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The Interdisciplinary Center
Disciplinary File 44/2006

In the Matter of Accused Student A and Accused Student B — Jointly, the
Respondents
September 11, 2006

Decision

The Respondents are in their fourth year of studies at the School of Law and
Government. In accordance with clauses 2(d), 2(f), 2(k) and 2(q) of the IDC
Disciplinary Code, they have been accused of submitting a joint synopsis which was
extensively copied from other papers that were not their written work and were not
cited in the synopsis. (By the way it should be noted that though the name of the
course is "Seminar", the joint synopsis handed in was not a seminar paper, which was
seemingly possible according to the course tasks). The Students absolutely denied the

suspicion against them.

In interim decisions which 1 gave on August 29, 2006 and August 31, 2006, I
instructed the Center Authorities not to give any certification of the Respondents
academic situation including authorization to begin legal apprenticeship and to block
their access to their grade sheets which can be viewed online on the Center's Internet

Site, until their case has been decided.

The Respondents, the Complainant and the Lecturer were heard at the hearing held
before me.

The Facts of the Case a.

The Lecturer claimed that almost the entire paper, at times word for word, and at
other times with slight changes in the composition was copied from three sources: (1)
Shaul Shay's book, The Axis of Evil: Iran, Hizballah, and the Palestinian Terror of
2003 (hereinafter: "Shay's book" or "the book"); (2) A paper purchased on the Internet
entitled "Iran and Terrorist Organizations (hereinafter: "Internet Source 1"); (3)
Another paper purchased on the internet site entitled "Iranian Terror" (hereinafter:

"Internet Source 2"), without citing these references in the paper.

It is hereby emphasized that Shay's book appears in the reference list at the end of the
Respondents' synopsis along with four other references.” In addition, there is no
citation in the body of the paper for Shay's book or any other source, especially
Internet Source 1 and Internet Source 2 (which are not listed in the bibliography
either). The footnotes in the paper (39 footnotes) constitute text supplementing or
explaining the contents of the paper, but do not refer to any references.

? The other books appearing in the list of references are Emmanuel Sivan, "The Islamic
Fundamentalism" (1999); Data and Analysis: The Military Echelon of the Hezbollah" (no date was
noted); David Menashri, "Iran in the Revolution" (1988); David Menashri, "Iran — Between Islam and
the West" (1996).

9



During the prolonged hearing I asked the Lecturer to point out the similarities
between the text of the synopsis and the three sources claimed to have been copied
without proper citation.

1. The Claim of Copying from Shay's book

As evolving from pages 7-10 of the hearing protocol, the Lecturer pointed out
sentences and sometimes even paragraphs in which text from Shay's book was copied
in part word for word and in part with slight changes in the composition and slight
editing. Of the 24 pages of the synopsis the Lecturer pointed out copying in one
manner or another on each of the pages from page 3 to page 20 and part of the
summary on page 22, while referring me to the relevant pages in Shay's book (see
page 7 of the protocol) and in another place he noted (page 10 of the protocol) that "at
least 95% of the work was copied from 25 pages of Shay's book".

Indeed there is no doubt that most of the synopsis is based on copying from Shay's
book, sometimes word for word, at times very close to word for word and at other
times by rewriting while changing the composition, by leaving out parts, by adding
and so forth.

The Respondents did not deny that most of their synopsis is based on sections from
Shay's book but they claimed that they had no intention of deceiving, or presenting
the above sections as their own written work. As stated by Respondent B (pages 11-
12 of the protocol): " Heaven forbid! We had no intention of deceiving anyone.
Indeed if it [the work — A.L.] is not academically appropriate we would have done it
over. I am sincerely sorry that it has come to this. This is the last work that we are
submitting for our degree."

That is to say, in other words, the standpoint of the Respondents regarding the
intensive use of Shay's book is that though the work was highly and almost solely
based on this source it may point to a flaw in its academic quality, but not to the
intention of misleading, and seemingly their claim of not citing Shay's book in the
footnotes throughout the paper and only in a general reference is based on a "technical
mistake" (as stated by Respondent B on page 14 of the protocol) or possibly on "a
mistake in discretion" (as stated by Respondent B on page 13 of the protocol), but not
on malice intent. In addition, in this context the Respondents claimed, that to a great
degree, this manner of writing was characteristic of many papers in the past, and at
that time there was also no intent to deceive. Respondent B claimed (page 13 of the
protocol): "in an earlier synopses which we wrote in this manner we wrote [.], this is
not the first time", and according to Respondent A (on pages 13-14 of the Protocol):
"we did not claim for one second that most of our paper was not based on the book. If
you check work of students you will come across many findings of this type. In
papers on government we are not supposed to give a new theory on Iran. All in all we
understood that the purpose was to summarize a certain subject and to give an
opinion".

In response to these claims, the Lecturer stated among other things: "there are
standards and criteria for academic papers. Till now your work is the only one that is
so far off from the criteria for writing papers that I could not ignore it. There is a
significant difference between integrating sources that doesn't [as appearing in the
original — A.L.] and not exactly adhering to taking one book and copying and pasting
from it". (Page 14 of the protocol).
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As to my question, if he gave individual instructions, oral or written regarding writing
papers, the lecturer responded: "during the first lecture I stated that they should refer
to me regarding the bibliography and indeed part of the students came to me [.] [
stated that I insist upon accepted academic rules whereby in the third year the rules of
citing references properly should be known. I had one paper in which a reference was
omitted but there was no copying. Here there is actually a summary of one book".
(Page 10 of the protocol). For this matter I will remark, that in any case, clause 7(e) of
the Center's Study Code states the rule regarding all papers handed in at the Center, in
which "every homework and seminar paper submitted must be written by the
student... any quote or citation of others must be marked as such while noting the
reference".

2. The Claim of Copying from Internet Source 1:
In reference to the claim of copying Internet Source 1, the Lecturer directed me
actually to two places in the synopsis which apparently were copied from this source.

The first relates to the first sentence on page 3 of the synopsis, which begins with the
words "The exportation of the Islamic revolution" and ends with the words "Islamic
revolutionary force", similar to the sentence located on pages 3-4 of Internet Source 1
to the extent that doesn't leave room for doubt (see pages 2-3 of the protocol). The
second relates to the sentence on page 16 of the synopsis, beginning with the words
"in the center of the Hezbollah ideology" and ends with the words "the most important
and leading in Lebanon", almost exactly identical to the sentence on page 8 of Internet
Source 1. In both cases, Internet Source 1 refers to Shaul Shay's book of 2001, "Terror
in the Name of the Imam: 20 years of Shiite Terrorism", which does not appear in the
list of references of the synopsis.

For the solution of the "mystery" of these identical sections I will respond
immediately, while discussing the claim of copying from Internet Source 2.

3. The Claim of Copying from Internet Source 2

In reference to the claim of copying from Internet Source 2, the Lecturer referred me
to three main paragraphs in which there is apparently text in the synopsis copied from
this source.

The first instance refers to the first two paragraphs appearing at the top of page 2 of
Internet Source 2 that begin with the words "Ideological revolution" and end with the
words "as a way of exporting the revolution". These paragraphs are indeed identical
almost word for word to the first two paragraphs of the Respondents' synopsis which
begin with the words "Ideological revolution" and end with the words "in order to
export the revolution" (see page 5 of the protocol).

The second instance refers to the paragraph on page 2 of Internet Source 2 which
begins with the words "In January 1965" and ends with the words "and emissaries
from Iran". An almost identical version can be found in the Students' synopsis on
page 2 in the paragraph which begins with the words "In January 1965" and ends with
the words "and messengers from Iran". In order to support the fact that this is not an
amazing coincidence, the Lecturer noted (page 5 of the protocol) that in these two
cases the name of an Iraqi city Najaf appears as "Nagif" — in other words the mistake
stems from blindly copying the paragraph (and here it is noted that in Shaul Shay's
book of 2003, for example, he indeed spells the name of this city as Najaf, in addition
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the Respondents themselves spell the name of the city in other places in the Synopsis
as "Najaf").

The third example is in reference to the third paragraph on page three of Internet
Source 2 beginning with the words "during the days of "Nasir ad-Din" and ending
with the words "valid" and a completely identical paragraph on page 2 of the
synopsis. Incidentally it should be noted that in this paragraph in Internet Source 2
there is reference to Hamid Algar's book, The Roots of the Islamic Revolution (1983),
whereas in the Student's synopsis this book is not cited.

When I asked the Respondents to explain the identicalness in all of the paragraphs
above, both in reference to Internet source 1 and in reference to Internet Source 2, and
their explanation for the source of these paragraphs, Respondent B (page 16 of the
protocol) stated that "two years ago we submitted a joint paper on the subject of Iran
and they are taken from there".

After the Complainant and I agreed and it was clarified to the Students that (pages 16-
17 of the Protocol) since a complaint was not filed for the paper in 2004, the same
previous paper would not in itself serve as the basis for a separate disciplinary
complaint if it is presented — however, as stated, it can implicate in reference to the
present complaint and it will serve as evidence for all intents and purposes in the
framework of this file — Respondent B suddenly took the paper from 2004 out of his
satchel, which had been handed in by the Respondents as joint work in the course on a
subject taught by a different Lecturer. "Amazingly", the title of the paper which the
two handed in jointly in the summer of 2004 was the exact same title of the synopsis
which is the subject of this complaint. The paper received a grade and the
Respondents even submitted a document to me testifying to an appeal on the grade
they received for the paper, which they had filed at the time.

When I looked at the paper from 2004 during the hearing I indeed found, on page 1-2,
the same paragraphs appearing in the synopsis which is the subject of this complaint.
There are no citations in the footnotes, only in the bibliography at the end of the
paper, which is completely identical (except one item — the book by Shmuel Noah
Eisenstadt, "Fundamentalism and Modernism" of 2002) to the list of references in the
synopsis of 2006.

In the matter before us, completely identical paragraphs or almost completely

identical, appear in three corresponding places, that is at least at least two paragraphs

appear in parallel in the synopsis which is the subject of this complaint, in the paper

from 2004 and in Internet Source 1; and three cases of paragraphs appear in parallel in

the synopsis which is the subject of this complaint, in the paper of 2004 and in

Internet Source 2.

To the best of my judgment and understanding there can be only three possibilities for

the phenomenon of the appearance of the same paragraphs in the Students' papers (of

2004 and of 2006) and in Internet Source 1 or Internet Source 2, whichever the case:

The sentences in the Students' paper and Internet Source 1 or 2 (whichever the 1.
case) were copied from a third source.

The sentences in the Students' work were copied from Internet Source 1 or 2 2.
(whichever the case).

The sentences in Internet Source 1 or 2 (whichever the case) were copied from the 3.
Students' paper (which says that actually the Students original work "wandered"
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with or without their knowledge into the hands of others who copied from it and
later even sold it on the Internet site.

In order to explain why it is self evident that explanation 2 is the correct explanation,
1.e. the Students copied the above sentences from Internet sources, without properly
citing them, I will focus on the paragraph from page 2 of Internet Source 2, which
begins with the words "In January 1965" and ends with the words "and emissaries
from Iran" (and as stated includes the misspelled word Nagif instead of Najaf). In
Internet Source 2 at the end of the paragraph there is reference to Taheri Amir, "The
Spirit of Allah: Khomeini and the Islamic Revolution", published by Am Oved in
1987.

In the parallel paragraph found in the Students' paper both in 2004 and in 2006 there
is no reference to the source in the footnotes or bibliography. In addition for this
matter it is emphasized that when I mentioned this fact to the Respondents during the
hearing, the only response Respondent B gave was: "you showed the reference there,
if the paper was in front of me wouldn't I have added the reference? Even a complete
idiot would have done so... I have no idea how it is similar". For this matter we will
not that the Students did not claim at any stage that they used Taheri's book or that
they are acquainted with it, and they could not show that these paragraphs were based
on any other source which was cited by them in their bibliography of 2004 and of
2006.

The only obvious logical conclusion is that the Students copied the paragraph from
Internet Source 2, and regretfully from another third source without properly citing it
(where the same third source may have served as the basis of Internet Source 2 in
which its legitimacy is not under question in this case). In other words, though my
conclusion is that the second explanation displayed above is correct, even if the first
explanation would have been the correct one, in any case the Respondents committed
an offense of copying from a source without citing the source.

For this matter it should be noted that the Internet site in which Internet Source 1 and
Internet Source 2 appear, the menu of the papers for sale on the site includes details
about each paper, such as the number of pages, the date and a section of the
introduction. Internet Source 1 is dated 2004, but Internet Source 2 is not dated.
However, in the bibliography of Internet Source 2 the latest reference appearing in the
list is from 1994 which might support the conclusion that Internet Source 2 (or maybe
the same other third source which served as a basis for writing Internet Source 2) was
written earlier than the Students' work of 2004 and they based their work on the
Internet source in contrast to the opposite.

From the aforesaid in my opinion the unequivocal and clear conclusion is that the
source of all of the paragraphs in the Students' paper discussed herein, both in relation
to Internet Source 1 and Internet Source 2, is from plagiarism without proper citing.

4. The Synopsis of 2006 is a '"Repeated Version'' of the Paper Submitted by the
Respondents in 2004

If this were not enough, when I reviewed the entire file after the hearing, I was
shocked. When I meticulously reviewed the paper of the Respondents from 2004 (that
is the paper submitted to a different Lecturer on a different subject studied in 2004) in
comparison with the synopsis submitted by the Respondents in 2006 (that is the paper
submitted to the Lecturer of the course which is the subject of this complaint), I was
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astonished to reveal that not only the titles were identical but the actual papers were in
essence identical, except for section 2 which was entitled "Fundamentalism and the
ideological and religious background of Shiite terror" and an additional section on
pages 23-24 which were included in the paper submitted in 2004 but omitted from the
"version" of 2006 on the one hand, and new sections on page 10 and parts of pages
19-21 of the synopsis on the other hand. That is to say the Respondents handed in
the same paper twice, practically word for word throughout almost the entire
paper, in two different courses, within a two year period to two different
Lecturers! In other words, the same paper of 2004 which the Respondents submitted
to me voluntarily in order to prove their innocence revealed their dishonesty.

In this matter it is important to emphasize that the Respondents chose the subject in
the course which is the subject of this complaint, at their initiative. Thus, to the
Complainant's question: "when did the students ask for approval of the subject of their
work", the Lecturer replied (page 11 of the protocol): "I received an email from them
on May 27 in which they asked about the scope of the work... I approved the subject
of their work... the subject was approved within several days of the letter. The work
was submitted very fast". It should be noted, that the work was submitted on June 22,
2006, in accordance with the formal certification of the Notebook Room which I have
in my possession. That is, the Respondents with prior intent asked to do their synopsis
on the subject in order to submit to him quickly the same paper which had already
been submitted two years beforehand without any need to put forth much effort.

B. Judgment
The facts accumulated in this case reveal to me a methodological case of deceit,

calculated and impudent which does not leave any doubt in my mind that the
Respondents should be convicted of the offenses according to clause 2(d) of the
Disciplinary Code which should be quoted here:

"Deceit or misrepresentation on homework, seminar papers or other work assigned to
a student in reference to studies, including breaching instructions relating to
performing the assignment, and assisting another in committing such an offense".

C. Sentencing
In reference to the punishment, the Complainant has asked that I disqualify the paper

and the course and in addition suspend the two for a period of "no less than one year
in reference to both". As for Respondent B, she asked in addition to activate the
conditional punishment which is pending against him for an earlier offense he
committed (which I will discuss below).

The Respondents expressed their regret for their "negligence" as for the academic
aspect of writing the paper, but emphasized that there was no intent on their part to
commit the offense and they noted that significant punishment which would prevent
them from receiving approval to begin their legal apprenticeship may cut off their
immediate source of income.

With all regret, the picture depicted before me does not leave any room for doubt in
my opinion to the fact that justice lies with the Complainant in regard to the
punishment as well.

Therefore I impose the following punishment on the Respondents:

Respondent A:
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Disqualification of the paper and the course. 1.
Suspension from studies at the Center for a period of one year (2006/7) 2.

Respondent B:

Respondent B was convicted in the past in a decision given by the Disciplinary
Administrator, then, Dr. Alon Klement, on June 25, 2003, and paragraph 2 of the
sentencing determined the following punishment:

"2. Conditional suspension from studies at the Center for a period of one year, where
the condition is that the Respondent does not commit any offense like the one for
which he has been convicted, and particularly he shall not commit an offense of
breach of instructions at the Interdisciplinary Center. The condition shall remain valid
for a period of 3 years from the date of this decision."

Since the official certification of submission of the paper submitted by the
Respondents which is the subject of this complaint is dated June 22, 2006, within the
period the condition is still valid (even if it is only three days before the end of the
period) and since the action of the Respondent was of the type of breaching
instructions explicitly included in the wording of clause 2(d), there is no other
alternative but to activate the condition of the suspension as stated in the decision of
June 25, 2003 and to suspend the Respondent for an additional year for the present
offense.

Therefore I impose the following punishment on Respondent B:

Disqualification of the paper and the course. 1.

Suspension from studies at the Center for a period of two years (2006/7 and 2.
2007/8).

By nature, and in light of the aforesaid, the instructions given on my behalf in

reference to the interim decisions of refraining from giving the Respondents any

certificates to begin their legal apprenticeship shall remain valid in accordance with

my above decision.

The Respondents are entitled to appeal this decision within 30 days of receiving it.

The Secretariat shall publicize this decision without naming the Respondents.

Dr. Amnon Lehavi, In Charge of Discipline
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