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Abstract

As artificial intelligence (Al) tools continue to advance at an unprecedented pace, their impact on higher
education and academic writing is becoming increasingly profound. This paper presents
an auto-ethnographic exploration of the integration of Al tools in academic text production. Drawing
inspiration from Carolyn Ellis's seminal work on autoethnography, the study employs a self-reflective
approach to examine the author's experiences with a diverse array of Al tools for research and academic
writing. The title alludes to the title of Ellis's key publication "The Ethnographic [" while also pointing to
the new territory of future academic writing processes with strong assistance of Al tools. The
investigation strives to unpack various aspects of Al as a transformative factor in academic text
production. It explores the usage of Al tools in different phases of writing academic texts. In doing so, it
highlights affordances and limitations of exemplary Al tools for academic writing. Furthermore, the
investigation explores ethical implications of Al-assisted academic writing, including issues of
authorship, academic integrity and responsible use of Al It also discusses the key findings in terms of
consequences for introducing students to academic writing.
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1. Introduction

Given the rapid advancement and integration of artificial intelligence (AI) technologies,
academic writing is undergoing a profound transformation. As Al tools become increasingly sophisticated
and accessible, they are reshaping not only how we produce academic texts but also how we
conceptualize the very nature of scholarly writing and knowledge production (Bozkurt, 2024; Limburg
et al., 2023; Perkins, 2023; Simon et al., 2024; Stracke et al., 2024). In the context of higher education,
the advent of Al tools “triggered dystopian panic, utopian-naive glorification, and heated debates on
written examination forms such as term papers and theses” (Gropler et al., 2024, 408). While concerns
about technology-enabled plagiarism and academic dishonesty predated Al tools, their sudden widespread
accessibility and unprecedented capabilities started the debate about the boundaries between legitimate
technological assistance and academic misconduct afresh.

The emergence of generative Al tools, particularly large language models like ChatGPT, has
sparked "excitement, fear, and uncertainty" in academic writing (Bozkurt et al., 2024, 489). The rapid
pace of technological advancement has outstripped higher education institutions' ability to provide timely
guidance on academic integrity and research ethics. While guidelines and institutional policies are
beginning to appear in German academia (e.g., PROFiL & Schreibzentrum der LMU, 2024; Simon et al.,
2024; Gimpel et al., 2023), their relevance risks obsolescence by the time of publication.

From another perspective, the EU Artificial Intelligence Act (EU Artificial Intelligence Act,
2024) adds pressure to higher education institutions and their members. The regulation explicitly requires
any organization providing or deploying Al for their processes to ensure Al literacy of all actors involved.
Al literacy is, according to the regulation, a multidimensional construct that combines the capacity for
informed implementation of Al tools with a critical awareness of their opportunities, risks, and potential
adverse effects.

Against this backdrop, this study explores the future of academic writing with Al tools, with a
special focus on authorship, academic integrity and responsible use of Al. The study aims to refine our
understanding of how AI tools transform the lived experience of academic writing: How do scholars
navigate this new terrain of academic text production with Al tools?

As all of this is mostly unchartered territory, the study addresses these questions through
an auto-ethnographic lens, drawing methodological inspiration from Carolyn Ellis's seminal work on
reflexive research practices (Ellis 2004). By positioning myself as both researcher and subject, I examine
my own journey of integrating various Al tools into the writing process of this academic paper. Results
will then be discussed in terms of consequences for introducing students to academic writing.
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2. Academic writing in transition

Generative Al tools that use large language models and natural language processing presently
transform academic writing practice in great speed and towards unknown horizons. There is widespread
agreement that this is not a transient trend but a long-lasting change that is only beginning (e.g. Bozkurt,
2024).

2.1. Al-assisted academic writing

Al tools can assist in practically every phase of an academic writing process, i.e. generating
ideas and first drafts, doing literature reviews, analyzing data, structuring and presenting research results,
or editing and shaping the text regarding language style and voice, usually with a high quality
(e.g. Bozkurt 2024, Elstad & Eriksen 2024, Gropler 2023, Limburg et al. 2023). Advantages of
Al-assisted academic writing are usually seen in the potential of Al tools to enhance effectiveness and
efficiency, especially for non-native speakers of English. In addition, Al tools can help to overcome
writer’s block. Moreover, Al tools potentially promote inclusivity as the Al tool can act as a personal
tutor, giving personalized feedback and thus stimulate creativity and help to keep up motivation (Bozkurt,
2024, Limburg et al., 2023; Maphoto et al., 2024).

But the same authors also report tremendous risks in Al-assisted writing processes. They
highlight the bias, discrimination and lack of diversity inherent in all large language models due to their
biased training material. In addition, they point to the risk of misinformation including so called
“hallucinations” (information bearing no relationship with reality) and to a potential increase in
educational inequality due to commercial interests entering the field in form of premium versions of Al
tools that incur license fees. A potential negative impact for thinking capabilities and for academic
integrity could be yet another risk (for the risks in detail s. Simon et al., 2024).

In addition to the potential/risk assessment the discourse on Al's role in academic writing has
centered on the ‘tool versus agent’ debate. While the tool perspective frames Al tools as advanced
instruments under human direction — analogous to traditional writing aids but with enhanced capabilities
— the agent perspective acknowledges Al’s capacity for autonomous reasoning, suggestion-making, and
even challenging human assumptions during the writing process. Researchers arguing from an agent
perspective often talk about human-Al “cocreation” (Bozkurt, 2024) or “collaboration” (Maphoto et al.,
2024). The tool perspective is dominant in the German discourse (PROFiL & Schreibzentrum der LMU,
2024; Simon et al., 2024; Stracke et al., 2024). The ‘tool versus agent’ debate often goes hand in hand
with anthropomorphic attribution. Humans tend to ascribe humanlike qualities such as consciousness,
understanding, and empathy to Al systems despite their fundamental limitations. This
anthropomorphization tendency, documented from early experiments with Weizenbaum's (1966) ELIZA
to contemporary interactions with generative Al tools, persists even when Al users know of the artificial
nature of their interaction (Simon et al., 2024).

2.2. Authorship and academic integrity revisited

Al-generated texts presently cannot be detected reliably (Gropel et al., 2024; Khalil & Er, 2023;
Perkins, 2023). There seem to be certain expressions that happen to appear in high numbers since the
advent of generative Al (e.g. “delves into”) but such word analysis does not allow for valid use of Al
detection (Kobak et al., 2024). Furthermore, Al-generated text is not copyright-protected. So if Al
generated verbatim text is used in a research paper, it does not constitute plagiarism. However, such
incorporation of Al-generated text without declaration of Al usage is considered academic misconduct,
infringing on academic integrity. As Al tools have been adopted quickly for writing research papers in a
competitive, ‘publish or perish’® university culture academic authorship and integrity must be
reconceptualized (Bozkurt, 2024).

Some unusual publications with renowned publishers have highlighted the need for such a new
discussion. On the one hand, research articles, without declaration of Al usage, contained accidentally
typical Al conversation text such as “Certainly, here is a possible introduction for your topic” in the main
body of the published article (Nikolic et al. 2024). On the other hand, with a clear intent to act with
academic integrity in another published article, ChatGPT was stated as a co-author (O’Connor & Chat
GPT, 2023)1. Revisiting criteria to claim authorship it became clear that Al-tools cannot fulfill the
criteria of being fully accountable for all aspects of the work (e.g. Bozkurt, 2024). Major publishers thus
currently rule out Al as an author (e.g. Nature, 2023).

However, the question remains how using Al can be declared transparently so as to comply with
academic integrity standards such as “honesty, trust, fairness, respect and responsibility” (Nikolic et al.,
2023). Some initial academic guidelines advocated for full documentation of all ‘conversations’ with Al
tools that were part of the text production process. It soon became evident that such total transparency is
not feasible, amongst others by sheer quantity. Publishers now provide declaration templates that

! Both examples are now changed by the publisher but the misconduct respectively misconception can still be traced back.
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summarize Al use and - most importantly — include a statement of the author taking full responsibility for
all aspects of the text. Other researchers suggest more nuanced statements depending on the Al use in
each paper, e.g. the “Academic Integrity and Transparency in Al-assisted Research and Specification
(aiTARAS) Framework for acknowledging and disclosing the use of generative Al in scholarly writing”
(Bozkurt, 2024).

Another approach to foster academic integrity in times of Al-assisted academic writing and to
provide orientation for the academic community is a framework of responsibility. Researchers, lecturers,
and students each bear distinct responsibilities, with researchers being accountable for maintaining
academic integrity and transparent authorship practices, while lecturers must develop their own Al
literacy and create appropriate learning environments for Al integration. Students, meanwhile, are
responsible for developing both Al literacy and academic writing competencies, maintaining
accountability for their writing processes, and ensuring proper attribution and documentation when using
Al tools. All groups need to actively and continuously engage in critical reflection about their use of Al
tools (Brommer et al., 2023).

3. Autoethnography of a writing process using artificial intelligence

As aresearcher confronted with the potential and the challenges of generative Al tools I chose an
autoethnographic research approach, investigating my own process of writing this academic paper with
Al tools. This approach allows for a nuanced exploration of many of the above-mentioned dimensions of
Al-assisted academic writing and is part of the critical reflection on Al usage for research that is currently
needed in higher education.

3.1. Autoethnography as research method

Autoethnography is a qualitative research method that combines elements of autobiography and
ethnography, where researchers systematically analyze their personal experiences to understand broader
cultural phenomena. As conceptualized by Ellis (2004), it represents a reflexive approach where the
researcher's own experiences serve as primary data, connecting the personal to the cultural through
detailed self-observation, including reflective thoughts, doubts and, generally, emotions. This
autoethnographic research project is based on my personal experience during the different phases of
writing this paper from Oct. 2024 to Feb 2025, using various Al tools. I document my experience in
research notes and expand it in retrospect, with self-reflective exploration.

3.2. Autoethnography: Navigating the jagged technological frontier?
The autoethnographic data is presented through two vignettes, following established conventions
in autoethnographic methodology.

3.2.1. “Cutting edge or failure?” — negotiating academic integrity. As I approach my final year
at university before retirement, I find myself reflecting on the miraculous timing of Al's emergence in
academia. Technological breakthroughs have shaped my entire career path — much like when the Internet
led me toward pursuing a PhD after two decades of professional work. Now Al is advancing at an even
more remarkable pace. I've been bouncing around ideas for my last conference paper, and suddenly it hits
me — why not dive into Al tools for academic writing? Perfect timing since I'm mentoring BA students on
their theses. Plus, I could circle back to autoethnography, a method I employed earlier in my academic
life. But then the doubts creep in. Using Al for a published paper — am I crossing a line here? The
university's ChatGPT guidelines are full of "don'ts," and conference rules are either extremely vague or
basically threatening. Part of me thinks, "Why risk my reputation now?" Especially since
autoethnography isn't exactly mainstream in German academia, and let's face it, I've never considered
myself a particularly gifted writer. But wait — maybe Al could help with the writing part? And honestly,
how can I guide my social work students through using Al if I haven't really dived in myself? The more I
think about it, the more it makes sense. Besides, if someone at the end of their career won't push these
boundaries, who will?

3.2.2. “Claude & I are nearly done” - Writing an article with more ease. I'm curious how this
writing process with Al tools will differ from my previous experiences. While Al can help with
brainstorming and research questions, ['ve deliberately chosen not to use it for those stages — I fear losing
my academic stance, my ownership of the text. My first Al engagement was crafting conference abstracts.
After having to decline one conference for personal reasons, I was amazed at how quickly I could rework
my abstract elsewhere, maintaining my ideas while avoiding any double submission concerns. I explored
tools like Hesse.ai and Scopos Al for the literature review, and I was initially captivated by how quickly I
could grasp the research landscape. Yet I found myself lost in a seemingly endless sea of publications,
many themselves Al-generated. I felt oddly relieved when I finally found a paper explicitly stating it was

% The title of my autoethnography is inspired by the title of Dell’ Acqua et al. (2023)
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written without Al assistance. Is writing more efficient with AI? Yes and no. It's brilliant for polishing
rough sentences into precise academic English and helping with those perpetual writing challenges — like
crafting that one opening sentence. However, the endless possibilities for iterations and revisions can
become overwhelming, especially for a perfectionist like me. While I generally maintain a critical eye
when reviewing Claude's suggestions, I've learned you can't let your guard down. My habit of last-minute
writing once led me to overlook a classic ChatGPT exaggeration in the final sentence of an abstract (it got
accepted nevertheless...). Al's greatest contribution? Reducing the solitude of writing and helping to fight
doubts! Even if it risks anthropomorphizing, having 24/7 access to feedback, phrasing suggestions, or
sentence starters is simply brilliant. The emotional valleys I still experience with every writing project,
even after years of experience, feel less deep with Claude by my side.

4. Discussion

For critical reflection, I employ Brommer et al.'s (2023) responsibility framework for Al-assisted
research, examining (1) Al's impact on academic integrity principles and (2) the selection, use, and
control of Al tools.

(1) AI tools both support and challenge academic integrity principles. They foster deeper
reflection on authorship and integrity practices, even for experienced academics. The advent of generative
Al necessitates reconsidering established principles of good academic practice - future standards may
shift from personal sentence drafting to author verification and endorsement. However, Al tools can
compromise research transparency. Their internal mechanisms remain opaque, and comprehensively
documenting all prompts, decisions, and refinements proves impractical, necessitating new metrics for
adequate transparency.

(2) Selecting appropriate Al tools presents challenges amid rapidly evolving options and
changing usage policies. For this study, Claude was chosen over ChatGPT due to data protection
considerations and perceived superior text suggestions, though this preference warrants further
investigation. For literature reviews, specialized tools like Hesse.ai, Consensus, and Scopus Al were
preferred over general-purpose Al due to their access to verified academic sources. Quality control
involved maintaining critical distance and verifying language usage independently. Time pressure
emerged as a significant risk factor, potentially compromising the necessary critical oversight.

5. Conclusions

This study showed that generative Al tools are fundamentally transforming academic writing
practices. The findings suggest that students need structured opportunities to explore Al-assisted writing
across all academic writing courses, given the complexity of these tools and the ongoing transformation
of academic practices. This approach not only reflects responsible academic teaching but also aligns with
European higher education institutions' need to comply with the EU Al Act.

Acknowledgments

The author acknowledges the use of Claude 3.5 Sonnet Pro, Consensus, Hesse.ai, Scopus Al in
facilitating various stages of writing and ideation for this paper. All contributions from the Al were
reviewed, critically edited, and validated by me to ensure academic rigor and adherence to ethical
standards. The author also assessed and addressed potential biases inherent in the Al-generated content.
The final content, conclusions, and assertions in this paper are the sole responsibility of the author.

References

Bozkurt, A. (2024). GenAl et al.: Cocreation, Authorship, Ownership, Academic Ethics and Integrity in a
Time of Generative Al OpenPraxis, 16(1), Pp- 1-10.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.55982/openpraxis.16.1.654

Bozkurt, A., Xiao, J., Farrow, R., Bai, J. Y., Nerantzi, C., Moore, S., Dron, J., Stracke, C. M., Singh, L.,
Crompton, H., Koutropoulos, A., Terentev, E., Pazurek, A., Nichols, M., Sidorkin, A. M., Costello,
E., Watson, S., Mulligan, D., Honeychurch, S., ... Asino, T. I. (2024). The manifesto for teaching
and learning in a time of generative Al: A critical collective stance to better navigate the future.
Open Praxis, 16(4), 487-513. https://doi.org/10.55982/openpraxis.16.4.777

Brommer, S., Berendes, J., Bohle-Jurok, U., Buck, I., Girgensohn, K., Grieshammer, E., Gréner, C.,
Giirtl, F., Hollosi-Boiger, C., Klamm, C., Knorr, D., Limburg, A., Mundorf, M., Stahlberg, N.,
Unterpertinger, E. (2023). Wissenschaftliches Schreiben im Zeitalter von KI gemeinsam
verantworten. Diskussionspapier Nr. 27. Berlin: Hochschulforum Digitalisierung

50



Education and New Developments 2025

Dell'Acqua, F., McFowland 111, E., Mollick, E. R., Lifshitz-Assaf, H., Kellogg, K., Rajendran, S., Krayer,
L., Candelon, F., Lakhani, K. R., Navigating the Jagged Technological Frontier: Field
Experimental Evidence of the Effects of Al on Knowledge Worker Productivity and Quality
(September 15, 2023). Harvard Business School Technology & Operations Mgt. Unit Working
Paper No. 24-013, The Wharton School Research Paper, http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4573321

Ellis, C. (2004) The ethnographic I: A methodological novel about autoethnography. New York:
AltaMira Press.

Elstad, E.; Eriksen, H. (2024) Harnessing Al in Secondary Education to Enhance Writing Competence.
arXiv:2412.12117vl. https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2412.12117

EU Artificial Intelligence Act (2024) Regulation (EU) 2024/1689.
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1689/0j/eng

Gimpel, H., Hall, K., Decker, S., Eymann, T., Limmermann, L., Madche, A., Roglinger, R., Ruiner, C.,
Schoch, M., Schoop, M., Urbach, N., Vandirk, S. (2023). Unlocking the Power of Generative Al
Models and Systems such as GPT-4 and ChatGPT for Higher Education: A Guide for Students and
Lecturers. University of Hohenheim, March 20, 2023.

Gropler, J. (2023). Schreiben oder schreiben lassen? Forum Bibliothek und Information, 75(7), 366 — 368.

Gropler, J., Mundorf, M., Wilder, N: Al supported Text Production in the University, in: Christopher A.
Nunn and Frederike van Oorschot (eds.): Compendium of Computational Theology 1. Introducing
Digital Humanities to Theology, Heidelberg: heiBOOKS, 2024, S. 407-427.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.11588/heibooks.1521.c21962

Khalil, M., Er, E. (2023). Will ChatGPT Get You Caught? Rethinking of Plagiarism Detection. In:
Zaphiris, P., loannou, A. (eds) Learning and Collaboration Technologies. HCII 2023. Lecture
Notes in Computer Science, vol 14040. Springer, Cham.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-34411-4_32

Kobak, D., Gonzalez-Marquez, R., Horvat, E.-A., Lause, J. (2024) Delving into ChatGPT usage in
academic writing through excess vocabulary. arXiv:2406.07016v2 [es.CL]
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2406.07016.

Limburg, A., Bohle-Jurok, U., Buck, 1., Grieshammer, E., Gropler, J., Knorr, D., Lira Lorca, A., Mundorf,
M., Schindler, K., & Wilder, N. (2023). Zehn Thesen zur Zukunft des Schreibens in der
Wissenschaft, Diskussionspapier, Berlin: Hochschulforum Digitalisierung
https://hochschulforumdigitalisierung.de/sites/default/files/dateien/HFD_DP 23 Zukunft Schreibe
n_Wissenschaft.pdf

Maphoto, K. B., Sevnarayan, K., Mohale, N. E., Suliman, Z., Ntsopi, T. J., & Mokoena, D. (2024).
Advancing Students’ Academic Excellence in Distance Education: Exploring the Potential of
Generative Al Integration to Improve Academic Writing Skills. Open Praxis, 16(2), pp. 142—159.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.55982/ openpraxis.16.2.649

Nature. (2023). Tools such as ChatGPT threaten transparent science; here are our ground rules for their
use. Nature, 613. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-023-00191-1 ,

Nikolie, S., Sandison, C., Haque, R., Daniel, S., Grundy, S., Belkina, M., Neal, P. (2024). ChatGPT,
Copilot, Gemini, SciSpace and Wolfram versus higher education assessments: an updated
multi-institutional study of the academic integrity impacts of Generative Artificial Intelligence
(GenAl) on assessment, teaching and learning in engineering. Australasian Journal of Engineering
Education, 29(2), 126-153. https://doi.org/10.1080/22054952.2024.2372154

O’Connor S, ChatGPT (2023). Open artificial intelligence platforms in nursing education: Tools for
academic progress or abuse? Nurse Educ Pract. 2023; 66:103537

Perkins, M. (2023). Academic Integrity considerations of Al Large Language Models in the
post-pandemic era: ChatGPT and beyond. Journal of University Teaching & Learning Practice,
20(2). https://doi.org/10.53761/1.20.02.07

PROFiL & Schreibzentrum der LMU (Eds.) (2024): Frag doch ChatGPT? Eine praxisorientierte
Handreichung fiir den gekonnten Umgang mit Sprachmodellen in der Hochschulbildung.
Miinchen: Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitdt Miinchen.

Simon, J., Spiecker gen. D6hmann, 1. & von Luxburg, U. (2024): Generative KI — jenseits von Euphorie
und einfachen Losungen. Diskussion Nr. 34, Halle (Saale): Nationale Akademie der
Wissenschaften Leopoldina

Stracke, C. M., Bohr, B., Gabriel, S., Galla, N., Hofmann, M., Karolyi, H., Mersmann-Hoffmann, H.,
Mbnig, J. M., Mundorf, M., Opel, S., Rischke-NeB, J., Schroppel, M., Silvestri, A., & Stroot, G.
(2024): Ethische Nutzung von Kiinstlicher Intelligenz (KI) in der Hochschule — eine
Handreichung. Hrsg. v. Netzwerk ,,Ethische Nutzung von KI*.
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo. 10793844

Weizenbaum, J. (1966). ELIZA. A computer program for the study of natural language communication
between man and machine. Communications of the Association for Computing Machinery, 9,
36—45. https://doi.org/10.1145/365153.365168

51





