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          Academic writing is quite distinctive and producing it requires high 

levels of language proficiency in general and sufficient knowledge in one's own 

disciplinary discourse in particular. This means that producing academic language 

is a hard task even for those students who write in their first language. Thus, the 

task would definitely be harder for those EFL students who write in a 

second/foreign language. This study explores the  way Iraqi L1 and EFL 

postgraduates write from their sources and whether the medium of instruction they 

are writing in effects their source use practices. It is hypothesized that Iraqi MA 

students in most Arabic and English departments throughout the Iraqi Universities 

tend to misuse their sources, and thus produce texts that contain high levels of 

textual plagiarism. In order to verify the above hypothesis, extracts from 20 MA 

theses written by Iraqi L1 and EFL postgraduates were selected for analysis. The 

analysis was based on a comparative reading approach where MA student texts 

were compared to their retrievable sources. Findings show that all the L1 and EFL 

writing samples contained language repeated from sources without attribution, a 

thing that reflects how dependent both groups of students were on their sources.    
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ذؼذ انكراتح الأكادًٚٛح َٕع يًٛز يٍ إَاع انكراتح .ٔٚرطهة إَراج َض اكادًٚٙ يضرٕٚاخ ػانٛح يٍ انكفاءج انهغٕٚح تشكم ػاو ٔيؼشفح      

الاكادًٚٙ انخاص نكم فشع اكادًٚٙ. ْٔزا ٚؼُٙ أٌ َراج نغح أكادًٚٛح يًٓح طؼثح زرٗ تانُضثح نهطلاب انزٍٚ ٚكرثٌٕ كافٛح فٙ انخطاب 

ح أ اخُثٛح. تهغرٓى الأٔنٗ. ٔتانرانٙ ، صركٌٕ انًًٓح تانرأكٛذ أكثش طؼٕتح تانُضثح نطلاب انهغح الإَدهٛزٚح كهغح أخُثٛح انزٍٚ ٚكرثٌٕ تانغح ثاَٛ

ساصح نهكشف ػٍ انطشٚمح انرٙ ٚكرة تٓا انخشٚدٌٕ انؼشالٌٕٛ فٙ الضاو انهغح انؼشتٛح ٔانهغح الإَدهٛزٚح يٍ يظادسْى ٔيا إرا ذٓذف ْزِ انذ

كاَد نغح انكراتح  انرٙ ٚكرثٌٕ تٓا ذؤثش ػهٗ ؽشٚمح كراترٓى يٍ انًظادس. نمذ افرشػد انذساصح تاٌ ؽلاب انًاخضرٛش انؼشالٍٛٛ فٙ يؼظى 

تٛح ٔالإَدهٛزٚح فٙ خًٛغ أَساء اندايؼاخ انؼشالٛح ًٚٛهٌٕ إنٗ إصاءج اصرخذاو يظادسْى، ٔتانرانٙ إَراج َظٕص ذسرٕ٘ ألضاو انهغح انؼش

(َظا يٍ سصائم انًاخضرٛش كرثٓا ؽلاب انذساصاخ 02ػهٗ يضرٕٚاخ ػانٛح يٍ الاَرسال انُظٙ. نغشع انرسمك يٍ ْزِ انفشػٛح ذى ذسهٛم )

ح ٔالاَكهٛزٚح ٔيٍ يخرهف اندايؼاخ انؼشالٛح. اػرًذ انرسهٛم ػهٗ َٓح انمشاءج انًماسَح زٛث ذًد يماسَح انؼهٛا فٙ الضاو انهغح انؼشتٛ

ازرٕخ ػهٗ نغح يكشسج  L1 ٔ EFL َظٕص ؽلاب انًاخضرٛش يغ يظادسْا انماتهح نلاصرشخاع. ذظٓش انُرائح أٌ خًٛغ ػُٛاخ انكراتح فٙ

 .ذٖ اػرًاد كلا انًدًٕػرٍٛ يٍ انطلاب ػهٗ يظادسْىيٍ يظادس دٌٔ إصُاد ، ْٕٔ انشٙء انز٘ ٚؼكش ي

 الاَرسال انُظٙ, انكراتح انرشلٛؼٛح, انكراتح الاكادًٚٛح, انركشاس انغٛش يٕثكالكلمات المفتاحية: 

 

INTRODUCTION 

     Academic writing is a cumulative skill that develops gradually from the early stages of education till 

the quite advanced ones. It is a skill that builds on an essential feature of academic writing which is 

writing from sources. Being able to write from sources requires high levels of language proficiency, not to 

mention advanced knowledge of academic writing techniques, such as paraphrasing and summarizing. 

Both of these two requirements are believed to assist academic writers to write from their sources instead 

of copying directly from them (Liu, 2005; Shi,2004; Flowerdew,2007). 

     However, not being able to write from sources in an academic way can lead some writers to commit 

what is called "textual plagiarism". Textual plagiarism is, thus, a type of source use that involves copying 

someone else's words or ideas and pasting them as if it is the writer's own words or ideas (Pecorari,2008). 

While dealing with sources is an unavoidable step in academic writing, false documentation, and direct 

copying are misbehaviors that should be avoided by any academic writer (Howard, 1993; Pecorari, 2003; 

Coulthard, 2004).  

    Recently the problem of  textual plagiarism has reached an epidemic level within the Iraqi academic 

community in general, reaching quite high levels in the writings of novice academic writers in particular 

(See, Hussein, 2014; Hussein & Ali, 2015, Ali, 2020). What makes the matter worse is the basic fact that 

within the Iraqi educational context, Iraqi students in all the EFL departments throughout Iraqi universities 

receive a sufficient amount of lectures in academic writing and research methods both in their graduate 

and postgraduate studies, but still most postgraduates seem to find difficulty in documenting their sources 

and not to mention writing from them (Hussein & Ali, 2015). 

   Most students face difficulty in using certain academic writing techniques like summarizing and 

paraphrasing when writing.  Most of them tend to copy directly from their sources (plagiarism) rather than 

using quotation marks or block quotations. Others try to "patchwrite" (stitching one sentence together with 

another in order to piece together a paragraph) rather than summarize or paraphrase using their own words 

(ibid). The question that must be asked then is, what are the reasons behind this paradoxical state of 

affairs  ? 

    The answer might lie, the researcher believes, in the basic fact that  academic language is distinctive 

and producing it requires both high levels of language dexterity and a good control over the basic 

requirements of one's own disciplinary writing norms and conventions. This means that even if academic 

writers write using their first language, still the language used in their writings would contain terms, 
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expressions, and phraseology that are not used in daily life speech.  In this respect, Broudrou and Passeron 

(1994:18)  notably stated that "academic language is no one's mother tongue ". 

    If writing academically is considered a demanding task to those writing in their first language what 

about those who, literally write in a foreign one? Do those who write in a foreign language depend more 

on their sources than those who write using their first language ? 

   In other words, the current study aims at identifying how far does language relate to plagiarism ? 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

Textual Plagiarism vs. Patchwriting 

     The Mariam Webster online dictionary defines plagiarism as an act of "stealing and passing off  the 

ideas or words of another as one's own: use another's production without crediting the source". Similarly, 

the Oxford  online dictionary also defines the word as "the practice of taking someone else's work or ideas 

and passing them off as one's own." Like most traditional definitions  of  plagiarism, the above definitions 

cast the act in terms of wrongdoing and fraud . 

   Recently, there has been a shift in the way plagiarism is perceived, especially within the global academic 

community. This shift has been a result of extensive work and research carried out in the field of applied 

linguistics ( Howard 1999; Roig, 2001; Pecorari 2003; Chandrasoma, Thompson & Pennycook, 2004;  

Flowerdew and Li, 2007). Based on these extensive studies, the view on plagiarism in academic writing 

has shifted from being an act of theft and stealing to being a matter of language failure. 

    Plagiarism, according to this view, is related to the low levels of language proficiency which most 

novice academic writers are likely to suffer from. Plagiarism is, thus, a matter of language disability that 

could be pedagogically cured (Bloch,2007; Pecorari,2008; Howard, et al, 2010; Flowerdew,2007). 

      Based on this understanding, Pecorari (2008:4) classifies textual plagiarism into two types: the first 

which she terms "Prototypical Plagiarism", is defined as "the use of words and/ or ideas from another 

source, without appropriate attribution, and with the intention to deceive";  while the second type is based 

on Howard's (1993, 1995,1999) influential term "Patchwriting", and which is defined by Howard (1993: 

233) as "copying from a source text and then deleting some words, altering grammatical structures, or 

plugging in one synonym for another." Examples of the first type can be seen when students buy or 

download a ready-made research paper and submit it as if they have written it or students have their 

papers written by ghostwriters. As for the second type "patchwriting", it is best seen when students try to 

write from a source and due to the lack of language proficiency they copy with mild changes thinking that 

they are paraphrasing . 

   The fact that textual practices can vary from the act of copying large chunks of language and averring it 

to the one's self to the act of  inappropriate paraphrasing definitely brings to the conclusion that not all acts 

of plagiarism are intentional. 

    Accordingly, patchwritng can be viewed as an unintentional act of wrongdoing that most novice writers 

commit while trying to find their own academic writing style. In this respect, Pecorari (2008) notes that 

any human skill is never learnt in "a straight line from input to mastery" but there always seems to be an 

in-between stage that can help us master that skill. For novice academic writers patchwriting is this in-

between stage that they go through when developing their academic literacies, see Figure (1). 
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Figure 1: Patchwriting as a developmental stage in academic writing proficiency 

METHODS 

 Data Collection 

   The data consisted of (20) electronic MA theses written by Iraqi postgraduates during the years 2016 to 

2021. They were all available online as electronic copies and, the researcher also made sure that they were 

all available as hard copies in the students' university libraries. Because the MA samples were final drafts 

that have been academically approved and certificated by their universities, protecting both the students 

and their supervisors' identities was a priority. Thus, for the ease of reference and for anonymity each 

sample was given a code (Eng1- Eng10) for the EFL writing samples and (Arb1-Arb10) for the L1 writing 

samples . 

   The extracts chosen for analysis came from chapter two of each these, which is the literature review. The 

reason behind this choice was due to the fact that this chapter contains intensive use of sources and 

various types of citation forms. Accordingly, this chapter is expected to provide a considerable amount of 

insights regarding the way researchers use and employ source material . 

   The length of each written sample ranged between 12,000-18,000 words. The total number of words for 

the ten EFL portions was 147,045 with an average of 14,704 words for each extract. As for the total 

number of sources in the ten EFL writing samples,743 sources were used whereby 530 sources were 

retrieved. The total number of words in the L1 samples was 163,016 with an average of 16,301 words for 

each sample. Throughout all the L1 writing samples a total of 920 sources were used whereby 577 were 

obtained. Regarding the date of submission, all MA theses chosen were submitted during the years 2016 to 

2021. Details regarding the EFL and L1 textual samples are shown in the two tables below. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table (1) 
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 EFL Writing Samples According to Source Number, Word Number, and Date of Writing 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Writing Sample          Sources Used          Sources Obtained          Word Number          Submission Date           

______________________________________________________________________________ 

       Eng 1                                92                            63                           13, 728                    2019 

       Eng 2                                81                            54                           16, 742                    2016                              

       Eng 3                                66                            50                           12, 888                    2020 

       Eng 4                               102                           62                           15, 247                    2017 

       Eng 5                                 64                           51                           12, 400                    2021 

       Eng 6                                 72                           46                           14, 044                    2019                     

       Eng 7                                 68                           42                           15, 850                    2021 

       Eng 8                                 78                           57                           14, 128                    2018 

       Eng 9                                 59                           34                           15, 501                    2021 

       Eng 10                               61                           43                           16, 517                    2019          

       Total                                743                          502                          147,045                  ____ 

       Average                            74%                       50%                        14,704 

 

Table (2) 

 L1 writing samples according to Sources Number, Word Number, and Date of  Writing 

ـــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــــ  

Writing Sample           Sources Used        Sources Obtained        Word  Number            Submission Date                

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Arb 1                         109                               58                      17, 678                            2020 

Arb 2                           98                               56                      17, 459                            2018                              

Arb 3                          103                              72                      16, 096                            2017 

Arb 4                            82                              53                      16, 197                            2016 

Arb 5                            84                              61                      15, 433                            2015 

Arb 6                          116                              61                      17, 902                            2020  

Arb 7                            76                              52                      14, 843                            2019 

Arb 8                            87                              58                      16, 415                            2017          

Arb 9                            73                              49                      14, 043                            2016 

          Arb 10                            92                             58                      17, 124                            2017 

          Total                             920              577                     163,016                         ____ 

         Average                         92%                        60%                      16, 301      

Data Analysis 

The Comparative Reading Approach 

    Analyzing the textual data was based on a comparison reading approach that required not only reading 

but also comparing the texts written by students to that of their sources. Thus, the basic requirement for 

carrying out such a comparison was source identification. The identification of sources depended solely on 

the way they were listed in the thesis reference list and referred to within the text. Therefore, missed 

source attribution and ill documentation of sources were excluded from the investigation.  

   Another basic requirement was dividing up the writing samples into passages. For the ease of both the 

comparison processes and for the later quantitative analysis, the researcher divided each writing sample 

into passages each of which was determined by a source reference. Hence, the length of each passage 
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within the same writing sample may vary considerably from one another according to its in-text citation. 

Some passages might consist of 20-30 words while others might range between 200-500 words.  

     Due to the issue of source retrieving, not all the passages in the writing samples could be compared to 

their sources. A total of 394 passages, or 65% (from 602 passages), were compared in the EFL writing 

samples. As for the L1 samples, 448 or 66% of passages out of 664 have been compared to their 

retrievable sources.  

   Table (3) shows the total number of passages and the compared passages in each EFL writing sample, 

while Table (4) details the same information for the L1 writing samples. 

Table (3) 

Percentages of Compared Passages in each EFL Writing Sample 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

     Writing Sample                   Total Passages            Compared Passages           % Compared   

__________________________________________________________________________ 

         Eng 1                                             62                             43                                 69%           

         Eng 2                                             58                             42                                 66%                               

         Eng 3                                             61                             40                                 65%                                                      

         Eng 4                                             81                             52                                 64%                       

         Eng 5                                             44                             31                                70%                    

         Eng 6                                             71                             42                                 59%                     

         Eng 7                                             54                             34                                62%                                                                

         Eng 8                                             69                             49                                 71%                                                          

         Eng 9                                             53                             32                                 60%                           

         Eng 10                                           47                             36                                 76%                                                         

         Total                                            602                            394                               65%         

 __________________________________________________________________________ 

   

Table (4) 

 Percentage of Compared Passages in each LI Writing Sample 

_________________________________________________________ 

Writing Sample  Total Passages   Compared Passages        % Compared 

_________________________________________________________ 

Arb 1                       81                              57                                   70% 

Arb 2                       66                               46                                   69% 

Arb 3                       73                               48                                   65% 

Arb 4                        61                               42                                   68% 

Arb 5                       59                               38                                   64% 

Arb 6                       82                               52                                   63% 

Arb 7                        56                               34                                   60% 

Arb 8                       5 4                              39                                   72% 

Arb 9                        48                               32                                   66% 

Arb 10                      84                               60                                   71% 
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Total                      664                        448                                 66% 

_________________________________________________________ 

   After comparing the passages to that of their sources, identifying whether they contain textual plagiarism 

or not came next. This involved adopting an analytic framework that could quantitatively and qualitatively 

account for the intertextual relationships found between the compared passages and their sources. 

Pecorari's (2008) textual plagiarism model 

  To confirm the existence of textual plagiarism in the L1 and EFL samples, the three conditions in 

Pecorari's (2008) textual plagiarism model should be met:  

1. there should be a linguistic similarity between the student text and the source text;   

2. the similarity is lengthy enough so as not to be considered coincidental, as Pecorari (2008: 6) puts 

it "the longer the chunks of language that two texts share the greater the likelihood that plagiarism has 

occurred," and 

3. the similarity is not attributed, i.e. not signaled out by the use of  quotations (direct quotations and 

indirect quotations). If language is not attributed to  sources then any academic reader will infer that it is 

the writer's own language. 

    However, the presence of one or two of these criteria in a piece of writing is not enough for determining 

textual plagiarism. All three criteria should be proven to exist within a text for the label textual plagiarism 

to be applied to it. Consequently, what is of great interest to this investigation is the unattributed language 

similarities and any attributed language in the 20 writing samples are to be excluded.  

  In all the 20 samples, unattributed repeated language was relatively easy to identify. In trying to account 

for how pervasive this practice is throughout the textual data, quantitative measurements are required. 

    The analytic framework adopted provides a quite practical quantitative measurement which can help 

express unattributed language repetition found in each passage of a student writing sample in percentage 

terms. This is done by dividing the number of words which are in common between a student passage and 

a source passage by the total number of words in the student passage. For example, if a passage in one of 

the writing samples consists of (88) words whereby (68) of them are taken verbatim without quotation 

from a matching passage in a given source, then the percentage of unattributed language repetition will be  

68/88= 77%. 

   Figures (2) (3) (4) and (5) below show passages from four EFL writing samples (Eng5, Eng4, Eng3, 

Eng2) compared to their relevant sources. These samples hold respectively 100%, 65%, 47%, and 32% 

similarity with their sources. Words that are found similar between the two texts are underlined. 

Figure (2) 

EFL student passage with 100% language similarity with source.  
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Eng. 5/ Passage (4) Valor (2017:43-44). 

The discourse of advertising is characterized 

by two main communicative elements: 

information and persuasion. Even though 

both functions are necessary for an 

advertisement to be effective, most of the 

studies in this area have shown that 

persuasion is the major purpose of 

advertising, whereas informative function is 

thus minor to the persuasive one 

(Valor,2017). 

The discourse of advertising is characterized 

by two main communicative elements: 

information and persuasion. Even though 

both functions are necessary for an 

advertisement to be effective, most of the 

studies in this area have shown that 

persuasion is the major purpose of 

advertising, whereas informative function is 

thus minor to the persuasive one. 

   The passage shown in Figure (2)  contains (53) words, all of which were clearly located in a (53) word 

passage in the cited source. Applying the above quantitative measurement, the unattributed repetition 

would be 53/53  = 100%. Thus, passage (4) in the EFL writing sample (Eng5) holds a 100% similarity in 

language with its source.     

   As for the passage in Figure (3) below, 65% of its language can be found overlapping with a 

corresponding source passage without attribution. The passage has (43) words whereby (28) of them are 

found in common with a passage in the referred source. Thus, the rate of unattributed repetition found in 

the passage (1) in the (Eng.4) would be  28/43= 65%.  

Figure (3) 

EFL student passage with 65% similarity with the source language 

Eng.4/ Passage (1) Crystal (2008: 379) 

 

Crystal (2008: 379) defines pragmatics 

as the study of language from the 

viewpoint of users, especially with 

particular attention to the choices they 

make, the constraints they encounter in 

using language in social interaction and 

the effects their utterances have on some 

communicators. 

 

Pragmatics is the study of language from 

the point of view of users, especially of 

the choices they make, the constraints 

they encounter in using language in 

social interaction and the effects their 

use of language has on other participants 

in the act of communication. 

     

    Regarding the passages in figures (4) and (5) below, the similarities between them and their sources 

were both under the 50% level. The first holds 47% language similarity with its source, while the second 

only 32%.      

 

Figure (4) 
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EFL student passage with 47% similarity with source 

Eng.3/ Passage (14) Varttala (2001: 16) 

 

According to Varttala (2001), in Brown's 

and Levinson's work, the concepts of 

politeness are not to be  included in an 

analogous context as the kind of concept 

postulated by Grice.  Politeness is seen 

as distinct from such laws, and, thus 

considered as a social justification to 

deviate from Grice's 'asocial' standards 

for linguistic behavior. 

 

Brown's and Levinson  built their theory 

of politeness on Goffman's concept of 

face. In their  work principles  of 

politeness are thus not included within 

the same framework as the kinds of 

principles postulated by Grice. Instead, 

politeness is seen as distinct from such 

rules, indeed as a social reason to 

deviate from Grice's 'asocial' principles 

of linguistic behavior 

Figure (5) 

EFL student passage with 32% similarity with source 

Eng.2/ Passage (8) Munday, (2001: 17)  

 

Product-oriented DTS includes 

examining of a single ST with its TT or 

several TTs of the same ST. Function-

oriented DTS includes examining of the 

translation in the TL sociocultural 

situation, while process-oriented DTS 

attempts to describe what is going on in 

the mind of the translator while s/he is 

translating (Munday, 2000, pp16, 17) 

 

Product-oriented DTS examines existing 

translations. This may involve the 

description or analysis of a single ST–

TT pair or a comparative analysis of 

several TTs of the same ST (into one or 

more TLs). By function-oriented DTS, 

Holmes (ibid.) means the description of 

the function in the recipient sociocultural 

situation. 

    Of all the (394) compared passages in the EFL samples, a total of 67, or 17% are one hundred percent 

similar to the language of their sources. Ninety-five, or 25% of the passages reach the 50% level and 85, 

or 21% are under it. The rest of the remaining passages (147), which constitute 37%, all rang above the 

50% level. Table (5) details these results. 
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Table (5) 

Percentages of Language Similarity with Sources by Passages in the EFL Writing Samples 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

  Language Similarity                   N. Passages                Percentage to Compared                  

           (%)                                                                                  Passages   

___________________________________________________________________    

         100%                                    67                                      17%           

         90-99%                                 33                                         8% 

         80-89%                                 35                                         9%   

         70-79%                                 30                                         7% 

         60-69%                                 49                                       12% 

         50-59%                                 95                                       25%                    

         40-49%                                 31                                         8%                                                                                                

         30-39%                                 27                                         7%                                                                                          

         20-29%                                 15                                         4%                                                        

          5-19%                                  12                                         3% 

          0-5%                                      0                                         0 %                                                                                      

         Total                                    394                                     100%     

 __________________________________________________________________________ 

   Whether above, under, or at the 50% level, all the passages shown in the figures contained unattributed 

language that can be traced back to sources. It is quite clear, though, that the way EFL students incorporate 

source language within their own reflects the lack of confidence to write autonomously. 

  However, even more common was the unattributed repetition found in the L1 writing samples. Like, the 

EFL compared samples, the L1 passages contained language repeated from their sources at various levels. 

Figures (6), (7), (8), and (9) are examples of passages coming from four L1 student writing samples and 

which, sequentially, hold 100%, 60%, 40%, and 30% similarity with their sources 

Figure (6) 

L1 student passage with 100% similarity with the source 

 

Arb.10/ Passage (1)  Anees (1975:176) 

ذرأثش الأطٕاخ انهغٕٚح تؼؼٓا تثؼغ فٙ انًرظم يٍ انكلاو,  

فسٍٛ ُٚطك انًشء تهغرّ َطما ؽثٛؼٛا لا ذكهف فّٛ , َهسع أٌ 

ً نٓزا  اذظال انكهًاخ فٙ انُطك انًرٕاطم لذ ٚخؼغ أٚؼا

انرأثش. ػهٗ أٌ َضثح انرأثش ذخرهف يٍ طٕخ إنٗ آخش . فًٍ 

لأطٕاخ يا ْٕ صشٚغ انرأثش ُٚذيح فٙ غٛشِ أكثش يًا لذ ا

 .(3) ٚطشأ ػهٗ صٕاِ يٍ الأطٕاخ

. يكرثح َٓؼح يظش إتشاْٛى أَٛش, الأطٕاخ انهغٕٚح( 3)

 576, 5975يطثؼح يظش, 

ذرأثش الأطٕاخ انهغٕٚح تؼؼٓا تثؼغ فٙ انًرظم يٍ انكلاو,  

هسع أٌ فسٍٛ ُٚطك انًشء تهغرّ َطما ؽثٛؼٛا لا ذكهف فّٛ , َ

ً نٓزا  اذظال انكهًاخ فٙ انُطك انًرٕاطم لذ ٚخؼغ أٚؼا

انرأثش. ػهٗ أٌ َضثح انرأثش ذخرهف يٍ طٕخ إنٗ آخش . فًٍ 

الأطٕاخ يا ْٕ صشٚغ انرأثش ُٚذيح فٙ غٛشِ أكثش يًا لذ 

 .ٚطشأ ػهٗ صٕاِ يٍ الأطٕاخ
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Figure (7) 

L1 student passage with 60% similarity with source 

Mohammad  (1998: 15) Arb 9/ Passage (3) 

 

ً انًاػٛحزهد َظشٚح انضشد،  ، خلال انخًضح ػشش ػايا

ً ٚسظٗ تاْرًاو  يسم َظشٚح انشٔاٚح تٕطفٓا يٕػٕػا

نٛش  تٍٛ الاثٍُٛٔانفشق ، انذساصح الأدتٛح يشكز٘ فٙ

أٌ زههُا َٕػاً  كًا نٕ كُا، تؼذ –فمؾ لؼٛح ػـًـٕيـٛـح 

دساصح الإَٔاع الأخشٖ ، ثى  ، ٔاطهُايٍ انمظض 

 ترغٛٛشَا ذسذٚذ يا ٚذسس ٔطفُا اندُش انز٘ ٚدًؼٓا إَُا،

ذضرخذو ذؼشٚفاخ خذٚذج نرخطٛؾ  : ٔزٍٛ، َغٛش يا َشٖ 

انًُطمح َفضٓا فئٌ انُرائح صرخرهف ، كًا ذفؼم انخشائؾ 

  انطٕتٕغشافٛح ٔانضٛاصٛح ٔانضكاَٛح .

 

، يُز انخًضح ػشش ػايا زهد َظشٚح انضشد

يسم َظشٚح انشٔاٚح تٕطفٓا يٕػٕػاً  انًُظشيح،

تٛذ انذساصح الأدتٛح،  تانغ ٔ سئٛضٙ فٙٚسظٗ تاْرًاو 

فسضة. ٔنكُُا  نٛش لؼٛح ػـًـٕيـٛـح  اٌ انفشق تًُٛٓا

, ٔزههُا َٕػا يٍ انمظضػُذيا لًُا ترغٛٛش يا َذسس 

َضرخذو ذؼشٚفاخ خذٚذج يٓى   ٔػُذيا   َغٛش يا َشاِ

ضٓا فئٌ انُرائح صرخرهف، كًا ذفؼم نرخطٛؾ انًُطمح َف

 . (5) انخشائؾ انطٕتٕغشافٛح ٔانضٛاصٛح ٔانضكاَٛح

( َظشٚاخ انضشد انسذٚثح, ٔالاس ياسذٍ. ذشخًح:  5)

 , 5998زٛاج خاصى محمد, انًدهش الاػهٗ نهثمافح, 

Figure (8)  

L1 student  passage with 40% similarity with source 

 

Arb 8/ Passage (12) AL-Baqylany (2001:247) 

 

يفٕٓو )انًكٙ كٌٕ  فٙ ذردهٗ الأيش طؼٕتح ٔنكٍ

 ذٕاػغ اططلاذ يدشد انرفضٛش فٙ كؼهى ٔانًذَٙ(

نهُثٙ )ص( فٙ رنك لٕل ٔلا فهى ٚكٍ  ,انؼهًاء ػهّٛ

ػهٗ ذمضٛى انمشاٌ ػهٗ ْزا انُسٕ  ُٚض , كًا ٔنىَض

 ػٍ( )صانُثٙ  ػذل اًَا ٔا ْز ركش أَّ ػُّٔلا اثش 

 نظٓش ٔاَرششٔنٕ فؼم  ٚؤيش فّٛ. نى يًا رنك لأَّ

 انطثة تٍ تكش أتٕ انماػٙ /نهمشاٌ الاَرظاس (0(

ذسمٛك د. محمد ػظاو انمؼاج, تٛشٔخ نثُاٌ, · انثاللاَٙ

0225 

 

 انُثٙ يٍ ٚكٍ نى يفٕٓو انًكٙ ٔانًذَٙايا تخظٕص 

 ٔلا أزذ   لال َض ٔلا ٔلا لٕل رنك فٙ انضلاو ػهّٛ

 ٔاَرشش نظٓش يُّ رنك كاٌ ٔنٕ خًؼّ أَّ سٖٔ

 اًَا ٔ ,فّٛ انسال ٔػشفد

 ٚدؼم ٔنى ,ٚؤيش فّٛ نى يًا لأَّ رنك ػٍ صلى الله عليه وسلمانُثٙ  ػذل 

 الايح. فشائغ يٍ رنك ػهى ذؼانٗ الله

Figure (9)  

 L1 student passage with 30% similarity with source 
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Arb. 7/ Passage (8) AL-Syuwtee (1990:198) 

 

, ار ٔسد ػٍ انثذل  يخرهف, انٗ زذ يا, الاصرثذال

ْٔٙ انظفح  انرٕاتغ فٙ انُسٕفٙ تاب  انثذليظطهر 

ٔانرٕكٛذ ٔانؼطف ٔانثذل ْٔزِ انرٕاتغ لا ٚشرشؽ فٙ 

, فٙ انٕظٛفح الاػشاتٛح اذثاػّانًرثٕع تم ٔلٕػٓا سفغ 

ا٘ فٙ انشفغ ٔانُظة ٔاندش, ٔانًطاتمح فٙ انرؼشٚف, 

 (.4ٔانرُكٛش, ٔانؼذد, ٔانرزكٛش, ٔانرأَٛث )

انضٕٛؽٙ )خ:  خلال انذٍٚ ,الأشثاِ ٔانُظائش ( 4)

ْـ( ذسمٛك ػثذ الانّ َثٓاٌ داس انكرة انؼهًٛح 955

 5992 -ْـ 5455:

 

انرٕاتغ فٙ  أزذ انثذلف,  الاصرثذال ػٍ انثذلٔٚخرهف 

, ٚدرًغ يغ انًثذل يُّ, ٔتذل انسشف يٍ غٛشِ لا انُسٕ

ٔلا  .ٚدرًؼاٌ أطلا, ٔلا ٚكٌٕ إلا فٙ يٕػغ انًثذل يُّ

 انًرثٕع تم ٚرثؼّ فٙ انٕظٛفح الاػشاتٛح. ٚشفغ

 

        Altogether, 448 passages in the L1 writing samples were compared to their sources. Fifty-five, or 

12% of the passages had 100% unattributed repetition; a total of 98, or 22% were at the 50% level. A 

hundred and forty (31%) were above the 50% level, while 155, which constitute 35%, were under the 

50%. Table (6) shows these results. 

Table (6) 

 Percentages of Language Similarity with Sources by Passages in the L1Writing Samples 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

Language Similarity                      N. Passages               Percentage to Compared                  

           (%)                                                                            Passages  

___________________________________________________________________ 

         100%                                        56                                   12%           

         90-99%                                     37                                    8% 

         80-89%                                     32                                    7% 

         70-79%                                     29                                     6% 

         60-69%                                     42                                     9% 

         50-59%                                     98                                   22%                 

         40-49%                                     44                                    10%                                                                                            

         30-39%                                     46                                    10%                                                                                       

         20-29%                                     33                                     7%                                                   

          5-19%                                      22                                     5% 

           0-5%                                        9                                      3%                                                                                      

         Total                                        448                                 100%          

 ______________________________________________________________   

      Though, the percentages illustrated in tables (5) and (6) did not account for all the passages in the 

writing samples, they do, to some extent, help in providing a clear picture on how dependent those two 

groups of student writers were on the language of the sources they were writing from . 

   As the two tables show, passages with 50% language similarity with sources seem to be the highest in 

both writing samples, 25% of the passages in the EFL writing samples, and 22% in the L1 writing 
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samples. However, figures also reveal that the two groups of writers differed qualitatively in the amount 

of language they used from their sources. While the EFL samples had 17% of its passages with 100% 

similarity with their sources, the L1 writing samples had only 12%. Also, the EFL samples had 37% of  

their passages with repeated language from sources above the 50% level, while the L1 samples had 32%. 

As for those passages that had repeated language which was under the 50% level, the EFL passages had 

21%, while the L1 passages raised to 35%. No passages in the EFL writing samples were found to have 

0% of language similarity with their sources, on the other hand the L1 writing samples had (9) passages 

that held 0% similarity with their sources. 

    It should be noted that unattributed language repetition found in the L1 and EFL sample passages only 

shows one side of the story. In order to answer the question of the study and determine whether textual 

plagiarism occur more often in the L1 or in the EFL student writing samples, this unattributed language 

repetition should be put in a larger context, i.e. the context of the textual data as a whole. This broad 

context can be reached by calculating a resulting percentage score for textual plagiarism in both types of 

writing samples and comparing them accordingly . 

Comparing Unattributed Repetition in the EFL & L1 Samples 

   After showing the percentage score of unattributed repetition in all the compared passages of the writing 

samples, an average percentage score for each writing sample can be calculated. This can be arrived at by 

dividing the sum of the percentage scores of all the passages that were compared in a given writing sample 

by the number of passages in that writing sample. For example the writing sample (Eng.1) had 43 

passages compared to their cited sources each of which contained unattributed repeated words that were 

expressed by percentages. The sum of percentages of unattributed repetition for the 43 compared passages 

was (1522). So, the total percentage score of unattributed repetition in the whole writing sample (Eng.1) 

can be calculated like this: 1522/43= 35% . 

   Table (7) details the percentages of unattributed repetition in each EFL writing sample. While table (8) 

shows the percentages of unattributed repetition in the L1 writing samples  . 

Table (7) 

Percentages of UR by the sample in the EFL Textual Data  

___________________________________________________________ 

  Writing Sample                   Passages Compared          Percentages of UR   

___________________________________________________________                                                                                   

         Eng 1                                 39                                     35%            

         Eng 2                                 41                                     37%                

         Eng 3                                40                                     31%                                                     

         Eng 4                                 44                                     43%                                                    

         Eng 5                                 38                                     61%                 

         Eng 6                                 41                                     47%                     

         Eng 7                                 35                                     64%                                                              

         Eng 8                                 43                                     50%                                                                                          

         Eng 9                                 35                                     59%                                                        

         Eng 10                               38                                    70%                                                                                      

         Total                                 394                                   50%          

______________________________________________________________________ 

UR: Unattributed repetition 

Table (8) 
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Percentages of UR by the sample  in the L1 Textual Data 

_____________________________________________________________ 

  Writing Sample               Passages Compared        Percentages of UR 

_____________________________________________________________                                                           

  Arb 1                                  57                                    46% 

         Arb 2                                  46                                    45%                                    

         Arb 3                                  48                                    69%                                    

         Arb 4                                  42                                    34%                                  

         Arb 5                                   38                                   52%   

         Arb 6                                   52                                   37%                                 

         Arb 7                                   34                                   44%                                  

         Arb 8                                   32                                   51% 

         Arb 9                                   39                                   59% 

         Arb 10                                 60                                   55%                               

         Total                                  448                                  49% 

    __________________________________________________________ 

    As the two tables show, the resulting rate of unattributed repetition for the EFL writing samples is 50%. 

This means that 50% of the language in the EFL compared passages is, approximately, repeated verbatim 

without attribution from their sources. On the other hand, the resulting rate of unattributed repetition is 

slightly lowered to 49% in the L1 writing samples. That is, 49% of the language in the L1 compared 

passages can be found in their sources. The findings of the data analysis are to be discussed next.  

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 

    Although, the two types of textual data may seem approximately equal in the amount of  unattributed 

repetition found in them, still the L1 writing samples differed qualitatively in the way repeated language is 

incorporated within its language. This can be easily identified through relating the average rates of textual 

plagiarism found in tables (7) and (8) to those rates found in tables (5) and (6). The average rate of textual 

plagiarism in the L1 writing samples (49%) comes mostly from passages that had language similarity with 

their sources at and under the 50% level (57% of the L1 passages had repeated language at and under the 

50% level), while the average rate of textual plagiarism in the EFL writing samples (50%) comes mostly 

from passages that contained language similarities above the 50% level (53% of the passages were above 

the 50% level.) 

    Thus, regarding the question of whether textual plagiarism occurred more often in the L1 writing 

samples or in the EFL ones, it has been found that both writing samples contained instances of language 

similarities that could be traced back to sources and at, approximately, the same level . 

     However, as mentioned above, most of the compared passages in the L1 writing samples contained less 

than 50% repeated language from sources, while most of the compared passages in the EFL samples 

contained repeated language above   50%. This finding may suggest that Iraqi L1 novice academic writers 

writing in their first language are more capable, roughly speaking, to incorporate the language of a source 

within their own language in a way that the repeated chunks would seem quantitatively lesser than their 

own language  . 

    Tables (7) and (8) also illustrate that the percentages of unattributed repetition varied considerably in 

both writing samples, ranging from 31% in the EFL sample (Eng.3) to 70% in (Eng.10) and from 34% in 

the L1 sample (Arb.4) to 69%  in (Arb.3). Similarly, recalling tables (5) and (6) one can notice that the 

percentages of unattributed repetition varied considerably from one passage to another. While some 

passages had 100% similarity with the language of their cited sources, the majority had less than or about 

50% similarity. This means that students not only copy verbatim from their sources but vary in the way 
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they incorporate source material within their own writing. This way of incorporating source language 

within one's own language is called "patchwriting" (Howard,1999.) 

 Patchwriting: a basic technique in writing from sources in the L1 and EFL writing samples   

    A total of 273 or 69% EFL compared passages (from the 394 passages that were compared in the EFL 

writing samples) represented   instances of patchwriting. As for the L1 samples, in all the 448 compared 

passages, a total of 282, or 63% were found patchwritten . 

   A possible explanation for this frequent use of patchwriting highlights an important claim argued earlier 

that academic writing is distinctive and producing it requires high levels of language dexterity and control. 

In an attempt to master it, novice academic writers tend to rely on their sources through patchwriting. 

Thus, for many, this type of source use reflects a transitional stage in the process of academic writing 

development and which needs effective pedagogical considerations. Through this stage, novice academic 

writers not only become familiar with academic writing styles and conventions but can master the 

discourse of the academic disciplines they belong to. 

    Thus, it would be fair to say, that patchwriting found in these writing samples reflect the large amount 

of effort both group of writers had put into trying to enhance their academic writing skills in general, and 

develop a well-recognized academic disciplinary discourse that could meet the expectations of their 

academic community, in particular. 

CONCLUSION 

    The paper reported the results of a Textual Plagiarism analysis carried out on 20 L1 and  EFL MA 

theses written by Iraqi postgraduates. The results showed that   all twenty writing samples contained high 

levels of unattributed language repetition from sources. In fact, it was quite evident from the initial 

reading comparison that student's texts held overlaps with the language of their sources and that these 

overlaps varied considerably from one text to another. Some students tended to repeat large chunks of 

language from their sources while others introduced some kind of changes to the language of their sources 

before incorporating it with their writings. This alteration practice is called patchwriting, a type of source 

use that has been proven to be the most frequently employed type throughout the textual data . 

   However, it should be noted that the way Iraqi  L1 novice academic writers use source material was, to 

some extent, different from the way Iraqi EFL novice academic writers did. These slight variations in 

source use could be closely related, as discussed above, to language abilities. It was quite clear that Iraqi 

L1 students writing in Arabic face difficulties when writing from sources academically and that these 

difficulties are likely to be even more distinguishable for Iraqi EFL students writing in English . 

   Based on the findings of the data textual analysis, it is reasonable to claim, but with slight caution that 

textual plagiarism is probably a widespread practice among Iraqi MA students. To solve this conundrum 

of plagiarism that we are facing within the Iraqi academic community, we need to shift our perspectives 

on how we view plagiarism in students' academic writings. Plagiarism can not only be a result of 

deliberate cheating but it could be a result of students suffering from low language proficiency. Being able 

to write from sources is a cumulative process that needs intensive education and learning. So, instead of 

informing, warning, detecting, and punishing, teaching and developing academic writing courses would 

help solve this conundrum. The paradox that we are facing within the Iraqi academic community is a 

result of inadequate teaching curriculums that lack the focus on writing in general and academic writing in 

particular . 
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    Consequently, more research is needed in order to dig deeper into the causes behind this prevalent 

practice among Iraqi novice academic writers. Moreover real pedagogical steps need to be taken to 

account for patchwriting and to consider it a necessary step in the process of academic writing 

development. In other words, patchwriting should be viewed from a pedagogical perspective rather than 

being viewed as an act of fraud and wrongdoing   . 
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