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plagiarism questionnaire Results: A total of 162 individuals participated in the study. Results revealed

moderate positive attitude, negative attitude and subjective norms towards
plagiarism, both among post-graduate students and faculty members. The
mean scores for questions under positive attitude, negative attitude and
subjective norms towards plagiarism among post graduates were 36.31,
21.84, 29.60; and 34.51, 23.65, 27.41 among faculty members respectively.
Conclusions: The moderate attitudes of post-graduate students and faculty
members towards plagiarism reflect the lack of its awareness which may
have detrimental repercussions in the health care field. There is a need for
highlighting the issue of plagiarism among students and the provision of
training programs in scientific ethical writing.
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INTRODUCTION

Plagiarism is to make use of someone else's work, ideas or information without giving proper attribution to the
author (Diana R, 2011). Barnhart (1988) traces the etymology of the word ‘plagiarism’, derived from the Latin word
‘plagarius’ which means kidnapper, seducer, plunderer or literary thief (Chris Park, 2003). In the past, journals,
newspapers, magazines, etc were the major sources for plagiarism. But now, researchers no longer have to visit
libraries for referring textbooks and journals. They are easily accessible over the internet with just one mouse click
using powerful search engines. The two simple computer commands i.e. Ctrl + C (copy) and Ctrl + V (paste), makes
plagiarism even more easier. This has led to the emergence of digital plagiarism wherein a large amount of
information is available free of cost. Downloading music, movies, photographs, seminars and even scientific articles
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from the internet, has become so common that plagiarism may be considered by many as an acceptable behaviour.
This poses a question as to whether scientific research is a mere copying of previous research papers or does
originality still exist.

Moreover, scientific research in the medical and dental fields requires great responsibility. Scientific
misconduct can seriously damage people's health and even life (Vanja Pupovac et al., 2010). After finishing
graduation, medical and dental students may be interested in pursuing higher education. Doing research and
publishing articles is mandatory in the post-graduate curriculum of many universities all over the world. According
to both the Medical and the Dental Council of India, the minimum qualification required for job promotion is to
have a certain number of publications in scientific journals (MCI, 1998; DCI 2007). This along with the advent of
desktop publishing by means of personal computers has contributed to the proliferation of new journals (David NW,
2003). Since postgraduate students and faculty members are often under the pressure to publish articles, they may be
tempted to copy and paste from the internet, where a huge amount of information is easily available. In India, there
has been only little effort to educate students on ethical issues involved in the practice of science, on proper citation
practices and a clear definition of what constitutes plagiarism (P. Balaram, 2005). Thus there is an urgent need to
identify the attitudes of researchers towards plagiarism and scientific misconduct. Hence a study was undertaken to
determine the attitudes of post-graduate students and faculty members towards plagiarism.

MATERIALS AND METHODS:

This is a cross-sectional questionnaire based study. The study subjects were medical and dental, post-graduate
students and faculty members of a teaching health care institution in Telangana. Those who were willing to
participate in the study and those who had submitted at least one scientific article for publication were given the
questionnaire. Those who were not willing to participate in the study were excluded. Informed consent was taken
from each participant and ethical clearance was obtained from the Institutional Ethical Research Committee.

The questionnaire consists of two parts. The first part contains demographic data and the second part
contains the Attitude towards Plagiarism (ATP) questionnaire measuring three attitudinal factors: positive attitude,
negative attitude and subjective norms, developed by Mavrinac et al. (2010). It is a self-administered questionnaire
and the time taken to fill the questionnaire was approximately 15-20 minutes. The ATP questionnaire consists of 29
statements which are marked on a five point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree(1), disagree(2), neither
agree nor disagree(3), agree(4) to strongly agree(5). Scores for each attitudinal factor were calculated by summing.
The ranges for each factor were divided into three equal parts representing low, moderate and high score scales
(Table 1).

Positive attitude is measured by 12 statements which measure the extent of acceptance of plagiarism and
procedures which the individuals do by themselves. Hence a low score (12-28) is favourable. Negative attitude is
measured by 7 statements which measure the extent of condemnation of acts of Plagiarism as done by others. Hence
a high negative attitudinal score (27-35) is favourable. Subjective norms toward plagiarism are measured by 10
statements which represent the personal perception about the extent and acceptance of plagiarism in the society.
Low subjective norms toward plagiarism reflect that such behaviours are considered unacceptable in the society.
Hence a low score (10-23) is favourable. In order to test the reliability and validity of the questionnaire in English
language, it was pilot tested on a group of 30 postgraduate students, who were not included in the main study
(cronbachs alpha=0.8).

Out of the total study population, 176 individuals fulfilled our inclusion criteria. The final questionnaire
was administered to study subjects during clinical hours in the month of November 2014. The participants
completed the questionnaire anonymously and independently. The returned questionnaires with missing data were
excluded from the study. Data was entered into Excel sheet and data analyses were performed using SPSS 18
software. P value <0.05 was considered to be statistically significant. Overall scores were calculated for each
attitudinal factor. Comparisons were made for attitudinal scores among post graduate students and faculty members
using Chi square test. Distribution of answers to each question was also calculated.

RESULTS:

Out of a total of 176 individuals to whom questionnaires were distributed, 171 participants returned the
questionnaires, out of which 9 questionnaires were excluded due to missing data, Thus, a total of 162 responses were
included for analysis, obtaining a response rate of 92%. 61% (N=99) of the participants were postgraduates and 39%
(N=63) were faculty members. Results revealed moderate attitude towards plagiarism both among post graduates
and faculty members for all three attitudinal factors. The mean scores for questions under positive attitude, negative
attitude and subjective norms towards plagiarism among post graduates were 36.31, 21.84 and 29.60 respectively.
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Among faculty members, the mean scores were 34.51, 23.65 and 27.41 for positive attitude, negative attitude and
subjective norms respectively (Table 2). In comparison with postgraduates, faculty members had lower positive
attitude and subjective norms score and higher negative attitude towards plagiarism though it was not found to be
statistically significant.

Statements describing positive attitude:

Both postgraduates (51%) and faculty members (43%) agreed that self-plagiarism is not punishable since it is not
harmful (Statement 3). 44% of post graduates and 60% of faculty members agreed that self-plagiarism should not be
punishable in the same way as plagiarism (Statement 5). Majority of postgraduates (38%) and faculty members
(37%) agreed that plagiarized parts of a paper may be ignored if the paper is of great scientific value (Statement 4).
There was ambiguity (agreed, disagreed and neither agreed nor disagreed in almost equal proportions) as to whether
young researchers should receive milder punishment or not for plagiarism (Statement 6). Only 11% of faculty
members compared to 38% of post graduates agreed that they could not write a scientific paper without plagiarizing
(Statement 8) and this was found to be statistically significant (p=0.001) (Table 3).

Statements describing negative attitude:

Majority of post graduates (35%) and faculty members (48%) agreed that the names of the authors who plagiarize
must be disclosed (Statement 14) which was found to be statistically significant (p=0.023). More than half of all the
study subjects felt that it is important to discuss issues like plagiarism and self-plagiarism (Statement 15). Most of
the post graduates (35%) and faculty members (51%) agreed that plagiarizing is as bad as stealing/cheating in an
exam (Statement 16) (p=0.008). A large proportion of the study subjects (40% postgraduates, 46% faculty members)
disagreed that a plagiarized paper does no harm to science (Statement 18) (Table 3).

Statements describing subjective norms:

Post graduates (30%) and faculty members (38%) did not agree that they are sometimes tempted to plagiarize,
because everyone else is doing it (Statement 22). Majority of post graduates (54%) and faculty members (57%)
disagreed that they keep plagiarizing because they haven't been caught yet (Statement 23). Only 28% of post
graduates and 10% of faculty members felt that it is justified to plagiarize if they currently have more important
obligations/tasks to do (Statement 28) (p=0.014). 40% of post graduates agreed and 40% of faculty members
disagreed that sometimes it is necessary to plagiarize (Statement 29), which was found to be statistically significant
(p=0.001) (Table 3).

Table 1: Mean scores for three attitudinal factors with ranges for low, moderate and high attitude for each factor.

Attitudinal factor Score Reference range
Positive attitude Low* 12-28
Moderate 29-45
High 46-60
Negative attitude Low 7-16
Moderate 17-26
High* 27-35
Subjective norms Low* 10-23
Moderate 24-37
High 38-50
* Favourable attitude from the academic integrity point of view.

Source: Vanja Pupovac et al. (2010).

Table 2: Mean scores for three attitudinal factors among Post Graduates and Faculty Members.

Attitudinal Factor Post Graduates Faculty Members
Positive Attitude 36.31 34.51
Negative Attitude 21.84 23.65
Subjective Norms 29.60 27.41
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Table 3: Distribution of answers (in % for N=162 participants) to the Attitude towards Plagiarism questionnaire

= Neither
= Strongly . agree Strongly
STATEMENTS g | Disagree | PN | nor | (R | Agree |G
8 N(%) 0 disagree 0 N(%)
o N(%)
Sometimes one cannot avoid using

1 other people's words without citing PG | 10(10.1) | 16(16.2) 6(6.1) | 61(61.6) | 6(6.1) 0.124
the source, because there are only so '
many ways to describe something F 1(1.6) 13(20.6) | 7(11.1) | 35(55.6) | 7(11.1)

It is justified to use previous

2 | description of a method, because the PG 0(0) 17(17.2) | 26(26.3) | 48(48.5) | 8(8.1) 0.003*
method itself remains the same E 0(0) 5(7.9) 6(9.5) | 39(61.9) | 13(20.6)

5 ts)e'f'P'aQ;ﬁflsmt'E ”0tfpl:r2'5hab'e . | PG | 10001) | 15152) | 13(13.9) | 50(809) | 11(1LD) |

ecause it is not harmful (one canno .

. P'aglagz_(f*?hpafts ofa paper may be PG | 19(192) | 27(273) | 15152) | 38(384) | 0©) | o
ignored if the paper is of grea .
scientific value F 13(206) 19(302) 6(95) 23(365) 2(32)

: Se'fjph'agl'af_'SThShOU'd not be PG | 5(51) | 20(202) | 24(242) | 44(444) | 6(61) |
punishable in the same way as :
Young researchers who are just
learning the ropes(beginners) should PG 8(8.1) 35(35.4) | 23(23.2) | 27(27.3) | 6(6.1)

6 receive milder punishment for 0.449
plagiarism F 10(15.9) | 17(27) | 16(25.4) | 18(28.6) | 2(3.2)

It one cannot write well ina foreign | pg | 1910.1) | 35(35.4) | 13(13.1) | 34(34.3) | 7(7.1)

7 language, it is justified to copy parts 0.014%
of a similar paper already published in '
that language F 14(22.2) | 29(46.0) | 8(12.7) | 12(19.0) 0(0)

8 | could not write a scientific paper PG | 12(12.1) | 30(30.3) | 18(18.2) | 38(38.4) | 1(1.0) 0.001*
without plagiarizing F 18(28.6) | 29(46.0) | 8(12.7) | 7(11.1) 1(1.6) '

9 Short deadlines give me the right to PG | 16(16.2) | 27(27.3) | 24(24.2) | 28(28.3) | 4(4.0) 0.356
plagiarize a bit F 15(23.8) | 22(34.9) | 9(14.3) | 14(22.2) | 3(4.8) '
When | do not know whatto write, I | pg | g(g.1) | 30(30.3) | 18(18.2) | 39(39.4) | 4(4.0)

10 | translate a part of a paper from a 0.010*
It is justified to use one's own

" previously published work without PG 9(9.1) | 39(39.4) | 23(23.2) | 23(23.2) | 5(5.1) 0,016
providing citation in order to '
complete the current work F 16(25.4) | 18(28.6) | 11(17.5) | 18(28.6) 0(0)

If a colleague of mine allows me to

1 | copy from hisher paper, I'm NOT PG | 19(19.2) | 21(21.2) | 19(19.2) | 31(31.3) | 9(9.1) 063
doing anything bad, because | have '
hisfher permission F 14(22.2) | 12(19.0) | 17(27.0) | 17(27.0) | 3(4.8)

13, | Plagiarists do not belong in the PG | 10(10.1) | 32(32.3) | 28(28.3) | 26(26.3) | 3(3.0) | ;1au
" | scientific community F 4(6.3) 11(17.5) | 13(20.6) | 28(44.4) | 7(11.1) '
The name of the authors who PG | 5(5.1) | 22(22.2) | 28(28.3) | 35(35.4) | 9(9.1)

14 | plagiarize should be disclosed to the 0.023*

scientific community F 1(1.6) | 15(23.8) | 6(9.5) | 30(47.6) | 11(17.5)

* statistically significant, PG=postgraduate, F=faculty
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Table 3: Cont'd

- Neither
= Strongly | . agree Strongly
STATEMENTS g Disagree Dll\sl?(gr)e € nor Q%E/e ()3 Agree vaIIDue
2 N(%) )| disagree 0 N(%)
e N(%)
In times of moral and ethical decline, | pg | 1(1.0) | 12(12.1) | 16(16.2) | 53(53.5) | 17(17.2)

15 | it is important to discuss issues like 0.197
plagiarism and self-plagiarism F 0(0) 2(32) | 7(11.1) | 41(65.1) | 13(20.6)

16 Plagiarizing is as bad as PG 9(9.1) 24(24.2) | 15(15.2) | 35(35.4) | 16(16.2) 0.008*
stealing/cheating in an exam F 0(0) 8(12.7) 6(9.5) | 32(50.8) | 17(27.0) | —

17 Plagiarism impoverishes(makes poor) PG 5(5.1) 14(14.1) | 19(19.2) | 47(47.5) | 14(14.1) 0.188
the investigative spirit F 0(0) 5(7.9) 11(17.5) | 33(52.4) | 14(22.2) '

18 A plagiarized paper does no harm to PG 11(11.1) | 40(40.4) | 23(23.2) | 19(19.2) | 6(6.1) 0.328
science F 12(19.0) | 29(46.0) | 12(19.0) | 9(14.3) 1(1.6) '
Since plagiarism is taking other
people's words rather than PG 14(14.1) | 33(33.3) | 26(26.3) | 26(26.3) 0(0)

19 . . 0.096
tangible(real) assets, it should NOT
be considered as a serious offense F 12(19.0) | 22(34.9) | 9(14.3) | 17(27.0) | 3(4.8)

20 Authors say they do NOT plagiarize, PG 1(1.0) 15(15.2) | 29(29.3) | 43(43.4) | 11(11.1) 0.774
when in fact they do F 2(3.2) 9(14.3) | 15(23.8) | 31(49.2) | 6(9.5) '

21 Those who say they have never PG 5(5.1) 18(18.2) | 32(32.3) | 26(26.3) | 18(18.2) 0.437
plagiarized are lying F 4(6.3) 11(17.5) | 13(20.6) | 24(38.1) | 11(17.5) '

29 Sometimes I'm tempted to plagiarize, PG 17(17.2) | 30(30.3) | 18(18.2) | 31(31L.3) | 3(3.0) 0.755
because everyone else is doing it F 11(17.5) | 24(38.1) | 10(15.9) | 15(23.8) | 3(4.8) '

23 | keep plagiarizing because | haven't PG 13(13.1) | 53(53.5) | 20(20.2) | 12(12.1) | 1(1.0) 0.064
been caught yet F 17(27.0) | 36(57.1) | 7(11.1) 3(4.8) 0(0) '

24 I work in a plagiarism-free PG 13(13.1) | 42(42.4) | 28(28.3) | 12(12.1) 4(4.0) 0.519
environment F 7(11.1) | 25(39.7) | 14(22.2) | 14(22.2) | 3(4.8) '

Lo . PG 18(18.2) | 24(24.2) | 18(18.2) | 38(38.4) | 1(1.0) *

25 | Plagiarism is not a big deal F | 15(23.8) | 25(39.7) | 10(15.9) | 10(15.9) | 3(a.8) | 2O
Sometimes | copy a sentence or two PG | 6(6.1) | 19(19.2) | 18(18.2) | 47(47.5) | 9(9.1)

26 | just to become inspired for further 0.245
writing F 4(6.3) | 21(33.3) | 13(20.6) | 21(33.3) | 4(6.3)
| don't feel guilty for copying

. verbatim(exactly the same words as PG 4(4.0) | 38(38.4) | 11(11.1) | 44(44.4) | 2(2.0) 0,056
were used originally) a sentence or '
two from my previous papers F 7(11.1) | 15(23.8) | 12(19.0) | 25(39.7) | 4(6.3)
Plagiarism is justified if I currently

28 | have more important obligations or PG 15(152) | 33(333) | 22(22.2) | 28(283) | 1(L0) 0.014*
tasks to do F 13(20.6) | 31(49.2) | 10(15.9) | 6(9.5) 3(4.8)

29 Sometimes it is necessary to PG 6(6.1) 21(21.2) | 18(18.2) | 40(40.4) | 14(14.1) 0.001*
plagiarize F 12(19.0) | 25(39.7) | 11(17.5) | 10(15.9) | 5(7.9) '

* statistically significant, PG=postgraduate, F=faculty

DISCUSSION:
Plagiarism is the usage of ideas, text, data, etc. without acknowledgment of the owner of the intellectual property (K.
Satyanarayana, 2010). The term plagiarism is usually used to refer to the theft of words or ideas, beyond what would
normally be regarded as general knowledge (Chris Park, 2003). The common types of plagiarism include: (i) use of
data from an earlier publication, (ii) reproduction of Tables or Figures from an earlier article, (iii) publish similar
articles with subgroups of data previously analyzed, discussed and published as a larger group, (iv) publish
same/similar data repeatedly, (v) publish same/similar article in a local and also in an international journal with
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same/different authorship, etc (K. Satyanarayana, 2010). Studies of academic dishonesty amongst students have
often focused on the types of behaviours and practices they are likely to engage in, including cheating on tests and
assignments, falsification of data, plagiarism, inappropriate use of resources, taking credit for work done by others
(Chris Park, 2003). Though many studies on plagiarism have already been published abroad, in India, research on
this topic has been meagre.

In the present study, moderate scores were obtained in all three categories among both postgraduates and
faculty members, consistent with the results of the study by Vanja Pupovac et al (2010), Mary Shimi et al (2014)
and Shubham Jain et al (2015). This could be because of the lack of adequate awareness about plagiarism.
Postgraduates (35%) and faculty members (51%) agreed that plagiarizing is as bad as stealing/cheating in an exam.
As post graduates are still in the learning stage they may not consider plagiarism to be an important issue and few
may even be ignorant about this concept.

In the present study, faculty members (46%) and postgraduates (30%) disagreed that they could not write a
scientific paper without plagiarizing. As per Vanja Pupovac et al (2010), 64% of university students, as per Mary
Shimi et al (2014), 42.8% of dental postgraduates and 52.9% faculty members; and as per Shubham Jain et al
(2015), 39% of dental postgraduates and 45% of medical postgraduates, disagreed for the same statement. The
difference may be because postgraduates lack experience and training in writing scientific papers which may compel
them to resort to plagiarism. Tshepo Batane (2010) and Diana R (2011) found the overall plagiarism rate to be
20.5% and 41% among university students respectively. The prevalence of plagiarism was 53.5% among medical
professionals and 87% among dental professionals as reported by Harkanwal Singh et al. (2014) and Dhulika
Dhingra et al. (2014) respectively. This reveals a higher level of plagiarism in our country.

Majority of postgraduates (38%) and faculty members (37%) agreed that plagiarized parts of a paper may
be ignored if the paper is of great scientific value. Majority of medical students (52.5%) and faculty members
(53.9%) disagreed for the same as reported by Farooq Rathore et al (2015). Whereas in studies conducted by Mary
Shimi et al (2014) and Vanja Pupovac et al (2010) there was no clear attitude It might be understood that they justify
and support plagiarism even though they know that it is wrong. A large proportion of the study subjects agreed that
self-plagiarism should not be punishable and if it is punishable, it should not be in the same way as plagiarism. This
reveals that the study subjects did not consider self-plagiarism to be as offensive as plagiarism since it involves
copying from their own previous articles.

In the present study both post graduates and faculty members were inconclusive (almost equal proportions
for all five options) regarding the penalties for plagiarism in contrast to a study by Paul E. Teplitsky (2002), where
the students gave equal, or more lenient penalties than faculty members for the same offense. This may be because
they did not consider plagiarism to be a punishable offence. Giving penalties for plagiarism could result in instilling
fear of punishment, which may help in preventing plagiarism. About 31% of post graduates and 27% faculty
members agreed that it is justified to copy from a friend's paper after taking his/her permission which is similar to a
study by Mary Shimi et al (2014) and it was 9% in a study by Diana R (2011). Majority of post graduates (35%) and
faculty members (48%) agreed that the names of the authors who plagiarize must be disclosed, which is similar in a
study conducted by Mary Shimi et al (2014). Disclosing the names of the authors may help to keep plagiarism under
control. These findings show that they justify plagiarism when done by themselves, but would be more strict if done
by others.

Majority of the subjects did not agree that they are sometimes tempted to plagiarize, because everyone else
is doing it. They also disagreed that they keep plagiarizing because they haven't been caught yet. Usage of
plagiarism detection softwares makes it easier to find cases of plagiarism. Almost half of the faculty members
disagreed that it is justified to plagiarize if they currently have more important obligations/tasks to do whereas the
postgraduates had mixed opinions. The work pressure of the postgraduate curriculum, in addition to lack of writing
skills may force them to plagiarize.

CONCLUSION:

The present study results show moderate attitudes of post graduate students and faculty members towards
plagiarism. Faculty members were relatively better informed and against plagiarism compared to post graduates.
Since post-graduate students are going to become the future professionals in the health care field, the lack of
awareness about plagiarism among them may have serious consequences. There by highlighting the need to address
the issue of plagiarism among students. If the practice of plagiarism is not taken care of, scientific research becomes
a mere repetition of previous papers and lacks originality.
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

Providing academic training to improve the scientific ethical writing skills, emphasizing the
consequences/punishment for plagiarism, encouraging original ideas through scholarships, giving less importance to
accreditation points for job promotions, usage of plagiarism detection softwares, establishing institutional review
boards and having a formal policy on plagiarism in all universities, are few of the recommended ways in which this
problem can be tackled.
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