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Article 1 

 

For dealing with National Central University’s (NCU) students’ (graduates included) 

violations of academic ethics, NCU stipulated NCU’s Principles on Dealing with 

Students’ Violations of Academic Ethics (hereafter referred to as the Principles) per 

the Degree Conferral Act, Principles for Schools above Junior Colleges to Deal with 

Cases Regarding Academic Ethics, National Central University Study Regulations, 

and National Central University Rules Governing the Master’s and Doctoral Degree 

Qualifying Exam and Thesis Defense. 

 

Article 2 

 

A violation of academic ethics means any of the following situations that happen 

during a student’s period of study and involve the student’s academic research results 

including his or her thesis/dissertation, works, documentation of achievements, letter 

reports, technical reports, professional/practical reports, and other publicly published 

papers/publications: 

 

1. Fabrication: A student fabricated nonexistent application information, research data, 

or research results. 

 

2. Forgery: A student forged false application information, research data, or research 

results. 

 

3. Plagiarism: A student used other people’s application information, research data, or 

research results without citing the sources. If a student fails to cite sources properly 

and the outcome is deemed unacceptable, the failure will be considered plagiarism. 

 

4. Any of a student’s academic research results was written by a ghostwriter. 

 

5. A student repeatedly presented the same academic research result or repeatedly 

published the same publication without any proper indication.   

 

6. A student largely used the text from his or her own publication without any proper 



reference. 

 

7. A student replaced the text with translation without any proper indication or note. 

 

8. A student applying for a review did or commissioned someone to do the following 

things to disturb reviewers or interfere in the review process: making a personal 

request, asking for a favor, offering a bribe, making a threat, etc., or the applicant 

took illegal or improper measures to affect the review. 

 

9. Other behaviors that violate academic ethics. 

 

Article 3  

 

Responsible units: 

 

1. Case-receiving unit: After receiving an accusation letter, the Office of Academic 

Affairs has to decide in five workdays whether the formal requirements of the case 

are valid or not. If the case is dismissed by the office because its formal 

requirements are invalid, then the office should notify the accuser and the accused 

person of the review result in written form. 

 

2. Case-reviewing unit: The case whose formal requirements are deemed valid will be 

established and sent to the college or college-level unit to which the accused person 

belongs. The college or college-level unit has to finish organizing a review 

committee within 10 workdays after the case is established by the Office of 

Academic Affairs. The committee is responsible for establishing an investigation 

group, reviewing the case, and giving a ruling. 

 

3. Investigation unit: The review committee has to finish recommending at least five 

professional and impartial scholars for the members of the investigation group 

within seven workdays after the committee is established. The group is in charge of 

reviewing the case, investigating the case, and advising the review committee on 

the ruling.  

 

A collegiate-level superintendent should be the chairperson of the review committee 

and its meetings, or, the dean of the college to which the accused person belongs 

should appoint a teacher representative to be the chairperson. The superintendent of 

the department to which the accused person belongs should appoint one commissioner. 

The chairperson should appoint three teacher representatives as commissioners. The 

review committee thus consists of five commissioners in total. The chairperson of the 

review committee should send the list of the commissioners to the president of NCU 



for approval. If the collegiate-level superintendent must avoid the case, the dean of 

the Office of Academic Affairs should take the superintendent’s place as the 

chairperson of the review committee and its meetings. If both the superintendent and 

the dean must avoid the case, the president of NCU should appoint one of the vice 

presidents of NCU to be the chairperson. 

 

Article 4 

 

Ways for NCU to receive a case concerning violation of academic ethics include the 

following: 

 

1. The accuser should give his or her real name and contact information, specify the 

accused person and specific content, and provide evidence to the Office of 

Academic Affairs to report a violation of academic ethics. If the evidence proves to 

be valid, the procedure for dealing with a case will be activated. If the personal 

identification information provided by the accuser is found to be false, the 

accusation will be regarded as an anonymous one. 

 

2. An anonymous accusation with a specific accused person and a valid proof will be 

dealt with per Article 3. 

 

3. A case given by a superior government agency will activate the procedure for 

dealing with a case. 

 

4. All units at NCU can report to the Office of Academic Affairs if they discover any 

incident that constructs a violation of academic ethics. 

 

5. The Office of Academic Affairs can actively activate the procedure for dealing with 

a case if there is any case involving NCU’s reputation or seriously affecting the 

social perception. 

 

Article 5 

 

After the investigation group is established, every meeting it convenes should be 

attended by at least two-thirds of all commissioners to substantially review a case. 

The review should be completed within two months. 

 

The investigation group should handle the review procedure according to the 

seriousness of the circumstances per the following regulations: 

 

1. In the initial review, there is no need to ask the accused person to present a defense 



in written form if there is no valid evidence to prove that the accused person has 

violated academic ethics. The investigation group can directly produce an 

inspection report based on the original accusation letter and all specific facts and 

reasons in all relevant materials given by the accuser. The inspection report should 

be submitted to the review committee for further review within five workdays after 

the inspection report is completed. 

 

2. If the accused person is suspected to be involved in any situation listed in Article 2, 

the investigation group should notify the accused person in written form that he or 

she should submit a defense in written form to respond to the accusation within 20 

days after he or she receives the notification. The notification should contain a 

redacted copy of the original accusation letter and all relevant proofs supporting the 

accusation. The personal information that could identify the accuser and the 

materials that are irrelevant to the accused person should all be redacted from the 

copy of the original accusation letter attached to the notification. If the 

investigation group has definite evidence to prove that the accused person violated 

academic ethics, it should put the definite facts, suggestions for the sorts of 

measures taken to deal with the accused person, and reasons for making the 

suggestions in the inspection report. The inspection report should be submitted to 

the review committee for further review within five workdays after the inspection 

report is completed. If the investigation group establishes that the accused person 

did not violate academic ethics, it still should submit the inspection report to the 

review committee for further review. 

 

3. If the situation of the case is still questionable, at least three external scholars and 

experts in the same professional fields who are deemed impartial (hereafter referred 

to as the external commissioners) may be commissioned to conduct the review. The 

external commissioners should provide their opinions on the review. The 

investigation group, if necessary, may notify the accused person in printed form, 

asking him or her to submit his or her explanation in printed form responding to 

external commissioners’ opinions on the review within 20 days after he or she 

receives the notification. The investigation group should include these review 

results in the review report and submit the report to the review committee for 

further review. 

 

After receiving a letter accusing a person of committing any improper conduct listed 

in Article 2, Paragraph 1, Subparagraph 8, NCU should contact the disturbed reviewer 

and produce a record. The record should be submitted to the review committee for 

further review after it is verified by the investigation group and the disturbed 

reviewer. 

 



Article 6 

 

Before the review committee begins its meeting of review, it should notify the 

accused person. The accused person may present a statement of opinions regarding 

the facts stated in the inspection report and may choose to attend the meeting of 

review in person or via videoconferencing to explain. The same procedure and rule 

apply to the accused person’s appeal against the review result determined by the 

review committee. However, if the investigation group determined according to 

Article 5 that the accused person did not violate academic ethics, then the accused 

person does not have to attend the meeting to explain. 

 

After reaching a conclusion, the review committee should submit an official 

document along with the committee’s review report and minutes to the Office of 

Academic Affairs in two weeks to request the office to send a notification in written 

form to the accuser, the accused person, the investigation group, and the 

penalty-imposing units. If no violation of academic ethics is found in a case per 

Article 5, Paragraph 2, Subparagraph 1, the review committee should submit an 

official document to the Office of Academic Affairs to request the office to send a 

notification in written form to the accused person. Both the official document 

submitted to the office and the notification sent to the accused person should contain a 

redacted copy of the original accusation letter and all relevant proofs supporting the 

accusation. The personal information that could identify the accuser and the materials 

that are irrelevant to the accused person should all be redacted from the copy of the 

original accusation letter and the relevant proofs attached to the official document and 

the notification. 

 

When the review committee completes its review, if the case is the one the Ministry of 

Education (MOE) has commissioned NCU to review, the committee should fill out 

the “Checklist for the Involvement of Dissertations in Matters Concerning Article 17 

of Degree Conferral Law for Students from Schools above Junior Colleges” (see the 

attached form). The checklist should be sent to the Office of Academic Affairs, and 

the office should submit the checklist to the MOE for future reference. 

 

If the review committee encounters any difficulty in forming a judgment, it may list 

all matters that need to be clarified and ask the investigation group to continue the 

investigation. 

 

The review committee should reach a concrete conclusion within four months from 

the day the Office of Academic Affairs receives an accusation. However, if the case is 

a very complicated one, if it is too difficult to solve by the deadline, or if the 

reviewing process overlaps a summer or winter vacation, the deadline can be deferred 



for two months. 

 

Article 7 

 

If an accused person has any objection after receiving the notification of the review 

result, he or she may present a statement in written form stating all concrete facts and 

file an appeal to the review committee within 30 days from the day he or she receives 

the notification. The appeal can be filed only once. The review committee should 

convene meetings on the appeal, make a decision, and notify the Office of Academic 

Affairs of the decision within two months from the second day after the committee 

receives the letter of appeal. The deadline can be deferred for at most one month if 

necessary, and the accused person should be notified of the deferred deadline. The 

deadline can be deferred only once. When the review committee has produced a result 

for the appeal, it should notify the accused person of the result with a letter within 10 

days since the result is produced, and a copy of the letter should also be sent to the 

Office of Academic Affairs. 

 

If the accused person still has an objection against the review result of the appeal, he 

or she may file an appeal to the NCU Student Appeals Review Committee following 

the NCU Regulations of Student Appeals Review. 

 

Article 8 

 

Suggestions for the measures taken to deal with a case of academic ethics violation 

can be made only when at least two-thirds of the attended members of the 

investigation group agree to the suggestions. 

 

The ruling determining that the accused person violated academic ethics can be 

passed only when at least two-thirds of all commissioners of the review committee are 

present at the ruling-making meeting, and two-thirds of the attended commissioners 

agree to the ruling. 

 

When dealing with an appeal, the original resolution can be altered only when at least 

two-thirds of all commissioners of the review committee are present at the 

decision-making meeting, and two-thirds of the attended commissioners agree to alter 

the original resolution. 

 

Article 9 

 

If the result of an investigation into a case fits any of the conditions listed in Article 2, 

the review committee may suggest one or multiple punitive measures listed below 



according to the severity of the violation for the Office of Academic Affairs, the 

Office of Student Affairs, the relevant department, or the relevant department-level 

unit to take per the relevant regulations: 

 

1. Sending a warning letter. 

 

2. Ordering the accused person to take courses on academic ethics and obtain a 

certificate. 

 

3. Giving the accused person a punitive admonition, a minor demerit, a major demerit, 

or keeping him or her under close observation. 

 

4. Expelling the accused person from school. 

 

5. If the violation of academic ethics is deemed not severe by the review committee, 

the committee should demand that the accused person make corrections, apologize 

publicly, or take other appropriate measures in a designated period of time. After 

the accused person has been completely penalized, has made all corrections, or has 

completed the obligations imposed by relevant units by the deadline, he or she 

should submit the documentation proving the completion of the matters stated 

above. After the documentation is verified by the accused person’s advisor and the 

director of the accused person’s department (or department-level unit), the 

verification should be submitted to the Office of Academic Affairs. If the accused 

person does not complete the matters that he or she is required to complete by the 

deadline, he or she will be dealt with per the regulation stated in Paragraph 6 of this 

article after the department-level unit reports the situation to the Office of 

Academic Affairs. 

 

6. If the violation of academic ethics is deemed severe by the review committee, the 

accused person’s degree should be revoked, and the nullification of the accused 

person’s diploma should be publicly announced. After making the public 

announcement, NCU should notify the accused person that he or she should return 

his or her diploma to NCU. NCU should also inform other junior colleges, colleges, 

universities, and relevant institutes of the revocation and nullification of the 

accused person’s diploma. If the accused person also violated the law or any legal 

regulations through the violation of academic ethics, he or she should be dealt with 

per relevant laws and regulations. The person whose diploma is revoked and 

nullified is regarded as a person being expelled from school; even if his or her 

study period has not expired, he or she is not allowed to return to NCU to continue 

his or her studies. NCU should send an official letter to National Central Library 

and the NCU Library to notify them that the digital and hard copies of the accused 



person’s dissertation/thesis should be removed from their library collection. 

 

The department or the department-level unit of the student punished with the 

above-mentioned punishments should establish a mechanism of counseling and 

education for that student and thoroughly execute the punishments. 

 

Article 10 

 

If an NCU student’s course assignments, reports, creations, performances… etc. are 

involved in any of the situations listed in Article 2, the teacher of the course or the 

department / department-level unit to which the student belongs may make 

suggestions about the student’s punishments per the Regulations for NCU Students’ 

Reward and Punishment after examining the relevant facts and the severity of the 

situation. 

 

Article 11 

 

The personnel who handle letters of accusation, who participate in investigations, and 

who participate in the review process should keep a secret of the review process, the 

reviewers’ opinions, and the information that the personnel have contacted. 

 

Necessary measures should be taken to keep a secret of the accuser’s real name, 

address, and other information that could identify the accuser. 

 

The identity of the members of the investigation group and the reviewers should 

remain confidential. 

 

If the review result involves NCU’s reputation and could severely influence the 

society’s impression of NCU, NCU may make appropriate public announcements 

without being restricted by Article 11, Paragraph 1. 

 

Article 12 

 

The personnel relevant to the case-handling process should recuse themselves from 

the process if they are involved with the accused person in any of the following 

situations: 

 

1. Having had a doctoral or master’s dissertation/thesis advisor-advisee relationship. 

2. Being spouses, ex-spouses, the first to the fourth-degree blood relatives, in-laws 

from the first to the third-degree relatives, or having had such a relationship. 

3. Having been collaborators or co-authors of any research results or papers 



announced or published in the past three years. 

 

4. The personnel is collaborating with the accused person in executing a research 

project when the accused person’s case is being reviewed. 

 

5. Being or having been the accused person’s advocate or assistant. 

 

The accused person may file a motion for the recusal of personnel in the following 

categories: 

 

1. The personnel who are involved in any of the above-mentioned situations but do 

not recuse themselves. 

 

2. The personnel who can be proved with solid proof to be biased in executing their 

duties. 

 

If the personnel relevant to the case-handling process who are in any of the situations 

listed in Article 12, Paragraph 1 do not recuse themselves or are considered most 

likely to be biased in executing their duties, the case-reviewing unit per its authority 

should order them to recuse themselves from the case. 

 

The relevant personnel may apply for recusing themselves from the case by 

themselves. 

 

The regulations regarding recusal in Article 12 are applicable to the experts and 

scholars who are commissioned to review the case. 

 

Article 13 

 

When the review committee finishes reviewing the case and determines that any of 

the situations listed in Article 2 did occur, the Office of Academic Affairs should 

report the handling process, the results, and the punitive measures to relevant units if 

necessary. 

 

Article 14 

 

If the review result shows there is no solid proof to prove that the accused person 

violated academic ethics, the investigation result should be sent in printed form to the 

accuser and the accused person. 

 

After the review committee determines that the case cannot be established, if the 



accuser accuses the same accused person again, the committee should directly reply to 

the accuser that the accusation will not be accepted unless there is new evidence that 

should be handled and investigated. 

 

If any of the faculty, staff, and students at NCU is found to have abused the behavior 

of accusation, the Academic Ethics Committee may weigh the severity of the abuse 

and ask each authorized unit to deal with the abuser. 

 

Article 15 

 

Any matter not covered by the Principles should be handled per the relevant 

regulations of the Ministry of Education and NCU.  

 

Article 16 

 

The Principles are enacted upon approval of the academic affairs committee. The 

same procedure applies to the amendments to the Principles. 


