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ABSTRACT 

 

The massification and expansion of higher education, in both home and transnational campuses, has 

brought along concerns about academic quality and academic integrity. With the vast amount of 

educational material easily accessible through the internet, digital plagiarism has become a major 

issue, undermining the learning potential of students and the teaching quality of the institution.  

 

Plagiarism issues within transnational contexts remain under researched. Transnational campuses are 

characterised by a large diversity of students and staff and a complex operational environment. By 

investigating the views on plagiarism of students and staff of Australian institutions operating in 

Singapore, this study aims to enhance understanding of plagiarism issues faced within the Australian 

transnational higher education (TNHE) in Singapore, and to suggest relevant recommendations to 

maintain academic integrity.  

 

This study was carried out by assessing the views on plagiarism, by means of surveys, of 574 students 

and of 32 members of teaching staff involved in undergraduate programmes of four Australian 

universities in Singapore. The universities represented the typical operational characteristics used by 

Australian and other universities offering TNHE in Singapore. Altogether, the students represented 

20 different nationalities and 12 different first languages. Eleven different categories that 

characterised the students’ data were assessed for their influence on the students’ views on plagiarism. 

The surveys were based on six different scenarios of plagiarism cases and a series of open-ended 

questions. A mixed-methods approach was used to collect and analyse the quantitative and qualitative 

data. The analysis of the data was carried out using the ‘Descriptive Statistics’ functions of the 

SPSSTM software, for the frequency values of the responses and for any potential correlation using 

cross-tabulation. Semi-structured interviews with 9 students and 14 members of staff were also 

conducted through individual sessions, in order to provide further insight into the findings of the 

survey.  

 

Aspects of the TNHE environment which may influence plagiarism issues were identified as: the 

marketing and financial constraints for the local partner and TNHE institution, and; the dual pressure 

environment under which the mainly part-time teaching staff operate. Online modules on plagiarism 

were found to have little effect in improving students’ awareness of plagiarism issues. Similarly, 

online plagiarism policies and procedures were not effective, by themselves, in dissipating the 

uncertainty in some students and staff on certain complex issues of plagiarism. However, an induction 
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session on plagiarism proved statistically effective in improving students’ understanding of 

plagiarism.  

 

Students were found to have misconceptions about many aspects of plagiarism. Up to 35% considered 

recycling or reuse of a friend’s work as acceptable. Close to 50% considered collusion as a legitimate 

form of collaboration and a quarter of the students would knowingly plagiarise. Uncertainty levels 

were high in students from neighbouring countries.  

 

The study produced a comprehensive set of themes, 48 in all, resulting from the analysis of its 

findings. Altogether, these themes reported on the issues with plagiarism in Australian TNHE 

programmes in Singapore. By analysing the themes arising from the study, using inductive logic to 

assess their meanings and interactions, a set of theoretical propositions, eleven in total, were put 

forward as characterising the overall situation of plagiarism within the TNHE environment.  

 

Further analysis of the themes and propositions allowed the construction of a detailed theoretical 

framework which reveals the intricate relationships between the various elements that contribute to 

plagiarism within the TNHE environment. Under the acronym ACTIONS, a set of seven specific and 

detailed recommendations are suggested to combat the many failings identified in this study on 

plagiarism within a transnational environment. 

 

From the analysis of its findings, through its themes and theoretical propositions, this study has 

provided an understanding of the plagiarism issues within the TNHE environment. The theoretical 

framework proposed in this study may also provide a useful insight into the intricate mechanisms of 

plagiarism within a TNHE environment. Analysis of the framework allowed the formulation of a set 

of recommendations required to minimise plagiarism within a TNHE environment, and promote the 

fostering of academic integrity. Although this study was undertaken in the TNHE hub of Singapore, 

its findings and recommendations should be applicable to TNHE environments in other educational 

hubs. Most of the findings and recommendations may also be applicable to higher education home 

campus environments. 
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Background of Study 

 

The expansion or massification of higher education and the rapid advancement of technology have 

not only facilitated learning for a diversity of students but have also opened up new challenges to 

higher education providers in maintaining education quality (Altbach, 2013; Chan & Lin, 2015) and 

academic integrity (Gallant, 2008). This expansion of higher education has also resulted in the 

establishment of many transnational hubs where higher education institutions, mainly Western, have 

set up campuses to offer their own programmes to local and international students. The advance of 

the internet has provided an immense reservoir of educational material which can be accessed and 

shared easily, without appropriate acknowledgement. This digital plagiarism appears to be on the 

increase in both traditional and transnational campuses. Plagiarism is detrimental to the learning 

process of students and to the quality of education that an institution provides (Altbach, 2013; Healey, 

2015a). This study investigated the views of students and academic teaching staff on digital 

plagiarism in transnational programmes run by Australian higher education providers in Singapore. 

 

Illegitimate textual appropriation or plagiarism is a grey area in terms of definition (Buranen & Roy, 

1999; Evering & Moorman, 2012; Ryan, Bonanno, Krass, Scouller, & Smith, 2009; Wan, Nordin, 

Habib, & Ghazali, 2011); there is no single widely accepted description, as views differ on what 

constitutes plagiarism. Bretag and Mahmud (2009), highlighting the complexity of the issue, define 

plagiarism as “the lack of appropriate attribution to the original source” (p. 50). Park (2003) 

characterises plagiarism as “the theft of words or ideas, beyond what would normally be regarded as 

general knowledge” (p. 472).   

 

Right up to the turn of the 21st century, ‘traditional’ plagiarism was mainly restricted to “printed 

sources such as books, encyclopedias, newspapers and articles” (Arbib & Yaari, 2004, p. 2).  

However, with the arrival of the digital era, the issue of plagiarism took on a new angle, “open[ing] 

a window of opportunity for diverse and inventive acts of plagiarism” (Arbib & Yaari, 2004, p. 30). 

Plagiarism in the current digital era, is often referred to as digital plagiarism (Park, 2003). As Ammari 

(2010) indicates, nowadays, “Academic dishonesty has been utilized as an umbrella term to refer to 

plagiarism, cyber cheating, ... e-cheating, ... and internet cheating” (p. 6). Digital plagiarism is a topic 

of growing general and academic interest, due to the availability of digital tools that make sourcing 

and copying materials very easy.  
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Whilst a large amount of research has been carried out on plagiarism within a traditional higher 

education environment, very little has been researched on this topic within a transnational 

environment. A transnational environment involves large numbers of international students, different 

institutions and different operational characteristics. By investigating the views on plagiarism of 

students and staff involved in undergraduate programmes of Australian universities in Singapore, this 

study aims to improve understanding of the plagiarism issues faced within a transnational context and 

to provide suggestions to increase students’ levels of academic integrity. 

 

In this thesis, transnational education (TNE) and transnational higher education (TNHE) are used 

interchangeably and denote higher education activities and services provided by Australian tertiary 

education institutions in Singapore for international and local students. The term ‘transnational 

student’ or ‘TNHE student’ refers to a student studying for a degree at an Australian university in 

Singapore. Staff refers to academic teaching staff (lecturer or tutor; full-time or part-time) in charge 

of teaching the students and not to any administrative or management staff who may be involved in 

the running of the programmes. The term ‘transnational staff’ or ‘TNHE staff’ refers to a member of 

staff teaching in an Australian university in Singapore. The terms ‘staff,’ ‘teaching staff’ and 

‘lecturer’ are used interchangeably. Part-time staff may also be referred to by the institution as 

sessional staff or affiliate staff. The terms ‘university’ and ‘institution’ are used interchangeably. 

Similarly, the terms ‘higher education’ and ‘tertiary education’ are also used interchangeably. 

 

The research questions underpinning this study are introduced in the next section of this chapter 

(Section 1.2). The expansion of the transnational higher education environment arising from the 

internationalisation of the higher education sector is reviewed in Section 1.3. Section 1.4 describes 

the recent development and expansion of the Australian transnational education and an overview of 

the growth of Singapore into a major international hub is provided in Section 1.5. Educational aspects 

of the transnational environment and corresponding quality assurance are discussed in detail in 

Sections 1.6 and 1.7, with a particular focus on the Australian transnational education. The structure 

of the thesis is outlined at the end of the chapter. 

 

1.2 Aims and Research Questions 

 

The present study aims to investigate the complex plagiarism issues characterising the transnational 

higher education environment in the current digital era, with the view to suggest recommendations 

that would improve the level of academic integrity within such an environment. It is based on 

exploring the views of transnational students and staff in Singapore, in relation to their demographic 
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data and to their institution’s policies and procedures on plagiarism. Singapore, as a research site, was 

chosen for several reasons. Firstly, Singapore is a major international education hub. Secondly, a 

large number of international and local students attend transnational education offered by Australian 

universities, most of which had been established there for many years. Thirdly, the sample of 

participants was easily accessible to the researcher working at an Australian university campus 

located in Singapore. 

This study was driven by the following research questions: 

Research Question 1:  

What are the issues with plagiarism in Australian TNHE programmes in Singapore?  

with the following underpinning guiding questions: 

1.1 What are the specific characteristics of the TNHE environment within this context? 

1.2 What are the institutional policies on plagiarism within this context? 

1.3 What are students’ views on plagiarism within this context? 

1.4 What are staff views on plagiarism within this context? 

These questions will be answered in Chapter 8 (Discussion and Recommendations). 

 

Research Question 2:  

What recommendations can be made to reduce issues with plagiarism in current Australian TNHE 

programmes in Singapore? 

with the following underpinning guiding questions: 

 2.1 What is the overall situation with plagiarism in this context?  

2.2 What recommendations can be made to reduce issues with plagiarism in this context? 

These questions will be answered in Chapter 8 (Discussion and Recommendations). 

 

1.3 Internationalisation of Higher Education 

 

1.3.1 Initial Demand and Expansion of TNHE Institutions 

 

TNHE started towards the end of the nineties (Cunningham et al., 2000). Various terms and 

definitions have been proposed for TNHE. According to Knight (2002a), ‘transnational’, ‘borderless,’ 

and ‘cross-border’ education are terms that are used interchangeably and denote the movement of 

programmes, students and teachers across countries. UNESCO and the Council of Europe (2001) 

describe TNHE as education provided by an institution located offshore (not in the country of origin 

but in a host country) to students coming from different countries.  Based on the need for 
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internationally recognised degrees, TNHE has become more widespread (van der Vende, 2003). In 

another description, Vincent-Lancrin and Pfotenhauer, (2012) note that “Cross-border education is a 

subset of educational internationalisation and can be part of development cooperation projects, 

academic exchange programmes and commercial initiatives” (p. 11). Leask (2004a, p. 1) defines 

TNHE programmes as “those taught in countries outside Australia by Australian universities, usually 

with an ‘offshore’ partner”. Recent research indicates that the number of students studying in TNHE 

has experienced rapid growth, especially since the new millenium (Zhuang & Tang, 2012), reaching 

4.3 million in 2011 (UNESCO, 2013, p. 4) and 4.5 million in 2012 (OECD 2014; Productivity 

Commission, 2015a).   

 

The factors influencing students’ decisions to study at a transnational university include: geographic 

proximity to home country (Kritz, 2006; OECD, 2014); the safety of the country (Nyland, Forbes-

Mewett & Hartel, 2013); economic affordance, opportunity to find good employment and English-

medium instruction (Lasanowski, 2011) as well as brand, reputation, recognition and convenience of 

the programmes offered (Adam, 2001; Capuano, 2009; Wilkins & Huisman, 2011). Additionally, 

Cheng, Cheung, and Yeun (2011) stress the impact of globalisation as a factor in an increased demand 

for “high value-added and high quality international education” (p. 485). On the other hand, 

Marginson (2003) argues that some students choose a programme that can give them quick and cheap 

access to a degree. Further elaborating on the demand factors, Marginson (2004) establishes three 

main reasons for the demand in the Asian region: globalisation, prestige associated with earning an 

Anglophone degree, and limited access to local institutions. As Clark (2012) notes: 

These foreign outposts are responsible for just a tiny fraction of the degrees being 

delivered by institutions across borders. More common are in-country partner 

arrangements that might include the franchising, twinning or validating of 

degree programs to teaching institutions and other organizations by awarding 

institutions in countries like Australia and Great Britain (n. p.).  

 

TNHE, characterised by an institution offering its services to international students away from its 

home campus, has thus expanded worldwide, providing another “mainstream enterprise” of 

university education (Chapman & Pyvis, 2013, p. 12) resulting in the recent creation of several major 

regional educational hubs, such as Singapore (Mok, 2016). 

 

1.3.2 Development of Regional Educational Hubs 

 

Motivated by internationalisation, the higher education sector has seen major developments during 

the last two decades with several host countries allocating significant investments to become 

international education hubs. These changes were driven by commercialisation, competition and to 
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raise the geopolitical status of the countries (Knight & Morshidi, 2011). Knight (2015a) distinguishes 

three ‘generational’ changes that have occurred in the higher education sector: (1) “the classic model”, 

a generic model that incorporates international partnerships, staff and students onshore and offshore; 

(2) “the satellite model”, in which universities have a physical presence such as an office or 

management and/or a ‘satellite’ or ‘branch’ campus offshore; and (3) “the internationally co-founded” 

universities (p. 107). The latter development is a key feature of international education hubs (Knight, 

2014). Chan (2013), explained the different approaches taken by four Asian countries (Japan, 

Malaysia, Singapore and Taiwan) in internationalising their education. Japan and Taiwan improved 

their own educational system to provide effective support to international students and to export their 

services. Malaysia and Singapore brought in performing educational systems from abroad to improve 

and develop their educational structures. The author also pointed out that “In facing of tidal wave of 

internationalisation, governments in these four countries do not surrender its sovereignty to pure 

market competition but take a stronger role in directing the development of higher education system 

at the policy level” (Chan, 2013, p. 327). 

 

Since the late nineties, motivated by academic and financial gains, Singapore and Hong Kong (Lee, 

2014), as well as the United Arab Emirates (UAE), which is currently experiencing the “largest 

number of branch Campuses” (Bannier, 2016, p. 81), have emerged as ‘international education hubs’ 

and have proven very successful in attracting students from neighbouring countries and beyond. 

TNHE in Singapore, joining the emerging major educational hubs in the late 1990s, has become a 

major player in the South-East region (Lee, 2014; Soontiens & Pedigo, 2013). Singapore, among 

other countries in the region such as China and Malaysia, has taken serious measures to develop 

strategic initiatives to play a key role in the higher education market, allocating funds to become a 

world-class player in the global market (Cheung, Yuen, Yuen, & Cheong Cheng, 2011). Lee (2015) 

identifies Singapore as among the forerunners in the development and positioning of education hubs. 

Compared to its competitors (the United States, the United Kingdom and Australia), Singapore offers 

a lower cost of living, the ease of obtaining an entry visa, and the possibility of finding employment 

in the country after graduation (WES, 2007). According to Garrett (2015, cited in Natarajan, Loke, 

& Gopinathan, 2016, p. 4) “Singapore … is a particularly important market for Australian and UK 

universities”. 

 

1.3.3 General Aspects of TNHE 

 

At present, there is no consensus on the various kinds of terminology used in TNHE, also called 

‘cross-border’, ‘offshore’, or ‘borderless higher education’, which might have an impact on gathering 



 

 

6 

 

reliable data and monitoring standards (Knight, 2006). The term ‘borderless’ was first used in 

Australian and the United Kingdom (UK) literature in 2000 (Knight, 2015b). Basically, the term 

refers to the blurring of conceptual, disciplinary, and geographic borders traditionally inherent to 

higher education”. It is further noted by Knight (2006) that:  

Cross-border education refers to the movement of people, programmes, 

providers, knowledge, ideas, projects and services across national boundaries. 

The term is often used interchangeably with ‘transnational education,’ ‘offshore 

education’ and ‘borderless education. There are subtle but important differences 

between these terms (p. 19). 

 

There are various models in which TNHE operates, such as franchising, twinning, branch campuses, 

and distance learning. These arrangements depend on individual universities’ agreements, depending 

on the location, rules and regulations of the home and host countries, which will also have a bearing 

on the delivery of courses (McBurnie & Ziguras, 2007a). The dynamic tertiary education setting has 

seen a continuous increase of TNE programmes together with “new forms of TNE partnerships and 

delivery modes” (McNamara & Knight 2015, p. 3). 

 

Franchising, twinning, double/joint degrees and various articulation models are the more popular 

methods of cross-border programme mobility. A brief description of each follows, drawing on 

Knight, (2005a, pp. 23-24):  

  

Franchising 

This is an arrangement whereby a provider in source Country A authorizes a 

provider in Country B to deliver a course/program/service in Country B or other 

countries. The qualification is awarded by the provider in Country A. 

Arrangements for teaching, management, assessment, profit-sharing and 

awarding of credit/qualifications are customized for each franchise arrangement 

and must comply with national regulations (if they exist) in Country B.  

 

Twinning 

In a twinning situation, a provider in source Country A collaborates with a 

provider in Country B to develop an articulation system that allows students to 

take course credits in Country B and/or in source Country A. Only one 

qualification is awarded by the provider in source Country A. Arrangements for 

twinning programs and awarding of degrees usually comply with national 

regulations of the provider in source Country A. 

 

Double/joint degrees 

This is an arrangement where providers in different countries collaborate to offer 

a program for which a student receives a qualification from each provider or a 

joint award from the collaborating partners. Arrangements for program provision 

and criteria for awarding the qualifications are customized for each collaborative 

initiative in accordance with national regulations in each country. 
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Articulation 

Various types of articulation arrangements between providers situated in 

different countries permit students to gain credit for courses/programs offered 

by all of the collaborating providers. This allows students to gain credit for work 

done with a provider other than the provider awarding the qualification. 

 

Validation 

Validation arrangements between providers in different countries allow Provider 

B in the receiving country to award the qualification of Provider A in the source 

country. In some cases, the source country provider may not offer these courses 

or awards itself, which may raise questions about quality. 

 

Virtual/distance learning 

This is an arrangement where a provider delivers courses or a program to 

students in different countries through distance and online modes. It may include 

some face-to-face support for students through domestic study or support 

centres. 
 

 

The General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) identifies the following modes of TNE supply, 

as shown in Table 1.1 below: 

 

Table 1.1: Modes of TNE supply (Source: Knight, 2002b, p. 212) 

 Explanation Example in higher education 

Consumption abroad Provision of the service involving 

the movement of the consumer to 

the country of the supplier 

Students who go to another 

country to study 

Commercial presence The service provider establishes or 

has a presence of commercial 

facilities in another country 

to render service 

Local branches or satellite 

campuses 

Twinning partnerships 

Franchising arrangements 

with local institutions 

Presence of natural 

persons 

Persons travelling to another 

country on a temporary basis to 

provide service 

Professors, teachers, and 

researchers working abroad 

 

 

Knight (2003, p. 10) cites the following reasons for importing and exporting education:  

Reasons for importing: 

• meet growing demand for higher education and supplement domestic capacity; 

• provide greater access to specific knowledge or skills-based education and 

training; 

• improve the quality of higher education provision by allowing market access to 

prestigious/reputable foreign providers; 

• create cultural or political alliances; 

• secure trade tied to aid development projects and funds; 

• develop human capital and stem ‘brain drain; 

• foreign competition may improve cost effectiveness in domestic institutions; 

• imported programs may offer better value than studying abroad. 
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Reasons for exporting: 

• excess national capacity in higher education; 

• income generation; 

• international recognition and branding; 

• strategic cultural, political, economic and education alliances; 

• institutional strengthening and innovation; 

• a tool for further internationalization of domestic institutions; 

• education as a conduit to access trade in other service sectors. 

 

In Singapore, foreign universities are subject to regulations of the Council for Private Education 

(CPE), the statutory board that controls more than 300 private institutions (further details are provided 

in Chapter 2). Australian universities have a strong presence in Singapore, with over 20 private 

institutions offering degree courses through various models. 

 

1.4 Development and Expansion of Australian TNHE 

 

Australian higher education and quality policies in higher education have been shaped by numerous 

influences. This section provides the background to the expansion of transnational higher education 

in the international settings.  

 

1.4.1 Economic Need for Australian TNHE 

 

Over the last four decades, Australian higher education has experienced significant policy changes. 

First in the 1970s, as university education was mainly accessible to the wealthy, the Whitlam 

government (1972-1975) removed students’ tertiary education fees to allow more students to obtain 

further education. Tasked with bringing reform to tertiary education, John Dawkins, (Labor Minister 

for Employment, Education and Training in the 1980s) under the Hawke government (1983-91) 

reintroduced higher education fees under the Higher Education Contribution Scheme (HECS). The 

“Dawkin’s reforms of 1987-1989, marked a seismic shift in government-university relations” notes 

Gable (2013, p. 13), under which students had to pay a small portion (1/5) of the fees. This, according 

to Harman (1989), was to increase Australia’s competitiveness internationally, thus laying the 

foundations of the education sector as an export industry where students became ‘consumers’ or 

‘customers’.  

 

During the Brendan Nelson era (2000-2008), who was the Federal Minister for Education, Science 

and Training, the upsurge of students, both local and especially international, saw the benefits of 
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commodifying the tertiary education, making it a profitable source of revenue. Marginson (2001) 

describing the change of Australian academic institutions, argues that: 

The bottom line is not teaching, research knowledge, the perpetuation of 

academic values or the public good created by higher education. In the Enterprise 

University, the bottom line is the interests of the university – its prestige, its 

income, its competitiveness – as an end in itself. (p. 63). 

 

As the Australian Federal Government provides limited funding to Australian universities (Access 

Economics, 2010), TNHE has provided an additional source of funding. Several studies focusing on 

the expansion of Australian TNHE in Asian countries (see for example, Harman, 2005) further 

describe the reasons for this development. Other than seeking supplementary funding, reasons cited 

are international positioning (McBurnie & Pollock, 2000) and internationalisation of the curriculum 

(Mahmud et al., 2010). 

 

As noted by Chan (2012a, p. 219), “Asia is the largest provider of global mobile students”. In 2005, 

the Australian Vice Chancellors’ Committee (AVCC, 2005) report indicated that Australian 

transnational programmes were offered in Hong Kong, Malaysia and Singapore (IDP Education 

Australia, 2004). According to the Department of Education, Science and Training in Australia 

(DEST, 2005, p. 7), in 2003 more than 55,000 students were enrolled in the Australian universities’ 

1500 offshore programmes. In 2006, the number of Australian offshore programmes increased to 

1600, with 60,000 student enrolments (ACA, 2008). As Matchett (2012, p. 1) stated, “International 

students … did not step ashore last year … choosing instead to study at branch campuses overseas”. 

One of the reasons for this expansion can be explained as follows: “English retains a powerful position 

... as the lingua franca of transnational education” (Pegrum, 2009, p. 80). The attraction of English-

speaking countries as a study destination, according to the OECD, is “the progressive adoption of 

English as a global language” (OECD, 2012, p. 365), with Australian universities seeing an 

exponential growth in TNHE (Banks, Kevat, Ziguras, Ciccarelli, & Clayton, 2010). Among the 

Australian universities that experienced robust growth, in terms of student enrolment between 2004 

and 2011, were the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT), Murdoch University, Monash 

University, Swinburne and James Cook University (DEEWR, 2012). 

 

McNamara and Knight (2015) note that the “responsibility for curricular development and quality 

assurance rests primarily with the Australian universities. Australia’s main TNE partner countries are 

Singapore, China, Malaysia, Vietnam and Hong Kong” (p. 26). While Hyam (2003) predicted that 

“by 2025 approximately half of all international students enrolled in Australian universities will be 

transnational” (p. 8), the Global Alliance for Transnational Education (GATE, 2000) forecasted that 
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the total number of students studying in international higher education located in Asian countries (not 

including China) will reach half a million by the year 2020. Recent research by the (Australian) 

Productivity Commission (2015a) indicates that in 2013 offshore education represented just over one 

quarter of international student enrolments. In 2015, there were close to twenty Australian universities 

that had a commercial presence in Singapore (CPE, 2015). According to Ziguras (2003, p. 99), 

“Commercial presence describes trade in which a foreign provider delivers services in the consumers’ 

country, which in tertiary education typically involves a local partner organisation or a branch campus 

delivering a foreign program”.  

 

Although Australian universities offer a relatively easy transition to tertiary studies in terms of access 

to student visas (Gohain, 2011), previous research focusing on Asian students studying at Anglophone 

universities in Britain, Australia and the United States (US) indicates that there are several factors 

that may impede their academic achievement, such as language, culture, educational background, 

financial pressures and emotional issues (Huang & Klinger, 2006). Additionally, educators involved 

in TNHE appear to face other challenges. As Feast and Bretag (2005) point out: “Distasteful as it may 

be to the many educators working in transnational settings who are committed to genuine cross-

cultural exchange, transnational education is a multi-million dollar ‘business’, motivated as much by 

profit as by teaching and learning objectives” (p. 64). 

 

It is now widely acknowledged that Australian tertiary education is an important income earner and 

is one of the major export industries of Australia (AEI, Research Snapshot, 2009). After the United 

States and the United Kingdom, Harmon (2015) notes that Australia is one of the major international 

higher education providers with one third of students studying on Australian offshore campuses. 

Moreover, according to Kosmützky and Putty (2015) “Australia has pioneered [TNHE] and is now 

by far its largest provider” (p. 3). However, this rapid expansion carries its own risks, especially when 

working with partner institutions overseas, in terms of “low academic standards and soft marking” 

(Harmon, 2015, p. 15). Yaman (2004) indicates that this change in income and profitability may 

negatively affect academic standards, which may pave the way for academic dishonesty. McWilliam 

(1999) had already described the situation of education as business ventures. This global trend in 

education is, as indicated by Meadmore (1999), “market-focused, corporatized, outward looking and 

global in its reach” (p. 8). 
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1.4.2 Importance of Australian University Rankings for Reputation and TNHE Export 

 

A recent research paper on productivity of International Education Services, commissioned by the 

Australian Government (2015), states that “The quality and reputation of Australia’s education 

services rank highly as a determinant of student demand. Reputation can be hard to gain but easy to 

lose” (Productivity Commission, 2015a, p. 13). Among the factors crucial to establishing institutions’ 

reputations are integrity and consistent standards. Kahanec and Králiková (2011) observe that “it is 

mainly the quality of the higher education as well as the availability of programs in English as the 

language of instruction that drive inflows of international students” (p. 9). However, Soo’s research 

(2013) highlights that ‘word-of-mouth’ appears to be more influential than a university’s ranking. 

This view is echoed by Taylor and Braddock (2007), who argue that the perceived reputation of a 

university may be more valued by prospective students than its “underlying quality” (p. 246), as this 

may boost social status and may also lead to good job opportunities.   

The quality of education services is another key driver of student demand and 

underpins the long-term sustainability of the sector. Factors such as quality of 

teaching, quality of research and the reputation of institutions consistently rank 

among the most important factors for students in choosing an international 

education provider. (Productivity Commission, 2015a, p. 31) 

 

Comparing the international university rankings of the Times Higher Education Supplement (THES) 

World University Rankings, and the Shanghai Jiao Tong Academic Ranking of World Universities, 

Taylor and Braddock (2007) highlight the reasons why more Australian universities are highly ranked 

in the THES compared to the other ranking system. According to the authors, the Australian 

universities benefit from having a strong presence in the Asia-Pacific region and a large number of 

enrolments and since “the THES system gives credit for international student enrolments… and has 

a strong regional bias” (p. 256), there are more Australian universities ranked in the top 100 than in 

the Jiao Tong system, which gives credit for mainly scientific research. Thus, a positive cycle is 

created for Australian universities’ reputations, with the number of students influencing their 

reputation, and subsequently, attracting more students (Figure 1.1). 

 

 

Figure 1.1: Positive cycle for Australian TNHE 
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1.4.3 Australian TNHE Aspects in Singapore 

 

The push towards TNHE as a business commodity has influenced the Singaporean government to 

build ‘education hubs’ in the country for economic growth (Knight, 2011; Education Workgroup, 

2005; Wilkins & Huisman, 2011). This has translated into an initiative to draw foreign universities 

into establishing operations in Singapore (Synergy, 2011). According to the Singapore Economic 

Development Board (EDB, 2009), since 1990 the number of international students pursuing a degree 

in Singapore has increased significantly, reaching more than 100,000 in 2011 (CPE, 2011). Instead 

of relocating to Australia, a considerable number of students from a wide range of countries such as 

India, Indonesia, China and Myanmar prefer to study in transnational programs offered in Singapore. 

“Countries such as Singapore and Malaysia have a significant interest in positioning themselves as 

regional hubs for higher education” (Productivity Commission, 2015a, p. 6). Possible reasons are: 

overall, Singapore offers lower living costs; proximity to the home country and similarities of culture 

(Kritz, 2006; Wilkins & Huisman, 2011); ease of adaptation; and the possibility to graduate one year 

in advance at some Australian universities (due to a trimester system with reduced term breaks, thus 

reducing living and studying expenses). Nonetheless, the transition to a Western educational system 

from a non-Western educational experience is not trouble-free.   

 

As noted earlier, TNE takes many forms and has a variety of definitions. This section looks 

specifically at the Australian definition of TNE. The Australian Government’s Department of 

Education defines transnational education (DET, 2014) as “the education of students located outside 

of Australia by Australian institutions” (n. p.) either by establishing campuses overseas, offering 

online courses or by establishing partnerships with local education providers. The Australian 

Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST) further elaborates the definition of TNE for 

Australian education providers: first, that the delivery and assessment should be provided by an 

accredited Australian education provider and second, in contrast to distance education, there should 

be face-to-face teaching (DEST, 2005). The detailed formulation of TNE in an Australian context by 

DEST (2005) is as follows:  

- TNE programmes are those that are delivered or assessed by an accredited, 

approved or recognised Australian provider in another country  

 

- The delivery of the TNE programme includes a face-to-face component, where 

there is a physical presence of teaching staff who may be from the Australian 

provider or from a local organisation on the basis of a formal agreement with a 

local provider, and  

 

- The TNE programmes may lead to an Australian qualification or be not-for-

award courses.  
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Currently, Australian universities outperform their competitors in Singapore with an increasing 

number of Singaporeans “pursuing Aussie degrees” (Davie, 2015, n. p.) through private institutions.  

Davie (2015), referring to the Australian Government’s official figures, further indicates that the 

number of students studying towards an Australian degree in Singapore increased from 26,000 in 

2010 to 31,000 in 2014 of which 70% are Singaporean students.  

 

1.5 Expansion of TNHE in Singapore 

 

1.5.1 Education Reforms in Singapore   

 

A British colony from 1819 to 1963, following its independence in 1965, the Singapore government 

created a coherent and robust educational system in four decades. The new system was “characterised 

by a well-resourced and articulated system, rigorous curriculum … [and] has been touted as an 

example of achievement against huge odds, a socio-political miracle of modern times” (Gopinathan, 

2012, pp. 65-67).  However, this was not the case four decades ago. Singapore’s educational system 

has come a long way since the independence of the country in 1965. Aiming at becoming 

economically strong and self-sufficient, it needed to overcome major difficulties such as the lack of 

natural resources and land (Lee, 2014; Ng & Tan, 2010). Seeing the potential of education as an 

engine for economic growth, the country focused on education to attract foreign investment. This 

necessitated a centralised system, as the education system was then based on various migrant 

communities’ native languages (Malay, Chinese and Tamil) and on religion, with patchy standards 

and resources, resulting in low levels of literacy and a high drop-out rate (Hen, 2010). 

 

Determined to scale up the education system, several reforms were implemented, starting with 

building of schools and vigorous teacher recruitment. This was followed by a ‘single remuneration 

system’ to ensure the government’s regulatory power over the quality of its teaching workforce. In 

the early stages of the educational development, the curriculum and resources were standardised to 

achieve a coherent system under a centralised scheme (Gopinathan, 2012). With much foresight, 

realising the power of the English language as ‘lingua franca’, as a major stepping-stone to becoming 

an economically vibrant country with an international outlook, Singapore introduced a bilingualism 

policy in 1966. Singapore is a multiethnic and multilingual nation with four official languages: Malay, 

Mandarin, Tamil and English, the last of these being “the language of public administration, 

education, commerce, science and technology, and global communication…” (Ministry of Education, 

MOE, n. d. a, p. 2). All Singaporean students have to study the English language as well as their 

native language.  
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Despite these early educational reforms, Singapore did not entirely achieve its aspirations, with the 

drop-out rate remaining unacceptably high, and low English language competency resulting in a dim 

employment outlook (Gopinathan, 2012). This led the Singapore government to reshape its 

educational system in the 1980s (Saxena, 2011). The Singapore Minister for Education, Dr Ng Eng 

Hen (2010), in his keynote address at the International Education Summit held in Canada in 2010, 

indicated that in 1980, Singapore “introduced ability-based grouping in schools…placing students 

into different groups according to their academic capabilities” (n. p.), which led to a higher retention 

rate, achieving a national average of 95% by 1995. With growing expectations, the government then 

focused on improving educational quality, moving towards an autonomous and decentralised 

education system. In 1998, aspiring to become a major player in the global education industry, and 

recognising the revenue-generating potential of higher education, the Singapore Economic 

Development Board (EDB) devised strategies to further develop the higher education industry by 

attracting “World Class Universities to establish a significant presence in Singapore within 10 years” 

(Education Workgroup, n. d., p. 1). By the year 2000, the education industry’s contribution to 

Singapore’s economy reached three billion Singapore dollars annually (Department of Statistics, 

2000, cited in Education Workgroup, n. d., p. 1). However, Singapore’s education services sector 

realised that, to facilitate its growth, several issues (such as quality issues, difficulties for foreign 

students to obtain a student visa, land and space, and overseas education promotion) still needed to 

be resolved.   

 

Until the first decade of the new millennium, the Singapore educational services sector did not have 

a centralised system to oversee the quality of services of private schools and to recognise the 

qualifications obtained through them. Private schools could provide only distance education up to a 

Diploma level and, for higher studies, they had to partner with foreign institutions (mainly from the 

U.S, Australia and U.K).  

The downside of the existing state of affairs is the variability in terms of how 

Singapore’s attractiveness as an educational destination is perceived. In the three 

key global education markets of Australia, U. K. and the U. S., the governments 

are directly or indirectly involved in the promotion efforts. This helps in 

maintaining the countries’ reputations as education hubs (Education Workgroup, 

n. d., p. 4). 

 

To attract a significant number of not only fee-paying international students but also to provide 

opportunities to local students to further their education, key strategic measures were put in place.  
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1.5.2 Key Factors for the Expansion of TNHE in Singapore 

 

After the announcement of its World Class University Programme in 1998, four years later, in 2002, 

Singapore “formally announced plans to become an education hub” (Lee, 2014, p. 809). An education 

hub can be broadly defined as “a planned effort to build a critical mass of local and international 

actors strategically engaged in education, training, knowledge production and innovation initiatives” 

(Knight, 2011). 

 

In his reply to the Singapore Parliament’s questions on EDB’s Global Schoolhouse Initiative, the 

Minister for Trade and Industry, Mr Lim Hng Kiang (2012), explained the aims of the initiative as 

follows:  

To develop Singapore into an education hub offering a diverse mix of quality 

education services to the world. Three key thrusts were identified under the 

Global Schoolhouse initiative – first, for the education sector to be an engine of 

economic growth; second, to build industry-relevant manpower capabilities for 

the economy; and third, to help attract, develop and retain talent for the economy. 

 

The Education Workgroup’s concept of developing Singapore as an education hub was carried out 

with the efforts of several government institutions. The Economic Review Committee (ERC) 

spearheaded work on the blueprint together with the Ministry of Education (MOE) (Toh, 2012). 

Aiming at providing autonomy, universities were decentralised (Mok, 2003). Pursuing an ambitious 

policy, the initiative to use education as a business to propel the nation forward (EDB, 2004) resulted 

in a push towards internationalisation of higher education by inviting highly reputable foreign 

universities to establish themselves in Singapore (Wilkins & Huisman, 2012).  Committed to its 

Global Schoolhouse strategy, “the Singapore government has been tactically and strategically 

invit[ing] ‘world-class’ and ‘reputable’ universities from abroad [such as the U. S., Germany, France, 

India, China and Australia] to set up their Asian campuses in the city state” (Mok, 2008, p. 537).  

 

As Knight (2011, p. 221), highlights: “The term education hub is being used by countries who are 

trying to position themselves as centres for student recruitment, education and training”. As the 

number of international students studying in Singapore increased, so did the number of branch 

campuses with the presence of 12 foreign branch campuses in 2009 (Becker, 2009). 

 

However, Toh (2012, p. 8) noted that this rapid expansion in Singapore of private education “led to 

uneven quality of provision”. Set on a clear path to achieve excellence, the MOE introduced the 

Private Education Act (PEA) in 2009 to iron out quality issues by regulating the private education 
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sector, to strengthen the registration framework, and to set up a statutory board. Armed with a solid 

framework, the statutory board formed the Council for Private Education (CPE) to oversee the 

standards, processes and practices of private education institutions (Toh, 2012). Thus, under this new 

PEA, all private education had to be registered with CPE.  

 

Driven by the need to achieve a sustainable and competitive economy and to increase its profile in 

the global scene, these strong measures led the nation to become a major player in the global education 

scene (Knight, 2011). Toh (2012, p. 10) credits the rapid and successful expansion of TNHE in 

Singapore to several factors: a strategic geographical location; strong education and business 

reputation; and a safe, vibrant and multi-cultural nation. Another reason highlighted by Mazzarol and 

Soutar (2002) has been the lower cost of education and relatively lower living expenses compared to 

the traditionally sought-after study destinations. 

 

1.5.3 Australian TNHE in Singapore 

 

Together with globalisation and driven by sociocultural, economic and political forces, TNHE has 

seen a significant growth over the last two decades (Feast & Bretag, 2005) with the demand for higher 

education steadily increasing. Knight (2015b, p. 3) defines globalisation as: “The flow of technology, 

economy, knowledge, people, values, and ideas . . . across borders”. Globalisation is viewed as a 

“market-driven process” (Varghese, 2013, p. 7). Varghese (2013, p. 9) further argued that: “In the era 

of globalisation, the perceived role of universities changed from national development to   

contributing   to   producing   for   the   global   market. Universities became autonomous, less reliant 

on state funding, and market oriented in their operations”. Healey (2013, p. 180) argues that: 

“Franchising is widely regarded as a commercial, revenue generating enterprise”. Other authors take 

a broader approach, suggesting reputational goals (McBurnie & Ziguras, 2009) and “to broaden their 

portfolio including prestige and brand name by extending to foreign markets” (Shams & Huisman, 

2012, p. 108). 

 

Harmon (2015, p. 15) pointed out that: “In recent years, the balance between in-country enrolments 

and offshore enrolments of international students has changed, with a marked increase in the 

proportion of offshore”. Previously, Asian countries were the main ones sending their students to 

study in foreign countries, with students seeking higher education qualification, in English-speaking 

nations such as the United Kingdom, the United States and Australia, known for their reputation in 

the provision of quality education (OECD, 2011). However, with the emergence of an industry 
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generating revenue through the trade of education, and of education hubs, the delivery of higher 

education and the dimensions of cross-border education changed drastically.  

 

Harmon (2015, p. 14) notes that currently Australia is “the third-largest commercial exporter of higher 

education services internationally, coming in rank order after the United States and the United 

Kingdom”. The author further indicates that: “Almost every Australian university has multiple 

partnership agreements with overseas institutions for course delivery…” (Harmon, 2015, p 15). 

Australian universities are one of the key TNHE providers delivering courses in China, Hong Kong, 

Malaysia, Singapore, and Vietnam (AEI, 2009). 

 

The Productivity Commission (2015b) (the Australian Government's independent research and 

advisory body on a range of economic, social and environmental issues affecting the welfare of 

Australians), identifies four modes of delivery for the Australian higher education export industry:  

mode 1 is the cross border supply of education services, where a local provider 

located in Australia delivers education services to offshore international 

students/customers. This includes the delivery of distance education and 

correspondence courses, and royalties on education products; 

mode 2 is the onshore consumption of education by international students, 

including both their expenditure on fees and other goods and services; 

mode 3 is the offshore provision of international education, such as when an 

Australian university sets up a campus overseas; and 

mode 4 is the presence of Australian educators overseas for a period under 12 

months for the provision of education services. This would include guest lectures 

and fly-in quality assurance checks. (Australian Government Department of 

Education and Training, The Value of International Education to Australia, 

2015, p. 3)  

 

These different modes of delivery are further illustrated in Figure 1.2. 

 

Figure 1.2: Modes of services export (Source: Productivity Commission, 2015b, p. 4) 
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Naming Singapore as an example, Varghese (2013, p. 16) posits that: “Development of education 

hubs has become an objective of some of the national governments in the developing countries”. Toh 

(2012) notes that since 2002, under the EDB’s Global Schoolhouse project, many highly reputable 

institutions established branch campuses in Singapore. Curtin University (which is based in Perth, 

Western Australia), was one of the first Australian universities to establish itself in Singapore, and 

has “transformed its presence since 1986 from an agreement with professional bodies to a branch 

campus presence in 2008” (Toh, 2012, p. 13). The University of New South Wales (UNSW), after a 

brief presence in Singapore in 2007, had to close down as it did not meet the expected number of 

enrolments and lacked a “feasible business plan” (Toh, 2012, p. 24). Gribble and McBurnie (2015, 

pp. 3-4) observe that the Singaporean government’s operational contributions to UNSW remain 

undisclosed and warn that: “Historically, institutions - and governments - have a tendency to 

overestimate future enrolments and underestimate costs”. In 2012, the Australian National University 

(ANU) and the University of Melbourne were among the foreign universities having joint 

programmes or partnerships with local universities (Singapore Education, cited in Toh, 2012). 

Coleman (2003) stresses that although the notion of an offshore ‘campus’ may be present, this does 

not necessarily equate to a “traditional campus structure” (p. 358). Following the Free Trade 

Agreement between Singapore and Australia in 2002 regarding the recognition of law schools, the 

number of Australian universities increased from four to eight. The eight Australian law schools 

recognised in Singapore were: Monash University, The University of Melbourne, The University of 

New South Wales, The University of Sydney, The Australian National University, Flinders 

University, The University of Queensland and The University of Western Australia (Toh, 2012).  

 

The Singapore Government’s Ministry of Manpower (MOM, 2015) provides a ‘list of acceptable 

institutions’ for students to choose from. Among those listed, the following Australian universities 

provide various degree courses with a diverse mix of operational characteristics in Singapore, for 

example, a brick and mortar campus, partnership with local institution, and with either fly-in, fly-out 

teaching staff from home campus, or with locally or internationally hired part-time and/or full-time 

teaching staff.   

 

Australian universities having a brick and mortar branch campus are:  

James Cook Australia Institute of Higher Learning, and  

Curtin Education Centre.  

 

Others, in partnership with local institutions, are shown in Table 1.2 below. 
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Table 1.2: Australian universities in partnership with Singaporean institutions (at the time of study) 

Deakin University 

Flinders University 

Griffith University  

La Trobe University  

Macquarie University  

Monash University  

Murdoch University 

Queensland University of Technology 

Swinburne University of Technology 

Australian National University  

The University of Adelaide  

The University of Melbourne  

The University of Newcastle  

The University of Queensland  

The University of South Australia;  

The University of Sydney 

The University of Western Australia 

The University of Wollongong 

 

 

1.6 Educational Aspects of TNHE 

 

1.6.1 Positive Educational Aspects 

 

Driven by globalisation and economic growth, the demand for a tertiary education has been steadily 

growing. Altbach and Knight (2007, p. 290) refer to globalisation “as the economic, political, and 

societal forces pushing 21st century higher education toward greater international involvement.” This 

cooperation provides, according to Chen (2015, p. 634), a continuous supply of revenue, especially 

for Western institutions. Gu Jianxin (2009) reiterates this view by looking at “a four-dimensional 

composition, which includes generating economic revenue, boosting capacity building, developing 

human resources and promoting international understanding. Transnational education is, to a great 

extent, economically oriented and has now become dominated by market principles” (p. 624). The 

shift to massification of higher education has not only benefitted the exporting countries but also 

students who could not gain access to leading institutions which catered largely to ‘elite’ students. 

 

According to Knight and McNamara (2015), the main motivating factors for students are: increased 

and wider access to TNE; the delivery format (concentrated, flexibility); improved professional skills 

and career prospects; cost effectiveness; employers prefer students with TNE degrees (prestige/status 

of TNE, international/multicultural experience, provides international outlook); to obtain an 

‘international identity’ and to ‘secure status’ (Chapman & Pyvis, 2006, p. 237); and “opportunities 

for cross-cultural exchange of knowledge” Knight (2015a, p. 118). 

 

In an article published in Singapore Straits Times (‘More pursuing Aussie degrees in institutions 

here’, August, 31), Davie (2015), identifies the reasons for students in general, and Singaporeans in 
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particular, to select an Australian degree in Singapore, namely, “the high value of the Australian 

dollar” and the “expansion of Australian offerings” (n. p.). The author adds that Australian institutions 

“are established players with more than 10 years of experience [in Singapore] and their degrees are 

well-recognised by employers” (n. p.). The following year, in a news article in the Singapore Straits 

Times (May 16), Teng (2016) explains why Singaporeans prefer to further their studies in Singapore 

“Fewer Singaporeans have gone Down Under to pursue degrees in recent years because of the high 

value of the Australian dollar” (n. p.).  Cheong and Cheung (2008, p. 559) noted that students in 

Singapore “do not think through questions; they remain silent; they do not voice firm opinions; and 

they do not challenge the status quo. It is a very common scenario in Singapore classroom”. Thus, 

TNHE may also be perceived to better equip students in terms of critical thinking and problem-

solving skills compared to local institutions. 

   

1.6.2 Negative Educational Aspects 

 

Numerous studies looking into the issues in TNE have been conducted. The corporatisation of tertiary 

education has brought with it major concerns, especially around quality (Long, 2010). The financial 

benefits of tertiary education (franchising) for many English-language higher education institutions 

are considerable and may lead to the lowering of entry standards, thus enabling less academically 

able students to obtain an easy degree. However, Healey (2013), disputes the notion that the 

motivation of ‘university franchising’ “[is] primarily commercial” (p. 198) and suggests that it is 

rather a “mix of non-commercial motives”. The author’s research findings indicate that:  

[I]n many cases, franchise partnerships have been started for a mix of non 

commercial motives and that the partnerships endure because they align with 

personal agendas of key staff, often at lower levels in the organisation, rather 

than meeting an overarching strategic need… The franchising of university 

degrees has been something of a shadowy business over the last two decades (p. 

198). 

 

It has been suggested that the major stakeholder in the tertiary education sector, the fee-paying 

student, is regarded as a customer, who does not seem to be always right, though there may be an 

increased leniency towards assessment items and grading criteria, with a more accommodating 

approach (Long, 2010).  

 

In this climate of commercialisation, teaching staff have experienced the negative side-effects as well. 

In recent years, there has been a shift from full-time employment (tenure-track) of academic teaching 

staff towards casual employment (Atkins & Herfel, 2006) with staff working on a contractual basis 

with no benefits such as time for research, paid annual leave or sick leave (Sappey & Bamber, 2007). 
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As Donoghue (2008) notes: “[They] don’t have to be loyal to the universities they work for and [do 

not have] much reason to be loyal to the students” (n. p.). In Singapore, the teaching staff are hired 

locally by private education institutions (PEI), either on a part-time or full-time basis. Usually these 

‘faculty members’ have short-term contract and are often “moonlighting” (Altbach, 2015, p. 2). 

Additionally, teaching staff’s re-employment contracts at a university largely depend on student 

evaluations. This in itself creates an incentive for grade inflation (Sawyer, Johnson, & Holub, 2009). 

Clark (2012, n. p.) also stated that “issues related to quality control, assessment and student learning 

outcomes can be opaque”. For affiliate teaching staff, all course material come pre-packaged, leaving 

little room for modification and relevancy, thus potentially undermining the role of the lecturer. 

Working in a climate of insecurity, motivating and engaging students remains a challenge for the 

part-time teaching staff.   

 

Some studies also suggest that students studying in TNHE in their home country, or abroad, 

experience culture shock, language problems, and differing views regarding appropriate academic 

practices due to new and perhaps inconsistent learning environments (Pyvis & Chapman, 2005). 

Among the problems cited above, plagiarism is also a matter of concern (Chapman & Pyvis, 2006). 

On a similar note, Knight (2015a), calling for solutions, argued that TNHE presents its own 

difficulties:  

When different assumptions and academic practices are in conflict. This relates 

to group work, plagiarism, attendance, workload, and negotiation for grades. 

While these issues can be successfully addressed, they are often neglected until 

a problem occurs. More attention to these issues is required to ensure that 

culturally diverse classrooms, campuses, and faculty/management teams provide 

benefits not problems… (p. 118).  

 

Aside from the high cost compared to local academic programmes, other concerns identified and cited 

are the “exploitation of local academics and students by international providers” (McBurnie & 

Ziguras, 2001, p. 88), and the possible negative impact on culture and the local education system (Gu 

Jianxin, 2009; McBurnie & Ziguras, 2001). 

 

1.6.3 Effects of Plagiarism on TNHE 

 

According to the National Tertiary Education Union (NTEU, 2004), in 2004 all public Australian 

universities had positioned themselves offshore. This rapid expansion or massification of higher 

education and the rapid advancement of technology may compromise education quality (Altbach, 

2013) and academic integrity (Gallant, 2008). According to Gallant (2008), academic integrity 

“denotes coherency between promises or rhetoric and actions and ‘academic misconduct’ refers to 
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behaviours that undermine academic integrity because they do not comply with rules, norms, or 

expectations” (p. 10). 

 

Over the last decades, together with the technological changes in teaching and learning, Australian 

universities have faced myriad challenges. Australian TNHE providers realise the complexities of 

academic integrity and the difficulties in dealing with it. These, according to some researchers, are 

due to the variety in staff and student population (Dobos, 2011), diverse academic expectations, and 

the effort required to keep the same standards and quality between home and offshore campuses 

(Pyvis, Chapman, Aspland, O'Donoghue, & Cacciattolo, 2013). Some fear that if issues are not 

addressed promptly and adequately, it could damage the reputation and international standing of 

Australian institutions in general (Delves, Douglas, & Dimmock, 2001; Shanahan & MacParlane, 

2005).  

 

McNamara and Knight (2015, p. 3) signal that:  

The research and monitoring of these new developments is simply not keeping 

pace with the accelerated rate of change. While opinion and anecdotal evidence 

reveal the benefits and risks attached to this burgeoning field, there continues to 

be a significant lack of research, robust data and information regarding TNE 

programmes. This is especially true in terms of host country.  

 

There is a significant body of research on plagiarism within higher education, investigating its various 

forms and causes. McGrail and McGrail (2015) note that “despite more than adequate research in 

plagiarism, the reasons it has continued to flourish in the face of widespread analysis and 

condemnation remain elusive … there appear to be several unresolved issues hidden in the attempts 

by researchers to answer the simple question” (p. 173). When plagiarism goes unnoticed or appears 

to be permissible, it may undermine the quality of the education provider and tarnish its reputation, 

and it may also taint future students’ attitudes towards tertiary education providers’ competence and 

integrity (Wei, Chesnut, Barnard-Brak, & Schmidt, 2014). So far, no plagiarism data have been 

released by Australian transnational education providers. 

 

1.7 TNHE Quality Assurance 

 

1.7.1 Introduction 

 

One of the main challenges for an institution going international is the upkeep of quality assurance 

(Chan, 2012b). In an OECD report (2004), it was noted that the Australian government considered 

higher education as an income-generating export industry, and concerns around the quality of 
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institutions operating for profit have been raised (cited in Knight, 2005b). In Australian higher 

education, up until 2011, no “overarching regulatory body charged with [Quality Assessment] QA” 

existed (Jarvis, 2014, p. 163). In 2011, the establishment of the Tertiary Education Quality and 

Standards Agency (TEQSA) was driven by a series of cascading issues. Harmon (2015, p. 16) 

signalling major quality issues involved in running TNE, “especially when in partnership with an 

overseas education provider, indicated that following “public criticism of alleged low academic 

standards and ‘soft marking’ for international students” the Australian government “provided 

additional funding for increased audits of offshore ventures”. The author further noted that the 

“various allegations about low academic standards and soft marking, often made by disgruntled 

academics, have been seriously investigated”. However, McBurnie (2015, p. 5) comments that: 

“Critics and proponents of TNE are inclined to focus on academic issues and to assume that the 

business aspect is robust”.  

 

In addition to the focus on and criticism of TNHE, the attention has also moved towards students. 

The traditional concepts of scholarship have seen a rapid change from a journey of discovery, critical 

thinking and furthering knowledge to facilitating better employment opportunities through a degree 

obtained with minimal effort where saving time seems to be the most crucial factor and where a pass 

grade appears to be sufficient: “Higher education is shifting because its core constituents - students - 

are starting to behave more like customers” (Roth, 2016, n. p.). As Roth goes on to note, “Students 

today are short-term conditional purchasers” who “expect to be able to earn a credential quickly and 

efficiently”; the students are impatient and: “This impatience goes beyond the pursuit of their 

degree…They expect to be attended to quickly and personally, regardless of the day or time”. 

 

This shift in student expectations may have eroded the quality of institutions on several fronts. Among 

the concerns cited are: the entry requirements for students into Australian transnational programmes 

(Hallak & Poisson, 2005) and of students who were not admitted into local institutions; the hiring of 

affiliate lecturers with inadequate qualifications (Lim, 2008) and insufficient teaching experience 

(Stella & Liston 2008); the soft marking to increase the passing rate (Chapman & Lindner, 2016; 

Harman, 2006; Kell & Vogl, 2008); the lowering of standards due to a ‘franchise’ model of delivery 

(Huang, 2006) - “Franchising  denotes  the  delivery  in-country  by  an  authorised domestic  

institution” (Varghese, 2013, p. 15) -  and a lack of transparency in terms of responsibility, control 

and practices, which is exemplified by academic misconduct cases at the University of Newcastle 

(Pearson, 2004). Additional concerns are the partnerships with local institutions, which may aim at 

maximising their profits rather than achieving excellence in education (Chok, 2006); and misleading 

marketing and student recruitment practices (Stella & Liston, 2008). 
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Despite the warning to universities to uphold students’ entry and academic standards (Trounson & 

Hare, 2011), a compelling overview of some Australian higher education providers was presented in 

an ABC Four Corners documentary, “Degrees of Deception”, aired on 20th April 2015, which 

revealed controversies and serious breaches of academic standards, generating further questions about 

universities’ widespread corruption cases.  

Australia has been gripped by a national debate over how to fund our university 

education. But perhaps there's a more important question: what is it worth? 

A Four Corners investigation has unearthed alarming new evidence of a decline 

in academic standards at institutions around the country.  

Lecturers and tutors are grappling with a tide of academic misconduct and 

pressure from faculty managers to pass weak students. Many say commercial 

imperatives are overtaking academic rigour. But why is this happening? (Besser 

& Cronau, 2015, n. p.) 

 

Four Corners’ investigation asked why “commercial imperatives are overtaking academic rigour” (n. 

p.), claiming that the declining government funds were pushing universities to find revenue 

elsewhere, as an initial factor. This, according to the ‘whistleblowers’, resulted in corrupt practices 

in terms of enrolling overseas students with inadequate educational and language backgrounds. As 

one interviewed lecturer explained: “[S]taggered by the increase of plagiarism (over 50 per cent) … 

we’ve got to pass the vast majority, no matter what their level … no matter how much or little effort 

they put in” (n. p.). Pressured to pass students at all cost, this particular lecturer did not follow 

academic misconduct procedures. The plagiarism cases that have attracted media attention may 

explain why, in the current competitive market of higher education, higher education providers do 

not wish to risk damaging their reputation and consequently losing potential students. Thus, the 

plagiarism records of Australian education providers are not publicly available (Devlin, 2006). Devlin 

goes on to explain: “One of the consequences of the culture of secrecy around responses to plagiarism 

within Australian universities is that it is difficult to determine the ways in which universities are 

tackling the problem and it is therefore difficult to share, and build on, best practice” (p. 46). 

 

The Productivity Commission (2015a, p. 99) notes that: 

Recent reports also highlight the risks to quality that are emerging in the higher 

education sector as a result of the high dependence of some institutions on 

revenue generated by international students.  

 

Although universities may seem to be well aware of the risks involved in overlooking dishonest 

academic practices, Brimble and Stevenson-Clarke (2005) indicate that it constitutes a serious threat 

to the quality of education as it undermines the credibility of an institution. For example, the 

reputation of the University of Newcastle has been in the past seriously damaged following a 
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plagiarism scandal in 2003 (see Burke & Jopson, 2005). Plagiarism is prevalent not only among 

students, but also among scientists (Chaddah, 2014), or even among academic higher management 

(Tozer, 2012). 

 

1.7.2 TEQSA - Australia 

 

Along with the expansion of Australian TNHE, which provides a significant source of revenue not 

only for the universities but also for the Australian economy (Chapman & Pyvis, 2006; Soontiens & 

Pedigo, 2013), many issues have emerged due to a lack of robust quality assurance measures (Dunn 

& Wallace, 2006).  The multifaceted issues in the delivery of TNHE have been identified in the 

following Figure 1.3. 

 

Figure 1.3: Issues in the delivery of TNHE (Source: Waterval, Frambach, Driessen, & Scherpbier,  

       2015, p. 69). 

 

With an increasing demand for accountability, in 1992, the Australian Government established the 

Committee for Quality Assurance in Higher Education to audit the quality assurance policies and 

procedures (DEST, n. d.). However, these auditing processes did not include the international 

activities of the universities. Eight years later, in 2000, the responsibility was given to AUQA 

(DEEWR, n. d.). Thus, regulating the tertiary education sector was one of the steps undertaken by the 

Australian government through the establishment of the Australian Universities Quality Agency 

(AUQA) (Soontiens & Pedigo, 2013). As Ziguras notes (2003): 
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In 2000, Australian governments for the first time agreed on coherent national 

protocols governing market entry in higher education … The development of 

national approval protocols was motivated by three issues: concern over the 

diversity of processes and standards for accrediting the growing number of 

providers of degree programs; the perceived need for national standards to 

protect Australian higher education’s reputation internationally; and the need to 

establish consistent policies for dealing with foreign providers. (Ziguras, 2003, 

pp. 96-97).  

 

Until then, the regulatory control of Australian universities providing education offshore was limited, 

as they were directly held accountable for their own academic quality (Lim, 2008). This raised 

concerns among many stakeholders (such as students, faculty, and administrators), asking for more 

accountability. In response to the issues raised, AUQA was established (Harman & Meek, 2000). 

Following an audit of transnational programmes’ quality, concerns were raised about the 

effectiveness of AUQA’s audit (Slattery, 2008). Knight (2003, p. 14), commenting on the quality 

assurance systems, questions whether these were “able to attend to the complicating factors of 

education mobility across countries, cultures and jurisdictional systems”. 

 

TEQSA was then introduced in 2011 to overtake the role and responsibilities of AUQA (DEEWRP, 

2010), to ensure that the reputation of Australian universities’ quality, onshore and offshore, was 

protected (Soontiens & Pedigo, 2013).  TEQSA’s (2011, p. 3) strategic plan includes the protection 

of students: “The regulation and quality assurance in the sector will help protect the interests of 

students, no matter where, what or how they study”. This regulatory framework has an impact on the 

quality of Australian TNHE, through the regulation of the registration and accreditation of its courses 

(Productivity Commission, 2015a). 

 

One of TEQSA’s (2013, p. 3)  objectives identified in its strategies for 2013-2015  was to “include 

establishment of mutual assistance arrangements with well-established sister agencies in Singapore, 

Hong Kong, and Malaysia, where Australian institutions are most active, for example, through branch 

campuses and offering awards through partnerships and other arrangements” (Strategy 1.1) and to 

“develop a rigorous approach to offshore provision, including overseas site visits where necessary, 

and developing cooperative relationships with overseas quality assurance agencies/governments 

regarding offshore issues” (Objective 3, p. 5). However, the application of this ambitious project to 

visit the overseas sites bears some practical difficulties. These TNHE are not within the jurisdiction 

of Australian laws and, thus, the monitoring of their activities is not an easy task. Additionally, Shah 

and Jarzabkowski (2013, p. 104) caution that a “shift of focus from an improvement-led to a 

compliance framework may have the effect of increasing attention towards meeting compliance 
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requirements rather than sustaining and continuously improving quality outcomes”. A further 

warning comes from the Productivity Commission (2015a, pp. 122-123):  

While offshore providers of courses leading to Australian qualifications are 

audited for compliance against the standards required of them for delivering 

those courses in Australia, offshore providers of other education services not 

leading to Australian qualifications have no such discipline. The behaviour of 

Australian providers in this latter area, therefore, poses a potentially significant 

risk to Australia’s reputation as a quality provider of international education 

services: a risk that Australia at present does not have the regulatory capacity to 

manage.  

 

As one of the leading TNHE providers, and despite having introduced “quality assurance for exported 

cross-border education provision by [its] recognised higher education institutions” (Altbach & 

Knight, 2007, p. 301), Australia is not immune to the multifaceted issue of plagiarism. The Australian 

Government’s Productivity Commission (2015a, p. 99) warns about the risk involved in running 

TNHE: “Australia’s transnational education services (delivered in other countries) are by their nature 

less amenable to quality assurance through regulation and represent an ongoing risk to Australia’s 

reputation for high quality education services”.  

 

TEQSA (2016) indicated that a new Higher Education Standards (HES) Framework 2015 would 

come into effect in January 2017, which “Set[s] out the requirements that a higher education provider 

must meet (and continue to meet) in order to be registered by TEQSA to operate in or from Australia 

as a provider of higher education” (p. 4).  

 

To raise standards, in 2013, TEQSA and the Council for Private Education (CPE) in Singapore signed 

a Memorandum of Co-operation (MOC) to address quality issues and to provide quality education in 

private education institutions (PEIs) in both countries (CPE, 2013). 

  

1.7.3 CPE - Singapore 

 

After Singapore’s positioning as a Global Schoolhouse in 2002, issues in quality begun to emerge. 

Lo (2014), citing Davies (2004), indicates that within the first six months there were over 300 

complaints about PEIs due to “low quality of teaching and low entry requirement of students” (p. 

268) leading to quality issues. 

 

Despite the EDB’s announcement in 2004 of the establishment of an “Education Services 

Accreditation Council” by the Ministry of Trade and Industry (MTI) (EDB, 2004, p. 3), no further 

actions were taken to ensure the quality and accreditation of PEIs. In 2009, the Ministry of Education 
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(MOE) announced a name change, with the Council for Private Education (CPE) replacing the 

previous council (MOE, 2009) to ensure the implementation of a quality assurance system (the New 

Regulatory Regime), drafted by MOE (MOE, n. d. b): 

With effect from 21 Dec 2009, Private Education Institutions (PEIs) that fall 

under the following categories are required to register with the Council for 

Private Education (CPE) under the new Private Education Act:  

• PEIs offering education leading to the award of a diploma or degree, or 

full-time post-secondary education leading to the award of a certificate; 

• PEIs offering full-time preparatory courses for entrance / placement tests 

for joining Ministry of Education (MOE) mainstream schools, or for 

external examinations; 

• Foreign System Schools (FSS) offering full-time primary or secondary 

education wholly or substantially in accordance with a foreign or 

international curriculum 

• Privately-funded special education schools 

 

Thus, regulated by the Private Education Act of 2009, the PEIs must be registered with CPE. Under 

the provision of quality, PEIs should have the following: an appropriate student-teacher ratio; 

adequate exam and procedure policies; and transparent duties and responsibilities at management 

level. One of the components of the CPE is its PEI certification scheme: EduTrust Star, EduTrust and 

EduTrust Provisional (CPE, 2015):  

• The EduTrust Certification Scheme is a voluntary scheme administered 

by the CPE for PEIs in Singapore. Although it is a voluntary scheme, it 

is one of the pre-requisites which PEIs that enrol international students 

must meet to qualify for the issue of Student Passes. The scheme provides 

a means for better PEIs to differentiate themselves as having achieved 

higher standards in key areas of management and provision of 

educational services.  

• EduTrust Star (Validity Period: 4 Years)  

The EduTrust Star award is given to a PEI for having excelled in all key 

areas of management and the provision of quality education services. 

This mark is also a symbol of recognition for sustained efforts in 

organisational improvement.  

• EduTrust (Validity Period: 4 Years)  

The EduTrust award is given to a PEI for having achieved satisfactory 

to commendable performance in key areas of management and the 

provision of educational services. 

• EduTrust Provisional (Validity Period: 1 Year) 

The EduTrust Provisional award is given to a PEI which has attained a 

minimum level of performance in key areas of management and the 

provision of educational services. In accepting the award, the 

organisation acknowledges the need for improvement in its existing 

management practices and service provisions, and strives to achieve this. 
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In 2016, the only Australian university to have achieved the EduTrust Star, valid for a four-year 

period, was the James Cook Australia Institute of Higher Learning (CPE, 2015). 

 

Up until 2009, the private education sector in Singapore was allegedly “plagued by schools offering 

dud degrees or closing without warning, leaving students who had paid for their courses in the lurch” 

(Teng, 2015, n. p.). Teng further notes the subsequent sharp fall of PEIs, from 1000 in 2009 to 305 

in 2015. The Enhanced Registration Framework (ERF) governed by CPE clarifies the mandatory 

registration requirements of PEIs and ensures the safeguarding of PEIs’ standards (Toh, 2012).  PEIs 

are not only required to provide information on their finances, but also on their recruitment of 

qualified teachers (Teng, 2015). However, despite all these measures, Dobos (2011) highlights major 

concerns regarding the quality assurance of universities delivering offshore programmes as a result 

of the distance between the partner offshore institution and the home campus. The factors that may 

impede quality are the “bending of rules by local staff, the lowering of entry requirements or [of] 

English language requirements, soft marking and slack academic standards” (Dobos, 2011, p. 29).   

 

1.7.4 Australian Institutional Policies on Plagiarism 

 

Concerns about plagiarism have led universities worldwide to introduce, develop and implement 

plagiarism policies, as these were previously overlooked (McCabe, 2003), or were dealt with 

inconsistency (Yeo & Chien, 2007). Sutherland-Smith (2014) notes that previously, policies and their 

implementations could not warrant adequate assessment due to “inconsistent or informal means of 

record keeping, absence of monitoring how penalties were applied and lack of transparency in 

decision-making” (p. 29). The author further notes that the media had an impact on the changes in 

universities’ academic integrity (AI) policies (see for example, the 2003 University of Newcastle’s 

plagiarism case in the Independent Commission Against Corruption, 2005 Report). This prompted 

all Australian universities to review their AI policies. The Center for Academic Integrity, based in 

the US (1999, p. 4) defines academic integrity “as a commitment, even in the face of adversity, to 

five fundamental values: honesty, trust, fairness, respect, and responsibility”. 

 

Further to these media reports on the widespread plagiarism by international students at Australian 

universities, in 2014 a professor at The University of Western Australia, Peter van Onselen, expressed 

his concerns about the news media coverage on plagiarism. He prompted the Education Minister to 

call TEQSA for action (van Onselen, 2014), asking that higher education providers be reminded of 

“their obligations [and that] they have in place rigorous academic governance processes to mitigate 

the risk of such occurrences [and that the institutions which had been named in the media, the 
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University of Newcastle and the University of Wollongong, for example] are taking the necessary 

steps to counteract this type of student misconduct” (n. p.).  

 

Following an investigation of an Australian university, AUQA (2010) found discrepancies between 

the information provided on AI and how penalties were applied, thus resulting in inconsistent practice 

and application across various schools. In research on AI policies across 39 Australian universities, 

Bretag et al. (2011) observed that there was a “need for far-reaching reform in higher education” (p. 

10).   

 

Similarly, following extensive research on Australian universities’ plagiarism policies, Sutherland-

Smith (2014, p. 38) noted that every university had a different policy, which meant:  

− Different handling of plagiarism cases within and across faculties/universities;  

− Inconsistent approach to embedding of learning about academic integrity;  

− Some staff explicitly teach about plagiarism, others do not; 

− Considerable reliance on students ‘reading’ policy, understanding and   

    applying it. 

 

The language used in policies shows the stance universities take on the issue of plagiarism; where it 

has been categorised: within academic, administrative educational or disciplinary matters; and, 

whether policies, teaching and learning practices are aligned. As Bretag, et al. (2011, p. 4) argue: 

“How a university defines and explains the role of academic integrity (AI) in its policy will affect the 

way it is taught and embedded in the curriculum”. This, according to East (2009), is crucial to 

cultivate AI in institutions. Regarding AI policies in Australia, McGrail and McGrail (2015, p. 174) 

indicate that: “What they do or should contain has not been analysed to a great degree in the literature” 

and seems to be lacking in the literature. The authors, however, indicate that Gullifer and Tyson 

(2014) and Bretag et al. (2011) “are the only scholars in the literature we examined that probe 

university policies in any depth…However, they made no recommendations whatever about the 

actual content of the policies, i.e., what exact policies should be in place” (McGrail & McGrail, 2015, 

p. 174). 

 

On plagiarism policies (underpinning principles) and procedures (management of plagiarism), 

Sutherland-Smith (2010) notes that the “institutional discourse surrounding plagiarism in universities 

is founded in the language of law” (p. 6), and states that plagiarism in universities “is described as an 

‘offence’ and procedures laid out in policies follow the process of legal hearings” (p. 6). The author 

concludes that at Australian universities, plagiarism policies use “the discourse of criminal law…to 

describe the act of plagiarism, with words such as...theft” (p. 32). However, Howard & Robillard 

(2008, p. 3) argue that theft is a “simplistic definition” of plagiarism. Hence, it appears that plagiarism 
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is framed punitively or educatively, based on the language used and where it has been positioned, 

namely under academic misconduct provision and regulations, or within the learning and teaching 

policies. Under the discourse of ethics, the most common terms to describe plagiarism in policies are 

‘offence’ and ‘misconduct’ (Sutherland-Smith, 2011).   

 

However, Myers (1998, n. p.) notes that: “Plagiarism may violate copyright law, but not necessarily”; 

this author further argues that students are taught about plagiarism in ‘legal terms’, namely, the 

rhetoric of law: 

but as a concept it [plagiarism] is both broader and weaker than copyright … 

Both plagiarism and copyright are closely related concepts that emerge out of 

cultural values that have formed attitudes and beliefs about intellectual property 

in the West …We see our conventions of scholarly attribution as measures to 

ensure the integrity needed to form and uphold the scholarly consensus necessary 

for the production of knowledge … it is important to go beyond simplistic 

assertions about plagiarism as a moral issue, and examine it from other 

perspectives. It is an increasingly complex notion in the West, due to 

technological developments in writing and publishing. In the context of 

EFL/ESL, it is even more complex for political, psycholinguistic, and 

pedagogical reasons. 

 

Most approaches to plagiarism do not consider taking an educative approach. Howard and Robillard 

(2008), strong advocates of engaging and educating students (educative approach), argue that “There 

is no ‘solution to’ or ‘prevention of’ plagiarism; there are only good measures to be taken” (p. 2). 

 

Some academics see plagiarism, whether by using print or online sources, as a question of proper 

education: “The best prevention is education” (Vernon, Bigna, & Smith, 2001, p. 193). They argue 

that not only students but academic staff should also be educated (Brimble & Stevenson-Clarke, 

2005). McCabe (2001) puts the responsibility on academic staff to deter all types of plagiarism. As 

Pegrum notes, “Teachers may need to clarify the sometimes subtle distinction between copying and 

collaborating; to emphasise the intellectual honesty in referencing sources” (2009, p. 39). 

 

Although most Australian universities have their plagiarism policies available online, the procedures 

on breaches and the penalties are not always clearly identified: “Thus, students and faculty will be 

less likely to adhere to policies that they either do not know about or do not understand” (McCabe & 

Trevino, 1993 p. 526). McCabe and Trevino (1993, p. 525) argue that if institutions had “clear 

unambiguous academic integrity policies”, then it would make it difficult for students who plagiarised 

“to rationalize and justify” their behaviour. 
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Additionally, McGowan (2005a, p. 3) holds the view that universities are “reluctant to use the concept 

of ‘intent’ to clarify the distinction between instances of plagiarism as an offence on one hand, and 

as a learning situation on the other”. On the other hand, Devlin and Gray (2007, pp. 181-182) argue 

that “more of these policies now make provision for plagiarism that might have been inadvertent for 

example where a student was genuinely unfamiliar with the referencing requirements of a particular 

discipline, and make reference to a preventative or an educative approach”.  

 

Universities’ policies greatly differ in how they deal with plagiarism (Sutherland-Smith, 2011) and 

overly punitive actions may not help resolve a problem (Sutherland-Smith, 2014). Weber-Wulff 

(2015) emphasises the need for clear and transparent plagiarism policies to combat a systemic 

problem: “Students need a mental framework to make sense of a flood of seemingly disconnected 

facts and information” (McCabe & Pavela, 2004, p. 12). However, “definitional ambiguity reflects 

the inadequate communication between school administration and students” (Wei et al., 2014, p. 296).  

Regardless of how well policies and guidelines on plagiarism are defined, many students do not read 

them (Owunwanne, Rustagi, & Dada, 2010).  

 

Following an analysis of 20 highly ranked universities, Sutherland-Smith (2011) concludes that 

“almost all policies examined…use the discourse of ethics in outlining the responsibilities for 

students” (p. 133), in this regard, there is no concession within the policies for students’ cultural, 

linguistic and societal differences.  

 

1.8 Structure of the Thesis 

 

This thesis is comprised of nine chapters. This chapter introduced the context of this research and 

presented a description and discussion of the expansion of transnational education, with a particular 

focus on Singapore and on the Australian TNHE. The educational aspects of TNHE, including 

considerations on the quality assurance, were also provided. Chapter 2 presents the literature review 

on plagiarism in the higher education environment. The methodology (Chapter 3) provides a 

comprehensive overview of the research design, data collection and analysis used in this study. The 

results of the business students’ views on plagiarism are given in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 provides a 

comprehensive investigation of the students’ views on plagiarism in relation to their institution’s 

policies and procedures and to their demographic data. The staff views on plagiarism are presented 

in the following chapter (Chapter 6). Chapter 7 focuses on the findings from the student and staff 

interviews. The results presented in Chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7 are critically assessed and discussed in 
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Chapter 8. Both research questions are answered in Chapter 8. The conclusions drawn from this study 

are given in Chapter 9.  

 

1.9 Summary 

 

This chapter introduced the background and motivation for this study. The first part of the chapter 

covered the internationalisation of education and the rapid growth of transnational education. With 

the globalisation of education, a growing number of students from diverse cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds have found new opportunities to further their studies. McBurnie and Ziguras (2007b) 

distinguished four phases of TNE growth and expansion: international students moving to foreign 

countries to further their studies; local institutions partnering with foreign education providers; 

income generation through various partnerships; and finally, a flow of international students mainly 

from neighbouring countries towards regional education hubs. The decline of public funding and the 

shift to commercialisation of Australian universities fostering “rapid and far-reaching … business-

like forms of organisation” (Marginson, 2002, p. 420) led to Australian universities offering their 

services to international students in educational hubs, away from their home campus. Singapore has 

become such a hub in the Asia-Pacific region, with a large number of international universities, 

mainly from the UK, the US and Australia, delivering their programmes there.   

 

The expansion of transnational education and the rapid advancement of technology have not only 

facilitated learning for a diversity of students, but have also opened up new challenges to higher 

education providers in maintaining education quality and academic integrity. The second part of the 

literature considered the implications of quality assurance in higher education in Australia and 

Singapore. Despite the academic integrity policies and quality assurance (TEQSA in Australia and 

CPE in Singapore) to ensure the provision of quality in transnational education, many issues remain 

unresolved and are open to interpretation, misunderstandings and administrative influence. Within a 

culturally and academically diverse environment, coupled with different regulatory requirements and 

operational characteristics, Australian TNHE faces challenges in providing quality education, and 

plagiarism issues adversely affect the teaching quality of the institution and the learning potential of 

the students. Plagiarism issues, within a transnational environment, remain to be further investigated.  

 

The next chapter presents the current knowledge on the complexities of plagiarism within the higher 

education environment. Literature search on this complex topic was carried out by reviewing and 

classifying currently available evidence-based literature and relevant studies that synthesised such 

data-based findings, following the successive topics: (1) prevalence and consequences of academic 
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plagiarism; (2) student and staff views on plagiarism; and (3) multilateral issues and aspects of 

plagiarism.  
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CHAPTER 2:  ASPECTS OF PLAGIARISM - LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 Introduction 

 

2.1.1 Prevalence of Academic Plagiarism 

 

Although plagiarism is sometimes seen as a legal issue, it is primarily seen as an issue of academic 

integrity. Academic integrity is usually understood as the application of ethical values within an 

academic environment (Macfarlane, Zhang & Pun, 2014). In a broad sense, plagiarism is a violation 

academic integrity. According to Haller (2004), in the legal sense, plagiarism is not even a crime 

since historically it wasn’t seen as unethical or a breach of copyright. Various forms of academic 

dishonesty have existed since ancient civilisations (see Sutherland-Smith, 2010) and, influenced by 

the moral climate of institutions, Kibler (1993) argued that plagiarism had gradually increased. Just 

before the start of the 21st century, Gajadhar (1998) expressed serious concerns, calling for immediate 

action to address the issue of plagiarism. 

 

Research suggests that plagiarism is on the rise in Western tertiary education (Anderson, 2001; 

Braumoeller & Gaines, 2001; Fain & Bates, 2002; Lathrop & Foss, 2000; Groark, Oblinger, & Choa, 

2001; Schrimsher, Northrup, & Alverson, 2011; Wan et al., 2011) and is a “growing problem within 

Australian universities and abroad” (Ehrich, Howard, Mu, & Bokosmaty, 2016, p. 231). The rapid 

expansion of technology has not only facilitated learning but also opened up a new era in plagiarism 

(Stebelman, 1998). Conventional plagiarism has progressed to digital plagiarism: “The ease with 

which digital material can be copied and modified raises the issue of widespread plagiarism” (OECD 

2001, p. 30). Digital technologies have greatly facilitated plagiarism (Arbib & Yaari, 2004; Ammari, 

2010). Focusing primarily on plagiarism issues, Ercegova and Richardson (2004, p. 305) provide a 

convincing perspective on plagiarism in that it is: “interrelated to intellectual property, copyright, and 

authorship, and is discussed from the perspective of multiculturalism”. Atkins and Herfel (2006) 

identify the factors that have led to the gradual erosion of academic integrity in Australia: 

- The increase in student/staff ratio, placing more burden of staff 

- High number of overseas students - unfamiliar with Australian standards and 

   scholarship 

- Increasing reliance on casual staff who may be less experienced in the detection  

  of plagiarism 

- Increased workload of academic staff 

- Unclear policies and procedures 

- Change in Australian academic culture 

 

Marginson (2005, p. 2) brings some clarifications: 
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Institutions grabbed every potential source of public and private finance. When 

HECS-place funding for domestic participation stopped growing, institutions  

stepped up high volume medium quality coursework programs for international  

students in business and IT. 

 

Brook and Sewell (2006) argue that differences in linguistic and cultural background should not be 

an excuse for ‘cheating’. Hawthorn (2001), for his part, takes an explicitly moral stance, arguing that 

the issue is based on social and moral decline. Similarly, Dick et al. (2003) indicate that “some 

academics perceive willingness to do anything to pass a course as a reflection of this moral and social 

decline” (p. 179).  In fact, research indicates that some institutions are pressing academic staff for 

leniency towards students who do not meet the expected standards (Bretag, 2007; McGowan & Potter, 

2008). Also, as Park (2003) observes, “Cheating tends to be more common in classes where the 

subject matter seems to students unimportant or uninteresting or where the teacher seemed 

disinterested or permissive”. Similarly, Li (2015, p. 15) notes that “a teacher’s attitude toward student 

plagiarism is reflected in his/her teaching practices, which would in turn influence students’ source 

use behaviour”. However, a commonly held belief is that students opt to plagiarise as it is easy to do 

so and they can get away with it; “the social, political and sporting milieu are shot through with 

examples of people getting ahead by cheating” (Brook & Sewell, 2006, p. 34). This can be 

exemplified with a high-profile plagiarism case such as the Hungarian President Pal Schmitt in 2012. 

 

Research indicates a link between an upsurge in plagiarism and an increased number of international 

students studying at Western universities (Bygrave, Asik-Dizdar, Saini, & Dhuliya, 2014; Hayes & 

Introna, 2005). While some have argued that plagiarism is at least partly due to cultural differences 

(Pennycook, 1996; Shi, 2006) and learning styles (Inkelas, Daver, Vogt, & Brown Leonard, 2007; 

Liu, 2005; Nguyen, 2011; Park, 2003), while others base their arguments around different, if related, 

issues such as the difficulty of writing in a foreign language for non-English speaking background 

(NESB) students (Davis, 2013; Huang, 2004, 2005; Li, 2013a; Li & Casanave, 2012). Additionally, 

studies suggest that Asian students at Australian universities may have insufficient understanding of 

what constitutes plagiarism, an issue connected with different educational systems and many Asian 

students’ lack of preparation in this area (Devlin & Gray, 2007).  

 

Academic integrity is the guiding principle that encompasses all academic activity in higher education 

and requires, among other things, that all students acknowledge the writings of others. According to 

Gallant (2008, p. 10), ‘academic integrity’ denotes “coherency between promises or rhetoric and 

actions”, and ‘academic misconduct’ refers to “behaviours that undermine academic integrity because 

they do not comply with rules, norms, or expectations”. ‘Cheating’ is a deliberate act of academic 

misconduct which involves clear-cut cases of inappropriate actions such as providing false documents 
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or behaving against the rules in an exam. On the other hand, plagiarism, a form of intellectual theft 

involving the appropriation of another’s work without adequate acknowledgment, can be deliberate 

or unintentional (James, McInnis, & Devlin, 2002) and is a form of academic misconduct that can be 

quite complex in its nature and diversity. Thus, as Hunt (2003) noted, cheating compromises 

academic integrity but does not equal plagiarism. Any work in academia needs to be dealt with if 

deemed to be plagiarised (Drinan, 1999). Plagiarism may also be defined as: “The practice of taking 

someone else’s work or ideas and passing them off as one’s own”; it has its origins in the “Early 17th 

century from Latin: plagiarius ‘kidnapper’ ” (Oxford Dictionary Online, 2016, n. p.). Carroll (2002) 

highlighted that not all plagiarism cases are intentional as students may not be conversant with the 

subtleties of academic writing. Most research on student plagiarism, conducted worldwide in higher 

education, suggest that the majority of the students do have a broad knowledge of what constitutes 

plagiarism and that it is wrong to do so, but think that there should still be tolerance in regards to 

penalties (Brimble & Stevenson-Clarke, 2005; Yeo, 2007). However, research has also indicated that 

policies in universities lack transparency in their description of the various aspects of plagiarism, such 

as collusion and self-plagiarism (Gullifer & Tyson 2014; Halupa & Bolliger, 2015), which are defined 

and discussed in the next section. 

 

2.1.2 Concept and Types of Plagiarism 

 

Plagiarism takes many shapes, and there seem to be no clear and specific definitions for its various 

forms (Pincus & Schmelkin, 2003). Kirk (1996, p. 78) provides a straightforward answer to the 

question, of academic integrity: “[N]o cheating, no plagiarism [and] the maintenance of academic 

standards”. Plagiarism can be defined as a form of intellectual theft involving the appropriation of 

others’ work without adequate acknowledgment.  Merriam-Webster's Learner's Dictionary (online, 

n. d.) provides a simple definition: “[T]o use the words or ideas of another person as if they were your 

own words or ideas”, which is followed by a full definition: “[T]o steal and pass off (the ideas or 

words of another) as one's own:  use (another's production) without crediting the source” and “to 

commit literary theft:  present as new and original an idea or product derived from an existing source”. 

Howard (1999) argues that by using this construct, “The writer who is not autonomous and original 

demonstrates an absence of morality, earns the label ‘plagiarist,’ and deserves punishment” (p. 58). 

Carroll (2002) offers the following definition of plagiarism: “[P]assing off someone else’s work, 

whether intentionally or unintentionally, as your own for your own benefit” (p. 9). The author further 

adds that “Definitions matter and agreeing to a good one is harder than you think” (Carroll, 2003, p. 

12).  
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The complexities of plagiarism can be illustrated through the case of patchwriting. Patchwriting can 

be defined as follows: “Copying from a source text and then deleting some words, altering 

grammatical structures and/or plugging in one-for-one synonym-substitutes” (Howard, 1993, p. 233) 

is often taken as intentional plagiarism (McBride, 2012). Hayes and Introna (2005, p. 228) question 

whether patchwriting should be viewed as intentional plagiarism and “at what point in a student’s 

apprenticeship should patchwriting be considered unacceptable. Patchwriting may be a crucial 

starting point in a student’s development.” This view is supported by many educators and researchers 

worldwide; for example, “Angelil-Carter 2000 in South Africa; Buranen and Roy 1999; Lunsford 

and Ede 1994 in the United States; Flowerdew 2000; Pecorari 2003 in the United Kingdom; Hunt 

2004 in Canada; Pennycook 1996 in Hong Kong; Leask 2007; Teodorescu and Andrei 2009 in 

Romania” (Sutherland-Smith, 2011, p. 135). The use of synonyms, replacing words or changing the 

syntax (word-order), or linking disjointed phrases with linking words, is also called the “mosaic 

technique” (Ashworth, Bannister, & Thorne, 1997, p. 201).  

 

Park (2003) identifies four common types of plagiarism:   

1- paraphrasing a source without appropriate referencing,  

2- submitting work that appears to be paraphrased with in-text citations,  

    but is not a paraphrase but a direct quote  

3- taking content from a source and representing it as one’s own  

4- submitting work completed by another student and representing it as one’s   

    own.  

 

To these, one should add the following, all too common, cases of plagiarism: 

Collusion 

While many students understand the clear-cut cases of plagiarism, such as copying and pasting 

without any attribution, there appears to be less clarity and understanding when it comes to defining 

the boundaries of collaboration and collusion (Taylor, Glaister, & Sutton, 2007; Yeo, 2007). This 

concept, in terms of definition and penalties, varies across universities (Bretag et al., 2011). In a recent 

article, Newton (2016, p. 492) notes that: “Collusion is a form of academic misconduct that is related 

to, but distinct from, simple plagiarism. It is a difficult and subjective area – students have to strike a 

fine balance”. On the one hand students are asked to work collaboratively and, on the other, their 

work has to be ‘original’. 

 

There is a major difficulty for institutions/staff in explaining the difference between collaboration and 

collusion and in students’ understanding of it (Gullifer & Tyson, 2014). A survey of student views 

on plagiarism carried out on home campuses in the United Kingdom (UK) and in Australia also 
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revealed that students considered plagiarism within group work to be much less serious than other 

types (Sutton, Taylor, & Johnston, 2014). It seems that institutions’ policies on plagiarism are either 

not fully understood by students or are inadequate in breaking down persistent confusion, at the 

student level, between collaboration and collusion. Sutton et al. (2014) suggest that lecturers setting 

group assignments need to clearly define the boundaries of collaborative work and distinguish it from 

each student’s own individual contribution. Furthermore, Arhin’s findings (2009) reveal that copying 

from a friend’s work with consent is perceived by many students as being less dishonest than 

traditional copying. Paulhus, Nathanson, and Williams (2003, p. 2), comparing traditional plagiarism 

with digital plagiarism, indicate that plagiarism 

…is now easier than ever easier than ever.  Instead of typing up another student’s 

term paper, students can now simply copy … the information electronically … 

Papers on any topic, at any level of sophistication can be downloaded in a matter 

of seconds. 

 

Self-plagiarism 

Self-plagiarism, or recycling, is another aspect which is not well-defined in policies and not well 

understood by teaching staff and students. Research indicates that the issue of self-plagiarism is not 

adequately addressed by many universities’ policies (Halupa & Bollliger, 2013; Maxwell, Curtis, & 

Vardanega, 2008). Self-plagiarism, according to Brown-Syed (2010, p. 137), “is quoting yourself 

without citing the work you are quoting”. Additionally, the penalties applied for recycled work appear 

to vary across higher education institutions (Badge & Scott, 2008). Halupa and Bolliger (2013, p. 

297) further raise the question: “Can you plagiarise something you own that has not been officially 

published and covered under copyright?” Not only do university policies seem to be lacking in clarity 

when it comes to recycling, but teaching staff seem to have differing views on whether this constitutes 

plagiarism or not (Bennett, Behrendt, & Boothby, 2011). 

 

Teaching staff seldom provide relevant information to their students on self-plagiarism (Halupa & 

Bolliger, 2015). Some university policies on plagiarism still fail to address this issue explicitly 

(Halupa & Bolliger 2013). This remains a grey area which requires further investigation, as there is 

still confusion amongst plagiarism researchers and teaching staff as to what could constitute a 

reasonable amount of borrowed material from one assignment to another, that would not be 

considered plagiarism (Bennett et al., 2011). However, Bruton (2014, p. 176) argues that, “In general, 

self-plagiarism is unethical because it is deceptive and dishonest”, adding: “Of course, when proper 

referencing is provided, self-plagiarism is no longer an issue” (p. 193). Bruton’s paper was referring 

explicitly to the recycling of previously published research work which may also apply to students 

with previous publications. Hence, following Bruton’s view on the unethical nature of self-
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plagiarism, one can imply that any part of a student’s previous work, whether already stored in the 

database of a plagiarism-detection software (such as TurnitinTM) or not, should not be recycled 

without adequate referencing. 

 

Another less-mentioned aspect of digital plagiarism is back-translation. Back-translation can be 

defined as the conversion of an English language text through translation tools such as Google or 

Babelfish, available online, to another language followed by its retranslation back into English. Jones 

and Sheridan (2015) argued that this method of plagiarism occurs frequently in NESB students 

studying in English speaking institutions. Text-matching software (TMS), such as Turnitin™, fail to 

detect this type of cyber-plagiarism (Wellman & Fallon, 2012).  

 

Turnitin™ (2015a), the plagiarism detection software, following a large survey on plagiarism and its 

various forms, prepared ‘The plagiarism Spectrum’, describing it as a “spectrum [that] moves 

plagiarism beyond the black-and-white definition of “literary theft” to one that captures the nuances 

of how plagiarism can take form”. Turnitin™ has ranked the various forms of plagiarism “by intent” 

and “prevalence” (p. 4), as shown in Figure 2.1. 

 

 
Figure 2.1: Ten types of plagiarism ordered from most to least severe  

       (Source: Turnitin™, 2015a, p. 4) 
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The lack of consensus on how plagiarism should be defined, and on how it should be dealt with, has 

led to many debates. It remains a controversial matter: “Another not fully resolved question is whether 

plagiarism would lessen if everyone – but particularly students – were clear as to what plagiarism 

always and everywhere consisted of” (McCrail & McGrail, 2015, p. 271).  

 

Most studies of plagiarism have concentrated on either academic staff or student perspectives; some 

have focused on digital plagiarism detection tools like Turnitin™; and others on university policies. 

Only a few Australasian authors have developed a broader theoretical positioning (Fielden & Joyce, 

2008). Focusing on plagiarism in the digital era, this thesis takes the step of integrating university 

policy documents, academic staff views and student views. Written policy documents on plagiarism 

provide a framework to analyse perspectives on plagiarism to discover similarities and differences 

across groups of stakeholders.  The study also examines academic staff and student perspectives on 

plagiarism in light of demographic characteristics such as cultural and educational backgrounds, 

subject area, age, gender and so on. Furthermore, it investigates plagiarism occurrences across various 

disciplines at undergraduate level. It fills a particular gap in its contextual focus, namely on Australian 

higher education programmes in Singapore. 

 

This study is intended to inform Australian transnational higher education (TNHE) providers on the 

impact digital plagiarism might have on the institutions’ academic integrity and reputation and also 

present academic staff and students’ multi-faceted perspectives on plagiarism in general. This study 

will be of significance in the context of TNHE where academic staff and students come from diverse 

linguistic and cultural backgrounds. 

 

Digital plagiarism is a highly sensitive subject, and its definition, the reasons for its occurrence, and 

the ways in which plagiarism cases should be handled remain controversial. As the internet allows 

students easy and fast access to resources (Brimble & Stevenson-Clarke, 2005; Devlin, 2006; Stoney 

& McMahon 2004; Taylor, 2003), it enables them to plagiarise “as quickly and painlessly as possible 

with minimal effort and minimal engagement” (Willems, 2003, p. 28).  Bodi (1998), argued that: 

It has become very easy to move text around and to separate parts from the 

whole. The speed of communication gives us little time to reflect upon our 

actions. Communication becomes depersonalized; face-to-face interactions are 

no longer the norm. This can lead to plagiarism and a lack of accountability in 

general. Information itself is more fragile and ephemeral; it can be easily altered 

or deleted. Imperfect means of authentication make it easy to "hack" into 

computer systems and tamper with information that is supposedly secure (pp. 

459-463). 
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As student movement between countries intensifies, perspectives on, and the implications of, digital 

plagiarism in multicultural societies become increasingly important. Pecorari (2015) suggests the 

need for further research on plagiarism in some specific areas such as cultural explanations, 

differences between institutions, the question of intent and ways in which to develop students’ 

academic writing skills. Staff views of what constitutes plagiarism are yet to be fully assessed within 

a transnational environment which involves a mix of these specific areas. Therefore, a study looking 

at digital plagiarism is important in the context of Australian transnational education as it will provide 

a useful picture of staff and student views in TNHE, and may be of assistance with future planning 

and policy development. 

 

2.1.3 Consequences of Academic Plagiarism 

 

In general, plagiarism is viewed by institutions as an issue of academic integrity (Kutz, Rhodes, 

Sutherland, & Zamel, 2011), and is also viewed by some academic staff as a serious issue (Brimble 

& Stevenson-Clarke, 2005). Plagiarism cases, when overlooked, can put the reputation and value of 

a degree at risk (Lupton & Chapman, 2002). The increased pressure for Australian universities to tap 

into the international student market (Elridge & Cranston, 2009; Marginson, Murphy, & Peters, 2010) 

highlights the need for transparent and relevant policies to address the issue of plagiarism in general, 

and especially digital plagiarism which, according to Selwyn (2008), is on the rise due, in part, to 

students’ “looser approach to information gathering” (p. 476). Walker (1998) indicate that: “Student 

plagiarism subverts the system of course evaluation, debases qualifications, and offends against 

academic integrity” (p. 89).  The differing views on plagiarism, namely of academic staff, students 

and institutions, “policy-led definitions” (p. 147), as expressed by Flint, Clegg and Macdonald (2006), 

“do have important implications for the implementation of policy and the way in which discourse 

about plagiarism is framed” (p. 147). 

 

Similar themes have been present in the literature for over 10 years, with authors such as Alschuler 

and Blimling (1995) and Lumpur, Jaya, Pinang and Bahru (1995) emphasising that the perpetuation 

of plagiarism is an issue that needs to be addressed by institutions. This view was also highlighted by 

Wilson (1999), who stated that it is the responsibility of tertiary education providers to educate 

students and deal with the situation. Cole and Conklin (1996) further elaborated on this issue and 

broadened the responsibility to all stakeholders in education.  
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2.2 Current Views on Academic Plagiarism 

 

2.2.1 Reasons for Plagiarism 

 

Research indicates that there are many reasons why students plagiarise: some reasons relate to 

workload and poor study skills, such as a poor ability to manage workflow. Sometimes, students do 

not know or understand what plagiarism actually is (Heron, 2001). Other explanations relate to issues 

such as English language proficiency; cultural perspectives (Ouellette, 2008); fear of failing (Szabo 

& Underwood, 2004); peer influence (Cox, Cox, & Moschis, 1990; Kayaoğlu, Erbay, Flitner, & 

Saltas, 2016; McCabe & Trevino, 1993; Shafaei, Nejati, Quazi, & von der Heidt, 2016; Shanahan, 

Hopkins, Carlson, & Raymond, 2013); a perception of low risk, such as little possibility of getting 

caught (Bedford, Gregg, & Clinton, 2011; McGrail & McGrail, 2015; Selwyn, 2008); economic 

factors (rising costs), unreachable scores (difficult assignments) (McGrail & McGrail, 2015); the 

ethical climate  of the university (Birtch & Chiang, 2014); and the leniency or “reluctance” (Simkin 

& McLeod, 2010, p. 443) of some educators (McCabe, 1993), or even “academics[’ who] fear that 

allegations may result in student complaints about their teaching methods” (Sutherland-Smith, 2003, 

p. 13) and  the “potential for tarnishing their professionalism as teachers” (p. 14).  Arbib and Yaari 

(2004, p. 30) emphasised the “window of opportunity [provided by digital technology] for diverse 

and inventive acts of plagiarism”. There persists a diversity of views on plagiarism among students 

and staff. “Research has established that the term plagiarism is open to different interpretations, 

resulting in confusion among students and staff alike” (Gullifer & Tyson, 2014, p. 1202). The reasons 

for students’ plagiarism are further investigated in the following sections. 

 

2.2.2 Students’ Views on Plagiarism 

 

Much research conducted on plagiarism to date presupposes that students have or should have the 

same views as academics. However, the Australian Universities Teaching Committee (AUTC, n. d.) 

argues that, “If the definition of plagiarism is difficult for academic staff to agree on and articulate in 

detail” (p. 6), how can teaching staff decide whether plagiarism was intentional or unintentional? 

Ryan et al. (2009) indicate that there is “a widespread deficiency in students’ understanding of 

plagiarism” (p. 7). While there is considerable research focusing on Australasian students’ motives 

for plagiarism (Brimble & Stevenson-Clarke, 2005; Hasen & Huppert, 2005; Marsden, Carroll, & 

Neil, 2005; Marshall & Garry, 2005), feeling the need to directly hear Australian university students’ 

perspectives on plagiarism, Devlin and Gray (2007) concluded that students’ perceptions have 

changed in conjunction with universities’  “ growing privatization - on one hand, high pressure to 
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perform satisfactorily…[and] the rising cost of a university degree; on the other hand, a consumer 

mentality towards getting a degree” (p. 193). They further highlight the need for Australian 

universities to look at the perceptions of international students studying in these institutions. They 

state:  

Of particular interest to Australian universities in the current climate of 

aggressive recruitment of international students might be whether the 

educational background, English language skills, independent academic skills 

and/or understanding of plagiarism and how to avoid it are contributing factors 

to plagiarism among some cohorts of international students (p. 193).  

 

Additionally, research on students’ views found that most students consider using the internet to ‘copy 

and paste’ as easy and do not perceive this as a serious plagiarism offence (Boykins & Gilmore, 2012; 

Devoss & Rosati, 2002; Willems, 2003).  The reasons cited for plagiarism indicate that in a digital 

environment the internet is seen as a public domain based on an ethos of sharing, where attribution is 

not necessary (Groark et al., 2001; Oliphant, 2002; Thompson, 2003). Livingston-Webber (1999) 

explains this notion as follows: “Post-modern discourse practices of GenX culture creators put them 

into conflict with those who want to limit copyright practices traditionally held in the cultural 

commons as fair use” (p. 263). In a copy-and-paste culture, and a culture where information is freely 

shared and remixed, the concept of plagiarism may be quite murky to students. As Pegrum (2009) 

explains, “In a digital world, knowledge is, less than ever, an individual possession” (p. 28). 

Moreover, in their literature review, Khan and Samuel (2009) highlight that there is little research “if 

at all” (p. 11) on students’ unintentional digital plagiarism. There is certainly a need to hear students’ 

voices on this matter. In parallel, Beasley (2004, p. 7) identifies information overload as a cause of 

plagiarism: 

The student may feel they have too many sources to evaluate or they may be 

unable to choose a set of information, which results in spending too much time 

collecting, rather than analyzing, information. The Internet contributes to this 

issue due to the vast diversity of information and the relative ease with which 

one can find it. 

 

This view is echoed by many researchers, who have identified that the easy access to extensive 

information and resources available online enables and increases plagiarism in higher education 

institutions (Freyer et al., 2013; Tindell & Bohlader, 2012; Waithaka & Gitimu, 2012).  

 

While many students might not see digital or even traditional plagiarism as academic dishonesty, 

most academics see plagiarism in general as violation of honesty (Kutz et al., 2011). Current research 

indicates that there are many reasons why students plagiarise: they may be inundated with work; they 

may wait until the last minute to submit their assignments; or they may simply not know or understand 
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what plagiarism actually is (Heron, 2001). Moreover, there are some underlying issues such as 

English language proficiency, and cultural perspectives (Ouellette, 2008). In an investigation on 

students’ perceptions of plagiarism using a series of examples, Childers and Bruton (2016) found that 

most students were able to identify plagiarism in obvious cases of uncited copied work or of evident 

patchwriting but struggled to identify it in more complex cases, such as of partial referencing or of 

reuse of ideas with no citation.  

 

Although the meaning of plagiarism is supposed to be unequivocal, so far little is known about the 

perspectives of transnational academic staff and students and their knowledge or ignorance, and their 

good practice or poor practice of academic conventions.  

 

2.2.3 Staff Views on Plagiarism 

 

There has been less research on academic staff views on plagiarism than on student views.  

Some overarching themes emerged: 

(1) differences in the understanding of plagiarism between students and staff (Pecorari &  

      Petrić, 2014);  

(2) differences in the understanding of plagiarism among staff (Shi, 2012); 

(3) lack of communication and coherence in in the handling of plagiarism cases within an  

      institution (Gourlay & Deane, (2015); 

(4) students’ poor writing skills and bad habits acquired in high schools (Li, 2015;  

      Sureda-Negre, Comas-Forgas, & Oliver-Trobat, 2015); 

(5) staff taking the easy way out (Atkins & Herfel, 2006). 

 

Schmelkin, Kaufman and Liebling (2001) record that there is disagreement among academic staff on 

what constitutes student academic misconduct. Bennett et al. (2011), from a survey of 158 instructors 

in Psychology in the US, reported that 25% of them had some uncertainty regarding plagiarism within 

group work and that up to 45% of them were unsure as to whether self-plagiarism (recycling) could 

be conceived as plagiarism. These fairly high levels of uncertainty were blamed on the lack of clear 

guidelines from the institutions. Actions ranged from being passive (doing nothing), mildly active 

(confronting the student, giving a warning), taking a personal stance (resubmission, lower grade, fail) 

to formally reporting the plagiarism case to faculty for further action.  

 

In another survey of 89 staff from two private US universities, dealing with self-plagiarism only, 

Halupa and Bolliger (2013) confirmed similar views from the staff, with institutions lacking specific 



 

 

46 

 

guidelines on self-plagiarism and staff acting subjectively, leading to inconsistencies in the handling 

of self-plagiarism cases. Some staff even found it acceptable for students to reuse parts of their 

previous work. Students did not understand very well the concept of self-plagiarism and staff assumed 

that they did although their own understanding of this complex issue was somewhat limited in the 

absence of clear guidelines from the institution.  

 

In interviews carried out with 26 staff teaching in a ‘Post-92’ UK university, Flint et al. (2006) 

reported that not all staff considered collusion as a form of plagiarism and that they used their own 

judgement, rather than the directives from the institution, to deal with specific collusion cases. These 

actions may have been tightened up since, but the difficulty in judging collusion cases, in the absence 

of very clear guidelines on collusion from the institution and from the lecturer setting up the 

assignment, remains.  

 

In a staff survey of 112 Chinese university English teachers, Lei and Hu (2015) reported “significant 

differences between teachers with and without overseas academic experience in knowledge of and 

stances on plagiarism” (p. 551). This emphasises the important role that different cultural and 

academic backgrounds may play on plagiarism within a transnational environment. Adiningram 

(2015), in a survey of 72 Australian award alumni teaching in Indonesia, reported that, despite the 

institutions having a written policy on plagiarism, “three issues seem to be reducing the effectiveness, 

which are the partial dissemination, an enforcement, and difference of standards between academics 

of what constitutes plagiarism” (p. 114). The difference of standards between the academics was 

mainly between the ones who had graduated overseas and the ones who had graduated locally, the 

latter being perceived as being less strict in their tackling of plagiarism cases.  

 

In an assessment of staff views based on interviews of 16 lecturers at a university in Hong Kong, Li 

(2015) reported that staff blamed students’ poor writing skills and consequent plagiarism on their 

inadequate secondary school ethics, in a similar fashion with their Western counterparts, dismissing 

any cause of cultural difference which is sometimes reported by some researchers. Most of the staff 

dealt with the plagiarism cases informally, adopting a more educative approach to allow the students 

time to develop their writing skills. As the pressure to publish was more important for their career 

development than a good record on plagiarism management, most felt reluctant to pursue cases 

formally, often considered as too much time-consuming affairs.   

 

Gourlay and Deane (2015), in a survey of 80 staff from several ‘post-92’ UK universities, focusing 

on first-year undergraduate students only, noted that long-standing staff had observed a deterioration 
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in students’ writing skills, over time, thought to be caused by misuse of the internet and the increasing 

use of ‘texting’, together with less willingness to study in depth and expectation to be spoon fed. The 

latter was blamed on the bad habits gained in school projects which allowed students to make an 

extensive use of information pasting.  

 

Bruton and Childers (2016), through an interview of 23 staff teaching in a medium-sized public 

university in the US, mentioned that staff blamed student plagiarism on pre-university bad habits. 

More interestingly, considering that this paper is fairly recent, the university seemed to have quite a 

lenient attitude toward plagiarism with staff either not using Turnitin™ (although available) or only 

using it as a formative tool. 

 

The dynamics of Australian universities turning into corporate entities resulted in staff having to take 

measures to enhance passing rates and obtain satisfactory student evaluations by lowering standards 

and reducing academic integrity (Sawyer et al., 2009). The increasingly competitive education market 

has now made this corporate phenomenon characteristic of many universities worldwide (Nixon, 

Scullion, & Hearn, 2016).  It is also common in many institutions operating in transnational campuses.  

 

When it comes to the engagement of academic staff in dealing with plagiarism, de Jager and Brown 

(2010, p. 30) note that “in practice the policies are often disregarded’ and that ‘[c]ases of plagiarism 

are often not referred to the disciplinary tribunals and members of staff deal with what they regard as 

plagiarism and academic dishonesty according to their own perceptions of what is required”. 

Research indicates that some academics may be reluctant to deal with plagiarism cases. The reasons 

cited are ‘heavy workload’ (Sterngold, 2004) or the difficulty in dealing with academic misconduct: 

“some academics may simply turn a blind eye or mark the essay/exam down rather than go through 

the tortuous student misconduct proceedings.” (Lodewijks, 2011, p. 35) There may also be a lack of 

support from educational leaders such as the academic deans (Brown, Weible, & Olmosk, 2010). 

Atkins and Herfel (2006) referred to staff taking the easy way out by handing out nearly identical 

topics and assignments and avoiding checks on plagiarism cases. Sutherland-Smith (2008, p. 189) 

reported that a number of teachers felt that “an inappropriate burden of proof” was imposed upon 

them for plagiarism cases. Some researchers have made reference to teaching staff’s attitude, noting 

that academic misconduct “is more likely to occur when teachers are disorganised and take no steps 

to prevent [it]” (Evans & Craig, 1990, p. 48). Others have noted a culture of permissiveness among 

teaching staff, “where faculty members either don't notice or don't want to notice, and where students 

who cheat face trivial penalties - if any…Why should [the students] care when no one else seems to?” 
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(McCabe & Drinan, 1999, B7). However, some of these attitudes may be due to the staff being often 

too busy to deal with these matters adequately (Li, 2015). 

 

Despite universities’ efforts in monitoring and curbing plagiarism, the implementation of rules and 

regulations seems to be problematic. The issues highlighted are staff’s reluctance to apply/carry out 

the procedures due to pressure to increase the passing rates (Sharman & Wilshire, 2007), workload, 

monitoring and appropriate action required to detect and apply institution’s rules (de Jager & Brown, 

2010). To improve academic integrity, Sutherland-Smith (2014) advocates a more formative and 

educative approach that would involve Teaching and Learning staff working in harmony with the 

lecturing staff, moving away from the usually more punitive approach monitored by the centralised 

administrative system of the institution. As McCabe, Butterfield and Treviño (2012) note, the 

handling of plagiarism in academia is largely influenced by staff attitudes and readiness to tackle 

plagiarism cases with full force instead of leniency. A discreet approach to tackling plagiarism cases 

may lead to obstructing the full scope of plagiarism issues. The authors suggest a need to have clear 

policies stipulated ubiquitously and, with the support of faculties and staff, matters handled according 

to the rules. They indicate, however, that this usually does not happen as academic teaching staff do 

not feel supported against unhappy students and parents. 

 

2.3 Plagiarism Issues 

 

2.3.1 Unintentional Plagiarism 

 

Park (2003), reviewing the literature by focusing mainly on North America, provides the reasons for 

students’ intentional as well as unintentional plagiarism. One of the major reasons is a lack of 

knowledge of, and uncertainty about, plagiarism. This is also highlighted in more recent studies 

(Gullifer & Tyson 2010, 2014; Powell & Singh, 2016). Another influence is the lack of preparedness 

of students for tertiary education, with inadequate academic writing skills, including ignorance of 

plagiarism issues (Löfström, 2011; Newton, Wright, & Newton, 2014), and inadequate admission 

criteria (Devlin & Gray, 2007). 

 

In their recent literature review, Khan and Samuel (2009) indicate that there is little research “if at 

all” (p. 11) on students’ unintentional digital plagiarism. While some research indicates that 

plagiarism occurs due to English language competence issues (Counsell, 2003; Green, Williams, & 

van Kesssell, 2003), other research argues that plagiarism results from poor academic literacies, such 

as the ability to comprehend and synthesise information from different sources and write a coherent 
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argument (Zhuang & Tang, 2012). Furthermore, past research on plagiarism in Australian tertiary 

institutions indicates that it may not be clearly understood by students coming from a Confucian 

Heritage Culture (CHC) (Holmes, 2004; Leask, 2004b; Singh, 2003), notwithstanding the 

essentialism inherent in such a perspective, which has been questioned in the literature on intercultural 

competence. Other research refutes this perspective, stating that, for example, in China, plagiarism 

is, as in the West, a serious issue of concern (Belcher & Hirvala, 2001; Bloch, 2001; Liu, 2005).  

 

2.3.2 Intentional Plagiarism 

 

On the other hand, the reasons given for intentional plagiarism are congruent with current research, 

namely, poor time management and workload pressure (Comas-Forgas & Sureda-Negre, 2010), 

witnessing of misconduct among peers may also be an encouraging factor (Kuntz & Butler, 2014). 

Some students may plagiarise intentionally if they can get away with it, depending in part on 

perceptions of staff leniency (Hansen & Anderson, 2015; Park, 2004; Yazici, Yazici, & Erdem, 2011). 

The availability of digital tools (computer and internet) is also a contributing factor (Boykins & 

Gilmore, 2012; Li & Casanave, 2012; Parker, Lenhart, & Moore, 2011), coupled with a shift in social 

values leading to leniency towards plagiarism (Gross, 2011; Volpe, Davidson, & Bell, 2008), 

especially in the context of a culture of digital sharing (see Aigrain, 2012; Sutherland-Smith, 2008). 

As discussed earlier, two of the more common forms of plagiarism, recycling of one’s own work and 

collusion, remain inadequately addressed by institutions and teaching staff (Gullifer & Tyson, 2014; 

Halupa & Bolliger, 2015). A research study focusing on intentional plagiarism in an Australian 

context reached similar conclusions (Devlin, 2003). 

 

While many argue that plagiarism is often not intentional, a recent scandal of cheating allegations 

was uncovered, making headline news in The Sydney Morning Herald (March, 2015). According to 

the paper, international students studying in New South Wales universities used an online essay 

writing company “MyMaster to ghost-write their assignments and sit online tests” (Visentin, 2015, 

n. p.). This particular website, targeting mainly Chinese students, sold assignments worth over 

$160,000 in one year. Hundreds of students accessed the ‘MyMaster’ service giving them an unfair 

advantage. Following internal investigations, students faced either suspension or expulsion. 

Plagiarism has become an increasing concern for educators, “endanger[ing] the foundations of higher 

education in many ways.” (Wei, Chesnut, Barnard-Brak, & Schmidt, 2014, p. 287). Further warnings 

indicate that “The cheater gets higher marks than deserved, thus reducing the efficiency of a country's 

educational system” (Magnus, Polterovich, Danilov, & Savvateev, 2002, p. 125), and that those who 

have the tendency to plagiarise may take this attitude into the business world, making it a mainstream 
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and acceptable behavior (Lawson, 2004, p. 198). Finally, as Willen (2004) notes: “In this climate 

what counts most are numbers and results, and those who get results, those who make the grade, 

regardless of how they go about doing it, reap the benefits” (p. 56). 

 

2.4 Aspects of Plagiarism 

 

2.4.1 Current Theories of Ethical Reasoning 

 

Given the current climate of aggressive recruitment of international students onshore and offshore 

(Leask, 2006), past research has demonstrated factors contributing to plagiarism such as massification 

and internationalisation of higher education (Devlin, 2003), and the ‘digital revolution’ (Sterngold, 

2004), with the internet facilitating “cut-and-paste plagiarism from digital sources” (Beasley, 2004, 

p. 2). Beasley (2004, pp. 7-9) identifies numerous causes of plagiarism: information overload, ethical 

lapses, laziness, ignorance, fear, as well as cryptomnesia (“The phenomenon of ‘forgotten 

knowledge’ may occur when the researcher fails to keep careful track of information gathered and 

utilized”), and thrill-seeking (excitement of breaking rules). The author further identifies three types 

of plagiarist:  

- The accidental plagiarist is one who either does not understand plagiarism or  

   makes a mistake in quoting, citing, or paraphrasing. The accidental plagiarist  

   may suffer from ignorance, information overload, disorganization, and/or  

   cryptomnesia.  

 

- The opportunistic plagiarist is one who knows that it is wrong to plagiarise but  

   does it anyway due to disorganization, information overload, ethical lapses,  

   laziness, and/or fear.  

 

- The committed plagiarist is one who intends, with forethought, to cheat by  

   stealing others’ words and/or ideas...Committed plagiarists may suffer from  

   ethical lapses, fear, or even thrill seeking (Beasley, 2004, p. 9) 

 

Research funded in 2001-2002 by the DEST investigating plagiarism issues, determined several 

factors associated with unintentional and intentional plagiarism. The researchers (James et al., 2002, 

cited in Devlin & Gray, 2007, p. 183) suggest that inadvertent and intentional plagiarism are due to 

the following factors: 

- student understanding of the concept of plagiarism and what it means in  

   practice; 

- student understanding of citation and referencing conventions; 

- students’ limited skill base in academic skills (such as critical analysis,   

   constructing an argument and paraphrasing) and in learning skills (such as  

   time, group, workload and stress management); 

- student misunderstanding and ignorance about why and how they should  
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   avoid plagiarism. 

 

Proposed reasons for deliberate plagiarism by the same researchers include:  

o laziness; 

o sneakiness; 

o competitiveness; 

o pressure due to academic workload requirements and to running out of 

time. 
 

Again, within an Australian context, Devlin (2003, p. 183) suggests further reasons for 

intentional plagiarism: 

o Pressures on the individual to succeed. 

o Penalties for failure. 

o Expected reward to be gained. 

o Opportunities to be dishonest. 

o Probability of getting away with it. 

o Social norms governing such behaviour. 

 

Adding to the wide range of reasons for students’ inadvertent and deliberate plagiarism, in a further 

study Devlin and Gray (2007, p. 186) add the following: 

o Inadequate admission criteria. 

o Poor understanding of plagiarism. 

o Poor academic skills. 

o Teaching/learning issues. 

o Laziness/convenience. 

o Pride in plagiarising. 

o Pressures. 

o Education costs. 
 

On a similar note, Li (2013b, p. 1248)) indicates the factors contributing to plagiarism: “graduation 

pressure, language barrier, confusion over what constitutes plagiarism, inadequate vigilance against 

plagiarism in previous and current education, and even laziness”. 

 

The emergence of the copyright law, “author-protective provisions of the 1710 Statute of Anne” 

(Bently & Ginsburg, 2010, p. 1478), coupled with the pressure of the Romantic ideology of originality 

(Berlin, 2013), have helped mould the moral aspect of plagiarism. McGrail and McGrail (2015 p. 

168) state that plagiarism is a “multifaceted and ethically complex problem” for which solutions 

“remain elusive” (p. 172) and pose a utilitarian question: “if plagiarism, being so multifariously 

defined, may properly be termed a moral failing or a pedagogical deficiency?”.  

 

To identify students’ rationale for engaging in plagiarism, and to address major issues underlying 

students’ plagiarism behaviour, a differentiation between ethical defect (deception) and inadequate 
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information (which may lead students to make an ‘honest’ or ‘accidental’ mistake) is required.  Past 

research has looked at various theories of ethical reasoning: prescriptive theories such as 

Utilitarianism and Deontology and descriptive theories such as, Machiavellianism, Situational Ethics, 

Cultural Relativism and Rational Self-Interest Theory. As Whitley, Nelson and Jones (1999) have 

stated, there is an ethical decision to be taken when students opt to plagiarise. Each of these theories 

is further elaborated in the following section. 

 

Utilitarianism 

Those who follow this philosophy believe that an action cannot be considered immoral as long as the 

action does not harm anyone. “Utilitarianism allows individual agents to have moral preferences and 

to act in the interest of others, when action toward others generates a net utility gain for the individual” 

(Van Staveren, 2007, p. 22). Granitz and Loewy (2007) note that students who plagiarise using the 

internet fall into this category. The authors further explain that students rationalise their acts of 

plagiarism if they think that there is no negative consequence such as “nobody gets hurt” (p. 297) and 

when chances of getting caught are perceived to be relatively small (Zack, 1998), or even when there 

is a positive outcome, “Plagiarism leads to better learning or higher grades” (Granitz & Loewy, 2007, 

p. 297). However, utilitarianism also involves actions that may not just harm anyone but improve the 

well-being of others, as noted by Friedland (2012, p. 333), “Utilitarians do not seek to increase their 

own happiness over that of others. Rather, they seek to do what will bring about the greatest good for 

the greatest number”. 

 

Deontology  

Another helpful theory in understanding student rationalisations for plagiarism is students’ use of 

deontological arguments. “Deontological ethics is about following universal norms that prescribe 

what people ought to do, how they should behave, and what is right or wrong. It is a morality of 

principles, not of consequences” (Van Staveren, 2007, p. 23). Under the deontological approach to 

ethics, according to researchers (Altschuler, 2001; Bugeja, 2001), students are unclear about 

plagiarism cases and they have no bad intentions or did not realise any wrongdoing.  

 

Machiavellianism  

Machiavellianism holds the view that individuals are motivated by their own benefit regardless of the 

consequences to others. Ryan (1998), in a study looking at students’ outlook toward plagiarism, found 

it “disturbing” to witness “students’ reactions when caught. Instead of expressing shame or remorse, 

reactions included denial (even in the face of overwhelming evidence) and defiance” (n. p.). In their 

research, ‘Comparing levels of Machiavellianism of today's college students with college students of 



 

 

53 

 

the 1960s’, Webster and Harmon (2002) found that students, across a span of 30 years, had become 

more Machiavellian. Denial, blaming others and seizing every opportunity without any concern for 

others seem to be the characteristics of Machiavellianism.  Granitz and Loewy (2007) highlight this 

by explaining that those who have been caught plagiarising “even in the presence of incontrovertible 

evidence” (p. 299) would “quick[ly] blame others …and often simply den[y] the transgression” (p. 

300) (see, also, Comas-Forgas & Sureda-Negre, 2010). 

 

Situational Ethics 

In a research paper entitled, ‘The Influence of Situational Ethics on Cheating Among College 

Students’, McCabe (1992) noted that “denial of responsibility” (p. 368) was the most prevalent 

technique used by students to justify their behaviour. The examples cited are “mind block, no 

understanding of the material, a fear of failing, and unclear explanations of assignments” (p. 368). 

Thus, students are not taking responsibility for their actions and blaming in this case external or 

situational factors to which they are subjected. Under this category, Granitz and Loewy (2007) note 

that students are most likely to cite external mitigating factors: “Students who plagiarise using this 

theory of ethics would cite a situational element as a justification” (p. 298). See for example, Bacha 

and Bahous, 2010; Wilkinson, 2009; Yazici et al. 2011.  

 

Cultural Relativism 

Ethical standards, a sense or right or wrong, or what is just or unjust, is open to interpretation as these 

ethical views may vary across cultures. Under this category, students may justify their behaviour by 

indicating that it is acceptable in their own country to plagiarise (Hay, Larres, Oyelere, & Fisher, 

2001), which may lead them to think that plagiarism is acceptable. On the other hand, Crittenden, 

Hanna and Peterson (2009), hold the view that plagiarism “does not appear to be the result of a culture 

of cooperation, but rather the drive for a competitive advantage” (p. 339). 

 

Rational Self-Interest 

Under this rationale, “plagiarism could be justified only if the plagiarist felt they were engaging in a 

fair [or equal] exchange” (Granitz & Loewy, 2007, p. 297). This occurs when students are not engaged 

with their studies, or find the assignments irrelevant (and are disinterested) (Ashworth et al., 1997). 

Rand (1964, p. 1) noted that human relationships are based on trade: “The Objectivist ethics proudly 

advocates and upholds rational selfishness - which means:  the values required for man’s survival qua 

man -which means: the values required for human survival”; thus, it is based on the belief of equitable 

exchange. 
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Broadly, these ethical reasoning theories can be summarised as follows: 

The idea here is that if a student reasons that the consequence of the plagiarism 

is a beneficial one (getting through a course they would otherwise fail) or the 

rules are inapplicable or impossible to follow (thus, deontologically 

unacceptable) or if the student maintains that they are otherwise a good and 

moral person (by means of virtue ethics), then plagiarism might be embarked 

upon (McGrail & McGrail, 2015, p. 170). 

 

These various ethical reasoning theories or rationales may be used by students to justify their acts of 

plagiarism and can be categorised as follows: those who do not realise any wrong-doing would fall 

under the Deontology and Cultural Relativism theories; it is an indication that students are not 

necessarily aware of transgression. On the other hand, students who plagiarise knowingly (or fully 

aware of wrong-doing) would rationalise their behaviour with outside factors. These can be found 

under the ethical reasoning theories: Utilitarianism, Rational Self-Interest, Machiavellianism and 

Situational Ethics. 

 

Some authors also indicate that plagiarism can be a conscious, strategic decision made by the students 

to get through assignments. Deckert (1993, p. 140) in his study conducted in Hong Kong on 

perspectives on plagiarism of Chinese students, argued that Chinese students’  

egocentric concerns of learning well and feeling right about oneself together far 

exceed concern for either the college, the original writer, one’s own classmates, 

or one’s relationship with the teacher. These students expressed the least concern 

for being found out and punished for violating a college rule. 

 

To help explain academic misconduct, early research looked at social psychological theories of 

deviance. Theories suggested are deterrence theory, rational choice theory, social bond theory, social 

learning theory (peer behaviour). Deterrence theory posits that misconduct may be reduced if there is 

high risk of getting caught and the consequent severity of the punishment (Gibbs, 1975). Michaels 

and Miethe (1989, p. 871) state that academic misconduct is “similar to a variety of other types of 

deviant or criminal behavior in that it offers the opportunity for gain”. The rational choice theory 

suggests that people’s motivation stems from what they want to have to achieve and taking the course 

of action that will bring the highest return while anticipating the outcome. As Scott (2000, p. 126) 

notes, “people calculate the likely costs and benefits of any action before deciding what to do”. 

Speaking of social bond theory, Hirschi (cited in Michaels & Miethe, 1989) observes that when the 

societal bonds are weakened, people lose their natural capacity to conform to rules; these social bonds 

are: commitment, attachment, involvement and belief. The “two interrelated components” of social 

learning theory, according to Michaels and Miethe (1989, p. 873), are: 

different association and perceived support from deviant rather than nondeviant  
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primary groups and the development of favorable definitions or attitudes 

concerning deviant behavior. According to this perspective, the novice deviant 

will develop associations with other deviants who support and reinforce pro-

criminal attitudes and behavior. 

 

Shafaei et al. (2016, p. 655) state that “social, cultural and educational aspects of international 

students play pivotal roles in influencing their attitude towards ethical and unethical academic 

conducts”. These aspects are further elucidated in the following sections of the literature review. 

 

2.4.2 Cultural Aspects 

 

Many students face academic and sociocultural difficulties when transitioning to Anglophone tertiary 

education (Clark, 2005; Inkelas et al., 2007), a fact that is “largely ignored in the transnational 

education provision” (Zhuang & Tan, 2012, p. 2). Pegrum (2009) signals the risks involved in 

exporting education: “Western institutions are exporting a lot more than course material... [they are 

exporting] a whole philosophy of rationalism and individualism based in Western modernity... [This 

creates] educational pitfalls, ranging from students misunderstanding expectations to educators 

imposing a monolithic academic literacy” (pp. 80-81). In addition, it is claimed that international 

students are often not given adequate time to adapt to the standards of Western academic culture, 

expectations and scholarly conduct (Zhuang & Tang, 2012).  

 

An aspect of plagiarism that is cited in the literature are the differences in cultural conceptions of 

plagiarism. Leask (2006), highlighting the multifaceted nature of plagiarism, indicates that it is 

predominantly a power struggle between academics and students and between 

the academy and the rest of society; and that underlying this struggle is a view 

that the academy and academics, and in particular the Western academy and the 

Western academic, are superior to and more powerful than students—all 

students, but in particular students from ‘other cultures’ (p. 184). 

 

Plagiarism, according to Ryan & Carroll (2005), is a core Western concept that is completely alien to 

Confucian Heritage Culture (CHC, a term coined by Biggs [1994]) students, and lecturers are ill-

equipped to deal with students’ needs while at the same time keeping academic standards and quality. 

The countries that are considered to be of CHC are, for example, China, Japan, Korea, Singapore, 

and Vietnam (Phuong-Mai, Terlouw, & Pilot, 2005).  

 

In general, Asian students’ attitude towards learning has been depicted through a deficit lens, as being 

devoid of independent thinking, authority-dependent, and reliant on memorisation (Noesjirwan, 

1970) and on preserving knowledge instead of broadening or developing it (Chan, 1999); in brief, 
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Asian students have been portrayed as passive and docile learners (Chan, 1999). In the late eighties, 

Samuelowicz (1987) argued that NESB students of CHC learn by reproducing original work. 

Focusing on Chinese students, Zhuang and Tang (2012) reaffirm this view and emphasise that the 

“Chinese educational system is widely recognised as cramming in knowledge with great emphasis on 

knowledge accumulation rather than its application”, and they describe a “general culture of rote 

learning ... [and] to accurately reproduce the transmitted knowledge” (p. 2). As a result, these students 

may plagiarise not only due to English language difficulties, but also due to their cultural and 

linguistic diversity (Cohen, 2003). This view is echoed by Deckert (1993, p. 133) who states that: 

[Chinese students] are the proverbial rote memorizers or recyclers … they are 

unaccustomed to deriving and expressing their own insight into academic issues. 

Yet, these students assume places in local college and universities that in some 

sense subscribe to the Western notion of plagiarism, assume students understand 

the meaning of the term, and threaten disciplinary action against violators. 

 

Ouellette (2008) states a similar point with more subtlety: “While all cultures may disapprove of 

‘stealing’ words and ideas from source texts, what actually constitutes inappropriate textual 

borrowing may still vary both across and even within cultures” (p. 258). On the other hand, some 

authors indicate that, while it may be useful to know students educational and cultural backgrounds 

in relation to plagiarism, there is not enough evidence to suggest the role of culture may have on 

plagiarism (Brennan & Durovic, 2005; Pecorari & Petrić, 2014).  

 

Some studies indicate that students coming from collectivist cultures such as China view plagiarism 

differently than their Western counterparts (Hayes & Introna, 2005; Robinson & Kuin, 1999; Sutton, 

Taylor, & Johnston, 2014) and are, according to research, influenced by their educational system 

where critical analysis is not the norm (Sutton et al., 2014). Hayes and Introna (2005, p. 225) also 

stress that “students from the rest of Asia and Greece reinforced this emphasis on memorisation and 

on the assumed authority of the author of the prescribed text. The underlying explanation for this is 

that they consider the teacher to be the authority and therefore the only one properly authorised to 

have an interpretation”.  

 

On the other hand, other studies refute this, indicating that culture is not the determining factor for 

the understanding of plagiarism (Yeo, 2007). Schmitt (2005, p. 69) holds the view that some students 

“regardless of where they come from” do “borrow text” and explains this as students’ writing strategy. 
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2.4.3 Educational Aspects 

 

While some research has focused on the perceived negative aspects of Asian learning styles compared 

to Western styles, others have addressed the issue by explaining students’ misinterpretation of what 

plagiarism is, emphasising the benefits of Asian learning styles. Studies have found that the 

perception of plagiarism is reflective of students’ educational system (educational background) 

(Evans, Craig, & Mietzel, 1991).  For example, “Korean students copy…and it has been allowed. 

More precisely, it has been ignored because plagiarism is not a concern of teachers in academic 

settings in Korea” (Moon, 2002, p. 1351). Although all these essential views have explanatory power 

they are not necessarily valid as blanket descriptions.  

 

It has been suggested that for quite a large number of Asian learners, the “teacher is the final 

authority” (Ladd & Ruby Jr, 1999; Tin, 2008). There may be an expectation from students that 

teachers will take the role of their parents (Chuah, 2010). Thus, it may be that Asian international 

students expect to be told exactly what to do (Huang & Rinaldo, 2009). Chung, Kelliher and Smith 

(2006) expand this notion to non-CHC countries such as India and Indonesia. Students, while lacking 

sufficient vocabulary to understand key content and concepts, have to learn how to synthesise new 

information, critically analyse, and argue in a short period of time. These skills are difficult for them 

(Zhuang & Tang, 2012) and generate more lecturer and tutor dependency (Evans & Tregenza, 2002).  

Writing about the Singapore education system, Fitzpatrick (2015, p. 22) argues that the Singaporean 

government is trying to transform its education system so that it moves away from “a nanny state … 

[and] to encourage Singaporeans to loosen up and think for themselves”.  

 

Barker (2000) echoes these views, indicating that in Australia, first year science students expect to be 

told what to do in terms of instruction, advice and useful feedback. It is quite evident that, regardless 

of where students are located (Australia or Singapore), or of their language, cultural and educational 

background, first-year students seem to need support from staff to deal with the academic 

requirements of the higher education environment.  

 

2.4.4 Language Aspects 

 

Benefitting from the English language mode of delivery and its dominance as a lingua franca, 

Australian higher education remains attractive to foreign students. This is based on several factors. 

First, to ensure quality and international standards, the Australian Commonwealth Register of 

Institutions and Courses for Overseas Students (CRICOS) aims to protect the interests of foreign 
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students, while keeping a close watch on Australian education’s international quality and reputation. 

Second, by establishing the Education Services for Overseas Students (ESOS), Australia has ensured 

the legal protection of international study, thus guaranteeing high quality service to the student. Third, 

by offering worldwide recognised qualifications, which are part of the Australian Qualifications 

Framework (AQF), Australian universities offer a seamless transition into higher education for their 

international students. 

 

The majority of international students studying in Australian transnational programmes are of CHC 

origins (see Figure 2.2).  

 

 

Figure 2.2: International student numbers in Australian TNHE by top 10 nationalities  

       (Source: DET, 2015a) 

 

Figure 2.3 below, illustrates the numbers of transnational students by country. According to DET 

(2015b), in 2014 there were over hundred thousand transnational students studying in Australian 

TNHE institutions. 

 

 

Figure 2.3: Transnational student numbers in Australian TNHE institutions by country 2010-2014  

       (Source: DET, 2015b) 
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Whether based in Australia or offshore, one of the entry requirements to Australian universities is 

English language proficiency. One dominant issue facing students is English language competence 

(Ouellette, 2008; Zhuang & Tang, 2012). This is based on the fact that for speakers of Asian 

languages, there is limited positive transfer, namely, transfer of metalinguistic knowledge between 

their first language (L1) and second language (L2). This inhibits overall comprehension (Huang, 

2004, 2005; Liu, 1994; Zhong, 1996). Bialystok, Luk and Kwan (2005) offer additional evidence that 

alphabetic writing systems have an impact on the level of cross-linguistic transfer, namely, the 

transfer between L1 and L2 (Cisero & Royer, 1995; Durgunoglu, Nagy, & Hancin-Bhatt, 1993). 

Sutton et al. (2014) note that students have an “added difficulty academically in a second language” 

(p. 131). 

 

Unless a student has studied for a previous degree taught in English, a student wishing to study at an 

Australian university must have an International English Language Testing (IELTS) score of 6.0 or 

equivalent for general entry to undergraduate studies, a score of 6.5 for postgraduate studies, and an 

even higher score for some specialist degrees (Feast, 2002). This implies that students who have 

obtained the necessary score have the ability to cope linguistically with their chosen course of study. 

However, in one study, Kennelly, Maldoni and Davies (2010) reported that: “Although these 

[international] students gained entry to university, it is clear that by the end of their degree many had 

still not attained the minimum standard required to study in an Australian university” (p. 61).  

 

Language learners need to learn about phonetics, syntax, semantics, pragmatics, and so on. Research 

conducted on language learning indicates that some students’ views on language learning might be 

quite naïve: for example, the belief that language learning is just a question of translating one 

language into the other, or that two years of language learning are sufficient to be fluent in the target 

language (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1988, cited in Ohata, 2005, p. 138). These erroneous beliefs, 

among others, lead many transnational students to assume that since they have met the university’s 

entry requirements, they can manage their studies without further language support (O’Loughlin, 

2008).  

 

Another recurring theme in the literature is that, although students seem to be aware of the notion of 

plagiarism, they are “unsure about precisely what should and should not be assigned to [the 

plagiarism] … category”. There would seem to be “widespread ignorance concerning the correct 

procedure to follow when making use of a text” (Ashworth et al., 1997, p. 201). 
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On the other hand, most academics have pedagogical assumptions in terms of their students’ 

metalinguistic awareness, that is, “the ability to reflect on language as a carrier of meaning” (Doherty 

& Perner, 1998, p. 279), and knowledge (Bialystok, 2007). In an attempt to disguise their difficulties, 

students may sometimes become trapped into ‘cut and paste’ situation (McGowan, 2005b).   

Similarly, NESB academics experience difficulties in expressing themselves in the English 

Language. A Chinese chemist, quoted in Myers (1998) explains:  

Many scientists are not good at English. In order to publish their articles in 

foreign journals they have to translate their journals from Chinese to English. So 

they usually borrow some words from foreign articles. I don’t know if this is a 

kind of plagiarism (p. 39).  

 

A Turkish researcher echoes similar views in Nature, stipulating that, “For those of us whose mother 

tongue is not English, using beautiful sentences from other studies on the same subject in our 

introductions is not unusual” (Yilmaz, 2007, p. 658). Moreover, depending on students’ cultural and 

educational background, altering or ‘paraphrasing’ authorities’ words may be a sign of disrespect as 

knowledge should be conserved (Holmes, 2004): “Altering the exact expression of something through 

paraphrasing, for example, is, in this view of language, the same as altering the reality of the world 

itself” (Hayes & Introna, 2005, p. 225). 

 

2.4.5 Social Values 

 

Green (2002, p. 5) attributes “the rule against plagiarism as a corollary to a complex social norm”, 

which he refers to as the desire for self-esteem or the “norm of attribution. Under this norm, one is 

permitted to copy another’s words or ideas if and only if he/she attributes them to their original 

author”.  Rosamond (2002, p. 168) asserts that it is the “cultural glue that enables academia to function 

successfully” and “one who violates the norm of attribution commits plagiarism. If discovered, the 

offender faces a range of possible sanctions”. Others observe that plagiarism for students is not a very 

important concept and that it “ranks relatively low in the student system of values” (Ashworth et al., 

1997, p. 201). While some researchers and educators attribute students’ lack of academic integrity, 

in this instance plagiarism, to “alienation from their country’s education systems” (Hayes & Introna, 

2005, p. 228), others argue that the notion of academic integrity is shaped by social factors rather than 

moral integrity (McCabe & Trevino, 1993). Hayes & Introna, (2005) further argue that the more 

students feel alienated, the more likely they are to plagiarise. They add that “overseas students find 

themselves in an educational system that expects of them things they are not prepared for, and in a 

language they are not competent in” (p. 229) 
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Other authors hold the view that plagiarism goes hand in hand with the reporting of institutions’ 

financial fraud and the plagiarism cases of high profile politicians portrayed in the mass media. And, 

in parallel to the increase of these incidences, plagiarism in the education system also increases; the 

authors ask whether the “adherence to the neoliberal values that underpin our economic and academic 

systems predicts acceptance of cheating?” (Pulfrey, & Butera, 2013, p. 2153). This view is echoed 

by a student who said (Hayes & Introna, 2005):  

When you see that people are taking degrees without doing anything …. It leaves 

people thinking, why should I bother to study and memorize things that I do not 

need afterward when these things are going on around you? (p. 228) 
 

Finally, Gross (2011, pp. 435-436) concludes that the “value shift theory can be applied to explain 

the increase in and growing legitimacy of cheating and plagiarism among today’s college students … 

the postmodern values tend to view anything published, especially over the Internet … as community 

property not requiring attribution of credit.” 

 

2.4.6 Digital Plagiarism 

 

The expansion of higher education and the easier access to internet sources seem to have contributed 

further to plagiarism (Eret & Ok, 2014; Gross, 2011). Although plagiarism seems to have been 

prevalent in the past, there have been ongoing debates about whether it has become more so (Marshall 

& Garry, 2006). Since the 1990s, information technology has blurred and loosened the edges of 

authorship, giving rise to spontaneous collaboration (for example, Wikipedia), and a whole subculture 

has emerged such as open access (OA) or free online access to ‘commons’; for example, “OA 

literature is a commons because free use is pre-authorized” (Suber, 2006, p. 11). Thus, technology 

has created a new route out of traditional paper-based plagiarism to a more dynamic form of copying 

and pasting, reshaping the notion of authorship - and the ideological basis of plagiarism - around new 

values and behaviours. Focusing on English as a Second language (ESL) students, Sutherland-Smith 

(2005a) highlights that: “ESL students tended to view the Internet as a ‘free zone’ not governed by 

legal proprietary rights” (p. 15).   

 

Digital plagiarism has supplanted traditional plagiarism. Mainka, Raeburn and Earl (2006, p. 13) 

explain: “after Google’s launch in 1998 the Internet became a public elixir of information of 

increasingly dubious origin, seemingly meeting steadily rising student demand”. This, according to 

Ryan (1998), is due to the amount of effort required in copying from printed materials. Consequently, 

the internet has not only widened the possibility of plagiarising (Bachore, 2014) but has also offered 

easily accessible, unlimited and unparalleled opportunities to plagiarise (Ma, Wan, & Lu, 2008; 



 

 

62 

 

Waithaka & Gitimu, 2012). Digital plagiarism in academia has been dubbed ‘academic cyber-sloth’ 

(Carnie, 2001, B14) or ‘cyberplagiarism’ (Anderson, 1999, p. 371). One of the major reasons cited 

for this upsurge may be that students have become accustomed to free material, such as music or 

videos, and are familiar with downloading it from the internet (Young, 2001).  

 

Since the advent of the internet era, plagiarism has become an important concern for educational 

institutions as the growth of the internet is further intensifying occurrences of plagiarism (Boykins & 

Gilmore, 2012; Duggan, 2006; Evans, 2006; Heather, 2010; Koehler, 2008; Lathrop & Foss, 2000; 

Li & Casanave, 2012; Sterngold, 2004; Yeo, 2007). As Watson and Sottile (2010) explain, “With the 

advance of word processors and the Internet, cheating has entered the digital age.  Students today are 

now part of the ‘copy and paste’ generation in which dishonest behavior is only a mouse click away” 

(p. 1).   

 

Research on students’ views found that most consider using the internet to copy and paste as easy, 

and do not perceive this as a serious plagiarism offence (Boykins & Gilmore, 2012; Devoss & Rosati, 

2002; Willems, 2003). As for the pervasiveness of digital plagiarism, Ammari (2010), citing Joyce 

(2003), indicates that, according to research conducted in Australia, the United States, New Zealand 

and the United Kingdom, almost half of the students surveyed admitted to have plagiarised, “which 

can be negatively reflected on the academic status, reputation and credibility of the concerned 

institutions” (p. 1). 

 

The reasons cited for plagiarism indicate that in a digital environment the internet is seen as a public 

domain based on an ethos of sharing, where attribution is not seen as necessary (Groark et al., 2001; 

Oliphant, 2002; Thompson, 2003). Livingston-Webber (1999) explains this notion as follows: “Post-

modern discourses practices of GenX culture creators put them into conflict with those who want to 

limit copyright practices traditionally held in the cultural commons as fair use” (p. 263). In a copy-

and-paste culture, and a culture where information is freely shared and remixed, the concept of 

plagiarism may be quite murky to students. As Pegrum (2009) explains, “In a digital world, 

knowledge is, less than ever, an individual possession” (p. 28). ‘Remix’ and ‘Mashup’ are, according 

to Turnitin™ (2015a), popular forms of plagiarism. While ‘Remix’ is an “act of paraphrasing from 

other sources and making the content fit together seamlessly”, a ‘Mashup’ denotes a “paper that 

represents a mix of copied material from several different sources without proper citation” 

(Turnitin™, 2015a, p. 4). 
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While digital plagiarism remains an important issue, it is a grey area which is made complex by 

differing cultural, educational and linguistic factors, and conflicting demands of business models, 

academic policies, and academic staff and student expectations. Sigthorsson (2005, paras 8-9) holds 

the view that plagiarism is not an “Internet-borne plague on the house of education”, but rather, “a 

symptom of an emerging mode of reading and writing as usage”.  

 

According to Brimble and Stevenson-Clarke (2005, p. 19), “Educational institutions may be fighting 

a losing battle against academic misconduct, given an environment of technological advancements 

that make it increasingly easier for students to access and misuse resources”. This, according to the 

authors, is further aggravated through institutions’ diminishing funds, academics’ heavy workloads, 

and having to deal with a large number of students, so that the “difficulty of monitoring and 

addressing the problem at the individual student level assumes enormous proportions” (Stevenson-

Clarke, 2005, p. 19).  

 

2.5 Strategies to Combat Plagiarism 

 

2.5.1 Policies on Plagiarism and their Implementation 

 

In the past, plagiarism policies at Australian universities did not differentiate between inadvertent and 

deliberate plagiarism. However, Devlin and Gray (2007) indicated that there has been a change in 

policies which now include the unintentional aspects of plagiarism. Given the increasing number of 

students in TNE, transparency, diligence and consistency in the implementation of policies regarding 

academic integrity and plagiarism has become a pressing issue (Hallak & Poisson, 2007). McGrail 

and McGrail (2015) noted that “universities have been overhauling and refining plagiarism policies, 

and almost always with more specific sanctions for infractions” (p. 271).  

 

Currently, universities are dealing with academic integrity under two paradigms, namely, a “paradigm 

of crime and punishment” and a “paradigm of teaching and learning” (Hartle, Kimmins, & Huijser, 

2009, p. 3). The first of these could also be referred to as a ‘catch and punish’ paradigm. The 

arguments presented under the catch and punish paradigm tend to view the rise of digital plagiarism 

as an issue of moral decline. The arguments which fall under the teaching and learning paradigm, on 

the other hand, tend to view digital plagiarism as a legitimate learning process. However, both of 

these paradigms are framed by larger questions regarding language, cultural and educational issues.  
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The Paradigm of Crime and Punishment.  

Li and Casanave (2012) suggest that most institutional policies on plagiarism “focus on detection and 

punishment rather than learning” (p. 2), without considering whether it was intentional or not. The 

same view is shared by many authors such as Adler-Kassner, Anson, & Howard (2008); Price (2002), 

and Zwagerman (2008). Hayes and Introna (2005) emphasise that patchwriting should not always be 

considered as plagiarism, as novice writers may not have developed paraphrasing skills, and indicate 

that the punitive approach “often leads to devastating consequences for students who are already 

vulnerable” (p. 226). However, this view is not shared by everyone. Fish, a professor of Humanities 

and Law at Florida International University, argues that “students who never quite get the [plagiarism] 

concept right are by and large not committing a crime; they are just failing to become acclimated to 

the conventions of the little insular world they have” (Fish, 2010). 

 

The Paradigm of Teaching and Learning.  

While there is a widespread attitude of “catch and punish” (Hrasky & Kronenberg, 2011, p. 26), 

authors such as Howard (2007) argue that plagiarism is an issue of teaching and learning and that it 

is the responsibility of educators to teach students how to write properly, especially those who come 

from a different linguistic and educational background.  

 

2.5.2 Technology to Detect Plagiarism 

 

To tackle the problem and curb plagiarism, universities have turned to plagiarism detection, also 

known as text-matching software (TMS), for example, Turnitin™ (a Service of iParadigms LLC), 

SafeAssignment™ or Urkund™ (other examples are provided in Patil, 2015). This TMS matches 

students’ submitted assignments with other submitted essays in their archives or any other material 

found online. They then generate a report which indicates the percentage of similarity found 

elsewhere (either in its own database or electronic sources) and highlights the string of sentences or 

paragraphs copied. It also provides the links to the original texts. 

 

Turnitin™ (Turnitin, 2011, pp. 1-2), claims to be “the only complete, web-based solution for 

managing writing assignments that prevents plagiarism,” (p. 1) and includes an OriginalityCheck. 

According to Turnitin™:  

OriginalityCheck is the world’s leading solution for finding unoriginal content and 

diagnosing potential plagiarism. It allows educators to check students' work for 

improper citation or potential plagiarism by comparing the work against 

continuously updated databases of existing sources. Instructors or students submit 

their papers to Turnitin via a web-based account. Turnitin then generates an 

Originality Report for each paper submitted), analyzing students’ compliance with 
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their instructor’s instructions and/or school policies regarding plagiarism, proper 

citation and use of copyrighted materials. (p. 2) 

 

Turnitin™ further claims that it provides its services to “15,000 Institutions in 140 Countries”, with 

a database of “60+ billion webpages - 600+Million Student papers - 154 Million journal articles, 

periodicals, and books” (Turnitin™, 2015b, n. p.). Additionally, there are free plagiarism detection 

tools available online, for example,  http://www.plagiarismdetect.com/ and 

http://www.scanmyessay.com/. 

 

While students have access to information at their fingertips, to deter and expose ‘digital cheating', 

institutions are using anti-plagiarism software packages such as Turnitin™, which several years ago 

had “created a database of more than 10 million student papers” (Brown, Jordan, Rubin, & Arome, 

2010, p. 114). In a recent report, Turnitin.com indicates that 15% of ‘matched content’ came from 

cheat sites and approximately 10% from Wikipedia (The New Face of Cheating, 2011). However, not 

all academic misconduct cases can be detected since there are websites which provide custom written 

papers for a fee (Embleton & Helfer, 2007). Furthermore, plagiarism detection systems are not 

infallible as they cannot detect users’ ‘technical tricks’ (Kakkonnen & Mozgovoy, 2010). Heather 

(2010) explains three easy “methods” (p. 649) to defeat Turnitin™. For other alternatives, 

Metacafe.com and YouTube.com offer easy-to-follow, detailed instructions on how to cheat 

Turnitin™.  

 

Although Turnitin™ might be a popular solution to effectively limit and control plagiarism (Buckley 

& Cowap, 2013), as it requires less effort from teaching staff to detect plagiarism and provides 

evidence (Keuskamp & Sliuzas, 2007), many authors have voiced differing views about its use and 

effectiveness. In research conducted on the usefulness of plagiarism detection tools, Raimondi (n. d., 

p. 1) found evidence that students were able to use various techniques to “bypass an automated 

evaluation of originality”. The author explains the simple and sophisticated techniques that can be 

used (Raimondi, n. d., p. 2):  

• to modify the plagiarised text, for instance by replacing all ‘e’ characters  

in a text with another completely different character; 

• the use of Word macros to automatically replace the additional character  

every time the document is opened. Using this technique, a student first 

substitutes all ‘e’ characters with > (using, for instance, the ‘Find and 

Replace’ command), and then adds a macro to translate > back to ‘e’ every 

time the document is opened; 

• search for documents that are not currently indexed [not found in the  

software’s database]; 

• [using of tools] which can automate the paraphrasing process; 

• Use of automatic translator [for back-translation, explained in Chapter1]  

http://www.plagiarismdetect.com/
http://www.scanmyessay.com/
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Beasley (2004, p. 9) specifies that “detection technology cannot fully address the issue of accidental 

plagiarism because it cannot determine whether plagiarism is truly accidental or an effort to disguise 

cheating”. Also, de Jager & Brown (2010) question the capability of Turnitin™ to differentiate 

between adequate attributed and unattributed material. As Sutherland-Smith and Carr (2005, p. 5) 

highlight, “Staff perceptions were that the software would identify plagiarism and take that 

responsibility away from [them]…a slightly naïve expectation”. Additionally, Hayes and Introna 

(2005) argue that Turnitin™ does not incorporate in its database print material such as books or other 

material not available online. They further suggest that “paper mills…Web sites that provide 

complete essays for a charge or in exchange for another essay” (Hayes & Introna, 2005, p. 214) are 

not subjected to and not detected by Turnitin™ (see for example, Parkins & Visentin, 2015). As 

Rosamond (2002, p. 171) maintains, the rise of paper mills has increased “academic sensitivity” to 

students’ plagiarism, which “has been heightened in recent years by the growth of web technology 

and the emergence of countless internet-based enterprises that sell ‘off the peg’ term papers or, in 

some cases, produce bespoke research”. 

 

As noted earlier, following the highly-mediatised plagiarism cases in Australia, more universities 

have invested resources in commercial text-matching software to reduce incidences of plagiarism 

(Preiss, 2014). However, Warn (2006, p. 201) recommends that “the quantitative measures derived 

from the output can be of use, but qualitative judgment is still needed”. Additional research indicates 

that text-matching software should not be a substitute for education (Okoro, 2011); software may be 

helpful but it has its own limitations (Postle, 2009) and it is not always reliable (Kutz et al., 2011).  

Hrasky and Kronenberg (2011) suggest that the responsibility for plagiarism should move from 

students to a more realistic and broader approach, namely, a shared responsibility by institution, staff 

and students.  

 

Additionally, Richardson, Hamilton, Gray, Waycott and Thompson (2012) found a gap in Australian 

AI policies which fail to address students’ intellectual property rights. One of the concerns raised 

regarding students’ copyright issues in Turnitin™ is this: 

Lawyers say the problem with Turnitin.com is that student papers are copied in 

their entirety to the services' database, which is a potential infringement of 

students' copyrights… And the copying is sometimes done without students' 

knowledge or consent, which is a potential invasion of their privacy. (Foster, 

2002, p. 1). 
 

A legal dispute between Vanderhye versus iParadigms arose for copyright infringement; a lawsuit 

where “each of the students obtained a copyright registration for papers they submitted to Turnitin™. 

The lawsuit was filed against Turnitin™’s parent company, iParadigms LLC” (Glod, 2007, p. 2). 
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Bruton and Childers (2016, p. 318) note that “iParadigms won the case, largely because courts saw 

its use of student materials as a ‘fair use’ exception to copyright protection”. 

 

An article published in the Higher Education section of The Australian (2016, 11 May), remarks that 

most Australian universities are using Turnitin™ (Ferguson, 2016, n. p.). However, it has been noted 

that “instead of reductions of problems, the amount of insufficient paraphrasing and quoting remained 

significant” (Silvey, Snowball, & Do, 2016, p. 213).  This is consistent with the findings of Beasley 

(2004, p. 10), who concluded that “no single process or technology can address the numerous varieties 

of plagiarism and the corresponding motivations for committing the offence”. The use of TMS may 

have encouraged Australian universities to take a punitive and simplistic approach to plagiarism 

(Silvey et al., 2016). Howard and Robillard (2008, p. 3) argue against simplistic approaches towards 

plagiarism, in that it “must be pluralized…[and] must take into account the spatial, temporal [a]nd 

cultural contexts in which [academic staff] teach as well as the populations of students in their 

classroom”. 

 

The popularity of Turnitin™ and iParadigms™ seems to be increasing, an indication that they are 

seen as useful tools (Hoge, 2013). Childers and Bruton (2016) reported that students were generally 

favourable to their use. Other researchers comment on the text-matching software’s limitations, 

realising that it does neither discourage nor prevent plagiarism (Youmans, 2011).  

 

2.6 Summary 

 

This chapter reviewed the significant body of research on plagiarism within higher education, 

investigating its various forms and causes. Lack of preparedness for tertiary education, inadequate 

academic writing skills, misunderstanding of plagiarism issues, and the availability of digital tools, 

were often cited as some of the main contributing factors.  

 

Evidence suggests that unintentional plagiarism occurs due to a lack of knowledge on appropriate 

citation (Ellery, 2008; Li & Casanave, 2012; Shi, 2008) and language issues (Angelil-Carter, 2000; 

Li, 2013a; Ouelette, 2008). Research has also looked at other factors influencing students’ behaviour 

on plagiarism, namely, cultural differences (Bretag, 2004), previous experience (Hayes & Introna, 

2005), educational background (Abasi & Graves, 2008; Shi, 2006), discipline-specific plagiarism 

(Rinnert & Koyabashi, 2005) and availability of digital tools (Scanlon & Neumann, 2002; Sutherland-

Smith, 2008). Various research methods have been used to carry out investigations on plagiarism: 

student interviews (Blum, 2010); staff interviews (Sutherland-Smith, 2005b); text-based responses 
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(Pecorari & Shaw, 2012) and scenario-based questionnaires for staff and students (Barrett & Cox, 

2005). The literature review has shown that research on plagiarism needs to be situated in a broader 

context and framework. 

 

The complexities surrounding the act of plagiarism have also been presented in light of theoretical, 

social and contextual factors. Past research has sought to find links between the acculturation of 

international students, and the social, cultural and educational influences, to identify students’ ethical 

and unethical academic conduct. The extant literature has also sought to identify ways in which 

plagiarism could be curbed by using plagiarism detection tools, for example. However, as student 

movement across countries intensifies, the consequences of plagiarism in transnational higher 

education societies become increasingly concerning.  

 

The background presented in this chapter suggests that plagiarism is on the rise in Western tertiary 

education.  A great deal has been written about this topic in an attempt to provide an understanding 

of why it occurs, as well as offering guidelines and strategies to minimise occurrences. A TNHE 

environment, characterised by diversities in educational and cultural backgrounds and in first 

languages, all within a variety of operational characteristics (Healey, 2015a), is the right place to 

assess students’ views on plagiarism. Therefore, a study looking at plagiarism in the digital era is 

important in the context of Australian TNHE in Singapore, as it will assess in depth the views on 

plagiarism of students and staff in transnational education, with the aim of determining possible ways 

of prevention and assisting with future planning and policy development. 

 

The following chapter, Chapter 3, reports the details of the methodology used in this study. 
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CHAPTER 3:  METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Introduction 

 

This study used an inductive research process with mixed methods to obtain an understanding of the 

issues under investigation. The study examined the views of students and staff on plagiarism, based 

on quantitative and qualitative data. To add representativeness to the study (Gay & Airasian, 2003), 

students and teaching staff were of different gender, age and first language, with different cultural 

and educational backgrounds and studying/teaching at different levels. Data were collected through 

two anonymous survey instruments, one for students and one for staff, which were completed on a 

voluntary basis at Australian TNHE institutions delivering their programmes in Singapore. This was 

followed up with student and staff interviews. A total of 574 students and 32 teaching staff across 

various disciplines participated in this study. The methodology integrated and compared student and 

staff views, specific characteristics of the TNHE environment and university policy documents.  

 

Section 3.2 of this chapter introduces the research aims and research questions. This is followed by 

the theoretical framework, in Section 3.3. The rationale for a mixed method approach is presented in 

Section 3.4, and the research design in Section 3.5. Section 3.6 details the characteristics of the TNHE 

institutions chosen for this study. In sections 3.7 to 3.9, the three phases of the research are explained: 

Phase 1 provides an assessment of the TNHE characteristics and an analysis of documents; Phase 2 

details student and staff survey questions, participants and the analysis of the survey; and Phase 3 

provides student and staff interview questions, participants and the analysis of the interviews. Section 

3.10 identifies the role of the researcher. The ethical protection of the participants is presented in 

Section 3.11 followed by the limitations of the methodology in Section 3.12. The summary of Chapter 

3 is given in the final section, Section 3.13. This research was conducted from 2014 to 2017. 

 

3.2 Research Questions 

 

The purpose of this research using a mixed methods approach (quantitative procedures supported by 

qualitative data) was to understand the views on plagiarism of students and of teaching staff at 

Australian universities in Singapore, with the aim of exploring the interrelated aspects of digital 

plagiarism in the transnational context and to suggest ways to address the issue in transnational 

environments. Institutional policy documents on plagiarism provided a framework to analyse views 

on plagiarism in terms of consistency and variation across institutions.  
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The concerns raised about the complexities of plagiarism in the literature review helped to inform 

and determine the focus of the central research questions and refine their corresponding guiding 

questions. These guiding questions helped to break down each central question into key components. 

This study was, therefore, driven by the following research questions: 

Research Question 1:  

What are the issues with plagiarism in Australian TNHE programmes in Singapore?  

with the following underpinning guiding questions: 

1.1 What are the specific characteristics of the TNHE environment within this context? 

1.2 What are the institutional policies on plagiarism within this context? 

1.3 What are students’ views on plagiarism within this context? 

1.4 What are staff views on plagiarism within this context? 

The answers to these questions are presented in Chapter 8 (Discussion and Recommendations). 

Research Question 2:  

What recommendations can be made to reduce issues with plagiarism in current Australian TNHE 

programmes in Singapore? 

with the following underpinning guiding questions: 

 2.1 What is the overall situation with plagiarism in this context?  

2.2 What recommendations can be made to reduce issues with plagiarism in this context? 

The answers to these questions are presented in Chapter 8 (Discussion and Recommendations). 

 

3.3 Theoretical Framework  

 

This study used a mixed methods approach to answer the central and guiding questions. A mixed 

methods research approach is a kind of “empirical research that collects, analyses and combines 

quantitative and qualitative data” (Punch, 2009, p. 301) to obtain an understanding of the issues under 

investigation (Creswell, 2002) and diminish the weaknesses of using a single method (Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Spratt, Walker, & Robinson, 2004), is the most appropriate approach for this 

study. Onwuegbuzie and Johnson (2006, p. 60) argue that “mixed research involves combining 

complementary strengths and nonoverlapping weaknesses of quantitative and qualitative research 

methods” as they help in gathering different views and complement each other.  

 

The use of quantitative research allowed the researcher to gather data, which could be put into 

categories, and to quantify and understand the prevalence of phenomena. It also allowed the 

researcher to make ‘objective comparisons’. As Punch (2009, p. 294) indicates, quantitative research 
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“brings objectivity to the research”. On the other hand, the use of a qualitative approach provided 

flexibility and offered “the best way…of getting the insider’s perspective, the ‘actor’s definition of 

the situation’, ‘the meanings people attach to things and events’ ” (Punch, 2009, p. 294).  

 

3.4  Rationale for Mixed Methods Approach  

 

The decision to use mixed methods was arrived at in response to the following question: What is the 

best approach to find answers to the research questions? (Mauch & Birch, 1998). This non-

experimental study is located within an interpretivist paradigm. Non-experimental research is defined 

as: 

Systematic empirical enquiry in which the scientist does not have direct control 

of independent variables because their manifestations have already occurred or 

because they are inherently not manipulable. Inferences about relations among 

variables are made, without direct intervention, from concomitant variation of 

independent and dependent variables (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000, p. 569). 

 

In this study, which aimed to assess the views of students and staff on plagiarism within a 

transnational context, the researcher did not have control over any of the numerous variables that are 

in play in this extremely complex interaction. These variables, related to the socio-demographic data 

of the participants, key characteristics of the institutions, and to parameters specific to the 

transnational environment, were not manipulable nor controllable by the researcher and had already 

interacted in a highly dynamic and non-linear manner, to provide the views of the students and of the 

staff. This confirms that the mixed methods research, based on both quantitative and qualitative 

methods, was the only appropriate method to use, to produce effective answers to the central and 

guiding research questions. 

 

The use of quantitative and qualitative data collection in a single research strengthened the study as 

the quantitative method provided “representativeness and generalizability of quantitative findings” 

and the semi-structured, in-depth interviews provided vigour through its “in-depth, contextual nature 

of qualitative findings” (Hanson, Creswell, Clark, Petska, & Creswell, 2005, p. 225). 

 

3.5 Research Design 

 

This study used an inductive research process involving a mixed methodology with a descriptive 

survey and semi-structured, in-depth interviews, as data collection tools. The research design was 

derived from the research questions underpinning this study. A nonprobability (purposive and 

convenience) design sampling was chosen. A purposive sampling technique can be defined as 
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“…individuals, groups of individuals, institutions, based on specific purposes associated with 

answering a research study’s questions” (Teddlie & Yu, 2007, p. 77). The institutions surveyed 

constituted a convenience sample of Australian universities, based on proximity to the authors’ own 

institution: “Convenience sampling involves drawing samples that are both easily accessible and 

willing to participate in a study” (Teddlie & Yu, 2007, p. 78). 

 

Following Punch (2009), in a mixed explanatory design, the qualitative data (semi-structured 

interviews) are shaped by and built upon the quantitative results (large scale quantitative survey). 

This mixed methods approach is conceptualised in Figure 3.1. 

 

  
 

Figure 3.1: Conceptualisation of a mixed research paradigm 

 

The Sequential Dominant Status Design 

As this study sought to assess the views of students and teaching staff on plagiarism, a sequential 

explanatory design (Luzzo, 1995; Palmer & Cochran, 1988; Williams, Judge, Hill & Hoffman, 1997),  

based on the combination of quantitative and qualitative data collection methods (Creswell, 2003; 

Creswell, Plano Clark, Guttman, & Hanson, 2003), was used to provide a comprehensive 

understanding of the complex issue; "blending qualitative and quantitative methods of research can 

produce a final product which can highlight the significant contributions of both" (Nau, 1995, p. 1). 

The approach of using a combination of two methods or methodological pluralism (Smith, 1975) is 

“what works” (Howe, 1988, p. 13) to build knowledge taking a pragmatic approach (Creswell, 2003; 

Maxcy, 2003).   

 

In this study, relevant data were collated over three sequential phases, with the quantitative phase 

(Phase 2) having a “dominant status”, or, in other terms, a greater emphasis than the qualitative phases 

(Phases 3 and 1, in that order) (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2009, p. 271). Evaluation and assessment of 

the data were carried out iteratively. 

 

Mixed Methods: 

Explanatory Design

Quantitative Research Paradigm: 

Large Scale Survey

Qualitative Research Paradigm: 

Open-ended questions / In-depth Interviews
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Phase 1: Phase 1 involved assessing the specific characteristics of the TNHE environment in relation 

to their impact on plagiarism issues. It also involved analysing the institutions’ documents pertaining 

to plagiarism, in particular their plagiarism policies (underpinning principles) and procedures 

(management of plagiarism), which provided a framework to analyse approaches to plagiarism in 

terms of consistency and variation in views across all stakeholders.  

 

Phase 2: Phase 2 consisted of sets of comprehensive surveys given out to students and teaching staff, 

which provided quantitative data through the use a Likert scale as well as qualitative data through the 

use of open-ended questions.  

 

Phase 3: Finally, in Phase 3, student and staff interviews were carried out to gather an in-depth 

understanding of the views and experiences of students and staff. 

 

The phases involved in the mixed methods research process characterising this study are illustrated 

in Figure 3.2. These phases are discussed in more detail in subsequent sections. 

 

    Qualitative Research on TNHE Environment and TNHE Institutions in Singapore (Phase 1) 

 

 

 

 Key Characteristics Plagiarism Policies & Procedures 

 

 

   Mixed Methods Research (Phase 2) 

 

 

   Survey  

 

 

 

        Collect Quantitative Data           Collect Qualitative Data 

                                                                        (from open-ended questions) 

 

 

Perform Quantitative Analysis Perform Qualitative Analysis 

 

 

 

Qualitative Research (Phase 3) 

 

 

 

Interviews 

 

 

Perform Qualitative Analysis 

 

Figure 3.2: Mixed methods research process for this study (adapted from Johnson  

       and Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 21) 
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3.6 Selection and Key Characteristics of TNHE Institutions 

  

3.6.1 Selection of Institutions 

 

There are many foreign universities providing degrees for students in Singapore. The research 

involving human data reported in this thesis was assessed and approved by The University of Western 

Australia Human Research Ethics Committee (Approval No.: RA/4/1/5603, see Appendices A1 and 

A2). Following the approval, the researcher sought the collaboration of four Australian TNHE 

providers located in Singapore. These were selected for the diversity of their key characteristics in 

the delivery and management of their teaching in Singapore. To obtain approval, the researcher 

started the enquiries by contacting the higher management of the universities and specified the 

purpose of the research. The researcher indicated that plagiarism is a widely researched global issue 

and that this study would help them and other TNHE institutions to get a better picture of students 

and staff views; additionally, that it might be helpful with their future planning and policy 

development. The researcher emphasised that participation was voluntary and that all institutions and 

participants would be de-identified. The researcher then asked for the most appropriate person to 

contact, who would help determine and organise the most suitable classes in which to conduct the 

research. 

 

3.6.2 Key Characteristics of TNHE Institutions A - D   

 

In all four institutions, students study at a faster pace compared to home campus students, as there 

are shorter breaks between each term, with teaching periods being on a trimester basis (three terms 

per year) rather than on a semester basis (two terms per year). Also, students can be admitted into a 

university degree without having to study the first year of the programme, even without ‘O or A 

levels’ (see details in Section 4.3.2). For example, if a student has studied at a polytechnic (post-

secondary educational institution providing practice-oriented training), some or all the units studied 

can provide ‘advanced standing’. According to Barron and D'Annunzio-Green (2009, p. 8), these 

advanced entry students,  

who have already completed a one-year certificate at an FE [Further Education] 

provider would have this previous study recognized and transfer directly into the 

start of the second year of a university programme. Those who have completed 

a two-year diploma would receive credit for their previous study and normally 

transfer into the third year of their chosen university programme.  
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The authors observe that “students who enter directly into the second or third year of a programme 

will not have experienced the early years of the higher education process” (Barron & D'Annunzio-

Green, 2009, p. 8).  

 

Thus, students influenced by the previous educational environment will be less familiar with new 

methods of assessment and approaches to teaching and learning (Banning, 1989). “These incoming 

students differ considerably from first year entrants in many respects, perhaps most notably…in their 

inferior levels of academic self-confidence” (Tait & Godfrey, 2001, p. 261), finding themselves in an 

alien environment with higher expectations in terms of taking responsibility for their own studies 

(Tait & Godfrey, 2001).  

 

The key characteristics of the four Australian TNHE institutions in Singapore were, at the time of this 

study, as detailed below: 

 

Institution A offered undergraduate and postgraduate programmes in the areas of psychology, 

business, accounting, marketing, tourism, information technology, education, environmental science, 

arts and social sciences. It operated independently, had a ‘brick and mortar campus’ in Singapore and 

offered the same curriculum as the home campus. It also offered additional programmes, such as 

English language, to foundation or diploma students who did not meet the entry requirements of the 

university. At the time of study, the institution had a combination of full-time and part-time teaching 

staff. Institution A had over 3000 students and offered non-compulsory workshops on plagiarism. 

This institution did not use any text-matching software, such as Turnitin™. 

 

Institutions B and C offered similar undergraduate and postgraduate programmes, but through 

partnership with the same local institution. Both employed full-time and sessional staff. “A sessional 

is an instructor hired on a short-term contract to teach one or more specific courses.” (Webber & 

Scott, 2008, p. 5). Both institutions offered the same curriculum as that of the home campus. 

Institution B also provided fly-in, fly-out teaching staff. The management of institution B was run by 

full-time staff, whereas for institution C, the local partner provided the management of the courses. 

Both institutions used Turnitin™ but not across all their units/modules. Both institutions required 

students to do a short compulsory online module on academic integrity of about one-hour duration. 

 

Institution D offered undergraduate degrees in business and an MBA in partnership with a local 

institution. The teaching was provided by the partner institution’s full-time and part-time (sessional) 

staff. The management of this Australian TNHE was fully operated by its partner institution. The 
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curriculum was the same as on the home campus. This institution did not offer workshops or induction 

sessions on academic integrity and plagiarism. In some units, the text-matching software Turnitin™ 

was used.  

 

In the four institutions, students could start in the second year of their university studies if they held 

a diploma or had attended a foundation course.  The last three universities (B, C and D) did not have 

libraries and librarians to guide them in finding resources and to provide advice. Students, however, 

had access to their libraries’ online portals. Unlike institutions A and B, institutions C and D did not 

operate their offshore institutions directly. The key characteristics of these four institutions are 

outlined in Table 5.1 of Chapter 5. 

 

The Australian universities are referred to anonymously as institutions A to D. Between them, these 

four institutions represent the various modes of teaching delivery of Australian and foreign 

institutions offering transnational higher education in Singapore within a private environment. An 

overview of the four institutions A to D is given in Table 3.1.  

 

Table 3.1: Overview of the four institutions 

 

Institution A 

 

B 

 

C 

 

D 

 

All established in Singapore between 2000 and 2010 

Undergraduate 

Programmes 
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Postgraduate 

Programmes 
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Approximate number 

of students in 

Singapore 

~3000 ~1500 <1000 <1000 

 

 

3.7  Phase 1 - Characteristics of the TNHE Environment and Institutions’ Policy 

Documents on Plagiarism 

 

3.7.1 Introduction 

 

An assessment of the specific characteristics of the TNHE environment that may have an impact on 

plagiarism issues within such an environment is presented in Section 5.2 of Chapter 5. This 

assessment is combined with findings from the surveys and interviews to depict any relevant 

emerging themes associated with the TNHE environment. 
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As indicated in Chapter 1, there are various ways in which a university can operate within a 

transnational environment. There are also various ways in which an institution deals with plagiarism 

through its plagiarism policies (underpinning principles) and its plagiarism procedures (management 

of plagiarism).  

 

This part of the study consisted of evaluating institutional policy documents pertaining to plagiarism, 

which provided a framework to analyse approaches to plagiarism in terms of consistency and 

variation across institutions and stakeholders. An extensive range of online documents related to 

plagiarism at these institutions across degree levels were analysed. There were several reasons for 

starting the research with policy analysis: (1) to provide contextual information on the current 

academic misconduct/plagiarism practices at the four Australian TNHE providers in Singapore; (2) 

to gather information on these institutions where the research (surveys and interviews) was 

conducted; and (3) to allow the researcher to triangulate the data and validate the data collection from 

documents, surveys and interviews (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  

 

The policy documents helped determine survey and interview questions. For that purpose, the study 

sought to find out whether these Australian universities delivering TNHE in Singapore have easily 

available policies and procedures on plagiarism, and to determine the nature of those policies and 

procedures. These were checked in detail, and, following the student and staff surveys, they were 

assessed against the students’ and staff levels of understanding of plagiarism issues.  

 

3.7.2 Analysis of Documents 

 

To analyse and categorise the institutions’ policies and procedures on plagiarism, the following steps 

were taken. The institutions’ policies were accessed through their publicly available websites.  All 

four universities’ policies were downloaded and analysed as follows: 

1. Identification of the positioning of policies and procedures on plagiarism, namely, whether 

they can be found within the teaching and learning policies (The paradigm of teaching and 

learning) or within the academic misconduct policies (The paradigm of crime and 

punishment).   

2. Checking whether the definition of plagiarism included the following words (or similar): (1) 

words/ideas; (2) taken; (3) from a source; (4) without proper acknowledgement/referencing, 

according to Li (2015). Also, looking at the commonly used terms to qualify plagiarism (for 

example, ‘misappropriation’, ‘deceitful intent’, ‘intellectual theft’, etc.).  
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3. Examination of whether there was detailed and categorised information on plagiarism (e.g. 

different levels of plagiarism, with breaches clearly identified) and the associated penalties 

(e.g. different levels of penalties, mitigating factors, etc.).  

4. Examination of whether there was a distinction made between intentional and unintentional 

plagiarism, and what the suggested remedies are for each possible case. This included the 

provision of staff and student training on plagiarism, compulsory modules, etc.  

5. Provision of a briefing on plagiarism during orientation week. 

6. Availability of an online academic integrity module, and whether compulsory or mainly 

offered. 

7. Provision of a workshop on plagiarism, and whether compulsory or mainly offered. 

8. Use of plagiarism detection software. 

9. Finally, checking whether the policies dictated explicitly that their offshore campus should 

follow the same standards to those stipulated at home campus. 

 

The document analysis facilitated the triangulation of data by assessing staff and students’ views 

against the documents available for each university, thus increasing the reliability of the conclusions 

drawn from this study.  This analysis is presented in Section 5.3 of Chapter 5.  

 

3.8 Phase 2 - Student and Staff Surveys  

 

This study was based on data collected through an anonymous survey with voluntary participation of 

students across four Australian universities operating in Singapore. It followed a mixed methods 

research paradigm that provided a comprehensive approach in assessing quantitative and qualitative 

data (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). The survey comprised a quantitative assessment of the 

students’ responses to plagiarism scenarios and a qualitative analysis of their views to open-ended 

questions. The latter was carried out by categorising the different answers given. The plagiarism cases 

were selected for their commonality and diversity (Clough, Willett, & Lim, 2015), as representative 

of the cases currently taking place in higher education.   

 

The use of anonymous surveys allowed the researcher:  

1. to explain the significance of the research to students and academic staff;  

2. to assure the students that the research results have no impact whatsoever on their grades;  

3. to encourage (solicit) their voluntary participation;  

4. to inform students and academic staff that they had the opportunity for a follow-up interview; 
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5. to assure participants that any personal information collected, that could identify them, would 

remain strictly confidential.  

 

To complement the qualitative data collected in the short answer questions in the surveys, this 

research incorporated students and staff interviews, thus generating more extensive qualitative data 

to “give the intricate details of phenomena that are difficult to convey with quantitative methods” 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 19). 

 

3.8.1 Testing 

 

For the purpose of ascertaining validity, the study surveys were adapted from well-developed, 

previously validated survey instruments used by Brimble and Stevenson-Clarke (2005), Ryan et al., 

(2009) and Wan et al. (2011). To improve the surveys and to reduce the misinterpretation of the 

survey questions, pre-testing and pilot testing were carried out.  

 

Pre-Testing   

In order to review and revise the survey questions, pre-testing was conducted with the purpose of 

evaluating the appropriateness of the questions and checking whether these questions were answered 

in a coherent and consistent manner by the pre-test participants (university colleagues and students 

known to the researcher). This ensures that the survey questions operate well, avoiding poorly worded 

questions and any ensuing confusion. 

 

Pilot Testing 

Following the pre-testing, the survey questionnaires were pilot tested before the actual research took 

place. The pilot testing gave valuable evidence as to whether some misunderstanding emerged, which 

may affect validity. During the pilot testing, which involved five students and five teaching staff, the 

dynamics of the surveys were interactively evaluated with the respondents, to assess the flow of the 

surveys, to identify whether the questions had been adequately worded, and to revise poorly worded 

questions. This ensure that the whole survey, as a research instrument, operates well, avoiding poorly 

structured surveys. The pilot testing also helped estimate the time required to completed the surveys. 

The participation of the respondents in this pilot testing confirmed reliability and validity of the 

surveys, as they offered comparable responses where anticipated.  
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3.8.2 Instrument 

 

Previous scenario based studies on plagiarism provided the framework for the design of the survey 

and have helped to refine and inform the focus of the survey instruments (Brimble & Stevenson-

Clarke, 2005; Ryan et al., 2009; Wan et al., 2011). The survey, which included direct answer on a 

combination of plagiarism scenarios and open-ended questions, was designed by the researcher. The 

questionnaires included multiple response items (on a 5-point Likert scale) and single response items 

(yes/no), which generated quantitative data, as well as short answer questions to give students and 

teaching staff the opportunity to provide comments, which generated qualitative data. This survey 

was administered to students and staff at Australian TNHE in Singapore to explore student and 

teaching staff views on plagiarism. 

 

3.8.3 Student Survey 

 

The data obtained through the survey provided the socio-demographic profile of students (Section 1), 

a broad comprehension of the issue researched (Section 2), and the level of awareness of the 

institution’s policies (Section 3). The qualitative part of Section 4 helped to further elaborate on the 

data analysis.  

 

3.8.3.1 Student Survey Questions 

 

An overview of the student survey is shown in Figure 3.3. The student survey document is shown in 

Appendix B1. 

 

The surveys instrument consisted of four sections:  

Section 1 gathered data on basic socio-demographics such as participants’ discipline areas and levels, 

age, gender and ethnicity using dichotomous and fill-in-the-blank formats. 

 

Section 2 covered a variety of issues ranging from awareness and understanding of institutional 

policies on plagiarism to the ways students plagiarise. The questionnaires included a combination of 

scenarios, single response items (yes/no), and multiple response items (on a 5-point Likert scale), 

which allowed the gathering of quantitative data. 

 

Section 3 checked the student awareness of their institution’s policy on plagiarism. 
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Figure 3.3: Overview of student survey 

 

Through open-ended questions, the last section (Section 4) of the survey sought further information 

on various aspects related to plagiarism, such as: definition, reasons for plagiarism, amount of 

acceptable plagiarised material, etc. These short answer questions gave students the opportunity to 

provide additional comments. Following Li (2015), a definition of plagiarism was judged adequate if 

the response given by the student or member of staff contained the following words (or similar): (i) 

words/ideas; (ii) taken; (iii) from a source; (iv) without proper acknowledgement/referencing. 

 

The quantitative data gave an overview of the socio-demographic profiles of the students, as well as 

a broad understanding of their views on plagiarism based on six different scenarios of plagiarism. 

These were: (1) no source citation; (2) self-plagiarism (recycling of own assignment); (3) no in-text 

source citation but source indicated in the reference list; (4) collusion within group work; (5) copying 

a friend’s work with partial changes; and (6) back-translation (online conversion of an English text 

to a different language and its retranslation into English). The first five scenario cases were chosen 

because they are commonly identified in higher education environments (Clough et al., 2015). The 

last one, back-translation, a relatively recent plagiarism strategy (Jones & Sheridan, 2015), was added 

Student Characteristics: 

Field of study Year of study Mode of study (FT/PT) Age 

Gender  Nationality First Language  Entry qualification 
Section 1 

Section 2 

Plagiarism Scenarios: 

S1: No source citation 

S2: Self-plagiarism (recycling of own assignment) 
S3: Partial referencing (no in-text source citation but 

source indicated in the reference list) 

S4: Collusion within group work 
S5: Partial reuse of a friend’s work (copying a 

friend’s work with partial changes) 

S6: Back-translation (online conversion of an 
English text to a different language and its 

retranslation into English) 

Statements for each Scenario: 

a I believe this a case of plagiarism. 

b I believe this is acceptable. 
c My lecturer/tutor would believe this is acceptable. 

d Other students would believe this is acceptable. 

e According to my institution’s policies, this is 
acceptable. 

f I have engaged in similar activities. 

g I believe other students engage in similar activities. 

Replies on a Likert scale: 

0: Unsure 
1: Strongly Disagree  

2: Disagree 

3: Agree 
4: Strongly Agree 

Section 3 

Four questions about students’ views on their institution’s policies and procedures on plagiarism: 

For example, ‘At your institution, have you been given clear and specific information about your 

institution’s policies on plagiarism?’ 

Section 4 

Seven open-ended questions on students’ understandings of plagiarism: 

For example, ‘Are there times or situations where plagiarism is acceptable? If so, how much plagiarism is 

acceptable?’ 
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to assess its current status within a transnational environment. The qualitative data, derived from 

open-ended questions, added depth and detail. 

 

3.8.3.2 Administration of Survey 

 

The researcher arranged a visit to classes of students enrolled in one of the four Australian institutions 

operating in Singapore through the lecturing staff with prior approval from the management (see 

Appendices C1 and C2). The students were given an introductory briefing of about 10 minutes on the 

survey’s purpose, going in detail through the displayed information document for participants (see 

Appendix C3), and strongly emphasising its voluntary principle and anonymity. All students were 

then given a hard-copy questionnaire and a period of 30 minutes was set aside by the lecturer to allow 

the willing students to fill in the questionnaires. The researcher also invited volunteers to write their 

contact details (phone number and email address) on a separate piece of paper for a follow-up 

interview, should they wish to do so. The researcher placed in the classroom two clearly labelled 

boxes, one for the survey questionnaires and one where those willing to participate in a follow-up 

interview could place their contact details (for that purpose, a separate form was provided, as shown 

in Appendix C4). The researcher collected all the questionnaires and forms straight afterwards, 

including the blank ones that were not completed by some students. 

 

3.8.3.3 Participants in the Survey 

 

Pilot Study 

A pilot study on the views of business students was also carried out as a preliminary test to assess the 

feasibility of the student survey and analysis. No changes in the instruments were needed as the pilot 

study showed that they were adequate. Details and findings of the pilot study are provided in Chapter 

4. 

 

Complete/Full Survey 

Study programmes of the participating students were in the fields of business, commerce, 

communication, engineering, information technology (IT), and science. 574 student surveys were 

returned, from a total of 742 handed out, giving a 77% response rate. From the filled-in demographic 

data, students were of both genders (female: n = 327, male: n = 244), in the three different stages of 

their undergraduate studies (first year: n = 144, second year: n = 247, final year (e.g. third year): n = 

179), and in full-time study (n = 389) or part-time study (n = 179). Full details are provided in Chapter 

5. 
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3.8.4 Staff Survey 

 

The data obtained through the survey provided the socio-demographic profile of staff (Section 1) and 

a broad comprehension of the issue researched (Section 2). Awareness of the institution’s policies on 

plagiarism and the qualitative part of Section 3 helped to further elaborate on the numerical data.  

 

3.8.4.1 Staff Survey Questions 

 

An overview of the staff survey is shown in Figure 3.4. The staff survey document is shown in 

Appendix B2. The surveys instrument consisted of three sections:  

 

Section 1 gathered data on basic socio-demographics such as participants’ teaching areas and 

experience, and age using dichotomous and fill-in-the-blank formats. The survey questions for 

academic staff also included questions on their qualifications and how many years they had been 

teaching at an Australian institution.  

 

Section 2 covered a variety of issues ranging from awareness and understanding of institutional 

policies on plagiarism to the ways students plagiarise. The questionnaires included a combination of 

scenarios, single response items (yes/no), and multiple response items (on a 5-point Likert scale), 

which allowed the gathering of quantitative data.  

 

Through mainly open-ended questions, the last section (Section 3) of the survey sought further 

information on the staff awareness of their institution’s policy on plagiarism and on various aspects 

related to plagiarism, such as: definition, reasons for plagiarism, amount of acceptable plagiarised 

material, etc. These short answer questions gave academic staff the opportunity to provide additional 

comments.  

 

The quantitative data gave an overview of the socio-demographic profiles of the staff, as well as a 

broad understanding of their views on plagiarism based on the six different scenarios of plagiarism 

presented to the students. The qualitative data, derived from open-ended questions, added depth and 

detail.  
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3.8.4.2 Administration of Survey 

 

Initially, the staff survey was in paper-based format. However, after careful reflection, the researcher 

decided to carry out this survey online using Survey MonkeyTM. An amendment approval from the 

Human Research Ethics Office was granted to that effect (Appendix A2). The reason for using an 

online survey instead of a paper-based one was to ensure that respondents felt confident that they 

would not be identifiable. A face-to-face approach with the researcher might have inhibited them in 

answering freely. 

 

Academic staff teaching at the four Australian TNHE in Singapore were invited, via email, to 

complete an anonymous online survey (see Appendix C5). Similar to the students’ survey, staff were 

informed about the purpose of the research ensuring them of their anonymity (see Appendix C6). 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.4: Overview of staff survey 

 

Staff Characteristics: 

Field of teaching  Teaching mode (FT/PT) Age 

Length of employment First and other languages Countries of tertiary & secondary education 

Highest qualification  Countries of previous employment 

Section 1 

Section 2 

Plagiarism Scenarios: 

S1: No source citation 

S2: Self-plagiarism (recycling of own assignment) 
S3: Partial referencing (no in-text source citation but 

source indicated in the reference list)  

S4: Collusion within group work 
S5: Partial reuse of a friend’s work (copying a 

friend’s work with partial changes)  

S6: Back-translation (online conversion of an 
English text to a different language and its 
retranslation into English) 

Statements for each Scenario: 

a I believe this a case of plagiarism. 
b I believe this is acceptable. 

c My students would believe this is acceptable. 

d According to my institution’s policies, this is 
acceptable. 

e I believe some of my students engage in similar 
activities.  

Replies on a Likert scale: 

0: Unsure 

1: Strongly Disagree  

2: Disagree 
3: Agree 

4: Strongly Agree 

Section 3 

Three questions about staff views on acceptable amounts of plagiarised material and on their 

institution’s policies and procedures on plagiarism  

 

Six open-ended questions on staff understandings of plagiarism: 

For example, ‘Are there times or situations where plagiarism is acceptable? If so, how much plagiarism is 
acceptable?’ 
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3.8.4.3 Participants in the Survey 

 

This online survey was based on the voluntary participation of academic teaching staff (full-time and 

part-time). To ensure anonymity and confidentiality, all institutions and individuals have been de-

identified and respondents’ IP addresses have not been recorded nor stored.  

 

About 200 lecturers were contacted by email. Out of the 42 submitted responses, only 32 participants’ 

survey responses were considered as these were complete or nearly complete and 10 were rejected as 

only demographic data were provided with the remainder of the questions left blank. Full details are 

provided in Chapter 6. 

 

3.8.5 Statistical Analysis using SPSSTM 

 

3.8.5.1 Introduction 

 

This Section introduces the main concepts in statistics for quantitative and qualitative surveys, 

describes the way in which the survey questions and answers were entered into an SPSSTM 

spreadsheet, and provides an overview of the SPSSTM methodology used for analysing the data from 

the survey. Survey-based studies involve treatment and assessment of data through statistical analysis. 

In quantitative surveys, the general underlying assumption is that data would fit a normal distribution 

curve and that a significant departure from it would indicate just that: a significant correlation between 

two events which cannot be related by pure randomness. In more qualitative surveys, where data can 

be nominal (with no real order) or ordinal (ordered but with no real measurement), statistical analysis 

is still very useful, especially for dealing with large data sets, as it fairly quickly depicts any 

underlying trends as well as revealing areas of significant correlation (not due to pure random effects). 

Ordinal data, which use a numerical scale such as a Likert scale, can be viewed as quasi-quantitative 

data, as in Section 2 of the surveys in this study.  

 

3.8.5.2 Useful Concepts in Statistics 

• The Normal Distribution 

The normal distribution (or Gaussian distribution) of a standard quantitative data set follows the bell- 

shaped curve shown below in Figure 3.5. A standard data set is considered as arising from a large 

number N of samples (or cases) with no particular inset bias. This is the assumed case for surveys 

involving a large number of people/cases, usually taken as greater than 50 (StatSoft. Inc., 2016).  
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The peak of the curve represents the mean value of the data statistic (e.g. height of people) and the 

Standard Deviation (SD) is a measure of the average spread of the statistic value from its mean value. 

One can see from Figure 3.5 that 68.2% of the cases fall within one standard deviation from the mean 

value and that 99.7% of the cases have a statistic value within 3 Standard Deviations from the mean 

value. 

 

 
Figure 3.5: The normal distribution (Source: Williams, n. d., n. p.) 

 

• P-Value, p 

The P-Value is a statistical value which measures the probability that the Null Hypothesis is true, the 

Null Hypothesis being that the data are completely random and follows the normal distribution. A P-

Value of p<0.05 is usually taken as indicative of a significant relation/interaction not due to pure 

randomness. 

 

3.8.5.3 Use of Descriptive Statistics  

 

Qualitative (or Categorical data) are analysed using Descriptive Statistics (Greasly, 2008; IBM, 2014; 

StatSoft. Inc., 2016) as follows: 

 

• Frequencies 

A table displays the number of cases (Count) and the percentage of cases in each category. Bar charts 

or pie charts can also be used, providing a visual relative importance of each category. The mode is 

the category with the greatest number of cases. For ordinal data, the median is the category which 

falls half-way in terms of cases but this is only useful for a large number of categories. 
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• Cross-Tabulation 

Cross-tabulation tables display the relationship between two or more nominal or ordinal categories. 

The Pearson Chi-Square Test provides a value similar to the P-Value for confirmation of a significant 

relationship between the variables. 

 

In the surveys, the main quantitative analysis is concentrated on the strength of the Likert scale 

response given for the plagiarism scenarios presented. Although the five possible replies are not 

connected to any real measurements, their corresponding numbers (from 0: Unsure to 4: Strongly 

Agree) allow a ‘quasi-measurement’ of the replies, with an increasing value indicating an increasing 

level of agreement. As such, the mean value indicates the average reply of the student cohort and a 

shift in that mean value between scenarios, higher (to the right) or lower (to the left), would represent 

an increase or decrease, respectively, in the overall amount of agreement. The normal curve can be 

added to enhance the visibility of any shift from one scenario to another. 

 

3.8.5.4 Survey Data Entry into the SPSSTM Software  

 

The data from the survey were entered into an SPSSTM spreadsheet. As the data for Section 2 of the 

survey was of the Likert scale type, the quantitative data were analysed using the ‘Descriptive 

Statistics’ functions of the SPSSTM software (Greasly, 2008; IBM, 2014). This statistical approach is 

recommended by Boone and Boone (2012) as the appropriate approach for statistical analysis of 

Likert scale type data. Frequencies were used to check the spread and relative importance of each 

category. Cross-Tabulation was used to check the relationship between two or more nominal or 

ordinal categories, with the Pearson Chi-Square Test providing or denying confirmation of a 

significant relationship between the variables. A p-value of less than 0.05 from the Pearson Chi-

Square Test was taken as indicating a significant difference not due to randomness. Replies to socio-

demographic queries (Section 1 of survey) and to open-ended questions (Sections 3 and 4 of survey) 

were entered as nominal variables. Some of these were then categorised into further nominal entries 

before checking their frequency values. For statistical analysis, SPSSTM Version 22 (SPSSTM, Inc, 

Chicago) has been used, similarly to Ryan et al.’s (2009) methodology, for descriptive statistics. 

 

From the SPSSTM data file, the procedure ‘Analyse>Descriptive Statistics>Frequencies’ allows an 

assessment of the variables by count or percentage. From the SPSSTM data file, the procedure 

‘Analyse>Descriptive Statistics>Crosstabs’ allows an assessment of interaction between several 

variables. One variable is entered as a Row variable, another as a Column variable, with the possibility 
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of entering extra variables for further consideration. The Chi-Square Test can be activated for a p-

value output. 

 

When reporting results from SPSSTM, it is recommended that the following format be used 

(University of Washington, 2010): 

 

• For frequency analysis: 

(n = a, M = b, SD = c), where: 

 a is the number of cases 

 b is the mean value, and 

 c is the standard deviation. 

 

• For cross-tabulation analysis, using the Chi-Square Test: 

 (χ2 (df, n = a) = b, p = c), where: 

  df is the number of degrees of freedom 

  a is the number of cases 

  b is the value of Chi-Square parameter, and 

  c is the p-value.  

 

3.9  Phase 3 - Student and Staff Interviews 

 

The previous data collection method via surveys was appropriate as the use of a Likert scale allowed 

straightforward answers to questions. The pre-determined or ‘closed’ variables allowed its 

measurement (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000). The data obtained from student and staff 

interviews provided in-depth information regarding the complex issues surrounding plagiarism. The 

diverse responses obtained from the participants confirmed that the final phase of the data collection, 

namely, semi-structured interviews, was an appropriate inclusion. Thus, the student and staff surveys 

were followed up with semi-structured interviews. According to Taylor and Bogdan (1984, p. 76), 

semi-structured interviews denote a “face-to-face encounter between the researcher and the 

participants’ perspective on their lives, experiences or situations as expressed in their own words” 

which, according to O’Donoghue (2007, p. 134), help “ensure an open, non-threatening atmosphere 

and to create a relaxed atmosphere for discussion”. 

 

The interviews allowed participants to express their opinions in their current and natural environment 

(Hopkinson & Hogg, 2007). For qualitative research the findings are not the result of “statistical 

procedures or other means of quantification” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 39). Qualitative research is 

useful to predict and allow the transferability of the findings (Golafshani, 2003) as it strives to 

comprehend the experiences in its natural settings (Hoepfl, 1997). As such, in this final phase of the 

research, the intent was not to generalise but rather to gain a better understanding of the complexities 
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of plagiarism as it provides both, the expected and unexpected aspects of the phenomena in qualitative 

research. As Stangor (2004, p. 14) notes: “to describe the thoughts, feelings and behaviour of 

individuals [which] provides a ‘snapshot’ of thoughts, feelings, or behaviours at a given place and a 

given time”. This type of research and data collection is highly recommended by Ashworth, Freewood 

& Macdonald (2003, p. 264) as it allows “the elucidation of what the student/staff means plagiarism 

to be, in the context of their lived and felt experience, without imposing an external conceptual 

framework”. 

 

As suggested by O’Donoghue (2007), mock interviews were held with students and teaching staff 

known to the researcher to improve and practice questioning techniques before the actual interviews 

took place. To recruit interviewees, emails were sent to students and staff who had volunteered. 

Following the initial emails, the researcher contacted the volunteers by telephone to set an interview 

time and place determined by interviewees. The participants were reminded that the interviews were 

anonymous and that the information they would provide would remain confidential.  

 

3.9.1  Interview Questions 

 

Based on the in-depth exploration of survey results, key questions were determined and the voluntary 

participation of interviewees was sought. As the third and final data collection phase, interviews were 

used to explore students and staff views on plagiarism (See Figure 3.6: Interview Questions). As Polio 

and Shi (2012, p. 95) note, “Plagiarism can be defined only through perceptions and beliefs about 

what types of textual borrowing are transgressive”. 

 

Semi-structured, in-depth interviews were used as they allowed the researcher to “creat[e] the 

environment to encourage participants to discuss their…experiences in free-flowing, open-ended 

discussions” (O’Donoghue, 2007, p. 147). This allowed the researcher to obtain participants’ views 

on the issues surrounding plagiarism. The use of open-ended questions allowed further exploration 

of the situation and functioned as “unfolding, emerging or open-ended” research (Punch, 2000, pp. 

23-25).  

 

To maintain confidentiality, one-on-one interviews were conducted. To stimulate discussions during 

the semi-structured, open-ended interviews, the researcher used prompts and probes to allow 

clarifications (Gillham, 2000); this allowed the researcher and interviewee to ask for further details. 

Leech (2002, p. 667) notes that the use of “prompts do two things: they keep people talking and they 

rescue you when responses turn to mush”.  The researcher used “informal” and “unscripted prompts” 
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such as “ ‘How?’ ‘Why?’ and ‘And then…?’ ” as suggested by Leech (2002, p. 668). Each individual 

(face-to-face) interview lasted approximately forty (40) to sixty (60) minutes.  

 

To gain trust and establish rapport, and to capture data during the interviews, the traditional method 

of note-taking was used, especially as the topic was sensitive. As Hunter and Beck (2000, p. 98) note 

in one study, “audio … recording had been considered but rejected because of the potentially limiting 

influence on the participant during the interview”.  Note-taking, instead of audio-recording, was more 

suitable given the context of the investigation. Immediately after each interview more detailed notes 

were written up (Lofland, Snow, Anderson, & Lofland, 2006). At the end of each interview, the 

interviewer re-read the interviewees’ responses back to them, to ensure that these were recorded 

adequately.  

 

Section 1:   Demographic data (gender/nationality/field of teaching or study/PT or FT/etc) 

Section 2:   ‘In your opinion’ 

• Is plagiarism a real problem? 

• How common is plagiarism among university students? 

• What is the relationship between digital technologies and plagiarism? 

• What are the ethical issues and reputational consequences relevant to plagiarism? 

• Are students/staff well-informed on plagiarism and on how to avoid it? 

• Are students/staff well-informed about the consequences of plagiarism? 

• Is there an acceptable similarity index (%), in text-matching software, e.g. Turnitin™ (excluding 

quoted material and references)? 

• Do you know, or know of, students who plagiarise or who have plagiarised in the past? 

• What could be done to reduce plagiarism? 

• Do some affiliate lecturers ignore plagiarism cases, if so, why? 

• (Staff only) If you believed a student has submitted a piece of work which contains plagiarism, 

what steps would you take? 

Figure 3.6: Student and staff interview questions 

 

3.9.2 Participants 

 

The purpose of the study was explained to all the participants. They were also informed that the records 

of this study would be strictly confidential and kept in a locked cabinet for a period of seven years, 

and all electronic information coded and secured using a password protected file. Participants were 

also informed that they could decline to take part in the study and that they could withdraw completely 

from it at any time during the process, without affecting their relationship with the investigator of this 

study. All participants in the interviews were asked to sign a consent form (see Appendix C7). To 
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ensure anonymity, all interviewees (students and staff) were informed that their de-identified 

responses would be grouped together and not kept in a specific order.  

 

Students 

Nine students enrolled in one of the four Australian TNHE in Singapore agreed to participate in an 

interview. Participation was voluntary and kept anonymous. An interview of approximately one hour 

was conducted through a semi-structured interview.  

 

Staff 

A total of 14 staff members teaching at one of the four Australian TNHE institutions in Singapore 

volunteered to participate in an interview. Similar to students’ interviews, an approximately one-hour 

interview was conducted through a semi-structured interview 

 

3.9.3 Analysis of Interviews   

 

The responses were grouped and analysed according to the issues identified using a three-stage 

interactive model: data reduction, display, and verification and conclusions (Miles & Huberman, 

1994). This approach is portrayed in Figure 3.7. To reduce subjectivity of data interpretation, and to 

ensure that all participants’ views on plagiarism were recorded appropriately, each response has been 

systematically analysed and entered in an Excel worksheet with specific column headings. These 

headings have been based on the interview research questions with subheadings used to derive a set 

of categories from the responses (Ose, 2016). 

 

 

 

Figure 3.7: Components and approach to data analysis (Source: Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 12) 
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To quantify the evidence recorded in different categories, descriptive statistics (percentages) were 

used. To further minimise bias, the researcher diligently reviewed the initial data analysis at a later 

stage. Details and the findings of the student and staff interviews are provided in Chapter 7. 

 

3.10  Limitations of the Methodology 

 

From the methods outlined in this chapter, one can see that the term descriptive non-experimental 

research (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000; Johnson, 2001) applied to this study. The researcher established 

credibility in the present study through triangulation of data analysis using related documents (such 

as policy documents), surveys and interviews (Brewer & Hunter, 1989; Shenton, 2004). 

 

In this study, the use of Likert scale questions in the surveys enabled the researcher to get information 

on a large cohort of participants and to identify tendencies. However, there are a few limitations with 

this type of methodological approach.  Participants in the study, for whom English was not the first 

language may not have fully understood the survey questions; they may have misrepresented 

themselves or randomly selected responses; to some participants, the surveys questions may have 

appeared to be decontextualised. Social desirability bias may have also influenced some of the 

answers. To overcome these limitations, this research has combined the quantitative method with a 

qualitative method.  

 

Pecorari and Petrić (2014, p. 292) argue that “[semi-structured] interviews are becoming the most 

popular method in plagiarism research”. The limitation of the interviews is due to their sample size, 

limiting their generalisability, and to subjectivity in this type of qualitative approach. To reduce 

subjectivity in interpreting the data (Marshall & Rossman, 2006), the data were analysed several times 

to avoid bias that may have been present during the initial stages. 

 

3.11  Role of the Researcher 

 

As a lecturer with many years’ experience in teaching students and staff from various backgrounds 

and levels at Australian TNHE institutions in Singapore, the researcher has significant experience in 

staff and student issues related to plagiarism and in plagiarism detection software, such as Turnitin™ 

and Urkund™. While this experience helped to inform the research questions and the design of this 

study, the researcher was aware of possible bias and therefore maintained constant awareness by 

attempting to remain impartial and neutral (avoiding any suggestions or advice) while collecting data 
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from participants, maintaining a reflective journal, and meticulously following theoretically framed 

methods of data collection and analysis. 

 

3.12 Ethical Protection of the Participants 

 

Data collection started following the ethics approval granted by the Human Research Ethics 

Committee of The University of Western Australia (see Ethical Approval Forms in Appendices A1 

and A2). This study was based on the voluntary participation of students and staff. The participants 

were informed verbally or by email about the anonymity and confidentially of their identity. Relevant 

information and consent section were also part of the surveys.  

 

At the top of the survey questionnaire a brief statement clearly indicated the purpose of the research, 

explaining why the survey was being conducted and reassuring participants of their anonymity. The 

participants in the interviews were also asked to sign a consent form. 

 

To ensure anonymity and confidentiality, all institutions, groups and individuals have been de-

identified and all data have been stored. Hard copy data (e.g. filled-in questionnaires) will be kept for 

five years in a safe lockable storage unit in the researcher’s home and then destroyed (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994; Punch, 2005). Digital materials were on a password-protected computer and will 

also be destroyed after five years. Official documents and other forms of intellectual property such 

as policies and procedures do not constitute an issue for this research, as they were readily available 

on the internet.  

 

3.13  Summary 

 

This study involved four Australian institutions delivering offshore programmes in Singapore.  The 

researcher has used policy documents, TNHE characteristics and a purposive and convenience 

sampling of 32 academic teaching staff and 574 students across various disciplines at Australian 

universities based in Singapore. To add credibility to the study (Gay & Airasian, 2003), students and 

teaching staff were of different gender, age and first language, with different cultural and educational 

backgrounds and studying/teaching at different levels. Students and teaching staff were provided 

with anonymous surveys, which incorporated demographic data, responses to a variety of plagiarism 

scenarios, and replies to open-ended questions. These were analysed in depth through quantitative 

and qualitative methods using the statistical software SPSSTM. The study was further complemented 

by one-to-one interviews with students and staff. This mixed methods research allowed the 
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emergence of a realistic understanding of the views of students and staff on plagiarism and its related 

issues within a transnational higher education environment.  

 

The following chapter, Chapter 4, provides the results of the pilot study carried out on business 

students’ views on plagiarism. Chapters 5 to 7 present the results of the investigations of the student 

and staff surveys and interviews. Findings from these results are assessed in Chapter 8 to provide 

answers to the central and guiding questions underpinning this study.  
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CHAPTER 4: INVESTIGATING BUSINESS STUDENTS’ VIEWS ON 

PLAGIARISM - PILOT STUDY 

 

4.1 Introduction  

 

This chapter, the first of four chapters that present the findings of this research, investigates the views 

on plagiarism of business students. The study presented in this chapter was based on a survey of a 

smaller, yet substantial, sample of students and was used as a pilot study for the complete survey 

presented in Chapter 5. The cohort of business students represented 55% of the full cohort of students 

in the complete survey (314 students out of 574 students). A pilot study consisting of a survey of 

students enrolled in business-related programmes of Australian TNHE in Singapore was deemed to 

be of particular interest for two reasons: (1) a pilot study gave the researcher the opportunity to test 

the implementation and analysis of the survey on a smaller scale before adapting them to the full 

survey; and (2) it allowed the researcher to assess the views of students within this particular field of 

study as business-related programmes rely heavily on online resources.  Van Teijlingen and Hundley 

(2002, p. 33) highlighting the importance of pilot studies, noted that “the term pilot studies refers to 

mini versions of a full-scale study” that “may identify potential practical problems in following the 

research procedure”.  

 

The findings from this investigation help answer the guiding question: ‘What are students’ views on 

plagiarism within this context?’ within the business studies context. This guiding question contributes 

to the first central research question in this study: ‘What are the issues with plagiarism in current 

Australian TNHE programmes in Singapore?’ 

 

4.2 Methodology 

 

Full details of the methodology were given in Chapter 3. This section highlights the most relevant 

aspects to the student survey. 

 

4.2.1 Survey Participants 

 

Data were collected through a paper-based anonymous survey, which was completed on a voluntary 

basis by students at two Australian universities in Singapore (institutions B and D mentioned in 

Chapter 3, Section 3.6.1). Business programmes in both institutions were targeted, as the fields of 

business, commerce and finance are all characterised by a large number of assignments (essays and 
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case studies) that require heavy use of library resources and online material. As such, they were a 

suitable context within which to assess students’ views on, and understandings of, plagiarism. 

 

From a total of 419 distributed surveys, 314 were returned, representing a survey response rate of 

75%. Details of the student survey are provided in Appendix B1. Appendix D1 shows the 

demographic data of the participants involved in the survey. 

 

4.2.2 Study Design 

 

The quantitative data gave an overview of the socio-demographic profiles of the students, as well as 

a broad understanding of their views on plagiarism based on the six different scenarios of plagiarism 

indicated in Chapter 3. The qualitative data, derived from open-ended questions, add depth and detail. 

Responses were analysed with the SPSSTM statistics software. The use of a Likert scale, ranging from 

0 to 4 in increasing order of agreement with the statement, allowed a quantitative assessment to be 

carried out based on mean and standard deviation values. Within SPSSTM, ‘Frequencies’ were used 

to determine the relative importance of the different categories and ‘Cross-tabulation’ was used to 

detect possible correlations between any two categories, from the corresponding p-value of the 

Pearson Chi-Square Test (a p-value of less than 0.05 indicating a statistically significant correlation 

not due to randomness). Cross-tabulation analysis was used to reveal any significant difference in the 

students’ views on plagiarism that might originate from the students’ demographic characteristics or 

from their institutional procedures on plagiarism. Open-ended questions were categorised and 

assessed through their frequency values. 

 

The answers provided to the open-ended questions were analysed by sorting them into several 

categories and checking their frequencies. The categories used are shown in Appendix D2. The data 

from the survey were entered into an SPSSTM spreadsheet with a total of 90 variables. As the data is 

of the Likert type, the quantitative data were analysed using the ‘Descriptive Statistics’ functions of 

the SPSSTM software as indicated in Chapter 3. 

 

4.3 Findings 

 

The SPSSTM data files and output files are given in Appendices D3 and D4, respectively. The results 

files are given in Appendices D5 and D6, for frequency and cross-tabulation, respectively.  For the 

six scenarios presented to students (see Figure 3.3 in Chapter 3), responses to the first statement, ‘I 

believe this is a case of plagiarism’, form the core of the analysis in this study. Students’ reactions to 
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this statement, in the form of their selected Likert scale responses, gave an overall indication of their 

understanding of plagiarism. The results are shown in Figures 4.1 to 4.6. Note that the slight variation 

in the y-scale of the graphs (frequency value) is an inherent feature of SPSSTM. Although the five 

possible replies are not connected to any true measurements, their corresponding numbers (from 0: 

Unsure to 4: Strongly Agree) allow a quasi-measurement of the replies, with an increasing value 

indicating an increasing level of agreement. As such, the mean value indicates the average reply of 

the student cohort, and a shift in that mean value between scenarios, higher (to the right) or lower (to 

the left), would represent an increase or decrease, respectively, in the overall amount of agreement. 

The normal curve was added to the figures to enhance the visibility of any shift between scenarios. 

The smaller the value, the more concentrated the view of the cohort is. When this value is larger, 

there is more divergence of views within the cohort. 

 

4.3.1 General Views on Plagiarism  

 

Table 4.1 summarises the responses to the six different plagiarism scenarios for the first statement: ‘I 

believe this is a case of plagiarism’, with additional columns for overall disagreement and overall 

agreement. Figures 4.1 to 4.6 show these responses in ordered bar charts. 

 

In Scenario 1 (no source citation), 80.9% of students agreed or strongly agreed that this was a case of 

plagiarism. Thus, this clear-cut case of plagiarism was perceived as such by the cohort, as might be 

expected. However, in Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism: recycling of own assignment), the agreement 

dropped to 69.7%, with 20.6% disagreeing or strongly disagreeing, and 9.8% being unsure. In 

Scenario 3 (partial referencing: no in-text source citation but source indicated in the reference list), 

the disagreement was again quite strong at 23.8%, with 9.8% being unsure. The degree of 

disagreement gradually increased from Scenario 1 (no source citation) to Scenario 4 (collusion within 

group work), indicating increasing opposition, and leading to a strong sense that Scenario 4 should 

not be thought of as plagiarism. The detailed scenario for the latter reads: ‘Alvin and Kelly have been 

given instructions to collaborate (work jointly) for a group project but the report they submit has to 

be written individually. Their assignments include similar ideas, arguments and some paragraphs are 

almost identical.’ There was a slightly higher level of disagreement (46.2%) compared to agreement 

(45.2%) among students, with 8.7% remaining unsure. The view of the majority of the cohort thus 

appeared to be that group work, with the sharing of common ideas, references and analysis, should 

lead to nearly identical assignments. A high level of disagreement (34.8%) remained in Scenario 5 

(partial reuse of a friend’s work), although the majority (54.0%) thought this was plagiarism. There 
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was a clearer consensus that Scenario 6 (back-translation) represented plagiarism, with most (73.0%) 

agreeing. 

 

Figures 4.1 to 4.6 show clearly the mean value and the standard deviation for each scenario. Looking 

across the first four scenarios, the value of the mean (agreement) gradually shifts from 2.95 (out of 

4) for Scenario 1 (no source citation), which reflects a clear consensus that this is a case of plagiarism, 

to 2.75 (Scenario 2, self-plagiarism), 2.62 (Scenario 3, partial referencing), and 2.32, the lowest, for 

Scenario 4 (collusion within group work). The last of these has the highest level of disagreement, 

where the majority of respondents disagree. At the same time, the standard deviation value increases 

across these four scenarios, reflecting a wider spread of views. Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s 

work) shows a slight shift back to the right (agreement), with Scenario 6 (back-translation) shifting 

more strongly to the right, but both having a wide spread of views.   

 

Table 4.1: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 6  

     (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 

  

Scenario 

 

Unsure Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Strongly Disagree/ 

Disagree 

Agree/ 

Strongly Agree 

1 3.8% 1.0% 14.3% 58.0% 22.9% 15.3% 80.9% 

2 9.8% 4.6% 16.0% 40.7% 29.0% 20.6% 69.7% 

3 9.6% 1.9% 21.9% 49.5% 17.0% 23.8% 66.5% 

4 8.7% 7.4% 38.8% 33.8% 11.4% 46.2% 45.2% 

5 11.1% 7.3% 27.5% 38.3% 15.7% 34.8% 54.0% 

6 8.5% 1.8% 16.7% 50.7% 22.3% 18.5% 73.0% 
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Figure 4.1: Scenario 1 (no source citation)  

        Statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’ 
 

 

 
Figure 4.2: Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) 

        Statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’ 
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Figure 4.3:   Scenario 3 (partial referencing) 

          Statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’ 
 

 

 
Figure 4.4: Scenario 4 (collusion within group work) 

        Statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’ 
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Figure 4.5: Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work) 

       Statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’ 

 

 

Figure 4.6: Scenario 6 (back-translation) 

        Statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’ 
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4.3.2 Cross-Tabulation Results 

 

Cross-tabulation was carried out for students’ responses to the first statement, ‘I believe this is a case 

of plagiarism’, in all six scenarios, using the following student variables: gender, nationality, first 

language, highest level of study (prior to attendance at the current institution) or entry level, year of 

study, length of study (at the current institution), and institution (referred to by code to maintain 

anonymity). Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), being the most disputed case of plagiarism, 

was taken as the main test case for depicting any difference that would be significant across the Likert 

scale, as obtained from the Pearson Chi-Square Test, or any other observable trend.  

 

By ‘gender’  

There was no significant difference between students’ level of understanding of plagiarism and 

gender across the scenarios. For Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), cross-tabulation gives: χ2 

(4, n = 297) = 6.282, p = 0.179, with [female: n = 195, male: n = 102]. However, for all the scenarios, 

female students showed a larger percentage of uncertainty in their understanding of plagiarism (with 

uncertainty ranging from 5.4% to 14.1% for female students, and from 0.9% to 6.4% for male 

students). Thus, male students seemed to be more categorical in their agreement or disagreement. 

 

By ‘nationality’ 

Sixteen different nationalities are represented in the survey. Only the first five nationalities, i.e., those 

with the highest counts, were considered, as each one of the other nationalities represented 3% or 

fewer of the students. Looking at the most disputed case, that of Scenario 4 (collusion within group 

work), as shown in Table 4.2, Singaporeans had a majority opinion (54.5%) that this was a case of 

plagiarism, with also the lowest level of uncertainty (3.8%). The percentage supporting the case for 

plagiarism then dropped to 46.5% (Chinese), 39.2% (Indonesian), 37.5% (Burmese) and 29.4% 

(Malaysian). The percentage of uncertainty also increased as the disagreement increased, reaching a 

fairly high level of 23.5% for Malaysians. This may be suggestive of some differences in the views 

on and understandings of plagiarism based on cultural/national backgrounds or, perhaps more exactly, 

educational and cultural backgrounds. The significance of this variation is supported by the cross-

tabulation result: χ2 (16, n = 261) = 29.110, p = 0.023. 
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Table 4.2: Results (in %) for nationality for Scenario 4 

      (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 
Nationality 

 

Unsure Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Strongly Disagree/ 

 Disagree 

Agree/ 

Strongly Agree 

Singaporean 3.8% 8.9% 32.9% 38.0% 16.5% 41.8% 54.5% 

Chinese 10.1% 2.0% 41.4% 39.4% 7.1% 43.4% 46.5% 

Indonesian 5.9% 7.8% 47.1% 23.5% 15.7% 54.9% 39.2% 

Burmese 18.8% 18.8% 25.0% 37.5% 0.0% 43.8% 37.5% 

Malaysian 23.5% 11.8% 35.3% 23.5% 5.9% 47.1% 29.4% 

 
 

When viewing the overall results by nationality for the six scenarios (see Table 4.3), it can be seen 

that the largest levels of overall disagreement came from students: 

• From Indonesia, at 25%, for Scenario 1 (no source citation), the most obvious case of 

plagiarism; 

• From Malaysia and Myanmar, at 29% and 31%, respectively, for Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism 

case); 

• From Malaysia and China, at 29% and 26%, respectively, for Scenario 3 (partial referencing); 

• From Indonesia and Malaysia, at 55% and 47%, respectively, for the strongly opposed case 

of collusion within group work (Scenario 4); 

• From Malaysia and Indonesia, at 59% and 45%, respectively, for Scenario 5 (partial reuse of 

friend’s work); 

• From China and Indonesia, at 28% and 21%, respectively, for Scenario 6 (back-translation). 

 

Levels of uncertainty were fairly high for students from China (at 15%) for the case of self-plagiarism, 

from Malaysia and Myanmar (at 24% and 18%, respectively) for the case of collusion within group 

work, and from Myanmar for the case of partial reuse of a friend’s work and the case of back-

translation, at 21% and 15%, respectively.  

 

By ‘first language’ 

Table 4.4 shows the results for the dominant four ‘first language’ for Scenario 4 (collusion within 

group work). Students whose first language was English had the most accurate understanding of the 

plagiarism case in Scenario 4, followed by students whose first language was Chinese, in line with 

the findings above.   
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Table 4.3: Results (in %) for nationality for Scenarios 1 to 6 being cases of plagiarism  

Scenarios S1 to S6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario Nationality 

U
n

su
r
e
 

O
v
er

a
ll

 

D
is
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r
e
e
m

e
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t 

O
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a
ll

 

A
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r
e
e
m

e
n
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S1 

χ2 (64, n=314) = 75.812, p=0.148 

 

 

 

Chinese 1 16 83 

Indonesian 4 25 71 

Malaysian 11 18 71 

Burmese 6 13 81 

Singaporean 4 11 85 

S2 

χ2 (64, n=307) = 52.024, p=0.858 

 

 

Chinese 15 21 64 

Indonesian 10 14 76 

Malaysian 6 29 65 

Burmese 10 31 69 

Singaporean 6 19 75 

S3 

χ2 (64, n=311) = 53.529, p=0.822 

 

 

Chinese 12 26 62 

Indonesian 4 22 74 

Malaysian 6 29 65 

Burmese 6 19 75 

Singaporean 11 16 73 

S4 

χ2 (64, n=299) = 91.132, p=0.015 

 

 

Chinese 11 43 46 

Indonesian 6 55 39 

Malaysian 24 47 29 

Burmese 18 44 38 

Singaporean 4 42 54 

S5 

χ2 (64, n=287) = 73.615, p=0.192 

 

 

Chinese 11 31 58 

Indonesian 8 45 47 

Malaysian 12 59 29 

Burmese 21 43 36 

Singaporean 11 31 58 

S6 

χ2 (64, n=282) = 63.602, p=0.491 

 

 

Chinese 5 28 67 

Indonesian 8 21 71 

Malaysian 12 6 82 

Burmese 15 14 71 

Singaporean 11 8 83 
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Table 4.4: Results (in %) for first language for Scenario 4 

      (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 
 

First 

Language 

Unsure Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Strongly Disagree/ 

 Disagree 

Agree/ 

Strongly Agree 

English 5.8% 9.3% 34.9% 37.2% 12.8% 44.2% 50.0% 

Chinese 11.4% 3.3% 38.2% 36.6% 10.6% 41.5% 47.2% 

Burmese 14.3% 14.3% 28.6% 42.9% 0.0% 42.9% 42.9% 

Indonesian 6.4% 10.6% 46.8% 21.3% 14.9% 57.4% 36.2% 

 

By ‘entry level’  

Three main categories (‘Foundation’, ‘A levels’ and ‘Diploma’) indicate the highest level of study of 

participating students prior to university study. Foundation denotes the ‘O Levels’ qualification 

(obtained at Year 10), or the equivalent, followed by bridging courses. ‘A Levels’ and the 

International Baccalaureate (which are equivalent) indicate rigorous examinations at the end of 

secondary studies (Year 12). Diploma level is normally for two years of local study (after the O Levels 

qualification and work experience), which can go beyond the first year of university, but usually at a 

more technical level. It can be seen in Table 4.5 that students with A Levels (including the 

International Baccalaureate) were more aware of the plagiarism in Scenario 4 than those with 

Foundation or Diploma level studies. This could be due to the more rigorous assessment undergone 

by A Level students. This improved understanding, as in the previous scenarios, was accompanied 

by a lower level of uncertainty.  

 

Table 4.5: Results (in %) for entry level for Scenario 4 

      (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 
 

Level of 

Studies 

Unsure Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Strongly Disagree/ 

 Disagree 

Agree/ 

Strongly Agree 

Foundation 9.6% 7.6% 38.9% 35.0% 8.9% 46.5% 43.9% 

A Levels 4.0% 4.0% 40.0% 36.0% 16.0% 44.0% 52.0% 

Diploma 9.0% 8.0% 41.0% 28.0% 14.0% 49.0% 42.0% 

 

 

By ‘year of study’ 

Experience through ‘year of study’ did not seem to account for any significant variation in Scenarios 

1, 3, 5 and 6. However, for Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), 
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increasing study experience showed a relationship with improved understanding of plagiarism. For 

Scenario 4, for example, the majority of final year students (51.2%) agreed with it being a case of 

plagiarism, whilst the majority of earlier year students had the opposite view.  

 

By ‘length of study’ (at the current institution) 

Study experience through ‘length of study’ was again revealed to be important in Scenario 4 which, 

as discussed above, was the most disputed case of plagiarism. The majority of students who had 

completed two or more years of study at their current institution were aware of collusion within group 

work as constituting plagiarism. Table 4.6 shows that, whilst a majority of the students (51.1%) who 

had spent a year or less at the institution disagreed that it was a case of plagiarism, a majority (55.0%) 

of the students who had spent two years or more at the institution agreed that it was a case of 

plagiarism. 

 

Table 4.6: Results (in %) for length of study for Scenario 4 

     (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 
Length of 

Study 
Unsure 

Strongly Disagree/ 

Disagree 

Agree/ 

Strongly Agree 

One year or 

less 
8.5% 51.1% 40.4% 

Two years or 

more 
11.7% 33.3% 55.0% 

 

 

By ‘institution’ 

Table 4.7 shows the frequencies for Scenario 4 (collusion within group work) for the two institutions. 

Results show a significant difference, χ2 (4, n = 299) = 10.415, p = 0.034, with students from 

Institution B showing greater awareness (50.3% were in agreement compared to 37.3% for Institution 

D). Institution B required students to complete an online academic integrity module, whilst institution 

D had no such requirement. Institution B also had a short induction course on academic writing skills. 

This could perhaps explain the difference in views on plagiarism. 

 

Table 4.7: Results (in %) for institution for Scenario 4  

      (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 
 

Institution Unsure Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Strongly Disagree/ 

 Disagree 

Agree/ 

Strongly Agree 

B 9.4% 8.3% 32.0% 35.9% 14.4% 40.3% 50.3% 

D 7.6% 5.9% 49.2% 30.5% 6.8% 55.1% 37.3% 

 

 



 

 

107 

 

4.3.3 Investigation of Answers to Open-Ended Questions 

 

In the various scenarios for plagiarism, between 15% and 30% of students (the latter for Scenario 4) 

stated that they would plagiarise. Many students (27%) said they knew of peers who engaged in 

plagiarism. 16% of students claimed that there were no clear institutional guidelines, policies or 

procedures on plagiarism.  

 

Most of the students (80%) were able to define plagiarism correctly (such as ‘copying without 

acknowledging the author’) and 90% acknowledged it to be more common in its digital form, 

indicating for example: “It is more convenient and easy”; “Many find resources online”; and “It is 

easy to copy and paste”. Eighty percent agreed that plagiarism should be penalised in one form or 

another, and the same percentage agreed that students should be educated about plagiarism, mostly 

with dedicated classes on plagiarism. 

 

Table 4.8, below, shows a list of the main underlying reasons for plagiarism as given by the students. 

Students’ replies to open-ended questions were categorised as shown in the table using students’ own 

terms. Although reasons such as ‘saving time’ and ‘too many assignments’ may relate to ‘laziness’, 

it was decided not to group them together and to keep as closely as possible to the students’ original 

replies. 

 

‘Laziness’ heads the list of factors with 35% of the replies, and ‘lack of knowledge of plagiarism’ is 

second at 22%. If one groups factors 1, 3 and 6 together, just over 50% of students gave laziness and 

rushed work as reasons for plagiarism. As assignments are generally evenly spread throughout the 

units, this may be the perception of students with poor time management strategies. This particular 

aspect echoes previous research findings (Fraser, 2014; Heckler & Forde, 2015).  

 

Table 4.8: Students’ views on underlying reasons for plagiarism  

Question: In your view, what are the underlying reasons or factors that 

contribute to students’ plagiarism? 

1 Laziness 35% 

2 Lack of knowledge of plagiarism 22% 

3 Saving time 13% 

4 Difficult assignments/topics or limited resources 12% 

5 Language issues 12% 

6 Too many assignments 4% 

7 Seeking good grades 3% 
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4.4 Analysis  

 

Overall views on plagiarism 

 

The most obvious case of plagiarism, Scenario 1 (no source citation) was agreed on as a case of 

plagiarism by 83% of the students. This, however, leaves an appreciable percentage of students (17%) 

with uncertainty or disagreement. Some students, even for this clear-cut case, stated that they would 

plagiarise to save time and/or obtain good grades.  

 

As the cases became more complex, from Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) to Scenario 3 (partial 

referencing) and Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), a wider spread of views was observed, 

with a gradual increase in disagreement.  

 

Scenario 4 (collusion within group work) was disputed as a case of plagiarism by the majority of 

students, and some even commented that it was unfair that it should be treated as plagiarism. It would 

therefore seem that institutions need to provide more specific procedures and guidelines for group 

work assessments, and that instructors (lecturers/tutors) should emphasise to students, in the marking 

criteria guide, which parts of the assessment are expected to be of a collaborative nature and which 

parts should exclusively arise from individual effort. In Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work) 

and Scenario 6 (back-translation), the majority agreed that these were examples of plagiarism with, 

however, high levels of uncertainty and disagreement remaining. 

 

Of the main reasons given by the students for engaging in plagiarism (in question 4.7 of the survey), 

laziness (35%), saving time (13%) and difficulty of assignment (12%) imply intentional plagiarism, 

with students perhaps acting under the general umbrella of a culture of sharing which allows easy and 

sometimes unethical use of available information. Lack of knowledge of plagiarism (22%) points to 

insufficient education from the institution and staff, as well as to the different approaches to learning 

the students may have been used to, prior to their university studies. Language issues, at 12%, are 

also an important parameter for this transnational environment. The last two reasons contribute to 

inadvertent plagiarism. 

 

Findings from cross-tabulation results 

 

Cross-tabulation with the Chi-Square Test allowed some further differentiation in the categories of 

the students surveyed. Although the general perceptions of plagiarism were similar for both genders, 

female students consistently showed a higher level of uncertainty. This may be a general trend, as 
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some studies indicate that “women are more likely to downplay their certainty and men are more 

likely to minimize their doubt” (Tannen, 1995, p. 142). The number of years of study experience 

increased the level of awareness of plagiarism issues, with the majority of students past their second 

year of university study agreeing that collusion within group work is a case of plagiarism (Scenario 

4). This is to be expected as these students would have been longer in the educational system and 

would have encountered a variety of plagiarism issues through educative tutoring and/or punitive 

action. However, the still fairly large number of experienced students failing to perceive this as a case 

of plagiarism (11.7% were unsure and 33.3% disagreed) indicates the necessity for further training in 

plagiarism. 

 

Overall, students from Singapore were most accurate in their perceptions of plagiarism. Students from 

neighbouring countries had more limited conceptions of plagiarism, with the strongest level of 

disagreement coming from students from Indonesia (at 25%) for the obvious case of plagiarism in 

Scenario 1 (no source citation), from Myanmar (at 31%) for Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism), from 

Malaysia (at 29%) for Scenario 3 (partial referencing), from Indonesia (at 55%) for Scenario 4 

(collusion within group work), from Malaysia (at 59%) for Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s 

work), and from China (at 28%) for Scenario 6 (back-translation). For the students who replied that 

there were times or situations where plagiarism would be acceptable (in question 4.4 of the survey), 

the main responses were: “for time-consuming assignments” and “due to time constraints”, implying 

poor time management and laziness issues. However, there were not enough of these responses to 

allow more insight into any possible differentiation. Students from Malaysia and Myanmar had the 

highest level of uncertainty, reaching 24% for Scenario 4 (collusion within group work) and 21% for 

Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work), respectively. These differences in their understanding 

of the complexity of plagiarism could be due to language issues (difficulty in writing in a foreign 

language) and to differences in educational backgrounds (students accustomed to different 

approaches to learning). Students whose first language was English showed a better understanding of 

plagiarism within the English-taught environment that is Singapore. This is aligned with previous 

research which indicates that the level of adequate academic writing skills is dependent on one’s 

ability and confidence in writing in the English language (Newton et al., 2014). Students who had 

completed a rigorous pre-university qualification (such as the International Baccalaureate or A 

Levels) had a greater awareness of plagiarism than their peers who entered university from 

Foundation courses or with a Diploma qualification.  

 

Students from Institution B, which had a first year requirement of an online test on academic integrity 

and where students were given a short induction course on academic literacies skills, which included 
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some aspects of plagiarism, had a higher level of understanding of plagiarism compared to students 

from Institution D, which provided its teaching programmes solely through a local private institution 

with no local learning support and no requirement of the fulfilment of an academic integrity module. 

Nonetheless, a high level of disagreement for many of the cases of plagiarism remained among 

Institution B students. Students, who responded to the open-ended question, ‘Should students be 

educated about plagiarism? If so, how?’ had comments such as: “Constant reminders and education”; 

“Lectures and reminders”; and “Workshops and lectures”. This suggests that a self-learning module 

in academic integrity, whilst commendable in the sense that it is better than nothing, is not sufficient. 

It may be quickly completed at the beginning of the year, may not address the more complex issues 

the students face later, and may be forgotten in time. 

 

4.5 Summary 

 

Students enrolled in business programmes at two Australian universities operating in Singapore were 

surveyed about their views and understandings of plagiarism. These programmes are well-known for 

their plagiarism, as they are heavily based on assignments, whether individual or group assignments, 

such as case studies and essays, which rely heavily on the use of the internet. 

 

Over 80% of the students had a good level of awareness of more obvious cases of plagiarism (such 

as no source citation), but as the cases of plagiarism became more complex (such as self-plagiarism, 

no in-text source citation despite inclusion in the reference list, and partial copying of a friend’s work), 

quite large levels of disagreement appeared in students’ views. The level of disagreement was the 

highest for the plagiarism case involving collusion within group work, where the majority of students 

felt that it was appropriate for them to do so and even felt a sense of injustice that it should be 

considered a case of plagiarism. There remained a fairly large level of uncertainty which, 

characteristically for a transnational environment, varied greatly across the different categories of 

students.  

 

A paper reporting on the findings of this chapter has been published in the International Journal of 

Management in Education (IJMIE) under the title “A culture of sharing? Transnational higher 

education students’ views on plagiarism in the digital era” (see Appendix I1). The following chapter 

provides the findings of the complete student survey.  
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CHAPTER 5:  INVESTIGATING STUDENTS’ VIEWS ON PLAGIARISM -  

  COMPLETE SURVEY  

 

5.1  Introduction and Methodology 

 

5.1.1 Introduction 

 

This chapter, the second of four chapters that present the findings of this research, investigates the 

views on plagiarism of the full cohort of students enrolled in a variety of undergraduate programmes 

offered by four Australian TNHE institutions in Singapore. The pilot study carried out on the smaller 

cohort of business students served as a test for the conduct and analysis of the current survey. The 

methodology used in the pilot study proved to be effective in assessing student views on plagiarism 

and the pilot study revealed some noteworthy results on the students’ views on plagiarism. This also 

helped to ascertain the validity of the survey instrument. As no particular need for any fine-tuning 

was required, the same methodology was retained for this survey. However, the pilot study allowed 

the following enhancements to be implemented in the subsequent studies: (1) the pilot study focused 

mainly on two plagiarism scenarios and used seven student categories for the assessment of the 

business students’ understanding of plagiarism. This study based on the complete survey was far more 

detailed in its analysis. It investigated the students’ views through their responses to all the parts of 

the questions related to the six plagiarism scenarios, and to all the open-ended questions, using 

frequency and cross-tabulation analysis; (2) the bar chart diagrams used in the pilot study were 

replaced by relevant values directly embedded in the tables of results; and (3) results from the pilot 

study allowed a fine-tuning of the questions put to the staff in the staff survey. 

 

An assessment of the characteristics of the TNHE environment which may have an impact on 

plagiarism issues was initially carried out. The four TNHE institutions had a different mix of 

operational characteristics and plagiarism policies which were also assessed and categorised. The 

students were in one of three stages of their studies (first, second or final year), and in either full-time 

or part-time modes of study. Altogether, they represented 20 different nationalities and 12 different 

first languages. Six different scenarios of plagiarism cases were presented to them. Their responses 

to an anonymous survey (which included open-ended questions) were analysed, and were correlated 

with their demographic characteristics, and with their respective institutions’ operational 

characteristics and policies on plagiarism. So far, insufficient research has been carried out within a 

transnational environment, involving such a large number of international students, different 

institutions, and different operational characteristics.  
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The findings from this investigation help answer the guiding question: ‘What are students’ views on 

plagiarism within this context?’ This guiding question contributes to the first central research question 

in this study: ‘What are the issues with plagiarism in current Australian TNHE programmes in 

Singapore?’ 

 

5.1.2 Methodology 

 

Full details of the methodology were given in Chapter 3. This Section highlights the most relevant 

aspects of the complete survey, as reported in this chapter. 

 

5.1.2.1 Survey Participants 

 

The data were collected through an anonymous paper-based survey with the voluntary participation 

of students across four Australian universities operating in Singapore. Study programmes of the 

participating students were in the fields of business, commerce, communication, engineering, 

information technology (IT), and science. Students were of both genders (female: n = 327, male: n = 

244), in three different stages of their undergraduate studies (first year: n = 144, second year: n = 247, 

final year: n = 179), and in full-time (n = 389) or part-time study (n = 179). From a total of 742 student 

surveys handed out, 574 surveys were returned, giving a 77% response rate. Appendix E1 shows the 

data summary of the participants involved in the survey. 

 

5.1.2.2 Study Design  

 

The plagiarism cases put to the students had the six different scenarios presented in Section 3.8.3.1 

of Chapter 3 (Methodology). Details of the statistical analysis, using SPSSTM, for assessing the results 

of the survey, were given in Chapter 4. The categories used for the responses to the open-ended 

questions are shown in Appendix E2. The SPSSTM data files and output files are given in Appendices 

E4 and E5, respectively. The results files are given in Appendices E6 and E7, for frequency and cross-

tabulation, respectively. 
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5.2 Aspects of the TNHE Environment in Singapore in Relation to Plagiarism Issues 

 

The analysis in this section follows on from the literature review in Chapters 1 and 2 to provide further 

insight into specific aspects of TNHE that may affect plagiarism.  

 

5.2.1 The Shaping of Australian TNHE in Singapore 

 

As mentioned in Chapter 1, the Australian government’s changing priorities have led Australian 

universities to focus more on revenue generation, by increasing income through international students 

onshore, and, establishing partnerships offshore with local private institutions. Thus, the TNHE 

aspirations of many Australian universities were shaped by reforms of Australian policies in the 

1990s.  This meant a decline in public funding and subsidies for local students, massification, and 

“arguably a dysfunctional government policy” (Healey, 2008, p. 346), as presented in Section 1.4.1. 

The main drivers for TNHE, as identified in the literature, are the aspirations of brand building 

(Wilkins & Huisman, 2012; Djerasimovic, 2014) and generating income (Djerasimovic, 2014; 

Knight, 2007). 

 

On the other hand, students engaging in TNHE institutions are motivated by cost effectiveness 

(cheaper fees and living costs) and the proximity to their own country (less money spent to travel 

back home) (Wilkins & Huisman, 2011), by the lack of domestic provision of higher education, or 

the perception of lower quality education provided in domestic/local institutions (Altbach, 2015), or 

as Wilkins (2016, p. 173) notes, “many TNHEs fill in a gap present in the host country and its 

neighboring countries” by targeting students who could not gain entry to well-respected tertiary 

higher institutions in their homeland. For example, in Singapore student numbers entering local 

universities “has been kept at around 25%” (Natarajan et al., 2016, p. 1). Other reasons cited for 

students to engage in TNHE institutions are: reputation of the institution, recognition of the degree 

locally and internationally, quality of staff, and experiencing various cultures via foreign teaching 

staff (Debowski, 2008); the quality of the programmes offered being the same or similar to what is 

offered on the home campuses (Hill, Cheong, Leong, & Fernandez-Chung, 2014); and a desire to 

improve English language skills, as well as augment chances of employability in an international 

company (Chapman & Pyvis, 2013; Wilkins & Huisman, 2011). The factors identified in the selection 

of an institution were mostly based on the reputation and ranking (Wilkins & Huisman, 2011). 

 

Since the beginning of the 21st century, countries such as the UAE, Singapore and Malaysia have 

aspired to become major higher education hubs.  The motivation for Singapore to establish itself as 
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an education hub was manifold. Singapore aspired to expand its higher education system to move 

towards a knowledge based economy (Olds, 2007; Natarajan et al., 2016), and to meet the demand 

and needs for higher education which the country could not satisfy. In 1990, only 15% of the 

university aged population could gain entry to a local higher education institution (Mok, 2008). 

According to C-BERT (2016), Singapore currently has close to 90 thousand foreign students engaged 

in 1200 private education providers. 

  

As of January 2017, 247 international branch campuses were currently in operation and 22 new ones 

were planned to open in the near future, while 42 international branch campuses had closed. After the 

United States, United Kingdom, France and Russia, Australia was ranked fourth, out of a total of 33 

exporting nations, in terms of the number of exporting institutions and in order of branches. Out of 

the 76 importing countries, Singapore was ranked among the top five with 12 foreign branch 

campuses. (C-BERT, 2017). The expansion of TNHE resulted in increased competition among TNHE 

providers. Additionally, Singapore has since 2011 increased its universities’ gross enrolment ratio 

(GER) from 25% to 40% (Natarajan et al., 2016) creating further challenges for TNHE providers in 

Singapore. 

 

This section provided the background on the motivation and development of Australian TNHE and 

Singapore’s global schoolhouse strategy. The following section provides an overview of the risks 

associated with the current practices in the running of TNHE institutions and suggests the need for a 

careful reassessment of the reputational risks associated with the market positioning of institutions. 

This also raises the consideration that, unless the assessment practices are reconsidered, which 

respond to the needs of students and of teaching staff, the challenges that confront Australian TNHE, 

may result in the closure of branch campuses. 

 

5.2.2  TNHE a Risky Business 

 

Australian universities, through their long-established higher education system, have benefited from 

being perceived as quality education providers. However, with the expansion of TNHE, institutions 

are exposed to risks in terms of reputational and financial damage (Healey, 2015a). The difficulty is 

to maintain high standards and quality. These foreign institutions in partnership with local institutions 

are under the quality assurance system of the host country. The quality of a tertiary education 

institution is closely linked to the standards and integrity of all stakeholders. Prisacariu and Shah 

(2016, p. 155) argue that “the changes in higher education policy, government funding, marketisation, 

technological developments and institutional response of many external pressures require definition 
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that aligns with the changing context of higher education landscape”. Some scholars also suggest 

more accountability for education providers, indicating that the drive by financial imperatives has led 

many universities to ‘lose their moral compass’ (Macfarlane, 2012, n. p). 

 

It is particularly useful to identify the issues through relevant theoretical perspectives stemming from 

the literature, as it addresses several aspects unique to the running of TNHEs. 

 

Staffing-Shifting Expectations 

 

Most of the local private education institution (PEI) providers in Singapore have a multitude of 

partnerships with foreign higher education providers, which are usually ‘profit-driven’, further 

highlighting the “inconsistent quality control in the appointment and deployment of the teaching 

faculty” (Tan & Gosling, 2016, pp. 80-81). As Healey (2015b, p. 10) notes, “As the number of parties 

to the agreement increase, the complexity is bound to increase to accommodate the different 

objectives and circumstances of the additional partners… the more partnership agreements the 

university has, the greater the risk that one fails”.  

 

There are various ways in which TNHE providers operate and recruit their teaching staff.  They may 

recruit locally or internationally or transfer staff directly from the home campus. One of the biggest 

challenges facing these TNHE providers is to hire experienced and qualified staff (Shams & Huisman, 

2016). For example, if an institution is focused on providing affordable education to students, it will 

reduce cost by hiring part-time staff locally (Wilkins, 2016). Literature suggests that the locally hired 

part-time teaching staff are under dual institutional pressure, from the PEI and the TNHE institution 

(Healey 2015a). 

 

Within a private education institution, re-employment of part-time staff is conditional on high levels 

of student satisfaction, through positive student evaluation of the teaching staff, and high retention 

rates. The role of the student, as a prime customer model, is thus greatly enhanced. The pressure to 

inflate grades may have led to a lowering of academic rigour and standards in TNHE (McBurnie & 

Ziguras, 2006; Knight, 2013; Gribble & McBurnie, 2015). As Johnson (2003) notes: 

...the nature of the relation between grades awarded by professors to their 

students and the ratings awarded by students to their professors is intuitively 

obvious: Instructors who grade leniently are more likely to gain approval of 

their students, have better rapport in the classroom, and be reviewed 

positively on course evaluation forms (Johnson, 2003, p. 48).  
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The Student as Customer Model 

 

The mindset created by the student as customer model and the dilemma facing the business model 

approach may be putting the academic quality and reputation of institutions at risk. Clayson and Haley 

(2005) assert that cash-strapped universities have created the university reliant on enrolment, which 

Flower (2003) has referred to as "mass markets”, “student as customer” and as “customer marketing 

model” (p. 2). Bay and Daniel (2001) argue that with the student as customer marketing model, 

students will shift accountability and responsibility to the service providers. Many studies indicate 

that students’ evaluation of their lecturers’ correlates with their expectation of good grades and that 

leniency is rewarded (Johnson, 2003). 

 

According to marketing theory, “Customers are the ones who receive the benefit of the product or 

service and they are the ones who put their hands in their pockets to pay for it” (Lindsay & Rodgers, 

1998, p. 167). In that sense, most argue that the customers are the students (Levitt, 1980). 

 

5.3 Details of the Four Australian Institutions Operating in Singapore 

 

5.3.1 Operational Characteristics  

 

There are various ways in which a university can operate within a transnational environment. The 

operational characteristics of the four Australian institutions are shown in Table 5.1. The Australian 

universities are referred to anonymously as institutions A to D. Between them, these four institutions 

represent various modes of teaching delivery operated by Australian and foreign institutions offering 

transnational higher education in Singapore within a private environment.  

Table 5.1: Operational characteristics of the four Australian institutions in Singapore 

Australian 

Institution 

 

(Providing 

own 

curriculum 

and 

qualifications) 

Singapore Campus Articulation* Teaching Staff 

Singaporean 

Partner 

Campus 

(Office & 

Building) 

Own 

Branch 

Campus 

(Office) 

Own 

Branch 

Campus 

(Building) 

Students may 

start in second 

year 

Local Staff (FT & PT) 

provided by 
FIFO** 

Singaporean 

Partner 
Australian 

Institution 
 

A X √ √ √ X √ X 

B √ √ X √ √ √ X 

C √ X X √ √ X √ 

D √ X X √ √ X X 

 
*Articulation: Credit granted for prior learning, giving students direct entry into the second year. 

**FIFO: Teaching through fly-in, fly-out scheme, with no home campus staff based in Singapore. 
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5.3.2 Plagiarism Policies and Procedures  

 

The plagiarism policies (underpinning principles) and plagiarism procedures (management of 

plagiarism) of the four Australian universities were checked in detail from their online documents, 

and were, at the time of the survey, as shown in Table 5.2. Section 3.7.2 in Chapter 3 provided an in-

depth explanation of the rationales used in the construction of the table.  These institutions’ policies 

and procedures were assessed against their students’ levels of understanding of plagiarism issues. 

 

All four institutions had their plagiarism policies and procedures available online. In most cases, 

plagiarism was not clearly defined, and procedures on breaches and penalties were not distinctly 

identified, based on the analysis of the documents, as detailed in Section 3.7.2. 

 

It can be seen that, although all the institutions had their plagiarism policies online, their procedures 

on breaches and penalties were not always clearly identified. Moreover, there were large disparities 

in the availability of online academic integrity modules and other forms of training on plagiarism, 

and in whether these were merely offered or made compulsory.  

 

Table 5.2: Institutions’ policies and procedures on plagiarism 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Institution A B C D 

Information on plagiarism policies 

available online 
√ √ √ √ 

Plagiarism clearly defined X X √ X 

Breaches clearly identified X X √ X 

Penalties clearly identified X X √ X 

Orientation week – Briefing on plagiarism X X √ √ 

Academic integrity 

online module  

Offered X √ √ √ 

Compulsory X √ X √ 

Workshop on 

plagiarism 

Offered √ √ X X 

Compulsory X √ X X 

Using plagiarism 

detection software  

Turnitin™ used X √ √ √ 

Turnitin™ used  

for all units 
X X X X 
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5.4 Results 

 

5.4.1 General Views on Plagiarism  

 

5.4.1.1 Students’ Views on the Six Scenario Cases of Plagiarism 

 

The first column of Table 5.3 shows the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) values for the six 

scenario cases of plagiarism presented to students. As in the pilot survey, a shift of the mean to lower 

values indicates a stronger disagreement that the scenario was a case of plagiarism. A smaller value 

of the standard deviation indicates a more concentrated view of the students in their replies. It can be 

seen that, whilst obvious cases of plagiarism such as S1 (no source citation) and S6 (back-translation) 

were well understood, other cases such as S2 (self-plagiarism) and S3 (partial referencing) were more 

disputed, with the cases of S5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work) and S4 (collusion within group work) 

being openly disagreed with. The rest of Table 5.3 shows the detailed responses of the students for 

the various scenarios. Levels of disagreement exceeding 25% are shown in bold. This allows a quick 

appraisal of the students’ awareness level of the various plagiarism scenarios presented to them. The 

responses shown in Table 5.3 confirm the high level of disagreement that reuse of one’s own work 

(S2) and partial reuse of a friend’s work (S5), could be considered as plagiarism, with 26% and 35% 

of disagreement, respectively. Disagreement was at its highest for the collusion case (S4), with the 

majority of students (49.3% against 40.7%, with 10 % being unsure) strongly in opposition. 
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Table 5.3: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 6 

     (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 
Scenarios 1 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario 

0
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n
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1
  

S
tr

o
n

g
ly
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2
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is
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O
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D
is
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t 

O
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A
g
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em

en
t 

S1 – No source 

citation 

(n = 573, M = 2.96, 

SD = 0.89) 

4.4 0.9 12.9 57.8 24.1 13.8 81.9 

S2 – Self-plagiarism 

(n = 567, M = 2.72, 

SD = 1.19) 

8.8 4.4 22.0 35.3 29.5 26.4 64.8 

S3 – Partial 

referencing 

(n = 570, M = 2.57, 

SD = 1.14) 

11.1 2.1 22.8 46.7 17.4 24.9 64.1 

S4 – Collusion within 

group work 

(n = 551, M = 2.24, 

SD = 1.07) 

10.0 7.6 41.7 29.8 10.9 49.3 40.7 

S5 – Partial reuse of 

a friend’s work 

(n = 538, M = 2.51, 

SD = 1.12) 

9.3 4.5 30.3 38.3 17.7 34.8 56.0 

S6 – Back-translation 

(n = 532, M = 2.86, 

SD = 1.08) 

8.1 1.5 13.0 51.5 25.9 14.5 77.4 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 
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5.4.1.2 Students’ Overall Responses to Statements Related to the Six Scenario Cases of Plagiarism 

 

The students’ responses to the statements related to the six scenario cases of plagiarism put to them 

in the survey are shown in Table 5.4. Strong agreement with the statement, of over 25%, is shown in 

bold. The following comments can be made from their responses:  

 

• There is a strong belief amongst the students that S4 (collusion within group work) and S5 

(partial use of friend’s work) should be acceptable. Many students themselves saw it as 

acceptable (52.0% and 39.9%, respectively) and believed other students would also see it as 

acceptable (58.0% and 48.5%, respectively). A strong minority even thought that it would 

also be acceptable to their lecturers and institution (35.5% and 30.8% for S4, 26.4% and 

20.7% for S5, respectively). This seems to demonstrate that the institutions’ policies on 

plagiarism are either not fully understood by the students or are inadequate in breaking down 

the persistent confusion, at the student level, between collaboration and collusion. The 

perceived leniency towards the partial use of a friend’s work may be of a cultural nature and 

this aspect needs to be further investigated. 

 

• It is worth noting that 30% or more of the students indicated that all cases of plagiarism apart 

from S6 were acceptable to them, and 19% or more had engaged in such activities. This 

denotes a stubborn state of mind regarding their views on plagiarism and would imply a 

probable lack of consistency and/or effectiveness in the institutions’ procedures in tackling 

plagiarism cases.  

 

• The majority of the students believed that their fellow students were more actively engaged 

in plagiarism than they themselves were, in all of the scenarios put to them, by a factor of 2 

to 3. This result, which would seem to be a biased perception on the part of the students, may 

denote a certain resentment that their fellow students engaged in acts of plagiarism and 

managed to get away with it. This would also imply a certain lack of rigorous institutional 

procedures in explaining plagiarism and in dealing with it. 
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Table 5.4: Students’ views on questions related to cases of plagiarism in Scenarios 1 to 6 

     (in %)  [D: Overall Disagreement; A: Overall Agreement; Remainder: Unsure] 

 

Statement 

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 

D A D A D A D A D A D A 

‘I believe this is 

acceptable’ 

66.6 30.6 65.0 30.0 65.7 26.7 42.3 52.0 53.4 39.9 76.8 16.2 

n = 566  n = 568  n = 566  n = 548  n = 539  n = 529  

‘My lecturer(s)/tutor(s) 

would believe this is 

acceptable’ 

74.3 17.5 69.4 19.9 72.4 20.1 50.0 35.5 60.9 26.4 77.7 11.7 

n = 567  n = 569  n = 564  n = 546  n = 537  n = 528  

‘Other students would 

believe this is acceptable’ 

46.3 45.1 47.5 43.2 51.1 38.8 29.7 58.0 39.8 48.5 61.3 24.3 

n = 566  n = 569  n = 564  n = 548  n = 538 n = 530  

‘According to my 

institution’s policies, this 

is acceptable’ 

74.6 17.6 68.2 15.2 73.4 14.5 48.7 30.8 61.1 20.7 75.8 10.3 

n = 568  n = 568  n = 561  n = 548  n = 538  n = 530  

‘I have engaged in 

similar activities’ 

59.6 36.3 75.4 19.1 70.5 24.7 54.6 38.3 66.4 27.9 81.5 11.9 

n = 565  n = 568  n = 566  n = 546  n = 538  n = 530  

‘I believe other students 

engage in similar 

activities’ 

23.3 64.0 32.5 60.7 31.1 47.6 21.4 58.9 27.8 52.6 46.0 30.0 

n = 566  n = 567  n = 566  n = 547  n = 538  n = 526  

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall agreement exceeding 25% 

 

5.4.1.3 Reasons Given by the Students for Engaging in Acts of Plagiarism 

 

The students’ replies to the question ‘Would you do the same?’ for the cases of plagiarism in 

Scenarios 1 to 6, as well as their reasons for doing so in the case of a ‘Yes’ reply, are shown in Table 

5.5. The main findings are as follows: 

• A fairly large number of students would still plagiarise for the more obvious cases of 

plagiarism like Scenarios 1 and 3 (14.5% to 27.3%, respectively), giving the main reasons: ‘if 

can get away with it’, ‘laziness’, and ‘easy way out’. 

 

• A considerable number of the students (28.8%) would reuse their own work (S2: self-

plagiarism), as they strongly believed that they can do so since it was their own work (78.7%). 
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•  A large number of students (40.5%) would copy from a friend’s work as an easier option 

(68.8%). 

 

• 45.2% of the students were prepared to submit near-identical assignments as part of group 

collaborative work, overwhelmingly giving the reason (96.8%) that they all shared the same 

ideas.  

 

Table 5.5: Students’ replies to the question ‘Would you do the same’ for the cases of  

     plagiarism in Scenarios 1 to 6 and their specific reasons (in %) 

 

  

S1 (n = 499) S2 (n = 483)  S3 (n = 451) 

No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Would you 

do the 

same? 

72.7 27.3 68.5 28.8 82.0 14.5 

Reasons 

given for 

Yes answer 

32.4%  if not detected / 

depends on lecturer  

29.7%  easier / faster / 

laziness 

21.6%  language issues 

16.2%  to get good grades 

78.7%  own work! 

16.4%  easier / faster / laziness 

4.9%    if not detected / 

depends on lecturer  

 

66.7%    if not detected / 

depends on lecturer  

33.3%    easier / faster / 

laziness 

 

 

 

  

S4 (n = 407) S5 (n = 368) S6 (n = 343) 

No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Would you 

do the 

same? 

51.1 45.2 59.2 40.5 91.8 8.2 

Reasons 

given for 

Yes answer 

96.8%  share same ideas / 

groupwork  

3.2%    if not detected / 

depends on lecturer  

 

68.8%  easier / faster / 

laziness 

21.9%  to get good grades 

9.4%    if not detected / 

depends on lecturer  

 

100%  language issues 

 

 

Values in bold indicate response levels in yes exceeding 25%. Main reasons given also shown in bold. 
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5.4.1.4 Students’ Views on their Institutions’ Plagiarism Policies 

 

Table 5.6 shows the students’ views on their institutions’ plagiarism policies. Their views were 

similar, whether taken overall or by institution, with 85% or more of the students convinced that they 

had been given clear and specific information on what constitutes plagiarism, their institutions’ 

policies on plagiarism and procedures used to deal with plagiarism. Between 17 to 26% of the students 

believed that their peers might be involved in plagiarism. Cross-tabulation by institution confirmed 

that there was no significant difference in the students’ views across the institutions. 

 

Despite students’ general belief across all four institutions that their institutions had provided them 

with the necessary information, their understanding remained relatively poor, as shown in their replies 

depicted in Tables 5.3 to 5.6. This was the case especially for Scenario 4, with an overall disagreement 

of 49.3%, that this was a case of plagiarism. For Scenarios 1 to 3 and 5, a significant proportion (about 

30%) would still plagiarise if they thought they would not get caught. 

 

Table 5.6: Students’ views on their institution’s plagiarism policies (overall and by  

     institution) (in %) 

At your institution, have you been 

given: 

Overall Institution A Institution B Institution C Institution D 

Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Clear and specific information on 

what is considered plagiarism?  

(χ2 (2, n = 503) = 4.995, p = 0.17) 

92.2 7.8 100 0 92.2 7.8 90.7 9.3 90.1 9.9 

Clear and specific information 

about your institution’s policies 

on plagiarism?  

(χ2 (2, n = 498) = 4.298, p = 0.23) 

88.8 11.2 91.7 8.3 87.9 12.1 93.2 6.8 84.4 15.6 

Clear and specific information on 

the procedures regarding 

plagiarism cases?  

(χ2 (2, n = 493) = 0.453, p = 0.93) 

85.2 14.8 87.5 12.5 84.3 15.7 86.3 13/7 85.2 14.8 

Do you know of any students who 

plagiarise at your institution?  

(χ2 (2, n = 500) = 3.850, p = 0.28) 

22.6 77.4 16.7 83.3 26.1 73.9 20.0 80.0 18.9 81.1 

 

 

5.4.1.5 Linking Students’ Replies to their Institutions’ Plagiarism Policies 

 

The students’ understanding of plagiarism is best characterised by their responses to Scenario 2 (self-

plagiarism) and Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), as these two cases were met with the 
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highest level of disagreement. Students from institution B had the highest level of understanding, as 

shown in Table 5.7. This could be linked to the compulsory workshop on plagiarism given to all their 

new students (see Table 5.2). It also seems that sending fly-in, fly-out staff to the overseas campus 

made little difference to an improved perception of plagiarism issues.  

 

Table 5.7: Linking students’ understanding of plagiarism to their institutions 
 

 

 

 

Highest agreement levels shown in bold 

 

5.4.2 Assessing Students’ Replies to Open-Ended Questions on Plagiarism 

 

Table 5.8 shows the students’ replies to open-ended questions on plagiarism. The following 

comments can be made: 

• Although the concept of plagiarism was adequately defined by most students (83%), a non-

negligible group of students (17%) remained unclear on what plagiarism really is. This would 

indicate a need for the institutions to dissipate any confusion about this concept. 

 

• Most students (67.8%) considered both forms of plagiarism (digital and traditional) to be 

equally serious. 

 

• As expected, nearly all students (95.6%) considered that digital plagiarism is much more 

common than traditional plagiarism, because of its convenience, the ease of copying and 

pasting, and the amount of material available online. 

 

• Nearly half the students (46%) found it acceptable to plagiarise in an assignment. For these 

students, acceptable amounts of plagiarised material could be up to 10% for 39.3% of them, 

or even up to 20% for 29.9% of them. Some students (17.8% of those who responded ‘Yes’) 

would even contemplate percentages of plagiarised material of 30% or more. 

 

• The main reasons given by the students who replied ‘Yes’ to the question ‘Are there times or 

situations where plagiarism would be acceptable?’ are shown below: 

Institution 
A B C D 

Students’ agreement with plagiarism in Scenario 2 (Self-

plagiarism) 
69% 73% 44% 64% 

Students’ agreement with plagiarism in Scenario 4 

(Collusion within group work) 
25% 50% 27% 37% 
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o For small amounts only, at 28.9%; 

o When there are descriptions/explanations/definitions/general knowledge, at 22.2%; 

o For time-consuming assignments/unreasonable deadlines, at 20.0%; 

o Recycling one’s own work (self-plagiarism), at 11.1%; 

It seems that students would willingly plagiarise small amounts of material, in difficult 

situations or when recycling their own work. 

 

• Most of the students (85.6%) expected some penalty to be applied for plagiarism, the preferred 

choice being a deduction of marks (40.6%). 

 

• Nearly all of the students (96.4%) expected some education on plagiarism, with the preferred 

choice being the implementation of a compulsory module on plagiarism (35.1%), followed 

by a training workshop at the beginning of the course (22.1%), and various other forms, such 

as reminders by the institution and teaching staff. It is worth noting that the students’ preferred 

choice (a compulsory module on plagiarism which would need to be assessed and passed as 

with other modules) has not been implemented by most institutions.  

 

• The main reasons given for plagiarism are, in decreasing response level:  

o Easy way out / laziness: 39.2% 

o To save time / time constraints: 18.1% 

o Difficult assignments / weak student: 17.2% 

o Lack of knowledge about plagiarism: 15.9% 

This would imply an urgent need of ensuring that the plagiarism concept and its underlying 

issues are better understood by all students and that penalties on breaches are strictly adhered 

to. 

 

Appendix E3 shows a few noteworthy comments and replies extracted from the students’ surveys. 

Comments for Scenarios 1 and 3 outline the willingness of some students to plagiarise to save time, 

to get better grades and if they can get away with it. Scenario 6 (back-translation) seems to be limited 

to a language issue only, rather than a ruse that can be used to beat the system. The strength of views 

was quite strong for Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), for 

which many students took it as their right to do so. 
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Table 5.8: Students’ replies to open-ended questions on plagiarism  

Q1 How would you define plagiarism? (n = 440) Adequately defined 

83.0% 

Inadequately defined 

17.0% 

Q2 Is digital plagiarism (online material) a more serious issue than 

traditional plagiarism (print material)? (n = 392) 

Yes 

32.1% 

No 

67.9% 

Why / Why not? (n = 323) Main answers given: 

 

No, same level of seriousness: 70.9% 

Yes, easier access, easier to copy, more material: 22.6% 

Q3 Is digital plagiarism (online material) more common than traditional 

(print material) plagiarism? (n = 384) 

Yes 

95.6% 

No 

4.4% 

Why / Why not?  (n = 299) Main answers given: 

 

Easier access to information: 47.2% 

Convenience: 31.8%  

Copying and pasting: 11.7% 

Amount of material: 8.4% 

Q4 Are there times or situations where plagiarism is acceptable?  

(n = 378)  (unsure: 8.5%) 

Yes 

46.0% 

No 

45.5% 

Main replies given by students who answered Yes  

(n = 45): 

For small amounts only: 28.9% 

When there are descriptions/explanations/definitions/ 

general knowledge; 22.2% 

For time-consuming assignments/unreasonable 

deadlines: 20.0% 

Recycling one’s own work (self-plagiarism): 11.1% 

If so, how much plagiarism is acceptable? (n = 84) Answers 

given: 

 

Up to 10%: 39.3% 

Up to 20%: 29.9% 

Less than 5%: 13.1% 

More than 30%: 9.5%     

Up to 30%: 8.3% 

Q5 Should students be penalised for plagiarism? (n = 383) Yes 

85.6% 

No 

14.4% 

If so, how? (n = 202) Main answers given: 

 

Deduct marks: 40.6% 

Award zero mark / fail: 17.3% 

Give warning: 16.8% 

Require resubmission with capped mark: 16.3% 

Provide training: 5.4%       

Expel: 3.5% 

Q6 Should students be educated about plagiarism? (n = 392) 

(unsure: 0.3%) 

Yes 

96.4% 

No 

3.3% 

If so, how?  (n = 248) Main answers given: 

 

Compulsory module on plagiarism  35.1% 

Training workshop: 22.2% 

Better education by institution: 10.1% 

Reminders on plagiarism issues: 7.7% 

Help during lectures: 7.7% 

Online learning / online module / videos: 7.3% 

Induction session: 6.9% 

Handbook / written guidelines: 3.2% 

Q7 In your view, what are the underlying reasons or the 

factors that contribute to students’ plagiarism? (n = 441) 

Main reasons given: 

Easy way out / laziness: 39.2% 

To save time / time constraints: 18.1% 

Difficult assignments / weak student: 17.2% 

Lack of knowledge about plagiarism: 15.9% 

Language issues: 3.6%   

Heavy workload / stress / pressure: 3.4% 

To get higher marks: 2.5% 

Main values and replies shown in bold 
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Scenario 5 is somewhat viewed differently: if the work is already available from a friend, the 

temptation is there and many reasons are invoked for giving in. The replies to ‘Are there times and 

situations where plagiarism would be acceptable?’ reveal the two sides of plagiarism: 

• Intentional: saving time, difficulty of problem, lack of ideas, etc; 

• Unintentional: right to use figures, data, standard calculations. (The students did not seem to 

be aware that they have this right, albeit with adequate referencing.) 

 

All these replies and comments, together with the assessment given above in Table 5.8, confirm the 

need for an in-depth educative approach in dealing with plagiarism.   

 

5.4.3 Cross-Tabulation Analysis 

 

Cross-tabulation was carried out for students’ responses to the first statement, ‘I believe this is a case 

of plagiarism’, in all six scenarios, using the following student categories: institution (referred to by 

code to maintain anonymity), field of study, year of study, mode of study, length of study (so far, 

within the same institution), age, gender, nationality, first language, country of previous study and 

entry level (qualification prior to study at the institution). These eleven different categories were used 

for the complete survey from the seven previously used in the pilot study (see Section 4.3.2).  

 

5.4.3.1 By ‘institution’ 

 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the level of plagiarism 

awareness for Scenarios 2 (self-plagiarism) and 4 (collusion within group work) and institution ((χ2 

(12, n = 567) = 51.298, p<0.001) for S2 and (χ2 (12, n = 551) = 36.693, p<0.001) for S4, respectively). 

Students from institution B had the highest level of plagiarism awareness, with 50% and 72.5% of its 

students agreeing that collusion and self-plagiarism, respectively, were cases of plagiarism. 

Institution B was the only one to offer a compulsory workshop on plagiarism. Institution C had the 

lowest level of awareness, with 27.1% and 43.5%, respectively, in agreement with the same cases of 

plagiarism. Yet, institution C had well defined plagiarism policies online, along with clear procedures 

on breaches and penalties. This would imply that online information, no matter how well defined, if 

not put to the test through further education and strict implementation, has little effectiveness. Full 

results are shown in Table 5.9. 
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Table 5.9: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 6 by institution          

     (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

Scenarios 1 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario 
In

st
it

u
ti

o
n

 

U
n

su
re

 

S
tr

o
n

g
ly

 D
is

a
g
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e 

D
is

a
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e 

A
g
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e
 

S
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n
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 A
g

re
e 

O
v

er
a

ll
 

D
is

a
g

re
em

en
t 

O
v

er
a

ll
 

A
g

re
em

en
t 

S1 

χ2 (12, n = 573) = 

20.497, p = 0.051 

A 6.3 0 4.2 58.3 31.3 4.2 89.6 

B 3.1 1.4 12.4 56.4 26.8 13.8 83.2 

C 9.3 0 15.0 60.7 15.0 15.0 75.7 

D 2.4 0.8 15.7 58.3 22.8 16.5 81.1 

S2 

χ2 (12, n = 567) = 

51.298, p<0.001 

A 10.4 0 20.8 35.4 33.3 20.8 68.7 

B 8.4 3.8 15.3 35.2 37.3 19.1 72.5 

C 6.5 8.3 41.7 28.7 14.8 50.0 43.5 

D 11.3 4.0 21.0 41.1 22.6 25.0 63.7 

S3 

χ2 (12, n = 570) = 

10.459,  

p = 0.576 

A 10.4 2.1 27.1 39.6 20.8 29.2 60.4 

B 9.7 2.1 19.7 49.7 19.0 21.8 68.7 

C 13.9 2.8 28.7 38.0 16.7 31.5 54.7 

D 12.1 1.6 23.4 50.0 12.9 25.0 62.9 

S4 

χ2 (12, n = 551) = 

36.693, p<0.001 

A 14.6 14.6 45.8 18.8 6.3 60.4 25.1 

B 8.6 6.1 35.3 33.5 16.5 41.4 50.0 

C 14.0 10.3 48.6 24.3 2.8 58.9 27.1 

D 7.6 5.9 49.2 30.5 6.8 55.1 37.3 

S5 

χ2 (12, n = 538) = 

15.936, p = 0.194 

A 6.3 2.1 33.3 45.8 12.5 35.4 58.3 

B 8.5 5.9 29.2 35.8 20.7 35.1 56.5 

C 9.3 0 36.1 38.9 15.7 36.1 54.6 

D 12.6 6.3 26.1 40.5 14.4 32.4 54.9 

S6 

χ2 (12, n = 532) = 

24.541, p = 0.017 

A 14.6 0 4.2 43.8 37.5 4.2 81.3 

B 8.6 1.5 12.7 50.6 26.6 14.2 77.2 

C 6.5 1.9 7.4 60.2 24.1 9.3 84.3 

D 5.5 1.8 22.9 48.6 21.1 24.7 69.7 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25%  
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5.4.3.2 By ‘field of study’ 

 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the level of plagiarism 

awareness for Scenarios 2 and 4 and field of study ((χ2 (20, n = 567) = 51.150, p<0.001) for S2 and 

(χ2 (20, n = 551) = 33.866, p = 0.027) for S4, respectively). For self-plagiarism (S2), there was a large 

amount of disagreement by the students in IT (38.7%), science (32.7%) and engineering (32.0%), 

with a fairly high level of uncertainty (36.8%) in engineering students. For collusion within group 

work (S4), the level of disagreement that this was a case of plagiarism was fairly high across all areas 

from engineering (38.9%) to IT (69.0). Students in IT, communication (51.6%), science (51.2%) and 

commerce (49.3%) all had a larger level of disagreement than of agreement. Levels of disagreement 

in business students (44.8%) and engineering (38.9%), although fairly high, were lower than those in 

agreement (50.0% and 46.6%, respectively). Full results are shown in Tables 5.10a and 5.10b. 

 

5.4.3.3 By ‘year of study’ 

 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the level of plagiarism 

awareness for Scenarios 2 (self-plagiarism) and S5 (partial copying of a friend’s work) and year of 

study ((χ2 (8, n = 563) = 34.877, p<0.001) for S2 and (χ2 (8, n = 534) = 25.775, p = 0.001) for S5, 

respectively). The level of disagreement that these two scenarios were cases of plagiarism actually 

increased from first year students to final year students (from 18.9% to 29.1% for S2, and from 25.5% 

to 45.0% for S5), which wa an unexpected result. This trend was also observed for S4 (collusion 

within group work), from 47.4% to 50.0%, although the correlation was not statistically significant 

(χ2 (8, n = 547) = 13.182, p = 0.106). Full results are shown in Table 5.11. 

 

5.4.3.4 By ‘mode of study’ 

 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the level of disagreement 

for Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and mode of study (χ2 (4, n = 561) = 12.120, p = 0.016). Part-time 

students disagreed more than their fellow full-time students (35.2% against 22.2%) that self-

plagiarism (S2) was a case of plagiarism. No significant relationship was observed for the other cases 

of plagiarism. Full results are shown in Table 5.12. 
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Table 5.10a: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 3 by field of study          

         (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 
Scenarios 1 to 3 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario Field of Study 

U
n

su
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S
tr
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n

g
ly
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a

ll
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g
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S1 

χ2 (20, n = 573) = 

17.328, p = 0.632 

 

Business 4.1 0.6 15.3 56.5 23.5 15.9 80.0 

Commerce 3.6 1.4 13.6 58.6 22.9 15.0 81.5 

Communication 8.8 0 11.8 55.9 23.5 11.8 79.4 

Engineering 0 0 26.3 57.9 15.8 26.3 73.7 

IT 0 3.2 16.1 64.5 16.1 19.3 80.6 

Science 5.6 0.6 8.4 57.5 27.9 9.0 85.4 

S2 

χ2 (20, n = 567) = 

51.150, p<0.001 

 

Business 9.7 5.5 15.8 38.8 30.3 21.3 69.1 

Commerce 10.1 3.6 16.7 42.8 26.8 20.3 69.6 

Communication 5.9 2.9 20.6 32.4 38.2 23.5 70.6 

Engineering 36.8 10.5 31.6 15.8 5.3 32 21.1 

IT 3.2 0 38.7 19.4 38.7 38.7 58.1 

Science 5.6 4.4 28.3 31.7 30.0 32.7 61.7 

S3 

χ2 (20, n = 570) = 

17.917, p = 0.593 

 

Business 12.5 1.2 20.8 44.0 21.4 22.0 65.4 

Commerce 6.5 2.9 23.7 54.7 12.2 26.6 66.9 

Communication 11.8 0 20.6 50.0 17.6 20.6 67.6 

Engineering 22.2 5.6 22.2 38.9 11.1 27.8 50.0 

IT 19.4 3.2 22.6 38.7 16.1 25..8 54.8 

Science 10.6 2.2 24.4 44.4 18.3 26.6 62.7 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 
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Table 5.10b: Results (in %) for Scenarios 4 to 6 by field of study          

         (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’ 

 
Scenarios 4 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario Field of Study 
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S4 

χ2 (20, n = 551) = 

33.866, p = 0.027 

Business 8.6 8.6 36.2 31.3 15.3 44.8 46.6 

Commerce 9.1 6.1 43.2 35.6 6.1 49.3 41.7 

Communication 15.2 15.2 36.4 30.3 3.0 51.6 33.3 

Engineering 11.1 11.1 27.8 50.0 0 38.9 50.0 

IT 6.9 0 69.0 13.8 10.3 69.0 24.1 

Science 11.4 7.4 43.8 24.4 13.1 51.2 37.5 

S5 

χ2 (20, n = 538) = 

30.539, p = 0.062 

 

Business 10.3 7.1 25.6 39.7 17.3 32.7 57.0 

Commerce 12.6 7.9 30.7 35.4 13.4 38.6 48.8 

Communication 5.9 0 17.6 50.0 26.5 17.6 76.5 

Engineering 5.9 0 47.1 35.3 11.8 47.1 47.1 

IT 11.1 7.4 22.2 40.7 18.5 29.6 59.2 

Science 6.8 0.6 36.2 36.7 19.8 36.8 56.6 

S6 

χ2 (20, n = 532) = 

42.625, p = 0.002 

 

Business 11.8 2.0 13.7 51.0 21.6 15.7 72.6 

Commerce 4.0 1.6 20.8 50.4 23.2 22.4 73.6 

Communication 8.8 0 0 58.8 32.4 0 91.2 

Engineering 17.6 0 5.9 58.8 17.6 5.9 76.4 

IT 3.8 3.8 34.6 38.5 19.2 38.4 57.7 

Science 7.3 1.1 6.8 52.5 32.2 7.9 84.7 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 
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Table 5.11: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 6 by year of study          

      (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 
Scenarios 1 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario 
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S1 

χ2 (8, n = 569) = 

12.450,  

p = 0.132 

First 4.2 1.4 7.6 53.5 33.3  9.0 86.8 

Second 4.9 0.8 14.2 58.5 21.5 15.0 80.0 

Final 3.9 0.6 15.6 59.2 20.7 16.2 79.9 

S2 

χ2 (8, n = 563) = 

34.877,  

p<0.001 

First 6.3 2.1 16.8 35.7 39.2 18.9 74.9 

Second 9.1 2.1 19.9 37.8 31.1 22.0 68.9 

Final 10.1 9.5 29.6 30.7 20.1 29.1 60.8 

S3 

χ2 (8, n = 566) = 

4.478,  

p = 0.812 

First 9.0 1.4 22.9 49.3 17.4 24.3 66.7 

Second 11.1 1.6 24.6 45.5 17.2 26.2 62.7 

Final 12.9 3.4 19.7 46.1 18.0 23.1 64.1 

S4 

χ2 (8, n = 547) = 

13.182,  

p = 0.106 

First 13.1 5.1 42.3 22.6 16.8 47.4 39.4 

Second 9.4 8.5 41.0 32.9 8.1 49.5 41.0 

Final 8.0 8.5 41.5 31.8 10.2 50.0 42.0 

S5 

χ2 (8, n =534) = 

25.775,  

p = 0.001 

First 8.1 2.2 33.8 34.6 21.3 36.0 55.9 

Second 11.7 5.8 19.7 43.5 19.3 25.5 62.8 

Final 7.4 4.6 40.6 34.3 13.1 45.0 47.4 

S6 

χ2 (8, n =529) = 

14.198,  

p = 0.077 

First 6.6 0.7 9.6 47.8 35.3 10.3 83.1 

Second 8.6 1.8 16.4 48.2 25.0 18.2 73.2 

Final 8.7 1.7 11.0 58.4 20.2 12.7 78.6 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 

  



 

 

133 

 

Table 5.12: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 6 by mode of study         

       (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 
Scenarios 1 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario 
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S1 

χ2 (4, n = 567) = 

2.342,  

p = 0.673 

Full 

Time 

3.9 
1.0 13.6 58.4 23.1 14.6 81.5 

Part 

Time 

5.6 
0.6 11.2 56.2 26.4 11.8 82.6 

S2 

χ2 (4, n = 561) = 

12.120,  

p = 0.016 

Full 

Time 

9.7 
3.9 18.3 38.0 30.1 22.2 68.1 

Part 

Time 

6.7 
5.0 30.2 29.1 29.1 35.2 58.2 

S3 

χ2 (4, n = 564) = 

0.236,  

p = 0.994 

Full 

Time 

11.2 
2.1 22.9 46.8 17.1 25.0 63.9 

Part 

Time 

11.2 
1.7 22.3 46.4 18.4 24.0 64.8 

S4 

χ2 (4, n =546) = 

1.573,  

p=0.814 

Full 

Time 

9.1 
7.8 41.7 30.6 10.8 49.5 41.4 

Part 

Time 

12.1 
6.9 42.0 27.6 11.5 48.9 39.1 

S5 

χ2 (4, n = 533) = 

16.503, 

p = 0.002 

Full 

Time 

10.6 
6.4 28.5 39.4 15.1 34.9 54.5 

Part 

Time 

6.9 
0.6 33.1 36.0 23.4 33.7 59.4 

S6 

χ2 (4, n = 527) = 

16.698,  

p = 0.002 

Full 

Time 

9.4 
1.7 16.5 49.1 23.3 18.2 72.4 

Part 

Time 

5.7 
1.1 5.7 56.0 31.4 6.8 87.4 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 

 

 

5.4.3.5 By ‘length of study’ 

 

No significant relationship was observed between the students’ replies to the cases of plagiarism and 

the length of study so far at their current institution, as seen in Tables 5.13a and 5.13b below. 
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Table 5.13a: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 3 by length of study           

                   (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 
Scenarios 1 to 3 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario 
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S1 

χ2 (16, n = 

398) = 

29.077, p = 

0.023 

 

1-6 months 2.8 0.7 7.1 66.0 23.4 7.8 89.4 

1 year 6.9 0 15.3 50.0 27.8 15.3 77.8 

1.5 year 3.0 0 10.4 61.2 25.4 10.4 86.6 

2 years 10.3 0 22.4 53.4 13.8 22.4 67.2 

2 years + 1.7 1.7 21.7 46.7 28.3 23.4 75.0 

S2 

χ2 (16, n = 

394) = 

30.778, p = 

0.014 

 

1-6 months 7.2 0.7 17.4 37.0 37.7 18.1 74.7 

1 year 5.6 9.7 25.0 33.3 26.4 34.7 59.7 

1.5 year 9.0 4.5 13.4 35.8 37.3 17.9 73.1 

2 years 5.2 5.2 32.8 31.0 25.9 38.0 56.9 

2 years + 15.3 5.1 32.2 25.4 22.0 37.3 47.4 

S3 

χ2 (16, n = 

397) = 

22.247, p = 

0.135 

 

1-6 months 10.6 2.1 24.1 49.6 13.5 26.2 63.1 

1 year 11.3 0 33.8 35.2 19.7 33.8 54.9 

1.5 year 17.9 0 11.9 52.2 17.9 11.9 70.1 

2 years 11.9 5.1 18.6 40.7 23.7 23.7 64.4 

2 years + 11.9 3.4 20.3 45.8 18.6 23.7 64.4 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 
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Table 5.13b: Results (in %) for Scenarios 4 to 6 by length of study           

                   (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 
Scenarios 4 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario 
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S4 

χ2 (16, n = 

390) = 

20.370, p = 

0.204 

 

1-6 months 10.2 7.3 43.1 23.4 16.1 50.4 39.5 

1 year 9.7 13.9 48.6 23.6 4.2 62.5 27.8 

1.5 year 9.0 7.5 41.8 31.3 10.4 49.3 41.7 

2 years 16.1 5.4 37.5 28.6 12.5 42.9 41.1 

2 years + 6.9 10.3 32.8 41.4 8.6 43.1 50.0 

S5 

χ2 (16, n = 

381) = 

26.458, p = 

0.048 

 

1-6 months 11.3 3.0 27.8 39.1 18.8 30.8 57.9 

1 year 5.7 8.6 20.0 47.1 18.6 28.6 65.7 

1.5 year 9.1 10.6 31.8 33.3 15.2 42.4 48.5 

2 years 11.1 0 29.6 40.7 18.5 29.6 59.2 

2 years + 12.1 1.7 46.6 25.9 13.8 48.3 39.7 

S6 

χ2 (16, n = 

375) = 

17.659, p = 

0.344 

 

1-6 months 10.0 1.5 11.5 47.7 29.2 13.0 76.9 

1 year 12.7 2.8 15.5 38.0 31.0 18.3 69.0 

1.5 year 4.6 0 15.4 56.9 23.1 15.4 80.0 

2 years 3.8 1.9 9.6 59.6 25.0 11.5 84.6 

2 years + 10.5 0 5.3 61.4 22.8 5.3 84.2 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 

 

5.4.3.6 By ‘age’ 

 

No significant relationship was observed between the students’ responses to the cases of plagiarism 

and age of the students, as seen in Table 5.14 below. 
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Table 5.14: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 6 by age 

                   (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 
Scenarios 1 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario 
Age 

(years) 
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S1 

χ2 (12, n = 568) 

= 12.626, p = 

0.397 

 

18-21 4.7 1.6 14.8 58.6 20.3 16.4 78.9 

22-25 5.1 0.4 12.3 57.6 24.6 12.7 82.2 

26-29 2.5 0 12.5 55.0 30.0 12.5 85.0 

30+ 0 0 5.6 55.6 38.9 5.6 94.5 

S2 

χ2 (12, n = 561) 

= 13.449, p = 

0.337 

 

18-21 10.0 2.0 21.9 36.3 29.9 23.9 66.2 

22-25 9.0 6.8 22.6 33.3 28.2 29.4 61.5 

26-29 5.0 7.5 27.5 32.5 27.5 35.0 60.0 

30+ 5.6 2.8 11.1 44.4 36.1 13.9 80.5 

S3 

χ2 (12, n = 564) 

= 12.274, p = 

0.424 

 

18-21 11.5 1.6 22.5 48.2 16.2 24.1 64.4 

22-25 10.6 2.5 25.4 41.5 19.9 27.9 41.4 

26-29 10.0 5.0 12.5 62.5 10.0 17.5 72.5 

30+ 11.4 0 17.1 51.4 20.0 17.1 71.4 

S4 

χ2 (12, n = 545) 

= 11.579, p = 

0.480 

 

18-21 8.6 8.2 42.4 30.0 10.7 50.6 40.7 

22-25 12.1 8.7 42.0 28.6 8.7 50.7 37.3 

26-29 7.9 5.3 31.6 34.2 21.1 36.9 55.3 

30+ 9.1 0 42.4 33.3 15.2 42.4 48.5 

S5 

χ2 (12, n = 532) 

= 15.552, p = 

0.213 

 

18-21 11.5 6.0 27.2 41.3 14.0 33.2 55.3 

22-25 8.8 4.4 31.4 36.3 19.0 35.8 55.3 

26-29 5.3 0 34.2 39.5 21.1 34.2 60.6 

30+ 3.0 0 36.4 30.3 30.3 36.4 60.6 

S6 

χ2 (12, n = 526) 

= 18.542, p = 

0.100 

 

18-21 8.6 1.7 17.6 48.9 23.2 19.3 72.1 

22-25 8.5 1.8 11.2 52.5 26.0 13.0 78.5 

26-29 2.7 0 0 64.9 32.4 0 97.3 

30+ 6.1 0 6.1 48.5 39.4 6.1 87.9 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25%  
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5.4.3.7 By ‘gender’ 

 

No significant relationship was observed between the students’ responses to the cases of plagiarism 

and gender of the students, as seen in Table 5.15. 

 

5.4.3.8 By ‘nationality’ 

 

Of the 20 different nationalities responding to the survey, only the ones with higher representations 

of students were considered (Singapore, with 50.2% of the students; China, with 20.5%; Indonesia, 

with 12.0%; Malaysia, with 5.2%; and Myanmar, with 4.1%), as students of other nationalities were 

too small in numbers (2% or less) to be included in the statistical analysis. Chi-Square analysis 

showed a statistically significant relationship between the students’ responses to Scenario 4 (collusion 

within group work) and student nationality (χ2 (16, n = 499) = 27.671, p = 0.035). Although the level 

of disagreement with collusion being considered a case of plagiarism was high for all students, the 

students from China had the lowest level of disagreement at 42.3%, followed by students from 

Malaysia at 44.8%, from Myanmar at 45.4%, from Singapore at 50.4%, and from Indonesia at 56.1%. 

There was also a statistically significant relationship between the students’ responses to Scenario 5 

(partial copying of a friend’s work) and student nationality (χ2 (16, n = 488) = 45.073, p < 0.001), 

with disagreement that this was a case of plagiarism rising from 29.3% (students from China) to 

48.2% (students from Malaysia). Although the students from China seemed to have a greater 

awareness of the plagiarism issues involved in the scenarios, there was no consistent ranking for the 

other nationalities. On most of the scenarios, the students from Myanmar had a fairly large amount 

of uncertainty, reaching a level of 24.1% for Scenario 4, and 26.3% for Scenario 5. Results are shown 

in Tables 5.16a and 5.16b. 

 

5.4.3.9 By ‘first language’ 

 

As for the ‘nationality’ category, only the first four ‘first languages’ (English: 48.7%, Chinese: 28.7%, 

Indonesian: 10.9%, Burmese: 3.7%) were taken into account, as the others, had a count of 1.9% or 

less for the students. Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the 

students’ replies to Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and ‘first language’ (χ2 (12, n = 519) = 21.981, p = 

0.038). Students whose first language was English had the highest level of disagreement (30%) that 

self-plagiarism was a case of plagiarism, while students with Chinese as first language had the lowest 

level of disagreement at 21.1%.   
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Table 5.15: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 6 by gender 

                   (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 

Scenarios 1 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario Gender 
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 S1 

χ2 (4, n = 570) = 

5.753,  

p = 0.218 

Male 2.9 1.6 12.8 56.8 25.9 14.4 82.7 

Female 5.5 0.3 13.1 58.4 22.6 13.4 81.0 

S2 

χ2 (4, n = 564) = 

6.526,  

p = 0.163 

Male 7.0 4.1 20.2 33.9 34.7 24.3 68.6 

Female 10.2 4.3 23.3 36.6 25.5 27.6 62.1 

S3 

χ2 (4, n =567) = 

6.118,  

p = 0.191 

Male 9.5 3.7 22.6 46.9 17.3 26.3 64.2 

Female 12.3 0.9 22.2 46.9 17.6 23.1 64.5 

S4 

χ2 (4, n = 548) = 

1.285,  

p = 0.864 

Male 9.2 8.7 40.2 31.0 10.9 48.9 41.9 

Female 10.7 6.9 42.6 28.8 11.0 49.5 39.8 

S5 

χ2 (4, n = 536) = 

5.343,   

p = 0.254 

Male 6.4 4.5 31.4 37.3 20.5 35.9 57.8 

Female 11.4 4.4 29.4 38.9 15.8 33.8 54.7 

S6 

χ2 (4, n = 530) = 

6.795,  

 p = 0.147 

Male 5.5 1.8 12.4 49.8 30.4 14.2 80.2 

Female 9.9 1.0 13.4 52.7 23.0 14.4 75.7 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 
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Table 5.16a: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 3 by nationality             

                   (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 
Scenarios 1 to 3 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario Nationality 
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S1 

χ2 (16, n = 514) 

= 20.782, p = 

0.187 

 

Chinese 0.9 1.7 15.7 60.9 20.9 17.4 81.8 

Indonesian 3.0 1.5 17.9 53.7 23.9 19.4 77.6 

Malaysian 10.3 0 10.3 34.5 44.8 10.3 79.3 

Myanmar 4.3 0 13.0 52.2 30.4 13.0 82.6 

Singaporean 4.6 0.4 12.5 60.0 22.5 12.9 82.5 

S2 

χ2 (16, n = 510) 

= 24.776, p = 

0.074 

 

Chinese 15.3 4.5 18.0 40.5 21.6 22.5 62.1 

Indonesian 7.6 3.0 18.2 30.3 40.9 21.2 71.2 

Malaysian 3.4 3.4 13.8 37.9 41.4 17.2 79.3 

Myanmar 4.3 0 26.1 26.1 43.5 26.1 69.6 

Singaporean 7.1 5.7 26.0 33.1 28.1 31.7 61.2 

S3 

χ2 (16, n = 512) 

= 17.598, p = 

0.348 

 

Chinese 12.4 0 26.5 46.0 15.0 26.5 61.0 

Indonesian 7.6 3.0 18.2 57.6 13.6 21.2 71.2 

Malaysian 3.4 3.4 20.7 55.2 17.2 24.1 72.4 

Myanmar 21.7 4.3 8.7 34.8 30.4 13.0 65.2 

Singaporean 11.4 2.5 23.1 46.6 16.4 25.6 63.0 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 
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Table 5.16b: Results (in %) for Scenarios 4 to 6 by nationality             

                   (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 
Scenarios 4 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario Nationality 
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S4 

χ2 (16, n = 499) 

= 27.671, p = 

0.035 

 

Chinese 11.5 1.9 40.4 39.4 6.7 42.3 46.1 

Indonesian 6.1 9.1 47.0 22.7 15.2 56.1 37.9 

Malaysian 24.1 13.8 31.0 17.2 13.8 44.8 31.0 

Myanmar 18.2 13.6 31.8 31.8 4.5 45.4 36.3 

Singaporean 8.6 8.3 42.1 29.5 11.5 50.4 41.0 

S5 

χ2 (16, n = 488) 

= 54.073, 

p<0.001 

 

Chinese 11.1 2.0 27.3 45.5 14.1 29.3 59.6 

Indonesian 7.8 9.4 32.8 37.5 12.5 42.2 50.0 

Malaysian 10.3 10.3 37.9 13.8 27.6 48.2 41.4 

Myanmar 26.3 21.1 21.1 26.3 5.3 42.2 31.6 

Singaporean 8.3 1.8 33.2 38.3 18.4 35.0 56.7 

S6 

χ2 (16, n = 480) 

= 47.314, 

p<0.001 

 

Chinese 5.3 2.1 24.5 51.1 17.0 26.6 68.1 

Indonesian 6.3 0 25.4 41.3 27.0 25.4 68.3 

Malaysian 13.8 0 6.9 48.3 31.0 6.9 79.3 

Myanmar 21.1 0 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3 52.6 

Singaporean 7.6 1.5 6.2 57.8 26.9 7.7 84.7 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 

 

Chi-Square analysis also showed a statistically significant relationship between the students’ replies 

to Scenario 5 (partial copying of a friend’s work) and first language (χ2 (12, n = 495) = 35.367, p 

<0.001). In this case, students with Chinese as a first language were also the most aware students with 

the lowest level of disagreement at 29.5%, but the sequence was different with students with English, 

Indonesian and Burmese as a first language, increasingly disagreeing at 36.1%, 40.7% and 50.0%, 

respectively. Students with Burmese as a first language also showed a high level of uncertainty at 

25%. Results are shown in Table 5.17. 
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Table 5.17: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 6 by first language          

             (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

Scenarios 1 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario 
First 

Language 
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S1 

χ2 (12, n = 523) = 6.369,  

p = 0.896 

Burmese 4.8 0 4.8 61.9 28.6 4.8 90.5 

Chinese 3.0 1.2 15.2 53.7 26.8 16.4 80.5 

English 4.7 0.4 12.7 60.1 22.1 13.1 82.2 

Indonesian 3.2 1.6 14.5 58.1 22.6 16.1 80.7 

S2 

χ2 (12, n = 519) = 21.981,  

p   = 0.038 

Burmese 0 0 23.8 33.3 42.9 23.8 76.2 

Chinese 14.9 3.7 17.4 38.5 25.5 21.1 64.0 

English 6.5 5.4 24.6 34.8 28.6 30.0 63.4 

Indonesian 9.8 1.6 21.3 26.2 41.0 22.9 67.2 

S3 

χ2 (12, n =521) = 17.134, 

 p = 0.145 

Burmese 15.0 5.0 10.0 35.0 35.0 15.0 70.0 

Chinese 12.3 0 24.5 44.2 19.0 24.5 63.2 

English 11.2 2.9 23.5 47.7 14.8 26.4 62.5 

Indonesian 9.8 1.6 16.4 59.0 13.1 18.0 72.1 

S4 

χ2 (12, n =507) = 8.323, p=0.759 

Burmese 15.8 10.5 36.8 31.6 5.3 47.3 36.9 

Chinese 11.7 5.2 39.0 33.1 11.0 44.2 44.1 

English 9.2 8.4 41.8 30.0 10.6 50.2 40.6 

Indonesian 6.6 9.8 47.5 21.3 14.8 57.3 36.1 

S5 

χ2 (12, n = 495) = 35.367, 

p<0.001 

Burmese 25.0 25.0 25.0 18.8 6.3 50.0 25.1 

Chinese 10.7 2.7 26.8 43.6 16.1 29.5 59.7 

English 9.2 2.2 33.9 35.4 19.2 36.1 54.6 

Indonesian 8.5 8.5 32.2 35.6 15.3 40.7 50.9 

S6 

χ2 (12, n = 4 88) = 30.567,  

p = 0.002 

Burmese 18.8 0 31.3 18.8 31.3 31.3 50.1 

Chinese 8.4 1.4 16.8 53.1 20.3 18.2 73.4 

English 8.1 1.5 6.6 56.5 27.3 8.1 83.8 

Indonesian 6.9 1.7 24.1 41.4 25.9 25.8 67.3 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 
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5.4.3.10 By ‘country of previous study’ 

 

Cross-tabulation analysis was carried for the ‘Countries of previous study’ that had more than 2% 

representation amongst the students. Out of 20 different countries, these were: China: 16.5%, 

Indonesia: 12.2%, Malaysia: 4.9%, Myanmar: 3.7% and Singapore: 53.6%.  Chi-Square analysis 

showed a statistically significant relationship between the students’ replies to Scenario 4 (collusion 

within group work) and their country of previous study (χ2 (16, n = 471) = 31.490, p = 0.012). The 

country of previous study that had the lowest level of disagreement that Scenario 4 was a case of 

plagiarism was Myanmar (at 40.0%), followed by Malaysia (44.0%), China (44.3%), Singapore 

(49.6%) and Indonesia (56.9%). Results are shown in Tables 5.18a and 5.18b. 

 

5.4.3.11 By ‘entry level’ 

 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the level of plagiarism 

awareness for Scenarios 2 (self-plagiarism) and 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work) and ‘Entry level’ 

((χ2 (12, n = 556) = 21.731, p = 0.041) for S2 and (χ2 (12, n = 528) = 26.224, p = 0.010) for S5, 

respectively). In both cases, students who had entered their current course from a previous university 

course had the highest level of plagiarism awareness, with levels of agreement reaching 73.7% for 

S2 and 75.1% for S5, respectively. The other three entry levels, A level (or equivalent), Foundation 

and Diploma fared differently depending on the plagiarism scenario, although students with A level 

entry (or equivalent) had a better awareness of plagiarism on most of the scenario cases than the 

students from Foundation or Diploma level. Results are shown in Table 5.19. 
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Table 5.18a: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 3 by country of previous study          

                 (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 
Scenarios 1 to 3 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario 

Country of 

Previous 

Study U
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D
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S1 

χ2 (16, n = 

484) = 

18.647, p = 

0.287 

China 0 1.1 17.0 59.1 22.7 18.1 81.8 

Indonesia 3.0 1.5 18.2 54.5 22.7 19.7 77.2 

Malaysia 12.0 0 16.0 32.0 40.0 16.0 72.0 

Myanmar 4.8 0 9.5 66.7 19.0 9.5 85.7 

Singapore 5.3 0.4 12.0 57.4 25.0 12.4 82.4 

S2 

χ2 (16, n = 

479) = 

14.714, p = 

0.546 

China 10.7 4.8 20.2 42.9 21.4 25.0 64.3 

Indonesia 7.7 3.1 21.5 29.2 38.5 24.6 67.7 

Malaysia 4.0 4.0 12.0 44.0 36.0 16.0 80.0 

Myanmar 4.8 0 19.0 38.1 38.1 19.0 76.2 

Singapore 8.8 5.6 25.4 29.9 30.3 31.0 60.2 

S3 

χ2 (16, n = 

481) = 

12.221, p = 

0.729 

China 12.8 0 26.7 45.3 15.1 26.7 60.4 

Indonesia 9.2 3.1 18.5 55.4 13.8 21.6 69.2 

Malaysia 8.0 4.0 24.0 48.0 16.0 28.0 64.0 

Myanmar 20.0 5.0 10.0 35.0 30.0 15.0 65.0 

Singapore 10.9 2.1 22.5 47.0 17.5 24.6 64.5 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 
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Table 5.18b: Results (in %) for Scenarios 4 to 6 by country of previous study          

                 (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 

 
Scenarios 4 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario 

Country of 

Previous 

Study U
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S4 

χ2 (16, n = 471) 

= 31.490, p = 

0.012 

China 10.1 2.5 41.8 40.5 5.1 44.3 45.6 

Indonesia 6.2 9.2 47.7 23.1 13.8 56.9 36.9 

Malaysia 28.0 20.0 24.0 20.0 8.0 44.0 28.0 

Myanmar 15.0 10.0 30.0 40.0 5.0 40.0 45.0 

Singapore 8.9 6.7 42.9 29.4 12.1 49.6 41.5 

S5 

χ2 (16, n = 459) 

= 41.508, 

p<0.001 

China 9.3 2.7 29.3 45.3 13.3 32.0 58.6 

Indonesia 9.5 9.5 33.3 33.3 14.3 42.8 47.6 

Malaysia 8.0 12.0 28.0 28.0 24.0 40.0 52.0 

Myanmar 29.4 23.5 29.4 11.8 5.9 52.9 17.7 

Singapore 9.3 1.8 32.6 38.4 17.9 34.4 56.3 

S6 

χ2 (16, n = 454) 

= 59.106, 

p<0.001 

China 4.2 2.8 29.6 49.3 14.1 32.4 63.4 

Indonesia 6.5 0 25.8 41.9 25.8 25.8 67.7 

Malaysia 12.0 0 8.0 60.0 20.0 8.0 80.0 

Myanmar 23.5 0 23.5 23.5 29.4 23.5 52.9 

Singapore 7.2 1.4 5.4 56.3 29.7 6.8 85.0 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 
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Table 5.19: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 6 by entry level          

             (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 
Scenarios 1 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Scenario Entry Level 
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S1 

χ2 (12, n = 561) = 

15.378, p  =  0.221 

A level 4.8 3.2 9.5 60.3 22.2 12.7 82.5 

Diploma 4.3 0.3 13.1 57.0 25.2 13.4 82.2 

Foundation 4.6 1.1 15.5 58.0 20.7 16.6 78.7 

University 0 0 0 52.6 47.4 0 100 

S2 

χ2 (12, n = 556) = 

21.731, p = 0.041 

A level 7.9 1.6 20.6 36.5 33.3 22.2 69.9 

Diploma 7.5 5.9 25.8 32.4 28.4 31.7 60.8 

Foundation 11.9 3.0 14.9 42.3 28.0 17.9 70.3 

University 0 5.3 21.1 21.1 52.6 26.4 73.7 

S3 

χ2 (12, n = 558) = 

20.629, p = 0.056 

A level 9.7 4.8 22.6 38.7 24.2 27.4 62.9 

Diploma 12.4 2.3 22.2 47.1 16.0 24.5 63.1 

Foundation 10.5 1.2 23.4 50.3 14.6 24.6 64.9 

University 0 0 15.8 36.8 47.4 15.8 84.2 

S4 

χ2 (12, n = 540) = 

9.569,  

p = 0.654 

A level 10.2 6.8 42.4 28.8 11.9 49.2 40.7 

Diploma 10.3 8.0 43.7 27.0 11.0 51.7 38.0 

Foundation 9.2 8.0 39.3 34.4 9.2 47.3 43.6 

University 5.6 0 38.9 27.8 27.8 38.9 55.6 

S5 

χ2 (12, n = 528) = 

26.224, p = 0.010 

A level 15.5 5.2 15.5 44.8 19.0 20.7 63.8 

Diploma 7.4 2.7 33.7 36.0 20.2 36.4 56.2 

Foundation 10.8 8.3 29.9 39.5 11.5 38.2 51.0 

University 0 0 25.0 43.8 31.3 25.0 75.1 

S6 

χ2 (12, n = 522) = 

26.972, p = 0.008 

A level 10.7 0 16.1 35.7 37.5 16.1 73.2 

Diploma 7.7 1.7 8.1 55.2 27.3 9.8 82.5 

Foundation 7.2 2.0 20.3 52.3 18.3 22.3 70.6 

University 6.3 0 12.5 37.5 43.8 12.5 81.3 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall disagreement exceeding 25% 
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5.5  Differences in Views between Business Students’ Cohort and Full Cohort 

 

Students’ views on plagiarism were very similar for both cohorts, within one or two percentage points, 

for Scenario 1 (no source citation), Scenario 3 (partial referencing) and Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a 

friend’s work). For Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and Scenario 4 (collusion within group work) the 

disagreement levels that these were cases of plagiarism increased from 21% and 45%, respectively, 

for the business cohort, to 26% and to 49%, respectively, for the full cohort of students. This indicates 

a higher level of disagreement from students enrolled in other fields of study. These students are 

therefore less aware of plagiarism issues than their fellow students in business programmes. A larger 

proportion of students in non-business programmes feels that previously submitted work can be 

recycled and that sharing material within group work is not plagiarism. This could be explained by 

the fact that students in other fields of study have a bigger mix of assignment types, unlike business 

programmes, which rely heavily on case studies and essays. These assignments are usually more 

individualised, often through variation of data, which gives them a sense of ownership for the 

students. In group work, their own individual contribution is also more clearly identified. Another 

possible, or, complementary, explanation is that students in non-business programmes are less 

subjected to plagiarism scrutiny. For Scenario 6 (back-translation), the disagreement level dropped 

from 18% for business students to 15% for the full cohort students. This could be explained by the 

fact that students in non-business programmes have far fewer essays and case studies that would 

require, for students with language difficulties, the need for back-translation. This greater diversity 

in assignments for non-business students could also explain the findings reported above, that 

awareness in plagiarism did not improve with year of study for students from the full cohort, although 

it did for the cohort of business students.  

 

For the full cohort of students, the strongest level of disagreement came from students, from Indonesia 

(at 19%) for the obvious case of plagiarism in Scenario 1 (no source citation); from Singapore (at 

32%), followed by Myanmar (at 26%), for Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism); from China (at 27%), 

Singapore (at 26%) and Malaysia (at 24%) for Scenario 3 (partial referencing); from Indonesia (at 

56%) for Scenario 4 (collusion within group work); from Malaysia (at 48%) for Scenario 5 (partial 

reuse of a friend’s work); and from China (at 27%) for Scenario 6 (back-translation). These values 

for the full cohort of students are similar in ranking to the ones reported for the business students in 

Section 8.3.1 bar for Scenarios 2 (self-plagiarism) and 3 (partial referencing) where students from 

Singapore and China, from non-business programmes, showed a greater amount of disagreement that 

these scenarios could be conceived as cases of plagiarism. 
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5.6  Summary 

 

This survey with the full cohort of students builds up from the pilot survey of business students 

presented in Chapter 4. It has considered: (1) a larger cohort of students (574, from 314); (2) a wider 

range of undergraduate programmes (business, commerce, communication, engineering, information 

technology and science); (3) a greater mix of Australian universities operating in Singapore (four 

institutions, from two), selected to represent the typical operational characteristics used by Australian 

and other universities to offer transnational higher education in Singapore; and (4) a wider range of 

demographic categories (11, from 7). Such a comprehensive survey had not been carried out 

previously. The students were in one of three stages of their undergraduate studies (first, second or 

final year), and in either full-time or part-time modes of study. Altogether, they represented 20 

different nationalities and 12 different first languages. Six different scenarios of plagiarism cases 

were presented to them. Their responses to an anonymous survey (which included open-ended 

questions) were explored, using quantitative and qualitative analysis and correlating their answers to 

their demographic characteristics, and to their respective institutions’ operational characteristics and 

plagiarism policies and procedures. 

 

The marketing and financial constraints on both the PEI and TNHE institution, the dual pressure 

environment under which the teaching staff (mainly part-time) operate, and the status of the student 

as a customer model, may all have an impact on plagiarism issues within the TNHE environment. 

 

The views on, and the understandings of, plagiarism of the full cohort of students were found to be 

quite similar to those of the business students, within a few percentage points. The only minor 

difference that was observed was that business students’ awareness of plagiarism improved according 

to year of study whilst no such improvement was found by cross-tabulation for the other fields of 

study. The availability of an online academic integrity module was again found to have little effect 

on students’ understanding of plagiarism. Up to 35% of the students considered reuse of their own 

work or of a friend’s work as acceptable, and close to 50% considered collusion as a legitimate form 

of collaboration. Up to 30% of the students would plagiarise if they could do so undetected, and a 

figure of between 10% and 40% of plagiarised content would be acceptable to nearly half of the 

students. No significant differences were observed across gender, mode of study, year of study, field 

of study, nationality, or first language, that were consistent for all cases of plagiarism. However, the 

institution providing an induction workshop on academic skills to students yielded better results. The 

comprehensive set of results from this complete survey has provided a useful insight into the views 

on, and understandings of, plagiarism of transnational students within a TNHE environment. The 
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results of this chapter are critically analysed and discussed in detail in Chapter 8 (Discussion and 

Recommendations). An overview of these results, including the main findings of the cross-tabulation 

analyses, is provided in Section 9.2.3.3 of Chapter 9 (Conclusions). 
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CHAPTER 6: INVESTIGATING STAFF VIEWS ON PLAGIARISM  

 

6.1 Introduction 

 

Most studies on plagiarism have mainly focused on why students plagiarise (Stuhmcke, Booth, & 

Wangmann, 2016), and on how to prevent it (Weber-Wulff, 2015). Other studies have explored staff 

perspectives on student plagiarism, mainly within a home campus environment, as reviewed in 

Chapter 1.  

 

This chapter, the third of four chapters that present the findings of this research, follows on from the 

students’ views examined in Chapters 4 and 5, by addressing the guiding question: ‘What are staff 

views on plagiarism within a transnational environment?’ This guiding question contributes to the 

first central research question in this study: ‘What are the issues with plagiarism in current Australian 

TNHE programmes in Singapore?’ 

 

6.2  Methodology 

 

Full details of the methodology were given in Chapter 3. This section highlights the most relevant 

aspects of the staff survey.  

 

6.2.1 Survey Participants 

 

The data were collected through an anonymous online survey, with the voluntary participation of staff 

teaching at Australian universities operating in Singapore. Staff were in a variety of teaching fields, 

with the majority being in business studies, teaching full-time (n = 3) or part-time (n = 29), a ratio 

typical of transnational education in Singapore, where most of the teaching staff work part-time. Their 

part-time status allows employment flexibility for themselves and for the institutions (see Wilkins, 

2016). Except for one of the teaching staff, all had postgraduate qualifications (Master’s / PhD), 

obtained from various countries, such as Australia, Singapore, the UK or the USA. Most of them 

were over 40 years of age, and had previously taught in countries other than Singapore. A total of 

150 staff members were contacted by email, and 42 responses were submitted. Only 32 survey 

respondents completed the survey. Ten surveys were rejected, as only the demographic data were 

provided, with the remainder of the questions left blank. Figure 6.1 shows the demographic data of 

the participants involved in the survey. When several responses were given for country of secondary 
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studies, country of tertiary studies and second language, the first answer was selected. Codes for the 

participants (Staff Member 1 - Staff Member 32) were used for the analysis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.1: Demographic data of the staff participants 

 

 

  

Teaching Mode 

Full-Time 3 

Part-Time 29 

Highest Qualification 

Degree 1 

Master of Arts (MA) 1 

MBA 4 

Master of Science (MSc) 6 

Masters (Other) 10 

PhD 10 

First Language 

English 27 

French 1 

German 1 

Chinese 3 

Age Group 

21-25 --  

26-30 --  

31-35 1 

36-40 2 

41-45 7 

46-50 8 

51 or more 14 

Field of Teaching 

Business 16 

Commerce 2 

Communication 5 

Engineering 1 

IT 4 

Law 1 

Science 1 

Tourism 2 

Years of Teaching in 
Australian University 

One 6 

Two 3 

Three 9 

Four 1 

Five 5 

Six or more 7 

Country of Tertiary Studies 

Australia 6 

France 1 

India 3 

Singapore 7 

UK 11 

USA 4 

Second Language 

English 5 

Chinese 9 

French 2 

Hindi 1 

Indonesian 1 

Malay 3 

Tamil 6 

Country of Secondary Studies 

Australia 2 

France 2 

Germany 1 

India 2 

Malaysia 1 

Philippines 1 

Singapore 19 

UK 3 

USA 1 

Countries / places where previously taught  

Singapore 29 USA 3 Laos 1 

Malaysia 8 Vietnam 3 Pakistan 1 

Dubai 3 Australia 1 Thailand 1 

India 3 China 1 Tanzania 1 

Indonesia 3 Cambodia 1 Turkey 1 

UK 3 Hong Kong 1 Zambia 1 
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6.2.2 Study Design 

 

Six plagiarism scenarios were presented to the staff, as described in Chapters 3 and 4. Similarly to 

the students’ survey analysis, the quantitative data were analysed using the ‘Descriptive Statistics’ 

functions of the SPSSTM software. Replies to open-ended questions were categorised and assessed 

through their frequency values. These categories are shown in Appendix F1. Typical replies to the 

open-ended questions were selected to represent the views of the participants. Additional comments 

made by the participants have also been included in this chapter, to provide further insight into the 

results. 

 

6.3 Results 

 

6.3.1 General Views on Plagiarism  

 

The results of the staff views for Scenarios 1 to 6 being considered as cases of plagiarism are shown 

in Table 6.1. The great majority of staff (90%) agreed that Scenario 1 (no source citation), Scenario 

2 (self-plagiarism), Scenario 3 (partial referencing), Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work) and 

Scenario 6 (back-translation) were cases of plagiarism, with 87% agreeing that Scenario 4 (collusion 

within group work) was a case of plagiarism. The high value of the mean (M) on the Likert scale, 

above 3.1, and the low value of the standard deviation (SD), below 0.79, indicate a strong agreement 

of views among the staff.   

 

The staff responses to specific statements related to the cases of plagiarism are shown in Table 6.2. 

Numbers in bold indicate agreement levels above 50%. To the question, ‘My students would believe 

this is acceptable’, more than half of the staff (54% to 67%) responded that they believed that their 

students would find it acceptable, in Scenarios 1 to 4, with the number of staff who believed that their 

students would find it acceptable dropping to 36% and 35%, for Scenarios 5 and 6, respectively. To 

the question, ‘I believe some of my students engage in similar activities’ in Scenarios1 to 5, over 70% 

of the staff responded that they believed that their students engaged in similar acts of plagiarism with 

48% of the staff believing that it would also be the case for Scenario 6. 
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Table 6.1: Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 6 

     (responses to statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’) 
Scenarios 1 to 6 – Case of Plagiarism? 

Plagiarism Scenario 
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S1 – No source citation 

(n = 31, M = 3.45 SD = 

0.77) 

0.0 3.2 6.5 32.3 58.1 9.7 90.4 

S2 – Self-plagiarism 

(n = 31, M = 3.48, SD = 

0.63) 

0.0 0.0 6.5 38.7 54.8 6.5 93.5 

S3 – Partial referencing 

(n = 32, M = 3.53, SD = 

0.62) 

0.0 0.0 6.3 34.4 59.4 6.3 93.8 

S4 – Collusion within 

group work (n = 30, M = 

3.13, SD = 0.63) 

0.0 0.0 13.3 60.0 26.7 13.3 86.7 

S5 – Partial reuse of a 

friend’s work 

(n = 31, M = 3.58, SD = 

0.56) 

0.0 0.0 3.2 35.5 61.3 3.2 96.8 

S6 – Back-translation 

(n = 32, M = 3.63, SD = 

0.79) 

3.1 0.0 0.0 25.0 71.9 0.0 96.9 

Numbers in bold indicate overall agreement levels exceeding 50% 

 

To the open-ended question ‘How would you react if xxx was your student?’, in Scenarios 1 to 6, 

35% to 59% of the staff, depending on the plagiarism case, indicated that they would take an educative 

approach, whereas 10% to 25% indicated that they would take a punitive approach. This is shown in 

Table 6.3, which lists all the various actions the staff member would take. What was striking in their 

replies was the wide range of different reactions, from none through mild to severe, and from punitive 

to educative. This large disparity in the staff reactions is in contrast with their mostly unified view of 

plagiarism. There was consistency in what staff members viewed as plagiarism but not when it came 

to dealing with it.  
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Table 6.2: Staff views on questions related to cases of plagiarism in Scenarios 1 to 6 

     (in %) [D: Overall Disagreement; A: Overall Agreement; Remainder: Unsure] 

 

Statement 

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 

D A D A D A D A D A D A 

‘I believe this is acceptable’ 

89.6 10.3 92.8 7.2 96.4 3.6 96.4 3.6 100 0.0 76.8 16.2 

n = 29 n = 28 n = 28 n = 28  n = 28  n = 529  

‘My students would believe 

this is acceptable’ 

41.3 55.1 42.9 53.6 37.9 58.6 25.9 66.7 57.1 35.7 58.6 34.5 

n = 29  n = 28 n = 29  n = 27 n = 28 n = 29  

‘According to my institution’s 

policies, this is acceptable’ 

78.6 14.3 85.7 3.6 86.2 3.4 88.5 7.7 92.9 7.2 93.1 3.4 

n = 28  n = 28  n = 29 n = 26  n = 28  n = 29  

‘I believe some of my students 

engage in similar activities’ 

17.2 75.9 17.8 71.5 17.2 79.3 17.9 78.5 2 71.4 34.4 48.2 

n = 29 n = 28 n = 29 n = 28 n = 28 n = 29 

Values in bold indicate response levels in overall agreement exceeding 50% 

 

Noteworthy comments made by the staff, expressing their views on open-ended questions, were 

selected for their relevance to particular aspects of plagiarism: 

To the question ‘How would you react if Lisa was your student?’ in Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism), 

one staff member replied: 

I think that maybe once her work is handed in, it becomes the property of the 

institution? Thus, if she reuses it, she will be plagiarising? I'm not sure. I would 

be frustrated because of a different reason that I might have marked it before 

and if I see the same mistakes unchanged again, especially if she is repeating 

that module. I had a case where a student used part of his assignment from 

another module and incorporated it into [the] module's assignment and I gave 

him comments about his mistakes and marks which were less than what he 

originally received in the previous module. I had to explain his mistakes and why 

I deducted his marks. (Staff Member 27) 

 

This emphasises some complex aspects of self-plagiarism: uncertainty of staff on how to deal with 

it, and a corresponding lack of improvement in student learning. 

 

To the question ‘How would you react if Alvin and Kelly were your students?’ in Scenario 4 

(collusion within group work), one staff member replied: 

I would tell them to plan better so that they don't submit identical work as there 

will be no factor that distinguishes their abilities/individual effort. (Staff 

Member 27)  
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Table 6.3: Results (in %) of staff replies to the question ‘how would you react if xxx was your  

    student?’ for the cases of plagiarism in Scenarios 1 to 6 

  S1 (n = 30) S2 (n = 28)  S3 (n = 29) 
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Provide advice / 

educate / counsel 
53.3% 

Provide advice / 

educate / counsel 
42.9% 

Provide advice / 

educate / counsel 
44.8% 

Penalty / plagiarism 

procedure / report 

to faculty 

26.7% 
Resubmit 

assignment 
25.0% 

Penalty / plagiarism 

procedure / report to 

faculty 

20.7% 

Resubmit assignment 13.3% 

Penalty / plagiarism 

procedure / report to 

faculty 

17.9% Resubmit assignment 20.7% 

Fail / reject work 6.7% Fail / reject work 10.7% Fail / reject work 6.9% 

  Written warning 3.6% 
No reaction / accept 

work 
6.9% 

 

  S4 (n = 27) S5 (n = 28)  S6 (n = 28) 
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Provide advice / 

educate / counsel 
59.3% 

Provide advice / 

educate / counsel 
35.7% 

Provide advice / 

educate / counsel 
42.9% 

Penalty / plagiarism 

procedure / report to 

faculty 

18.5% 

Penalty / plagiarism 

procedure / report 

to faculty 

32.1% 

Penalty / plagiarism 

procedure / report 

to faculty 

35.7% 

Resubmit assignment 14.8% Resubmit assignment 21.4% Resubmit assignment 10.7% 

Fail / reject work 7.4% Fail / reject work 10.7% Fail / reject work 10.7% 

Replies in bold indicate main replies 

 

To the question, ‘How would you react if Nicole was your student?’ in Scenario 6 (back-

translation), one staff member replied: 

I have come across such cases. I have asked my students if they were aware 

before they signed up for a communications course that there are certain 

demands and standards of English that [are] needed for this course. They said 

they had voiced their concerns to the sales personnel and they were assured that 

it would be OK! I have always questioned why clinching of "the deal" is more 

important than the students' welfare! There should be a pre-requisite of some 

sort that would ensure that only students with a certain level of English can be 

eligible for this course or the student will waste a lot of time and money repeating 
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their modules because they cannot express themselves well enough to complete 

their assignments and in their tests/exams/presentations. (Staff Member 27) 

 

This raises two important issues: the entry procedures into university (admission policies) and 

students’ English language proficiency.  

 

The great majority of staff (81%) believed that they were given clear and specific information on the 

institution’s procedures regarding plagiarism cases. Most of them (78%) knew of students who 

plagiarised. The data are shown in Table 6.4. 

 

Table 6.4: Staff replies to questions related to plagiarism 

Questions Yes No 

At your institution, have you been given: 

Clear and specific information on the procedures 

regarding plagiarism cases?  

(n =32) 

81.3% 18.8% 

 Do you know of any students who plagiarise at 

your institution?  

(n =32) 

78.1% 21.9% 

Numbers in bold indicate ‘Yes’ replies exceeding 50% 

 

The amount of plagiarised content that would be acceptable to staff is shown in Table 6.5. The 

amount, as put in the question, excludes titles, quotes and references. The similarity index is given as 

a ratio of the amount of plagiarised material over the amount of text material, as a percentage. The 

members of staff were familiar with TurnitinTM, which was used by most institutions. Nearly half of 

the staff (47%) were willing to accept up to 15% of plagiarised material. Some staff would even 

consider larger amounts of plagiarised material, of up to 20% by 17% of the staff, and of up to 25% 

by 13% of the staff.  
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Table 6.5: Staff replies regarding the acceptable level of the ‘Turnitin™ similarity index’ 

Question 

 

Acceptable Level of 

Similarity Index 
Replies 

 

Please indicate the percentage amount of the 

‘Turnitin™ Similarity Index’ that you deem 

acceptable in your students’ work (excluding 

titles, quotes and references) 

 (n = 30) 

None (0%) 3.3% 

0-5% 6.7% 

Up to 10% 13.3% 

Up to 15% 46.7% 

Up to 20% 16.7% 

Up to 25% 13.3% 

Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 25%  

 

6.3.2 Assessing Staff Replies to Open-Ended Questions on Plagiarism 

 

Table 6.6 shows the staff replies to open-ended questions on plagiarism. The following comments 

can be made: 

• The concept of plagiarism was adequately defined by most staff (85%). This interesting 

comment from one staff member replying to the question ‘How would you define 

plagiarism?’, highlighted the pressure faced by some students: 

An act of desperation to complete one's work. (Staff Member 28) 

 

• Nearly all staff (96%) considered digital plagiarism to be more common than traditional 

plagiarism, because of convenience, the ease of copying and pasting, and the amount of 

material available online.  

 

• A quarter of the staff respondents believed that there are times or situations where plagiarism 

is acceptable, with 10% of the respondents being unsure. The main response, at 33%, was ‘for 

similar case studies’. The following comment from one staff member to the question: ‘Are 

there times or situations where plagiarism is acceptable?’ illustrates this view:  

If the materials that are available are mostly identical and it is because 

students submit answers using the same cases and statutes. (Staff Member 

19) 

 

This raises the case of students submitting near-identical pieces of work due to the narrow 

focus of the assignment. 
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• Nearly all staff (92%) agreed that students should be penalised for plagiarism, the majority 

(65% of the respondents) indicating that they would deduct marks, or that they would follow 

the formal student plagiarism procedures.  

 

• All staff (100%) agreed on educating students on plagiarism, the main suggestions being a 

‘training workshop’ (50%) and an ‘induction session’ (25%). A training workshop would 

involve training students on plagiarism, interactively, over a period ranging from a few hours 

to a few days whilst an induction session would be a short lecture on plagiarism. A module 

on plagiarism would be a complete module / unit on plagiarism that would be taken over the 

duration of the term (usually a trimester). 

 

• The main reasons given by staff members for students’ plagiarism were, in decreasing 

response levels:  

o Lack of knowledge about plagiarism: 31.5% 

o Easy way out / laziness: 29.6% 

o Poor time management / time constraints: 9.3% 

o Difficult assignments / weak student: 7.4% 

o Couldn’t care less / lack of ethics: 7.4% 

o Leniency of tutor / can get away with it: 5.6% 

It is interesting to note that none of them mentioned language difficulties. 

 

To the question ‘In your view, what are the underlying reasons or the factors that contribute to 

students' plagiarism?’, one staff member replied: 

One of the major problems is the assignment components. The questions are very 

similar and hence easily attainable from varied sources. (Staff Member 32) 

 

This raises the question of the recycling of some assignment questions and the likelihood of 

students re-using past assignments, if they can get their hands on them.  

 

Typical staff replies to the open-ended questions are presented in Appendix F2. The SPSS™ data 

files for the staff survey and the files of the corresponding results are shown in Appendices F3 and 

F4, respectively. 
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Table 6.6: Staff replies to open-ended questions on plagiarism  

Q1 How would you define plagiarism? (n = 27) Adequately defined 

85.2 % 

Inadequately defined 

14.8% 

Q2 Is digital plagiarism (online material) more common than traditional 

(print material) plagiarism? (n = 28) 

Yes 

96.4% 

No 

3.6% 

Why / Why not?  (n = 24) Main reasons given: 

 

Easier, more convenient: 50.0% 

Copying and pasting: 33.3% 

Easier access to information: 16.7% 

Q3 Are there times or situations where plagiarism is acceptable? (n = 28)       

(unsure: 10.7%) 

Yes 

25.0% 

No 

64.3% 

Main replies to Q3 given by some staff who answered yes    

(n = 6): 

For similar case studies: 33.3% 

When sourcing data, definitions, principles: 33.3%  

In small amount: 16.7% 

About 20%: 16.7% 

If so. How much plagiarism is acceptable? (n = 3) 

Answers given: 

Up to 20%: 66.7% 

Up to 10%: 33.3% 

Q4 Should students be penalised for plagiarism? (n = 28) Yes 

92.1% 

No 

7.1% 

If so, how? (n = 26) Main answers given: 

 

Deduct marks / follow procedure: 65.4% 

Resubmit with capped mark: 23.1% 

Award zero mark / fail: 7.7% 

Provide training / counselling: 3.8% 

Q5 Should students be educated about plagiarism? (n = 27) 

 

Yes 

100% 

No 

0% 

If so, how?  (n = 24) Main answers given: 

 

Training workshop: 50.0% 

Induction session: 25.0% 

Help during lectures: 8.3% 

Online learning / videos: 7.3% 

Module on plagiarism: 4.2% 

Better education by institution: 4.2% 

Reminders on plagiarism issues: 4.2% 

Q6 In your view, what are the underlying reasons or the 

factors that contribute to students’ plagiarism? [n (replies 

from 28 staff) = 54] 

Main reasons given: 

Lack of knowledge: 31.5% 

Easy way out / laziness: 29.6% 

Poor time management / time constraints: 9.3% 

Difficult assignments / weak student: 7.4% 

Couldn’t care less / lack of ethics: 7.4% 

Leniency of tutor / can get away with it: 5.6% 

Lack of adequate information: 1.9% 

Similar assignment questions: 1.9%   

Heavy workload / stress / pressure: 1.9% 

To get higher marks / to pass: 1.9% 

Cultural background: 1.9% 

Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 25%. Percentages for ‘Yes’ replies are all shown in bold for their 

particular significance 
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6.4  Summary 

 

The research question discussed in this chapter was ‘What are staff views on plagiarism within a 

transnational environment?’ This study investigated the views on plagiarism of 32 members of staff 

teaching undergraduate programmes at Australian universities operating in Singapore. Different cases 

of plagiarism were presented to the staff and their responses were analysed in depth using the SPSS™ 

software. The staff replies to open-ended questions were categorised and assessed through their 

frequency values. It was found that, whilst the staff had a very good understanding of the plagiarism 

cases involved, nearly half of them indicated that they would accept 15% of plagiarised material, and 

30% of them would accept 20% or more. Most of the staff suspected that their students engaged in 

the acts of plagiarism presented to them in the first five scenarios. They also suggested a pro-active 

educative approach to students engaging in acts of plagiarism, through counselling, guidance and 

giving them the possibility to resubmit.  

 

The following chapter, Chapter 7, focuses on the findings from student and staff interviews. An 

analysis and a discussion of the results shown here are presented in Chapter 8: Discussion and 

Recommendations, which provides a response to the central research questions. The main findings of 

this chapter are also summarised in Section 9.2.3.4 of Chapter 9 (Conclusions).  
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CHAPTER 7:  STUDENT AND STAFF INTERVIEWS 

 

7.1  Introduction 

 

This chapter, the last of the four investigative chapters, presents the findings of student and staff 

interviews. The interview questions were determined based on the in-depth exploration of survey 

results (Chapters 4, 5 and 6). The voluntary participation of students and staff involved in 

undergraduate programmes at Australian institutions in Singapore was sought to complement the 

results obtained in the preceding chapters by providing additional qualitative data through semi-

structured interviews with students and staff.  

 

7.2 Methodology and Interview Questions 

 

The methodology behind the interviews was fully detailed in Section 3.9 of Chapter 3. This section, 

on the third and final data collection phase, highlights the relevant aspects of the student and staff 

interviews. 

 

7.2.1 Interview Questions 

 

The interview questions were developed based on the survey results reported in Chapters 4, 5 and 6. 

These questions are shown in Figure 7.1. 

 

Section 1: Demographic Data (Gender/Nationality/Field of Study or Teaching/PT or FT) 

Section 2: Student and Staff Interview Questions:  

Q1 In your opinion, is plagiarism a real problem? 

Q2 In your opinion, how common is plagiarism among university students? 

Q3 In your opinion, what is the relationship between digital technologies and plagiarism? 

Q4 In your opinion, what are the ethical issues and reputational consequences relevant to plagiarism? 

Q5 In your opinion, are students and staff well informed on plagiarism and on how to avoid it? 

Q6 In your opinion, are students and staff well informed about the consequences of plagiarism? 

Q7 In your opinion, is there an acceptable similarity index (%), in text-matching software, e.g. Turnitin™ 

(excluding quoted material and references)? 

Q8 Do you know, or know of, students who plagiarise or who have plagiarised in the past? 

Q9 In your opinion, what could be done to reduce plagiarism? 

Q10 In your opinion, do some affiliate lecturers ignore plagiarism cases, and if so, why? 

Q11 (Staff only) If you believed a student had submitted a piece of work which contained plagiarism, what 

steps would you take? 

Figure 7.1: Student and staff interview questions 
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7.2.2 Interview Participants 

 

The students and staff who had volunteered at the time of the survey were contacted by email. Nine 

students and 14 members of staff participated in the interview phase. The students and staff met the 

sampling criteria that: 

a) Participants had to be of legal age of consent to participate in this study; 

b) Participants had to be in one of the four Australian TNHE institutions in Singapore selected 

for this study. 

 

The data were collected through semi-structured, in-depth interviews with the voluntary participation 

of students and staff at Australian universities operating in Singapore. All participants were 

interviewed individually. The interviewees (students and staff) were informed that their de-identified 

responses would be grouped together and not kept in a specific order. To facilitate participation, 

probing with further questions, or rephrasing of the interview questions, was used to clarify responses, 

to eliminate misunderstandings, or when seeking further elaboration of the responses. To ensure the 

accuracy of the collected information, the responses provided by the participants were shared with 

them for confirmation. 

 

7.2.2.1 Students 

 

A total of nine students (n = 9) volunteered to take part in this study. An interview of approximately 

one hour was conducted through a semi-structured interview. Five male and four female students 

participated in the interviews. Most students were enrolled in business programmes, studying either 

part-time or full-time. Table 7.1 shows the demographic data of the student participants, along with 

the codes used to de-identify the students. 

 

7.2.2.2 Staff 

 

A total of 14 members of teaching staff (n = 14, 7 FT and 7 PT) volunteered to take part in this study. 

Similarly to the students’ interviews, a semi-structured interview of approximately one hour was 

conducted to gather information on staff views on plagiarism. Table 7.2 shows the demographic data 

of the staff participants and the codes used to de-identify them. As this interview research involved a 

different batch of staff, the codes indicated here are different to the ones used for the staff members 

in Chapter 6.  
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Table 7.1: Demographic data of students participating in interviews 

STUDENTS Gender Country  Major PT/FT 

Student 1 (SD1) M India Business PT 

Student 2 (SD2) F Singapore Business PT 

Student 3 (SD3) M Malaysia Commerce PT 

Student 4 (SD4) F Pakistan Business FT 

Student 5 (SD5) M Switzerland Business PT 

Student 6 (SD6) F Malaysia Business FT 

Student 7 (SD7) F Singapore Arts FT 

Student 8 (SD8) M Germany Business FT 

Student 9 (SD9) M India Business FT 

 

 

Table 7.2: Demographic data of staff participating in interviews 

STAFF Gender Country Teaching Area PT/FT 

Staff 1 (SF1) F Vietnam Economics/Finance PT 

Staff 2 (SF2) F China Communication FT 

Staff 3 (SF3) M Germany Business FT 

Staff 4 (SF4) M India Business FT 

Staff 5 (SF5) M India Business PT 

Staff 6 (SF6) F Canada Business PT 

Staff 7 (SF7) M France Business PT 

Staff 8 (SF8) F India Business PT 

Staff 9 (SF9) M Australia IT FT 

Staff 10 (SF10) M Singapore Business PT 

Staff 11 (SF11) M China Business PT 

Staff 12 (SF12) F India Business FT 

Staff 13 (SF13) F Australia Psychology FT 

Staff 14 (SF14) M UK Engineering FT 

 

 

7.2.3 Analysis of Interviews 

 

As explained in Section 3.9 of Chapter 3, note-taking instead of audio-recording was more suitable 

given the context of the investigation. The researcher did not correct the interviewees’ comments. 

The handwritten notes were reproduced verbatim, including errors. They were then transcribed into 

Microsoft Word documents, linking each respondent’s replies to the corresponding questions and to 

the respondent’s code (Appendices G1 and G2). The notes from these two documents were 
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subsequently transferred into two Excel worksheets (Appendices G3 and G4) for easier sorting and 

frequency analysis (Ose, 2016). For the interview analysis, a three-stage interactive approach (Miles 

& Huberman, 1994) has been used. Kairuz, Crump and O’Brien (2007, p. 372) note that such an 

approach is “a form of content analysis… [which] is intended to assist the understanding of complex 

raw data through the construction of categories and summary of themes”. Following the ‘data 

reduction’ (Thomas, 2006), categories were created and refined over time, to avoid repeat categories 

and to bring similar categories under one emerging theme. Descriptive statistics were used to indicate 

their frequencies. Participants’ comments are included in this chapter to provide a rich description of 

their views and to further elaborate on significant findings (Stangor, 2004). Thus, the direct quotes 

have been retained to represent common, relevant and/or interesting perspectives held by the 

participants.  

 

The interview questions were grouped into themes. For each theme, the categorised replies from the 

interviewees are presented in summary tables by decreasing frequency. Singular replies, i.e., by one 

participant only, are not always shown unless particularly relevant to the summary table. In all cases, 

any comment from a participant that offered further insight has been included in the form of a direct 

quote. 

 

7.3 Results - Student Interviews 

 

7.3.1 Perception of Plagiarism (Q1 and Q2)  

 

The majority of the students (67%) indicated during the interview that they were aware of plagiarism 

being a real problem and of its prevalence among their peers, as shown in Table 7.3.  

 

Table 7.3: Perception of plagiarism (Students) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 25% 

 

 

Perception of Plagiarism  

Q1 In your opinion, is plagiarism a real problem? 

Replies 

(n = 9) 

Yes: 67% 

No: 22% 

Q2 In your opinion, how common is plagiarism among 

university students? 

Replies 

(n = 9) 

Very common: 33% 

Common: 33% 

Not that common: 22% 
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A few comments highlighted the casual attitudes of some students towards plagiarism:  

No, [plagiarism is] not a problem, not many care about it; people are not 

bothered. (SD2) 

 

Sometimes it is OK despite regulations, policies… (SD4) 

 

A comment from one student underlined the role played by the English language issue in 

plagiarism: 

 In Singapore, [it is] very common. If they are not good in English…so they do 

it. They get sometimes caught with Turnitin. (SD6) 

 

Another student referred to differences in previous academic practices: 

Depends on nationality… in our countries, there are no stringent guidelines; it 

is not a big deal and very convenient. (SD4)  

 

7.3.2 Plagiarism in the Digital Era (Q3) 

 

All students emphasised the strong relationship between digital technologies and plagiarism, as the 

former make it easy and convenient to plagiarise. As Flowerdew and Li (2007, p. 162) notes, 

“With…access to the Internet, writers are now able to ‘copy and paste’ large or small sections of text 

written by others” further indicating that the “temptation to plagiarise is thus much greater”, 

especially “even greater” for “novice or second language writers”. In this study, one student also 

mentioned the temptation created by digital technologies to plagiarise. These results are given in 

Table 7.4.  

 

Table 7.4: Plagiarism in the digital era (Students) 

 

 

 
Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 25% 

 

One student commented on digital plagiarism due to time pressure: 

 Internet is at fingertips, nearing assignment submission deadline it becomes a 

source of information. There is an unbreakable bond. (SD3) 

 

Another comment highlighted students’ ability to use the system: 

 Students adapt and circumvent the system. It is a game – Standards will drop 

but students don’t know. (SD9) 

Q3 
In your opinion, what is the relationship between digital 

technologies and plagiarism? 

Replies 

(n = 9) 

Very strong relationship: 56% 

Strong relationship: 33% 
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Emphasising that cheating is worse than plagiarising, one student commented: 

Copying is easy but there is worse: stealing of documents, paying, ... (SD5) 

 

7.3.3 Ethical Issues and Reputational Consequences (Q4) 

 

Many students (over 75%) thought that plagiarism issues would have detrimental consequences for 

the standing of the institutions, for their own standing, or for their employment prospects. This is 

shown in Table 7.5.  

 

Table 7.5: Ethical issues and reputational consequences (Students) 

 

 

 

 

Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 25% 

 

Ethical issues were not mentioned by the students, bar one, with the following comment: 

Ethical issues: it is a matter of conscience – students would worry till  

assignment results are released hoping for the best; they are living on the edge. 

(SD3) 

 

7.3.4 Provision of Information about Plagiarism (Q5 and Q6) 

 

There was no clear consensus in the students’ views on whether they were well informed on 

plagiarism, on how to avoid it, and on its consequences. The students’ views remained split on the 

matter as shown in Table 7.6.  

 

Table 7.6: Provision of information about plagiarism (Students) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 25% 

 

Q4 
In your opinion, what are the ethical issues and reputational 

consequences relevant to plagiarism? 

Replies 

(n = 9) 
Lowers standing of institution: 78% 

Provision of Information about Plagiarism 

Q5 
In your opinion, are students and staff well informed on 

plagiarism and on how to avoid it? 

Replies 

(n = 8) 

Yes, for both: 51% 

Not really, for both: 37% 

Q6 
In your opinion, are students and staff well informed about the 

consequences of plagiarism? 

Replies 

(n = 8) 

Yes, for both: 51% 

Not really, for both: 25% 

Yes for staff: 13% 
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The comments below confirm the diversity of views held by the students on whether they were well 

informed or not. Some claimed that both students and staff were well informed, even though 

students may still plagiarise or staff remain lenient:  

I believe so [students and staff are well informed] but they [students] are 

motivated to plagiarise to get the upper hand. (SD9) 

 

We received a briefing on plagiarism. The Australian lecturer was very strict 

about it but not the affiliate [part-time] lecturers. (SD4) 

 

Yes [both well informed], I had a session on ethics at the beginning of each 

module but students think they can still do it. (SD6) 

 

Others denied that this was the case: 

No not really. For example, back in [country’s name], there were not a lot of 

assignments, we didn’t know anything so we copied everything – there was no 

relevance to plagiarism. (SD1) 

 

Staff should be well informed but they close their eyes, meanwhile they expect 

the students to have knowledge. Students think plagiarism is not important; they 

are ill informed about what they may or may not do. Sometimes lecturers ask 

them not to submit the reference list. (SD3) 

 

Lack of guidance was also mentioned: 

Yes, but they are using scare tactics but they don’t provide guidance. (SD2) 

 

They [institution and staff] don’t provide strategies. (SD7) 

 

One student commented on the usefulness of information as a means of defeating plagiarism 

detection:  

If they [students] are well informed, then they have a better escape strategy. 

(SD5) 

 

This comment shows the extent to which some students would go to avoid detection. The institution 

is providing information on plagiarism to help students avoid plagiarism but some students would 

use this information to find means to counteract detection of plagiarism. 

 

7.3.5 Acceptable Amounts of Plagiarised Material (Q7) 

 

There was a large disparity in the students’ views regarding the acceptable amount of plagiarised 

material (excluding quoted material and references), ranging from 0% to 20%, as shown in Table 7.7.  
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Table 7.7: Acceptable amounts of plagiarised material (Students)  

 

 

 
 

Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 25% 

 

One student commented on Turnitin™ not always being a reliable tool for plagiarism detection: 

…but Turnitin is not reliable. It doesn’t pick [it] up…Tech savvy students get 

their way with Turnitin and it is impossible for lecturers to check on that. I know 

students who know how to. (SD4)  

 

This was reinforced by another similar comment, providing more evidence of some students 

learning how to play the system, as mentioned in the final comment of Section 7.3.4 

Students work it out; they [students] can change words here and there until the  

highlighted text magically disappears. (SD5) 

 

Finally, this comment reflects the spread of views of the students on this topic: 

It depends… The teacher will tell the acceptable amount in percentage. (SD6) 

 

7.3.6 Knowledge of Plagiarism Cases (Q8)  

 

Every student in this study claimed to know of plagiarism cases, as shown in Table 7.8.  

 

Table 7.8: Knowledge of plagiarism cases (Students) 

 

 

 

Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 25% 

 

Specific cases were mentioned in the following comments. 

One comment referred to unintentional plagiarism, due to lack of guidance: 

I have unknowingly plagiarised in an online module. We had no guidance and 

lecturers took too long to respond…(SD3) 

 

Another comment highlighted the extent to which students would go to beat the system: 

Yes. Also, after students graduate, they sell their essay for about $10-20; it is 

easy because the topics of essays don’t change. Students from [university’s 

name] and [university’s name], their English is weak, they have money; my 

Q7 

In your opinion, is there an acceptable similarity index (%) in text-

matching software, e.g. Turnitin™ (excluding quoted material and 

references)? 

Replies 

(n = 9) 

Up to 20%: 44% 

Up to 10%: 22% 

Q8 
Do you know, or know of, students who plagiarise or who 

have plagiarised in the past? 

Replies 

(n = 9) 

Yes: 88% 

Yes, unknowingly: 11% 



 

 

168 

 

friend wrote essays and charged them money. Ghost writing happens. It is hard 

for unis to find out; there isn’t much to do about it unless lecturers know their 

students but some don’t care at all. (SD4) 

 

This final comment emphasised the role played by staff leniency: 

Yes…they [students] got caught. Staff were lenient and asked to resubmit. (SD1) 

 

7.3.7 What Could be Done to Reduce Plagiarism (Q9) 

 

To reduce plagiarism, the students suggested the following: (1) a more educative approach (40%); 

(2) a more punitive approach (30%, with harsher penalties and strict compliance with rules); and (3) 

more effective screening of plagiarism (10%). The results are shown in Table 7.9. 

 

Table 7.9: What could be done to reduce plagiarism? (Students) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One student exhorted institutions to be more active on application of rules: 

Execute what you said you would do! Uni frightens students with consequences 

but… it is all about money. It is really up to the unis. (SD8) 

 

There were many suggestions for implementing or improving the educational approach: 

 

Lecturers should be the first to lay down the rules - show real life situation; 

online modules may help but the tone and look of the lecturer matters more; in 

an online environment, it is totally different. At uni, I lack the basic foundation 

knowledge of plagiarism; nothing was done at all. There is no background 

knowledge on plagiarism and consequences or impact. (SD3) 

 

Teach how to paraphrase; scaring students is not good enough.  (SD2) 

 

Teach them skills. (SD7) 

 

It would help if several Turnitin submissions were allowed prior to the final 

one. (SD4) 

 

Staff should permit multiple submissions to improve understanding and reduce 

plagiarism. (SD9) 

 

Q9 In your opinion, what could be done to reduce plagiarism? 

Replies 

(n = 11) 

More guidance/information from staff: 18% 

Teach students referencing skills: 18% 

Harsher penalties: 18% 

Multiple Turnitin Submissions: 18% 

Strict compliance with rules: 9% 

Stringent screening procedures: 9% 

Students would still do it: 9% 
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Student should submit partial assignment take the feedback into account and 

submit the other half. (SD1) 

 

The underlying scepticism on the effectiveness of any measure remained: 

Not much [can be done] … who wants to do it anyway? [too much work 

involved].  [Possible measures:] Inform students more, harsher penalties. 

(SD6) 

 

7.3.8 Leniency of Part-Time Teaching Staff Towards Plagiarism (Q10) 

 

Most of the students thought that part-time staff were more lenient in their attitudes and actions 

towards plagiarism than full-time staff, giving the following reasons: 

• To secure good evaluations from students as these affect renewal of contracts (38%) 

• Amount of work and time involved in pursuing plagiarism cases (23%) 

 

The results are shown in Table 7.10.  

 

Table 7.10: Leniency of part-time teaching staff towards plagiarism (Students) 

 

 

 

 
Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 25% 

 

There were many lengthy comments from the students on this particular topic. The students were 

quite aware, from their comments, that part-time staff needed to have a good relationship with them 

in order to obtain good evaluations and keep their employment. This view was repeated in many of 

the comments as shown below. Other aspects mentioned in these comments were: differences among 

staff in understandings of plagiarism and in leniency towards plagiarism, which are used by the 

students to their advantage; and laziness on the part of some staff. These comments were not 

categorised or sequenced, as most of them mention several items of interest: 

Definition [of plagiarism] varies among lecturers; only when the UC [Unit 

Coordinator] highlights to them then they act on it. (SD7) 

 

Some lecturers are strict, others are concerned about their ratings. Affiliate 

[part-time] lecturers ignore but not full-time lecturers. Part-time lecturers’ job 

dependent on the rating so they are lenient to please students and to get higher 

ratings. If they did their job properly, students would think he is mean. (SD8) 

Q10 
In your opinion, do some affiliate lecturers ignore plagiarism cases, and if so, 

why? 

Replies 

(n = 13) 

Part-time lecturers tend to be more lenient to get good evaluations from 

students: 38% 

Some staff are stricter than others: 23% 

Time issues: 23% 
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The students try to find out from elders who closes one eye and who is strict 

[before enrolling into unit]. Some [lecturers] are soft about it and let everyone 

graduate; due to personal bias likes the student. For good student relationship 

to have a good evaluation from them. (SD4). 

 

Yes, for several reasons: they [lecturers] may lose their jobs due to students’ 

bad evaluation or high failure rates; Procedures are hard and lengthy…Time 

issues… also, ignorance is bliss. It is better to pretend not to know to avoid 

problems. (SD3) 

 

Yes, based on their [lecturers’] experience; they play around the rules, they are 

biased towards people; there is also a conflict of interest. (SD9) 

 

Yes, some [lecturers] are lenient because it has consequences on their 

employment [evaluation]. It is less work for them. (SD6) 

 

Yes, some of them [lecturers] do because they are lazy, they want to finish their 

work quickly… (SD1) 

 

 

7.4  Results - Staff Interviews 

 

7.4.1 Perception of Plagiarism (Q1 and Q2)  

 

Nearly all of the staff members (93%) perceived plagiarism as a real problem. Over 50% of the staff 

members also found plagiarism to be quite common among students. The details are given in Table 

7.11. 

 

Table 7.11: Perception of plagiarism (Staff) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 20% 

 

One member of staff was willing to discount unintentional plagiarism: 

 It is unintentional, it is not so much of a problem. (SF11) 

 

Perception of Plagiarism  

Q1 In your opinion, is plagiarism a real problem? 

Replies 

(n = 14) 

Yes: 86% 

No: 14% 

Q2 In your opinion, how common is plagiarism among university students? 

Replies 

(n = 14) 

Common, 15 to 25% of the students: 28% 

Not very common: 21% 

Very common: 14% 

Common among certain groups (laziness, language issues): 14% 
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Others blamed plagiarism on differences in previous academic practices: 

Yes, it is [common], especially with foreign students from [universities’ names] 

because back at home they can copy. (SF10) 

 

Others spoke of a lack of knowledge: 

Yes, very often students do not see the boundaries [between what is or what is 

not plagiarism]. (SF7). 

 

It is becoming more common. Students don’t understand what constitutes 

plagiarism… (SF9) 

 

Still others mentioned both previous academic practices and a lack of knowledge: 

Yes. Students were free to copy for many years in their home country and 

showing them one slide on plagiarism doesn’t help. (SF1) 

 

Some members of staff blamed it on academic difficulties students may have: 

Common among a certain group. If students’ abilities are not too strong, 

students are likely to plagiarise. (SF6) 

 

When students have difficulty in doing the work or they don’t grasp the content. 

They might be lazy or have language issues. (SF1) 

 

The uncertainty behind recycling and collusion remained one of the major issues: 

Yes, here, there are many cases of collusion and recycling but sometimes it is 

unintentional. (SF13) 

 

7.4.2 Plagiarism in the Digital Era  

 

All staff members emphasised the strong relationship between digital technologies and plagiarism, as 

these make it easier to plagiarise. The detailed results are given in Table 7.12.  

 

Table 7.12: Plagiarism in the digital era (Staff) 

 

 

 

 
Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 20% 

 

The facilitation of plagiarism through the use of digital technologies is exemplified by these two 

comments: 

Extremely high [relationship]; they just take from online sources and amend; 

they do patchwork. (SF7) 

Q3 
In your opinion, what is the relationship between digital 

technologies and plagiarism? 

Replies 

(n = 14) 
Strong/very strong relationship: 70% 
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Digital tech has facilitated ghostwriters. (SF3) 

 

Digital technologies have aided the two conflicting aspects of plagiarism, facilitation and detection, 

as reported in these two comments: 

It [Turnitin] is an enabler… and makes detection easier. (SF5) 

 

[Turnitin] helps to catch but students are clever, they manipulate digital info.     

(SF6) 

 

One member of staff, emphasising the current ‘culture of sharing’ among students, indicated: 

Students borrow assignments from each other, they like to share. (SF1) 

 

One member of staff highlighted the educative role that can be played by plagiarism detection 

software: 

Turnitin is [a] very useful ‘formative’ [tool]. Students can submit multiple 

times... some unis don’t use Turnitin, it is a real problem… it makes it difficult 

to educate about plagiarism. (SF3) 

 

7.4.3 Ethical Issues and Reputational Consequences (Q4)  

 

Most staff members (over 67%) agreed that plagiarism problems within an institution can tarnish the 

quality of its education, its reputation and its credibility, as shown in Table 7.13.  

 

Table 7.13: Ethical issues and reputational consequences (Staff) 

 

 

 
Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 20% 

 

Different insights were also offered by some staff members. For example, one staff member noted 

that reputational consequences only exist if plagiarism problems are picked up by the media: 

Plagiarism is unethical but the quality consequences are only adverse if they 

get publicised. (SF14) 

 

In this regard, another aspect was highlighted, that in the absence of a media outcry, nothing was 

done due to a lack of resources and poor practices:   

There should be reputational consequences …. Because this has become the 

norm, there aren’t enough resources to follow up, so there are no consequences. 

Q4 
In your opinion, what are the ethical issues and reputational 

consequences relevant to plagiarism? 

Replies 

(n = 12) 

Affects quality/reputation/credibility of university: 67% 

All universities have same issue: 16% 
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Only when there are clusters or websites or when it hits the media then there is 

a pushback. This is a budget issue which leads to a lack of resources and to poor 

practice. (SF13) 

 

One member of staff argued that there are no real reputational consequences, as plagiarism is present 

in all universities: 

Reputational?? Plagiarism happens in the four to five unis I am working 

in…(SF7) 

 

7.4.4 Provision of Information about Plagiarism (Q5 and Q6)  

 

Staff members were equally divided on whether they, or the students, were well informed on 

plagiarism, on how to avoid it, and on its consequences, as shown in Table 7.14.  

 

Table 7.14: Provision of information about plagiarism (Staff) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 20% 

 

There were also many comments which illustrate the diversity of views on the matter: 

 

Some staff members found that information is either incomplete, or, when adequate, not sufficient on 

its own. There is a need for further training, for both students and staff: 

Students have been informed but they don’t have sufficient skills; it is not valued. 

Staff have a general understanding but they don’t know how to read Turnitin 

reports; it is highly variable. (SF13) 

 

Other participants commented, in a similar vein:  

At a decent level but it could be better... Students are not in a real (home 

campus) uni environment here in Singapore. (SF3) 

 

Affiliate teaching staff? It depends...some don’t bother, they are lenient, 

generous…(SF10) 

Provision of Information about Plagiarism 

Q5 
In your opinion, are students and staff well informed on plagiarism and on how 

to avoid it? 

Replies 

(n = 23) 

Students well informed: 26% 

Students not well informed: 22% 

Staff well informed: 17% 

Staff not well informed: 17% 

Q6 
In your opinion, are students and staff well informed about the consequences of 

plagiarism? 

Replies 

(n = 23) 

Students well informed: 35% 

Staff well informed: 26% 

Students not well informed: 17% 
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Students … yes, this is presented to them, they have activities. At orientation 

week, they do an online module; here in Singapore (at the Australian uni) most 

students have a prior qualification …Staff are well informed too but whether 

they act on it is another thing. They might have some understanding; they rely 

on software, for example Turnitin. (SF9) 

 

The following observations captured staff concerns, indicating that students and staff were not really 

informed on plagiarism:  

Students are not really informed. (SF10)  

 

Students: We cannot expect them to know, they are not trained. 

Staff: Yes, but it could be better but they are not trained on plagiarism. Until I 

bumped into it, I didn’t know that it was plagiarism – for example for recycling. 

(SF4) 

 

As an affiliate staff, I was never trained. I was not told what to do. (SF1) 

 

No for both. Students are ok on how to avoid it but not at identifying it. (SF12) 

 

No, staff are not adequately trained – Students don’t understand the gravity 

and what constitutes plagiarism. (SF5). 

 

One member of staff pointed out the willingness of some students to change units or even 

institution if it meant getting their degree more easily: 

[Students] not too well informed. Some students would still plagiarise if they can 

get away with it. Within a programme of study, some students would select 

optional units which are easier to pass due to staff leniency or possibility of 

plagiarism. In some instances, in the middle of their course, some struggling 

students, aware of an easier course in another institution, leading to a similar 

degree, would switch to that institution. (SF14) 

 

Staff members also had different views on information related to consequences of plagiarism. Some 

staff members highlighted the uncertainty on what actions needed to be taken: 

About the consequences? I am not sure, I try to scare them [students]. I report 

them but the school is too lenient; there are no consequences for the student. 

Sometimes students get a warning letter or the case is dropped. Cases have been 

ignored. (SF7) 

 

It was left to us to decide on what to do; [I] reduce marks. (SF1) 

 

Probably they [staff] have been, but not really well informed; there is no clear 

understanding. The information is disorganised and hard to access. The 

criterion is not clear, what is major, what is minor? There is information about 

the problems but not on process, on judging the severity; this leads to poor 

decision making. (SF13) 

 



 

 

175 

 

Others mentioned the willingness of some students to engage in plagiarism, despite any potential 

consequences: 

No, not [the] students [they are not aware of the consequences]. They think they 

can appeal. The first few semesters they are less aware. (SF2) 

 

Yes, they know it is a bad thing; but in practical terms we don’t know [whether 

they are aware of the consequences]. (SF5) 

 

All have been briefed but some choose to ignore, they don’t care and they don’t 

have the time. (SF10) 

 

7.4.5 Acceptable Amounts of Plagiarised Material (Q7) 

 

The responses of staff on the acceptable amount of plagiarised material (excluding quoted material 

and references) varied greatly, from 0% to 50%. The diversity of views is apparent in Table 7.15 and 

in the following comments. 

 

Table 7.15: Acceptable amounts of plagiarised material (Staff)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

The comments reveal further insights into the individual beliefs held by the staff. Some staff members 

strongly believed that amounts of plagiarised material, as picked up by text-matching software, 

remained unreliable: 

Zero percent could be plagiarism! It could be paraphrasing without citations. 

Turnitin does not solve the problem, it encourages [students] to find synonyms 

or to change the word order. (SF9) 

 

I don’t like Turnitin. There are ways of switching [it] off to reduce [the] 

similarity index … The uni has a policy of 20-30%; Turnitin doesn’t provide [an] 

accurate reading. (SF6) 

 

It is a relative concept – there is no percentage; text can be paraphrased with 

no citation…(SF5) 

 

It is useful but there is no percentage per se. (SF2) 

 

Q7 
In your opinion, is there an acceptable similarity index (%), in text-matching 

software, e.g. Turnitin™ (excluding quoted material and references)? 

Replies 

(n = 14) 

Up to 20%: 21% 

Up to 50% is ok: 14% 

0%: 14% 

Index not reliable: 14% 

Up to 40% is ok: 7% 
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Some staff members revealed their uncertainty on the matter, their own individual choice and the 

lack of guidance from the home campus: 

It is a difficult question to answer, about 20%... 35 to 40%, but if an entire 

paragraph has been copied, that is not acceptable. (SF10) 

 

The ‘rule of thumb’ is 25% …use it in a calibrated way. (SF3) 

 

Turnitin is great. I apply a threshold of anything above 50-60% then I check, I 

browse through the paper: one paragraph is ok. (SF7) 

 

Until today I don’t know the percentage. If it is 50% I penalise but if it is one 

paragraph, then it is ok. Are we expecting too much of them? (SF4) 

 

I don’t know. I usually tell the students to get less than 20% but I am not overly 

concerned because the UC ignores this. (SF12) 

 

7.4.6 Knowledge of Plagiarism Cases  

 

All staff members knew of plagiarism cases (see Table 7.16). 

 

Table 7.16: Knowledge of plagiarism cases (Staff) 

 

 

 
Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 20% 

 

One lecturer mentioned that he knew of many such cases: 

Yes, a number of them. (SF13) 

 

Another pointed out the need for further training as the plagiarism cases, according to the member 

of staff, were unintentional: 

Yes, but these cases were unintentional… they were not taught on referencing 

skills. (SF11) 

 

One member of staff underlined the attitude of denial of some students: 

Yes, they plead innocence. (SF10) 

 

One particular member of staff made a strong claim about the effect that some students’ previous 

academic and cultural differences have on their current stance on plagiarism: 

 

Q8 
Do you know, or know of, students who plagiarise or who 

have plagiarised in the past? 

Replies 

(n = 14) 

Yes: 93% 

Yes but unintentional: 7% 
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Students buy papers from professionals. Students are not used to referencing in 

their home country. In Vietnam and China there is a culture of cheating in 

exams; this is very common. Teacher[s] don’t monitor performance; students 

even bribe the teachers. Copying from other students is ‘normal’ and there are 

no consequences. 

Many think it is not a serious offence, it is common practice. Copyright is not 

protected or respected. In their mind, there is no clear respect, it is not such a 

big offence. (SF1) 

 

7.4.7 What Could be Done to Reduce Plagiarism (Q9)  

 

To reduce plagiarism, staff members suggested a variety of educative and punitive measures, as 

shown in Table 7.17, in the ratio of 70% to 30%, respectively.  

 

Table 7.17: What could be done to reduce plagiarism (Staff) 

 

 

 

 
Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 20% 

 

The following comments identify in more detail some of the measures recommended by some of the 

staff. 

This comment from one member of staff offered a combination of both educative and punitive 

approaches: 

Greater training; disseminate info to students and staff; Reinforce 

penalties…Use software to help detect… Blind marking or double 

marking/randomise marking may reduce soft-marking. (SF5) 

 

Some staff members recommended a more educative approach, based on the ethics of academic 

integrity: 

Currently we are using the stick approach. We could highlight the value of 

academic integrity instead of punishing them. The stick approach doesn’t work; 

we need to highlight the importance for a fair and honest society. (SF13) 

 

Plagiarism/academic integrity should be part of every subject; it should be 

embedded, followed by tests. (SF1) 

 

Students and staff to be better informed about the non-ethical aspects of 

plagiarism and about its consequences. (SF14) 

 

Q9 In your opinion, what could be done to reduce plagiarism? 

Replies 

(n = 17) 

Educate students: 42% 

Reinforce penalties: 18% 

Reinforce value of academic integrity: 12% 

Constant reminders: 12% 

Improve English language skills: 12% 
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The importance of a study skills module was also emphasised: 

General study skills module. (SF3) 

 

Some staff members suggested some practical measures: 

Emphasise [adequate citation] before deadlines; give scenarios of past 

students – make it real! Real cases. (SF2) 

 

Assignment questions should be changed, not recycled. (SF1) 

 

The language skills issue was seen by some staff members as one of the main causes of plagiarism: 

In TNE, lack of awareness is not the issue. The issue is students’ language skills, 

their lack of confidence in rephrasing. They have a busy life and for them 

studying is not central. (SF9) 

 

Look closely at the quality of the students, their English language proficiency… 

(SF6) 

 

7.4.8 Leniency of Part-Time Teaching Staff towards Plagiarism (Q10)  

 

A large number of views was expressed on the leniency of part-time staff towards plagiarism, as 

shown in Table 7.18. However, many of these views can be regrouped under the following main 

categories: 

• Concerns part-time staff have about their teaching evaluation by the students, which may 

influence renewal of their contract (at 39%) 

• Reporting of plagiarism cases is too much hard work and too time-consuming (at 27%)  

• Ineffective interaction with faculty at home campus (at 12%) 

• Some part-time staff would still report plagiarism cases (at 12%). 

 

Table 7.18: Leniency of part-time teaching staff towards plagiarism (Staff) 

 

 

 

Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 20% 

 

The staff interviewed were 50% full-time and 50% part-time. The extensive comments below reveal 

the underlying reasons behind the views expressed by the staff. For this particular question, the 

participant providing the comment is further identified as being either full-time (FT) or part-time 

(PT). 

Q10 
In your opinion, do some affiliate lecturers ignore plagiarism cases, and if so, 

why? 

Replies 

(n = 26) 

Yes, to get high evaluation and keep job: 39% 

Yes,  too much work; to save time: 31% 
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The hard work and time required in pursuing cases of plagiarism was seen as one of the main reasons 

for part-time staff leniency: 

How willing are the lecturers to report [it]? To what point do you report?... and 

it is too much work. (SF4, FT) 

 

It all depends on how hard-working the lecturer is. (SF3, FT) 

 

It is a matter of cost and benefit…. They [part-time staff] could ignore it… they 

won’t invest time; this includes full-time staff as well. (SF5, PT) 

 

Most [part-time staff] do [ignore plagiarism cases]! The reasons are to save 

time. (SF14, FT) 

 

Probably [part-time staff ignore plagiarism cases]. It takes a lot of work to 

review Turnitin reports. (SF13, FT) 

 

Also, if the plagiarism system is too complicated, they [part-time staff] will 

ignore it. They already have lots of work, why bother? They want to avoid all 

possible complications. (SF1, PT) 

 

They see it as too much trouble; they [part-time staff] don’t want to get into 

trouble because they fear giving the UC more work. (SF12, FT) 

 

Yes, because the UCs [Unit Coordinators] are watching; it is time consuming; 

large volume of students…too much work. (SF2, FT) 

 

The dependency of part-time staff on good evaluations from their students for renewal of their 

contracts is seen by many as the other main reason for their leniency towards student plagiarism, as 

revealed by the following comments: 

The system is set that way… If staff get 80% evaluation from students, then they 

[part-time staff] get hired again. So, lecturers try to please the students by 

ignoring plagiarism. There is a big pressure to get good feedback from 

students… (SF1, PT) 

 

It depends on the university. The firm markers are not very popular, then it 

affects their evaluation, but for some it is a hassle, there is retribution. Staff are 

evaluated every term and students can see through. (SF6, PT) 

 

Most [part-time staff] do [ignore plagiarism cases]!... and to avoid problems 

with the students and their own evaluations. (SF14, FT) 

 

But staff have their evaluation. (SF7, PT) 

 

They [part-time staff] may get a bad student evaluation which means 

reputational consequences. (SF12, FT) 

 

Unlike the home campus regarding the employment decision, home campus does 

not have control over their [locally hired staff] employment. The partner 
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institution has control over that. Also, there is a lack of control on affiliates. 

(SF9, FT) 

 

[PEI’s names] are for profit – teaching staff’s reemployment depends on staff 

evaluation. (SF3, FT) 

 

There are issues involved, it impacts on the relationship with students. (SF13, 

FT) 

 

Yes, they [part-time staff] are ignorant [of plagiarism cases]! It is easier to 

ignore… if many students fail they will have a bad reputation. If students’ 

feedback is not good you won’t be able to teach. (SF8, PT) 

 

Yes, they [part-time staff] ignore [it] because it is a marking strategy. (SF4, FT) 

 

A few members of staff commented on their own, or colleagues’, following of the rules: 

I don’t know of specific cases but there is a grey area. Some are very strict, 

they inform the uni… or they give zero; (SF3, FT) 

 

I don’t [ignore]… I would fail my duty. It is a matter of integrity. (SF7, PT)  

 

I don’t ignore [it] because to me it is a question of honour. (SF6, PT) 

 

One member of staff suggested a more educative approach: 

Some adopt a more formative approach… I would give the student a chance 

…for example, two days to fix it. Students learn and don’t live in fear. (SF3, 

FT) 

 

Another mentioned the lack of clear guidelines from home campus: 

I have flagged a ‘recycling’ case to the UC (Unit Coordinator) but the UC 

accepted the assignment and passed the student. The UC said, there is no policy 

related with students’ recycling assignments. The university doesn’t have clear 

guidelines. (SF10, PT) 

 

One member of staff revealed that part-time staff would only act when necessary: 

If they know that there is reputational risk, then they will act. When the UC’s are 

outcome oriented then there is no need to investigate. (SF5, PT) 

 

Finally, one member of staff blamed any potential leniency on lack of knowledge: 

Yes, they ignore [plagiarism cases]! Some do not detect if there is no Turnitin; 

some do not have the language skills… there is no intention to ignore but they 

fail to detect (SF9, FT).   
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7.4.9 Staff Action on Plagiarism Cases (Q11) 

 

The interviewees were asked which action they would take for plagiarism cases where there was 

evidence of copied material without any citation. Staff replies varied from counselling (at 25%), 

following formal reporting procedures (at 25%), taking their own punitive action (at 24%), to being 

uncertain on what to do (17%). These results are shown in Table 7.19.  

Table 7.19: Staff action on plagiarism cases 

 

 

 

 
Replies in bold indicate response levels exceeding 20% 

 

Further insights can be gained from the comments presented below.  

Some staff members would take their own initiatives, irrespective of the institution’s policies and 

procedures: 

I counsel them; I tell them it was ‘inadvertent’ and I explain. (SF3) 

 

I would punish and apply a penalty. For [the] worst case scenario, I would ask 

the student to resubmit. I apply the penalty myself by reducing marks. (SF11) 

 

I would call and question the student. (SF10) 

 

I would emphasise to students to re-transcribe in their own words. (SF7) 

 

Some staff members frankly admitted their lack of knowledge about how to deal with plagiarism 

cases: 

I have not been informed on the process. (SF5) 

 

I haven’t been inducted into the process – maybe consult with the UC? (SF2) 

 

The UC has not informed me but I would investigate further, get some advice 

on plagiarism and see what needs to be done. (SF12)  

 

Some staff members would follow the institution’s policies and procedures: 

I would follow the institutions’ procedures; I would gather evidence and report 

it to the misconduct officer. (SF14) 

 

I would review the Turnitin report then refer it to the academic misconduct 

person. (SF13) 

  

Q11 
If you believed a student had submitted a piece of work which contained 

plagiarism, what steps would you take? 

Replies 

(n = 12) 

Counsel the student: 25% 

Follow the institution’s procedures: 25% 

Apply my own penalty: 25% 

I have not been informed of the process: 17% 
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7.5 Summary 

 

As the third and final data collection phase, semi-structured interviews were used to explore student 

and staff views on plagiarism. The key questions for the interviews were developed on the basis of 

the survey results in Chapters 4, 5 and 6. The 23 participants (9 students and 14 staff members) 

interviewed were from four different Australian TNHE institutions in Singapore. The data obtained 

from the student and staff interviews provided in-depth information regarding the complex issues 

surrounding plagiarism. For each question, the responses were first analysed by frequency, using 

categories from the different themes of the responses, then presented in more detail, through the 

diversity of the comments made by the respondents. Findings from this chapter are discussed in depth 

in Chapter 8 (Discussion and Recommendations). The findings of this chapter are critically analysed 

and discussed in detail in Chapter 8 (Discussion and Recommendations). They are also summarised 

in Section 9.2.3.5 of Chapter 9 (Conclusions). 
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CHAPTER 8:  DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

8.1 Introduction 

 

This chapter presents the findings of the research undertaken in this study, which was based on two 

main research questions: 

 

Research Question 1:  

What are the issues with plagiarism in Australian TNHE programmes in Singapore?  

with the following underpinning guiding questions: 

1.1 What are the specific characteristics of the TNHE environment within this context? 

1.2 What are the institutional policies on plagiarism within this context? 

1.3 What are students’ views on plagiarism within this context? 

1.4 What are staff views on plagiarism within this context? 

 

Research Question 2:  

What recommendations can be made to reduce issues with plagiarism in current Australian TNHE 

programmes in Singapore? 

with the following underpinning guiding questions: 

 2.1 What is the overall situation with plagiarism in this context?  

2.2 What recommendations can be made to reduce issues with plagiarism in this context? 

 

The first research question and its guiding questions are answered through a comprehensive set of 

themes that emerged from the study. These themes were specific findings that arose from the study 

through the investigation of the TNHE environment, the assessment of the policies and procedures of 

the TNHE institutions, and the analysis of data obtained from the surveys and interviews of students 

and staff. The second research question and its guiding questions are answered through a set of 

propositions that theorise the overall situation of plagiarism within the TNHE context and through a 

set of recommendations for improving academic integrity within Australian TNHE. These theoretical 

propositions have been arrived at by analysing the themes arising from this study, using inductive 

logic in assessing their meanings and interactions (Punch, 2005; Yin, 2003). Altogether, these 

propositions provide a theoretical framework that explains the situation with plagiarism within the 

TNHE context in Singapore, as depicted in Figure 8.2. 
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Section 8.2 discusses the characteristics of the transnational environment in Singapore within which 

the Australian TNHE universities operate, as these bear influence on the issue of plagiarism. The 

plagiarism policies and procedures of the four institutions are also discussed and these are linked 

afterwards to the views of their students and staff on plagiarism. Section 8.3 presents an analysis of 

the findings of the research in the form of arising themes. For each theme, evidence is provided from 

the analysis of the results from the surveys and interviews, from the analysis of the TNHE 

environment and from the analysis of the documents on plagiarism policies and procedures. These 

themes are assessed and discussed in depth, through the understandings of the TNHE students and 

staff on various aspects of plagiarism, and through the comparison of these views to the ones available 

in the literature on students and staff within a home campus environment. These themes provide 

answers to the first research question and its guiding questions. From the themes that emerged from 

the study, a number of overarching theoretical propositions, which explain the overall situation with 

plagiarism in Australian TNHE in Singapore, are presented in Section 8.4. These are discussed at 

length, drawing on the available literature. From these propositions, a theoretical framework for 

Australian TNHE in Singapore is presented in Section 8.5. Recommendations to reduce issues with 

plagiarism in the Australian TNHE context are given in Section 8.6. The last three sections provide 

answers to the second research question. A summary in Section 8.7 presents an overview of the 

research findings and of the recommendations made.  

 

8.2  Characteristics of Australian TNHE in Singapore 

 

8.2.1 Teaching Staff in the Transnational Environment 

 

As mentioned earlier in this study, most of the Australian TNHE institutions in Singapore work in 

collaboration with a local partner, the PEI, which provides the physical campus and some or all of 

the teaching staff. Teaching staff within a transnational environment are essentially composed of part-

time staff with, occasionally, a few members of full-time staff. These full-time staff members are far 

fewer in number than their part-time counterparts and are either locally hired by the PEI or the 

transnational institution, or provided on a fly-in, fly-out mode by the home campus of the 

transnational institution. Part-time teaching staff are hired locally by the PEI or by the TNHE 

institution, often for the duration of their modules only. These teachers are referred to by the PEI or 

by the transnational provider as part-time, sessional or affiliate lecturers. Once selected by the local 

Singaporean partner institution or by the local Australian campus, they will have been vetted by 

faculty from the home campus. Their part-time status allows employment flexibility for themselves 

and for the institutions. Their teaching contracts are often renewed, subject to satisfactory 
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performance based on their students’ evaluations and on their monitoring by the PEI and by the TNHE 

provider. They tend to work extensively in the same institution or across institutions, and are usually 

not involved in research (Thammika & Loke, 2016). Due to the nature of the dual aspect of their 

working environment, they report to and are managed by both the PEI and TNHE provider.   

 

The views on plagiarism of academic teaching staff involved in teaching programmes from one of 

the four Australian universities in Singapore were investigated through a survey in which there were 

32 participants, and through interviews with 14 participants. The staff characteristics were typical of 

transnational education as it operates in Singapore, involving mostly part-time, highly qualified staff, 

mature and experienced, as indicated in Chapter 6.  

 

8.2.2 Operational Characteristics of the Four Australian Universities in Singapore 

 

There are many foreign universities providing degrees for students in Singapore, some using their 

own local campus, and others, more generally, using the campus of, and working in collaboration 

with, a local PEI. This study sought the participation of four Australian TNHE providers located in 

Singapore, referred to in this study, for anonymity, as institutions A to D. These were selected for the 

diversity of their operational characteristics in the delivery and management of their teaching in 

Singapore. An overview of the operational characteristics of the four Australian institutions was given 

in Chapter 5, Table 5.1. These four institutions represent the various modes of delivery of institutions 

from Australia and from other countries that offer transnational higher education in Singapore, or 

elsewhere, within a private environment. All four institutions were providing their own programmes 

and qualifications. They had their own brick and mortar campus or used that of the local partner, and 

had their own office and/or used the office of the local partner. Teaching staff were predominantly 

local and part-time, with full-time staff being either locally hired or working in a fly-in, fly-out mode. 

As such, the findings from this study may be applicable to the transnational environment in other 

education hubs as well as in Singapore.  

 

8.2.3 Plagiarism Policies and Procedures of the Four Australian Universities 

 

The plagiarism policies (underpinning principles) and plagiarism procedures (management of 

plagiarism) of the four Australian universities were analysed in detail and were, at the time of the 

study, as shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.2. Students’ levels of understanding of plagiarism issues were 

assessed against these institutions’ policies and procedures. Although information on plagiarism 

policies was available online for the four institutions, the concept of plagiarism was only clearly 
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defined by one of them (Institution C). This was also the case for the management of plagiarism, with 

breaches and penalties only clearly identified by Institution C. Only two institutions (Institutions C 

and D) offered a briefing on plagiarism during the orientation week. One institution (Institution A) 

had no online module on academic integrity and another (Institution C) made one available, but not 

as a compulsory activity for its students. Only one institution (Institution B) had a compulsory 

workshop on plagiarism. Finally, when text-matching software was available (in three of the four 

institutions), it was not used for all of the modules making up the various programmes. This shows a 

large disparity among the four institutions, in the way they describe their policies on plagiarism, and 

in the procedures used to manage and control plagiarism. These differences were mapped against the 

views of students and staff in the four institutions, with the purpose of identifying the effectiveness, 

or lack thereof, of the different policies and procedures, within the context of each university. The 

disparity in universities’ practices in dealing with plagiarism has also been reported in other studies 

(Sutherland-Smith, 2011).  

 

8.3 Emerging Themes on Issues with Plagiarism Arising from Study 

 

This study has generated a large number of themes. These themes are presented in the order of the 

underpinning guiding questions of the research question 1. An overall listing of these themes is given 

in Appendix H. 

 

8.3.1 A - Themes Arising from the Characteristics of the TNHE Environment in Singapore 

 

Two themes were identified as arising from the characteristics of the TNHE environment in 

Singapore, as detailed in Sections 5.2 and 8.2: 

 

Theme A1:  Teaching staff under dual institutional pressure  

Within the TNHE environment, teaching staff, who are mostly part-time, have to report to two 

separate senior management entities which recruit and monitor them: that of the local partner, the 

PEI, and that of the TNHE institution. This dual environment in which teaching staff operate is unique 

to the TNHE sector and is quite different to the home campus environment (Healey, 2015a). This 

dual institutional pressure was referred to in the staff interviews: “[H]ome campus does not have 

control over their employment [of local teaching staff]. The partner institution has control over that” 

and “[PEIs] are for profit – teaching staff’s reemployment depends on staff evaluation”. Additionally, 

one student pointed out: “There is a conflict of interest [for local teaching staff, between PEI and 

TNHE]”. 
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Theme A2:  Students viewed as paying customers 

Marketing strategies and constraints play an important role for both the local PEI and the TNHE 

institution. The marketing imperatives are crucial for the survival of both PEI and TNHE institutions 

within the TNHE environment (Chan, 2012a; Hill et al., 2014; Henderson, Barnett, & Barrett, 2017), 

which is characterised by a more volatile market than that of the home campus, due to the more 

diverse aspects of its students and staff base and of its operational environment. The PEI needs to 

remain profitable whilst the TNHE institution needs to remain, if not profitable, at least sustainable. 

Students, as paying customers, are vital to the partnership. External agents are used locally and 

internationally to recruit them. Once recruited, constraints to keep them satisfied within the system 

may be in tension with education quality concerns. In the interviews, staff reported on the 

occasionally relaxed attitude of the PEI or TNHE institution towards student plagiarism: “I report 

them but the school is too lenient [and] there are no consequences for the student. Sometimes students 

get a warning letter or the case is dropped. Cases have been ignored” and “I have flagged a 

‘recycling’ case to the UC [Unit Coordinator] but the UC accepted the assignment and passed the 

student”. 

 

8.3.2 B - Themes Arising from Institutional Policies and Procedures on Plagiarism  

 

Five themes were identified from the examination of the online documents of the institutions’ policies 

and procedures on plagiarism, and from the corresponding views expressed by the students and staff 

in the surveys and interviews. 

 

Theme B1:  Limited effectiveness of institutions’ online policies and procedures on plagiarism 

All four institutions had their plagiarism policies and procedures available online. In most cases, 

plagiarism was not clearly defined, and procedures on breaches and penalties were not distinctly 

identified. Yet, the majority of the students (85% to 93%) thought that clear and specific information 

on these policies and procedures was provided. However, when investigated through the survey, 

levels of student uncertainty reached 30% in some cases, and student disagreement with some cases 

of plagiarism was quite high, reaching up to half of the students surveyed. This uncertainty and these 

misconceptions on some aspects of plagiarism and on plagiarism policies were also evident from the 

staff, with between 30% to 50% of them willing to accept fairly large amounts of plagiarised material 

(e.g., exceeding 10%), taking their own punitive action, or admitting their ignorance on the 

appropriate action required for plagiarism cases. For the students, this would imply that online 

information needs to be put to the test through further education and strict implementation for it to be 

fully understood and complied with. For the staff, this would imply the need for adequate training on 
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the institution’s policies and procedures on plagiarism. Weber-Wulff (2015) emphasised the need for 

clear and transparent plagiarism policies to combat a systemic problem. 

 

Theme B2:  Lack of briefing on plagiarism during orientation week 

A briefing on plagiarism during orientation week was not taking place for some institutions. Such a 

briefing is essential as it reminds new students of the importance of plagiarism, of its ethical aspects, 

and of the consequences of failing to adhere to policies. 

 

Theme B3:  Limited effectiveness of compulsory online module on academic integrity  

Institutions A and C did not have a compulsory online module on academic integrity. The module is 

usually a short duration test of about one hour, which can be taken repetitively until fully completed 

to a 100% pass. However, although this type of module is better than none, it is not very effective as 

an in-depth teaching tool on plagiarism: some students may work out the required answers from the 

choice of answers made available without gaining the understanding expected from the questions. 

Analysis of the student survey revealed that an online module on academic integrity, even when 

compulsory, did not improve the students’ understanding of plagiarism in a significant way that would 

have been picked up statistically through cross-tabulation, as shown in Table 5.9 for the case of 

Institution D. 

 

Theme B4:  Lack of compulsory session on plagiarism for new students  

Only one institution (Institution B) provided a session on plagiarism embedded within a compulsory 

workshop on academic literacies for new students. Students from this institution had a significantly 

better understanding of plagiarism, as statistically revealed through cross-tabulation, as detailed in 

Chapter 5 and shown in Tables 5.7 and 5.9. Other institutions did not provide such a useful training 

session to their students. 

 

Theme B5:  Lack of effective use of plagiarism detection software 

Most of the institutions used plagiarism detection software, but not consistently across all of their 

programmes or modules. These plagiarism detection software packages were discussed in detail in 

Section 2.3.3. They have two main benefits: (1) detecting the amount of material plagiarised from 

other sources; and (2) allowing the students to improve their plagiarism awareness by using the 

software to gradually decrease the amount of plagiarised material in their assignments. However, 

plagiarism detection software packages also have a drawback in that some students can hide their acts 

of plagiarism by artificially lowering the indicated amount of plagiarism using a number of strategies. 

Both students and staff mentioned these benefits and drawbacks in the surveys and interviews 
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conducted in this study. Some students reported that staff or faculties did not allow them any training 

on plagiarism through successive submissions: “It would help if several Turnitin submissions were 

allowed prior to the final one” and “staff should permit multiple submissions to improve 

understanding and reduce plagiarism”. Some staff members stated that they were not adequately 

trained to deal with plagiarism cases reported by the plagiarism detection software reports: “I haven’t 

been inducted into the process - maybe [I need to] consult with the UC”. Childers and Bruton (2016) 

reported that students with previous experience in the use of TurnitinTM did not perform better than 

other students in identifying plagiarism in complex cases. This may be due to the fact that the software 

only detects strings of copied work.  

 

Ideally, there should be consistency by the institution or the faculty in using any plagiarism detection 

software for both detection and training, combined with the possibility of input from a member of the 

teaching staff who detects any unusual pattern in the student’s assignment. The need for such an 

additional qualitative input was also suggested by Warn (2006, p. 201): “the quantitative measures 

derived from the output can be of use, but qualitative judgment is still needed”. None of the 

institutions in this study had such a flexible system of plagiarism detection. 

 

8.3.3 C - Themes Arising from Students’ Views on Plagiarism  

 

The relatively large number of themes in this section is due to the many findings extracted from the 

extensive amount of data presented in Chapters 4, 5 and 7, pertaining to the students’ views on 

plagiarism from the surveys and interviews. The themes in this section are presented in the following 

order: (1) themes related to general aspects of plagiarism, as reported in the literature (Themes C1 to 

C9); (2) themes arising from specific views given by the students (Themes C10 to C16); (3) themes 

arising from cross-tabulation data (Themes C17 to C27); and (4) others (Themes C28 and C29).  

 

Theme C1: Persistent uncertainty, even for obvious cases of plagiarism 

The survey revealed a persistent level of uncertainty, starting at around 4% (for the obvious 

plagiarism case of ‘no source citation’) and remaining at around 8 to 11% for the other cases. These 

figures were for the whole cohort of students. When considering the students by categories, spikes in 

higher levels of uncertainty emerged. Even for the obvious case of plagiarism (‘no source citation’), 

uncertainty levels ranged between 9 and 12% for certain institutions, fields of study, nationalities and 

countries of previous study. The ‘self-plagiarism’ case reached an uncertainty level of 37% for 

engineering students. The case of ‘partial referencing’ reached a peak of 22% for students in 

engineering and those from Myanmar. The case of ‘collusion within group work’ had levels of 
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uncertainty of 24% and 28% for the students from Malaysia and Myanmar, respectively. The 

remaining cases of plagiarism, ‘partial reuse of a friend’s work’ and ‘back-translation’, had levels of 

uncertainty at 29% and 24%, respectively, for the students from Malaysia and Myanmar. This 

persistent high level of uncertainty among the students from some neighbouring countries could arise 

from their different cultural and academic backgrounds, with different approaches to learning. They 

appeared to struggle more with the concept of plagiarism, lacking perhaps the necessary information 

on plagiarism and the relevant academic reading and writing skills required in the Singapore TNHE 

context. The high level of uncertainty among the engineering students in the case of ‘self-plagiarism’ 

(at 37%) may indicate that reuse of previous work may have been allowed. For the self-plagiarism 

case, students in science-related programs (engineering, IT and science) had higher disagreement 

levels (from 32% to 39%) than students in business-related programs (business, commerce and 

communication), who had lower levels ranging from 21% to 24%. Students in science-related 

programmes may have a stronger sense of work ownership, as reported in theme C4, or may have had 

less education on plagiarism (or both).  

 

Although most students believed that they were well informed about their institution’s plagiarism 

policies and procedures, many of them (37%), in the interviews, revealed a lack of information and 

guidance on plagiarism: “Students think plagiarism is not important”; “they are ill-informed about 

what they may or may not do”; “They [institution and staff] don’t provide strategies”. Uncertainty on 

plagiarism has been mentioned in many studies as one of the key issues (Gullifer & Tyson, 2014; 

Powell & Singh, 2016).  

 

Theme C2: Willingness to plagiarise  

In line with recent findings (Hansen & Anderson, 2015; Yazici et al., 2011), up to 30% of the students 

in this survey indicated that they would plagiarise if it was tolerated by teaching staff, when they 

faced difficult assignments or under time pressure. The following replies occurred in the student 

survey to the question ‘Would you do the same?’ for the obvious case of plagiarism of Scenario 1 (no 

source citation): “Yes, if surveillance is weak”; “Yes, because I am lazy”; “Yes, to get good grade 

and ideas”; “Yes, too troublesome to cite”. The following replies occurred for Scenario 3 (partial 

referencing): “Sometimes I forget to”; “Yes, it's a way to finish homework”; “Sometimes yes, when 

stuck”; “Yes, will have to do less”. These outline the willingness of some students to plagiarise to 

save time, to get better grades, and if they can get away with it. This was also confirmed by the 

following reasons for plagiarism given by the students (n = 441) which indicate intentional plagiarism 

and willingness to plagiarise: (1) Easy way out / laziness (at 39%); (2) to save time / time constraints 

(at 18%); and (3) difficulty of assignments (at 17%).  
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This willingness to plagiarise was also identified in the additional comments given by some of the 

students who replied ‘yes’ to the survey question, ‘Are there times or situations where plagiarism 

would be acceptable?: “Yes, if deadline is unreasonable and very time consuming”; “Yes, when there 

is a time consuming problem”. In the interviews, comments referred to students: (1) willingly 

plagiarising to ensure they get their degree: “They [students] are motivated to plagiarise to get the 

upper hand”; (2) selecting units that were easier to pass due to staff leniency: “The students try to 

find out from elders who closes one eye and who is strict [before enrolling in a unit]”; or (3) even 

switching institutions to would provide an easier route to the degree: “In the middle of their course, 

some ‘struggling’ students, aware of an ‘easier’ course in another [TNHE]institution, leading to a 

similar degree, would switch to that institution”. This would seem to correspond to something of a 

customer culture, characterised by open resistance, where students see themselves as customers who 

have paid for a service, which they expect to be delivered without too much effort on their part, by 

making their own judgements on the assignments having unreasonable deadlines or requiring too 

much time or effort to complete, by selecting ‘softer’ units/modules, or even by switching TNHE 

institutions for a faster route to a degree. 

 

Another finding in the survey was the perception that plagiarism was widespread amongst other 

students. In the interviews, most of the students claimed to know of other students who plagiarised, 

thus gaining an unfair advantage. This might give some respondents a sense of injustice, as 

highlighted by other researchers (Hansen & Anderson, 2015; Park, 2004). 

 

Theme C3: Academic misconduct not considered a serious issue  

In the survey, the main reason for plagiarism, as given by 39% of the students, was: ‘easy way out / 

laziness’. Within this reason lies a lazy attitude adopted by some students, as highlighted by the 

following replies to the survey question: ‘Would you do the same?’ regarding several plagiarism 

scenarios: “Yes, I like easy life”; “Yes, I will have to do less”; “Yes, because I am lazy”; and “Yes, too 

troublesome to cite”. 

 

In the interviews, about 20% of the students dismissed plagiarism as a problem not worth considering, 

with comments such as: “Not a problem, not many care about it”; and “People [students]are not 

bothered”. This confirms the rather relaxed, not too bothered attitude of some students towards 

plagiarism. There has been limited research on this ‘not too bothered attitude’ of some students, which 

tends to be put together with the willingness to plagiarise of some students to gain an unfair advantage. 

Yet, this attitude stems from a lack of situational ethics (as defined in Chapter 1) on the part of some 

students.  
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Theme C4: Self-plagiarism not considered an act of plagiarism 

In the survey, the plagiarism Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) was the third most disputed case by the 

students, after Scenario 4 (collusion within group work) and Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s 

work). A significant proportion of the students surveyed (29%) believed that their previous work 

could be recycled, as it was their ‘own work’ (main reason for doing so, as given by 79%). Some 

strong comments from the survey confirm this view, with the following replies to the survey question: 

‘Would you do the same?’ in the case of Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism): “Yes, copyright belongs to 

me”; “Yes, absolutely, I have the right to do so”; “I would, it’s my work, I don't understand why 

not”; and “Yes, my work after all”. To the survey question: ‘Are there times or situations where 

plagiarism would be acceptable?’, responses that can be linked to self-plagiarism from the students 

who replied yes, were: “Yes, self-plagiarism is ok”; and “Yes, if [taken] from previous assignment”. 

 

Strong levels of disagreement that self-plagiarism was a case of plagiarism were observed for students 

from Institution C (at 50%), from IT (at 39%), and for part-time students (at 35%). 

 

Bennett et al. (2011), from a survey of 158 instructors in psychology in the USA, reported that up to 

45% of them were unsure as to whether self-plagiarism (recycling) could be conceived as plagiarism. 

These fairly high levels of uncertainty were blamed by the staff on the lack of clear guidelines from 

the institutions. Halupa and Bolliger (2013) confirmed similar views from staff, with institutions 

lacking specific guidelines on self-plagiarism, and staff acting subjectively, leading to inconsistencies 

in the treatment of self-plagiarism cases. Bruton (2014) emphasised the unethical nature of self-

plagiarism and the need to provide better education “given the genuine puzzlement and confusion 

that the issue of self-plagiarism generates” (p. 193). 

 

Theme C5: Collusion within group work not considered as an act of plagiarism  

A large number of students strongly believed that there is no plagiarism involved in nearly identical 

assignments submitted in the context of a group work assessment, despite instructions that 

assignments should remain individualised. The level of disagreement exceeded 50% in some 

institutions. Over the whole cohort, nearly half of the students (45%) reported that they would engage 

in such an activity, the reason given by 97% of them being that ‘they shared the same ideas’. Many 

students even believed that it should be acceptable to their institution (31%) and to their lecturer 

(36%). Many comments from the survey emphasise this view, with the following replies to the 

question: ‘Would you do the same?’ in the case of Scenario 4 (collusion within group work): “Yes, 

as a group we share our opinion”; “Yes, common thinking”; “Yes, work in group and discuss same 

questions”; “Yes, group work with shared ideas”; “Yes, it is collaborative work”; “Yes, same 
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points”; “Yes, similar results inevitable”; and “Yes, pointless to have 2 versions”. These comments 

illustrate a sense of bewilderment or even resentment that collusion within group work could be 

conceived of as plagiarism. 

 

This confusion by students regarding the difference between collaboration and collusion within group 

work is a worldwide phenomenon. A survey of student views on plagiarism carried out on home 

campuses in the UK and in Australia also revealed that students considered plagiarism within group 

work to be much less serious than other types (Sutton et al., 2014). IT students in this study were 

found to be the least aware of collusion, with 69% openly disagreeing that it could be considered 

plagiarism, against 24% who agreed. This relates to the findings by Fraser (2014) that computer 

science students had the highest collusion record due to the specific collaborative nature of their 

assignments. Students may require a more educative approach from institutions and staff and clearer 

guidance from assignment setters to dissipate any confusion as to what is expected of them. 

 

Theme C6: Willingness to reuse parts of a friend’s work  

A large number of students (35%) disagreed that the partial reuse of a friend’s work could be 

conceived of as an act of plagiarism, with 41% willing to engage in such action, the main reason 

given by 69% of them being one of convenience. This is confirmed by numerous comments in the 

survey, with the following replies to the survey question: ‘Would you do the same?’ in the case of 

Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work): “Yes, if surveillance is weak”; “Yes, easier when [you] 

have one to refer to”; “Yes, some projects are not easy”; “Yes, easier to complete assignment”; 

“Yes, to save time and energy”; “Yes, if they scored well”; “Yes, it allows a head start”; “Yes, info 

is already there”; and “Yes, I don’t have to do from scratch”. The variety of reasons given in these 

comments (all implying intentional plagiarism) demonstrates the ease students have in borrowing and 

reusing their friends’ work.  

 

That so many students thought that it was acceptable to treat a friend’s work as partly their own is not 

unusual. Arhin’s (2009) findings reveal that copying from a friend’s work with consent is perceived 

by many students as being less dishonest than copying without consent. This could be related to the 

broader culture of sharing (Aigrain, 2012; Palmer, Oakley, & Pegrum, 2017; Pegrum, 2009; 

Sutherland-Smith, 2008), including recycling and adapting materials (Evering & Moorman, 2012). 

 

Theme C7: Lack of adequate knowledge of plagiarism for a minority  

This theme arose from the perceived view of some students that plagiarism is acceptable under certain 

circumstances, including the use of fairly large amounts of plagiarised material. As such, this lack of 
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knowledge of plagiarism may be additional to the uncertainty levels and disagreement levels 

mentioned in earlier themes. To the question ‘Are there times or situations where plagiarism is 

acceptable?’ nearly half the students (46%) replied positively, with responses indicating their lack of 

knowledge pertaining to: (1) for small amounts only (at 29%); (2) when it is general information 

[taken directly from a source, without paraphrasing or citation] (at 22%); (3) for recycling own work 

(at 11%). Acceptable amounts of plagiarised material, according to students, ranged from none to 

values in excess of 30%.  

 

As discussed earlier, uncertainty and disagreement levels reported across the various cases of 

plagiarism scenarios were also indicative of a lack of knowledge of plagiarism. One student even 

commented that it would be acceptable to use “10% of a book” with the same rights as those of printed 

material. Some students did not seem to be aware that they have the right to use parts of specific 

information (such as figures, data, standard calculations, for instance), albeit with adequate 

referencing. Lack of knowledge of plagiarism, as would be expected, is another key underlying reason 

behind plagiarism (mainly unintentional), as reported in many studies (Gullifer & Tyson, 2014; Park, 

2003; Powell & Singh, 2016). 

 

Theme C8: Role of language issues in plagiarism  

As mentioned in many studies, language issues play a role in plagiarism for students from countries 

with a first language other than English (Davis, 2013; Huang 2005; Kutieleh & Adiningrum, 2011; 

Li, 2013a; Li & Casanave, 2012; McGowan, 2005a). Although ‘language issues’, as a reason for 

plagiarism, was only given in the survey by 4% of the full cohort of students, it kept re-emerging as 

an important issue in other parts of the survey and in the interviews. The following replies occurred 

in the student survey to the question ‘Would you do the same?’ for some cases of plagiarism: “Yes, I 

do not always get the meaning” and “Sometimes, when I don’t understand”, implying language 

issues. The reason “Some people's English is not good”, given by one of the students who replied 

‘Yes’ to the question; ‘Are there times or situations where plagiarism would be acceptable?’, typifies 

the language issue. From the interviews, this comment “In Singapore, [plagiarism is] very common. 

If they are not good in English…so they do it [they plagiarise]” suggests that some students plagiarise 

because of their poor English language skills. 

 

Theme C9: Role of digital technologies in facilitating plagiarism 

Digital technologies facilitate plagiarism and, in some cases, ‘tempt’ students to plagiarise or disguise 

their plagiarism. In the interviews, most students emphasised the strong relationship between digital 

technologies and plagiarism, the former making it easier and more convenient to plagiarise, or, even, 
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as one student pointed out, “More tempting”. On the use of plagiarism detection software, one student 

even commented on the usefulness of information on plagiarism to defeat its detection: “If they 

[students] are well informed, then they have a better escape strategy”. Some students raised the issue 

that the percentage amount of plagiarised material, as indicated by the detection software, can be 

decreased using clever strategies and may, therefore, not be a true indication of the amount of copied 

material: “But Turnitin is not reliable. It doesn’t pick [it] up…Tech savvy students get their way with 

Turnitin and it is impossible for lecturers to check on that. I know students who know how to”, and 

“Students work it out; they [students] can change words here and there until the highlighted text 

magically disappears”. 

 

Theme C10: Frequent student admissions of plagiarism  

Many students admitted to plagiarism and also believed that plagiarism was widespread among their 

fellow students. In the survey, depending on the plagiarism scenario, 12 to 38% of the respondents 

acknowledged that they had engaged in similar activities and between 17 and 26% of them knew of 

other students who plagiarised in similar cases. This implies that plagiarism is a widespread 

phenomenon within the TNHE student population. Moreover, they also believed that 30 to 64% of 

their fellow students engaged in such activities. This perception that a high proportion of fellow 

students engage in plagiarism may give some students a sense of injustice, inciting them towards 

intentional plagiarism. Many students requested a strict implementation of the policies and procedures 

on plagiarism. 

 

In the interviews, every student claimed to know of other students who plagiarised or had plagiarised. 

Reasons as to why this was so, ranged from unintentional plagiarism (e.g. lack of knowledge), to 

intentional plagiarism (e.g. because of staff leniency). Some students mentioned plain cheating (e.g. 

ghost writing, buying of assignments) as worse cases than plagiarism: “After students graduate, they 

sell their essay for about $10-20”; “It is easy because the topics of essays don’t change”; “Ghost 

writing happens”; or, even illegal acts: “Copying is easy but there is worse: stealing of documents, 

paying”. 

 

Theme C11: Perceived acceptability of substantial amounts of plagiarised material 

From the student survey, nearly half of the students (46%) found it acceptable to plagiarise in an 

assignment. For these students, acceptable amounts of plagiarised material could be up to 10% for 

39.3% of the students, or up to 20% for 29.9% of them. Some students (17.8% of those who responded 

‘yes’) would even contemplate percentages of plagiarised material of 30% or more. This represents a 

serious misunderstanding of the concept of plagiarism or a disregard of it. 
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Some of the reasons given by some of the students who replied ‘yes’ to the question, ‘Are there times 

or situations where plagiarism would be acceptable? were misconceived: “Yes, 10% printing of a 

book”; “about 10%”; “Facts are allowed”; “Yes, for background info”; “Some things cannot be 

changed”; “Yes, if from previous assignment”. Other given reasons would be acceptable provided 

they were adequately referenced or paraphrased: “Yes, when quoting general definitions & ideas”; 

“Common knowledge”; “Yes, common terms”; “Yes, when theory used for many years”; “Yes, when 

it is facts”. Students seemed unaware, when giving these reasons, that they had to either quote, or 

paraphrase general information taken from a source, and still provide in-text citation.  

 

According to the interviewed students, acceptable amounts of plagiarised material (excluding quoted 

material and references) varied from none to 25%, with a quarter of them expecting it to be up to 

10%, and nearly half of them stating that it could be up to 20%.  One student commented that this 

could be a flexible figure: “It depends… the teacher will tell the acceptable amount in percentage”. 

This confirms the lack of understanding or the lack of concern on the part of the students about the 

ethics of plagiarism, with a lack of adequate information from both the institution and their lecturers. 

 

Theme C12: Inadequate information on plagiarism policies, procedures and consequences 

This theme arose from the specific questions given to students on the level of information on 

plagiarism received from their institution. It is shown here as a separate theme from the previous ones 

referring to uncertainty, disagreement and lack of knowledge. Some students remained ill-informed 

on plagiarism policies and procedures and about consequences of plagiarism. In the interviews, just 

over half of the students believed that both students and staff were well informed on plagiarism 

policies and about consequences on plagiarism. One quarter believed that they were not well 

informed, denying being informed enough to avoid plagiarism (“No, not really… we didn’t know 

anything [about plagiarism] so we copied everything”) or lacking sufficient guidance to avoid 

plagiarism (“They [institution and staff] don’t provide strategies”). One comment was more emotive: 

“they [staff members] are using scaring tactics but they don’t provide guidance”.  The remainder of 

the students did not have much belief in the relevance of plagiarism. 

 

Theme C13: Need for plagiarism to be penalised 

The majority of students (about 60%) believed that plagiarism should be penalised, mainly through 

mark deduction. In the survey, the great majority of the students (86%, n = 383) who replied to the 

question ‘Should students be penalised for plagiarism?’ agreed they should, mainly through mark 

deduction (41%, n = 202). This could be due to the fact that students perceived plagiarism as being 

more prevalent in other students than in themselves: between 12 to 38% of the students (with 530 < 
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n < 568) revealed that they had engaged in plagiarism activities similar to the ones described in the 

six scenario cases, yet between 30 to 64% of the students (with 526 < n < 567) believed that other 

students had engaged in similar plagiarism activities. In the interviews, 88% of the students said they 

knew of students who plagiarised, and 30% of them recommended a more punitive approach (harsher 

penalties and strict compliance with rules) to deal with plagiarism cases. As noted earlier, the 

perception that plagiarism is widespread amongst other students, which might give some respondents 

a sense of injustice, has also been highlighted by other researchers (Hansen & Anderson, 2015; Park, 

2004). 

 

Theme C14: Unit on plagiarism suggested to improve plagiarism awareness 

Regarding suggestions on how students should be educated about plagiarism, the main answers were: 

(1) a taught unit on plagiarism (at 35%); (2) a training workshop (at 22%); and (3) reminders and help 

from lecturer (at 18%). A training workshop, often made available at the beginning of the course, 

would provide students with basic knowledge on academic literacies skills and academic integrity, 

whilst a unit on plagiarism would be taught over a term of study.  To the researcher’s knowledge, 

such a specific module on plagiarism, as the first recommendation made in this survey by the students, 

is rarely offered by institutions, whether on a home campus or within a transnational environment. 

None of the institutions in this study provided a unit on plagiarism. The benefits of a training 

workshop to increase plagiarism awareness have been mentioned by Carroll (2004) and Newton et 

al. (2014).  

 

In the interviews, to reduce plagiarism, students suggested both educative and punitive approaches. 

There were many suggestions for the educative approach. Some of them were quite specific: “Show 

real life situation”; “Online modules may help but the tone and look of the lecturer matters more; in 

an online environment, it is totally different” and “Singaporeans prefer face-to-face”. This stresses 

the preference for face-to-face teaching, as opposed to online teaching. The positive effects of a face-

to-face, staff-student interaction, on the level of student learning and satisfaction have been 

emphasised in many studies (Soontiens & Pedigo, 2013; Tait, Van Eeden, & Tait, 2002). 

Additionally, as stated by Bowers and Kumar (2015, p. 28), “The physical and psychological distance 

between instructors and students in online courses can create this feeling of alienation and 

disconnectedness”. Real examples of how to avoid plagiarism and real cases of plagiarism, which led 

to real consequences, obviously all within an anonymity framework, could perhaps be quite effective 

learning tools. Students also wished for some form of teaching on plagiarism and academic writing 

skills: “Teach how to paraphrase; scaring students is not good enough”; and “Teach them skills”. 

Punitive approaches mentioned harsher penalties and, interestingly, a strict application of the rules: 
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“Execute what you said you would do!” Resentment by some students at seeing plagiarism cases go 

unpenalised was mentioned here and has also been mentioned in other studies as a further incitement 

for some students to plagiarise (Bolin, 2004; Hard, Conway, & Moran, 2006; Kuntz & Butler, 2014; 

O’Rourke et al., 2010). 

 

Theme C15: Compulsory plagiarism workshop to improve students’ understanding 

Students from the institution which provided a compulsory workshop on plagiarism had the highest 

level of understanding of plagiarism. As shown in Table 5.9, Chi-Square analysis showed a 

statistically significant relationship between the level of plagiarism awareness for Scenario 2 (self-

plagiarism) and 4 (collusion within group work) and the institution. Students from Institution B had 

the highest level of plagiarism awareness, with 50% and 72.5% of its students agreeing that collusion 

and self-plagiarism, respectively, were cases of plagiarism. Institution B was the only one to offer a 

compulsory workshop on academic literacies which included aspects of plagiarism. Institution C had 

the lowest level of awareness, with 27.1% and 43.5%, respectively, in agreement with the same cases 

of plagiarism. Yet, institution C had well-defined online plagiarism policies and clear procedures on 

breaches and penalties. This would imply that online information, no matter how well defined, if not 

put into practice through further education and strict implementation, has little effect. The workshop 

on plagiarism could be followed by a unit on plagiarism as suggested in Theme C14. 

 

Theme C16: Intentional plagiarism prevalent  

According to the students, intentional plagiarism (due to laziness, time constraints and difficulty of 

assignment) was prevalent at nearly 75% of the cases and unintentional plagiarism (due to lack of 

knowledge of plagiarism and language issues) would account for the remaining 25%. To the question 

‘In your view, what are the underlying reasons or the factors that contribute to students’ plagiarism?’, 

the main replies given were: (1) easy way out / laziness (at 39%); (2) time constraints (at 18%); (3) 

difficulty of assignment (at 17%); and (4) lack of knowledge of plagiarism (at 16%). If one combines 

the first three reasons, intentional plagiarism is prevalent (at 74%), with its underlying causes being 

convenience, poor time management and workload pressure as reported in many other studies, mainly 

carried out within a home campus environment (Comas-Forgas & Sureda-Negre, 2010; Hansen & 

Anderson, 2015; Park, 2004; Yazici et al., 2011). 

 

Theme C17: Significant relationships between level of plagiarism awareness and field of study  

As shown in Table 5.10, Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between 

the level of plagiarism awareness for Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and 4 (collusion within group work) 

and field of study. For the self-plagiarism case, the largest amount of disagreement was among the 
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IT students (39%), followed by those studying in the science (33%) and engineering (32%) fields. 

For collusion within group work, the level of disagreement that this was a case of plagiarism was 

highest for students in IT (at 69%) and in communication (at 52%). This finding supports those of 

Fraser (2014), that computer science students were typical collusion offenders, due to the specific 

collaborative nature of their assignments.  

 

Theme C18: Differences in plagiarism awareness between business students and full cohort of 

students 

There were conflicting results between business students and the full cohort of students in the 

relationship between level of plagiarism awareness and ‘Year of Study’ or ‘Length of Study’. For 

business students, experience through ‘year of study’ or ‘length of study’ did not seem to account for 

any significant variation in Scenarios 1, 3, 5 and 6. However, for Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and 

Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), increasing study experience showed a relationship with 

improved understanding of plagiarism. For Scenario 4, for example, the majority of final year students 

(51.2%) agreed that it was a case of plagiarism, whilst the majority of earlier year students had the 

opposite view. This may be expected as these students will have been longer in the educational system 

and may have encountered a variety of plagiarism issues through educative tutoring and/or punitive 

action. 

 

However, for the full cohort, as shown in Table 5.11, Chi-Square analysis showed a different 

statistically significant relationship between the level of plagiarism awareness for Scenarios 2 (self-

plagiarism) and 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work) and year of study. Levels of disagreement 

increased from first year students to final year students, which was an unexpected result. This could 

be due to the students reacting to the increasing workload as they progressed into the course, but there 

could be other reasons that are yet to be uncovered by further research. No significant relationship 

was observed for the other scenarios of plagiarism, but an opposing trend was observed for Scenario 

4 (collusion within group work), implying that students learnt to differentiate their collaborative work 

as they progressed through the course. The difference in the results for the two cohorts could perhaps 

be attributed to the wider variety of assignments for the non-business students. 

 

Theme C19: Strong disagreement on self-plagiarism by part-time students  

As shown in Table 5.12, Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between 

the level of disagreement for Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and mode of study. Part-time students 

disagreed more than their fellow full-time students (35.2% against 22.2%) that self-plagiarism is a 

case of plagiarism. One possible explanation would be that the sense of a right of ownership of one’s 
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work could perhaps be stronger with part-time students who tended to work more in isolation. No 

significant relationship was observed for the other cases of plagiarism.  

 

Theme C20 Higher level of uncertainty for female students 

No significant relationship was observed between the students’ replies to the cases of plagiarism and 

student gender. However, uncertainty among female students (ranging from 6% to 12%, with an 

average of 10%) was consistently higher than that of male students (ranging from 3% to 10%, with 

an average of 6.8%). As was also noted for the cohort of business students, male students seemed to 

be more categorical in their agreement or disagreement. This is in line with some studies which 

indicate that, in surveys, women tend to increase their uncertainty level (Palomares, 2009; Tannen, 

1995); as Hancock and Rubin (2015, p. 5) noted: "Females tend to increase the use of emotional 

words and uncertainty indicators". 

 

Theme C21: No significant differentiation in plagiarism awareness with age 

This study showed no significant relationship between the level of plagiarism awareness and age of 

the student. A relationship with age might have been expected if all the students from the cohort had 

entered university studies at the same age, rendering ‘age’ a similar attribute to that of ‘year of study’ 

or ‘length of study within the institution’. Obviously, this was not the case, as within the same class, 

there would be students of different ages, with age bearing no particular link with experience in 

plagiarism. In a study restricted to unauthorised software copying, Hsieh and Tze-Kuang (2012) 

found that pre-university students in Taiwan had a greater compliance with intellectual property rules 

than their older counterparts at university. This is, however, a very specific context and it does not 

necessarily show that age is generally a key differentiating factor in the understanding of plagiarism 

within the higher education sector. 

 

Theme C22: Significant relationships between plagiarism awareness and nationality  

As shown in Table 5.16, Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between 

the level of plagiarism awareness for Scenarios 4 (self-plagiarism) and 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s 

work) and student nationality, with students from China, followed by students from Singapore, having 

the greatest levels of agreement that these were cases of plagiarism. No consistent ranking for 

nationality was observed across these two scenarios. A statistically significant relationship between 

the level of plagiarism awareness for Scenario 6 (back-translation) and student nationality was also 

observed, with students from China, Myanmar and Indonesia showing the least awareness. This may 

be more of a language issue than intentional plagiarism, as was evidenced by the students’ comments 

on this topic: “If they are not good in English… so they do it [plagiarise]”, “Students with weak 
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English language”, “Students from China and Korea, their English is weak”. No significant 

relationship was observed for the other scenarios of plagiarism. Students from Myanmar, followed 

by students from Malaysia, had the highest levels of uncertainty for most of the scenarios.  

 

Theme C23: Significant relationships between plagiarism awareness and first language 

As shown in Table 5.17, Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between 

the students’ replies to Scenarios 2 (self-plagiarism) and Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work) 

and first language, with students whose first language was Chinese having the highest level of 

awareness for both scenarios. It is to be noted that some of the students whose first language was 

Chinese may also have been Singaporean nationals with a good command of the English language. 

A statistically significant relationship between the level of plagiarism awareness for Scenario 6 (back-

translation) and first language was also observed, with students whose first language was Chinese, 

followed by students whose first language was Indonesian, showing the least awareness. As noted 

above, this may be more a case of unintentional plagiarism due to a language issue rather than a case 

of intentional plagiarism. No significant relationships or consistent rankings were observed for the 

other scenarios of plagiarism. As noted earlier by nationality, students whose first language was 

Burmese had the highest level of uncertainty across most of the scenarios. 

 

Theme C24: Significant relationships between plagiarism awareness and country of previous 

study 

As shown in Table 5.18, Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between 

the students’ replies to Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a 

friend’s work) and Scenario 6 (back-translation,) and country of previous study. Although the 

rankings varied from scenario to scenario and did not lead to any consistent ranking for plagiarism 

awareness, the highest levels of disagreement that these were cases of plagiarism came from students 

who had previously studied in Indonesia, for Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), in Myanmar, 

for Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work), and in China, for Scenario 6 (back-translation). 

Again, this could be a language issue (unintentional plagiarism) rather than a strategy to disguise 

plagiarism (intentional plagiarism). 

 

Theme C25: Significant relationship between entry level qualifications and initial plagiarism 

awareness  

As shown in Table 5.19, Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between 

the level of plagiarism awareness for Scenarios 2 (self-plagiarism) and 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s 

work) and entry level. In both cases, students who had entered their current course from a previous 
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university course had the highest level of plagiarism awareness. This is likely to be due to their recent 

university experience. The other three entry levels, A level (or equivalent), Foundation and Diploma, 

fared differently depending on the plagiarism case, although students with A level entry (or 

equivalent) had a better awareness level of plagiarism on most of the scenario cases than the students 

from Foundation or Diploma entry. This may be due to the fact that these students would have 

completed a more rigorous pre-university qualification.  

 

Theme C26: Improvement in academic integrity hindered by previously tolerant approaches 

to learning  

Different approaches to learning, as practiced in previous countries of study where plagiarism was 

taken less seriously, play a resisting role in improving academic integrity. Cross-tabulation results 

from the survey revealed that students who had studied in neighbouring countries such as Indonesia 

and Malaysia had a lower level of plagiarism awareness for most of the scenario cases. Further checks 

with students from other countries which were not included in the cross-tabulation analysis (as these 

cases represented less than 2% of the students from the whole cohort) revealed that students who had 

their prior studies in Vietnam also showed a lower level of plagiarism awareness. Students who had 

their prior studies in Myanmar showed greater levels of uncertainty.  

 

In the interviews, the view was stated by some students from neighbouring countries with different 

approaches to learning that plagiarism issues were ignored there: “Depends on nationality: China, 

Indonesia, India, Pakistan: in our countries, there are no stringent guidelines; it is not a big deal and 

very convenient [to plagiarise]”; and “No, not really. For example, back in India, there were not a 

lot of assignments, we didn’t know anything so we copied everything – there was no relevance to 

plagiarism”. This illustrates the need to provide an adequate (not just a session of a few hours) 

workshop on academic reading and writing skills at the beginning of the term for all new students in 

order to bring the students onto the same level ground before the start of their studies. It is worth 

noting that this particular theme would not have been so openly disclosed without the interview stage, 

which was complementary to the survey study. Assessment from the survey results may have 

indicated it, but it is the interview stage that confirmed it. 

 

Theme C27: Limited conceptions of plagiarism in students from some neighbouring countries 

Levels of uncertainty and of disagreement for many of the cases of plagiarism were quite high for 

students from the neighbouring countries of Indonesia, Malaysia and Myanmar. As mentioned earlier, 

in theme C26, this may be due to a lack of knowledge and misconceptions about plagiarism arising 

from differences in academic and cultural backgrounds with different approaches to learning. 
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Theme C28: Plagiarism awareness not improved by an online academic integrity module 

The availability of an online academic integrity module did not raise the level of awareness of 

plagiarism. Three of the four Australian TNHE institutions had an online academic integrity module. 

Students from two of these institutions had a lower level of plagiarism awareness. The third institution 

also had a face-to-face induction workshop which included teaching of plagiarism, and produced 

distinctly better results on plagiarism awareness. This suggests that on online module on academic 

integrity, whether merely available or made compulsory, may not be very effective in improving the 

students’ understanding of plagiarism. This was explained in more detail in Theme B3. 

 

Theme C29: Part-time staff leniency claimed by majority of students 

Many students claimed that part-time staff (who constitute the majority of the teaching staff within a 

transnational environment) were likely to be lenient in their approach to student plagiarism because 

of: (1) the need to keep high evaluation scores by their students for contract renewal; and (2) the extra 

time or work requirement to pursue plagiarism cases due to their busy schedules or laziness. 

 

As mentioned earlier, part-time staff can account for anything between 70% to 90% of the teaching 

staff involved in the delivery of the Australian TNHE programmes in Singapore. Having less 

interaction with home campus faculties than their full-time counterparts, and being subjected to short-

term employment contracts on a rolling basis, there is a general belief in the literature on transnational 

education (Gribble & McBurnie, 2015; Healey, 2015b) that they may be more lenient in their attitude 

towards students. This aspect was explored through the last question put to the student interviewees: 

‘In your opinion, do some affiliate lecturers ignore plagiarism cases. If so, why?’.  Most of the 

students thought that part-time staff were more lenient in their attitudes and actions towards 

plagiarism than full-time staff, giving two reasons. The first reason is that part-time staff need to have 

a good relationship with students in order to obtain good evaluations and keep their employment: 

“Affiliate [part-time] lecturers ignore [plagiarism] but not full-time lecturers. Part-time lecturers’ 

job dependent on the rating so they are lenient to please students and to get higher ratings”; and “If 

they did their job properly, students would think they are mean. they may lose their jobs due to 

students’ bad evaluation or high failure rates”. The second reason is the amount of work and time 

involved in pursuing plagiarism cases: “Procedures are hard and lengthy…time issues”; “Yes, some 

of them do because they are lazy, they want to finish their work quickly”; and “It is less work for 

them”. This is a particular issue characteristic of transnational education.  
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8.3.4 D - Themes Arising from Staff Views on Plagiarism  

 

The relatively large number of themes in this section is due to the many findings extracted from the 

extensive amount of data presented in Chapters 6 and 7, pertaining to the staff views on plagiarism 

from the survey and interviews. The themes in this section are presented in the following order: (1) 

themes related to the views of staff on plagiarism (Themes D1 to D3); (2) themes related to 

misconceptions and complexities (Themes D4 to D7); and (3) others (Themes D8 to D12). 

 

Theme D1: Expectation of students plagiarisng 

Whilst the staff had a good understanding of plagiarism, most of them still expected their students to 

plagiarise, given the chance, even in obvious cases of plagiarism. This suggests a certain lack of 

interaction between the instructor and the student, as effective staff-student interaction should have 

improved the students’ awareness of plagiarism and the importance of avoiding it. This aspect has 

not been mentioned in previous studies and may be more characteristic of staff within a transnational 

environment which, due to the nature of the logistics (mainly part-time teachers and lack of time for 

effective staff-student interaction), does not always facilitate the learning process of the students. This 

environment is explained in more detail in the next theme. 

 

Theme D2: Intentional plagiarism from students  

Staff emphasised the intentional side of plagiarism among students, within a culture of sharing: 

“Students borrow assignments from each other, they like to share” and different ethics: “In their mind, 

there is no clear respect, it is not such a big offence”. They also admitted lack of knowledge of 

plagiarism, language issues, and inappropriate practices acquired in their previous study 

environments where plagiarism was tolerated, as other reasons for plagiarism. From the survey, the 

staff gave the following underlying reasons for student plagiarism, in decreasing response levels: (1) 

Lack of knowledge of plagiarism, at 31.5%; (2) Easy way out / laziness, at 29.6%; (3) Poor time 

management / time constraints, at 9.3%; (4) Difficult assignments / weak student, at 7.4%; (5) 

Couldn’t care less / lack of ethics, at 7.4%; and (6) Leniency of tutor / can get away with it, at 5.6%. 

The first four were also mentioned by the students, albeit in a different order. From the reasons given 

above, over 60% of the staff thought that students plagiarised intentionally due to workload pressure 

and different ethics. 

 

In the interviews, nearly all of the staff members (over 90%) perceived plagiarism as a real problem. 

Over 50% of the staff members also found plagiarism to be quite common among students. They 

gave several causes for plagiarism among students. One of them was the general lack of knowledge 
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of plagiarism: “Very often students do not see the boundaries [between what is or what is not 

plagiarism]”; and “It is becoming more common. Students don’t understand what constitutes 

plagiarism”. Another was the lack of knowledge, blamed, for some students, on their previous 

academic and cultural backgrounds in another country which formed their different approaches to 

learning: “Yes, it is [common], especially with foreign students from Vietnam and Myanmar because 

back at home they can copy”; and “Students were free to copy for many years in their home country”. 

Academic difficulties (students struggling with academic level, language problems) were also 

mentioned: “If students’ abilities are not too strong, students are likely to plagiarise”; “When students 

have difficulty in doing the work or they don’t grasp the content”; and “They might have language 

issues”. Laziness was another main culprit: “They might be lazy”. Uncertainty on the more complex 

cases of self-plagiarism and collusion was noted: “Yes, here, there are many cases of collusion and 

recycling but sometimes it is unintentional”. The prevalent ‘culture of sharing’ among students was 

also mentioned in the interviews: “Students borrow assignments from each other, they like to share”. 

 

Whilst all of the above reasons for plagiarism have been widely reported in many studies, it is worth 

noting that none of the staff mentioned two other reasons which have also been highlighted in several 

studies: ‘poor time management’ and ‘workload pressure’. The students did not mention these either 

in the interviews. In the surveys, 18% of the students and 9% of the staff had mentioned ‘poor time 

management / time constraints’. ‘Workload pressure’ was not mentioned in the surveys but this could 

be closely related to ‘time constraints’. 

 

Theme D3: Self-plagiarism and collusion within group work as clear cases of plagiarism 

Most of the staff considered self-plagiarism and collusion within group work as clear cases of 

plagiarism, in opposition to the views held by many of their students. This implies the need for 

teaching staff to make their assignment specifications and marking criteria quite clear to their 

students. This applies to both TNHE and home campus environments. It is noted that this stance from 

the TNHE staff is much stricter than that adopted by some lecturers in home campuses, as reported 

in some studies (Bennett et al., 2011; Flint et al., 2006; Halupa & Bolliger, 2013) where staff are 

often divided on issues of self-plagiarism and collusion within group work. The TNHE staff seemed 

to put the blame entirely onto the students, yet did not seem to have provided enough guidance to 

dissipate the confusion in the students’ perceptions. 

 

Theme D4: Willingness to accept up to 15% or more of plagiarised material 

In contrast to their high level of understanding of plagiarism issues, most of the staff would be willing 

to accept fairly large amounts of plagiarised material, ranging in the survey from none to 25% (with 
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nearly half of the staff willing to accept up to 15%), and up to 50% in the interviews. This indicates 

either a serious misunderstanding of the fundamental concept of plagiarism, or a rather pragmatic 

way of dealing with plagiarism, which implies ignorance or lack of ethics. The misunderstanding of 

the concept of plagiarism could be due to the lack of clear and specific guidelines from the institution 

as well as a lack of interaction between the ‘Teaching and Learning’ or ‘Academic Integrity’ staff (in 

charge of promoting plagiarism awareness among staff) and the lecturer/tutor. Either way, this is a 

serious failing of the concept of plagiarism and indicates the need for induction training on plagiarism 

for all new staff. 

 

Theme D5: Acceptability of plagiarism in certain situations 

In the survey, up to a quarter of the staff still believed that there are times or situations where 

plagiarism would be acceptable: (1) For similar case studies (at 33%); (2) When sourcing data, 

definitions, principles (at 33%); (3) In small amounts (at 17%); and (4) About 20% (at 17%). This 

attitude towards acceptance of plagiarism by some of the staff has also been observed in home campus 

institutions (Bennett et al., 2011; de Jager & Brown, 2010; Flint et al., 2006; Halupa & Bolliger, 

2013). It highlights both the reluctance of staff to deal with cases of plagiarism and the ineffective 

implementation by the institution of its plagiarism procedures. This stresses again the need for an 

induction course for all new staff and clearer guidelines from the institution.  

 

Theme D6: Lack of adequate information on plagiarism policies and procedures 

In the survey, the great majority of staff (81%) indicated that they were given clear and specific 

information on the institution’s procedures regarding plagiarism cases. Most of them (78%) knew of 

students who had plagiarised. Yet, as seen previously, only 18% to 36% of them would formally 

report plagiarism cases. Moreover, many members of staff would accept large amounts of plagiarised 

material and could envisage times or situations where plagiarism would be acceptable. This is in 

contradiction with their beliefs that they were well informed on plagiarism policies and procedures. 

Either these beliefs, when probed further, might prove to be less robust than expected, or some of the 

staff might feel less willing to enact some of the policies and procedures. 

 

This contradiction from the survey results was noted in the staff interviews, where up to half of the 

staff reported a lack of clear guidance from the institutions, as revealed in the following sections. In 

the interviews, on the provision of information about plagiarism, the members of staff were divided 

on whether they themselves or their students were well informed about it: “Students are not really 

informed”; and “As an affiliate staff, I was not told what to do”. 
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The need for further training on plagiarism was often emphasised: “We cannot expect them [students] 

to know, they are not trained”; “and “No, staff are not adequately trained”. About a third of the staff 

believed that students were well informed on the consequences of plagiarism but this was disputed 

by others: “No, not [the] students [they are not aware of the consequences]”; “They think they can 

appeal”; and “The first few semesters they are less aware”. Most members of staff remained 

uncertain about the actions required of them when dealing with plagiarism cases: “I am not sure, I try 

to scare them”; “It was left to us to decide on what to do”; “There is information about the problems 

but not on process, on judging the severity”; and “This leads to poor decision making”. Some 

members of staff mentioned the willingness of students to plagiarise, despite potential consequences: 

“All have been briefed but some choose to ignore, they don’t care and they don’t have the time”. 

Students had mentioned the ‘scaring’ tactics from the staff, suggesting, as seen earlier, better 

alternatives: “They [staff members] are using scaring tactics but they don’t provide guidance” and, 

“Teach how to paraphrase; scaring students is not good enough”. 

 

The uncertainty among many of the staff on how to deal with plagiarism cases and the unwillingness 

to deal with them as expected, imply the need for further and more effective training. 

 

Theme D7: Self-plagiarism viewed as a complex issue 

Some members of staff mentioned some of the complexities associated with self-plagiarism. This 

particular theme was pointed out by the staff, from their additional comments in the survey, 

emphasising two complex aspects of self-plagiarism. One is the uncertainty among some staff on how 

to deal with recycling, or partial recycling, of students’ own assignments: “I think that maybe once 

her work is handed in, it becomes the property of the institution? Thus, if she reuses it, she will be 

plagiarising? I'm not sure”. The other is the resulting lack of improvement in student learning that 

may arise from recycling of their own assignments, whether allowed or not, as the students are not 

putting in any extra effort: “I would be frustrated because of a different reason that I might have 

marked it before and if I see the same mistakes unchanged again, especially if she is repeating that 

module”.  

 

Theme D8: Educative approach favoured in reaction to plagiarism  

In the survey, there were various actions that would be taken by staff in the plagiarism cases 

mentioned in scenarios S1 to S6. The first measure would be an educative approach for 35% to 59% 

of the staff by providing advice, educating and counselling, followed by the punitive approach for 

18% to 36% of the staff (applying a penalty, reporting to the faculty, initiating a plagiarism 

procedure). Accepting resubmitted work was also considered appropriate by 10% to 25% of the staff. 
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This dominant educative approach contrasts with the negative view the staff had on their students’ 

propensity to plagiarise. 

 

Most staff recommended educating students caught plagiarising, through help and guidance first (with 

the possibility of re-doing their assignments), as advocated by Sutherland-Smith (2014), rather than 

coming up with punitive actions. Yet, as mentioned earlier, this proactive educative approach does 

not seem to be implemented effectively, possibly due to lack of contact time, which is characteristic 

of transnational education. An important finding is that staff differentiated less between Scenarios 1 

to 5, whilst many students considered Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and Scenario 4 (collusion within 

group work) as more or less legitimate cases for plagiarising. The complex issues which may be 

embedded in self-plagiarism and collusion cases seem to have been overlooked by most staff, who 

viewed them as plain cases of plagiarism. Also, Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work) was seen 

by many teaching staff as an obvious case of ‘plain cheating’, whilst many students would hold a 

different view, as seen in the previous sections. None of the staff directly attributed the current level 

of student plagiarism in higher education to poor habits gained in secondary schools (Bruton & 

Childers, 2016; Gourley & Deane, 2015; Li, 2015) but this may have been embedded in the ‘lack of 

knowledge of plagiarism’ which topped their list of reasons for plagiarism. 

 

In relation to actions to be taken for these acts of plagiarism by students, members of staff were 

overwhelmingly in favour of their own educative approach rather than applying recommended 

punitive actions. As reported in other studies, members of staff in many institutions felt entitled to 

apply their own judgement rather than directly follow the directives of the institutions, either for 

academic reasons (Bruton & Childers, 2016; Flint et al., 2006), or for more personal ones, such as 

lack of time or distraction from their teaching or research work (de Jager & Brown, 2010; Li, 2015; 

Sutherland-Smith, 2008). In the transnational environment, time constraints (rather than research 

demands, as most of the part-time staff are rarely engaged in research) may be the main factor for 

avoiding the task of engaging institutional penalty procedures. Moreover, the same time constraints 

could also be hindering effective staff-student interaction, resulting in a weak educative approach to 

plagiarism, which staff claim to favour. This could explain the strong negative view staff had of their 

students, i.e., the belief that they would willingly engage in acts of plagiarism. In the staff survey, it 

was striking to note that there was an extensive range of staff reactions to students’ plagiarism, from 

no reaction (accept work), through mild (resubmit assignment) to severe (engage plagiarism 

procedure, fail), and from punitive to educative. Also, although there was great consistency in what 

staff members considered as plagiarism, there was a large disparity in their views on how to deal 

with it.  



 

 

209 

 

In the staff interviews, similar emotive terms as the ones mentioned by students came up: “About the 

consequences? I am not sure, I try to scare them [students]”; and from one staff member suggesting 

a more educative approach: “I would give the student a chance, for example, two days to fix it. 

Students learn and don’t live in fear”. 

 

Theme D9: Need to avoid recycling of previous assignments 

The following theme on unintentional plagiarism due to collusion within group work was pointed out 

by the staff, from their additional comments in the survey: students may unintentionally plagiarise if 

the assignment given is too narrow in its focus and in its requirements, with students ending up 

producing very similar pieces of work. This would imply that, in some cases, the assignment setter 

may be more at fault than the student. Assignments should have a wide scope of research areas 

allowing for diversified work. They should also have clearly defined marking criteria and learning 

outcomes and, in the case of group work, specific requirements for individual contributions.  

 

Theme D10: Staff-student interaction hindered by time constraints 

In a typical TNHE environment in Singapore, part-time teaching staff (making up most of the staff) 

have busy schedules at the same institution or across several of them. They do not have a permanent 

office. Outside the limited contact offered by the lecture or tutorial/workshop sessions, students’ 

contact with the lecturer is by email or through an arranged session in a consultation room. Any 

further staff-student interaction is through voluntary participation by the part-time member of staff, 

as no further payment is made by the local partner institution or the TNHE institution. Healey (2015a) 

has pointed out some of these aspects of transnational education, indicating: “The higher the 

proportion of locally-hired [part-time] staff, the lower the operating costs” (p. 401). 

 

Theme D11: Need for adequate checks on English language proficiency 

The following theme on unintentional plagiarism due to language problems was pointed out by the 

staff: the English language proficiency of some students may not be adequate for studies which 

require a good working knowledge of the language, e.g. in business or in communication studies. The 

students’ English language proficiency may need to be checked at entry to the university through a 

test rather than just relying on a certificate (such as IELTS) which may not be sourced properly. 

Additionally, remedial English courses could be made available prior to the start of the studies. 

 

Theme D12: Part-time staff viewed as lenient towards plagiarism 

Regarding the belief by students that some part-time staff may ignore plagiarism cases, most of the 

part-time and full-time staff agreed that this was the case. One of the main reasons was the perceived 
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need for part-time staff to be lenient towards their students to ensure good evaluations and renewal 

of contracts (at 40% response level): “The system is set that way… if staff get 80% evaluation from 

students, then they get hired again. So lecturers try to please the students by ignoring plagiarism” 

and “There is a big pressure to get good feedback from students” (from a part-time lecturer); “Most 

[part-time staff] do [ignore plagiarism cases]!... to avoid problems with the students and their own 

evaluations” (from a full-time lecturer); and “[Part-time] teaching staff’s reemployment depends on 

staff evaluation” (from a full-time lecturer). The other reason was the amount of hard work and extra 

time required to deal with plagiarism cases (at 30% response level). This is exemplified by these two 

comments: “Yes [part-time staff ignore plagiarism cases], because the UC [Unit Coordinators] are 

watching; it is time consuming; large volume of students…too much work” (from a full-time lecturer); 

and “If the plagiarism system [or case] is too complicated, they [the part-time staff] will ignore it. 

They already have lots of work, why bother? They want to avoid all possible complications” (from a 

part-time lecturer). 

 

Similar views were shared by the students, who seemed quite aware of the particular working 

conditions in which part-time staff operate within a transnational environment. 

 

8.4 Propositions Describing the Overall Situation on Issues with Plagiarism within 

Australian TNHE 

 

An assessment of the themes arising from this study, categorised into sections A to D and presented 

in the previous section, has produced 11 theoretical propositions, which describe the overall situation 

on issues with plagiarism within the Australian TNHE in Singapore. As Miles, Huberman and 

Saldana (2013, p. 100) stated: “Assertions and propositions are ways of summarizing and 

synthesizing a vast number of individual analytic observations. They are like ‘bullet points’ of major 

patterns, themes, trends, and findings that you feel you can put forth about your study.”. These 

propositions have been grouped under the following five overarching categories: (1) Unintentional 

Plagiarism; (2) Intentional Plagiarism; (3) Institutions’ Policies and Procedures on Plagiarism; (4) 

Staff-Student Interaction; and (5) Marketing and Financial Constraints on Ethical Issues.  

 

8.4.1 Propositions within ‘Unintentional Plagiarism’ 

 

Unfamiliarity with a new learning environment and its academic expectations have been extensively 

reported in previous research on Asian students studying in Western higher education (Doan, 2005; 

Leask, 2006; Liu, 2005). Asian students’ difficulty in dealing with plagiarism issues has been 
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documented in Dobinson’s study (2013). She reported an Indonesian postgraduate as saying that she 

found “the concept [of plagiarism] hard to comprehend, as regulations in her country were not so 

strict”. (p. 283). 

 

Proposition 1: 

Lack of knowledge about the fundamental aspects of plagiarism among some TNHE students 

may lead them towards uncertainty on how to deal with plagiarism issues. 

 

Lack of knowledge about the more fundamental aspects of plagiarism, such as the need to cite and 

reference material taken from others in an adequate manner, was apparent for some of the TNHE 

students for one or more of the following underlying reasons: (1) misconceptions on plagiarism 

previously acquired from different learning approaches in other countries of study; (2) language 

issues for some NESB students; (3) misconceptions on amounts of plagiarised material allowed; and 

(4) inadequate levels of academic reading and writing skills required for tertiary studies. Reasons (1) 

and (2) are particularly characteristic of a transnational environment: language problems and 

previously acquired different approaches to learning were mentioned by students and staff as real 

obstacles, for some students, to a basic understanding of plagiarism. Many studies (Nguyen, 2011; 

Tin, 2008) have also indicated the part played by different approaches to learning in the 

misunderstanding of plagiarism. Li (2012, p. 26) highlighted this aspect in her research article, 

indicating that “for a few first year students in particular, previous high school experience of writing 

seemed to impact upon the way they studied and cited sources in writing”. Language issues, too, have 

been mentioned by other researchers (Kutieleh & Adiningrum, 2011; Li, 2013a). Reason (3) was 

found to be present in the views of many of the students and of the staff. This particular misconception 

does not appear to have been explicitly mentioned in other studies. Reason (4) derives from 

inappropriate habits or a lack of skills acquired in some secondary study environments and is a 

widespread phenomenon (Löfström, 2011; Newton et al., 2014; Sureda-Negre et al., 2015). For some 

students, this lack of knowledge/understanding about the basic nature of plagiarism leads to 

uncertainty on how to deal with plagiarism issues (Comas-Forgas & Sureda-Negre, 2016). A 

compulsory induction session on academic literacies skills, to include basic aspects of plagiarism, for 

all new students, seems to be the appropriate remedial action needed to provide an adequate starting 

level of academic reading and writing skills required for tertiary studies, to all students, irrespective 

of their previous approaches to learning. The students would also need consolidating support through 

a compulsory unit on plagiarism (as suggested in Proposition 2) and ongoing support by staff. 

Plagiarism cases arising from this proposition would lie within the theories of situational ethics or 

cultural relativism. 
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Proposition 2: 

The tendency among many TNHE students to consider their own work as something they can 

reuse in other assignments may lead them towards unintentional plagiarism. 

 

There was a tendency for many students within TNHE to consider their own work as something they 

could reuse in other assignments. A significant proportion of the students surveyed (about 30%) 

believed that their previous work could be recycled as it was their ‘own work’. This is a misconception 

that needs to be addressed, as emphasised by Bruton (2014). Some university policies on plagiarism 

fail to address this issue explicitly (Halupa & Bolliger, 2013), and teaching staff seldom provide 

relevant information to their students on self-plagiarism (Halupa & Bolliger, 2015). Indeed, there is 

still confusion amongst plagiarism researchers and teaching staff as to what constitutes a reasonable 

amount of borrowed material from one assignment to another that would not be considered plagiarism 

(Bennett et al., 2011). Some staff even found it acceptable for students to reuse parts of their previous 

work. Students do not understand very well the concept of self-plagiarism and staff often assume that 

they do, although their own understanding of this complex issue may be limited in the absence of 

clear guidelines from the institution. It is perhaps not surprising that students may get confused on 

issues related to recycling when staff themselves and institutions lack consistency on the matter. A 

compulsory unit on plagiarism for new students would provide some guidance on this complex aspect 

of plagiarism. Plagiarism cases arising from this proposition would lie within the theories of rational 

self-interest or cultural relativism 

 

Proposition 3: 

The confusion among many TNHE students on the difference between collusion and 

collaboration within group work may lead them towards unintentional plagiarism. 

 

There remained great confusion among many TNHE students on the difference between collusion 

and collaboration, leading to unintentional plagiarism within group work. The plagiarism case of 

collusion presented in Scenario 4 was the one that was opposed most often by the students, with 45% 

of the full cohort disagreeing that this should be a case of plagiarism, and some of them even arguing 

that it should be acceptable to the teaching staff and to the institution. This case involved the 

submission of nearly identical assignments despite instructions requiring the assignments to be 

individualised. The comments from the students who opposed the scenario as a case of plagiarism 

were very strong, stating that the students within the group shared the same ideas and had the same 

results, missing the point that the analysis and discussions should still remain individual. It is worth 

noting that most staff (87%) recognised this case as being one of plagiarism, highlighting the divide 
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between staff expectations and the students’ confusion on the matter. What staff may have interpreted 

as intentional plagiarism could have been, in some cases, unintentional. 

 

It seems that institutions’ policies on plagiarism were either not fully understood by the students or 

are inadequate in breaking down the persistent confusion, at the student level, between collaboration 

and collusion. Sutton and Taylor (2011) highlight the need for clear policies and guidelines for 

students to distinguish between collaboration and collusion. There appeared to be a major difficulty 

for institutions and staff in explaining the difference between collaboration and collusion and in 

students understanding it (Gullifer & Tyson, 2014). Sutton et al. (2014) suggest that lecturers setting 

group assignments need to clearly define the boundaries of collaborative work and distinguish it from 

each student’s own individual contribution. Inconsistencies in the actions by staff remain. Fraser 

(2014) emphasises that “many educators are willing to tolerate collusion” (p. 183). In their 

investigations on academic dishonesty, Rakovski and Levi (2007), as well as Sutton et al. (2014), 

report that for students in business schools, even for individual assignments, collusion is not 

uncommon and is not considered to be a serious offence. In group assignments, where it has been 

indicated that the reports should be individualised, it seems that students may still misunderstand the 

concept and produce identical discussion and conclusion sections. This is a general issue reported in 

many findings (Bennett et al., 2011; Chapman & Lupton, 2004; Flint et al., 2006; Gullifer & Tyson, 

2014; Williams, Tanner, Beard, & Chacko, 2014). A compulsory module on plagiarism, which would 

test students in similar group work assignments, and clearer guidelines from the assignment setters, 

would help dissipate some of the confusion between collaboration and collusion. Plagiarism cases 

arising from this proposition would lie within the theories of rational self-interest or cultural 

relativism. 

 

8.4.2 Propositions within ‘Intentional Plagiarism’ 

 

Proposition 4:  

The willingness of many TNHE students to plagiarise for reasons of convenience may lead them 

towards intentional plagiarism. 

 

Many students within TNHE were willing to plagiarise for reasons of convenience. A large number 

of students (up to 30% of the cohort) indicated that they would willingly plagiarise to gain higher 

marks or to save time, when faced with difficult assignments, or if they thought it was tolerated by 

teaching staff. The availability of digital material and the ease with which it can be copied greatly 

facilitate this willingness to plagiarise, with the tasks of cutting and pasting, omitting citations and 
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referencing, and patchwriting, easily carried out. These findings relate well to the work of Brimble 

and Stevenson-Clarke (2005), in which they state that students “exhibit a high level of tolerance for 

the various forms of academic misconduct [plagiarism]” (p. 39). They are also in line with more 

recent findings (Hansen & Anderson, 2015; Yazici et al., 2011). Plagiarism cases arising from this 

proposition would lie within the theories of situational ethics, rational self-interest or 

machiavellianism. 

 

Proposition 5: 

The willingness of many TNHE students to plagiarise due to personal convictions may lead 

them towards intentional plagiarism. 

 

Many students within TNHE believed that it was acceptable to plagiarise for reasons of personal 

views. TNHE students who plagiarised for reasons of personal conviction fell under one of the 

following three categories: (1) students who believed that plagiarism was not a serious issue; (2) 

students who believed that any information or material available online, in the wider environment or 

from their friends was for free use within the current culture of sharing; and (3) students who, as 

paying customers in an educational system, felt they had the right to an easy journey towards their 

degree that would bypass any inconvenience arising from plagiarism issues. In the study, some 

students indicated that they did not consider plagiarism as a problem worth caring about. Other studies 

(Kuntz & Butler, 2014; Lim & See, 2001) have also reported that many students appear to consider 

academic misconduct as not especially serious. In this study, a large number of students indicated 

that they would plagiarise as an easy way out. Partial reuse of a friend’s work was seen by as many 

as 40% of the students as not an act of plagiarism. Arhin (2009) also noted that copying from a 

friend’s work with consent was perceived by many students as being less dishonest than copying 

without consent. The availability of the internet, and the increasing use of social media, which create 

an ever-expanding network of connected people, seem to have facilitated a contemporary culture of 

sharing, where students do not necessarily feel guilty in sourcing and using information from friends 

and others (Evering & Moorman, 2012; Gourlay & Deane, 2015; Li, 2015). In this study, the students’ 

perceived rights to a degree, as paying customers, were not explicitly mentioned in the surveys, but 

were implied in some of the comments made in the interviews (students just wanting a degree would 

change units or even their institution and would ignore plagiarism ethics to get there, as reported in 

Theme C2). As Hansen and Anderson (2015) indicate, the current climate of education, coupled with 

rising tuition fees, may give some students a sense of entitlement, steering them towards intentional 

plagiarism. Plagiarism cases arising from this proposition would lie within the theory of rational self-

interest.  
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Proposition 6: 

The willingness of some TNHE students to plagiarise through deceitful exploitation of the 

educational system may lead them towards intentional plagiarism. 

 

Some students within TNHE exploited particular aspects of this educational system to their 

advantage. Some TNHE students would ‘play’ the educational system to their advantage through one 

of the following schemes: (1) using staff leniency; (2) using any current loopholes in the institution’s 

policies and procedures on plagiarism; and (3) using technology to avoid detection of their plagiarism. 

As revealed in this study, through both surveys and interviews, some students would plagiarise if staff 

were perceived to be lenient. Students seized on the differences among staff in their understanding of 

plagiarism and in their leniency towards plagiarism. Some would even enroll in units known to have 

lenient staff from the information gained from their older peers. Most of the students were also well 

aware of the need for the teaching staff to obtain good evaluations from their students to ensure 

contract renewal. Staff leniency is an important aspect of the student environment, which can be used 

by students in any institution (Volpe et al., 2008), but the TNHE environment is unique in that the 

more vulnerable working context of the teaching staff (mostly part-time) makes it easier to be taken 

advantage of by their students. As revealed in the interviews, some students will also exploit 

loopholes within their institution’s policies and/or procedures on plagiarism and in the particular way 

these are applied in the complex TNHE environment (usually made up of the dual association TNHE 

institution-local Singaporean partner) to either plagiarise more easily or use diverse appeal tactics 

when found guilty of academic misconduct. Finally, some students would use their competence in 

technology to artificially reduce the amount of plagiarised material as detected by the institution’s 

text-matching software. Plagiarism cases arising from this proposition would lie within the theory of 

machiavellianism. 

 

The multi-faceted sides of intentional plagiarism within the TNHE environment, as presented above 

in Propositions 4 to 6, can only be reduced through clear guidelines on the institution’s policies and 

procedures on plagiarism that need to be well explained to the students and to the staff and that also 

need to be strictly implemented. 
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8.4.3 Propositions within ‘Institutions’ Policies and Procedures on Plagiarism’ 

 

Proposition 7: 

Lack of clear and specific guidelines on plagiarism policies and procedures may lead to 

students’ misunderstanding of plagiarism issues and to inadequate action by staff. 

 

Institutions’ policies and procedures on plagiarism in this study did not provide effective guidance to 

students and staff. The surveys and interviews carried out in this study gave ample evidence of the 

lack of adequate guidance to both students and staff. In the surveys, students’ lack of understanding 

of plagiarism showed through the amounts of plagiarised material they deemed acceptable, through 

the suggested situations where plagiarism would be acceptable, and through their level of uncertainty 

and disagreement, even for the more obvious cases of plagiarism. Similarly, in the staff survey, 

although most of the staff had rightly identified plagiarism in all of the six scenarios presented to 

them, 25% still suggested situations where plagiarism would be acceptable and were willing to accept 

fairly large amounts of plagiarised material. This lack of adequate guidance was evident in the 

interview data, where both students and staff were found to be equally divided on whether they were 

well informed on plagiarism policies and procedures. Some students commented on their lack of 

awareness of plagiarism and of its consequences. Some members of staff revealed a lack of training 

on plagiarism and their uncertainty on how to deal with plagiarism cases. The need for clear and 

transparent plagiarism policies to combat a systemic problem was emphasised by Sureda-Negre, 

Reynes-Vives and Comas-Forgas (2016), and by Weber-Wulff (2015). Moreover, there needs to be 

some monitoring of the staff enactment of the institution’s policies as some staff may be inclined to 

take their own initiatives (Ball, Maguire, Braun, & Hoskins, 2011). This proposition may induce the 

students to plagiarise within the theory of situational ethics. 

 

Proposition 8: 

Strict implementation of the institution’s policies and procedures on plagiarism is necessary to 

reduce plagiarism. 

 

Many students and staff believed that there should be a strict implementation of institutions’ policies 

and procedures on plagiarism. 

 

Only strict compliance with plagiarism penalties would decrease levels of intentional plagiarism. This 

was mentioned by students and staff in the surveys and in the interviews. A noteworthy finding was 

the perception of students that plagiarism was widespread among other students, which might give 
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respondents a sense of injustice, as highlighted by other researchers (Hansen & Anderson, 2015; Park, 

2004). In the interviews, students and staff were aware of the reputational consequences on their 

institution and on its degrees that would arise from uncontrolled academic misconduct. As recently 

stated by Chapman and Lindner (2016, p. 262), “When student misconduct goes unpunished, it risks 

undermining the reputation of the university in ways that can taint all graduates and research 

products.” Lack of strict implementation of the institution’s policies and procedures on plagiarism 

may induce the students to plagiarise within the theory of situational ethics. 

 

Proposition 9: 

An educative approach to tackling problems with plagiarism is needed. 

 

As discussed earlier in arising Theme B3, online modules, whether compulsory or not, do not provide 

enough guidance for students to deal effectively with plagiarism issues. In the survey, the students 

suggested a compulsory unit on plagiarism, followed by, in order of preference, a training workshop, 

better education from the institution, reminders on plagiarism issues, and help during lectures. In the 

interviews, to reduce plagiarism, the main reply from the students was a more educative approach to 

include more guidance / information on plagiarism from staff and the teaching of academic skills. In 

the survey, most of the staff suggested a proactive educative approach to students engaging in acts of 

plagiarism, through counselling, guidance, and giving them the possibility to resubmit. In the 

interviews, to reduce plagiarism, staff members suggested a variety of educative and punitive 

measures, in the ratio of 70% to 30%. Educative measures included ‘educate students’, ‘reinforce 

value of academic integrity’, ‘constant reminders’ and ‘improve English language skills’. These 

replies and comments from the students and staff confirm the need for an in-depth educative approach 

in dealing with plagiarism. Universities’ policies differ greatly in how they deal with plagiarism 

(Sutherland-Smith, 2011) and overly punitive actions may not help resolve the problem (Sutherland-

Smith, 2014). An educative approach does not negate the need for a strict implementation of the 

policies and procedures on plagiarism which was also advocated by the students, as mentioned in 

Proposition P8. 
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8.4.4  Propositions within ‘Staff-Student Interaction’ 

 

Proposition 10: 

Within the TNHE environment, limited interaction between teaching staff and students hinders 

efforts to combat plagiarism. 

 

Within TNHE, the interaction between the teaching staff and the students could be improved. Altbach 

(2015) stressed the need to address quality issues within a transnational campus, where “faculty 

members’ [part-time staff] have short-term contracts and are often ‘moonlighting’” (p. 2). In a 

comprehensive review, Healey (2015a), emphasising the limited services of a TNE branch campus, 

makes the following observation: 

Because so many of the staff are locally hired, they may share different value 

sets from their managers and find it hard to apply academic regulations and 

procedures set far away in the home university. The higher the proportion of 

local staff, the harder it may be for managers to replicate the academic culture 

and teaching standards of the home campus. There are well-known examples of 

the reputational damage to universities of failed transnational ventures (p. 396). 

 

In this study, within Australian TNHE in Singapore, the great majority of the teaching staff, mostly 

part-time, were found to be competent and experienced in their field of expertise, as evidenced 

through their demographic data presented in Chapter 7. One relevant aspect which has not been 

mentioned in other studies is the limited interaction between teaching staff (mostly part-time) and the 

students within a TNHE environment. In the staff survey, most of the staff declared their willingness 

to ‘educate’, ‘provide guidance and counsel’ students on plagiarism, yet expected most of them to 

plagiarise. Most of the staff have heavy workloads either with the same institution or across 

institutions and do not have much time, beyond the contact time scheduled for the lesson, to interact 

more with the students. The interviews indicated that part-time staff may be lenient towards their 

students because of lack of time to provide further education or to deal with plagiarism cases, and 

because of the need to ensure good evaluations to sustain their employment. To make this staff-

student interaction more effective and raise the level of academic integrity within the TNHE 

environment, the institution will need to allow more interactive time between staff and students.  
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8.4.5 Propositions within ‘Marketing and Financial Constraints on Ethical Issues’ 

 

Proposition 11: 

Marketing and financial constraints within the dual PEI - TNHE environment may hinder 

efforts to combat plagiarism. 

 

This proposition ensued from the analysis of data of the students and staff surveys and interviews, as 

reported in Themes A1, A2, C8, C13, C29, D10, D11 and D12. This proposition is elaborated in the 

following Propositions 11a and 11b, with supporting evidence from the literature. 

 

Proposition 11a 

Marketing imperatives within local private education institutions in partnership with 

Australian TNHE universities may hinder efforts to combat plagiarism. 

  

The local PEI, in partnership with the Australian TNHE provider, often has marketing strategies 

which may differ from those of the Australian TNHE provider. The PEI is run by a different 

management system under the control of shareholders motivated mainly by profit. Although the 

conditions of the partnership are agreed in advance to offer mutual benefits to both partners, as the 

partnership advances through more uncertain times of recruitment or of retention, overriding financial 

strains on the PEI are often dealt with through the lowering of standards for entry requirements, 

through demands onto the TNHE institution to lower their guard on academic integrity, and to 

progress the students more easily, at the expense of the TNHE institution’s academic quality and 

reputation (Gribble & McBurnie, 2015; Knight, 2013), as presented in Section 5.2.  As noted by 

Dobos (2011), the factors that may impede academic quality are the “bending of rules by local staff, 

the lowering of entry requirements or [of] English language requirements, soft marking and slack 

academic standards” (p. 29).  Many other studies have highlighted these characteristics of the local 

partner-TNHE institution partnership and of the financial constraints on the local partner (Hailey, 

2015b; Henderson et al., 2017; Hill et al., 2014; Pyvis, 2011). 

 

Proposition 11b: 

Financial constraints within the TNHE environment may conflict with Australian TNHE 

institutions’ goals on teaching quality and ethics. 

 

The TNHE institution also has marketing and financial constraints, which will need to be dealt with 

in order to keep the institution’s operation profitable or at least sustainable (Carroll & Woodhouse, 
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2006). This was mentioned in Section 5.2. These constraints may affect the way the TNHE institution 

deals locally with its policies and procedures on plagiarism, often lowering its expectations on 

academic integrity, thus affecting the institution’s goals on teaching quality and ethics. The risks to 

academic quality and reputation of the TNHE institution involved in a partnership with a local partner 

in a TNHE environment were mentioned by Pyvis (2011) and reviewed in detail by Hailey (2015b). 

As Healey (2015b, p. 4) notes “As the control over academic quality is increasingly transferred to the 

foreign partner, the risk of reputational damage to the home university is likely to increase”, 

illustrating the reputational risk in the following Figure 8.1.  

 

 

Figure 8.1: Reputation risk versus transfer of control (Source: Healey, 2015b, p. 5) 

 

8.5 Proposed Theoretical Framework for Australian TNHE in Singapore 

 

8.5.1 Diagram for Theoretical Framework 

 

A conceptual diagram of a theoretical framework describing the overall picture of plagiarism within 

the Australian TNHE environment in Singapore is proposed in Figure 8.2. The various interactions 

linking parts or elements in the framework were identified from the arising themes of this study and 

from the propositions made to theorise the overall situation on plagiarism issues within Australian 

TNHE in Singapore. This theoretical framework is explained in detail in the next section.  
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8.5.2 Elements and Interactions within Framework 

 

The various elements of the theoretical framework of Figure 8.2 and the interactions taking place 

between them are presented below: 

 

Unintentional Plagiarism 

Unintentional plagiarism can be seen as resulting from one of the following categories: (1) 

‘Misconceptions on plagiarism’ that students may have acquired from their previous ‘Different 

approaches to learning’ within different educational and cultural backgrounds; (2) ‘Language issues’ 

from the NESB students; (3) ‘Inadequacy of academic literacies skills’ among some students entering 

higher education; or (4) ‘Uncertainty and/or lack of knowledge of plagiarism’. The last category is 

an overarching element in the sense that it covers the confusion and uncertainty in many of the more 

complex issues of plagiarism such as confusion in reuse of a student’s own work, and confusion 

between collaboration and collusion within group work. 

 

Intentional Plagiarism  

Intentional plagiarism can be seen as resulting from one of three overarching categories: (1) 

‘Convenience stances’; (2) ‘Recalcitrant stances’; and (3) ‘Exploiting stances’. These are defined 

below: 

 

(1) ‘Convenience stances’ refers to all actions by the students with the clear intent to plagiarise 

to gain unfair advantages, such as copying, cutting and pasting, omitting referencing and 

citations, or avoiding the task of paraphrasing through digital patchwriting (replacing terms 

with easily available synonyms).  

 

(2) ‘Recalcitrant stances’ refers to acts of plagiarism by students who: (1) just do not care about 

plagiarism and/or about its importance and act accordingly; (2) believe in a culture of sharing 

whereby any information available ‘out there’ is for free and of unlimited use; or (3) strongly 

believe that, as paying customers, they should expect assignments to be fairly easy, not too 

time-consuming, with no pressure from deadlines, which they may perceive as unreasonable. 

The students, once enrolled, expect a relatively easy journey in their study and a degree 

waiting for them at arrival, which they have already paid for.  

 

(3) ‘Exploiting stances’ refers to acts of plagiarism from crafty’ students who would intentionally 

plagiarise by making use of any loopholes they may see in the system: (1) they will check 
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staff for any lenient attitude they can profit from, including available information from their 

older peers; (2) they will check for any weaknesses in the regulations, or lack of regulations, 

they can benefit from, at the onset of their plagiarism act or at the appeal stage; or (3) they 

will use technology to hide their deceit, such as artificially decreasing the amount of 

plagiarised material as detected by the plagiarism detection software. 

 

Although there seems to be some overlapping between these three overarching categories, in the sense 

that they all lead to intentional plagiarism, these different categories, as suggested here, depict the 

subtle differences in the state of mind of the plagiarism offender, at the time of the offense. 

 

A series of dynamic factors have also been identified. These play a dynamic role in plagiarism, which 

may be positive or negative, depending on whether the factor is enhanced or lessened. These are: (1) 

Strict implementation of the policies and procedures on plagiarism; (2) Clear guidelines on Policies 

and procedures; (3) Educative approach from institution and staff; (4) Effective staff-student 

interaction; and (5) Staff leniency. The direction in which these dynamic themes evolve have a direct 

influence on the increase or decrease of plagiarism within the TNHE environment. 

 

There are external mechanisms which control or decide the direction in which the dynamic factors 

mentioned above evolve. There are two controlling external mechanisms which may have a negative 

effect on the five dynamic factors: (1) the Marketing and Recruitment Strategies within the PEI 

establishment which tend to favour profits by increasing student numbers and lowering costs; and 

(2) the Financial Constraints within the TNHE establishment, which needs to generate profits or at 

least remain sustainable for its continued operation. Also, there is one controlling mechanism which 

has a positive effect on the five dynamic themes: the TNHE Quality Assurance which ensures, from 

its home institution, that education quality and ethics, including the uphold of academic integrity, are 

maintained within the TNHE environment.  

 

The various parts of this framework all interact in a dynamic manner, as shown by the arrows in the 

diagram of Figure 8.2, resulting in a certain level of plagiarism awareness (or level of academic 

integrity) within the TNHE institution. This level of plagiarism awareness, or level of academic 

integrity, bears a direct influence on the Education Quality of the TNHE institution and on its 

Reputation. 
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8.6 Recommendations Made to Reduce Issues with Plagiarism in the Australian TNHE 

Context 

  

Overall, whatever the reasons stated by students or staff for plagiarism, students’ awareness of the 

range of possible types of plagiarism needs to be raised, and the message that it is a serious offence 

needs to be better propagated. The institution or the relevant faculties need to provide clearer 

information on plagiarism policies and well-defined procedures on how academic misconduct is 

managed. Students need to be in no doubt about consequences of plagiarism, and staff need to be 

fully compliant with the procedures put in place to deal with plagiarism. More proactive staff-student 

interaction is also required to improve the students’ understanding of plagiarism and provide a more 

educative approach to plagiarism.  

 

8.6.1 Need to Improve Students’ Awareness of Plagiarism 

 

This study revealed that students from the institution that provided a face-to-face session on 

plagiarism (covering for example, adequate paraphrasing and citing skills, recycling, and use of 

Turnitin™) had a higher level of awareness. This supports Newton et al.’s (2014) finding that a 

training session on plagiarism and academic literacies for new students led to a significant 

improvement in students’ knowledge and in their application of this knowledge. They also suggested 

regular refresher sessions to maintain students’ academic standards.  

 

A compulsory unit on plagiarism seems to be the most effective means by which the students learn 

about the complex and intricate issues related to the various aspects of plagiarism. This was also 

suggested as the key solution for tackling plagiarism by 35% (n = 248) of the students who replied to 

that specific question. Within this unit, plagiarism policies and the procedures on breaches and 

penalties should be fully explained, and students’ understanding should be assessed through various 

practical assignments. Prior to this unit, a workshop on academic literacies (research, in-text citation 

and referencing, paraphrasing, etc.) could be offered to all new students at the start of their course, to 

ensure that they are prepared to engage with the requirements of academic integrity. This could help 

provide an equal chance of succeeding to students coming from diverse countries with different 

cultural and educational backgrounds, as well as to new students who enter directly into a higher stage 

of a course. There is also a need for strict enforcement of penalties (though not necessarily for these 

to be overly punitive, as noted above), as the students in the survey presumed that other students 

plagiarise and evade detection, possibly leading to a perception of inequity. At the same time, staff 

will need to be given an induction course (as well as subsequent refresher courses) on the institution’s 

plagiarism policies and procedures and on their compliance. 
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8.6.2 Recommendations to Reduce Plagiarism Issues through Improved Interaction: National 

Quality Framework – Institution – Faculty  

 

The suggestions made in the previous section for improving academic integrity (AI) are embedded in 

the diagram shown below in Figure 8.3. Higher education institutions establish their policies on 

plagiarism and their procedures on breaches and penalties based on their national frameworks for 

academic quality and standards, such as those developed by the Tertiary Education Quality Standards 

Agency (TEQSA) in Australia and the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA) in 

the UK, for instance. However, it is posited here that these policies need to be effectively put in place 

in such a way that all students, regardless of their cultural or academic backgrounds, first language, 

point of entry, and so on, can understand the complexities of plagiarism and effectively apply this 

understanding to submit adequate assignments that are fully compliant with academic integrity 

requirements. This may be best achieved at faculty level (due to each faculty’s own specific 

requirements) through a series of procedures referred to here by the acronym ACTIONS, which will 

address most of the plagiarism failings mentioned above: 

 

A: Academic literacies workshop for all new students, at any stage of entry. This workshop will take 

place in the induction week. This would provide consistency for all students in having the necessary 

academic skills to “interpret, understand and organise knowledge” (Lea & Street 1998, p. 158) 

required in higher education. 

C: Compliance with all the plagiarism policies and procedures on breaches and penalties, as non-

compliance is seen by some students as an open door policy for plagiarism. This may be resented by 

students who do comply as a form of injustice, eventually tempting some of them to plagiarise 

(Youmans, 2011).  

T: Teaching of a compulsory unit on plagiarism, with an in-depth learning of its intricacies. This unit 

will need to be passed within the first term / semester of enrolment and should also be available at all 

stages, should a new student enter at a later stage of the programme. Interestingly, this action, which 

is often recommended by lecturers and students, is yet to be implemented by many institutions.  

Following on from the academic literacies workshop, this unit can be seen as a major component of 

the larger area of academic literacies as it will allow the students to put into practice their knowledge 

in academic literacies through real case studies, tests, etc., gradually improving their level of 

understanding and application of academic integrity. Whenever possible, this unit should be taught 

face-to-face, the preferred choice stated by TNHE students as being much more effective. Only in 

circumstances when this is not possible would the online option be considered.   

I: Induction on plagiarism for all new teaching staff. This will ensure consistency and compliance 

with the institution’s policies and procedures on plagiarism.  
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O: Online submission of all assignments through the use of a text-matching software. In most cases, 

this is already happening. To improve the effectiveness of the software, the institution or the faculty 

should allow the use of the plagiarism detection software for both detection and training combined 

with the possibility of an alert input from a member of the teaching staff who detects any unusual 

pattern in the student’s assignment.  

N: Nurturing good practice with educative and counselling approach when dealing with plagiarism 

cases, as a first line of action, as opposed to an overly punitive approach. This educative and 

counselling approach would include ongoing guidance on plagiarism issues from teaching staff, well 

defined assignments with clear requirements and marking criteria, and adequate counselling of 

students guilty of acts of plagiarism. 

S: Staff-student interaction to be made more effective as this was found to be a weak spot in the 

TNHE environment. This is dealt with, in much detail, in the next section. 

 

 

Figure 8.3: Diagram illustrating the fostering of Academic Integrity (AI) 
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8.6.3 Recommendations to Reduce Plagiarism Issues through Improved Interaction: Faculty – 

Staff – Students 

 

This study also reported on the need to improve the staff-student interaction, which was found to be 

rather limited within a transnational environment, characterised by an overreliance on part-time staff.  

 

Part-time staff within a transnational environment need to improve their interaction with the students. 

At the same time, an improved triangular interaction between the institution (or faculty), staff and 

students will ensure an effective and more educative approach to reduce plagiarism. This interaction 

is illustrated in the diagram of Figure 8.4 below, with the various obligations / actions, defined in 

Figure 8.5. These obligations / actions between faculty, staff and students were arrived at from the 48 

themes arising from this study, which were presented in Section 8.3. In most institutions, there will 

be staff from the ‘Teaching and Learning’ unit who will provide teaching specific to academic 

literacies and plagiarism. Where such a unit is not present, staff with experience in these areas will 

provide the teaching. In some institutions, procedures on academic misconduct, which embeds 

plagiarism, but also includes other acts of misconduct, such as cheating in an examination, may be 

provided on a separate information platform.  

 

 

Figure 8.4: Diagram illustrating an improved Faculty-Staff-Student interaction to reduce plagiarism 
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Both academics and institutional management must be fully engaged in maintaining academic quality 

on home campuses, as well as on transnational campuses (Chapman & Pyvis, 2013). Ensuring 

academic integrity within a transnational environment is an essential part of this process. The 

procedures suggested above, to ensure and maintain academic integrity within the TNHE 

environment, and as depicted in Figures 8.3 to 8.5, correspond to a holistic approach which integrates 

efforts and effective interactions between management, staff and students, as suggested by many 

researchers (Bretag et al., 2014; Teh & Paull, 2013). 

 

Action from Institution/Faculty (1): 

1a: To provide clear and specific information on plagiarism policies 

1b: To provide clear and specific guidelines on plagiarism procedures, including detailed 

 information on consequences of plagiarism (penalties on breaches of plagiarism) 

1c: To provide clear guidelines on academic misconduct procedures,  

when provided separately from information in 1b 

1d: To provide an induction session for new staff on plagiarism policies and procedures,  

and academic misconduct 

1e: To provide an induction workshop for new students on academic literacies 

1f: To provide a compulsory unit on plagiarism for all new students 

1g: To provide online information on plagiarism 

1h: To inform students of alleged cases of plagiarism 

 

Action from Staff (2): 

2a: Staff from ‘Teaching and Learning’ to teach an induction session on academic literacies 

2b: Staff from ‘Teaching and Learning’ to teach a compulsory module on plagiarism  

to new students 

2c: To continuously educate students on plagiarism within units and courses 

2d:  To provide feedback to students on plagiarism issues in formative assignments 

2e: To report plagiarism cases to the Institution/Faculty 

 

Action from Student (3): 

3a:  To attend an induction session on academic literacies 

3b: To pass a compulsory module on plagiarism 

3c: To submit formative assignments for feedback 

3d: To be allowed multiple submissions through online plagiarism detection software 

to develop understanding of plagiarism prior to submission deadline 

3e: To reply to any alleged academic misconduct case 

3f:  To be able to appeal a misconduct penalty 

 

Figure: 8.5 List of interactive actions between faculty, staff and students 
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8.7 Summary 

 

The data obtained from the views on plagiarism of the students and of the staff in the surveys and 

interviews, presented in the previous chapters, were analysed quantitatively with the use of the 

SPSSTM statistics software, including cross-tabulation for any possible correlation, and qualitatively, 

from the frequencies and the relevance of the replies to open-ended questions.  This analysis allowed 

the identification, description and discussion of a large number of themes arising from the students’ 

and staff members’ views. Other themes arising from the characteristics of the Australian TNHE in 

Singapore, and from the institutions’ policies and procedures on plagiarism were also identified, as 

they play a contributory role in the overall framework. These themes were discussed in detail, in line 

with current knowledge on aspects of plagiarism, as reported in the literature to date, and emphasising 

aspects particular to the TNHE environment. This allowed the formulation of a comprehensive set of 

themes (48 in all) that fully describe the detailed characteristics of plagiarism in the current Australian 

TNHE environment in Singapore. Theorising these themes, using inductive logic to assess their 

meanings and their interactions, resulted in the generation of 11 propositions or statements that 

theorise the current situation of Australian TNHE in Singapore in relation to plagiarism issues. These 

propositions were grouped under five overarching categories: (1) Unintentional plagiarism; (2) 

Intentional plagiarism; (3) Institutions’ policies and procedures on plagiarism; (4) Staff-Student 

interaction; and (5) Marketing constraints on ethical issues.  

 

This intricate analysis of the Australian TNHE environment in Singapore led to the construction of a 

detailed theoretical framework, shown in Figure 8.2, depicting the theorised inter-relationships taking 

place within such a complex system. From this framework, two recommendations to improve the 

level of academic integrity within the TNHE environment are made: (1) A set of actions that uphold 

academic quality assurance, provide effective education on plagiarism and academic literacies skills 

to the students, provide effective training to staff and maintain a strict implementation of the 

institution’s policies and procedures on plagiarism; and (2) A set of defined interactions between 

faculty, staff and students, to maintain a harmonious working environment that would minimise 

academic misconduct. 

 

The next chapter (Chapter 9: Conclusions) provides the concluding aspects of this study. It also 

includes an overview of the main results reported in Chapters 4 to 7 and of the main findings discussed 

in this chapter. 
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CHAPTER 9:  CONCLUSIONS 

 

9.1 Introduction  

 

Higher education has greatly expanded in recent decades and many transnational campuses have been 

established within regional educational hubs, in partnership with governments and private 

institutions. Singapore is one of the largest educational hubs in South-East Asia (Mok, 2016), with 

Australia playing a major role as a THNE provider (Garrett, 2015). The vast amount of educational 

material available online, as well as the ease of sharing material electronically, appear to have 

facilitated a considerable increase in student plagiarism (Eret & Ok, 2014; Ison, 2012; Li, 2013a; 

Wang, 2008). Plagiarism, when undetected, may undermine the learning process of students as well 

as the quality of education that the institution provides (Altbach, 2013; Healey, 2015a).    

 

There exists a significant body of research on plagiarism within home campuses of higher education 

institutions, investigating its various forms and causes. Unintentional plagiarism can often be sourced 

to uncertainty and lack of appropriate knowledge (Gullifer & Tyson, 2014; Park, 2003; Powell & 

Singh, 2016). An underlying cause is the lack of preparedness of students for tertiary education, with 

inadequate academic writing skills and misunderstandings of plagiarism issues (Löfström, 2011; 

Newton et al., 2014). Deliberate plagiarism has also been the subject of considerable research. Some 

reasons given for deliberate plagiarism are poor time management and workload pressure (Comas-

Forgas & Sureda-Negre, 2010); students may plagiarise intentionally if they think they can get away 

with it, depending in part on staff leniency (Hansen & Anderson, 2015; Park, 2004; Yazici et al., 

2011), or if they witness it among their peers (Kuntz & Butler, 2014). The availability of digital tools 

is also a contributing factor (Li & Casanave, 2012; Parker et al., 2011). This is coupled with a shift 

in social values leading to leniency towards plagiarism (Gross, 2011), especially in the context of a 

culture of online information sharing (Sutherland-Smith, 2008). Two of the more common forms of 

plagiarism, recycling of one’s own work and collusion, remain inadequately addressed by institutions 

and teaching staff (Gullifer & Tyson, 2014; Halupa & Bolliger, 2015). 

 

There has been relatively little research on plagiarism issues within a transnational higher education 

environment. In most cases, studies focused on international students within a home campus (Bretag 

et al., 2014). Whilst some aspects of plagiarism will be similar to those within a traditional home 

campus setting, there are many differences arising from a transnational environment which may bring 

about different perceptions on aspects of plagiarism from the students’ and staff members’ 

viewpoints. These differences include: (1) a much greater diversity of students originating from a 
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large number of countries with different previously acquired approaches to learning, and with 

different first languages; (2) a much greater diversity of teaching staff, mainly part-time, operating 

within a dynamic environment, and often on short-term contracts; (3) an education environment often 

made up of a dual entity arising from the partnership between the TNHE institution and the local 

partner organisation; and (4) a ‘looser’ interaction between the TNHE students and staff with the 

home campus services, resulting in limited services offered by the TNHE campus (Healey, 2015a) 

and a greater reliance on online services. Pecorari (2015) suggested the need to explore plagiarism 

issues in relation with students’ differences in academic and cultural backgrounds and differences 

between institutions. The TNHE context is an appropriate environment for such an exploration. 

 

This study, conducted from 2014 to 2017, investigated aspects of plagiarism within the Australian 

TNHE in the education hub of Singapore. It was carried out by assessing the views on plagiarism of 

574 international students undertaking various undergraduate programmes in four Australian 

universities in Singapore, and of 24 teaching staff involved with these programmes. The four 

institutions had a different mix of operational characteristics that were typical of the TNHE 

environment in Singapore and in other education hubs. The institutions’ policies and procedures on 

plagiarism, at the time of the study, were examined in detail, to be correlated at a later stage with the 

views of students and staff on plagiarism. The students were in one of three stages of their 

undergraduate studies (first, second or final year), and in either full-time or part-time modes of study. 

Altogether, they represented 20 different nationalities and 12 different first languages. Eleven 

different categories that characterised the students’ data were assessed for their influence on the 

students’ views on plagiarism. These categories were: (1) institution; (2) field of study; (3) year of 

study; (4) mode of study; (5) length of study (so far, within the same institution); (6) age; (7) gender; 

(8) nationality;; (9) first language; (10) country of previous study; and (11) entry level (qualification 

prior to study at the institution).  

 

There has been no investigation on plagiarism within a transnational environment involving such a 

large number of students, enrolled in four different TNHE institutions, which encompassed the typical 

variety of operational characteristics encountered in an education hub, and using such a large number 

of demographic categories. This study aimed to improve the understanding of plagiarism issues faced 

within the Australian TNHE in Singapore. Its findings may be relevant to other TNHE institutions 

operating in Singapore and in other education hubs. The study also aimed to provide suggestions to 

increase students’ levels of academic integrity, in line with Weber-Wulff (2015), who pointed out the 

need for research on the widely discussed topic of plagiarism to also concentrate on how to prevent 

it.  
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To fulfil the aims mentioned above, this study was based on the following two main research 

questions and their underpinning guiding questions: 

 

Research Question 1:  

What are the issues with plagiarism in Australian TNHE programmes in Singapore?  

with the following underpinning guiding questions: 

1.1 What are the specific characteristics of the TNHE environment within this context? 

1.2 What are the institutional policies on plagiarism within this context? 

1.3 What are students’ views on plagiarism within this context? 

1.4 What are staff views on plagiarism within this context? 

 

Research Question 2:  

What recommendations can be made to reduce issues with plagiarism in current Australian TNHE 

programmes in Singapore? 

with the following underpinning guiding questions: 

 2.1 What is the overall situation with plagiarism in this context?  

2.2 What recommendations can be made to reduce issues with plagiarism in this context? 

 

9.2 Overview of Study 

 

9.2.1  Study Design 

 

This non-experimental study used a mixed methods approach based on both quantitative and 

qualitative methods. The rationale for using such an approach was detailed in Section 3.4. This 

approach is appropriate when dealing with collecting quantitative and qualitative data sets, analysing 

them and combining the results in a complementary way (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006; Pecorari 

& Petrić, 2014; Punch, 2009). The quantitative data were provided by the Likert-scale responses of 

students and staff to a series of questions in the surveys based on six different scenario cases of 

plagiarism. The plagiarism cases were selected for their commonality and diversity (Clough et al., 

2015). The analysis of this quantitative data was carried out using the ‘Descriptive Statistics’ 

functions of the SPSSTM software, as recommended by Boone and Boone (2012), for the frequency 

values of the responses and for any potential correlation with the demographic categories of the 

participants using cross-tabulation. Qualitative data were obtained from the replies by the students 

and staff to open-ended questions in the survey, from their additional comments in the survey, and 

from the replies obtained in the student and staff interviews. Qualitative data were also obtained from 
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the investigation of the TNHE characteristics in relation to plagiarism issues and from the 

investigation of the plagiarism policies and procedures of the four Australian TNHE institutions at 

the time of the study.  

 

9.2.2 Survey and Interview Characteristics 

 

A total of 574 students volunteered to participate in an anonymous paper-based survey. These 

students were undergoing studies in undergraduate programmes in one of four Australian universities 

operating in Singapore. The universities were selected for the diversity of their operational 

characteristics, encompassing the typical range of the TNHE operational environment in Singapore. 

A total of 24 members of staff, from the four Australian universities, volunteered to take part in an 

anonymous online survey. This survey was almost identical to the one presented to the students, with 

a few questions that were more relevant to teaching staff, as detailed in Section 3.8.4. Details of both 

surveys were given in Figures 3.3 and 3.4. Copies of the full student and staff survey documents, with 

details of the plagiarism scenarios, are shown in Appendices B1 and B2, respectively. 

 

Individual interview sessions of approximately one-hour duration were conducted through semi-

structured interviews (Ashworth et al., 2003; O’Donoghue, 2007). Voluntary participants (9 students 

and 14 members of staff) were reminded that the interviews were anonymous and confidential. The 

interview questions were given in Figure 3.6. These questions were developed based on the survey 

results, in order to provide further insight into the findings of the surveys. 

 

Approval to conduct this research study, for both the survey and interview parts, was granted by the 

Human Research Ethics Committee of the University (Ref: RA/4/1/5603), as shown in Appendices 

A1 and A2. Full details of the study design and of the survey and interview characteristics were given 

in Chapter 3. 

 

9.2.3 Analysis of Data 

 

9.2.3.1 Characteristics of the TNHE Environment in Relation to Plagiarism Issues 

 

Characteristics of the TNHE environment which may play a part in plagiarism issues were identified 

as: the need for the local partner institution to remain profitable; the need for the TNHE institution to 

remain sustainable; and the dual pressure from both institutions under which the mainly part-time 

teaching staff operate. The status of the student as a paying customer is more enhanced in a 
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transnational campus than in home campuses, due to the more volatile nature of the TNHE market. 

The dual managerial environment under which teaching staff operate and the need for part-time staff 

to obtain satisfactory evaluations to maintain their contract with the local partner may also hinder 

efforts to combat plagiarism. These characteristics were reported in many studies focusing on the 

TNHE environment (Healey, 2015a; Henderson et al., 2017). 

 

9.2.3.2 Operational Characteristics of the Four Australian Universities in Relation to their 

Plagiarism Policies and Procedures 

 

The four Australian universities operating in Singapore were selected for the diversity of their 

operational characteristics. These universities are referred to anonymously as institutions A to D. 

Between them, the four institutions represent the various modes of teaching delivery operated by 

Australian and foreign institutions offering transnational higher education in Singapore within a 

private environment. Their operational characteristics were shown in Table 5.1. The plagiarism 

policies (underpinning principles) and plagiarism procedures (management of plagiarism) of the four 

universities were assessed in detail, as shown in Table 5.2. These were then correlated to their 

students’ understandings of plagiarism issues. The concluding assessment is presented in Section 

9.2.3.6. 

 

9.2.3.3 Analysis of Data from Students’ Survey  

 

An anonymous paper-based survey of 574 students from four Australian higher education institutions 

(referred to here as institutions A to D) operating in Singapore was carried out. Study programmes of 

the participating students were in the fields of business, commerce, communication, engineering, 

information technology (IT), and science. Students were of both genders (female: n = 327, male: n = 

244), in three different stages of their undergraduate studies (first year: n = 144, second year: n = 247, 

final year: n = 179), and in full-time (n = 389) or part-time study (n = 179). To probe the students’ 

views on plagiarism, they were provided with six different plagiarism scenarios. They were also asked 

to answer a number of open-ended questions to provide further insights into their understanding. 

Cross-tabulation analysis was carried out to find any correlations between the students’ understanding 

of plagiarism issues and their corresponding demographic characteristics (institution, field of study, 

year of study, mode of study, length of study [at the current institution], age, gender, nationality, first 

language, country of previous study, and entry level). 
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Students’ understanding of plagiarism  

The survey revealed that students’ understanding of plagiarism was insufficient and could leave them 

vulnerable to being penalised. There was a persistent level of uncertainty, remaining around 10% for 

the more obvious cases of plagiarism and reaching 30% for the more complex cases. As noted earlier, 

unintentional plagiarism and uncertainty have also been mentioned in many studies as a key issue 

(Gullifer & Tyson, 2014; Powell & Singh, 2016). As in Yeo’s (2007) findings, students were able to 

provide an adequate definition of plagiarism and yet remained unclear about plagiarism issues in 

group work or collaborative activities. There was also some disparity in the levels of uncertainty 

amongst the students, with students from a few specific countries struggling more with the concept 

of plagiarism and perhaps lacking the necessary information and skills. In two cases of plagiarism 

scenarios (Scenario 1: no source citation, and Scenario 6: back-translation), there were little 

disagreement from the students (less than 15%) that these were cases of plagiarism. In a survey of 

students’ perceptions of plagiarism, Childers and Bruton (2016) reported that plagiarism arising from 

verbatim copying with no source citation was identified by 94% of the students. The case of ‘partial 

referencing’ (Scenario 3) was disagreed that it was a case of plagiarism by 25% of the students, mainly 

through the belief that they had used references. The example of inadequate citation in the survey by 

Childers and Bruton (2016) also confused the students as only 33% of the students identified it as a 

case of plagiarism.  The other three cases of plagiarism scenarios (Scenario 2: self-plagiarism, 

Scenario 4: collusion within group work, and Scenario 5: partial reuse of a friend’s work) were 

characterised by a strong level of disagreement from the students that they could be conceived as 

cases of plagiarism. The students’ views on these most disputed cases are discussed below in more 

detail.   

 

Students’ willingness to plagiarise 

Up to 30% of the students surveyed indicated their willingness to plagiarise if they could get away 

with it. The main reasons given were: (1) Laziness; (2) To get better grades; (3) Time pressure; (4) 

Difficult assignment; (5) Ease of sharing work; and (6) Right to do so. This open willingness to 

plagiarise by students was reported in other studies on plagiarism in home campuses (Hansen & 

Anderson, 2015; Yazici et al., 2011). The students also had the perception that plagiarism was quite 

widespread among other students, perhaps giving them a sense of injustice and/or entitlement to 

plagiarise themselves. This attitude was noted in other studies as well (Park, 2004; Hansen & 

Anderson, 2015). 
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Students’ views on self-plagiarism 

A third of the students surveyed strongly believed that their own work could be recycled without it 

being conceived as a case of plagiarism. This misconception about self-plagiarism is also prevalent 

in home campuses (Bennet et al., 2011), and needs to be addressed by clear guidelines from teaching 

staff and institutions, as recommended by Halupa and Bolliger (2015). 

 

Students’ views on collusion within group work 

The students were presented with a case of collusion within group work, which clearly stated that 

individual assignments had been submitted with near-identical parts despite the instruction for the 

assignments to be individualised. Nearly half of the students surveyed disagreed that this would be a 

case of plagiarism. In some institutions, the disagreement response was given by the majority of the 

students. Sharing the same ideas justified, for many, the submission of identical parts in the 

assignment. Studies on plagiarism in home campuses also reported that students considered collusion 

within group work as acceptable (Sutton et al., 2014). This misconception needs to be addressed by 

clear guidelines from teaching staff and institutions, explaining the difference between collusion and 

collaboration within group work. 

 

Students’ views on partial reuse of a friend’s work 

A large number of the students surveyed (up to a third) would willingly reuse parts of a friend’s work 

for their own assignment and disagreed that this could be perceived as plagiarism. The main reason 

given was that of convenience. Copying from a friend with consent is often perceived by students as 

acceptable (Arhin, 2009). The current culture of sharing (Evering & Moorman, 2012; Palmer et al., 

2017) seems to encourage this. Again, clear guidelines from the institution and clear instructions from 

teaching staff are needed to alleviate this aspect of plagiarism. 

 

Students’ replies to open-ended questions 

Nearly half the students considered that there are times or situations where plagiarism would be 

acceptable, giving instances such as “for small amounts only”, “when it is general information”, “for 

time-consuming assignments” or “for unreasonable deadlines”. Acceptable amounts of plagiarised 

material could be up to 20% or more, excluding quotes and references. This emphasises the 

misunderstanding, for some students, of the concept of plagiarism and/or the level of entitlement that 

some of them felt they had. 

 

According to the students, from the underlying causes cited, such as “convenience”, “poor time 

management” and “workload pressure”, 75% of plagiarism was of an intentional nature. These 
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causes were also reported in many other studies, mainly carried out within a home campus 

environment (Comas-Forgas & Sureda-Negre, 2010; Hansen & Anderson, 2015; Park, 2004; Yazici 

et al., 2011). In the survey, the other main underlying cause, “lack of knowledge of plagiarism”, 

would contribute towards unintentional plagiarism. 

 

However, most students agreed that plagiarism should be penalised, the main suggestion being 

through mark deduction. They also suggested that there should be an educative approach to combat 

plagiarism, mainly through a “module on plagiarism”, “a training workshop” and “reminders from 

lecturers”. The benefits of a training workshop were also mentioned in other studies (Carroll, 2004; 

Newton et al., 2014). 

 

An analysis of the noteworthy comments and replies extracted from the students’ surveys strengthens 

the findings detailed above. Comments for Scenarios 1 (no source citation) and 3 (partial referencing) 

outlined the willingness of some students to plagiarise to save time, or to get better grades and if they 

thought they could get away with it. Scenario 6 (back-translation) seemed to be limited to a language 

issue only, rather than a ruse that could be used to beat the system. The strength of views was very 

strong for Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), for which many 

students took it as their right to do so. Scenario 5 was somewhat viewed differently: if the work was 

already available from a friend, the temptation was there and many reasons were invoked for giving 

in.  

 

All these replies and comments confirm the need for an in-depth educative approach in dealing with 

plagiarism. 

 

Students’ views by categories 

By institution 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the level of plagiarism 

awareness for Scenarios 2 (self-plagiarism) and 4 (collusion within group work) and the institution. 

Students from institution B had the highest level of plagiarism awareness, with the majority of its 

students agreeing that collusion and self-plagiarism, respectively, were cases of plagiarism. 

Institution B was the only one to offer a compulsory workshop on academic literacies which included 

aspects of plagiarism. Institution C had the lowest level of awareness. Yet institution C had well 

defined online plagiarism policies and clear procedures on breaches and penalties.  
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By field of study 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the level of plagiarism 

awareness for Scenarios 2 (self-plagiarism) and 4 (collusion within group work) and field of study. 

For both cases, the largest amount of disagreement was among the students of Information 

Technology. This relates to the findings by Fraser (2014) that computer science students were typical 

collusion offenders, maybe due to the specific collaborative nature of their assignments.  

 

By year of study 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the level of plagiarism 

awareness for Scenarios 2 (self-plagiarism) and 5 (partial reuse of friend’s work) and year of study. 

Levels of disagreement actually increased from first year students to final year students, which was 

an unexpected result. This could be due to students reacting to the increasing workload pressure as 

they progress in the course. No significant relationship was observed for the other scenarios of 

plagiarism. 

 

By mode of study 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the level of disagreement 

for Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and mode of study. Part-time students disagreed more than their 

fellow full-time students that self-plagiarism is a case of plagiarism. No significant relationship was 

observed for the other cases of plagiarism.  

 

By length of study (at the current institution) 

No significant relationship was observed between the students’ replies to the cases of plagiarism and 

the length of study so far at their current institution. 

 

By age 

No significant relationship was observed between the students’ replies to the cases of plagiarism and 

age of the students. 

 

By gender 

No significant relationship was observed between the students’ replies to the cases of plagiarism and 

student gender. However, uncertainty among females was consistently higher than that of male 

students for all cases of plagiarism. As was noted in other studies (Tannen, 1995; Palomares, 2009; 

Hancock & Rubin, 2015), male students seemed to be more categorical in their agreement or 

disagreement. 
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By nationality 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the level of plagiarism 

awareness for Scenarios 4 (self-plagiarism) and 5 (partial reuse of friend’s work) and student 

nationality, with students from China, followed by students from Singapore, having the greatest levels 

of agreement that these were cases of plagiarism. No consistent ranking for nationality was observed 

across these two scenarios. Students from Myanmar, followed by students from Malaysia, had the 

highest levels of uncertainty for most of the scenarios.  

 

By first language 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the students’ replies to 

Scenarios 2 (self-plagiarism) and Scenario 5 (partial reuse of friend’s work) and first language, with 

students whose first language was Chinese having the highest level of awareness for both scenarios. 

As noted earlier by nationality, students whose first language was Burmese had the highest level of 

uncertainty across most of the scenarios. 

 

By country of previous study 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the students’ replies to 

Scenarios 4 (collusion within group work), 5 (partial reuse of friend’s work) and 6 (back-translation) 

and country of previous study. Although the rankings varied from scenario to scenario and did not 

lead to any consistent ranking for plagiarism awareness, the highest levels of disagreement that these 

were cases of plagiarism came from students who had previously studied in Indonesia, for Scenario 

4 (collusion within group work); in Myanmar, for Scenario 5 (partial reuse of friend’s work); and in 

China for Scenario 6 (back-translation). 

 

By entry level 

Chi-Square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between the level of plagiarism 

awareness for Scenarios 2 (self-plagiarism) and 5 (partial reuse of friend’s work) and the entry level 

of the student. In both cases, students who entered their current course from a previous university 

course had the highest level of plagiarism awareness. The other three entry levels, ‘A level’ (or 

equivalent), ‘Foundation’ and ‘Diploma’ fared differently depending on the plagiarism case, although 

students with ‘A level’ entry (or equivalent) had a better awareness level of plagiarism on most of the 

scenario cases than the students from ‘Foundation’ or ‘Diploma’ entry levels. 
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Differences in views between business students’ cohort and full cohort 

A pilot study based on the survey data of business students was initially carried out before the analysis 

of the survey data from the full cohort of students was implemented. Students’ views on plagiarism 

were very similar for both cohorts, within one or two percentage points, for Scenarios 1 (no source 

citation), 3 (partial referencing) and 5 (partial reuse of friend’s work). For Scenarios 2 (self-

plagiarism) and 4 (collusion within group work), the disagreement levels that these were cases of 

plagiarism increased by about 5% for the full cohort of students. This indicates a higher level of 

disagreement from students enrolled in other fields of study. Students in business programmes were, 

therefore, more aware of plagiarism issues than their fellow students in other programmes.  

 

9.2.3.4 Analysis of Data from Staff Survey 

 

The level of understanding of plagiarism among the staff was found to be much higher than reported 

in many other studies (Adiningram, 2015; Bennett et al., 2011; Halupa & Bolliger, 2013), with levels 

of agreement on all cases of plagiarism including recycling and collusion exceeding 87%. This could 

be due to the high level of work experience of the teaching staff working within the transnational 

environment that is Singapore, which is characterised by the availability of good and experienced 

teaching staff and rigorous pre-selection of the staff by the home institution at faculty level.  

 

Most of the staff expected their students to plagiarise, implying the need for a more effective 

interaction between the teacher and the student. This aspect does not seem to appear in previous 

studies and may be more characteristic of staff within a transnational environment which, due to the 

nature of the logistics (mainly part-time teaching and limited time for effective feedback), does not 

always facilitate an effective student-staff interaction. 

 

To combat plagiarism, staff members were overwhelmingly more in favour of an educative approach 

than of punitive actions, as reported in other studies on home campuses (Bruton & Childers, 2016; 

Flint et al., 2006). In contrast to their high level of understanding of plagiarism issues, most of the 

staff stated that they would be willing to accept fairly large amounts of plagiarised material, as picked 

up by text-matching software, ranging from 5% to 25%, excluding quotes and references. This could 

be due to the lack of clear and specific guidelines from the institution. This fairly relaxed attitude 

towards plagiarism acceptance on behalf of some of the staff was also observed in home campus 

institutions (Bennett et al., 2011; de Jager & Brown, 2010; Flint et al., 2006; Halupa & Bolliger, 

2013). It characterises both the reluctance from the staff to deal with cases of plagiarism and the 
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ineffective monitoring by the institution of its plagiarism procedures. This stresses again the need for 

an induction course for all new staff and clearer guidelines from the institution. 

A noteworthy finding is that staff differentiated less between Scenarios 1 to 5, whilst many students 

considered Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and Scenario 4 (collusion within group work) as legitimate 

cases for plagiarising. The complex issues which may be embedded in self-plagiarism and collusion 

cases seem to have been dismissed by most staff. Also, Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work) 

was seen by many teaching staff as an obvious case of ‘plain cheating’, whilst many students held a 

different view, as seen in the previous section.  

 

Additional comments made by some staff members to reduce plagiarism indicated the need to avoid 

the recycling of past assignments and the need to widen the scope of assignments to prevent students 

producing very similar pieces of work.  

 

9.2.3.5 Assessment of Student and Staff Interviews 

 

Students’ views from interviews 

About two-thirds of the students thought that plagiarism was a real problem and that it was fairly 

common among their peers. Every student knew of other students who plagiarised or had plagiarised. 

Reasons as to why this was so encompassed the unintentional (e.g. lack of knowledge) and the 

intentional (e.g. staff leniency). About 20% of the students dismissed plagiarism as a problem not 

worth considering. Most students emphasised the strong relationship between digital technologies 

and plagiarism, the former making it easier and more convenient to plagiarise. 

 

Just over half of the students believed that both students and staff were well informed on plagiarism 

policies and about consequences of plagiarism but this was argued against by the remainder of the 

students, who either denied being informed enough to avoid plagiarising or refused to believe in the 

relevance of plagiarism.  

 

Acceptable amounts of plagiarised material (excluding quoted material, in-text citations and 

references) were between ‘up to 10%’ for 20% of the students and ‘up to 20%’ for 40% of the 

students. This denotes a serious misunderstanding of the ethics of plagiarism, with a lack of adequate 

information from both the institution and their lecturers.  

 

To reduce plagiarism, students suggested both educative and punitive approaches. They also wished 

for some form of teaching on plagiarism and suggested the use of real cases of plagiarism to inform 
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and deter other students. The majority of the students confirmed that part-time staff might be more 

lenient towards them because they needed to obtain good evaluations to keep their employment and 

because they had little time to deal with plagiarism procedures. 

 

Many students also pointed out that plagiarism practices which were tolerated in some countries of 

previous studies had an ongoing effect in their current studies. 

 

Staff views from interviews 

Nearly all of the staff members (over 90%) perceived plagiarism as a real problem. Over 50% of the 

staff members also found plagiarism to be quite common among students. They gave several reasons 

for plagiarism among students: (1) General lack of knowledge of plagiarism; (2) Lack of knowledge, 

blamed, for some students, on their previous academic and cultural backgrounds in another country 

which formed their different approaches to learning; (3) Academic difficulties (students struggling 

with academic level, language problems); (4) Laziness; (5) Culture of sharing; and (6) Uncertainty 

on self-plagiarism and collusion. 

 

On the provision of information about plagiarism, the members of staff were divided on whether they 

themselves, or their students, were well informed about it. The need for further training on plagiarism 

was often emphasised as some often remained uncertain about the action required of them when 

dealing with plagiarism cases. 

 

Acceptable amounts of plagiarised material varied greatly among the staff, reaching 50% for some. 

The diversity of views on this matter indicates the need for an induction course on the institution’s 

plagiarism policies and procedures for all new staff. Some members of staff also pointed out that any 

percentage amount of plagiarised material as indicated by plagiarism detection software may not be 

a reliable value, since students can make subtle changes to their work to disguise any similarity with 

other works.  

 

To reduce plagiarism, the majority of the staff (70%) suggested a variety of educative approaches: 

(1) Training on academic literacies; (2) Embedding the teaching of plagiarism in every module; (3) 

Using past plagiarism cases to reinforce the issue to students; (4) Avoiding tempting students into 

plagiarism (by avoiding recycling of assignments or questions); (5) Providing more information on 

plagiarism; (6) Reinforcing the value of academic integrity. The punitive approach mentioned the 

following measures: “reinforce penalties”; “reinforce the consequences”; “fail them”. Most of the 

measures mentioned above by the members of staff for both punitive and educative approaches were 
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also pointed out by the students in the survey and in the interview and in other studies on plagiarism. 

Of particular interest here is the suggestion to embed some form of plagiarism teaching within every 

module/unit. This particular approach is not mentioned in other studies on plagiarism. Yet it could 

prove quite effective as the module lecturer would emphasise any aspects of plagiarism that could be 

relevant to the particular module. Reminding students of past cases of plagiarism and of their 

consequences is also quite effective (Owens & White, 2013). Students tend to pay more attention to 

real cases of plagiarism, learn from them and improve their understanding of plagiarism (Divan, 

Bowman, & Seabourne, 2015; Wingate & Tribble, 2013). Anonymity and confidentiality would of 

course need to be respected in reviewing these cases. Along the same lines, Li (2012), suggested an 

educative approach using the Turnitin™ originality reports.  

 

Regarding the belief that some part-time staff may ignore plagiarism cases, most of the part-time staff 

and the full-time staff agreed that this was the case, with the main reasons being: (1) The need for 

part-time staff to be lenient towards their students to ensure good evaluations and renewal of 

contracts; and (2) The amount of hard work and extra time required to deal with plagiarism cases. 

Similar views were shared by the students, who seemed quite aware of the particular working 

conditions in which part-time staff operate within a transnational environment. 

 

9.2.3.6 Assessment of the Operational Characteristics of the Four Institutions 

 

Limited effectiveness of institutions’ online modules on plagiarism  

When available, online modules on plagiarism, whether conceived as a compulsory item that needed 

to be passed or only made available for voluntary practice, were rather basic in nature, being more of 

a short test than a learning module. They were made of several components which could be passed 

fairly easily, with multiple attempts allowed. The multiple choice questions allowed the students to 

quickly rectify the responses, if need be, and pass the module, without any deep-rooted learning of 

the complex aspects of plagiarism that they might be facing in their studies. The limited effectiveness 

of these online modules was confirmed by the fact that students from institutions C and D, which had 

such a module, still had fairly low levels of plagiarism awareness.  

 

Limited effectiveness of institutions’ online policies on plagiarism  

The availability of online plagiarism policies and procedures did not provide, on its own, an effective 

measure to raise students’ understanding of plagiarism issues. Institution C, which had well defined 

online plagiarism policies and clear procedures, had students with the lowest level of plagiarism 

awareness. 
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Effectiveness of induction session on plagiarism in raising student awareness 

Students from institution B had the highest level of plagiarism awareness with the majority of its 

students agreeing that collusion and self-plagiarism, respectively, were cases of plagiarism. 

Institution B was the only one to provide a compulsory workshop on academic literacies which 

included aspects of plagiarism. The effectiveness of such a training session/workshop in raising 

students’ awareness of plagiarism issues has been outlined in other studies (Bennett et al., 2011; 

Carroll, 2004; Harris, 2012; Newton et al., 2014). 

 

9.3  Findings on Plagiarism Issues within TNHE 

 

9.3.1 Themes Arising from Study 

 

A total of 48 emerging themes were identified from the findings of this study. Altogether, these 

themes answer the first research question on the issues with plagiarism in Australian TNHE 

programmes in Singapore, by providing answers to each of the underpinning guiding questions. The 

large number of themes is due to the nature of the study, which has produced an extensive amount of 

quantitative and qualitative data, especially for the students’ and staff members’ views, through the 

surveys and interviews. These themes, presented in a tabular form in Appendix H, were discussed in 

detail in the previous chapter. 

 

9.3.1.1 Themes Related to the Characteristics of the TNHE Environment 

 

Two themes related to the characteristics of the TNHE environment were identified as having a 

possible impact on plagiarism issues. These were the dual environment in which the teaching staff, 

mostly part-time, operate, and the customer power that TNHE students appear to have.  

 

9.3.1.2 Themes Related to the Operational Characteristics of the TNHE Institutions and their 

Policies and Procedures on Plagiarism 

 

Five themes related to the operational characteristics of the TNHE institutions and their policies and 

procedures on plagiarism were identified as having a possible impact on plagiarism issues. These 

were the: (1) Limited effectiveness of online policies and procedures on plagiarism; (2) Lack of 

briefing on plagiarism during orientation week; (3) Lack of effectiveness of a compulsory online 

module on academic integrity; (4) Lack of a compulsory session on plagiarism for new students; and 

(5) Lack of effective use of plagiarism detection software.  
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9.3.1.3 Themes Related to the TNHE Students’ Views on Plagiarism, through Survey and 

Interviews 

 

A total of 29 themes related to the students’ views on plagiarism were identified. There were nine 

themes that outlined the views of the students on the general aspects of plagiarism such as: (1) 

Unintentional plagiarism arising from lack of knowledge of plagiarism, uncertainty and language 

issues; (2) Strong disagreement from many students, sometimes the majority of them, that recycling 

of one’s own work, collusion within group work and reuse of a friend’s work could be conceived as 

acts of plagiarism; and (3) Willingness to plagiarise, using available digital tools and not considering 

plagiarism seriously. There were seven themes that identified specific views of many students: their 

open admission to plagiarism, their perceived right to use fairly substantial amounts of plagiarised 

material, the need to penalise plagiarism, their inadequate information on plagiarism policies, 

procedures and consequences, the prevalence of intentional plagiarism, and, the need to provide 

further education on plagiarism, mainly through a module on plagiarism. There were 11 themes 

arising from cross-tabulation results of the data, notably that levels of uncertainty were highest for 

female students and for students from some neighbouring countries, and that acquired plagiarism 

practices in countries of previous studies, due to different approaches to learning, remained an 

obstacle for some students in their current studies. Finally, there were two themes on the lack of 

effectiveness of online modules on academic integrity, and on the awareness by most students of part-

time staff members’ leniency. 

 

9.3.1.4 Themes Related to the TNHE Staff Views on Plagiarism, through Survey and Interviews 

 

A total of 12 themes related to the staff views on plagiarism were identified. Staff views on their 

students’ plagiarism were depicted through three themes: staff expected their students to plagiarise; 

staff expected them to do so intentionally, within a culture of sharing; and there was disagreement 

between staff and students on self-plagiarism and collusion within group work. Misconceptions on 

plagiarism and complexities of some aspects of plagiarism came through four themes: willingness of 

staff to accept fairly large amounts of plagiarised material; acceptability of plagiarism in certain 

situations; lack of adequate information or training; and complexities of self-plagiarism. Five other 

themes completed the findings from the views of staff: (1) Educative approach favoured to combat 

plagiarism; (2) Need to avoid recycling of assignments; (3) Need for adequate checks on English 

language proficiency; (4) Need to make staff-student interaction more effective; and (5) Admission 

by staff (both part-time and full-time) that part-time staff may be lenient towards student plagiarism. 
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9.3.2 Theoretical Propositions Related to Overall Situation on Plagiarism Issues 

 

Theorising the themes outlined in the previous sections - which were presented and discussed in detail 

in the previous chapter - using inductive logic to assess their meanings and interactions, allowed the 

formulation of 11 theoretical propositions which, altogether with the conceptual framework below, 

provide an answer to the underpinning guiding question 2.1 on the overall situation of plagiarism in 

current Australian programmes in Singapore. These 11 theoretical propositions were discussed in 

detail in the previous chapter, in line with current literature. They are grouped into five overarching 

categories, as shown in Table 9.1. 

 

9.3.3 Theoretical Framework of Plagiarism within TNHE Environment 

 

The 11 propositions formulated above and their underpinning themes, outlined earlier, allowed the 

construction of a theoretical framework which fully describes the various elements interacting in the 

overall situation of plagiarism within the Australian TNHE environment in Singapore. The diagram 

of this theoretical framework was presented in Figure 8.2. Unintentional plagiarism may arise from 

one or more of four circumstances: (1) Misconceptions on plagiarism arising from practices 

previously acquired; (2) Language issues; (3) Inadequate academic reading and writing skills; and (4) 

Uncertainty on complex issues such confusion between collusion and collaboration in group work 

and reuse of own work. Intentional plagiarism by the students can be triggered by one or several of 

three perspectives: (1) A strategy of convenience, which can result from copying, cutting and pasting, 

patchwriting and avoiding referencing and citations; (2) A recalcitrant stance arising from a ‘not 

bothered’ attitude, culture of sharing or a customer mentality; and (3) An exploitative stance arising 

from the will to gain an unfair advantage through the use of staff leniency, weaknesses in policies 

and procedures, and deceitful use of technology to beat the plagiarism detection software.  

 

These levels of plagiarism, whether intentional or unintentional, may be decreased through one or 

more of the following practices: (1) Strict implementation of plagiarism policies and procedures; (2) 

Clear and specific guidelines on plagiarism policies and procedures; (3) An educative approach from 

the institution and staff; (4) An effective staff-student interaction; and (5) A decrease in staff leniency. 
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Table 9.1: Theoretical propositions arising from findings of study 

Theoretical Propositions Arising from Findings of Study 

Propositions within ‘Unintentional Plagiarism’ 

P1: Lack of knowledge about the fundamental aspects of plagiarism among some TNHE students 

may lead them towards uncertainty on how to deal with plagiarism issues 

P2: The tendency among many TNHE students to consider their own work as something they can 

reuse in other assignments may lead them towards unintentional plagiarism 

P3: The confusion among many TNHE students on the difference between collusion and 

collaboration within group work may lead them towards unintentional plagiarism 

Propositions within ‘Intentional Plagiarism’ 

P4: The willingness of many TNHE students to plagiarise for reasons of convenience may lead 

them towards intentional plagiarism 

P5: The willingness of many TNHE students to plagiarise due to personal convictions may lead 

them towards intentional plagiarism 

P6: The willingness of some TNHE students to plagiarise through deceitful exploitation of the 

educational system may lead them towards intentional plagiarism 

Propositions within ‘Institutions’ Policies and Procedures on Plagiarism’ 

P7: Lack of clear and specific guidelines on plagiarism policies and procedures may lead to 

students’ misunderstanding of plagiarism issues and to inadequate action by staff 

P8: Strict implementation of the institution’s policies and procedures on plagiarism is necessary 

to reduce plagiarism 

P9: An educative approach to tackling problems with plagiarism is needed 

Propositions within ‘Staff-Student Interaction’ 

P10: Within the TNHE environment, limited interaction between teaching staff and students 

hinders efforts to combat plagiarism 

Propositions within ‘Marketing and Financial Constraints on Ethical Issues’ 

P11a: Marketing imperatives within local private education institutions in partnership with 

Australian TNHE universities may hinder efforts to combat plagiarism 

P11b: Financial constraints within the TNHE environment may conflict with Australian TNHE 

institutions’ goals on teaching quality and ethics 
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The quality assurance of the TNHE institution will tend to promote the above practices favourably 

towards improved academic integrity. However, the marketing and recruitment strategies of the local 

partner and the financial constraints of the TNHE institution may pull these practices in the opposite 

direction, resulting in lower levels of academic integrity. The overall effect of these complex 

interactions will be reflected in the standing of the TNHE institution regarding its level of educational 

quality and reputation. 

 

9.4 Recommendations for Improved Academic Integrity within the TNHE Environment 

 

Overall, the situation with plagiarism within a TNHE environment was of concern, with a large 

number of students, sometimes reaching the majority, plagiarising or willing to plagiarise, under 

certain conditions, intentionally or unintentionally. There was a lack of clear and specific guidelines 

on plagiarism and its consequences for many students and a lack of adequate training for some 

members of staff. The diversity of students, coming from a very large number of different countries, 

some of them with more tolerant attitudes towards plagiarism, the distance between the home campus 

and the TNHE campus, the dual partnership between the local partner institution and the TNHE 

institution, the dual pressure environment under which the staff (mostly part-time) operate, and the 

lack of effective staff-student interaction, all have an impact.  

 

Using the interactions within the conceptual framework described above and taking into account the 

various results, themes and propositions arising from this study, a set of recommendations was 

suggested for the improvement of academic integrity within TNHE institutions. The suggested 

recommendations were presented and discussed in Section 8.6 and in Figure 8.3. The 

recommendations can be summarised with the acronym ACTIONS as follows: 

 

A: Academic literacies workshop for new students, at the induction stage 

C: Compliance with plagiarism procedures on breaches and penalties 

T: Teaching of compulsory module/unit on plagiarism 

I: Induction on plagiarism for new teaching staff 

O: Online submission of assignments through plagiarism-detection software 

N: Nurturing good practice with educative and counselling approach 

S: Staff-student interaction to be more effective 

 

As the need for an effective staff-student interaction within a TNHE environment is essential for the 

educative approach required to improve the learning of students on plagiarism issues, further 
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recommendations were made to ensure that this would be the case. These were detailed in section 

8.6.3 with the support of Figures 8.4 and 8.5. 

 

It is suggested here that these recommendations would ensure a robust level of academic integrity 

within the TNHE environment, as they address all the shortcomings reported in this study, through 

its findings, its emerging themes and theoretical propositions. These recommendations would involve 

all the TNHE stakeholders, including the management and faculty staff in home and TNHE campuses, 

management of the local partner institution, teaching staff, and students.  

 

9.5 Significance of the Study 

 

9.5.1 Relevance of Study Findings 

 

The analysis of the extensive amount of quantitative and qualitative data collected in the study has 

allowed the development of a number of themes, and the construction of eleven relevant theoretical 

propositions, deduced from the assessment of the themes and of their interactions, using inductive 

logic. The study findings, through its themes and propositions, have identified many of the reasons 

and circumstantial evidence (i.e. why?, when? and how?) behind students’ plagiarism within a higher 

education environment, as in home campuses, but have also revealed the more intricate and complex 

reasons and interactions leading to plagiarism within a TNHE campus. 

 

9.5.2 Relevance of Theoretical Framework 

 

The theoretical framework presented in this thesis, and discussed in detail in Section 8.5, reveals the 

elements affecting plagiarism within a TNHE environment. The framework provides an overview of 

the elements affecting plagiarism within a TNHE context. Such a theoretical framework that depicts 

the various relationships taking place within a TNHE environment in relation to plagiarism has not 

been presented previously. It may be a useful tool for understanding the different plagiarism-related 

elements at play in specific TNHE environments and for guiding actions to improve academic 

integrity.  

 

9.5.3 Relevance of Need to Implement Faculty Actions 

 

The arguments for the need to implement faculty actions were presented and discussed in detail in 

Section 8.6. The suggested recommendations describe the various faculty actions (through the 
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acronym ACTIONS) required to improve academic integrity within the TNHE environment. The 

seven recommendations resulted from the analysis of the theoretical framework, by minimising 

framework aspects conducive to plagiarism, and by engaging framework aspects favourable to 

academic integrity. 

 

9.5.4 Relevance of Need to Make Staff-Student Interaction Effective 

  

The need for an effective staff-student interaction is essential for the continuous learning of the 

students in their understanding of plagiarism issues and improvement of academic integrity. The 

detailed interactions between staff and students, presented and discussed in Section 8.6.3, which also 

involve actions from the faculty, will ensure that staff provide ongoing support to students, and that 

students are positively engaged in learning about plagiarism, all under the monitoring of the faculty. 

 

9.5.5 Overall Significance of Study 

 

This study has provided an understanding of plagiarism issues within the intricacies of the TNHE 

environment, as suggested by Pecorari (2015), and has also made relevant suggestions to prevent 

plagiarism, as recommended by Weber-Wulff (2015). The theoretical framework proposed in this 

study has provided a useful insight into the complex mechanisms of plagiarism within a TNHE 

environment. Analysis of the framework allowed the formulation of a set of actions required to 

minimise plagiarism within a TNHE environment, and promote the fostering of academic integrity. 

Although this study was undertaken in the TNHE hub of Singapore, its findings and recommendations 

may also be applicable to TNHE environments in other educational hubs. Most of its findings and 

recommendations may also be applicable to higher education home campus environments. 

 

9.6 Limitations of Current Study and Recommendations for Further Research 

 

Likert scale questions were used in the surveys to provide information on a large cohort of participants 

and to identify any dependencies. Limitations with this type of methodological approach include 

possible misunderstandings of the survey questions, misrepresentations from the participants or 

randomly selected responses. To overcome these limitations, this research has combined the 

quantitative method (analysis of Likert scale responses) with qualitative methods (analysis of replies 

to open-ended questions and analysis of interviews). The survey instrument was also tested through 

a pilot study. 
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Limitations of the methodology of semi-structured interviews used in this study relate to the sample 

size, limiting their generalisability, and to subjectivity in this type of qualitative approach. To 

minimise any bias and reduce these limitations, data analysis was repeated several times and findings 

were checked against those of the surveys. 

 

The large number of students (n = 574) surveyed in this study allowed a fair assessment of students’ 

views to be carried out. A few significant differences in the students’ views on plagiarism were found 

for some plagiarism scenarios. The use of a larger cohort of students within transnational institutions 

might identify significant differences across the plagiarism scenarios for other socio-demographic 

categories of the students. However, for statistical validity, there should be adequate numbers of 

students in the relevant categories. Also, for certain categories involving time (such as year of study), 

the institutions will need to have been running in a stable manner for a few years, to ensure data 

consistency. Further theoretical propositions, in relation to plagiarism issues within the TNHE 

environment, might be generated from the analysis of this extended data. 

 

Interviews involving a larger number of students and staff would provide further insights on their 

thoughts on plagiarism across their respective categories. In this study, cross-tabulation analysis of 

the interview data was not carried out due to the small sample sizes.  

 

An investigation could be carried out in the assessment of first year students’ awareness of plagiarism 

issues with a compulsory module/unit on plagiarism, using a control class that would have no such a 

unit. 

 

Similar investigations involving surveys and interviews of students and staff within different regional 

education hubs, such as Hong Kong or Dubai, could also be carried out, to check whether there are 

differences in these TNHE environments. This might lead to additional theoretical propositions in 

relation to socio-demographic differences, due to regional variations. 

 

Finally, research could be undertaken within a TNHE environment with the implementation of the 

seven recommendations made here, under the acronym ACTIONS. This would allow confirmation 

of the effectiveness of these recommendations, over a few years, in minimising plagiarism and 

fostering academic integrity. 
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9.7 Concluding Remarks 

 

The findings from this study indicate that plagiarism awareness in students in a transnational 

environment in Singapore remains inadequate. Academic integrity within such an environment could 

arguably be improved through a rigorous set of actions, with an approach outlined in this chapter. 

This involves a set of clear and well-defined policies and procedures on plagiarism, the availability 

of an academic literacies induction course, a compulsory module on plagiarism, strict compliance 

with plagiarism penalties, an induction on plagiarism for new teaching staff, and an educative 

approach towards plagiarism, which would involve positive staff-student interaction. This approach 

would require the collaboration of all stakeholders and could promote academic integrity, and thus, 

academic quality, within transnational environments.  

 

The students in this study were in a transnational environment. Such an environment is different to a 

typical home campus in terms of student and staff diversity and in operational characteristics. 

However, the suggestions made here for improving students’ levels of awareness of plagiarism could 

potentially be helpful for both educational environments, national or transnational. 

 

As was highlighted by Pyvis et al., (2013, Appendix B, p.1),  

[T]he quality of teaching and learning in Australian transnational higher 

education is uneven. Persisting quality failures risk student investments, the 

reputation and financial security of Australian universities, the goodwill of host-

countries and institutions and education’s position as Australia’s largest service 

export industry. 

 

It is therefore vital for TNHE providers to ensure clear, unambiguous and inter-university academic 

misconduct policies and procedures, which will enable academic staff to make the right decisions on 

academic misconduct, and support the students in their compliance with academic integrity. The 

findings and recommendations from this thesis will help towards that goal. 
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Appendix C1 Information Email to Institution Management for Student Survey 

 

RE: Request for permission to conduct research at XXXX 

XXXX 

Date & Time; You; xxxxxxx  

 
Hello Anne, it's good to hear about your research, I'm sure we can help. 

 

Please contct me (via email, phone (+xxxxxx)) when you are ready and we can work on the logistics of the project and 

data collection, 

regards 

XXXX 

________________________________________ 

From: XXXXX 

Sent: Date & Time 

To: Anne Palmer 

Cc: XXX, XXXX, XXXX 

Subject: RE: Request for permission to conduct research at XXXX 

 

Dear Anne 

We would be very pleased to assist you where we can in conducting your research. Xxxx who is copied into this email 

is our research manager. She will be very pleased to facilitate your endeavours on our campuses. Please contact me 

directly if I can be of assistance. 

Cheers 

Xxxx 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Anne Palmer [mailto:Anne.Palmer@newcastle.edu.au] 

Sent: Date & Time 

To: XXXX 

Subject: Request for permission to conduct research at XXXX 

 

Dear Dr Xxxx, 

 

I am writing to request permission to conduct a research study at your university in Singapore. I am currently a PhD 

student at the University of Western Australia. My research study aims to investigate the perspectives of academic staff 

and students on digital plagiarism in transnational programmes run by Australian higher education providers in 

Singapore. My supervisors are Associate Professor Mark Pegrum and Associate Professor Grace Oakley in the 

University of Western Australia, Department of Education. Please note that this research study has been approved by 

the Human Research Ethics Committee at the University of Western Australia. 

 

This study will be based on the voluntary participation of academic staff and students. To ensure anonymity and 

confidentiality, all institutions, groups and individuals will be de-identified. This study involves staff and students 

across various disciplines at undergraduate and postgraduate Australian universities based in Singapore. 

 

I would be grateful for your permission and for your support to conduct this study. I am more than happy to answer any 

questions or concerns that you may have. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Anne Palmer 

Mobile + 65 9376 5676 

Email: Anne.Palmer@newcastle.edu.au 

  

mailto:Anne.Palmer@newcastle.edu.au
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Appendix C2 Information Email to Lecturers for Student Survey 

  

Hi Anne, 

The lectures running on the dates that you have indicated are as follows: 

[XXXX] 

As discussed, the survey will be conducted after class so as not to eat into lecture time and 

participation will be entirely voluntary. 

I have copied Dr XXX, XXX’s Offshore Program Director, in this email and if you could furnish us 

with a copy of your research information form for reference, that would be very much would 

appreciated.  

Best regards, 

XXX 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Anne Palmer [mailto:Anne.Palmer@newcastle.edu.au]  

Sent: Thursday, 15 August, 2013 2:47 PM 

To: XXX 

Subject: RE: PhD Research -UWA 

 Dear XXX, 

 It was really nice meeting with you today and thank you for your time and support.  

 Here are the days where I am able to do the survey: 

Next week: 19,  20 and 21 August; then the week after: 

28, 29 and 30 August 

 Many thanks again and hope to hear from you soon. 

 Kind regards 

Anne 

  

Hi Anne, 

Will 2.15pm today work for you? I can swing by your cubicle. 

 Cheers, 

XXX 

-----Original Message----- 
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From: Anne Palmer [mailto:Anne.Palmer@newcastle.edu.au]  

Sent: Tuesday, 13 August, 2013 3:04 PM 

To: XXX , xxx 

Subject: RE: PhD Research -UWA 

  

Dear XXX, 

 Please accept my sincere apologies for such a late response. I was on leave and came back this 

Monday with massive work waiting for me. 

 If you are still free, I would like to meet with you this Thursday, 15th August. Please indicate the 

time (and day) that suits you best. We could either meet at the cafeteria downstairs or you could 

come to my cubicle (Room B407, block B level 4) if it is not too inconvenient for you. 

 Hoping to hear from you soon. 

  

Kind regards 

Anne 

  

>>> "XXX , xxx" <email address> Thursday, July 25, 2013 >>> 

Hi Anne, 

 I will be happy to meet with you on either 15 or 16 Aug. 

 Best regards, 

XXX xxx 

Manager 

Student Services 

  

Main: +65 xxx 

Fax: +65 xxx 

  

-----Original Message----- 

mailto:[mailto:Anne.Palmer@newcastle.edu.au]
mailto:Jason.HON@psb-academy.edu.sg
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From: Anne Palmer [mailto:Anne.Palmer@newcastle.edu.au]  

Sent: Thursday, 25 July, 2013 4:27 PM 

To: XXX , xxx 

Subject: PhD Research -UWA 

  

Dear XXX, 

  

I would like to inform you that I am currently working on my PhD for which I have been granted 

the Ethics approval from the Human Research Ethics Committee at the University of Western 

Australia (UWA). 

 This study will be based on the voluntary participation of academic staff and students. To ensure 

anonymity and confidentiality, all institutions, groups and individuals will be de-identified. This 

study involves staff and students across various disciplines at undergraduate and postgraduate 

Australian universities based in Singapore. 

 For that purpose, besides having the official ethics approval from UWA, I have contacted Professor 

XXX, Associate Dean, International, from the University of XXX who has approved the 

participation of staff and students of XXX in Singapore for this research. Furthermore, Dr XXX has 

already been informed about this research as well. 

In this context, I would be grateful if we could meet and discuss the options after the 12th of 

August. Rest assured that I will not take much of your time. Thank you for your understanding. 

 Kind regards, 

Anne Palmer 

  

mailto:[mailto:Anne.Palmer@newcastle.edu.au]
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Appendix C3 Information to Participants about Survey and Interview – 2012 
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Appendix C4 Student Agreement for participation in Interview 
 

PARTICIPATION IN INTERVIEW 
If you would like to be included in an interview as part of a research study, please provide your Name and contact 

details below. Thank you. 

Name: ------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email:------------------------------------------------------------ Mobile Number:--------------------------------- 

 

 

PARTICIPATION IN INTERVIEW 
If you would like to be included in an interview as part of a research study, please provide your Name and contact 

details below. Thank you. 

Name: ------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email:------------------------------------------------------------ Mobile Number:--------------------------------- 

 

 

PARTICIPATION IN INTERVIEW 
If you would like to be included in an interview as part of a research study, please provide your Name and contact 

details below. Thank you. 

Name: ------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email:------------------------------------------------------------ Mobile Number:--------------------------------- 

 

 

PARTICIPATION IN INTERVIEW 
If you would like to be included in an interview as part of a research study, please provide your Name and contact 

details below. Thank you. 

Name: ------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email:------------------------------------------------------------ Mobile Number:--------------------------------- 
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Appendix C5 Information Email to Teaching Staff for Staff Survey 

 

Xxxx 

Date & Time Anne Palmer (A.Palmer@murdoch.edu.au);XXX 

Hi Anne, 

 Not a problem. I’ve informed our lecturers regarding the survey. 

 Hopefully, you’ll receive as many responses as possible. ☺ 

 Regards, 

Xxxx 

Executive| Lecturer Management | XXXXX 

 From: Anne Palmer [mailto:A.Palmer@murdoch.edu.au]  

Sent: Date & Time 

To: XXXX 
Cc: XXXX 
Subject: Teaching Staff Survey 

 Dear XXX and XXX, 

 It was nice seeing you both last Friday. Also, thank you for organising the meeting with your team 

early March. 

As discussed, I have prepared the teaching staff survey and the email (below) to be sent to all 

affiliate lecturers (and tutors). I believe, this is going to give us a better understanding of their views 

on plagiarism and help us address any issues that may arise. 

Hope to see you soon. 

 Many thanks again and Kind Regards 

Anne 

  

Dear Lecturer, 

You are invited to participate in a research study that aims to explore the interrelated aspects of 

digital plagiarism and the perspectives of academic staff.  

 This survey gives current teaching staff the opportunity to voice their opinion about their higher 

education experience. The survey will be open from 24 March – 08 April 2015 and will take 

approximately 15 minutes of your time to complete. 
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Your responses are both anonymous and confidential. To ensure anonymity and confidentiality, 

respondents’ IP addresses are not recorded or stored and all institutions, groups and individuals 

are automatically de-identified.  

 To start the survey, please click on the following link: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/affiliates2015 

 Thank you in advance for your participation. Your cooperation is much appreciated. 

 Kind Regards, 

Anne 

The participation in this study is voluntary and does not prejudice any right to compensation, which you may have 

under statute or common law. 

Approval to conduct this research has been provided by the University of Western Australia, in accordance with its 

ethics review and approval procedures.  

The completion of the survey will be considered evidence of consent to participate in the study. 

Respondents’ IP addresses are not being stored. 

Anne Palmer 

Learning Development Lecturer | Murdoch University  

Phone +65 6733 7136  |  Email a.palmer@murdoch.edu.au 

 

 

  

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/affiliates2015
mailto:a.palmer@murdoch.edu.au
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Appendix C6 Information to Participants about Survey and Interview - 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Dear Participant, 

 

I am writing to request your participation in a study to be conducted by ANNE PALMER, a PhD student at the 

University of Western Australia, who is investigating the perspectives of academic staff and students on digital 

plagiarism in transnational programmes run by Australian higher education providers in Singapore. 

 

This study will be of significance to those wishing to understand digital plagiarism in particular, and how it is similar 

to and different from traditional plagiarism. It will inform Australian transnational education providers on the impact 

digital plagiarism might have on the institutions’ academic integrity and reputation and also present academic staff 

and students’ multi-faceted perspectives on plagiarism and digital plagiarism. This study will be of significance in 

the context of transnational education where academic staff and students come from diverse linguistic and cultural 

backgrounds. 

 

You will be asked to participate in an anonymous survey that should not last longer than fifteen minutes. Please note 

that participation is entirely voluntary and you are under no obligation to take part. The completion of the survey will 

be considered evidence of consent to participate in the study. 

 

If you are willing to participate in the second phase of the research, an interview, you should fill in your contact 

details on the separate form provided. A small selection of participants will be asked to take part in an interview of 

around 30-45 minutes at a convenient time and location. The interview will be transcribed and you are welcome to 

read and verify the transcription. With your permission the interview will be tape-recorded for the purpose of ensuring 

that any of the content discussed is not left out, but if you prefer not to be tape-recorded, the interviewer will make 

notes by hand.  

 

Your contributions and identity will remain strictly confidential and all data will be kept in a locked and secure place 

during the research process and for 5 years after the completion of the study.  You will be able to withdraw from this 

study without prejudice in any way, at any time and with no justification required, and all records of your participation 

will be destroyed, unless otherwise agreed. 

 

The Human Research Ethics Committee at the University of Western Australia requires that all participants are 

informed that, if they have any complaint regarding the manner in which a research project is conducted, it may be 

given to the researcher or alternatively to the Secretary, Human Research Ethics Committee, Registrar’s Office, 

University of Western Australia, 35 Stirling Highway, Crawley, WA 6009 (telephone number +618 6488 3703). All 

study participants will be provided with a copy of the Information Sheet and Consent Form for their personal records. 

 

If you have any questions about this project, you can contact me on the telephone number or email address at the top 

of this letter. 

 

With best wishes, 

 

(Dr.) Mark A. Pegrum 

 

 

Dr Mark A. Pegrum 
GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 

35 Stirling Highway 

Crawley, Western Australia, 6009 

Telephone:  (618) 6488 3985 

Email:        mark.pegrum@uwa.edu.au 

 

01 April 2015 
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Appendix C7 Consent Form for Participation in Interview (Student / Staff) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

CONSENT FORM 

 

PARTICIPATION IN INTERVIEW 
 

 

I, ………………………………………….. (participant), agree to participate in an interview as part of a research study 

of the perspectives of academic staff and students on digital plagiarism in transnational programmes run by 

Australian higher education providers in Singapore. 

  

I (the participant) have read the information provided and any questions I have asked have been answered 

to my satisfaction. I agree to participate in this activity, realising that I may withdraw at any time without 

reason and without prejudice.  

 

I understand that all identifiable (attributable) information that I provide is treated as strictly confidential 

and will not be released by the investigator in any form that may identify me. The only exception to this 

principle of confidentiality is if law requires these documents. 

 

I have been advised as to what data is being collected, the purpose for collecting the data, and what will be 

done with the data upon completion of the research. 

 

I agree that research data gathered for the study may be published provided my name or other identifying 

information is not used. 

 

Signed ………………………………………………. Date …………………… 

 

 

 

Contact phone number ………………………… 
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Appendix D1 Data Summary for Student Survey - Pilot Study 
 

Institution Code 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid B 187 59.6 59.6 59.6 

D 127 40.4 40.4 100.0 

Total 314 100.0 100.0  

 

Field of Study 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Business 170 54.1 54.1 54.1 

Commerce 140 44.6 44.6 98.7 

Communication 4 1.3 1.3 100.0 

Total 314 100.0 100.0  

 

Year of Study 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid First 38 12.1 12.3 12.3 

2nd 182 58.0 58.7 71.0 

Third 90 28.7 29.0 100.0 

Total 310 98.7 100.0  

Missing System 4 1.3   

Total 314 100.0   

 

Mode of Study 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid FT 308 98.1 99.7 99.7 

PT 1 .3 .3 100.0 

Total 309 98.4 100.0  

Missing System 5 1.6   

Total 314 100.0   
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Length of Study so far 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1-6 months 55 17.5 27.0 27.0 

1 yr 41 13.1 20.1 47.1 

1.5 yr 48 15.3 23.5 70.6 

2 yr 34 10.8 16.7 87.3 

2yr+ 26 8.3 12.7 100.0 

Total 204 65.0 100.0  

Missing System 110 35.0   

Total 314 100.0   

 

Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 18-21 190 60.5 60.9 60.9 

22-25 114 36.3 36.5 97.4 

26-29 6 1.9 1.9 99.4 

30-33 1 .3 .3 99.7 

42+ 1 .3 .3 100.0 

Total 312 99.4 100.0  

Missing System 2 .6   

Total 314 100.0   

 

 

Age 4 Cat 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 18-21 190 60.5 60.9 60.9 

22-25 114 36.3 36.5 97.4 

26-29 6 1.9 1.9 99.4 

30+ 2 .6 .6 100.0 

Total 312 99.4 100.0  

Missing System 2 .6   

Total 314 100.0   
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Nationality (Main) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Chinese 109 34.7 39.9 39.9 

Indonesian 51 16.2 18.7 58.6 

Malaysian 17 5.4 6.2 64.8 

Myanmar 16 5.1 5.9 70.7 

Singaporean 80 25.5 29.3 100.0 

Total 273 86.9 100.0  

Missing System 41 13.1   

Total 314 100.0   

 

Nationality 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid African 1 .3 .3 .3 

Cambodian 1 .3 .3 .7 

Chinese 110 35.0 36.2 36.8 

Filipino 1 .3 .3 37.2 

French 1 .3 .3 37.5 

Indian 3 1.0 1.0 38.5 

Indonesian 51 16.2 16.8 55.3 

Laos 1 .3 .3 55.6 

Malaysian 17 5.4 5.6 61.2 

Myanmar 16 5.1 5.3 66.4 

Singaporean 80 25.5 26.3 92.8 

South Korean 8 2.5 2.6 95.4 

Swiss 1 .3 .3 95.7 

Thai 3 1.0 1.0 96.7 

Vietnamese 10 3.2 3.3 100.0 

Total 304 96.8 100.0  

Missing System 10 3.2   

Total 314 100.0   
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Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Male 110 35.0 35.3 35.3 

Female 202 64.3 64.7 100.0 

Total 312 99.4 100.0  

Missing System 2 .6   

Total 314 100.0   

 

First Language 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Burmese 14 4.5 4.5 4.5 

Chinese 133 42.4 42.6 47.1 

English 88 28.0 28.2 75.3 

German 1 .3 .3 75.6 

Hindi 2 .6 .6 76.3 

Indonesian 47 15.0 15.1 91.3 

Korean 9 2.9 2.9 94.2 

Lao 2 .6 .6 94.9 

Malay 4 1.3 1.3 96.2 

Thai 3 1.0 1.0 97.1 

Vietnamese 9 2.9 2.9 100.0 

Total 312 99.4 100.0  

Missing System 2 .6   

Total 314 100.0   

 

First language (Main) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Burmese 14 4.5 5.0 5.0 

Chinese 134 42.7 47.5 52.5 

English 87 27.7 30.9 83.3 

Indonesian 47 15.0 16.7 100.0 

Total 282 89.8 100.0  

Missing System 32 10.2   

Total 314 100.0   
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Country Previous Studies (Main) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid China 84 26.8 33.3 33.3 

Indonesia 50 15.9 19.8 53.2 

Malaysia 16 5.1 6.3 59.5 

Myanmar 14 4.5 5.6 65.1 

Singapore 88 28.0 34.9 100.0 

Total 252 80.3 100.0  

Missing System 62 19.7   

Total 314 100.0   

 

 

Country of Previous Studies 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Australia 6 1.9 2.1 2.1 

Canada 1 .3 .3 2.4 

China 84 26.8 29.2 31.6 

Germany 1 .3 .3 31.9 

India 4 1.3 1.4 33.3 

Indonesia 50 15.9 17.4 50.7 

Korea 5 1.6 1.7 52.4 

Laos 2 .6 .7 53.1 

Malaysia 17 5.4 5.9 59.0 

Myanmar 13 4.1 4.5 63.5 

Pakistan 1 .3 .3 63.9 

Phillipines 3 1.0 1.0 64.9 

Russia 1 .3 .3 65.3 

Singapore 88 28.0 30.6 95.8 

Thailand 3 1.0 1.0 96.9 

UK 1 .3 .3 97.2 

USA 1 .3 .3 97.6 

Vietnam 7 2.2 2.4 100.0 

Total 288 91.7 100.0  

Missing System 26 8.3   

Total 314 100.0   
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Entry Level 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid A Level/IBac. 25 8.0 8.2 8.2 

Diploma 102 32.5 33.6 41.8 

Foundation 168 53.5 55.3 97.0 

University 9 2.9 3.0 100.0 

Total 304 96.8 100.0  

Missing System 10 3.2   

Total 314 100.0   

 

 

Entry Level (Main) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid A Level/IBac. 25 8.0 8.5 8.5 

Diploma 102 32.5 34.6 43.1 

Foundation 168 53.5 56.9 100.0 

Total 295 93.9 100.0  

Missing System 19 6.1   

Total 314 100.0   

 

 

 

  



 

 

315 

 

Appendix D2 Categories for Replies to Open-ended Questions - Pilot Study  

For each scenario, the multiple responses were categorized by the Researcher, using categories as close as possible to 

the original responses, as shown below: 

 

SCENARIO 1 – Would you do the same thing? 

While researching for an assignment, Daniel finds some relevant information on the internet; however, the author’s 

name is not mentioned. Daniel copies and pastes a few sentences. For some of the sentences, he makes minor 

modifications (such as changing and adding a few words). He does not cite the source. 

A-No 

B-Yes/It is ok 

B1-To get good grades 

B2-Yes Depends/on lecturer if it will not be detected 

B3-Easy/fast/lazy 

B4-Cannot be paraphrased/language issues 

C-Unsure 

 

SCENARIO 2 – Would you do the same thing? 

Lisa, a second year student, submits an assignment which is mostly copied from an assignment she has submitted the 

previous year. In the assignment she submits, she does not make reference to her previous assignment. 

 

A-No 

B-Yes/it is ok 

B1-It is my/her own work 

B2-Yes if it will not be detected/ Depends on lecturer 

B3-Easy, fast, lazy 

C-Unsure 

 

SCENARIO 3 – Would you do the same thing? 

Jeremy writes his assignment using material found in textbooks and other print material. He copies many paragraphs 

without quotation marks and in-text citations; however, he writes the author’s/authors’ name/s in his reference list.  

A-No 

B-Yes/it is ok  

B1-Yes if it will not be detected/ Depends on lecturer 

B2-Easy, fast, lazy 

C-Unsure 

 

SCENARIO 4 – Would you do the same thing? 

Alvin and Kelly have been given instructions to collaborate (work jointly) for a group project but the report they submit 

has to be written individually. Their assignments include similar ideas, arguments and some paragraphs are almost 

identical.   

 

A-No 

B-Yes/It is ok 

B1-We share same ideas/ it is group work 

B2-To get good grades 

B3-Yes if it will not be detected/ Depends on lecturer 

C-Unsure  
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SCENARIO 5 – Would you do the same thing? 

Justin and Derrick are good friends studying for the same degree at the same university. Justin will graduate in a 

couple of months and Derrick has still one year to complete his degree. Justin gives all his previous assignments to 

Derrick. Derrick bases one of his assignments on Justin’s work, paraphrasing some paragraphs and making some 

changes to the order and wording, while adding in his own ideas. 

A-No 

B-Yes/It is ok 

B1-Tto get good grades 

B2-Yes if it will not be detected/ Depends on lecturer 

B3-Easy, fast, lazy 

C-Unsure 

 

SCENARIO 6 – Would you do the same thing? 

For her assignment, Nicole finds relevant information written in English. She cuts and pastes several paragraphs and, 

using a free online translation tool, she translates the text into her native language and then back into English (back-

translation). She does not acknowledge the source.  

A-No 

B-Yes/It is ok 

B1-Yes when language issues/difficult paraphrasing 

C-Unsure 

 

Questionnaire section 4 

Question 7: Underlying Reasons/Factors in Student Plagiarism 

 

A-Lack of knowledge of plagiarism  

B-To save time  

C-Language issues  

D-To get good grades  

E-Lazy  

F-Too many assignments  

G-Difficult assignments or topic/limited resources  

 

 

Appendix D3 SPSSTM Data Files - Pilot Study (in pen drive) 

 

Appendix D4 SPSSTM Output Files - Pilot Study (in pen drive) 

 

Appendix D5 Results Files -Pilot Study - Frequencies (in pen drive) 

 

Appendix D6 Results Files - Pilot Study - Cross-tabulation (in pen drive) 
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Appendix E1 Data Summary for Student Survey – Complete Survey 
 

 
GET 
  FILE="C:\Users\User\Desktop\Ch 5\5 Investigating Students' Views on Plagiarism - Complete Survey\Appendix 5 In 
Pen Drive SPSS Data Files\Finald.sav". 
DATASET NAME DataSet1 WINDOW=FRONT. 
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Group Code Study Year Mode Length Age AgeV NationalityString nationalityVM 
Nationality Gender FirstLangString FirstLang FirstLangV OtherLang CountryPrStString CountryPrStM CountryPrSt 
EntryLevelSt EntryLevel 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

 
 
Frequencies 

Notes 

Output Created 22-OCT-2016 12:35:03 

Comments  

Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\Ch 5\5 

Investigating Students' Views on 

Plagiarism - Complete 

Survey\Appendix 5 In Pen Drive SPSS 

Data Files\Finald.sav 

Active Dataset DataSet1 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File <none> 

N of Rows in Working Data 

File 
574 

Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 

treated as missing. 

Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 

valid data. 

Syntax FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Group 

Code Study Year Mode Length Age 

AgeV NationalityString nationalityVM 

Nationality Gender FirstLangString 

FirstLang FirstLangV OtherLang 

CountryPrStString CountryPrStM 

CountryPrSt EntryLevelSt EntryLevel 

  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 

Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.03 

Elapsed Time 00:00:00.02 

 
 
[DataSet1] C:\Users\User\Desktop\Ch 5\5 Investigating Students' Views on Plagiarism - Complete Survey\Appendix 5 In 
Pen Drive SPSS Data Files\Finald.sav 
 

 

 

Statistics 
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 Institution Insitution Code Field of Study Year of Study Mode of Study 

N Valid 574 574 574 570 568 

Missing 0 0 0 4 6 

 

Statistics 

 

months of study 

so far Age Age 4 Cat Nationality String Nationality Main 

N Valid 399 568 568 574 514 

Missing 175 6 6 0 60 

 

Statistics 

 Nationality Gender First Language St First Language 

First language 

Main 

N Valid 560 571 574 571 524 

Missing 14 3 0 3 50 

 

Statistics 

 

Other 

Languages 

Country of 

Previous 

Studies St 

Country Prev 

Studies Main 

Country of 

Previous 

Studies Entry Level St 

N Valid 574 574 485 534 574 

Missing 0 0 89 40 0 

 

Statistics 

 Entry Level 

N Valid 562 

Missing 12 

 
 
Frequency Table 

Institution 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid XXX A 48 8.4 8.4 8.4 

XXX B 291 50.7 50.7 59.1 

XXX C 108 18.8 18.8 77.9 

XXX D 127 22.1 22.1 100.0 

Total 574 100.0 100.0  

 

Insitution Code 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid A 48 8.4 8.4 8.4 
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B 291 50.7 50.7 59.1 

C 108 18.8 18.8 77.9 

D 127 22.1 22.1 100.0 

Total 574 100.0 100.0  

 

Field of Study 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Business 170 29.6 29.6 29.6 

Commerce 140 24.4 24.4 54.0 

Communication 34 5.9 5.9 59.9 

Engineering 19 3.3 3.3 63.2 

IT 31 5.4 5.4 68.6 

Science 180 31.4 31.4 100.0 

Total 574 100.0 100.0  

 

Year of Study 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid First 144 25.1 25.3 25.3 

2nd 247 43.0 43.3 68.6 

Third 179 31.2 31.4 100.0 

Total 570 99.3 100.0  

Missing System 4 .7   

Total 574 100.0   

 

Mode of Study 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid FT 389 67.8 68.5 68.5 

PT 179 31.2 31.5 100.0 

Total 568 99.0 100.0  

Missing System 6 1.0   

Total 574 100.0   

 

months of study so far 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1-6 months 141 24.6 35.3 35.3 

1 yr 72 12.5 18.0 53.4 



 

 

320 

 

1.5 yr 67 11.7 16.8 70.2 

2 yr 59 10.3 14.8 85.0 

2yr+ 60 10.5 15.0 100.0 

Total 399 69.5 100.0  

Missing System 175 30.5   

Total 574 100.0   

 

Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 18-21 256 44.6 45.1 45.1 

22-25 236 41.1 41.5 86.6 

26-29 40 7.0 7.0 93.7 

30-33 14 2.4 2.5 96.1 

34-37 12 2.1 2.1 98.2 

38-41 5 .9 .9 99.1 

42+ 5 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 568 99.0 100.0  

Missing System 6 1.0   

Total 574 100.0   

 

Age 4 Cat 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 18-21 256 44.6 45.1 45.1 

22-25 236 41.1 41.5 86.6 

26-29 40 7.0 7.0 93.7 

30+ 36 6.3 6.3 100.0 

Total 568 99.0 100.0  

Missing System 6 1.0   

Total 574 100.0   

 

 

 

Nationality String 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 
 

14 2.4 2.4 2.4 

African 1 .2 .2 2.6 

American 1 .2 .2 2.8 
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Australian 1 .2 .2 3.0 

Bangladeshi 1 .2 .2 3.1 

Cambodian 1 .2 .2 3.3 

Chinese 115 20.0 20.0 23.3 

Filipino 1 .2 .2 23.5 

French 1 .2 .2 23.7 

German 3 .5 .5 24.2 

Indian 5 .9 .9 25.1 

Indonesian 67 11.7 11.7 36.8 

Korean 6 1.0 1.0 37.8 

Laos 1 .2 .2 38.0 

Malaysian 29 5.1 5.1 43.0 

Myanmar 23 4.0 4.0 47.0 

Singaporean 281 49.0 49.0 96.0 

South Korean 5 .9 .9 96.9 

Swiss 1 .2 .2 97.0 

Taiwanese 1 .2 .2 97.2 

Thai 4 .7 .7 97.9 

Vietnamese 12 2.1 2.1 100.0 

Total 574 100.0 100.0  

 

Nationality Main 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Chinese 114 19.9 22.2 22.2 

Indonesian 67 11.7 13.0 35.2 

Malaysian 29 5.1 5.6 40.9 

Myanmar 23 4.0 4.5 45.3 

Singaporean 281 49.0 54.7 100.0 

Total 514 89.5 100.0  

Missing System 60 10.5   

Total 574 100.0   

 

Nationality 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid African 1 .2 .2 .2 

American 1 .2 .2 .4 

Australian 1 .2 .2 .5 

Bengladeshi 1 .2 .2 .7 
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Cambodian 1 .2 .2 .9 

Chinese 115 20.0 20.5 21.4 

Filipino 1 .2 .2 21.6 

French 1 .2 .2 21.8 

German 3 .5 .5 22.3 

Indian 5 .9 .9 23.2 

Indonesian 67 11.7 12.0 35.2 

Laos 1 .2 .2 35.4 

Malaysian 29 5.1 5.2 40.5 

Myanmar 23 4.0 4.1 44.6 

Singaporean 281 49.0 50.2 94.8 

South Korean 11 1.9 2.0 96.8 

Swiss 1 .2 .2 97.0 

Taiwanese 1 .2 .2 97.1 

Thai 4 .7 .7 97.9 

Vietnamese 12 2.1 2.1 100.0 

Total 560 97.6 100.0  

Missing System 14 2.4   

Total 574 100.0   

 

Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Male 244 42.5 42.7 42.7 

Female 327 57.0 57.3 100.0 

Total 571 99.5 100.0  

Missing System 3 .5   

Total 574 100.0   
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First Language St 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 
 

3 .5 .5 .5 

Burmese 14 2.4 2.4 3.0 

Chinese 164 28.6 28.6 31.5 

English 278 48.4 48.4 80.0 

German 4 .7 .7 80.7 

Hindi 2 .3 .3 81.0 

Indonesian 62 10.8 10.8 91.8 

Korean 12 2.1 2.1 93.9 

Lao 2 .3 .3 94.3 

Malay 7 1.2 1.2 95.5 

Myanmar 7 1.2 1.2 96.7 

Tamil 4 .7 .7 97.4 

Thai 4 .7 .7 98.1 

Vietnamese 11 1.9 1.9 100.0 

Total 574 100.0 100.0  

 

First Language 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Burmese 21 3.7 3.7 3.7 

Chinese 164 28.6 28.7 32.4 

English 278 48.4 48.7 81.1 

German 4 .7 .7 81.8 

Hindi 2 .3 .4 82.1 

Indonesian 62 10.8 10.9 93.0 

Korean 12 2.1 2.1 95.1 

Lao 2 .3 .4 95.4 

Malay 7 1.2 1.2 96.7 

Tamil 4 .7 .7 97.4 

Thai 4 .7 .7 98.1 

Vietnamese 11 1.9 1.9 100.0 

Total 571 99.5 100.0  

Missing System 3 .5   

Total 574 100.0   

 

First language Main 
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 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Burmese 21 3.7 4.0 4.0 

Chinese 164 28.6 31.3 35.3 

English 277 48.3 52.9 88.2 

Indonesian 62 10.8 11.8 100.0 

Total 524 91.3 100.0  

Missing System 50 8.7   

Total 574 100.0   

 

Other Languages 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 
 

20 3.5 3.5 3.5 

Bengali 1 .2 .2 3.7 

Bhs Indo 1 .2 .2 3.8 

Cambodian 1 .2 .2 4.0 

Cantonese 5 .9 .9 4.9 

Cantonese,English 1 .2 .2 5.1 

Chinese 221 38.5 38.5 43.6 

Chinese, English 2 .3 .3 43.9 

Chinese,English, Jap 1 .2 .2 44.1 

Engl Teo Chiew 1 .2 .2 44.3 

english 1 .2 .2 44.4 

English 216 37.6 37.6 82.1 

English Cantonese 1 .2 .2 82.2 

English, Cantonese 3 .5 .5 82.8 

English, Chinese 3 .5 .5 83.3 

English, French 1 .2 .2 83.4 

English, Hokkien 1 .2 .2 83.6 

English, Japanese 1 .2 .2 83.8 

English, malay 1 .2 .2 84.0 

English, Malay 3 .5 .5 84.5 

English, Mandarin 4 .7 .7 85.2 

English, Maratni, Fr 1 .2 .2 85.4 

English, Urdu 1 .2 .2 85.5 

Filipino 1 .2 .2 85.7 

French 2 .3 .3 86.1 

German 1 .2 .2 86.2 

Hindi 2 .3 .3 86.6 
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Hindi Malay 1 .2 .2 86.8 

Indonesian 4 .7 .7 87.5 

Italian 1 .2 .2 87.6 

Japanese 3 .5 .5 88.2 

Korean 1 .2 .2 88.3 

Malay 44 7.7 7.7 96.0 

Malaysian 1 .2 .2 96.2 

Mandarin 2 .3 .3 96.5 

Myanmar 1 .2 .2 96.7 

Tamil 16 2.8 2.8 99.5 

Tamil French 1 .2 .2 99.7 

Telugu 1 .2 .2 99.8 

Thai Chinese 1 .2 .2 100.0 

Total 574 100.0 100.0  

 

Country of Previous Studies St 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 
 

40 7.0 7.0 7.0 

Australia 10 1.7 1.7 8.7 

Canada 1 .2 .2 8.9 

China 88 15.3 15.3 24.2 

Germany 2 .3 .3 24.6 

Hong Kong 1 .2 .2 24.7 

India 6 1.0 1.0 25.8 

Indonesia 65 11.3 11.3 37.1 

Korea 6 1.0 1.0 38.2 

Laos 2 .3 .3 38.5 

Malaysia 26 4.5 4.5 43.0 

Myanmar 20 3.5 3.5 46.5 

Nepal 1 .2 .2 46.7 

Pakistan 1 .2 .2 46.9 

Philippines 3 .5 .5 47.4 

Russia 1 .2 .2 47.6 

Singapore 286 49.8 49.8 97.4 

Thailand 3 .5 .5 97.9 

UK 1 .2 .2 98.1 

United State 1 .2 .2 98.3 

USA 1 .2 .2 98.4 

Vietnam 9 1.6 1.6 100.0 
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Total 574 100.0 100.0  

 

Country Prev Studies Main 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid China 88 15.3 18.1 18.1 

Indonesia 66 11.5 13.6 31.8 

Malaysia 25 4.4 5.2 36.9 

Myanmar 21 3.7 4.3 41.2 

Singapore 285 49.7 58.8 100.0 

Total 485 84.5 100.0  

Missing System 89 15.5   

Total 574 100.0   

 

Country of Previous Studies 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Australia 10 1.7 1.9 1.9 

Canada 1 .2 .2 2.1 

China 88 15.3 16.5 18.5 

Germany 2 .3 .4 18.9 

Hong Kong 1 .2 .2 19.1 

India 6 1.0 1.1 20.2 

Indonesia 65 11.3 12.2 32.4 

Korea 6 1.0 1.1 33.5 

Laos 2 .3 .4 33.9 

Malaysia 26 4.5 4.9 38.8 

Myanmar 20 3.5 3.7 42.5 

Nepal 1 .2 .2 42.7 

Pakistan 1 .2 .2 42.9 

Phillipines 3 .5 .6 43.4 

Russia 1 .2 .2 43.6 

Singapore 286 49.8 53.6 97.2 

Thailand 3 .5 .6 97.8 

UK 1 .2 .2 97.9 

USA 2 .3 .4 98.3 

Vietnam 9 1.6 1.7 100.0 

Total 534 93.0 100.0  

Missing System 40 7.0   

Total 574 100.0   
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Entry Level St 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 
 

12 2.1 2.1 2.1 

A Level 63 11.0 11.0 13.1 

Diploma 306 53.3 53.3 66.4 

Foundation 174 30.3 30.3 96.7 

University 19 3.3 3.3 100.0 

Total 574 100.0 100.0  

 

Entry Level 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid A Level 63 11.0 11.2 11.2 

Diploma 306 53.3 54.4 65.7 

Foundation 174 30.3 31.0 96.6 

UNiversity 19 3.3 3.4 100.0 

Total 562 97.9 100.0  

Missing System 12 2.1   

Total 574 100.0   
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Appendix E2 Categories for Replies to Open-ended Questions - Complete Student Survey 
 
SCENARIO 1 – Would you do the same thing? 
While researching for an assignment, Daniel finds some relevant information on the internet; however, the 
author’s name is not mentioned. Daniel copies and pastes a few sentences. For some of the sentences, he 
makes minor modifications (such as changing and adding a few words). He does not cite the source. 

A-No 
B-Yes / It is ok 
B1-To get good grades 
B2-Yes / depends on lecturer / if it will not be detected 
B3-Easy / fast / lazy 
B4-Cannot be paraphrased / language issues 
C-Unsure 
 
SCENARIO 2 – Would you do the same thing? 
Lisa, a second year student, submits an assignment which is mostly copied from an assignment she has 
submitted the previous year. In the assignment she submits, she does not make reference to her previous 
assign 
 
A-No 
B-Yes / it is ok 
B1-It is my / her own work 
B2- Yes / depends on lecturer / if it will not be detected 
B3-Easy / fast / lazy 
C-Unsure 
 
SCENARIO 3 – Would you do the same thing? 
Jeremy writes his assignment using material found in textbooks and other print material. He copies many 
paragraphs without quotation marks and in-text citations; however, he writes the author’s/authors name/s 
in his reference list.  

A-No 
B-Yes / it is ok  
B1- Yes / depends on lecturer / if it will not be detected  
B2-Easy / fast / lazy 
C-Unsure 
 
SCENARIO 4 – Would you do the same thing? 
Alvin and Kelly have been given instructions to collaborate (work jointly) for a group project but the report 
they submit has to be written individually. Their assignments include similar ideas, arguments and some 
paragraphs are almost identical.   
 
A-No 
B-Yes / it is ok 
B1-We share same ideas / it is group work 
B2-To get good grades 
B3- Yes / depends on lecturer / if it will not be detected 
C-Unsure 
 
SCENARIO 5 – Would you do the same thing? 
Justin and Derrick are good friends studying for the same degree at the same university. Justin will graduate 
in a couple of months and Derrick has still one year to complete his degree. Justin gives all his previous 
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assignments to Derrick. Derrick bases one of his assignments on Justin’s work, paraphrasing some 
paragraphs and making some changes to the order and wording, while adding in his own ideas. 

A-No 
B-Yes / it is ok 
B1-To get good grades 
B2-Yes / depends on lecturer / if it will not be detected 
B3-Easy / fast / lazy 
C-Unsure 
 
SCENARIO 6 – Would you do the same thing? 
For her assignment, Nicole finds relevant information written in English. She cuts and pastes several 
paragraphs and, using a free online translation tool, she translates the text into her native language and 
then back into English (back-translation).She does not acknowledge the source.  

A-No 
B-Yes / it is ok 
B1-Yes when language issues / difficult paraphrasing 
C-Unsure 
 
Questionnaire section 4 
 
Question 4: Reasons given by some of the students who replied Yes to Are there times or situations where 
plagiarism would be acceptable? 
 

1- time consuming assignment / unreasonable deadline 

2- in small amounts only 

3- when copying numerical data / calculations / figures 

4- when there are descriptions / explanations / definitions/ general knowledge 

5- language issues 

6- when staff is lenient 

7- recycling own work (self-plagiarism) 

8- when no ideas 

 
Question 7: underlying reasons/factors to student plagiarism 
 
A-Lack of knowledge of plagiarism  
B-To save time  
C-Language issues  
D-To get good grades  
E-Lazy  
F-Too many assignments  
G-Difficult assignments or topic / limited resources  
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Appendix E3 Noteworthy Comments from Students - Complete Survey  

 

Scenario 1: Would you do the same? 

• Yes, if surveillance is weak  

• Yes, because I am lazy 

• Yes, to get good grade & ideas 

• Yes, too troublesome to cite 

 

Scenario 2: Would you do the same? 

• Yes, copyright belongs to me 

• Yes, absolutely I have the right to do so 

• I would, it’s my work, I don't understand why not 

• Yes, my work after all 

 

Scenario 3: Would you do the same? 

• Sometimes I forget too 

• Yes, if surveillance is weak 

• Yes, it's a way to finish homework 

• Sometimes yes, when stuck 

• Yes, will have to do less 

 

Scenario 4: Would you do the same? 

• Yes, as a group we share our opinion 

• Yes, common thinking 

• Yes, work in group & discuss same questions 

• Yes, group work with shared ideas 

• Yes, it is collaborative work 

• Yes, same points 

• Yes, similar results inevitable 

• Yes, pointless to have 2 versions 

 

Scenario 5: Would you do the same? 

• Yes, if surveillance is weak 

• Yes, I like easy life 

• Yes, easier when have one to refer to 

• Yes, some projects are not easy 

• Yes, easier to complete assignment 

• Yes, to save time and energy 

• Yes, if they scored well 

• Yes, it allows a head start 

• Yes, info is already there 

• Yes, I don’t have to do from scratch 
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Scenario 6: Would you do the same? 

• Yes, I do not always get the meaning 

• Yes, if difficult to paraphrase 

• Sometimes, when I don’t understand 

 

Section 4.4 Reasons given by some of the students who replied YES to the question; ‘Are there 

times or situations where plagiarism would be acceptable? 

• Yes, if deadline is unreasonable and very time consuming 

• Yes, when there is time consuming problem 

• Yes, when copying numerical data 

• Yes, when there is one description/explanation  

• Accounting calculation work standard answers 

• Yes, some info hard to paraphrase; some people's English is not good 

• Yes, 10% printing of a book 

• Yes, when quoting general definitions &ideas, about 10% 

• Only when you have no ideas 

• Yes, self-plagiarism ok 

• Facts are allowed 

• Common knowledge 

• Yes, for background info 

• Some things cannot be changed 

• Yes, common terms 

• Yes, when theory used for many years 

• Yes, when it is facts 

• Yes, if from previous assignment 

 

Appendix E4 SPSSTM Data Files - Complete Student Survey (in pen drive) 

 

Appendix E5 SPSSTM Output Files - Complete Student Survey (in pen drive) 

 

Appendix E6 Results Files - Complete Student Survey - Frequencies (in pen drive) 

 

Appendix E7 Results Files - Complete Student Survey - Cross-tabulation (in pen drive) 
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Appendix F1 Categories for Replies to Open-Ended Questions in Staff Survey 
 
Q13 SCENARIO 1 – How would you react if Daniel was your student? 
While researching for an assignment, Daniel finds some relevant information on the internet; however, the 
author’s name is not mentioned. Daniel copies and pastes a few sentences. For some of the sentences, he 
makes minor modifications (such as changing and adding a few words). He does not cite the source. 

1- Fail / reject work 

2- Penalty plagiarism procedure / report to faculty 

3- Resubmit 

4- Provide advice / educate / counsel 

5- Give warning 

6- No reaction / accept work 

 
Q16 SCENARIO 2 – How would you react if Lisa was your student? 
Lisa, a second year student, submits an assignment which is mostly copied from an assignment she has 
submitted the previous year. In the assignment she submits, she does not make reference to her previous 
assignment. 
 

1- Fail / reject work 

2- Penalty plagiarism procedure / report to faculty 

3- Resubmit 

4- Provide advice / educate / counsel 

5- Give warning 

6- No reaction / accept work 

 
Q19 SCENARIO 3 – How would you react if Jeremy was your student? 
Jeremy writes his assignment using material found in textbooks and other print material. He copies many 
paragraphs without quotation marks and in-text citations; however, he writes the author’s/authors’ name/s 
in his reference list.  

1- Fail / reject work 

2- Penalty plagiarism procedure / report to faculty 

3- Resubmit 

4- Provide advice / educate / counsel 

5- Give warning 

6- No reaction / accept work 

 
Q22 SCENARIO 4 – How would you react if Alvin and Kelly were your students? 
Alvin and Kelly have been given instructions to collaborate (work jointly) for a group project but the report 
they submit has to be written individually. Their assignments include similar ideas, arguments and some 
paragraphs are almost identical.   
 

1- Fail / reject work 

2- Penalty plagiarism procedure / report to faculty 

3- Resubmit 

4- Provide advice / educate / counsel 

5- Give warning 

6- No reaction / accept work 
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Q25 SCENARIO 5 – How would you react if Derrick was your student? 
Justin and Derrick are good friends studying for the same degree at the same university. Justin will graduate 
in a couple of months and Derrick has still one year to complete his degree. Justin gives all his previous 
assignments to Derrick. Derrick bases one of his assignments on Justin’s work, paraphrasing some 
paragraphs and making some changes to the order and wording, while adding in his own ideas. 

1- Fail / reject work 

2- Penalty plagiarism procedure / report to faculty 

3- Resubmit 

4- Provide advice / educate / counsel 

5- Give warning 

6- No reaction / accept work 

 
Q28 SCENARIO 6 – How would you react if Nicole was your student? 
For her assignment, Nicole finds relevant information written in English. She cuts and pastes several 
paragraphs and, using a free online translation tool, she translates the text into her native language and 
then back into English (back-translation).She does not acknowledge the source.  

1- Fail / reject work 

2- Penalty plagiarism procedure / report to faculty 

3- Resubmit 

4- Provide advice / educate / counsel 

5- Give warning 

6- No reaction / accept work 

 
 
Questionnaire Section 3 
 
Q33: Reasons given by some of the staff who replied Yes to Are there times or situations where plagiarism 
would be acceptable? 
 

1- Time consuming assignment / unreasonable deadline 

2- In small amounts only 

3- When copying numerical data / calculations / figures 

4- When there are descriptions / explanations / definitions / general knowledge 

5- Language issues 

6- When staff are lenient 

7- Recycling own work (self-plagiarism) 

8- When students have no ideas 

 
Q36: underlying reasons for/factors in student plagiarism 
 

1- Lack of knowledge about plagiarism  

2- To save time  

3- Language issues  

4- To get good grades  

5- Lazy  

6- Too many assignments 
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Appendix F2 Sample Replies from Staff Survey (direct quotes) 

 

Scenario 1: How would you react if Daniel was your student? 

• Advise to reference in appropriate format 

• Ask him to provide in text citation & referencing 

• Depending on plagiarism extent, warning or initiate procedures 

• Make him use own words & improve work 

• Counsel 1st time then report him for subsequent offences 

• Talk to student & explain penalties for plagiarism 

• Deduct marks as provided beforehand all necessary advice 

• To resubmit & penalize, educate about referencing 

 

Scenario 2: How would you react if Lisa was your student? 

• Advise her to cite her previous work 

• Re-do referencing to include previous work 

• Fail & recommend for training 

• Educate & initiate plagiarism procedures 

• Explain need to submit original work every time 

• Reject work 

• Counsel & give a chance to resubmit 

• To redo assignment & inform Unit Coordinator if ok, if not treat as plagiarism 

 

Scenario 3: How would you react if Jeremy was your student? 

• I would have accepted it 

• No reaction 

• Fail assignment, warning letter, to attend study skills session 

• Fail & recommend for training 

• Inform student, deduct marks 

• Redo referencing & resubmit 

• Report him for plagiarism 

• Ask for proper citation & if bad, report to school 

 

Scenario 4: How would you react if Alvin and Kelly were your students? 

• Advise to reference appropriately 

• Give zero for collusion to redo & resubmit? 

• They should reference it as joint works 

• Warning or initiate procedures for plagiarism 

• Explain that they need to work independently in writing up 

• They share same ideas but need to write individually 

• Talk to them individually then together 

• Request students to change their work 
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• Treat as plagiarism & inform Unit Coordinator 

 

Scenario 5: How would you react if Derrick was your student? 

• Advise to reference Justin's work 

• Previous student's work should be referenced 

• Fail & recommend for reference training 

• Reperform on his own 

• Inform student, deduct marks 

• Report for plagiarism 

• Advise & counsel 

• Counsel, give a chance to rewrite 

• Fail him immediately 

• Deal with academic fraud 

 

Scenario 6: How would you react if Nicole was your student? 

• To make an effort to think & write in English 

• Language training & plagiarism training, not accept assignment & report to school 

• Reject work 

• Need to ensure appropriate English level before acceptance onto course 

• Investigate academic policies 

• Treat as plagiarism & inform Unit Coordinator 

 

Section 3 Q33: Reasons given by some of the staff who replied Yes to the question; Are there 

times or situations where plagiarism would be acceptable? 

• Yes, when data and definitions are sourced / index set at certain level to allow 

• Yes / less than 23% 

• Little leeway should be given 

• Yes, about 20% but type of plagiarism to be looked into 

• Ok if material available is for similar case studies 

• Acceptable for quotes, definitions & principles 

• If students may consider a replicative study 

 

Section 3, Q36: underlying reasons for/factors in student plagiarism 

 

• Lack of knowledge, getting away with it 

• Ignorance, laziness or lack of capability 

• Lack of knowledge on plagiarism, culture 

• Lack of training, couldn't care less 

• Unaware / lack of application of penalties so can get away with it 

• Pure laziness, inadequate understanding, inability to write / express well 

• Laziness, procrastination, lack of knowledge 
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Appendix F3 SPSS™ Data Files for Staff Survey (in pen drive) 

Appendix F4 SPSS™ Results Files for Staff Survey (in pen drive) 

Appendix G1 Transcription Student Interviews in Word™ (in pen drive) 

Appendix G2 Transcription Staff Interviews in Word™ (in pen drive) 

Appendix G3 Student Interviews in Excel™ Sheets (in pen drive) 

Appendix G4 Staff Interviews in Excel™ Sheets (in pen drive) 
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Appendix H Emerging Themes from Analysis of Study Findings 
A - Themes Arising from the Characteristics of the TNHE Environment in Singapore 

A1:   Teaching staff under dual institutional pressure 

A2:   Students viewed as paying customers 

B - Themes Arising from Institutional Policies and Procedures on Plagiarism 

B1:   Limited effectiveness of institutions’ online policies and procedures on plagiarism 

B2:   Lack of briefing on plagiarism during orientation week 

B3:   Limited effectiveness of compulsory online module on academic integrity 

B4:   Lack of compulsory session on plagiarism for new students 

B5:   Lack of effective use of plagiarism detection software 

C - Themes Arising from Students’ Views on Plagiarism  

Themes related to general aspects of plagiarism (C1 to C9) 

C1:   Persistent uncertainty, even for obvious cases of plagiarism 

C2:   Willingness to plagiarise 

C3:   Academic misconduct not considered a serious issue 

C4:   Self-plagiarism not considered an act of plagiarism 

C5:   Collusion within group work not considered as an act of plagiarism 

C6:   Willingness to reuse parts of a friend’s work 

C7:   Lack of adequate knowledge of plagiarism for a minority 

C8:   Role of language issues in plagiarism 

C9:   Role of digital technologies in facilitating plagiarism 

Themes arising from specific views given by the students (C10 to C16) 

C10: Frequent student admissions of plagiarism 

C11: Perceived acceptability of substantial amounts of plagiarised material 

C12: Inadequate information on plagiarism policies, procedures and consequences 

C13: Need for plagiarism to be penalised 

C14: Unit on plagiarism suggested to improve plagiarism awareness 

C15: Compulsory plagiarism workshop to improve students’ understanding 

C16: Intentional plagiarism prevalent 

Themes arising from cross-tabulation data (C17 to C27) 

C17: Significant relationships between level of plagiarism awareness and field of study 

C18: Differences in plagiarism awareness between business students and full cohort of 

students 

C19: Strong disagreement on self-plagiarism by part-time students 

C20: Higher level of uncertainty for female students 

C21: No significant differentiation in plagiarism awareness with age 

C22: Significant relationships between plagiarism awareness and nationality 

C23: Significant relationships between plagiarism awareness and first language 

C24: Significant relationships between plagiarism awareness and country of previous study 

C25: Significant relationship between entry level qualifications and initial plagiarism 

awareness 

C26: Improvement in academic integrity hindered by previously tolerant approaches to 

learning 

C27: Limited conceptions of plagiarism in students from some neighbouring countries 

Other themes 

C28: Plagiarism awareness not improved by an online academic integrity module 

C29: Part-time staff leniency claimed by majority of students 

D - Themes Arising from Staff Views on Plagiarism 

Themes related to the views of staff on plagiarism (D1 to D3) 

D1:   Expectation of students plagiarising 

D2:   Intentional plagiarism from students 

D3:   Self-plagiarism and collusion within group work as clear cases of plagiarism 

Themes related to misconceptions and complexities (D4 to D7) 

D4:   Willingness to accept up to 15% or more of plagiarised material 

D5:   Acceptability of plagiarism in certain situations 

D6:   Lack of adequate information on plagiarism policies and procedures 

D7:   Self-plagiarism viewed as a complex issue 

Other themes 

D8:   Educative approach favoured in reaction to plagiarism 

D9:   Need to avoid recycling of previous assignments 

D10: Staff-student interaction hindered by time constraints 

D11: Need for adequate checks on English language proficiency 

D12: Part-time staff viewed as lenient towards plagiarism 
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Appendix I1 Published Journal Paper 

  

Int. J. Management in Education, Vol. 11, No. 4, 2017 

  

 

A culture of sharing: transnational higher education students’ views on 
plagiarism in the digital era  

 

Anne Palmer*, Grace Oakley and Mark Pegrum  
Graduate School of Education,  

The University of Western Australia,  

35 Stirling Highway, Crawley WA 6009, Australia  

Email: a.palmer@murdoch.edu.au  

Email: grace.oakley@uwa.edu.au  

Email: mark.pegrum@uwa.edu.au *Corresponding author  

Abstract: Higher education has greatly expanded and many transnational campuses have been established. The 
vast amount of educational material available online and the ease of sharing it electronically appear to have 
facilitated an increase in student plagiarism. Plagiarism may undermine the learning process of students and the 
quality of education that an institution provides. A survey was conducted at two Australian university campuses in 
Singapore to investigate transnational students’ views on plagiarism. It was found that many students, while fully 
aware of obvious cases of plagiarism, would disagree with more complex cases, such as collusion and reuse of 
one’s own work or of a friend’s work. This suggests that current strategies for preventing plagiarism are not entirely 
effective. It is recommended that educative interventions such as induction and follow-up courses on plagiarism 
be provided to students and staff to ensure that academic integrity is maintained within the transnational education 
environment.  

Keywords: transnational higher education; plagiarism; education quality; international students; Australian 
university campuses; Singapore; academic integrity; educative interventions.  

Reference to this paper should be made as follows: Palmer, A., Oakley, G.  and Pegrum, M. (2017) ‘A culture of 
sharing: transnational higher education students’ views on plagiarism in the digital era’, Int. J. Management in 
Education, Vol. 11, No. 4, pp.381–404.  

Biographical notes: Anne Palmer is a Lecturer at Murdoch University, Singapore Campus. Her research focuses 
on teaching and learning, plagiarism, academic literacies and lecturer development within a transnational higher 
education environment.  

Grace Oakley is an Associate Professor in the Faculty of Education at The University of Western Australia. She 
has a special interest in literacy and technology, and in facilitating quality learning in higher education students 
through technology. She is an Academic Integrity Advisor at the university.  

Mark Pegrum is an Associate Professor in the Faculty of Education at The University of Western Australia, 
where he specialises in mobile learning and, more broadly, e-learning. His current research focuses on mobile 
technologies and digital literacies.  

  

 

Copyright © 2017 Inderscience Enterprises Ltd.  

  

  



 

 

339 

 

   

1 Introduction  

Plagiarism became a major concern in Western countries in the early 1990s (Pulvers and Diekhoff, 1999) before becoming 

a global issue (Thomas, 2004). It is seen as a serious problem in many institutions (Anderson, 2001; Lathrop and Foss, 

2000; Park, 2003; Peacock et al., 2006; Powell, 2012; Thomas, 2004), with the increased use of the internet further 

exacerbating this issue (Koehler, 2008; Lathrop and Foss, 2000; Sterngold, 2004). Plagiarism is largely of a digital nature 

nowadays (Bennett, 2005; Flowerdew and Li, 2007; Simon et al., 2004; Underwood and Szabo, 2003). As Eret and Ok 

(2014, pp.1004– 1005) state: ‘The use of the Internet has substantially contributed to this problem in recent years’. Gross 

(2011, p.436), comparing ‘traditional’ with ‘post-modern’ values, highlights a shift in values and concludes that 

‘[a]nything published, especially over the Internet, [is] regarded as community property not requiring attribution of credit’.  

When plagiarism goes unnoticed or appears to be permissible, it may undermine the quality of the education provider 

and tarnish its reputation, and it may also taint future students’ attitudes towards tertiary education providers’ competence 

and integrity (Altbach, 2013; Wei et al., 2014). Plagiarism may undermine the learning process of students and there may 

also be dangers to society if graduates do not have the knowledge they are certified as having.  

When it comes to the engagement of academic staff in dealing with plagiarism, de Jager and Brown (2010, p.30) note 

that ‘in practice the policies are often disregarded’ and that ‘[c]ases of plagiarism are often not referred to the disciplinary 

tribunals and members of staff deal with what they regard as plagiarism and academic dishonesty according to their own 

perceptions of what is required’. Moreover, Schmelkin et al. (2001) record that there is disagreement among academic 

staff on what constitutes student academic misconduct. Additionally, some researchers have made reference to the 

teaching staff’s attitudes, noting that academic misconduct ‘is more likely to occur when teachers are disorganised and 

take no steps to prevent [it]’ (Evans and Craig, 1990, p.48). Others have noted a culture of permissiveness among teaching 

staff (Hansen and Anderson, 2015), ‘where faculty members either don't notice or don't want to notice, and where students 

who cheat face trivial penalties – if any … Why should [the students] care when no one else seems to?’ (McCabe and 

Drinan, 1999, p.B7). However, some of these attitudes may be due to the staff often being too busy to deal with these 

matters adequately (Li, 2015; Sutherland-Smith, 2008).   

It would appear that students plagiarise for multiple reasons. While some research highlights the role played by easy 

access to digital tools (Boykins and Gilmore, 2012; Duggan, 2006; Evan, 2006; Heather, 2010; Koehler, 2008; Lathrop 

and Foss, 2000; Li and Casanave, 2012; Parker et al., 2011; Sterngold, 2004; Yeo, 2007), other research emphasises that 

students are ill-prepared to undertake tertiary studies, lacking an understanding of what constitutes plagiarism and of 

academic writing conventions  more broadly (Breen and Maassen, 2005; Gullifer and Tyson, 2010; Löfström, 2011). This 

point is further highlighted by the fact that both students from English-Speaking Backgrounds (ESB) as well as students 

from Non-English-Speaking Backgrounds (NESB) are ill-prepared when it comes to referencing (Newton et al., 2014). 

Ison (2012) emphasises in his research that ‘plagiarism is in fact an issue even at the highest level of graduate education’ 

(p.234). Other reasons include poor time management and/or too many assignments (Comas-Forgas and Sureda-Negre, 

2010), changes in social values (Gross, 2011; Willen, 2004) and a move towards a culture of digital sharing 

(SutherlandSmith, 2008) or, as noted above, even a climate or culture of leniency towards plagiarism (Kibler, 1993; Volpe 

et al., 2008).   

Business programs seem to attract the highest level of plagiarism (Floyd et al., 2013; Iberahim et al., 2013). McCabe 

et al. (2006) stress that business schools are often too lenient with regard to unethical conduct, and business students tend 

to display a high level of academic misconduct. This is also noted by Cavanagh (2009) who suggests that business 

education places a greater emphasis on short-term benefits over long-term research and development, and the future of 

business and of the community. As stated by Kidwell (2001), ‘Today’s business students have grown up in a society 

where distinctions between right and wrong have become blurred and where unethical behavior is observed and even 

expected in high profile leaders’ (p.45).  

Research also indicates a correlation between the upsurge in plagiarism and an increased number of international 

students studying at Western universities (Bygrave et al., 2014; Hayes and Introna, 2005). While some have argued that 

plagiarism is at  least partly due to cultural differences (Pennycook, 1996; Shi, 2006; Sowden, 2005) and different 

approaches to learning (Bloch, 2001; Clark, 2005; East, 2006; Inkelas et al., 2007; Leask, 2006; Liu, 2005; Nguyen, 2011; 

Park, 2003; Tin, 2008), others base their arguments around different, if related, issues such as the difficulty of writing in 

a foreign language for NESB students (Davis, 2013; Huang, 2004; Huang, 2005; Kutieleh and Adiningrum, 2011; Li, 

2013; Li and Casanave, 2012; Liu, 1994; McGowan, 2005). Additionally, some studies suggest that many Asian students 

at Australian universities may have insufficient understanding of what constitutes plagiarism, an issue connected with 

different educational systems and many Asian students’ lack of preparation in this area (Devlin and Gray, 2007).  

2 Background  

This study focuses on students’ views on plagiarism at two Australian university campuses in Singapore. There is no doubt 

that plagiarism remains a complex issue on both home and transnational campuses, one that is exacerbated by the use of 

digital technologies. Transnational Education (TNE) has recently experienced a rapid expansion, with the number of 
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transnational students steadily increasing worldwide ‘from 1.3 million in 1990 to 4.3 million in 2011’ (UNESCO, 2013, 

p.4). Singapore joined the emerging major educational hubs in the late 1990s (Lee, 2014; Soontiens and Pedigo, 2013).   

Australian TNE, also referred to as ‘cross-border’, ‘borderless’ or ‘offshore’ education (Knight, 2011), is defined by 

the Australian Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST, 2005, p.12) as involving:  

the delivery and/or assessment of programs/courses by an accredited Australian provider in a country other than 

Australia, where delivery includes a face-toface component  As distinct from education and training provided in 
a purely distance mode, transnational education and training includes a physical presence of instructors offshore, 
either directly by the Australian provider, or indirectly through a formal agreement with a local 
institution/organisation.  

As one of the leading transnational higher education providers, and despite having introduced ‘quality assurance for 

exported cross-border education provision by [its] recognized higher education institutions’ (Altbach and Knight, 2007, 

p.301), Australia is not immune to the multifaceted issue of plagiarism. Plagiarism records of Australian education 

providers are not publicly available; however, if the issues are not addressed adequately, these may compromise not only 

students’ learning, but also the integrity of the institutions (Delves et al., 2001; Shanahan and McParlane, 2005). 

Maintaining quality and high standards in terms of academic integrity is of the utmost importance and is a key challenge 

(McBurnie and Pollock, 2000).   

Plagiarism can be intentional or inadvertent. Inadvertent plagiarism can be traced to several main causes: (1) poor 

referencing and paraphrasing skills (Löfström, 2011; Newton et al., 2014); (2) insufficient knowledge of self-plagiarism 

(Halupa and Bolliger, 2015); and (3) ambiguity within group work between collaboration and collusion (Bennett et al., 

2011). Moreover, the availability of the internet, and the increasing use of social media which creates an ever-expanding 

network of connected people, seems to have facilitated a contemporary culture of sharing, where students do not 

necessarily feel guilty in sourcing and using information from friends and others (Evering and Moorman, 2012). McCabe 

(2005, p.239) points out that ‘many high school students believe – or say they believe – that if information is on the 

Internet, it is public knowledge and does not need to be footnoted – even if it’s quoted verbatim’. Some staff blame the 

inadequate academic reading and writing skills of higher education students on poor habits acquired prior to their 

university studies, characterised by texting and unchecked information pasting. This has been reported in studies in the 

UK (Gourlay and Deane, 2015) and in Hong Kong (Li, 2015). There also persists a diversity of views on plagiarism 

among students and staff. ‘Research has established that the term plagiarism is open to different interpretations, resulting 

in confusion among students and staff alike’ (Gullifer and Tyson, 2014, p.1202). In addition, institutional policies are not 

always strictly adhered to, for various reasons, with staff being too busy (Li, 2015) or taking their own initiatives (de Jager 

and Brown, 2010). The debate on whether to adopt a punitive approach, an educational approach, or a mixture of both, is 

ongoing among researchers, staff and institutions (Devlin, 2006; Li and Casanave, 2012; McGrail and McGrail, 2015).  

The points outlined above demonstrate the complexities involved in the multifaceted issue that is plagiarism. There 

has been little testing, if any, of students’ understandings of plagiarism in relation to their socio-demographic 

characteristics, on home campuses or on transnational campuses. In a study of students’ views conducted on the home 

campuses of six Australian universities, Bretag et al. (2014) reported that international students expressed a lower level 

of plagiarism awareness than home students. This finding needs to be further researched within a transnational 

environment. However, Pecorari and Petrić (2014) emphasise the difficulty in relating differences in students’ 

understandings of plagiarism issues to any specific cultural or first language attributes. In a study restricted to unauthorised 

software copying, Hsieh and Tze-Kuang (2012) found that pre-university students in Taiwan had a greater compliance 

with intellectual property rules than their older counterparts at university. This is, however, a very specific context and it 

does not necessarily show that age is generally a key differentiating factor in the understanding of plagiarism within the 

higher education sector.   

Pecorari (2015) suggests the need for further research in some specific areas such as cultural explanations, differences 

between institutions, the question of intent, and ways in which to develop students’ academic writing skills. Students’ 

views of what constitutes plagiarism are yet to be fully assessed within a transnational environment, taking the above 

areas into account. In investigating the views on plagiarism of students engaged in business-related programs offered by 

two Australian universities on campuses in Singapore, the current study offers a new perspective on plagiarism in a 

transnational higher education environment. It has the following objectives: (1) to find out how students understand 

plagiarism; (2) to find the main underlying reasons for plagiarism; (3) to find any dependencies between the students’ 

understanding of plagiarism issues and their corresponding socio-demographic characteristics (gender, nationality, first 

language, highest level of study [prior to attendance at the current institution], year of study, length of study [at the current 

institution], and institution); and (4) to offer suggestions for the implementation of policies that would help develop and 

maintain a culture of academic integrity within a transnational higher education environment. Findings from this study 

are likely to be at least partly applicable to other programs of study and to other higher education environments as well.  
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3 Methodology  

3.1 Survey characteristics  

This study used an inductive research process with mixed methods to obtain an understanding of the issues under 

investigation (Creswell, 2002) and diminish the weaknesses of using a single method (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004; 

Spratt et al., 2004). Data were collected through a paper-based anonymous survey, which was completed on a voluntary 

basis by students at two Australian universities in Singapore. Business programs in both institutions were targeted as the 

fields of Business, Commerce and Finance are all characterised by a large number of assignments (essays and case studies) 

that require heavy use of library resources and online material. As such, they were a suitable context within which to 

assess students’ views on and understandings of plagiarism. The number of returned surveys was 314 from a total of 419 

distributed to students studying in four different classes, representing a survey response rate of 75%. Details of the survey 

are provided in the Appendix. The quantitative data gave an overview of the socio-demographic profiles of the students, 

as well as a broad understanding of their views on plagiarism based on six different scenarios of plagiarism. These were: 

(1) no source citation; (2) self-plagiarism (recycling of own assignment); (3) no in-text source citation but source indicated 

in the reference list; (4) collusion within group work; (5) copying a friend’s work with partial changes; and (6) back-

translation (online conversion of an English text to a different language and its retranslation into English). The first five 

scenario cases were chosen because they are commonly identified in higher education environments (Clough et al., 2015). 

The last one, back-translation, a relatively recent plagiarism strategy (Jones and Sheridan, 2015), was added to assess its 

current status within a transnational environment. The qualitative data, derived from open-ended questions, added depth 

and detail. Approval to conduct this research study was granted by the Human Research Ethics Committee of The 

University of Western Australia and all respondents provided informed consent.   

3.2 Quantitative and qualitative analysis of survey  

The data from the survey were entered into an SPSS spreadsheet with a total of 90 variables. As the data were Likert-type 

data, the quantitative data were analysed using the ‘Descriptive Statistics’ functions of the SPSS software. This statistical 

approach is recommended by Boone and Boone (2012). ‘Frequencies’ were used to check the spread and relative 

importance of each category. ‘Cross-Tabulation’ was used to check the relationship between two or more nominal or 

ordinal categories, with the Pearson Chi-Square Test providing or denying confirmation of a significant relationship 

between the variables. A p-value of less than 0.05 from the Pearson Chi-Square Test was taken as indicating a significant 

difference not due to randomness.  

For the six scenarios presented to the students, responses to the first statement, ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’, 

formed the core of the analysis in this study. Students’ reactions to this statement, in the form of their Likert scale 

responses, gave an overall indication of their understanding of plagiarism. The results are shown in Figures 1–6. Note that 

the slight variation in the y-scale of the graphs (frequency value) is an inherent feature of SPSS. Although the five possible 

replies are not connected to any real measurements, their corresponding numbers (from 0: Unsure to 4: Strongly Agree) 

allow a quasi-measurement of the replies, with an increasing value indicating an increasing level of agreement. As such, 

the mean value indicates the average reply of the student cohort, and a shift in that mean value between scenarios – higher 

(to the right) or lower (to the left) – would represent an increase or decrease, respectively, in the overall amount of 

agreement. The normal curve was added to the figures to enhance the visibility of any shift between scenarios. The 

corresponding value of the standard deviation indicates that 68% (Shayib, 2013) of the views of the cohort are within that 

value on either side of the mean. The smaller the value, the more concentrated the view of the cohort is. When this value 

is larger, there is more divergence of views within the cohort.  

The answers provided to the open-ended questions were analysed by sorting them into several categories and checking 

their frequencies.  
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Figure 1 Scenario 1 (no source citation) Statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’  (see online version for colours)  

  
Figure 2 Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) Statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’  (see online version for colours)  
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Figure 3 Scenario 3 (partial referencing) Statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’  (see online version for colours)  

  
Figure 4  Scenario 4 (collusion within group work) Statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of  

plagiarism’ (see online version for colours)  
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Figure 5  Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work) Statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of  
plagiarism’ (see online version for colours)  

  
Figure 6 Scenario 6 (back-translation) Statement 1: ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’  (see online version for colours)  

  

4 Results  

4.1 General views on plagiarism  

Table 1 summarises the responses to the six different plagiarism scenarios for the first statement: ‘I believe this is a case 

of plagiarism’, with additional columns for overall disagreement and agreement. Figures 1–6 show these responses in 

ordered bar charts.  

In Scenario 1 (no source citation), 80.9% of students agreed or strongly agreed that this was a case of plagiarism. 

Thus, this clear-cut case of plagiarism was perceived as such by the cohort, as might be expected. However, in Scenario 

2 (self-plagiarism: recycling of own assignment), the agreement dropped to 69.7%, with 20.6% disagreeing or strongly 

disagreeing, and 9.8% being unsure.   

In Scenario 3 (partial referencing: no in-text source citation but source indicated in the reference list), the disagreement 

was again quite strong at 23.8%, with 9.8% being unsure. The degree of disagreement gradually increased from Scenario 
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1 (no source citation) to Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), indicating increasing opposition, and leading to a 

strong sense that Scenario 4 should not be thought of as plagiarism. The detailed scenario for the latter reads: ‘Alvin and 

Kelly have been given instructions to collaborate (work jointly) for a group project but the report they submit has to be 

written individually. Their assignments include similar ideas, arguments and some paragraphs are almost identical.’ There 

was a slightly higher level of disagreement (46.2%) compared to agreement (45.2%) among students, with 8.7% remaining 

unsure. The view of the majority of the cohort thus appeared to be that group work, with the sharing of common ideas, 

references and analysis, should lead to nearly identical assignments.   

A high level of disagreement (34.8%) remained in Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work), although the majority 

(54.0%) thought this was plagiarism. There was a clearer consensus that Scenario 6 (back-translation) represented 

plagiarism, with most (73.0%) agreeing.  

Figures 1–6 show clearly the mean value and the standard deviation for each scenario. Looking across the first four 

scenarios, the value of the mean (agreement) gradually shifts from 2.95 (out of 4) for Scenario 1 (no source citation), 

which reflects a clear consensus that this is a case of plagiarism, to 2.75 (Scenario 2, self-plagiarism), 2.62 (Scenario 3, 

partial referencing), and 2.32, the lowest, for Scenario 4 (collusion within group work). The last of these has the highest 

level of disagreement, where the majority of respondents disagree. At the same time, the standard deviation value increases 

across these four scenarios, reflecting a wider spread of views. Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work) shows a slight 

shift back to the right (agreement), with Scenario 6 (back-translation) shifting more strongly to the right, but both having 

a wide spread of views.  

 

Table 1 Results (in %) for Scenarios 1 to 6 (responses to Statement 1: I believe this is a case of plagiarism)  

Unsure  
Scenario  

(%)  

Strongly 

disagree (%)  
Disagree Agree  
 (%)  (%)  

Strongly 

agree (%)  

Strongly 

disagree/ 

disagree (%)  

Agree/ 

strongly  

agree (%)  

 1  3.8  1.0  14.3  58.0  22.9  15.3  80.9  

 2  9.8  4.6  16.0  40.7  29.0  20.6  69.7  

 3  9.6  1.9  21.9  49.5  17.0  23.8  66.5  

 4  8.7  7.4  38.8  33.8  11.4  46.2  45.2  

 5  11.1  7.3  27.5  38.3  15.7  34.8  54.0  

 6  8.5  1.8  16.7  50.7  22.3  18.5  73.0  

4.2 Cross-tabulation analysis  

Cross-tabulation was carried out for students’ responses to the first statement, ‘I believe this is a case of plagiarism’, in 

all six scenarios, using the following student variables: gender, nationality, first language, highest level of study (prior to 

attendance at the current institution), year of study, length of study (at the current institution), and institution (referred to 

by code to maintain anonymity). Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), being the most disputed case of plagiarism, 

was taken as the main test case for depicting any difference that would be significant across the Likert scale, as obtained 

from the Pearson Chi-Square Test, or any other observable trend.   

4.2.1 ‘Gender’  

There was no significant relationship between students’ level of understanding of plagiarism and gender across the 

scenarios. For Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), cross-tabulation gives: 2 (4, n = 297) = 6.282, p = 0.179, with 

(female: n = 195, male: n = 102). However, for all the scenarios, female students showed a larger percentage of uncertainty 

in their understanding of plagiarism (with uncertainty ranging from 5.4% to 14.1% for female students, and from 0.9% to 

6.4% for male students). Thus, male students seemed to be more categorical in their agreement or disagreement.   

4.2.2 ‘Nationality’  

16 different nationalities are represented in the survey. Only the first five nationalities, i.e. those with the highest counts, 

were considered, as each one of the other nationalities represented 3% or fewer of the students. Looking at the most 

disputed case, that of Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), as shown in Table 2, Singaporeans had a majority opinion 

(54.5%) that this was a case of plagiarism, with also the lowest level of uncertainty (3.8%). The percentage supporting 

the case for plagiarism then dropped to 46.5% (Chinese), 39.2% (Indonesian), 37.5% (Burmese) and 29.4% (Malaysian). 

The percentage of uncertainty also increased as the disagreement increased, reaching a fairly high level of 23.5% for 

Malaysians. This may be suggestive of some differences in the views on and understandings of plagiarism based on 

cultural/national backgrounds or, perhaps more exactly, educational culture backgrounds. The significance of this 

variation is supported by the cross-tabulation result: 2 (16, n = 261) = 29.110, p = 0.023.  
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Table 2 Results (in %) for ‘main nationalities’ for Scenario 4 (responses to Statement 1:  I believe this is a case of plagiarism)  

Unsure  
Nationality  

(%)  

Strongly 
disagree  

(%)  

Disagree Agree  
 (%)  (%)  

Strongly 

agree (%) 

Strongly 

disagree/ 

disagree (%)  

Agree/ 

strongly  

agree (%)  

Singaporean  3.8  8.9  32.9  38.0  16.5  41.8  54.5  

Chinese  10.1  2.0  41.4  39.4  7.1  43.4  46.5  

Indonesian  5.9  7.8  47.1  23.5  15.7  54.9  39.2  

Burmese  18.8  18.8  25.0  37.5  0.0  43.8  37.5  

Malaysian  23.5  11.8  35.3  23.5  5.9  47.1  29.4  

4.2.3 ‘First language’  

Table 3 shows the results for the dominant four ‘first languages’ for Scenario 4 (collusion within group work). Students 

whose first language was English had the most accurate understanding of the plagiarism case in Scenario 4, followed by 

students whose first language was Chinese, in line with the findings above.   

Table 3 Results (in %) for ‘first language’ for Scenario 4 (responses to Statement 1: I believe this is a case of plagiarism)  

First 

language  
Unsure 

(%)  

Strongly 
disagree  

(%)  

Disagree 

(%)  
Agree 

(%)  
Strongly 

agree (%) 

Strongly 

disagree/ 

disagree (%)  

Agree/ 

strongly  

agree (%)  

English  5.8  9.3  34.9  37.2  12.8  44.2  50.0  

Chinese  11.4  3.3  38.2  36.6  10.6  41.5  47.2  

Burmese  14.3  14.3  28.6  42.9  0.0  42.9  42.9  

Indonesian  6.4  10.6  46.8  21.3  14.9  57.4  36.2  

4.2.4 ‘Highest level of study (prior to attendance at the current institution)’  

Three main categories (‘Foundation’, ‘A Levels’ and ‘Diploma’) indicate the highest level of study of participating 

students prior to university study. Foundation denotes the ‘O Levels’ qualification (obtained at Year 10), or the equivalent, 

followed by bridging courses. ‘A Levels’ and the International Baccalaureate (which are equivalent) indicate rigorous 

examinations at the end of secondary studies (Year 12). Diploma level is normally for two years of local study (after the 

O Levels qualification and work experience), which can go beyond the first year of university, but usually at a more 

technical level. It can be seen in Table 4 that students with A Levels (including the International Baccalaureate) were 

more aware of the plagiarism in Scenario 4 than those with Foundation or Diploma level studies. This could be due to the 

more rigorous assessment undergone by A Level students. This improved understanding, as in the previous scenarios, 

was accompanied by a lower level of uncertainty.   

 

Table 4 Results (in %) for ‘highest level of study’ for Scenario 4 (responses to Statement 1:  I believe this is a case of plagiarism)  

Level of studies  
Unsure  

(%)  

Strongly 
disagree  

(%)  
Disagree 

(%)  

Strongly  
Agree agree  
(%)  

(%)  

Strongly 

disagree/ 

disagree (%) 

Agree/ 

strongly  

agree (%)  

Foundation  9.6  7.6  38.9  35.0  8.9  46.5  43.9  

A Levels  4.0  4.0  40.0  36.0  16.0  44.0  52.0  

Diploma  9.0  8.0  41.0  28.0  14.0  49.0  42.0  

4.2.5 ‘Year of study’  

Experience through ‘year of study’ did not seem to account for any significant variation in Scenarios 1, 3, 5 and 6. 

However, for Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) and Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), increasing study experience 

showed a relationship with improved understanding of plagiarism. For Scenario 4, for example, the majority of final year 

students (51.2%) agreed with it being a case of plagiarism, while the majority of earlier year students had the opposite 

view.  

4.2.6 ‘Length of study (at the current institution)’  

Study experience through ‘length of study’ was again revealed to be important in Scenario 4 which, as discussed above, 

was the most disputed case of plagiarism. The majority of students who had completed two or more years of study at their 

current institution were aware of collusion within group work as constituting plagiarism. Table 5 shows that while a 
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majority of the students (51.1%) who had spent a year or less at the institution disagreed that it was a case of plagiarism, 

a majority (55.0%) of the students who had spent two years or more at the institution agreed that it was a case of 

plagiarism.  

 

Table 5 Results (in %) for ‘length of study’ for Scenario 4 (responses to Statement 1: I believe this is a case of plagiarism)  

Length of study  Unsure (%)  Strongly disagree/disagree (%)  Agree/strongly agree (%)  

One year or less  8.5  51.1  40.4  

Two years or 

more  
11.7  33.3  55.0  

4.2.7 ‘Institution’  

Table 6 shows the frequencies for Scenario 4 (collusion within group work) for the two institutions. Results show a 

significant difference, 2 (4, n = 299) = 10.415, p = 0.034, with students from Institution A showing greater awareness 

(50.3% were in agreement compared to 37.3% for Institution B). Institution A required students to complete an online 

academic integrity module, while Institution B had no such requirement. Institution A also had a short induction course 

on academic writing skills. This could perhaps explain the difference in views on plagiarism.  

 

Table 6 Results (in %) for ‘institution’ for Scenario 4 (responses to Statement 1: I believe this is a case of plagiarism)  

Unsure  
Institution  

(%)  

Strongly 
disagree  

(%)  

Disagree Agree  
 (%)  (%)  

Strongly 

agree (%)  

Strongly 

disagree/ 

disagree (%)  

Agree/ 

strongly  

agree (%)  

 A  9.4  8.3   32.0  35.9  14.4  40.3  50.3  

 B  7.6  5.9   49.2  30.5  6.8  55.1  37.3  

4.3 Investigation of answers to open-ended questions  

In the various scenarios for plagiarism, between 15% and 30% of students (the latter figure for Scenario 4) stated that 

they would plagiarise; 27% of students said they knew of peers who engaged in plagiarism; and 16% of students claimed 

that there were no clear institutional guidelines, policies or procedures on plagiarism.   

About 80% of the students were able to define plagiarism correctly (such as ‘copying without acknowledging the 

author’) and 90% acknowledged it to be more common in its digital form, indicating for example: ‘It is more convenient 

and easy’; ‘Many find resources online’; ‘It is easy to copy and paste’. 80% agreed that plagiarism should be penalised in 

one form or another, and the same percentage agreed that students should be educated about plagiarism, mostly with 

dedicated classes on plagiarism.  

Table 7 shows a list of the main underlying reasons for plagiarism as given by the students. Students’ replies to open-

ended questions were categorised as shown in the table using students’ own terms. Although reasons such as ‘saving time’ 

and ‘too many assignments’ may relate to ‘laziness’, it was decided not to group them together and to keep as closely as 

possible to the students’ original replies.  

 

Table 7  Students’ views on underlying reasons for plagiarism  

 

Question: in your view, what are the underlying reasons or factors that contribute to students’ plagiarism?  

1 Laziness  35%  

2 Lack of knowledge of plagiarism  22%  

3 Saving time  13%  

4 Difficult assignments/topics or limited resources  12%  

5 Language issues  12%  

6 Too many assignments  4%  

7 Seeking good grades  3%  

‘Laziness’ heads the list of factors with 35% of the replies, and ‘lack of knowledge of plagiarism’ is second at 22%. If 

one groups factors 1, 3 and 6 together, just over 50% of students gave laziness and rushed work as reasons for plagiarism. 

As assignments are generally evenly spread throughout the units, this may be the perception of students with poor time 

management strategies. This particular aspect echoes previous research findings (Fraser, 2014; Heckler and Forde, 2015).   
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5 Discussion  

An anonymous survey of 314 students from two Australian higher education institutions (referred to here as Institution A 

and Institution B) operating in Singapore was carried out. To probe the students’ views on plagiarism, they were provided 

with six different plagiarism scenarios. They were also asked to answer a number of open-ended questions to provide 

further insights into their understanding.  

The most obvious case of plagiarism, Scenario 1 (no source citation) was agreed on as a case of plagiarism by 83% 

of the students. This, however, leaves an appreciable percentage of students (17%) with uncertainty or disagreement. 

Some students, even for this clear-cut case, stated that they would plagiarise to save time and/or obtain good grades. These 

findings relate well to the work of Brimble and Stevenson-Clarke (2005), in which they state that students ‘exhibit a high 

level of tolerance for the various forms of academic misconduct’ (p.39).   

As the cases became more complex, from Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism) to Scenario 3 (partial referencing) and Scenario 

4 (collusion within group work), a wider spread of views was observed, with a gradual increase in disagreement. 

Consistent with previous studies, many business students in this study appeared to consider academic misconduct as not 

especially serious (Kuntz and Butler, 2014; Lim and See, 2001; Payan et al., 2010), with a lack of understanding of 

collusion in particular (Chapman and Lupton, 2004; Williams et al., 2014).   

Scenario 4 (collusion within group work) was disputed as an example of plagiarism by the majority of students, and 

some even commented that it was unfair that it should be treated as plagiarism. Fraser (2014) emphasises that ‘many 

educators are willing to tolerate collusion’ (p.183) and that ‘[p]rofessors are busy’ and see dealing with plagiarism cases 

as ‘a waste of their time’ (p.185). In their investigations on academic dishonesty, Rakovski and Levi (2007) as well as 

Sutton et al. (2014) report that for students in business schools, even for individual assignments, collaboration is not 

uncommon and is not considered to be a serious offence. In group assignments where it has been indicated that the reports 

should be individualised, it seems that students may still misunderstand the concept and produce identical discussion and 

conclusion sections. Sutton and Taylor (2011) highlight the need for clear policies and guidelines for students to 

distinguish between collaboration and collusion. This is a general issue reported in many findings (Bennett et al., 2011; 

Flint et al., 2006; Gullifer and Tyson, 2014). It would therefore seem that institutions need to provide more specific 

procedures and guidelines for group work assessments and that instructors (lecturers/tutors) should emphasise to students, 

in the marking criteria guide, which parts of the assessment are expected to be of a collaborative nature and which parts 

should exclusively arise from individual effort. In Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work) and Scenario 6 

(backtranslation), the majority agreed that these were examples of plagiarism with, however, high levels of uncertainty 

and disagreement remaining.  

Overall, there remained a strong opposition to regarding the six scenarios as cases of plagiarism, with disagreement 

levels ranging from 15% to 46%, and uncertainty levels ranging from 4% to 11%, as if the students had a right to open 

use and free sharing of information in the current digital age, a point which echoes many other studies (Evering and 

Moorman, 2012; Gourlay and Deane, 2015; Li, 2015).  

Cross-tabulation with the Chi-Square Test allowed some further differentiation in  the categories of the students 

surveyed. Although the general perceptions of plagiarism were similar for both genders, female students consistently 

showed a higher level of uncertainty. This may be a general trend, as some studies indicate that ‘women are more likely 

to downplay their certainty and men are more likely to minimize their doubt’ (Tannen, 1995, p.142). The number of years 

of study experience increased the level of awareness of plagiarism issues, with the majority of students past their second 

year of university study agreeing that collusion within group work is a case of plagiarism (Scenario 4). This is to be 

expected as these students will have been longer in the educational system and will have encountered a variety of 

plagiarism issues through educative tutoring and/or punitive action. However, the still fairly large number of experienced 

students failing to perceive this as a case of plagiarism (11.7% were unsure and 33.3% disagreed) indicates the necessity 

for further training in plagiarism.  

Of the main reasons given by the students for engaging in plagiarism, laziness (35%), saving time (13%) and difficulty 

of assignment (12%) imply intentional plagiarism, with students perhaps acting under the general umbrella of a culture 

of sharing which allows easy and sometimes unethical use of available information. Lack of knowledge of plagiarism 

(22%) points to insufficient education from the institution and staff as well as to the different approaches to learning the 

students may have been used to, prior to their university studies. Language issues, at 12%, are also an important parameter 

for this transnational environment. The last two reasons contribute to inadvertent plagiarism.  

Overall, students from Singapore were most accurate in their perceptions of plagiarism. Students from neighbouring 

countries had more limited conceptions of plagiarism, with the strongest level of disagreement coming from students from 

Indonesia (at 25%) for the obvious case of plagiarism in Scenario 1 (no source citation), from Myanmar (at 31%) for 

Scenario 2 (self-plagiarism), from Malaysia (at 29%) for Scenario 3 (partial referencing), from Indonesia (at 55%) for 

Scenario 4 (collusion within group work), from Malaysia (at 59%) for Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work), and 

from China (at 28%) for Scenario 6 (back-translation). For the students who replied that there were times or situations 

where plagiarism would be acceptable, the main responses were: ‘for time-consuming assignments’ and ‘due to time 

constraints’, implying poor time management and laziness issues. The majority of these responses came from Indonesian 

students. However, there were not enough of these responses to allow more insight into any possible differentiation. 

Students from Malaysia and Myanmar had the highest level of uncertainty, reaching 24% for Scenario 4 (collusion within 

group work) and 21% for Scenario 5 (partial reuse of a friend’s work), respectively. These differences in their 
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understanding of the complexity of plagiarism could be due to language issues (difficulty in writing in a foreign language) 

and to differences in educational cultures (students accustomed to different approaches to learning). Students whose first 

language was English showed a better understanding of plagiarism within the English-taught environment that is 

Singapore. This is aligned with previous research which indicates that the level of adequate academic writing skills is 

dependent on one’s ability and confidence in writing in the English language (Newton et al., 2014). Students who had 

completed a rigorous pre-university qualification (such as the International Baccalaureate) had a greater awareness of 

plagiarism than their peers who entered university from Foundation courses or with a Diploma qualification.   

Students from Institution A, which had a first year requirement of a self-learning module on plagiarism and where 

students were given a short induction course on writing skills, had a higher level of understanding of plagiarism compared 

to students from Institution B, which provided its teaching programs solely through a local private institution with no 

local learning support and no requirement of the fulfilment of an academic integrity module. Nonetheless, a high level of 

disagreement for many of the cases of plagiarism remained among Institution A students, who responded to the openended 

question, ‘Should students be educated about plagiarism? If so, how?’, with comments such as: ‘Constant reminders and 

education’; ‘Lectures and reminders’; and ‘Workshops and lectures’. This suggests that a self-learning module in 

academic integrity, while commendable in the sense that it is better than nothing, is not sufficient. It may be quickly 

completed at the beginning of the year, may not address the more complex issues the students face later, and may be 

forgotten in time.  

A multi-pronged approach (Bretag, 2013), which involves not only students but also academics, is crucial to curb 

plagiarism (McCabe and Drinan, 1999) and to ‘develop a shared understanding and acceptance of [an institution’s] 

academic policies’ (McCabe and Trevino, 1993, p.533). While many researchers suggest raising plagiarism awareness 

through clarified institutional policies, classroom guidance, discussions and study skills workshops (Bennett et al., 2011; 

Harris, 2012; Landau et al., 2002; Park, 2004), Carroll (2004) advocates the use of a specific module on academic writing 

and adequate referencing skills with assessment and interactive feedback. In their study, Newton et al. (2014) demonstrate 

that specific training programs are helpful in increasing students’ understanding of plagiarism. What may be required is 

a more thorough, compulsory induction course on academic integrity/plagiarism requiring a high pass level, along with 

continuous reinforcement by lecturers and tutors, and support offered through advisors. Time management skills may also 

need to be reinforced. While many scholars advocate that lecturers should play a major role in curbing plagiarism among 

students (Caldwell, 2010; Chapman and Lupton, 2004; Fraser, 2014; Iberahim et al., 2013), Bretag and Mahmud (2009) 

highlight that there is no ‘framework … for ensuring that academics receive adequate education and training’ (p.199). An 

induction course could be provided to all lecturers and tutors, full time and part time, as part of an effort to implement a 

coherent, institution-wide approach to plagiarism.  

6 Conclusion  

Students enrolled in business programs at two Australian universities operating in Singapore were surveyed about their 

views and understandings of plagiarism. Over 80% of the students had a good level of awareness of more obvious cases 

of plagiarism (such as no source citation), but as the cases of plagiarism became more complex (such as selfplagiarism, 

no in-text source citation despite inclusion in the reference list, and partial copying of a friend’s work), quite large levels 

of disagreement appeared in students’ views. The level of disagreement was the highest for the plagiarism case involving 

collusion within group work, where the majority of students felt that it was appropriate for them to do so and even felt a 

sense of injustice that it should be considered a case of plagiarism. As Sutton and Taylor (2011) note, there are no clear 

‘guidelines as to where the boundary lies between cooperation (commendable) and collusion (unacceptable)’ (p.839). 

Institutions and staff need to do more to ensure that students differentiate between the collaborative parts and the 

individual parts of group work assessments.  

There remained a fairly large level of uncertainty which, characteristically for a transnational environment, varied 

greatly across the different categories of students. As with students in other environments, willingness to plagiarise, for 

various reasons, denotes intentional plagiarism perhaps arising in part from the contemporary digital culture of sharing. 

Findings from this study within an international context are to some extent applicable to other programs of study and to 

other higher education environments. They confirm the main reasons for plagiarism indicated in the available literature, 

highlighting that collusion is the least understood aspect of plagiarism by students. Students from the institution which 

had an online self-learning academic integrity module fared better in terms of the accuracy of their perceptions of 

plagiarism.   

Overall, whatever the reasons stated by students for plagiarism, students’ awareness of the range of possible types of 

plagiarism needs to be raised, and the message that it is a serious offence may need to be better propagated. Options 

recommended here include compulsory student induction courses as well as staff induction courses, accompanied by staff 

reinforcement with the support of student advisors. These educative interventions should aid institutions in ensuring that 

they, and their students, adopt and maintain high levels of academic integrity within a transnational higher education 

environment.   
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Appendix  
Overview of survey  

The anonymous student survey consisted of the following sections:  

Section 1: This section was designed to capture the students’ socio-demographic data, including age, gender, and 

educational and cultural background.  

Section 2: In this section, six scenarios were described, relating to the following types of plagiarism:  

• Scenario 1: No source citation  

• Scenario 2: Self-plagiarism (recycling of own assignment)  

• Scenario 3: Partial referencing (no in-text source citation but source indicated in the reference list)  

• Scenario 4: Collusion within group work  

• Scenario 5: Partial reuse of a friend’s work  
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• Scenario 6: Back-translation (online conversion of an English text to a different language and its retranslation into 

English)  

With each scenario, students were asked to respond to seven statements:  

1 I believe this a case of plagiarism.  

2 I believe this is acceptable.  

3 My lecturer/tutor would believe this is acceptable.  

4 Other students would believe this is acceptable.  

5 According to my institution’s policies, this is acceptable.  

6 I have engaged in similar activities.  

7 I believe other students engage in similar activities.  

For each statement, students chose one of five possible replies on a Likert scale:  

 

0:  Unsure  

1:  Strongly Disagree   

2:  Disagree  

3:  Agree  

4:  Strongly Agree  

 A further open-ended question as to whether the student would engage in the same plagiarism scenario – such as 

‘Would you do the same thing as Daniel? Why/Why not?’ – provided additional insight into students’ understandings of 

plagiarism.  

Section 3: This section asked open-ended questions about students’ views on their institution’s policies and procedures 

on plagiarism, for example ‘At your institution, have you been given clear and specific information about your 

institution’s policies on plagiarism?’   

Section 4: This section contained a further seven open-ended questions about students’ understandings of plagiarism, for 

example ‘Are there times or situations where plagiarism is acceptable? If so, how much plagiarism is acceptable?’  
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