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The English version of this Decision immediately follows.
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The Interdisciplinary Center Herzliya

May 30, 2012

Disciplinary File 4/2012
In the matter of Student A (hereinafter: The Student)

Decision

Introduction

1.

A disciplinary complaint was filed against the Student appearing before me. In the complaint
he has been accused of committing offenses under clauses 2(a), 2(d), 2(e), 2(f), 2(1), 2(r) of
the Disciplinary Regulations. As a result of checking a seminar paper the Student submitted
in the course "Politics among Great Powers in the 21* Century", on the subject of "whether
clean tech technology and rare earth will subdue China's status as a superpower in contrast to
the United States" suspicion has arisen that he copied the work from different sources.

Versions and Claims

2.

I held a hearing in regard to this complaint on April 30, 2012 with the participation of the
Honorable Complainant Ms. Orly Shaked, the Lecturer of the Seminar Course, the Accused
Student and a Student Union Representative who argued on behalf of the Student and two
Observers on behalf of the Student Union. The Honorable Lecturer, stated that when reading
the Student's seminar paper (hereinafter: "The Student's Paper") suspicion arose that the
paper was copied since he noticed discernible differences in styles from one section to
another. After checking the different sections by means of Google search the Honorable
Lecturer found the sources from which the Student copied the paper and he found 3 different
sources on the Internet from which complete texts were copied, word for word. Once the
Lecturer found that this was the case in the beginning of the paper he stopped reading the
paper and filed the complaint of copying. When I asked the Lecturer when is this considered
awful work and when is it a breach of integrity?" he responded by stating: "When I read 4-5
pages which do not contain anything from the Student himself, it is self-evident. The moment
there are no citations, no quotation marks, no reference to the source in the body of the text,
that is already crossing the line. This is work which is awful, there are no words to define
this; after 4 pages containing texts which were simply cut and pasted from other sources,
from my perspective this is lack of integrity (p. 3 of the protocol).

In contrast, the Student gave his detailed version and presented different documents to
support his claim that he did not copy and that a regretful mistake happened. According to
the Student's account he worked on two files concurrently. One file, dated August 30, 2011
was not proofread and had no footnotes and that was the file that was submitted as the
Student's paper (hereinafter: the file without footnotes). The second file, dated August 31,
2011 which was proofread and had footnotes, was not submitted (hereinafter: the file with
footnotes). According to the Student, on August 31, 2011 he was abroad due to his work as a
steward, and he asked his spouse to hand in his seminar paper, and she mistakenly printed the
file without the footnotes and handed it in on September 1, 2011 instead of the file with the
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footnotes. She certified this in her testimony. For support of his version the Student submitted
to me a copy of the file without the footnotes and a copy of the file with footnotes. He also
provided the findings of the examination of the computer lab which checked the two files on
his computer. According to the findings of the examination, one file, with the name IDC
Seminar Paper, was created on August 8, 2011 at 09:52 and was last changed on August
30.8.2011 at 17:14. The second file, with the name Seminar Paper Proofed and Sources was
created on August 8, 2011 at 13:04 and was last changed on August 31, 2011 at 17:58. In
addition he presented me a certificate validating that he was on the flight on August 31, 2011
and letters of recommendations.

In light of the aforesaid the Student and the Student Union Representative who argued on his
behalf asked to acquit him, if only due to reasonable doubt and based on my decision in
Disciplinary File 1/2012. In contrast the Honorable Complainant, Ms. Orly Shaked, asked
that I convict the Student of the offenses of which he has been accused since his version is
illogical and not credible, since there are differences between this case and the case of 1/2012
and because boundaries need to be drawn for clever versions like this one and the adverse use
the Students can or do make of arguments like those raised in this case. As for punishment,
the Honorable Complainant asked to impose the minimum punishment provided in clause
3(b)(2) of the Disciplinary Regulations, which is permanent suspension from studies at the
Interdisciplinary Center for submitting a seminar paper which is not predominantly original.

Decision

5.

With all due respect the Student did not make a credible impression on me in his testimony
and his version was very illogical which makes it very difficult for me to accept his version
of events as the credible version. It does not seem logical to me to write a complete seminar
paper which does not include any footnotes, both numerical or content (the file without the
footnotes) and only afterward proofread and add footnotes in a file created on the same day,
1.e. August 8, 2011. When I asked the Student the meaning of this and how he added the
footnotes in the second stage while remarking that it was illogical in my opinion, and makes
it difficult to connect the footnotes and the text to the list of references, he responded: "the 2
files that I created, one the outline of the paper, introduction and title and the other is the
references which will be in the bibliography whereby each time you cut an address and paste
it in WORD in the footnotes I present in this way, I list 1, 2 on the bottom the address. I list
for myself what will remind me of the subject of the paper" (page 8 of the protocol).
Immediately thereafter the Student continued with his response to the Complainant's question
as to "why doesn't he do that in the same file?" that "I became accustomed to doing it this
way when I studied self-programming. I am a programmer and each time I go to the file to
see" (p. 8 of the protocol). I read and reread his responses and I found no answer to the lack
of logic in his method of work.

Furthermore, during the hearing, I looked at a printout of the file without the footnotes, which
as you recall is the Student's paper that was submitted, and at the file with the footnotes,
which was supposed to be the paper that was submitted and I found that both have a
bibliography and there is a difference between the bibliographies which greatly weakens the
Student's version. First of all, it is not clear why the file without the footnotes, which is
supposed to be a clean file with only the outline of the paper, and does not include footnotes,
contains a bibliography as required for submitting! Second, I checked both lists of references
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and found that there were great differences between them especially with regard to the
Internet sources. These differences should not exist if the Student's version and his method of
work were as he claimed. In light of this I asked: "was there a change in the list of references
between the two files?" and the student responded "no" (p. 9 of the protocol). Once I received
the answer no I presented the two files to the Student and I said see the lists, compare them
and you will find that they are very different from one another. The Student responded and
tried to explain by stating that "apparently there are additional references that I added on the
last day". However, this explanation is also not credible in my opinion, both because the
additional references were many and because the additional references were not at the end of
the list of references in comparison to the file without the footnotes, but rather scattered in
different places in the list.

Moreover, I did an in-depth check of the computer lab results and I discovered that at any
given moment the date and time of the computer can be changed in order to create a file
and/or change it to any date we please. You can even change the date of a file to an earlier
date than when it was created. Therefore, at any given time it is very easy to create the file
without the footnotes, as a file created on August 8, 2011 and last modified on August 30,
2011 and to write any contents in it that we would like. And it is possible at any given time,
to create the file with footnotes, as a file created on August 8, 2011 and last modified on
August 31, 2011 as claimed by the Student in order to support his version that he wrote the
first paper without footnotes and finished working on it on August 30, 2010 and during the
second and final stage added the footnotes and completed the file with the footnotes on
August 31, 2011. In light of the aforesaid, regarding the unlimited ability to change the dates
in the computer and in the files, there is no significance in my opinion to the said
examination and from now on there will be no meaning to the findings of computer
examinations of files and their dates.

In light of all of the aforesaid, I have no doubt that the Student is not telling the truth in his
version and I completely refute his version of events. Accordingly, this is the main difference
between this case and the case of Disciplinary file 1/2012 in which I acquitted the Student
because I did not have sufficient foundation to refute his version. In addition to this principle
difference, other differences exist between the two cases, which justify a different result. In
any case, the previous acquittal for reason of doubt does not obligate acquittal in the case
before us; as each case is decided based on its own circumstances and the impression of
testimonies made on the decision maker.

Conclusion

0.

10.

I am convicting the Student of all of the offenses of which he has been accused in the Letter
of Complaint after I have found that his version of the events is not credible.

As for the punishment, I do not believe that the clause concerning minimum punishment
applies in this case, since I do not see this case as a case in which the seminar paper consists
mainly of unoriginal work (as stated in clause 3(b)(2) of the Regulations) or contains large
sections of unoriginal work (as stated in clause 3(b)(3) of the Regulations). Instead, the
degree of unoriginal work in the Student's seminar paper is less than the two thresholds
determined in the said clauses. I believe that the punishment should be determined after
taking into account all of the considerations. On the one hand, the severity of the act justifies
severe punishment. On the other hand, the Student has submitted various letters of
recommendations which praise him, speak about good deeds that he and his family has done
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with him. In addition, the prolonged process of his case which was not under his control
should also be taken into consideration. After taking into account all of the considerations, I
believe that the appropriate punishment under the circumstances in this case is as follows:

a. Disqualification of the seminar paper.

b. Suspension from studies for one year. The suspension shall take effect the first semester of
the upcoming school year 2012-2013 and shall end at the end of the 2" semester of 2012-
2013.

c. Fifty (50) hours of community service in the framework of the community service
program at the Interdisciplinary Center supervised by the Dean of Students Office. The
Student shall not receive certification of entitlement to his degree until he has completed
the said community service.

11. I recommend that explicit provisions be determined which state that each student must
submit his own seminar paper and submission of a seminar paper will not be accepted by
others. I also recommend that the Seminar Papers Department maintains an accurate list of
the details of the papers submitted.

12. In addition upon the end of my term as Disciplinary Officer I recommend that the
Disciplinary Regulations be reexamined including the question of minimum punishment and
that new regulations be drafted based on the vast experience accumulated throughout the
years of their application.

13. The Secretariat shall publicize this decision without naming the Student.

Dr. Rifat Azam
Disciplinary Officer



