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ABSTRACT

Background and objective: Plagiarism is defined as intentionally and without agreement presenting someone else’s ideas or
words, as one’s own work. Plagiarism by academics occurs due to the growing pressure to publish research, in addition to
increasing burden to publish in high-impact top-tier journals. The present study aims to implement a plagiarism awareness
workshop to Nursing Faculty members to introduce the plagiarism concept as one of research misconducts and to compare
between knowledge of Nursing faculty member pre and immediately post workshop.

Methods: The study was conducted at Faculty of Nursing, Damanhour University. Subjects: The study subject included 51
working full time nursing faculty members who agreed to participate in the workshop. Study instrument: the researchers had
developed a self-administered questionnaire which was designed to assess the nursing faculty member’s perceptions of plagiarism.
Results: The current study results showed that 55% of participants have fair knowledge about plagiarism as compared to 11.7%
whom knowledge level is poor. Also, it was found that the highest percentage of participants (96.1%) was among those who
refused plagiarism post workshop with a significant difference (p = .001) between responses pre and post workshop. Moreover,
the highest median of change (19.23) was among age group 40-50, while the lowest median (3.23) was recorded for the age group
30- with a significant difference between groups (p = .002). Regarding the participants’ titles, the highest median (20.69) was
among assistant professor while the lowest median (-1.72) was among clinical instructor with a significant difference recorded (p
=.050).

Conclusions: The current study findings concluded significant positive changes in the level of knowledge of the participants after
implementation of workshop.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Researches are performed to find the truth, and therefore
amongst the basic principles of responsible research conduct,
honesty is the major and most important one.'! Nowadays,
scientific writing and professionalism are not considered easy
tasks and they are hard processes as they demand visibility
and conciseness. Meanwhile, accuracy and integrity are fun-
damental components of scientific writing. Thus, valuable

scientific writing should be characterized by obvious expres-
sion and precision of what is being reported.”?! In scientific
writing, perhaps the most usually recognized unethical con-
duct is plagiarism.

Plagiarism is not considered a new matter; however increased
publicity and advances in disclosure strategies mean that the
possibility of plagiarism is more likely to be discovered."!
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Plagiarism is defined as intentionally and without agreement
presenting someone else’s ideas or words, as one’s own work.
This ranges from minor cases, such as messy paraphras-
ing, to major occurrences, such as intentional word-for-word
copying of someone else’s work without proper acknowl-
edgment.[*3] Different acts are considered plagiarism such
as failures either to cite quotations and borrowed ideas, or
to enclose borrowed language in quotation marks, or to put
summaries and paraphrases in your own words, or to submit
someone else’s work as your own.!® It also includes the
unauthorized use of ideas or unique methods obtained by a
privileged communication.!*’ Another form of plagiarism
is self-plagiarism which is known as duplicate publication,
which is, the publication of all or parts of one manuscript in
separate journals.[”]

Plagiarism by academics occurs due to the growing pres-
sure to publish research, in addition to increasing burden
to publish in high-impact top-tier journals.’®°! Sometimes,
plagiarism is conducted as a result of urgent dead time or be-
cause of poor academic writing skills especially if the writing
language is not the native language of the author resulting in
papers that are not clearly written and have grammatical er-
rors and consequently rejected by journals’ reviewers.!!0-12]
Another cause for plagiarism could be the major driver is
the ill-fated system of quantitative measurement of scientific
output, which has led to an intense increase of low qual-
ity researches, and a parallel increase of scientific journals,
especially in the area of life science.!

Many perceived barriers were found to change around the
management of plagiarism in faculties. These barriers in-
clude: a) the willingness of faculty members to process a
case of doubted plagiarism due to the time and load involved
in proving the plagiarism; b) the reluctance to become the
person who differs from others in common practice to “turn
blind eye” to some slight cases of plagiarism; c) the percep-
tion that the university is unwilling to deal with suspected
plagiarism and consequently the effort expended by faculty
members is likely to be useless in terms of preventing or
punishing plagiarism; d) a fear of jeopardizing collegial rela-
tionships with students by seeming and becoming severe due
to an emphasis on reducing plagiarism; e) a concern of dam-
aging the international reputation of the faculty or university;
f) and a further concern that such damage to reputation may
result in reduced international enrolments.?!

To overcome the previously stated obstacles, open discus-
sions are required in universities among administrators, fac-
ulty members, assessors, quality assurance professionals
and students to address plagiarism. Moreover, their aim
should be to develop common language addressing plagia-
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rism. It therefore seems appropriate to involve a range of
stakeholders within a study. Preventive measures addressing
plagiarism can be promoted at all levels involving activities
undertaken by a range of staff at course, school and university
level.!'! The majority of universities all over United States
of America and Europe put clear rules to prevent plagiarism
such as keeping good notes, referencing on the source mate-
rial and avoiding overuse of direct quotations. It is always
better to paraphrase and use general statements to support
arguments.l'* 131 Also, Editors, reviewers, professionals and
tutors should be alert to the possibility of plagiarism, rig-
orously check sources and consider the use of plagiarism
detection software.!6]

As advanced technology makes it easy to plagiarism to be
committed it make it easy to be caught as well.l’! External
reviewers are recruited by reputable professional journals to
ensure integrity and standards. Reviewers check the article
accuracy, being up-to-date, promote academic standard and
encourage evidence-based practice. There are many ways of
detecting plagiarism. Software such as Turnitin is commonly
used in the UK. Essays can be put through this system, which
indicates the percentage match found on the internet and the

sources of such information.!8!

Recently many international studies searched for research
misconduct generally and plagiarism especially, for instance,
Fanelli (2009)!'”! conducted a meta-analysis of survey data
on scientific misconduct, it was concluded that 34% of re-
searchers admit questionable research practices and 2% ad-
mitted to have falsified research. Also, Broome and col-
leagues (2010) studied the ethical concerns of nursing re-
viewers in an anonymous online survey of 1,675 nursing
journal reviewers. The researchers found that 21% expressed
concerns about duplicate publication or other forms of pla-
giarism.!'8! In Egypt, Belal and Springuel!' studied the
research in Egyptian Universities without discussing the pla-
giarism issue. Darrag, Youssri and Badreldin (2012) studied
academic dishonesty among students in higher education, the
researches found that there are significant levels of academic
dishonesty and the higher practice was working cooperatively
on individually assigned tasks.[>”) Other efforts, plagiarism
is discussed on the daily journals, for instance, Al-Masry
Al Youm published an article about plagiarism in Egypt in
which the journal interviewed the head of Egypt’s Academy
of Scientific Research and Technology who reported that
Egypt has the highest rates of research plagiarism. He also
stated that causes of this high percentage of plagiarism could
be a lack of writing skills among many research authors and
the lack of modern plagiarism detection software.!”!! Fur-
thermore, Elyan (2008) wrote that the lax rules governing
plagiarism and sometimes its absence in Egyptian univer-
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sities as well as the promotion and advancement of known
plagiarizers are major causes for high plagiarism rates in
Egyptian universities.??! In addition to Khaled (2008) who
interviewed the Dean of Beni Suef university and he reported
that from the causes of plagiarism in Egypt could be the lack
of funds and resources for research. Also, he stated that low
academic salaries could be considered as a cause./?’!

To the knowledge of authors, there has been no empirical
research that has either investigated plagiarism knowledge
among faculty members or examined some of its causes in
Egypt. Giving the fact that Egyptian academics are required
to publish in high impact factor journals and the new by-
laws!?*! issued in 2016 governing promotion for all tenure
academics affiliated in private or public universities set as
one requirement to check all presented papers against plagia-
rism and take a plagiarism free report from the centralized
Egyptians Universities libraries. Hence, the current study is
conducted to identify the level of knowledge that Faculty of
Nursing staff members have on plagiarism and to raise their
awareness to this concept that is to somehow new for them.

1.1 Aim of the study

The present study aims to introduce the plagiarism concept
through one-day workshop and to compare between knowl-
edge of Nursing faculty member pre and immediately post
workshop.

1.2 Study questions

The study question is: Is there a significant difference in
knowledge about plagiarism among Nursing faculty staff
members before and after implementation of a one-day work-
shop?

2. MATERIALS & METHODS

2.1 Research design
A quasi experimental research design was used to conduct
the study.

2.2 Setting

The study was conducted at Faculty of Nursing, Damanhour
University which is considered new faculty with active young
researchers. Also, both researchers work in the previously
mentioned setting.

2.3 Subjects
The study subject included 51 working full time nursing
faculty members who agreed to participate in the workshop.

2.4 Study instrument
After a thorough review of literature,[>>-! the researchers
had developed a self-administered questionnaire which was
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designed to assess the nursing staff member’s perceptions of
plagiarism.

The instrument was composed from three parts:

e The first part consisted of socio-demographic profes-
sional profile in six questions.

e The second part consisted of eleven questions in which
the faculty members were asked to answer questions
concerning their perceptions about plagiarism, the se-
riousness of plagiarism, and the frequency in practices
involving plagiarism. The eleven questions were on 4
points likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree
to 4 = strongly agree.

o The third part composed of two open ended questions
on the definition of plagiarism and measures to avoid
1t.

2.5 Methods

The study was conducted as follows:

(1) An official permission was obtained from the Dean of
the Faculty of Nursing, Damanhour University.

(2) The study instrument was designed by the researchers
after extensive review of related literature and its con-
tent validity was tested by five experts in the field of
the study. Accordingly, the necessary modifications
were done.

(3) Reliability of the tool was done using Cronbach’s Al-
pha (0.856).
A pilot study was carried out on 10% of the subjects
(n = 5 Nursing faculty members). They were conve-
niently selected and were not included in the study
subjects. It was used to ensure the clarity of the ques-
tionnaires, identify the obstacles and the problems that
may be encountered in data collection and estimate the
time needed to fill the questionnaires.

“

(5) Pretest was performed consequently the workshop day
was planned.
(6) Steps of application of the one-day workshop:

e Selection of Intended Learning Outcomes for the
workshop based on the participants’ needs and
aim of the study.

e Choosing the relevant active teaching strategies
according to the information presented.

e The workshop day was decided and the an-
nouncement was done prior to the workshop day
by one week at least by hanging advertisement
on the faculty’s building walls and by using the
“whatsapp” group of the faculty to notify about
the date, time and place of workshop.
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e Each day consisted of 25 or 26 participants, they
were divided into 5 groups and each group had 5
members.

e The teaching strategies carried out during the
workshop were: brainstorming, small group dis-
cussion, case studies about paraphrasing, and
role play.

e The outlines of the workshop were:

— Ice breaking and introduction

— Definition of research misconduct
— Definition of plagiarism

— Factors that leads to Plagiarism

— Types of plagiarism

— Causes of plagiarism

— Consequences of plagiarism

— Self Plagiarism

— Paraphrasing correctly

— How to avoid plagiarism
(7) After completion of the workshop, participants were

given the post test to answer it.

(8) The same planned workshop was conducted on two
different days. Due to the unavailability of partici-
pants and their busy schedules, the first workshop was
done at the summer holidays (September 2015) and
the second was held on the mid year holidays (January-
February 2016).

2.6 Ethical considerations

(1) An informed consent was obtained from all staff after
explanation of the aims of the study.

(2) Confidentiality, anonymity and privacy were assured
by not asking about their names on the test either pre
or post. Instead to ensure the encoding, the researchers
before starting the workshop numbered both pre and
post tests with the same number and gave them to the
participants.

(3) Participation was on voluntary basis.

(4) Participants were given the right to withdraw from the
study at any time without any drawbacks.

2.7 Statistical analysis

After data were collected it was revised, coded and fed to
statistical software SPSSIBM version 20. All statistical anal-
ysis was done using two tailed tests and alpha error of 0.05.
All discrete scores for items concerning plagiarism were
summed together and average score were calculated. The
total score was then categorized into accepting and refusing
plagiarism based on likert scale percentile method as those
who had a score less than 27, were considered accepting
plagiarism, others were considered refusing it. To identify
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the efficacy of intervention, score change percentage was
calculated by dividing absolute change from baseline to after
intervention score by baseline score then multiply by 100.
The awareness scale was divided into 3 categories (poor, fair
& good) based on the range methods which were used as
the score range = 36-9=27 the score cutoff range is 27/3
=9 so Poor will be between 9-(9+9) = 9-18, Fair between
18-(18+9) = 18-27 Good 28-36. Descriptive statistics in the
form of frequencies and percent were used to describe the
categorical data variables while scale data were expressed by
mean and standard deviation while score change percentage
were expressed as median with range due to skewed nature.
To test for differences at each scale item frequencies between
two study phases, Mc-Nemar test for repeated categorical
measures was used. Paired ¢-test was used to compare over-
all mean scores before and after applying intervention. For
other items and due to multichotomus response categories,
test of marginal homogeneity was used to compare answers
before and after intervention. Median score change percent-
age were compared between different sample characteristics
using Kruskal-Wallis test.

3. RESULTS

As shown in Table 1, the highest percentage (60.8%) of
participants was in the group age 40-50 while the lower per-
centage (13.7%) was aged 20 to less than 3, with an average
age 38.2. All participants were female. Regarding their title,
the lecturers received the highest percentage (66.7%) while
clinical instructors and demonstrators received the lowest
percentage equally (3.9%).

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of Faculty of Nursing
staff member who attended the workshop (n = 51)

Demographic data No %
Age (years)
20- 7 13.7
30- 13 25.5
40-50 31 60.8
Mean + SD 38.2+6.4
Gender
Female 51 100.0
Title
Clinical Instructor 3.9
Demonstrator 3.9
Assistant Lecturer 11.8
Lecturer 34 66.7
Assistant professor 7 13.7

Table 2 shows the level of knowledge of faculty members
about plagiarism. It could be seen that 55% of participants
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have fair knowledge about plagiarism as compared to 11.7%
whom knowledge level is poor.

Table 2. Frequency distribution of faculty members’ level of
knowledge about plagiarism

Plagiarism knowledge No (51) %
Poor 6 11.7
Fair 28 55
Good 17 333

Note. Poor: 9-17; Fair: 18-27; Good: 28-36.

It could be seen from Table 3, that in relation to faculty
members’ perception of their knowledge regarding plagia-
rism, it changed significantly (p = .001) between pre and
post workshop and received (100%) in the post workshop
phase. Regarding the staff understanding of plagiarism to be
wrong, again it changed significantly (p = .012) with a 100%
agreement post workshop. Another significant difference (p
=.001) was found in relation to plagiarism constituting copy-
ing from book without crediting the source with (96.1%)

of agreement in the post phase. As for faculty members’
responsibility for reporting colleague’s plagiarism, a signifi-
cant difference (p = .021) was noted between pre and post
responses and a (94.1%) agreed to be responsible on report-
ing their colleague’s plagiarism. Regarding the items of
knowing how to avoid plagiarism and easiness of avoiding it,
there were equal significant differences for both items (p =
.001) between pre and post workshop. In relation to self pla-
giarism, again a significant difference (p = .001) was noted
between pre and post workshop responses with a percentage
of (92.2%) of disagreement after the attendance of workshop.
A significant difference (p = .005) was recorded between pre
and post responses as for considering copying and pasting a
whole paragraph is plagiarism even if citing the reference.

As shown in Table 4, the highest percentage (96.1%) was
among those who refused plagiarism post workshop with a
significant difference (p = .001) between responses pre and
post workshop.

Table 3. Frequency distribution and test of significance between percentage of participants’ plagiarism awareness items for

pre and post test

Responses
Plagiarism item Pre-test Post-test p
No % No %
o Disagree 25 49.0 - -
I know what exactly plagiarism is .001*
Agree 26 51.0 51 100.0
o Disagree 6 11.8 - -
I understand plagiarism to be wrong .012*
Agree 45 88.2 51 100.0
Copying from a book without crediting the Disagree 15 29.4 2 3.9 001*
source constitutes plagiarism Agree 36 70.6 49 96.1 '
L . . . Disagree 8 17.4 5 9.8
Plagiarism is a serious problem at my university 273
Agree 38 82.6 46 90.2
Faculty members are responsible for reporting Disagree 11 21.6 3 5.9 021%
other colleagues’ plagiarism Agree 40 78.4 48 94.1 '
Faculty members perceive plagiarism to be Agree 26 51.0 20 39.2 o
acceptable Disagree 25 49.0 31 60.8 '
Asking or paying someone to write a Agree 9 17.6 5 9.8 250
paper/assignment/article for me isn’t plagiarism  Disagree 42 82.4 46 90.2 '
. o o Disagree 37 72,5 2 3.9
I know how to avoid committing plagiarism .001*
Agree 14 275 49 96.1
. . . o Disagree 29 56.9 6 11.8
It is easy to avoid doing plagiarism .001*
Agree 22 431 45 88.2
It’s ok if the writer “borrows” generously from  Agree 28 54.9 4 7.8 e
his/her previous work Disagree 23 45.1 47 92.2 '
Copy and paste a paragraph from other’s work ~ Agree 28 54.9 14 275 005+
with citing the reference isn’t plagiarism Disagree 23 45.1 37 725 '

Note. p: Mc-Nemar test * p < .05 (significant).
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Table 4. Test of significance between pre and post workshop participants’ responses in relation to the total scores of

plagiarism
Phase
Total score Pre-test Post-test p
No % No %
Accepting plagiarism (11-27) 21 41.2% 2 3.9% 001*
Refusing plagiarism (28-44) 30 58.8% 49 96.1%
Range 24-33 26-40 001+
Mean + SD 284+25 324+33

Note. p: Mc-Nemar test; *: Paired t-test; * p < .05 (significant).

Table 5 shows the test of significance between pre and post
workshop participants’ responses in relation to open ended
question. It could be seen from the table that the highest
percentage of participants either pre or post (100%, 70.6%)
respectively gave correct incomplete answer, while only (2%)
of participants responded with a complete answer, there was
a significant difference (p = .001) between pre and post work-
shop responses in relation to participants ability to define
plagiarism a complete correct definition.

It could be observed from table 6 that in relation to partici-
pants’ age group, the highest median of change (19.23) was
among age group 40-50, while the lowest median (3.23) was
recorded for the age group 30- with a significant difference
between groups (p = .002). Regarding the participants’ titles,
the highest median (20.69) was among assistant professor
while the lowest median (-1.72) was among clinical instructor
with a significant difference recorded (p = .050).

Table 5. Test of significance between pre and post workshop participants’ responses in relation to open ended question

Phase
Item Pre-test Post-test p
No % No %
Definition of plagiarism
¢ No answer - - 14 275 001
e Correct incomplete answer 51 100.0 36 70.6
e Correct complete answer 0 0.0 1 2.0
Measures taken to keep away from committing plagiarism
o No answer 27 52.9 26 51.0 .843
o Correct incomplete answer 24 47.1 25 49.0

Note. p: Marginal test of homogeneity; * p < .05 (significant).

Table 6. Median value and test of significance between percentage of responses’ changes between pre and post workshop in

relation to demographic characteristics

. Change (%) "

Demographic data — - - p
Minimum Maximum Mean SD Median

Age (years)
20- -10.34 48.15 9.74 18.12 6.67 002+
30- -13.33 23.08 3.79 11.53 3.23
40-50 0.00 66.67 21.25 17.10 19.23
Title
Clinical Instructor -10.34 6.90 -1.72 12.19 -1.72
Demonstrator 6.67 17.24 11.95 7.48 11.95 .
Assistant Lecturer -3.13 48.15 11.86 18.37 6.54 '
Lecturer -13.33 66.67 14.90 18.79 12.22
Assistant professor 14.81 36.00 25.40 8.45 20.69

Note. "p: Kruskal_wallis test; * p < .05 (significant).
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4. DISCUSSION

Plagiarism has been identified as a problem Since the 1600s,
it has been considered as ethical problem. However, this
problem is becoming more worrying with the use of inter-
net that allows students’ and researchers’ easy access to
plagiarism.!?8! Students have been the typical focus for re-
searches conducted on plagiarism as the committers of uneth-
ical behaviors, and less attention has been given to academic
researchers as possible contenders for such behaviors.!'!
Accordingly, the current study is conducted aiming to imple-
ment a one-day workshop to introduce the plagiarism con-
cept as one of research misconducts and to compare between
knowledge of Nursing faculty member pre and immediately
post workshop.

In general, the current study’s findings showed that over half
of participants have fair knowledge level about plagiarism
before the workshop. Plagiarism is considered a serious
problem all over the world and to have a fair knowledge
about it is not a good indicator for preventing plagiarism.
The fair level of plagiarism knowledge could be attributed to
the attendance of the faculty members to mandatory courses
in order to get promoted. These courses include research
ethics and international publications rules which also may
include some information about plagiarism. The same was
found by Ercegovac & Richardson 2004 who stated that the
cause of this finding is probably due to the concept of pla-
giarism itself which has several meanings based on various
contexts.??! This result is consistent with those of Fierz &
colleagues (2014)3% and Broom et al. (2010)3!! who ex-
pressed concerns about different forms of plagiarism. Find-
ings of the current study hence, agree with studies by Introna
et al. (2003),1321 Ma, Lu, Turner and Wan (2007)3 as well
as Yeo (2007)1**! who conducted their studies on students’
understanding of the concept of plagiarism and stated that
their level of understanding is still limited.

The current study revealed that significant changes in the
level of participants’ knowledge were recorded between pre
and post workshop implementation. This finding could be
attributed to the use of interactive teaching methodologies
that enhance the participants understanding by allowing them
to share in every part of the workshop either by group dis-
cussion, role play, brain storming and case study discussion.
The same was found by Zein ElDin (2014)53% who found
that interactive lecturing had a positive impact on students’
learning gains.

Although most of plagiarism items differed significantly be-
tween pre and post workshop, still some responses show
disagreements. As for perceiving plagiarism to be acceptable
above one third of participants found it acceptable. Also,
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more than 10% disagreed that it is easy to avoid plagiarism.
In addition to approximately one quarter of participants still
agree that copy and paste a whole paragraph even with citing
the reference isn’t plagiarism. This result could be attributed
to that the concept of plagiarism is still incomplete and vague
and is also considered a new one for faculty members. Fur-
thermore, nowadays they perceive plagiarism as a source
of penalty rather than a new concept that should be consid-
ered while writing. May be faculty members are anxious as
how to avoid plagiarism especially they stated many barriers
to be present like; language barriers and time constraints.
The same was found by Heitman et al who stated that when
providing formal Responsible Conduct of Research (RCR)
training, this can improve trainees’ knowledge of standards,
but still ensuring its effects on their practice and behaviors
remains unclear.*®! Many studies also found that faculties
have a poor understanding of plagiarism. They are found to
understand more examples of plagiarism but do not have the

skills to discriminate with less clear-cut plagiarism scenar-
i0s.[26.37.38]

The finding of the present study proved that the majority
of participants refused plagiarism post workshop. This is a
normal finding, as the plagiarism is not accepted because it
is a type of theft and a clear research misconduct. During
workshop, many practices were elaborated to the participants
as being a kind of plagiarism, because participants had the
concept that as long as they are writing the reference so it
is not a plagiarism. Also, they believed that paraphrasing is
only about minimum changes done in the statements and not
to be rewritten by their own words. This results is consistent
with those of Stes er al. (2007)) and Lee (2011)“Y who
stressed the necessity of providing academic development
initiatives including workshops and booklets to measure their
impacts on faculty’s academic integrity development.

The current study finding showed that after implementation
of the workshop still participants were unable to give com-
plete definition of plagiarism and nearly half of them couldn’t
state all measures to be taken to keep themselves away from
committing plagiarism. This finding is not surprising as still
the concept of plagiarism is new for them and requires more
elaboration. Also, plagiarism was not introduced in their
whole educational life either as students in the college or
even a faculty member responsible of providing research
under proper practice. The same was found by Foltynek et
al. (2013) who noted that academics struggle to identify
plagiarism in particular circumstances.[*!! This study finding
contradicts with those of Owunwanne ef al. (2010);*?! Baker
et al. 2008!*3 and Hochstedt e al. (2015)1** who stated that
faculty members have a consistent and stricter interpretation
of what constitutes acceptable academic behavior.
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It was found that older participants received the highest me-
dian of change rather than the younger one with a significant
difference between different age groups. On the same line,
Assistant professors had the highest median of change rather
than other different academic titles with a significant differ-
ence between groups. These findings could be attributed
to faculty members’ perceptions of the consequences and
likelihood of being caught may differ during their careers
as assistant professors and lectures in order to get promoted
with the new bylaws, they have to check all their published
articles against plagiarism and this is considered a new state-
ment in the bylaw and at the same time increase their anxiety
level for the process of promotion. The same was found by
Anderson et al. (2007).51 On the other hand, this result
contradicts with those of Martinson and colleagues (2005)!46!
who stated that the plagiarism scores for faculty did not have
significant difference among different age groups. The re-
searchers suggested that the age of faculty members and their
perceptions of plagiarism was not a predictor for or against

accepting plagiarism.

S. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The current study findings concluded significant positive
changes in the level of knowledge of the participants after
implementation of workshop.

Based of findings, the study recommended:

(1) Introduce training program for increasing awareness
of all faculty members as soon as they get recruited.

(2) Use of plagiarism detection software in order to iden-
tify the plagiarism. Accordingly, avoid it as soon as
possible.

(3) Further studies that include detection of causes of pla-
giarism are required and measures to deal with these
causes.
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