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Appeal Committee — The Interdisciplinary Center Herzliya

Before: Dr. Sharon Rabin-Margaliot — Chairman
Prof. Amnon Sella
Prof. Prof. Yakov Hel-Or

Appeal on the Decision given on September 11, 2006 (Disciplinary File 44/2006) by Dr.
Amnon Lehavi, in charge of discipline, in the matter of Students A and B (hereinafter "the
Respondents")

On behalf of the Respondents: Mr. Elad Levi

On behalf of the Complainant: Ms. Orly Shaked

Decision

The Respondents, are two students from the School of Law and Government. They were convicted by the
Disciplinary Administrator, Dr. Amnon Lehavi, of deceiving on a synopsis they prepared in a course in
Government. The conviction is in accordance with Clause 4(b) of the Disciplinary Code of the
Interdisciplinary Center. As a result of the said conviction the following punishment was imposed on the
Respondents:

On Respondent A:
1. Disqualification of the paper and the course.
2. Suspension from studies at the Center for a period of one year (2006/7)

On Respondent B:

Regarding Respondent B a conditional punishment of suspension for one year which was imposed on him
at an earlier disciplinary hearing (dated June 25, 2003) was activated. Therefore the following punishment
was imposed on Respondent B:

1. Disqualification of the paper and the course.

2. Suspension from studies at the Center for a period of two years (2006/7 and 2007/8).

Furthermore, the Disciplinary Administrator left the interim decision of refraining from giving the
Respondents any certificates needed to begin their legal apprenticeship in tact during the period of
suspension.

The Respondents filed an appeal in reference to their conviction of deceiving and on the severity of the
punishment imposed upon them.

We have decided to reject the appeal both in reference to the conviction and in reference to the
punishment for the following reasons:

The Decision on the Conviction

The deceitful act which the Respondents have been convicted of relates to a synopsis they submitted in a
Government course. This synopsis is an alternative to a course exam. For the government students, in
contrast to the law students, which include the Respondents, submitting this synopsis constitutes
fulfillment of the requirements of submitting a "seminar paper". Thus this entails significant work, and
even if it is not considered a seminar paper for the Respondents it is significantly weighed in the final
grade of the course.

The work submitted by the Respondents, jointly, centrally relied, even according to the claims of the
Respondents, on Shaul Shay's book, The Axis of Evil: Iran, Hizballah, and the Palestinian Terror of 2003
(hereinafter: "Shay's book" or "the book"). Though Shay's book appears in the bibliography on the last
page of the Respondents' synopsis, together with four additional references, there is no other citing of




Shay's book throughout the paper or any other source, even though vast parts of the synopsis were copied
from this source word for word and sometimes with slight changes in the wording.

The Respondents and their representatives raised various claims why their actions should not be conceived
as deceit, and the main claims were that because Shay's book was in the bibliography at the end of the
paper it is not deceit, even if relying on the book to the extent they did is considered improper. In addition
the Respondents criticized the decision of the Disciplinary Administrator for determining that the synopsis
also included quotes from two additional sources ("Internet Source 1" and "Internet Source 2") which was
not included in the bibliography, without the decision of the Administrator including a convincing
explanation of how the sections from these sources were inserted into the synopsis submitted.

Finally, claims were made regarding the Disciplinary Administrator mentioning in his decision the use of
an earlier paper submitted jointly by the students, this time a seminar paper. The Disciplinary
Administrator heard about this paper from the Respondents themselves who presented it to him during the
disciplinary hearing in order to provide an explanation for including the Internet sources in the synopsis.
From reviewing the seminar paper, it became clear to the Disciplinary Administrator that there was
identicalness between the first work (the seminar paper submitted two years beforehand) and the present
paper. In other words the synopsis is actually a copy of the seminar paper, with (seemingly) vast sections
also copied from Shay's book and from Internet Source 1 and Internet Source 2. The Respondents claim
that the Disciplinary Administrator's reference to the earlier seminar paper in the decision which is being
appealed contradicts his guarantee to them during the hearing that the presentation of the paper would not
be used as evidence against them.

In our opinion the conviction of the offense of deceit according to clause 4(b) of the Disciplinary Code is
valid even without referring to the use the Respondents made of Internet Sources 1 and 2, sources not
included in the reference list and without the existence or the implications of the existence of the first
seminar paper on the synopsis.

It is suffice that the synopsis submitted significantly relies on Shay's book, a fact which the Respondents
did not deny, in order to include the Respondents' actions within the definition of the offense of deceit.
Actually, this reference was included in the bibliography but since lengthy parts of the reference were
cited in an extensive manner, at times word for word, in the synopsis, this act is a type of deceit. The
Respondents did not bother to add quotation marks at the beginning or end of the citations, which are
accepted quotation rules, in order to signal to the reasonable reader that the copied parts are quotes from
another source. The Respondents' supposedly innocent claims that the Lecturer did not guide them
regarding the manner in which to quote sources, and that they were not aware of any fault in the manner in
which they submitted their paper, are implausible. It is clear that the intent of the Respondents was to
mislead the Lecturer and to instill the belief that the paper was a synopsis done independently by them
from a number of sources.

Though this would be enough to convict of the offense of deceit we believe it is appropriate to relate to the
other claims of the Respondents as well.

The question of how the passages from Internet Sources 1 and 2 got into the Respondents' synopsis is
irrelevant. Once it was established that there are parts which are identical in the synopsis submitted and
these references, without the references being cited within the paper, the burden of proof shifts to the
Respondents to point out a convincing reason why this is not deceit. An explanation required, which of
course, the Respondents did not give. The Disciplinary Administrator does not have to include an
explanation in his decision regarding the "riddle" of how the Respondents laid their hands on these
sources.

And as for the matter of the Disciplinary Administrator relating to the first seminar paper submitted by the
Respondents: the only thing promised to the Respondents was that "the same earlier paper would not in
itself serve as a risk of submitting a separate disciplinary complaint for it if it would be presented but it
was clarified to the Respondents that " it can implicate in reference to the present complaint and it will
serve as evidence for all intents and purposes in the framework of this file " (See the quote from the
Administrator's decision). In other words the Respondents received immunity against the opening of a file
for the deceit in the first paper, however it was explained to them that it would serve as evidence in the



framework of this file. We did not find any deviation from this arrangement in the Disciplinary
Administrator's decision. Therefore referring to the first paper in the Administrator's decision was just.

Punishment

The Respondents focused their claims on one element of the punishment, i.e. the decision of the
Disciplinary Administrator to leave the interim decisions of refraining from giving the Respondents any
certificates to begin their legal apprenticeship in tact during the period of suspension. In their opinion this
is the most severe punishment, since they are unable to begin their official apprenticeship period without
these certificates. Thus this punishment has an economical and a professional affect on them. Respondent
1 stated that he had to give up his place of apprenticeship since the office he was in contact with have
already committed to other future apprentices for the upcoming year of apprenticeship. The Respondents
claimed that a random chain of events prevented them from receiving the approval to begin prospective
apprenticeship, before the disciplinary actions were taken against them, since they completed their studies
already and approval to begin apprenticeship is given to students even if grades are missing from two
subjects.

The punishment imposed on the Respondents, especially on Respondent 2, is not only not too severe, but
perhaps too lenient. Actually, without the decision to delay the approval of beginning apprenticeship, the
punishment of suspension of Respondent 1 would not have an effect on Respondent 1 (since the period of
apprenticeship in any case is for one full year — which is the period of suspension imposed on him) and for
Respondent 2 it would have delayed him for only one year (since the first year of suspension would have
been concurrent with the year of apprenticeship). The fact that had there been a different timing and the
grades in the other courses of the Respondents had been given without delay, and they would have been
able to receive the certification to begin their apprenticeship before the interim decision to delay the
issuance of the approval is irrelevant. Since the interim decision was given before the other grades, there is
no need to deal with speculations of what punishment would have been imposed in that case.

Therefore and in light of the severity of the actions of the Respondents as reflected throughout the
Disciplinary Administrator's decision, the punishment imposed on the Respondents is reasonable. This
punishment perhaps is even lenient for Respondent 2, who was convicted in the past of a disciplinary
action (breaching instructions in reference to exams — an offense according to clause 2(f) of the
Disciplinary Code) and apparently he hasn't succeeded in learning proper academic behavior.

We have the impression that Respondent 2 has not internalized the fault in his actions. In contrast to
Respondent 1 who half heartedly expressed a certain regret (he could not express complete regret since he
also appealed the actual conviction), Respondent 2 ardently claimed that the paper submitted is
"legitimate" and at most the Lecturer should have failed them both, when he learned that they relied
unreasonably on Shay's book, which was included in the bibliography. Furthermore, Respondent 2 asked
us to analogically conclude that submitting the said synopsis is not a deceitful act, based on the fact that a
similar paper (the first seminar paper) was reviewed (and appealed) and received a final grade of 80.
According to the logic of Respondent 2 the fact that another Lecturer accepted a paper that also included
quotes without citations of the same sources shows that the present paper does not involve deceit. Another
claim made by the Respondent is that the Disciplinary Code does not explicitly forbid a student from
submitting a paper twice in different courses and therefore it does not constitute deceit.

Obviously a student who claims such claims has not internalized the severity of his actions. However,
since a counter appeal has not been submitted by the Center for the leniency of the punishment of

Respondent 2 we have no authority to impose a more severe punishment.

Given Today, November 19, 2006.

Prof. Amnon Sella Dr. Sharon Rabin-Margaliot Prof. Yakov Hel-Or



