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The Presentation and Publication of Academic Work
Styles of Footnotage and Bibliographies / Works Cited
Aims of the Seminar

· To increase awareness of referencing and documenting sources in academic work as an issue of scholarly integrity and conscientiousness
· Through the provision of guidance, to build understanding of the appropriate use of foot/endnotes in academic work
· To introduce some of the variety of ‘styles’ of documentation and referencing

· To provide practical instruction in the use of  Modern Humanities Research Association (MHRA) Style, particularly for the documentation of references in footnotes and in bibliographies or lists of works cited/consulted
The aims of the seminar are to be achieved partly through lecture and seminar discussion and partly through tutorial instruction in the use of MHRA Style.
1.

Conscientious Referencing as an Issue of Scholarly Integrity
In an article written for the Times Higher Education, in 2016, Ron Iphofen proposed that two related problems necessarily task academics:

One confronts those who enter a new field: how to make sure to build on already existing developments and avoid unnecessary wheel reinvention. The answer – as all research students are told – is to do the desk research first.

This is the reason for the first unit of this course having been concerned with the use of bibliographical resources and other works of reference. Iphofen goes on to identify the second, connected problem as ‘how to be sure that future contributors are aware of what we have already achieved so that they, too, can build on existing knowledge’. His answer is ‘to seek out the most effective means to promote your conclusions’.
 
Iphofen’s article is concerned primarily with this question: ‘Why might previous work go unnoticed or ignored?’
 One answer might be that all methods, however efficient, of searching for what has been written on a particular topic are limited. Another, suggested by Iphofen in his article, is conscious omission: ‘Research assessment cycles and career advancement are two reasons why a researcher might choose to ignore a work by someone else that might undermine their own claim to originality’.
 Iphofen concludes:
The key question in all this is who suffers if any academic neglects earlier work. Clearly the academic ultimately loses out in not actually making a real contribution to the advancement of knowledge. That may not be noticed except by the few who have access to the relevant sources, but if it subsequently comes to light, the academic’s contribution is doubly diminished by the inevitable suspicion that the prior work was deliberately ignored.


The body of […] knowledge also suffers in that progress is necessarily slowed by unnecessary repetition. And society suffers in having to pay the costs of delayed progress and wasted effort that could have been put to much better use.


So what is the remedy for neglect through incompetence or, worse, conscious omission? There was a time when I would have advocated the revival of the 18th-century French encyclopedists’ aim of summarising all the major advances in each particular field. But now that we have Wikipedia I am less convinced of the trustworthiness of that approach. Instead, we will have to rely upon improving both the search skills and the professional ethics of the individual researcher. Only conscience can ultimately ensure that credit is always given where credit is due.

Correct use of referencing is a scholarly method devised to enable readers to locate sources and relate the work at hand to earlier work – to what is already out there. According to Xia Li and Nancy B. Crane, this is its main objective.
 It enables a fuller and better informed engagement with the arguments presented in a piece of scholarly writing. Therefore references should be given for ‘all direct or indirect quotations, and in acknowledgement of someone’s opinions, or of a source of factual information which is not general knowledge’.
 This seems entirely sound but for the fact that it does not explain what is meant by ‘general knowledge’.
Let’s put aside that question temporarily and address directly the matter of ‘plagiarism’, which means taking material from other sources and presenting this material within your work as if it were your own, without proper and/or complete acknowledgement of the original source. Plagiarism may take different forms; for example, it may entail taking material word for word from a source without any footnote or other form of acknowledgement to identify the fact that these are not your own words, or it may entail a looser paraphrasing of another person’s ideas as if they were all your own ideas (again, without proper acknowledgement of where these ideas came from). Sometimes, students weave together a mixture of their own words and the words of another author, in such a way that the reader cannot readily determine which is which.
The problem of plagiarism in student work is often approached from the perspective of its detection, and accordingly focuses on how to recognise signs of plagiarism in student writing and on computer software that is engineered to detect and identify text that occurs elsewhere, matching it with potential sources. This is highly important in maintaining or restoring confidence in the sense that the grades that students are awarded, and ultimately their qualifications, are indeed their just deserts. But equally, the problem of plagiarism can be approached from the perspective of prevention. 

In one sense the occurrence of plagiarism is evidence of academic dishonesty, but by no means all cases of plagiarism arise from a wilful intention to deceive; quite often, the problem is about acquiring the judgement and skills to recognise when a source should be acknowledged, and knowing how to go about handling source material in the proper (both conscientious and competent) way. So the avoidance of plagiarism is achieved through the cultivation of academic honesty or scholarly integrity and through the development of certain competencies in the handling of sources.
Therefore it is necessary to know how to set out foot/endnotes providing references to sources, use quotation marks to show where the quoted material begins and ends within the main text of a piece of academic writing, and indicate where a passage may have been edited out (i.e. where you have taken out some words or phrases for reasons of your own) from the source you have quoted. All of these matters will be addressed in the practical notes and exercises below.
Before we turn our attention to practical instruction in the methods and styles of citation, however, let us consider another concern that frequently arises about the use of footnotes or endnotes. This concern is when to use notes for purposes other than the documentation of sources, and to what extent to do this. This practice takes two legitimate forms. 

The first is the use of references in footnotes to support a point that is made, rather than to identify the source of an idea. In fact the point at which one can say clearly that a particular idea is one’s own, rather than derived at least in part from elsewhere, is often indistinct, and it is consistent with the principles of scholarly integrity to acknowledge influence as well as clear borrowing for the purposes of making one’s own argument. 
There are also occasions in academic writing when points require discursive support. If the point would remain obscure without explanation, however, this should not be provided in a note, but rather in the main text. But providing in a footnote a sentence or two, or even more, in support of a point which is nevertheless clear without it may be an appropriate scholarly practice. One can take the view that this practice is an amplification of the use of references in footnotes to support a point that is made. As a guide, one should always consider how relevant and/or necessary such amplification is. It should always be genuinely helpful to the reader’s understanding and should never be used by the author as a pure demonstration of what they know irrespective of its relevance to the immediate argument or the point that is being made at that place in the academic essay. Discursive footnotes should also not be used simply for tucking matter away that would otherwise add to an essay’s word count, though of course they will have this effect even in cases of their appropriate use.
2.

Practical Notes on Conscientious Referencing and Documentation of Sources
The different sets of conventions that exist in the presentation of references are called ‘styles’. There are variations in the use of conventions even within one style, but it is important that all references in an academic piece of work are presented consistently. References are required in footnotes, endnotes, or parentheses, depending on the style. They are also required in bibliographies or lists of works cited or consulted. Broadly speaking, styles of documenting sources or writing references fall into two kinds: those that use footnotes or endnotes, such as MHRA and the Chicago Manual of Style; those that use parenthetical referencing (including the author-date system), such as Harvard and the Modern Languages Association (MLA). Although much of the discussion which follows is generally applicable, practical advice pertains to MHRA Style, since this is the set of conventions you are required to follow in your academic work.
It is important when referencing to be accurate and precise. The footnote number should ideally be placed at the end of the sentence or, if this is not possible, after the word or phrase to which it relates, and always after any punctuation mark, except a dash. In a newspaper article, a teacher of American government, history and journalism at St. Albans School in Washington, Jacqueline Hicks Grazette, describes how one Monday morning she clicked online and scrolled through her email for the take-home exams her students had finished over the weekend. On reading one she noticed an answer that ended with a footnote. Her article continues:
The footnote directed me to Wikipedia, the online encyclopedia to which anyone can contribute articles and information. My high school student was letting me know that he had used it to help him answer this exam question. What was not clear was how he had used it. What part of the answer relied on Wikipedia? Had he just lifted something verbatim and pasted it in?

As Grazette comments, ‘[i]n the online world in which teachers and students navigate, ambiguity of this kind is daily fare’. There are a number of issues that could be discussed in this relation. One, for example, arises because of the collaborative composition of Wikipedia and more generally the ‘ethic of the Internet, which emerged from the computer culture of collaborative work’ and ‘is in tension with the values and practices of traditional scholarship’.
 One response to this is to insist that it is not for students to decide what is ‘common’ or ‘general knowledge’ and that students should ‘obey the standard of traditional notation for intellectual property’.
 But deciding the limits of ‘general knowledge’ and other issues which this case raises poses dilemmas. Nevertheless, in the case itself, there would probably be little disagreement about this kind of ambiguity being unacceptable in academic writing.
The same concern for accuracy should characterise the presentation of quotations in academic work. Practical instruction in the use of quotations and quotation marks is provided in the relevant chapter of the MHRA Style Guide. The following is intended certainly to offer guidance of a practical kind, but also to offer advice of a scholarly or professional kind.

When interested by a point made by a scholar in a published work, you may want to quote the scholar’s words directly, and if you do so you must either indent the passage in your essay to show that it is a direct quotation, or – if you prefer to include it as part of a continuing sentence or paragraph in your own essay – you must use quotation marks at the beginning and the end of all of the words you have taken from the scholar’s work. You must also include a footnote in your essay to indicate exactly where the words come from.

Normally, it is best to indent an extended quotation, but it is alright to include a shorter one (with due acknowledgement) as part of your own sentence. Because when doing so you have to include the quoted passage in single quotation marks, you must adopt double quotation marks where quotation marks appear within the quoted passage, even where these are single quotation marks in the original. This is necessary to distinguish between your own quotation marks and those which were originally used. This entails a slight alteration to the punctuation of the original passage, but in this context that is both permissible and necessary.

You may choose to edit down the words in a published scholarly work or other source, indicating clearly where you have taken something out with an ellipsis: […]. In such cases as this, you may insert your own linking word to make the connection and meaning of the sentence clearer, and it is quite permissible to do this so long as you identify which word or words you have inserted through the use of square brackets.

You may wish to make use of some or one of the ideas in a passage or paragraph of a scholarly work but do not wish to quote the whole thing. In that case it would be fine to paraphrase it or sum it up in your own words with due acknowledgement of the influence. Although the paraphrase does not use the words of the original, the crucial ideas should be faithfully rendered, and this should be recognisable by any impartial critic who compared the two statements. It should be clear that you are not claiming the ideas to be your own. Without due acknowledgement, the statement would appear to be plagiarised; that is, it would be too closely derived from another person’s critical writing.
It is quite reasonable to set down an observation in your own words even if after it occurred to you, you found it duplicated in another scholar’s work. In these circumstances, one might feel considerable pressure to ignore your discovery and consciously omit to document it. As Iphofen wryly observes:

There can be nothing worse than spending many months developing an idea and writing a paper only to discover that similar findings were published only a few years earlier. Do you go for a rewrite and admit a diminution of originality? Or submit and pray that the referees [or markers] also missed the earlier work?

In such circumstances, it would always be sensible to add that the observation you have made, or the idea you have developed, is also noted or advanced by the other scholar. That way at least you can claim credit for having noticed it yourself, while acknowledging that you’re not the first to have noticed it.

Some ideas are much broader, and could be considered a commonplace of criticism on a particular text. The fact that other commentators on a literary work say much the same thing might or might not deter you from making this sort of point in your own words, and from doing so without any specific acknowledgement of any one source or sources. This of course returns us to the question of who decides what ‘common’ or ‘general knowledge’ is.
Finally, let us turn our attention to the presentation of references themselves, in footnotes and in bibliographies or lists of works cited or consulted, which are appended to the end of academic works. In this area, once again, a concern for accuracy should prevail. 
An understanding of the basics of the MHRA style of presentation of references may be derived from Cardiff University Library Service’s ‘MHRA Tutorial’, which may be found at https://xerte.cardiff.ac.uk/play_4352, and for which a link is provided on the Moodle page for this module. 
For more complex referencing problems you are advised to consult the MHRA Style Guide, an Adobe Acrobat PDF copy of which may also be found on the module Moodle page.
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