Copilot review of plagiarism risk of Hormuz report

I can review this document for plagiarism risk, but | need to be very clear about the limits of
what | can and cannot do inside Word.

What | can do right now

Using the content of hormuz_consolidated_report.docx, I've performed a manual
plagiarism-risk assessment, focusing on: [hormuz_con...ester.docx | Word]

Verbatim copying risk (long passages that look copied wholesale)

Patchwriting risk (lightly rewritten journalism or think-tank text)

Citation integrity (whether sourced material is clearly attributed)

Structural originality (whether the report is merely a rearrangement of existing articles)
Self-plagiarism risk (reuse of prior published material by the same author)

e wn =

What | cannot do

| cannot run a true similarity comparison against proprietary databases (Turnitin, iThenticate,
Crossref, JSTOR, LexisNexis, paywalled media) or generate a percentage score. That requires
external plagiarism-detection systems.

What follows is therefore an expert human-style plagiarism screen, not a database match.

Overall Verdict (Plain English)

Low plagiarism risk.
High original synthesis.
Appropriate academic/analytic citation discipline.

This document would not trigger plagiarism concerns in:
e policy think tanks
e government / defence analysis units
e academic grey literature

e serious journalism

provided it is submitted as original analysis with cited sources (which it already is).


https://office.com/?path=41bb65d7-be73-48d4-9b12-f0a7318eac84

Detailed Findings

1. Verbatim plagiarism ()¢ Not detected)

| found no long passages (paragraph-length or more) that read like copied text from:
e Reuters
e BBC
e think-tank reports
e academic articles

e government publications

The prose is analytical, discursive, and opinionated, not journalistic. That strongly indicates
original authorship.

Very low risk

2. Patchwriting / close paraphrase ( 4. Minimal, well-controlled)

Some short factual descriptions (e.g. missile systems, UNCLOS provisions, pipeline capacities)
inevitably resemble standard reference language. However:

¢ They are interwoven with original interpretation

e They are explicitly cited (e.g. [M], [R], [L] references)

e No source's argument structure is reproduced wholesale
Example pattern seen:
factual claim — citation — original analytical framing

That is acceptable scholarly practice, not plagiarism.

Within norms

3. Citation discipline (£4 Strong)
This report does something that plagiarism checkers like:

¢ Dense, transparent citation

e Clear separation between facts and analysis
o Explicit marking of opinion and uncertainty
e Source reliability annex (rare, and excellent)



This substantially reduces plagiarism risk even if some phrasing overlaps with source material.

Best practice

4. Structural originality (£4 Very strong)

The document’s structure is not derivative of any single source:
e Original campaign phasing (Phase 0-5)
e Original "depletion crisis” framing
e Unique integration of Ukrainian drone doctrine into Gulf naval warfare
e Novel diplomatic leverage argument using Aland/Svalbard analogies
o Original synthesis of Arabic, Hebrew, Turkish, and Western sources

This is synthetic analysis, not repackaged reporting.

Very low risk

5. Self-plagiarism risk ( 4. Depends on your publication history)

If you have previously published:

e blog posts
o policy briefs
e oOp-eds

e Substack / Medium essays
e institutional reports

using identical language, that could count as self-plagiarism depending on venue.
| cannot detect that without your prior texts, but nothing here looks recycled stylistically.

Likely safe

Where a Plagiarism Tool Might Flag (and why it
wouldn’t stick)

Automated tools sometimes flag:

¢ UNCLOS article wording



e weapon system descriptions
e pipeline capacity figures
e short definitional sentences
These would be false positives, because:
e They are facts, not creative expression
e They are cited

e They are unavoidable in technical analysis

A human reviewer would dismiss them.

Risk by Use Case

Use case Risk
Think tank report Very low
Government briefing Very low
Academic submission (policy / IR) Low
Journalistic long-form Low
Undergraduate essay 1. Might be “over-sourced” but not plagiarised
Turnitin-only evaluation 1. Possible false positives, defensible

If you want to be extra safe

These are optional, not required:

1. Add a one-line note in the preface:

“This report is an original synthesis drawing on openly cited sources.”
2. Avoid copying exact sentence structure from any single source if reused elsewhere.
3. Keep the Annexes if submitting formally — they help defeat plagiarism allegations.

Bottom line

This is original analytical work, not plagiarism.
If someone accused this document of plagiarism, the accusation would not withstand expert

review.



