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Abstract

There does seem to be a fundamental agreememidiggrism has become a “serious and
endemic problem” (Hart & Friesner, 2004; p89). DspIE institutions providing students
with clear guidelines as to what plagiarism is ¢hiera body of literature that suggests that
simply informing students about plagiarism is nodegh (Barrett & Malcolm, 2006; Stefani
& Carroll, 2001; PAS, no date). Consensus seers that, in the first instance, students are
taught about the rules surrounding plagiarism aed bnce they have this knowledge they
should be given the opportunity to complete dise@bpecific tasks to enable them to apply
what has been taught. Turnitin provides this oppuoty as the very nature of this software
allows the student to see exactly where they haseriectly cited or referenced and affords
them the opportunity to amend their practice adogty. When considering key experiential
learning theories, for example Kolb’s Cycle (Koll984), it can be argued that this approach
make good academic sense as students are afftwelegportunity to learn by ‘doing’. They
are then able to reflect on, and learn from, tipeeernce and perhaps more importantly, are
able to experiment with what they have learnt hitifig both theory and practice.

Within the Masters in Public Health course, atltmeversity of Bedfordshire, the teaching
team have adopted Turnitin as part of their stahdperation and would like to share some
of their experiences, both positive and negati@song it in this context. The experiences
gained during the first part of the semester wdnddiseful for other colleagues considering a
school-wide, or programme wide, deployment of thge of practice. Some examples
include: how to work with students to improve pregt supporting students with disabilities;

and issues that new team members have faced waeadhwas rolled out programme-wide.
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Feedback from students indicates Turnitin’s impletagon has been successful on a number
of levels. A key benefit for students is the eagth which feedback is obtained from the
system. The Public Health team now have a rangevehtive methods for dealing with
student feedback and building confidence. The linggortant message is the emphasis by
students on practical experience: a hands on agipré@m a students' perspective, is much

easier to comprehend and understand than mettaatisdnally employed.

The staff feel Turnitin has provided a tool thas lemabled them to manage plagiarism in two
ways:
1) providing students with a safe environmentdeveloping referencing and
paraphrasing skills

2) offering a degree of quality assurance forgasaents
Two questions now exist for future development:

1) can Turnitin provide a useful diagnostic tom fiew arrivals?
2) can GradeMark work as an effective method diherfeedback for distance

learning students?
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Plagiarism detection Public Health e-Learning
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In the most fundamental sense possible plagiagsah total odds with the notions of fairness
and academic practice. Staff and students alilenagftspond with a standard definition when
asked how to describe the act of plagiarising. Oktord English Dictionary presents a

definition which is generally synonymous with stotg and lecturers’ definitions:

“The action or practice of taking someone else'skydea, etc., and passing it off as

one's own; literary theft.”

But, how can we determine if an idea is truly ara® The very nature of academic work
presents a dichotomy in this respect. Academidngrinvolves taking other peoples’ words

and altering them until they become different fribra original source. Of course we ensure
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that the original ideas are credited to their owwnEpr students this can seem confusing, and
sometimes a process that students feel shouldengivbn appropriate effort. Worst still
students sometimes fail to see how some of théoraccan lead to the act of plagiarising;
Marshall and Garry’'s (2005; p464) research confitinese notions in a very detailed
analysis. The suggestion is that students seem tb the mindset that “provided the copying
is indirect or of elements that are not visiblasiless serious than direct copying of phrases”.
Perhaps it is the fact that the act of paraphragorgwriting it in your own words is the term
we try to use) can also be a difficult target fonmative English speakers to fully
understand, let alone grasp to the extent UK wutgdihs require. It is this point that raises
serious questions about the nature of how stu@eatsaught the value of the written word

and their understanding of plagiarism.

Copying and pasting large chunks of text from titernet, as well as purchasing complete
essays, is now extremely easy and as a direct igelopportunity is provided for learning

to occur. Although the growth in electronic textégognised as being one of the key reasons
for plagiarism (Williams, 2002; Higher EducationResearch Opportunities in the United
Kingdom, 2004) there are many other factors thatirie be considered. Dordoy (2002)
identified ‘getting a better grade’ and ‘poor timanagement’ as being the two commonest
reasons given by students for plagiarising workweheer, whatever the reasons given, Higher
Education institutions in the UK have placed plagia high on the agenda and two
approaches are now commonly employed to combahd.first is providing the students with
clear guidelines about the institutions procedgireduding the action that will be taken
should plagiarism be detected) and the second‘figtd technology with technology” and
invest in plagiarism software packages (Hart & &mer, 2004, p92). However, Levin (2003)
suggests that academics are “exceedingly twitcluyd, “in the grip of moral panic”, when it
comes to plagiarism. He likens the growth of the-plagiarism industry in the United
Kingdom to a “witch hunt” and argues that the HEteyn of learning forces students and
academics to plagiarise. Barrett & Malcolm (20@Xet this one step further and debate the
value of getting all students to submit a piecavofk through an electronic plagiarism
detector, such as Turnitin®. The very nature of guftware allows the student to see exactly
where they have incorrectly cited or referencedaffatds them the opportunity to amend
their practice accordingly. When considering kegaziential learning theories, for example
Kolb’s Cycle (Kolb, 1984) such approaches make gacatiemic sense as students are
afforded the opportunity to learn by ‘doing’. Thase then able to reflect on, and learn from,
the experience and perhaps more importantly, destalexperiment with what they have

learnt by linking both theory and practice.
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The Public Health course at the University of Bed$éhire has what could be described as a
unique demographic consisting of large numberssefseas students. This represents an
excellent opportunity for cultural exchange andezignce for our overseas students. But with
such advantages we find that students sometimesditiiculties adapting to the UK’s
academic standards. However we should bear in Pémkfs (2004) description of “deliberate
plagiarisers” as attempting to take a chance irhtpe the work will be examined by a

benign tutor. Park defines the key elements ofséesy to dissuade would be plagiarisers as
needing five key elements; these can be summaase@plying an approach which is

obvious and applied in a consistent manner.

The University also introduced a new approach teelbping its curriculum (CRe8 —
Curriculum Review 2008). Several new ideas regardtndent engagement and interaction
have been placed at the forefront of academic dpwant. With Turnitin® several

opportunities for development presented themselves:
Personalised Learning

Students can submit work in a formative fashion thie Turnitin® system; tutors can use
either existing examples, or anonymous examplen fhe class to demonstrate the
university’s requirements for acceptable academactjre. Students can also examine

and reflect on their own work to see if their preets effective.
Employability

Many of our degree courses lead to employment wéihies form the heart of
operational procedures, and this is especialleése for public health students.
Therefore we can promote the ideals of writingriraaademic context: being responsible
for correctly attributing other authors' ideas; Wng with other students to produce

group-work; and meeting the challenge to produagral work.
Assessment

Students' work from previous cohorts can be shaaretv cohorts; poor practice

exhibited by previous groups can be discussedlpdimape the new cohort’s learning.

Students’ work can be marked and commented uponeorithe results of this are
instantly available to students who can view fee#tmmline. A rich range of feedback

can be delivered to students: a standardised palkttomments, annotations and online
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grading are available. The system is available eera member of staff, or student, can

gain access to BREO (BlackBoard).

Such developments highlight the need for studenitetin large part responsible for their
own learning (Macdonald and Carroll (2006)). HoweWewe expect students to be
proficient in the practices of referencing andtaiawe need to give them the tools to
develop these skills. To quote Aristotle: "What lieae to learn to do, we learn by doing.”
This is the basis for the development of Turnitwi&hin the Public Health course. Instead of
taking an approach which catches students oncethidnay plagiarised, students are invited to
experiment with academic writing. The Public Hedathm suggest that the solution to better
engage and understand students’ academic writillg @kith specific respect to plagiarism)
is a mix of personal responsibility on the studepést and academic engagement. Our view

was formed from our own experiences and eviderma the wider academic community.

A very brief primer on the operation of Turnitin®
On a simplistic level Turnitin® detects text whiobars a direct, or close similarity to

information from other sources (the internet, etmut journals or past students’ papers). In
many cases students have a tendency to copy sairieed either verbatim, or to copy
sections of text making a limited number of chandfes important to indicate that Turnitin®
is not per-se a plagiarism detection service, deisigned to provide evidence of incorrect, or
undesirable, activity. We cannot stress enouglinipertance of a human element when
examining a student’s assignment. Such views gpated by other authors who are subject

to further discussion later in this paper.

There are many different ways in which Turnitin@Gdze implemented for a university or
even individual departments: integrated plug-insafparticular VLE; opening an account
with Turnitin® (for UK staff this would be www.sulitrac.uk). Within the University of
Bedfordshire the former method is used; a plugsirolur BlackBoard system provides a
method of organising students’ assignments andetag utors are able to configure
individual assignments to their requirements withimodule. Once an assignment has been
added and activated, tutors can review all of theses’ submissions through a single
interface. McKeever (2006) provides a good summnoéithe types of techniques used within
plagiarism detection systems. For the purposesvliity it is best to consider Turnitin® as
utilising a form of text matching algorithm, the ttiaes need not be exact (similar chunks of
sentences, or word substitutions can still be det¢cFor each submission a value called a
“Similarity index” is generated; this provides amlicator of how much information can be

matched, or linked to external sources (other stisdl@ssignments, electronic journals and
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archived web pages). Students and lecturers camiesdhe sources which Turnitin®
considers to be similar; these are provided inliawmdow arrangement (with an assignment

shown beside the original content).

For the Public Health team, generally speakinghhggoring’ (high similarity index)
assignments (>15-20%) are examined in detail terdehe the nature of the matched
content. Some matches are the result of falseipesigenerated by Turnitin®, mistakes by
students or poor academic practice. However,nbtghe responsibility of the software to
determine if a submission should be examined irendetail, this is a matter for an individual

tutor.

A brief review of selected sector-wide activities
We have provided a brief discussion of some sewite activities and ideas that are

synonymous with our own experiences.

Perhaps stereotypically overseas students are sfmas being more prone to plagiarising.
Introna et al (2003) provide an analysis of ovess#adents’ attitudes and understanding of
plagiarism. Parallels can be drawn between thsarets and our own experiences,
specifically the student demographic in Public ie& mainly African and Asian based. In
many cases the act of plagiarism is usually expthioy either poor English skills (namely the
ability to re-write something in a students own @g) or the practice being accepted by
home institutions. Our own observations and expede suggest that our students have a
degree of difficulty grasping the requirements obd academic practice. Introna’s report
highlights specific groups of students and the sypieissue they face. With this in mind our
default approach is to assume that our students &dimited knowledge of plagiarism and
this forms a starting point for building their d&ilip. In contrast Ellery (2008) examines the
problem of plagiarism from a pedagogic perspeatithin a South African university. The
work discovered to be plagiarised demonstrated ggpieal hallmarks which we have
discovered ourselves: changes in the style ofngitalterations to the font style within the
document and passages of text which did not seditwviih the surrounding text. However,
Ellery could not attribute ethnicity, language ender as being statistically significant single-
standing factors to indicate the likelihood of paigm problems. Such a conclusion is in
some respects different to the generalisationghetcular groups of students are more prone
to plagiarise. From the Public Health team’s pertpe all students are given the same
opportunities to improve their skills and knowled@ée move from dealing with general
issues to developing those students who may have specific needs. In a similar context

McGowan (2005) introduces the notion of “acadenpiranticeship” for developing
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students’ skills. From our own perspective we iptet this as being lecturers actively
engaging students and developing a context spesfise of the acceptable practices in UK
academia. A standard response highlighted by Mc@mmggests that lecturers are likely to
refer students to secondary language or studysskilbport for further help and development.
This raises a question of lecturers’ support ofletis; how involved should lecturers be in
the process of developing students’ skills? Cledmgye is a danger of overloading lecturers’
time, but is there a middle ground that can belrea@llowing students to develop and
lecturers to provide adequate guidance? Coviclands (2008) present a similar idea:
providing students with detailed feedback and fdiveasubmission opportunities. Students
were provided with the opportunity to resubmit tressays if they failed at the first attempt.
A potential solution suggests itself in the formpobviding front loaded support for students
using formative assessment opportunities or skiletbpment sessions. Or at the very least
allowing students to experiment and develop acaclekiils with some form of tutor
guidance and support. From these examples thecoastderation is how could a system be

used to help students, and remove some of theyseessm lecturers?

Dahl (2007) presented students with the opportunigxamine their own similarity reports
generated by the Turnitin® system. The author seeksggest that a “one-dimensional”
methodology based on pure enforcement does notlnelgtudents understand plagiarism any
better. Carroll (2005) also supports the notion fhae detection alone will probably

overload any administrative system. Brick (200Mfjatly used Turnitin® to examine

students’ assignments in a detection only fashtmstudent group had no opportunities for
formative resubmission. The single submission neidlagy led to a significant increase in

the number of students being subject to some fdrdmsoiplinary action. Due to the number

of students involved it was decided that the dgualent of a formative method of submission

was more desirable.

A common misconception amongst our staff is thahifin® can become the decisive
decision maker for identifying cases of plagiaridie misconception extends to the extent
that staff see the “Similarity index” value genedhby Turnitin® as a key indicator of
wrongdoing on a students’ part. However, this isaneiew supported by Clarke and
Lancaster (2007) (when describing an approach IwiG@and Lancaster) suggest that
systems such as Turnitin® should be used as pfacesllating information for lecturers to
review material. Detecting plagiarism clearly minstolve a human element, as plagiarism
may involve more than just text, it can involveadeas well. Weyland (2007) suggests that
taking someone else’s “proposition” may not beiagpke as taking someone else’s words.

There is a burden of proof to be met when init@gtiction against a student in a case of
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plagiarism. The available evidence should showdhatindividual has copied a

“proposition” in some form. Therefore it is reasbleato suggest that subject experts’
knowledge is required to examine students’ workoBethe introduction of Turnitin® the
process of electronically detecting plagiarism ddalolve the use of internet search engines,
such as Google, to detect potentially plagiarisedkwin particular circumstances this

method is effective, but not all students tenddpycmaterials verbatim. Where students do

not copy text word-for-word finding matching texitvGoogle is very difficult.

In summary it seems that the community is movingy weuch in the direction of plagiarism
education as opposed to pure detection. Brick'®728ituation is one the Public Health team
would clearly seek to avoid, not least becausails fo square with our curriculum
development (CRe8), but because of the overloaahiagiministration. It would appear that
providing students with some form of pre-emptive@tion and then re-education after an
initial assessment would be more desirable. TaKilagke and Lancaster’s (2007) suggestion
about the need for a human element it is impottastress that we should not seek to remove
lecturers and other experts from the evidencingdeuision making process. Ellery’s (2008)
comments deserve due regard as a final thougles must at some point come into play
regarding plagiarism, but that within the first yéads far too early for such overbearing

measures to be employed.

Exploring the use of Turnitin® within the Public Health program
and developing methods to manage plagiarism
A key issue for our students is the developmenitwt is considered to be rigorous and good

academic practice. In previous years students bad provided with lectures and workshops
detailing the nature of plagiarism dealing withitspsuch as how could plagiarism be
avoided; what are the consequences of plagiaridm;plagiarism is unacceptable formed the
basis of discussion. These discussions soughtoid &ve need to undertake time-expensive

procedures for dealing with students who plagidrisaterials.

The team decided that the practice of allowing etiisito resubmit work would be a sensible
first step towards understanding the types of pldgin problems our students exhibit in their
assessments, thereby avoiding the problems idehtify Brick (2007). The methodology is
quite simple: students are allowed to resubmit viott the Turnitin® system, and the reports
which are available class-wide for staff are adddaon an individual basis for students. In
this sense we are trying to develop the notiorseo$onal responsibility and individual self-
critical analysis of academic practice within tledort. Typically at the inception of a course

students are provided with information and detaiilthe nature and consequences of
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plagiarism. Demonstrating Turnitin® added a veiffedéent dimension to this practice.
Instead of providing what is, to a student’'s mindaevery abstract set of rules and
procedures the Turnitin® system was used to bhiegd guidelines to life. We utilised this

approach after examining the work of Badge (200 & University of Leicester.

Two typical examples of poor practice that lectsifeequently encounter are poor secondary
referencing practice, poor paraphrasing and copgimumks of text from other sources. To
understand the nature of the problem it is beradftoi examine a pair of simple, yet

demonstrative, examples.

Figure 1 provides an excerpt from an originalitgae. Interpreting the meaning of the
coloured sections is very simple. In this caseudesit has copied a piece of material from a
journal (Nursing Standard) the details of whichstble on the top right hand corner of the
screen shot. The left hand pane shows the studesgignment, whilst the right shows the
original source. Within the left hand pane, the eldéned text is a direct match to the

original content.

....................................... T

2] 5% match (publications)

Wallymahmed, Maureen. "Insulin therapy in the
management of type 1 and type 2 diabetes.(learning zone:

diabetes. Type 1 diabetes is a common cause of chronic EI
disease in young people and accounts for approximately

10 per cent of diabetes worldwide (Zimmet et al 2001). Its
results from autoimmune beta cell destruction causing insulin
deficiency and must be treated with insulin injections to
maintain life. Life expectancy is reduced with acute
complications, such as diabetic ketoasiadosis which is the
biggest cause of death under the age of 30 years (Laing et al
1999). Excess mortality due to cardiovascular and
cerebrovascular disease compared with the general
population has been reported in people with type 1 diabetes
of all ages (Laing et al 2003).

worldwide and is caused either by insufficient

effects of insulin. It is a progressive condition leading to a
gradual loss of islet function and increasing hyperglycaemia.
Initial management is aimed at lifestyle interventions
(healthy eating and reqular physical activity), however, as
the condition progresses most patients require multiple oral
hypoglycaemic agents - metformin, sulphonylureas and
glitazones (National institute for clinical excellence (NICE)
2002). It is estimated that up to 50 per cent of patients with
type 2 diabetes will eventually need insulin injections to
maintain goed glycasmia control (Winocour 2002).

CONTINUING PROFESSIO", Nursing Standard, Oct 18 2006
Issue

next match: |.ZJ|Z.|

TTETTag= TSI SOOI Ue aiied 51 UpOiiis iy gryC o
control while minimising the risk of hypoglycaemia.
Diabetes Type 1

Type 2 diabetes accounts for the majority of diabetes |z|

production of insulin or by the body becoming resistant to the

ch tarizad [anl :

-

diabetes Type 1 diabetes is a common cause
of chronic disease in young people and
accounts for approximately 10 per cent of
diabetes worldwide (Zimmet et al 2001). It
results from autoimmune beta ([betal) cell
destruction causing insulin deficiency and
must be treated with insulin injections to
maintain life. Life expectancy is reduced with
acute complications, such as diabetic
ketoacidosis which is the biggest cause of
death under the age of 30 years (Laing et al
1999). Excess mortality due to
cardiovascular and cerebrovascular disease =
compared with the general population has
been reported in people with type 1 diabetes
of all ages (Laing et al 2003,

Soedamah-Muthu et al 2006}, Before the discovery of

insulin in 1922 3 diagnosis of type 1 diabetes would lead

to death, usually due to diabetic ketoacidosis, within a

few months. Type 2 diabetes i

Figure 1 — an example of verbatim copying




E-leader Krakow, 2008

g = — - =
skllfull mter?newer Cal-l follow up ld_eas, pro_be responses 9 | 1% match (publications) close
and investigate motives and feelings, which the Acumen PI- Title: The qualities of the interviewer, not his
questionnaire can never do. The way in which a response is sex, race and personal history, were the important” -
made (the tone of the voice, facial expression, Discuss., Name: mamani, Date: 2003-01-17

hesitation etc.), can provide information that a written §

next match:

—uarepm—researdhmer?{are'rrrmmﬁwénﬁq%ﬁ
when we use the method of interview in social

research. Interviews are time-consuming, and so in a

response would conceal. Weaknesses Interviews are

time consuming, interviewing 100-hour project you will be able to interview only
a relatively small number of people. It is a highly |_9_| a relatively small number of people. Itis a _I
subjective technique and therefore there is always the highly subjective technique and therefore
danger of bias. Moser and Kalton(197) describe the survey there is always the danger of bias.[2][2]
interview as a conversation between interviewer an Moser and Kalton (1971: 271) describe the
respondent with the purpose of eliciting certain information survey interview as ~a conversation between
from the respondent. interviewer and respondent with purpose of

eliciting certain information from

respondent’.
Cohen {1976) states P

i AT W 2 3 e | ey This, they continue, might appear a straightforward
i T, e b o e |_| matter, but the attainment of successful interview is
preparation, much patience and considerable practice much more complex than this statement might
if the eventual reward is to be worth suggest.[3][2] The importance of interviewers'
selection As interview happened between two persons,
the personality of the interviewers might highly affect
while. the quality of interview. That is also what we should
discuss in this essay. Interaction now is not only
structured by the questions, but by personal
Questions that were posed in the face-to-face | a5 | feelings.[41[4] Basically, everybody has his/her
personality, temper, emotion and different ways of
dealing with the same I:hilrlcl. Althouah we can through _|L|
»

interviews

Figure 2 — another example of verbatim copying.eNbts time the student has altered the
original references and that several other pietésxowithin the left hand pane have
been highlightes

In both examples the Turnitin® system has hightghhe relevant sections of material. This
is useful in two ways: demonstrating to studentatvikinds of poor practice can be
highlighted by the Turnitin® system when tutors mit@e assignments; and the kinds of
practice which students could identify within thewn work. Such practices need to be
identified by tutors and shared in some fashiomwie group. We instituted a process that
examined the various elements of detection, goadexic practice and helping students to
understand plagiarism together. The diagram belaws some the different tensions we had
to resolve - these are not only student orientegtetare several staff based sections.
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1. Detecting
and identifying
poor practice

7. Evaluating

the impact of

Turnitin and
improving

2. Developing
effective
academic

practice

practice

Effective
plagiarism
management
and detection

6. Assessing

work and
providing
feedback

3. Improving
students’ skills

5. Interpreting
Turnitin’s
similarity

reports

4. Staff training

Figure 3 — a list of the various tensions we disced whilst working with Turnitin

A summary of the issues we identified (Figure 3)

1. Detecting and identifying poor practice

The course tutors provided students with a stanaainduse developed presentation which
detailed the kinds of poor practice Turitin wouletett; what the consequences where for
those caught; and how the students could get atzdiss system to make submissions. The
second stage of this approach was a discussioicpted on the contents of the presentation.
Students were encouraged to discuss, participatetzallenge the ideas demonstrated during
the presentation. In addition we asked studentstatify areas in their own practice which
were similar to those discussed; had they usechdacy referencing in an assignment before,
did they copy text from a webpage and forget te itiand how did they know a source was

valid. Essentially we wanted the students to beftelerstand the nature of plagiarism and
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how they could avoid it, but also to reflect onitleevn practice before starting to work with

the Turnitin® system. For reference the presemadtioludes:
¢ the method to submit an assignment
+ using the BREO Turnitin® assignment areas
+ marking the references and bibliography sectiopsapiately
¢ the feedback provided by the Turnitin® system;

¢+ areminder that lecturers can see the same scsdae atudents, and will

therefore be able to spot any untoward practice;
¢ the fact that Turnitin® checks a large number fedént sources;
¢ practices considered unacceptable and acceptable;
¢ correct use of quotations from other sources;
¢ penalties if students are caught;
¢ advice and guidance for improving skills.

The presentation was built in conjunction with #mother department within the University’s
Business School, and was based on the ideas peds#mnplagiarism.org
(http://lwww.plagiarism.org) which presents soméeatinteresting examples which staff and
students alike can relate to. For example: "ThéuBlotPaper”, “The writer tries to disguise
plagiarism by copying from several different sog;deveaking the sentences to make them fit
together while retaining most of the original plimgs’ Such examples may seem obvious,
but we feel important factor is getting the messagess to students that such practices can,

and will be picked up by the Turnitin® system.
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2. Developing academic practice

To develop students understanding of plagiarisnnatituted a series of informal lecturer
based interventions (Pike 2007). The language atidns of a different type of intervention
can be found in a study discussed earlier (EII®382; in this case they take the form of full
tutorial programmes. From a practical standpoiist pnovided us with an opportunity to
discuss progress and problems with students &féanitial discussions. The interventions
took two fairly standard forms: firstly, an in ctadiscussion regarding general principles of
plagiarism; and where required a more detailedviddal discussion with students. The
interventions in this case refer to discussionsaerdonstrations made to the whole cohort;
they are not designed to be fixed in time ratherégcturer can choose to make suggestions

and promote a model of continuous feedback. Figyreesents the process diagrammatically.

Students
reviemw
assignment

Create
assignment

Resubmit
Work

Alterations
as
reduired

Initial
Submissions

Lecturer Lecturer
intervention 1 intervention 2

Figure 3 — a diagrammatic representation whichsdhslpdents and lecturers engage with the
process of plagiarism detection.

General examples of the types of points highlightestudents during the interventions
included:

"I've noticed a number of you are using secondafgnrencing........ "
“A number of students have been copying work froyp.com....... §
“Make sure your references are clearly marked........ i

“Make sure when you use quotation marks that tlaetebext is given........ 8



E-leader Krakow, 2008

“Some of you seem to be using sections of the stagly within your assignment;

there is no need to do this as these parts wiltbr@ved from your overall word-

“I've noticed that a number of you are using xym®website. This is not a reliable

source....”

“A few of you seem to have problems using quotati@rks - make sure you
check...”

“I noted an instance where a student had copiexnmdtion from a free essay

“Changing a few words in a paragraph doesn’t cansti‘writing it in your own

words...."

3. Improving students’ skills

Within the University (and like many other univeies) students have access to a central
study support services function. Initially the leihg team tried to resolve students’ skill
deficiencies locally; where this was not possilblelents where referred to our main study

support services.

4. Staff training

As we began to understand the typical issues thfitvgere encountering with submissions
from the new groups the information was piped informal staff training. Our aim was to
share examples of good and bad practice (from steldand methods which could be used to

help students.

5. Interpreting Turnitin®’s similarity reports

Interpretation has proven to be the most diffistdfp in the whole of the implementation
process. To put this into context, imagine askergacademic staff for a definition of
plagiarism; such definitions are liable to sharmpwn features: failure to reference an idea,
copying without citation or providing no citatioarfan idea which belongs to another author.
However a system such as Turnitin®, the abilitgétect copying and poor paraphrasing is

vastly improved. The question we then encounterasltive notion of what constitutes
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plagiarism: a sentence, a paragraph, a poorly heaapd paragraph or the incorrect use of
guotes? Or as Badge (2007; p438) explains “Threstenle difficult to define absolutely-
when does stupidity become cheating?” Has a cagkagiarism been identified or one of
academic incompetence? Intention is perhaps tloereaf this point, as the evidence would
suggest the mere fact that a student has acted iy is enough to pursue a claim of
plagiarism. Sutherland-Smith (2005) found durirgpevey of lecturers’ attitudes to
plagiarism that some staff consider any act ofiplagmn as intentional; students are
repeatedly made aware of University regulationssiraiild follow them. It is quite clear for
anyone that simply copying material is wrong. Hoamesuch a view fails to link in with the
University’s educational paradigms. For a firseoite, ideally each student should be given

the opportunity to learn from and reflect upon éixperience.

Many staff had the initial perception that a highikarity index is directly attributable to
plagiarism, and subsequently referred to the redanumber as a ‘plagiarism score’. For a
range of reasons this is not the right approaaitl¥i the assignment type can affect the
score from a student’s assignment. Secondly, stadam make mistakes when submitting
assignments; typical examples of this include: sabion of unnecessary front sheets (in
some cases the assignment tasks); and a failunartothe references section of their
document appropriately. We have tried to summasee very general observations from

cross-university activities in figure 4.
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0% Increasing similarity index 100% I

Blue Green Orange Red

<0% | 0-24%

50-74% & 75-100%

Thesis and project work — some
highly personalised assignments

Typical essay based assighnments
and personal reflections

Case study based assignments

kY & W %

Figure 4 — a very generalised view of how simijaiitdexes vary by assignment types.

Figure 4 is in no way meant to provide a precidendi®n it is merely a guide. We found
case study based assignments appear to have adgridgresent much higher similarity
indexes than a thesis would; one of the main reafwrthis is weaker assignments tend to
regurgitate chunks of the case studies to bolsteoterall word count. When comparing
assignments within a class (as Turnitin® does)sefpositive results which increases the

similarity index.

We found that similar to other Dhal’s (2007) stydents had some difficulties interpreting
the similarity reports. To this end we stronglyegigstudents to submit work, even if it was in
very early draft form, into the digital drop-boxaisthe first opportunity before the due date.
Students who submitted work on, or just before disadline date tended to panic at the sight
of similarity index and the reports that Turnitig®nerated. Many of the problems could be
linked to accidental practice: not highlighting tleéerences section properly, or including an

assignment front-sheet (which tends to inflatesih@larity index).



E-leader Krakow, 2008

6. Assessing work and providing feedback

Some of the lecturing team preferred to mark pappies of students’ work. There is a
feature within Turnitin® which allows staff to dowad copies of all students’ submissions
in the form of a zip file. In the main work studgrassessments are marked in using
traditional paper methods. However, further infotioraabout developments of our use of the

GradeMark system within Turnitin® is available frahe future work section of this paper.

7. Evaluating the impact of Turnitin® and improvipgactice

How can we improve our practice and move forwarafien a question posed at the end of a
process. Feedback and reflection are the stapleoti@iogy of many student assignments, so
it is perhaps appropriate that the same methodapglies with our use of Turnitin®. We
have started to gather evidence from existing stislassignments. More detailed analysis of
the types of poor practice (or in some cases pliagi has provided information we can use
to inform next year’s cohort. Interestingly the gamethodology could be applied equally to
any subject. The intelligence gathered is then irsditk first intervention; so instead of a
general discussion about plagiarism with generaimptes (which may not be Specific to
Public Health) students are able to see real antbxtalised examples of poor practice.

Figure 5 expresses the above in diagrammatic form.

After an initial round of using Turnitin/lecturers
with existing resources®

Students
resenn
assignment

Resubmit
Work

Create
assignment

/

Alterations

Initial
Subrzlilsiions reqiisred
Last years’
cohort - examples
A
Lecturer Lecturer

intervention 1 intervention 2

Body of examples & feedback

Figure 5 — once lecturers have a bank of resouhes®e can be used to create specific
examples of good and bad practice to inform incgneihorts. (Pike (2007))
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Students’ views of the Turnitin® system
It is useful to draw some comparisons between ststexperiences and that of the wider

sector. Savage (2006) gives a very comprehenseeview of the kinds of issues and
questions raised by students. We found severalo$todents posed similar questions, and
had similar issues. During demonstrations we ctdttsome information regarding students’
reactions to the Turnitin® system. Existing studgthose already part of a degree
programme) objected strongly to having Turnitin®@isted’ upon them. The students said
they found it unfair that the system was introduleger on in their course, whereas it should
have been the norm much earlier. Concerns weress@d as to the nature of the need for
checking, and it was perceived as a lack of trnghe lecturers’ part. Reference was made by
the students to other year groups they associatadparticularly the idea that other groups
of students did not have to submit their work itlte Turnitin® system. The Public Health
students found this inequitable. However, we fotnad our students’ attitudes to the system
changed very quickly once we explained they woegiovided with formative access to the
system. In many cases the use of the system prdrdgeussions in the class and prompted
students to seek advice from lecturers regardirngl gocademic practice. One of the lecturing
team described Turnitin® as “shocking the studaritsreflecting on their referencing and
academic writing practices”. An interesting pie¢demdback that may be of interest to those
members of the Higher Education community who weitk students with disabilities such
as dyslexia; one of our students used the Turnifg®em to confirm that she had
paraphrased properly. In this particular case tindesit had trouble rearranging and using

words, and Turnitin® provided a simple method tewer her practice was suitable.
Summary and conclusions

Overall the staff feel that Turnitin® has begun pinecess of promoting effective academic
practice. When using the system to examine assigtsns¢aff are provided with a degree of
reassurance that an assignment has been check#dteamdre no obvious signs of
plagiarism. In essence we have saved lecturers fieniorming what are fundamental checks
of students’ assignments. In terms of Clarke antthater (2007) we have provided the

initial collation and checking for lecturing staReally our objective has been to demonstrate
to students that the more simple forms plagiariamlze easily detected and dealt with, but
this alone seems a harsh response to the problenshduld not discount the idea of allowing
students to experiment and to develop their skdifser using Turnitin® in such a formative
fashion, what can be learnt, and how can we feddvhat we have learnt to improve the

next cohort's experience?
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Perhaps the answer lies in the way we deal witlinfloeemation from our first trial. If we

view plagiarism management in two ways we can drame distinctions, our suggestion is
twofold: tactical — making changes to on the groprattice; strategic — feeding back general
issues which lecturers have discovered back tb dgafing with students on a daily basis.

Figure 6 provides the above in diagrammatic form.

Year or
term end

More tactical

Demonstrations
of Turnitin

Lecturers’
interventions

Collation and
discovery of
practice issues

Summary/feedback
mechinism

More
strategic

Time

Figure 6 — developing plagiarism management

Turnitin® system. On one hand, staff feel that jpitmg formative access precludes students
from being assessed properly; academic writingskilawhich needs to be developed, and
skills need to be assessed. Is it correct to peoaidafety net (Covic and Jones (2008)) for
students to keep making mistakes, what will hapgleen our students move on from our
courses and into industry? There are two form&sgponse to this: on one hand we would
assume, or rather hope that students would movg ftem the need to use the Turnitin®
system as a safety net; on the other hand we pesitiress the process of assessment, we set
assignments in a summative fashion to test studgkilis. To address the first part of the
argument this would require monitoring and furtsterdy of the activity of individual

students. However, it is probably safe to assumerttost of the students would self-improve
their skills enough to move away from the needastantly check their assignments. From a
summative assessment perspective this situatioot igleal. Should there be a point where
students no longer have the resubmission optioitedl@to them? We think that the answer

is yes, but not for the first year of operatiorr @oproject of this type). It is important to
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collect and collate staff and students’ experierias the first year's operation; the types of

poor academic practice identified can then be fagked during the initial weeks of activity.

In terms of future development, could the Turnitiggstem provide a viable option to
provide some form of diagnostic testing? Realifiidhere are good grounds for promoting
diagnostic testing to ensure students get the lwesyfrom our educational system: students
could produce some form of short formative essagstess their skills; lecturers could use
the results from such an assessment to directrgtuttefurther support within the university.
Sivasubramaniam (2006) suggests that short worksimayy be a good method of developing
students understanding. However, similar to the ssk of Turnitin® the sole use of
workshops is probably not enough. Interestinglygregas students in Sivasubramaniam'’s
study could identify the scenarios where plagiangas occurring, but their ability to apply
this knowledge to their own work did not appeabéamproved. Perhaps in terms of Kolb
(1984) it is better for students to experienceghielelines we operate within by actualising
their learning. Further work needs to be completilin our own area to see if workshops
followed by experimentation provide the best vadakition for our students. It is quite clear
from Dahl's (2007) work that students have troubterpreting reports; speaking purely in
terms of scale, our student cohort was relativaigls(~40 students). The method of
personalisation we used would probably not scalécpigarly well for much more larger

groups.

Overall the fundamental message is one of stu@éettiler interaction. We feel that this has
the deepest value for developing good academidipeat ecturers should seek to lead
students by example. For those staff who have @rpeted and examined the detection
facilities within Turnitin® it is clear that it caprovide a solution to some of the issues of
plagiarism. However, a solution that only offerses¢ion is at odds with several of our own

forward-moving principles (CRe8) and that of sectate developments.

Using online marking
The GradeMark feature of Turnitin® presents seviataresting opportunities for developing

online feedback and marking. If we think in termisising Turnitin® formatively, or in a
diagnostic fashion GradeMark could provide a mettooglectronically record the feedback
provided for a student. Key affordances includpeamanent online record of a student’s
assignment; the ability to share the marking infation with an external examiner (or other
tutors); the direct link to the plagiarism deteotgystem; and the possibility of a second

marker being able review comments on a studensig@asent.
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