minor changes. 

!  Submitting a friend's assignment since she told him that she had not 

submitted it on Turnitin. 

!  Submitting the same assignment for two courses. 
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•  A tool which helps to detect. 

•  Do not directly detect plagiarism. 

•  Detects matches/similarities among 

texts. 
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•  Makes a digital fingerprint of  a document (Introna & 

Hayes, 2011). 

•  The fingerprint: a small and compact numerical 

representation of  the content of  the document. 

•  Uses this to compare documents against each other. 

•  Submit a similarity report to the user. 

9	

 Benefiting from plagiarism detectors	


S. Razı 2015	



•  Shortcoming of  detectors: 

•  Students are aware of  them. 

•  They plagiarize more carefully (Brown et al., 2007). 

!  Experiments on Turnitin (Hayes & Introna, 2005): 

!  Replace a single word systematically at the right place: 

!  e.g. often every 7th and 14th word: 

!  May not detect plagiarism despite similarity in the rest. 
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!  Detectors cannot solve the problem on their own (Carroll, 2009). 

!  Need for a systematic approach (Meuschke & Gipp, 2013). 

!  Reliability of  similarity reports (Brown, Fallon, Lott, Matthews & 

Mintie, 2007). 

!  Variations in interpreting similarity reports (Hayes & Introna, 

2005). 

!  Accidental plagiarisers vs. intentional plagiarisers. 

!  Final responsibility to detect plagiarism belongs to the lecturer, not 

to a plagiarism detector (Ellis, 2012). 
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!  Turnitin:  

!  Not only a plagiarism detector (Dahl, 

2007). 

!  Helps learners throughout writing process: 

!  Submission of  several drafts. 

!  Peer review. 
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!  Peers may draw a student author’s attention to problematic aspects of  a 

paper that had been overlooked (Ruecker, 2010).  

!  A valuable experience both for authors and reviewers (Aghaee & 

Hansson, 2013)  

!  Greater benefit for the reviewer than the author (Lu & Law, 2012). 

!  Provide feedback throughout the term (Comer, 2009). 
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•  Its reliability questionable (Aghaee & Hansson, 2013). 

•  Students with limited abilities  

•  misleading each other due to their own deficiencies;  

•  leading to lack of  trust in their peers’ feedback (Paulus, 

1999; Rinehart & Chen, 2012; Rollinson, 2005; Ruecker, 

2010; Saito & Fujita, 2004). 
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•  Subsequent applications of  ZPD enable both asymmetrical and 

symmetrical considerations. 

•  Asymmetrical: feedback from an expert to a novice learner. 

•  Symmetrical: feedback between learners of  equal ability. 
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!  Online peer review eliminates the social constraint of  face-to-face feedback 

(Ho & Savignon, 2007). 

!  Very few studies. 

!  More effective and critical feedback can be provided in case of 

anonymity. 

!  Open peer review: Felt like giving feedback to a friend, avoid criticizing. 

!  Anonymous peer review: Felt like a teacher who gives feedback to a 

student. 
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!  More than a quarter of the students did not submit their 

assignments.	



!  Preferred not to submit a plagiarised paper as their efforts 
would be in vain.	
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            2010 report 
•  21 independent studies. 

•  Scientific basis of  their services by highlighting the results of  

research studies on pedagogy and practice in writing. 

•  The overall conclusions:  

•  teachers should integrate process writing, pay attention to 

originality, provide formative feedback, benefit from peer 

review, appreciate the contribution of  writing on learning in 

the content areas, and impose technology to enhance 

writing. 
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•  39 independently published studies on the 

impact of  Turnitin services. 

•  A consensus: 

•  Turnitin is an effective tool in the prevention 

and detection of  plagiarism. 
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            2012 report 
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•  Evidence on Turnitin’s educational gains: 

“by encouraging students to become more original writers, 

facilitating electronic submission and helping instructors 

reduce the amount of  time spent grading, while increasing 

the quality of  feedback they give and the level of  student 

engagement” (p. 9). 
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            2014 report 
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!  More than 15 thousand institutions 

!  More than 1.6 million instructors 

!  More than 26 million students 

!  Why are they important? 
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•  Plagiarism detectors check against their database. 

•  Turnitin database: 

•  Internet sources (present and past) 

•  Articles 

•  Books 

•  Student assignments 
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!  Criteria for academic integrity in higher education:	


!  Mendel University in Brno (Czech Republic)	


!  Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University (Turkey)	


!  Coventry University (UK)	


!  EuroScience (UK)	


!  Mykolas Romeris University (Lithuania)	


!  Nottingham Trent University (UK)	


!  Riga Technical University (Latvia)	


!  Slovak Centre of Scientific and Technical Information (SCSTI)	


!  Swansea University (UK) 	


!  UC Leuven Limburg (Netherlands)	


!  Universität Konstanz (Germany)	


!  University of Insubria (Italy)	


!  University of Nicosia (Cyprus)	


!  University of Maribor (Slovenia)	


!  University of Porto (Portugal)	


!  VU University Amsterdam (Netherlands)	
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!  Students might not feel that cheating on assignments is a serious 

problem (Brent & Atkinson, 2011). 

!  What is your position as the lecturer against plagiarism? 

!  Penalizing? 

!  Giving zero on the assignment? 

!  Failing the course? 

!  Suspension or expulsion? 

OR  

!  Enabling learning from their mistakes? 
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!  Howard (2007): 

!  Plagiarism is not necessarily a crime, benefit as a 

teaching strategy. 

!  Academic writing is a complex intellectual skill. 

!  Plagiarism is the first vital step  in the development of  

academic writing skills.  

!  ‘Patchwriting’ by Howard: in other words ‘weak 

paraphrasing skills’. 
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!  Awareness of  plagiarism. 

!  Teach how to benefit from digital feedback (Razı, 2014). 

!  Encourage resubmission rather than penalizing. 

!  Multiple submissions: 

!  Drop in plagiarism (1st - 2nd  assignments, Ledwith & Rsques, 2008). 

!  Peer review: Invaluable for author and reviewer (Aghaee & Hansson, 
2013). 

!  Multiple anonymous peer review:  

!  Students learn from their mistakes and correct. 

!  Contribution to decreasing plagiarism incidents. 

!  Integrate peers’ performance into scoring (see Razı, 2014). 
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Optimize benefits by (1) grouping students in accordance with their proficiency in writing and 
then matching each paper with multiple students from each proficiency group and (2) providing 
conference feedback by the lecturer throughout the semester. 
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(Razı, 2015a)	
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!  Why peer feedback? 

!  Students may learn from each other (ZPD – Vygotsky, 1978). 

!  Why digital peer feedback? 

!  Eliminates social constraint of  face-to-face feedback (Ho & Savignon, 2007). 

!  Why anonymous peer feedback? 

!  Students were reluctant to highlight their friends’ errors (Liou & Peng, 2009). 

!  Why multiple peer feedback? 

!  Students with limited abilities mislead each other. 

!  Lack of  trust in peer-feedback (Paulus, 1999; Rinehart & Chen, 2012; 

Rollinson, 2005; Ruecker, 2010; Saito & Fujita, 2004). 

!  Providing asymmetrical and symmetrical feedback (Hanjani & Li, 2014). 

Benefiting from plagiarism detectors	


S. Razı 2015	



 

40 Benefiting from plagiarism detectors	


S. Razı 2015	



(Razı, 2015b)	



!  Coopera2on'of'colleagues.'

!  Ins2tu2onal'policy'and'precau2ons.'

!  Encourage'the'use'of'plagiarism'detectors:'

!  the'par2cipa2on'of'each'lecturer'into'the'
database'brings'new'opportuni2es'to'detect'
student'plagiarism.'

41 Benefiting from plagiarism detectors	


S. Razı 2015	



References 
Aghaee, N., & Hansson, H. (2013). Peer portal: Quality enhancement in thesis writing using self-managed peer review on a mass scale. The International Review of  Research in Open and 

Distance Learning, 14(1), 186-203. 
American Psychological Association. (2001). Publication manual of  the American Psychological Association (5th ed.). Washington, DC: Author.  
Association of Teachers and Lecturers. (2008). School work plagued by plagiarism—ATL survey. Technical report. London: Association of Teachers and Lecturers. Retrieved from 

www.atl.org.uk/Images/ FrontlineSpring08.pdf 
Austin, M., & Brown, L. (1999). Internet Plagiarism: Developing strategies to curb student academic dishonesty, The Internet and Higher Education, 2(1), 21-33.  
Barron-Cedeno, A., Vila, M., Marti, M. A., & Rosso, P. (2013). Plagiarism meets paraphrasing: Insights fro the next generation in automatic plagiarism detection. Computational Linguistics, 

39(4), 917-947.  
Brent, E., & Atkinson, C. (2011). Accounting for cheating: An evolving theory and emergent themes. Research in Higher Education, 52, 640-658. 
Brown, R., Fallon, B,. Lott, J., Matthews, E., & Mintie, E. (2007). Taking in Turnitin: Tutors advocating change. The Writing Center Journal, 27(1), 7-28. 
Carroll, J. (2009). Should we use Turnitin at this university? Journal of  Hospitality, Leisure, Sport and Tourism Education, 8, 157-166. 
Comas, R., Sureda, J., Nava, C., & Serrano, L. (2010). Academic cyberplagiarism: A descriptive and comparative analysis of the prevalence amongst the undergraduate students at 

Tecmilenio University (Mexico) and Balearic Islands University (Spain). In Proceedings of  the International Conference on Education and New Learning Technologies (EDULEARN’10 - pp. 
450–455). Barcelona. 

Comer, K. (2009). Developing valid and reliable rubrics for writing assessment: Research and practice. In K. Weir & P. Coolbear (Eds.), Ako Aotearoa good practice publication grants. 
Wellington, New Zealand: Ako Aotearoa. http://akoaotearoa.ac.nz/ako-hub/good-practice-publication-grants-e-book/resources/pages/writing-assessment-research. Accessed 22 
December 2012. 

Culwin, F., & Lancaster, T. (2000). A review of electronic services for plagiarism detection in student submissions, Proceedings of  1st LTSN-ICS Conference, (pp. 54-61). Edinburgh. 
Dahl, S. (2007). Turnitin®: The student perspective on using plagiarism detection software. Active Learning in Higher Education, 8, 173–91. 
Ellis, C. (2012). Streamlining plagiarism detection: The role of electronic assessment management. International Journal for Educational Integrity, 8(2), 46-56. 
Hanjani, A. M., & Li, L. (2014). Exploring L2 writers’ collaborative revision interactions and their writing performance. System, 44,101-114. 
Hayes, N., & Introna, L. (2005). Cultural values, plagiarism, and fairness: When plagiarism gets in the way of learning. Ethics and Behavior, 15(3), 213�231. 
Ho, M. C., & Savignon, S. J. (2007). Face-to-face and computer-mediated peer review in EFL writing. CALICO Journal, 24, 269-290. 
Howard, R. M. (2007). Understanding internet plagiarism. Computers and Composition, 24, 3-15.  
Introna, L., & Hayes, N. (2011). On sociomaterial imbrications: What plagiarism detection systems reveal and why it matters? Information and Organization, 21, 107-122. 
Ledwith, A., & Risquez, A. (2008). Using anti-plagiarism software to promote academic honesty in the context of peer reviewed assignments. Studies in Higher Education, 33, 371–384. 
Liou, H. C., & Peng, Z. Y. (2009). Training effects on computer-mediated peer review. System, 37, 514-525. 
Lu, J., & Law, N. (2012). Online peer assessment: effects of cognitive and affective feedback. Instructional Science, 40, 257-275. 
Martin, B. (2004). Plagiarism: Policy against cheating or policy for learning? Nexus (Newsletter of  the Australian Sociological Association),16(2), 15–16. 
Meuschke, N., & Gipp, B. (2013). State-of-the-art in detecting academic plagiarism. International Journal for Educational Integrity, 9(1), 50-71. 
Paulus, T. M. (1999). The effect of peer and teacher feedback on student writing. Journal of  Second Language Writing, 8, 265-289. 
Razı, S. (2014a, June). Turnitin anonymous peer review process in the assessment of  undergraduate academic writing. Paper presented at the 6th International Integrity & plagiarism conference 

'Promoting authentic assessment’, 16-18 June 2014, Newcastle upon Tyne, UK. 
Razı, S. (2015a). Anonymous feedback from multiple peers in a digital environment in EAP. Paper presented at the 14th Symposium on second language writing, 19-21 November, Auckland, New 

Zealand. 
Razı, S. (2015b). Development of a rubric to assess academic writing incorporating plagiarism detectors. SAGE Open, 5(2), 1-13. DOI: 10.1177/2158244015590162 
Razı, S. (2015c). Reasons of  plagiarism in undergraduate academic writing and benefiting from Turnitin. Paper presented at the International conference plagiarism across Europe and beyond 2015, 

10-12 June, Brno, Czech Republic. 
Rinehart, D., & Chen, S. J. (2012). The benefits of  a cycle of  corrective feedback on L2 writing. Saarbrücken, Germany: Lambert Academic Publishing. 
Rollinson, P. (2005). Using peer feedback in the ESL writing class. ELT Journal, 59(1), 23-31.  
Ruecker, T. (2010). The potential of dual-language cross-cultural peer review. ELT Journal, 65(4), 398-407. 
Saito, H., & Fujita, T. (2004). Characteristics and user acceptance of peer rating in EFL writing classrooms. Language Teaching Research, 8, 31-54. 
Sentleng, M. P., & King, L. (2012). Plagiarism among undergraduate students in the Faculty of Applied Science at a South African Higher Education Institution. SA Jnl Libs & Info Sci, 78(1), 

57-67. Retrieved from http://sajlis.journals.ac.za/pub/article/view/47/40 
Standler, R. B. (2012). Plagiarism in colleges in USA: Legal aspects of plagiarism, academic policy. Retrieved from http://www.rbs2.com/plag.pdf 
Turnitin (2010). The scientific basis of  Turnitin: Research on effective writing pedagogy and practice. Oakland, CA: iParadigms. 
Turnitin (2012). Literature review: Independently published studies on Turnitin services. Oakland, CA: iParadigms. 
Turnitin (2014). Research study: Turnitin effectiveness in U.S. colleges and universities. Oakland, CA: iParadigms. 
Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: the development of  higher psychological processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
 42 

Benefiting from plagiarism detectors	


S. Razı 2015	





18.12.2015'

8'

! 

Salim Razı, PhD	


Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University	



www.salimrazi.com	


salimrazi@gmail.com	


Facebook Salim Razi	



Thank you	


for your attendance!	



	



School&of&Foreign&Languages&
In3Service&Training&Seminar&

December&18,&2015&
&

You can download this presentation at 

www.salimrazi.com 
 


