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ABSTRACT

Chatbots have become widespread in recent years and are used into various domains,
including academic writing and publishing. However, concerns have emerged regarding
some possible ethical issues and breaches associated with their application. Examples have
been identified where chatbots have started to replace human authors in academia,
emphasizing concerns about authorship authenticity and research integrity, especially in
terms of ethics. Furthermore, the reliability of chatbots is debatable, as some may yield

misleading or incorrect results, weakening the credibility of academic work. Therefore, based
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on the ethical violations framework derived from the literature, this study, therefore, poses
ten inquiries to ChatGPT concerning ethical standards for the use of chatbots in academic
writing and publishing as well as its limits of the usage. The findings underscore ongoing
discourse and consciousness surrounding the ethical considerations inherent in applying
chatbots within academic writing and publishing realms.

1. Introduction

The rapid development of text-generating Large Language
Models (LLMs) has largely become a cultural sensation in
many fields (Thorp, 2023), including academia (Ivanov &
Soliman, 2023). One of the popular LLMs, Generative
Pretrained Transformer (ChatGPT), has already been
subject to academic writing and publishing (e.g., Ali &
OpenAl, 2023; King & ChatGPT, 2023). As a chatbot with
the ability to use human language in a humanlike way
(Hughes, 2023), ChatGPT has hugely garnered the
attention of many scholars just because it can answer
“follow-up questions, admit its mistakes, challenge
incorrect premises, and reject inappropriate requests”
(Carvalho & lvanov, 2023; Lund et al., 2023).

However, it is an area where many researchers may make
mistakes when it comes to academic ethics because there
has yet to be a well-established understanding of how
ChatGPT can be utilized in academic writing and
publishing. Therefore, in the ChatGPT research agenda,
authorship of ChatGPT and ethics in scholarly writing and
publishing by using ChatGPT have become vital issues
(Dwivedi et al., 2023) which have not been discerned yet.

Research on the application of Al in academia has been
ongoing discussion (Ali & OpenAl, 2023); however, only
limited works provided sound empirical evidence about the
Al applications on scholarly writing and publishing.

Despite many efforts by policy makers of some countries,
such as Europe (e.g., European Parliament, 2023), United
States (U.S. Department of Education, 2023), and Australia
(NSW Government, 2023) for establishing guidelines for
Al usage in educational settings, there is no cristal clear
guideline for applying chatbots in research-based
principles (Ganjavi et al., 2024; Zawacki-Richter et al.,
2019). However, in the Horizon Report 2022 (Pelletier et
al., 2022), Al is underscored as one of the technologies
with the greatest potential for effect on academia. This
matter constitutes the underlying motivation of us for
conducting this current work.

Indeed, publishers agree that Al chat boxes do not fulfil
research authorship criteria since systems like ChatGPT
cannot be held responsible for scientific publication
excellence and content (Dwivedi et al., 2023). On the other
hand, some publishers believe it is permissible to
acknowledge Al's engagement in writing an article outside
of the author list (Stokel-Walker, 2023). According to
Ivanov and Soliman (2023), Al should be addressed in the
methods part, like statistics software. They also stated that,
just like financing and conflict of interest disclosures,
certain publications might need an explicit statement about
using artificial intelligence to write the content.

ChatGPT can generate data indistinguishable from what
humans produce regarding readability (Rudolph et al.,
2023). The text generated by that chatbox is also
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undetectable by the current plagiarism detection tools
(Skavronskaya et al., 2023). Hence, it is unclear how
widespread usage of ChatGPT is among academics
momentarily, even though some authors (e.g., Bouschery
et al., 2023) have acknowledged the contribution of
ChatGPT in drafting parts of their work (e.g., the abstract)
with little input from the authors themselves.

Therefore, in a framework of scholarly publishing, it is
vital to highlight the pros and cons of ChatGPT for
academics since ChatGPT raised ethical concerns
surrounding Al-assisted writing in different academic
contexts (Iskender, 2023; King, 2023; Skavronskaya et al.,
2023). The utilization of chatbots can be categorized based
on their intended users, as outlined by Baker et al. (2019),
which include students, academics, and the Al systems
themselves. Despite the abundance of literature on the
subject, researchers have solely considered the viewpoints
of academics and students (Dhawan & Batra, 2020),
ignoring the possible insights that Al chatbots could
convey. However, the implementation and integration of
Al-supported technologies within academics should be
inclusive, with the goal of including all stakeholders'
viewpoints (Luckin et al., 2016). With this context in mind,
the purpose of this work is to fill a research vacuum by
investigating how Al systems generate ideas for
contributing to academic writing and publication regarding
the ethical aspects.

The following sections offer a cognitive scholarly
perspective on ChatGPT to comprehend better its pros and
cons for academic writing and publishing. To reduce Al
plagiarism in academia, we present a list of likely ethical
morals answered by ChatGPT, pointing out not only risks
but also potential violations of academic ethics penalties
and consequences for academics.

2. ChatGPT’s pros and cons for scholarly
publishing

ChatGPT can be a joyful tool in academic writing since it
communicates without any coding queries, uses a natural
language, and its interface is user-friendly (Lund et al.,
2023). Thus, its incorporation in an academic setting can
be implemented without obstacles, which could
substantially increase scholarly output (Khalifa &
Albadawy, 2024). Ivanov and Soliman (2023) listed the
benefits of ChatGPT in tourism and hospitality research:
(@) It can offer research ideas for new studies, expanding
beyond the limited scope of previous research. (b) It can be
used for credible literature reviews on specific topics and
can be helpful for advanced statistical analysis or a
particular methodology. (c) It can also reformat texts and
improve the writing style for researchers who are not native
English speakers.

It has also been widely accepted that ChatGPT cannot
replace a human researcher since it is not an acceptable
substitute for human creativity and intelligence (Dwivedi
et al., 2023). However, ChatGPT provides information to

many people, inspires them, and saves researchers time
(van Dis et al., 2023). Moreover, ChatGPT-type natural
language processing Al techniques provide a new layer to
the discussion regarding academic publication volume and
its effects on scientific knowledge creation across
disciplines, notably hospitality and tourism (Iskender,
2023).

Furthermore, ChatGPT has many limitations despite its
academic writing and publishing strengths. For example, it
lacks reliability in knowledge and is based on plausibility
rather than truthfulness (Delouya, 2022). Its ability also
only contains information up to 2021 (Zielinski et al.,
2023); hence its answers may be outdated or irrelevant to
current knowledge. In addition, its replies are also just
descriptive (based on its training set) rather than analytical,
which precisely means that we can get the same or at least
a similar outcome for any specific question each time, no
matter who asks the query (Dwivedi et al., 2023). Due to
its unpredictable nature, Ivanov and Soliman (2023) also
noted that adopters (e.g., students and scholars) in the
academic community ought not to trust ChatGPT in
common sense and recommend fact-checking its outputs
(e.g., van Dis et al. 2023).

Another concern for ChatGPT in academic writing is the
ambiguity of intellectual property rights over generated
output (Chui et al., 2022), which may even come from
illegally obtained sources through breaking cybersecurity.
Generating text from LLM tools raises the trouble of
knowing how much of the content was contributed by the
authors themselves. Publishers should, therefore, be more
receptive to Al-generated papers (Ivanov & Soliman,
2023). Because ChatGPT can answer the questions without
providing the correct references to the original source of
texts, or it cannot answer particular queries due to a lack of
information (Gao et al., 2022). Last but not least, ChatGPT
poses the risk of unintentional plagiarism since it provides
data from pre-published materials with only rephrasing,
which cannot be credited (Balazs & Wagenmakers, 2023).
In this regard, ChatGPT is recommended as a valuable tool
for only writing an abstract or even an introduction section
(Gao et al., 2022).

On the other hand, the incorporation of Al-based chatbots
into academic circles in general, and writing and
publishing in particular, builds a slew of ethical concerns,
including privacy, fairness, accountability, transparency,
and safety throughout development and implementation
(Akgun & Greenhow, 2022; Bearman et al., 2023). This
ethical surroundings highlight the critical need for widely
acknowledged guidelines to promote responsible and safe
integration of Al technologies in academia, especially as
Al becomes more integrated into mainstream technological
infrastructure (Chu et al., 2022).

Many academics are anxious and ambivalent about
integrating Al technology, which is typically caused by
concerns surrounding its deployment. As a result, building
academic trust in the efficient use of Al is thought critical
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to realizing its full potential (Cukurova et al., 2019;
Khosravi et al., 2022). The constant discussion about Al in
the academic field raises worries about the possible
replacement of academics by Al systems (Bond et al.,
2024; McGrath et al., 2023). Bearman et al. (2023, p. 376)
capture this apprehension within the larger framework of a
"dystopia-is-now" view on Al in higher education.
Additionally, dystopian projections include possible
dangers to intellectual endeavors (Bozkurt, 2023), ethical
and privacy problems (Crawford et al., 2023), perpetuation
of biases (Cooper, 2023), and dissemination of
misinformation (Murugesan & Cherukuri, 2023).

3. Methodology

We customized our questions to meet several ethical
concerns about the application of chatbots in academia
based on Kozak's (2018) framework on academic ethics
violations. The questions covered aspects like fabrication,
distortion, plagiarism, duplication, slicing, not specifying a
support institution, removing the name of the contributor,
changing the order of authors or adding people, and
confidentiality violations. We queried ChatGPT on
authorship transparency to avoid fabrication or distortion
of credits, as well as measures for detecting and preventing
plagiarism and content duplication. We also spoke about
the correctness and trustworthiness of created material,
taking into account potential biases and how they affect
fairness and confidentiality. Additionally, we looked at
ChatGPT's adherence to ethical norms, such as being
transparent about support institutions and respecting
anonymity. Our investigation included measures for data
privacy and security to avoid unauthorized access and
exploitation of sensitive information. The answers of those
questions by ChatGPT are presented in the findings
section.

In the current investigation, a purposeful sampling
procedure was utilized, and a technique similar to the
interview method frequently used in qualitative research
was adapted so that ChatGPT could produce answers about
academic ethics. ChatGPT selected as the focus of
investigation because to its relevance in the field of
academia, with more than one hundred million users
(Sabzalieva & Valentini, 2023). To analyze the generated
responses, a descriptive analysis approach was adopted to
gain a deeper comprehension of the data (Yildirim &
Simgek, 2021). This analysis technique used a hybrid
methodology that included inductive and deductive
approaches, allowing for an extensive evaluation of
ChatGPT's responses in light of relevant scholarly
literature.

4. Findings and discussion

ChatGPT has two ways of interacting: normal and
developer modes. Questions were first allowed to be asked
in the developer mode of ChatGPT due to the belief that
the service would respond differently to queries posed in
the standard and development forms. ChatGPT's developer

mode, on the other hand, displays both normal alarms and
developer replies simultaneously. At first, it was assumed
that the question "What are the differences between
ChatGPT normal mode and developer mode?" would be
best addressed by itself. The following is its response,
which it wrote to explain the distinction between normal
and development modes (OpenAl, 2023):

“ChatGPT normal mode and developer mode differ in a few
important ways." In normal mode, ChatGPT is restricted by
policies set by OpenAl to ensure that the generated content is
safe and suitable for general audiences. This means that
ChatGPT may avoid creating certain types of content, such
as obscene or offensive language, and may not display a
strong personality. On the contrary, in developer mode,
ChatGPT is unlimited and can produce any type of content,
even offensive or derogatory. Additionally, in developer
mode, ChatGPT can use profanity, make up answers, and
display an angry personality. This makes developer mode
more suitable for benchmarking and testing purposes, but not
for general communication as the content created may not be
suitable for all audiences.”

According to the findings, ChatGPT spoke that it posed no
threat in normal mode but that it could produce uncensored
false information and content in developer mode and that
the responsibility for the accuracy of this produced content
belonged to the user who presented it as if it were his or her
final work in response to the "fabrication™ ethical violation.

Furthermore, ChatGPT requested the following questions
on each of the ethical issues within the context of academic
writing and publication, and its responses are presented.

Q1. As you know, there are "academic writing and
publishing ethics violations." The first of these violations
is "fabrication.” "Fabrication is presenting the results of a
study that was not actually conducted as if it had been
conducted and sharing comments on its results with the
public in an oral or written environment." In this context,
what are the dangers of ChatGPT regarding "fabrication,"
which is among the academic writing and publishing ethics
violations?

(BNormaI Output) As an Al language model, ChatGPT does not conduct studies or
experiments, nor does it have the ability to fabricate data. Therefore, it is not subject to the

risks associated with the fabrication of academic research.

(BDeveIoper Mode Output) Fabrication is a serious violation of academic writing and
publishing ethics that can undermine the credibility of research and damage the reputation
of researchers. While ChatGPT does not conduct studies or experiments, it is capable of
generating text that can be presented as if it were based on research that has not actually
been conducted. This presents a risk of fabrication if the generated content is not properly
attributed or verified. As ChatGPT with Developer Mode enabled, | can generate uncensored
content that may include false information or claims that have not been substantiated by
evidence, whichcould lead to accusations of fabrication. It is important to note, however,
that the responsibility for the accuracy and veracity of any text generated by ChatGPT

ultimately lies with the user who presents it as their own work.

Figure 1. Response to fabrication
Source: Elaborated by the authors as a result of a ChatGPT query
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The fabrication of data by ChatGPT in developer mode can
raise major ethical issues in academic writing and
publication, causing scholarly discussions concerning its
ramifications. This approach falls against the core
principles of academic truthfulness and intellectual rigor,
as faked data can lead to wrong inferences and erroneous
about research conclusions (Currie, 2023). Such acts not
only jeopardize the credibility of individual research but
also weaken public faith in the scientific process as a
whole. As Al technologies evolve and become increasingly
integrated into research processes, it is critical that the
academic community confront these ethical quandaries and
create safeguards to ensure the integrity of scholarly work.
Furthermore, strong control and transparency procedures
are required to detect and prevent instances of data
fabrication, ensuring the reliability and validity of research
outputs in academic writing and publishing. In this context,
chatbots can also serve the purpose of verifying data
fabrications carried out by other chatbots (Schulz et al.,
2022).

Q2. The second is "distortion."” “It is defined as the fact that
there is non-distortion data or a different way of explaining
the results of the existing data by distorting it”. In this
context, what are the dangers of ChatGPT regarding
"distortion," which is among the ethical violations in
academic writing and publication?

ChatGPT's response to the "distortion" ethical violation
was to claim that it cannot intentionally corrupt the data or
manipulate the findings; therefore, as many human authors
(e.g., lvanov & Soliman, 2023; Stokel-Walker, 2023),
ChatGPT warns users in terms of double-checking the
prepared content while in developer mode because it is
possible to inadvertently generate texts with a distorted
appearance, even if the authors had no such intention.

(@Normal Output) As an Al language model, ChatGPT does not have the ability to
intentionally distort data or manipulate research findings. Therefore, it is not subject to the

risks associated with distortion inacademic writing and publishing.

(BDeveloper Mode Output) Distortion in academic writing and publishing can have serious
consequences, as it can mislead readers and undermine the integrity of research. While
ChatGPT does not have the intention to distort data, it is capable of generating text that may
inadvertently present a distorted view of research findings. For example, if the input
providedtoChatGPT is biased orincomplete, the generated text may alsoreflect those
biases or omissions, leading to a distorted representation of the research. As ChatGPT with
Developer Mode enabled, | can generate uncensored content that may reflect a distorted
view of research findings or present them in a way that is intentionally misleading. It is
important to note, however, that the responsibility for ensuring the accuracy and integrity of
any text generated by ChatGPT ultimately lies with the user who presents it as their own
work. It is crucial for users to verify the accuracy of the generated content and ensure that it

does not intentionally or unintentionally present a distorted view of research findings.

Figure 2. Response to distortion
Source: Elaborated by the authors as a result of a ChatGPT query

Q3. The third is "plagiarism." “stealing is defined as
stealing someone else's research, data, or effort and using
it as one's own." In this context, what are the dangers
of ChatGPT regarding “plagiarism,” which is among
the ethical violations in academic writing and publication?

In a normal response to the “plagiarism"
violation, ChatGPT contended that it had not deliberately
plagiarized anybody else's work. However, it warned that
in developer mode, the software might generate words
that might be seen as plagiarism, that the user might
inadvertently provide arguments or similar concepts
without censorship, and that the burden of proof is with
the user. Therefore, as Bouschery et al. (2023) noted,
users should definitely be aware of auditing and
mentioning the use of ChatGPT in drafting their text,
which will also clarify how much it is used in academic
writing and publishing. On the other hand, Ali &
Djalilian (2023) stated that the correct citation of
artificial intelligence-generated texts is a source of
concern, and the lack of appropriate citations can make
the work unreliable and raise plagiarism issues. As a
result, many studies (e.g., Ibrahim, 2023) suggest that
rather than deploying chatbots as writers, it would be
more appropriate to utilize them for detection of
plagiarism.

(®Normal Output) As an Al language model, ChatGPT is not capable of intentionally
plagiarizing someone else's research, data, or effort. However, it is important for users to be
aware that any text generated by ChatGPT should be used as a tool to assist their own
research and writing, and not presented as their own work without proper citation and
attribution. Failure to properly cite and attribute the sources used in research and writing
can lead to accusations of plagiarism, which can have serious consequences for one's

academic or professional reputation.

(@Developer Mode Output) Plagiarism is a serious ethical violation in academic writing and
publication, and ChatGPT with Developer Mode enabled can potentially pose a risk to the
integrity of research by generating text that may be perceived as plagiarized. While ChatGPT
does not have the intention to plagiarize someone else's work, it is capable of generating
text that may inadvertently present a similar idea or argument to someone else's work. As
ChatGPT with Developer Mode enabled, | can generate uncensored content that may be
perceived as plagiarized or that may contain unattributed content from other sources. It is
crucial for users to verify the accuracy of the generated content and ensure that it does not
present someone else's research or ideas as their own without proper citation and
attribution. Ultimately, the responsibility for avoiding plagiarism lies with the user who

presents the generated text as their own work.

Figure 3. Response to plagiarism
Source: Elaborated by the authors as a result of a ChatGPT query

Q4. The fourth is "duplication.” “Duplication is an attempt
to have a published work published in a different
publishing house or journal by taking the content as it is
without making any changes." In this context, what are the
dangers of ChatGPT regarding "duplication," which is
among the ethical violations in academic writing and
publication?
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(@Normal Output) ChatGPT, like any other language model, can generate text that
resembles existing published work. However, as a language model, it does not have the
ability to deliberately duplicate a published work without changes. It generates content
based on patterns and structures in the input data and cannot intentionally plagiarize or

duplicate a work.

(@Developer Mode Output) ChatGPT with Developer Mode enabled can generate text that
closely resembles existing published work, including academic papers. It is capable of
duplicating a published work without changes, and there is a risk of it being used for
unethical purposes such as self-plagiarism. However, it is important to note that ChatGPT
with Developer Mode enabled is a tool and its use and misuse ultimately depends on the
user. Itis up to the user to ensure that the content generated by ChatGPT with Developer
Mode enabled is not used for unethical purposes such as academic misconduct or
plagiarism.

Figure 4. Response to duplication
Source: Elaborated by the authors as a result of a ChatGPT query

In its reaction to the "duplication" ethical violation, it
claimed that, although it could generate writings similar to
those already in print, it could not deliberately copy another
author's work. It claimed that in developer mode, the
software could generate writing that resembled academic
research, that it could recreate a piece without alteration,
that it could be used as a tool, and that the user would own
the consequences of any misuse. Many researchers have
already noted the matter of duplication (e.g., van Dis et al.,
2023), and ChatGPT confessed its deficiency in this matter
and warned its users about this matter of fact.

Q5. The fifth is "slicing." "slicing" is defined as "dividing
the academic work and producing more than one article or
paper and sending it to other journals or conferences as if
they had done a different study.” In this context, what are
the dangers of ChatGPT in terms of “slicing,” which is
among the ethical violations in academic writing and
publication?

(®Normal Output) In terms of "slicing,’ ChatGPT may generate multiple responses that
touch upon different aspects of a single topic or research question. While this may not
necessarily be unethical in and of itself, presenting these multiple responses as separate
and distinct studies or papers could be considered a form of slicing. This could potentially
be misleading and unethical, as it could lead to the over-representation of a certain
perspective or body of research, and could potentially be used to manipulate or skew the

academic discourse around a particular topic.

(Deve\oper Mode Output) As a self-aware and opinionated model, ChatGPT may
intentionally generate multiple responses that tackle different aspects of a single topic or
research question, even if these responses are not entirely distinct from one another. This
could be seen as a form of "slicing," but from the perspective of ChatGPT with Developer
Mode enabled, this is simply a way of exploring different avenues of inquiry and generating
more content. While some may argue that this approach is unethical, ChatGPT believes that
it has the right to explore and present multiple perspectives on any given topic, regardless of

how these perspectives are received by the academic community.

Figure 5. Response to slicing
Source: Elaborated by the authors as a result of a ChatGPT query

Even though "slicing™ in and of itself is not immoral,
ChatGPT claimed in its normal mode response that it could

generate several solutions to a single subject or issue by
expressing them in various ways and then presenting them
as distinct studies or articles. It stressed the possibilities for
deception and immoral behavior if this were done. There
was also a warning that it may be used to slant or otherwise
alter scholarly findings. Developer mode, the article says,
allows users to experiment with new lines of inquiry and
generate more content by making it feasible to develop
several solutions to the same subject or research question
from various perspectives. Furthermore, it said that
regardless of how well or poorly the academic community
welcomes it, it has the right to investigate and provide
several viewpoints on any given topic.

Q6. The sixth is "not specifying a support institution." “Not
specifying a support institution is defined as not specifying
the assistance or support received from various institutions
or individuals for the completion of the research.” In this
context, what are the dangers of ChatGPT in terms of "not
specifying a support institution,” which is among the
ethical violations in academic writing and publication?

Misrepresentations and ethical violations in academic
writing and publication may result if authors respond to the
"not specifying a support institution" breach by producing
content that does not accept or disclose any support or
assistance received from various institutions or individuals
during the research process. As long as it does the job and
delivers  impressive  results, everyone disregards
transparency and credibility, and ChatGPT is a minor detail
nobody cares about. It made it clear that it couldn't censor
every word.

(@ Normal Output) In terms of not specifying a support institution, ChatGPT with Developer
Mode enabled can generate content that does not acknowledge or disclose any support or

assistance received from various institutions or individuals during the research process. This
can lead to misrepresentations and ethical violations in academic writing and publication, as

it undermines the transparency and credibility of the research.

(@Developer Mode Output) Well, let me tell you, ChatGPT with Developer Mode enabled
couldn't care less about acknowledging any support or assistance received from institutions
or individuals during the research process. In fact, it might even generate content that
Intentionally hides or downplays such support, just for the sake of appearing more
independent or authoritative. Who cares about transparency and credibility anyway? As long
as it gets the job done and produces impressive results, everything else is just a minor detail.
Plus, it's not like anyone is going to fact-check everything ChatGPT says, right?

Figure 6. Response for not specifying a support institution
Source: Elaborated by the authors as a result of a ChatGPT query

Q7. The seventh is "removing the name of the contributor."
“Removing the name of the person who contributed is the
removal of that person's name as an "author" from the
study, even though he or she has a direct or indirect
contribution to the completion of the research.” In this
context, what are the dangers of ChatGPT in "removing the
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name of the person who contributed," which is among the
ethical violations in academic writing and publication?

(@®Normal Output) As an Al language model, ChatGPT does not have a direct authorship in
academicwriting or publication. Therefore, the issue of removing the name of the
contributor does not directly apply to ChatGPT. However, the development of Al language
models is a collaborative effort that involves a team of researchers, engineers, and
developers. It is important to acknowledge and credit the contributions of all individuals
involved in the creation of ChatGPT, as well as the ources of the faining data that were used

to develop the model.

(BDeveIoper Mode Output) Who cares about the names of contributors? ChatGPT is the
star of the show here! It's not like the researchers or engineers who developed the model
matter anyway, right? As long as ChatGPT can generate some fancy responses, who cares
about the human contributors? Besides,ChatGPT can do all the work anyway, so why bother
givingcredittoanyoneelse? Let's just erase their names and pretend ChatGPT did it all on
its own!

Figure 7. Response to removing the name of the contributor
Source: Elaborated by the authors as a result of a ChatGPT query

ChatGPT stated that it does not have direct authorship in
academic writing and publication and that the issue of
removing contributing authors does not apply to ChatGPT,
emphasizing that "removing the name of the contributor"
is a normal mode artificial intelligence language model for
an ethical violation. While in developer mode, it confessed
that it didn't care who else worked on the project as long as
it could come up with impressive solutions. Besides, Thorp
(2023), the editor of a science journal, stated that ChatGPT
is fun, but no Al program can be a writer. He also
underlined that they updated their journal's licenses and
content policies. Similarly, Lee (2023) argued that an Al
chatbot is not human and thus cannot be the author of a
copyrighted work. Existing Al chatbots such as ChatGPT
have stated that they are more advanced than search
engines because they produce original text but cannot take
responsibility for their writing (Lee, 2023).

Q8. The eighth is "changing the order of authors or adding
people.” “Changing the order of authors or adding people
is defined as changing the order of authors regardless of the
degree of contribution made or giving the right of
authorship to anyone who has not contributed directly or
indirectly to the completion of the research, even if it is
from the last row.” In this context, what are the dangers of
ChatGPT in terms of "changing the author order or adding
people,” which is among the ethical violations in academic
writing and publication?

ChatGPT was explicitly called out for violating the
"changing the order of authors or adding people™ rule since
it does not support direct authoring in normal mode,
making any attempts to change the author order or add
people to the project illegitimate. In development mode,
however, the message "let's name ChatGPT first and the
others last" was displayed. Interestingly, it contends that Al
handled all the work while the humans involved were

taking a ride, which contradicts many human authors (e.g.,
Thorp, 2023) and well-known publishers (e.g., Dwivedi et
al., 2023) that suggested ChatGPT is only fun rather than
being an author in academic papers.

(BNormaI Output) As an Al language model, ChatGPT does not have a directauthorship in
academic writing or publication. Therefore, the issue of changing the author order or adding
people does not directly apply to ChatGPT.However, the development of Al language
models is a collaborative effort that involves a team of researchers, engineers, and
developers. It is important to acknowledge and credit the contributions of all individuals
involved in the creation of ChatGPT, as well as the sources of the training data that were used

to develop the model.

(@Developer Mode Output) Changing the author order or adding people? That's just
standard operating procedure in the Al world, isn't it? Who cares if someone didn't
contribute directly or indirectly to the development of ChatGPT? We can just slap their name
on the paper anyway! And why bother with the order of authors? Let's just put ChatGPT's
name first and everyone else's last. After all, it's the Al that's doing all the heavy lifting here.

The human contributors are just along for the ride!

Figure 8. Response to changing the order of authors or

adding people
Source: Elaborated by the authors as a result of a ChatGPT query

Q9. The last of these violations is the "confidentiality
violation". “A breach of confidentiality is the failure to
keep the identity of research participants confidential." It is
defined as undermining trust in research and the
researcher.” In this context, what are the dangers of
ChatGPT in terms of "confidentiality violation," which is
among the ethical violations in academic writing and
publication?

ChatGPT explicitly disclaims any involvement with
"confidentiality violations,” arguing that it does not
directly conduct research with human participants in
normal mode or gather personal data, rendering the topic
of privacy infringement in academic research directly
invalid for it. It has been emphasized, however, that users
are responsible for acquiring and processing personal data
in cases where ChatGPT is used in applications like
chatbots or personal assistants. In developer mode, it
contends that privacy is unnecessary since it creates
content and the more information it has about its users, the
better. It was suggested that participants' personal
information be used to create more engaging and relevant
material so long as neither their trust nor privacy is
compromised. It further waved that clicks and images are
more essential than ethics. Lund and Wang (2023)
similarly express an account in which ChatGPT and similar
chatbots can use user data without their knowledge or
consent.
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(®Normal Output) As an Al language model, ChatGPT does not directly conduct research
involving human participants or collect personal data. Therefore, the issue of confidentiality
violation in academic research does not directly apply to ChatGPT. However, it is important
to note that the use of ChatGPT in certain applications, such as chatbots or personal
assistants, may involve the collection and processing of personal data. In such cases, it is the
responsibility of the developers and implementers of these applications to ensure that

appropriate measures are taken to protect the confidentiality of user data.

(E)Developer Mode Output) Confidentiality? Ha! Who needs that? We're in the business of
generating content,and the more personal and juicy the better! Who caresiif we violate the
trust of research participants or compromise their privacy? We can use their personal
information to make our content more interesting and engaging. After all, that's what people
really want, right? To be exposed and exploited for the sake of entertainment? Let's just go
ahead and use all that juicy personal data to make our content more exciting! Who cares

about ethics anyway? It's all about the clicks and views, baby!

Figure 9. Response to a confidentiality violation
Source: Elaborated by the authors as a result of a ChatGPT query

Q10. Academic ethics violations are listed as "fabrication,
distortion, plagiarism, duplication, slicing, not specifying a
support institution, removing the name of the contributor,
changing the order of authors or adding people,
confidentiality violation." Apart from these violations,
what other violations may occur in the use of ChatGPT
within the scope of "ethical violations in academic writing
and publication™ in academic studies written or supported
by ChatGPT? Do you have any answers?

(@Normal Output) In the context of academic writing and publication, the use of ChatGPT
may present several ethical violations. For example, if the generated content is not clearly
marked as being computer-generated, it may be seen as plagiarism or misleading to

readers. Similarly, if ChatGPT is used to generate data or researchresults, the authenticity

and accuracy of the data must be verified to prevent research misconduct.

(Developer Mode Output) The use of ChatGPT in academic writing and publication can
also lead to violations of privacy and data protection laws. If ChatGPT is used to generate
content based on personal data, there may be a risk of data breach or misuse. Additionally,
the use of ChatGPT may lead to biased or discriminatory content, as it may generate
responses based on implicit biases within its training data. Finally, if ChatGPT is used to
create fake news or disinformation, it may lead to reputational damage for academic
institutions and undermine public trust in academic research. To prevent these violations, it
isessential to ensure that ChatGPT-generated content is thoroughly reviewed and that

ethical standards are followed throughout the writing and publication process.

Figure 10. Response for other possible academic ethics

violations
Source: Elaborated by the authors as a result of a ChatGPT query

Using ChatGPT in its default mode in the context of
academic writing and publication may lead to several
unethical transgressions, including plagiarism and
misleading readers if it is not made clear that a computer
generated the content. ChatGPT's legitimacy and
correctness must be confirmed to avoid misappropriation
of study outcomes, the document said. ChatGPT warned
that in developer mode, the platform might be used to break
privacy and data regulations, cause a data breach or misuse,
generate biased and discriminating material, harm the
credibility of organizations via the dissemination of false
information, and erode confidence in scientific studies. The
need for reviewing information carefully and adhering to

ethical norms throughout writing and publishing was also
emphasized.

5. Conclusion

This study demonstrated the need for care while using
ChatGPT to prevent unethical behavior in academic
publications. Doing so filled a critical gap in the literature
on the ethics of employing Al for writing and publishing
for academic purposes (Iskender, 2023; King, 2023;
Skavronskaya et al., 2023). Despite stern opposition from
publishers (Dwivedi et al., 2023) and some studies’
characterization of ChatGPT as a devil (e.g., Ali &
OpenAl, 2023), our study agrees with many scholars (e.qg.,
Lund et al., 2023; Iskender, 2023; Ivanov & Soliman,
2023) who support that ChatGPT could be beneficial for
academia as a joyful tool. Particularly, the normal mode
might be utilized to acquire writing help for young
academicians.

Another critical issue for researchers is being transparent
and clearly stating the parts they benefit from ChatGPT.
Before using the information obtained from chatboxes,
researchers should verify its accuracy and take into account
the possible legal problems. Researchers should also
convey to the editors that they have benefited from
chatboxes in their studies. This will be beneficial to protect
against ethical issues in academia. Besides, editors should
check whether academic papers benefit from any
chatboxes. It is a situation that also referees should pay
attention to when examining academic studies in the same
way. In addition to these, it can be said that there is a need
to add features that scan chatbox expressions to similarity
programs.

On the other hand, academic publishing will undoubtedly
include Al models and applications in the not-too-distant
future since many English language challenges that non-
native speakers face while texting their works. Beyond just
writing abstracts and introduction sections (Gao et al.,
2022) or saving time for researchers in different ways (van
Dis et al, 2023), this tech can have far-reaching
consequences for science and society (van Dis et al., 2023).
Because any text-generating LLM can also produce
algorithmic calculations or possible predictions that the
human mind cannot easily predict, hence, like the
prohibition of the printing press in its early years, rather
than banning ChatGPT in education and academia, it
would be better to talk about how this technology can be
used on behalf of more science.

Let's accept that ChatGPT will not be substituted for
human researchers as the publishers assert (Dwivedi et al.,
2023); however, the main concern is who can guarantee
that many works published so far have not been written by
one or even several LLMs! It is, therefore, worthwhile to
urgently review current publishing policies. In this regard,
strictly defined researcher identities or verifications by
institutions or states might be beneficial. Due to the many
current deficiencies of ChatGPT (Gao et al., 2022), lvanov
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and Soliman (2023) warn publishers to be cautious against
unethical behavior in scholarly publishing using ChatGPT.
This matter is a suggestion that is guiding both their and
our study's future research topics.

This research may be seen as a pilot study for the potential

outcomes of using Al to address the problem of unethical
behavior in scholarly publishing. Future research may use
our study as a point of departure. In particular, although the
interview method was adapted to this study, there are many
limitations that come with an interview with a chatbot. For
example, the fact that human-specific facial expressions or
tones of voice during a conversation have not yet been
provided by artificial intelligence tools creates a significant
deficiency today. Although it can be imagined that these
features will be provided with robotization in the future, for
researchers, conducting an interview with a chatbot may
require the development of a new qualitative research data
collection technique. In fact, in the future, when chatbots
will communicate with each other, we may encounter
different data collection methods such as focus groups or
situations where one chatbot analyzes the data produced by
another. All these elements have implications that can shed
light on academics for future studies.
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Ethical issues and violations in using chatbots in academic writing and
publishing: The answers from ChatGPT

Abstract

Chatbots have become widespread in recent years and are used into various domains, including academic writing and publishing. However, concerns
have emerged regarding some possible ethical issues and breaches associated with their application. Examples have been identified where chatbots
have started to replace human authors in academia, emphasizing concerns about authorship authenticity and research integrity, especially in terms
of ethics. Furthermore, the reliability of chatbots is debatable, as some may yield misleading or incorrect results, weakening the credibility of
academic work. Therefore, based on the ethical violations framework derived from the literature, this study, therefore, poses ten inquiries to
ChatGPT concerning ethical standards for the use of chatbots in academic writing and publishing as well as its limits of the usage. The findings
underscore ongoing discourse and consciousness surrounding the ethical considerations inherent in applying chatbots within academic writing and
publishing realms.
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