TITLE: A METHOD AND A SOFTWARE | MPLEMENTED TOOL FOR
DETECTI NG PLAG ARI SM | N DOCUMENTS FI ELD OF THE
I NVENTI ON The present invention relates to a nethod
for detecting plagiarism in particular the present
invention relates to a software-inpl enented nethod for
detecting plagiarism The invention also relates to a
software i nplenented tool for detecting plagiarism
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Duplicate Flles as described in US 6, 658,423 B1, Dec 2, 2003 which is discussed hereinbelow in
details) and also acting as a hindrance in promotion of research. Till date, no effective tool or
method has been designed to deal with this problem of plagiarism, and the so-called practice of
‘cut’ or ‘copy’ and ‘paste’ is going ahead unabated. For instance, many organizations may
initially be convinced that their work force is doing lot of copyrightable creative work, but the
same may prove to become a big liability later, for which the organizations may be forced to

compensate the original creators by way of damages, penalties, court fees, imprisonments and

loss of reputation.

Thus, there has always been a need for developing an effective means for detecting plagiarism.

Many prior art pertain to the same need but none proved effective enough to detect textual as
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Most of the well-known Plagiarism Detection Systems use Running Karp-Rabin Matching and
Greedy String Tiling (RKR-GST) [6] Pattern Matching Algorithms — IBM Journal of research
and Development March 1987 or just counting frequencies of words between two documents.
The algorithm was first made for comparing amino acid bio-sequences. The RKR-GST
algorithm is frequently used in various plagiarism detection systems available today. It works by

finding the longest possible string common in both of the documents.



The algorithmwas first made for conparing am no acid
bi 0- sequences. The RKR-GST algorithmis frequently
used in various plagiarismdetection systens avail abl e
today. It works by finding the |ongest possible
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search query. According to this patent, from a user’s perspective, duplicate and near-duplicate

documents raise problems.

While conducting a search on any search engine on the internet the user submits a query. The
search engine responds to such a query by providing results. Many of these search results,

contain redundant, duplicate/repetitions of information.



docunents raise problens. Wile conducting a search on
any search engine on the internet the user submts a
query. The search engi ne responds to such a query by
providing results. Many of these search results,
contai n redundant, duplicagg/repetitions of
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Numerical values are assigned by loading the document in a computer, and assigning the
numerical values according to a simple formula in a computer program. The computer program
can then automatically check the numerical values and note numerical values from the submitted
document that are equal to, or within a preset range of, the numerical values in the archival
documents. A reviewer then reviews the document if there are too many matches as determined
by the reviewer based on his or her experience with the type of paper or document and

assignment being reviewed.



numeri cal values according to a sinple fornula in a
conput er program The conputer program can then
automatically check the numnerical val ues and note
nunerical values fromthe submtted docunent that are
equal to, or wwthin a presef range of, the nunerica
values in the archival docunents. A reviewer then
reviews the docunent if there are too many matches as
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United States Patent 7,139,756 which relates to a System and Method for detecting duplicate and
similar documents and it satisfies the need to provide an accurate and efficient algorithm and
system for determining a degree of likeness between electronically represented documents.

It further describes a method for processing data representing documents (both individual or

group of documents), comprising:

Executing a software program to obtain a list of terms found in each document;

Comparing the list of terms for a first document to the list of terms for a second document;



It further describes a nmethod for processing data
representing docunents (both individual or group of
docunents), conprising: Executing a software program
to obtain a list of terns found in each docunent;
Conparing the list of ternggfor a first docunent to
the list of terns for a second docunent; 6 Declaring
the first docunment to be substantially identical to,
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pl agi ari smwhen a particular docunent has been copied
list. in parts fromvarious others. Thus, all the methods
di scussed above deal with the problen1of det ecti ng
pl agi ari smbut lag behind with respect to considering
Both these tystends £ coidetadt plagiuistdetenta putioniar deaingenohassteemoopiedin parts
. thertg% not being a fool proof nethod for detection. To
omVEHRU} oM ¥¥ need of an effective tool for detecting
plagiarism a software inplenmented nethod has been
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docunent referred hereinafter as the test ocumnent
behind \Withh respeas ttp regneideningepastsr ofs deguments andt detesingrens basit €8 semantics
eady present in any soft
therebyf}{é)ggéélhggrféo.rlﬁ’?éle)grﬁgtgg?ﬁ)tr%etg?ﬁ al so pinpoint the source
fromwhere the content has been copied. In addition,
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s.well as . the source where fromit |s copi e
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the sourcm where dour 8ds obpied, the percentage matches are reported along with the copied

contents thereof displayed side by side in a columnar form to enable anyone compare and see
what has been copied from where and up to what extent. The tool is of immense importance to
enable the owner retain his/her copyright on the work else the same is likely in due course of
time automatically land into public domain. Any new organization can also benefit from it to
screen out and release for outreach only those documents/research papers/project reports/ thesis/
conference proceedings, which are free from plagiarism and therefore can be publicized for

name, fame, honest royalty fee etc.



time automatically land into public domain. Any new

organi zation can al so benefit fromit to screen out

and rel ease for outreach only those docunents/research

paper s/ project reports/ thesis/ conference

proceedi ngs, which are free; from plagiarism and

therefore can be publicized for nane, fane, honest
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SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION

According to one aspect of the present invention there is provided a method for detecting
plagiarism in a given ‘test’ document, said method comprises the steps of:

generating search strings pertaining to a given document, namely, the ‘test’ document;

creating a local repository of the search results including the potential target documents of the
source document;

uploading said test document in a local database

comparing semantically each potential source document with the test document;



sour ce docunent; uploading said test docunent in a

| ocal dat abase conparing semantically each potenti al

source docunment with the test docunent; 8 generating

a report in a columar format displaying the

pl agi ari zed passages of the,source and the target

docunent along with the per%ent simlarity; wherein

t he conparison of the source and the target docunent

: O,
generaﬂ\;\#e? chﬁ{c])hqgl o&lu@ﬁ(aég“oﬁllgirt ﬁhs@&yﬁ%ﬂﬁ@}ﬂla&h %HC] bet%ﬁ;ggeggg }tg,esource and
the targi:odazwmmsalowwdh dwwmntsm:lmtg, converted froma text

hed L0 an r aspect .

whereiy el i sl o1 15q Sehisand e ARF LT UmER Jt PuBE by ARG window
techniqus iai@ wheirs piiéh toBinPaingd Gk tagéteadithdsduiregdotuinets, saiddocuments

given "test' document, said tool conprises : means for

are conggqt@, gP%teZ%fﬁF’@ﬁ "%t‘hﬁ%‘?@‘éf%@@f aining to a given
docunent, nanely, the 'test' docunment; neans for
creating a local repository of the search results
According: tauatiatigert dspecp off she paelserttanmtlon dlozzerrie proyidsfl & kol using the said

GE doc nent ;. .reans 0 n ntically each
method 3 e N2 ARG s B ren et PP PO
means fﬁi@ﬁtlierﬁtﬂfg @aﬁﬂ @tailtng@ger&lrﬁ@gg@rd givéh c&cﬁmbmmitaﬁew Ghéragst’ document;
spl ayi ng the plagjariz passages t sour ce
means tflﬂ igeta deselimenostt %nyoﬁfg the se7rg éesa eﬂvdlgg e aPr°Fet“§/‘g' target
documm%ghgs&jgge@&m@ﬁﬂson of the source and the target
document 1s carried out by a sliding window technique

means fyigompaning semantically eachomtgnsinl target dacumsnigwith the gowrse document;

means 3RS SRR i FOMBE A8 of o

source ant/the taxga slooiméralopp esthnhe pervepinbindlarivy; | | be appar ent
fromthe descr ption rovi ded. her ei nbel ogw, wi t h

whereih e SORIREGSIN LIESOHEE S 4118t JACHTFEAS SHECH(RY liding window
techmq@@%ﬁ& MEfeQPercﬂrtQ\ébglﬁQ'nﬁﬁﬂh@ 't%&%@%e 8t &R debrmbts, Al d @ cuments

Figure 1 illustrates
areconwppéedofremaaqextrfpm@d@abasfhgd fomet in the system Figure 2
illustrates the Process Flowhart for execution of the
System of online searching on the
The other objects and advantages of the present invention will be apparent from the description

provided hereinbelow with reference to the accompanying figures and detailed description

provided herein below.
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE ACCOMPANYING FLOWCHARTS
Figure 1 illustrates the overall procedure followed in the system.

Figure 2 illustrates the Process Flowchart for execution of the System of online searching on the

internet for creating a local repository of similar documents.
Figure 3 illustrates the process of conversion of text document into hashed document.

Figure 3A exemplifies the processing of a piece of text.



internet for creating a local repository of simlar
docunents. Figure 3 illustrates the process of
conversion of text docunent into hashed docunent.
Figure 3A exenplifies the processing of a piece of

text. 9 Figure 4 ill ustratgs t he sliding w ndow
techni que used for conparing the texts. Figures 5 and
5A illustrate the process of conparison of the

correspondi ng source and the target w ndows. Figure 6
illustrates the process of semantic analysis. Figure 7
Figure #lillustratea thesslitling vondqyuteclufiquehusedrfirisonparingsthe textse resul t
bei ng di splayed in a columar fornmat along with the
. rc e .sjmlarit f the.target and the source
Figure{}s b on TS ANG BIocost SBRpRITISRN BT SBEFTRPOIR RS A i ke target
windowdle present invention provides a novel nethod for
detecting plagiarism Unlike the prior nethods
. described above, present met hod has a holistic
Figure gillusgraten therprersay ofrpgmanticanalysispr obl ens  i.e. it takes
into consideration both the textual and the semantic
. ¥ [ t, . Th [ of:
Figure 7Rk Bfes e Slp P RE S e PR P iolab i B£8R Bhnar forma
along witinthe paeentagdximiaritiof teatrgbt anditieyvgonfce tdoeurndt. r e
wor ki ng of the systemis presented in Figure 1. The
docunment to be checked for plagiarismin text fornat
is selected by the user and uploaded in interfacing
DETAHYH DESCRIPIONDRRPECTFIE RMBODRVERGR . ' n a conput er
— CcoOnnecred to a NEetWorKk o gr wor Ks or group
of conputers connected in intranet or internet. On

mhe P Bk AR, M, 558 bRt DR e S ke e pri
methodsrﬂe&&ﬂfgd tabével, @reser Qﬁdﬂﬁmﬁa}sw%d]igtih ap;ﬁb%chaiﬁdiesl@igewttﬁ the problems
. . . desjred setti.ngs. The uploaded test dogcunent is
Le. it tag%wgacqnﬁldsrarle% Both g spdlend Hheesernagc yimlgiity e aidggument.

option of either searching the |local repository or the

r [ : - chQQs | to] :

The i) 801 in OSRNG0, HOR g enione
above. Seovérall vieve i thesntire whekinghvf theesystesn as whesénged in Figure 1. The

document to be checked for plagiarism in text format is selected by the user and uploaded in

interfacing unit like GUI (Graphics User Interface), in a computer connected to a network or

group of networks or group of computers connected in intranet or internet.

On completion of the selection of the target document, the user follows the below mentioned
steps:

User uploads the test document onto the GUI and selects desired settings.

The uploaded test document is stored in a local database.

The user is given the option of either searching the local repository or the Internet itself.

On choosing the Internet option, the user is further given the option of searching a few specific
websites or the Internet as a whole.

On selecting some particular search domain, an input form is generated by the software program

on the screen and the URLSs of those domains are then accepted as input from the user.



On selecting sonme particul ar search domain, an input
formis generated by the software program on the
screen and the URLs of those domains are then accepted
as input fromthe user. 10 |If the user selects to
search the whole of the Internet user is further
asked if he wants to bl ock (%one particul ar URLs
during search. If the user selects to bl ock/skip sone
particul ar URLs during search, an input formis

1 the GERSUBAETh seBRa shE G S b o hr ARRFIL O s to block

some mrficul#e QIR IIsethriagkédrétgs, intelligent and inportant
queries are generated fromthe docunent. The queries
gener ated above are searched on the internet/loca
I e A RRAE R e SaS R FpliTRl i generted
on the sersen addberb/RLs af thoscasites areaaceptddas enit bomhensery act as
t he docunents with which the systemw || conpare for
pl agiarism Using the URLs stored above, the system
After énteriizeall deqpided ad8ings) eintotl lpepa@el irhpornmt Qeeriestaes geterated from the
with the hope that these docunents may be simlar in
documepe context to the document being checked for
plagiarism®' After conpleting the above steps, the
system conpares the given docunent with all the
The qupsies setrrated sbpmcozd serrehednant the intetnst/loetl fepositgnt ant URgs of pages

from t%ﬁ §(etp czyrgsaﬁtg \;V?east%reé in ggytagap %%fec g:?o&%r% g?c,sn]t% {8 tzlre rt}es\%ﬁ{fclh nenP are saved
and thése splssequently tiétens tiar dpetimeantsl with evisichithe eystfﬁlm ovilirestysare fde@lagiarism.

result shows the part of the docunent plagiarized
along with the source URL fromwhere it has been

Using SRPUREs skheNabdie, {h@‘%ﬁ'kteﬁae afél Rwhlbals TROSRD payest fin the internet
user for conparin document's, this step occurs

with thejhgpe that these cw@mgnfé maytbesiroidasiim gletq@etekb@ahe dequansnt bring checked
R. The entire nethod described above is fully
forplagﬁhkr?mt ed as it is software based and the user only
has to select the test document to be checked for

aner Buffefia 3% abGle uipg 5F iy ratassipgen dgeghey “with ant e

documEht@\dﬁWﬁrohdell fhéih tiReRterite Frldetedtifieerival dswélngs &iﬁ&ﬂﬁﬂl@gﬂhsm The
flowhart. FI ovvchart 2 elucidates the interna

result j5,displayed 7y aovide: b sidy solumndin Pty withi rewertng the Faé%rﬁ’d the source
docum®FBPBIERsEIE MBvi e part of the document plagiarized along with the source URL

from where it has been copied. When the local repository is chosen by the user for comparing the

documents, this step occurs right after the step of choosing the local repository option.

The entire method described above is fully automated as it is software based and the user only
has to select the test document to be checked for plagiarism. Herein also, an user friendly

“Graphic User Interface (GUI)” is provided.

Steps 3 to 9 of flowchart 1 has been dealt in detail in the subsequent flowchart. Flowchart 2

elucidates the internal processing of the system while downloading relevant webpages from the



11 internet. It describes the process of a query

bei ng searched on the internet using any Search

Engi ne's Application Programm ng Interface (API). URLs

are extracted fromthe top search results. The

extracted URLs are stored ﬁp a dat abase. URLs stored

in the database are read one by one and the

correspondi ng docunent is downl oaded fromthe internet
mtemeta'Ftdde“sEr%&C{hé %r&eisoﬁazlt uér?p&ﬁi Qa’élbéhecf bAWRO &tbrnét usmg any Search

el uci dates_the process has wherei n the text
Engine’gotpplisation Brogomvaingdaterface éAHIa-sH sfaoe eutractgd, &om; thejtgp search

results. ‘ﬁig )gtpa%gedr@flélpsege gﬁk‘ﬁ%‘eg d§¥a§£ﬁte' BﬁLstt%Jsztlg ﬂlerlﬁia%gse(dre?‘ read one by

one ancual_heab@mporﬁhmmdns 1sjdmnlmh®deﬁrasmsthe@nmedsnd sﬂoe:d in a local
repositog? ﬁg&%&d?&éﬁ%ﬁ iéplgq%rg,lg;/o tha%/pg-fg% Qrexgﬁ Cttegtt@cgrrr]lerrmg converted
to a hadhRAHbiMAR L. &l ACY ABIAEnel haSRA MRS IS thiting WithStheadsef(05,MBr&ram, will,
first form as shown in flowhart 3A°~ Converting i nt o
shall etgagh mainipining fin ras poise databaseh wismaeing ds idege prhegeinrstepmwords like
| I

adject1\/§¥ jﬂra@gs{, ﬂérx&art]ig@sgﬁd Fiﬂn{:tﬁﬁf‘o frﬁﬁrks %rg nrc\?/rgcr)\%gd ﬂ'd?t? tl‘ {egf > Bkument and
the remhining dowamentois dom\&rte@] inte fits badeafolm oa ffise forTihES smom ih eik)hlchart 3A.

S _us ed in the c%ion

Converlii ol Cabe-fikat B pum elips Oejenioe STEer i e

voice ofV@elordfindl Hodmérmt duridl'Bpying. TRRer"@Rerviak ioibaseform each word is
i nteger W th a maxi num val ue of 4*1077. For the

given aﬁasivc\é%@ dhe saspgolash Aenction iscusad hers whigh wasi used iy the dictignary above.
This ha\% ?tg{clﬁﬁr? ?ﬁ;ﬁgat%% %Pésg’@g \éac;'ﬁhg\g%t{dghSng%H Sn 'ﬁ;s#s% dl%hgﬁ%}?ﬁ‘ value is an
integer iwitht eadaxifnual silne rod lBl‘QO’SJhﬁm the prbcevc bﬁrcbmﬁarittgwé documents for

. er . ns are .also hashed a

similarif) AT OpRrcssper draoners g Mecmis 1§ upia EATouoT g i Grignary is stored

in hash&PfolimViAdtetd JfQY st@AL s NBHA ih FlowdRart HtBE Synonly b afe 4TRXEiNeHThashed
val ue of 4* 10~7. Then each word in the docunent is

values wlélﬁh g&eecd)ngg,lergd tebg ?%‘fﬁdﬁﬂg tch@le rasshfopmy Thais hash yalye for each word is
GHTED h
an inte Ipves | akl um?%éﬁléé/ %%%ﬁ‘r?ez?ﬁkb%gc}p gfrc{‘ltng g(?(ceuanF{ %I replaced by a
correSporhbng)hme@@eoéndhtas ldopigmend isl mcahs se@llacmweof infegers. The gives the
onver t he hash
hashed SRR Kifhi oo’ Fpmpiiviias REeRy of phlieie Asalotd HaSs
technlque whi ch ensures efficient conparison of the
et.e docunent This particular techni ue known
After thﬁr?gﬁ%ﬁrwa@ o terttshed: faemati e st andshe serce e m?mmée compared by
the slidfrR@WIHd8W tfaéhnug1 I@hﬂcn\éﬁmrésoaff\eﬁhp Borﬁpdfﬁén bfendEGASIBE document.
I nvent i on technical advanced over the prior art.
This pagticylae trghnique oy aﬁabeeshdmewsxldmtmnwm ifcanetos dheinique features of

this m\)@gh&h vﬁuglo%ﬂg@ihe Eregénw 199 ntlloHttgchmcally advanced over the prior art.

Flowchart 4 elucidates the sliding window technique in which a document is divided into

ar ¥
n-ense or

windows of fixed size. A particular window of the document shares 50% portion of the
preceding window. The overlap region as shown in the flowchart pertains to the 50% share

portion. Thus, there is always one overlapping window between two successive windows.



wi ndows of fixed size. A particular w ndow of the
docunent shares 50% portion of the preceding w ndow.
The overlap region as shown in the flowhart pertains
to the 50% share portion. Thus, there is always one
over | appi ng wi ndow bet ween .t wo successi ve w ndows. 12
Figures 5 and 5A descri be Hl w two correspondi ng
wi ndows fromthe source and target docunments are
Figure€ SRR 8% dEdBIBE ChoB Ithvb U@ oRtink R Ol SBE dofirce and target
conmpari ng the docunents processed above. After
documentparesompgretthe docunents, each of the 2 docunents is a
collection of integers. Sliding windows are used for
the 2 docunents to be conpared with an overlap of 50%
Figure o6 iHinmaRs i the frh@hisd uded A compiiring tie dsithehs pmcéssédi@above. After
nunmper of occurrences of each word jn. the w ndow, Of. .
processigg urpents, each °’§§lﬁ &f{ﬂwrafma %fqﬂes%%?%@egﬁrénsﬁﬁ%g windows
are usedd¥dLthe ' dBcBMmehid 8o WO LOmpsred WGtheMENVeASh of 584 28RKown in figure 4. An
_procedure is followed for the correspondi ng wi ndow of
array igjesed temerkBhe pambesad laceusredeas of eacheword in thefwindaw nfidequment A. If a
synonsif o€ St Sl g S B! Bdne WARE i i ted SR procedure
is folloveds @ stha cofredpanding hwiaddwl of, ddchmemaBagoapich sord occurred in left
. , considered plagiar,i zed. anpl e: Consi der the )
windo g faEewS 1 HRVEes o e g poURG és qAnsiglerer; Regal count is
added 4ddqBibtaPBRAKRS Rear4n Bir&hbRIANE ¥>aﬁg£a?h ficongitiekd ﬁl&giarized.
read. Many books have al so been published on those and
many novi es have been nmade. 2) Ancient dramas are
Yy good for reading and view ng. Lots of books were
AnEx%ﬁ@%Ted and pictures were released on them In the
Considernthe falovdangtya/gieceanf tegtse” and "ancient” are synonyns.
So the synonym detection technique finds that both
are the sane words. "Plays" and "dranas" are synonyns

1) Antighe ﬁ@_?ﬁli&tth&re of BRkeSpa8reNe rEdlly YBbR ¢ wadch andedear di ngl y,

“r eal " and "truly" are also synonyns and are caught
Marypookseavp plse deen prplisiead ombose andimdiry monigs breariean meds:
: t : ' h :

2 Anchi Py BRI o (o B Welthe? Lits 7 APORL e grinted and
pictures were relessésbwi thehiorm i .e. "view' and finds it to be

sane as "watch". "read" and "reading" are the sane

word but different forns
In the two texts above “antique” and “ancient” are synonyms. So the synonym detection

technique finds that both are the same words. “Plays” and “dramas” are synonyms of each other
and the system detects it. Accordingly, “really “ and “truly” are also synonyms and are caught by
the present system. Now “watch” and viewing may not be synonyms, but watch and view are
almost the same activity. The present system converts “viewing” into its basic form, i.e. “view”
and finds it to be same as “watch”. “read” and “reading” are the same word but different forms
and the present system catches them easily since it converts reading into its basic form — “read”.
Again, “many” and “lots” are also synonyms. “Books” is the only word that has been exactly
copied here and so a basic comparison approach can catch this also but one word never proves
plagiarism. “printed” is another form of “published” and the present system detects it. Same is

true with “movies” and “pictures”.



and the present system catches themeasily since it
converts reading into its basic form- "read". Again,
“many" and "lots" are al so synonyns. "Books" is the
only word that has been exactly copied here and so a
basi ¢ conpari son approach g3n catch this al so but one
word never proves plagiari'sm "printed" is another
formof "published" and the present system detects it.
Sane is true with "novies" and "pictures”. 13 After
the subm tted docunent is coq?ared with all downl oaded
a

After the submified doayment isrromperederitisall dawnleadad dospmentsgiryvith greuments
i toxs R GELRREL B n RylR/pb 1SOHINE 08§ in e .

The lefilcalyinar shoed thaphgiasipdd pdragrafinof subthitaidooantentaad thheight column

right colu shows 't he paragraph of the source
shows dhecRARSERPIY Plce SRHFCS, QR o Buch i (68 WasnEPPigd: Thy URL of the
source [dOSUM&ERYS GRo URPIHTBML Al theBoBBmUbISIBE s pabt, fdi@nkigk tpRiFiarism is
) of the result page, percentage plagiarismis
displayglspl ayed. The Met hod/ Procedure for Detecting Textua

and Content Plagiarisns in the Thesi s/ Research

Papers/ Patents etc is as below of a typica
The Methet/Pracedun for Reteotieg Vextia umdf Gomedt Pdagiarisarssinl thk &hesis/Research

| ar at.i i dat.es. updert aki ng, i d tat t
Papers{3fenBiaftis SRl Ve s T iBBHEPRE docurent - Generate. |

website plagiarismreport as well as patent plagiarism
report and reggrt of plagiarismfrome-books, |NDEST .
o deemeyasuariqus eemek isegioner ke aleelaratipmg candidaeso dadartaking, guides

%kéltteltﬁéﬁﬁgncﬁ%@r%m%'és secﬁﬂ f‘ro&l? (5] éﬁﬁﬁ e]thCUﬁent to contain

onl'y those col ums ere three I'irnés plus of a

resource material has been copied and it is rel evant

to the candi date docunent. For all abov ases,

. Geae v ?giﬁq?m FeR0a s Wall i Rasgst Qe geport and report of
it frbﬁr@-b&kts,hﬁdDﬁ’ﬁQhﬁﬁéémx’é&ﬁﬂ'ﬂpapeﬂs? ei¢&sing the procedure
plagiarismreport in side-by-side printed Tormwth
rogtlmedeartiet i ons of the organizations in case an
institution of higher education and research, its
pl agi ari sm policies should be followed. In its

o Haétethe ewordndocomygnidior erithiy dndy ltigse footuntsawhdre thieEHines plus of a

resource material has been copied and it is relevant to the candidate document.

e For all above cases, examine whether figures are also copied. If yes, include them in the

plagiarism report.

e Issue plagiarism report in side-by-side printed form with recommendations of the
organizations in case an institution of higher education and research, its plagiarism
policies should be followed. In its absence, one may directly follow for example IEEE

guidelines [8].



guidelines [8]. 14 In case percentage of plagiarism
is bel ow 20% exam ne the references section closely.
The | atest references relevant to the problem sol ved
shoul d be examined and if it is superficial, identify
the real references based 0y whi ch the work has been
done. Take conplete print &ut of the real references.
Based on clues given by the plagiarism report,

[ iarize .
U5 S seteeBlabe Bt BRLALLA RS bBBW 2@ by e ttbrepecs secton closely.
Thi détediqoftrdnoed rdldvantbrdshefrobld sobwdashohidplgpexanmised and if it is

shoddy. .exam ne . cl osel he ods ctjon ,of

Biv Tl P DT Seeranperialed O wiich Hieoyark B o 4P oo

at and indicate their inconsistencies. Check whether
ortions copied are within the provisions of "FAIR

%@@ cgmplete] paims ouiodf thh ecabagfprencgst Baged/ aoglyesi gjkien By thesplagiarism

h ry, .for le~al how. i i o | j
Papofs Mep BB gt PERTRS GReek oMl ebifRoRly o1 B sBloh¥. 1f nor
ifdunidf thete irlikpRiidod thatedle bedy oh trugkeardf Ripeniseshoddys Now examine

follo | agi ari sm pol.icy of concerned organi zation .
o1y SRl EBoBas st Pepst RN S CRcipstp grived a
hd iABERSthEY REABIAMCRY (Reck WHEBRr pofidns EFAHTRARY \within the

said method conprises the steps of:.%fnerating search
Pravisings ?fe‘ﬁﬁr‘aﬁRnn‘E%”t[d] #lagisy of tﬁ@&mmg 1t AetffeapyrighthBules of the
) ' : t A . i .
bl il QSR oy 68 f BB By R0 S 1BLY sétheroBPwhichever
iho tawsrifnitsis @bpdriye credittdc throlpb uretstérices else afdlloy [Hagdiaridne policy of
docunent in. a.local, database conparing each potentia
SsFed gesapiation ‘(Xﬁ? }s ' gun ¢hegoc nglﬂhsé'nt . generating a

report in a columar format displaying the plagiarized
passages of the source and the target docunent al ong

with the percent simlarity; wherein the conparison of

the source and the target docunment is carried out by a
sliding




wi ndow t echni que and wherein prior to conparing the
target and the source docunents, said docunents are
converted froma text format to a hashed format. 2.
The nethod as clainmed in claim1 wherein said step of
creating local repository gonprises sear ching the
internet directly; extractinhg URLs of the cl osest
search results; downl oadi ng the correspondi ng
docunents and storing said docunents. 3. The nethod
as claimed in claim2 wherein said extracted URLS are
stored in a database. ACLAIMSnhethod as clainmed in
claiml wherein selection of keywords for generating
said search string pertains to the test docunment. 5.
Ahaethed foodewsting plagitdsm i € giabmttest Wenmient, sad imethod comprises the
docuqents are given hash value by the process of

ng. 6. The nethod as clainmed in claiml1l wherein

gé}ﬁramgdeai&pgﬂﬁgstpehammgvtb 49 ehobuéridRwel the ftbstedbcument;
Size sO that two successive wi ndows in the docunent

Pragtingam laseletepegitoreef tha seareh rexultmeludmgﬁb@p@tgmal sarges dlocuments
ﬂhg%&kg%}@“ %ﬁtﬁl n said overlap region conprises at

eas ared portions of the docunents. 8. The
nelbéding seid @hktadovedlentrin a lavahdatabaker ei n sai d report

ener at ed .havi ng, col umar for di s in the |left
TR ERUROteTUE! ShOFeE a9 umert viihihe (oSt RgBREMont 8l ong
gederatﬂng RfepodtifRRofumak fd?ma@&agzplbﬁﬁghe |p?@ﬁa3fzbc¥ ﬁ&ks@geg of 18 source
Qéhf col um di spl ays the source Trom which
@

é%gﬁﬁépﬁgnﬁtnéﬁkong withiike pesgent giglilarity; has been COpI ed.
ry?lethgg g&hs@ﬁ of h%' s'gErQe aﬁd %&%@k@doﬁﬁﬁ&&' i ccjuJPigd olugl;sI a sliding

er conprises e source
Wuniowe&tlanq@&nd'ﬁﬂmrmphodtoa&@aangrﬂté targecarai the fource documents,

rein prior to step of co arison ﬁ(Er?of t he text
L irumeBl eeadafl fofia EREPAY ISR MBFM AT ke  he
conparison exhaustive.
The method as claimed in claim 1 wherein said step of creating local repository
comprises
searching the internet directly;
extracting URLs of the closest search results;

downloading the corresponding documents and

storing said documents.
The method as claimed in claim 2 wherein said extracted URLs are stored in a database.

The method as claimed in claim 1 wherein selection of keywords for generating said

search string pertains to the test document.

The method as claimed in claim 1 wherein text documents are given hash value by the

process of hashing,

The method as claimed in claim 1 wherein the said document is divided into windows of

fixed size so that two successive windows in the document have an overlap region.



10.

11.

12.

13.

11. The nmethod as clained in claim1l wherein all
synonyns of the words are considered and treated sane
as the base form 12. The method as clainmed in claiml
step of conparison further conprises Para-Phrasing for
determi ning content plagiarism 13. A tool for
detecting plagiarism conpr 1&es means for generati ng
search strings pertaining to a given docunent, nanely,
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The method as claimed in claim 1 wherein prior to step of comparison words of the text

documents are reduced to their base form to make the comparison exhaustive.

The method as claimed in claim 1 wherein all synonyms of the words are considered and

treated same as the base form.

The method as claimed in claim 1 step of comparison further comprises Para-Phrasing for

determining content plagiarism.

A tool for detecting plagiarism comprises

means for generating search strings pertaining to a given document, namely, the ’test’
document;

means for creating a local repository of the search results including the potential target
documents of the source document;

means for comparing each potential target document with the source document;

means for generating a report in a columnar format displaying the plagiarized passages of
the source and the target document along with the percent similarity;

wherein the comparison of the source and the target document is carried out by a sliding
window technique and wherein prior to comparing the target and the source documents,

said documents are converted from a text format to a hashed format.





