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The Interdisciplinary Center Herzliya

October 8, 2020
Disciplinary File 3/2020
In the matter of Student A — (hereinafter: the Student)
Decision

1.  This case concerns a Student at the Interdisciplinary Center Herzliya against whom a complaint
was filed on September 11, 2020 accusing him of cheating on an exam under clause 2(c) and/or
infracting instructions concerning an exam under 2(f) of the disciplinary regulations of the
Interdisciplinary Center (hereinafter: The Disciplinary Regulations).

2. An online exam was administered without proctors in the said course due to the constraints
enforced, inter alia, on the Interdisciplinary Center Herzliya as a result of the Covid 19
pandemic. The lecturer in the course (hereinafter: "the lecturer") prepared four different versions
of the exam before the exam was held. The students were randomly divided into four different
groups and each group received a different version of the exam. It is noteworthy that the
students did not know that the lecturer made the effort to draft four different versions of the
exam.

3. When checking the exam the lecturer noticed that two exams were suspiciously identical. One
exam belonged to Student A (hereinafter: "the Student") and the other exam to another student
in the course (hereinafter: "Student B"). Moreover, in the lecturer's words, the two exams were
"exact" and had no mistakes as detailed in his complaint dated July 28, 2020. Thus, the grade on
both exams was 100. Further clarification by the lecturer revealed that the Student was in group
D and took the version 4 exam. Student B was in group B but completed the version 4 exam.

4.  In light of the similarity between the exams and additional findings that he discovered as
detailed below, at the beginning the lecturer believed that there are two alternatives: one, the
Student allowed Student B to copy sections of his exam and thus Student B actually was
exposed to version 4 of the exam even though she was placed in group D. The second — the two
students received assistance from an external entity to complete the version 4 exam.

5. It should be noted that before the Student's hearing began Student B admitted to cheating on the
exam by means of a tutor who solved parts of the exam, including questions from version 4. The
matter of Student B was heard and was already decided. She also gave evidence in this case as
detailed below.

6.  Inthe framework of clarifying the issue in this case three hearings were held on September 17,
2020 (hereinafter: "the first hearing"), on September 21, 2020 (hereinafter: "the second
hearing") and on September 23, 2020 (hereinafter: "the third hearing"). The Complainant, Orly
Shaked, the accused Student and his legal representative (who was present at the first and third
hearings), Committee Coordinators and protocol recorders, Orit Laser and Yulia Goldberg, the
course lecturer and the undersigned were present at the hearings. In addition, Student B testified
at the second hearing, on September 21, 2020. The three hearings were held by means of a
virtual conference with the consent of all of the relevant parties.

Summary of the Parties' Version of Events
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The lecturer's version of events: At the hearings held the lecturer described the event in great
detail. According to the lecturer, he divided the class into four random groups so that each group
received a different version of the exam with certain changes in the questions. When checking
Student B's exam he immediately realized that it was copied and that was due to the simple
reason that she answered extensive parts of the exam of another version. As stated Student B
was randomly assigned to Group B, however she answered the questions that appeared on
Group D's exam.

In his testimony the lecturer also explained that afterwards he continued to check exams and
suddenly noticed an exam that was "completely identical" to Student B's exam (page 1 of the
protocol of the first hearing). According to the lecturer, you do not have to be eagle-eyed to
notice the distinct resemblance between the exams of the Student and Student B, expressed in
several ways: the wording, the graphs, the terminology, the similar mistakes, the way of solving
and so forth.

In order to strengthen his arguments that the exams of the two are significantly and
exceptionally similar, on September 21, 2020 he submitted a comprehensive file containing 12
pages with a detailed comparison of the exams (hereinafter: "the file"). The lecturer presented a
long list of clauses in which there was a striking resemblance between the two exams. The file
was sent to the Student and his representative for review before the third hearing.

At the beginning of his statements in the file the lecturer chose to open with several preliminary
remarks. I present some of his statements word for word: "I went over all of the Version 4
exams, the only exam in which the answers were exceptionally similar to Student B's exam was
the Student's exam. In addition I checked all of the version 2 exams and I sampled exams from
versions 1 and 3. There was no similarity to such an extreme between any two exams, except the
exams of the Student and Student B. I have been at the Interdisciplinary Center for five years, 1
have checked thousands of exams, and I have never come across such extremity." (The bold is in
the source, page 1 in the file).

Immediately following the introduction the lecturer presented the similarities between the exams
in this way: in each clause in which resemblance was found between the exams he presented a
photo of the exam of the Student and immediately below it a photo of the exam of Student B, so
that the similarity of the answers can be clearly seen. Alongside each clause the lecturer added
his remarks and opinion. I will present several examples presented in the file as follows:

Question 1, clause a: The lecturer noted that in both exams the exact same words were used. In
addition, the diagrams, the arrows, the order and the way in which the equation was solved is
completely identical in the two exams. He argued that such similarity was not found in other
exams (pages 2-4 in the file).

Question 1, clause b: in reference to the great resemblance between the two answers on the
exams of the Student and Student B, the lecturer in his words wrote: "Again, all of the phases of
the work are completely identical (I solved the official answer in a different way) the number of
equations at the beginning, the way they are listed, the use of the same connecting words in the
answer. Listing together with 2, placing the identical random dot. There are infinite identical
random dots that can be placed, both of them placed the same dot (I chose a different dot in the
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official answer)... exactly the same phases of the work, the same algebra — there are several
methods for solving the equation (a different way is presented in the official answer), even the
reductions are identical numerous times when reducing, these are not marked" (pages 5-6 in the
file).

Later in the file the lecturer details another list of examples in which there is unique
resemblance that was reflected in the two exams of the Student and Student B, with focus on the
identical stages of the work and unique characteristics found only in the two exams (page 9 of
the file); For example, choosing identical random dots on both exams (page 7 in the file); the
same extraordinary and unique answer in the two exams (page 10 of the protocol).

After listening to Student B's testimony during the second hearing in which she admitted to the
fact that her tutor solved parts of the exam, the obvious conclusion according to the lecturer is
that this is a case of cheating in the follow way: An external entity helped the student solve the
exam. (As stated, in the beginning, the lecturer raised two explanations regarding the similarity
of the exams. The first: the Student allowed Student B to copy from his exam. However, after
Student B admitted to deceiving (revealed that she asked her tutor to help her solve part of the
equations during the exam, the lecturer remained with the one and only explanation where an
external entity helped the Student complete the exam).

To summarize the lecturer's version of events: the identicalness of the exams is substantial and
obvious. According to the lecturer, he has never seen two exams so similar. It is unreasonable
that the two people would write them at such a level of detail, the same exact exam with the
same words and explanations, arrows, graphs and so forth (page 2 of the protocol of the third
hearing). Such resemblance was not found in other exams that were checked. The chance that
the similarity between the works was solely incidental is almost nil. Namely, the similarity
between the works is the result of cheating. The belief of the lecturer is that the Student did not
take the exam by himself but rather another entity helped him complete the exam.

The Student's version of events: As stated, suspicion arose that the Student gave the answers of
the exam to Student B and she copied them from him. Alternatively, suspicion arose that an
external entity helped the Student (and Student B) to complete the exam. In response to these
suspicions, all along the Student claimed that he is not acquainted with Student B, never met her
and there was no interaction between them during the exam. Thus the student firmly denies the
claims that there was copying between him and Student B.

As for the second suspicion, whereby an external entity helped him complete the exam, the

Student absolutely denies this. According to the Student, he completed the exam on his own and
no one helped him during the exam. All of this is detailed in his response letter dated September
17, 2020, and pages 2, 5,and 6 of the protocol of the first hearing and page 2 of the third hearing.

The Student also argued that it was important for him to succeed in the said course because in
the past he failed the exam in this course twice. Thus, in order to successfully succeed he took
lessons with a tutor and studied with him for many hours. The tutoring cost him a great deal of
money but in the end the efforts paid off and he received a grade of 100 on the exam. Thus the
impressive achievement on the exam was the direct result of his investment and efforts.
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20. As for the similarities on the exams, the Student does not deny that there is similarity between
his exam and Student B's exam (page 6 of the protocol of the first hearing). Nonetheless, he
claimed that his solution to his exam is more similar to the lecturer's solution than Student B's
solution (page 6 of the protocol of the first hearing, page 2 of the protocol of the third hearing,
response letter dated September 21, 2020 that was sent by email).

21. Moreover, on September 17, 2020 the Student sent an email and detailed several clauses on his
exam (11), which he claims are more similar to the contents of the exam completed by the
lecturer. That is, his completed exam is much more similar to the completed exam of the
lecturer than the completed exam of Student B.

22. At the third hearing the Student's legal representative presented his arguments and stated that at
the beginning it was claimed that the Student helped Student B copy and thus the similarity
between the exams. This claim collapsed because both the Student and Student B denied that
they know each other. All along they claimed that there is no connection whatsoever between
the Student and Student B and had there not been the incident of Student B (in which she
admitted that her tutor helped her during the exam) then suspicion would not have arose in
connection to the validity of the Student’s exam. According to the Student his case should be
separated from the case of Student B. The Student vigorously prepared for the exam. He went to
a tutor, invested resources and much effort in order to come prepared to the exam and the grade
he received absolutely reflected the great effort that he invested in preparing for the exam.

23. In conclusion the Student’s legal representative argued that the Complainants theory collapsed.
His position is that his arguments proved that the Student studied hard, completed the exam
himself and even received a grade of 100. He has no connections to Student B and his case
should be dealt with separately. Thus, he asked the Complainant to admit that she had made a
mistake in filing the complaint, retract the complaint and close the case.

24. Student B’s version: Student B’s version of the events was heard during the second hearing.
According to Student B, she is not acquainted with the Student and she did not copy from him
during the exam. She prepared for the exam with a tutor. During the exam itself, she had
difficulty answering some of the questions and thus contacted her tutor who accompanied her
and solved part of the questions on the said exam.

25. During her testimony Student B was asked about the difference in the versions of the exams. In
other words how did it turn out that she completed questions that appeared on a different
version, because the tutor answered questions that appeared on version 4, while she was
assigned to group B. She believes that other students from the class sent her tutor questions from
other versions. However, she claimed that she does not know other students who received help
from her tutor (by the way, Student B refused to disclose the name of the tutor who helped her
and others on the exam).

Decision

26. The necessary level of proof: As noted in a number of
earlier disciplinary decisions, the level of proof in disciplinary cases in academia is "beyond
reasonable doubt". There is no dispute about that. In cases involving severe disciplinary offenses

2'7%70 MInnfan ™INN
info@idc.ac.il | 09 9568605 :oj7o | 09 9527272 :70 | www.idc.ac.il | 46150 ,n'7x2n 167 .T.n

10



<«
¥

*ITMINNIMAN
HirAah)

3

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

11

ol

such as cheating on an exam as in this case, conviction has crucial implications concerning the
Student's economic/professional future and on his good name. A student who is convicted of
cheating on an exam in general, is suspended from studies for at least one semester and thus it is
appropriate for the level of proof to be beyond reasonable doubt.

Apparently, in the case in which two exams are very
similar at the level of word for word, including graphs and other signs, especially when one of
the suspects inadvertently answered questions that appeared on a different version of the exam,
which was not the version she was supposed to take, the burden of proof shits to the students to
provide an explanation for the great similarity between their two exams. The students were
asked to refute the assumption against them, whereby the cause of the similarity between the
two exams was mutual copying or help from an external entity. Any reasonable person can
comprehend that such significant similarity between the two exams, where Student B was
exposed to questions on a different version of the exam is not incidental to say the least.

Thus, in the case of Student B things were clarified quickly. She immediately admitted that her
tutor helped her complete the exam at the time of the exam, by solving some of the questions for
her. A completely forbidden act and known to be forbidden both to Student B and the tutor
(which explains why Student B refused to expose his name). Now we are left with the Student
who was supposed to provide a reasonable explanation for the similarity between the two
exams. Clearly, the moment the Student meets this burden, he should be immediately acquitted.
I believe this is not the case and I will clarify my statement.

I am convinced, beyond reasonable doubt that the exam of the Student and the exam of Student
B are highly similar to the point of absolute resemblance. It is stressed that the resemblance is
expressed in extensive parts of the exam. This is not a question of several sections. Moreover,
the resemblance is expressed in all elements of exam: the wording, the graphs, the order of the
answers, and the diagrams (arrows and other shapes and so forth).

It is hereby noted that this is accurately reflected in the file that the lecturer meticulously
prepared in which he thoroughly detailed the similarity between the exams. I found that his
verbal statements and his written statements that appear in the file are solid and true. I am
certain that with the beneficial and significant help of the lecturer the factual truth has been
revealed.

Thus, I have come to the conclusion that under the circumstances of this case it is unreasonable
and illogical that such resemblance between the two exams, regarding all of the characteristics
as stated, is coincidental, and that indeed the similarity between the two exams is due to a
prohibited, known and intended act.

Regretfully, the Student did not provide reasonable answers for the resemblance of his exam to
the exam of Student B. His explanation for the similarity between the exams did not succeed in
providing doubt, even the slightest that this is not an act of deceit. In reference to the question of
whether he received help from and external entity during the exam, the Student completely
denied it. When he was asked to provide the name of the tutor with whom he studied for the
exam, he refused to do so (page 2 of the protocol of the second hearing). As stated Student B
also refused to provide the name of the tutor who provided her with some of the answers on the

2'7%70 MInnfan ™INN
info@idc.ac.il | 09 9568605 :oj7o | 09 9527272 :70 | www.idc.ac.il | 46150 ,n'7x2n 167 .T.n



¥

¥«

*ITMINNIMAN
HirAah)

33.

34.

35.

3

36.

37.

38.

12

ol

exam. In any case, the existence of such a tutor and his assistance in completing the exam are
not doubted, even if his identity is protected by them.

The Student's claim that the answers to his exam are similar to the Lecturer's answers does not
help him. Clearly if the Student received a grade of 100 on his exam his answers are very much
identical to the answers of the Lecturer. This is a reasonable claim. Nonetheless, what is not
reasonable is the similarity between the Student's exam and Student B's exam. In any case, this
argument does not exempt the Student from having to provide a plausible explanation of how it
is possible that his exam greatly resembles the exam of Student B, who admitted that her tutor
helped her complete her exam.

It is noteworthy that at no point in the hearings did the Student provide a logical explanation,
which is convincing, of how his exam is so extraordinarily similar to the exam of Student B,
who admitted that her tutor solved part of the exam. The Student did not provide logical reasons
that are convincing and shed light on what occurred during the exam and that what did occur
was not a prohibited act.

Conviction based on circumstantial evidence: The Student's legal representative argued that
this is a case of circumstantial evidence only and that a verdict cannot be given based only on
that. Namely, because there is no direct testimony that any cheating was done on the part of the
Student, a verdict cannot be given that indeed cheating was done on the exam in this case. Thus,
the accusation against him should be retracted immediately, according to the Student's legal
representative. This argument is also completely refuted.

The level of proof needed in disciplinary files in academia, including the question of conviction
based on circumstantial evidence, was decided in a Supreme Court case which was cited in
earlier disciplinary decisions. In reference to conviction based on circumstantial evidence, the
words of the honorable Justice Procaccia in CA 2132/04 Kais vs the State of Israel (published in
Nevo, May 28, 2007) are appropriate:

"In order to determine a convictional finding based on circumstantial evidence, the
combination of the evidence must lead to the incriminating conclusion being the only
reasonable possibility. With the existence of another reasonable conclusion that is
real and not imaginary, which does not incriminate him, the accused should be
acquitted." [emphasis does not appear in the source]

I attentively listened to the arguments of the Student and of his legal representative during the
three hearings; I carefully reviewed the evidence and the other material presented to me; and
after investigation and requests I can state with the required level of accuracy that there is no
possibility that the great resemblance between the answers on the exams is coincidence. The
Student's version whereby the resemblance between the exams is only coincidental is
completely implausible and as such does not coincide with the facts, common sense, practicality
and life experience.

I am of the impression, beyond any doubt, that his claim that he completed the exam on his own
with no help, does not suit the reality and is not true. The first assumption of the lecturer
whereby an external entity helped the student is my final conclusion. Common sense and logic
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emerge from his written and oral statements and confirm them. I have found that the only
reasonable conclusion which is possible under the circumstances of this case is that the Student
cheated on the exam under discussion. This is the possibility that is most close to the truth. Even
if it does not reach a level of absolute accuracy or enable the determination of exactly how the
cheating was done.

In light of the above, I have reached the conclusion that the Student did not meet the burden of
proof placed on his shoulders. The Student did not provide any logical, reasonable and actual
explanation in reference to the fact that the answers on his exam resembled the answers on the
exam of Student B, who admitted that a tutor helped her complete parts of her exam.
Consequently I am convicting the Student of cheating on the exam, as stated in clause 2(c) of
the Regulations.

The Question of Punishment:

40.

41.

42.

The offense of cheating on an exam is one of the most serious offenses in the Disciplinary
Regulations. Harming the integrity of exams while attempting to deceive the teaching staff with
the goal of receiving a grade which does not suit the Student's qualifications, warrants severe
and preventive punishment so that such cases do not recur. This is even more valid during these
times. Due to the restrictions forced upon us exams are taken in the students homes without full
supervision on the part of the IDC. The exams in this format require that the students
demonstrate a higher level of integrity and honesty than usual. Thus, actually during this period,
there is great significance in preserving the integrity of exams and in bestowing severe
punishment upon those who dare to intentionally harm the integrity of exams, the required
equality between students and the good name of the institute in which they study.

In this case no special personal circumstances were presented which would warrant leniency in
the punishment.

In conclusion: in light of the seriousness and the circumstances of the offense, the Student's
evasion of taking responsibility for his actions, I have decided that the appropriate punishment
in this case is as follows:

a. Disqualification of the course.

b. Actual suspension from studies for one academic year. The suspension will take effect
already from the first semester of the 2020-2021 academic year,.

c. Conditional suspension from studies for one year. This condition will remain valid until
the end of the 2021-2022 academic year and will take effect if the Student is convicted of an
offense of academic dishonesty.

This decision shall be publicized without naming the Student.

13

Shelly Malka, Adv.
Disciplinary Officer
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