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Abstract

The present review attempted to address the direction of plagiarism literature in Turkish context. 15 studies
conducted in Turkey on plagiarism were analyzed through content analysis. The context, purposes,
methodological issues and results of researching plagiarism were categorized. The findings of this review
indicated that although plagiarism’s raising legal and ethical concerns is acknowledged by Turkish researchers,
there are limited numbers of studies exploring the plagiarism perceptions, views, situations and reasons of
Turkish graduate students and professors.
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1. Introduction

Everything has been started with my roommate’s plagiarized statistics course project in 2010. The event
happened in a doctoral course at a very prestigious university in Turkey. Another research assistant stole her
project, wrote his name on it, and submitted to instructor. I remember how my roommate was disappointed by
this event. After all, she proved that the project had been prepared in her computer and finally the thief was
failed from the course. Not always the trends and needs make researchers to carry out a study, but sometimes the
events and experiences make researchers to conduct a research. After this event, we searched for the plagiarism
concepts of research and teaching assistants in the same high raking university immediately, and found that
although the research assistants had negative stance towards academic dishonesty, they also unanimously
rationalized the act of plagiarism by problems with using foreign language, time constraints, lack of knowledge
about plagiarism, overloaded course requirements, lack of ideas, lack of interest in the topic, difficulty of the
assignment, lack of understanding of the assignment (Eret & Gokmenoglu, 2010). Years later, in 2015, one day I
was surfing on the Google Scholar, I met a paper about my advisee’s topic. However, it had the same tittle with
my student’s thesis tittle. Could it be such a coincidence since her thesis is based on the historical children plays
of Turkish Cypriots? It was a very special and culture-based topic. When I simply clicked on the link, I realized
that this time, I was the victim of a thief. The co-advisor of the thesis made a paper without any permission of
me. She used all the sentences as same with the only exception of using “game” rather than “play” as we
preferred in the thesis. This was very dramatic dejavu for me and got a gift of heavy headache lasted almost a
week. I went to a web page of higher education council of Northern Cyprus, nothing found about the issue. 1
talked with an advocate, and he told me that “Dr, it is not surprising event, it is very common, it is just a family
custom in our academy; we will not reach the destination that you want to reach at the end of the case”. And yes,
I could nothing legally yet except for the conducting and following new research on plagiarism.

Among this seven-year period, our first study got more than 45 citations from other nations’ researchers which
means the number of papers searching on the reasons and the effects of plagiarism, plagiarism in different age
and grade groups is increasing day by day all over the world. In the literature, almost all studies started with the
definition of the plagiarism which is literally accepted as an intellectual theft, cheating or academic dishonesty:
to use or represents another person’s ideas in your writing without acknowledging or referencing the author
(Gibaldi, 1999); the theft of words and ideas of others (Park, 2003); academic misconduct (Stern & Havlicek,
1986, p. 129); thieving thoughts (Whiteneck, 2002); textual misappropriations (Thomas, 2000, p. 277); and
forgery (Groom, 2000). Furthermore, Janowski (2002) gives a list of operational definitions of the plagiarism;

e “Buying or downloading a paper from a research service or a term-paper mill and offering it
as your own.
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e Turning in another student’s work, with or without that student’s knowledge, as your own.
e Copying any portion of another’s work without proper acknowledgment.

e Copying material from a source and supplying proper documentation, but leaving out
quotations marks or failing to indent properly.

e Paraphrasing ideas and language from a source without proper documentation (p. 26).”

If the word “plagiarism” searched on the Google, millions of pages to be found, this may show how it is a hot
topic today. It is obvious that the issue was also very popular in history. Park (2003) states that “copying from
other writers is probably as old as writing itself” (p. 473). The history of plagiarism goes back to ancient Romes;
they had used the word “plagiarius” in the sense of kidnapper, seducer, plunderer, and from the word “plagium”
had been used as kidnapping, and from “plaga” snare, net, from “p(e)lag”; flat, spread out 5.500 years ago
(Plagiarism, n. d.).

As it can be inferred from the Janowski’s (2002) list of definitions, the concept of plagiarism differs from the
cheating as regards the intention of acting; plagiarism can be happened both deliberately and inadvertently
opposing to the cheating which is a deliberate action (Devlin & Gray, 2007). This deliberate or inadvertent
action is appeared among different education level of students which are at kindergarten (Olson & Shaw, 2011;
Yang, Shaw, Garduno, & Olson, 2014); secondary school students (Kam, Hue, & Cheung, 2017); undergraduate
students (Arhin & Jones, 2009; Ashworth, Bannister, & Thorne, 1997; Gullifer & Tyson, 2014; Scanlon &
Neumann, 2002), and graduate students (Baty, 2001; Love & Simmons, 1998; Morgan & Thomson, 1997).
Years ago, Paldy (1996) argues this and points as “won’t go away” (p. 1). It has been almost 21 years since
Paldy argued and it has not gone away yet. Rather, it is growing day by day and problem consists of many types
of acts. Well-known originality checking service Turnitin (2015) conducted a survey with 879 higher and
secondary educators around the world to explore and measure the common and problematic plagiarism events
among their students. Therefore, “The Plagiarism Spectrum” suggests 10 categories of plagiarism named Clone,
CTRL-C, Find-Replace, Remix, Recycle, Hybrid, Mashup, 404 Error, Aggregator, Re-tweet. Among all these
categories, the most frequently observed instances fall in the categories of Clone (9.5 out of 10), Mashup (9.1),
and CTRL-C (8.9). These most problematic tags of Turnitin; Clone refers to a submission of other’s work, steal
word by word; Mashup means using a mix of more than one material without proper citation; and CTRL-C
refers to taking significant portion of a work without any change and citation (Turnitin, 2017).

As Turnitin refers, many evidences show that the problem of plagiarism is expending in scope and increasing in
number of cases (Papermasters, 2009; Price, J. & Price, R., 2005). Broeckelman and Pollock (2006) carried out a
project on the attitudes of students and instructors toward academic dishonesty at Ohio University, and the
results show that 84.1% of the undergraduate students, and 55.2% of the graduate students admitted to behave
against academic honesty rules with several types of behaviors, and various degrees of seriousness during the
year 2005. Another study investigated the unethical behaviors among undergraduate and graduate students,
showed that problem of plagiarism did not show variation with respect to the education level (Sheard, Markham,
& Dick, 2003). Gullifer and Tyson’s (2014) study concluded that only half of the 3405 students in an Australian
university had read the plagiarism policy and had confusion apparent about which behavior counted as
plagiarism. In their study of faculty members’ view on student plagiarism, Bruton and Childers (2016) found that
if the student violated the plagiarism rules unintentionally faculty members did not penalize the student that did
not coincide with the ones written in the syllabi about the penalty of plagiarism.

Although plagiarism often results in severe punishment in academic environment as failure from the course or
dismissing from the school (Gibaldi, 1999), the extensive number of writers alert that the plagiarism is clearly a
growing problem which is on the rise in universities in recent times (Bowden, 1996; Paldy, 1996; Park, 2003;
Verco & Wise, 2006; Wilhoit, 1994; Wood, 2004). Why this crime committed by many people from
kindergarten to graduate schools is also studied by scholars. Studies found multiple reasons of plagiarism; for
instance, the qualitative research by Love and Simmons (1998) which was designed in part to determine the
factors that affect the graduate students’ behavior in a college of education associated with cheating and
plagiarism, showed that there are two types of the internal and external factors which are contribute to, and
inhibit behaviors. While the internal inhibiting factors were self-confidence, positive professional ethics, fairness
to authors and to others, fear, and guilt; the external inhibiting factors were probability of being caught and need
for knowledge in the future. On the other hand, the internal contributing factors were negative personal attitudes
and lack of proficiency, whereas the external contributing factors are grade, time, and task difficulty. In addition,
the qualitative study done by Devlin and Gray (2007) indicated that the possible reasons of the act of plagiarism
in 56 Australian universities are a wide and “institutional admission criteria; student understanding of plagiarism;
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poor academic skills; a range of teaching and learning factors; personality factors and external pressures” (p.
181). The inhibiting factors may show difference with respect to grade level. Although graduate students had
other rationales to get admission or success, or being published in second-language, the studies with
undergraduate students showed lack of understanding the concept of plagiarism, and the consequences of it
(Ehrich, Howard, Mu, & Bokosmaty, 2016). Furthermore, time constraints and overloaded courses were also
other inhibiting factors leading students to plagiarize. Gururajan and Roberts (2005) conducted a study to
explore the students’ attitudes toward this ethical and moral matter, and found that both tutors and students have
unanimous attitudes towards the justification of plagiarism by workload.

Although there is a growing body of literature focus on the student plagiarism in terms of its definitions,
prevalence, what lead the students to plagiarize, and the consequences, “students have no monopoly on
plagiarism as a form of dishonest behaviour” (Park, 2010, p. 473). Even teachers, instructors, and authors of
research often plagiarize. Many studies showed that supervisors or other academic staff had also plagiarized
(Bruten & Childers, 2016; Martin, 1986; Witton, 1973). This is a dangerous and severe problem of academy
since this staff is expected to teach what the plagiarism is to students.

The most comprehensive project was conducted by the team of Education Policy Research and Application
Centre of Istanbul’s Bogazici University by examining 470 master’s theses and 130 doctoral dissertations
published between 2007 and 2016 in Turkey. The project group announced that there were “heavy plagiarism” in
349% of the theses; the rate of the plagiarism in the theses of private universities was 46% whereas the rate of
plagiarism 31% in public universities (Hurriyet Daily News, 2016). The findings of the project were called as
scandal by journalists. This is not new news about the act of plagiarism of our academicians. This of Turkish
authors has been also discussed by researchers of other nations in the area of nursing and medical. To illustrate,
in her study Amos (2014) found that Turkey was one of the topped countries with the rate of 61.5% plagiarism in
biomedical literature published in PubMed between 2008 and 2012. While the situation is so severe with these
figures, how much do the researchers devote time and energy to explore the students and academic staff’s
concepts, rationales and consequences of the acts of plagiarism in Turkey? Within this context, the purpose of
this study is to review the most current published literature on the topic of plagiarism in Turkish context.

2. Method
2.1 Research Design

The present study was designed as a review study aiming to “synthesize research findings to determine the true
state of knowledge in relation to the phenomena in question” (Krathwohl, 1998, p. 553). Within this frame, the
objective of the present review is to draw a clear interpretation of the research for policy makers and researchers
who are interested in the topic of plagiarism. More closely, this review analyzes the contents and findings of the
earlier studies conducted on plagiarism between 2007 and 2017 in the area of social sciences. The study included
not only the manuscripts of indexed journals but also the master’s theses and doctoral dissertations published
between the given ranges.

2.2 Data Collection and Analysis Procedures

The following databases were searched for the relevant articles; Australian Education Index, British Education
Index, ERIC, EBSCO, DOAJ, Index Copernicus, SCOPUS, Social Sciences Citation Index, Google Scholar, and
TUBITAK ULAKBIM. To find appropriate research, the following keywords used in the search; plagiarism in
Turkey, research ethics in Turkey, unethical research, and academic dishonesty. In case of articles were written
in Turkish, the search were handled both in Turkish and English languages. By using university reference
librarian link, the full texts of each article were downloaded. There were 45 articles on plagiarism published in
Turkey between 2007 and 2017. The articles out of the field of social sciences were eliminated. In total 32
articles were found written on the plagiarism by the authors of Turkish universities. However, 18 of them were
excluded from the sample since they did not include any research processes. They were mostly opinion papers
on the concept of plagiarism, and some of them were explaining what they experienced with the law process as a
victim. Therefore, total of 14 articles were included in the study. For the theses and dissertations, Higher
Education Council theses database was visited and three master’s theses and one doctoral dissertation were met.
Among these, to prevent the duplication in the sample, the doctoral dissertation and one of the master’s theses
were also excluded from the sample since they were published as an article, too. One master’s thesis conducted
in 2008 was also eliminated since there was not digital publishing permit to Higher Education Council’s
database by its author. To sum up, in total of 14 articles and one master’s thesis comprised of the sample of the
study.
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In this study, the qualitative data collected through documents were subjected to both descriptive and content
analyses to explore the research purposes including both contents and contexts, and the results of the studies in
the sample. First of all, all the studies were descriptive categorized in terms of their content, publication year,
and sample. Then the patterns of the purposes and results of the studies were explored and categorized.

3. Findings

To review the recent studies in Turkish context, 10 databases were searched and found 14 articles and one
master’s thesis in the social sciences. According to the Table 1, four of the studies were published in 2014, and
rest of them distributed fairly according to years. Whereas there were two experimental design researches; most
of the studies carried out as a survey study. The number of qualitative studies is three, and there was only one
mixed design research. When the samples of the studies were examined, it was found that most of the research
were done with university students. The research downloaded from the databases were classified with respect to
publication year, content, design, sample and findings, and presented in Table 1. The research was presented in a
time order from the most recent to the least.

Table 1. Database of research published between 2007 and 2017 on plagiarism in social sciences

Research Year Content Design Sample Findings
Article 1 2017  Elimination of Experimental Secondary school Fail to reject hypothesis
misconceptions on design students
plagiarism Survey
Article 2 2017  Views on plagiarism Quantitative Turkish and American  Cultural differences found
Survey university students
Article 3 2016  Views on plagiarism Quantitative Graduate students Found knowledgeable
Survey
Article 4 2015  Views on plagiarism Quantitative Turkish and German Cultural differences found
Survey university students
Atticle 5 2014  Tendencies and reasons of Quantitative University students Gender, department and length of
Internet plagiarism Survey c?mPuter use were found to be
significant factors
Article 6 2014  Views on Internet plagiarism  Qualitative University students Reasons of plagiarism explored;
experiences Interview personal characteristics, peer relations,
role of instructors, use of technology,
Focus group the weight of course
interview
Article 7 2014  Tendencies to make Quantitative University students Gender, age, department they studied,
plagiarism Survey year of study and SES level were
found to be significant factors
Thesis 1 2014  Reasons of internet Mixed Secondary school Reasons of plagiarism; heavy course
plagiarism students load, too much homework and
clearance of homework
Article 8 2013  Knowledge and types of Quantitative University students Insufficient knowledge, Internet
plagiarism Survey plagiarism is the most common
Article 9 2011  Reducing plagiarism Experimental University students Turnitin is effective in reducing
design plagiarism
Survey
Article 10 2011  Views on instructor role in Quantitative University students Instructor s’ reading and checking the
Internet plagiarism Survey contents of the homework, giving

information about what the plagiarism
is, explaining the consequences of

plagiarism affect the tendency of
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plagiarism
Article 11 2010  Knowledge, views on Quantitative Graduate students Graduate students had negative
plagiarism and reasons Survey attitudes. Reasons;' publishing Im
second language, time constraints, lack
of comprehensive knowledge on
plagiarism
Article 12 2009  Reasons and solutions of Qualitative University—secondary ~ Lack of awareness about plagiarism,
plagiarism Interview school students lack of knowledge about writing
research papers, lack of motivation to
do research, lack of freedom to express
their own opinions or voices, negative
attitude towards writing
Article 13 2009  Develop a scale on Quantitative University students 22 item-scale was developed with 4
plagiarism tendency Survey subscales
Article 14 2007  Reasons and solutions of Qualitative University students The reasons; limited time, course
plagiarism Document requirements. Solutions;

thought-provoking homework, enough
time to submit homework

Based on the document analysis results, there were three main categories describing the rationales of the current

EERNT3

research which are “views on plagiarism”, “tendency and knowledge of plagiarism” and “reasons and solutions”.

The studies in the first category of “views on plagiarism” aimed to figure out what students think about the
plagiarism, and they mostly found that they have negative attitudes towards plagiarism. Eret and Gokmenoglu
(2010) found that graduate students in a high ranking university have negative attitudes towards plagiarism, but
they did not have a comprehensive knowledge on it. However, a more recent study of Kocak and Ozbek’s (2016)
concluded that more 90% of the master’s and doctorate students in the sample found the given cases of
plagiarism unethical such as “Citing without providing a reference”, “Publishing an article by translating it
without the permission of its author”, “Using someone else’s quantification approach without permission”, and
“Publishing someone else’s research with own name”. The study conducted with 193 undergraduate students of
Hacettepe University and 107 undergraduate students of University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill to explore
their views on plagiarism resulted in cultural differences. According to findings, students of University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill already knew what the plagiarism was before being admitted to the university and had
fewer tendencies towards showing the act of plagiarism (Ozenc Ucak & Unal, 2017). Another cross-cultural
study was carried out with German and Turkish university students to figure out their perception of plagiarism.
Findings indicated that German students had a higher sensitivity to plagiarism and were better in identifying it
(Kayaoglu, Erbay, Flitner, & Saltas, 2015). Studies showed that if the students had insufficient knowledge on
plagiarism, they had more tendencies to plagiarism. Avarogullari and Ata (2013) pointed that almost half of the
students in Mugla Sitki Kocaman University heard the issue for the first time. The tendencies of students
changed with respect some characteristics. According to these recent studies, gender, department, year of the
education, and socio-economic status level were the significant factors affecting the tendencies of university
students (Eret & Ok, 2014; Gumusgul, Ustun, Isik, & Demirel, 2014). Both two studies found that males had
higher tendency to plagiarism. Moreover, teacher candidates of computer education and instructional technology
department showed more tendency to internet plagiarism compared with other departments of faculties of
education.

Finally, the reasons of plagiarism were explored by four studies. Eret and Ok (2014) conducted a survey study
and found that the factors affecting university students’ tendency to were time constraints, heavy workload, and
difficulty of the assignments/projects. Similarly, Ersoy (2014) also studied on the reason of plagiarism, and
interviewed with the students who reported as made plagiarism. The findings showed that personal
characteristics, peer relations, role of instructors, use of technology, and the weight of course were the rationale
behind their plagiarism acts. Secondary school students also made plagiarism since there were heavy course load,
too much homework and clearance of homework (Uzun, 2014). Furthermore, Ersoy and Ozden (2011) found that
if the instructors give information about the plagiarism, read and check the contents of homework in detail, and
explain the consequences of plagiarism, the tendency of university students to plagiarism decreases. Different
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from these findings, Eret and Gokmenoglu (2010) mentioned the being have to publish in a foreign language was
another factor of plagiarism among graduate students. Moreover, Rocha Erkaya (2009) also ordered the reasons
of plagiarism among high school and university students as their lack of awareness about plagiarism, lack of
knowledge about writing research papers, lack of motivation to do research, lack of freedom to express their own
opinions or voices, and negative attitude towards writing.

4. Discussion and Conclusion

Plagiarism by students is a moral concern since it generates important ethical and moral matters about intended
and existing behaviors, and applications (Park, 2003). Although the literature of this concern has been growing
day by day, according to the findings of this study, plagiarism was studied rarely by the authors who worked in
Turkish contexts. There were 15 researches meeting the criteria of this study. Most of the samples composed of
university and high school students. Nearly all the studies reported the views and knowledge level of students on
plagiarism. There are vast amount of self-report studies in the literature (Rakovski & Levy, 2007). These studies
measure to what extend students do plagiarism, and why due to their own reports. As parallel with the trend in
literature, almost all the studies in the sample are self-report plagiarism research. For instance, Ersoy (2014)
worked on the individuals® self-reporting plagiarism experiences with focus group interviews. However, this
strategy has been also criticized by scholars owing to the fact that this design heavily based on the honesty of the
participants who showed dishonest behavior (Newstead, Franklyn-Stokes, & Armistead, 1996); “Self-reporting
of any behaviour is problematic; self-reporting of dishonest behaviour is even more challenging” (Scanlon &
Neumann, 2002, p. 378) causing the severe validity and the credibility of the self-reporting problems for survey
studies, too. According to Walker (2010) the rationale behind this validity problem is the lack of standardization
of surveys using to detect perceptions of participants on plagiarism. In this context, the standardization was also
not met by Turkish authors in the sample except for the one research by Eminoglu and Nartgun (2009) which
was a scale development study itself. To prevent from the validation problem of self-reporting studies, the
research needs to be designed a mixed methodology studies and triangulated for validation by the document
analysis to detect participants’ plagiarism acts on their recent documents (Denzin, 2012).

Literature says that this dire problem has arisen from the widespread internet usage with the age of technology
(Paynter & Mills, 2004; Sisti, 2007). Parallel with this, the studies in the sample also focus on the effect of
Internet usage on the plagiarism act of students. The studies also showed that Internet make their plagiarism act
is easier. Moreover, students in these studies claimed that they were not aware of taking sentences from Internet
was an act of dishonesty (Eret & Ok, 2014).

The literature of plagiarism is also interested in detecting infringement among certain groups, the reasons for
committing plagiarism and the prevention strategies. Similar with the literature, the studies in the present sample
dealt with the same issues of plagiarism. All the results of these studies need to be considered seriously by
faculty members and teachers. If they propose students mind busting project topics to be submitted in an
acceptable time period, arrange the courses’ workloads by cooperating with other courses’ instructors, give clear
definition of the plagiarism in the syllabi, teach how to detect, check and prevent plagiarism, and inform students
obviously about the consequences of the dishonesty, and act consistently when enforcing the sanctions, the
violation of plagiarism rules may decrease (Babaii & Nejadghanbar, 2017; Ersoy & Ozden, 2011; Uzun, 2014).
This issue is vital not only for the level of morality of the nations but this act also affects the level of learning
directly. To illustrate, the research by McGregor and Williamson (2005) explored the difference in learning
between the students who plagiarize most and who plagiarized least, and the results indicated that the students
who plagiarized most were less familiar with the content, remembered less about them a month later, and had
less interest, willingness and enthusiasm to learn or understand the content. Furthermore, it prevents students.

According to literature besides students, academicians also do plagiarism since “Easily availability of reading
materials/text on the internet. Study Pressure on students. Disorganization of syllabus for examination. Poor
study habits of students and teachers. Cut-and-Paste culture in research and academic community. Lack of
understanding of seriousness of plagiarism. Lack of strict academic discipline. Lack of research methods skills.
Lack of referencing/citation skills. Workload and stressful environment” (Singh, Ram, & Satsangi, 2015, p. 230).
In addition to these, literature also showed that the authors do plagiarism due to the fact that they have low
writing skills, and have to publish in second language (Pecorari & Petric, 2014).

Existing research in Turkey in the last ten years, among 15 studies, provides limited information about the extent
of academicians do plagiarism. Only two studies of the sample were conducted with graduate students in Turkey.
Furthermore, plagiarism is a growing problem of publishing academic work (Bakhtiyari et al., 2014), however,
there have not been any studies carried out to explore the academic staff’s views, knowledge level, plagiarism
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experiences yet. The existing research in the recent years, not only focusing on the student plagiarism but also
the plagiarism of professors (ex. Jeffery & Fries, 2011; Roig, 2001). Researchers are accepted as one of the most
well-informed groups in academic dishonesty, however, the researchers rarely have studied on the academic
dishonesty among Turkish graduate students and academicians. There were many plagiarism events faced by
many authors in the country as the author of this study witnessed by being a victim in Turkey. One of the loudest
events was experienced with theoretical physicians in 2007 which included 15 authors and 70 papers (Brumfiel,
2007). These papers and authors were removed from arXiv, some of them were dismissed from the universities
but some of them were not. Their most popular defense was that they were just “borrowing better English”
(Kaya, 2014; Yilmaz, 2007). There are many such incidents and the cases are not over for many years. In this
Turkish context, it is still surprising why academicians conduct research on plagiarism of graduate students,
professors, and the published journal papers. Knowing the faculty member’s behaviors’ significant influence on
the formation of a student’s values and standards (Swazey, Anderson, & Louis, 1993), educating prospective
academicians in high ethical and moral environment is very vital for the future of the academy. The unethical
plagiarism behaviors give harm to both the plagiarized authors and readers in many ways; dishonoring authors,
causing decrease in their work, and misleading readers (Scanlon, 2007). How these severe level of plagiarism in
Turkey will affect the future behaviors of an individuals, and the degree of educational institutions academic
attainments will be seen soon.
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