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The English version of this Decision immediately follows.
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The Interdisciplinary Center Herzliya
June 8, 2014

Disciplinary File No 8/2014
In the Matter of Student: A — (hereinafter: The Student)

Decision

. This file involves a Student at the Interdisciplinary Center (hereinafter: "the Student") against

whom a disciplinary complaint was filed accusing her of infracting clauses 2(a), 2(f), 2(k),
2(1), 2(r) of the Disciplinary Regulations of the Interdisciplinary Center Herzliya (hereinafter:
"the Disciplinary Regulations"). The Student has been accused of disobeying instructions in
that she submitted an academic paper which was not in accordance with the written
instructions of the Lecturer as detailed below.

On May 22 2014 a hearing was held regarding this file with the participation of the Honorable
Complainant, Ms. Orly Shaked, the accused Student and her legal representative, the
Committee Coordinator Ms. Shir Peer and the undersigned. Furthermore, the testimony of the
Lecturer of the course (hereinafter: "the Lecturer") was heard during the hearing.

This case involves an assignment which constitutes 30% of the final grade in the course
(hereinafter: "the paper"). The instructions on how to write the paper, which were publicized
to the students in advance, stated that the paper could be submitted in pairs. Below are quotes
from the instructions:

"Submission: A student submitting the paper alone will analyze one product, 2 students
submitting the paper jointly will analyze two products".

The accused student submitted her paper with a peer in her study program (hereinafter:
"Student B"). Nonetheless, the students did it in a different way such that each one analyzed a
product by themselves, independently, and at no time did they work together in writing the
paper as required in the instructions.

. Furthermore, after checking the assignment the suspicion of the Lecturer arose that parts of the

paper were copied. Thus, the Lecturer rightfully handed the matter over to the Complainant.
Clarification done by the Complainant revealed that Student B is the one who copied.
Moreover, Student B immediately admitted that part of the facts and arguments noted in her
analysis of the product were copied from papers found on the Internet such that the accused
Student had nothing to do with it. Thus the accused Student was only accused of disobeying
instructions and not of cheating and/or deceit.

The testimony of the Lecturer of the course was heard during the hearing. In her testimony she
noted that in the instructions for writing the paper which is the subject of this hearing,
instructions that were given in writing and orally during the course, it was emphasized that
students who were interested in submitting the work in pairs were required to analyze the two
products jointly. According to the Lecturer there is no point nor logic in a pair submitting joint
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work where each one analyzes a product separately where actually no joint research work,
studying and brainstorming is done, since the joint work is the purpose for allowing the
students to work in pairs in the first place.

The Complainant also noted that from reading the instructions on writing the paper, as well as
from the Lecturer's statements, it is clear that the Students who decided to submit the paper in
pairs were required to jointly analyze the two products. Therefore, the preparation and
submission of the Students, namely the Student and Student B, were in complete contradiction
with the Lecturer's instructions and the aim of allowing the students to submit the paper in
pairs. According to the Complainant the Student should have checked and ensured that the
paper submitted in her name together with Student B was done in accordance with the
instructions of the Lecturer and the customary rules of ethics.

The legal representative of the student noted, in writing and during the hearing — the
instructions of how to write the paper were not clear enough and it is not necessarily
understood that students who submit their paper in pairs are required to analyze the two
products together. According to the representative "the instructions for preparing the paper did
not unequivocally determine that preparation of the paper must be done jointly but rather that
the students who do prepare the work together need to analyze two products" (email dated
April 16, 2014). Therefore, he argued that the Student did not disobey the Lecturer's
instructions. Furthermore, in his opinion, even if parts of the paper are copied, the paper should
be divided so that the accused Student will receive a grade for the product she worked on
without any connection to the analysis of the product of Student B, her partner on this
assignment.

It should be noted that during the hearing the Lecturer noted that the paper which is the subject
of this hearing is one work and it cannot be divided such that the work of Student B would be
disqualified due to copying and the accused Student's work would receive a separate grade for
the analysis of the product which she presented in the paper.

In my opinion there is no dispute that the intention of the Lecturer, as emerging from the
written instructions and common sense, was that students who choose to submit joint work are
required to do the work together. As stated, the students were required to analyze 2 products
jointly or alternatively each submit should prepare their paper separately in accordance with
the Lecturer's instructions, at their discretion. Moreover, the accused Student understood this.
In response to my question on what did she understand from the instructions of the Lecturer
she responded that; "I understand the rationale, to help one another, due to lack of time on both
our parts, we work and study, we had planned to meet, but that did not happen" (page 4 of the
protocol of the hearing).

In short, I cannot accept the arguments of the Student's legal representative whereby the
Lecturer's instructions concerning the preparation of the assignment were not clear enough. In
addition, his argument that the checking of the paper should be separated and the accused
Student should receive a separate grade despite the fact that the assignment was submitted
together with Student B is rejected. There is no dispute that the paper is one work and if a
grade would be given on the paper both Students would receive the same grade. In any case,
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this is a paper with parts that were copied and thus it has no academic value and consequently
should be disqualified.

12. Therefore, there is no doubt that the accused Student submitted a paper that was in complete
contrast to the instructions of the Lecturer, instructions that were clear to her. Consequently I
have decided to convict the Student of the offense of which she has been accused as
detailed in paragraph 1 above.

13. In light of the above, I have decided to impose the following punishment on the Student
a. Disqualification of the paper.

b. 20 hours of community service in the framework of the volunteer program at the
Dean of Student's Office. The Student shall not receive any document or certificate
testifying to the completion of her requirements for her degree before he has
completed the said service.

c. Conditional disqualification of a course should the Student be convicted of the
offenses in this case. This punishment shall remain valid until the end of the 2014/15
academic year.

This decision shall be publicized without naming the Student.

Shelly Malka, Adv.
Disciplinary Officer
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