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BACKGROUND

▪ Q4 assignment AY2018: many plagiarism fraud cases 

▪ => no grade; no feedback

▪ => no 2nd test opportunity (if 2nd “strike”)

▪ => no continuation into research phase year2

▪ => lots of work for examiner, ProgManager, EB

▪ But observation: Often not intentional fraud but wrongly citing



BACKGROUND (2)

▪ Problems with that were:

▪ Demotivating for students

▪ Frustrating for Grader

▪ no tool until fraud (turn blind eye if not severe)

▪ no stimulus  / consequence for student until fraud call

▪ No grading done / no feedback / no learning done by student

(on plagiarism as well as assignment)



OUR APPROACH

▪ Exchange with Programme Manager and EB August/September 2019

▪ Our thinking: 

▪ Teach over punish

▪ Cheating is always fraud. 

▪ Poor referencing while learning is poor execution of the assignment. 

▪ Poor referencing after learning (AS completed or Year2) is fraud.



OUR APPROACH (2)

▪ First go by the MGEO AS Team (Sep 2019)

▪ Review of old examples from Academic Skills course; 

▪ 8 categories of typical infringements; 

▪ weighing of their severity by experienced graders

▪ “Sloppy table” (Malintent vs. sloppiness) 



OUR APPROACH (3) – EXAMPLE CATEGORY



OUR APPROACH (4) – RUBRIC

▪ Assignment Q2 AY2019 extra rubric criterium

▪ 8 classes into 10% to 80% deduction (later changed to max 50%) 

or fraud

▪ Percentage over fixed amount deduction



OUR EXPERIENCES

▪ 2020 Q4 statistics

▪ 86 submissions; 28 deductions (33%)

▪ 25 marks <6

▪ No fraud case this time (but they do occur)



OUR EXPERIENCES (2)

▪ Staff say:

▪ Students with milder infringements get feedback that this is not OK while in 

the past they just got away clean

▪ Students with slightly stronger infringements get feedback that this is not 

OK, get a reduced grade but also feedback on the quality of the content of 

their submission (with fraud calls, the submission is not graded and no 

feedback is given).

▪ Fraud is still fraud (we do have cases!)

▪ there are now more objective criteria for the grader to judge the different 

levels of infringement



OUR EXPERIENCES (3)

▪ Lessons learnt / ideas

1. Feedback in CANVAS criteria is key for learning of student

2. Percentage deduction is cumbersome in CANVAS and leads to 

errors => needs a fix

3. Frequency of infringement is not captured => include in grading 

instructions

4. Do not over-regulate! (current level is OK)

5. Make simCheck examples available

6. Make students own simCheck available

7. Check simCheck results “UTwente Submitted works” carefully



OUR EXPERIENCES (4)

4. Percentage 

deduction is 

cumbersome in 

CANVAS and 

leads to errors 

=> needs a fix



OUR EXPERIENCES (5)

4. Frequency of infringement is not captured => include in grading 

instructions

From grading alignment meeting 

We strictly flag infringements of plagiarism (as defined in the rubric and the 

example sheet). If a heavier infringement is incidental, the graders are allowed 

to reduce from the heavier categories to a lower one if the deduction would 

otherwise be disproportionate to the overall text. But any detected 

infringements will always result in some deductions (at least 10%). (sorry this 

sounds almost like legal text; I think all present will know what I mean, but I can 

imagine that [..] you would like this explained; let me know).



OUR EXPERIENCES (6)

5. Make simCheck examples 

available => tricky, needs permission

=> Go through some examples 

together (before Q2 assignment)

6. Make students own simCheck

available

After grading completed

With interpretation guide



ISSUES TO BE SOLVED

▪ Subtraction by percentage in CANVAS needs solution

▪ Severity vs frequency (probably OK as is)

▪ Hard to capture 

▪ Copied figures 

▪ Copying of ideas (but thoroughly rewritten)
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