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Position paper

Plagiarism, theft, and truth: Understanding academic

integrity as a way of knowing

Jonathan Faerber

Abstract

Universities have historically used moral rhetoric to describe and discourage plagiarism involving human authors,
specifically by comparing or defining plagiarism as a form of theft. However, some forms of contemporary
plagiarism involve artificial intelligence rather than human intelligence alone, and the absence of interpersonal
moral harms in such cases arguably poses a problem for historical descriptions and definitions of plagiarism.
After summarizing arguments against historical definitions of plagiarism, | suggest that new forms of plagiarism
also transcend these moral comparisons and definitions. Ultimately, | propose a non-moral model of academic
integrity that can better support policy decisions and academic conversations about plagiarism, especially in
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Introduction

The metaphor of theft is prevalent in published academic
discussions of plagiarism and conversations about academic
integrity in university and college classrooms. Historically,
this metaphor has had some utility, but recently, Eaton (2023)
has argued that in a future disrupted by artificial intelligence,
these “historical definitions of plagiarism that focus on cutting-
and-pasting text verbatim without attribution, may soon be
obsolete” (p. 6). In what follows, I agree with both this
statement, as well as Eaton’s (2023) somewhat contradictory
prediction that norms of attribution will nevertheless continue
”as a desirable aspect of learning and scholarly engagement”
(p. 5). Ultimately, I hope to demonstrate that while norms
of academic integrity will continue to govern scholarship,
institutions must change their messaging around plagiarism
and that they must reconsider whether moral terms are the
best language for this messaging.

In the first half of this article, I identify some examples of
the historical definitions of plagiarism™ Eaton (2023, p. 6)
has in mind while I review several policy statements from
codes of student behaviour, academic handbooks, and similar
documents. According to many of these institutional policies
and related resources, plagiarism is wrong because it is a form
of stealing, and stealing is usually wrong. (Or so the argument
goes.)

In response to this, I introduce two cases where apparent pla-
giarism is not a form of stealing. The first case comes from
an author who granted permission for others to plagiarize

his article, thereby allowing them to copy his ideas without
stealing them. Similarly, in the second case, taking credit for
a paper produced by artificial intelligence may not count as
stealing, even though many such uses may qualify as plagia-
rism. From these two cases, I conclude that revised definitions
of plagiarism are timely and necessary.

Ultimately, I propose that the duty to tell the truth as transpar-
ently as possible is at least an epistemic rather than a moral
commitment—it is a matter of how to acquire and transmit
potential knowledge, even if it is not a rule prescribing how to
act and behave ethically. If this basic framework for academic
integrity is correct, it follows that plagiarism is a violation of
epistemic rather than analogous moral norms alone. There-
fore, our conversations about academic integrity with students
should reflect this reality, and we should use statements that
transcend moral categories and traditional prohibitions against
plagiarism.

Defining Plagiarism

In my attempt to analyze “historical definitions of plagiarism”
(Eaton, 2023, p. 6), I use examples from a large language
model, as well as several dictionaries and related university
statements on plagiarism in Canada. I then articulate the
moral reasoning implied by these statements. In the following
sections, I turn next to questions about whether such reasoning
will be sufficient to regulate norms of academic behaviour in
an era of “’post-plagiarism” (Eaton, 2023).

Querying a large language model can be instructive in the
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search for a shared definition or meaning of a word (Lew et
al., 2024). Since the answers from such models rely on an
incredibly large volume of training data based on real world
examples of how language is used, the text these models pro-
duce can approximate the typical or most probable answer to
frequently asked or discussed questions about a concept. For
example, if I ask OpenAI’s GPT-4 for a definition of plagia-
rism, I may not get the single correct or expert answer to that
question (at least not always, even assuming that such a defi-
nition exists), and I may not even get a dictionary definition,
but what I will likely get instead is a common answer—that is,
the answer a typical language user would provide in response
to the same question.

For this reason, I compared the definition of plagiarism pro-
vided by a large language model with several dictionary def-
initions by simply asking GPT-4 ”What is plagiarism?.” Ac-
cording to GPT-4 at the time of writing, “’plagiarism is the act
of appropriating someone else’s work, ideas, or intellectual
property without proper acknowledgment, presenting them
as one’s own” (OpenAl, 2025). Further, in response to the
prompt “What is the historical definition of plagiarism?”, GPT-
4 points to the Latin etymology (to take someone’s children),
before adding,

the Roman poet Martial first used the term in a
literary context in the 1st century CE when he ac-
cused another poet of “kidnapping” his verses —
essentially stealing his work. In this early usage,
plagiarism referred metaphorically to the theft of
literary property, likening it to the criminal act of
stealing people. (OpenAl, 2025)

This understanding of plagiarism is not dissimilar from the
Merriam-Webster (2026) definition of “plagiarize” as involv-
ing an intent “to steal and pass off (the ideas or words of
another) as one’s own” or ”to commit literary theft.” Similarly,
the Oxford English Dictionary defines plagiarism in almost
identical terms as "the action or practice of taking someone
else’s work, idea, etc., and passing it off as one’s own; liter-
ary theft” (Oxford University Press, n.d.). It appears from
at least these examples that plagiarism is often compared to
stealing and perhaps may even be considered a form of theft
colloquially.

From what I can tell, this comparison between plagiarism
and stealing is also evident in several policies at Canadian
institutions. In making this observation, I take inspiration
from a recent article by Kaler et al. (2023), in which they
argue that university policies (and by extension, the students
at such institutions) rely on concepts of private property to
arrive at and justify their moral judgments about plagiarism.
To take one example from their article, Kaler et al. (2023,
p- 2) referred to a Code of Behaviour of Academic Matters
at the University of Toronto, according to which plagiarism
is “wrongful appropriation and purloining”—which is to say,
morally “wrongful” or objectionable. Much like the shared

understanding and definitions of plagiarism discussed above,
according to this policy, plagiarism is a moral transgression
similar in at least some ways to stealing (University of Toronto
Governing Council, 2019).

The language of “theft” or “’property” is likewise a common
element in many other university policies. In fact, Western
University explicitly relies on a dictionary definition of plagia-
rism in their academic handbook, according to which plagia-
rism means “’stealing another’s words or ideas” (West Group,
1999, as cited in Western University Senate, 2011, p. 2).
The University of Saskatchewan Council’s (1999) Guidelines
for Academic Conduct similarly includes the statement that
“plagiarism is the theft of the intellectual creation of another
person” (p. 12). The definition from the Oxford English Dic-
tionary cited earlier is repeated almost verbatim in at least two
post-secondary academic integrity policies in Alberta: the first
states that to plagiarize is to ’to commit literary theft” (Olds
College of Agriculture & Technology, 2021, sec. Definitions),
while the other concludes that plagiarism “is considered fraud
or theft” (Ambrose University, n.d., sec. Definitions); both
define the concept as “the practice of taking someone else’s
work or ideas and representing them as one’s own” (Ambrose
University, n.d., sec. Definitions; Olds College of Agriculture
& Technology, 2021, sec. Definition). It is clear from at least
these examples that the dictionary definitions of plagiarism
introduced above directly influence university policies.

In other cases, the influence may be less direct. Even where
policies may not use words like “stealing,” ”purloining,” or
“theft,” the concept of private property is still invoked in less
explicit terms, such as when one university’s Code of Ethics
requires its students to practice the ”scrupulous acknowledge-
ment of all intellectual debts to other scholars” (The King’s
University, n.d., sec. 2.4.4). As I will argue in the next sec-
tion, this view of scholarship implies that plagiarism consists
of taking words that quite literally belong to another person.
Conversely, legitimate scholarship is a transaction where au-
thors owe each other some form of acknowledgement for the
words they borrow. On this view, failing to appropriately ac-
knowledge the source of these words harms others not just
because it is dishonest but because it deprives them of their
belongings. As one university resource puts it, plagiarism
is considered ”a combination of stealing and lying about it
afterwards” (University of the Fraser Valley, 2010, p. 1).

By providing these examples, I do not intend to single them
out for criticism. I also do not want to suggest that all policies
reduce all academic misconduct or plagiarism to a form of
theft. My argument in this section is very modest. I only
mean to show that the common understanding or dictionary
definition of plagiarism is inherent in many academic integrity
policies in Canada, including many that may not explicitly
mention “theft” or ”stealing” in the same context as plagia-
rism.” At any rate, I suggest that similar language is certainly
present in several institutional policies in Canada and beyond,
almost to the extent that the prevalence across institutions



trivializes my choice of examples above.

I conclude that although the assumption that plagiarism is
morally objectionable is not always explicit, it is present and
virtually unquestioned in countless examples of university
policies and resources on the topic of academic integrity. The
assumption inherent in such definitions is this: even if plagia-
rism and stealing someone’s work are not literally equivalent,
they are comparable. On such views, the concept of stealing
and plagiarism appear related from a moral perspective: they
are equally blameworthy. Unfortunately, despite relying on
this analogy, these policies do not contain a convincing demon-
stration of why stealing or plagiarism are morally wrong; as
such, I have yet to demonstrate this as well. In the sections
below, I will take up the question of whether stealing is in
fact morally wrong or harmful in the same sense in which
plagiarism is harmful. Since I do not make this argument at
this point, I can only suggest instead that these policies state
that plagiarism is wrong because it is stealing (and, as com-
mon sense would have it, stealing is wrong). I readily admit
that these are significant assumptions and observe that the
policies themselves do not decide these important questions
or make a moral argument against either stealing or plagia-
rism. Nonetheless, according to the assumptions in question,
plagiarism is wrong for the same reasons stealing is wrong.
And since stealing should be punished, so should plagiarism.

Is Plagiarism Always Immoral?

Counter to the above, several authors have argued that some
plagiarism is not morally wrong. In one such argument,
Jamieson & Howard (2019) point out that plagiarism is essen-
tially a textual error rather than a moral mistake (p. 71). On
this view, determining what counts as plagiarism is often a
question of textual characteristics rather than an examination
of someone’s character. For example, since I did not cite
the last sentence, you might misunderstand the view I just
described as my own. You may, for this reason, find fault
with this paragraph, but it seems odd to conclude that the
problem lies with me and my understanding of morality rather
than with the textual characteristics of specific sentences or
my intellectual understanding of how this text should look to
others. At most, it is merely evidence of my clumsiness. As
a result, instead of concluding that the solution to plagiarism
is a moral one, it seems that the solution is merely intellec-
tual: it is a matter that can be isolated and solved within texts
rather than outside of them. From this, Jamieson & Howard
(2019) suggest that at least some cases of plagiarism are not
necessarily evidence of a morally flawed character (p. 78).

Frye (2020) has a different and almost decisive argument for
a similar distinction between plagiarism and immoral con-
duct, including some forms of academic misconduct and theft.
From his view, people do not and should not have exclusive
ownership of their words and ideas in the way they own ma-
terial possessions (Frye, 2020, p. 314). For instance, when I
repeat your words, I do not take them from you in the same
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sense that I take your money when I use your credit card.
Firstly, your words do not go missing in the way your money
does. And even in cases when I take something else from
you by using your words (e.g., the scholarly and financial
benefits from having me cite your words), it is actually your
right to these other things rather than your right to the words
themselves that make plagiarism wrong. Therefore, whether
plagiarism is morally wrong depends on a human author’s
intentions and their personal interest in the potential benefits
of their work.

In support of this, Frye (2020) also describes specific cases
where plagiarism does not necessarily result in material loss
or harm to others (p. 316). For example, if an author explicitly
authorizes the use of their work without attribution, they are
seemingly unharmed if the work is plagiarized (Frye, 2020,
p. 317). Cases like this suggest that even if some forms of
plagiarism are immoral (presumably because they constitute
theft), other forms may be at least relatively less wrong than
cases of outright theft and perhaps not wrong at all, especially
if they are not comparable to theft. So, it’s at least possible
according to this example that both plagiarism is not necessar-
ily theft and therefore plagiarism is not an absolute, universal
wrong.

Plagiarism and Artificial Intelligence

I suspect that moral perspectives may be similarly incomplete
when it comes to determining which uses of artificial intelli-
gence are objectionable or permissible. To see why, imagine
the following example. Let’s say GPT-4 produced this para-
graph exactly as you see it here, and the peer reviewers and
eventual readers of this article are therefore led to believe that
I am the source of these words. They believe this because this
paragraph does not contain a citation for this text or otherwise
indicate GPT-4’s role in generating this text.

If the above paragraph was in fact produced entirely by GPT-4,
I think you would be right to accuse me of plagiarism. But
it is not clear in this hypothetical case that I have violated
or disregarded anyone’s rights to their words. At least, by
representing the output of an artificial intelligence program
as my own work, I did not harm the program in precisely the
same way that I harm people when I take their possessions.
Although my action may be wrong for other reasons, it seems
that what I have done only amounts to stealing something if
we think that non-persons are entitled to “own” something.

In response to this, it is tempting to think that perhaps person-
hood is not a requirement for ownership or that perhaps the
harm here is indirect. Perhaps the credit for GPT-4’s work
belongs to OpenAl’s employees or shareholders. By pretend-
ing I am the writer of GPT-4’s work, I am therefore guilty of
taking something that belongs to one or more persons at Ope-
nAl Perhaps I violate their (indirect) ownership or intellectual
property rights.

This is a compelling answer, but I think a definition of plagia-
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rism based on this answer is still missing something important.
To start with, it is unlikely that any single person (or a small
number of people) within a large organization can claim the
relevant intellectual property rights for GPT-4’s output as
their own. But even if we grant the assumption that humans
can own the products of artificial intelligence, we appear to
thereby grant them permission to do what most humans gen-
erally are not allowed to do, since they do not steal from
ChatGPT when they claim credit for its output. Evidently, on
this view, although I do something wrong by fooling others
into believing GPT-4’s output to be my own, others do nothing
wrong when they do the same thing. This case is analogous,
perhaps, to the ways in which authors who self-plagiarize may
thereby violate norms of academic integrity without stealing.
If we insist that plagiarism is a form of stealing, we at least
commit ourselves to allowing authors to self-plagiarize since
they cannot steal from themselves.

This cannot be right. There seems to be something incomplete
about the idea that the morality of plagiarism depends only
on whether I harm someone by taking their possessions. At
the very least, any definition of plagiarism should explain our
intuitions about plagiarism involving ChatGPT or even cases
where we plagiarize ourselves. It should also explain why
we object to lying or at least why we want to know whether
others are telling us the truth. Current comparisons between
plagiarism and stealing do not offer this explanation. They
do not explain why we might find some cases of "stealing”
morally objectionable and not others nor do they explain
why other forms of plagiarism, such as self-plagiarism, Al
plagiarism, and so on, are all examples of stealing. Without
such explanations, it is no longer clear that plagiarism is
wrong in the same way and for the same kinds of moral
reasons that stealing is wrong.

Academic Integrity as a Way of Knowing

There is, however, another alternative to the views I’ve out-
lined so far. In what follows, I argue that there are at least
epistemic reasons against all forms of plagiarism in addition
to moral reasons. By “epistemic,” I mean to evaluate the kinds
of beliefs I bring about in myself and others when I plagiarize.
By “moral,” I mean to evaluate whether I am right or wrong
to cause these kinds of beliefs in others. To explain this dis-
tinction, I turn first to examples where our efforts to seek out
or share new knowledge or beliefs diverge from our efforts to
behave morally.

Perhaps the most extreme example is the hypothetical case
of lying to protect a friend. Here’s an extreme version of the
case: a potential murderer asks you to tell them the truth about
the location of a friend you are hiding from them. From an
epistemic point of view, it is dishonest to tell the murderer
that you don’t know where your friend is. From a moral
perspective, honesty seems unethical: you should not help the
murderer obtain more knowledge in this case. A similar but
less convincing case is this: your friend asks if you like their

shirt. Do you maximize knowledge and tell them honestly that
you think the shirt looks ridiculous? Or do you forgo these
epistemic aims and lie to your friend out of a moral concern
for your friend’s wellbeing and happiness?

One final example. If I am going to a friend’s house and
don’t know the way, I could ask for directions or use a mobile
application to figure out the way. But suppose that instead
of doing this, I simply knock on every door in town until
I arrive at my friend’s house (assume that I do not harm or
inconvenience my friend or others by doing this). This is an
unreliable way to find where my friend is located. There is
an obvious sense that other methods would serve me better
if I hope to reach my destination. But in this case, it is not
clear that forgoing these methods is immoral even if it is
abnormal. If I have the goal of finding my friend and if
following directions is the most reliable way to meet that goal,
forgoing those directions is considered the wrong way to go
about meeting that goal.

The first examples suggest that rules about how to acquire
and share knowledge, including the duty to “tell the truth,”
are not absolute moral prescriptions. We sometimes break
these rules without harming anyone. But most of the time,
our commitment to honesty and our consideration for truth
explains much of our intellectual behavior, to the extent that
the unusual exception described in the third example strike
us as going against common sense. All other things being
equal, in the absence of moral considerations to the contrary,
the imperatives that govern how we acquire and communi-
cate knowledge with each other are extremely important and
almost impossible to ignore.

Multiple authors argue that our cooperative efforts to share
truth with each other are one of the most fundamental aspects
of human society (Miller 2001; Bowles & Gintis 2003; Pettit
1990, as cited in Graham, 2015). As noted above, it is pos-
sible for us to deliberately disobey these prescriptions, but
it is uncommon. Graham (2015), for example, observes that
we comply with harmless, well-intended requests for informa-
tion ("What’s your name?” or "Where is the nearest ATM?”).
According to Graham’s (2015) analysis, this practice of truth-
telling consists of interrelated prescriptions such as (i) when
someone needs information whether P, provide it, (ii)) when
someone needs information whether P, and you have it, pro-
vide it, and (iii)) when communicating, don’t communicate
false or misleading information” (p. 274).

Furthermore, Graham (2015) argues these prescriptions in-
volve norms of source monitoring (p. 275). These norms
involve analyzing, retaining, and including information about
the sources of our beliefs where relevant (Graham, 2015, p.
275-277), such as when the source may be important for oth-
ers to consider when deciding whether to trust the information
you provide. There is a difference for example, between guess-
ing where the nearest ATM is, hearing about it from someone
you can’t trust, and seeing it with your own eyes. When you
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can’t be sure the directions you are providing are correct, you
say so.

From this, Graham (2015) argues that our tendency to tell the
truth, respond to requests for information, or look for evidence
for our beliefs are explained by shared social standards for
such practices (pp. 255-260). He explains that things gen-
erally go better for each of us if we outsource much of the
work required to produce the knowledge we each benefit from
individually (Graham, 2015, p. 265). Simply put, for humans
to achieve the majority of our goals in both academic and
non-academic cases, we not only need to care about the truth
ourselves, we need others to care, as well. Therefore, such
practices are likely in any situation where humans share goals
related to creating new knowledge and improving upon our
shared knowledge (Graham, 2015, p. 272). At the very least,
if such rules exist, we should follow them in cases where we
want to be right about what to believe (Hannon & Woodard,
in press).

I think it is uncontroversial both that there are such rules and
that these rules are conducive to our shared epistemic goals in
an academic environment with a high degree of specialized
intellectual labour. As Eaton (2023) has predicted, the con-
ventions surrounding academic integrity may yet evolve and
are by no means perfect, but they have in fact been passed
down through generations of experts as a reliable way of gen-
erating and communicating new knowledge within a social
community. We are more likely to succeed as writers and
academics both when we formalize the ways we have pro-
duced knowledge in the past and when we follow the shared
conventions that have worked well in the past. Beyond the
moral considerations involved in such conventions, the norms
that govern academic integrity also constitute a powerful and
reliable way of knowing, such that there are genuinely better
or worse ways for members of an academic community to
create and share their knowledge with each other.

On the view that I suggest, plagiarizing and other forms of
intellectual or academic misconduct are a bit like searching
for my friend’s house at random: they are an inadequate way
to get to the goals I should share as an academic writer, even
when I am not guilty of moral wrongdoing. Beyond the moral
considerations for or against looking for directions or citing a
source, such practices are successful to the degree to which
they respond to and represent the truth to the best of our ability.
Even when moral considerations are not directly relevant to
an intellectual pursuit of knowledge, there are still things I
should and should not do when I think about what to believe
(Flores & Woodard, 2023, p. 2556).

I think this epistemic account of plagiarism is more construc-
tive and coherent than an account that focuses on moral trans-
gressions alone, especially if such an account relies on a faulty
analogy between theft and plagiarism. In the case of artificial
intelligence, for example, we can explain why plagiarism is a
violation of academic norms even if it is not theft. When I do
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not tell my readers that GPT-4 produced the text in this article,
they will believe the content is a direct representation of my
own work and ideas, and if they trust me, they may choose to
take this content to be accurate. But unlike reputable people,
GPT-4 cannot take responsibility for or attempt to increase the
accuracy of its work. A machine cannot guarantee its work in
the way academics might stand behind the claims they make,
especially in a journal submission.

In this way, concealing the contributions of an artificial intel-
ligence program increases the false beliefs that readers have
about us, as well as the content of our work. Truth-telling
norms are arguably even more important when we replace
human sources of information with artificial intelligence pre-
cisely because of GPT’s inability to intentionally tell the truth,
for example (Hicks et al., 2024). Withholding critical informa-
tion from readers in any other case of plagiarism also provides
them with a distorted picture of reality. To put it in more tech-
nical terms, when readers base their beliefs on the distortions
in these cases, they are at an epistemic disadvantage through
no fault of their own. Even in cases where these distortions
do not harm the specific readers in question, these actions still
violate the trust necessary for productive scholarship over the
long term.

When we use epistemic or intellectual norms to explain ex-
pectations to students, we can point out that knowing the truth
about the world and avoiding mistakes is an important aim
for most of us (or at least, that we want this to be their aim
on our behalf) because we care about truth. After all, our
interactions with other authors has the potential to change the
way we think about the world. And we want these changes to
be for the better. We want to know the truth about what we
read, including how and by whom these texts were created.
Ultimately, we count on others to tell us the truth to the best
of their ability so we can understand the world better, too.

This is why we can continue to insist that students should not
plagiarize. At least, this is part of the explanation for why
plagiarism is not consistent with intellectual norms, regardless
of whether particular rules against stealing were violated. Ac-
cording to this explanation, the intellectual norms in question
are not based in moral prohibitions against theft per se, but
they are concerned more generally with the role honesty plays
in producing knowledge and true belief in our interactions
with others.

Conclusion

Instead of insisting plagiarism is always immoral, I conclude
it is better to use analogous language about belief instead. By
describing academic integrity as a way of knowing, we can
preserve the standards we each rely on without blaming each
other of moral wrongdoing. Going forward, I also think uni-
versity policies and more general discussions about academic
integrity in the context of post-plagiarism should be similarly
grounded in the epistemic rights of our readers rather than
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just the intellectual property rights of writers. Such policies
could argue that we owe readers the truth about our work, not
just because failure to do so violates the rights of writers, and
certainly not because it always steals something that is theirs,
but also because our readers must make up their own minds
about what to believe, and we owe them the truth.

The argument in this article is neither novel nor radical, and in
many ways, it is at least similar to what Frye (2020) noticed,
as well. After all, the apparent wrongs involved in plagiarizing
historical authors have been similarly based on our obligations
to readers or members of the academic community rather than
authors who are no longer around to be harmed. But I think
this insight is especially relevant when discussing plagiarism
and artificial intelligence. Specifically, when our texts are
created or co-created with artificial intelligence, we owe it to
our readers to detail the contributions from such programs.
This academic honesty allows readers to either trust or doubt
the truth of our claims in ways similar to those in which citing
a reputable author allows readers to evaluate the truth and
credibility of our scholarly discourse. Crucially, this norm
remains epistemically necessary even in cases where we are
not stealing from artificial intelligence programs or from other
people.

There are of course independent reasons why some plagiarism
is immoral, not least of all because people who plagiarize may
be at an unfair advantage in a system based on scholarly merit.
But I think these wrongs are related in important ways to other
obligations we describe in our policies, most specifically the
language of honesty and trust, rather than language about theft
and ownership.

Open Access

Received
November 13, 2024

Accepted
March 13, 2025

Published online
March 3, 2026

Citation

Faerber, J. (2026). Plagiarism, theft, and truth: Understanding
academic integrity as a way of knowing. Canadian Perspec-
tives on Academic Integrity, 9(1), 6-12.
http://doi.org/10.55016/0js/cpai.v9i1/80357

Copyright

©2025 Faeber. This is an open-access article distributed under
the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC
BY). The use, distribution, or reproduction in other forums is
permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright
owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this
journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic prac-

11

tice. No use, distribution, or reproduction is permitted that
does not comply with these terms.

References

Ambrose University. (n.d.). Academic miscon-
duct and misconduct in the learning environment.
https://ambrose.edu/undergrad-academic-calendar/
academic-information/academic-misconduct

Eaton, S. E. (2023). Postplagiarism: Transdisciplinary
ethics and integrity in the age of artificial intelligence
and neurotechnology. International Journal for Educa-
tional Integrity, 19, Article 23. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$40979-023-00144-1

Flores, C., & Woodard, E. (2023). Epistemic norms on
evidence-gathering. Philosophical Studies, 180, 2547-2571.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11098-023-01978-8

Frye, B. L. (2020). Plagiarize this paper. IDEA: The Law Re-
view of the Franklin Pierce Center for Intellectual Property,
60, 294-327. https://law.unh.edu/sites/default/files/media/
2020/06/plagiarize_this_paper_by _brian_l._frye.pdf

Graham, P. J. (2015). Epistemic normativity and social norms.
In D. K. Henderson & J. Greco (Eds.), Epistemic evaluation:
Purposeful epistemology (p. 247-273). Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199642632
.003.0011

Hannon, M., & Woodard, E. (in press). The construction of
epistemic normativity. Philosophical Issues.

Hicks, M. T., Humphries, J., & Slater, J. (2024). ChatGPT is
bullshit. Ethics and Information Technology, 26, Article 38.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-024-09775-5

Jamieson, S., & Howard, R. M. (2019). Rethinking the
relationship between plagiarism and academic integrity.
International Journal of Technologies in Higher Education,
16, 69-85. https://doi.org/10.18162/ritpu-2019-v16n2-07

Kaler, M., Richter, C., Scoville, C., & Szigeti, S. (2023).
The moral universe: A survey of undergraduate student
attitudes towards plagiarism and self-plagiarism. Canadian
Perspectives on Academic Integrity, 6. https://doi.org/10
.11575/cpai.v6il. 74652

Lew, R., Ptasznik, B., & Wolfer, S. (2024). The effectiveness
of ChatGPT as a lexical tool for english, compared with
a bilingual dictionary and a monolingual learner’s dictio-

nary. Humanities and Social Sciences Communications, 11,
Article 1324. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-024-03775-y

Merriam-Webster. (2026, February 11). Plagiarize. https://
www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/plagiarize

Olds College of Agriculture & Technology. (2021,
June 17). Academic integrity. https://web.archive.org/web/


https://ambrose.edu/undergrad-academic-calendar/academic-information/academic-misconduct
https://ambrose.edu/undergrad-academic-calendar/academic-information/academic-misconduct
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-023-00144-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40979-023-00144-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11098-023-01978-8
https://law.unh.edu/sites/default/files/media/2020/06/plagiarize_this_paper_by_brian_l._frye.pdf
https://law.unh.edu/sites/default/files/media/2020/06/plagiarize_this_paper_by_brian_l._frye.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199642632.003.0011
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199642632.003.0011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-024-09775-5
https://doi.org/10.18162/ritpu-2019-v16n2-07
https://doi.org/10.11575/cpai.v6i1.74652
https://doi.org/10.11575/cpai.v6i1.74652
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-024-03775-y
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/plagiarize
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/plagiarize
https://web.archive.org/web/20241004161336/https://www.oldscollege.ca/_media/policies/a-academic/a02-academic-integrity-policy.pdfh
https://web.archive.org/web/20241004161336/https://www.oldscollege.ca/_media/policies/a-academic/a02-academic-integrity-policy.pdfh

12

20241004161336/https://www.oldscollege.ca/_media/
policies/a-academic/a02-academic-integrity-policy.pdfth

OpenAl. (2025). ChatGPT (May 13 version) [Large language
model]. https://chat.openai.com/chat

Oxford University Press. (n.d.). Plagiarism. Retrieved
November 12, 2024, from https://doi.org/10.1093/OED/
3549092311

The King’s University. (n.d.). Code of ethics. https://[www
.kingsu.ca/public/download/documents/36314

University of Saskatchewan Council. (1999,
June 17). Guidelines for academic conduct. https://
governance.usask.ca/documents/student-conduct-appeals/
GuidelinesAcademicConduct1999.pdf

University of the Fraser Valley. (2010). Plagiarism
and academic integrity. https://www.ufv.ca/media/assets/
counselling/Plagiarism+and+Academic+Integrity.pdf

University of Toronto Governing Council. (2019,
July 1). Code of behaviour on academic mat-
ters. https://governingcouncil.utoronto.ca/secretariat/
policies/code-behaviour-academic-matters-july-1-2019

Western University Senate. (2011, May).  Scholas-
tic discipline for undergraduate students. https://
www.uwo.ca/univsec/pdf/academic_policies/appeals/
scholastic_discipline_undergrad.pdf

Understanding academic integrity as a way of knowing


https://web.archive.org/web/20241004161336/https://www.oldscollege.ca/_media/policies/a-academic/a02-academic-integrity-policy.pdfh
https://web.archive.org/web/20241004161336/https://www.oldscollege.ca/_media/policies/a-academic/a02-academic-integrity-policy.pdfh
https://chat.openai.com/chat
https://doi.org/10.1093/OED/3549092311
https://doi.org/10.1093/OED/3549092311
https://www.kingsu.ca/public/download/documents/36314
https://www.kingsu.ca/public/download/documents/36314
https://governance.usask.ca/documents/student-conduct-appeals/GuidelinesAcademicConduct1999.pdf
https://governance.usask.ca/documents/student-conduct-appeals/GuidelinesAcademicConduct1999.pdf
https://governance.usask.ca/documents/student-conduct-appeals/GuidelinesAcademicConduct1999.pdf
https://www.ufv.ca/media/assets/counselling/Plagiarism+and+Academic+Integrity.pdf
https://www.ufv.ca/media/assets/counselling/Plagiarism+and+Academic+Integrity.pdf
https://governingcouncil.utoronto.ca/secretariat/policies/code-behaviour-academic-matters-july-1-2019
https://governingcouncil.utoronto.ca/secretariat/policies/code-behaviour-academic-matters-july-1-2019
https://www.uwo.ca/univsec/pdf/academic_policies/appeals/scholastic_discipline_undergrad.pdf
https://www.uwo.ca/univsec/pdf/academic_policies/appeals/scholastic_discipline_undergrad.pdf
https://www.uwo.ca/univsec/pdf/academic_policies/appeals/scholastic_discipline_undergrad.pdf

