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Abstract

Concerned with intellectual theft, we decided to examine intellectual theft among undergraduates at a private
higher education institution. The aim of this study was to compare the act and frequency of plagiarism,
particularly between programmes, gender, year of study and academic performance. This study adopted the
quantitative approach, using a questionnaire to gather the students’ background information and the general
practice of intellectual theft. It was administered to 120 students, i.e. 30 students undertaking the Engineering, IT,
Management and Creative Multimedia programmes. For the purpose of this study, we categorised the
programmes into Technical programme (TP), i.e. Engineering and IT programmes (science discipline) and
Non-Technical programme (NTP), i.e. Management and Creative Multimedia programmes (non-science
discipline). This study found that the act of plagarising was prevalent in both categories of the programmes,
however, more prevalent among the technical programme students than the non-technical programme students.
We also found that the act of intellectual theft was more evident among the males than female, junior than
seniors and average academic achievers than high achievers. A comparison between programmes found
significant differences in the act of plagiarism among gender, particularly among the female NTP students,
among the Year 3 students and among the high achievers. No significant difference was found in relation to the
frequency of plagiarism between programmes and gender, but among the students who sometimes plagiarise by
level of study and by academic achievements.

Keywords: academic performance, intellectual theft, non-technical, plagiarism, seniority, technical,
undergraduates, unethical behavior

1. Introduction

Plagiarism is not a new term currently trending. It goes way back to 1732 when Benjamin Franklin in his Poor
Richard’s Almanac, stole the literary ideas of Jonathan Swift in the latter’s Bickerstaff Papers, which was written
in 1708 and 1709. Many writers of the era did not see anything wrong with stealing ideas from others. It was only
on April 10, 1710 that the world’s first Copyright Act, known as the Statute of Anne, was passed in London. This
Act, however, only provided protection for publishers, but not authors. It was later ratified at the Berne
Convention, Switzerland in 1886, by Britain in 1887, and later by the USA in 1989.

With this Act, many researchers began examining, among others, the perceptions, attitudes, behaviour and
reasons for plagiarism. The act of plagiarism or academic dishonesty was found to be prevalent among many
university students (Bisping et al., 2008; Brown, Weible, & Olmosk, 2010; Caron, Whitbourne, & Halgin, 1992;
McCabe & Treviio, 1997; McCullough & Holmberg, 2005; Smith et al., 2002; Paldy, 1996; Stebelman, 1998;
Wilson, 1999). Various determinants, including academic pachievement, academic major, gender and seniority
were also examined. Firstly, weaker academic performers, who may gain more from plagiarism (Bisping et al.,
2008) were found to plagiarise more frequently compared to students with better academic grades (Bisping et al.,
2008; McCabe & Trevifio, 1997; Smith et al., 2002). According to Mc Cabe and Trevifio (1997) explained that
higher achievers were found to be less likely to plagiarise as they have less to gain and more to lose. Secondly,
students’ act of plagiarism was found to be associated with their academic majors. Students in the technical majors
were found to plagiarise more frequently than those in non-technical majors (Harding et al., 2001; McCullough &
Holmberg, 2005; Newstead et al., 1996, other studies, however, presented contrary results. Harris (1989), Caruana
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et al. (2000), Park (2003), Smyth and Davis (2004) and Brown, Weible and Olmosk (2010) found that business
major [non-technical] students were more likely to plagiarise compared to those in non-business majors [technical].
Another determinant was gender. While most studies found that female students were constantly, albeit, not
consistently less involved in the act of plagiarism than to male students (Hendershott, Drinan, & Cross, 1999;
McCabe & Trevifio, 1997; Rocha & Teixeira, 2005a; Straw, 2002; Simon et al., 2004; Ward & Beck, 2001; Yang,
2014), other studies found that female students were more likely to plagiarise (Taylor Bianco & Deeter Schmelz,
2007; Mirshekary and Lawrence (2009). Roig and Caso (2005) and Bilic-Zulle, et al. (2005), on the other hand,
found that plagiarism rate is not significantly affected by gender. Another equally pertinent determinant was
academic seniority. Studies reported that while juniors tend to plagiarise more often (Baird, 1980; Bushway &
Nash, 1977; Haines et al., 1986; Smyth, Davis, & Kroncke, 2009; Rocha &Teixeira, 2005b), seniors were less
likely to plagiarise (Deckert, 1993; Mc Cabe & Trevino, 1997; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 2001; Rinnert &
Kobayashi, 2005; Sims, 1995; Smith et al., 2002). In general, the studies reviewed appeared to predominately
examine one or two determinants, and therefore this study will examine all four of the above mentioned
determinants, i.e. programme, gender, level of study and academic achievement.

With the advent of the internet, which only appears to exacerbate the act of plagiarising (Burton, Talpade &
Haynes, 2011; Groark, Oblinger, & Choa, 2001; Lehman & DuFrene, 2011; Oliphant, 2002; Thompson, 2003), it
is not surprising to find that plagiarism continues to prevail in higher academic institutions (Carroll, 2002;
McCabe & Trevino, 1997; Park, 2003). Faculty members, management team and stakeholders are gravely
concerned with the moral fibre of students who will be future leaders or captains of industries. A Google search
showed that, albeit researched extensively in the 80s to date, as noted by Lin and Wen (2007), it appears to be
extensively researched in various countries, such as USA, UK, Canada, New Zealand, Japan etc, there appears to
be limited studies that examined the act of plagiarism among student in the higher academic institution in the
Malaysian context. While Iberahim et al. (2013) examined students’ reasons for plagiarism, Smith et al. (2007)
examined students’ perception of contributing factors to plagiarism as well as relationships with students’
characteristics and Ting (2013) studied students’ behaviour and attitudes towards plagiarism. Mohd (2013) on
the other hand, examined the final year students’ views on various components of academic dishonesty, i.e.
cheating on tests, cheating on assignments and plagiarism. Iberahim et al. (2013) found that students plagiarised
because there appeared to be lack of instructors’ control, the irrelevancy of assignments/ materials to subject and
external, i.e. peer pressure pressure. Hence, it is not surprising that Ting (2013) found that students did not treat
the act of plagiarism seriously as reflected in their preference for lighter penalties, if caught plagiarising. Mohd
(2013) found female students cheated and plagiarised less often than males. Smith (2007) reported similar
findings of the act of plagiarism being associated with male students who are weaker academically and who are
less positive towards their studies. Apart from these studies, there appear to be no studies that examine the act of
plagiarism by students in the different programmes, specifically, technical and non-technical programmes as well
as students of different gender, levels of study, and level of academic achievement in Malaysia. Research has
shown that dishonesty in colleges is a predictor of unethical behaviour in subsequent professional settings
(Sierles, Hendrickx, & Circle, 1980). Hence, the need for continuous research is evident to examine the extent of
plagiarism among undergraduates and subsequently create awareness and empower academicians and
educational institutions to address this concern.

2. Research aims and questions

The aim of this research was to compare the Technical Programme (TP) and Non-Technical Programme (NTP)
students’ act of plagiarism, i.e. whether they plagiarise or otherwise and if they plagiarise, what is the frequency
or how often do they plagiarism. Thus the following research questions were addressed:

1) Is there a significant difference between the Technical and Non-Technical programme students’ act of
plagiarism and frequency of plagiarism?

2) Is there a significant difference between male and female students’ act of plagiarism and frequency of
plagiarism by programme?

3) Is there a significant difference in the act of plagiarism and frequency of plagiarism among students in the
different levels of study by programme?

4) Is there a significant difference in the act of plagiarism and frequency of plagiarism among students of
different academic achievement by programme?

4. Method

This study adopted the quantitative approach, using a questionnaire to gather background information of the
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students as well as their act of plagiarism, i.e. if they generally plagiarise or otherwise (a ‘Yes’ no ‘Question’)
during their course of study. The questionnaire also included a question that required students who reported they
plagiarise to indicate their frequency of plagiarism, i.e. to specify if the ‘always, sometimes, seldom’ plagiarise.
It was administered to students undertaking both the Technical Programme (TP) (science) and Non-Technical
(NTP) (non science discipline) programmes. The 120 participants were made up of 30 students from each
programme who are at varying levels of study their respective programmes. The largest proportion of students
are in Year 3 (58 students), followed by Year 1 (38 students), Year 2 (19 students) and Year 4 (5 students). Male
students out-numbered female students in the TP and vice versa in the NTP. Except for the one student who
recorded a low GPA of < 1.99, the remaining students are within the average GPA of 2.0-2.99 (TP: 50% students
students; NTP: 40% students) and higher GPA of 3.0-4.0 (TP: 48.3% students; NTP: 60% students) GPA levels.
A summary of the participants’ background information is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Background information of participants

Technical Programme Non-Technical Programme
(Engineering & IT) (Management & Creative Multimedia)
No (%) No (%)
Number of students 60 (50.0) 60 (50.0)
Male (n=60) 34 (56.7) 26 (43.3)
Gender Female (1=60) 26 (43.3) 34(56.7)
Year 1 (n=38) 30 (50.0) 8 (13.3)
Year 2 (n=19) 0 (0.0) 19 (31.7)
Levelof study g e 3 n=58) 27 (45.0) 31(51.7)
Year 4 (n=35) 3(5.0) 2(3.3)
<1.99 (n=1) 1(1.7) 0(0.0)
Academic 2.0-2.49 (n=19) 16 (26.7) 3(5.0)
achievement 2.5-2.99 (n=35) 14 (23.3) 21(35.0)
(GPA) 3.0 - 3.49 (n=45) 21 (35.0) 24 (40.0)
3.5-4.0 (n=20) 8 (13.3) 12 (20.0)
5. Results

Data gathered was analysed using the SPSS software and the results are presented in the form of both,
descriptive and inferential statistics, with the significant threshold set at 0.05. The results are presented in answer
to the research questions, i.e. firstly, the results for all 120 students, followed by the TP and NTP students’ act of
plagiarism and frequency of plagiarism.

Research question 1: Is there a significant difference between the Technical and Non-Technical programme
students’ act of plagiarism and frequency of plagiarism?

Table 2 presents the results of the TP and NTP students’ act of plagiarism.

Table 2. Act of plagiarism by programme

Act of Plagiarism

Yes No

No (%*) No (%*)

Type of programme Technical (n=60) 43 (71.7) 17 (28.3)
Non-Technical (n=60) 33 (55.0) 27 (45.0)

Total 76 (63.3) 44 (36.7)

*Note: Percentage refers to percentage within programme.

We can see in Table 2 that plagiarism appears to be a common practice among the students in both programmes,
particularly among the TP students (71.7% students), however, the percentage of students who plagiarise did not
differ significantly by programme, X*(1, N = 120) = 3.59, p = .06.
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An examination of the frequency of plagiarism between the TP and NTP students, found that although the act of
plagiarism is common among the students in both programmes, as seen in Table 3, it is not a habitual act. It
appears to be an act that is either sometimes or, seldom practiced.

Table 3. Frequency of plagiarism by programme

Frequency of Plagiarism

Always Sometimes Seldom Never

No (%*) No (%*) No (%*) No (%*)
Type of Technical (n=60) 1 (L1.7) 26 (43.3) 16 (26.7) 17 (28.3)
programme Non-Technical (n=60) 1(1.7) 13 (21.6) 19(31.7) 27 (45.0)
Total (n=120) 2(1.6) 39 (32.5) 35(29.2) 44 (36.7)

*Note: Percentage refers to the percentage within the programme.

The sequence of frequencies of plagiarising, by the proportion of students for the 76 (63.3%) students who
reported they plagiarise, appears to be is sometimes (32.5% students), followed by seldom (29.2% students) and
only a very small proportion of students, i.e. less than 2 per cent reported they always plagiarise. In general, the
NTP students appear to plagiarise less often, i.e. seldom (Seldom: 31.7% students) compared to the TP students
(Seldom: 26.7% students). In fact, the number of TP students who plagiarise sometimes (43.3% students) is
almost equal to the NTP students who do never plagiarise (45% students). However, similar to the insignificant
difference found in the act of plagiarising between the students in the two programmes, an insignificant
relationship was also found between the frequency of plagiarism by programme, X* (3, N = 120) = 6.9, p = .08.

Research question 2: Is there a significant difference between male and female students’ act of plagiarism and
frequency of plagiarism by programme? As seen in Table 4, the act of plagiarism appears to be more prevalent
among the male students (76.7% students) than the female students (50% students), and the relationship between
the act of plagiarism and gender was significant, X*(1, N = 120) = 9.2, p = .00.

Table 4. Act of plagiarism by gender and programme

Act of Plagiarism
Yes No
Gender No (%*) No (%*)
Male Type of Technical (n=34) 26 (76.5) 8(23.5)
(n=60) programme Non-Technical (n=26) 20 (76.9) 6(23.1)
Total 46 (76.7) 14 (23.3)
Female Type of Technical (n=26) 17 (65.4) 9 (34.6)
(n=60) programme Non-Technical (n=34) 13 (38.2) 21(61.8)
Total 30 (50.0) 30 (50.0)
Total 76 (63.3) 44 (36.7)

*Note: Percentage refers to percentage within type of programme.

When the act of plagiarism is compared by gender within programme, the difference in proportion of students
who plagiarise among the male is lesser than the female students. Approximately 77 per cent of the male students
in both programmes reported they plagiarise, however, the female TP students (65.4% students) appear to be
more involved in the act of plagiarism compared to the NTP students (38.2 % students), which conversely shows
that a larger proportion of the female NTP students do not plagiarise. The difference in the proportion of students
by genders and by programmes is not statistical significant among the males, but among the female students.
Table 5 displays the results of the Pearson Chi-square test.
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Table 5. Pearson Chi-Square test results for the act of plagiarism by gender and programme

Gender Value df Asymp. Sig (2 sided)
Male Pearson Chi-Square .002 1 967
Female Pearson Chi-Square 4.344 1 .037
Total Pearson Chi-Square 3.589 1 .058

A cross tabulation was also conducted to examine the frequency of plagiarism between genders in the two
programmes. As seen in Table 4, the results presented in Table 6 show a similar pattern, with male students
outnumbering the female students in their frequency of sometimes or seldom plagiarising (Male: >60% students.;
Female: < 40% students). As for the students who reported they do not plagiarise, the difference in the
proportion of students by gender is not as obvious among the TP students compared to the NTP students, with a
difference of approximately 50 per cent students.

Table 6. Frequency of plagiarism by gender and programme

Type of Programme

Frequency of Plagiarism Technical Non-Technical
No (%*) No (%*)
Male 0(0.0) 1(100.0)
Al
ways Female 1 (100.0) 0 (0.0)
Total 1(100.0) 1.(100.0)
. Male 16 (61.5) 8 (61.5)
Sometimes Female 10 (38.5) 6 (38.5)
Total 26 (100.0) 13 (100.0)
Male 10 (62.5) 12 (63.2)
1
Seldom Female 6 (37.5) 7 (36.8)
Total 16 (100.0) 19 (100.0)
Male 8 (47.1) 6(22.2)
Never
Female 9(52.9) 21 (77.8)
Total 17 (100.0) 27 (100.0)

*Note: Percentage refers to percentage within frequency of plagiarism and type of programme.

An insignificant relationship was found between the frequency of plagiarism, gender and programme. Table 7
presents the Pearson Chi-Square results.

Table 7. Pearson Chi-Square test results for frequency of plagiarism by gender and programme

Frequency of Plagiarism Value df Asymp. Sig (2 sided)
Always Pearson Chi-Square 2.000 1 157
Sometimes Pearson Chi-Square 212 1 .645
Seldom Pearson Chi-Square .002 1 968
Never Pearson Chi-Square 2.966 1 .085
Total Pearson Chi-Square 2.133 3 144

Research question 3: Is there a significant difference in the act of plagiarism and frequency of plagiarism among
students in the different levels of study by programme? As mentioned earlier in the methodology section, the
distribution of students per year of study was unequal, and therefore, to draw a more conclusive pattern, the act
of plagiarism within each year of programme is compared. Reporting of data will exclude the Year 2 TP (no
student) and Year 4 TP and NTP (small number of students in each programme) and therefore comparisons will
be made between the Year 1 and Year 3 students, particularly in comparing the students’ act of plagiarism by
level of study.
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Table 8. Act of plagiarism by level of study

Level of Study
Act of Plagiarism Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
No (%*) No (%) No (%) No (%) No (%)
Yes 31 (81.6) 13 (68.4) 29 (50.0) 3 (60.0) 76 (63.3)
No 7 (18.4) 6(31.6) 29 (50.0) 2 (40.0) 44 (36.7)
Total 38 (100) 19 (100) 58 (100) 5(100) 120 (100)

*Note: Percentage refers to the percentage within level of study.

A visual inspection of Table 8 shows that the act of plagiarism is more prevalent among the juniors (Year 1) than
the seniors (Years 2 and 3) and the inferential statistics of the Pearson Chi Square test found that the difference in
the percentage of students is statistically significant , X*(3, N = 120) = 10.0, p = .02.

The descriptive statistics of the students’ act of plagiarism by level of study and by programme is presented in
Table 9, however, analysis of data will exclude the Year 2 TP students, since there were no students in this level.

Table 9. Plagiarism behaviour by year and programme

Type of Programme

Technical Non-Technical
Act of Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Plagiarism No (%*) No (%*) No (%*) No (%*) No (%*) No (%*) No(%*) No (%*)
Yes (n=76) 24 (80.0) 0(0.0) 18 (66.7) 1(33.3) 7(87.5) 13(68.4) 11(35.5) 2(100)
No (n=44) 6(20.0)  0(0.0) 9(33.3) 2(66.7) 1(12.5) 6(31.6) 20(64.5) 0(0.0)

Total (=120) 30 (100) 0(0.0)  27(100)  3(100) 8(100) 19(100) 31(100) 2 (100)

*Note: Percentage refers to the percentage within year.

With a larger proportion of Year 1 students plagiarising, as seen in Table 8, it is not surprising to find a similar
pattern when we compare the students’ act of plagiarism by programme. We can see in Table 9 that more than 80
per cent of the Year 1 students in both programmes plagiarise compared to their seniors in Year 3. However, a
wider difference in the proportion of students who plagiarise is found between the TP and NTP Year 3 students,
i.e. the act of plagiarism prevails among the TP than than the NTP students (TP: 66.7% students; NTP: 35.5%
students). Except or the Year 3 NTP students, a larger proportion of Year 1 and Year 3 TP students
(approximately 60-80% students) reported they plagiarise The proportion of Year 3 NTP students who reported
they do not plagiarise larger (64.5% students). The Pearson Chi-Square test results presented in Table 10 shows
that the difference in the percentage of students who are involved in the act of plagiarism by level of study and
by programme, however, is statistically insignificant among the juniors in Year 1, but significant among the
seniors in Year 3.

Table 10. Pearson Chi-Square test results for act of plagiarism by level of study and programme

Level of study Value df Asymp. Sig (2 sided)
Year 1 Pearson Chi-Square 236 1 .627

Year 2 Pearson Chi-Square

Year 3 Pearson Chi-Square 5.613 1 .018

Year 4 Pearson Chi-Square 2.222 1 136

Total Pearson Chi-Square 3.878 1 .049

When the frequency of plagiarism was cross tabulated with the level of study, the results in Table 11 show that,
except for the Year 3 NTP students, who outnumbered the TP students who never plagiarise (NTP: 69% students;
TP: 31% students), a larger proportion of Years 1 and 3 TP students reported they sometimes or seldom plagiarise
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compared to the Years 1 and 3 NTP students.

Table 11. Frequency of plagiarism by level of study and programme

Level of Study
Frequency of Types of Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
plagiarism programme No (%%*) No (%%*) No (%%*) No (%*) No (%*)
Always Technical 1 (100.0) 0(0.0) 1 (50.0)
Non-Technical 0 (0.0) 1 (100.0) 1 (50.0)
Total 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0) 2 (100.0)
Sometimes Technical 13 (100.0) 0(0.0) 12 (63.2) 1 (100.0) 26 (66.7)
Non-Technical 0(0.0) 6 (100.0) 7 (36.8) 0(0.0) 13 (33.3)
Total 13 (100.0) 6 (100.0) 19 (100.0) 1(100.0) 39 (100.0)
Seldom Technical 11 (61.1) 0(0.0) 5(55.6) 0(0.0) 16 (45.7)
Non-Technical 7 (38.9) 7 (100.0) 4(444) 1 (100.0) 19 (54.3)
Total 18 (100.0) 7 (100.0) 9 (100.0) 1 (100.0) 35 (100.0)
Never Technical 6 (85.7) 0(0.0) 9(31.0) 2 (100.0) 17 (38.6)
Non-Technical 1(14.3) 6 (100.0) 20 (69.0) 0(0.0) 27 (61.4)
Total 7 (100.0) 6 (100.0) 29 (100.0) 2 (100.0) 44 (100.0)
Total Technical 30 (78.9) 0(0.0) 27 (46.6) 3 (60.0) 60 (50.0)
Non-Technical 8 (21.1) 19 (100.0) 31 (53.4) 2 (40.0) 60 (50.0)
Total 38 (100.0) 19 (100.0) 58 (100.0) 5 (100.0) 120 (100.0)

*Note: Percentage refers to percentage of frequency of plagiarism within level of study.

The inferential statistics presented in Table 12 shows that significant differences were found for never, seldom
and sometimes, but not always plagiarise.

Table 12. Pearson Chi-Square test results for frequency of plagiarism by year and programme

Frequency of plagiarism Value df Asymp. Sig (2 sided)
Always Pearson Chi-Square 2.000 1 157
Sometimes Pearson Chi-Square 19.105 3 .000
Seldom Pearson Chi-Square 8.808 3 .032
Never Pearson Chi-Square 14.205 3 .003
Total Pearson Chi-Square 32.213 3 .000

Research question 4: Is there a significant difference in the act of plagiarism and frequency of plagiarism among
students of different academic achievement by programme? An examination of the act of plagiarism among
students with different academic achievement, as presented in Table 13, found that average academic achievers
tend to plagiarise compared to high achievers. The difference in the percentage of students who plagiarise is
significant, X*(4, N = 120) = 15.9, p = .00.

112



www.ccsenet.org/elt

English Language Teaching

Vol. 9, No. 4; 2016

Table 13. Act of plagiarism by academic achievement

Academic Act of Plagiarism

Achievement Yes No

Levels GPA No (%*) No (%*)

Low <1.99 0(0.0) 1(2.2)
2.0-2.49 14 (18.4) 5(11.4)

Average 2.5-2.99 30 (39.5) 5(11.4)

High 3.0-3.49 23 (30.3) 22 (50.0)
3.5-4.00 9(11.8) 11 (25.0)
Total 76 (100) 44(100)

*Note: Percentage refers to the percentage within act of plagiarism.

As seen in Table 14, a further examination of the TP and NTP students’ act of plagiarism in relation to their
academic achievement found that all, except the one student with a low GPA, reported they plagiarise.

Table 14. Act of plagiarism by academic achievement and programme

Type of Programme

Academic
Act of Achievement Technical Non-Technical
Plagiarism  Levels GPA No (%*) No (%*) Total
2.0-2.49 12 (27.9) 2 (6.1) 14 (18.4)
Average
2.5-2.99 11 (25.6) 19 (57.6) 30 (39.5)
Yes Hich 3.0-3.49 14 (32.6) 9(27.3) 23 (30.3)
i
g 3.5-4.00 6 (14.0) 3(9.0) 9 (11.8)
Total 43 (100) 33 (100) 76 (100)
Low <1.99 1(5.9) 0(0.0) 12.3)
2.0-2.49 4(23.5) 13.7) 50114
Average
No 2.5-2.99 3(17.6) 2(7.4) 5011.4)
Hich 3.0-3.49 7(41.2) 15 (55.6) 22 (50.0)
& 2 (11.7) 9(33.3) 11 (25.0)
Total 17 (100) 27 (100) 44 (100)
Low <1.99 1(1.7) 0(0.0) 1(0.8)
2.0-2.49 16 (26.7) 3(5.0) 19 (15.8)
Average
Total 2.5-2.99 14 (23.3) 21 (35.0) 35(29.2)
Hich 3.0-3.49 21 (35.0) 24 (40.0) 45 (37.5)
i
g 3.5-4.00 8 (13.3) 12 (20.0) 20 (16.7)
Total 60 (100) 60 (100) 120 (100)

Note: Percentage refers to the percentage within programme.

A similar pattern of plagiarism being more prevalent among the average achievers is found among only the NTP,
but not the TP students. The average NTP achievers outnumbered the high achievers (Average achievers: 63.6%
students; High achievers: 36.4% students). In contrast to the difference in the proportion of students, which is
found to be not obvious among the TP students who plagiarise, it is on the contrary to the students who reported
they do not plagiarise; the high achievers who do plagairise outnumbered the average achievers within the NTP
group (High achievers: 88.9 students; Average achievers: 11.1% students). The inferential statistics of the
Pearson Chi-Square test results in Table 15 show that the difference between the TP and NTP students, in
relation to their GPA did not differ among the average achievers, but among the high achievers (GPA of >3.00).
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Table 15. Pearson Chi-Square test results for the act of plagiarism in relation to the GPA

GPA Value df Asymp. Sig (2 sided)
<1.99 Pearson Chi-Square

2.0-249 Pearson Chi-Square .090 1 764

2.5-299 Pearson Chi-Square 972 1 324

3.0-3.49 Pearson Chi-Square 3.813 1 .050

35-40 Pearson Chi-Square 4.848 1 .028

The results of the frequency of plagiarism in relation to GPA presented in Table 16 show that the high achievers
reported they plagiarise less frequently compared to the average achievers.

Table 16. Frequency of plagiarism in relation to the academic achievement

Type of Programme

Frequency of ﬁgﬁ?:\r,gi;em Technical Non-Technical
Plagiarism Levels GPA No (%*) No (%*)
Low <1.99 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
2.0-2.49 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Always Average 2.5-2.99 1(100) 0(0.0)
High 3.0-3.49 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
3.5-4.00 0(0.0) 0(100)
Total 1(100) 1(100)
Low <1.99 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
2.0-2.49 8(30.8 0(0.0
, Average 2.5-2.99 6 523.1; 11( (84).6)
Sometimes Hioh 3.0-3.49 10 (38.5) 1(7.7)
'8 3.5-4.00 2(7.7) 1(7.7)
Total 26 (100) 13 (100)
Low <1.99 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
2.0-2.49 4(25) 2(10.5)
Seldom Average 2.5-2.99 4(25) 8 (42.1)
High 3.0-3.49 4 (25) 8 (42.1)
3.5-4.00 4 (25) 1(5.3)
Total 16 (100) 19 (100)
Low <1.99 1(5.9) 0(0.0)
2.0-2.49 4(23.5) 1(3.7)
Never Average 2.5-2.99 3 (17.6) 2(7.4)
High 3.0-3.49 7(412) 15 (55.6)
3.5-4.00 2(11.8) 9(33.3)
Total 17 (100) 27 (100)
Low <1.99 T(1.7) 0(0.0)
2.0-2.49 16 (26.7) 3 (5.0)
Total Average 2.5-2.99 14 (23.3) 21 (60.0)
High 3.0-3.49 21 (35.0) 24 (40.0)
3.5-4.00 8(13.3) 12 (20.0)
Total 60 (100) 60 (100)

*Note: Percentage refers to percentage within programme.

In general, within each programme, there is no obvious difference in the proportion of average and high
achievers who reported they sometimes or seldom plagiarise, except among the NTP students who noted they
sometimes plagarise. This is more obvious among the NTP students (Average GPA: 84.6% students; High GPA:
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15.4% students) than the TP students (Average GPA: 53.7% students; High GPA: 46.3% students). However, in
both programmes, the high achievers outnumbered the average achievers: High achievers: NTP (88.9% students),
TP (52.9% students); Average achievers: NTP (11.1% students), TP (47.1% students). As for the students who
reported they seldom plagiarise, the difference in the proportion of students is minimal within each programme
and therefore, it is not surprising to find insignificant differences in the various frequency scales except
plagiarising sometimes. The Pearson Chi-Square test results are presented in Table 17.

Table 17. Pearson Chi-Square test results for frequency of plagiarism in relation to their GPA

CGPA Value df Asymp. Sig (2 sided)
Always Pearson Chi-Square 2.000 1 157
Sometimes Pearson Chi-Square 14.439 3 .002
Seldom Pearson Chi-Square 4912 3 178
Never Pearson Chi-Square 8.532 4 .074
Total Pearson Chi-Square 12.295 4 .015

6. Discussion and Conclusion

Discussion on the findings of this study is presented in answer to the research questions. To recap, the aim of this
study was to examine the TP and NTP students’ plagiarism behaviour and frequency of plagiarism.

The first research question addressed the TP and NTP student’s act and frequency of plagiarism. What was
obvious in this study was that the act of plagarising appears to be prevalent in the two programmes and albeit the
difference was insignificant, the number of TP students who reported they plagiarise outnumbered the NTP
students. This result appears to be consistent with Harding et al. (2001), Newstead et al. (1996) and, McCollough
and Holmberg’s (2005) findings, but contradicts Brown, Weible and Olmosk (2010), Caruana et al. (2000), Harris
(1989), Smyth and Davis (2004) and Park (2003). However, it ought to be noted that the students who reported
they plagiarised also reported that it was not habitual, rather it was a ‘sometimes’ or ‘seldom’ behaviour, which
could be due to the academic load or the nature of the programme. On the frequency scale, a significant
difference was found among the students who seldom and never plagiarise.

The second research question addressed the act and frequency of plagiarism between genders in the two
programmes. This study found that although no significant difference was found in the act of plagiarism among
the students in the two programmes, a significant difference, however, was found between the male and female
students, which contradicts Roig and Caso (2005) Bilic-Zulle, et al. (2005) who concluded that plagiarism rate is
not significantly affected by gender. The findings also contradict Taylor Bianco and Deeter Schmelz (2007), and
Mirshekary and Lawrence (2009) who found that female students were more likely to plagiarise. Consistent with
Hendershott, Drinan and Cross (1999), McCabe & Trevifio (1997), Rocha and Teixeira (2005a, b), Simon et al.
(2004) Straw (2002) and Yang’s (2014) findings, the act of plagiarising appears to be more prevalent among the
males than females in this study. A further cross examination of the act of plagiarism by gender and programme,
however, found that a significant difference was found only among the NTP female students. The difference in
the percentage of students who plagiarise at different frequencies by gender was also not significant.

The third research question was aimed at examining the plagiarism behaviours of students by seniority. It ought
to be noted that since the distribution of the student number per year of programme was unequal, we are unable
to draw a conclusive pattern of the students’ plagiarism behaviour within each year of the programmes. In
addition, for the purpose of discussion, Years 2 (no students) and 4 (1 student) of the TP students and Year 4 (1
student) of the NPT students were excluded due to the small group size. However, this study found an
association between seniority and the act of plagiarism. The act of plagiarism was more prevalent among the
juniors in Year 1 in both programmes than their seniors. Acknowledging the inconclusiveness of the result, it
appears to be consistent with Rocha and Teixiera (2005a), and Rinnert and Kobayahi (2005), who also reported
similar findings, i.e. junior students are more likely to plagiarise compared to their seniors. A possible reason
could be that they are more aware of the consequences or as they progress in their year of studies, their quoting,
citing and paraphrasing skills could have improved. Interestingly, a comparison the Year 3 TP and NTP students’
act of found that the senior NTP students, i.e. in the non-science disciplines were less likely to plagiarise
compared to the TP students in the science discipline. The inferential data showed that the difference in the
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percentage of students between the programme was statistically significant. Similarly, a statistically significant
difference was found among the students who sometimes or seldom plagiarise.

In addressing the final research question on the act and frequency of plagiarism in relation to the students’
academic performance, it was evident that the high achievers were less likely to plagiarise compared to the
average achievers. This finding is consistent with the findings of Deckert (1993), McCabe and Trevino (1997)
Sims (1995), Smith et al. (2002), Smyth, Davis and Kroncke (2009), and Rinnert and Kobayahi (2005). The
results also showed that high NTP achievers tend to plagiarise less frequently than the TP students, however, on
the frequency scale, this study found significant differences in the proportion of students who sometimes
plagiarise.

In general, this study clearly points to the fact that the act of plagiarism, albeit ‘sometimes or seldom’ is common
among the students in both programmes, it is pervasive among the TP than the NTP students. Thus, both the
faculty members and the university will need to address it before it becomes an act that is always conducted
among all students. With a considerable number of students who do not plagiarise, taking heed to this findings
and acting immediately to address intellectual theft before it becomes widespread is imperative. It is paramount
that the faculty members and the university raise awareness of the consequences of plagiarism among students
and take actions against perpetrators of intellectual rights.
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