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Abstract

The growing presence of generative artificial intelligence (GenAl), such as Chat-
GPT, in higher education raises significant ethical concerns, particularly regarding
its misuse in academic essay writing. This study examines how university students
enrolled in social science programs at two Spanish universities ethically evaluate
a typical misuse of GenAl—namely, producing academic essays with minimal hu-
man editing. Drawing on the Multidimensional Ethics Scale (MES), four ethical
dimensions—moral equity, relativism, consequentialism, and deontology—together
with gender and employment status, are analyzed using a dual-method approach
combining partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) and fuzzy-
set qualitative comparative analysis (fSQCA). The PLS-SEM results show that only
consequentialism and relativism significantly influence students’ intention to use
GenAl, indicating a predominant reliance on perceived utility and contextual so-
cial norms. In contrast, moral equity and deontology do not exhibit statistically
significant effects. Complementing these findings, the fsSQCA identifies multiple,
asymmetric causal configurations leading to both acceptance and rejection of Ge-
nAl misuse, underscoring that adoption and non-adoption are driven by distinct un-
derlying mechanisms. By integrating correlational and configurational perspectives,
this study advances understanding of the ethical complexity surrounding GenAl use
in higher education. The findings highlight the need for differentiated educational
strategies that account for heterogeneous student profiles and diverse moral reason-
ing frameworks.
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Introduction

In recent years, artificial intelligence (Al)-based tools have experienced remark-
able and rapid progress, positioning themselves as key technologies across multiple
spheres of everyday life (Dwivedi et al. 2023). Within higher education, the impact of
Al has been particularly notable. Generative artificial intelligence (GenAl), such as
ChatGPT, has opened new possibilities in teaching and learning processes (Prajapaty
et al., 2024). These technologies enable a wide range of applications, from automat-
ing routine tasks to personalizing learning experiences, offering immediate answers
to complex questions, assisting with academic writing, generating summaries, and
even providing specialized virtual tutoring (Mandal et al. 2025).

Despite the considerable potential benefits of GenAl, such as augmenting human
capabilities, fostering innovation, and addressing global challenges, significant con-
cerns persist regarding privacy, security, unemployment, and the potential widen-
ing of social inequalities (Acampa 2025). In educational contexts, the use of GenAl
raises additional concerns related to ethics, equity, and academic integrity (Batista et
al. 2024). Unregulated or inappropriate use may produce counterproductive effects,
including discouraging the development of basic skills such as written expression
(Alier et al. 2024) and hindering higher-order cognitive abilities like critical think-
ing, logical reasoning, and creativity (Farangi et al. 2025). When GenAl substitutes
for active learning processes, it risks fostering passive engagement with knowledge
rather than encouraging autonomous and reflective learning (Licht 2024).

One of the most widely used forms of assessment in higher education is the aca-
demic essay, typically submitted by a predetermined deadline. Essays play a central
role in evaluating student learning, particularly in the social sciences, as they foster
a wide range of cognitive competencies. This assessment format is especially effec-
tive in developing analytical thinking, creativity, and personal reflection. These skills
are essential in both academic and professional contexts (Dahl et al. 2023). Essays
require students to synthesize information, construct coherent arguments, and dem-
onstrate understanding through structured writing. Prior research consistently shows
that sustained engagement with essay writing enhances students’ critical thinking
abilities, as it demands the analysis, evaluation, and articulation of complex ideas
(Ashley et al., 2017).

In this context, the intensive misuse of GenAl for writing academic essays may
fundamentally undermine the pedagogical objectives of this assessment method
(Aylsworth and Castro 2024). Unlike traditional plagiarism, which involves both
appropriation and deception by presenting another person’s work as one’s own, the
improper use of GenAl may rely primarily on deception, without directly copying
external content (Shaw 2025). This distinction may lead students to perceive GenAl
misuse as less morally problematic, even though it clearly constitutes academic dis-
honesty. Moreover, GenAl-generated text is often original and does not appear in
existing databases, making it substantially more difficult to detect using conventional
plagiarism detection tools (Farrelly and Baker 2023).

The central role of essays in higher education assessment, combined with the par-
ticular risks associated with extensive GenAl use in this format, motivates the present
study. Specifically, the study examines the following scenario: a student must submit
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an academic essay by a fixed deadline. As the deadline approaches, the student real-
izes that they are unable to produce a satisfactory piece of work. As an alternative, the
student considers submitting an essay that has been largely generated by GenAl, with
only minimal human editing. The student must then evaluate the ethical appropriate-
ness of this course of action.

This study analyzes students’ ethical evaluations of GenAl use from an interpre-
tive perspective, recognizing that students construct their own criteria for legitimate
conduct through observation and the implicit messages conveyed by peers and their
broader academic environment (Thornberg 2007). These interpretive frameworks are
shaped through informal learning dynamics, where social norms and interpersonal
interactions—whether explicit or implicit—play a decisive role in influencing aca-
demic behavior (Grithn and Cheng 2014).

Labeling a given behavior as simply “ethical” or “unethical” is overly reductive.
In the proposed scenario, students are likely to consider multiple factors, includ-
ing perceived fairness, compliance with institutional norms, and performance-related
pressures (Rua et al. 2024). Accordingly, ethical judgment cannot be reduced to a
single moral criterion; rather, individuals draw on arguments derived from different
moral philosophy traditions, such as moral equity, consequentialism, and deontology
(Pérez-Portabella et al. 2025). In line with this reasoning, the present study adopts
an adaptation of the Multidimensional Ethics Scale (MES) (Reidenbach and Robin
1990), which captures ethical evaluations grounded in diverse moral theories.

The MES has been widely applied to ethical decision-making across multiple
domains, including business and commerce (Jones and Leonard 2016; Nguyen et al.
2008), relationships between salespeople and organizations (Santalla-Banderali et al.
2024), consumer decision-making (Shawver and Sennetti 2009), and the acceptance
of controversial technologies such as implantable devices (Ahadzadeh et al. 2023;
Pelegrin-Borondo et al. 2020). It has also been employed in academic contexts to
analyze ethically sensitive behaviors. These include individual-level decisions, such
as essay plagiarism (Jung 2009; Leonard et al. 2017; Prashar et al. 2024; Yang 2012),
falsification of academic documents (Yang 2012), piracy (Jung 2009), and privacy
violations involving peers (Jung 2009), as well as collective behaviors, such as unau-
thorized collaborative communication during examinations (Leonard et al. 2017).

The analytical framework adopted in this study is presented in Fig. 1. The frame-
work integrates two complementary perspectives: a correlational approach and a
configurational approach. Students’ intention to use GenAl in the proposed scenario
is explained by four ethical dimensions—moral equity, moral relativism, consequen-
tialism, and deontology—as well as two sociodemographic variables (gender and
employment status). Based on this framework, the study addresses the following
research questions:

RQ1: What is the overall impact of each ethical dimension and students’ personal
circumstances on the decision to make intensive use of GenAl to write an academic
essay?

To address RQ1, a partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM)
approach is employed, corresponding to the correlational framework depicted
in Fig. 1. Additionally, a preliminary analysis of descriptive statistics provides an
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Fig. 1 Correlational and configurational frameworks used in this study

initial overview of participants’ prevailing attitudes toward the constructs under
investigation.

RQ2: How do ethical variables and students’ personal circumstances combine to
result in either the use or non-use of GenAl for essay writing?

In complex phenomena such as technology adoption, outcomes often emerge from
multiple causal pathways reflecting diverse user profiles and motivations (Arias-
Oliva et al. 2024). Moreover, such phenomena are typically asymmetric: the fac-
tors leading to adoption are not simply the inverse of those leading to rejection. In
the context of technology acceptance, while perceived unacceptability may lead to
rejection, perceived acceptability does not necessarily result in adoption (Gauttier
2019). Under these conditions, fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fSQCA) is
particularly well suited, as it enables the identification of different configurations of
conditions that jointly produce a given outcome (Woodside 2014).

Although fsQCA is less frequently used than correlational techniques such as
PLS-SEM in technology acceptance research, it has been shown to provide substan-
tial added value by identifying heterogeneous profiles associated with adoption out-
comes (Arias-Oliva et al. 2024). By combining PLS-SEM and fsQCA, the present
study captures both the net effects of ethical variables and the complex configurations
through which ethical judgments and personal circumstances shape students’ use of
GenAl.

Model development
Statistical hypotheses regarding the influence of ethical constructs on GenAl use

Moral equity

Moral equity (MEQ) encompasses a person’s judgment regarding fairness, justice,
and broader notions of right and wrong (Leonard et al. 2017). The concept of moral-
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ity implies an impartial obligation to promote fairness, acknowledge the breadth of
moral principles—including equality and rights—and question inequality and injus-
tice (Killen 2018). From the capabilities approach, justice should not be measured
solely by available resources or formal liberties, but by what people are actually able
to do and become (Nussbaum and Sen 1993).

Under exceptional circumstances, using GenAl to write an essay may be seen as
a tool to level the playing field, especially when students face significant barriers
to meeting deadlines—such as the need to balance studies with paid employment,
which is often the main reason cited by working students (Soelistiyono and Chen
2023). Student decisions in high-pressure contexts, with limited resources or time
constraints, are not always motivated by a desire to cheat but rather by a perception
of structural injustice and a need to “even the odds” (Rosen and Dreskin 2024).

Moreover, while GenAl use may be perceived as unfair, one could argue that if
access is free or more affordable than other dishonest alternatives (such as paying
someone to write an essay), the method—although unethical—remains egalitarian.
This is the case with free and user-friendly GenAl tools like DeepSeek or ChatGPT
3.5 (Dwivedi et al. 2023).

Of course, many arguments against this practice from MEQ perspective exist. The
use of such technologies may undermine the value of meaningful effort (Kasneci et
al. 2023), which completely distorts the intended goals of essay writing. Justice is not
only related to outcomes but also to individual processes and personal commitment
to learning (Dalbert et al. 2007). If a student uses GenAl as a substitute for their own
work, the moral principle of authenticity is weakened, and the intended develop-
ment of writing skills and critical thinking—which the university aims to foster—is
undermined (Licht 2024; Dahl et al. 2023). Furthermore, students have a moral duty
to respect and cultivate their autonomy, understood as the human capacity to reflect,
make decisions, and pursue personal goals. Writing one’s own essays is a way of
exercising that autonomy. Using GenAl for this task means giving up a valuable
opportunity for rational and moral self-development (Aylsworth and Castro 2024).

Misuse of GenAl also likely generates unfair competition. When some students
engage in academically dishonest practices to boost their performance, it creates clear
inequity for those who choose not to do so (Burgason et al. 2019). In this way, GenAl
use in this scenario introduces an unfair advantage in evaluative contexts (Oates and
Johnson 2025), violating the Rawlsian principle that inequalities are only justifiable
if they benefit the least advantaged.

Hypothesis 1 (H1): 4 positive perception of GenAl use from the standpoint of moral
equity is positively related to the intention to use it to write an essay.

Relativism

Relativism (REL) is a philosophical position asserting that moral and ethical judg-
ments are neither absolute nor universal, but rather contingent upon cultural, histori-
cal, social, or individual contexts. From this perspective, what is considered “right”
or “wrong” varies across situations, and no single objective standard governs moral
evaluation (Baghramian and Carter 2025).
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Within a relativist framework, the use of GenAl as a study aid may be deemed
morally acceptable depending on the intended purpose (Reimer 2024). However, its
intensive use in producing academic essays is generally perceived more negatively
(Shaw 2025). Peer attitudes toward academic practices exert a strong influence on
students’ behavior, shaping decisions through both explicit and implicit social cues
(Andersen and Hjortskov 2019). Consequently, the influence of peers (Strzelecki
2024) and educators (Tlais et al. 2025) plays a decisive role in students’ engagement
with GenAl, irrespective of its specific use.

Students may perceive a “peer cheating effect”, which is among the strongest
predictors of individual academic misconduct. Observing peers engage in dishonest
practices increases the likelihood of imitation, as students rely on social compari-
son to regulate their own behavior (Perry et al. 2025). This dynamic contributes to
the normalization of misconduct through moral neutralization strategies—such as
“everyone does it”—that allow students to reduce cognitive dissonance without fully
abandoning their ethical standards (Zhao et al. 2022). Normative ambiguity further
exacerbates this issue, as many students lack clarity regarding which practices con-
stitute academic dishonesty (Burrus et al. 2007), potentially facilitating questionable
GenAl use.

The academic environment plays a central role in either discouraging or enabling
misconduct by shaping shared norms and individual perceptions of acceptable behav-
ior. Clear institutional policies, strong academic leadership, and faculty coordination
are associated with lower levels of academic dishonesty, as they foster transparent
and ethical learning environments (Ramberg and Modin 2019). Nevertheless, moral
disengagement remains a powerful predictor of academic misconduct, underscoring
the importance of addressing internal cognitive justifications alongside formal regu-
lations (Perry et al., 2025).

From the perspective of technology acceptance models like TAM and UTAUT,
social influence has been identified as a key factor in understanding technology adop-
tion—including GenAl. This holds true in educational contexts, both from the per-
spectives of students (Amin et al. 2025; Elshaer et al. 2024; Sobaih et al. 2024) and
educators and researchers (Strzelecki et al. 2024).

Hypothesis 2 (H2): 4 positive perception of GenAl use from the standpoint of relativ-
ism is positively related to the intention to use it to write an essay.

Consequentialism

Consequentialism (CON) holds that an action is morally permissible if the overall
utility of performing it is, on balance, positive (Sinnott-Armstrong 2023). This utility
may be framed from either egoistic or utilitarian perspectives. Egoism suggests that
an action is morally acceptable if it promotes personal benefit, whether long-term
or driven by short-term hedonistic goals (Deigh 2010). Utilitarianism, on the other
hand, deems an action acceptable if it positively impacts society (Rae 2018).

From an egoistic standpoint, using GenAl may be justified as it enables quick
and organized access to information (Menon and Shilpa 2023), freeing up personal
resources that can be allocated to other academic activities the student perceives as
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more valuable or to address the issues that prevented them from dedicating sufficient
time to essay writing. In this sense, reconciling personal circumstances with aca-
demic demands increases individual well-being, aligning with the hedonistic prin-
ciples of moral egoism (Shaver 2023).

However, GenAl use may also be counterproductive from an egoistic standpoint
if it undermines learning outcomes or academic performance (Aylsworth and Castro
2024). GenAl-generated content may contain inaccuracies, biases, or hallucinations,
potentially resulting in lower-quality submissions and poorer evaluations (Oates and
Johnson 2025).

Reputation constitutes an important component of self-interest (Tomova et al.
2021). In institutions where GenAl use is restricted or discouraged (Licht 2024),
public exposure of such practices may lead to reputational damage and loss of trust.
Accordingly, feelings of guilt and ethical discomfort have been shown to reduce the
perceived usefulness of GenAl in morally sensitive contexts (Jo 2026).

In the long term, excessive reliance on GenAl may hinder skill development and
compromise students’ educational trajectories (Yu 2023), ultimately affecting profes-
sional preparedness and employability (Licht 2024). At a collective level, widespread
misuse of GenAl may erode linguistic diversity, human creativity, and knowledge
quality (Acampa 2025), while diminishing engagement with academic texts and
weakening higher education outcomes (Monib et al. 2025).

From a utilitarian perspective, a particularly salient concern relates to the potential
erosion of institutional legitimacy. Extensive GenAl misuse in academic assessment
may undermine the credibility of higher education institutions, raising doubts about
the validity of degrees and the fairness of evaluation processes (Kasneci et al. 2023).
This concern is exacerbated by the limited reliability of GenAl detection tools, which
exhibit both false negatives and false positives (Farrelly and Baker 2023; Kasneci et
al. 2023).

Perceived usefulness and efficiency, that are closely tied to achieving personal and
social goals, have been identified as key drivers in the adoption of Al-based technolo-
gies, including GenAl (Camilleri 2024; Ibrahim et al. 2025). This finding is consis-
tent across educational contexts (Al Darayseh 2023; Al-Okaily 2025; Panggabean
and Silalahi 2025; Sobaih et al. 2024; Strzelecki 2024). Moreover, the importance
of hedonistic goals in academic GenAl usage (Strzelecki et al. 2024) reinforces the
potential relevance of consequentialism in explaining GenAl adoption.

Hypothesis 3 (H3): 4 positive perception of GenAl use from the standpoint of conse-
quentialism is positively related to the intention to use it to write an essay.

Deontology

Deontology (DEO), particularly in its contractualist form, asserts that moral judg-
ments should be grounded in adherence to norms derived from collectively accepted
principles, rather than solely on outcomes (Alexander and Moore 2024). According
to this perspective, individuals act under the perception of an implicit contract with
society, which establishes mutual obligations (Reidenbach and Robin 1990). These
moral duties bind individuals regardless of the consequences (Alexander and Moore
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2024). Within educational settings, this perspective emphasizes students’ responsi-
bilities as members of academic communities and future professionals (De Ruyter
and Schinkel 2017).

Students’ implicit contracts with universities and society include commitments
to honest conduct and meaningful learning (Ramberg and Modin 2019). From this
viewpoint, intensive GenAl use in essay writing violates established academic norms.
Students are influenced by family expectations, social norms, and institutional stan-
dards—factors that shape motivation and performance (Chen 2023; Li et al. 2023).
Family guidance plays a central role, as positive reinforcement can enhance student
engagement and achievement (Shi et al. 2023), creating a sense of responsibility that
encompasses both personal goals and collective duties. This intersection of personal
and social expectations can foster strong motivation to fulfill student obligations.
Students often view their educational journey as a reflection not only of their own
aspirations but also of those of their families and communities (Vasquez-Salgado et
al. 2021).

At the same time, students may interpret academic success itself as a moral duty,
particularly in publicly funded institutions, where educational attainment represents
a form of reciprocity toward society (Barbosa 2024; Ruyter and Schinkel 2017). Ten-
sions may arise, however, when institutional rules conflict with performance pres-
sures or personal constraints (Rua et al. 2024). In such cases, GenAl use may be
self-justified as a means of fulfilling perceived obligations to achieve high grades,
despite violating learning-oriented norms.

Moreover, unsupervised GenAl use may infringe professional ethics, legal frame-
works, or contractual obligations related to copyright and authorship (Rudko &
Bashirpour Bonab 2025). Increasingly, universities emphasize holistic education
that integrates civic responsibility and social awareness (Berei 2020), which further
underscores the ethical relevance of considering the environmental impact of GenAl,
given its substantial energy consumption and carbon footprint (Licht 2024).

Deontological reasoning has been shown to influence ethical decision-making in
academic contexts involving misconduct (Leonard et al. 2017; Yang 2012).

Hypothesis 4 (H4): 4 positive perception of GenAl use from the standpoint of deon-
tology is positively related to the intention to use it to write an essay.

The influence of gender and employment status on ethical perceptions about
employing GenAl

Differences in perceptions of GenAl use by gender

Prior research has consistently documented gender-based differences in ethical per-
ceptions, showing that men and women often approach moral dilemmas in system-
atically different ways (Nguyen et al. 2008). Such differences have been attributed
to a combination of biological, cultural, and situational factors that shape ethical
reasoning and intentions (Rachels and Rachels 2012). Empirical evidence suggests
that men tend to rely more heavily on utilitarian reasoning when confronted with
ethical challenges, whereas women are more likely to adopt deontological perspec-
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tives, emphasizing adherence to moral duties rather than the evaluation of outcomes
(Pilcher and Smith 2024).

These divergent tendencies are often explained through gender socialization
theory, which posits that individuals internalize distinct value systems and moral
priorities from early childhood based on gendered social expectations. As a result,
differences in ethical judgment arise not from disparities in cognitive ability, but
from socially constructed moral orientations shaped through lifelong socialization
processes (Roxas and Stoneback 2004).

Across diverse cultural contexts, women have been found to display more altru-
istic behavior, even when such behavior entails personal sacrifice, which may align
more closely with principles of moral equity. In contrast, men are more likely to
exhibit behaviors oriented toward self-affirmation or instrumental goal achievement
(Peng 2022). Overall, empirical studies indicate that women tend to express stricter
ethical judgments than men (Nguyen et al. 2008). This pattern has also been observed
in research on GenAl use in higher education, where women report lower confidence
in managing academic integrity issues related to these technologies (Bikanga Ada
2024).

Hypothesis 5 (H5): Being male is positively associated with the intention to use
GenAl.

The student’s employment status

Combining stable employment with university studies is now widespread globally,
driven by economic, academic, and personal reasons (Standley and Fesmer 2023).
Roughly one in three students in Spain maintain ongoing employment alongside their
academic studies (Simoén et al. 2017). The reasons behind this dual activity vary
based on socioeconomic context, work hours, kind of occupation and the student’s
personal motivations (Simon et al. 2017).

Balancing demanding academic requirements with significant employment com-
mitments frequently produces elevated levels of stress and exhaustion, which can
negatively impact academic achievement (Chantrea et al. 2023; Soelistiyono and
Chen 2023). Empirical research indicates that exceeding approximately 20 working
hours per week is often associated with poorer academic outcomes and, in extreme
cases, an increased risk of dropout (Pacifico and Gandolfo 2016).

Several studies have documented a tension between students’ employment and
academic roles, whereby intensive academic engagement may interfere with job
performance and vice versa (Wyland et al. 2013). The extent to which employment
affects academic success depends largely on which role the student perceives as their
primary obligation (Brosnan et al. 2023).

Given their distinct responsibilities, time constraints, and social contexts, work-
ing students may develop different ethical evaluations regarding the acceptable use
of GenAl. Because they are more likely to experience conflicts between academic
demands and other life domains, working students may be more inclined to consider
intensive GenAl use as a means of coping with competing obligations.
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Hypothesis 6 (H6): Having greater work obligations is positively associated with the
intention to use GenAl intensively for essay writing.

Development of configurational propositions

The hypotheses developed in Sect. 2.1 and 2.2 are designed to address RQ1 by
examining the net effects of ethical and sociodemographic variables on students’
intention to use GenAl. These hypotheses are tested using a correlational approach—
specifically, partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM)—which
estimates a single directional effect for each explanatory variable across the entire
sample.

However, correlational methods are inherently variable-oriented and therefore
limited in their ability to capture the existence of multiple causal pathways leading to
the same outcome. In complex behavioral phenomena such as technology adoption,
different combinations of conditions may give rise to similar decisions. Identifying
these alternative pathways underlies RQ?2.

Fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fSQCA), a case-oriented method, is
particularly well suited to this task, as it allows outcomes to be explained by mul-
tiple configurations of conditions rather than by isolated net effects (Woodside 2014).
Through the calibration of set memberships and the use of Boolean algebra, fsSQCA
identifies combinations of causal conditions that are sufficient to produce a given
outcome (Ragin 1999).

Moreover, there is no single typology of technology users (Birkland 2019), nor of
non-users (Gauttier 2019). Accordingly, fSQCA offers a powerful tool to study the
acceptance of new technologies, capturing nuances that correlational analysis cannot
(Arias-Oliva et al. 2024; Pappas and Woodside 2021). In our case, it enables the iden-
tification of multiple configurations that define potential user and non-user profiles
regarding GenAl use in essay writing.

The application of configurational methods to decision-making based on MES has
been explored in several studies. For example, Andrés-Sanchez et al. (2021) found
that both the acceptance and rejection of cyborg technologies stem from multiple
configurations combining positive and negative evaluations across different ethical
dimensions. Similar findings were reported by Arias-Oliva et al. (2021) in their anal-
ysis of ethical judgments of immunity passports.

Unlike correlational approaches, fSQCA does not test strong, symmetric hypoth-
eses, but instead formulates context-dependent generalizations, often referred to as
“soft laws” or configurational propositions (Rutten and Rubinson 2022). In line with
this logic, the following propositions are advanced:

Proposition 1 (P1): Configurations anteceding the intention to use GenAl commonly
include an association of the following conditions: positive evaluations of moral
equity, relativism, consequentialism, and deontology, being male; and having work
obligations.

At the same time, pathways leading to technology rejection are not uniform, but vary
according to individuals’ cognitive, material, and emotional circumstances. A widely
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accepted taxonomy distinguishes between resisters, rejecters, expelled users, and
excluded users (Gauttier 2019). Accordingly, the following proposition is formulated:

Proposition 2 (P2): Configurations anteceding to the no intention to use GenAI com-
monly include an association of the following conditions: negative evaluations of
moral equity, relativism, consequentialism, and deontology, being female,; and hav-
ing no work obligations.

Importantly, user and non-user profiles are not mirror images of one another. While
some individuals may reject GenAl due to concerns related to moral equity or deon-
tology, those who view GenAl as morally acceptable do not necessarily choose to use
it unless they also perceive clear benefits from a utilitarian or relativist perspective.
In other words, lack of acceptability may lead to rejection, but acceptability does not
guarantee adoption (Gauttier 2019). Moreover, user typologies such as enthusiasts or
practicalists (Birkland 2019) do not correspond directly to non-user categories. This
asymmetry leads to the third proposition:

Proposition 3 (P3): The configurational explanations of GenAl use and non-use are
asymmetric.

Data and methods
Sampling

The present study was conducted with students from two Spanish universities
enrolled in social science programs, specifically degrees such as Business Adminis-
tration, Economics, and Social Work. These disciplines are characterized by a strong
emphasis on communicative competencies—both oral and written—as well as on
understanding the humanistic dimensions of behavior. Within the social sciences,
the academic essay is a widely used method of instruction and assessment in higher
education (Lukeman 1992).

The sample was obtained through purposive sampling, and data collection took
place during the spring of 2025. Data were gathered using an anonymous, voluntary,
and self-administered online questionnaire. The anonymity and voluntary nature of
participation were intended to encourage candid responses, thereby reducing social
desirability bias and fostering more reflective ethical evaluations.

Sample profile and sample size

The survey was distributed via a digital link that restricted responses to one per IP
address, thereby ensuring the uniqueness of each participation.

The total number of valid responses was 151. Table 1 summarizes the demo-
graphic and academic characteristics of the sample, including gender, age, perceived
academic performance, and employment status. Into regard to the relatively modest
size of the sample, it should be noted that recruiting participants for studies in which
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Table 1 Sample profile and Variable Respondents

descriptive characteristics of Sex

respondents
Man 53 (35%)
Woman 98 (65%)
Age
<=20 years 50 (33%)
21 years 33 (22%)
22 years 27 (18%)
>=23 years 40 (26%)
Nonanswered 1 (1%)
Perceived academic performance
Average or lower 107 (71%)
Higher than average 44 (29%)
Working status
Full-time employment 58 (38%)
Part-time, or no work 93 (63%)

individuals, even anonymously, acknowledge the possibility of engaging in ethically
questionable behaviors is challenging. Thus, in research applying the MES, modest
sample sizes are common. For instance, with samples smaller than or comparable to
ours, prior studies range from 67 observations (Cruz et al. 2000) to 179 in the first
study by Rua et al. (2024). Similarly, Leonard et al. (2017) relied on 90 observations,
Rua et al. (2024) on 87 in their second study, Jung (2009) on 101, Shawver and Sen-
netti (2007) on 120 students, and Cohen et al. (2001) on 123. However, we consider
the sample size to be adequate for the quantitative analyses involved in this study,
which include the use of PLS-SEM (to address RQ1) and fsQCA (for RQ2).

Regarding PLS-SEM, as illustrated in Fig. 1, the model includes six predictor
variables. According to the “ten times rule” (Hair et al. 2019), the minimum required
sample size would be 60 cases, given the six regressors. Applying a more conserva-
tive version of this rule—"“twenty times the number of predictors” (Schumacker and
Lomax 2010)—raises the threshold to 120 cases. Additionally, a power analysis con-
ducted using G*Power 3.1.0 (Faul et al. 2009) confirmed that with a sample of 151
participants, it is possible to detect a minimum model effect size of 0.1 (equivalent
to an R? 0 9.09%, considered small) with 80% statistical power at a 5% significance
level. When statistical power is applied to test the significance of path coefficients, a
significance level of 5% allows for 80% power to detect effect sizes of approximately
2=0.06 (close to small).

As for fsSQCA, it does not require a particularly large minimum sample size; how-
ever, authors such as Fiss (2011) suggest a threshold of around 30—-50 cases. Thus, in
this second case as well, the sample size can be considered adequate.

Measurement model

The questionnaire began by introducing the scenario to be evaluated by the
respondents:

“Imagine the following situation: the essay submission deadline is approaching,
and you have not had enough time to write it. You decide to ask an artificial intel-
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ligence tool, such as ChatGPT, to generate most of the content—introduction, body,
and conclusion—and then make only minor edits before submitting it as your own.

Based on this scenario, reflect on the use of generative artificial intelligence in the
academic context.”

Prior to data collection, the questionnaire, written in Spanish, was reviewed by
four faculty members and two students. Their feedback contributed to improving
the clarity and readability of the instrument, without altering its substantive content.

Table 2 displays the questions employed to capture the ethical judgments devel-
oped in Sect. 2.1. They are grounded on the MES proposed by Shawver and Sennetti
(2009). Respondents rated each item from 0 to 10 (an eleven point Likert scale), indi-
cating their level of agreement with the statements, ranging from “strongly disagree”
to “strongly agree.” This response format has been employed in multiple MES-based
studies, including research on cyborg technologies (Pelegrin-Borondo et al. 2020;
Reinares-Lara et al. 2018), immunity passports (Arias-Oliva et al. 2021), and emerg-
ing sports technologies (de Andrés-Sanchez and de Torres-Burgos 2021).

Gender was operationalized as a binary variable (female and male). Employment
status was captured using three categories: students with full-time employment, those
with part-time or temporary employment, and those with no employment obligations.

Table 2 Descriptive statistics of measurement items and assessment of scale reliability and validity

Item Mean  Standard Factor
Deviation  loading

USE (CA=NA, CR=NA, AVE=1)

USE: I will use Gen Al in this scenario 5285  2.899 1
Moral equity (MEQ) (CA=0.69, CR=0.86, AVE=0.76)

MEQ!: Using GenAl in this scenario is fair. 6.735  2.686 0.853
MEQ2: Using GenAl in this scenario is equitable. 4.808  2.909 0.894
Relativism (REL) (CA=0.88, CR=0.93, AVE=0.81)

RELI: Using GenAl in this scenario is accepted by my peers. 6.119  2.852 0.908
REL2: Using GenAl in this scenario is accepted by people in my 5.629  2.879 0.96
environment.

REL3: Using GenAl in this scenario is acceptable to people whose 4298  3.07 0.825

opinions I respect.
Consequentialism (CON) (CA=0.91, CR=0.94, AVE=0.79)

CONI1: Using GenAl in this scenario will bring relevance and prestige. 6.808  2.706 0.876
CON2: Using GenAl in this scenario is rewarding. 4.96 3.168 0.849
CON3: Using GenAl in this scenario is useful. 6.808  2.79 0.921
CON4: Using GenAl in this scenario has a good cost—benefit balance. 5.987  2.87 0.906
Deontology (DEO) (CA=0.94, CR=0.97, AVE=0.95)

DEO1: Using GenAl in this scenario adheres to an implicit social 4.523 3.094 0.972
contract.

DEO2: Using GenAl in this scenario conforms to the expectations 4311 3.15 0.974
placed upon me as a student.

GEN=Dummy variable (baseline, men) 1
JOB=Variable with three levels (0=No employment; 0.5 =Part-time or tempo- 1

rary employment and 1 =Full-time stable employment)

Note: (@) NA=Does not apply (b) CA=Cronbach’s alpha; CR=composite reliability; AVE=average
variance extracted. (c) Factor loadings correspond to standardized estimates. All items were measured
using an 11-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 10 (strongly agree)
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The outcome variable—students’ intention to use GenAl to produce the essay—
was measured using a single item rated on the same 11-point Likert scale.

Data analysis

The analytical strategy followed a sequential approach designed to address RQ1 and
RQ2 in turn. First, the measurement model was assessed by examining internal con-
sistency, convergent validity, and discriminant validity, after which factor scores were
computed. This preliminary step is common to both PLS-SEM and fsSQCA analyses
(Hair et al. 2019; Pappas and Woodside 2021).

For the dependent variable (USE), standardized scores on the 11-point scale were
employed. Ethical constructs were represented using standardized factor scores
derived from the measurement model. Gender (GEN) was modeled as a dummy vari-
able, with 0 representing male and 1 representing female. Employment status (JOB)
was calibrated to reflect work intensity: 1 for full-time employment, 0.5 for part-time
or temporary employment, and 0 for no employment.

Second, the structural model was estimated using PLS-SEM, as depicted in Fig. 1.
This step addressed RQ1 by assessing the significance of the hypothesized relation-
ships, overall model fit, and explanatory power. The procedure followed established
guidelines (Hair et al. 2019), and predictive performance was evaluated using the
cross-validated predictive ability test (CVPAT) (Sharma et al. 2023).

To address RQ2, a separate fsSQCA was conducted for both USE and its negation
(~USE), following the procedure outlined by Pappas and Woodside (2021). For USE
and the ethical constructs, membership functions were calibrated using standard-
ized factor scores. Thresholds for full non-membership, the crossover point, and full
membership were set at the 15th, 50th, and 85th percentiles, respectively, with linear
interpolation applied between these points. For GEN and JOB, the same calibration
values used in the PLS-SEM model were retained. Negated conditions (~X) were
computed as the complement of the corresponding membership scores.

Following calibration, necessity analyses were conducted for all conditions and
their negations with respect to USE and ~USE. Subsequently, sufficient conditions
were identified by deriving intermediate and parsimonious solutions. The intermedi-
ate solutions were informed by the correlational hypotheses (H1-H6). Conditions
appearing in both intermediate and parsimonious solutions were classified as core,
whereas those appearing only in intermediate solutions were classified as peripheral
(Fiss 2011).

Consistency values were used to assess the empirical relevance of each configura-
tion (with values above 0.80 considered acceptable), while coverage values indicated
the proportion of cases explained by each solution (Pappas and Woodside 2021).
The resulting fsQCA solutions for USE provided empirical support for Proposition
1, those for ~USE informed Proposition 2, and their comparison served to evaluate
Proposition 3.

El analisis PLS-SEM fue realizado con SmartPLS 4.1.1.1.6 (Ringle et al. 2024)
and fsQCA with (Ragin and Davey 2022).
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Results
Descriptive statistics and analysis of the measurement model

Table 2 reports the means and standard deviations of the measurement items, exclud-
ing sociodemographic variables. Although the scenario evaluated may clearly be
interpreted as a case of academic dishonesty, several items—MEQ2, REL3, CON2,
DEO1, and DEO2—display mean values below the midpoint of the scale, suggesting
ambivalent or critical ethical evaluations among respondents.

Regarding scale reliability and validity, the measurement model exhibits satisfac-
tory psychometric properties. As shown in Table 2, Cronbach’s alpha and compos-
ite reliability values exceed the recommended threshold of 0.70 for all constructs,
with the exception of moral equity, whose Cronbach’s alpha reaches 0.69. Given
that this construct meets all other reliability and validity criteria (including factor
loadings above 0.70, composite reliability above 0.70, and an average variance
extracted (AVE) exceeding 0.50) it is considered to demonstrate acceptable internal
consistency.

Convergent validity is further supported by standardized factor loadings exceed-
ing the 0.70 benchmark and AVE values above 0.50 for all constructs. Discriminant
validity is also confirmed, as shown in Table 3: the square roots of the AVE values
are greater than the corresponding inter-construct correlations, and none of these cor-
relations exceeds the threshold of 0.85 (Cheung et al. 2024).

PLS-SEM assessment. Response to the research question 1

Table 4 presents the results of the structural model developed in Sect. 2.1-2.2.
Regarding model fit quality, the coefficient of determination (R?) is 62.8%, suggest-
ing a moderate to substantial level of explanatory power (Hair et al. 2019). Addi-
tionally, the standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) does not exceed 0.1,
indicating an acceptable model fit. It should be noted that, although the sample size is
not particularly large, achieving a statistical power of 80% for assessing the validity
of the model required a coefficient of determination of 9%, a value that is substan-
tially exceeded.

Table 3 Pearson’s correlation matrix and squared roots of average variance extracted

USE MEQ REL CON DEO GEN JOB
USE 1
MEQ 0.665 0.874
REL 0.712 0.807 0.899
CON 0.774 0.807 0.786 0.888
DEO 0.576 0.712 0.737 0.704 0.973
GEN 0.001 -0.031 0.019 -0.042 -0.109 1
JOB 0.183 0.151 0.3 0.204 0.303 -0.019 1

Note: The square roots of the average variance extracted (AVE) are reported on the diagonal. Off-
diagonal elements represent Pearson correlation coefficients
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Table 4 Results of the PLS-SEM structural model explaining students’ intention to use GenAl

Relation B SD 2 VIF t-ratio p value Decision
H1: MEQ-> USE -0.016 0.101 <0.001 3.954 0.158 0.875 Rejection
H2: REL-> USE 0.298 0.122 0.06 3.978 2.449 0.014 Acceptance
H3: CON-> USE 0.581 0.08 0.259 3.504 7.258 <0.001 Acceptance
H4: DEO-> USE -0.037 0.115 0.001 2.636 0.318 0.751 Rejection
H5: GEN-> USE 0.034 0.122 0.001 1.037 0.276 0.783 Rejection
H6: JOB-> USE -0.012 0.055 <0.001 1.168 0.213 0.831 Rejection

Note: (a) =Path coefficient, SD=standard error, VIF=variance inflation factor, f2=size effect (b) The
R2=62.8% for USE. The standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR)=0.085

Table 5 Predictive performance of the PLS-SEM model. The table reports the Stone—Geisser Q? statistic
and the results of the cross-validated predictive ability test (CVPAT)

CVPAT: Benchmark is indicator CVPAT: Benchmark is parsimonious linear
average model
Output Q? ML BL ALD p-value ML BL ALD p-value
USE 58.6% 3.53 8.53 -5.00 <0.001 3.53 391 -0.38 0.133

Note: Q2 stands for the Stone Greisser’s measure from PLS-predict, ML=model loss, BL=benchmark
loss, ALD=Average loss difference

Table 4 also shows no serious collinearity issues, as the Variance Inflation Factor
(VIF) for all variables is below the threshold of 5. Concerning the significance of the
hypothesized relationships outlined in Sect. 2, only two constructs show statistically
significant effects. The influence of relativism has a path coefficient (B) of 0.398, a
p-value (p) of 0.014, and an effect size (f?) of 0.060. The strongest influence is that
of consequentialism, with a path coefficient (B) of 0.581, p<0.001, and an effect size
(f2) 0f 0.259.

Table 5 presents the predictive performance metrics of the model under both sce-
narios. The Stone—Geisser Q? value is 58.6%, indicating a high level of predictive
relevance (Hair et al. 2019). The CVPAT analysis displayed in Table 5 shows that the
proposed model outperforms both the indicator average (IA), with an average loss
difference (ALD) of —5.00 (p<0.001), and the linear model (LM), with an ALD of
—0.38 (p=0.133). However, only the superior performance relative to the indicator
average is statistically significant.

Results of the fsQCA. Response of the research question 2

The first step in the fsSQCA process aligns with that of PLS-SEM: verifying the inter-
nal consistency of the measurement scales, which is confirmed in Table 2. The second
step involves calibrating the membership levels of the variables used in the analysis.
The results of this calibration are presented in Table 6.

As shown in Table 6, for the constructs USE, MEQ, REL, CON, and DEOQ, the
thresholds for complete membership, non-membership, and the crossover point were
established based on standardized scores of latent variables. For the GEN variable,
Boolean calibration was applied, where 1 represents female and 0O represents male.
Employment status (JOB) was calibrated as follows: 1 for students with full-time
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employment, 0.5 for those with part-time or temporary jobs, and 0 for students with
no employment.

For example, as detailed in Table 6, the membership function of REL was con-
structed using the evaluation of the two items comprising this latent variable. The
aggregate value of these items reflects the factor score, with the 15th percentile equal
to —1.180, the median at —0.196, and the 85th percentile at 0.978. Thus, a highly
favorable evaluation of REL corresponds to a factor score of 0.978 or above (indicat-
ing full membership=1), while a completely unfavorable evaluation is below —1.180
(non-membership=0). The crossover point (—0.098) represents a completely neutral
position and is set at the 50th percentile (membership=0.5). Between —1.180 and
0.937, the degree of membership (from 0 to 1) for each observation is determined
linearly based on its REL factor score.

The necessary conditions analysis presented in Table 7 shows that no factor—
whether present or absent—qualifies as a necessary condition for GenAl use (USE)
or non-use (~USE). While the consistency values for REL and CON exceed the 0.8
threshold, they do not meet the 0.9 criterion required to be considered necessary con-
ditions. Similarly, for the outcome of non-use, no condition—such as the negation
of any ethical construct—reaches the required consistency level to be interpreted as
necessary.

Furthermore, the results in Table 7 are consistent with the correlational hypotheses
discussed in Sect. 2.1. Specifically, the presence of MEQ, REL, CON, and DEO
exhibits higher consistency in explaining GenAl use (USE) than their absence, while
the absence of these constructs (~MEQ, ~REL, ~CON, and ~DEO) shows higher
consistency in explaining non-use (~USE). A similar pattern is observed for employ-
ment status, but not for gender: being female shows slightly higher consistency for
USE, and being male for ~USE, which is not aligned with Hypothesis HS.

The determination of sufficient conditions is presented in Fig. 2. Regarding the
solution for GenAl use, four configurations are obtained, with a consistency score
of 0.84 and a coverage score of 0.78. All ethical constructs appear as a condition
in at least one configuration. However, JOB and MEQ appear only as peripheral
conditions.

The influence of the ethical constructs on GenAl use (USE) is unequivocally posi-
tive, as in all configurations where they appear, they must be present. This is the case
for moral equity (present in two prime implicants, but always as a peripheral condi-
tion), relativism and deontology (each present in three configurations, always as core
conditions), and consequentialism (present in two recipes, though a core condition
in only one).

Regarding GEN, being female appears as a core condition in the configuration
CON*GEN. Additionally, although employment status (JOB) appears in two configu-
rations—which supports the hypothesis that being employed may facilitate GenAl
use—it does so only as a peripheral condition.

Therefore, Proposition 1 can be accepted for all variables except for the conditions
related to the gender factor.

Figure 2 identifies six paths in the solution related to the non-use of GenAl. The
consistency of the solution is acceptable (0.87), and the coverage is 0.72. All ethical
variables appear as conditions in more than one path, and—with the exception of
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Table 7 Necessity analysis GenAl use and non-use

USE ~USE
Condition consistency coverage consistency coverage
MEQ 0.75 0.79 0.37 0.39
REL 0.82 0.78 0.35 0.38
CON 0.83 0.82 0.37 0.41
DEO 0.79 0.71 0.41 041
GEN 0.53 0.72 0.47 0.71
JOB 0.62 0.68 0.45 0.49
~MEQ 0.42 0.39 0.74 0.78
~REL 0.41 0.39 0.76 0.8
~CON 0.41 0.38 0.80 0.81
~DEO 0.47 0.46 0.71 0.78
~GEN 0.52 0.28 0.48 0.29
~JOB 0.51 0.47 0.47 0.79
Note: (a) The symbol “~” denotes an absence condition
USE ~USE
Path 1 2 3 a 1 2 3 B 5 6
MEQ . .
REL - - - ® ® ® ®
CON - . . ® ® ® ®
DEO . - - ® ® ®
GEN - ® ® ® ® .
JOoB - - = ®
cover 0.59 0.58 0.42 0.42 0.13 0.13 0.46 0.17 0.18 0.49
cons 0.85 0.90 0.89 0.88 0.90 0.86 0.90 0.88 0.89 0.88
cover 0.78 0.72
cons 0.84 0.87

Fig. 2 Intermediate solution for use and non-use of GenAl. Note: (a) Circle * indicates the presence of
a factor as a condition, circle ® indicates the absence of a factor, and a blank indicates no relevance
in the prime implicate. Large circles represent core conditions, and small circles represent peripheral
conditions. (b) cov stands for coverage measure and cons for consistency

MEQ—each appears in at least one prime implicant as a core condition. Moreover, in
all instances in which they appear, they do so as absences of the respective variable.

The absence of MEQ appears as a peripheral condition in two configurations. The
absence of REL and CON appears as core conditions in four configurations, while the
absence of DEO is a core condition in three configurations and a peripheral condition
in two. Additionally, the absence of JOB appears as a condition in three configura-
tions—serving as a core condition in two of them. This finding is consistent with
Proposition 2.

Regarding GEN, it is included in five configurations. In four of these, being male
is a core condition, and in one, being female appears as a peripheral condition. There-
fore, Proposition 2 is supported for all conditions in the solution paths—except those
related to gender.
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It can also be observed that the prime implicants in the solutions for GenAl use
and non-use are not symmetrical. While the solution explaining GenAl use has
broader coverage, the solution for non-use shows higher consistency. Furthermore,
the number of configurations identified for explaining the intention to use versus not
to use GenAl is different. Similarly, the specific configurations leading to use and
non-use are not mirror images. For instance, in Fig. 2, the first configuration associ-
ated with USE is CON*GEN; however, in the solution for ~USE, there is no sym-
metrical prime implicant such as ~CON*~GEN.

Additionally, some variables exhibit relatively symmetrical behavior as condi-
tions for both USE and ~USE, while others do not. For example, MEQ appears as a
peripheral condition when present in USE and when absent in ~USE. DEO and REL
are the most frequent core conditions—present in USE and absent in ~USE—show-
ing a relatively symmetrical pattern. In contrast, variables such as CON, GEN, and
JOB appear less frequently in the configurations leading to use (always with their
presence) than in those leading to non-use (with their absence).

Therefore, the behavior of these factors as conditions for USE and ~USE is asym-
metrical, which supports the acceptance of Proposition 3.

Discussion
Overall discussion

This study set out to examine how higher education students ethically assess the
intensive use of generative artificial intelligence (GenAl) in the production of grad-
able academic essays, using both correlational and configurational perspectives. To
this end, two research questions were posed. The first (RQ1) investigated the overall
impact of different ethical dimensions—moral equity, relativism, consequentialism,
and deontology—as well as sociodemographic variables (gender and employment
status) on the intention to use GenAl. The second (RQ2) examined how specific
combinations of those variables configure distinct profiles of users and non-users,
using fsQCA.

Regarding RQ1, the PLS-SEM model demonstrated strong explanatory (over
60% of variance explained) and predictive capacity, supporting the robustness of the
results. Only two ethical dimensions, relativism and consequentialism, had a signifi-
cant link with the intention to use GenAl.

Consequentialism emerged as the strongest predictor, indicating that many stu-
dents assess this practice mainly based on the personal benefits they might obtain:
time optimization, reduced stress, improved grades, or compatibility with work obli-
gations. This logic aligns with utilitarian or egoistic approaches, where the moral
value of an action depends on its perceived consequences. This finding is consistent
with research in technology adoption frameworks that highlight the role of perceived
usefulness and effort expectancy in GenAl adoption in education (Al Darayseh 2023;
Al-Okaily 2025; Panggabean and Silalahi 2025; Sobaih et al. 2024; Strzelecki 2024),
as well as with hedonistic motives (Strzelecki et al. 2024). Within the MES frame-
work, consequentialism—especially in its utilitarian form—has also been found to be
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the most significant ethical basis in student behaviors such as plagiarism (Jung 2009;
Prashar et al. 2024; Yang 2012) and falsifying recommendation letters (Leonard et
al. 2017).

Relativism also showed a statistically significant impact, suggesting that the social
context—including implicit norms, peer behavior, and perceived acceptability—
plays a decisive role in the decision to use GenAl. This finding aligns with the peer
cheating effect, and with prior research on relativism as a key factor in the acceptance
of practices like software piracy, privacy violations (Jung 2009), or collaborative
chats in forbidden group settings (Yang 2012). It also corresponds to technology
acceptance models that highlight the role of social influence in GenAl adoption
among both students (Amin et al. 2025; Elshaer et al. 2024; Sobaih et al. 2024) and
teachers or researchers (Strzelecki et al. 2024).

In contrast, moral equity and deontology did not show statistically significant
effects in the correlational model. In the case of moral equity, this may be because,
although many students acknowledge that using GenAl can violate principles of jus-
tice or moral duty, such criteria are not necessarily decisive when making practi-
cal decisions under academic pressure or in contexts of normative ambiguity. Moral
equity often operates as an abstract ethical orientation, but when students face con-
crete dilemmas, such as whether to use GenAl in writing assignments, instrumental
considerations (e.g., performance, time constraints, or perceived risks of detection)
may outweigh abstract notions of fairness. In other words, while students can cogni-
tively recognize the justice implications of their behavior, these concerns may not be
sufficiently salient to restrain misconduct. This result is consistent with findings on
the lack of relevance of moral justice in explaining cheating in placement essays and
in chat rooms during supervised exams (Leonard et al. 2017).

The lack of significance of deontological judgments has also been reported in
previous studies on plagiarism (Jung 2009; Leonard et al. 2017) and placement essay
fraud (Leonard et al. 2017). A plausible explanation in our paper is that, given the
novelty of GenAl technologies, their use is still far from being fully regulated, partly
due to the limited experience of educators with these tools (Licht 2024). This norma-
tive indeterminacy prevents the establishment of clear “contracts,” leaving students
uncertain about which GenAl practices are academically inappropriate (Burrus et al.
2007). Evidence from U.S. universities highlights the absence of robust and consis-
tent frameworks on ethics, intellectual property, privacy, and the long-term pedagogi-
cal implications of GenAl (McDonald et al. 2025). Even within leading institutions,
instructors often have the autonomy to decide how to regulate Al in their courses.
While this discretion fosters innovation, it also generates uneven experiences for stu-
dents (Algahtani and Wafula 2025). Such variability may account for the absence of
clear contractual references, which in turn explains why deontology did not emerge
as a statistically significant predictor in this study.

Similarly, gender and employment status did not exhibit a significant link with
intention to use GenAl in the correlational model. Although literature suggests that
gender may influence ethical decisions (Nguyen et al. 2008), many empirical studies
report subtle or non-significant differences (Yang 2012).

However, when RQ2 is analyzed through a configurational perspective using
fsQCA, complementary and more nuanced findings emerge. The solutions for both
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use and non-use demonstrate excellent consistency (>0.8) and coverage (>0.7).
Thus, the application of MES using fsSQCA provides strong empirical performance
in this context.

Four distinct combinations of conditions were identified as leading to the intention
to use GenAl, revealing that this behavior does not stem from a single ethical logic
or user profile. These configurations include the presence of moral equity, relativism,
deontology, and/or consequentialism—supporting the hypothesized positive associa-
tion of these ethical evaluations with GenAl use. The presence of work obligations
appears in multiple paths, though as a peripheral condition. This supports the idea
that balancing work and study may facilitate GenAl use in ethically questionable
ways.

Interestingly, however, in the configurations where gender appears, it is associ-
ated with being female—contradicting the hypothesis that women are generally more
reluctant to engage in ethically questionable behavior.

The absence of relativism, consequentialism, and deontology appears as a core
condition in several configurations that lead to non-use, supporting the directional
hypothesis between ethical judgments and intention to use GenAl. Likewise, not hav-
ing work obligations is also a relevant condition.

In both use and non-use configurations, being male appears more frequently—
again contradicting the idea that women are more ethically strict in academic con-
texts. The fact that statistical differences in the intention to use GenAl between male
and female students are not significant, while the configurational analysis suggests
that women may currently be more prone to its use, could appear to contradict the
common finding that women tend to behave more ethically than men. However, this
apparent inconsistency can be explained in two ways. First, students do not perceive
clear rules regarding GenAl use, and since women are more likely to base their deci-
sions on explicit norms (Pilcher and Smith 2024), the absence of such norms may
reduce their ethical barriers in this context. Second, women have been reported to
achieve better academic performance than men (Tsaousis and Alghamdi 2022), a pat-
tern that also applies to social science studies in Spain (Ministerio de Ciencia, Inves-
tigacion y Universidades, 2024). This suggests that women may experience greater
pressure to perform academically, and the perception of such pressure can act as a
facilitator of engagement in ethically questionable practices (Clinciu et al. 2021; Rua
et al. 2024).

Additionally, the fsSQCA results confirm that the configurations explaining use and
non-use are not mirror images of each other. This causal asymmetry, common in
complex phenomena like technology adoption (Andrés-Sanchez et al. 2021; Arias-
Oliva et al. 2024), shows that the factors driving rejection are not merely the absence
of those driving adoption.

Taken together, these findings indicate that the decision to use GenAl in academic
writing is shaped by a complex moral logic that intertwines personal values, contex-
tual perceptions, and individual characteristics. The combined use of PLS-SEM and
fsQCA proved especially effective in capturing both the global influence of variables
and the diversity of ethical and sociodemographic profiles involved.
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Theoretical implications

First, this study provides empirical evidence in the field of ethical judgment regard-
ing emerging technologies in academic settings, extending the use of the Multidi-
mensional Ethics Scale (MES) to the context of GenAl. While MES has been widely
used in business and consumer contexts, its application to dishonest academic prac-
tices involving GenAl is a novel contribution. The findings confirm that ethical eval-
uations of GenAl use are not governed by a single moral perspective, but instead
reflect multiple philosophical frameworks—validating the multidimensional nature
of ethical judgment.

Second, the study contributes to academic ethics theory by showing that classical
normative frameworks such as deontology or moral equity carry less weight than
more contextual or utilitarian approaches. This suggests that students do not evaluate
academic practices solely based on universal principles, but rather relativize their
judgments according to context, pressure, or personal circumstances. Student ethics
regarding Al must therefore be understood as situated and pragmatic, rather than
strictly principled.

Third, the combined use of PLS-SEM and fsQCA offers methodological value
for research in higher education and applied ethics. While PLS-SEM identifies the
statistical strength of each variable’s influence on intention, fsSQCA uncovers causal
configurations that explain differentiated profiles of adoption or rejection. This dual
perspective helps overcome the limitations of traditional correlational models and
aligns with recent calls in the literature for mixed-method and complexity-aware
approaches to technology adoption and ethical behavior.

Implications in practice

The findings of this study carry important implications for universities, faculty, and
educational policymakers. First, the findings highlight that perceived personal use-
fulness and social acceptance are the main drivers of intensive GenAl use—even in
ethically questionable contexts. Educational institutions must recognize that honor
codes or formal rules alone may be insufficient deterrents. Instead, a proactive strat-
egy is needed—one that combines ethical training with the promotion of values such
as authenticity, commitment, and self-regulation.

Second, the fact that GenAl use is configured through multiple causal pathways,
including employment status, suggests that interventions should be tailored to stu-
dent diversity. For instance, students balancing work and study may resort to GenAl
out of necessity rather than intent to deceive. In such cases, flexible academic support
policies—like deadline extensions, personalized tutoring, or academic counseling—
could be more effective. There is no one-size-fits-all measure to discourage GenAl
misuse; rather, a range of measures may be more or less effective depending on the
student profile.

One desirable solution would be for GenAl tools to incorporate digital signatures
in their outputs, enabling educators to identify Al-generated content without rely-
ing on unreliable detectors or subjective reporting (Shaw 2025). Developers (e.g.,
OpenAl, Google) also bear ethical and technical responsibility for implementing
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safeguards—such as warnings or restrictions against requests that violate academic
norms (Shaw 2025).

Faculty, institutions, and legislators must also design meaningful learning tasks
that foster autonomy rather than merely assess superficial results (Aylsworth and
Castro 2024). In the social sciences, a responsible pedagogical integration of GenAl
requires complex, contextual assessments that limit misuse, promote GenAl as a sup-
port tool, and demand transparency—e.g., through prompt disclosure. It also calls for
incorporating ethical and cultural debates in the classroom about GenAl’s biases and
limitations (Reimer 2024). In this regard, moral education through concrete examples
and real-life applications has proven to be an extremely effective tool for promoting
ethical awareness and decision-making (Han 2025).

Finally, institutions must adopt clear, explicit policies on GenAl use and imple-
ment formal monitoring and sanction mechanisms. Responsible use of GenAl in
higher education cannot rely solely on technical regulation, but must be grounded in
cross-cutting ethical education (Aler Tubella et al. 2023). Students and faculty must
be trained not only as technical users but as citizens capable of developing, assessing,
and applying GenAl ethically and responsibly (Batista et al. 2024).

Ultimately, the study highlights the importance of fostering a culture of academic
integrity, where ethics is not limited to rule compliance but forms part of comprehen-
sive training. This includes both formal instruction and opportunities for deliberation
around real-life dilemmas, encouraging students to engage in reasoned, reflective
positioning (Cunha et al. 2016).

Conclusions
Main findings

The paper examined the ethical judgment made by university students concern-
ing using generative artificial intelligence (GenAl) for academic essay writing. It
explored both the global influence of ethical and sociodemographic variables using a
correlational approach, and the causal configurations underlying students’ decisions
through fsQCA. By combining PLS-SEM and fsQCA, the study provides robust
answers to both research questions.

First, the findings confirm that not all ethical dimensions have the same explana-
tory power. Consequentialism emerged as the main determinant of the intention to
use GenAl, followed by relativism. This suggests that students’ decisions are driven
less by normative principles (such as moral duty or justice) and more by expected
personal benefits and what they perceive as socially acceptable within their peer
environment. In contrast, moral equity and deontology did not exhibit statistically
significant effects. Regarding moral equity, this may reflect a disconnection between
abstract ethical judgments and practical decision-making under conditions of aca-
demic pressure. As for deontology, its lack of significance may be explained by the
normative ambiguity that currently surrounds the use of GenAl in academic contexts.

The configurational logic reveals that the intention to use or reject GenAl is
explained by multiple causal pathways, in which various combinations of ethical and
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sociodemographic factors lead to similar outcomes. This diversity of profiles contra-
dicts the notion of a single “typical” GenAl user and underscores the contingent and
contextual nature of ethical judgment in academic scenarios.

The study also confirms the asymmetry between the configurations that explain
GenAl use and those that explain its rejection. This means that the factors that drive
adoption are not merely the absence of those that drive rejection, and vice versa. Such
asymmetry highlights the complexity of the phenomenon and reinforces the value of
configurational methods for capturing it.

Although sociodemographic variables did not show significant effects in the PLS-
SEM model, job status and gender did play a relevant role in some causal configura-
tions, particularly among non-user profiles. This finding suggests that their influence
is not linear or uniform, but rather context-dependent, shaped by the ethical frame-
works in which students are situated. In fact, the configurational analysis suggests
that the absence of clear rules on how to use GenAl in the university setting, com-
bined with the potentially greater pressure on women to perform, may give rise to
gender-specific profiles that are more prone to its use.

Limitations of the study

This study presents several limitations that should be acknowledged. A key limita-
tion is its reliance on a single-country dataset with a modest sample size. While not
optimal, it should be noted that previous research applying the MES has also relied
on relatively small samples (e.gJung 2009; Leonard et al. 2017; Shawver and Sen-
netti 2009), and from the perspective of the analytical tools employed, the size of our
sample is acceptable. Moreover, the sample consists exclusively of social science
students from a couple of Spanish higher education institutions, which restricts the
applicability of the findings to other cultural, geographical, or disciplinary settings.
Ethical perceptions of GenAl use may differ substantially among students in engi-
neering, health sciences, the arts, or other domains, as well as in countries where
institutional policies toward these technologies are either stricter or more permissive.
It should also be emphasized that the findings of this study may prove useful for sub-
sequent reviews and meta-analyses, enriching comparative analyses across countries,
disciplines, or cultures.

From a statistical perspective, our sample is comparable to those studies and ade-
quate to support the analyses conducted. With regard to gender differences, while the
configurational results suggesting a greater propensity among women to use GenAl
might appear to contradict the traditional view that women behave more ethically
than men, this inconsistency highlights an important research avenue. Rather than
being “less ethical,” women may operate according to different ethical patterns, par-
ticularly under academic pressure or normative ambiguity.

The study relies on a hypothetical scenario in which students are under academic
pressure and use GenAl extensively. While this approach standardizes responses,
it may not accurately reflect students’ actual behavior in real-life contexts. Thus, a
potential intention—behavior gap may exist.

Finally, the study does not incorporate other potentially relevant explanatory
variables, such as technological familiarity, academic performance, perceived stress
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levels, or the clarity of institutional policies, all of which could influence student
decisions.

Moreover, the study relies on cross-sectional survey data, capturing a “snapshot”
of students’ ethical perceptions at a specific point in time—during an early phase in
the implementation and regulation of GenAl in higher education. While this is useful
for identifying early trends and emerging attitudes, it does not allow for an analy-
sis of how these perceptions may evolve. Future research should adopt longitudinal
approaches to examine the trajectory of ethical judgment over time, offering a more
dynamic and contextualized view of GenAl’s risks, benefits, and acceptability at dif-
ferent stages of academic integration.

Future research directions

Based on these limitations, several future research avenues emerge that could broaden
and deepen understanding of applied ethics related to GenAl in higher education.

First, it would be valuable to replicate this study in other educational and cultural
contexts, across various academic disciplines and universities in different countries.
This would enable comparisons of ethical judgment patterns and adoption strate-
gies, and allow for an assessment of the universality or cultural specificity of the
phenomenon.

Second, future studies could use longitudinal or experimental designs to observe
how ethical judgments and actual behaviors evolve in response to GenAl use. This
would allow for a clearer contrast between declared intentions and real actions, and
help analyze the influence of time, evaluation type, or institutional communication.

Third, incorporating additional variables such as technical knowledge of Al, aca-
demic self-efficacy, perceived time pressure, or clarity of institutional policies regard-
ing GenAl would help develop more comprehensive models that capture cognitive,
emotional, and structural dimensions of ethical decision-making.

With regard to gender differences, although the configurational results suggesting
a greater propensity among women to use GenAl might seem to contradict the tra-
ditional view that women behave more ethically than men, this inconsistency opens
an important line of inquiry. Rather than indicating that one gender is “less ethical,”
the evidence may suggest that men and women operate according to different ethical
patterns, particularly when facing academic pressure or normative ambiguity. Future
studies should therefore investigate the potential moderating role of gender in the
relationship between ethical dimensions and academic decision-making, using larger
and more diverse samples to validate and extend these findings.

Finally, future research could explore the impact of ethics-based educational inter-
ventions to assess whether guided reflection on moral dilemmas—such as the use of
GenAl—modifies students’ attitudes and behaviors. In a context where Al is increas-
ingly embedded in educational processes, fostering a situated, critical, and delibera-
tive ethical mindset becomes a central pedagogical objective.

Author contributions Conceptualization, A.P.-P. and M.A.-O.; methodology, A.P.-P. and M.S.-R.;
software: J.d.A.-S.; validation: M.A.-O.; formal analysis: A.P.-P.; investigation. A.P.-P. and M.A.-O.;
resources, M.S.-R.; data curation, J.d.A.-S.; writing—original draft preparation, A.P.-P. and J.d.A.-S.;

SN Social Sciences
A SPRINGERNATURE journal



SN Social Sciences (2026) 6:18 Page 27 of 33 18

writing—review and editing, M.S.-R.; visualization, J.d.A.-S.; supervision, M.S.-R.; project administra-
tion, M.A.-O. and M.S.-R.; funding acquisition: J.d.A.-S. and M.A.-O. All authors have read and agreed
to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding Open Access funding provided thanks to the CRUE-CSIC agreement with Springer Nature. This
research was supported by Telefonica and the Telefonica Chair on Smart Cities of the Universitat Rovira i
Virgili and Universitat de Barcelona (project number: 42. DB.00.18.00).

Data availability The data supporting the analysis is available upon reasonable request.

Code availability Not applicable.

Declarations

Institutional review board (1) All participants received detailed written information about the study and
procedure; (2) no data directly or indirectly related to the health of the subjects were collected, and there-
fore the Declaration of Helsinki was not mentioned when informing the subjects; (3) the anonymity of the
collected data was ensured at all times; (4) the research received a favorable evaluation from the Ethics
Committee of a researchers’ institution (CE_20250710_10_SOC).

Informed consent All respondents gave permission for the processing of their responses for the content
of this publication.

Conflict of interest The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License,
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative
Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line
to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use
is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission
directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licen
ses/by/4.0/.

References

Acampa S (2025) Imagining Al: exploring narratives and sociotechnical imaginaries between utopias and
dystopias. SN Soc Sci 5(7):90. https://doi.org/10.1007/s43545-025-01130-9

Ahadzadeh AS, Ong FS, Deng R, Ali RS (2023) Unravelling the relationship between competitiveness
trait and intention to use memory implants: the moderating roles of moral equity, egoism, and utili-
tarianism. Int J Hum—Comput Interact 39:1-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2023.2291621

Al Darayseh A (2023) Acceptance of artificial intelligence in teaching science: science teachers’ perspec-
tive. Comput Educ Artif Intell 4:100132. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2023.100132

Aler Tubella A, Mora-Cantallops M, Nieves JC (2023) How to teach responsible Al in higher education:
challenges and opportunities. Ethics Inf Technol 26(1):3. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-023-09733-7

Alexander L, Moore M (2024) Deontological ethics. In: Zalta EN, Nodelman U (eds) The Stanford ency-
clopedia of Philosophy, winter 2024 Edn. Stanford University, Stanford. https://plato.stanford.edu/e
ntries/ethics-deontological/ Accessed in 2024.

Alier M, Garcia-Pefialvo F, Camba JD (2024) Generative artificial intelligence in education: from decep-
tive to disruptive. Int J Interact Multimed Artif Intell 8(5):5-14. https://doi.org/10.9781/ijimai.2024
.02.011

SN Social Sciences
A SPRINGERNATURE journal


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43545-025-01130-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2023.2291621
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2023.100132
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-023-09733-7
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/ethics-deontological/
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/ethics-deontological/
https://doi.org/10.9781/ijimai.2024.02.011
https://doi.org/10.9781/ijimai.2024.02.011

18 Page 28 of 33 SN Social Sciences (2026) 6:18

Al-Okaily M (2025) ChatGPT as an educational resource for accounting students: expanding the classical
TAM model. Educ Inf Technol. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-025-13391-1

Algahtani N, Wafula Z (2025) Artificial intelligence integration: pedagogical strategies and policies at
leading universities. Innovative Higher Educ 50(2):665-684. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-024-0
9749-x

Amin M, Al, Kim YS, Noh M (2025) Unveiling the drivers of ChatGPT utilization in higher education
sectors: the direct role of perceived knowledge and the mediating role of trust in ChatGPT. Educ Inf
Technol 30(6):7265-7291. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-024-13095-y

Andersen S, Hjortskov M (2019) The unnoticed influence of peers on educational preferences. Behav
Public Policy 6(4):530-553. https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2019.14

Andrés-Sanchez J, Arias-Oliva M, Pelegrin-Borondo J (2021) The influence of ethical judgements on
acceptance and non-acceptance of wearables and insideables: fuzzy set qualitative comparative anal-
ysis. Technol Soc 67:101689. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2021.101689

Arias-Oliva M, Gené-Albesa J, Andrés-Sanchez JD, Llorens-Marin M (2024) Fuzzy set qualitative com-
parative analysis of loyalty programmes powered with blockchain via a UTAUT2 framework. Infor-
mation 15(12):757. https://doi.org/10.3390/info15120757

Arias-Oliva M, Pelegrin-Borondo J, Almahameed AA, Andrés-Sanchez JD (2021) Ethical attitudes toward
COVID-19 passports: evidences from Spain. Int J Environ Res Public Health 18(24):13098. https://
doi.org/10.3390/ijerph182413098

Ashley S, Schaap H, Bruijn E (2017) Revealing conceptual Understanding of international business.
Assess Eval High Educ 42(5):690—704. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2016.1178212

Aylsworth T, Castro C (2024) Should I use ChatGPT to write my papers? Philos Technol 37:117. https://d
0i.0rg/10.1007/513347-024-00809-w

Baghramian M, Carter JA (2025) Relativism. In: Zalta EN, Nodelman U (eds) The Stanford Encyclopedia
of Philosophy, Spring 2025 edn. Stanford University, Stanford. https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/rel
ativism/. Accessed on 2024

Barbosa J (2024) Higher education in ethics and deontology: student’s perspective survey. WSEAS Trans
Adv Eng Educ 21:128-138. https://doi.org/10.37394/232010.2024.21.16

Batista J, Mesquita A, Carnaz G (2024) Generative Al and higher education: Trends, challenges, and future
directions from a systematic literature review. Information 15(11):676. https://doi.org/10.3390/info
15110676

Berei EB (2020) The social responsibility among higher education students. Educ Sci 10(3):66. https://do
i.0org/10.3390/educscil 0030066

Bikanga Ada M (2024) It helps with crap lecturers and their low effort: investigating computer science
students’ perceptions of using ChatGPT for learning. Educ Sci 14(10):1106. https://doi.org/10.3390
/educscil4101106

Birkland JLH (2019) In: Gerontechnology (ed) Understanding the ICT user typology and the user types.
Emerald, Bingley, pp 95-106. https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-78743-291-820191009

Brosnan M et al (2023) A multi-institution study of the impacts of concurrent work and study among uni-
versity students in Australia. High Educ Res Dev. https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2023.2287722

Burgason KA, Sefiha O, Briggs L (2019) Cheating is in the eye of the beholder: an evolving Understand-
ing of academic misconduct. Innov High Educ 44(3):203-218. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-01
9-9457-3

Burrus RT, McGoldrick K, Schuhmann PW (2007) Self-reports of student cheating: does a definition of
cheating matter? J Econ Educ 38(1):3-16. https://doi.org/10.3200/JECE.38.1.3-17

Camilleri MA (2024) Factors affecting performance expectancy and intentions to use chatgpt: using Smart-
PLS to advance an information technology acceptance framework. Technol Forecast Soc Change
201:123247. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2024.123247

Chantrea B, Chansophy H, Chantyta H (2023) Working and studying at the same time. The University of
Cambodia, Phnom Penh. https://uc.edu.kh/userfiles/image/2018/Working%20and%20Studying%20
at%20the%20Same%20Time.pdf. Accessed on 2024

Chen S-W (2023) Learning motivations and effort beliefs in Confucian cultural context: A dual-mode
theoretical framework of achievement goal. Front Psychol 14:1058456. https://doi.org/10.3389/fps
yg.2023.1058456

Cheung GW, Cooper-Thomas HD, Lau RS, Wang LC (2024) Reporting reliability, convergent and dis-
criminant validity with structural equation modeling: A review and best-practice recommendations.
Asia Pac J Manag 41(2):745-783. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-023-09871-y

SN Social Sciences
A SPRINGERNATURE journal


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-025-13391-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-024-09749-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-024-09749-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-024-13095-y
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2019.14
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2021.101689
https://doi.org/10.3390/info15120757
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph182413098
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph182413098
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2016.1178212
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13347-024-00809-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13347-024-00809-w
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/relativism/
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/relativism/
https://doi.org/10.37394/232010.2024.21.16
https://doi.org/10.3390/info15110676
https://doi.org/10.3390/info15110676
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10030066
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10030066
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci14101106
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci14101106
https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-78743-291-820191009
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2023.2287722
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-019-9457-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-019-9457-3
https://doi.org/10.3200/JECE.38.1.3-17
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2024.123247
https://uc.edu.kh/userfiles/image/2018/Working%20and%20Studying%20at%20the%20Same%20Time.pdf
https://uc.edu.kh/userfiles/image/2018/Working%20and%20Studying%20at%20the%20Same%20Time.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1058456
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1058456
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-023-09871-y

SN Social Sciences (2026) 6:18 Page 29 of 33 18

Clinciu Al, Cazan A-M, Ives B (2021) Academic dishonesty and academic adjustment among the students
at university level: an exploratory study. SAGE Open 11(2):21582440211021839. https://doi.org/10
1177/21582440211021839

Cohen JR, Pant LW, Sharp DJ (2001) An examination of differences in ethical decision-making between
Canadian business students and accounting professionals. J Bus Ethics 30(4):319-336. https://doi.o
rg/10.1023/A:1010745425675

Cruz CA, Shafer WE, Strawser JR (2000) A multidimensional analysis of tax practitioners’ ethical judg-
ments. J] Bus Ethics 24(3):223-244. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006140809998

Cunha M, Figueiredo J, Breia J, Pina J, Almeida S, Oliveira T (2016) Morality and ethical acting in higher
education students. Eur Proc Soc Behav Sci 98—106. https://doi.org/10.15405/epsbs.2016.11.75

Dahl BM, Vasset F, Frilund M (2023) Students’ approaches to scientific essay writing as an educational
method in higher education: A mixed methods study. Soc Sci Humanit Open 7(1):100389

Dalbert C, Schneidewind U, Saalbach A (2007) Justice judgments concerning grading in school. Contemp
Educ Psychol 32(3):420-433. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2006.05.003

de Andrés-Sanchez J, de Torres-Burgos F (2021) Evaluacion ética de Atletas y triatletas espafioles sobre
Uso de La tecnologia vaporfly. Rev Iberoam Cienc Act Fis Deporte 10(3):139-159. https://doi.org/1
0.24310/riccafd.2021.v10i3.12840

Deigh J (2010) Egoism. An introduction to ethics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp 25-55.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511750519

de Licht K F (2024) Generative artificial intelligence in higher education: why the banning approach to
student use is sometimes morally justified. Philos Technol 37(3):113. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1334
7-024-00799-9

De Ruyter D, Schinkel A (2017) Ethics education at the university: from teaching an ethics module to
education for the good life. Bordon Rev Pedagogia 69(4):125—138. https://doi.org/10.13042/Bordo
n.2017.690409

Dwivedi YK et al (2023) Opinion paper: so what if ChatGPT wrote it? Multidisciplinary perspectives on
opportunities, challenges and implications of generative conversational Al for research, practice and
policy. Int J Inf Manag 71:102642. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2023.102642

Elshaer 1A, Hasanein AM, Sobaih AEE (2024) The moderating effects of gender and study discipline in
the relationship between university students’ acceptance and use of ChatGPT. Eur J Investig Health
Psychol Educ 14(7):1981-1995. https://doi.org/10.3390/ejihpe 14070132

Farangi MR, Nejadghanbar H, Hu G (2025) Use of generative Al in research: ethical considerations and
emotional experiences. Ethics Behav 35(7):527-543. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2024.2420
133

Farrelly T, Baker N (2023) Generative artificial intelligence: implications and considerations for higher
education practice. Educ Sci 13(11):1109. https://doi.org/10.3390/educscil3111109

Faul F, Erdfelder E, Buchner A, Lang A-G (2009) Statistical power analyses using G*Power 3.1: tests for
correlation and regression analyses. Behav Res Methods 41:1149-1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/BR
M.41.4.1149

Fiss PC (2011) Building better causal theories: A fuzzy set approach to typologies in organization research.
Acad Manag J 54(2):393-420. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.60263120

Gauttier S (2019) I’ve got you under my skin’ — The role of ethical consideration in the (non-)acceptance of
insideables in the workplace. Technol Soc 56:93—-108. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2018.09.008

Grithn D, Cheng Y (2014) A self-correcting approach to multiple-choice exams improves students’ learn-
ing. Teach Psychol 41(4):335-339. https://doi.org/10.1177/0098628314549706

Hair JF, Risher JJ, Sarstedt M, Ringle CM (2019) When to use and how to report the results of PLS-SEM.
Eur Bus Rev 31(1):2-24. https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203

Han H (2025) Why do we need to employ exemplars in moral education? Insights from recent advances
in research on artificial intelligence. Ethics Behav 35(4):259-276. https://doi.org/10.1080/1050842
2.2024.2347661

Ibrahim F, Miinscher J-C, Daseking M, Telle N-T (2025) The technology acceptance model and adopter
type analysis in the context of artificial intelligence. Front Artif Intell 7:1496518. https://doi.org/10.
3389/frai.2024.1496518

Jo H (2026) The impact of guilt on student interactions with generative Al technology. Ethics Behav
36(1):13-39. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2025.2466152

Jones K, Leonard LN (2016) Applying the multidimensional ethics scale in C2C e-commerce. Issues Inf
Syst 17(1):26-36. https://doi.org/10.48009/1 iis 2016 26-36

SN Social Sciences
A SPRINGERNATURE journal


https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211021839
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211021839
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010745425675
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010745425675
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006140809998
https://doi.org/10.15405/epsbs.2016.11.75
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2006.05.003
https://doi.org/10.24310/riccafd.2021.v10i3.12840
https://doi.org/10.24310/riccafd.2021.v10i3.12840
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511750519
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13347-024-00799-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13347-024-00799-9
https://doi.org/10.13042/Bordon.2017.690409
https://doi.org/10.13042/Bordon.2017.690409
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2023.102642
https://doi.org/10.3390/ejihpe14070132
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2024.2420133
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2024.2420133
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci13111109
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.60263120
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2018.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0098628314549706
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2024.2347661
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2024.2347661
https://doi.org/10.3389/frai.2024.1496518
https://doi.org/10.3389/frai.2024.1496518
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2025.2466152
https://doi.org/10.48009/1_iis_2016_26-36

18 Page 30 of 33 SN Social Sciences (2026) 6:18

Jung 1 (2009) Ethical judgments and behaviors: applying a multidimensional ethics scale to measuring
ICT ethics of college students. Comput Educ 53(3):940-949. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2
009.05.011

Kasneci E et al (2023) ChatGPT for good? On opportunities and challenges of large Language models for
education. Learn Individ Differ 103:102274. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1indif.2023.102274

Killen M (2018) The origins of morality: social equality, fairness, and justice. Philos Psychol 31(5):767—
803. https://doi.org/10.1080/09515089.2018.1486612

Leonard LN, Riemenschneider CK, Manly TS (2017) Ethical behavioral intention in an academic setting:
models and predictors. J Acad Ethics 15:141-166. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10805-017-9273-2

Li GY, Fwu B-J, Yang T-R, Chen Y (2023) To approach or to avoid: the quadripolar model of achievement
motivation revisited in a Confucian-heritage context. Front Psychol 13:1046775. https://doi.org/10.
3389/fpsyg.2022.1046775

Lukeman H (1992) First year student essays in humanities and social sciences: the need for new para-
digms. Aust Int J Rural Educ 2(2):37—40. https://doi.org/10.47381/aijre.v2i2.367

Mandal S, Bakshi A, Sareen S (2025) Examining teachers’ competencies in generative Al-enabled higher
education: scale development and validation for empirical research. SN Soc Sci 5(4):36. https://doi.
org/10.1007/543545-025-01068-y

McDonald N, Johri A, Ali A, Collier AH (2025) Generative artificial intelligence in higher education:
evidence from an analysis of institutional policies and guidelines. Comput Hum Behav: Artif Hum
100:121. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chbah.2025.100121

Menon D, Shilpa K (2023) Chatting with chatgpt: analyzing the factors influencing users’ intention to use
openai’s ChatGPT using the UTAUT model. Heliyon 9(11):e20142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyo
n.2023.e20962

Ministerio Espafiol, de Ciencia, Investigacién y Universidades (2024) Indicadores de rendimiento aca-
démico y de transicion a master de estudiantes de grado: Tasa de rendimiento, éxito y evaluacion
(estudiantes matriculados) por tipo y modalidad de la universidad, ambito de estudio y sexo. Ministe-
rio Espanol de Ciencia, Investigacion y Universidades. Available via Ministerio Espafol de Ciencia,
Investigacion y Universidades. https://estadisticas.universidades.gob.es. Accessed 2024

Monib WK, Qazi A, Mahmud MM (2025) Exploring learners’ experiences and perceptions of ChatGPT
as a learning tool in higher education. Educ Inf Technol 30(1):917-939. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10
639-024-13065-4

Nguyen NT, Basuray MT, Smith WP, Kopka D, McCulloh D (2008) Moral issues and gender differences
in ethical judgment using Reidenbach and robin’s (1990) multidimensional ethics scale: implications
in teaching of business ethics. J Bus Ethics 77:417-430. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9357-9

Nussbaum M, Sen A (1993) The quality of life. Clarendon, Oxford

Oates A, Johnson D (2025) ChatGPT in the classroom: evaluating its role in fostering critical evaluation
skills. Int J Artif Intell Educ. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40593-024-00452-8

Pacifico A, Gandolfo PH (2016) Estudios Superiores y trabajo: implicancias de Su simultaneidad. Cienc
Econ 13(1):153-160. https://doi.org/10.14409/ce.v1i0.5997

Panggabean EM, Silalahi ADK (2025) How do chatgpt’s benefit-risk-coping paradoxes impact higher
education in Taiwan and indonesia? Comput Educ Artif Intell 8:100412. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.c
acai.2025.100412

Pappas 10, Woodside AG (2021) Fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fSQCA): guidelines for
research practice in information systems and marketing. Int J Inf Manag 58:102310. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2021.102310

Pelegrin-Borondo J, Arias-Oliva M, Murata K, Souto-Romero M (2020) Does ethical judgment determine
the decision to become a cyborg? J Bus Ethics 161(1):5-17. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-39
70-7

Peng M (2022) The sources and influencing factors of egoism and altruism. In: Proc 8th Int Conf Humanit
Soc Sci Res (ICHSSR 2022) 664:2200-2211. https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.220504.399

Perry AH, Rettinger, DA, Stephens JM, Anderman EM, McTernan ML, Tatum H, McNally D, Cullen C,
Bertram Gallant T (2025) From institutional climate to moral attitudes: examining theoretical models
of academic misconduct. Ethics Behav 1-18 https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2025.2514577

Pilcher JJ, Smith PD (2024) Social context during moral decision-making impacts males more than
females. Front Psychol 15:1397069. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1397069

Prajapati JB et al (2024) Artificial intelligence-assisted generative pretrained Transformers for applications
of ChatGPT in higher education among graduates. SN Soc Sci 4(2):19. https://doi.org/10.1007/s43
545-023-00818-0

SN Social Sciences
A SPRINGERNATURE journal


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2009.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2009.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2023.102274
https://doi.org/10.1080/09515089.2018.1486612
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10805-017-9273-2
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1046775
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1046775
https://doi.org/10.47381/aijre.v2i2.367
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43545-025-01068-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43545-025-01068-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chbah.2025.100121
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e20962
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e20962
https://estadisticas.universidades.gob.es
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-024-13065-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-024-13065-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9357-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40593-024-00452-8
https://doi.org/10.14409/ce.v1i0.5997
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2025.100412
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeai.2025.100412
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2021.102310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2021.102310
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3970-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3970-7
https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.220504.399
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2025.2514577
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1397069
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43545-023-00818-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43545-023-00818-0

SN Social Sciences (2026) 6:18 Page 31 0f33 18

Prashar P, Gupta Y, Dwivedi YK (2024) Plagiarism awareness efforts, students’ ethical judgment and
behaviors: A longitudinal experiment study on ethical nuances of plagiarism in higher education.
Stud High Educ 49(6):929-955. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2023.2253835

Pérez-Portabella A, Arias-Oliva M, Padilla-Castillo G, de Andrés-Sanchez J (2025) Passing with chatgpt?
Ethical evaluations of generative Al use in higher education. Digital 5(3):33. https://doi.org/10.339
0/digital5030033

Rachels J, Rachels S (2012) The elements of moral philosophy, 7th edn. McGraw-Hill, New York

Rae S (2018) Moral choices: an introduction to ethics. Zondervan Academic, Grand Rapids

Ragin CC (1999) Using qualitative comparative analysis to study causal complexity. Health Serv Res 34(5
Pt 2):1225-1239

Ragin CC, Davey S (2022) Fuzzy-Set/Qualitative comparative analysis 4.0. Irvine. Department of Sociol-
ogy, University of California, California

Ramberg J, Modin B (2019) School effectiveness and student cheating: do students’ grades and moral
standards matter for this relationship? Soc Psychol Educ 22:1313-1337. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1
1218-019-09486-6

Reidenbach RE, Robin DP (1990) Toward the development of a multidimensional scale for improving
evaluations of business ethics. J Bus Ethics 9(8):639—653. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00383391

Reimer EC (2024) Examining the role of generative Al in enhancing social work education: an analysis
of curriculum and assessment design. Soc Sci 13(12):648. https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci13120648

Reinares-Lara E, Olarte-Pascual C, Pelegrin-Borondo J (2018) Do you want to be a cyborg? The moderat-
ing effect of ethics on neural implant acceptance. Comput Hum Behav 85:43—53. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.chb.2018.03.032

Ringle CM, Wende S, Becker J-M (2024) SmartPLS 4. SmartPLS, Bonningstedt. https://www.smartpls.
com

Rosen S, Dreskin S (2024) Cheating in school: a nuanced issue? The Berkeley High Jacket. Available via
The Berkeley High Jacket. https://berkeleyhighjacket.com. Accessed 2024

Roxas ML, Stoneback JY (2004) The importance of gender across cultures in ethical decision-making. J
Bus Ethics 50(2):149-165. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000022127.51047 .ef

Rua T, Lawter L, Andreassi J (2024) The ethical student scale: development of a new measure. Organ
Manag J 21(3):117-128. https://doi.org/10.1108/OMJ-03-2023-1831

Rudko I, Bashirpour Bonab A (2025) ChatGPT is incredible (at being average). Ethics Inf Technol
27(3):36. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-025-09845-2

Rutten R, Rubinson C (2022) A vocabulary for QCA. Sage, Thousand Oaks

Santalla-Banderali Z, Alvarado JM, Malavé J (2024) Escala multidimensional de ética (MES-30): Version
espafola y estructura factorial. Rev Iberoam Diagn Eval Psicol 3(73):133-150. https://doi.org/10.2
1865/RIDEP73.3.10

Schumacker RE, Lomax RG (2010) A beginner’s guide to structural equation modeling, 3rd edn. Rout-
ledge/Taylor & Francis Group.

Sharma PN, Liengaard BD, Hair JF, Sarstedt M, Ringle CM (2023) Predictive model assessment and selec-
tion in composite-based modelling using PLS-SEM: extensions and guidelines for using CVPAT. Eur
J Mark 57(6):1662—-1677. https://doi.org/10.1108/EIM-08-2020-0636

Shaver R (2023) Egoism. In: Zalta EN, Nodelman U (eds) The Stanford encyclopedia of Philosophy,
spring 2023 Edn. Stanford University, Stanford. https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/egoism/ Accessed
on 2025.

Shaw D (2025) The digital erosion of intellectual integrity: why misuse of generative Al is worse than
plagiarism. Al Soc. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-025-02362-2

Shawver TJ, Sennetti JT (2009) Measuring ethical sensitivity and evaluation. J Bus Ethics 88(4):663-678.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9973-z

Shi Z, Yang B, Chen B, Chen X, Qu Y (2023) What motivates Chinese mothers’ involvement in ado-
lescents’ learning? Longitudinal investigation on the role of mothers’ expectations of adolescents’
family obligations and adolescents’ academic performance. Behav Sci 13(8):632. https://doi.org/10
.3390/bs13080632

Simén H, Casado Diaz JM, Castejon Costa JL (2017) Analisis de La actividad Laboral de Los estudi-
antes universitarios y de Sus efectos sobre El rendimiento académico. Electron J Res Educ Psychol
15(2):281-306. https://doi.org/10.14204/ejrep.42.16066

Sinnott-Armstrong W (2023) Consequentialism. In: Zalta EN (ed) The Stanford encyclopedia of philoso-
phy. Stanford University, Stanford. https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/consequentialism/ Accessed on
2025.

SN Social Sciences
A SPRINGERNATURE journal


https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2023.2253835
https://doi.org/10.3390/digital5030033
https://doi.org/10.3390/digital5030033
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-019-09486-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-019-09486-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00383391
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci13120648
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.03.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.03.032
https://www.smartpls.com
https://www.smartpls.com
https://berkeleyhighjacket.com
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000022127.51047.ef
https://doi.org/10.1108/OMJ-03-2023-1831
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-025-09845-2
https://doi.org/10.21865/RIDEP73.3.10
https://doi.org/10.21865/RIDEP73.3.10
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-08-2020-0636
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/egoism/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-025-02362-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9973-z
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs13080632
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs13080632
https://doi.org/10.14204/ejrep.42.16066
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/consequentialism/

18 Page 32 of 33 SN Social Sciences (2026) 6:18

Sobaih AEEE, Elshaer IA, Hasanein AM (2024) Examining students’ acceptance and use of ChatGPT in
Saudi Arabian higher education. Eur J Investig Health Psychol Educ 14(3):709-721. https://doi.org
/10.3390/ejihpe 14030047

Soelistiyono A, Chen FC (2023) Exploration of studying while working part-time simultaneously with 15
Indonesian students in taiwan: A public university case study. Int J Prof Bus Rev 8(5):1-13. https://d
oi.org/10.26668/businessreview/2023.v8i5.2011

Standley N, Fesmer L (2023) Most university students working paid jobs, survey shows. BBC News.
Available via BBC. https://www.bbc.com. Accessed 2025

Strzelecki A (2024) To use or not to use ChatGPT in higher education? A study of students’ acceptance
and use of technology. Interact Learn Environ 32(9):5142-5155. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820
.2023.2209881

Strzelecki A, Cicha K, Rizun M, Rutecka P (2024) Acceptance and use of ChatGPT in the academic com-
munity. Educ Inf Technol 29(17):22943-22968. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-024-12765-1

Thornberg R (2007) A classmate in distress: schoolchildren as bystanders and their reasons for how they
act. Soc Psychol Educ 10:5-28. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-006-9009-4

Tlais S et al (2025) Artificial intelligence in higher education: Early perspectives from Lebanese STEM
faculty. TechTrends. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-025-01061-5

Tomova L, Andrews JL, Blakemore SJ (2021) The importance of belonging and the avoidance of social
risk taking in adolescence. Dev Rev 61:100981. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2021.100981

Tsaousis I, Alghamdi MH (2022) Examining academic performance across gender differently: measure-
ment invariance and latent mean differences using bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals.
Front Psychol 13:896638. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.896638

Vasquez-Salgado Y, Greenfield PM, Guan SA (2021) Home-school cultural value mismatch: antecedents
and consequences in a multi-ethnic sample transitioning to college. Front Psychol 12:618479. https:
//doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.618479

Woodside AG (2014) Embrace perform model: complexity theory, contrarian case analysis, and multiple
realities. J Bus Res 67(12):2495-2503. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.07.006

Wyland RL, Lester SW, Mone MA, Winkel DE (2013) Work and school at the same time? A conflict
perspective of the work—school interface. J Leadersh Organ Stud 20(3):346-357. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1548051813484360

Yang SC (2012) Ethical academic judgments and behaviors: applying a multidimensional ethics scale to
measure the ethical academic behavior of graduate students. Ethics Behav 22(4):281-296. https://do
i.0rg/10.1080/10508422.2012.672907

Yu H (2023) Reflection on whether ChatGPT should be banned by academia from the perspective of edu-
cation and teaching. Front Psychol 14:1181712. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1181712

Zhao L et al (2022) Academic dishonesty and its relations to peer cheating and culture: A meta-analysis
of the perceived peer cheating effect. Educ Res Rev 36:100455. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.20
22.100455

SN Social Sciences
A SPRINGERNATURE journal


https://doi.org/10.3390/ejihpe14030047
https://doi.org/10.3390/ejihpe14030047
https://doi.org/10.26668/businessreview/2023.v8i5.2011
https://doi.org/10.26668/businessreview/2023.v8i5.2011
https://www.bbc.com
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2023.2209881
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2023.2209881
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-024-12765-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-006-9009-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-025-01061-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2021.100981
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.896638
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.618479
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.618479
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051813484360
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051813484360
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2012.672907
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2012.672907
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1181712
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2022.100455
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2022.100455

SN Social Sciences (2026) 6:18 Page 33 0f33 18

Authors and Affiliations

Antonio Pérez-Portabella’?® . Jorge de Andrés-Sanchez>® .
Mario Arias-Oliva*® . Mar Souto-Romero®

< Jorge de Andrés-Sanchez
jorge.deandres@urv.cat

Antonio Pérez-Portabella
antonio.perezportabella@urv.cat

Mario Arias-Oliva
mario.arias@ucm.es

Mar Souto-Romero

mar.souto@urjc.es

Universitat Rovira i Virgili (Estudis de Comunicacio), Tarragona, Spain
2 Universidad Complutense de Madrid, Madrid, Spain

Universitat Rovira i Virgili (Social and Business Research Lab. and Department of Business
Administration), Reus, Spain

Universidad Complutense de Madrid (Marketing Department), Madrid, Spain

Universidad Rey Juan Carlos (Department of Business Economics), Madrid, Spain

SN Social Sciences
A SPRINGERNATURE journal


http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9684-9417
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7715-779X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6874-4036
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9364-3539

	﻿Explaining higher education social sciences students’ misuse of generative artificial intelligence: evidence from a multidimensional ethics scale
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Introduction
	﻿Model development
	﻿﻿Statistical hypotheses regarding the influence of ethical constructs on GenAI use
	﻿﻿Moral equity
	﻿Relativism
	﻿Consequentialism
	﻿Deontology


	﻿The influence of gender and employment status on ethical perceptions about employing GenAI
	﻿Differences in perceptions of GenAI use by gender
	﻿The student’s employment status

	﻿Development of configurational propositions
	﻿Data and methods
	﻿Sampling
	﻿Sample profile and sample size
	﻿Measurement model
	﻿Data analysis

	﻿Results
	﻿Descriptive statistics and analysis of the measurement model
	﻿PLS-SEM assessment. Response to the research question 1
	﻿Results of the fsQCA. Response of the research question 2

	﻿Discussion
	﻿Overall discussion
	﻿Theoretical implications
	﻿Implications in practice

	﻿Conclusions
	﻿Main findings
	﻿Limitations of the study
	﻿Future research directions

	﻿References


