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ABSTRACT
Artificial intelligence (AI) tools are rapidly

transforming higher education by reshaping how
students write, solve problems, and generate
knowledge. Alongside these opportunities, serious
concerns have emerged regarding academic
integrity. This paper critically reviews ethical and
theoretical perspectives on AI’s influence on
honesty in higher education. Drawing on
constructivist learning theory, technology ethics,
and policy scholarship, the study synthesizes key
arguments about authorship, plagiarism, contract
cheating, and assessment validity in AI-rich
contexts. The review indicates that AI challenges
traditional assumptions that equate student work
with individual cognitive effort and stable notions
of originality. Ethical debates emphasize
transparency, responsibility, fairness, and privacy,
while theoretical analyses highlight the socio-
technical nature of learning where human and
machine agency interact. The paper argues for a
reconceptualization of academic integrity as a
developmental and collaborative practice rather
than merely a policing mechanism.
Recommendations include redesigning
assessments, strengthening honor codes,
promoting AI literacy, and developing institutional
guidelines that align with ethical principles. By
integrating diverse viewpoints, this paper offers a
comprehensive foundation for researchers and
administrators seeking to protect integrity while
embracing innovation..
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INTRODUCTION
The emergence of generative AI systems such as ChatGPT, Gemini, and other automated writing platforms

has initiated a paradigm shift in higher education. Universities historically relied on clear boundaries between
legitimate assistance libraries, tutors, peer discussion and illegitimate practices like plagiarism or impersonation
(Bretag, 2019). AI blurs these distinctions by providing instant, human-like output that can be difficult to
detect (Perkins, 2023). As a research scholar working on teachers’ awareness and use of AI tools, this topic
directly connects with my academic interests and the realities you and Sudhanshu are observing in undergraduate
surveys.

Academic integrity refers to adherence to values of honesty, trust, fairness, respect, and responsibility
in scholarly work (International Center for Academic Integrity [ICAI], 2021). Traditional frameworks presume
that assignments represent a student’s own understanding. AI-generated content disrupts this premise, raising
questions about authorship and learning authenticity (Eaton, 2023). The purpose of this paper is to review
critical ethical and theoretical perspectives explaining how AI influences integrity and how higher education
should respond.

Conceptual Background
AI in Higher Education

AI applications in universities include automated essay generation, paraphrasing, data analysis, grading
algorithms, and adaptive learning systems (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). These technologies promise efficiency
and personalization, yet they also enable new forms of misconduct such as AI-assisted plagiarism and contract
cheating (Perkins, 2023). Studies show increased student dependence on AI for take-home tasks (Rudolph,
Tan, & Roberts, 2023). Theoretical understanding is required to interpret these behaviors.

Academic Integrity Theory
Integrity scholarship evolved from behaviorist detection models toward educative and virtue-based

approaches (Macfarlane, Zhang, & Pun, 2014). Bretag (2019) emphasized holistic integrity where curriculum
design, institutional culture, and student support interact. With AI, these components must be reconsidered as
socio-technical systems (Eaton, 2023).

Theoretical Perspectives on AI and Integrity
Constructivist Learning and Cognitive Agency

Constructivist theory holds that learners actively build knowledge through personal meaning-making
(Piaget, 1976; Vygotsky, 1978). Assignments are tools for this construction. When AI produces answers, the
locus of cognitive agency shifts from student to machine (Eaton, 2023). From a theoretical view, submitting AI
text without reflection undermines constructivist processes because the learner bypasses struggle necessary
for conceptual growth (Rudolph et al., 2023).

However, socio-constructivists argue that tools mediate learning and can become part of legitimate
cognition (Vygotsky, 1978). Calculators and spell-checkers historically followed this path. The ethical issue
arises when mediation becomes substitution (Eaton, 2023). Thus, integrity should be defined by the student’s
critical engagement with AI rather than mere use (Perkins, 2023).

Deontological Ethics: Rules and Duties
Deontological ethics judges actions by adherence to rules and duties (Kant, 1785/2002). University

regulations require that work be one’s own and sources be acknowledged. Using AI without citation violates
duty of honesty regardless of outcomes (Eaton, 2023). This perspective supports strict prohibition or mandatory
disclosure labels for any AI assistance (ICAI, 2021; Perkins, 2023).

Critics state that rules were written for pre-AI realities and cannot address hybrid authorship (Eaton,
2023). Deontology alone may lead to excessive punishment that ignores educational purpose (Bretag, 2019).
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Consequentialist Ethics: Harm and Benefit
Consequentialism evaluates practices by their effects (Mill, 1861/1998). AI may harm integrity by

increasing plagiarism, reducing learning, and devaluing degrees (Rudolph et al., 2023). Algorithmic grading
can also introduce bias affecting fairness (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). If harms outweigh benefits, restrictions
are justified.

Yet AI can produce positive consequences when used transparently: improving language for non-native
learners, supporting disabilities, and enhancing creativity (Eaton, 2023). Therefore institutions should manage
rather than ban AI (Perkins, 2023).

Virtue Ethics: Character Formation
Virtue ethics focuses on development of moral character (Aristotle, trans. 2004). Higher education

aims to cultivate responsible scholars (Macfarlane et al., 2014). AI creates temptations testing virtues of
honesty and courage. The theoretical response is to strengthen ethical dispositions through honor codes and
mentorship approaches consistent with your plan to teach 12th-grade and future teachers on YouTube.

Virtue scholars propose integrity as a learning outcome embedded in curriculum (Bretag, 2019). AI literacy
courses can discuss responsible prompting, verification, and citation as virtues of digital scholarship (Eaton,
2023).

Post-Human and Socio-Technical Theory
Post-human theory views knowledge as produced by networks of humans and machines (Latour,

2005). Originality becomes distributed. Eaton (2023) used this lens to argue that AI reveals the myth of
solitary authorship. Integrity must recognize machine co-creation with clear attribution protocols (Perkins,
2023). Assessment validity should measure thinking processes—viva, proctored tasks—rather than final
products (Rudolph et al., 2023).

Forms of AI-Related Misconduct
Plagiarism and Paraphrasing

Generative AI can fabricate essays that appear original to detectors because text is newly generated
(Perkins, 2023). Theoretical definitions of plagiarism as “copying existing sources” become inadequate (Eaton,
2023). AI also enables sophisticated paraphrasing masking similarity (Rudolph et al., 2023).

Contract Cheating
AI may function as a free contract cheater available 24/7 (Perkins, 2023). Bretag (2019) identified

assessment design as key driver; AI intensifies risk for unsupervised take-home essays. From systems theory,
high-stakes, low-interaction tasks create vulnerability (Bretag, 2019).

Algorithmic Assessment Bias
AI grading algorithms may disadvantage particular linguistic or cultural styles (Zawacki-Richter et al.,

2019). Ethical principles of fairness and respect are threatened when opaque models judge students (Perkins,
2023).

Privacy and Data Ethics
Students often paste personal data into AI platforms, raising surveillance-capitalism concerns (Eaton,

2023). Integrity intersects with privacy because coercive detection may require intrusive monitoring (ICAI,
2021).

Institutional Responses: Theoretical Evaluation
Policy of Disclosure

Many universities adopt mandatory AI disclosure statements (Eaton, 2023). Deontologically this fulfils
duty of transparency; consequentially it reduces harm by clarifying authorship (Perkins, 2023).
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Assessment Redesign
Constructivist and virtue perspectives support assessments that require personal reasoning: in-class

writing, oral defense, project logs (Rudolph et al., 2023). Systems theory shows that aligning task, technology,
and culture is essential (Bretag, 2019).

Education and AI Literacy
Teaching students how AI works, its limitations, hallucinations, and citation methods promotes virtuous

use (Eaton, 2023). This directly aligns with my research focus on teachers’ awareness of AI tools.
Detection Technologies

Behaviourist models rely on AI detectors. Scholars warn about false accusations because detection
lacks reliability (Eaton, 2023; Perkins, 2023). From ethical theory, presumption of guilt violates respect and
trust (ICAI, 2021).

Reconceptualizing Academic Integrity
The review suggests need for new theoretical definition. Integrity in AI era should include:

1. Human accountability for verifying AI output (Eaton, 2023).

2. Process-based originality demonstrating learning engagement (Rudolph et al., 2023).

3. Transparent attribution recognizing machine agency (Perkins, 2023).

4. Fair assessment ecosystems considering bias and privacy (ICAI, 2021).

Bretag (2019) argued that integrity is institutional responsibility; AI makes this more evident. Virtue
ethics supports mentorship similar to guru-shishya ideals you are promoting in seminars.

Discussion
AI’s challenge to integrity is not merely technological but philosophical. Constructivism warns about

cognitive substitution; deontology stresses rule violation; consequentialism weighs harms; virtue ethics emphasizes
character; post-humanism redefines authorship. No single lens is sufficient (Eaton, 2023).

For journal publication, researchers should empirically examine teachers’ and students’ perceptions
surveys like the one you plan—because culture mediates ethical behavior (Bretag, 2019). Theoretical work
must guide balanced policy enabling innovation without devaluing scholarship (Perkins, 2023).

Implications for Research and Practice
For Researchers
 Develop models of AI-assisted authorship attribution (Eaton, 2023).

 Study assessment validity comparing in-class vs AI take-home tasks (Rudolph et al., 2023).

 Investigate faculty awareness, directly linked with my doctoral theme.

For Institutions
 Create APA-aligned AI citation guidelines.

 Embed AI literacy modules in induction programmes.

 Use ethical principles of trust and fairness (ICAI, 2021).

For Teaching
 Encourage reflective AI use logs.

 Promote virtues of verification and honesty which I hope to advocate also through the future YouTube
lessons.
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CONCLUSION
Artificial intelligence exposes tensions within longstanding integrity theories. Higher education must

reconceptualize honesty as socio-technical and developmental. Through ethical pluralism rules, consequences,
virtues, and distributed agency universities can protect degree value while cultivating innovative scholars (Eaton,
2023; Perkins, 2023; Bretag, 2019).4
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