Report on Semester 1 2004 Turnitin Pilot


Progress Report on the Turnitin Pilot 

Executive summary

The Turnitin Pilot in semester one went well but highlighted a number of issues that require resolution before the software can be used on a wider scale. Issues are mostly administrative – identifying models which minimise workload and maximise efficiency for staff and students -  and compliance issues in the implementation of university procedures for handling cases of plagiarism.

We are therefore extending the Turnitin Pilot through second semester on a similar scale to first semester, to allow these issues to be resolved. 

Increased participation is sought from the faculties of Law, Arts and Health Science.

At the end of Semester two we should have a model, with options and guidelines for each, which will allow the use of plagiarism detection software which is effective and sustainable. As well, significant awareness raising amongst staff and students is needed regarding the importance of academic integrity within the University of Tasmania.

The first semester pilot revealed the following:

· There were minimal difficulties with staff and student use of the Turnitin software.

· Support and administration requirements were adequately managed with the resources available, though administrative requirements may increase slightly over time.

· A need for significant awareness raising amongst staff and students regarding issues of academic integrity. 

· The need for greater compliance at the school level with University policy and procedures for managing incidents of plagiarism.

· That plagiarism detection software could have an adverse effect on staff workloads unless clear guidelines are provided. 

In summary, plagiarism detection software should be viewed as one tool in a broader approach to addressing issues of academic integrity. In late 2004 and 2005 more work will need to be undertaken with regard to compliance in the application of policy and procedures and consistency in the application of penalties.  A final report, with recommendations, will be brought to the November meeting of the Teaching &Learning Committee.
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Overview

The piloting of the plagiarism detection software Turnitin ran from 19th April till 18th June 2004.  The Pilot has been overseen by a Steering Committee comprising Christine Goodacre (Chair), Chris Carstens, Sue Mulcahy (Project Leader), Peter Dixon, Michael Edgar, Daniel Hulme, John Moore, Carey Denholm and Werner Hennecke.

· There were initially 16 lecturers, 17 units and approximately 1,400 students involved in the pilot. Each faculty was represented as well as units from 1st to 3rd year and from the Hobart, Launceston and Cradle Coast campuses.

· During the pilot 13 lecturers made use of Turnitin in 15 units with approximately 1020 student assignments submitted. Units from 1st to 3rd year were involved and from Hobart, Launceston and Cradle Coast campuses. Law was not represented in those participating and Health Science and Arts had very low numbers.

Summary details of participants and the communication strategy are contained as Appendix A.

Pilot aims

The pilot aimed to investigate issues related to:

· administration, resourcing and support of the use of Turnitin

· the use of Turnitin by students, staff and other stakeholders

· training of staff and students in issues related to academic integrity and plagiarism

Pilot evaluation

The pilot was evaluated by:

· investigating difficulties experienced by participants

· investigating workload implications

· analysis of enquiries to the Service Desk, FEU Help Line and CAVAL Help Desk

· feedback from training courses

· a questionnaire for student users of Turnitin

· a focus group of students that had not used Turnitin

· a focus group of staff participants

· Turnitin’s statistics report on submissions

What is Turnitin

Turnitin is a web based text matching system which compares submitted work to its data base of web pages, electronic journals and previously submitted works. Turnitin currently searches “an Internet database of over 4.5 billion pages…millions of published books and journals from ProQuest…over 10 million papers already submitted to Turnitin” (http://www.turnitin.com/static/tour/tour_master.html, visited 20/7/2004). Turnitin cannot differentiate between correctly cited quotes and plagiarised text, this must be done by the lecturer.

Turnitin’s analysis of a document uses colour to highlight text that matches items in its data base. It also allows the matching documents to be viewed, except where the document is a work submitted to Turnitin. If a document matches a previously submitted document, Turnitin provides the lecturer with information about the institution, course name, lecturer, lecturer’s email address and name of the matched document. It is the responsibility of the lecturer to contact the lecturer who submitted the matching document and request that they seek permission from the student who’s work has been matched, to view their document. In this way Turnitin protects the IP rights of the works submitted to it.

Turnitin provides a class summary of submitted documents according to the percentage of text matching against its data base. Lecturers are able to sort this list according to the reported percentage of matching text. A sample report can be found for reference in Appendix A.

Pilot findings and issues

Plagiarism at the University of Tasmania

· During the pilot, the level of plagiarism detected in units where students were unaware that their work was submitted to Turnitin approximated that reported in a 2002 study of 6 Victorian Universities – 14%. There is no indication from the pilot that the level of plagiarism at the university is significantly different from that present at other Australian Universities, although our official records of reported cases do not indicate this level of activity.

· The student focus group reported that some students are paying for assessable work to be written for them. Others are using senior student’s work either in whole or part to submit as their own. Students are copying from the internet to prepare assignments. The focus group participants were also aware of the Melbourne situation of students paying for someone else to sit the exam for them. There is no indication from the pilot that University of Tasmania students are not using the same resources (Carroll, 2002) as students throughout the world, in plagiarising work.

Legal issues

These have required clarification as part of the pilot, via the Steering Committee and this is in process, noting that there are no showstoppers. Issues have centred around student IP rights, the storage of students’ work on third party databases and the use of Turnitin reports as evidence in cases of alleged plagiarism.  These issues have been well canvassed elsewhere and legal advice has been sought and received from the University Legal Office, and Australian solicitors recognised for their expertise in this field, by CAVAL, the organisation supporting the use of the software in Australian Universities.  

Models of Turnitin use

Turnitin can be configured to present four different models of use.

· The lecturer submits assignments In three units students’ work was submitted to Turnitin by the lecturer. In these units the students may not have been aware of Turnitin’s use.
· Students can submit draft versions of their work and can view the Turnitin analysis of the document. This can be done as many times as the lecturer allows. Students can then submit a final version of their work and view Turnitin’s analysis of this document. This was the most widely used model during the pilot.
· Students submit their final version to Turnitin and cannot view Turnitin’s analysis of their document This model was used in two units.
· Students submit their final version to Turnitin and can view Turnitin’s analysis of their document This model was not used in any of the units during the pilot.
Plagiarism detection

· In two units where the lecturer submitted the student’s work to Turnitin, the rate of plagiarism detected was approximately that reported in the 2002 study of 6 Victorian Universities, 14% (O’Connor, 2003).

· The rate of plagiarism detected in units where students submitted their work to Turnitin was very low.

· In one unit where students could submit a draft to Turnitin and view the analysis of their document, the lecturer noted a few students using Turnitin’s analysis to slightly alter their work to avoid future identification of copied sections.

· Turnitin did not highlight all occurrences of plagiarism detected in units where the lecturer submitted the student’s work. However in two of these units, it highlighted the majority of plagiarism cases. Markers in these three units identified cases of plagiarism not highlighted by Turnitin, these were not identified by Turnitin because the relevant website was not included in Turnitin’s database and copied work had been paraphrased by students.
· Staff participants were surprised that the rate of plagiarism detected in large studies world wide currently shows no difference in plagiarism rates between domestic and international students. They agreed that it was easier for markers to identify plagiarism by non-English speaking students.
Impact on students and staff

· Student workload issues From the results of the student questionnaire over 70% of respondents took less than 5 minutes to setup or submit their assignments to Turnitin.
· Staff workload issues From the staff focus group, time required to setup the student assignments or to submit student work to Turnitin was minimal. Review of Turnitin’s analysis reports could be extremely time consuming if every occurrence of matched text was followed up.

Training issues

· Staff It was difficult to arrange convenient times to bring staff together from different schools for sessions, in order to benefit from economies of scale. Most training conducted during the pilot was on a one to one basis, which was resource intensive for the FEU and would not be sustainable in a full roll-out. The software was considered relatively easy to use when starting out. Configuring Turnitin to provide the appropriate model to students and appreciating what effect this would have on students was not intuitively obvious. Reading the Turnitin reports caused concern for some staff, in determining which papers they should investigate. Of even greater importance is raising staff awareness of plagiarism issues such as why students plagiarise, how it is done, how to design assessment tasks to minimise the opportunity for plagiarism, as well as information about university policies and procedures regarding plagiarism. Staff need to know issues such as “how much needs to be copied to be considered plagiarism”. Many staff are reluctant to spend time on non technical issues in training, preferring printed resources to cover these areas.

· Students There were few difficulties experienced by students using Turnitin, indicated by no requests being received by the Service Desk or FEU Help line. Participants in the focus group felt that first year students and particularly international students needed to be effectively inducted into the university’s policy on plagiarism and referencing standards. These students wanted information relating to plagiarism reinforced throughout the unit, not just in the unit outline and the first week of lectures. The focus group participants also reported that different schools required different referencing standards and that this caused considerable confusion for students. Participants in the student focus group were not aware of university procedures to deal with plagiarism, nor the range of penalties that could be imposed. The focus group students felt that the action which had most raised awareness amongst students of plagiarism issues was an email from a unit coordinator announcing that two students had been found to be plagiarising.

Support issues

As the limited number of support issues encountered by staff and students using Turnitin were not routine, the project leader handled them through the CAVAL Help Desk.

· Students encountered relatively few problems using Turnitin. Those that were reported included: difficulty accessing Turnitin via Macs, a list of recommended browsers and operating systems were provided by Turnitin; student file sizes too large for Turnitin due to the inclusion of graphics, maximum file size for Turnitin is 1.9Mb, resolved by removing graphics; students not able to submit multiple files to Turnitin, solution the files were concatenated into the one file.

· Staff also encountered relatively few problems using Turnitin, these included: issues with accessing Turnitin from a Macintosh; text files were only identified as such when the suffix .txt was added to the file name; Turnitin was not able to handle very early versions of Word documents, these had to be resaved in a new version of Word to be analysed by Turnitin; Turnitin failed to identify a piece of copied text from a website, the website URL was sent to Turnitin who included it in their “crawl list”, the contents of the site would be added to their data base within two weeks; two or more sources for a piece of matched text can cycle rather than being excluded when requested, this was a known problem and an individual request to reanalyse the document would have to be made to Turnitin, this problem was identified in test data used on the site and not reported in any student work.

Administration

· The administrative requirements centrally were minimal, although over time with the need to maintain records and provide reports, this could increase. 

· Staff involved in the pilot did not comment on any difficulty with the administrative responsibilities that they had.

Attitudes towards use of plagiarism detection software

· Students in the focus group felt positive about the use of plagiarism detection software, as it may influence the probability of those plagiarising being caught.

· Staff attending the focus group felt that the software could be used to deter academic misconduct; as a “sharp hook” for discussion about plagiarism; and, assist students improve their referencing. They felt it was very important that staff and students were clear regarding what could be expected of Turnitin, that it was just one tool. They felt it could be promoted to staff as a way of tracking down suspect material; as an initial tool for flagging obvious cases; and, that it would provide more confidence to staff marking work, that cases of plagiarism would be detected. They felt it could be promoted to students as one way of preserving the integrity of the award they receive and to give higher confidence that they will receive the mark they deserve relative to the rest of the group.

· Responses to the student questionnaire (with a 17% rate) indicated participants felt that Turnitin made the results of the assessment fairer (60%); they would recommend it to other students (45% with 37% neutral); that it would have the greatest impact if students knew assignment were being submitted to Turnitin 80%; students could view the Turnitin reports 80% and students always check their work through Turnitin before submitting 70%.

Proposal for second semester pilot

At the conclusion of the first semester pilot a number of issues required resolving before a wider implementation of Turnitin could be planned. These issues included:

· development of a model for use of Turnitin across the university. During the second semester pilot participants will be using the following models:

· for assignment submission, either staff will submit student assignment or students will submit their assignments, be able to view the Turnitin report and then resubmit a final version. This is equivalent to either an auditing or educational model.

· for determining which reports to review, staff will either check those reports that Turnitin indicates has 50% or greater text matching (represented by a red or orange icon), or a set number of reports chosen randomly from the documents submitted.

· awareness amongst staff and students and adherence to university procedures for handling cases of plagiarism – FEU staff are working with schools to familiarise staff with strategies for minimising plagiarism and to refer students to resources for academic writing and referencing.  Heads of School will be included in the second semester pilot through the opportunity to review the Turnitin reports of participants within their school.  The Library also works with staff and students in this regard.  In December this year (2 December in Launceston and 3 December in Hobart) the FEU will host workshops for staff on the application of penalties for plagiarism and strategies for minimising plagiarism by students.

· the inclusion of an offshore unit in the pilot and representation from all Faculties.
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Appendix B:  Pilot details

Original Participants

	School
	Unit code and campus
	Comments

	Government
	HSG101 – Hobart
	Unable to complete

	Visual and Performing Arts
	FFA102 – Hobart

FFA254/354 – Launceston
	Completed

Completed

	Accounting and Finance
	BFA306 – Hobart
	Completed

	Information Systems
	BSA101 – Cradle Coast

BSA306 – Hobart and Launceston
	Unable to complete

Completed

	Education
	EPF150 – Cradle Coast

EPF450 – Launceston

ESP220 – Launceston
	Completed

Completed

Completed

	Anatomy and Physiology
	CHG110 – Hobart
	Completed

	Law
	LAW101 – Hobart
	Unable to complete

	Agricultural Science
	KLA233/333 – Hobart

KLA396/496 – Hobart
	Completed

Completed

	Architecture and Urban Design
	KDA212 – Launceston
	Completed

	Computing
	KXA151 – Hobart and Launceston

KXA359 – Hobart and Launceston
	Completed

Completed

	Geography and Environmental Science
	KGG407 - Hobart
	Completed


Communication Strategy

	Event
	Date
	Comment

	Memo to HOS and A/Deans from Sue Johnston on high level Academic Integrity briefings
	22nd March
	

	Memo to HOS from Chris Goodacre, requesting nomination of units for Turnitin pilot
	23rd March
	

	Academic Integrity briefing conducted in Launceston and Hobart
	6, 7th April
	Attendance: Launceston 4, Hobart 18

	Pilot participants’ video conference
	30th April
	Attendance 10, Hobart, Launceston and Cradle Coast. Covered purpose of the pilot, legal issues and university plagiarism policy and procedures

	Information kits sent to participants
	3rd May
	Including documentation for staff and students on, university policy and procedures on plagiarism and academic integrity; Academic Integrity information and Turnitin.

	Email to participating HOS from Chris Goodacre
	3rd May
	Notification of who was involved in the pilot from the school. Provided information on university policy and procedures on academic integrity issues

	UniTas article on Turnitin Trial
	4th May
	

	Update information emailed to pilot participants
	19th, 28th April, 1st , 10th, 20th May
	Updates on new resources available through the Vista course and upcoming events.

	Email to participating lecturers, student evaluation questionnaire
	20th May
	77 completed questionnaires returned

	Focus group of students who hadn’t used Turnitin
	2nd June
	4 students attended, all in Hobart and all from the Faculty of Commerce

	Staff participants focus group
	28th June
	9 participants attended and apologies were received from 4 other participants
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