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Abstract
This study investigates the types of citation transformation preferred by both English
L1 (native language) writers and Turkish writers who use English as a foreign
language (L2). The corpus consists of 34 theses, 17 of which are Turkish writers’
theses in English language including 10 M.A. and 7 PhD theses and 17 English L1
writers’ theses comprised of 10 M.A. and 7 PhD theses. Based on the relevant
literature, a rubric was prepared by the researchers in order to analyse the theses by
means of qualitative content analysis. The findings revealed that three forms of
content integration consisting of direct quotation, patchwriting and critical
evaluation were markedly different in English L1 and Turkish writers’ theses. Turkish
L1 writers’ overuse of direct quotation and patchwriting attracted attention
compared to English L1 writers.
Keywords: Citation, Knowledge transformation, English academic writing

Introduction
Using other researchers’ views, arguments and research findings in another scientific text is a prominent feature, and meanwhile, a necessity in scholarly writing to
justify arguments and claims. Citation hereby assists the writer to demonstrate
what is different from previous arguments, and in what way the gap is to be filled
emphasizing the new ideas and arguments. Nevertheless, the formal statement of
others’ views requires achieving certain conventions and norms, which can otherwise cause ethical and legal constraints and accusations such as plagiarism,
patch-writing or inappropriate text. Therefore, aspects of citation practices and
the skill of use of appropriate acknowledgement of others’ ideas and findings have
a close relationship with academic integrity.
Academic integrity refers to “the avoidance of intentional, unintentional and
self-plagiarism via correct citation and referencing practices” (Marsh and Campion
2018, p.214). It is increasingly acknowledged that as the concept of academic integrity is grounded on cultural considerations (Al-Shamaa et al. 2017), it is not
easily understood by international students. In other words, students’ assumptions
of acknowledgement are shaped by their cultural interpretations of academic textmaking, as pointed out in East (2009). Also, there may be a lack of congruence
between students’ understanding of acknowledgement and those who are their
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assessors (Emerson 2008). Furthermore, it may be possible that students may be
confused in the face of different available citation styles in accordance with different academic disciplines (East and Donnelly 2012).
Citation is considered one of the important types of writing, which is natural, inevitable and required and citation practices are regarded as an integral part of academic writing (Hyland 1999). Although writing an academic text cannot be
divorced from understanding and integrating others’ work into one’s own studies,
how to accurately and appropriately use others’ sources is still challenging and
demanding for novice writers. In order to be recognized as a member of a professional academic writing community, it is crucial for novice writers, particularly
non-native speakers of English (NNS) need to be informed of various citation practices in their academic disciplines as well as what, how, when and why to cite relevant studies when needed (Swales 1986). Unacknowledged replication may be
viewed as a legitimate and respectful practice in some students’ prior educational
backgrounds (Angelil-Carter 2000; Burns 1991; Handa and Power 2005). In order
to promote the development of academic integrity in tertiary settings, a need has
arisen to address the concerns about the lack of familiarity with citation practices
(East & Donnelly, 2012; Marsh and Campion 2018).
In order to raise students’ awareness of academic integrity by teaching them the academic conventions of acknowledgement and citation styles in accordance with their
academic disciplines, it is necessary to reveal the differences between citation practices
employed by writers with English as L1 (native speakers of English) and those with
English as L2 (non-native speakers of English). Comparative studies provide in-depth
knowledge regarding L1 and L2 academic texts (Hinkel 2002).
Many researchers claim that control and appropriate implementation of citation in academic texts are a late-developing phenomenon not only for native but also for non-native
writers of English (Borg 2000; Mohan and Lo 1985; Pennycook 1996) since learning how
to cite is a skill development process that is incremental and time-consuming. Borg
(2000) claimed that not only native students but also non-native students experience difficulties in using sources appropriately and taking a stance in their own writing as well because especially non-native speakers of English (NNS) need to learn what to cite, when to
cite and why to cite relevant studies, as Swales (1986) claims.
Citation skills constitute one of the important components contributing to academic integrity (Marsh and Campion 2018). Considering the impact of language
proficiency and the cultural background of the writers on the types of citation
practices they employed from the perspective of academic integrity, a
cross-linguistic investigation of these practices is of significance. Hence, one of the
aims of this study is to highlight the citation practices employed by English L1
writers and Turkish writers. The findings will shed light into citation practices of
not only English L1 writers but also Turkish writers. Thus, they will fill a research
gap related to this field particularly, as there seem to be no cross-linguistic studies
focusing on the types of citation transformation in graduate theses in the Turkish
academic context. However, the insights gained through this study are likely to be
beneficial in the international context as well, particularly in the similar EFL academic writing contexts. The insights gained from this case study are likely to be
informative for the international audience in terms of how to develop academic
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integrity -related skills, particularly citation practices, and values in the tertiary academic writing contexts. While the focus is on English NS compared to Turkish
writers, the findings are likely to assist other writers from other language/cultural
backgrounds in establishing a better understanding of the concept of academic integrity and the development of skills integral to the development of this understanding including citation practices.
Uncovering English L1 writers and Turkish writers’ citation practices in the M.A.
and PhD theses related to ELT constitutes the other aim in the study. Although all
post-graduate students not necessarily follow the same trajectory in their academic
career by pursuing an M.A. followed by a PhD Degree, in general there are likely
to be differences in the knowledge claim construction and the academic discourse
employed, and the degree of sophistication in the employment of citations in the
M.A. and PhD theses. In general, a rise in the degree of sophistication is expected
from the M.A. to the PhD level, but it would be wrong to directly attribute the
varying degrees of sophistication in the citation use to developmental factors. Being
informed of the differences and similarities regarding citation practices in both are
likely to provide a road map and valuable insights for English as an Academic
English (EAP) course developers, instructors and materials developers so that they
can modify the existing academic writing materials and in-class instruction in line
with the learning needs of post-graduate students in terms of citation skills development by laying due emphasis on the appropriate source use, and citation
patterns in ELT-related research. They are also likely to be useful for the aforementioned audience in addressing the concerns arising from the lack of familarity
with discipline-specific academic writing conventions and citation styles in order to
enhance the post-graduate students’ level of academic integrity, which, in return,
will lead to the development academic integrity among novice scholars in the
Turkish tertiary academic context. The investigation of citation practices of
relatively novice writers in different stages of their post-graduate studies is of great
importance in order to examine the existing patterns in the academic written
works of post-graduate students in English Language Teaching (ELT) and English
language learning, future academics, in their employment of citation practices, an
essential component of academic integrity-related skill.
This corpus-based exploratory study aims to address the following research
questions:
Do English L1 and Turkish writers’ citation practces differ in English in terms of
knowledge transformation?
Do the citation practices differ in M.A. theses and PhD theses in terms of knowledge
transformation?

Review of literature
Citations practices have been examined from diverse perspectives. Through an applied
linguistic lens, for example, citation practices have been studied from three research
traditions: discourse analysis, English for research purposes and genre analysis. The
starting point of citation practices in applied linguistics goes back to Swales’ study
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(1986) on the textual analysis of citation. From this date forward, research studies carried out on citation practices have focused on different dimensions of citation: citation
types grounded in linguistic criteria and syntactic position (Swales 1990), the density of
citation practices (Coffin 2009; Hyland 1999, 2002; Schembri 2009), the linguistic environment of citations consisting of reporting verbs (Hyland 2002), the reporting structure
(Jalilifar & Dabbi, 2013), and tense (Davidse and Vandelanotte 2011). Moreover, other
research studies have examined citation types based on Swales’ (1986) categorization of
citation types (Coffin 2009; Hyland 1999, 2000; Kafes 2017; Thompson 2005), the rhetorical function of citations (Harwood 2009; Lee et al. 2018; Petric 2007), the writers’
citation motivation (Petric 2007), and the nature of cited sources (Coffin 2009).
Research comparing citation practices in the texts written by native and non-native
speakers of English (Borg 2000) have been also conducted. Borg (2000) investigated the
citation practices of sixteen students enrolled in TESOL programme in the UK. He emphasized the problems of NNS of English in terms of source integration and found that
when NNS of English failed to cite appropriately, they could be blamed for breaching
academic integrity.
The recent research on citation patterns indicated that citation use also shows variation across academic disciplines (Harwood 2009; Hyland 1999; Mansourizadeh and
Ahmad 2011; Petric 2007). To illustrate, softer disciplines, social sciences, tend to
utilize more citations in the construction of their texts and the use of integral citations
were more common (Hyland 1999). Conversely, in hard sciences writers have a tendency to use more non-integrated citations (Hyland 1999). Harwood (2009), in an
interview study on citation functions used by sociologists and computer scientists,
found that the former utilized citations for the reader engagement whereas the latter
utilized them for signposting. Mansourizadeh and Ahmad (2011), in a case study, explored citation practices in research articles by non-native writers and native experts in
chemical engineering with the same language background, novice writers were found
to use citations less than expert ones. Novices employed citations less than experienced
ones and preferred the citation function attribution, which is used to demonstrate the
writers’ familiarity with the domain, while the latter used more complex citation functions such as support and establishing links between the sources. Finally, Petric (2007),
in a study on the rhetorical citation functions in low-rated and high-rated M.A. theses
in gender studies, revealed that both types of theses used citatons but they were used
for the knowledge display.
Few attempts have been made to describe the source use of Turkish writers in English.
One of the recent corpus-based exploratory studies was carried out by Kafes (2017) into
the citation patterns of the Turkish novice academic writers and native English speaking
experienced American academic writers in a corpus of 80 empirical research articles from
the field of Applied Linguistics, considering certain parameters such as genre, subject
matter and reputation. The findings revealed significant similarities and differences in the
frequency, type and function of citation practices, with differences outweighing the similarities. Another recent study was conducted by Yağız et al. (2014). They investigated
Turkish speakers of English scholars’ “literature review” parts of 100 research articles in
the field of ELT and Applied Linguistics by means of making use of a rubric prepared by
the researchers. These research articles were analysed by content analysis, based on the
rubric which included three sections: “the types of content”, “the location of source”, and
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“the type of transformation”. Yağız et al. (2014) claimed that even though the writings of
Turkish scholars reflected ELT writing conventions and norms, their writings lacked critical evaluation and sometimes they resorted to patchwriting, which could be the result of
inadequate academic literacy awareness. Furthermore, on a micro level study on the generic structure of Turkish and English abstracts in educational abstracts, Candarlı (2012)
indicated the Turkish writers’ abstinence from the establishment of a niche through the
criticism of others’ work. Işık-Taş (2008) carried out a contrastive analysis of
genre-specific citation practices of Turkish writers. In this study, 25 “introduction”
sections of research articles and 25 “introduction” sections of PhD theses in the field of
ELT were analysed by means of content analysis. However, neither study provides a
comparative cross-linguistic analysis of Turkish writers’ citation practices in M.A. and
PhD theses, which highlights the gap related to citation practices in academic writing in
Turkey that have a crucial role in the acknowledgement of the intellectual property and
and taking a stance in their own writing.

Methodology
The corpus of the study comprising two parallel sub-corpora included 34 theses on
ELT or English language learning consisting of 17 English L1 writers’ theses (10 M.A.
theses and 7 PhD theses) and 17 Turkish writers’ theses (10 M.A. theses and 7 PhD
theses) written between the years 2010 and 2014. The data collection procedure involved two phases: the selection process of M.A. and PhD theses conducted by NS of
English in regard to English language teaching and learning, the selection process of
M.A. and PhD theses conducted by Turkish speakers of English with respect to English
language teaching and learning. Prior to the conduct of the study, a pilot study was
carried out with 5 English L1 writers’ and 5 Turkish writers’ M.A. and PhD theses on
ELT or English language learning.
Seven PhD theses conducted by NSs of English were randomly selected from a
pool of theses associated with the keywords ‘English language teaching’, and
‘English language learning’, using two different databases “ProQuest Dissertation
and Theses” database, and “EThOS” (Electronic Theses Online Service), the UK’s
national thesis service, which has access to only PhD theses conducted in the UK.
The selection of the theses analysed in the corpus among the theses available in
the pool was based on two criteria including the writers’ first and family names,
and the university from which the B.A. or M.A. was obtained. However, these criteria were inadequate to be sure about the origins of the writers of the theses. In
order to be sure about the origin of the thesis writers, a verification e-mail was
sent to the writers of theses whose contact addresses were written on their theses
or found by means of the website of the universities they work. Among the theses
whose writers sent an answer to our e-mails, 7 PhD theses were randomly chosen.
These PhD theses were written between 2010 and 2014, at seven universities
around the world.
The corpus of PhD theses conducted by Turkish writers comprises 7 theses written at the department of English Language Teaching (ELT) at universities located
in the seven regions of Turkey written between 2010 and 2014. The theses were
randomly downloaded from the official website of the Council of Higher Education
(YÖK). The corpus of M.A. theses written on ELT or English language learning
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consists of two parallel subcorpora: 10 theses carried out by English L1 and 10
theses carried out by Turkish writers. M.A. theses written by Turkish writers were
randomly selected from open access theses conducted at the department of English
language teaching (ELT) via the thesis database of Council of Higher Education
(YÖK) while 10 M.A. theses written by English L1 writers on ELT or English language learning were randomly selected among the accessible ones from the international theses database (ProQuest Dissertation and Theses). The same procedure
was followed as in the process of selection of PhD theses written by English L1
writers.
The research design of the corpus was grounded in a modified version of Hyland’s
(2000) and Yağız et al.’s (2014) typologies. Qualitative content analysis was carried out
through a rubric prepared by the researchers (See Additional file 1: Appendix A). The
type of transformations was examined in terms of direct quotation, patchwriting,
paraphrase, summary and critical evaluation. The direct quotation is the way of
transferring information into your text without making any modifications (Petric
2012). Patchwriting can be defined as “copying from a source text and then deleting some words, altering grammatical structures, or plugging in one-for-one synonym substitutes” by Howard (1993, p.233). Paraphrase is defined as “using different
phrasing and wording to express a particular passage that was originally written or
spoken by someone else in order to blend the other’s idea smoothly into one’s own
writing” (Campbell 1998, p. 86). A recent definition is given by Howard et al.,
(2010, p. 181) who explain summary as “restating and compressing the main points
of a paragraph or more of text in fresh language and reducing summarized passage
by at least 50%”. Critical evaluation can be defined as “the conveying of the writer’s
view of the status of the information in his/her text” (Thompson and Ye 1991, p. 368)
and adding his/her voice to the text. I-Thenticate and Turnitin software programmes
were utilized to fill the rubric. The data with these codes were recorded in an excel
file. Then, the quantitative data were descriptively analysed. To provide inter-rater
reliability, two raters who had a background in citation practices independently
coded and analysed the citations employed in each thesis in the pilot study simultaneously with the researcher. There was over 90% agreement between the categorizations of citations among three researchers. The same procedure was followed for
34 theses in the corpus.

Results
Table 1 below indicates the quantitative findings of English L1 and Turkish writers
incorporate content from sources in their theses.
As shown in Table 1, both groups of the writers tended to integrate others’ work into
their theses by means of summarizing mostly. However, English L1 writers (41.6%)
preferred summary more than Turkish writers (29.9%). Although both English L1
writers and Turkish writers found incorporating source content as a favourable type of
transformation, the former preferred this strategy slightly more than the lattter. Theses
produced by English L1 writers displayed a much higher percentage of critical evaluation (16.6%) and a lower percentage of direct quotation (8.7%) and patchwriting
(0.3%). Nonetheless, critical evaluation was the least preferred way of transformation
for Turkish writers, followed by paraphrase and patchwriting respectively. In fact, the
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Table 1 The Distribution of Citations in English L1 and Turkish Writers’ Analysed Theses in regard
to the Type of Transformations
English L1 Writers’ Theses

Turkish Writers’ Theses

Type of Transformations

F

%

The order of preferencea

F

%

The order of preferencea

Direct Quotation

378

8.7

4

1048

21.8

3

Patchwriting

15

0.3

5

675

14.1

4

Paraphrase

1322

30.03

2

224

25.5

2

Summary

1812

41.6

1

1438

29.9

1

Critical Evaluation

723

16.6

3

139

2.9

5

Total

4250

97.5

4525

94.2

Incorrect Citation Use

109

2.5

277

5.8

Total

4359

4802

a

f = Frequency, % = Percentage
a
(1 = most preferred…5 = least preferred)

employment of direct quotation, patchwriting and critical evaluation was markedly
different in English L1 and Turkish writers’ theses. Given the data in Table 2, X2 =
1443.72, df = 5, and P(X2 > 1443.721) =0.00, a chi-square test of independence shows that
there is a statistically significant difference between English and Turkish thesis writers.
As shown in Table 3, the source content was integrated as a way of summary
(30.2% in M.A. theses and 39.1% in PhD theses) and paraphrase (28.4% in M.A.theses and 27.4% in PhD theses) mostly in both M.A. and PhD theses. However, the
writers of PhD theses made use of summary (39.1%) more than those of M.A. theses (30.2%). Direct quotation was the third most preferred way of transformation
in two sets of theses but M.A. theses showed a much higher percentage of direct
quotation (19%). There was a decline in the use of direct quotation in PhD theses
(13.2%). While patchwriting was not found to be a preferred type of transformation
in both M.A. and PhD theses, a sharp decline was observed in the use of patchwriting in the PhD theses. As for the critical evaluation, it was the least preferable
type of transformation in not only in M.A theses (7.1%) but also in PhD theses
(11%) although a slight increase was observed in the PhD theses as compared to
M.A. theses. Given the data in Table 4, X2 = 201.591, df = 5, and P(X2 > 201.591) =
0.00, a chi-square test of independence shows that there is a statistically significant
difference between master and doctoral theses' writers.

Discussion
Given the way the cited material is incorporated into the text, summary and paraphrase
were mostly used as a way of transformation of the source content in the theses written
by English L1 and Turkish writers. However, English L1 writers made use of summary
and paraphrase more than Turkish writers in their theses.
Even though there were no significant differences between these two types of
source content transformation in English L1 and Turkish writers’ theses, significant
variations regarding the other three types of source content transformation were
found out in the theses carried out by two groups of writers. First of all, critical
evaluation belonged to the third rank as a way of transformation in English L1
writers’ theses whereas it was on the last rank in Turkish writers’ theses. It can be

1812 1546.59 (45.55)

2546

3250

1438 1703.41 (41.35)

1322 1211.57 (10.06)
1224 1334.43 (9.14)

Summary

Paraphrase

Expected values are displayed in italics and Individual X2 values are displayed in parentheses

690

1426

Total

a

15,328.35 (299.04)
675,361.65 (271.51)

378,678.60 (133.15)

1048 747.40 (120.90)

English writers

Patch-writing

Turkish writers

Direct Quotation

Table 2 Chi-Square Results of Types of Transformations in terms of English L1 vs. L2 Writers

862

139,451.80 (216.56)

723,410.20 (238.52)

Critical Evaluation

386

277,202.31 (27.57)

109,183.69 (30.37)

Incorrect
citation use
4359

9161

4802
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Table 3 The Distribution of Citations in Analysed M.A. and PhD Theses in regard to Type of
Transformation
M.A Theses

PhD Theses

Type of Transformations

F

%

The order of
preferencea

F

%

The order
of preferencea

Direct Quotation

704

19.0

3

723

13.2

3

Patchwriting

376

10.2

4

314

5.7

5

Paraphrase

1051

28.4

2

1495

27,4

2

Summary

1116

30.2

1

2134

39.1

1

Critical Evaluation

262

7.1

5

600

11.0

4

Total

3509

94.9

5266

96.4

Incorrect Citation Use

118

5.1

198

3.6

Total

3697

5.11

5464

a

f = Frequency, % = Percentage
a
(1 = most preferred…5 = least preferred)

said that Turkish writers’ theses seem to lack necessary critical evaluation in the
process of citing. The results of the present study are in accordance with the research findings of Kafes (2017), Yağız et al. (2014), and Candarlı (2012) highlighting
lack of critical evaluation in the articles written by Turkish writers. The findings of
these studies signal the fact that NNSs of English apparently fail to enact criticality
in their scholarly academic papers, which can be attributed to different factors
such as cultural factors, lack of academic literacy awareness, insufficient instruction
related to citation practices and limited linguistic skills.
Turkish writers appear to draw back from adopting a critical stance in their M.A. and
PhD theses, which can stem from different reasons such as cultural factors, limited linguistic competence and from a consideration of having a critical stance in a scholarly
academic work as a face threatening act. This is pertinent but not exclusive to Turkish
writers but as other researchers put forward (Borg 2000; Bruce 2014; Lee et al. 2018;
Wette 2010), it has become a gradually increasing problem particularly for non-native
speakers of English. The avoidance of taking a critical stance in academic work has become a gradually increasing problem for non-native speakers of English as the failure
to do so is likely to lead to unintentional plagiarism and interfere with the development
of academic integrity on the part of novice writers in the tertiary academic settings
(Marsh and Campion 2018). The issue of criticality is crucial in academic writing contexts and laying an emphasis on critical evaluation, in fact, fosters academic integrity.
In line with Thompson (2005), it is of great importance for writers to inject their own
voice in their academic writing as well as stating their stance regarding other writers’
work by positioning their own views in relation to those of others by juxtaposing an
array of diverse perspectives. They need to use citations effectively to support their
findings as well as construct their knowledge claims. Writers are expected to present
their arguments and create links between sources employing a variety of citation
strategies.
As for the other two ways of transformation of source content, direct quotation (8.7%
of total citations) was was not preferred as a means of source content transformation
in the theses written by English L1 writers while it (21.8% of citations) was found to be

1426

Total

Patch-writing

690

314,411.54 (23.12)

376,278.46 (34.17)

3250

2134 1938.43 (19.73)

1495 1518.54 (0.36)
2546

Summary
1116 1311.57 (29.16)

Paraphrase
1051 1027.46 (0.54)

Expected values are displayed in italics and Individual X2 values are displayed in parentheses

722,851.12 (19.29)

PhD writers

a

704,575.88 (28.50)

M.A. writers

Direct Quotation

Table 4 Chi-Square Results of Citations in regard to M.A. vs. PhD Theses Writers
Critical Evaluation

862

600,514.13 (14.34)

262,347.87 (21.20)

Incorrect citation use

386

198,230.23 (4.51)

188,155.77 (6.67)

3697

9161

5464
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a favourable one in Turkish writers’ theses. As can be seen, Turkish writers relied on
direct quotation almost three times more than English writers. The results are in line
with Yağız et al. (2014). The findings also reveal a difference in the frequency of direct
quotation use in M.A. and PhD theses. In PhD theses there is a decrease in the use of
this strategy, as compared to M.A. theses. It could be concluded that the differences in
citation use is atttibuted to the disciplinary conventions. It may be remarked that as
direct quotation is considered a relatively undemanding and simple way of the source
content transformation that does not require any textual modifications, it may be preferred by Turkish novice writers in the study who may be relatively unfamiliar with the
discipline-specific academic writing conventions and may not feel competent in terms
of employing relatively sophisticated citation types such as critical evaluation (Borg
2000; Lee et al. 2018; Wette 2010). According to Petric (2012), more successful learners
relied on direct quotation than less successful learners even though in the social
sciences less successful L2 students are more prone to make use of direct quotation
more frequently in their writings and she sees the overuse of direct quotation as a
developmental stage that is necessary for acquiring academic literacy. As the previous
academic integrity-related literature suggests, the employment of citations display
variation in different disciplines (Bahadorfar & Gholami, 2017).
As to patchwriting as a way of source content transformation, English L1 writers
avoided the use of patchwriting, being the least preferred citation type among other
types of transformation of source content, as much as possible in their M.A. and PhD
theses, accounting for 0.3% of total citations. Nevertheless, Turkish writers made use of
patchwriting as the fourth common way of transformation of source content, accounting for 14.1% of total citations. Patchwriting practices may be attributed to poor paraphrasing skillls (Howard 1993). However, most of the researchers (Howard 1993;
Pecorari 2003; Wette 2010) claim that patchwriting should be considered a developmental stage rather than deliberate dishonesty but a part of complex development. This
finding supports the relevant argument regarding NNS of English writers’ making use
of patchwriting more commonly in their theses, which seems to stem not only from
their developmental needs but also from the challenges of having the full control of a
demanding academic literacy.

Conclusion
The present study primarily aimed to shed light on the similarities and differences
between English and Turkish L1 writers in terms of source use. The findings
provided a broad view of both groups of writers’ (Turkish and English L1 writers)
tendencies regarding the ways the cited materials are incorporated into the original
text. However, given that the findings reflect the citation practices pertinent to a
specific corpus used in the study, it is hard to make broad generalizations concerning the findings. Although summary and paraphrase are the most preferred transformation ways of source content in the theses conducted by Turkish and English
L1 writers, there is a greater distinction in the use of direct quotation, patchwriting
and critical evaluation between the two sets of theses. Turkish writers’ theses have
a larger number of direct quotation and patchwriting, which have been found as a
more widespread practice in MA and PhD theses. They also seem to lack critical
evaluation. Three forms of content integration (direct quotation, patchwriting and
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critical evaluation) are found to be markedly different in English L1 and Turkish
writers’ theses. Turkish L1 writers’ overuse of direct quotation and patchwriting,
and their inclination towards the avoidance of critical evaluation in the process of
using other sources appear to arise from their insufficient awareness of conventions
and norms of citation practice, insufficient explicit instruction, cultural factors, and
linguistic background. In line with the findings, the following suggestions might be
made. A new academic integrity approach needs to be established where the faculty staff, students and the institution have a role in assisting students to comprehend the academic integrity expectations at university and how to meet them as
well as in raising the student awareness towards the values of academic scholarship
and the acquisition of the key competencies related to academic integrity (Marsh
and Campion 2018). All the parties are likely to benefit from the development of
proper practices for teaching and learning academic integrity and from assuming a
responsibility for the enactment and communication of an academic integrity approach to the advantage of all the stakeholders (East and Donnelly 2012).
The findings might act as an awareness-raising agent towards different citation
transformation practices adopted by the native and non-native writers, enabling
them to ameliorate their academic writing style and elevate the quality of their academic writing. Academicians might consider integrating different citation transformation practices employed in different disciplines such as social and hard
sciences into Academic Writing and Research Skills and English for Academic Purposes (EAP) courses in the undergraduate and graduate programs, to raise the
awareness of undergraduate as well as graduate students towards citation transformation practices and the textual borrowing issue, thereby enhancing the quality
of their existing academic writing practices and paving the way to raise prospective
academicians equipped with well-developed advanced writing skills. For course developers, the findings might provide a road map as to how to integrate citation
transformation practices in an academic writing and research skills course, which
is likely to contribute to the prevention of plagiarism. Further research studies are
needed in different contexts to gain further insights into the citation practices of
novice and expert writers in different educational settings. To illustrate, citation
practices of writers with different academic titles could be investigated. Another research strand for future researchers could be the longitudinal investigation of the
trajectory of changes in the citation practices of the writers in the course of their
undergraduate and graduate studies. The comparative multi-disciplinary investigation of citation practices across different levels of academic programs might also
be recommended. The studies comparing the citation practices among undergraduate and post-graduate level students in social and hard sciences might be a further
source of investigation. Also, the impact of academic advisors on the post-graduate
students’ process of knowledge claim construction and their citation practices
could be considered a further area of research.
In conclusion, if we are to raise the standards of academic integrity in the academic settings internationally, we need to establish a collegial atmosphere formed by an awareness
of diverse academic writing conventions, including citation practices, across disciplines
not only through effective academic instruction but also through institutional collaboration where every stakeholder shares a responsibility in maintaining the standards.
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The investigation of citation practices at different levels of post-graduate education in
the Turkish context is likely to benefit the academic writing instructors as well as
teacher educators in different ways. It may provide a road map and valuable insights
for English as an Academic English (EAP) course developers, academic writing instructors and materials developers in the Turkish context, as well as in similar EFL academic
contexts, as to the identification of citation practices post-graduate students, future academics, employ at different points of their academic career, the difficulties they tend
to have regarding the appropriate citation use. It may also be beneficial for post-graduate students by familiarizing them with various rhetorical functions in their academic
work ranging from the acknowledgement of other scholars’ contributions to the
evaluation of arguments, and by raising their awareness of the impact these various
functions on academic writing. Hence, the study findings are also likely to enhance the
academic integrity of EFL/ESL post-graduate students by honing their citation skills.
They are also likely to be useful for the aforementioned audience in addressing the
concerns arising from the lack of familarity with discipline-specific academic writing
conventions and citation styles in order to enhance the post-graduate students’ level of
academic integrity, which, in return, contributes to academic integrity in the Turkish
tertiary academic context as well as similar EFL academic writing contexts elsewhere.
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