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ABSTRACT

Plagiarism is a pervasive and increasing probleail &vels of study in higher education. Institutal awareness
of plagiarism has largely been to focus on a pegiagbresponse and deterrence through punishmdet.sfudy sheds
light on students’ experiences of plagiarism, thiderstandings of and attitudes towards it. Based self-reported study
of a stratified sample of 300 undergraduate stiddrawn from three colleges of a public univergityzhana, this paper
explores the nature of plagiarism and studentsetsidnding of the concept. The study revealeduhattributed copying
and falsification of references was a common agti@mongst students as a result of poor undersigratid lack of real
engagement with plagiarism and referencing isslids. evident that the institution’s ‘awarenessastgies’ to avoid or
minimize plagiarism is not effective. The paper dades that institutional efforts to dissuade stusldrom plagiarism
should be centred on focusing not only on detegghoough punishment but on developing a more tiolisstitutional

pedagogical approach instead of in a piecemeal erann
KEYWORDS: Plagiarism, Education, Plagiarist Acts
INTRODUCTION

Issues of plagiarism within the broad context ofaademic writing framework have become an incrggsi
problem at all levels of study in tertiary institns worldwide. Plagiarism is often conceived aftulent behaviour that
diminishes the intellectual property of the oridinathor and rewards plagiarists for their worktf@uland-Smith, 2005).
Hannabuss (2001) defines plagiarism as ‘the unais#wb use or close imitation of the ideas and lagguwr expression of
someone else’ (p. 313), and the representationi®fatork as one’s own. Carroll (2004) defines phaigim as the “passing
off of someone else’s work, whether intentionally umintentionally, as your own for your own beriefp.9). In the
context of university education, plagiarism cangi&ced on a continuum ranging from the copying déw sentences
without acknowledgement to the copying out of atirermanuscript, falsification of essays and assignts, lack of
acknowledgement or improper acknowledgement of cesuof information (Christensen & McCabe, 2006;tE2605;
McGowan, 2005).

Academics share concerns of Carroll (2004) thagigissm threatens the value of academic work andldes
the integrity of awards. They concur that plagiarigrevents the plagiarist from learning how to hgsise ideas or engage
in rational argument and therefore stifles the tuabiplagiarist's academic skills of analysis anéleation, inhibiting
his/her intellectual development. Since academitingris contingent on developing sound researath ariting skills,
critical reading and comprehension of appropriatgraes, careful note-taking, paraphrasing, judiiase of quotations
and giving credit to authors for their ideas andtiag as highlighted by Burton (2007), plagiaristsny themselves the

opportunity to master these skills, making acadewriting increasingly difficult as they progressdhgh their degree
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courses. The role of the student is to transfekttmviedge and skills acquired through the privéled tertiary study to the
benefit of their future job roles. Qualificationsiged through the practice of academic dishonestgedneral and

plagiarism in particular provide the student witlesser range of knowledge and skills to apphtlies purpose.

The literature on plagiarism offers many differaefasons why student plagiarise (Devlin & Gray, 2007
Roig & Caso, 2005; Breen & Maassen, 2005; Undedvdszabo, 2004; Park, 2003). These range fromnaiige lack
of understanding of scholarship requirements, nidsustanding and confusion when students are ndtidamwith proper
ways of quoting, paraphrasing, citing and refenegdime constraints to produce written work, too maobdule content,
fear of failure, chances of remaining undetectegdcental pressure to succeed, lack of legitimatecges of academic
support due to the inaccessibility of teachingfsaaid lack of library resources. Just as thereaareimber of possible

explanations for why students plagiarise, thereatge circumstances conducive to plagiarism.

There is consensus among academics that technblgyncreased what is in the public domain and nitade
easier to access and plagiarise. The growth of Béded information and easily reformatted texts idwmeans and
opportunity that has changed the dynamics of ptagia The widespread availability of access to liiternet provides
opportunity and undoubtedly facilitates plagiaribsn making it possible for students to find and skarge amounts of
information with little reading, effort or origin&y, thus making it difficult for the user to peree the quoting of text as
taking someone’s property. Furedi (2003) howevgues that the Internet does not “possess the rporaér to incite
otherwise honest students to cheat” (p. 16). Sdomesats will plagiarise knowingly and others with do inadvertently.
However, whether intentional or unintentionallyagiarism is viewed as unacceptable (Carroll, 2004hle 1 below,

describes and explains various acts of plagiarism.

Table 1: Actions that Constitute Plagiarism

Plagiarist Acts Reason why Action Constitutes Plagiarism
Copying someone else’s work without Reaping undeserved benefit from someone
acknowledgement. else’s hard labour.

Copying chunks of another’s work to one’s
text, acknowledging but not making clear
that the words and ideas are not yours.

Taking an author’s unique phrases and
presenting it as your own.

It is taking an author’s unique phrases (if it i$
Blending an author’s words with your own| not using the standard academic terms for a
particular subject).

The collection of ideas, the organisation of
those ideas and the thinking about how those
ideas fit together is the work of another.

Taking an author’s work and rewording
arguments and evidence from that work.

Referring to sources cited in a secondary | The writer seems to have researched beyond
source without having accessed those the secondary source when in actual fact
sources. he/she is not well read.

enies the rightful recognition for the author
Use of references from a text, then neglect o """ .
who initially collected the references and
acknowledge the use of that text as a soufce. . :
réviewed the literature.

(@)

Copying one’s own work without
acknowledgement.
Integrated from East (2005)

Pretending it is a first time production.

Hunt (2003) explains the importance of academiogitonventions and notes that scholars acknowlézige
... Advertise their alliances, they bring work lbe tattention of their reader,

They assert ties of collegiality, they exemplifpntending positions or define
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Nuances of difference among competing theorigdeaas... (p. 4)

Writers need to demonstrate how their ideas areexted with what has previously been claimed ireotd find
value and place in an existing body of knowledgevibke academic writers therefore need to learn twouse citations to

their advantage, discovering who and what evidemeeseen to be valued.

A series of major studies conducted in universitieshe United States of America, the United Kingdand
Australia (Christensen & McCabe, 2006; McCabe, 200gGowan, 2005; Underwood & Szabo, 2004), widely
acknowledge the existence of academic misconduativersities, particularly in the form of plagism. Studies have also
shown that students writing in a language thabistimeir mother tongue who cannot keep up withdéwmands of a course,
either as a result of weakness in academic skillargguage skills can also be vulnerable to plégiarSuch students may
come from academic cultures or intellectual tradisi where copying is an expected learning practiwk therefore the
concept might be totally alien. Their attitudes &ogs plagiarism would differ significantly. For sustudents, East (2005)
notes, the boundaries between emulation and piagiawill not be sharply defined. It is against thiackdrop that
Pennycook (1996) argues that plagiarism “need®tortlerstood within the particular cultural anddrisal context of its

development, it also needs to be understood relatialternative cultural practices” (p. 218).

Leask (2006) expressed comparable sentiments whealled for a greater understanding of ‘cultuthkeoss’ and
the problems they face when trying to adapt to'nike& rules’ of academia. He notes that althougtsitients are initially
outsiders to the academic discourses, such studeatgoing to be ‘culturally distant from theseddemic discourse]
communities’ (p.188), and would, therefore, needchtike many fundamental adjustments to their vajgtems as well as
learn new and difficult skills. This transition Wilequire time and effort, with much support fromafé Angélil-Carter
(2000) lends support and describes plagiarismdiiieult issue that “may be a surface manifestatid complex learning
difficulties which relate to the educational envinoent, the nature of academic discourse and nafuanguage” (p.2).
In consonance with Leask (2006), she argues thatests have to grapple with the academic writingcalirse, and
simultaneously take on one or more new disciplindiscourse/s from which they are “socially and agtoally
distanced” (p.126). For foreign or second-languagedents who are struggling with English as the iomadof

communication, this difficulty is further compourttie
Context and Purpose of the Study

Undergraduate plagiarism is an issue of concernngntecturers at the University of Cape Coast, paldily
those who supervise students’ dissertations. Taeasddthis concern, new students are taken througbuase on
Information literacy which includes cataloguing difataries, strategies for searching for information the Internet, use
and misuse of the internet, as well as plagiarisrthe first semester of study in the first yeauaiversity. A student
handbook which both defines what plagiarism is #hedpossible consequences if breached is givendoy estudent on
entering university. This university policy assuntkat a good understanding of institutional polieguces the risk of
engaging in plagiarism. However, the definition mlhgiarism proffered, centres on obvious acts sash'copying
another’s work and pretending it is one’s own dystantial use of other people’s work and the subimisof it as though
it was one’s own’ (University of Cape Coast, 20(t256). Consequently, apart from a clear underatgnof verbatim use
of other people’s work without acknowledgementdstuts are likely to have difficulty comprehendingaw Breen and
Maassen (2005) describe as ‘grey’ areas (see Tabléne might argue that it is the lack of cladtyout plagiarism that

influences how students perceive plagiarism.
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In the absence of anti-plagiarism web crawlingwaft, lecturers in my community of practice who énérad the
experience of identifying and managing instanceglagiarism identify inconsistent quality in studemriting, use of
complex or inappropriate language or jargon, dizaney between the essay and the student’s langlslifg, lack of or
incorrect citations, change in font and font semeg well-written text that is not related to thpitoas indicators of possible
acts of plagiarism (Ellery, 2008). My encounterhwdt student | suspected of plagiarising providepeitus for this study.
| was drawn to Byrne and Trew's (2005) argument tha be effective, interventions that aim to reduor prevent
offending behaviour need to be based on a soundrstahding of what leads people to offend, and Wdsds people to
stop offending” (p.185). The aim of this study wasexplore students’ behaviours and knowledge aplagiarism, with
the intention of informing the institution on appohes that might promote a greater awareness gfapkm and

therefore, reduce if not prevent its occurrencese@ech questions that direct the study are:
What is the nature of undergraduate plagiarism?
What are undergraduate students’ understandinggiarism?
Why do undergraduate students plagiarise?

How can plagiarism be prevented or reduced?

METHODS

A descriptive survey was employed to provide aneusiinding of plagiarism among students. Stratifeagtiom
sampling of undergraduate students allowed forctiele of students whose views and experiencesilaly lto be more
representative than when taken from the studentlppn as a whole. The population was divided igitoups and 300
undergraduate students were randomly selectedtiierttolleges of Education, Humanities and Legatii®®y and Health
and Allied Sciences of the University of Cape Coa&stenty-five students each from first, secondidlsind fourth year of
each College were randomly selected. One hundrddsewventy six males (176 =58.7%) and 124 femal24<#1.3%)
participated in the study. All students in the sighould in principle have been fully aware of theaning of plagiarism
because the topic is covered in the student’syiat as part of a lecture and the student handbawles definition of the
term. Participation in the study was voluntary #ndas possible to withdraw at any time. No identify information was
included on the questionnaire. Consenting studeste given ten minutes to complete the questioenatrich required
the self-reporting of misbehaviour. Although respemmight be limited by deliberate falsificatiordancall error, there is
evidence to suggest that self-reports of acts aflamic dishonesty are reasonably accurate (Rogersak & Liu, 2006).

Under-reporting does not appear to have presentegi@ problem in previous investigations.

Respondents were asked to self-report how ofteat @#l) over the past year they copied and indeir® their
own work, without acknowledgement of where the mateame from, the following taken from publishegurces, from

the Internet, textbooks or from the work of otherdgnts:

(a) a couple of sentences; (b) several sentencea;daragraph; (d) a number of paragraphs; (entére piece of
work; (f.) and whether they falsified referenceteTrequencies were measured on a five point Likeate (very often,
often, sometimes, occasionally and never). ‘Yeamrcategories that asked respondents whether hivgly it is wrong to
copy from a text or the work of another without moWledging it and whether they think it is alrightcopy a text if they

share the ideas was incorporated to gauge respishé#nical positions on the issue of plagiarisimalty, in order to gain
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a sense of the issues surrounding the contextsresathings of these behaviours, open-ended items prexéded for

narrative responses to enable respondents to expleir conceptions of plagiarism and reflect aasns for plagiarising.
Statistical Package for Service Solution (SPSS3iwarl6 was used to analyse the quantitative datergted. It was my
contention that the survey data was best analysadélatively straightforward manner. Thus, thargiiative analysis of
the survey data is described in terms of frequenaieoss-tabulations and, where appropriate, megms.open ended
guestions were analysed qualitatively using thestaont comparison method (Glaser & Strauss, 196fis hvolved

reading all the responses to the items to gairvaradi sense of the data. The data was then resd agd ‘open-coded’ to

produce an initial code list. This was then sel@tyi coded in terms of categories related to thesaif the study.

FINDINGS

The findings of the study show that a significardgortion of all respondents admitted to copying%g without
acknowledging the source over the past 12 montb-r&orted copying however decreased as questitnsged from
copying a few sentences, several sentences to seoi@is copying of a paragraph, a number of paphgréo an entire
piece of work. An indication that while copying hiut acknowledgement was common among studentg, fthund

copying large chunks of material without acknowleahgnt inappropriate as shown in table 2 below:

Table 2: Trend of Copying Among Students

Statements Very Often Often Occasionally | Sometimes Never
No. % No. | % No. % No. | % No. %
Unattributed copying of 5, | 73| 58| 193 58 193 112 373 20 6|7
a few sentences
Unattributed copying o
several sentences
Unattributed copying o
a paragraph
Unattributed copying of ,, | g | 39| 13| 51| 17 | 118 377 78 243
a number of paragraphs
Unattributed copying of 4, | 4,7 | 22| 73| 35 11.7] 59 197 170 567
an entire piece of work

Making up references 79 26.3 78 2b 36 12 65 1.7 |424

[NGY

41 13.7 | 47| 157 69 23 109 36|13 34 113

[l

43 143 | 41| 13.7 54 18 112 37{3 0 1.7

From the trend of copying, a total of : 93.3% (nER8f the respondents self-reported copying anertirg) a few
sentences into their work, and 36% (n=110) did dft&n or very often; 88.7% (n=266) of the responideself-reported
copying and inserting several sentences into theik, and 29.3 (n=88) did that often or very oft88;3% (n=250) of the
respondents self-reported copying and insertingragraph into their work, and 28% (n=84) did thiém or very often;
75.7% (n=227) of the respondents self-reported iogpsnd inserting a number of paragraphs into theirk, and 21%
(n=63) did that often or very often and 43.3% (n&)18f the respondents self-reported copying arrepiece of work and
12% (n=36) did that often or very often. The majgrb6.7% (170) said they never copied an entieegiof work. It was
disheartening to find out a significant number eggondents, 86% (n=358) self-reported making ugreetes and 52.3%
(n=157) did that often or very often. What is wangyis that the majority of respondents who madeafprences did so at
a sustained level. The data indicate that femaldesits engaged less in plagiarist acts than thale mounterparts as

shown in table 3 below:
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Table 3: Unattributed Copying by Gender
Statements Gender | Very Often Often Occasionally | Sometimes| Never
t’;‘atitgb‘gfg (o | Male | 33(18.8%) | 31(17.6%)| 34 (19.3%) | 66 (37.5%)| 12(6.8%)
bying Female | 19(15.3%) | 27(21.8%)| 24 (19.4%) | 46 (37.1%)| 8(6.5%)
sentences
t’;‘atita'b‘gfgevera Male | 28(15.9%) | 25(14.2%)| 42(23.9%) | 65(36.9%) | 16(9.1%)
bying Female | 13(10.5%) | 22(17.7%)| 27(21.8%) | 44(35.5%) | 18(14.5%)
sentences
t’;‘atitgb‘gfg Male | 31(17.6%) | 22(12.5%)| 32(18.2%) | 64(36.4%) | 27(15.3%)
bying Female | 12(9.7%) | 19(15.3%)| 22(17.7%) | 48(38.7%) | 23(18.5%)
paragraph
Unattributed
copying of a Male 17(19.7%) | 20(11.4%)| 28(15.9%) | 70 (39. 8%)| 41(23.3%)
number of Female 7(5.6%) 19(15.3%)| 23 (18.5%) | 43 (34.7%)| 32(25.8%)
paragraphs
Unattributed
copying of an Male 8(4.5%) 11 (6.3%) | 21(11.9%) | 32(18.2%) | 104(59.1)
entire piece of Female 6(4.8%) 11 (8.9%) | 14(11.3%) 37(21.8) | 66(53.2%)
work
I made up Male 49(27.8%) | 50(28.4%)| 19(10.8%) | 41(23.3%) | 17(9.7%)
references Female | 30(24.2%) | 28(22.6%)| 17 (13.7%) | 24 (19.4%)| 25(20.2%)

More than eighty-five percent (85.5%) of femaleshia study self-reported copying compared to 90a3%hales
and 76.3% made up references compared to 79.8%lesnrom a gender perspective one can say tHes plagiarised
more than females though females are not left &hiral. In response to the yes or no categories,ntagrity of
respondents, 74.3% (n=223) thought it is wrong ¢pycfrom a text or the work of some other personheut
acknowledging it, yet almost all respondents endagesuch practices. They however, saw nothing greith copying

their own work without attribution (92.7% = 278ptrrealising that constitutes plagiarism.

Respondents’ explanation of plagiarism bothers lb@ obvious: ‘copying someone’s else’ work without
acknowledging it’; ‘stealing someone’s piece of Wpftaking somebody’s work as your own’ repres&it7%; copying
the ideas of someone without acknowledging reptesemly 19.8%. The less obvious acts of plagianisthnot feature in
their responses. Reasons students listed for pisigig.in order of frequency include: ‘the writesran authority...imparting
information to the reader so it is alright to uke information’ which can be described as cultyectfic; ‘the writer
expressed what | wanted to say better’ bothersaaguage issues; ‘... so much free information @nititernet... it is
difficult to identify the source of information mosf the time so you copy’; “... it is difficult tarrite without plagiarising...
the authors whose ideas we use, got their ideas dtbers’ and ‘acknowledging in-text... out-texteferencing is complex
and confusing... | always provide a reference.liBlie last three responses may be attributed tingtigution’s failure in

engaging students effectively with issues of plagima and acknowledgement.
DISCUSSIONS

Discussion of results is done in relation to treesgch questions.
What is the Nature of Undergraduate Plagiarism?

The findings of the study show that copying a feavggraphs of an essay from a book or the Interitbout

acknowledging the source of information was a commactivity amongst respondents. The study sugdleatsas well as
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deliberate falsification of references, a genemifgsion might also give rise to unintentional [agm. Respondents
thought copying someone’s work without acknowledgetis wrong, yet almost all of them engaged i ite notion of
wrongness might explain why self-reported copyiregrdased as questions moved from copying a feversess to
‘serious copying’ of paragraphs and an entire pieteavork. This can in turn be explained against thstitution’s
definition of plagiarism as outlined in the studaahdbook which describes plagiarism in terms albstantial use of other
people’s work’. Thus copying a few sentences seeta@able, and 93% of students did just that. Tdi®n of wrongness
does not extend to making up of references (86%sondents reported engaging in that act). Fabriceeferences was
rife possibly because as respondents regardedrgppyfew sentences as less fraudulent, they prplbabgard making up
of references in the same way. References, aftegaaistitute a few sentences. | would rather tik¢hink that fabrication

of references is a result of misunderstandingspaad academic scholarship, or perhaps to concelgratdice.
What are Undergraduate Students Understanding of Rigiarism?

Respondents’ explanations of plagiarism preseniooisvcases of plagiarism where verbatim text wasried in
a student’s assignment without due acknowledgeniérgy were unable to discern the more subtle aspdattribution
of ideas and paraphrasing of text which Breen ardden (2005) describe as ‘grey’ areas. In not fulderstanding
what plagiarism is, what the ‘grey areas’ of plaigia are, respondents are likely to plagiarise weaigntly. This is not to
discount deliberate dishonesty as in the falsificabf references, probably driven by a desirebfetter grades. As Carroll
(2004) notes, plagiarism, whether intentional or, mounacceptable. This places responsibility mninstitution to revise

its definition of plagiarism to encompass the seibtl grey areas which are likely to cause confusion
Why do Undergraduate Students Plagiarise?

Reasons given for plagiarising can be categoriselfucultural issues, language issues, and laelgigement
with plagiarism and referencing issues. Culturaliés have to do with the notion of the teachemnasxpert and the writer
or the text as authority to impart knowledge to kbarner. Context emerges as a very important faotanfluencing
decision to plagiarise. Dependence on the teachdrthe text fosters copying which may be seen atirate
appropriation. The nature of learning experienbes students are familiar with and the assessmettiods that they are
exposed to are of relevance in understanding theegbwithin which students operate. This highlggheask’s (2006) and
Pennycook’s (1996) argument for a greater undedgtgrof ‘cultural others’ and the problems theyedaghen trying to
adapt to the ‘new rules’ of academia and also #drto understand plagiarism itself within the ipatar cultural and
historical context of its development. The emphasisms upon helping students to acquire the siéksied to not only

understand how but also why to avoid plagiarism.

Secondly, students indicate a lack of confidendiéir own ability both in the academic writing disirse, which
requires a certain style of expression, and indiseourse of the discipline, which depends on lagguand jargon with

which many students are unfamiliar.

In trying to sound academic, they plagiarise. Ast@®05) points out, using new terminology is oraywhat
novice writers build their vocabulary and attengpsbund academic, but also recognising unacknowtkdgique phrases
is one way that lecturers determine that acts agiptism have been committed. The challenges o&tlaglemic writing
discourse, and disciplinary discourse/s to theidorer second-language student who is strugglintp \Einglish as the

medium of communication and rules of academic comaoations from which he/she is socially and congalhy
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distanced is outlined by Angélil-Carter (2000) dredhsk (2006). Leask’s paper, however, highlightg tfood teaching is

in itself a deterrent to plagiarism.

Finally, respondents expressed difficulty in id&tig sources of information from the Internet, fidifilty in
writing without plagiarising, and they find refer@ng complex and confusing, an indication of a latkeal engagement
with plagiarism and referencing issues. It is emtdbat intervention measures to dissuade studests plagiarising are
ineffective. There are misunderstandings and uacgi¢s which might have resulted in unintentiop&giarism and

falsification of referencing.
How can Plagiarism be Reduced or Prevented?

It has been argued that all learning is plagiaridrat we use ideas from other people all the tiimegrporate
them into our academic and working lives, and galguake ownership of them. However, the term giaism’ has a
particular meaning in relation to academic studyformal education courses. The construct plagiarsssumes that
knowledge has a history and that past authors breiatknowledged. The integration of previously @hiad written texts
into a new text is governed by a set of rulesvib&tion of which is called plagiarism. Studentsed to learn the rules of
the game. In dealing with plagiarism, a balanceagr@gch that includes both prevention and deterrereels to be taken.
Educating students about the expected conventiongaudthorship and the appropriate use and ackngwledt of all
forms of intellectual material has become necesaarthe reasons given by students for plagiarigéhte mainly to a
poor understanding of how academic texts are cactsil, correct referencing norms and issues sutiheagcognition of
author’s stance in academic writing and how thimdcated through the use of language and refarignén academic
writing framework that integrates plagiarism andvides clear instruction on what can be considé¢nednorms of the
discipline will be very helpful. Furthermore, theeuof language to establish authorial voice nedxbtaddressed explicitly

by lecturers.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

There is general agreement among critics thatMarity of ways, tertiary institutions are somehoantributing
to the potential for academic dishonesty amongrteidents by providing inadequate definitions efits such as
plagiarism as is evident in the student handbookild/students were able to clearly define caseplagiarism, where
verbatim text was inserted in a student assignmetttout acknowledgement, they seem unaware of tbeersubtle
aspects of attribution of ideas which might leadn@dvertent plagiarism. Furthermore, it is evidgat the university’s
‘awareness strategies’ to avoid or minimize plagraris not effective. The findings have highlightealw important it is
for the institution to develop an understandinghaf perceptions of university students’ on plagiati While the findings
of this study indicate that the institution is tadsiresponsibility for teaching the rudiments oferehcing, it would seem
that more needs to be done to provide student suppd communicate explicit messages on acadensicamduct as high

levels of unintentional plagiarism suggest systefaiiings in this respect.

It is important for the institution to provide eigt definitions of actions and behaviours whichnstitute
plagiarism, providing a clear statement of valued laehaviours which are to be promoted. Acquirittiguales, values and
practices that help prevent plagiarism is a lomgitand iterative process and need to be incorpariate the curriculum
at all levels of study and with sustained effoiit §hould make an impact. As a way forward, stisl@eed to learn about

the principles of academic writing, the developmenthe author’s voice and the place of acknowledgat that is not
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done in a piecemeal manner. Deterrence measureshvitnélude visible and effective systems for moniitg and

detecting plagiarism, including appropriate punishtcan help address the situation.

As in other studies on academic dishonesty, thislysipresents some limitations and caution is advise
generalizing these findings. This has to do witldenhts’ self-reported study. However, self-repogtaain the main means
by which data are gathered in research on acad&mc and many researchers have concluded thategeifts of
cheating are generally reliable and valid. The wtuals gone some way in adding to existing knowleafdéerature in the
field of academic misconduct from the perspectif/the student. While the results provide a greateterstanding of how
students perceive plagiarism, caution is neededtaming strong conclusions due to the study’s engtboy nature. It is

proposed that further studies would extend thisaesh in order to determine whether similar resuiterge.
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