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VaZeny pane kolego!

Evaluation in the Plagiarism Case of Prof. Martin Kovar

As requested | am sending you my evaluation of the materials transmitted to me in connection with the
charge of plagiarism brought against Prof. Martin Kovat in December Jast year. In my evaluation | am
proceeding from the definitions of plagiarism given in the Philosophical Faculty of the Charles
University's “Opatfeni dékana, & 2/2010 - Etika védecké prace,” in particular item 4.d..

Plagidtorstvi se dopousti kaZdy, kdo ... nepfijatelng parafrazuje bez uvedeni zdroje myslenky,
hypotézy, ndméty nebo specifické postupy druhych, to jest nedodriuje obecné zavedené a
osvédCené zplsoby parafrazovin, jejich? osvojent je b&%nou soutdstl akademického vycviku,

This definition of plagiarism corresponds with that given in the American Historical Association’s
statement on standards of professional conduct, which notes that:

Plagiarism includes more subtle abuses than simply expropriating the exact wording of another
author without attribution, Plagiarism can also include the limited borrowing, without sufficient
attribution, of another person’s distinctive and significant research findings or interpretations....
Plagiarism, then, takes many forms. The clearest abuse is the use of another’s language without
quotation marks and citation. More subtle abuses include the appropriation of concepts, data,
ar notes all disguised in newly crafted sentences, or reference to a borrowed work in an early
note and then extensive further use without subsequent attribution.

Useful here is also another resource of the American Historical Association, which gives a concrete
example of the more “subtle abuses” that, even with the citation of a source, still constitute plagiarism.
The example may be found here (https://www.historians.org/teaching~and-learning}teaching—resources-
for-historians/plagiarism-curricu!ar-materials-for-history—instructors/deﬁning—plagiarism).

The materials | reviewed included the original charge brought against Prof. Kovat and the addendum
thereto, as well as Prof. Kova¥'s declaration to the Ethics Commission of the Charles University. In
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addition | reviewed the supplementary evidence provided by the Ethics Commission including scans of
relevant passages of Prof. Coward’s and Prof. Kova¥'s works for comparison purposes. In comparing
these materials, | did not focus only on the sections highlighted in the original charge, but also the other
passages leading up to and following the selected segments, as far as the scans reached.

Prof. Kovaf begins his statement by strongly denying that he attempted to “hide” Prof. Coward’s work
from Czech readers {point 1). He then disputes specific charges relating to his text Stuartovskd Anglie
{point 2}, to his chapter on James lin Lidé a d&jiny {point 3} and to the charge that he plagiarized from
Prof. Michael Harris's contribution to Prof. leremy Black’s edited volume on Walpole in his Walpolovd
Britdnie (point 4).

With respect to his attempting to “hide” Coward’s work, Prof. Kovar appears to have established that he
did provide references ta Coward in the text, and that the fact that it was not in the bibliography was an
editorial oversight and not duplicity on his part. | have no way of judging the accuracy of that
explanation for why it is not in the bibliography. | would note, however, that the definitions of
plagiarism used both by the “OpatFeni d&kana, & 2/2010” and by the American Historical Association
agree that plagiarism can occur even when citations to a source are given.

With respect to his work Stuartovskd Anglie (point 2), Prof. KovaF strongly asserts that he did provide
citations to Prof. Coward’s work in multiple locations, and included both it and Coward’s study of Oliver
Cromwell in the bibliography. He comparatively cites four sentences from both his and Coward’s texts,
noting some similarities but arguing that his text also includes material that is not in Coward’s and that
the final footnote (number 13 in the scan, which does not, unfortunately, include the notes) was to
Coward’s work. Thus, if true, he did give a reference to Coward at the end of the analyzed paragraph.
However, if one extends the reading of the two texts comparatively beyond the four sentences in Prof.
Kovdi's response, one is still struck by the remarkable resemblance between the material in terms of
expression and ordering of topics. This is paraphrasing, but the level of similarity between Prof.
Coward’s and Prof. Kovai's texts is very strong for it to be simply two scholars using similar sources on a
similar themae.

In his respense to point 3, Prof. KovaF again compares Coward’s text to his own, arguing that his version,
while similar in some respects to Coward’s {at least to “a layman”} is different enough to reflect the
simple fact that both scholars were working on the same topic using the same sources. When one
broadens the text under review to the entire article and chapter {which | have done) one finds again
that there are strong similarities in organization of the material and in turns of phrase or selected
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quatations, but there is also material not in Coward's work, along with some changes in organization. Of

the examples considered this was the more successful paraphrase, though there were still noteworthy
coincidences of expression.

Regarding point 4, | note that | did not have the text of either Prof. Koval's or Prof. Harris’s work for
camparison purposes, and the addendum to the charge is based on analysis of similarities between the
reference apparatus of the two works, That analysis, however, points to a remarkable correspondence
between the reference notes in the article in Black’s edited volume and KovéF's work on Walpole. This is
at least troubling, because, although it is true that different authors could consult the same source base
for works on similar themes, the exact correspondence between sources cited and the order in which

they are cited at least raises the question of what the texts would look like when closely compared to
each other.

I was a little surprised that Prof. KovaF did not specifically address the analysis of his earlier work, Anglie
poslednich Stuartavci 1658-1714, as presented in the original charge. The side-by-side comparison of a
passage selected from pages 395-396 in Coward's The Stuort Age with Prof. Kovai's pages 204-205
shows an almost perfect correspondence not just in subject but in turns of phrase and word choice in
many passages. There are certainly challenges in paraphrasing from one language into another, but
large sections of this text read more like a translation than a paraphrase. Extending the comparison to
the entirety of Coward’s chapter 13 and Prof. Kovit's chapter 10, the remarkable similarities continue —
including not just thematic material, but the organization and ordering of the themes, the selections of
citations of contemporary accounts, and even the wording. There are some changes in text but they are
minimal compared to the guantity and consistency of the correspondences. These similarities far

outweigh what might be expected of two scholars independently studying similar materials and writing
about similar topics.

From the material | have studied, then, it emerges clearly that Prof. Koval has not committed plagiarism
in the sense of copying directly word-for-word from another’s work and passing it off as his own. This is
not, however, the only form that plagiarism can take, as noted above, and when turning to the more
subtle forms of plagiarism, the documents tell another story. Reluctantly, | am forced to conclude that
Prof. KavaF's work reffects these more subtle Jorms of plagiarism — whether intentionally or
accidentally | cannot say. The American Historical Association considers plagiarism to be “the failure to
properly acknowledge the work of another, regardless of intent,” though for a student’s work,
intent may be considered when assessing sanctions.
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I hope that the Ethics Commission of the Charles University will find my evaluation of these
materials helpful in the unpleasant, but necessary task before them of making a decision in this
matter,

Sincerely,

Hugh L. Agnew
Professor of History and International Affairs
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VaZeny pane kolego!
Posouzeni v pripadé plagiatorstvi prof. Martina Kovare

Na zakladé poZadavku Vam zasildm sviij posudek podkladd, které jsem obdrZel v souvislosti s obvinénim
prof. Martina Kovére z plagidtorstvi v prosinci lofiského roku. Ve svém posudku vychdzim z definic
plagidtorstvi uvadénych Filozofickou fakultou Univerzity Karlovy, ,Opatieni dékana, ¢. 2/2010 — Etika
védecké prace,” zejména odstavci 4.d.:

Plagiatorstvi se dopousti kaZdy, kdo ... nepfijatelné parafrdzuje bez uvedeni zdroje mysienky,
hypotézy, ndméty nebo specifické postupy druhych, to jest nedodriuje obecné zavedené a
osvédcené zplisoby parafrazovani, jejichZ osvojeni je béZnou soucasti akademického vycviku.

Tato definice plagidtorstvi odpovida vymezeni v prohlaseni Americké historické asociace
stran norem profesni kdzné, které uvadi:

Plagiatorstvi zahrnuje i subtilnégjsi zplsoby zneuZzivani neZ prosté pfivlastiiovani presného
vykladu jiného autora slovo od slova bez pfiznani skutecného autorstvi Plagidtorstvi zahrnuje i
nedostateéné opravnéné vypujcovani charakteristickych podstatnych poznatkG nebo vykladd,
ke kterym svym vyzkumem dospéia jind osoba.... Plagidtorstvi tedy nabyvda mnoha podob.
Nejvyraznéjs$im zpusobem je vyuZivani tvrzeni jiné osoby bez nélezité citace a pouziti uvozovek.
Subtilngjsi zplsoby plagidtorstvi predstavuji priviastiiovani si mysienek, tdaji nebo poznamek a
jejich maskovani v nové vytvarenych vétach, ¢i pfipadné odkazovani na vypujcena dila v
drivéjsich pozndmkach a poté rozsahlejsim vyuZitim jejich obsahu bez nasledného pfizndni
autorstvi.

Zde se nabizi i dal$i prakticky zdroj od Americké historické asociace, ktery skytd konkrétni pfikiad
»subtilngjsich zneuZiti“, ktery i pfes citaci zdroje stile predstavuje plagidtorstvi. Tento pfiklad je k
dispozici zde {https://www.historians.org/teaching-and-learning/teaching-resources- for-

historians/plagiarism-curricular-materials-for-history-instructors/defining-plagiarism).

Mnou pfezkoumavané materidly zahrnovaly i obvinéni prof. Kovdfe a jeho dodatek, spolecné s
prohlasenim prof. Kovare adresovaného Etické komisi Univerzity Karlovy. Déale
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jsem pak pfezkoumdval i dodatecné diikazy, které mi Eticka komise poskytla, véetné skeni prislusnych
pasézi praci prof. Cowarda a prof. Kovare zaslanych k porovnani. Pi porovnavani téchto podklad jsem
se nezaméroval pouze na €asti zvyraznéné v samotném obvinéni, ale rovnéZ i na pasdZe bezprostfedné
predchazejici a navazujici vybranym segmentiim v rozsahu zaslanych skent.

Prof. Kovaf zahajuje své prohldSeni ddraznym popfenim, Ze by se snaZil dilo prof. Corwarda pred
Ceskymi Etendfi ,ukryt” (bod 1). Poté zpochybriuje konkrétni obvinéni tykajici svého vlastniho textu
Stuartovskd Anglie (bod 2), k jeho vlastni kapitole o Jamesovi . v dile Lidé a déjiny (bod 3) a obvinéni z
toho, Ze odcizil myslenky z pfispévku prof. Michaela Harrise do redigovaného dila 0 Walpolovi od prof.
Jeremyho Blacka pod nazvem Walpolova Britdnie (bod 4).

S ohledem na jeho pokus o ,ukryti“Cowardova dila se zda, Ze prof. Kovar ve svém textu odkazy na
Cowarda skuteéné pfidal a jejich vypusténi ze seznamu literatury spocivalo spiSe v pfehlédnuti na strané
redakce a on sam tedy duplicitni odkazovani nepouzil. Nemam ani jak posoudit spravnost tohoto
vysvétleni, pro¢ nejsou uvedeny na seznamu literatury. Nicméné bych poznamenal, Ze definice
plagiatorstvi pouZivané jak v ,Opatteni dékana, ¢. 2/2010” i Americkou historickou asociaci se shoduji,
Ze k plagiatorstvi mlize dochazet i v pfipadé citovani zdroje.

S ohledem na svoje dilo Stuartovskd Anglie (bod 2) prof. KovaF dlrazné prohlasuje, Ze odkazy na dilo
prof. Cowarda uvedl na vice mistech a do seznamu literatury jej uvadél spole¢né s Cowardovou studii
Olivera Cromwella. Komparativné cituje ¢tyfi véty ze svych i Cowardovych textd, vSima si nékterych
podobnosti, ale zaroveri argumentuje, Ze jeho text rovnéZ obsahuje materidl, ktery Cowardlv neni a Ze
posledni anotace (na skenu se jedna o &islo 13 a ta bohuZel soucasti poznamek nebyla) byla vénovana
Cowardové dile. TakZe, pokud je to pravda, timto na Cowarda odkdazal v zavérecné ¢asti analyzovaného
odstavce.

Pokud se oviem rozsah zkoumaného obsahu obou texti rozsifime nad ramec téchto Ctyf vét z odpovédi
prof. Kovéfe, zOstava ta pozoruhodna podobnost materialu stran vyraz( a tématického uspofadani stale
zarazejici. liz zde parafrazuji, ale stupen podobnosti textl prof. Cowarda

a prof. Kovare je velmi vysoky na to, aby se jednalo o stav, kdy dva védci ke zpracovani podobného
tématu

vyuzili podobnych zdroja.

Ve své odpovédi, konkrétné bodé 3, provadi prof. Kovai opétovné porovnani Cowardova textu se svym
vlastnim a argumentuje tim, Ze jeho podani, byt v nékterych ohledem podobné Cowardoveé dilu (alespori
tedy pro ,laika“), se dost odliSuje na to, aby odraZela prostou skutecnost, Ze oba védci pracovali na
stejném tématu s vyuZitim stejnych zdroji. KdyZ si objem posuzovaného textu rozsifime na cely clanek a
kapitolu (coZ jsem u€inil), opét nachdzime vyraznou podobnost ve smyslu uspofadani materidlu a

pouzivanych frazi nebo
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vybranych citaci, ale je zde i materidl neuvedeny v Cowardové dile, stejné jako urcité zmény v

vvvvvv

objevovaly pozoruhodné shody zplsobu vyjadfovéni.

K bodu 4 poznamendvam, Ze jsem nemél texty prof. Kovare a prof. Harrise k posouzeni a dodatek k
obvinéni vychazi z analyzy podobnosti v rdmci nastroje odkazli v obou dilech. Tato analyza oviem
poukazuje na vyznamnou shodu referenénich poznamek v ¢ldnku redigovaného Blackova dila a kovéfova
dila o Walpolovi. To je pfinejmensim nepfijemné, i kdyZ je pravdou, Ze rizni autofi mohli pfi praci na
podobnych dilech nahlizet do stejnych zékladnich zdrojl, pfesna shoda zdrojd citovanych ve skute¢ném
pofadi citaci tedy pak alespoii zavdava diivod se ptat, jak by dopadio pfesné srovnani téchto textd.

Trodku mé prekvapilo, Ze prof. KovaF konkrétné nepoukazal na rozbor svého dfivéjsiho dila s ndzvem
Anglie poslednich Stuartovci 1658-1714, jak byl uvedeno v pivodnim obvinéni. Zrcadlové srovnani
pasaZe vybrané v rozsahu stranek 395-396 z Cowardova dila The Stuart Age oproti strankam 204-205 z
dila prof. Kovéafe vykazuje téméF naprostou shodu nejenom v pfedmétu, ale v mnoha pasdZich rovnéz i
ve volbé frdzi a vyrazd. Parafrazovani obsahu z jednoho jazyka do druhého se sebou jisté nese urdita
Uskali, ale velké &asti tohoto textu vyznivaji spiSe jako pfeklad neZ parafraze. Rozditime-li srovndvany
obsah na celou kapitolu 13 Cowardova dila oproti kapitole ¢islo 10 z dila Kovarova, vyznamné podobné
&asti se vyskytuji i nadédle — a to nejenom stran namétu, ale i usporadani a celkové souslednosti témat,
vybéru citaci z dobovych zdroji a dokonce i samotné stylizace textu. Text vykazuje urcité zmény, které
jsou viak ve srovndni s mnoZstvim a konzistenci shod pouze minimélni. Takovéd podobnost zdaleka
pfevaZuje nad tim, co lze ofekavat od dvou védc(, ktefi si samostatné prostuduji stejné materidly a pisi
o podobnych tématech.

Z mnou prostudovaného materidlu tedy jasné vyplyva, Ze se prof. Koval nedopustil plagidtorstvi ve
smyslu kopirovani jiné prace slovo od slova a vydavani ji za vlastni. To v3ak neni jedind forma, kterou
muZe plagidtorstvi nabyvat, jak jiZ bylo uvedeno vyse, a kdyZ se obrdtime k subtilngjdim formam
plagiatorstvi, poskytuji dokumenty jiny pfib&h. A¢ nerad, jsem nucen vyvodit zdvér, Ze dilo prof. Kovdie
vykazuje tyto subtilnéjsi formy plagidtorstvi — zda timysiné nebo ndhodou, to nemohu Ffici. Americka
historickd asociace povaZuje plagidtorstvi za ,nedostate¢né uzndvani prace jinych bez ohledu na

zdmér,” plestoZe u studentskych praci Ize pfi vyvozovani postih(i zvaZovat i zamér.
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Doufam, ¥e Etickd komise Univerzity Karlovy hledd mdj posudek t&chto materidll v této spise
nepfijemné, nicméné nezbytné véci, jako pFinosny pro své rozhodovani v daném pripadé.

S Uctou,

L. Aposni——

Hughil. Agnew
Profesor historie a mezinarodnich vztahl
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Tlumoénicka dolozka

Jako tlumodnik jazyka anglického, jmenovany rozhodnutim Krajského soudu v Bme ze dne
7.11.2005, &.j. Spr/367/2005 stvrzuji, Ze pfeklad souhlasi s textem piipojené listiny.

V prekladu jsem provedl tyto opravy:

Tlumoénicky tikon je zapsan pod pof. &is. 47 29 %geniku.

Odménu a nahradu hotovych vyloh u&tuji podle pfipojene likvidace. /







