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Article 1. General Provisions 

1.1. The Rules for the Prevention, Detection, and Response to Plagiarism and Use of Artificial 

Intelligence (hereinafter – “the Rules”) regulate the obligation of academic staff and students at the 

Shota Rustaveli State University of Theatre and Film (hereinafter – “the University”) to uphold the 

norms of academic integrity, protect the University’s reputation, and ensure that no form of plagiarism 

is permitted. 

1.2. The purpose of these Rules is to safeguard academic integrity and ethics within the University’s 

scientific and academic activities; to protect intellectual property rights; to implement international 

academic standards; to establish clear forms of responsibility; and to foster respect for others’ scholarly 

works both within and outside the institution. Toward this end, the University establishes procedures 

and mechanisms for the prevention, detection, and effective response to plagiarism and the use of AI. 

 

Article 2. Scope of Regulation 



2.1. The provisions of these Rules apply to all academic and scientific staff employed by Shota Rustaveli 

State University of Theatre and Film who engage in scientific-research or educational activities, and 

who within their professional roles are authorized to create and disseminate scholarly research outputs. 

2.2. The provisions also apply to the University’s doctoral, master’s, and students who, within the 

educational program framework, are permitted to produce and publish their own scientific research 

outputs. 

 

Article 3. Essence, Types, and Forms of Plagiarism 

3.1. Definition of Plagiarism - Plagiarism is defined as presenting or using another's published or 

unpublished work—or any part thereof (e.g. dissertation, theories, concepts, data sources, 

methodologies, conclusions, graphics, images, etc.) as one’s own, without appropriate citation or 

attribution to the original author or source. 

3.2. Compilation - The unauthorized use or compilation of copyrighted materials—such as research 

results or scholarly works—without original interpretation or synthesis of the sources. 

3.3. Fabrication / Falsification - Altering data within a work, manipulating results, selectively using 

materials (including sources, outcomes, methodologies, visuals) without clear designation, leading to 

misleading or false conclusions. 

3.4. Forms of Plagiarism  

 Direct plagiarism: Using another’s intellectual work, text, ideas, visual or audio material 

without citation. 

 Paraphrased plagiarism: Restating someone else’s ideas in one’s own words without 

acknowledging the author. 

 Mosaic plagiarism: Combining ideas from multiple sources without attribution to each specific 

author. 

 Self-plagiarism: Reusing one's own prior work without indicating the original source. 

 Accidental plagiarism: Incorrect citation due to negligence. 

 Copyright infringement: Using someone’s work without securing the necessary rights. 

 Cosmetic modification: Slight rewording of a source (e.g. changing a few words, reordering 

sentences) without citation. 

 Using unpublished material: Incorporating student papers, blogs, lecture notes, or oral 

presentations without citation. 

 Using multimedia or online content: Incorporating websites, films, TV shows, etc., without 

proper attribution. 

3.5. Exceptions – Plagiarism does not include the use of widely recognized common knowledge in a 

field, referencing legislative texts (laws, normative acts), institutional names, bibliographies, or 



subject‑specific terms cited correctly. Self‑citation and excerpts for analysis in compliance with 

Georgian legislation are also permissible. 

3.6. Inclusion of previously peer-reviewed articles in dissertations or article collections is allowed 

provided that the following standards are met: 

 Proper citation per academic norms (journal, year, DOI if applicable). 

 Clear disclosure in the introduction/conclusion about the article’s relationship to the 

dissertation’s objectives. 

 Co‑author contributions appropriately acknowledged. 

 Written approval obtained from the publisher or co‑author regarding copyright. 

 

Article 4. Plagiarism Prevention 

4.1. Prevention of plagiarism begins with informing academic and research staff, as well as students. 

(This Rule is accessible on the University’s official website.) 

4.2. The University’s educational programmes and courses (e.g., Academic Writing courses) must 

mandatorily address topics of academic integrity. 

4.3. Plagiarism prevention is further supported through: Educational modules within degree 

programmes, Informational public meetings or trainings on plagiarism for students and academic staff, 

Availability of informational videos or textual materials on plagiarism prevention. 

4.4. All undergraduate, master’s and doctoral theses, doctoral‑level research projects, and all articles 

published in peer‑reviewed journals affiliated with the University, must be compulsorily checked using 

anti‑plagiarism software, applied as a preventive measure for both students and academic staff. 

 

Article 5. Mechanisms for Detection of Plagiarism 

5.1. All University publications—such as books, articles, monographs, collected volumes, journals, 

brochures, catalogues, conference proceedings, albums, etc.—must undergo a plagiarism check using 

electronic anti-plagiarism software before they are published. 

5.2. Every thesis produced at the University—at bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral levels—must be 

checked by anti‑plagiarism software before its defense. 

5.3. The primary mechanism for detecting plagiarism is the expert conclusion issued by: The thesis 

supervisor, The reviewer (expert), The person officially responsible for oversight of similarity checks. 

This conclusion is based on the analysis of the similarity report generated by the anti‑plagiarism system. 



5.4. The responsible examiner must review the electronic antiplagiarism report in the following ways: 

 When matched text is flagged, compare that flagged content with the corresponding cited 

source—matching the quotation, paragraph, chapter, or section as listed in the bibliography. 

 Examine relevant major literature that is not cited in the bibliography, especially if it appears 

to form the basis of flagged content. 

 Determine the nature of the similarity detected by the software, and assess it against the 

University’s permissible percentage thresholds (which vary depending on the type of work 

under consideration). 

Article 6. Procedure for Plagiarism Checking 

6.1. For a scientific-research work prepared by academic or research staff for publication to be checked 

in the anti-plagiarism electronic system, the author fills out the relevant form (Annex 1). The work is 

checked only after the author submits the manuscript in electronic format along with a declaration 

that the submitted work contains no elements of plagiarism, is original, views of other authors are cited 

according to established rules, and ethical norms were observed in the research methodology. 

6.2. The University uses the electronic system StrikePlagiarism.com. The anti-plagiarism system is an 

information-technology tool that determines the authenticity of technical documents. It systematically 

searches and identifies information extracted from other sources. It assists in evaluating the text and 

indicates the locations of matched content. The system detects identical fragments in the analyzed 

document that appear in various databases and Internet resources. Manuscript checking in the 

StrikePlagiarism.com system is performed by the University (by a designated responsible person). 

6.3. A qualification work (doctoral, master’s, bachelor’s thesis) is subject to anti-plagiarism electronic 

checking once the supervisor confirms in writing that work on the thesis is complete. 

6.4. For electronic checking, the manuscript (Word file, Sylfaen font) must be given to the responsible 

person, who ensures the submission to the anti-plagiarism system. That person conducts the initial 

analysis of the results from the system. 

6.5. For a monograph or scientific article submitted by the author(s), the maximum permissible 

similarity coefficients are: 

 Similarity coefficient (SC)1 must not exceed 40%; 

 Similarity coefficient (SC)2 must not exceed 5%; 

 Citation coefficient (QC)3 must not exceed 20%. 

6.6. For a textbook or supplementary manual submitted by the author(s), permissible maxima are: 

 Similarity Coefficient (SC) 1 must not exceed 60% 

 Similarity Coefficient (SC) 2 must not exceed 10% 

 Citation Coefficient (QC) 3 must not exceed 25% 



6.7. For a revised and updated textbook submitted by the author(s): 

 Similarity Coefficient (SC1) must not exceed 60% 

 Similarity Coefficient (SC2) must not exceed 10% 

 Citation Coefficient (QC3) must not exceed 25% 

 

 

6.8. For a dissertation submitted by the author: 

 Similarity Coefficient (SC1) must not exceed 25% 

 Similarity Coefficient (SC2) must not exceed 5% 

 Citation Coefficient (QC3) must not exceed 25% 

6.9. For a master’s thesis submitted by the author: 

 Similarity Coefficient (SC1) must not exceed 60% 

 Similarity Coefficient (SC2) must not exceed 10% 

 Citation Coefficient (QC3) must not exceed 30% 

6.10. For a bachelor’s thesis submitted by the author: 

 Similarity Coefficient (SC1) must not exceed 65% 

 Similarity Coefficient (SC2) must not exceed 15% 

6.11. The permissible norms for SC1 and SC2 in a bachelor’s thesis take into account the discipline and 

specific features of the work—including its goal, research task, and methodology—and are determined 

by the bachelor’s thesis defense committee. The bachelor’s thesis is not checked by QC3. 

6.12. The person responsible for checking shares the initial analysis results with the thesis 

supervisor/expert, who also assesses the potential presence of plagiarism. The results are recorded in 

the conclusion form (Annex 2). 

6.13. If the conclusion is positive, the work is approved for public defense. 

6.14. If the work fails the check and is not considered original, the author may revise it within one 

month, though this does not exclude the possibility of disciplinary measures. 

6.15. A negative result from the anti-plagiarism system and analysis is reported to the faculty dean for 

student theses, to the disciplinary section for doctoral works, and to the Rector for academic staff 

works. 



6.16. If re-examination again results in a negative outcome, the work will not be allowed for defense 

or publication. 

6.17. If an author disputes the negative result derived from system analysis, the Academic Ethics 

Violations Commission makes the final decision regarding plagiarism. 

6.18. The final evaluation by the supervisor and, if applicable, the expert, is kept along with the 

scientific‑research work. 

 

Article 7. Ethical Standards for Use of Artificial Intelligence (AI, Generative Tools) 

7.1. To prevent violations of academic integrity: 

a) Course instructors must inform students that, when using generative AI tools, they must adhere to 

the provisions of this policy. 

b) Use of AI by a student in preparing academic work requires written approval from the supervisor, 

including explicit guidance on permitted extent and manner. 

c) Unauthorized, undisclosed use of AI tools by a student—without supervisor notification or proper 

citation—constitutes plagiarism. 

7.2. Within their course, instructors may impose additional restrictions on AI use as needed; such 

limitations or usage instructions must be clearly detailed in the syllabus. 

7.3. Concealing or misrepresenting the use of generative AI tools (e.g. ChatGPT, Gemini) is considered 

a breach of academic integrity and will result in disciplinary consequences. 

7.4. Permissible uses of AI tools include: 

a) Searching for sources to support a course assignment; 

b) Gathering literature sources for a research paper; 

c) Developing a research plan; 

d) Gathering general information; 

e) Translating text; 

f) Checking grammar and clarity. 

7.5. Mandatory requirements when using AI: 



a) A declaration must accompany the academic work stating: 

“I declare that I have used generative artificial intelligence tools in accordance with ethical and 

academic integrity principles.” 

b) When incorporating AI-generated text, the author must present it as either a citation or paraphrase. 

Proper attribution should follow formats such as: 

 In-text citation: (OpenAI, 2024) 

 Reference list: OpenAI (2024). ChatGPT (version) [Large Language Model]. [URL] 

 For Gemini: Google. (n.d.). Gemini: A new generative tool. Retrieved Month Day, Year, from 

[URL] 

7.6. In the methodology section of their work, the student or the academic author must precisely 

describe the role of such AI tools in their research — specifying which task or prompt (“prompt”) was 

used, the date when the AI-generated information was obtained, and how it was processed and 

incorporated into the work. For instance, the generative tool [Name] was used for data analysis, 

literature review, or generating the structure of the manuscript. 

7.7. Prohibited uses of AI tools include: 

a) Use forbidden by the course syllabus or instructor. 

b) Generating original contributions such as research findings, insights, conclusions, or 

recommendations. 

c) Copying entire essays, reports, or theses directly from the AI tool. Such acts are considered 

plagiarism. 

d) Allowing AI-generated content to replace consulting authentic academic sources. Authors must 

prioritize verified, scholarly references. 

e) Presenting AI-generated text as original authored content. 

f) Failing to correct inaccuracies in AI-generated text. The author is responsible for verifying accuracy 

and ensuring that referenced sources from AI tool output are reliable and correctly cited with page 

numbers where applicable. 

7.8. The share of use of artificial intelligence (AI) tools must not exceed the portion of the total text 

volume of the work as defined by StrikePlagiarism.com standards (that is, AIPC ≥ 80% and SC ≤ 20%, 

where AIPC is the Artificial Intelligence Usage Probability Coefficient and SC is the Similarity 

Coefficient). 

Article 8. Academic Ethics Violation Determination Commission 



8.1. In cases where there is a disagreement between the author and the supervisor or expert regarding 

the existence of plagiarism in scientific articles, manuscripts prepared for publication (e.g. textbooks, 

monographs), doctoral dissertations, master’s theses, or scientific‑research projects, an Academic Ethics 

Violation Commission shall be established. Its membership is determined by the Rector’s order based 

on nominations from relevant university structural units. 

8.2. The Commission must consist of three members holding a doctorate or equivalent academic degree. 

No member may have been involved in the creation of the original or disputed work. 

 

8.3. The Commission’s findings are recorded in a formal report (Annex 3), addressing the following 

possible conclusions: 

8.4. The similarity detected in the work is negligible and does not constitute plagiarism. The work is 

deemed original and permitted to proceed to defense. 

8.5. There is deliberate appropriation of ideas or inventions and textual similarity violating intellectual 

property rights. The work is judged to contain plagiarism and is not permitted to go forward to defense. 

8.6. The work contains manipulative alterations of text suggesting an attempt to conceal similarity. The 

work is not permitted for publication. 

8.7. The Commission’s decision enters into force when signed by at least two‑thirds of its members. 

Any dissenting member must submit a written statement, which becomes an integral part of the final 

report. 

8.8. The Commission's report is submitted to the Rector for review by the Academic Council, which 

makes the final decision regarding the case. 

Article 9. Confirmation of Plagiarism and Sanctions 

9.1. If the Academic Council confirms the occurrence of a violation, in addition to nullifying the results 

of the work, and considering the severity of the breach, it may impose the following disciplinary 

sanctions: 

 Issue a warning 

 Implement special monitoring for future academic activity 

 Terminate the student’s status (in the case of doctoral or master’s students) 

 To be removed from the academic position 

9.2. If plagiarism is discovered after a degree has already been awarded, the university has the authority 

to revoke the degree conferred earlier. 

Article 10. Appeal Process 



10.1. In cases where plagiarism is confirmed, the corresponding decision may be appealed to the 

Academic Council within 15 days from the issuance of the decision. 

10.2. An appeal is permissible if the violating party provides a conclusion from a subject matter expert 

(internal or external professor) stating the absence of plagiarism in the work. 

10.3. During the appeal hearing, the violating party and all involved individuals will be invited. The 

hearing will involve listening to the positions of all parties. 

10.4. The Academic Council will make a decision by a majority vote of the attendees, but not less than 

half of the total membership. The decision of the Academic Council is final and can only be appealed 

in court. 

 

Article 11. Final Provisions 

11.1. Amendments and additions to these rules may be made by the decision of the University's 

Academic Council. 

11.2. University academic/scientific staff and students are obligated to conduct academic activities in 

accordance with these rules. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 1 

Declaration Regarding the Anti-Plagiarism Electronic Program Verification of a 

Scientific/Qualification Work 

Author of the Scientific/Qualification Work 

 Full Name: ___________________________ 

 Position: _____________________________ 

 Email: _______________________________ 

 Phone: _______________________________ 

Title and Status of the Work: 

 Title: _______________________________ 

 Status: ______________________________ 

Declaration: 

I hereby confirm that the work has been prepared by me and does not infringe upon the copyrights of 

third parties in accordance with copyright legislation. 

I request that my work be checked using the anti-plagiarism electronic program. 

Date: ___________________ 

Signature: ___________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 2 

LEPL Shota Rustaveli Theatre and Film Georgia State University 

Conclusion on Plagiarism 

Title of the Work: [Insert Title] 

Author's Full Name: [Insert Full Name] 

Title of the Work: [Insert Title] 

Name, Surname, Position of the Editor/Supervisor: [Insert Details] 

Date of Anti-Plagiarism Report Submission: [Insert Date] 

The Anti-Plagiarism Report Includes the Following Match Data: 

 Similarity Coefficient (SC) 1: [Insert Percentage]% 

 Similarity Coefficient (SC) 2: [Insert Percentage]% 

 Quotation Coefficient (QC): [Insert Percentage]% 

 Artificial Intelligence Usage Probability Coefficient (AIPC): [Insert Percentage]% 

 Overall Similarity Coefficient (SC):  

Conclusion of the Editor/Supervisor Regarding the Existence of Matches: 

 Existence of Matches: [Yes/No] 

Types of Matches Identified: 

a) Technical Matches: Such as terminology, proper names, titles, quotations, etc. 

b) Plagiarism: Use of another's text/work without citation or excessive use of another author's 

conclusions/texts beyond permissible limits. 

Final Conclusion: 

 Work is Ready for Defense: The work does not contain plagiarism. I confirm that the work is 

original and does not include materials published, accepted for publication, or submitted for 

defense by other authors that are not properly cited. 

 Work Not Admissible for Defense: The work contains materials published, accepted for 

publication, or submitted for defense by other authors that are not properly cited or exceeds 

permissible limits. 

Date: [Insert Date] 

Signature: [Insert Signature] 

 

 



 Appendix-3 

 

Conclusion of the Commission Determining Violation of Academic Ethics 

I have reviewed the analysis of the plagiarism check results conducted through the Antiplagiarism 

electronic program. 

Author: ............................................... 

Position: ............................................... 

Status and Title of the Work: ............................................... 

Supervisor/Reviewer (Expert): ............................................... 

We certify: 

☐ The detected similarity in the work is insignificant and does not contain plagiarism. Therefore, the 

work is independent and accepted for defense. 

☐ There is a deliberate appropriation of ideas and inventions, textual similarity that violates third 

parties’ copyright. The work contains plagiarism and will not be allowed for further defense. 

☐ The scientific work contains textual distortions, suspected attempts to conceal similarity. Therefore, 

the work will not be allowed for publication. 

Confirmation: 

1. Chairperson of the Commission: ________________________________ 

2. Member of the Commission: ____________________________________ 

3. Member of the Commission: ____________________________________ 

Date: ......................................... 

 


