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Executive summary
The project has been completed successfully. The questionnaire in OMR format was developed and administered to the target groups of students (undergraduates at the Leeds University Business School (LUBS) and University of Sheffield Management School in the 2007/8 academic year). Students responded to the questions using a 5 point Likert scale (1 = “Never” to 5 = “Always”). Over 1,100 questionnaires were completed, providing a robust data set and valid statistical analysis. Multiple comparisons of the responses of subsets of respondents (different years of study, different institutions and the origins of the respondents {UK/EU and International}) were made. Comparisons were made both on the basis of the mean values and also by separating the respondents into two groups: those who indicated 1 (Never) and the rest who indicated 2 - 4. This latter analysis provided an indication of the extent to which the practices described were prevalent rather than the frequency with which respondents engaged with the practice.

Key findings
Few statistically significant differences emerged from the inter-year or inter-School comparisons; those that were noted were not systematic. This was not unexpected as the two Schools are in similar institutions and have a comparable recruitment profile.

By contrast, the comparison between respondents of UK/EU and international origin indicated a substantial number of statistically significant differences between these subsets of respondents. These differences were consistent across the two bases used for the comparison (Likert scale means and the proportion who responded “Never”) and systematic in that two broad areas could be identified where there is a difference in practice between UK/EU students and international students: “methodology” and “exchanging information”.
Overall, International students consistently work directly on a computer to a greater extent, transferring text into notes and final assignments. This increased use of ‘cut and paste’ techniques may indicate less facility at rephrasing or précising sources (most International students are working in a second language).

International students also work together more, being more likely to pass on completed assignments to trusted friends. This could be a reflection of cultural approaches derived from previous educational experience or a collective, mutually supportive approach arising from the social environment of studying in another country and language. More generally, the lower incidence of sharing among UK/EU students may be a reflection of UK culture, sometimes regarded as one of the most individualistic in the world; evidence suggests that other cultures are more collectivist and place greater value on working together.
Respondents were also asked the extent to which they perceived that others exchanged work. All respondents believed that others exchanged work to a substantially greater extent than they did themselves (typically more than 80 per cent believed that others exchanged final assignments, whereas no more than 40 percent did so themselves).
Discussion of the results with the student focus group provided qualitative indications that the quantitative data was valid:
Students’ approach to assignment preparation is often “paperless” i.e. on screen and files; a substantial amount of work is done directly on screen with text ‘cut and pasted’ into notes and final assignments. Even where text is “protected” there are ways around this such as printing and scanning and speech/text conversion software.

There are significant social pressures to exchange both notes and final assignments (more specifically to provide these “on request” to friends or members of the same social group to “help”).
Overall the results indicate that the practice of ‘cutting and pasting’ text into notes and final assignments is widespread. This is also the case regarding exchanging final assignments before the submission date. It is important that students be given guidance about the potential difficulties which can arise when doing this, particularly with the increased use of plagiarism detection software.

Additional funding has been made available for the project to be extended to obtain data from Australia which will generate an additional set of results, providing a valuable, alternative, international perspective; the results will be reported to the BMAF Subject Centre when available.

It is also planned to administer the questionnaire to students at Leeds Business School in Leeds Metropolitan University in 2008-9. The results generated will enable a comparison to be made between Business School students in Leeds attending different institutions; the results will be reported to the BMAF Subject Centre when available.

Project Report

Questionnaire development
The design of the questionnaire was the subject of substantive discussions; the initial design required substantial reconsideration to take account of the feedback from the student focus group. A single sided questionnaire with a series of questions which could be broadly grouped into two different areas was agreed to be the most appropriate format. These were:

· How students work, e.g. do they “cut and paste” text into assignments;

· How students work together, e.g. do they exchange completed assignments

The draft questionnaire was refined and modified after being brought back to the focus group comprising volunteers drawn from the LUBS Undergraduate Staff-Student Forum. The group met twice with the project leader to discuss how the questionnaire could best be framed and to explore the broad question of “how students work”, i.e. how do students compile assessed coursework and does this align with the expectations of staff. It was emphasised on the questionnaire and in the briefing that the questions related to individual assignments, not group work.
The meetings were extremely fruitful in that the opinions robustly expressed by students were that a questionnaire would be the most appropriate means of collecting data, but that this should be followed up by at least one subsequent meeting with the focus group to discuss the findings and explore these in some depth. This approach was agreed.

Discussions with academic colleges in LUBS with expertise in questionnaire design and decision making resulted in further modifications to questions 15 and 16. This was particularly helpful in that it emerged that these questions should be framed to explore what respondents believed that others did rather than asking what others did. The final form questionnaire (presented in Appendix 1) was tested on the focus group and subsequently used.
Questionnaire distribution and collection
The questionnaire was distributed and collected at the start of selected teaching sessions with the agreement of academic staff. Students were briefed (presented in Appendix 2) before the distribution of the questionnaire to ensure that they understood the purpose of the project and, particularly, that responses were anonymous and that there were no “right” or “wrong” answers; the project brief was to explore what they did without making value judgements as to whether this was appropriate.

The focus group recommended that although the questionnaire would be most appropriately distributed to LUBS level 2 and level 3 students at the end of Semester 1 (as scheduled in December). The pattern of assignments set for level 1 students was such that the questionnaire would best be distributed and collected from them at the start of Semester 2 (end on January/beginning of February). It was agreed to consider this and discuss it with the Module Leader for the first year module LUBS 1880 “Foundations of Management”, a career development module. The Module Leader suggested that the student’s academic and career development would benefit if consideration of the implications of the questionnaire results were to be integrated into the module. This was agreed; the questionnaire was distributed and collected from LUBS level 1 students on January 29-31.

Similar discussions with the University of Sheffield indicated that it would be more appropriate to distribute and collect the questionnaire to Management School students at the start of Semester 2, i.e. in the first two weeks of February.

This rescheduling of questionnaire distribution and collection did not affect the overall timetable of the project; all responses were collected and collated for detailed data analysis by the end of February as in the original project plan.
Dataset generation
Quantitative data was collected by means of Optical Mark Reader (OMR) format questionnaires using a Likert scale to assign numerical values to responses. This scale used values of 1-5 (1= “Never” and 5= “Always”); a well-established methodology which the project team has used successfully in previous projects. The collected questionnaires were read, generating an Excel database and a Speedquest® frequency report for each set of questionnaires read. These frequency reports provided an initial indication of the results and enabled an evaluation of the distribution of responses to be made to establish whether there were any unusual patterns in the quantitative data (for example a bimodal distribution focused at the extremes of the scales might produce a mean value near the middle of the scale which would not truly reflect the responses). In addition to the overall frequency reports (presented in Appendix 3), additional, separate reports were generated for each level and for UK/EU and International student responses. The latter are not presented, but are available if requested.
Statistical Analysis
The data in the individual Excel databases from each set of questionnaires was converted to SPSS format and combined into a single database. This was then interrogated using discriminators to establish if there were any statistically significant differences in the perceptions of different subsets of respondents. These discriminators included comparisons across institutions (Leeds University Business School and the University of Sheffield Management School), across different years and between “UK/EU” and “International” respondents. Gender was not used as a discriminator. Statistical analysis (details presented in Appendix 4) established significant differences between the responses of different groups of respondents. 

In addition to consideration of the mean values generated from the Likert scale responses, the data was reanalysed to compare responses separated into “Never” (1 on the Likert scale) and the rest (2-5 on the Likert scale). This analysis provided an indication of the extent to which the practices described were prevalent rather than the frequency with which respondents engaged with the practice. Given the nature of the questions and the project, this analysis provided valuable additional information about whether respondents had used the practices described at any time.
Findings

Methodologies used by students

The questions relating to the methodologies used by students were as follows:

2. I prepare notes by transferring text using “cut and paste”.

3. I work directly on screen from electronic copies of source material when preparing notes and drafts.

4. I “cut and paste” text into my final assignment.

5. I do not make notes or drafts; I work directly on the final assignment.

6. All my notes and drafts are hand-written, only my finished assignment is word-processed.

7. When I research an assignment on the internet I do this with others and we discuss it together at the same time.

8. I put notes in social networking sites (e.g. Facebook) where others can access these.
Full results are presented in Appendix 4.

The overall mean values for these questions were in the range 1.37-2.94. When the responses of different groups were compared, there were few significant differences between years or Schools. These statistically significant differences were not systematic and no substantive trends could be discerned. Analysis of the results on the basis of separating the response of “Never” (=1 on the Likert scale) from other responses, showed a similar pattern. It was noticeable that around 30 per cent of respondents ‘cut and paste’ text into their final assignment; around 85 per cent worked directly on screen from electronic sources; and around 50 per cent did not make notes, but worked directly on the final version. Nearly 10 per cent of students put notes into social networking sites.
International students consistently worked directly on a computer, transferring text into notes and final assignments to a greater extent. Mean differences in the range 0.24 to 0.40 were observed when the responses of international students were compared with those of UK/EU students. The increased use of ‘cut and paste’ techniques may indicate less facility at rephrasing or précising sources (most International students work in a second language; the UK/EU grouping was overwhelmingly from the UK).
Exchanging information

The questions relating how students exchange information were as follows:

9. I am part of an informal study group with other students where we exchange ideas about our work.
10. In my study group we exchange word-processed text e.g. by e-mail

11. I exchange completed word-processed assignments e.g. by e-mail with other students before submitting them.

12. I let someone I trust have my notes or draft work to help them with their assignment.

13. I let someone I trust have my completed assignment to help them with their assignment.

14. I ask other students to proof read my finished assignments to check the grammar and English.

Full results are presented in Appendix 4.

The overall mean values for these questions were in the range 1.49-2.11. When the responses of different groups were compared, there were few significant differences between years. These statistically significant differences were not systematic and no substantive trends could be discerned. Comparing the responses across Schools, there were some statistically significant differences, these were systematic in that respondents from Sheffield were more likely to work together (mean differences in the range 0.14 to 0.25). Analysis of the results on the basis of separating the response of “Never” (1 on the Likert scale) from other responses, i.e. identifying respondents who have done the practice described, showed a similar pattern. It was noticeable that 40-50 per cent of respondents exchanged electronic text within their study group; 30-40 per cent exchanged final assignments or let someone they trust have their final assignment before the submission date. Around 60 per cent let someone they trust have their notes or draft assignment.
International students worked together more, being more likely to pass on completed assignments to trusted friends. Mean differences for these questions in the range 0.21-0.37 were observed when the responses of international students were compared with those of UK/EU students. This could be a reflection of cultural approaches derived from previous educational experience or a collective, mutually supportive approach arising from the social environment of studying in another country and language. More generally, the lower incidence of sharing among UK/EU students may be a reflection of UK culture, sometimes regarded as one of the most individualistic in the world; evidence suggests that other cultures are more collectivist and place greater value on working together..
What respondents believed others do

The questions relating to what student believed others did were as follows:

15. I believe that other students exchange notes and draft work before handing in their own assignments.

16. I believe that other students exchange completed assignments before handing in their own work.
Full results are presented in Appendix 4.

The overall mean values for these questions were 2.72 and 2.42; noticeably higher than the individual responses to the corresponding questions. When the responses of different groups were compared, there were no significant differences between years or across Schools. Analysis of the results on the basis of separating the response of “Never” (= 1 on the Likert scale) from other responses, i.e. identifying respondents who have done the practice described, showed a similar pattern. All groups of respondents believed that others exchanged work to a much greater extent than they did (typically more than 80 per cent believed that others exchanged final assignments, whereas no more than 40 percent did so themselves).
International students did not believe that others exchanged notes or final assignments to the same extent that UK students did (73-82 percent as opposed to 84-92 per cent). This could indicate that UK students compare themselves with international students and vice-versa and be a product of the greater extent to which international students work together.
Conclusions
In developing questionnaires for students, valuable input can be obtained from consultation with them through focus groups. Colleagues’ input is also helpful in providing an independent assessment of the implications of the phrasing of questions (not always apparent to those involved in the project). The latter is particularly valuable when colleagues have expertise in how the framing of questions can affect responses.
The results were in excellent agreement when considered on the basis of the means derived from the Likert scale or the proportion of students indicating “Never” (Likert scale value 1).

When the responses from students at Leeds University Business School and the University of Sheffield Management School were compared the statistically significant differences centred around the second series of questions relating to how students exchange information. These were consistent and indicated that there was an increased tendency for students at Sheffield to exchange information (these differences were in the region of 0.2). Consistent with these differences, there was an increased tendency for students at Sheffield to research assignments with others (difference 0.26). This observation might result from different teaching methodologies.
When the responses from students in different years were compared, there were only five significant differences; there was no consistent or systematic trend in these differences so no conclusion can be drawn. It might be surmised that the lack of any differences between years indicates that students do not receive guidance that affects their practice during their studies.
Comparison of the results for UK/EU and International students indicated significant differences in most questions (twelve from fifteen) and all areas. In the area relating to “methodology”, i.e. practice in constructing an assignment, these indicated that International students were more likely to “cut and paste” text into notes and final assignments. The difference was most noticeable with regard to notes (mean difference 0.40). This conclusion was reinforced by the response to the question relating to handwritten notes where there was a clear indication that UK/EU students were more likely to create handwritten notes (mean difference 0.24). This increased level of “cutting and pasting” may indicate less facility at rephrasing or précising sources (most International students are working in a second language).
In the area relating to exchanging information, there was again a trend to the significant differences which covered all questions; International students were more likely to exchange information. This was consistent with the finding that International students were more likely to be in an informal study group. Practice extended to exchanging completed assignments and giving these to someone trusted before the submission date. The responses to the two related questions regarding completed assignments were very similar (mean values 1.45 and 1.46 for UK/EU students and 1.66 and 1.65 for International students). This could be a reflection of cultural approaches derived from previous educational experience or a collective, mutually supportive approach arising from the social environment of studying in another country and language. 

The responses to two questions relating to what respondents believed others did were interesting in that students clearly believed that others exchanged information to a greater extent than individuals did themselves. This is not unexpected, being in accordance with feedback from other, unrelated, surveys; typically when asked if they are a good driver, respondents will confirm they are a “good driver” whereas others are “bad drivers”. This effect was particularly noticeable in that respondents indicated that they were much less likely (mean 1.49) to exchange completed assignments than they believed was the practice with others (mean 2.42). This was supported when the results were evaluated on the basis of separately considering the percentage responding “Never”; more than 80 per cent of respondents believed that others exchanged final assignments before submission to some extent whereas less than 40 per cent of individuals did so themselves.

Comparison of the responses of UK /EU and International students to these questions showed a statistically significant difference, in that UK/EU students believed that others exchanged final assignments to a greater extent than International students did. A contribution to this different perception may be International students comparing themselves with UK students and vice-versa.
Overall the results indicate that the practice of cutting and pasting text into notes and final assignments is widespread. This is also the case regarding exchanging final assignments before the submission date. It is important that students be given guidance about the potential difficulties which can arise when doing this; particularly with the increased use of plagiarism detection software. Specific guidance will be developed in consultation with academic staff colleagues during dissemination. This will be made available for wider distribution.
Dissemination

The project was outlined to the Leeds University Directors of Learning and Teaching Workshop considering “Collaboration v Collusion” in December 2007 and also to colleagues at the University of Leeds Learning and Teaching Conference in January 2008; interest was expressed in the outcomes on both occasions. The support of the BMAF Subject Centre was acknowledged at both these events.

A magazine article has been submitted to the BMAF Subject Centre magazine.

The results will be disseminated at the University of Sheffield School of Management Learning and Teaching Awayday in July 2008.
A proposal to disseminate the results through a workshop session at the University of Leeds Learning and Teaching Conference in January 2009 will be submitted.

A proposal to disseminate the results at through a workshop session at the BMAF Subject Centre Annual Conference 2009 will be submitted.
Future work
Additional funding has been made available to extend the project and generate an additional set of results from Australia, providing a valuable, alternative, international perspective. The questionnaire will be administered to undergraduate Business School students at the University of Queensland in academic year 2008-9; results will be reported to the BMAF Subject Centre when available.
It is also planned to administer the questionnaire to students at Leeds Business School in Leeds Metropolitan University in 2008-9. The results generated will enable a comparison to be made between Business School students in Leeds attending different institutions which may have a dissimilar student profile. The results will be reported to the BMAF Subject Centre when available.
The support of the Higher Education Academy Subject Centre for Business Management Accountancy and Finance for this project is gratefully acknowledged.

Dr David Taylor; May 2008

Appendix 1 – Questionnaire
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LUBS YEAR 1

This questionnaire relates only to individual assessed coursework or essays NOT group work.
UK
International

1. Are you a UK or international student?
Never
Occasionally
Often
Mostly
Always

1

2
3
4
5
2. I prepare notes by transferring text  using “cut and paste”.

3. I work directly on screen from electronic copies of source material when preparing notes and drafts.
4. I “cut and paste” text into my final assignment.
5. I do not make notes or drafts; I work directly on the final assignment.

6. All my notes and drafts are hand-written, only my finished assignment is word-processed.

7. When I research an assignment on the internet I do this with others and we discuss it together at the same time.
8. I put notes in social networking sites (e.g. Facebook) where others can access these.

9. I am part of an informal study group with other students where we exchange ideas about our work.

10. In my study group we exchange word-processed text e.g. by e-mail
11. I exchange completed word-processed assignments e.g. by e-mail with other students before submitting them.

12. I let someone I trust have my notes or draft work to help them with their assignment.
13. I let someone I trust have my completed assignment to help them with their assignment.

14. I ask other students to proof read my finished assignments to check the grammar and English.
15. I believe that other students exchange notes and draft work before handing in their own assignments.

16. I believe that other students exchange completed assignments before handing in their own work.

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

The results are completely anonymous and will be used to develop guidance for students as to what is and is not permitted. Please add any further comments here:
Appendix 2 – Student Briefing

“How Students Work” Project Brief

	Title: How Students Work – an exploration of how Business School students in the IT age work together in individual assessed coursework assignments


The main aim is to get information to help students – the student focus group consulted was very strongly in favour of the project.

The study investigates a possible cause of accusations of copying/plagiarism by exploring how students work, i.e. how they construct assignments and exchange information whilst doing so (anecdotal evidence suggests this practice is widespread).
Understanding how practice has changed is particularly relevant due to increasing use of detection software which highlights any text matching that in another student’s assignment as well as that derived from wider sources. Previous work has found unequivocally that students are unsure about what is acceptable when working together in preparation for individual assignments; a universal findingacross different levels, faculties and institutions.

The results will give those setting and marking assessed coursework clearer understanding of how students work together and exchange information and enable informed and relevant guidance to be given. This will help students avoid being accused of plagiarism through misunderstanding and highlight genuine cases of cheating.
An initial meeting with students has confirmed they felt the proposed project would be very useful (a typical comment was “you spend a great deal of time telling us what to do, but no-one has asked us before what we do”).

The University of Leeds Directors of Learning and Teaching Forum (December 2007) is meeting to initiate development of guidance/policy in this area.

The results will be fed back to staff and also to students through the Staff-Student Forum.

My thanks to all who participate and particularly to the academic staff who have allowed the questionnaire to be distributed in their classes.
Dr David Taylor-November 2007
Appendix 3 – Speedquest® frequency reports

Appendix 4 – Statistical Analysis March 2008

Excel file data was combined, variables for School and Year added, and copied into SPSS.


Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for all data

	 
	N
	
	
	

	 
	Valid
	Missing
	Mean
	Mode
	SD

	Country of Origin
	1119
	13
	1.18
	1
	.388

	Cut and paste into notes
	1122
	10
	1.89
	2
	.868

	Work directly on screen from electronic sources
	1122
	10
	2.43
	2
	.951

	Cut and paste into final version
	1126
	6
	1.37
	1
	.654

	No notes, work directly on final version
	1128
	4
	1.84
	1
	1.039

	Notes handwritten, only final is typed
	1128
	4
	2.94
	2
	1.327

	Research on web with other students
	1127
	5
	1.97
	2
	.833

	Put notes on social networking sites
	1123
	9
	1.13
	1
	.491

	Part of informal study group
	1122
	10
	1.72
	1
	.955

	Exchange electronic text with study group
	1116
	16
	1.71
	1
	.985

	Exchange completed assignment electronically
	1123
	9
	1.49
	1
	.824

	Let someone I trust have my notes to help them
	1124
	8
	1.86
	2
	.860

	Let someone I trust have my completed assignment
	1122
	10
	1.50
	1
	.763

	Ask other students to proof read my work
	1124
	8
	2.11
	2
	1.074

	I believe others exchange notes and drafts
	1123
	9
	2.72
	2
	1.024

	I believe others exchange final versions
	1123
	9
	2.42
	2
	1.033

	School
	1132
	0
	1.45
	1
	.498

	Year
	1132
	0
	1.94
	1
	.882


Chi-squared analysis indicated that there was no significant difference between the students at the two schools regarding their country of origin χ.2 (1) = 431, p>0.05.

Multiple comparisons

ANOVAs were conducted to determine whether there was an interaction effect of School and Country of Origin. 
Interaction of School and Country

The university that students went to had a significant effect on their responses F (15, 1050) = 1.99, p=0.013; as did their country of origin F (15, 1050) = 7.09, p<0.001. The interaction of the two factors was not significant F (15, 1050) = 1.55, p=0.08. The following tables show the differences on each question for School and Country of Origin.

Differences between School means (differences at p<0.05 highlighted)
 
	Dependent Variable
	LUBS 

mean
	Sheffield 

mean
	F
	Sig.

	Cut and paste into notes
	1.88
	1.89
	.002
	.965

	Work directly on screen from electronic sources
	2.35
	2.53
	.992
	.319

	Cut and paste into final version
	1.36
	1.39
	.259
	.611

	No notes, work directly on final version
	1.80
	1.88
	.008
	.930

	Notes handwritten, only final is typed
	2.96
	2.92
	.064
	.801

	Research on web with other students
	1.85
	2.11
	9.667
	.002

	Put notes on social networking sites
	1.12
	1.14
	1.638
	.201

	Part of informal study group
	1.66
	1.81
	1.886
	.170

	Exchange electronic text with study group
	1.60
	1.85
	7.930
	.005

	Exchange completed assignment electronically
	1.40
	1.61
	5.113
	.024

	Let someone I trust have my notes to help them
	1.77
	1.96
	7.675
	.006

	Let someone I trust have my completed assignment
	1.43
	1.57
	6.300
	.012

	Ask other students to proof read my work
	2.10
	2.13
	.125
	.724

	I believe others exchange notes and drafts
	2.65
	2.81
	3.173
	.075

	I believe others exchange final versions
	2.38
	2.46
	.558
	.455


There is an increased tendency for Sheffield students to work with others and share information with them. This could be due to a different teaching approach or assessment requirements.


Differences between Country of Origin means (differences at p<0.05 highlighted)
	Dependent Variable
	UK mean
	Int’l mean
	F
	Sig.

	Cut and paste into notes
	1.81
	2.21
	28.138
	.000

	Work directly on screen from electronic sources
	2.41
	2.54
	1.779
	.183

	Cut and paste into final version
	1.33
	1.55
	16.105
	.000

	No notes, work directly on final version
	1.81
	1.97
	3.281
	.070

	Notes handwritten, only final is typed
	2.98
	2.74
	4.716
	.030

	Research on web with other students
	1.92
	2.14
	9.970
	.002

	Put notes on social networking sites
	1.09
	1.25
	17.729
	.000

	Part of informal study group
	1.65
	2.02
	20.093
	.000

	Exchange electronic text with study group
	1.65
	1.97
	16.583
	.000

	Exchange completed assignment electronically
	1.45
	1.66
	8.718
	.003

	Let someone I trust have my notes to help them
	1.84
	1.96
	3.931
	.048

	Let someone I trust have my completed assignment
	1.46
	1.65
	9.080
	.003

	Ask other students to proof read my work
	2.09
	2.23
	1.554
	.213

	I believe others exchange notes and drafts
	2.79
	2.42
	22.625
	.000

	I believe others exchange final versions
	2.46
	2.22
	12.017
	.001


This indicates that UK and International students have different ways of working. Overall, International students consistently use the computer more and work with others more. They are also more likely to pass on completed assignments to trusted friends. International students believe that others share their work less than UK students believe is the case – this could indicate that Int’l students may compare themselves with UK students and vice-versa.
Interaction of School and Year

The university that students went to had a significant effect on their responses F (15, 1050) = 2.97, p<0.001; as did their year F (30, 2108) = 7.09, p=0.02. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests were conducted to find significant differences between the years on each item.


Differences between Year means (differences at p<0.05 highlighted)
 
	 
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Cut and paste into notes
	1.95
	1.76
	1.89

	Work directly on screen from electronic sources
	2.50
	2.42
	2.37

	Cut and paste into final version
	1.41
	1.29
	1.36

	No notes, work directly on final version
	1.91
	1.81
	1.79

	Notes handwritten, only final is typed
	2.99
	3.08
	2.78

	Research on web with other students
	2.00
	2.00
	1.88

	Put notes on social networking sites
	1.11
	1.14
	1.12

	Part of informal study group
	1.71
	1.85
	1.65

	Exchange electronic text with study group
	1.74
	1.80
	1.61

	Exchange completed assignment electronically
	1.50
	1.56
	1.43

	Let someone I trust have my notes to help them
	1.89
	1.87
	1.78

	Let someone I trust have my completed assignment
	1.50
	1.57
	1.42

	Ask other students to proof read my work
	2.09
	2.12
	2.14

	I believe others exchange notes and drafts
	2.69
	2.76
	2.70

	I believe others exchange final versions
	2.33
	2.54
	2.41


There is no consistent trend across the years (for example, people sharing more or less in different years).
Comparison between “I do” and “I believe others do”
To find out how students’ own practices compared with what they believed others did, two sets of questions were compared using Paired t-tests: 

· Question 12 “Let someone I trust have my notes to help them” and Question 15 “I believe others exchange notes and drafts” 

· Question 13 “Let someone I trust have my completed assignment” and Question 16  “I believe others exchange final versions”
	 
	
	Mean
	t
	p

	Pair 1
	Let someone I trust have my notes to help them
	1.86
	-25.788
	0.001

	 
	I believe others exchange notes and drafts
	2.72
	
	

	Pair 2
	Let someone I trust have my completed assignment
	1.50
	-29.308
	0.001

	 
	I believe others exchange final versions
	2.42
	
	


There were significant differences between the statements in both pairs. In both cases, students believed that others shared work more than they themselves did.
“Never” vs “Have done” – Analysis April 2008

The following section addresses the same questions as above, using a recoded response scale to compare students who said they had “Never” done the action asked about with those who had. The data was recoded and saved as a separate file as nominal data (two categories of response: never and have done), chi squared tests were conducted to discover if students at different schools etc responded differently to the questions. Chi-squared analysis compares the counts in each cell to what would be expected by chance, so a significant result means that there is a clear difference between the categories, such as different years. The following tables gives the observed frequencies in each cell, while the one after reports the chi-squared analysis.
	
	Country of Origin

	 
	UK
	International

	 
	Never
	Have done
	Never
	Have done

	Cut and paste into notes
	39.6%
	60.4%
	20.6%
	79.4%

	Work directly on screen from electronic sources
	13.2%
	86.8%
	15.8%
	84.2%

	Cut and paste into final version
	73.3%
	26.7%
	59.0%
	41.0%

	No notes, work directly on final version
	50.4%
	49.6%
	41.2%
	58.8%

	Notes handwritten, only final is typed
	16.8%
	83.2%
	16.2%
	83.8%

	Research on web with other students
	31.4%
	68.6%
	23.0%
	77.0%

	Put notes on social networking sites
	94.1%
	5.9%
	83.3%
	16.7%

	Part of informal study group
	56.0%
	44.0%
	34.0%
	66.0%

	Exchange electronic text with study group
	57.6%
	42.4%
	44.8%
	55.2%

	Exchange completed assignment electronically
	67.4%
	32.6%
	59.1%
	40.9%

	Let someone I trust have my notes to help them
	38.5%
	61.5%
	34.8%
	65.2%

	Let someone I trust have my completed assignment
	64.4%
	35.6%
	56.4%
	43.6%

	Ask other students to proof read my work
	34.3%
	65.7%
	29.1%
	70.9%

	I believe others exchange notes and drafts
	8.4%
	91.6%
	17.6%
	82.4%

	I believe others exchange final versions
	16.1%
	83.9%
	26.8%
	73.2%


	
	School

	 
	LUBS
	Sheffield

	 
	Never
	Have done
	Never
	Have done

	Cut and paste into notes
	36.7%
	63.3%
	35.2%
	64.8%

	Work directly on screen from electronic sources
	15.7%
	84.3%
	11.3%
	88.7%

	Cut and paste into final version
	70.0%
	30.0%
	71.3%
	28.7%

	No notes, work directly on final version
	48.7%
	51.3%
	48.8%
	51.2%

	Notes handwritten, only final is typed
	17.3%
	82.7%
	15.7%
	84.3%

	Research on web with other students
	35.5%
	64.5%
	22.4%
	77.6%

	Put notes on social networking sites
	92.2%
	7.8%
	91.1%
	8.9%

	Part of informal study group
	55.0%
	45.0%
	47.8%
	52.2%

	Exchange electronic text with study group
	60.2%
	39.8%
	48.8%
	51.2%

	Exchange completed assignment electronically
	70.3%
	29.7%
	60.1%
	39.9%

	Let someone I trust have my notes to help them
	41.8%
	58.2%
	33.3%
	66.7%

	Let someone I trust have my completed assignment
	65.6%
	34.4%
	59.6%
	40.4%

	Ask other students to proof read my work
	33.7%
	66.3%
	32.9%
	67.1%

	I believe others exchange notes and drafts
	11.3%
	88.7%
	8.5%
	91.5%

	I believe others exchange final versions
	19.0%
	81.0%
	16.9%
	83.1%




Pearson Chi-Square Tests

	 
	Country of Origin
	School
	Year

	Cut and paste into notes
	Chi-square
	26.215
	.265
	11.043

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.000(*)
	.607
	.004(*)

	Work directly on screen from electronic sources
	Chi-square
	.912
	4.611
	8.557

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.340
	.032(*)
	.014(*)

	Cut and paste into final version
	Chi-square
	16.523
	.242
	6.674

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.000(*)
	.622
	.036(*)

	No notes, work directly on final version
	Chi-square
	5.656
	.001
	6.858

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.017(*)
	.971
	.032(*)

	Notes handwritten, only final is typed
	Chi-square
	.043
	.497
	15.680

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.835
	.481
	.000(*)

	Research on web with other students
	Chi-square
	5.597
	23.127
	9.010

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.018(*)
	.000(*)
	.011(*)

	Put notes on social networking sites
	Chi-square
	26.266
	.479
	1.141

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.000(*)
	.489
	.565

	Part of informal study group
	Chi-square
	32.193
	5.762
	4.201

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.000(*)
	.016(*)
	.122

	Exchange electronic text with study group
	Chi-square
	10.911
	14.568
	6.949

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.001(*)
	.000(*)
	.031(*)

	Exchange completed assignment electronically
	Chi-square
	5.117
	12.717
	2.280

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.024(*)
	.000(*)
	.320

	Let someone I trust have my notes to help them
	Chi-square
	.948
	8.408
	4.503

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.330
	.004(*)
	.105

	Let someone I trust have my completed assignment
	Chi-square
	4.634
	4.208
	6.600

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.031(*)
	.040(*)
	.037(*)

	Ask other students to proof read my work
	Chi-square
	2.036
	.075
	2.278

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.154
	.785
	.320

	I believe others exchange notes and drafts
	Chi-square
	15.828
	2.367
	4.351

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.000(*)
	.124
	.114

	I believe others exchange final versions
	Chi-square
	13.006
	.854
	1.806

	 
	df
	1
	1
	2

	 
	Sig.
	.000(*)
	.356
	.405


Results are based on nonempty rows and columns in each innermost subtable.

*  The Chi-square statistic is significant at the 0.05 level.
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