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The Interdisciplinary Center Herzliya
August 20, 2014

Disciplinary File No 14/2014
In the Matter of Student A — (hereinafter: The Student)

Decision

A. Introduction

1.

2.

The accused is a student who completed his freshman year. The Student has been accused of
committing offenses under clauses 2(d), 2(f), 2(1) and 2(s) of the Disciplinary Regulations of
the Interdisciplinary Center Herzliya (hereinafter: "the Disciplinary Regulations"). Upon
checking an academic assignment submitted in an academic course suspicion arose that the
Student copied from the work of another student in the course, as detailed below.

On October 17, 2014 a hearing was held in the presence of the Honorable Complainant, Ms.
Orly Shaked, Ms. Zahavit Keren, acting Committee Coordinator, the accused Student, a
representative of the Student Union and the undersigned.

B. The Essential Facts in this Case

3.

In an academic course the students were required, as part of the prerequisites to complete the
course, to submit several assignments. The weight of each assignment in the final grade was 4
points.

The assignments were submitted by email. Several hours before the due time of the assignment
under discussion in this case the Student asked a fellow student (hereinafter Student B) to
review her assignment. Student B agreed to the Student's request and sent him her assignment
by email.

. The Student reviewed the assignment and saved it on his computer. When it was time to

submit the assignment the Student sent the teaching assistant of the course Student B's
assignment instead of his own. The teaching assistant discovered that the Student submitted
the exact same work Student B submitted and thus filed a complaint against him. It should be
emphasized that this concerns a short assignment consisting of 1.5 to 2 pages at most.

C. The Claims of the Parties

6.

On June 30, 2014 the Student responded in writing to the suspicions against him and claimed
that this case concerns an innocent mistake. He was confused and by mistake he sent the
teaching assistant the file that contained Student B's work instead of sending the file with his
own work. According to the Student, he asked Student B to see her work in order to use it to
create a summary for himself because, according to his statement, he has difficulty in
summarizing and he only wanted to get a idea of the structure of the assignment (as detailed in
the Student's response dated June 30, 2014).

2'7%I0 MmInnfan ™INN
info@idc.ac.il | 09 9568605 :op7o | 09 9527272 :70 | www.idc.ac.il | 46150 ,n'7xan 167 .T.n



—“x
% *
20 >N nNnian

iy

11.

12.

13.

i A'ah)

R 3

.

During the hearing the Student noted that he did not make any wrongful use of Student B's
assignment. He argued that all he did was review the assignment in order to be certain that his
work was written properly and he did not change anything in his work. He also added that he
was not influenced by Student B's work in any way whatsoever; he did not write anything from
her work and he did not use her ideas or the claims that she presented (page 4 of the Protocol).

The Student clarified during the hearing that his work had already been written when he
received the email with Student B's assignment. After he compared the two works it became
apparent to him that his work had been written properly in his opinion and thus there was no
need for him to change or redo his work.

In contrast the Complainant noted that she views his conduct very severely, namely, his
sending Student B's assignment as though it was his own assignment, which caused suspicion
that Student B was the one who copied and furthermore the illegitimate use of her assignment,
which he looked over. The Complainant also noted that she finds it hard to accept the Student's
claim that he did not use Student B's work and evidence of this is the great similarity between
the two assignments.

. Decision
. There are two substantial issues at hand. One is the problematic version of the Student. The

second is merely the fact that the Student received a completed assignment from a peer.

With regard to the first issue: I found that there is a gap between the version the Student gave
in his written response and the version he presented during the hearing. In his response in
writing dated June 30, 2014 the Student noted in his words:

"I know that any help whatsoever from another student is wrong. I will add and apologize for
using the structure of Student B's summary". (the bold print does not appear in the original
text).

Thus, if this is the case, the Student, in his response, admits that he made use of Student B's
work when he wrote his own. His admission does not correspond with the version that he
presented during the hearing where he claimed that he did not use Student B's work.
Furthermore, he argued that his work had already been written when he received Student B's
assignment and he did not make any changes after reviewing her work.

It is noteworthy that the Student's version whereby he made use of Student B's work is very
logical. From reviewing both assignments, it is apparent that this version is confirmed. A
comparison of the assignments shows that there is a great similarity between the structure of
the work including, inter alia, the order in which the paragraphs appear, the order of the claims
raised, the pagination, the font, and the entire scope of the work.

Therefore, between the two conflicting versions I am choosing the written version in which the
Student admits to using Student B's work over the version he presented at the hearing in which
he claimed that he made no use of Student B's work.
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Based on the Student's admission in writing and based on a comparison between the
assignments it is apparent beyond reasonable doubt that the Student indeed wrongfully used
Student B's work when writing his own.

As for the second issue, the mere fact of receiving Student B's work; we should not that clause
8(e) of the Academic regulations explicitly prohibits the use of prepared assignments of peers.
The clause states:

Every assignment and seminar paper submitted by a student must be the result of his/her own
efforts. Students may work in groups to prepare for writing an assignment, but each student
must write the actual assignment by himself/herself. Assignments with similar wording will
be disqualified for plagiarism and the students will be considered to have violated the
disciplinary regulations. (the bold underlined print does not appear in the original text)

The clause continues:

Please note that any assignment that has been prepared will be disqualified if it is given to
another student before it is submitted and is used to write another assignment or copied. (the
bold print does not appear in the original text).

As stated the Student admitted to receiving the final work several hours before the due time of
the assignment. Moreover, he admitted thatt he used Student B's work and actually wrote his
version together with Student B contrary to clause 8 (e) of the Academic Regulations. Thus,
there is no dispute that he infracted the Academic Regulations and the Disciplinary
Regulations under the clauses listed above.

During the hearing the Student Union Representative argued that this was not a case of
copying and/or deceit when writing the academic assignment. In addition she claimed that it
cannot be proven that the Student indeed actually used Student B's assignment since he
claimed during the hearing that he did not use Student B's work.

I refute her arguments. In my humble opinion, the mere fact that the Student received the final
work from a peer close to the time of submitting the work in order to compare the two
assignments, falls under "used" the assignment as stated in clause 8 (e) of the Academic
regulations and constitutes deceit and misrepresentation on an assignment. There is no dispute
that the Student did not prepare his work completely independently but rather was assisted, as
he admitted, by Student B's work.

The purpose of clause 4 of the regulations is to prevent situations in which students deviate
from the honest path when writing and submitting an academic assignment and all in order to
acquire achievements not according to their skills and by illegitimate means. Reviewing a
prepared assignment or regretfully an assignment almost completed is an infraction of the
instructions for writing academic work and constitutes a clear deviation from the honest path
that should be taken.

What will a student who reviews work done by his peer do when he suddenly discovers that he
misunderstood a question or finds that his answer is lacking and is not suffice in relation to the
answer he saw on his peer's work? Why did he ask to see his fellow student's work if not to
correct his work where needed?

As you know students are entitled to work in groups before writing an assignment. Also,
students are entitled to consult one another and exchange ideas before embarking on writing
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the work and they are even entitled to consult one another when writing the work. Nonetheless,
the writing process is an independent process whereby students are not entitled to review a
fellow student's work that is ready.

It is hereby unequivocally clarified that fellow student's work is not to be considered
material that can be used by students when writing their academic work. That is the thin
line which is drawn between legitimate joint work in a study group, brainstorming and
exchange of ideas and writing work that is not done in an independent manner while
illegitimately using materials which are prohibited. As stated, the mere review of the final
work constitutes deceit in writing academic assignments, whether it helped or did not help the
student.

In order to elucidate this issue I will briefly refer to clause 3 of the Disciplinary Regulations
which states that cheating on an exam includes inter alia, the possession of prohibited material.
I would like to state that the mere possession of prohibited material in an exam whether it was
used or not during the exam and whether it actually helped the student or not constitutes
cheating on an exam.

Thus, in my opinion this is the way it has to be in this case as well. The mere review of the
final work or work in its final stages before submission in order to improve the work of the
person reviewing it, constitutes cheating on an academic assignment, whether it was used or
not. Therefore, even if I would accept the accused student's claim whereby he did not make use
of Student B's work (except viewing it) and he was not influenced by it in any manner
whatsoever, he still should be convicted of cheating on writing an academic paper.

In any case, this is not the case. The Student admitted that Student B's paper helped him when
he was writing his paper. Therefore, I am convicting the Student of the offenses of which he
accused as detailed in the beginning of this decision.

E. Punishment

26.

27.

This is a matter of cheating on an academic assignment which constitutes a severe offense that
warrants deterrent punishment. It is our duty to eradicate this phenomenon. The students must
internalize that reviewing the work of a fellow student constitutes cheating on an assignment, a
dishonest offense which will result in substantial punishment that may affect students'
academic and professional paths.

Since this is an assignment with a low weight, 4% of the final grade, I have decided that the
punishment of suspension is not proportional. At the end of the hearing and after hearing the
relevant factors and reviewing the evidence I have come to the conclusion that the following
punishment is appropriate in the case before us:

a. Disqualification of the course.

b. Delay in providing the Student entitlement to his degree for a period of three months.
The delay shall become effective the day the student will be entitled to his degree.

c. Conditional suspension from studies for one semester if the student shall commit an
offense of academic dishonesty among the offenses listed at the beginning of this
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decision. The conditional punishment shall remain valid for one year (until the
beginning of the 2015-16 academic year).

d. 10 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 his requirements for his degree before he has completed the said service.

This decision shall be publicized without designating the Student's name.

Shelly Malka, Adv.
Disciplinary Officer
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