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The Interdisciplinary Center, Herzliya

Disciplinary File 30/2007
In the Matter of Student A and Student B (Hereinafter "The Respondents")
August 30, 2007

Decision

The Respondents are sophomores at the International School of Government. The
Respondents have been accused of offenses according to clauses 2(a), 2(b), 2(d), 2(f),
2(k) and 2(q) of the Disciplinary Code of the Center for copying from various sources
for their homework assignment in the course "Introduction to Defense and Security".

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

The Respondents were supposed to hand in their homework assignment jointly.
Respondent B did not cooperate. Respondent A became pressured and copied from
materials of a student who had studied during previous years. She claims that she did
not know that the material was taken from the Internet and did not perceive her
actions as wrong in light of the Lecturer's request not to use material taken from the
Internet. Respondent B claimed that he did not know about the act of copying and he
had not agreed nor consented to submission of the work. Respondent A confirmed his
claims.

After analyzing the facts and claims presented before me the factual aspects of this
incident are clear. The homework assignment which was submitted was not based on
original material. I cannot accept the claim that the work taken from a student from
previous years rather than the Internet is a reason for leniency. The opposite is true.
Nonetheless several facts combined together have caused me to be extraordinarily
lenient with the punishment. One reason is the fact that Respondent A was left on her
own to cope with the homework assignment with no assistance from Respondent B,
not even the slightest. Apparently her commitment to complete the assignment was
above all other considerations. The second fact is the personal circumstances of
Respondent A which were raised during the hearing and for which a letter was
received from Mr. Ilan Koblasky, who is in charge of sports at the Center. Respondent
A was accepted to the program at the Center based on her professional excellence.
Respondent A has difficulties with the Hebrew and English languages. It is important
to note that this is an exceptional case and it should not be considered precedence for
other cases.

After examining all the above considerations, I have decided to convict Respondent A
of the offense of deceit based on clauses 2(a), 2(b), 2(d), 2(k) and 2(q) of the
Disciplinary Code and to impose the following punishment:

1. Reprimand.

2. Disqualification of the course.

3. Thirty (30) hours of community service in the framework of the Center's
community service program supervised by the Dean of Students Office. The
Respondent shall not receive approval to begin training or certification of
entitlement to her degree until she has completed the said community service.



As for Respondent B, it should be noted that he must take part in the assignments
imposed upon him. Nevertheless, and in light of the facts mentioned above, there is
no place to impose disciplinary punishment therefore I acquit Respondent B of the
offenses of which he has been accused. I leave the question of his grade in the course
up to the Lecturer.

This decision shall be published without naming the Respondents.

CPA Shlomi Shuv, In Charge of Discipline



