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The Interdisciplinary Center, Herzliya

Disciplinary File 4/2007

In the Matter of Respondent 1 and Respondent 2 (Hereinafter jointly “The
Respondents™)

March 22, 2007

Decision

The Respondents are first year students in the Business Administration program at the
Raphael Recanati International School. They have been accused of offences according
to clauses 2(d), 2(f), 2(h) and 2(k) of the Disciplinary Code of the Center, as a result
of a complaint stating that, in the course “Computer Applications in Management”
taught by Mr. Yossi Wiesel, Respondent 2 copied the assignment of Respondent 1
which Respondent 1 had sent to her by email at her request. In this manner she
submitted the work to the checker of the assignments in the course.

The Complainant Ms. Orly Shaked, the Respondents and Mr. Elad Levi, a
representative of the Student Union, appeared at the hearing held before me on March
22, 2007. In addition, the teaching assistant of the course, Mr. Ran Amir (hereinafter:
“the Teaching Assistant”), also testified.

During the hearing held before me, the Respondents confirmed that before submitting
the assignment in question, which was the second assignment submitted in the course,
they had met to prepare the work for the assignment in light of the difficulty
Respondent 2 encountered in reference to her knowledge of the relevant computer
programs on the one hand and the familiarity of Respondent 1 on the other hand. It
should be noted that as explained in the assignment file of the course (exhibit 1), the
said task was a comparative presentation of the performance of the shares by means of
tables and graphs with the use of EXCEL. In this assignment the students were asked
to input number values which they selected in reference to five companies whose
names appear in the assignment instructions. These values included the number of
shares, the price of acquisition, and the current market value of the shares along a
certain period. The students were also asked to process the raw data and display it in
the form of a table and graph by means of the software program.

As explained in the testimony of the Respondents themselves, as a result of their joint
meeting and further to the difficulties she encountered, Respondent 2 asked
Respondent 1 to send her his assignment (exhibit 2) so that she could use it as a basis
for preparing her own assignment (pages 1-2 of the hearing protocol).

In actuality, not only were the assignments submitted by both respondents almost
completely identical, in reference to both the data and the way they were displayed
(except for minor differences in the last table) but also the name and ID no. of
Respondent 1 appears in the assignment of Respondent 2 (exhibit 3) in two places and
in the third place her own name and ID appear. Respondent 2 claims that it was not
her malicious intention to cheat but the result of an honest mistake.

In reference to the instructions given during the course regarding cooperation between
the students for the purpose of preparing assignments as expressed in the letter sent
from the main lecturer of the course, Mr. Yossi Wiesel, to the Complainant at the
time, Dr. Ali Buckspan, dated January 8, 2007 (exhibit 4), “the policy of sharing
knowledge in my courses is that students are certainly permitted to work together on



assignments as long as the cooperation is during the stage of analysis of the work, the
sketching of the solution and even during its application on paper. However the actual
assignment prepared on the computer must be done individually” (paragraph 3 of the
letter).

The teaching assistant of the course, who testified before me, also noted in his
testimony that the students are permitted to create the basic numerical data together,
which will also result in essentially the same results for the assignment (pages 5-6 of
the protocol). Nonetheless, according to the teaching assistant, each individual student
must independently form the tables and graphs in the framework of the computerized
analysis and processing which reflect and analyze the comparative results of the
performance of the shares. He claims that by Respondent 1 sending his completed
assignment which included the display of the data in tables and graphs to Respondent
2 and by Respondent 2 submitting identical work, Respondent 2 did not do
independent work as required by her and therefore breached the instructions of the
course which he believes constitutes a disciplinary offense of copying (pages 7-8 of
the protocol).

After hearing the testimony and examining all of the documents in this file, I am of
the opinion that the mere fact that Respondent 1 sent the file with the completed
assignment to Respondent 2 constitutes a breach of course instructions, which clearly
requires that the computerized analysis and processing be done in an individual
manner. All this in itself constitutes a disciplinary offense of breaching of instructions
relating to assignments, in accordance with clause 2(f) of the Disciplinary Code.

However, I am under the impression that Respondent 1 did this act in good faith, with
the desire to help a peer, Respondent 2, so that she could do independent work of
analyzing and processing the data on the computer after receiving the file. He did not
intend or agree, explicitly or implicitly, that the Respondent copy his assignment. It
seems that in the end the Complainant was also party to this viewpoint regarding
Respondent 1 (page 11 of the protocol) among other reasons because of his age,
background, and his positive traits of the desire to assist, which were immediately
recognized during the hearing. Therefore the Complainant has asked to impose only a
warning as punishment for Respondent 1 (page 11).

In light of the aforesaid, and after being convinced of the good faith and positive and
honest intentions of Respondent 1 and given the other relevant facts in reference to
Respondent 1 I am convicting him of the offense of breaching instructions regarding
assignments in accordance with clause 2(f) of the Disciplinary Code. I am imposing
the punishment of reprimand. I have no doubt that the Respondent will acclimate the
lesson learned from this incident and he will strictly distinguish between legitimately
assisting a peer and breaching instructions by using means that may facilitate an
offense which is clearly dishonest.

In contrast, in relation to Respondent 2, I have not been convinced by her claim (page
2-3) that the submission of the exact file was actually the result of an innocent
mistake, since she was unable to provide any convincing explanation of how the same
mistake supposedly occurred. Therefore, in addition to the offense embodied in the
mere fact of receiving the file with the assignment of Respondent 1, at her request and
initiation, Respondent 2 copied the work of the first student which constitutes deceit
according to clause 2(d) of the Disciplinary Code.



Therefore I am convicting Respondent 2 of committing offenses in accordance with
clauses 2(d) and 2(f) of the Disciplinary Code.

As for the punishment which should be imposed on Respondent 2, the Complainant
has requested to relatively appease the punishment which has been appropriate for this
type of offense in similar cases while taking into consideration the circumstances of
the Respondent’s life, which will not be elaborated here due to privacy considerations.
After the hearing, the Complainant even sent me a letter with requests she had
received from officials in the International School Management in which they request
appeasement of punishment for the Respondent and to avoid actual suspension in
order to prevent certain consequences which will not be elaborated here.

Thus, the Complainant has asked that a punishment of disqualification of the course,
conditional suspension for one year which would remain valid throughout her studies
for committing any additional dishonest act and hours of community service be
imposed on Respondent 2.

Respondent 2 and the Representative of the Student Union briefly described the many
difficulties the Respondent has experienced, and expressed in general acceptance of
the framework of punishment requested by the Complainant.

In light of the aforesaid and while taking into consideration the extraordinary
circumstances of this case, as expressed by the position of the Complainant, I impose
the following punishment on Respondent 2:

1. Disqualification of the course “Computer Applications in Management.”

2. Conditional suspension from studies at the Center for a period of one year. This
condition shall be activated should the Respondent commit any additional
dishonest offense and this condition shall remain in effect for three (3) years from
the date of this decision.

3. Fifty (50) hours of community service within the Center’s Volunteer Program,
under the supervision of the Dean of Students’ Office. The Respondent shall not
receive any certification of her entitlement to a degree until she has completed
these hours of community service.

The Secretariat shall publicize this decision without naming the Respondents.

Dr. Amnon Lehavi, In Charge of Discipline



