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The Investigative Committee was appointed by Dean Cristle Collins Judd and 
first met on December 17, 2008 to consider two charges against Prof. Jonathan 
Goldstein.  In this, Dean Judd was acting as the complainant specified in the 
Faculty Handbook. 
 
The charges are as follows, with page references to the paper titled “The Trade-
Off Between Extra-Curricular Activities and the Academic Mission of Small 
Liberal Arts Colleges: Why Some Schools are Poor Educational Investments.” 
The paper was on Prof. Goldstein’s website from ~August 20- September 4, 2008. 
 

1. Failure to cite sources 
 
 The paper makes references to “official” sources (e.g., p 8 n 20), but such 

sources are not cited, nor does the paper explain how the “36 nationally 
ranked liberal arts colleges” for which comparative data are presented 
were chosen. 

 
 No sources are cited for Table 1 (p. 10), nor is any indication given on how 

it was compiled. The single explanatory note accompanying the table 
offers no insight into the sources of data in the table itself. 

 
2. Plagiarism 

 
 The information on grade distribution in Table 1 is derived, without 

acknowledgement, from the “Franklin and Marshall Grading Survey of 
Selected Institutions.”  The column of percentage As + Bs sums those two 
columns from the Franklin and Marshall document; the GPA appears to 
be taken from the same document. 

 
 

INVESTIGATION 
 
The Committee met with the members of the Inquiry Committee on February 9, 
2009.  We reviewed the findings of that committee and closely questioned its 
members.  On February 23, 2009, the Committee met with Prof. Goldstein and 
conducted a lengthy discussion with him.  On March 4, 2009, the Committee 
again met with Dean Judd.  Each interview was recorded and transcribed with 
transcriptions provided to participants for editing and elaboration.  The 
Committee carefully considered memos received during our deliberations from 
Prof. Goldstein and Dean Judd, as well as letters from others not directly 
involved in the case.  In addition, members of the Committee have carefully 
reviewed the research notes and other materials provided by Prof. Goldstein and 
currently in the possession of Ms. Ann Ostwald in the Office of the Dean for 
Academic Affairs.   



 
The Committee reviewed the information gleaned from these inquiries in light of 
the relevant language of the Bowdoin College Faculty Handbook, the governing 
document in matters of this sort.  Of particular relevance is the language on 
Ethical Standards of Research contained in Section D.1.a of the Faculty Handbook: 
 
 “Misconduct in research” is defined as any of the following: 
 

Fraudulent or improper practice in conducting scholarly research or reporting the 
results of such research, including plagiarism, intentional falsification or 
fabrication of data, intentional misrepresentation of data collection and analysis, 
or other practices that seriously deviate from those that are commonly accepted 
within the research community for proposing, conducting or reporting research.  
This does not include honest error or honest differences in interpretations or 
judgments of data. 

 
The charges presented to us do not explicitly conform to the language in this 
section.  For example, there is no offense of “failure to cite sources.”  
Nevertheless, the Committee’s deliberations have been governed by the Faculty 
Handbook language indicated above in reviewing the evidence in this matter. 
 
 

FINDINGS: Misconduct in Research 
 
The Committee finds that Professor Goldstein has committed "misconduct in 
research" in that he placed on the Internet a paper––which he characterized  as 
“complete and fully documented”––that included two tables of data without 
fully citing the sources of those data. The provided citation (See note 20, page 8) 
indicates only that "Non-estimated figures are derived from official sources."  We 
find this incomplete citation to be "improper practice in conducting scholarly 
research or reporting such research," a violation of the standards specified in 
Section D.1.a of the Faculty Handbook. 
 
 
 

FINDINGS: Plagiarism 
 
Although the Faculty Handbook is the governing document in this matter, it 
provides no explicit definition of plagiarism.  We believe that plagiarism is 
widely understood to mean appropriating and presenting the work of another 
person or organization as one’s own.  Black’s Law Dictionary, for example, defines 
plagiarism as the “act of appropriating the literary composition of another, or 
parts or passages of his writings, or the ideas or language of the same, and 
passing them off as the product of one’s own mind.”   
 
Despite the inadequacy of citations in this paper, we find no compelling evidence 
that Prof. Goldstein sought to appropriate or pass off as his own the products of 
someone else’s mind.  Prof. Goldstein failed to cite fully the sources of his 
information in Tables 1 and 3, but he was quite clear in indicating that the 



information was drawn from a variety of “official sources.”  He made no claim to 
being the original source of the data or the sole collector of them. 
 
 
 
 

FINDINGS: Violations of Confidentiality 
 
The Faculty Handbook (2008-2009, p. 6) authorizes investigative committees in 
matters of this sort to examine issues beyond the scope of the initial complaint: 
“During the investigation, additional instances of possible misconduct may be 
identified that would justify broadening the scope beyond the initial allegations.”  
Our investigation has identified such misconduct. 
 
Much of the data that forms the basis of Tables 1 and 3 in Prof. Goldstein’s paper 
is derived from a table that reports what is commonly known as the Franklin and 
Marshall Study.  Prof. Goldstein himself uses that terminology (“F&M data”) in 
his research notes.  Prof. Goldstein indicates that this table was given to him by a 
Bowdoin employee whom he has chosen not to identify.   
 
The table in question is titled “Grading Survey of Selected Institutions, Academic 
Year 2006-2007”.  The title includes no reference to Franklin and Marshall.  
Indeed the only reference to Franklin and Marshall is indicated near the very 
bottom of the page in the identification of the compilers of the data, both of 
whom are listed as employees of Franklin and Marshall.  Just below the identity 
and addresses of the compilers is the following sentence: “This information is not 
available for distribution or replication outside of the participating institutions.” 
 
The Committee believes that this sentence should have indicated to Prof. 
Goldstein that his use of this information, without prior clearance from 
appropriate officials, was improper.  Prof. Goldstein alleges that he never saw 
the warning sentence at the bottom of the page and that none of the three others 
who helped him compile the data saw it either.  We find those demurrers to be 
irrelevant.   
 
There can be no explaining away the use of confidential data that is clearly 
labeled as such.  Jonathan Goldstein’s name is on the paper in question.  He bears 
full responsibility for the research and the reporting of it.  He alone bears 
responsibility for careful and proper use of confidential data.  He failed to meet 
that responsibility in this case.  His claim that he simply failed to notice the 
sentence limiting the use of the data is not exculpatory. 
 
 
 



RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Committee finds that Prof. Goldstein’s misconduct in research and the 
violation of confidentiality in his use of clearly labeled confidential materials are 
serious offenses and should be sanctioned. 
 
The Committee recommends that a letter of censure describing these offenses 
and a copy of this report be placed in Prof. Goldstein’s permanent file.  That 
letter should indicate that subsequent, similar offenses would yield more severe 
sanctions. 
 
In making this recommendation we note the difficulty we have encountered in 
establishing intentionality in this matter.  Prof. Goldstein’s improper conduct of 
research and his misuse of confidential material were wrong, and his claim that 
he was unaware that the material in question was confidential does not justify its 
use.  Nevertheless, the distinct possibility that these actions were not intentional 
should be a mitigating factor in the application of sanctions.   
 
We further recommend that Dean Judd should withdraw from final 
determinations of official action in this matter, if those actions extend beyond the 
sanctions recommended here.  Despite the technical language of the Faculty 
Handbook that seems to tolerate the dual role of complainant and judge for the 
Dean for Academic Affairs, we do not think that basic fairness is accomplished 
when one person performs both roles.  We further believe that the language of 
Section D.5 of the Faculty Handbook––“the Dean will determine…what further 
disciplinary procedures should be undertaken”––is sufficient to permit her 
recusal from the process and the appointment of an alternative and objective 
judge(s).  Dean Judd has vigorously prosecuted this case.  We do not believe it is 
now in the best interests of the College for her to be its final judge.  
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
        
 
___________________________   ___________________________ 
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of Natural Sciences     Professor of Government 
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