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ABSTRACT 

Plagiarism remains a significant challenge in academic writing, especially in higher education 
contexts where scholarly integrity is paramount. This study aims to analyze the experiences of 
Islamic Religious Education (IRE) lecturers as researchers and authors in developing anti -
plagiarism awareness and ethical writing practices. Drawing upon key factors related to 
plagiarism identified in prior literature, this study explores participants ’ character-based 
awareness and perceptions of plagiarism. A qualitative research design was employed, involving 
purposive sampling and data collection through artifact analysis and semi-structured interviews. 
The findings reveal that participants demonstrate varying levels of understanding and 
internalization of anti-plagiarism values shaped by personal character, institutional support , and 
academic norms. These insights offer practical recommendations for fostering academic 
integrity and emphasize the role of character education in developing ethically responsible 
scholars. The study contributes to the discourse on plagiarism prevention by highlighting the 
intersection between character formation and scholarly writing in religious education settings.  
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INTRODUCTION  
Plagiarism has been used as an academic war drum with the rise of publishing and the 

seriousness of academics in eradicating this crime. In various parts of the world, research reports 
have been published by researchers who deliberately put up bodies against it, especially activists 
publishing academic scientific papers at various levels of international society. It can be 
categorized as almost representative of the existing part of the continent. As in the 
southernmost part of the world, Australia and New Zealand (Adam et al., 2016; Curtis et al., 
2018), Asia including Indonesia (Adiningrum, 2015; Husain et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2019; 
Perkins, 2018). Representing Europe, such as Germany (Jaric, 2015), France (Mariani et al., 
2017), and Russia (Mazov et al., 2016). As for Africa , Malawi (Selemani et al., 2018) and 
Mauritius (Dawka, 2016). Most research found is in the Americas (Bruton & Rachal, 2015; 

Moritz et al., 2015; Eaton, 2017; Sánchez‑Vega et al., 2017).  
Collaborative research between countries has also been carried out in several regions 

such as China-Pakistan on plagiarism program detection  (Ullah et al., 2018), Germany-Serbia 
in plagiarism detection system research  (Jaric, 2015), Singapore-USA-Korea on plagiarism 
involved learning evaluation (Kashian et al., 2015), Mexico, Spain, and Greece, in paraphrase 

identification research (Sánchez‑Vega et al., 2017), Estonia-Helsinki-Finland on the concept and 
problem of plagiarism academic writing (Löfström et al., 2017), and Australian-Czech research 
on Student Perception Policy on Plagiarism in Higher Education: A Comparison of the UK, 
Czechia, Poland and Romania  (Mahmud et al., 2018). 
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The theory of writing scientific papers has developed in such a way that its progress has 
given rise to prohibited actions carried out by writers in the form of plagiarism, palimpsest, and 
intertextuality that are difficult to separate. How different, however, intertextual borrowing to 
copy someone else’s work and make it your own is an act for supposedly creative writing that 
teachers teach their students because it is generally intertext composition work borrowed, 
sampled, ‘internalized,’ ‘bower birded’ from other works. It occurs as a text ‘mosaic of citations’ 
as well as the idea of text in Roland Barthes’ conclusions as a new network of past citations and 
explores the fine line between plagiarism, palimpsest, and intertextuality (Williams, 2015). At 
the same time, other research writings take inspiration from literary theory to analyze cases of 
scholarly cases that discuss the standard formulation of sensemaking methodologies taken and 
conclude that we need to rethink our tolerance for sensing styles and reaffirm our commitment 
to more traditional academic constraints (Basbøll, 2010). 

Today’s advancement of effective use of digital technology is essential for full inclusion 
in the Internet society. Digital researchers have produced several key frameworks, but these 
generally do not incorporate a social-contextual perspective. To explore this void and engage in 
effective theorizing action, activity theory is used to conceptualize digitally mediated action 
(Blayone, 2019) and research theory empirical studies by concluding that educators should adopt 
supportive approaches to motivate students to act consistently, ethically in their academic lives  
(Guo, 2011). Because computer technology and the Internet now make plagiarism easier. As a 
result, educational institutions should be more diligent in their efforts to reduce academic 
integrity practices, with findings showing that plagiarism and acceptance of responsibility to 
prevent it are important in reducing the problem (Heckler et al., 2013).  

Theorizing with management in the seemingly ubiquitous issue of plagiarism in higher 
education (Pàmies et al., 2019), plagiarism has been flagged as a ‘major problem’ for universities. 
So (Stuhmcke et al., 2015)  concluded his findings that the de-dichotomy of the current polarity 
of plagiarism would open up space for alternative considerations in dealing with plagiarism 
positively in an institutional context. IRE lecturers have an important role in providing Islamic 
moral examples to their students, including the ethics of writing scientific papers. They become 
absolute anti-plagiarism characters as academics who are obliged to make research ethics the 
soul and attitude that is firmly attached to them. IRE, taught by lecturers in Indonesia, has 
strong roots as the promotion of awareness on plagiarism continuously in student behavior and 
ethics is an obligation of Higher Education Institutions because plagiarism is more prevalent 
among students because lack of awareness of plagiarism ethics makes their ethics bad (Prashar 
et al., 2023). Therefore, even with theory and practice that has developed rapidly in such 
research, research that focuses on the results of special character analysis in religious researchers 
in Islamic moral ethics has not been widely studied, so this article can contribute to studies on 
IRE lecturers in Indonesia by taking the issue of plagiarism of scientific paper reports and their 
implications in line with the development of computerized application technology with the 
Internet. 

Therefore, even with the theory and practice that have developed rapidly in such 
research, research that focuses on the results of special character analysis on researchers in the 
field of religion in Islamic moral ethics has not been widely studied, so this article can contribute 
to the study of Islamic Religious Education lecturers in Indonesia by taking the issue of 
plagiarism in scientific work reports and its implications in line with the development of 
computerized application technology with the Internet. Various research on plagiarism in 
various parts of the world that we mentioned above has not shown any research that has 
academic, religious, and moral nuances in the form of striking lecturer characters from Islamic 
Religious Education. This study gap seeks to fill that emptiness so that it can further stimulate 
the spirit of more research in this field of study. 
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METHOD 
This study used a qualitative approach design with purposive samples conducted to access 
participants’ experiences and perceptions. Critical analysis of content is used to help identify the 
main character traits of lecturers who write scientific papers and research reports with the aim 
of outlining relevant interpretations, clarifying, and providing support against anti-plagiarism by 
finding their special character in the face of scientific papers. This research took place in 40 
universities that obtained research funds for R&D of Religious Education and Religious Higher 
Education of the Ministry of Religious Affairs, located on Java Island and Outside Java Island 
in Indonesia, each of which 10 of these divisions. Participants consisted of one IRE lecturer 
each (as a lead researcher) from each university. Participants’ ages ranged from 36 to 55, with 
an average age of 40.5 years—gender: five females and 35 males. Research participation after 
reporting research articles is submitted to the Research and Development Institute for Religious 
Education and Religious Higher Education of the Ministry of Religious Affairs of the Republic 
of Indonesia and is voluntary and anonymous. Documents obtained by researchers from the 
funding institution in the form of data documents artifacts of articles that are observed, 
reviewed, and analyzed. This study used the following two data collection instruments: (a) 
Bandura Self-Efficacy Scale for Independent Learning (Bandura, 1990) and (b) Self-report 
survey regarding lecturers’ perceptions and experiences with plagiarism. Both parameters, as 
with many other self-report instruments, certainly have limitations, and the most notable is that 
the results depend entirely on the honesty of participants in response to such actions. 
Participants were asked to assess their perceived ability to use various strategies for writing 
scientific papers in research report articles. 

All participants were interviewed to voluntarily report their perceptions and experiences 
of plagiarism in the scientific work they reported regarding the important factors of plagiarism. 
Research on this information collection about lecturers’ awareness of anti-plagiarism forms their 
best character. Self-efficacy prediction is used and relied upon to determine the elements that 
contribute to the formation of good character performance of participants. Adopting the 
perception of respondents’ ability to act as researchers using Bandura (1986). According to him, 
this self-efficacy plays a significant role in influencing individual character activities. Assessing a 
person’s ability to perform a role based on his target ability is the theory of self-efficacy. The 
next research development, Marsden et al. (2005), stated that working seriously and evaluating 
the relationship between plagiarism and other elements, such as self-esteem and self-efficacy, 
including character, is found and used.  

The research utilizes the recommendation Torraco (2005) in levels to analyze integrative 
literature review in selective categories and the best structure classification to regulate the 
determinants of plagiarism in this scientific work. This framework describes the determinant 
framework in the process depicted in Figure 1 in the flow of the procedures we do. In line with 
the journey of plagiarism, actions can occur due to triggering factors that stimulate plagiarism 
to be carried out or vice versa. How the determination of the Decision on the plagiarism 
procedure ensnares the perpetrators can be focused on research that proves the sophistication 
of this prohibited academic crime. Especially if done by lecturers who know each other fall into 
similar plagiarism activities (McCabe & Trevino, 1993; 1997; Jordan, 2001).  
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Figure 1. A process view of student plagiarism management: phases and determinants 
(Adopted from Pàmies et al., 2019) 

Possibly, the incident of plagiarism being detected or not with the bad consequences 
that result even though there is no clear response to sanctions when caught , or there are also 
those who are afraid of the punishment given (Bennett, 2005; Culwin & Lancaster, 2001). 
Therefore, preventive measures are an absolute must if experienced senior professors and 
related institutions take action. To overcome this, Coren (2011) said that lecturers’ vulnerability 
to plagiarism is evidenced in this framework, and continuous feedback has been needed since 
the occurrence of this academic violation. This response is proposed as a consideration for 
overcoming similar phenomena. 

 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The findings showed a prevalence of plagiarism among participating lecturers, with 72 percent 
of respondents admitting to plagiarism with evidence in the submitted report articles. Given 
that many respondents’ perceptions of plagiarism are somewhat  different from those of the 
West, the practice of plagiarism acknowledged by participants may be more subtle than when 
Western ideas already exist. For example, most participants (81 percent) do not consider “that 
not listing the source of writing in the bibliography or instead being in the bibliography without 
being cited in the text” (Tayfur, personal communication, July 2022) as plagiarism. It was 
impossible for these participants to admit to plagiarism when they incorporated their ideas into 
text that they copied verbatim. As long as the text contains their ideas or words, they do not 
consider the practice of plagiarism of borrowing the text. These findings reveal participants’ 
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confusion about the definition of plagiarism, which in turn suggests that the practice of 
plagiarism may be more widespread than reported by participants.  

From the aspect of cognition about plagiarism and writing academic works, in general, 
participants admitted that they already knew the basics. However, to prove the ability of ethics 
to write academic works in reality and the ability of cognition to use it in the writing of research 
reports, respondents were analyzed between their article artifact documents and their 
perceptions of plagiarism. It found irrelevance between the recognition of cognition and their 
written reality in his written work. Evidently, their academic resources are concerning. After 
deepening the excavation of cognition, the participants generally do not have experience reading 
critically in the field of writing academic papers, writing ethics, and guidelines for writing 
academic papers from each institution. When they wrote the research report article, participants 
did not pay much attention to the guidelines or style of writing as they should. As confirmed in 
his follow-up interview in the process of writing the article, from three samples taken, only one 
from Java Island knew the various styles of intercircle he knew. However, this knowledge is not 
necessarily used in the work process. However, it is more likely to see articles that have been 
written before, such as their articles as academic requirements for graduation from their alma 
mater, and imitate the style of counseling that already exists in previous works in their 
environment. 

For example, the data is shown, among others: three artifact analyses, the following 
articles are titled, respectively: (a) Diversity Attitude of Students in Integrated Islamic Schools 
with the name of the researcher disguised, (b) Islamic Boarding Schools and Reasoning 
Moderation: Tracing the Construction of the Islamic Boarding School Curriculum with the 
name of the researcher disguised, (c) Social Construction of Moderate Islam Jamaah Maiyah 
Mocopat Intercession Against the Millennial Generation in Yogyakarta with the name of the 
researcher disguised. 

The purposive sample used for these three articles is intended to find the perception of 
the character of IRE lecturers from the analysis of certain choices in line with the geographical 
and socio-cultural location that represents the urban character of Java Island as the largest 
cultural center of population in Indonesia, from outside Java which is relatively less influenced 
by urban cultural character, and from the capital of the country as its largest metropolitan. This 
difference in sample choices is expected to represent the character studied. The researchers 
found something that could prove the participants’ characteristics of their work. With the 
differences in the characteristics of IRE lecturers from each socio-cultural background and 
geographical location, unique data can be found that can be collected.  

The analysis of the first document, viewed from the article aspect, reveals a lack of 
critical thinking, primarily due to insufficient academic references and improper adherence to 
scholarly writing conventions. Instances of plagiarism were identified, notably through the 
omission of source attribution and the failure to include cited materials in the bibliography. Of 
the 38 listed references, only eight were peer-reviewed journal articles, indicating a significant 
imbalance and overreliance on outdated or irrelevant sources, many of which exceeded the 
acceptable currency threshold of seven years. Furthermore, more than eight entries in the 
bibliography were either not cited in the text or vice versa, suggesting potential academic 
dishonesty. The reference list was dominated by books, with minimal inclusion of empirical 
research or journal-based literature. 

From a cognitive and theoretical standpoint, the manuscript fails to demonstrate the 
current state of research in the field. Citations and referencing practices were neither 
methodologically sound nor ethically appropriate, highlighting substantial issues of academic 
misconduct. Most in-text citations could not be traced to the reference list, further reinforcing 
plagiarism concerns. Although a methodology section is present, including design elements and 
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field-based primary sources, the actual research implementation does not align with the 
described design. This misalignment undermines the validity of the research and obscures the 
connection between the chosen methods and the study’s empirical reality. 

Additionally, the manuscript lacks a clear articulation of the significance of the research 
field, fails to identify existing research gaps, and does not offer a critical review of prior studies. 
The stated objectives do not adequately reflect the study’s outcomes, and the absence of a 
comparative discussion section limits the depth of analysis. Ultimately, the quality and coherence 
of the findings are compromised by poor citation practices, a lack of theoretical innovation, and 
the inclusion of irrelevant illustrative materials—factors that collectively diminish the academic 
contribution of the work. 

Furthermore, this study critically examined the article in terms of originality and critical 
engagement with existing scholarship to assess its academic novelty. The analysis revealed that 
the study’s orientation was primarily constructed around its title, abstract, and introduction, yet 
it lacked substantial evidence of critical thinking, as indicated by the insufficient use of relevant 
and up-to-date academic references. Of the 33 citations listed, only four were journal articles 
appropriate for scholarly referencing, while many sources were outdated or lacked relevance to 
the field. Additionally, over 17 citations were identified as potentially plagiarized, given their 
absence in the reference list, suggesting a serious deviation from accepted academic citation 
standards. 

The literature review failed to demonstrate a comprehensive understanding of the 
theoretical and developmental context of the research area, and improper citation practices 
further undermined the scholarly integrity of the work. Although the research method section 
presented an acceptable structure, it relied heavily on secondary sources rather than primary 
methodological literature, indicating an indirect engagement with foundational research. The 
article also lacked a substantive discussion of its findings in relation to previous studies, thereby 
failing to establish its contribution to the existing body of knowledge or present clear 
implications for practice. 

Moreover, the quality of the findings was compromised by limited originality in 
theoretical application and the presence of repeated expressions that closely mirrored other 
works without appropriate attribution. This pervasive issue of improper referencing and 
possible plagiarism severely affected the credibility and academic value of the article. While some 
coherent arguments related to the study’s scope were identified, the inadequate integration of 
current and relevant literature weakened the overall scientific rigor and the potential for the 
article to contribute meaningfully to the academic discourse.  

The analysis of the article’s critical perspective and originality—particularly in the Title, 
Abstract, and Introduction sections—revealed a lack of critical engagement with relevant 
scholarship. The absence of sufficient and high-quality references hindered the depth of the 
literature review and failed to meet academic standards for scholarly work. From the 33 citations 
provided, only four were peer-reviewed journal articles, with the remainder being largely 
outdated or irrelevant, as most exceeded the recommended five-year publication window for 
currency in scholarly references. Furthermore, over 17 citations were identified as potentially 
plagiarized due to their absence in the bibliography, indicating serious breaches in academic 
integrity and referencing practices. 

The Literature Review section did not demonstrate a comprehensive understanding of 
current theoretical and developmental debates in the field, nor did it reflect the state-of-the-art. 
The analysis suggests that the referencing practices were inaccurate and that a significant portion 
of the text may involve uncredited borrowing, undermining the scientific credibility of the work. 
In the Methodology section, the reliance on secondary sources was evident, even though 
primary methodological references were accessible and would have strengthened the study’s 
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rigor. Although the Findings, Discussion, and Conclusions sections hinted at the potential for 
original contributions to the field, this potential remains underdeveloped due to the absence of 
robust support from recent and relevant literature. 

Ultimately, the prevalence of inadequate citations and suspected plagiarism throughout 
the manuscript compromises its scholarly value. The article lacks adherence to standard 
academic writing conventions and fails to provide a reliable contribution to the field due to 
insufficient referencing, poor citation practices, and limited evidence of original critical insight. 

The explanation of the contents of the three artifacts of the Target Article is about the 
following: First, with regard to the first title, it is found that the keywords that have been 
obtained regarding religious attitudes are quite clear, but in the second article there are those 
related to the sake of a better research code of ethics by not mentioning the specifics of the 
institution concerned, but it will be enough to disguise it with such an example word:  ”  ... in 
one of the Pesantren in Indonesia”; likewise for the third article with enough mention in one of 
the provinces in Indonesia. Second, regarding the Abstracts in the three articles discussed, the 
three abstracts have not fulfilled the Abstract Component such as, among others, not meeting 
what is the need for this research, as well as its advantages, Process, and Completeness of 
Research Methods, Results / Conclusions, and the implementation of subsequent research. 
Third, its relation to keywords still seems to be just cutting up titles, but it should be a search 
tool that may be in the form of concepts, theories, jargon, names, and/or issues that are actually 
needed. 

As for the Preamble, the article does not describe the relationship with the international 
academic world by writing about international issues (the last five years) from which countries’  
research reports have been held. Then, as a gap to find the problem, it should state the research 
that will be carried out by the researcher concerned in what case so as to find the research 
problem. Then, in the sub-study of Theoretical Studies or other terms, it is still necessary to find 
issues of theory, concepts, and/or discourses that have been found by researchers by whom and 
in any country until researchers find gaps with it that will be used by researchers in their research. 
In the discussion of Research Methods/Methodology, that discussion requires research design, 
and it is found that the discussion in the three articles is still only about the name and definition. 
What is needed is for the steps and process of the method to be carried out with the steps 
included in the analysis of the discussion. Only then are the steps carried out known as the steps 
of whose theory and what? Therefore, the most extended discussion in writing articles with 
analysis must be in this discussion, such as not explaining the narrative of his research design 
and the process of taking or collecting data until his findings. No less important in the discussion 
of the results of the research is the use of the sub-discussion of the “discussion” under study, 
which does not include any narrative that discusses the collection of material data discussed 
above to obtain findings and conclusions. 

 
Contextual Determinants and Lecturers’ Perceptions of Plagiarism 

As seen in Figure 1, the determinants of plagiarism can be formed from various things 
related to the author and the policies of the relevant Institution. Whether or not it occurs is 
recommended by analyzing the emergence of the plagiarism determinant itself and whether it 
will occur or not. However, if it occurs, are there any signs of evidence that can be detected, 
then how to solve it, what actions can be taken through various factors in the context of 
experiences that are aware of their cultural life, their legal position, to using various technological 
devices to help the necessary Solutions. The treatment required for this research objective is  an 
integrative approach that provides space for analyzing conceptual and empirical literature, as 
Whittemore and Knafl (2005) offer. By searching for recognized scientific articles such as 
Scopus, which has a wide reputation, the determining factors identified are very diverse 
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references. Indeed, the determining factors of prima donna events, although more complex and 
multidimensional diversity, also follow this, such as how preventive measures and their 
correlations. 

The occurrence of plagiarism was identified based on its characteristics since the study 
was conducted between 1997 and 1970, the student factor being the oldest thing found (Whitley, 
1998). This plagiarism continued until it spread to various other groups, including researchers 
and lecturers. They were carried away to do this despicable act. To massive (Bennett, 2005; 
Ellery, 2008b). However, the age factor studied by Walker (2010) showed that it turns out that 
the age of height shows that they are increasingly mature and less likely to commit plagiarism. 
However, in a busy society like in big cities, people think they can accept plagiarism (Jereb et 
al., 2017). This denied Wilks et al. (2016) that activity Plagiarism is not done for people with 
polite personality characteristics and high hospitality.  

Serious penalties can be applied to prevent plagiarism (Teixeira & Rocha, 2006; 2010). 
If the perpetrator is caught (Do Ba et al., 2017), at least it can reduce the courage of students to 
do it. The punishment for plagiarism given in the perception of students who are excluded 
because of unintentional actions is very burdensome (Gullifer & Tyson, 2010; Newton, 2016). 
This act of unconscious plagiarism triggers uncertainty among students. As for Ashworth et al. 
(1997), they are always vague in understanding various problems like plagiarism (Risquez et al., 
2013; Childers & Bruton, 2016). Although students do not have difficulty understanding the 
concept of plagiarism, their views are still captivated. For do it too (Cosma et al., 2017). 
Specifically, this research was conducted for lecturers whose existence appears as a continuation 
of their time as students whose scientific work continued after they became lecturers at 
universities. 
 
The ability of lecturers and institutions to prevent plagiarism 

Several factors that make lecturers tend to commit plagiarism before preventing it need 
to be known first, namely that they do it because of, among other things, their motivation, as 
revealed in research. Ashworth et al. (1997) and Park (2003) believe that busy lecturers have 
narrow, burdensome time (Finchilescu & Cooper, 2018). They must simultaneously finish lots 
of tasks (Espinoza & Julián, 2015), which is why they do plagiarism in short . Rettinger et al. 
(2004) see action plagiarism as a result of a lack of motivation. So, this despicable act was 
deliberately done by them to get their college graduation because it is only for the purpose of a 
better assessment in a better way. easy (Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 1995; Park (2003). 
Therefore, their ability can also avoid plagiarism, no matter how much they do it. That without 
intention (Adam et al., 2017). It could be that they have minimal knowledge about plagiarism 
because there is not enough training (Ellery, 2008a; Mohamed et al., 2018)   in how they cite  the 
sources they are supposed to cite. (Chen & Chou, 2017).  

In avoiding plagiarism, the individual experience factor of lecturers tends to support the 
occurrence of this violation even before it occurs. Lack of knowledge and attention of lecturers 
on plagiarism (Pickard, 2006; Marcus & Beck, 2011) makes them hesitant to obstruct plagiarism. 
De Jager & Brown (2010) prove that the imbalance occurs in the lecturer’s view of preventing 
plagiarism in referencing skills with the reality of the lecturer’s actual skills and knowledge. 
Several lecturers deliberately avoid their involvement in this plagiarism discussion even though 
it must result in a negative assessment of the lecturer. Therefore, lecturers need to involve 
themselves in training that explains plagiarism as well as prevention (Beute et al., 2008; Marcus 
& Beck, 2011). The involvement of students and lecturers is essential in various training and 
discussion forums and lectures on the prevention of plagiarism (Leask, 2006). Their training 
highlights improving writing skills, offering referencing software functions, and how to cite. 
source with appropriate (Austin & Brown, 1999; Barrett & Cox, 2005). Promoting plagiarism 
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prevention to students and lecturers requires strategic steps by including information. This is in 
the syllabus (Lim & Coalter, 2006; Broeckelman-post, 2008), for it draws their pure ideas more 
firmly and goes well. 

Most importantly, educational institutions are the right place for anti -plagiarism 
promotion and the most capable of eradicating plagiarism. There is a need for policies to prevent 
this despicable act from spreading. Proactive action by educational institutions against 
plagiarism is absolutely an academic policy to minimize it before it occurs rather than after the 
situation worsens. Institutions are able to program a set of sophisticated and multidimensional 
policies. as improvements (Levine & Pazdernik, 2018), which is not only that but can ensure 
massive promotion and communication in various institutions (Levine & Pazdernik, 2018). 
Policies will always have a good impact on reducing plagiarism (Brown & Howell, 2001; Teixeira 
& Rocha, 2006; 2010). 

 
Determining Factors of Lecturers and Types of Actions 

Detecting effective plagiarism is an action that should be taken before and after the 
event occurs. Effective policies are implemented and practiced,  and there will be no plagiarism. 
Then, positive input is needed to address the factors that cause plagiarism. Institutional 
plagiarism programs must take an educational approach. Awareness Lecturers and Students 
need awareness and training that strengthens the need for continuous training to gain awareness 
and skills (Palmer et al., 2017). Plagiarism is certain with their awareness; they always distance 
themselves from detection. The processing of recycled text and copy-paste from online or other 
sources of information is carried out skillfully without being able to be tracked as an error 
(Heather, 2010; Rosenberg, 2011) because patchwork treatment is hidden in such a way. 
Rogerson and McCarthy (2017) studied that students have specific tools to modify written work 
so that it cannot be detected by plagiarism detection devices for articles, assignments, sentences, 
words, and others. 

Whether or not plagiarism software can detect it, text detection experts warn, however, 
that all tools have their drawbacks (McKeever, 2004). Professors can detect plagiarism with their 
manual intelligence (Sutherland-Smith, 2005) and use a combination of experience with correct 
logic (McKeever, 2006). However, detecting plagiarism is difficult to realize if there is a lack of 
skills and willingness on the part of professors and lecturers to maintain the situation. This 
happens (Atkinson & Yeoh, 2008; Marcus & Beck, 2011). From Figure 1, plagiarism is an event 
that can be detected or not all, and it has consequences; if it is detected that someone is 
committing plagiarism, it shows that the procedure is not yet complete. An alternative response 
will occur in the third phase and the end of the plagiarism process. However, if it is not detected, 
someone who does this action will certainly not get a sanction, and there will be a possibility 
that the perpetrator will repeat the act. 

In the case of a lecturer who has investigated the violations committed by his students 
and found the cause of someone committing plagiarism, what action is taken? lecturer (Keith-
Spiegel et al., 1998; Coren, 2011). In this situation, we sort out the determining elements in the 
responses of lecturers and their institutions. The tendency of lecturers to classify which 
plagiarism is intentional and which is not, where unintentional is not allowed and given sanctions 
(Sutherland-Smith, 2005). If it is found that there have not been enough cases of plagiarism, the 
lecturer will not. Want to take action against him (Coren, 2011). The lecturer’s considerations 
will be on what level of error can be given. sanctions the (Robinson-Zañartu et al., 2005). Even 
lecturers will not take any action when the situation is not possible because they are worried 
about the response from students who sue or from the inevitable excesses of family and society. 
In relation to the lecturer’s own personality in this research, he can be positioned the same for 
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his scientific work assignment. It is just that the one who acts as the assessor is a peer assessor, 
such as his senior lecturer or his scientific work reviewer, who is tasked with reviewing his work. 

From the research experience that has been carried out, because there is a lack of clarity 
in cases of plagiarism as the primary determinant, of course, there will be no action that must 
be taken (Coren, 2011). It is not certain that there will be an action or vice versa, but the lecturer 
takes a stance not through sanctions but through the learning method he considers. More 
appropriate (de Jager & Brown, 2010). Professors are concerned about the impact on their 
professionalism as a good image (Austin & Brown, 1999). Facing this situation, there is a lack 
of courage because emotional pressure also shows the need not to act in any way (Keith-Spiegel 
et al., 1998). The most important reasons for not taking action are the lack of opportunity to 
seek visible evidence and the workload that is the main task rather than the consequences 
received (Atkinson & Yeoh, 2008; Sutherland-Smith, 2005). 

Simon et al. (2003) confirm if there are plagiarism cases detected, intuitively because the 
scope includes institutions that involve integrity policies in cases managed by related institutions, 
then lecturers make a choice whether it is better to take it personally or handle it by the 
institution’s own procedures. Like other research, it is observed that for reasons of fairness, 
lecturers prefer to handle their own cases rather than handing them over to the institution 
(Kwong et al., 2010). More cases were handled by lecturers by means of reassignment, failed 
assignments, or failing all courses taken (Larkham & Manns, 2002). Sutherland-Smith (2011) 
compares sanctions institutional look heavier besides making students get failure of all courses. 
Students are on the plagiarism warning list, material sanctions, up to dismissal as students. There 
may be differences when the lecturer’s work is assessed by journal reviewers in internationally 
indexed publications. 

Research results This illustrates (see Figure 1) two discussions, first the regularity and 
cognitive structure of plagiarism management, and second examining the determinants for each 
event in this process. The most likely in measuring the prevalence of plagiarism and examining 
the individual characteristics of lecturers to find profile plagiarism (Diekhoff et al., 1996; 
Whitley, 1998), then see motivation as the reason why lecturers like students do plagiarism (Park, 
2003; Rettinger et al., 2004). The steps used go far beyond who and try to find out why. In this 
research, lecturers are more emphasized as a single unit of research that is interesting for 
researchers, then to prevent plagiarism, an investigation is carried out in focus on preventing 
plagiarism in universities (Brown & Howell, 2001; McCabe et al., 2002; Park, 2004), and next to 
actions by lecturers and universities (Barrett & Cox, 2005; Simon et al., 2003; Lim & Coalter, 
2006), and finally research extends to the types of actions taken by lecturers and universities (de 
Jager & Brown, 2010; Sutherland-Smith, 2011). 

The reality of the phenomenon of plagiarism in various related circles shows its 
seriousness in the absolute prevention carried out without stopping. The prevention shows that 
the actions carried out by universities are a combination of evidence of reality and 
recommendations from the conclusions of various research. The big question is whether the 
policies of the related institutions have been appropriately communicated, propagandized, and 
socialized through their distributors massively and continuously. The procedures they carry out 
must be adequate with facilities that are not difficult to access with the spirit of a better future. 
The mobility of intellectual work in facing this requires multiple models and schemes that 
penetrate descriptions that analyze more adequate mechanisms versus those faced (Pàmies et 
al., 2019). 

The social trend of plagiarism shows a phenomenon that is more than just increasingly 
complex and massive in various institutions related to academia. Preventing plagiarism has been 
widely managed from the root of the problem, determining factors, processes, sustainability, 
and recommended solutions via various research. Researchers continue to follow all further 
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contextual developments that always highlight the actors involved. This handling from various 
circles has not shown integrated handling according to each perspective they have. Fie rce 
debates have occurred in recent decades because plagiarism has developed and changed in line 
with technological sophistication. The problem that arises is the need to manage based on rules 
(Austin & Brown, 1999). 

Considering the context of this phenomenon is crucial in the subsequent study of 
plagiarism management both national, international, and cultural contexts. Various research is 
available, but it still requires insight into the comprehensive context of culture, law,  and 
technology. Institutions related to the academic world that are continuously involved are touted 
as actors or agents of change to get additional ammunition by improving their performance in 
identifying those that are tested in further research and increasing the seriousness of the level 
of occurrence in minor and major phenomena that still have gaps in their definition and 
characteristics to be able to provide reliable solutions.  

In the analysis of the sub-fields of results, findings, and conclusions, what is needed is a 
narrative of new ideas formulated by researchers or report authors carefully in the form of the 
latest narratives that allow readers to briefly be enlightened by the results of their research. An 
accurate analysis and a comprehensive brief conclusion from the data collection findings are 
needed. Furthermore, at the end of the report, it is absolutely necessary to have a reference with 
the offer of a style of counseling that is in accordance with the target journal that will publish it, 
such as APA (American Psychological Association), Chicago Manual Style, Cite Them Right 
Harvard, IEE, Chicago Manual of Style, Modern Humanities Research, Modern Language 
Association or, Modern Humanities Research and others.  

In discussing this research, we explained the characteristics of the participants as IRE 
lecturers who bring Islamic morals into their duties. Dealing with plagiarism is a difficult concept 
to define. Religious and moral holders should be role models in propagating anti-plagiarism. 
Although most institutions of higher education have policies aimed at minimizing and 
addressing student plagiarism, little research has examined the way plagiarism is constructed 
discursively in university policy documents or the relationship and disconnect be tween 
institutional and student understanding of plagiarism at higher levels (Adam et al., 2016). Amidst 
the international opportunities available to academics and students, plagiarism continues to 
plague Indonesia’s higher education sector (Adiningrum, 2015). The fast-growing plagiarism 
rate among students in higher education has become a serious concern for academics around 
the world (Amiri & Razmjoo, 2015). Among lecturers is also no exception, although this 
research has not been done much with a focus on lecturers, educators, and professors who are 
constantly struggling in the academic world and become a transmission to students and 
subsequently to society in general.  Asthana (2017) concludes that the chaos of unclear 
plagiarism is a solution that brings the appearance of research character and ethics to be echoed 
to all levels of scientific stakeholders, especially on moral duties such as IRE lecturers , because 
there are still certain elements who defend the existence of plagiarism. This policy is intended 
to prevent plagiarism and notify authors of expectations for publications in journals. It states in 
clear terms that deliberate acts of plagiarism and similar offenses will be duly reprimanded. This 
policy is included in this issue and posted on the journal’s Website. IRE lecturers should be role 
models who provide enlightenment to their students so that the authority of their duties is 
absolute as if they do not allow errors or shortcomings in their scientific work.  

Many studies test their ability to admit plagiarism and explore the relationship between 
the level of study and attendance in lectures related to reference rules and plagiarism with 
lecturer-student attitudes and knowledge, such as to test the knowledge of plagiarism 
perpetrators (Bašić et al., 2018). So, the data obtained from this lecturer level will significantly 



Endis Firdaus, Aceng Kosasih, Makhmud Syafe’i, Alwan Husni Ramdani, Muhammad Nurfaizi Arya R 

158                                                                                                        Vol. 11, No. 1, June 2025 M/1446 H 

affect the students. At the same time, it will inhibit the development of academic scientific 
characteristics at various existing levels. 
 
CONCLUSION  
The article’s academic rigor remains insufficient for publication in reputable international 
journals. Despite efforts to present research findings through participant interviews, the work 
lacks critical engagement, methodological clarity, and adherence to ethical standards—
particularly in addressing issues of plagiarism, which remains a serious global concern. 
Significant revisions are needed to align with current methodological developments and ethical 
practices. Furthermore, the study highlights gaps in the professional competence of IRE 
lecturers, particularly in research literacy and academic writing. Strengthening their capacity in 
these areas is essential to ensure their role as both educators and ethical role models. Future 
studies should explore deeper structural factors and leverage digital tools to enhance academic 
integrity and reduce the risk of plagiarism in scholarly work.  
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