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

September 30, 2013

Disciplinary File 28/2013
In the Matter of Student A (hereinafter: the Student)

Decision

Introduction

1.

The case under discussion involves a student in his first year of studies. The Student has
been accused of committing offenses and breaching sections 2(a), 2(c), 2(e), 2(f), 2(1) and
2(r) of the Disciplinary Regulations of the Interdisciplinary Center (hereinafter: '"The
Disciplinary Regulations"). During an academic exam, a great deal of entries and writing
were found in the Student's collection of laws. It should be noted that the students in the
exam were permitted to bring collections of laws to the exam however without any
writing or entries whatsoever on them.

Four sessions were held in this hearing on different dates in which the Complainant, Ms.
Orly Shaked, Ms. Shir Peer and Ariella Rada, the Committee Coordinators, a
representative of the Student Union who represented the Student and the undersigned took

part. In addition the proctor and the Course Instructor testified in part of the sessions.

The Facts and the Parties' Versions of Events

3. The following are the facts in this case. At the exam, during a routine check made by the

Proctor in which she goes by the students and checks to ensure that none of the students
has brought prohibited material into the exam room, she reached the accused student and
looked through the collection of laws he had in his possession. When checking his
collection of laws the Proctor found a great deal of writing and entries which appeared in
the front and mainly at the end of the book. Consequently the Proctor summoned the
Course Instructor who also reviewed the collection of laws. According to the Proctor,
after the Instructor reviewed the laws the Instructor told her that a complaint should be
filed against the Student.

It should be noted, that the collection of laws was taken from the Student at the time and

at the end of the exam it was returned to him. I will regretfully note that the Proctors did
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not keep the Student's collection of laws in their possession or unfortunately they did not
make relevant copies of what appeared in the collection of laws. Furthermore, the Student
was permitted to continue the exam despite the incident.

During the first session, the Student came to the hearing with the collection of laws and
presented it to the Committee. He argued that the said collection of laws was the one he
had with him during the exam. It is noteworthy that the collection of laws presented had
very little writing in it (several lines which was spread out on about 3 to 4 pages at most)
which is completely irrelevant to the study material for the exam. The Student insisted,
throughout all of the sessions of the hearing that this was the collection of laws that he
brought into the exam.

In contrast, the Proctor argued, consistently, that the collection of laws the Student
presented during the hearing is not the collection of laws that was in his possession during
the exam. She claimed that during the exam: "there was a lot of writing, both at the
beginning in the middle of the book. This is not the same book. The second book
contained more writing" (page 2 of the protocol of the session on September 16, 2013)
and on another occasion she noted: "I clearly remember that at the beginning of the book
there was writing but at the end there was a lot of writing, a lot and this book ("the
collection of laws presented by the accused Student to the Committee — S.M.) is not full
of writing as was the book at the exam" (protocol of the session on July 18, 2013).

The Course Instructor was also asked about this issue. In one of the sessions, after
viewing the collection of laws the accused Student presented, the Instructor stated the
following: "I will note that I don't remember the book because a long time has passed,
but I must say that we would not have filed a complaint if the writing was not
significant".

And later noted in his words: "I can say that I would not have filed a complaint for the
amount of writing that appears in this book. The amount of writing had to be more...
In my opinion the writing in the book (the book at the exam — S.M.) was much more
and I would not have disqualified it for this writing. In my opinion there were about 20

pages or more''(page 6 of the protocol of the session on July 18, 2013).
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8.

10.

1.

12.

We can see that there are two versions which contradict one another. Therefore the
question is which version is more credible and reasonable? Is the Student's version that
the collection of laws that he presented at the hearing, which included only a few entries
which are not connected at all to the material on the exam, is the collection with which the
Student entered the exam or is the version of the Proctor and the Course Instructor who
claim, that the collection of laws which they reviewed in the exam — which led to
confiscation of the collection — contained a lot more writing the one he brought to the
exam.

As stated 4 sessions were held in this hearing, inter alia due to the contradictory claims
heard, the need to get to the truth and the possible significant implications in a case of this
type. During the sessions I closely listened to the versions of the parties and I had the
opportunity to interrogate the witnesses. After all this, I can say without doubt, that I favor
the version of the Proctor and the Course Instructor over the version of the accused
Student. The version of the two — that is the Proctor and the Instructor — whereby they saw
with their own eyes during the exam that the Student had prohibited material — is credible
in my opinion.

In contrast, the version of the Student was found to be inaccurate. Moreover, his
explanations regarding the version of the Proctor of the Instructor were found to be
insufficient. Therefore, I am convinced beyond reasonable doubt, that the collection of
laws the Student presented during the Committee sessions is not the collection of laws he
brought to the exam. Furthermore, I am convinced, beyond reasonable doubt, that the
collection of laws that was in his possession during the exam did indeed having writing
and entries which in principle, as the Proctor and Instructor testified, constitutes
"possession of prohibited material" during an exam as stipulated in clause 3 of the
regulations.

Therefore, I hereby convict the Student of the offenses of which is has been accused
as detailed in paragraph 1 above.

And as to the question of punishment, seemingly, the entrance of prohibited material
into the exam is an offense that undermines the integrity of exams. This type of conduct,

whereby a student advances in his studies and his academic achievements not through his
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skills, greatly hurts the prestige of the academic institute and other students who act

honestly and fairly whereby their achievements are measured in accordance with skills

and efforts. When we come across cases of deceit and academic dishonesty in general and

cheating on exams in particular, it is our duty to put to use all possible means, including

deterring punishment to eradicate these types of illegitimate phenomena.

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

a. Suspension from studies for one semester. The suspension shall take effect the first
semester of the 2013/14 academic year.

b. Disqualification of the course.

c. Conditional suspension from studies for a period of one semester. The condition
shall remain valid for two years and shall take effect should the Student be convicted

of an offense of dishonesty.

This decision shall be publicized without naming the Student.

Adv. Shelly Malka
Disciplinary Officer
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