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Recommendation of the Committee for AcademicIntegrity, dated[...], on the complaint
filedby[...] against[...] on [...], submitted to the Ombudsman for Academic Integrity at [the
university].

1. The complaint

[...], hereinafterreferred to as ‘the Complainant’, submitted acomplaintagainst[...],
hereinafter ‘the Defendant’ to the Rector of the university on [...] on behalf of [...], hisPhD
student, hereinafter ‘Interested Party 1'. The complaint reached the Ombudsman for
AcademiclIntegrity viathe Rector of the university.

The complaint concerned the suspicion that the Defendant had included textsin[...] thesis
that were taken fromthe thesis of Interested Party 1 without adequate reference being
made to this, meaningthat this was an allegation of plagiarism. The Complainant provided
a tableindicating the exact location of the alleged instances of plagiarism.

Additionally, the Defendant was also alleged to have used the concept of [...], which had
previously been developed by Interested Party 1, without accreditation.

The complaint was initially brought to the attention of [...]’s supervisorand co-supervisor,
hereinafter ‘Interested Party 2’ and ‘Interested Party 3’, respectively. They informed the
Defendant of these allegations.

2. The Procedure

The AcademiclIntegrity Committee (hereinafter ‘the CWI’) received the complaint from the
Executive Board of the university (hereinafter ‘the CvB’) on 14 July 2014.

The Complainantrepresented the interests of Interested Party 1; the Defendant was
assisted by Interested Parties 2and 3.

On [...], the CWI informed the Complainant, Defendantand Interested Parties 2and 3 that
the complainthad beenreceived. On [...] the Complainant, Defendants 2and 3, and the
Dean of the Faculty [...] and the university Rector were informed by the CW!I that the
complainthad beenreceived.

Priorto the hearings, boththe Defendantand, jointly, Interested Parties 2and 3 senta
written response to the complaintto the CWI. On [...], the CWI held a hearing with the
Defendant andon[...] itheld a hearing with Interested Parties 2and 3. On [...], aresponse
to the reports of these hearings was received from Interested Party 1 and the Complainant.

In view of the written submissions, the hearings and the response of the Complainantand
Interested Party 1to the hearings, the CWIjudged thatit was not necessary to seek the
advice of an external expertin orderto substantiate its advisory report.



3. Positions of the parties

3.1 Position of the Complainant and Interested Party

The Complainant alleged that the Defendant made use of the concept [...] from the work of
Interested Party 1, without making any explicit reference to this work.

The Defendant was also alleged to have committed plagiarism by using Interested Party 1’s
textin[...] thesis, without providingany reference. The Complainant provided atable
indicating the exactlocation of the alleged instances of plagiarism.

3.2 Position of the Defendant

The concept [...] was derived fromthe literature, which both the Defendantand Interested
Party 1 usedin theirresearch. Itis unsurprising that thisterm was used, giventhatthe
research of both the Defendant and Interested Party 1 had a similarresearch theme. The
addition of the word [...] does not add anything substantial to the concept [...], according to
Interested Parties 2and 3; moreover,in[...] work, the Complainant does not claim to have
discovered orinvented the concept [...].

Regarding the allegations of plagiarism, the Defendant refutes these allegations, referring
to arange of locationsinthe textin [...] writtenresponse(whichinclude material from[...]
dissertation, as well as earlier draft chapters). In the case of three of the alleged incidences
of plagiarism thatremain (numbers 4, 5 and 6 of [the] table, p.[...],[...] and [...] inthe thesis
of the Defendant), [...] acknowledges that there are similarities with an article written by
Interested Party 1. [Defendant] explains that [...] used these sections of Interested Party 1's
article because of the useful references. [Defendant] included those referencesin
handwritten notes, along with anumber of points from the article. However, [...] omittedto
make a note of the source, meaning that references werelackingatthe relevant pointsin
the text. The Defendantrecognizes that [...] failed to meet sufficiently rigorous standardsin
thisrespect. However, the relevant article by Interested Party lisincluded as a reference in
the Defendant’s reference section.

The Defendantalso arguesthat[...] thesisincludes clearand correct references, which
demonstrates that[...] had no intention of attempting to appropriate other people’s text or
ideasas [...] own.

The Defendant statesthat [...] should have exercised more care when using textfromthe
article by Interested Party 1 and that, inthe event of future publication, [...] will rectify
these shortcomingsin such a way as to fully reflect the work of Interested Party 1.

3.3 Response of the Complainant and Interested Party 1



The Complainant was given the opportunity to respond to the arguments of the Defendant
and Interested Parties 2and 3, and to the reports of the hearings held with the Defendant
and Interested Parties 2and 3. The Complainantalso addressed the response of Interested
Party 1. In theirreply, the Complainantand Interested Party 1lindicate that the minutes
fromthe hearings and the written responses received, included sufficient
acknowledgement of theirgrievance, and that such an acknowledgement had beenthe
ultimate aim of submitting the complaint.

4. Admissibility of the complaint

The complaintwasfoundto be admissible [...] and forwarded for further consideration by
the Academiclntegrity Committee (CWI). The CWI duly processed the complaint. The
various parties were informed of thison [...].

5. Judgment of the CWI

5.1 General

The CWI advises the Executive Board in casesinvolving transgressions of academicintegrity.
The CWI basesits judgment on such transgressions primarily, but not exclusively, on
standards of academicintegrity derived fromthe revised Netherlands Code of Conduct for
Scientific Practice 2004, which was revisedin 2012 and 2014 (Association of Universitiesin
the Netherlands (VSNU)). Furthermore, the framework standards applied by the
Netherlands Board on Research Integrity (LOWI) may be relevant. Please see www.lowi.nl
for furtherdetails.

However, deviation from these standards does not necessarily imply that there has beena
transgression of academicintegrity. Any judgment on whetherthisis the case will depend
on the extent, nature and severity of the deviation in question.

The CWI does not advise on aspects of civil or administrative law that may be relevanttoa
complaint, including aspects relating to labourlaw. Neither does the CWI make any
judgmentonacademicdisputes.

5.2 Considerations of the CWI

The CWI regards the statement of the Defendant concerningthe concept [...] as adequate
and rulesthatthere is no question of the appropriation of other people'sideas.

In this regard, the complaintistherefore unfounded.

However, the CWI concludesthaton pages[...], [...] and [...], the work of Interested Party 1
has indeed been plagiarized. In this regard, the complaintis upheld. The CWIviews as
plausible the explanation given by the Defendant regarding this plagiarism. Inthe judgment


http://www.lowi.nl/

of the CWI, no transgression of academicintegrity has occurred, but thisis a case of
culpable negligence.

The minorextent of this plagiarism and the circumstances underwhich it occurred, as well
as the promise of the Defendant to rectify thisin the event of subsequent publication, have
alsobeentakenintoaccount by the CWI in its recommendation to the Executive Board.

6. Recommendation of the CWI

The CWI advises the Executive Board to ask the Defendant to sign awritten statement,
addressedto Interested Party 1, affirming that, inthe event of future publication, [...] will
include full accreditation of the work of Interested Party 1 in the form of a rectification. A
copy of the statement mustalso be submitted tothe Executive Board.

7. Decision of the Executive Board (2 June 2015):

The Executive Board has decided to follow the recommendation of the Committeeand to
declare the complaintunfounded insofaritconcerns the concept [...]. Concerningthe
plagiarized passages on pages [...], [...] and [...] of the dissertation the Board declares the
complaintupheld. Following the recommendation of the Committee. The Executive Board
has requested [...] tosign a written statement, addressed to [...], affirming that, in the event
of future publication, [...] willinclude full accreditation of the work of [...] in the form of a
rectification. A copy of the statement was sent to the Executive Boardin June 2015.



