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Abstract

The thesis focuses on student written plagiarism as a research problem. From prior research on

plagiarism and scientific knowledge I developed three hypotheses: intentional plagiarism as an easy way

to perform an assignment, unintentional plagiarism caused by misleading flow of digital texts,

unawareness of instructions, and lack of feedback, and different identity of students, as opposed to

scholars. The latter hypothesis was implicitly suggested by some of the authors on plagiarism in

academia, but was not properly tested. I base my analysis on the interviews I conducted with the Law

students of two graduate schools, Central European University in Budapest and Moscow School of Social

and Economic Sciences.
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"It is a rule that students copy-paste"1: Introduction

On the Internet, newspapers, underground stations, or even in Russian schools of every level one can

easily find a leaflet, commercial, or ad advertising the ready-made, unique papers with all possible

guarantees (See figure 1). Plagiarism or cheating is the widespread practice to get a degree in

contemporary Russia. Students are demotivated by their professors, involved in plagiarism scandals. For

example, the dean of the faculty of Sociology in the biggest and traditionally leading Russian university,

Moscow State University, was proved plagiarizing (Radaev, 2007; Adamskiy et al, 2007), though he still

holds  his  chair  and  even  was  awarded  as  a distinguished member of higher education of Russian

Federation (Sociological Faculty of MSU Named After Lomonosov, website).

Figure 1. A flyer I picked at Moscow School of Social and Economic Sciences in April 2011. It says: "VIP. Final
thesis, term paper, library-research paper to order. VIP exclusive2. Phone number (495) 728-3241. Individually
ordered fulfillment (as distinct from the cheap works or ordered in the Internet) Quality is guaranteed!"

Plagiarism is an actual problem not merely in higher education. Many scandals and trials constantly

reveal plagiarism in art, media, literature, and academia. Various professionals, namely lawyers,

university professors, policemen, designers, politicians, musicians, or writers, either commit plagiarism in

their work or also struggle against it. The problem of plagiarism involves numerous emotional and

controversial issues of authorship, law, morality, ethics, cultural and historical perspectives.

In this huge flow of problems, approaches, and arguments I will focus on student plagiarism as a

research problem. I reflected on this problem in my undergraduate research as an underinvestigated topic

1 Student G in the interview.
2 VIP and exclusive are very popular additions to any kind of ad in Russia, along with elite or unique. It commonly implies

the highest quality of the advertised service or good and suggests a customer should feel as a very important person.
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for sociology of scientific knowledge. I was particularly interested in the questions of originality,

objectivity, and communality of scientific knowledge. I also encountered plagiarism in my undergraduate

studies, when my classmates copy-pasted their  papers  and  discussed  the  ways  to  avoid  detection  with

each other.

In order to investigate such a vague concept as plagiarism one should look for answers to the three

main questions: What is plagiarism? Why is it unacceptable? and How does it occur? The most

problematic question with plagiarism is its definition, which is supposed to make clear the difference

between appropriate and inappropriate referential practices. The definition of plagiarism should clearly

distinguish common knowledge from someone's intellectual property, set the rules and limits for proper

referencing, and the penalties for misconduct.

The attitudes to plagiarism can be grouped into two main directions: plagiarism is stealing and

plagiarism is avoiding proper performance. Respectively, detection and sanctions are focused on these

two criteria. When the authorship rights are the matter of concern, the plagiarist should somehow

compensate to the damage, but when it is the improper performance, then the plagiarist should make the

work over or simply get dismissed.

Although plagiarism is strictly unacceptable in the dominant Western educational culture, it still very

often occurs on every level: undergraduate, graduate, or even scholarly. The main questions concerning

the causes of plagiarism are the following: What rules should be applied to referencing? Does intent

matter? and What are the main reasons of plagiarism?

I intend to contribute to all these questions in the narrow field of student plagiarism. My main research

question is: What are the main intentional and unintentional causes for student plagiarism? The narrower

questions, thus, include intention to find an easy way to perform an assignment, students' awareness of

rules and proper instructions about them, and understanding of their role in the academia in relation to

their application of rules.

In order to answer my questions I interviewed the Masters students in Law at two graduate schools,

Central European University in Budapest and Moscow School of Social and Economic Sciences. Both
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schools are strict about plagiarism, at the same time there are still cases of plagiarism every year. I tested

three hypotheses about possible causes of plagiarism: intentional plagiarism, unawareness of rules caused

by lack of instructions and feedback, and specific identity misleading students' understanding of proper

rules of referencing.

I argue that despite the variety of intentional reasons for students to plagiarize, lack of instructions,

feedback, and clarity of rules also play important roles in their referential behavior. Although the students

are mostly aware of the concept of plagiarism and possible sanctions for committing it, they can still be

unsure about the rules, how to apply them in practice, and where to go for the help. Another significant

factor  of  their  misapplication  of  rules  is  the  identity  they  construct  as  distinct  from  the  identity  of

scholars.

The thesis contains three main parts. In the first part I establish the field of my research, place it into

the context of previous research on plagiarism and science studies, and formulate the hypotheses. The

second part discusses methodological problems: cases I am focusing on, methods applied, and the

limitations of my research. The third part presents my data and analysis. It elaborates on the hypotheses I

formulated and suggests possible solutions.
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"Plagiarism is in the eye of the beholder"?3: Establishing the field

Previous research on plagiarism

The problem of plagiarism, though its definitions and boundaries change in time and space, concerned

many individuals holding various positions in business, art, literature, science, politics—everywhere. The

concept of authorship and plagiarism as its misattributing is subject to focus on for many social scientists

as well, both explicitly and implicitly. Main issues contributing to the theory and history of academic

plagiarism could be grouped into three main segments: definitions of plagiarism, plagiarism in time and

space, and plagiarism in academia. The first segment, plagiarism in terms, represents theoretical

approaches to the concept of plagiarism. This approach usually concerns the limits of authorship and

discusses proper referencing. Historical and cultural perspectives on plagiarism are the most spread

regards putting the concept into context. However, the issues concerning plagiarism in academia are

specific to my interest here. They deal with numerous cases and numerous explanations of plagiarism by

both students and their professors. It is obvious that some approaches may contain the two or three

elements of my classification simultaneously. However, even those complex issues stress one particular

aspect as the major one.

The definition of plagiarism as a misuse of others' pieces of works, putting them as one's own without

proper reference, may seem obvious. However, even this narrow and simple looking definition is a result

of a long lasting tradition in academic and scientific communities of dealing with this kind of deviance.

First of all, the most disputed questions in theoretical approaches to plagiarism are the following: Who

sets the boundaries of proper usage of the work of others? What are these boundaries in this particular

case? Does intention matter? How can we measure or detect intention? Why does plagiarism happen?

How should it be punished? Can we stop plagiarism? or How can we minimize it? The most fruitful one

for my research would be the question raised, explicitly or implicitly, by most of authors in my review; it

3 Randall, 2001, p. vii.
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was the main criterion for choosing their works for my paper. The question is: What can we learn from

looking at the numerous cases of plagiarism?

One of the most notable books on plagiarism is the collection of articles edited by Lise Buranen and

Alice M. Roy Perspectives on Plagiarism and Intellectual Property in a Postmodern World (1999)

contributes  to  all  three  of  the  segments.  The  definitions  of  plagiarism are  regarded  in  the  first  part  and

they are represented by various disciplines. The legal definitions, as observed by Laurie Stearns (1999, p.

5-18), always deal with the final result of what is called "copyright infringement". However, Stearns sees

plagiarism as a process, and suggests the concept of "creative contract" as a legal metaphor referring to

the "social contract" of Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Every time when one creates some intellectual product,

according to Stearns, one participates in a legal relationship which is protected by this "creative contract".

Thus Stearns sees authorship from the legal standpoint: as a definite concept and subject to concrete

determination.

Alice M. Roy interviewed about forty professors from different departments of her university asking

them about their definition of plagiarism, the cases of plagiarism in their classes, and their attitude to it

("Why is plagiarism wrong or bad?") (Roy, 1999). Most of interviewees defined plagiarism as stealing or

taking. Roy puts the question into postmodern discourse of writer, reader, and text relations: almost every

paper, especially after involving writing centers into students' assignments, is a product of collaboration

and revision that questions authorship in a serious manner. Thus Roy successfully questions the concept

of plagiarism which is commonly taken for granted by her interviewees.

Marilyn Randall in her Pragmatic Plagiarism: Authorship, Profit, and Power (2001) goes further and

stresses that plagiarism can never be found in the intentions or actions of the author, though she

intentionally avoids analyzing plagiarism in academia and focuses on arts and literature. What makes the

action plagiarism is its perception by viewers, readers, or any other recipients: "Plagiarism is in the eye of

the beholder" (Randall, 2001, p. vii. Author's emphasis). She elegantly solves most problems of defining

plagiarism, putting it into the phenomenological question: plagiarism appears when something is judged

as plagiarism and something only becomes plagiarism if it leads to some action. Randall clearly shows
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plagiarism as a social construction, which allows her to see it as a pragmatic category: different modes of

plagiarism can be used as means of power, for instance, "guerilla plagiarism" is the way to subvert the

dominant ideology to use it in political struggle.

Sue Clegg and Abbi Flint try to analyze plagiarism in a similar way as Randall does: to place a

phenomenological question "What is plagiarism in its appearing?" (Clegg and Flint, 2006) They argue

against the moral absolutism of judging plagiarism in contemporary British education. They show that

students and professors mostly have different understandings of the difference between, say, acceptable

paraphrasing and plagiarizing. Those differences commonly lie not merely in disciplinary boundaries and

academic regulations, but in personal values of a particular student with his/her academic, cultural, and

social background.

The cultural background of students is subject to focus for several authors on plagiarism, placing it

into historical and cultural context, i.e. into time and space.  Since  I  am concentrating  on  the  particular

cases in particular cultural frames the cultural differences between extreme examples may not be relevant

to my research. However, it is still important to note that every definition of plagiarism evolves from the

concrete cultural tradition, though variously defined and traced (e.g. Scollon, 1995; Pennycook, 1996;

Buranen, 1999).

Plagiarism in academia is not the only issue that attracts attention of authors on plagiarism studies.

However, it is probably the most heated one, since scientists seem to be the most authoritative source of

expert knowledge. If scientists cheat, lie, or steal and it becomes visible, people may lose their trust in

science, and science itself may also lose proper funding.

The most notable book on plagiarism in science is Marcel C. LaFollette's Stealing into print: fraud,

plagiarism, and misconduct in scientific publishing (1992). The author concentrates on scientific journals

as a case, examining the evaluation and review system in American science, namely, the effectiveness and

ability to respond to numerous efforts of misconduct. This system, LaFollette argues, often fails to keep a

balance between preserving the freedom of expression and authorship, just because those two issues may

contradict each other. LaFollette deeply and accurately investigates such a vague concept as plagiarism
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from various standpoints, namely the evaluating systems in contemporary science, self-representations of

scientists, and moral and political measurement of scientific misconduct.

Horace F. Judson, in turn, approaches plagiarism in academia mostly from the moral standpoint. In his

complex cultural-historical research (2004) he places fraud in science into the context of contemporary

Western culture. He involves a huge amount of historical material with many cases of fraud in business,

politics, and contemporary science arguing that all culture of Western society encourages scientists to

cheat. The state as well as corporate funding of most important scientific projects demands better results

in a shorter time; and the examples of Enron or the Catholic Church pedophilic scandals, Judson claims,

represent the culture that presupposes any fraud and crime to be financially and politically covered. He

concludes that scientists are much more interested in the final result than in the process of discovery.

Judson thus has a one-sided moral regard on plagiarism, mostly judging, rather than trully analyzing it.

In his article Matthew C. Woessner (2004) also places plagiarism into contemporary culture, although

he focuses on academia. He argues that academic regulations often force students to plagiarize. Using

mathematical models in different cases (honest work, successful plagiarism, failed plagiarism) Woessner

calculates the benefits and losses of plagiarism. He concludes that the strict punishment for plagiarism is

much less than student's benefits from successful plagiarizing. Woessner's article represents a fruitful

application of quantitative approaches to plagiarism, without any moral judgements.

Walter Enders and Gary A. Hoover according to the survey they conducted with economic journal

editors (2004) argue that plagiarists are more likely to submit their papers in well-known journals and the

editors mostly avoid making plagiarism public. The editors also, authors claim, would like to have a code

of ethics for their discipline, like many other disciplines have, to have their guidelines for struggling with

plagiarism and using more concrete sanctions. Thus Enders and Hoover not just approach plagiarism

rationally, but also disclose the weaknesses of the referee system in one particular discipline, economics.

Susan D. Blum conducted an ethnographic study (2009) in her home university, Notre Dame. What

she found is that students plagiarize not because of their immorality or disinterestedness with studies, as

they are mostly very conscious about morality and motivated. There are many problems that cause their
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plagiarizing. They are mostly in a hurry, being involved in lots of enterprises simultaneously. They are

concerned about the evaluation of their work, which is literally the demand of the best performance by

their parents and professors. And, most of all, they are disoriented in a huge word culture. They write and

read blogs, emails, Internet pages, academic papers, which have absolutely different criteria of proper

borrowing of others' words. However, every case of plagiarism, according to Blum, involves so many

different factors that it is misleading to apply the 20th century values and methods to investigate 21st

century student behavior. The concept of plagiarism is changing also, so the ethnographic study with the

emphasis on estrangement was the way for Blum to understand the distant culture of contemporary

students. Almost every researcher on plagiarism is seriously concerned about its digital forms. However,

Blum  clearly  shows  that  these  forms  not  merely  allow  students  to  find  many  new  ways  to  cheat,  they

even construct the radically new environment, where the concept of authorship becomes even more

vague.

Irene L. Clark in her chapter about writing centers in American universities (1999) describes the

attitude of the faculty in University of Southern California. Clark presents a fresh view on writing centers

work as one of the possible reasons of students plagiarism, though on of their main goals is to prevent it.

From the late 70s even until 90s, she claims, the faculty was often against writing centers, decreasingly

though. They accused writing centers of direct intervention into the content of papers, into professors'

instruction, doing most of the job for students, and presenting the students works in a much better way

than they are really able to do. In other words,  many professors claimed that writing centers'  assistance

helps students to plagiarize. Clark distinguishes tutoring and editing the student's paper. Some of the

writing instructors not just pointed out students' mistakes and fallacies but also wrote correct forms for

them. Thus, there is a controversy in the role of writing centers: the purpose of establishing them is

improving students' writing skills, including their ability to do proper references, and, at the same time,

writing centers are often suspected of helping them plagiarize.

To summarize,  there  are  two main  groups  of  causes  to  plagiarize,  which  I  select  from the  literature

review: intentional misconduct, unintentional plagiarism caused by lack of awareness, and different
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identity of scholars and students as one more possible reason. I will develop these three directions into

hypotheses, which I will test in my empirical part.

Intention is the most widely spread explanation for plagiarism (LaFollette, 1992; Stearns, 1999;

Judson; 2004; Enders and Hoover, 2004) and student plagiarism as well (Woessner, 2004). Students

plagiarize  because  of  lack  of  control,  finding  an  easy  way,  saving  time  and  effort,  and  trying  to  get  a

better grade.

Unintended plagiarism is mostly explained by students' unawareness about using sources and

references. They either lack the required skills of using other's work (Clark, 1999) or are confused about a

very vague concept of authorship (Roy, 1999; Buranen, 1999; Randall, 2001), which applies differently in

different ways of communication and presentation and changes through time (Blum, 2010).

Thirdly, students may have different understandings of proper reference because of their different

identity, in comparison to scholars (Scollon, 1995; Clegg and Flint, 2006). The identity of scholars

prescribes particular rules of using each other's work, whereas students may not share this identity. Thus,

the concept of plagiarism in respect to scholars may not be applied by students to their own work. This

hypothesis was not seriously considered in the literature on plagiarism, hence it will be my contribution

to  test  whether  different  identity  of  scholars  and  students  can  give  an  explanation  to  the  student

plagiarism.

Men of science: The construction of the identity of scholars

Considering students' identity in relation to the junior scholar concept I should define what is regarded

as the identity of scholar. In other words, what does it mean to be a scholar? From the scope of science

studies approaches I can roughly extract three main directions identifying men of science. I will group

those directions according to the main elements they suggest as identifying: an access to expert

knowledge, sharing scientific norms and values, and belonging to and recognition of scientific

community; then I will apply them to define the scholar's identity.
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Expert knowledge was  the  first  approach  ever  to  identify  scientific  knowledge.  It  started  within

epistemology  and  until  the  first  half  of  the  20th  century  it  does  not  imply  any  social  or  psychological

factors affecting knowledge (Popper, 1959). However, in sociology of knowledge and sociology of

science the knowledge-based approach to science was deeply influenced by the phenomenology of Alfred

Schütz, Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann. They identify different realities, namely everyday reality,

reality of dreaming, religious reality, scientific reality. Most of those have their intersubjective knowledge

shared by everyone who perceive and express it in language. Expert knowledge, which is the ideal type of

scientific knowledge, is based on everyday knowledge, but it rejects everything that is taken for granted.

Some elements of knowledge become expert only after reflection, which includes justification and testing

of any kind (Schütz, 1970; Berger and Luckmann, 1966).

The phenomenological approach to knowledge influenced almost every sociological theory of science.

Science and scientific knowledge was previously regarded, in the sociological framework, as influenced

by social and psychological factors (Kuhn, 1962; Merton, 1973). Then, after the triumph of

phenomenological sociology promoted by Berger and Luckmann (1966), scientific knowledge became

regarded not merely as socially influenced but socially constructed (Latour and Woolgar, 1986; Knorr-

Cetina, 1981; Bloor, 1991; Shapin, 2008).

The normative approach to science was mainly developed by Robert Merton in his model of scientific

ethos (1973). In this model Merton reconstructs the system of values in the scientific community:

universalism, communalism, disinterestedness, and organized skepticism (Merton, 1973; 270). Those

values  are  prescribed  to  follow  (or  to  intend  to  follow)  in  order  to  be  recognized  as  a  member  of  the

community.  However,  those  values  are  not  merely  ideal  types,  unreachable  to  follow  purely,  they  also

contradict with other values and with everyday practices of scientists, e.g., with originality, authorship,

recognition, and social influence on (or social construction of) scientific knowledge. Lately, the

normative approach was both criticized and developed into the larger system of roles and rules in science

(Bourdieu, 2004; Ziman, 2000).
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The identity of scientist as the member of scientific community was primarily developed by Thomas

Kuhn (1962) and Robert Merton (1973). Kuhn rejects the accumulation of knowledge as the main

principle of evolution of scientific knowledge and suggests the revolutionary model instead. The history

of science, according to him, is the history of periods of domination of theories and their revolutionary

change. Those theories were accepted by the scientific community and this acceptance became a marker

for belonging to the particular paradigm, i.e. being a recognized scientist. The paradigm not merely

represents a theoretical approach; it is also a framework for a larger community which can identify itself

as representing the scientific discipline. Every scientific revolution forms the new community. In the

early periods of revolutionary movement, the new-paradigm proponents are marginal, since they do not

share the dominant theoretical approach. But if they win they automatically convert conservators into

marginals.

For Merton, science is a social institution (Merton, 1973; p. 268), and the practitioners of science,

besides infrastructure workers, form scientific community. Respectively, there are insiders and outsiders

of science: the groups or individuals that belong or do not belong to the community (Merton, 1973; p.

112). The insiders and outsiders legitimate their condition with specific doctrines: approving the

monopoly of specific groups in specific conditions to have an access to knowledge, or manifesting the

equal rights to this access, respectively (Merton, 1973; p. 102).

Pierre Bourdieu views the scientific community as a field of symbolic production, i.e. the field of

science. This field is a space for permanent competition for the monopoly to represent science. There are

two  types  of  cultural  capital  which  are  relevant  in  this  competition:  administrative  and pure scientific.

Every actor on the field of science has some amount of both, but usually one particular type prevails. The

field is also characterized with its ability to resist external influence by any other field: of economy, of

politics etc (Bourdieu, 2004).

The scientific community is a subject for many sociologists of science. Their accent, though, is mostly

shifted from the classical notion of community to the process of communication and to the network

structure. For Niklas Luhmann, deeply influenced with Schütz and Talcott Parsons, science, as well as a
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wider  concept  of  society  or  any  other  type  of  reality,  is  a  self-referent  system  of  communications

(Luhmann, 1990). Sociology of scientific knowledge (as well as related Science and Technology Studies

approach) and network approaches also takes communication as the key-concept in the construction (or

manufacturing) scientific knowledge (Latour, 1988; Knorr-Cetina, 1981; Shapin and Schaffer, 1985;

Collins, 1998).

Thus, I come up with three major criteria for identifying one as a scholar: (1) the access to and

participation in constructing expert (scientific) knowledge, (2) sharing the norms and values of the

scientific community, and (3) recognition as a member of this community. I will base my analysis of

students' identity and elaborate on my third hypothesis according to these criteria.

Summary: Three hypotheses and research direction

In my literature review on plagiarism and science studies I come up with three main hypotheses: the

intent, unawareness, and specific identity of students as the three main causes for plagiarizing. These

hypotheses are developed from the recent research on plagiarism and academic community, thus they

only represent the already proposed and even somehow tested versions. However, these causes were

investigated partly on the example of senior researchers and partly on students, moreover they were

mostly based on US and UK universities, i.e. on two leading educational cultures. The variety and

number  of  these  cultures  can  be  significant,  thus  I  will  test  whether  these  hypotheses  work  with  other

examples.

I am going to contribute to the broad question of why students plagiarize. Even though I select three

main hypothetical directions from recent research on the issue, the answers I intend to find in my research

will not be the only possible ones. The causes for student plagiarism may be much more numerous and

various, and I only investigate three main groups of them. There could be more detailed and more recent

possible answers, which I leave for future research.
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"Do you have anything else to share with me?"4: Cases and methods

Pilot research

In order to formulate my research questions and problematique, I conducted a pilot research in

November 2010. I interviewed six of nine instructors at the Center of Academic Writing at Central

European University. Nobody refused to give me an interview, three others were just unavailable at the

moment. My main questions to investigate were their ways to distinguish student written intended

plagiarism from common knowledge and mistake, their attitude to sanctions for plagiarizing, their

definitions of and attitude to plagiarism in general, and concrete cases of student plagiarism they dealt

with (See Appendix: table 1). Firstly, three of my interviewees claimed that there are many cases of

plagiarism every year, mostly unintentional though. There is only one instructor who has worked for CEU

for a long time who said that there are very few cases every year. For two others it is their first year at

CEU. All three instructors that have faced many cases of plagiarism made no difference between

departments  they  work  with  in  respect  to  frequency  of  plagiarism.  Every  one  of  them claimed that  the

distinction between common knowledge and plagiarism depends on the discipline, and three of them (all

have worked for more than 5 years) said it is difficult to distinguish plagiarism from mistake, while two

said that it does not matter. The definition of plagiarism as crime or stealing was clearly formulated by

two instructors. All instructors preferred educating students and highlighting the suspicious parts to

sanctions. Three instructors commonly report the cases of intentional continuous plagiarizing to the

Department head (two of them to the professor who gave the assignment as well); two of those three and

one who did not mention the Department head would still discuss the problematic pieces with a student.

The pilot research gave me an idea that despite the strictness and clear position about plagiarism

(Central European University, 2010; Central European University, 2011) it still occurs relatively often.

Secondly, I got the impression that the dichotomy of intentional-unintentional plagiarizing is problematic:

there are different opinions on whether intention matters in terms of the definition of plagiarism,

4 Interview question. See Appendix: table 2.
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application of sanctions, and specifying the reasons for plagiarizing. Thirdly, according to my pilot

research, the background of students plays an important role in their possible plagiarizing behavior.

Cases

I chose two graduate schools as my fieldsites: Central European University (CEU) in Budapest,

Hungary and Moscow School of Social and Economic Sciences (MSSES) in Russia. There are three main

reasons for concentrating on these two schools. Firstly, they are both accessible to me: I was studying at

CEU at the moment of research and I am a Russian citizen and native speaker of Russian—the language

of instruction at MSSES.

Secondly, MSSES is the only graduate school in Moscow, which is similar to CEU to some extent: it

has only graduate education, is focused on the social sciences, and represents the Western model of

education: the school gives joint degrees with the University of Manchester, education is seriously

oriented on the Western tradition (e.g. English language is intensively taught), and it is an official

statement of MSSES that the school is combining Russian and Western educational traditions (MSSES,

website).

Thirdly, both schools are concerned with plagiarism. I learned about MSSES' concerns from my

personal communication with my acquaintances at MSSES and other Russian students and overall

situation with plagiarism in Russian academia (Gilinskiy, 2009). I learned the same about CEU in my

pilot research. Moreover, from the literature review it became clear that even the highest rated

universities in the world have many cases of student plagiarism (Buranen, 1999; Clark, 1999; Roy, 1999;

Woessner, 2004; Clegg and Flint, 2006; Blum, 2009), thus I had no doubt about the fitness of my two

cases in terms of investigating plagiarism.

In these two schools I focused my research on the departments of Law (in Moscow it is called a

Faculty, according to the Russian educational model), because there were only two options of choosing

two analogous departments in both schools: Sociology and Law. I did not choose Sociology because at

CEU it has a joint program with Anthropology and at MSSES with Political Science. Moreover,
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interviewing my classmates and colleagues would affect my research in an unpredictable manner, since

my colleagues at MSSES are well aware of the methods I use and my classmates at CEU are also well

aware of my research topic. Thus departments of Law were the only possible cases for me at these two

schools.

I conducted my research from the 4 to 14 of April 2011 at Budapest, and from the 15 to 30 of April in

Moscow. My informants were the Masters students in both schools with some exceptions: two

undergraduate students from another university attending Masters course at MSSES once a week, one

PhD student at MSSES, one already graduated Masters student at MSSES, and the dean of the Faculty of

Law at MSSES. The total numbers of informants were: seven at CEU and six at MSSES (including the

dean).

I also attended one lecture on Financial Law at MSSES in order to get an impression about the study

process there. The students were very much involved into the discussion and asking questions. They very

often record the professor during the class (with professor's permission) and then share the recordings

with each other. The students are not merely interested in the topic, they also share their working

experience and apply it to the discussion issues: "I had such a case yesterday", "I have a colleague who

encountered the same last week", and so on.

Methods

I conducted semi-structured interviews (see Appendix: tables 2-4), recorded them and took notes. I

realized that this method would give me much less selection than, for instance, a survey. However, this

method was chosen because of three main reasons: the overall vagueness of the concept of plagiarism in

terms of definition, application, and detection; my interest in rhetorics used by students for discussing

plagiarism; and the flexibility of the method allowing me to apply my informants' understanding of the

issue to the investigation immediately. During the interviews I asked many clarifying and additional

questions. I also changed the order or dropped some of the questions, according to the responses. For

instance, I was planning to ask my informants about the different stages of plagiarism and I even drew a
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scale from the clean to 100% plagiarist types of behavior in order to get their definitions. However, this

idea did not work with my informants. They preferred to speculate about plagiarism as a definite

behavior, without any gradations.

I developed the list of questions for my interview to make it look like a smoothly flowing conversation

concerning referencing and plagiarism. At the same time it was implicitly structured and I always tried to

keep the discussion following the main line. The structure includes formal introduction, elaborating on

three hypotheses, ending formalities, and the linkages between them. The order of questions in the blocks

of hypotheses also links different parts with each other. I also added the warm-up questions about my

informant's background in order to let them start talking about familiar topic and place their further

opinions into context, and the similar positive ending about their future plans. The lists of questions are

provided in the Appendix: tables 2-4.

I transcribed the interviews using my personal version of the F5 Transkriptionssoftware für den Mac.

For the data analysis I used the Atlas TI software, version 5.0.66, installed on the CEU computers. In this

software I attached keywords to the significant pieces of the interviews and used them for navigating

through the interviews during the analysis. My fieldnotes were handwritten in the notebook.

Overall impressions, advantages, and limitations of the cases

As I already mentioned, every informant I  interviewed was very busy: either with class assignments

and readings in CEU or with their work at MSSES. CEU students study full-time, thus the possibilities to

work besides their classes are very limited. There is evening education at MSSES: all classes start at 6.30

p.m., except for Saturdays, which gives the students the opportunity to work. Moreover, although there

are some stipend possibilities at MSSES, there are relatively high tuition fees.

The interviews lasted from sixteen to forty four minutes. Since almost all of my informants were either

in a rush or had lots of assignments to do, I had to make the interviews shorter. The same reasons forced

me to conduct my interviews with three or two persons at the same time, which has both advantages and

disadvantages. On the one hand, there is an open discussion and everyone can add something to each
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other. On the other hand, I had the possibility to hear much less opinions and gathered much less data

than I planned. It is also important to note that Moscow transportation is usually very hard because of the

heavy traffic jams and improper connections of the districts with Underground. It can take up to two

hours or even two and a half hours to reach some spot from another part of Moscow. Thus, the students

can often be late and the classes commonly start about ten or fifteen minutes later than scheduled.

The low number of my informants can be explained with their business: three students at CEU agreed

in general but later postponed the interview because of their studies, one student at MSSES did not come

to  the  interview,  since  the  class  before  which  we  scheduled  it  was  cancelled,  and  even  the  dean  once

rescheduled our appointment because he could not come in time and had to give a lecture afterwards.

Everyone in both schools was friendly and cooperative, though in a rush and commonly tired. Nobody

refused to give me a recorded interview, though five people later postponed them. Nobody forgot about

our appointments, though I did not provide for reminding them. One student at CEU introduced me to

about seven of his classmates and was very helpful in arranging two interviews (in the first one he

himself took part). The friendliness of my MSSES informants was higher than I expected, since Russians

can be very suspicious, closed, and even aggressive to strangers. Thus, one of my first questions to the

MSSES students (mostly before turning the recorder on) was whether I should address them with  [Ty]

(casual form of you in Russian, analogous to Tu in  French  )  or  [Vy] (respectful and formal plural

form, analogous to Vous in  French).  Everyone  agreed  to  the  former.  I  tried  to  be  as  open  as  I  could  in

expressing my goals and guaranteeing the anonymity to my informants.

My findings and conclusion can be only fully applied to the cases I used: students from two specific

graduate schools. Thus, no simple generalizations are possible. However, I formulated my hypotheses in

a way of testing some more general assumptions on two specific examples. These assumptions were

mentioned by previous authors on plagiarism, reviewed in the previous part, and one of my research

questions was: to what extent can we generalize them?

The students from my two cases can be called professionals in a full sense. Most of them work or have

worked  as  lawyers  or  law  consultants  and  they  are  all  highly  motivated  in  their  studies.  However,  my
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empirical cases remain workable, since plagiarism does occur relatively often even in this situation.

Hence, there are some reasons for students to plagiarize even within a serious attitude towards a degree.

My informants, despite their high motivation, all previously graduated from schools where plagiarism

was widespread and mostly neglected by the faculty.

Two schools in my selection are definitely not identical and have three significant differences. Firstly,

CEU is much more diverse in terms of nationalities: I interviewed students from different countries,

including India, Honduras, Ethiopia, and others. At MSSES every student I met was from some Russian

city, though the school also enrolls foreign students if they can speak Russian and are eligible in other

formal criteria. Secondly, as I stated before, CEU students study full-time, while at MSSES education is

part-time. Thirdly, CEU is significantly bigger in general. It has much more departments and programs

and its own premises, while MSSES rents its premises and only has five faculties.

However, these differences did not seriously affect my findings. While data collected at CEU gave me

a much more diverse variety of backgrounds, the opinions about reasons for plagiarizing in both schools

were almost the same. The more detailed comparison of the two schools will be done in the empirical

part.

Another limitation of my cases is that I only focused on the Law students. In Western academic

tradition  Legal  Studies  are  mostly  considered  as  Humanities,  while  in  Russia  they  are  the  kind  of  so-

called Humanitarian sciences, along with social sciences, Economics, Philosophy, and so on. Since the

classification of Legal Studies is a matter of a concrete tradition, I applied the science studies approach to

the construction of the identity of scholar to Legal Studies as an example of academic or scientific

community.

The most important limitation is based on the fact that I have no possibility to question a plagiarist.

Even if some of my informants have ever committed plagiarism in their written work, they would never

tell me, and even maybe would not acknowledge it to themselves. Thus the only information I can get for

my research represents the standpoint of witnesses, but not the actual actors of the specific behavior

called plagiarism.
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"And this is how plagiarism occurs"5: Data analysis and hypotheses testing

According to the data I collected, CEU and MSSES appeared to be much more similar, in terms of

referential policy, than different. There are, though, some points of comparison: the diversity of the

students' background, availability of information about concrete cases of plagiarism, instructions about

proper referencing, methods of plagiarism detection, referential practices of students and professors, and

the notion of colleague.

Firstly, I have to note that six students at CEU I interviewed was male and one female. At MSSES the

situation was the opposite: two of my interviewees was male (including the dean) and four female.

However, at CEU it does not clearly represent the proportion of genders, since I also tried to approach

three more female students and they agreed in general, but postponed the interviews because they were

busy. At MSSES this proportion is much more adequate, since in every class I saw (and I also attended

one) there were about ten females and one or two males. I also have to state, that I tried to interview any

student disregarding his/her race, gender, nationality, or any other factor.

CEU is definitely much more diverse in terms of nationality. I interviewed people from six different

continents, while at MSSES all of my informants were from Russia, though from different cities

originally. At CEU I did not interview anyone from the US or UK, where the top-rated universities are

situated. Everyone from CEU told me that plagiarism is a big problem in their home countries, and in this

respect this case was very similar to MSSES. For every informant from both schools the problem of

plagiarism was much bigger on the undergraduate level, where they all faced it all the time. At Masters

level plagiarism still occurs, almost everyone heard "something about somebody", mostly when someone

was expelled or someone's misconduct was given as an example by the professor. However, in both

schools my informants claimed that they enrolled with serious intentions and plagiarism is unacceptable

for them personally.

5 Student G in the interview.
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The information about concrete cases of plagiarism at CEU is very much limited, since it is a policy

not to disclose it or make it public. I had an impression from the interviews with the Center for Academic

Writing staff that it happens almost every year once or twice that somebody is caught in the act. However,

the exact number of expulsions or, at least, requests for rewriting papers is unknown. At MSSES the

information is more open. The dean at MSSES told me in the interview about two expulsions every year,

one student also mentioned two cases this year and two cases in the previous year.

The instructions at  CEU were clear and proper for my interviewees,  with one exception of a student

who claimed that she could not get the concept of common knowledge even in these classes. Everyone

said that it is absolutely clear to them how to avoid plagiarism, and even if they are not sure about some

particular  case  they  prefer  to  cite  more,  just  to  stay  clean.  At  MSSES  the  instructions  of  avoiding

plagiarism are mostly clear for students, however there is no clarity in the citation standard required, but

there is no strict rule in this respect either, since the papers are never published. Thus these latter kinds of

instructions are mostly regarded as recommendations.

The methods used for detecting plagiarism are different in form, but very similar in principle. The

professors rely on their intuition, first of all, and on their background when looking for suspicious

passages in students' papers. Besides, the Turnitin software is officially adopted at CEU, thus some

student papers may go through it. At MSSES professors mostly check suspicious phrases in Google.com,

since the Russian analogue of Turnitin, Antiplagiat.ru, has not been purchased for MSSES, and its free

version is very limited.

There were differences in students' opinions in two aspects: the referential practices of professors and

students and the notion of colleague in respect to students and professors. At CEU it was mostly regarded

as normal when students need to cite more sources because they have much less experience compared to

scholars. Thus even the concept of common knowledge was case-dependent for them. At MSSES

students acknowledged that the situation when scholars cite less than students often occurs, but they saw

it as the wrong practice, for them it is not professional.
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Table 1. Keywords arranged by four main blocks

Sections Keywords in Atlas TI Units of analysis
background and plans background and future plans of the informants

lots of written assignments quantity of written assignments they have in
comparison to their previous studies

cases quantity and description of cases of plagiarism
they encountered

strictness strictness of professors and schools about citation
and plagiarism

detection methods of detection of plagiarism practiced in
the two schools

General
information about
the two schools

sanctions sanctions for plagiarism applied in the two
schools

educational system characteristics and comparisons of educational
systems of current and previous degrees of the
students

legals specificity specificity of the legal students in terms of
referencing and citing

intent reasons to plagiarize intentionally

Intent hypothesis

mistake difference between mistake and intentional
plagiarism

instructions characteristics and clarity of instructions the
students had

feedback feedback they receive from their professors
common knowledge common knowledge and its difference from what

needs to be cited
power point referencing and citing in Power Point

presentations
online referencing and citing in online forms:

Facebook/VKontakte, blogs, emails
rules difference between rules for referencing in

written papers and other forms of writing

Unawareness
hypothesis

authorship concept and determination of authorship
academic community Do students consider themselves as a part of the

academic community?
colleagues Do students consider professors to be their

colleagues?

hierarchy degree of hierarchy in Legal Studies

scholars vs students
referencing

differences in citing practices of scholars and
students

Specific identity
hypothesis

contribution value of students' contribution to the discipline
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The opinions about the notion of colleague were divided at CEU, while at MSSES the same tendency

was shown: at the undergraduate level there is a strong hierarchy, on Masters level the students work hard

to approach their professors' scholarly status, and with their dissertations some of them actually achieve

it. It is a topic for further research to trace this tendency through the PhD studies [aspirantura6] in Russia.

The comparisons between the two schools did not show a big difference in respect to the referential

and plagiarism-related policy. There were some minor differences in details, mostly related to the funding

opportunities and size of the two schools (MSSES has only five departments and it even rents its

premises in the bigger university). Thus I am mostly using these two cases not to compare Russian and

Hungarian or American case, since they both do not fit into any of these categories, but to test my

hypotheses in order to support my arguments.

After transcribing my interviews I input them into the Atlas TI software and attached keywords to the

main points expressed by my informants. Then I grouped them into four main sections (See table 1):

three of them represent my hypotheses and one some general information about the informants and

schools. Every keyword became a unit of data, on which I base my further analysis.

General information about the two schools

Although my informants came from different backgrounds, they all attended Law schools at the

undergraduate level. Mostly all of them, except for two undergraduate students, have work experience as

lawyers or law consultants. The majority are already professional lawyers and have absolutely definite

reasons  to  obtain  a  Masters  degree.  Every  graduate  student  I  interviewed  intends  either  to  work  or  to

apply for a PhD program in Law. Thus they are not just receiving any degree to fulfill formal criteria of

university education for some job position, as it is often the case in Russia.

Both schools have a big number of written assignments, compared to the previous schools of my

informants. Some of them evaluate the increase as "fifty percent" some as "incomparable". Only one of

them, from CEU, stated that he has very few written assignments besides his thesis. My undergraduate

6 Aspirantura is not identical to the PhD studies, since in Russia there is a German two-degree system: candidate of sciences
is a first step (with aspirantura as a study and research period) and doctor of sciences is a habilitation degree for senior
scholars, who already has a significant work experience and number of publications.
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informants were not specific about their impressions about whether there are many written assignments

or not, but they named the exact number of their required pages per academic year, thirty. The dean at

MSSES said that the Masters students at his school write about two hundred pages per year. According to

him, sometimes there are so many assignments that students who failed to do them on time commit

plagiarism in their theses in June just because of the rush, and the faculty only finds it out in July, when

"it is too late"

When I was asking about some cases of plagiarism my informants may know about, I was basing on

my own experience with my undergraduate classmates, who mostly copy-pasted the major parts, if not

the whole papers, from the Internet without citation, and were explicit about it with each other, including

me. Thus I expected to hear about some concrete cases or usual practices, without names. However, no

one, except for the professors, told me about any concrete case of plagiarism, committed by his/her

classmate. At the same time, they were all aware that it is very often the case in the undergraduate

education, no matter what country they represent. Many of them even said that it is the only way to

complete the assignments, moreover, it is the way expected from the faculty: "you know, [the] level of

plagiarizing wasn't checked at all. So you were supposed to copy-paste whatever you want", "In my

country that is not such a big deal. So you copy-paste a lot" (CEU students). One MSSES student was

even more explicit about the common copy-pasting behavior:

Student  G:  It  appears  to  me that  it  is  taken  for  granted  in  the  universities,  or
even not just taken for granted, but it is a rule that students copy-paste

] the library-research paper.7

Mikeshin: Do you mean it is an unwritten rule?

Student G: You know, there is a...Honestly speaking, I will express my opinion.
I don't like such a written assignment in the universities as the library-research
paper. I think all this stuff should have been cancelled a long time ago. Because it
sucks! Everyone knows how library-research papers are written. The student takes
three books, or finds some course papers in Google, pays 500 roubles, gets all this
stuff,  mixes  it,  removes  some  words  to  pretend  it's  not  plagiarism,  yes.  And
actually submits.

7 The library-research paper (referat) [ ] is one of the most popular kinds of written assignments for the
undergraduate courses of minor significance to the discipline and in high schools. It is usually less than a term paper, and
should contain a literature review on some problem with a summary. Typically it is the most popular paper-form available
for downloading from the Internet.
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When I was asking the students about the explanation the plagiarists use for their behavior, this

question was implied in my interview guides, since I was expecting some concrete cases, they did not

provide me too many examples. Usually they said that no explanations were needed, since nobody asked

for any. The dean at MSSES said that "their excuses were unserious". The undergraduate student told me

that the explanations were like "no time, no wish. Not everybody likes to write at all."

Both  schools  are  very  strict  about  plagiarism.  According  to  the  dean,  MSSES  even  had  a  policy  of

expelling the student after the very first case of plagiarism, but the University of Manchester, which they

have a joint degree with, insisted on giving students one more chance, so now they expel them after the

second case. Sometimes students even use much more references than needed because of their fear of

plagiarizing. There is even a fear of making a mistake: "We became paranoid...an unintended mistake

could cost us a degree", "For CEU it's not different. If you accidentally didn't cite, it's your responsibility.

So there's not a difference. You didn't cite—you didn't cite, then you plagiarized" (CEU students). It does

occur at MSSES, but no so often for the dean: "We had a dissertation of this kind last year, and we had a

dissertation of this kind the previous year. But this case is unique, when the person combined almost the

whole paper from citations. Which means that he8 completely hid behind the other's thoughts"

For the detection of plagiarism at CEU students mostly told me about the Turnitin software and

professors' experience that helps to determine the words of others. The Center for Academic Writing staff

mostly uses Google.com, where they check the suspicious phrases. At MSSES professors do not

commonly use the Russian analogue of Turnitin, Antiplagiat9,  but mostly rely on Google.com and their

experience and intuition. Both schools are strict in terms of sanctions and they expel students committing

plagiarism. There are about two or three cases of plagiarism per academic year at the MSSES faculty of

Law, according to the dean, and one or two at CEU per one Academic Writing instructor. However, the

number varies for different instructors, and they do not actually know what happens with the student after

they report the plagiarism he/she committed.

8 The he or she form is not used in the contemporary Russian, even in Academia. Commonly he is the neutral form without
any references to gender.

9 Antiplagiat is an online system of plagiarism detection based on the Russian sources. It has limited possibilities in the free
version and many professors, who actually do check their students' work, prefer Google.com. MSSES does not purchase
the full version of Antiplagiat.
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First hypothesis: Intentional plagiarism

For testing this hypothesis during my interviews I came up with four key concepts: the specificities of

educational systems, specificity of the Legal students, intentional plagiarizing, and the notion of mistake

(as compared to the intentional plagiarism). Students at CEU mostly compared its educational system

with their undergraduate studies, or describe CEU as a positive example. The majority claimed that in

their previous schools copy-pasting from the Internet was a widespread behavior and even the professors

were indifferent to it. There is the same situation at Russian undergraduate level, where students are told

about plagiarism, but nobody actually checks their papers, according to my informants. The educational

system was discussed a lot with Russian students and professor, and it is the most notable difference

between the two schools.

Since my cases of two Legal Studies departments could be very specific in relation to formal rules I

had a special interest in whether the students studying Law are more careful in using the words of others

than other students. Most students and professors did not see any difference between them and any other

department in terms of plagiarizing behavior. The Legal Studies use much less Power Point presentations,

than, for instance, sociologists, and one student at CEU told me that in the Business Law program they

have very few written assignments as well.

The dean at MSSES claimed that he sees no difference between students from different disciplines in

respect to plagiarizing: "It is not professional, I am sure. I mean, it is difficult for me to compare, I don't

know how it  is  on  the  other  faculties,  but  I  think  no.  I  mean,  I  see  that  it  is  definitely  not  a  neglect  of

authorship rights, but mere hooliganism or cheating. It's an attempt to save time."

Intentional plagiarizing was described as an easy way to perform an assignment when the time is too

short, when there is a lack of control, or, in the Russian case, when "the students think that clever words

are expected of them. That is why they plagiarize", and also "because of their laziness" At the same time,

one CEU student told me that nobody wants to plagiarize.
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I was asking my informants about the difference between intended plagiarism and accidental mistake.

Most of my informants stated that intention does not matter much, and if someone forgets to put the

reference, one is plagiarizing. However, the dean at MSSES claimed that it is always easy to determine

whether the work was "careless" [ ] or unassisted, and he never faced any difficulties in

detecting intent. Some students suggested the quantity of such mistakes as criteria for the detection of

plagiarism.

The hypothesis about intentional reasons of plagiarizing seemed obvious to me. It is one of the widest

spread explanations of plagiarism in the academic literature, media, informal conversations, and my

interviews as well. The intentional reasons my informants named were: laziness, time pressure, desire for

a better grade with low self-confidence, and economy of time and efforts when control is weak. Everyone

told me about downloading and copy-pasting papers from the Internet, cheating in the exams, cheating

with special software, and even buying the paper. Hence, intentionality is still one of the major reasons to

plagiarize and a subject for further research.

Second hypothesis: Unawareness

In this block I was asking the students whether they are aware of the rules of citing and referencing,

and some problematic issues of authorship. Firstly I asked what kind of instructions they had and if they

were clear enough for them. CEU students were absolutely satisfied with the instructions. They said that

nothing was missed or unclear. MSSES students had their instructions about proper referencing too,

though not very detailed, as the dean claimed, but good enough for their school, since they do not publish

their papers.

In the undergraduate studies for both groups of students there were almost no instructions about

referencing. At the same time, the faculty expected proper referencing. It was implied, that students

should know the rules from the high school:

Mikeshin: And what are the rules for citing the written sources you have? Did
you have some special class or study topic, special instructions?

Undergraduate student: No, no.
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Mikeshin: Nothing?
Undergraduate student: No, no. Well, it's implied, I guess, that everyone simply

knows it.
Mikeshin:  And  are  your  professors  strict  about  references,  citation,  and

plagiarism?
Undergraduate student: Yes, yes.

Mikeshin: And they didn't instruct you how to avoid plagiarism, however they
demand it from you. Is it implied that you learned it in high school or what?

Undergraduate student: Yes, I guess so.

In their undergraduate studies there was almost no feedback either. Even if the student was aware of

plagiarism and wanted some clarification or advice, it was very hard or even impossible to get:

Student A: Well, [...] the course papers, I remember, we were not taught how to
write them. And in my first  year,  when I wrote the course paper,  I  was afraid of
plagiarizing something. But I didn't really understand a lot in Law. I wrote it for
about two months. Finally I wrote something, but I understood that I didn't even
look into my topic properly. Because I had no definite questions, I didn't know
how to disclose it, how to structure it. Nobody really communicated with us. All
the time everything was somehow built  on fear to seem a a silly,  stupid idiot:  to
come to the clever professor, who never has time for you. Yes, it was like that.

As my informants claimed, most of the professors on the undergraduate level did not care about

students' written work. Thus if the student was not very interested in details and had no serious ambitions,

he/she commonly plagiarized a lot. This mostly happened because there was no clear understanding of

what is expected from the student:

Student G: I mean, what is a term paper, in principle? The student is required
to analyze different positions and give some result, right? But the student
commonly understands it like: "I don't need to analyze different positions. I don't
need  to  show that  someone  said  this,  the  other  said  that.  I  have  to  get  rid  of  all
these names and put down their words as mine." And this is how plagiarism
occurs.

At the Masters level the feedback is commonly given. At MSSES, though, there is no feedback from

the professors until the paper is submitted. However, after evaluating the paper it is a rule, that a feedback

should be given:

Dean: The work can be submitted only once. It is either submitted or not. The
drafts are not discussed. The research problems are discussed, they are. But there
is no preliminary evaluation. There isn't. Imagine someone comes with a draft, but



C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n

28

we don't like it. So what? Does it mean we already evaluated it? No, it cannot be
like this.

[...]
Dean:  There  is  no  tutoring  on  the  Masters  program.  Tutoring  belongs  to  the

undergraduate level. It is implied, that anyone knows. Well, there is a risk at some
moment, yes. One submits and receives, say, 58 [of 100]. But we have a feedback,
it is known why 58.

After the questions about instructions and feedback I tried to find out about their understanding of

common knowledge. I have to note, that there is no such concept in everyday Russian, hence I formulated

it  as  a well-known fact [ ]  and  I  also  usually  mentioned common knowledge in

English.  Most  of  the  students  did  not  have  any  difficulties  with  the  facts  that  do  not  need  to  be  cited,

except for one CEU student. However, everyone agreed that if one is not sure whether it is common or

not,  one  would  better  cite  some  source  to  be  secure.  In  this  case  it  is  usually  treated  not  as  a  minor

mistake, but as not a mistake at all, according to them. However, the dean at MSSES argued against the

extreme: when the whole paper is combined from citations, without any original work.

The students, except for the one mentioned, did not have any problems with defining common

knowledge as well:

Mikeshin: And how about the common knowledge? How do you know if it's
common knowledge and you don't have to cite it?

Student: Um, common knowledge is something that wouldn't require any kind
of specialist definition. So, as long as it doesn't require any specialist definition, it
can be just [put] like, for instance, Roma deprived people. That's common
knowledge. Okay. So you can just put that in without saying that it was cited in
this particular study and that particular study. But if you're going to the details of
that, as to how they are deprived and marginalized, then you have to cite people
and sources, because that's when you need detail to back up your statement.

Mikeshin: So it's a matter of intuition, right?

Student: It's not so much a matter of intuition, as it's a matter of rational
thinking. Like what would be an ideal common knowledge. What about the
historical fact? You know, like Gorbachov's reign, for instance, or Mahatma
Gandhi. Everyone knows about them. You know, so you cannot um, you don't
have to cite them. But if you have to cite a particular thing that they did, if you are
talking about it, than you need to show certain historical evidence, like a date or
somewhere that it was mentioned that, say for instance, that Gandhi was in South
Africa, you know? Each needs to be mentioned that he was in South Africa, and
so on, and so did, as given in some particular book.
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Two students at CEU though argued that common knowledge is a matter of authority. They said that

common knowledge is a different notion for an experienced scholar and for a beginner: "If you didn't

write anything before, you have to cite everything. Because who am I to write something without

identifying any source? I don't have any ground which I established, which [makes] me trusted in a

particular field." However, the criteria of referencing were still clear to them.

Testing the hypothesis based on the Blum's book (2009) I was interested whether students are

confused by a flow of digital and online texts in their referencing behavior. Firstly I asked them about

Power Point presentations, if they have different criteria of referencing there and why. However, for the

Legal students it was not a good example. Almost everyone stated that they rarely deal with them, and it

is not widely used for Legal Studies at all. One of them does use Power Point relatively often, and he and

two others were the only ones who assured me that they always reference and cite their sources in their

presentations. They confirmed that it is a specificity of their profession and, moreover, a strict policy at

CEU. One of them said though that they always submit a hard copy of their presentations, and if they did

not, it would not be so strict: "because you want to be on the right side of the law." The dean at MSSES

claimed that it is clear and obvious that the pictures and movies one uses in the Power Point presentation

are not his/hers, hence there is no need to cite them. As a criterion for distinguishing paper assignments

and Power Point presentations in terms of referencing, he stated that the presentations are not graded. If

they were graded, the citation requirements would appear immediately.

For other interviewees, when I encouraged them to speculate about referencing in Power Point

presentations, the criteria were not so clear. The same persons suggested different criteria, as long as I

was proposing some contradictions or objections. The criteria were: wether the work is published, public,

or graded. One MSSES student claimed that Power Point presentations is a relatively new genre and the

rules have not been formed yet.
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Also for this hypothesis I asked them about different ways of online communication they use: email,

blogging, Facebook.com (or VKontakte.ru10 for Russians). Only one of my interviewees has a blog, and

he rarely cites someone there. However, he stated that he always makes clear that the words are not his.

None of my informants puts references in their emails, though they all use them a lot everyday. They also

do not reference in their Facebook or VKontakte accounts, though some agreed that putting some "fancy

quotation" without mentioning the author is not good. They were surprised at this question, but I assured

them that I was just looking for some criteria of different referencing in different forms of writing.

Summarizing this block, I asked my interviewees for a summary of different rules for referencing in

online sources and in their written papers (and their digital equivalents). As a general rule they all

claimed that it should be clear when the words one cites are not his/her:

Mikeshin: So, the rules are different for blogging? If you cite someone in your
paper assignment, so you give the author, the book, the publisher, and the year.

Student: It depends, if I'm making a particular article on something, which is,
how do you put it, it's not just general ramble thoughts, you know. Then I
definitely put in all the required citation and so on. But generally most of
blogging is very personal, so...

Mikeshin: Then you can simplify?
Student: Yes, you can simplify to a certain extent. Because if I'm taking a quote

online, it's possibly from an online source itself. So if I put in the author and the
quote. It's generally good enough. Because it is not something that we are
publishing for official use.

Thus the difference between written papers and online sources is the fact that one form is formal, with

its formal requirements, which are commonly evaluated, and another is not:

Mikeshin:  I  see.  And  what  about  Facebook?  Do  you  cite  someone  in
Facebook?

Student: No. Sometimes I've used very fancy quotations and that's when I put
in, but some sort of. That's it.

Mikeshin: So just to make clear that it's not yours?
Student: That's not mine.

10  VKontakte.ru is the Russian analogue for Facebook.com. The latter is usually used by Russians for communicating with
their foreign friends and colleagues. The design and the interface of the former very much resemble Facebook.com, hence
there is a widespread opinion that the whole idea of VKontakte.ru was plagiarized. It is one of the most visited Russian
language sites.
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Mikeshin: Okay, but what are the general differences, how could you define
them? With these online sources, email, blogging, Facebook, and written works.

Student: One would be formal, the other would be informal. Like Facebook is
a networking site and it's more on a social scale.

Mikeshin: But it's much more public than your written work.
Student: I agree. But it's informal. It is not to be cited and taken seriously.

One student at MSSES also suggested as a difference that the paper work is more public than the

Power Point presentation, which contradicts the common practice of reading students papers by one or

two professors only, stated by the dean.

For the unawareness hypothesis I mostly intended to test Blum's theory of students being lost in the

flow of texts, mostly digital, and thus plagiarizing unintentionally, confusing the different referential

modes (Blum, 2009). From my informants it turned out that Blum's theory does not work with my two

cases.  Most  of  the  students  I  interviewed do  not  use  online  communication  so  often  as  to  be  confused

with different rules of referencing there and in their writings. Moreover, even those who have blogs, use

email a lot, or are active in Facebook or VKontakte account did not have any difficulties with

distinguishing papers and digital texts in terms of application of rules. Blum argues: "The Internet and

electronic communication have affected much about their lives—and not just because the Internet makes

copying easy and tempting. It has changed how they think of texts." (Blum, 2009, p. 4. Author's

emphasis) I did not get such an impression from my informants. Maybe Russian students in MSSES all

came from the old academic tradition, where written assignments may have the primary importance.

However this was not the case at CEU either, where students came from very diverse backgrounds and

from six different continents, and for all of them the difference between online texts and hard papers was

obvious. The opinions about citing in Power Point presentations were different, but there still were no

influence to their perception of written text from the digital forms.

Determination  of  authorship  was  not  a  problem  for  any  of  my  informants.  Even  the  concept  of

common knowledge, which is commonly discussed as a significant topic at the Academic Writing classes

at CEU, did not seem problematic for students of either school. They all suggested citing more in order to

avoid  any  suspicions  of  plagiarism.  They  also  proposed  to  make  clear  all  the  time  when  one  uses  the
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words of others as the main criterion for referencing. The main reasons for systematic unintentional

plagiarizing for everyone I talked to was definitely lack of instructions and feedback. One can make a

mistake, they claimed, but if it happens too often, than one either does it intentionally or does not know

how to reference properly. Most of them complained that in the undergraduate level there is a definite

rule that plagiarism is unacceptable, though there are no clear instructions of how to avoid and define it.

Moreover, if one seeks for the support and advice about proper referencing it is very hard to get, since the

feedback is almost not given. The whole unawareness hypothesis is verified to the extent that lack of

instructions and feedback are the main reasons for students to plagiarize unintentionally, but the flow of

digital texts does not affect my informants' citing practices at all.

Third hypothesis: Specific identity

I  was  looking  for  the  self-identification  of  students  in  comparison  to  scholars.  According  to  the

formulation of my hypothesis, I embraced all three main factors of identity construction in my questions.

For the factor of the access to and participation in constructing expert (scientific) knowledge I asked

whether they commonly make a significant contribution to their discipline; for the factor of sharing the

norms and values of the scientific community I asked whether they consider themselves as colleagues to

their  professors,  share rules,  norms, and values with them; and for the recognition as a member of this

community I asked whether they consider themselves as a part of the academic community and whether

their professors regard them as their colleagues.

For some of them the notion of the academic community was inseparable from the question of being a

colleague to their professors. Thus even within CEU, for instance, there were both opinions: some

considered students to be the part of academia: "future scholars", while others did not: "they must have a

different status in order for them to be teaching you." In case of Russian students and their  dean it  was

more consistent: the general opinion looked like in the undergraduate studies students are definitely not

the  part  of  the  academic  community,  but  the  Masters  program  is  the  transitional  period  for  them  to
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become the part, and this period commonly ends with the Masters dissertation. The dean at MSSES even

claimed that the audience of Masters students is much more valuable than colleagues:

Mikeshin: To what extent do you consider students to be part of the academic
community? [...]

Dean:  [...]  It  is  a  very  difficult  question.  It  is  a  very  difficult  question.  If  we
limit our view to the Masters studies, then it is easier to say. I would not consider
a student as a part of the academic community at all. Speaking about the Masters
level, this question is definitely raised. I am afraid that the main and first thing is
that it  is  an audience.  If  people attempt to write unassisted works,  and it  is  their
assignment, and they discover some kind of information or somehow apprehend
the professor's, lector's position, they are the most valuable listeners. Yes, more
valuable than the colleague.

Mikeshin: And what is the difference? Between the colleague and valuable
listener.

Dean: The difference is that your colleague may not be interested in your
problematique, but the one who writes his works under your supervision is
inevitably interested in it. And it is a very demanding listener, it is a very
demanding audience.

Respectively, the opinions about being colleagues to professors are divided. I separated the questions

of whether the students consider their professors to be their colleagues and, vise versa, whether their

professors consider and treat them as colleagues. The dean at MSSES did not consider Masters students

as colleagues, at least not before they submit a high-level dissertation. Despite the fact that every student

from MSSES I interviewed was employed as a lawyer, the dean argued that "they did not look at things

from the academic standpoint." At the same time, it is easier for a student, he said, to treat professors as

colleagues, since it is their job, to see them like this, and to enter the community with their progressing

work.

The students claiming that they do not consider themselves as colleagues with their professors pointed

out the different roles of being a professor and being a student: "they're not colleagues. He's a professor

and you're a student, and that's all." The ones who feel themselves to be colleagues claimed that the

Masters students are too experienced in the field to be treated differently. However, in the undergraduate

level, according to everyone, students are never treated as colleagues: "in undergraduate, of course, you're

treated like a kid."
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The main reason for students not to have a sense of equality with their professors is the well-defined

hierarchy in Legal Studies, which almost every student told me about. This hierarchy is based both on the

different  experience  and  different  roles  of  students  and  professors.  Although the  students  can  be  called

colleagues and they can have more or less close relations with their professors, the trend line can be

drawn: from their undergraduate level when "you're treated like a kid" to the Masters stage as a liminal

period  that  commonly  ends  with  initiation  the  in  the  form  of  a  dissertation.  This  trend  line  was  much

more explicit at MSSES:

Mikeshin: Do you consider students to be part of the academic community?
For instance, do you consider your professors to be your colleagues? Is their
status equal to yours? Or they are somewhat higher, on the next step?

Student G: We are somewhat approaching it now. Personally I am approaching
this feeling somehow. But in general, it is hard for me, by the way. In principle, as
I see it, our professors are not monsters [ 11], for sure, but they put up a
barrier. I mean, there is a hierarchy. It is in relations, one can feel it.

Student A: Well, basically when it was your first degree then you definitely felt
like an absolute student, there was no commonness to the academic community.
Now it feels like it is not every professor, in principle. Because one professor, the
only one, he called us colleagues even when we were students. And he kind of
realized  that  yes,  some  students  come  to  work  from  the  second  year  of  studies,
and  to  learn  some  things  which  are  inaccessible  even  for  this  professor,  I  don't
know. Well, they finally became equal and grew up to be a colleague in a full
sense.

Student M: Well, to call is one thing, but the result, reality is absolutely other.
[Student A: Well, yes] Even in the first degree, I think the students don't even
pretend to any kind of academism, to some extent.

According  to  these  questions  I  wanted  to  go  further  and  to  find  out  whether  this  hierarchy  or  these

different roles lead students and professors to different referential practices. Generally I asked them

whether students have to cite more, since they are less experienced and have to give more evidence. For

CEU students the referential practices mostly differ, it is a matter of experience and authority:

Student T: I think it is like if you didn't write anything before. If you didn't
write  anything  before,  you  have  to  cite  everything.  Because,  who am I  to  write
something without identifying any source? I don't have any ground which I
established, which made me to be trusted in a particular field. For example, if a
given human writer or a judge of European Human Right court writes something
without citation, people believe him. Because he has a knowledge of

11  Literally cannibals.



C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n

35

[incomprehensible] If it is a student like me, who am I to say something which
doesn't have authority?

[...]
Student T: For me it depends on who [is] writing the book, for example. If for

example, you know, in Public International Law Shaw is writing, there is no[t]
much citation in the book. Because he's already famous in that field. He do[es]n't
need to cite authority or something like that. If for somebody who's big now,
who's writing the thesis on Public International Law, there [is] a citation for each
and  everything,  almost.  Unless  there  [is]  some  additional  explanation  or
emphasis.

Mikeshin: So the references are the matter of authority?
Student T: So the more you became famous, the less you need [a] citation.

For MSSES students such a difference was familiar in practice, but they considered it wrong. They

regard it as vanity or even disrespect to others:

Mikeshin: Is there such a thing, like you are less experienced, you have less
knowledge, and you have to establish your arguments more, provide more
sources? Don't you have such a situation?

Student Z: No.
Mikeshin: You mean, everything is in the frames of formal rules?

Student B: Well, every person evaluates himself. If this person has such a self-
esteem that he doesn't feel like he has to provide any arguments, then it's up to
him.

Mikeshin: I see.

Student B: If he thinks that he doesn't have to explain anything from his high
position.

Another question related to the students' self-identity is the point whether or not they generally make a

contribution to their discipline. The most widespread response I received was that it happens, but not all

the time: "Yes, often students come up with the ideas and professors elaborate on them, and win fantastic

prizes. It does happen sometimes." The opinions varied from the student work being simply an

introduction to the discipline to the claim that it happens very often and the student dissertations are often

used and even cited by their professors and other students.

In the specific identity hypothesis I intended to look at the ways Masters students identify themselves

in comparison to their professors, and how it affects their referential practices. The situation with the two

schools was slightly different: at CEU the opinions varied from totally different roles and strong
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hierarchy to almost colleagues' relations, whilst at MSSES students regard their Masters stage as a period

of becoming a part of the community, with their dissertation as initiation. There is a strong hierarchy in

Legal Studies in general, and my two cases for some students are the exception, where the professors are

much closer to them. Respectively, I asked to what extent this difference or hierarchy may affect their

academic writing: should students cite more because of their more limited experience? Despite the fact

that formally the rules are the same for any academic writer, most CEU students admitted that more

experienced scholars can afford less citation than their students, who do not have research experience or

even authority to rely on. At MSSES this was regarded as misconduct, and as a widespread practice, at

the same time, which even causes plagiarism of the scholars. Specific identity affected students'

understanding of proper referencing, but not their regards on plagiarism. This hypothesis needs further

research  to  be  tested  in  full,  but  I  can  now  argue  that  in  the  situation  of  the  lack  of  instructions  and

feedback specific identity can be one of the reasons of unintentional plagiarism.

Summary

In my project I suggested three main hypothetical directions in order to contribute to the question of

why students plagiarize. Firstly, I tested one more time the hypothesis of intent as one of the main reasons

of student plagiarism. Students commit it to save time, get a better grade, perform better than they believe

they can, and because of a lack of control. I identified a trend in student's behavior: if one wants to have a

career  in  his/her  discipline,  one  commonly  avoids  plagiarizing,  as  distinct  from  those  who  just  need  a

formal degree.

Secondly, I tested to what extent can the Blum's approach (2009) can be applied to the Masters

students from my two cases, and other possible reasons to plagiarize based on unawareness. It turned out

that Blum's understanding of students being lost in the flow of digital texts as a reason of

misunderstanding authorship does not work with my cases. However, as Blum also notes (2009, p. 177),

the students are under great pressure and in a lack of instructions, which very often occurs at the
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undergraduate level in every country represented by my informants, one can easily make a mistake, and

actually very frequently does.

The third hypothesis I tested was whether students (Masters students in my case) construct a specific

identity, whether or not they identify themselves as colleagues to their professors, and, in turn, does this

identity influence their referential behavior. I found that even though they have a definite understanding

of plagiarism and difference between their own and their professors' roles, they often apply different

criteria to referential practices of students and scholars.

Thus, I came up with my contribution to the main question of why students plagiarize as following:

they either do it intentionally to save as much time and effort as their institutions let them to, or they do

not get enough instructions and feedback, or they do not apply the rules of scholarly writing to their own

work.
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"The more you become famous, the less you need a citation"12: Conclusion

My paper has addressed the question of the reasons of student plagiarism. As my own contribution I

have developed three general hypotheses: the intentional reasons, unintentional reasons caused by

unawareness, and by the different identity of students, as opposed to their professors. These three

hypotheses were tested on the students of Masters program in Law at two graduate schools: Moscow

School of Social and Economic Sciences in Russia and Central European University in Budapest,

conducting semi-structured interviews with them and the dean of the faculty of Law at MSSES.

I found that all three hypotheses provide good explanation to my research question. Intent is still one

of the most spread explanation for student plagiarism. Students commit plagiarism in order to find an

easy way to fulfill an assignment in the situation of indifference and lack of control from their professors.

Student unawareness is usually caused by lack of instruction and feedback from professors. Even when

students do not want to plagiarize, they are often just unaware of rules and definitions, for instance, when

they  want  to  look  as  clever  as  possible.  The  specific  identity  of  students  does  not  allow  them  to

automatically apply the rules of referencing and citing for scholarly work to their papers. The widespread

example of this difference is the acknowledged practice of more authoritative scholars, who cite less

sources to support their arguments.

My contribution is to summarize previous research on plagiarism in academia, identify the main

hypotheses from it, and suggest one more hypothesis, concerning specific identity, which was implicitly

proposed in some literature on plagiarism (Scollon, 1995; Clegg and Flint, 2006), but was never fully

elaborated; and also to test all three on my two cases. To summarize, the answer to the research questions

I raised is the following: students plagiarize intentionally as an easy way to perform the assignment,

unintentionally lacking proper instructions and feedback from their professors, or because they do not

share the identity of scholars with their professors and, consequently, they apply different rules to their

work.

12 Student T in the interview.



C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n

39

After summarizing my findings the further research directions have become evident. Although the

intent hypothesis was elaborated by some authors before (Randall, 2001; Clegg and Flint, 2006) it still

needs  to  be  put  in  a  broader  theoretical  context,  mainly  from  the  standpoint  of  theories  of  power  and

control, and rational choice. To be more precise there are three main questions to investigate:

determination of student's referential behavior by control from their faculty, rationality of their reasons

for plagiarizing and avoiding plagiarism, and plagiarism as deviant behavior.

The unawareness hypothesis also raises the question of intent, namely the significance of intent in the

detection and sanctioning practices of faculty. The problem of feedback and instructions should also be

investigated in more detail, precisely the construction of relations between professors and students in

order to affect positively referential practices.

The specific identity hypothesis raises an important question of the students' identity itself, namely the

characteristics and difference of the identity of students, as distinct from the identity of scholars, their

understanding  of  their  role  and  place  in  the  academia,  their  determination  of  academia  itself,  and  their

identification of the professors.

Generally, in my paper I continued the recent trend of critical reflection on plagiarism, free from moral

judgement and conclusions taken for granted. I both summarized the previous unsystematic research on

plagiarism and contributed to it with my three hypotheses. These hypotheses allowed me to raise new

questions and, consequently, to formulate the main directions in plagiarism studies, particularly in the

field of student plagiarism.
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Appendix

Table 1. Questions for pilot interviews with the Center of Academic Writing staff.

How do you distinguish plagiarism from common knowledge?

How do you distinguish student mistake from intended plagiarizing?

What sanctions should be applied to written academic plagiarism in general terms? How should it be treated?

Do you think the formal instructions concerning plagiarism you use in your work are concrete? Do you have any
difficulties applying them?

What are the main reasons for you in your work why student plagiarism is unacceptable?

In what terms do you convince students not to plagiarize?

How do you treat intended plagiarism in student written work? What if the student continues plagiarizing?

Are there any ways of avoiding or softening sanctions for student?

How many cases of plagiarism do you remember (during your work for CEU)?

Please, specify the departments, if it is possible

Please, describe some most recent or most memorable cases

Table 2. List of questions for CEU students with comments.

Questions Topics and comments

Permission for recording and notes-taking, guarantee of anonymity

Introduction of myself and my purposes: Igor Mikeshin, 1 year MA in
Sociology and Social Anthropology. Topic: Student referential
practices, use of the work of others

Gratitude

Formal introduction

Tell me please about your background: where you are from, what
school you graduated from

Warm-up background question

Do you have a lot of written assignments here? Compared to your
undergraduate studies?

What are the main rules you use to refer to the works of others? Did
you have a special class or study topic concerning the proper
referencing?

Do you think these instructions were clear enough? Was something
missed in these instructions?

Linkage to the first hypothesis:

Quantity of written assignments,

Instructions

Are your professors very strict about referencing? How do they detect
plagiarism?

How do you know if you are using the common knowledge or you
need to cite?

How do you distinguish the student mistake from intended plagiarism?

First hypothesis: Intentional
plagiarism. Finding an easy way to
fulfill the requirements, estimating
risks of being caught and benefits
of saving time and submitting
some better piece of work
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Do you know someone from your class who recently plagiarized?
Maybe from your undergraduate?

What exactly did he/she do? Was he/she caught doing it? What
sanctions was (would be) applied to him/her?

Why do you think did he/she do it: what explanation he/she gives?
Was it an easiest way to submit an assignment?

What are the most spread explanations they use? Is it a time pressure,
lack of proper instructions, lack of control, or anything else?

Do you have a different explanation for his/her behavior? (Was it an
attempt to find an easy way to fulfill the requirements or the attempt to
submit a better piece of work?) Any other thing?

Is the authorship of some given piece of information always easy to
determine? Can you easily find the author of some concrete words?

What is the difference between paper assignments, (and oral) and
Power Point presentations in terms of referencing? Do you put any
references in your presentations? Do put references for images,
videos, (or for someone's ideas)?

Do you use any kind of referencing in your emails? Do you use them a
lot? (Is it different for your emails to professors or to your classmates
and friends)?

Do you have a blog? (Do you cite something in your blog? What kind
of references do you put there? Why?)

Do you cite in Facebook? How and why?

What are the general differences for you in citing others in
presentations, emails, blogs, Facebook, and written works? (Is it lack
of control, general riles or something else? When it's enough just to
mention the author? When it's not necessary to mention at all?)

Second hypothesis: Unintended
plagiarism. Unawareness of
students about how to use sources
and references. Lack of required
skills of using other's work or
confusing with a very vague
concept of authorship, which
applies differently in different
ways of communication and
presentation (online, oral, Power
Point, written)

Do you think that students have different rules for referencing in their
class papers than scholars in their publications? What are the
differences?

Do scholars mostly refer to different sources rather than students?

Do you consider the students as part of academic community,
community of scholars?

Do they have the same set of norms, of values? What are the
differences?

Do you consider students as junior scholars or they are a specific
group compared to scholars?

Do you consider your professors to be your colleagues? Or they have
some superior status?

Do your professors treat you as a colleague?

Third hypothesis: Different
understanding of proper reference
because of students' different
identity, in comparison to scholars.
The identity of scholars (the
access to and participation in
constructing expert  knowledge,
sharing the norms and values of
scientific community, and
recognition as a member of this
community) prescribes particular
rules of using each other's work,
whereas students may not share
this identity. Thus, the concept of
plagiarism in respect to scholars
may not be applied by students to
their work.
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Do students significantly contribute to their discipline, in general?
(Why not (yes)?)

What are your future plans? Are you going to continue your studies or
work?

Positive ending

Do you have anything else to share with me or to ask me?

(Introduce me to a classmate)

Gratitude, guarantee of anonymity

Final formalities

Table 3. List of questions for students at MSSES (translated and adopted).

Questions Topics and comments

, 

: , 

: 

?

Formal introduction

, , ) Warm-up background question

? 
?

? ,
?

? , 
?

Linkage to the first hypothesis:

Quantity of written assignments,

Instructions

? ?

, , 
?

?

, 
? ?

? ? 
?

First hypothesis: Intentional
plagiarism. Finding an easy way to
fulfill the requirements, estimating
risks of being caught and benefits
of saving time and submitting
some better piece of work
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, ? 
? ( ? ? 

?)

?

?

, ?

, 
, ? 

? , ,
, ?

? -
?

? ? 
? ?

? ?

,
, , ? ( ,

? ?) 
?

Second hypothesis: Unintended
plagiarism. Unawareness of
students about how to use sources
and references. Lack of required
skills of using other's work or
confusing with a very vague
concept of authorship, which
applies differently in different
ways of communication and
presentation (online, oral, Power
Point, written)

, , 

? ( ?) 
?

?

, , ?

, , 
?

? 
?

, , ?
?

?
?

Third hypothesis: Different
understanding of proper reference
because of students' different
identity, in comparison to scholars.
The identity of scholars (the
access to and participation in
constructing expert  knowledge,
sharing the norms and values of
scientific community, and
recognition as a member of this
community) prescribes particular
rules of using each other's work,
whereas students may not share
this identity. Thus, the concept of
plagiarism in respect to scholars
may not be applied by students to
their work.

? 
?

Positive ending

?

)

, 

Final formalities
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Table 4. List of questions for the dean at MSSES (adopted from the questions for students at MSSES).

Questions Topics and comments

?

, 

: , 

: 

Formal introduction

, ? Warm-up background question

? ?

? 
, ?

Linkage to the first hypothesis:

Quantity of written assignments,

Instructions

? ?

, 
?

?

?
?

? 
?

?

?

, ?
? ? 

?)

?

First hypothesis: Intentional
plagiarism. Finding an easy way
to fulfill the requirements,
estimating risks of being caught
and benefits of saving time and
submitting some better piece of
work

, ?

, 

Second hypothesis: Unintended
plagiarism. Unawareness of
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, ? 
, , , ?

? (
?)

, , 
? (  versus )

students about how to use sources
and references. Lack of required
skills of using other's work or
confusing with a very vague
concept of authorship, which
applies differently in different
ways of communication and
presentation (online, oral, Power
Point, written)

, ,
? 

, 
? (

?)

? , ,
?

, , 
?

? 
?

?

?
?

Third hypothesis: Different
understanding of proper reference
because of students' different
identity, in comparison to
scholars. The identity of scholars
(the access to and participation in
constructing expert  knowledge,
sharing the norms and values of
scientific community, and
recognition as a member of this
community) prescribes particular
rules of using each other's work,
whereas students may not share
this identity. Thus, the concept of
plagiarism in respect to scholars
may not be applied by students to
their work.

? Positive ending

!

?

Final formalities
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