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Abstract 
 
Although some students probably intend to plagiarise, others do it unintentionally; yet, 
as McGowan observes, “unwitting plagiarism” has been “largely neglected in the 
literature” (2005). In this article, I discuss some practices of attribution that students 
bring from school to university, and focus on one kind of ‘unwitting plagiarism’ that 
puzzles lecturers and student learning advisers alike – that is, when students provide 
a reference for ‘clearly’ plagiarised material. Drawing on Bakhtin, I suggest reasons 
why this practice makes sense to the students who do it. Then, drawing on Rose 
(1996) and East (2006), I look at the kind of teaching that would be necessary to 
mediate the gap between students’ and lecturers’ understandings of the purposes of 
attribution in scholarly writing. 
 
Introduction  
 
A widespread perception that plagiarism among university students is increasing 
(Emerson, Rees, & MacKay, 2005) is generating a growing literature on the subject 
(for example, the recent special issues of the Journal of University Teaching and 
Learning Practice, 2(3a and 3b), 2005 and Assessment and Evaluation in Higher 
Education, 31(2), 2006 and the establishment in 2005 of the International Journal for 
Educational Integrity). Most writers attribute this apparent increase to the ease of 
hunting and gathering on the Internet (e.g., McGowan, 2003, p. 1), which explains the 
‘how’ but not so much the ‘why’.  Although some students probably intend to 
plagiarise, Academic Language and Learning (ALL) advisers like myself, who work 
with students to improve their academic writing, also encounter students who do it 
unintentionally; however, McGowan (2005) observes that “unwitting plagiarism” has 
been “largely neglected in the literature”. It has, however, recently been the subject of 
legal deliberations, when the Supreme Court of Queensland considered whether a 
Law student’s referencing practices should be regarded as plagiarism or simply 
sloppy work (Humzy-Hancock [2007] QSC 034). McMurdo J. ruled that the practices 
complained of were very poor scholarship but did not constitute plagiarism. The case 
does raise questions, at least, about what students think they are doing when their 
work falls so far short of what is expected – and explicitly required – in their subjects. 
 
Working at a large, outer-suburban campus of an Australian university where 
international students, mostly from countries where English is an additional language, 
make up a substantial proportion of the student body, I am familiar with ambient 
impressions that international students are particularly given to plagiarising for 
reasons ranging from insufficient English to cultural difference. However, international 
students are not my focus here; my university has a Language and Academic Skills 
(ESL) unit that works with students whose first language is not English, and the role 
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of Faculty-based ALL advisers like myself is to work largely with local English-
speaking-background students. We are available for students to consult, either on 
their own initiative or with a lecturer’s referral, when they want advice about writing 
they are doing or have done for their disciplines, and we draw on what we learn from 
them to design classes and materials on common questions or problems. From this 
perspective, over twenty years, I know that local students also struggle to understand 
and comply with university practices of attribution, and drawing on our conversations 
about this as we look at their work together, I have taken steps to learn about why this 
is the case. 
 
In this article, I discuss students’ answers to a survey that sought to learn what kinds 
of training in attribution they brought with them from school to university. I will suggest 
that we can find a logic to students’ (mis)understandings about attribution in Bakhtin’s 
characterisation of ‘monologic’ vs. ‘dialogic’ discourse. This logic may then help us to 
make sense of a particularly puzzling practice when students provide a reference for 
‘clearly’ plagiarised material – that is, copied without quotation marks, but with the 
reference supplied. This was one of the practices examined in the Humzy-Hancock 
case, and one that has been noted among Australian students more widely. It is 
inconsistent with an intention to cheat, but not with a monologic view of discourse. 
Finally, I discuss the kind of teaching that would be necessary to mediate the gap 
between students’ and lecturers’ understandings of the purposes of attribution in 
scholarly writing. 
 
Unethical or ignorant behaviour…. Or not? 
 
Rebecca Moore Howard noted, in 1995, that “In composition studies, most published 
discussions of student plagiarism proceed from the assumption that plagiarism occurs 
as a result of one of two possible motivations: an absence of ethics or an ignorance of 
citation conventions”. The discussion has evolved, since then, to recognise that the 
situation is less clear-cut. For example, Ashworth, Bannister and Thorne have found, 
in a study of students’ views on cheating, that “It can be very difficult [for them] to 
work out what constitutes plagiarism” (1997, p. 191), while Macdonald and Carroll 
(2006, p. 241) find that teaching staff themselves have “no consistent understanding 
and/or definition of plagiarism” (see also Carroll 2003, pp. 12-14). Research by 
linguists and others, including learning advisers, has produced a more complex and 
nuanced picture that problematises both ‘ethics’ and ‘ignorance’. Western practices of 
use and attribution of sources have been shown to be culturally specific (e.g., 
Chanock, 2003a; East, 2005; Howard, 1995, p. 14; Leask, 2006; Pennycook, 1996), 
and their normative status questioned as a form of cultural imperialism (Leask, 2006). 
In this context, the ‘ignorance’ so often attributed to international students (for 
discussions of this stereotype see, for example, Handa & Fallon, 2006, p. 128; Leask, 
2006; Marshall & Garry, 2006; Melles, 2003, p. 72) becomes a difference of 
perspective on the ethical construction of knowledge. It is inappropriate then, Leask 
(2006) suggests, to persist with a discourse that frames dealing with plagiarism as a 
‘battle’, and more appropriate to use, instead, the metaphor of a game.  
 

[Students] are, in effect, playing an old game [that is, academic study] 
by a new and unclear set of rules. They begin the game believing that 
they know the rules, for they have always won this game in the past – 
they’ve been good and successful students. Usually we don’t tell them 
that the rules are different, because we don’t always know that they 
are different (Leask 2000, p. 3, as cited in Leask 2006).  
 

Leask argues that students who have played ‘efficiently’ by one set of rules should not 
be seen as ‘deficient’ when they encounter a different set of rules; they should just be 
properly informed that the rules have changed, and their teachers should be aware 
that students are having to become proficient in a new set of rules, and trust in their 
ability to do so.  
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Leask is writing primarily about international students, but she also sees local 
students as ‘cultural others’ to some extent (2006). Nonetheless, it is common for 
lecturers to expect local students to arrive at university trained in the attribution and 
referencing of sources. Since Australian students’ secondary and tertiary education 
takes place within the one culture, if they do not know how to reference ‘properly’, it is 
often inferred that the schools have neglected to teach them a set of ethics and 
practices that are assumed to apply across both sectors. Colleagues of mine who 
lecture in the disciplines have complained that students were not trained in the proper 
use of sources at their secondary schools, a view that Melles endorses (2003, p. 74). 
 
I do not think, however, that ignorance is the whole story; it appears, from twenty 
years of conversations with students who consult me as their ALL adviser, that they 
fail to reference ‘properly’ not because they do not know about attribution, but 
because they do know about it and think that they are doing it right. Their schools 
have trained them in particular practices of quoting, paraphrasing, and referencing, 
and they do not at first expect that university practices will be different. Certain 
scenarios are enacted again and again in my office, as individual students consult me 
for help in making sense of the marks and comments they have received on written 
work. When the lecturer has written ‘source?’ in the margin, students say things like, “I 
thought if you changed the words you didn’t have to give a reference” or “But I put that 
article in my bibliography”. As Leask says, they think they know the rules. 
 
In fact, it is probably their confidence that they know the rules that allows them to 
ignore the copious guidelines set out in their subject guides, and choose from scratch, 
as it were, practices that run counter to the instructions they receive from lecturers in 
every subject in which they are enrolled. For, despite the wide variety of referencing 
conventions prescribed in different disciplines, all of the subject guides I have seen 
since the mid-1980s require the same practices that Howard has described in the US: 

 
….American academic culture demands that writers who use the 
exact words of a source supply quotation marks at the beginning and 
end of the quotation, so that the reader can know where the voice of 
the source begins and ends. In addition, the writer must use footnotes, 
parenthetical notes, or endnotes to cite the source, so that the reader 
can consult that source if he or she chooses. Writers must also 
acknowledge the sources not only of words but also of ideas, insofar 
as is possible, even when they are not quoting word for word (1995, p. 
11). 

 
Asking our students 
 
What, then, are the rules that local students think they know? I decided to investigate 
this when I became involved in discussions about revising the plagiarism policy at my 
university. I thought it would be useful to have more information on students’ 
knowledge about attribution at the time that they commence their studies, to share 
with my colleagues in the disciplines; so I surveyed students in two large sociology 
classes in the Faculty where I work, asking them to fill out a very brief questionnaire 
about the ways they were expected to use sources in their writing for the final year of 
high school (see Appendix). (Although I asked students to indicate where they had 
been educated, the differences between the answers of local and international 
students to the survey questions were negligible, nor did they fall into any noticeable 
patterns. This is possibly because they did not come from any shared cultural tradition 
of education, being from Canada, US, Colombia, Sweden, Norway, Austria, Arabia, 
Zimbabwe, the Maldives, Guam, South Korea, and Japan.) 
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Table 1. Responses to questions about referencing 

As Table 1 shows, 34% of the students surveyed said they had not been expected to 
reference even direct quotations, and 66% said they had not been expected to 
reference their own discussions of material found in sources. Twenty-five percent said 
they had been expected to reference quoted material only in their bibliography, and 
19% said that when they drew on other sources, but used their own words, they were 
expected to reference such discussions only in their bibliography. Only 41% said they 
had been required to follow practices that are the same as those required at 
university, when quoting directly, and 15% when using their own words. These results 
were startling even to me, and more so to my colleagues in the disciplines when I 
shared them at a ‘Good Teaching’ seminar. 
 
I have been careful to say that students “said they had been expected to…” do one 
thing or another, because I am well aware that what is taught and what is learned are 
often not the same. It is not possible, on the basis of this data, to say what is taught in 
secondary schools in our region, but it is possible at least to say what some of our 
students think are correct practices of referencing and attribution when they begin 
their courses. 
 
Students’ answers to Questions C and D (see Appendix One), about voice and 
originality, also showed considerable variation in the students’ prior experience of 
using evidence, and in the meanings they gave to originality. These meanings have a 
bearing on students’ use of sources in that, if lecturers ask them to submit ‘original’ 
work, and a student thinks this means that they must “come up with ideas...not 
encountered...in reading”, s/he is not going to be able to fulfill the lecturer’s 
expectations. Eighty-four students, comprising 28% of respondents, did indeed think 
this was the meaning of originality. 
 
Practical steps 
 
Clearly, these findings supported institutional thinking that we needed to do more to 
educate our students about the use of sources, and to raise awareness among 
teaching staff of the complexity of ‘unwitting plagiarism’. In consultation with the 
University’s working group, the ALL advisers and the Academic Development Unit 
collaborated to produce a variety of activities and resources addressed to both 
students and staff. We now have accessible materials on the web that students can 
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Response Number 
(n=298) 

% 

A. In year 12, did you have to give a reference when you 
quoted directly? 

    

1.     no  101 34% 

2.    yes, both in my essay and in a bibliography  122 41% 

3.    yes, but only in my bibliography    75 25% 

(one student added “only in essay”!)     

      

B. In year 12, did you have to give a reference when you 
discussed, in your own words, something you had 
learned from reading? 

    

1.     no 197 66% 

2.     yes, both in my essay and in a bibliography  44 15% 

3.     yes, but only in my bibliography  57 19% 
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consult – Plagiarism: Explanation for students, ‘Using sources in your writing’ (Chanock, 
2003b), – so that they are not dependent upon struggling to understand the more official 
language of the far more lengthy academic misconduct policy available on the 
University’s website (La Trobe University, 2007). The Explanation for students 
addresses common misconceptions about the meaning of originality in academic work; 
presents referencing as a service to readers, as well as a responsibility to sources; 
discusses whether, why and how much to quote, and why this varies across disciplines; 
gives examples of acceptable and unacceptable paraphrasing; and introduces the two 
kinds of referencing systems, notes or in-text references. In addition, we have a WebCT 
resource that students can work their way through at various levels. We also have 
materials addressed to academic teaching staff to help them in “Implementing the La 
Trobe University Policy on Academic Misconduct: Plagiarism” (La Trobe University, 
Academic Development Unit 2008).  
 
An insight into students’ understandings 
 
Apart from the practical implications of the data I collected, however, I am interested in 
their implications for our understanding of the differences between many students’ and 
lecturers’ conceptions of the purposes of academic work. We may accept that some 
students who use only their bibliography for attribution do so because they think it is 
what they are supposed to do. Still, we must wonder, why does this practice, which so 
offends lecturers, seem acceptable to students? And similar questions can be asked 
about a further practice, which was not included in my survey but has begun to emerge 
both in my teaching and in the wider literature. This is the practice of referencing 
material that has been copied but not put in quotation marks, like this example from an 
essay a student brought to me: “Clarissa characterises herself as virginal, and in some 
ways inept with people (Littleton, 1995)”. When I went to the online source (which she 
had listed in her bibliography – Littleton, J. (1995) “Mrs Dalloway”: portrait of the artist 
as a middle-aged woman. Twentieth Century Literature 41 (1)) I found the identical 
wording. The literature suggests that this practice is not uncommon among 
undergraduates. In McGowan’s (2005) experience, 

 
Staff are particularly puzzled by blatantly obvious cases where the 
students innocently provide full reference to the plagiarised material and 
also sign statements attesting to their ‘own work’. Students, on the other 
hand, frequently express their dismay and confusion...at finding that 
they have failed to satisfy the required standards and that they simply 
do not know how to avoid inadvertent lapses into plagiarism. 

 
East too has found that “Sometimes students will copy chunks of another’s work to their 
text, and even though there is acknowledgement it is not made clear that the words and 
ideas are not the students’” (2005). Parker (2003, p.4) quotes a lecturer talking about 
apparently inadvertent plagiarism by students who are “new to university”: “The most 
apparent form is when the original source is reproduced and given as paraphrase rather 
than as a quote [i.e. referenced but not identified with quotation marks]. I see plenty of 
this and often with substantial chunks of text.” Similarly, in students’ work examined by 
Anyanwu, “Quotes were used without quotation marks but with accurate citation” (2004, 
p. 179). Emerson, Reese, and MacKay (2005) refer to a larger study in which “Rennie 
and Crosby (2001) report that 61% of the students they surveyed said they did not see 
a problem with copying from a source as long as the reference was in the reference 
list”. In some cases, then, the reference follows the material, while in others, it is only in 
the bibliography. But the interesting thing is that the reference is provided, which seems 
inconsistent with the intention to deceive that lecturers so often attribute to students 
who do this. Indeed, in the Humzy-Hancock case, the judge was in no doubt that “the 
attribution was insufficient”; however, he pointed out, “it would be a curious form of 
plagiarism which would refer the reader to the very work which was being 
copied” (Humzy-Hancock [2007] QSC 034, para. 20). He was, therefore, not persuaded 
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that the student had “mean[t] to represent the work of others as his own work” (Humzy-
Hancock [2007] QSC 034, para. 14). 
 
While intent is difficult to determine, the importance given to it is consistent with the 
view that plagiarism can be unwitting, which informs efforts such as Carroll’s framework 
for deciding penalties for plagiarism. Her criteria – (from most to least important) 
“extent” of plagiarism, student’s year level and knowledge of the institution’s “academic 
regulations, assumptions and rules”, and the “rules of the discipline” (Carroll, 2003, p. 
19) – acknowledge that understanding must precede intent, and that understanding 
comes with experience. It is unwise, however, to rely on experience alone, for students 
will not necessarily grasp the underlying reasons for their subjects’ prescriptions. 
 
I think that both the practice of referencing copied material without quotation marks, and 
the various failures to provide references canvassed in my survey, may be explicable in 
terms of Bakhtin’s (1981) characterisation of certain kinds of discourse as ‘monologic’, 
that is, purporting to be a single-voiced, authoritative utterance of fact. This is in 
contradiction to the reality that all utterances are ‘dialogic’; that is, they draw on what 
others have said, respond to what others are saying, and anticipate what others will 
say. How far any individual recognises the dialogic nature of a discourse depends very 
much on the cultural context. For example, while scripture is perhaps the best example 
of a discourse that purports to come unmediated from a single author, and to convey an 
unproblematic truth, scientific theory can also look like this to people for whom ‘theory’ 
means ‘how something works’ rather than ‘the most satisfactory current explanation, 
constructed by members of a discipline community, for how something works’. For 
academics – the members of those discipline communities – the interplay of ideas, and 
the management of that interplay, are fundamental to the collective endeavour of 
constructing knowledge. It is essential for academic authors to identify who said what, 
where and when, and to do this as their discussion develops, in the body of their writing, 
not only in the reference list supplied for the readers’ convenience. 
 
We should not be surprised, however, if the importance of this is not so apparent to our 
students. It is not that they are unaware of the dialogic nature of interpretation, for from 
earliest childhood it is through talk that people work out the meaning of various kinds of 
experience. Moreover, students often focus on the interplay of opinions as part of their 
schooling. In my State of Victoria, for example, the English curriculum for the Victorian 
Certificate of Education asks students to look at debates in the media on the handling of 
public issues. When they pick apart opinion pieces in the newspaper, they pay attention 
to who said what, recognising that authors bring a variety of motives, viewpoints, and 
competences to the dialogue they wish to join. At the same time, however, much of the 
academic knowledge that students encounter at school does not present itself 
dialogically as interpretation, but monologically as facts for them to learn; and they often 
expect this to be the case at university, even when a task has been set with the purpose 
of focusing students on the dialogic nature of knowledge-making. 
 
If the material is monologic, it doesn’t matter how it was said (fact is fact); and giving the 
reference, either following the material or in the bibliography, should satisfy the 
requirement of honesty in showing where it came from. Often, the bibliography alone is 
felt to cover this requirement. Students know that the only audience for their writing is 
their tutor, and most of the time s/he does not need to be directed to the original source 
for the reasons that are commonly given for referencing (to check on the context, to see 
what else it said, to judge whether it means what the writer who has drawn upon it 
thinks it means). The tutor, who set the reading for the assignment, can be assumed to 
know what it said and what was meant. The reference, therefore, in the text or in the 
bibliography, is just to show that the student has done the reading and brought home 
the bacon. 
 
I recognise this monologic ‘reading’ of academic texts when I ask a student “Do you 
think this is a satisfactory answer to the question?” and s/he replies, “It’s what the article 
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said”. And I see cracks appearing in the assumption of monologic discourse when a 
student asks me, “How can I write about this when the experts don’t agree?”. It is an 
essential step, in the transition from school to university, for students to recognise that 
knowledge is interpretation, and thus that every discourse they encounter is dialogic, 
and the interplay of voices is an integral part of the process by which interpretation is 
constructed. Simply setting out the format for referencing in each subject does not 
foster this recognition, and legalistic rhetoric about violating other authors’ intellectual 
property rights does not address it either. This is well put by Rose, writing that 
“Treating language and thought as object, as a product of individual 
labour...explanations such as these obscure an understanding of language and 
thought as collaborative action as well” (1996, p. 37). Thompson (2005) finds, 
moreover, that the combination of the Western idea of the author with the collective 
practice of knowledge-making leads to mystification: “students feel…confused by 
unified and autonomous concepts of authorship and originality that fail to take account 
of the ‘shared’ nature of the processes of text/knowledge production”. While 
plagiarism policies insist upon ‘original’ work, in fact, as Johnson and Clerehan point 
out:  

In academic writing the emphasis on citation and referencing suggests a culture 
of continuing and developing existing ideas, rather than a culture that seeks to 
break decisively with the past, or that only values the breaking of completely 
new ground (2005, p. 5). 

 
Teaching to address this confusion 
 
For all these reasons, it is important to share with students the cultural fact that 
“Credible citation practice is more than a matter of fluent paraphrase, accurate 
summary, avoidance of plagiarism, and precise punctuation. It is an act of building 
community, collaboratively constructing shared knowledge” (Rose, 1996, p. 45; see 
also Cleal, 2005). To communicate this to students, Rose urges, “Teachers…will need 
to draw on the resources of a rhetoric of citations that accounts for intertextuality in 
the construction of knowledge (1996, p. 37). 
 
As Price (2002) says, “learning to avoid plagiarism is a process of learning 
conventions and customs, not an instantaneous event”; and I find that helping 
students to make an effective transition into this ‘community’ must be done carefully. 
For example, if students are told that the things they read are interpretations or 
arguments, whether or not this is apparent in the writing, there is a risk that they will 
apply the training they have had in scrutinising opinion pieces for bias and/or various 
forms of deceit. I see this often when students are told to read their sources ‘critically’, 
and they strain to find fault with the readings they have to review. One student gamely 
accused the author of a history book of ‘anti-Hitler bias’, when he could not find 
anything else to object to.  The terminology of ‘opinion’, ‘argument’, and ‘critical 
thinking’ does not transfer seamlessly from the public to the academic arena, and if 
we want to invite students into the culture of enquiry at university, we need to talk with 
them about the different meanings of the deceptively similar terms they will encounter. 
 
A program to achieve this in first-year tutorials is set out as an appendix in Chanock 
(2004), in the form of a kit that tutors in any Arts subject could use in their first few 
subject tutorials as an “Introduction to academic discourse”; and an updated version 
incorporating more work on avoiding plagiarism can be found on the website of the 
Association for Academic Language and Learning (AALL). Its brief readings, along 
with tutorial activities using whatever subject readings are assigned for that week, 
explicitly frame academic study as an apprenticeship in the students’ chosen 
disciplines, and starting in Week One it explains how knowledge is constructed 
dialogically by members of a discipline (including, now, the students). The use of 
sources in academic writing is introduced within this framework, with attention to 
decisions about when, what, and how to quote or to paraphrase, and why and how to 
reference. The reading and activities for Week Four, which focus most closely on the 
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use of sources, are extracted in Appendix Two of this article. Another resource for 
focusing on the social purposes and meaning of incorporating and attributing other 
writers’ work is Giltrow (2002), who speaks of these others as ‘guests’ who must be 
introduced to the reader and to one another, and handled in various ways to achieve 
the writer’s purposes. Through her entertaining explications of passages of academic 
text, students may readily feel included in the academic community about which, and 
for which, she writes. 
 
This sort of teaching goes well beyond the prescription of ‘new rules’ for an ‘old 
game’. I think that Leask’s (2006) metaphor of a game is very helpful in reframing 
errors of attribution as difficulties with conventions rather than, necessarily, cheating. 
At the same time, ‘game’ may suggest to some readers that the conventions are 
arbitrary or trivial (e.g., Lea & Street, 1998), whereas scholars of genre have found 
that genres develop to serve particular purposes and it is helpful to teach students to 
“explore the rationale behind discourse conventions, not just present them as 
necessary formulae” (Clark, 1999, p. 2). We should, I think, show our students how 
the conventions we use relate to those purposes even if, at one level, they are 
arbitrary. At another level, the web of practices in which they are enmeshed achieves 
particular purposes within the context of a particular discourse community. 
 
More broadly, it is useful to bear in mind East’s (2006) application of Hall’s ideas 
(1981) regarding ‘high context’ vs. ‘low context’ cultures. Writing in Western cultures is 
often regarded as ‘low context’, meaning that writers do not assume a great deal of 
shared knowledge among their readers, and are explicit about their meanings. 
Nonetheless, East argues (2006), academic culture is unexpectedly ‘high context’ in 
certain respects, including its assumption that the meaning of plagiarism is 
transparent to all members of the academic community (or should be). Members do 
not explain what they do not recognise as needing explanation, so that newcomers 
continue to be excluded unintentionally. Insiders must make an effort to see academic 
culture as a culture, and as such, in need of explanation. 
 
Conclusion 
 
If the assumption that student plagiarism arises from either dishonesty or ignorance is 
not contradicted by the practices on which I have focussed in this article – and 
especially the referencing of ‘plagiarised’ material – such practices do at least 
complicate that assumption. The ignorance they attest to is not ‘blank slate’ 
ignorance, but a failure to learn new rules while old rules still seem fit for purpose. I 
have suggested that the rule of ‘showing what you read’ makes sense within a 
monologic view of information, while university practices of meticulously signalling 
quotations and referencing in situ follow from a dialogic view of knowledge as 
produced by discourse.  If we want students to understand the practices that we 
prescribe, we must explicitly connect our referencing conventions to this underlying 
view of the construction of knowledge; and we must treat students as members of the 
discourse community that holds it.  
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Appendix One 
 
Dear Students, 
I am interested in how the university’s referencing requirements compare with the 
ones you were trained in at school. This information will help me to understand why 
some first year students are confused by university referencing requirements, so that I 
can find ways to make these clearer. I hope you will help me by completing this 
anonymous questionnaire. Under each question, circle the number that matches your 
experience (or if none of them matches, write an accurate answer instead). THANK 
YOU!   
 
[298 students responded; responses are shown in square brackets next to each 
question below] 
 
A) In Year 12, did you have to give a reference when you quoted directly (i.e. 
copied, using quotation marks) from a source? 
1. No [101] 
2. Yes, both in my essay and in a bibliography at the end of the essay [122] 
3. Yes, but only in my bibliography [75]  
 
B) In Year 12, did you have to give a reference when you discussed, in your own 
words, something that you had learned from your reading? 
1. No [197] 
2. Yes, both in my essay and in a bibliography at the end [44] 
3. Yes, but only in my bibliography [57] 
 
C) In Year 12, which of the following was true:  
1. were you encouraged to express the evidence for your points in your own 

words? [99] 
 OR 
2. Were you expected to back up your points with direct quotation from a 

source? [65] 
[30 students wrote in “both”] 

 
D. In Year 12,  
1. did you understand “originality” to mean that you had to come up with ideas you 

had not encountered in your reading? [84] 
 OR 
2. Did you consider your work original, even if all the ideas came from elsewhere, 

as long as you had done the work of selecting them, explaining them, and 
relating them to the question you were working on? [107] 

 [1 student wrote in “neither” and 2 students wrote in “both”] 
 
E. In what country did you attend the final year of secondary school? (please write 
below) 
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Appendix Two (from http://www.aall.org.au/teaching) 
 
Week Four: Notes 
You need to be particularly careful when you make notes, because in your essays 
you're going to have to say exactly where everything came from. Since knowledge is 
made by people, the ideas you read are the ideas of particular people; and you're not 
just gathering facts – you're looking at the use that particular people have made of 
particular facts, in putting forward their ideas. As I've said, a discipline is a 
conversation that takes place in journals, books, and meetings around the world. If I 
participate in this conversation by publishing an article that comments on somebody 
else's ideas in some other article, a third reader may want to go back to those ideas 
and check on whether I understood them properly and what else that writer said, that I 
didn't discuss. What makes this conversation possible is the use of referencing. 
 
Whenever you discuss an idea or any information that you found in your reading, you 
must include a reference to where it came from, so that other people can find it too. 
And since most essays are almost entirely discussions of reading, most things in them 
will need to be referenced. You may not like to do this, in case it looks as if you 
haven't had any ideas of your own. But don't worry; what is your own is your judgment 
of what is important in the reading and why, and your selection and organisation of 
material to discuss. You won't lose anything by saying where it came from. And if you 
don't reference adequately, it may look as if you are trying to claim credit for ideas you 
got from someplace else. As the handout “Using Sources in your Writing” explains, 
this is actually an offense called plagiarism, and carries penalties. Most students don't 
plagiarise intentionally, but many look as if they're doing this because they aren't 
aware of referencing requirements…. 
 
 [Here I omit technical information about how to reference, which is given in the 
resource, and move on to look at thinking and voice.] 
 
In addition to making notes on the content of your reading, you should be making 
notes of your ideas about it as you go along (you could rule a wide right-hand margin 
to accommodate these, or write them in a different colour). What do you think of the 
idea you are reading? How does it relate to your other reading? How does it relate to 
your essay question or to your tutorial topic? Jot down what occurs to you, and you'll 
be doing a lot of the thinking for your essays as you read. 
 
When you make notes on your reading, each time you read a section it’s a good idea 
to turn away and summarise it briefly. This will develop your own voice and also cut 
down on the volume of notes you take. It also results in better notes than copying or 
underlining of passages, and makes the notes more memorable, because they've 
been processed through your brain and perhaps also related to other readings and/or 
the general concerns of the subject. 
 
Tutorial Talk: In this reading, I have emphasised the scholarly rather than the legal 
reasons for meticulous referencing, because in my experience, students do not see 
themselves as training to participate in a wider conversation, and the idea goes down 
well. Tell them that in this tutorial, you’re going to look at the technical aspects of 
showing whose ideas are whose in a piece of writing. 
 
Tutorial Exercise: Give students a brief passage in which a scholar has done some 
paraphrasing and some direct quoting. Ask students why they think the writer has 
quoted in one place and not in another. Different disciplines have very different 
practices when it comes to direct quotation (much more of an English essay is likely to 
be quotation than a History essay, for example); this is a good opportunity to talk 
about what your discipline considers worth quoting and what other kind of comment 
should accompany quotation. Referring to the place in your passage where the writer 
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has paraphrased, show your students the original source that the writer was working 
from. What has this writer done, in moving from the original to his/her version of it? 
(What s/he has not done, presumably, is substitute two or three words from a 
thesaurus for words in the original; students often think that this will satisfy the 
requirement of putting material "in their own words", and this practice is responsible 
for some of the very peculiar wording we see these days. One student wrote "We can 
diocese the meaning" after looking up "see" in her thesaurus and finding "diocese" 
among the 'synonyms' offered!) Next, show students some more complicated 
examples of referencing in their reading for this week: 
• Places where an author has referenced more than one source for the same 

point – how was this done? (Is it the same as in your subject’s conventions, or 
different?) 

• Places where an author has referenced a second author quoted or cited in a 
third author’s work – how was this done? (Same or different in your subject?) 

• How the author has integrated quotation into his/her own sentence or 
paragraph. How is it introduced? How is it punctuated? If it is dropped and 
block-indented, show them what that looks like, and why it has been done. 

• The use of ellipsis and the use of square brackets. 

© International Journal for Educational Integrity Vol. 4 No. 1 April 2008 pp. 3-15 ISSN 1833-2595  


	When students reference plagiarised material – what can we learn (and what can we do) about their understanding of attribution?



<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.0000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments true

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<



    /BGR <>

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /CZE <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /ETI <>

    /FRA <>

    /GRE <>



    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)

    /HUN <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /LTH <>

    /LVI <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /POL <>

    /PTB <>

    /RUM <>

    /RUS <>

    /SKY <>

    /SLV <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>

    /UKR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice



