NOTE:

The student, U., was charged under the Code of Behaviour on Academic Matters for plagiarizing
part of this Ph.D. dissertation. The Tribunal determined that it did not have jurisdiction to hear
the charges for the reasons contained in 1978/79-11. A special “Judicial Board” was created by
the Governing Council to hear the charges against U. The Judicial Board ruled that it had
jurisdiction to hear the charges: 1979/80-18. U. applied for judicial review of this decision,
however the Divisional Court dismissed the application: [1981] O.J. No. 524, The Judicial
Board subsequently rendered a guilty verdict and recommended the revocation of the U.’s

degree: 1980/81-19.

Even thought 1979/80-18 and 1980/81-19 arc not “Tribunal” decisions under the Code of
Behaviour an Academic Matters, the decisions have been included here because they concern
academic discipline.

The same procedure was employed in 1986/87-07.
Paul J. Holmes

Judicial Affairs Officer
June, 2004
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DELCISION

The history of thiz matter and the charges themselves are re-
viewed in the Interim Decision of this Board dated April 17th, 19850,
Subsequent to our Interim Decision an application was brought on
behalf of Dr. U to the Divisional Court of the Province of
Ontario by way of Judicial Review for an Order in the nature of
certicrari and for an Order éuashing our sald Decision. In 1ts
Judgment, issued April 3rd, 1981, the application was dismissed
on the finding by the Divisional Court that the Governing Council
of the University of Toronteo has jurisdiction over this case undar

Section 2(14) (o) of the 19271 Act. Their Lordships were not prepared



to find that the Governing Council has the necessary authority

under Section 43(c) of the 1947 Act. Since the charges set out

in the letter from the Provost to Dr. U dated May 30th,

1972, were framed in the language of Section 48{c) of the 1247 Act
it is, therefore, impliecit fiom the decision of the Divisional Court
that our focus is now properly upon the charges as framed in the

letter frum the Provest to pr, U dated January 25th, 1%80.

Under date April 7th, 1881, Notice was forwarded to all inter-
ested parties that a Hearing of this Judicial Board would commence
on May o6th, 1881, in the Croft Chapter House, Room 183, unlversity
College, and by letter dated April 15th, 1981, Counsel for Dr. U
cenfirmed that trial would commence on that date. At that time the
parties and their Counsel attended before us and we procesdsd ta
hear evidence and argument with respect to the merits of the charges

being asserted against Dr. U

At the commencement of the Hearing Mr. Carr advised the Board
that Dr. U was prépareé to admit that significant porticons of
Chapter 2 of his Thaesis were taken without acknowledgment from the
work of Dr. J. Kent Davis entitled "Concept Identificaticon as a
Function of Cognitive Style, Complexity and Training Procedures”,
{the Davis‘wcrk). He made it clear that in making that admission
he was not acknowledging that Dr, U was guilty of the cffence
of plagiarism and that the admission extended only to the particulars

ag set out in the charges framed by the Provost of the Uniwversity.



.pr. U commenced his academic studies in his native country
of and proceeded as a scholar to attend the
University of . where he received a Bachelor's

degree in 1367 and a Master's degree in 196%. In the Fall of 1969
he was admitted on scholarship into the Ph.D. program in the area
of Applied Psychology at the Ontario Institute for Studies in
Education (OISE). OISE is affiliated with the University of Toronto
and the candidates in its Ph.D. program are considered to be Ph.D.
candidates within the University of Toronto, with the successful
candidates obtaining thelr deyrwes from the University of Toronto.
The Ph.D. program reguires three years in residence, followed by
the necessary investigatory and research work for the completion,
submission and defence of a thesis. Dr. U- successfully completed
the program, submitted a thesis and ultimately received his Ph. D,
degree from the University of Toronto at the Fall convocaticn in
1974. Since that date he has been working in the area of hig spe-
cialty in the US.A . He 1s presently the Director of the

and he has apparently

been associated with that organization in some capacity since 1966,

Both QISE and the University of Toronto have publicatlicons
available for graduates students setrting out the regquirements and
standards that are expected. Copiles of these publications covering
the period cf time during which Dr. U was obtaining his Ph. D.
degree were filed on the Hearing and certain portions of them were
referred to by Counsel in the course of examination and argument.

OI5E publishes o wreduates studies handbook for students and faguley



and at all material times that publication c¢ontained words identic
or eguivalent to the following quotations from the Handbook as it

existed at the time of bDr. U 'e residency periad in the program
At page 6 of the Handbook the following is stated:

A major reguirement for the Ph.D. degree is the candidate's
presentation of a thesis embodying the results of original
investigation, conducted by himself on the approved topic
from his majoer subject. The thesis shall constitute a sig-
nificant contribution to the knowledge of the field. The
work upon which the thesis is based must be carried on undex

the direction of one or more members of the Faculty of the
School of Graduate studies.

Later in the same Handbook, at page 25, the following is set out:

Uge of Quoted Materials

The author ¢of a thesis is reminded that the microfilming

of theses means that microfilm copies are available for sale.
It is, therefore, important that he should follow the proper

procedures with respect to the use of gquoted materials. Full
citations must be giwven for all guotations.

If the length of a guoted passage 1s more than approximatelvy
200 words (20 to 25 lines) the author should normally cbtain
permission to use it from the author or publisher of the
material in guestion.

In general, it is not necessary to secure permission to use
brief guotations in a work of scholarly criticism or analvsis.
This comes under what is called in legal terms "fair use" in
the course of comment. The situation isg different if the
guotations are being used in ocuch numbers, such length and
such a way that the resulting manuscript begins to resemble

an anthology. It might well be necessary to secure permission
for such extensive gquotations.

The University of Toronto publishes a calendar for the School of
Graduats Studies and in the calendar for the year 1973,/74 the fol~
lowing is stated at page 18:

Aoknowledgenent of Source Materials

In all theses and major essays submitted to the School of
Graduate Studies in conformity with the reguirements fop
graduate degrees, source materials used must be properly



ackowledged. If they are not, the submission may be dis-
qualified and mdy have to be resubmitrted in a corrected
form, Where deliberate plagiarism is suspected, discipli-
nary proceedings may be initiated.

And at page 22 of the same Calendar the following is set out:
The candidate, through the Department, shall present a
thesis embodying the results of original investigation,
conducted by the candidate, on the approved topic from
the major subject. The thesis shall constitute a sig-
nificant contribution to the knowledge ¢f the field.

Eguivalent language was contained at all material times in the

Schogl of Graduate Studies Calendar published by the University of

Toronto.

pr, Lynn Davie i1s the present in;umbent in the position of
Assistant Coordinator of Graduate Studies at OISE. He has held
that peosition for five years and is the person within QISE respon-
sible for supervising £inal oral examinations and theses in the
Institute. Through his evidence he identified the varicus U of T
Calendars and OISE Handbooks which were filed on the Hearing and
putlined the relationship between OISE and the University of Toronito
and the fact that Ph. D. candidates at QISE were considered to be
subject to the rules and academic standards of the University of
Toronto. During the course of his examination cobijection was taken
by Counsel for Dr. U to certain questions callling for opinion
evidence from the witness and at that point he was examined and
cross-examined &s to his knowledge, experience and involvemant in
the process for obtaining the degree of Ph. D. After the cross-

examination it was conceded by Counsgel for dr. U that Dr. Davie



had been gualified to answer the guestions heing posed. It was his
evidence that OI3E and the U of T are part of an educational communit
and that it is the common understanding that ideas and words belong
to the person who originates them and that the use of such ideas
and words without acknowledgement constitutes an academic offence.
He indicated that as a result of a letter received from J. Kent
Davis in the office of the Dean of the School of Graduate Studies
on May 18th, 1977, he obtained a copy ©f the Davis work and of Dr.
U  's thesis and proceeded to read and compare them. Both the
thesis and the Davis work were filed as Exhibits on the Hearing. It
was the opinion of Dr. Davie that in the U thesis a number of
sections had been taken verbatim from'the Davis weork. He further
indicated that therc wore some sections wherein there had bheen para-
phrasing and editing and, in his opinion, most of the portion of the
Davis work dealing with the review of the existing literature in the
field found its way into the introduction and Chapter 2 of the U
thesis. Dr. Davie then gave specific examples wherein he correlated
the two decuments. Chapter 2 of the UL thesis is headed "The
Problem and its Setting" and comprises in all some 60 pages. The
comparison of the two documents would indicate that of those pages
at least 22 of them draw heavily or totally on the Davis work.
The five page introduction te the U thesis also takes heavily
from the Davis work. It was Dr,. Davie's evidence that 1f aznknowledos

ment had been given, the thesis would not have been acceptable. He



stated  that the basic requirement £or the degree was independent
original work. Chapter Z did constitute a review of the existing
literature in the field, but if it were done in that way, it would
call into gquestion whether the review really resulted from the

independent work of the candidate.

In the course of his cross-examination Dr. Davie agreed that
the oral defence of a thesis was very exhaustive and was conducted
by people who were very familiar with the area and with the existing
literature in the field. He agreed that 50 far as he knew, the
plagiarism was found exclusively in the introduction and Chapter 2
to the thesis, which portions constituted a review of the work of
others in the field., He stated strongly, howaver, that the review
ef the literature was related to the mosition of the thesis in the
overall field and that the review was not an insignificant part of
the thesis. It was Dr. Davie's evidence that the review had to

constitute a review and summary by the candidate himself,

Pean John F. leyerle was also called by the Provest to give
evidence to the Board. He is Dean ©of the School ©f Graduate Studies,
a position which he has held since the year 1978. He has been
assoclated with the University of Toronto since 1952, having held
the rank of Professor since 1966, He described his present duties
as including the maintenance of the gquality of graduate training and
research and to uphold the rules within the School of Graduate Studies.

He defined plagiarism as the wfongful appropriation of the publication,



work or ideas ol soumeone else and eguated it to literarpy thefi.

He stated that the seriousness of plagiarism increases with the
level at which work is being pursued and that the entire educatiocnal
system is based on the integrity =and trust of people reporting their
writings. It was his view that the effect of plagiarism is to impugn
those who do it and those who supervige the thesis and certify it

as original work, and that it impugns both the institute that gives
the degree and the degree of everyone else who holds one. In his
view, once it hag ocrurred, any work from that person becomes sus-
pect.. He indicéted that plagiarism was very difficult to catch or
check adeguately and that it would uﬁdc the entire academic system
if everyone's work had to be checked on that basis. He had reviewed
and compared the U thesis with the Davis work and confirmed the
evidence of Dy. Davie as te the extent in which the Davis work found
its way into the U thesis. As to the extent of use, he ex-
pressed the opinion that the statement of the problem by U was
based on Davis and that the Davis materials essentially constituted
the ladder by which U ascended to his problem. It was his evidence
that the intellectual framework of Chapter 2 in the U thesis be-
longed to Davis and that in the academic¢ context it would be assumed
that that intellectual framework was the original work of U . He
described Chapter 2 as a "cut and paste® job with editorial inter-
vention to tie it all together and, in his view, it must have heen

done intentionally.



Dean Leyerle was asked what would have been the result if the
+hesis had been submitted with proper‘acknowledgement and he re-
speonded that this would have required some 20 or 30 references to
the Davis wo:k. In those circumstances, Dean leyerle expressed the
view that the examiners would have concluded that it did not con-
stitute proper scholarship and what would then result would depend
on the overall circumstances. In his view there was no way that
such extensive use ol anvther material could be lnadvertent and in
his view the examining committee might well at that time have re-
ferred the matter for disciplinary action. Dean leverle expressed
the view that such extensive use of another scholar's work calls
into gquestion the existence of originélity and scholarship and, in
his view, once plagiarism occurs it is not something that admits of
being corrected and then proceeding as if nothing had happened., He

stated that plagiarism was totally inconpatible with the system and

what the Universiily is about to permit it to be purged.

In the course of his cross-examination Dean leyerle agreed that
plagiarism had to be a wrongful appropriation and that i1f it was in-
advertent and accidental an accummodation could be made. He agreed
that totally innocent cénéuat could not constitute plagilarism, but he
stated that he could conceive of no scenaric on the fact situation ne-
fore this Board in which the conduct wag not daliberate and thalt once thoers
existed deliberate plagiarism everything else is suspect. He stated

that the whole structure of higher education and training depended



on that‘concept. On the aspect ¢f the significance of Chapter 2
within the overall thesis Dean Leverie stated in the course of
cross-examination that.in a thesis the hypothesis had to grow out
of the review done by the candidate of the literature in the field.
The most import&nt part of the research is in the posing of the
guestion that is to be researched. Dean Leyerle stated that a can-
didate must master the field in order to make a useful contribution

and extension to that field of knowledge.

The Doctoral Committee in charge of Dr., U 's thesis prepara-
tion was chaired by Dr. Kenneth G. O'Bryan and included Dr. Harry
Silverman and Dr. Vince R. D'Cyley. Of those, only Dr. Kenneth G.
Q'Bryan was called to give evidence before the Board with respect to
the thesis i4self. He stated that throughout his pericd of super-
vision of Dr. U 's thesis he had no specific discussions with Dr.

U about what constituted plagiarism and he stated that at that
academic level it is assumed that everyone kncws what it is. He in-
dicated that pr., U had been a straight A student and that he had
been very satisfied with his work. It was his opinien that Dr, U
was, indeed, familiar with the existing literature in the field at
the time he prepared the thesis. He had compared the U thesis
with the Davis work and agreed with the evidence of other witnesses
on the extent to which porticons ¢f the Davis work found thelr way
into the thesis, In his opinion, 1f the material had been footnoted

and acknowledged it would not have been acceptable as 1t exceeded



fair usage and would indicate that not encugh original work had
been done. He stated that Davis was not a well known authority
and that no one in the Department at the time had heard of him and
that he had not been published in the recognized journals. 1In
cross-examination Dr. O'Bryan expressed the view that if the thesis
had come with footnotes he would have called a meeting of his Com-
mittee to discuss it and, in all probability would have turned the
matter over to the Chairman of the Department to deal with it

from that point on. Dr. O'Bryan suggested that the Departmental
Chairman might either proceed to disciplinary proceedings or regulre
that the thesis be re-written., He stated that it was a much more
serious situation if the use of other material is discovered than
if it ig acknowledged., Dr. O'Bryvan stated that he was gatlsfied
that the research in the subseguent chapters cf the thesis was
generated by Dr. U ag it is of the nature that would be very

hard to find elsewhaere in the literature.

As previgusly stated, Dr. U 's Counsel at the outset of the
Hearing acknowledged that significant porticns of Chapter 2 were
taken without acknowledgement from the Davis work. In his testimony
nefore the Board Dr. U stated that after completion of the three-
vear residency period he returned to California where the research
and writing for hie thesis was completed., The first draft of his
thesis was submitted in the Fall of 1973 and he stated that that draft
contained essentially all of the theslis as [ipnally presented, in-

cluding the introduction and Chapter 2. He indicated that during



the period of his research and writing he was a full-time emplovee
at the and he further made reference to
certain time and family pressures to which he was subtdect at the
‘time of submitting the thesis in its final form. He testified thazx
he first becaﬁefaware of'ﬁhe Davis work in 1973 in California when
he was starting to put his own thesis together and that he was aware
of the Davis work before the preparation of the first draft. He had
not been aware of the Davis paper during the time he was at the
University of Torento, although there had earlier been evidence that
the Davis paper was availlable in the QOISE library on microfiche
since some time in the year 1969. He:stated that he had had no in-
tention net to acknowledge the Davis Qoxk in his thesis and he
stated, with particular reforence to page 16 in his thesis, thét

he had nade specific reference to work in the field by authors
named Witkin, Kagan and Gardner. He stated at that point there

had alsc been dictated a reference to the Davig work, but that

in transcribing the tapes which he had dictated in the course of
preparation of his thesis the sccretary who transcribed them onmitted
the reference. He further stated that with respect to the biblicg-
raphy attached to the thesis he had, again, relied upon the secretary
+o pick up all works that had been referred to in the body of the
thesis and, since the reference to the Davis work had been omitted
by accident in the body of the thesis, it was also omitted from the
bibliography. He strongly disagreed with the evidence of Dean Leyerlie

that the Davis work was the "framework, ladder or structurs" upon



which the chapter was based. He stated that the emphasis and per-
spective within his work was totally different from that of Davis and
that there were studies in his review of the literature that were not
referred to in the Davis work. In the course of his cross-examination
he egreed that he was aware of what constituted plagiarism and ghat
one was not supposed to do it. He was asked by Counsel for the U
Provost whether it would be fair to say that to the extent that Davis
had not missed studies, Davis had done it very well and that

adopted the Davis language on cognitive style. U responded to
the ellect that he would say "yes" bul theal there were rslevant

areas for his purposes that Davis had not covered. U in-

dicated that the Davis material was a:restatemenﬁ of facts made by
others and that it did not enter his mind that he was stealing
Davis's work. Dr. U did not agree that, had he put all the
material in quotation marks and given acknowledgemsnt, the thesis
would not have been accepted. He sugyested that, perhaps, the style
had not heen the right one. He agreed with Counsel for the Provest
that certain portiong were word for word from Davis, but he main-
tained that the emphasis was different. He stated that he was dic-
tating and summarizing the original works and Davis work at the same
time, and it was his view that Davis had put them in perspective and
that he would acknowledge Davis in the manner previocusly mentioned

in hiis testimony. In his wiew ho was not adopting Dawvie's material
as his own, since it only constituted a review of the existing liter-

ature. He was asked why he had not written the material in his own
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words in the first place and he responded to the effect that the
style was wrong, but that the facts were there. He considered that
he was summarizing original works and that it was sufficient that
Davis's name would be appearing in the acknowledgements. pr., U
stated that he dictated the thesis, and that he proofread it after
it was prepared only once, and that when he reviewed it he reviewed
it for overall content on what mattered. He indicated that the
thesis had gone through three drafts and that the review of the
literature was substantially in its final form in the first draft.
He stated that he had begen through all of the background material
and that it was only at the time that he was actually dictating his

summary of that material that he made use of the Davis work.

It was argued by Counsel for the Provest that two issues came
before this Board. Firstly, déid Dr. U commit the offences as
charged and secondly, 1f he did, what conseguences should follow.
We were referred to the definition of plagiarism contained in the

Shorter Oxford Englisﬁ Dictionaxry which states:

Plagiarism ~ The taking and using as one's own of the

thoughts, writings or inventions of another; a purloined

idea, degign, passage or work.
Since Dr. U acknowledged that the words of Davis appeared in his
rthesis without any acvknowledgement, it was then for the Boord to de-
termine whether the explanation was satisfactory. Mrs, Feldman con-

ceded that it could not be an offence 1f innocent and that, thersfors

it must he done with knowleddge., In her view, the test was whether

¥
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an individual knew he was using the work of another without giving
credit and, if s0, the offence had been committed, She.stated that
it was possible for two people to think of the same formulation of
words or ideas and that, in those circumstances, it was a coincidence
and not plagiarism. She further stated that if one works in an area
for a leong period of time and takes notes, it may well be that,'in*
nocently, one could incerporate the words of someone else. Those
clrcumstances, huwever, clearly did not sepresent the evidence that
was before us. In her view Dr. U knew he had incorporated into
his thesis work from Davis and at the most he intended to put in

one reference on one page. She argued that this was simply not a
credible explanation, nor indeed was it c¢redible that an A student
who was obviously an articulate and intelligent man with extensive
academic experience would be so careless as to exclude a referance
relevant to SO many pages of his material. She further pointed out
that the source of the material which Dr. U used was relatively
obscure and not readily accessible and was not known to Dr. U 's
supervisors at OISE. Even the one reference would have been totally

inadequate in the academic context.

With respect to the extent of knowledge that must be attributed
to br. U in order to constitute the oifice of plagiarism Mrs.
Feldman made reference-to re Gilzon (1979) 22 O.R. 2d4. 756 as author-
ity for the propesition that it is sufficient Dr. U was aware
that he was using the material of another and it was not necessary

that the Provost go bevond that to establish any more particular



wrongful intent,

On the aspect of penalty Mrs. Feldman argued that the degree
cannot stand if it is based on a thesis that contains plagiarism.
The standards of the University and the importance of the integrity
of the dJdegree had been established on the evidence and it was fun-
damental to the system to maintain the integrity and the reliability
of scholarship. She argued that Dr. U was no longer a part of
the University and that the aspect of deterrence becomes of para-
mount importance in the consideration of the appropriate penalty.

It would he inappropriate for this Board to take any acticn that
might constitute a statement that 1f someone is caught in the cffence
of plagiarism they will be given ancother chance within the system.
She described plaglarism as being the most serioug of academin

offences, and she submitted strongly that the degree must be revoked.

In his argument Counsel for Dr. U suggested that the conduct
musl be evaluated in the light of the standards in force in 1974 and
that it was already a matter of record that the academic code of 1975
had been ruled inapplicable to Dr. U, 's case. The same principle,
he argued, rendered the Gilzon case inapplicable. He noted that the
Calendar issued by the School of Graduate Studies in the guotation
previously set ocut from page 18 appeared to recognize a dlstinction
hetween deliberate plagiarism and a failure to acknowledge and that
the latter could be corrected and resubmitted. In his view, before

the plagiarism could be considered deliberate, it was not sufficiers
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that the individual involved do it knowingly or consciocusly as op-
posed to subconscicusly. Rather, he argued, there must be mens rea
im that there is an intent to pass off the work of the other author
as one's own. He argued that in order to revoke Dr. U 's degree
we must find that he intended to use the Davis work as his own and

on that aspect of the matter Mr. Carr argued that whether we find

the explanation of pDr. U sufficient, it does cleaxly negate the
wrongful state of mind that is essential to the offenge. Mr., Carr
conceded that pr. U may have been careless in his final review of
the thesis, but he stands before this Beoard charged with plagiarism,
not careiesaness.  Mr. Carr farther stressed that the "horrowing" was
only with reference tc the secondary materials wherein he made use

of portions of the Davis work and that it did not apply to the more
substantial portions and the coriginal research and the investigations
leading to the other chapters of the thesis. Mr. Cary pointed out
that the concern expressed by witnesses was Lhat Dr. U lad nol,
in fact, done the original research. The evidence of Dr. 0'Bryan,
however, had been that he was satisfied that Dr. U was familiar

with the basic workg in the field.

Mr. Carr further referred the Board to the fact that on the
evidence Dr. U was an A student and did not have to plagilarise
in order to put together a thesis. It would he illogical to conclnode

that he would be prepared to place in jeopardy five years of work by



passing off, as his own, another's work in a secondary portion of
his thesis. In Mr. Carr's view this was not a situation of deliber-~
ate plagiarism but, rather, simply an error in giving the appropriate

acknowledgements.,

On the aspéct of penalty Mr. Carr argued that the penalty as
proposed by Mrs. Feldman did not purport to deal with the individual
involwved but, rather, sought to set an example for the balance ¢f
the University Community. Mr., Carr stressed the fact that Dr. U
had been an A student throughout his career, having obtained his
education on scholarships and that he was now performing at a high
level in the field of his academic specialty. The thesis represented
the culmination of five years cof woxk.and the substantial portion of
it nad not been impugned on the evidence and had passed the rigorous
examination at the time of its presentation. The revocation of the
degree would have irr@vocable and unjustified conseguences for Dr.

u. and it wag the opinion of Mr. Carr that the legitimate interests
of both parties ocught to be considered by this Board in its deliber-
ations as to the appropriate action to be taken., Mr., Carr suggested
that the appropriate response of this Board would be to suspend the
degree for such time as would be necessary for Dr. U. to re-submit
the thesis in form that was acceptable tvo the Universlty ol Toronto
with whatever credits or revisions are needed. It would ke for a
new Doctoral Committee, set up by the University, to review the thesi.

and before whom it would have to be defended by Dr. U, - Mr. Carr
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argued that this could, in no way, be considered to be a light
penalty or be perceived within the University community to con-
stitute a licence to plagiarize. He suggested that this procedure
would protect the integrity of the degree and of the Institution.
He suggested that it was not appropriate for this Board to take
upon ourselves the task of evaluating the thesis as an academic
document and that 1f we proceeded simply to revoke the degree that

is, effectively, what we are doing.

The voting members of this Board are unanimously of the view
that on the totality of the evidence that is before us the use of
the Davis work in the U thesis constituted plagiarism and thact

Dr. U. is, therefore, guilty of the first charge speci-
fied in the letter to him dated January 25th, 1280, from the
Searetary ©f the Governing Council, University of Toronto. We find
on the evidence that his use of the material and his failure to
acknowledge in the credits and the bibliography to the thesis were
both done deliberately and intentionally and for the purpose of
passing off the Davis work as his own. The Chapter in which the
plagiarized material appears 1s not & secondary or unsubstantial
portion of the thesis, but is an integral and constituent part of
the whole document. The standards of academic integrity apply to
that portion of the thesis no less than to all other portions therecf.
It ig clear from the evidence that had the thesis contained in ap-

propriate form acknowledgements as to the extent of material that



had hesen used from the Navig work it would not have heen ransidesred
acceptable within the University's standards and we would find that

it was for that reason, and not for the reascns stated by U in

his testimony, that acknowledgement was not given,

The voting members of the Board are unanimous that, in
the circumstances as disclosed by the evidence, the degree must be
recalled and cancelled. 1t is, further? unanimously their view
that the thesis is not a proper document to be on file in the
University of Toronto libraries or to be circulated under the
auspices of the University cof Toronto. In rendering Judgnrent,
including penélty, it is, therefore, our decision; and we 80

report to the Governing Council that:

1) Dr. U. is guilty as charged with respect to the

first charge set out in the letter to him dated January 25th,
19890, from the Secretary of the vae:nlng Council of the
University of Toronto,

2}  The Ph.D. degree granted to DrU. at the Fall
Convocation of the University of Torconto in 1974 be recalled,
and it is hereby cancelled.

3) The name of Dr U 1s to be stricken from the
record of graduates of the University of Toronto.

4} The foregoing provisions 1), 2) and 1) are to be permanently
recorded on his transcript.

5) We would direct the withdrawal of the original thesis
from the University Library and we would further direct

the withdrawal of all copies shelved or filed in any
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division of or institution affiliated with the University of

T&ronto. In addition, we would direct that the University

advise the National Library of Canada and any other firms,

organizations or institutions maintaining data bases which

are likely to ingclude the thesis that it should be removed

from their records, and we would further direct the

University to use its best efforts to recall all copies of

the thesis, the location of which the University of Torontao

is now, or may hercafter, bceccome awarc.
6) We direct that Notice of this decision be published by

*he University to the academlc community.

In the event that DrU. should at some future
date seek re-admission to the University of Toronto, the majprity
of the Board are of the view that his application should be
considered by the appropriate admissions officials, based on all
the facts and circumstances as they may then exist, without any
5pecific recommandation from this Judicial Beard. Two members of
the Board, however, Professor J, B. Conacher and Mr. Thomas H. Simpsgon,
reconwiend in view ol Dr. UL 's youd avadewmic recurd as &

scholar from at the University of
and as a scholarship holder at OISE, and in view of the fifteen years
of service which he has completed at the
, 0of which he is now Director, and in view

of his continuing family obligations, that in the event of his
re-application to the University of Toronto after the implementation
of the above decision, he should be allowed to re-register as a
doctoral candidate at OIBE without further residency and on such

terms as OISE and the School of Graduate Studies may require,



DATED at Toronto this 18th day of June, 1981,

v Kefinedy = Chalrman
2geted C. &ﬁé |

Margargt C. Cahoon

A Cidn

James\JB\" Conacher

Victor G. Smithv



