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 Abstract

Purpose: This study aims to discuss the impacts of using generative arti-
ficial intelligence (GenAI) in education and research in the business and 
management field, using a virtue ethics lens to reflect on technology’s 
effects on people.
Originality/value: Our analysis considers the potential risks and oppor-
tunities of using GenAI, particularly ChatGPT. We categorized the 
effects of generative AI on education and research into groups by map-
ping agent-centered or action-centered articles and sorting them by the 
ethical perspective they come from (deontology, utilitarianism, or virtue 
ethics), keeping in mind that AI ethics addresses mainly utilitarian rules 
and principles. Our analysis emphasizes the human element to avoid 
oversimplifying the effects on people’s formation. 
Design/methodology/approach: We conducted a semi-systematic review 
of recent literature on GenAI in management education and research. 
We used the PRISMA method to collect and select articles from three 
academic databases: Scopus, Science Direct, and Web of Science, in 
addition to Google Scholar. From 45 articles, we mapped three main 
issues: analysis level, ethical perspective, and GenAI impacts.
Findings: We point out that using GenIA for student learning and 
researcher training in virtues or character is incipient, while ethical 
issues are mentioned implicitly or superficially. GenAI can enhance or 
reduce human development and research, depending on its appropriate 
use in learning and research processes. A solid grounding in virtue  
ethics is essential to deeply understanding the impact of human-AI rela-
tionships.

	 Keywords: ChatGPT, generative AI, education and research, virtue 
ethics, human-centered AI
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Resumo

Objetivo: Discutir os impactos do uso da inteligência artificial generativa 
(GenAI) no ensino e pesquisa em Administração com a lente de investi-
gação da ética das virtudes para a reflexão dos impactos da tecnologia 
sobre as pessoas.
Originalidade/valor: Consideramos os riscos e as possibilidades concer-
nentes ao emprego da GenAI, especialmente o ChatGPT. Categorizamos 
os impactos da GenAI no ensino e pesquisa, mapeando artigos centra-
dos no agente ou em ações e classificando suas perspectivas éticas sub-
jacentes (deontologia, utilitarismo, ética das virtudes), reconhecendo 
que a ética da inteligência artificial se concentra em princípios utilitários 
e regulações. Destacamos o aspecto humano na análise, para superar a 
superficialidade no tratamento dos impactos na formação das pessoas.
Design/metodologia/abordagem: Conduzimos uma revisão semi-siste-
mática da literatura recente sobre GenAI no ensino e pesquisa em Admi-
nistração. Utilizamos o método PRISMA para coleta e seleção de artigos 
em três bases de dados acadêmicas, Scopus, Science Direct e Web of 
Science, além do Google Scholar. Desde 45 artigos, mapeamos três ques-
tões principais: nível de análise, perspectiva ética e impactos da GenAI. 
Resultados: Destacamos que o uso da GenIA para a aprendizagem do 
estudante e a formação do investigador em termos de virtudes ou cará-
ter são incipientes, enquanto as questões éticas são mencionadas implí-
cita ou superficialmente. A GenAI pode contribuir tanto para o aumento 
quanto para a redução do desenvolvimento humano e da pesquisa, a 
depender de seu uso apropriado em processos de aprendizagem e inves-
tigação. Uma sólida fundamentação na ética das virtudes é essencial 
para entendermos profundamente a relação homem-IA.

	 Palavras-chave: ChatGPT, IA generativa, ensino e pesquisa, ética das 
virtudes, IA centrada no humano
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INTRODUCTION

ChatGPT and other generative AI (GenAI) have transformed researchers’ 
work and research processes (Liu et al., 2023). The widespread use of these 
and other forms of AI has also transformed education (Dwivedi et al., 2023), 
changing the ways of teaching, learning, and research in the business mana
gement field (Korzynski et al., 2023). The ability to automate tasks and offer 
fast and complex responses has attracted attention. Still, discussions about 
the use of this technology and its ethical implications are in the early stages 
(Cooper, 2023).

The acknowledgment that the dissemination and ongoing enhancement 
of GenAI technologies will revolutionize the methods of education and 
research (E&R) is fundamental to monitor and investigate them to under-
stand better the possibilities and risks that GenAI tool’s diffusion and con-
tinuous improvement will bring to the area (Ratten & Jones, 2023). The 
results of these technologies are expected to meet society’s ethical, practi-
cal, and legal expectations (Bertoncini & Serafim, 2023). Although GenAI 
tools have broad applicability in both education and research, there are 
indications that they do not perform sufficiently in several activities, which 
raises many uncertainties about their ethical implications and effects on 
society (Coeckelberg, 2020). 

It is necessary to consider the possibilities and consequences of GenAI 
in academia (Barros et al., 2023). AI can perform repetitive and genuinely 
human tasks, such as content curation, course planning, and even student 
work assessment (Barros et al., 2023). Undeniably, digital skills will be 
essential for countless activities and professions, but acting ethically and 
virtuously will be even more critical (Sison, 2023). However, most studies 
addressing the impacts of GenAI on E&R point to changes in results and 
action, such as changes in methods and materials and study and research 
processes, with few studies (e.g., Polizzi & Harrison, 2022) focusing on the 
learning (or unlearning) of virtues and human character. 

Sison et al. (2023, p. 182) suggest examining how “human-centered AI” 
and the moral standards of the virtue ethics approach to human-computer 
interaction could help people develop virtues in the digital workplace. We 
explore this point in the E&R context in business management. Several 
studies indicate that practical wisdom, or phronesis (Aristotle, 1985), is fun-
damental for thoughtful consideration and appropriate use of AI and other 
technologies (Ferrero et al., 2020; Hagendorff, 2022). Furthermore, we 
would emphasize that AI may improve phronesis (Eisikovits & Feldman, 
2022; Vallor, 2016).
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Despite the need for human centrality and a perspective that aims to 
raise awareness among GenAI users in E&R (Kooli, 2023), as done by the 
virtue ethics approach, what is observed in AI ethics is the predominance of 
deontological and utilitarian ethical perspectives, making the discussion 
much more focused on norms, rules, and utility than on the person itself 
(Giarmoleo et al., 2024). Deontology evaluates the morality of an action by 
its inherent rules or duties. In contrast, utilitarian ethics asserts that an 
action’s morality is based on its outcome, considering correct the action that 
generates the most significant happiness for the largest number of indi
viduals (Mulgan, 2012; Hill Jr., 2009).

While ethics has become a top priority in AI ethics, there is still much 
to elucidate regarding the extent to which ethical considerations are con-
templated in the academic literature regarding using GenAI in E&R, even as 
to discern the theoretical foundations underlying these discussions. We 
emphasize that excessive GenAI use in E&R could replace essential human 
flourishing experiences and threaten ethical and social development. Based 
on this context, this study aims to discuss the impacts of generative artificial 
intelligence use in education and research in business management, using 
the virtue ethics approach as a foundation for reflection on the effects of 
technology on people.

Due to its widespread use (Dwivedi et al., 2023), we will focus primarily 
on ChatGPT. We developed a semi-systematic review with three interroga-
tive axes. The first aims to identify the level of analysis of the articles, seeking 
to understand whether the focus is on the action, person, or result; this 
establishes the foundation for the subsequent axis, which aims to compre-
hend the related ethical perspective. In the final axis, we raise academic lite
rature highpoints on the impacts of using GenAI in education and research 
in the business administration field. 

Our discussion aims to explore ethical issues involving the use of GenAI 
by analyzing the main focus of ethical arguments and perspectives men-
tioned or implicit in its impacts or solutions. To this end, we begin the arti-
cle by mapping the aspects of education and research that elucidate the risks 
and opportunities of using GenAI. Next, we develop a semi-systematic 
review, presenting the design and methodology, followed by the results. In 
the discussion section, we consider the ethical aspects related to GenAI use 
in E&R based on the centrality of action, person, or result identified from 
the analysis level of the articles in the sample.
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EDUCATION & RESEARCH (E&R) AND GENAI:  
VIRTUES OR VICES?

GenAI has attracted attention because it is a unique category of AI whose 
capabilities have gained wide recognition with the introduction of ChatGPT 
(Lim et al., 2023). This large language model has revolutionized the use of 
chatbots, allowing the development and testing of software, poems, essays, 
letters, contracts, and other texts, almost indistinguishable from those of 
human beings (Dwivedi et al., 2023). Its advancement over previous ver-
sions is due to its robust programming. Despite its benefits, ethical questions 
have arisen regarding its use by academics (Lund, et al., 2023) such as those 
of the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE, 2023).

In the educational context, GenAI provides interaction and represents a 
change in the relationship between the field’s purpose and broader socioeco-
nomic interests (Bearman et al., 2023). It influences two main facets: (1) prepa
ration for professional work and (2) developing cognitive skills for a fulfilled 
life. As AI evolves to perform complex information-based activities, there is 
a need to improve the purposes and methods of education (Aoun, 2017). 

In the research field, there are persistent concerns: the focus on quanti-
tative publication output and the pursuit of only prestigious journals, which 
can negatively affect the advancement of creativity and innovation (Bedeian, 
2004). The emphasis on publishing can disconnect academic research from 
practice, and there is a risk that researchers will begin to prioritize their 
status among peers rather than contribute with practical solutions to real 
problems (Miller et al., 2011). Furthermore, the stagnation of creativity and 
innovation can result in a lack of meaning and relevance to the knowledge 
produced, hindering scientific progress (Bedeian, 2004). ChatGPT can aggra-
vate such limitations in knowledge development and production of science, 
which increases concerns among researchers and academics (Dalalah & 
Dalalah, 2023; Chavez et al., 2023). 

Furthermore, the fact that AI-generated texts are virtually indistin
guishable from those written by humans means that educators and researchers 
find themselves in a problematic position, knowing what is, in fact, the 
result of human creation (Dalalah & Dalalah, 2023). Such issues have arisen 
about acquiring knowledge and regarding ethical dimensions in applying 
technology (Chavez et al., 2023), such as honesty and reliability. Thus, the 
use of GenAI has revealed both benefits and concerns. For stakeholders in 
the education sector, there are some advantages to data analysis and the 
measurement of school management results. Still, from the students’,  
teachers’, and researchers’ perspectives, the effects of AI are most perceptive. 
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Although the most visible impacts of GenAI on education and research 
are perceived and, to some extent, already considered (Barros et al., 2023), 
a significant discussion about its implications on people’s learning and ethi-
cal formation still needs to be deepened. Society and systems’ ability to 
address these issues will largely determine the level of trust and, ultimately, 
the impact of AI and its coexistence in society (Dignum, 2018). Based on 
these concerns, AI Ethics is a recent interdisciplinary area of ​​applied ethics 
that aims to understand ethical issues involved in AI processes, from its 
construction or design to its use and social, human, or environmental 
impacts (Kazim & Koshiyama, 2021). 

Dignum (2018) suggests that there are three ways to look at AI ethics: 
(1) Ethics by design refers to the incorporation of ethical reasoning into the 
autonomous AI system behavior; (2) Ethics in AI design employs engi
neering and regulatory tools to support the analysis and evaluation of the 
ethical implications of AI systems; and (3) Ethics for Design encompasses 
behaviors, patterns, and procedures to ensure the integrity of developers 
and users. In other words, ethical issues can arise from AI ​​technology and 
its effects on living beings. Even so, AI’s ethical and responsible use is more 
than fulfilling some systemic requirements; it must address human respon-
sibility for developing intelligent systems that follow fundamental human 
principles and values to ensure human flourishing and well-being in a sus-
tainable world (Dignum, 2018). 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

We undertook a semi-systematic academic literature review to elucidate 
the impact of GenAI use on business management’s education and research. 
We chose this review approach to evaluate the topic’s development and 
reception across various scientific traditions and perspectives. Using metanar-
rative as the main instrument, we used thematic analysis to identify and 
analyze patterns. 

The semi-systematic review approach is designed for topics conceptuali
zed in different ways and studied by several researchers within different 
disciplines, making a complete systematic review difficult (Wong et al., 2013). 
This approach, used in business journals (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2017), recog
nizes the difficulty of reviewing each possible relevant article in the research 
analysis. It presents a reasonable strategy for mapping theoretical approaches 
or themes and identifying knowledge gaps in the literature. This type of review 
seeks to obtain an overview of the research area and monitor its develop-
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ment over time. It has a broader approach to the research question and aims 
to understand the state of knowledge, the themes found in literature, and its 
historical overview, as well as recognize the theoretical models used and 
help develop the research agenda (Snyder, 2019). 

We did not use GenAI tools in writing or research for this work. The 
authors acknowledge that this tool, among other instrumental tasks, can be 
helpful for spelling revision, adjusting the text’s coherence and agreement, 
and adjusting references. However, its use was not necessary for this project.

The following research questions were defined to guide the study:

•	 Q1: How does the academic literature evaluate the use of GenAI in E&R 
in the business management field?

•	 Q2: How has ethics been addressed in the academic literature about 
using GenAI in E&R in business management?

•	 Q3: What are the impacts indicated by the academic literature regarding 
using GenAI in E&R in the business management field?

The semi-systematic search adopted the Preferred Reporting Items for 
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) method (Moher et al., 
2015). In February 2024, we searched across three academic databases, 
namely Scopus, Science Direct, and Web of Science; additionally, we included 
a search on Google Scholar. In the academic databases, the terms “(“genera-
tive artificial intelligence” OR ChatGPT) AND research AND education” 
were searched in the titles, abstracts, and keywords. We refined the search 
to articles published on ​​business management and written in English.  
In Google Scholar, we used the question: “How has generative artificial 
intelligence, especially ChatGPT, been used in administration education  
and research, focusing on impacts and ethical implications?”. We tested and 
adjusted the terms and the search question until we had achieved the best 
fit for the proposed questions. 

The selection criteria included studies on ChatGPT or GenIA applied to 
E&R in business management. Despite being published in business mana
gement databases and journals, we noticed that many articles addressed the 
use of GenIA in a generic way. Since we consider that research in the area is 
still in its initial and exploratory stages, without more concrete results from 
applied studies, we kept these works and classified them as “generic.” We 
included conference papers, editorials, and preprints. After excluding those 
not meeting the eligibility criteria, we analyzed 53 works out of the 176 
articles. 

After the complete reading and exclusion of 8 articles that did not corres
pond to the scope of the investigation because they did not address GenIA (2), 
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did not apply to E&R (5), or were from another area and could not be clas-
sified as generic (1), the final sample consisted of 45 articles. 

Figure 1 illustrates the summary of the identification, selection, and 
inclusion steps according to the PRISMA protocol: 

Figure 1 
Identification of studies in databases

Screening: 
Sample (n= 192)

Excluded: 
– Did not address GAI or ChatGPT (n= 63) 
– Did not apply to E&R: (n= 50) 
– �Did not apply to the Administration area: 

(n= 7)

Excluded: 
– Did not address GAI or ChatGPT (n= 2) 
– Did  not apply to E&R: (n= 5) 
– �Did not apply to the Administration area:  

(n= 1)

Sample included in the review: (n= 45)

Identification of studies in the databases
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Sample identified:

Keywords in academic databases: “(“generative artificial intelligence” OR ChatGPT) AND 
research AND education” 
 (n= 157) 

Google Scholar question: “How has generative artificial intelligence, especially ChatGPT, 
been used in administration education and research, focusing on impacts and ethical 
implications?” (n= 35)*

* Some articles were found both in academic databases and on Google Scholar.

Screening: 
Sample (n= 192)

Reading title, abstract and  
keywords: (n= 176)

Full reading: (n= 53)

We imported the sample articles into AtlasTI for qualitative thematic 
analysis. One author conducted the reading, and another validated it to 
increase reliability.
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Three axes structured the scope of the investigation: 1) identifying the 
level of analysis; 2) distinguishing the ethical perspective; and 3) compiling 
the impacts of GenAI use. Each dimension could receive multiple codes, 
while different studies could categorize related themes differently. The 
research’s conduct was also considered, rather than a classification based 
solely on specific terminology or expressions. Giarmoleo et al. (2024) and 
Daza & Ilozumba (2022) inspired axes 1 and 2. The third axis of analysis in 
this work emerged from our exploratory reading of articles on generative 
artificial intelligence in education and research in the business management 
field. These readings guided our analyses, enabling us to contribute to the 
ongoing discussion and offer a unique perspective on the challenges and 
opportunities of using GenAI in business management’s E&R. 

To elucidate Q1, we focused on understanding the ethical influence of 
the articles’ analysis. Giarmoleo et al. (2024) indicate that action ethics con-
siders decisions from an external perspective, exemplified by Utilitarianism 
and Deontology, applicable in studies on policies and standards in AI. Person-
centered ethics prioritizes moral character, emphasizing virtue in using AI, 
while ethical practices focus on user conduct. We added the category “result-
centered,” which addresses the instrumental effects and consequences of 
using AI. 

Next, we focused on identifying the ethical perspective that best addresses 
Q2. As part of our exploratory research, we realized that incorporating ethics 
into the search terms could potentially include works by scholars in the 
field, which could lead to bias on a more realistic view of the ethical discus-
sion in the context of E&R in business management. Therefore, this axis 
aimed to investigate the instances and manners in which ethics surfaced. 
The ethical guidelines were evaluated, even when not explicitly stated, by 
analyzing the theoretical basis and the analytical prism adopted in the studies. 

The analysis regarding Q2 used the following categories: deontology, 
utilitarianism, virtue ethics, multiple (more than one perspective), implicit 
ethical perspective, and no indication. Articles that explicitly mentioned  
an ethical theory were classified according to these names. We used the 
implicit perspective combined with the approach code to identify studies 
that did not explicitly mention the theory but had adjacent elements in their 
discussion. We applied the “multiple” code to articles identifying multiple 
ethical theories, highlighting the respective perceived approaches. We clas-
sified articles that failed to identify an approach as “no indication.” This 
taxonomy draws from the research conducted by Daza & Ilozumba (2022), 
who evaluated AI ethics in the Business Ethics literature according to the 
following criteria: (a) deontological analysis, which questions whether 
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solutions to ethical dilemmas derive from moral obligations or norms; (b) 
evaluation of consequentialist (utilitarian) approaches, through arguments 
based on results, effectiveness, and cost-benefit analysis; and (c) analysis 
focused on virtue ethics, emphasizing well-being and human development 
through the mention of virtues and exemplary behaviors. Like these authors, 
we also sought to identify the adoption of one or multiple ethical perspec-
tives or the lack of alignment with predefined ethical models. 

Finally, to answer Q3, we gathered the impacts of using GenIA identi-
fied in the sample surveys. We created the following categories of impacts: 
ethical, instrumental, knowledge production, cognitive, and on the person. 
These impacts could be harmful—like threats and challenges—or optimis-
tic, such as improvements, changes, and solutions. 

RESULTS: THEMATIC ANALYSIS

The results may offer some insights into the structure of knowledge. 
The articles were published between 2023 (82%) and 2024 (18%). Given the 
public launch of ChatGPT in November 2022 (https://openai.com), this 
result was expected. Despite including the business management field in 
the search strategy, 31 (69%) articles generically discussed the tool’s use, 
while 14 (31%) articles specifically addressed the area. We noticed, however, 
that the discussions were similar, with some particularities in the articles 
aimed at specific segments; for example, the notes by Alshurafat et al. (2023) 
focused on accounting students or the impacts raised by Salah et al. (2023) on 
the use of GenAI in street-level bureaucracy. 

Most articles, totaling 60%, addressed the use of GenAI in education 
(27), 20% focused on research (9), and another 20% on education and 
research (9). These numbers highlight the trend of segmented evaluation in 
education and research. On the other hand, some impacts were consistently 
observed in various fields, such as plagiarism, as highlighted in the studies 
on education by Crawford et al. (2023) and Hicks (2023), as well as in the 
research article by Dalalah and Dalalah (2023), among others. We under-
stand that education and research are distinct areas, but they have several 
stakeholders in common, such as educational institutions, teachers, and 
students who are simultaneously researchers. Therefore, we suggest an inter-
connected discussion concerning instrumental impacts such as plagiarism. 

Regarding the distribution of publications per journal, 29 journals pre-
sented a single publication; four journals recorded two publications each, one 
journal recorded three, and another accumulated five publications. Figure 2 
summarizes the bibliometric results of the articles.
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Figure 2 
Summary of bibliometric results

N° Journal

5 The International Journal of Management Education

3 Education sciences

2 Contemporary Educational Technology

2 International Journal of Management Education

2 International Journal of Research in Marketing

2 Management Learning

1 Administrative Sciences

1 ArXiv.org

1 Asian Journal of Distance Education

1 Economics and Business Review

1 Education and Information Technologies 

1 Educational Technology and Society

1 Entrepreneurship Education and Pedagogy

1 Future in Educational Research

1 Global Business and Finance Review

1 Intell. Syst. Account. Finance Manag.

1 International Journal of Information Management

1 International Journal of Public Administration

1
International Research Journal of Modernization in 
Engineering Technology and Science

1 Issues in Information Systems

1 JMIR Medical Education

1 Journal of Advertising

1 Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management

1 Journal of Financial Reporting and Accounting

1 Journal of Information Technology

1 Journal of management inquiry

1 Journal of Policy Science, 

1
Journal of the Association for Information Science 
and Technology

1 Journal of Tourism Futures

1 Journal of University Teaching and Learning Practice

1 SSRN Electronic Journal

1 Sustainability

1 Technological Forecasting & Social Change

1 Technology and Society

1 Telecommunications Policy

Publication year

18%

82%

  2023

  2024

E&R focus area

31%

69%

 � Business 

management

 � Generic

Application concentration

60%

20%

20%

  E

  R

  E&R
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Next, we examine each axis in detail to address the research questions. 

Q1: How does academic literature evaluate the use of GenAI in the 
business management field’s E&R?

Regarding Q1, we evaluated three analysis categories: “action-centered,” 
“person-centered” (similar to that mapped by Giarmoleo et al., 2024), and 
“result-centered.” Out of the 45 articles, 24 concentrate on one of these 
categories, with ten falling under the “action-centered” category. These arti-
cles discuss practical recommendations, use, and risk mitigation of GenAI 
tools (Song, 2024; Vecchiarini & Somià, 2023). Six articles are person- 
centered, focusing on aspects such as autonomy and impacts on human 
well-being (Dwivedi et al., 2023; Hicks, 2023). Eight results-focused articles 
analyze the effectiveness and adverse effects of GenAI use, such as plagia-
rism, the spread of misinformation, and bias and prejudice (Liu et al., 2023; 
Bin-Nashwan et al., 2023). 

The remaining 21 articles present multiple analyses: six incorporate all 
three categories, showing the interconnection between actions, results, and 
impacts on people. Another six articles combine “action” and “results”; six 
focus on “person” and “results,” and three analyze from “action” and “per-
son.” This variety reflects the complexity of GenAI implications debates on 
E&R, focusing on the correlation between GenAI influences. 

Figure 3 illustrates the classification percentages by article, reflecting 
the predominance of GenAI and E&R outcomes. Taken together, these data 
highlight a lack of depth in exploring the complexities of AI, with few pro-
posed solutions to ethical, practical, and bias challenges. This points to a 
more detailed investigation and an approach that ethically addresses these 
complex issues (Dwivedi et al., 2023).

Figure 3
Levels of analysis 

1. Action-centered
23.9%  (n = 33)

2. Person-centered
26.8%   (n = 37)

3. Result-centered
49.3%  (n = 68)
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Q2: How has ethics been addressed in the academic literature on 
the GenAI use in the business management field’s E&R?

In this analysis, we investigated the ethical dimensions concerning 
GenAI use in E&R, classifying the references as implicit or explicit. We have 
found that 44 studies incorporate at least an implicit ethical perspective. 
From these, ten studies adopt a deontological approach, highlighting the 
need to establish regulations for the appropriate use of GenAI (Hicks, 2023). 
Five studies adopt the perspective of virtue ethics, emphasizing the role of 
the individual in character development (Crawford et al., 2023). One article 
presents a utilitarian approach, highlighting the need to consider global 
objectives when formulating ethical principles (Rane, 2024). Eleven articles 
integrate Deontology and Virtue Ethics elements, proposing the creation of 
norms while emphasizing the centrality of the individual in the ethical 
GenAI use (Lim et al., 2023). A single study implicitly combines utilitarian 
and virtue perspectives, while three investigations jointly explore the utili-
tarian and deontological approaches. Finally, seven works implicitly refer to 
the three ethical perspectives without significant depth. 

Five studies do not explicitly align with any specific ethical perspective; 
however, all raise pertinent questions about ethical aspects. Only two articles 
explicitly mention ethical theories: Dwivedi et al. (2023) directly address 
utilitarianism while implicitly discussing other perspectives; Schlagwein 
and Willcocks (2023) conduct a comparative analysis between utilitari- 
anism and deontology. 

The study shows that ethical discussions about GenAI are still in their 
early stages, characterized by superficial approaches and frequently lacking 
concrete proposals to address the identified dilemmas. This scenario indi-
cates a limited comprehension of GenAI’s potentialities and limitations in 
human development, exposing several ethical challenges but failing to pre-
sent substantial solutions. The homogeneity observed in the articles con-
tributes insufficiently to the deepening of the ethical debate concerning the 
GenAI application of ​​business management’s E&R. 

Table 1 displays the frequency of each ethical perspective mentioned  
in the studies. We counted all mentions, which is why each article could find 
the same perspective more than once. Of the 122 ethical perspectives men-
tioned—Deontology (70), Utilitarianism (19), and Virtue Ethics (33) — 119 
are implicit. The influx of implicit perspectives may be evidence of superfi-
ciality in ethical discussions and a lack of theoretical foundations specific to 
this field of study. Like Song (2024), there is a plethora of studies that focus 
on creating rules and policies as a solution, while the mentions of Virtue 
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Ethics reflect the works that indicated some concern with the formation of the 
person (e.g., Crawford et al., 2023), but without adequate theoretical depth. 
Only five articles did not mention anything related to ethical perspectives. 

Table 1 

Number of explicit and implicit ethical perspectives mentions

Ethical 
perspective

Number of times perspective was mentioned in the texts
TOTAL

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Deontology 17 11 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 70

Utilitarianism 13 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19

Virtue ethics 17 4 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33

Multiple 23 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25

Implicit 
perspective

11 11 6 6 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 119

No indication 5 x x x x x x x x x x x x x 5

Q3: What are the impacts indicated by the academic literature 
regarding using GenAI in the business management field’s E&R?

Finally, we evaluated the impacts of using GenIA in E&R in the 45 
articles analyzed. Of this set, 18 studies address ethical, instrumental, cog-
nitive, knowledge production (KP), and on the person (OTP). Nine articles 
focus on ethical, instrumental, KP, and OTP impacts; four contemplate ethi-
cal, instrumental, cognitive, and OTP aspects; two investigate ethical, instru-
mental, and cognitive dimensions; two examine ethical, instrumental, and 
OTP impacts; two discuss instrumental, KP and OTP impacts; and two ana-
lyze ethical, instrumental and KP impacts. Additionally, we observed studies 
with more specific focuses: one article addresses the impacts on KP and 
OTP; another explores KP, cognitive aspects, and OTP; a third investigates 
ethical, OTP, and cognitive impacts; a fourth examines ethical and instrumen-
tal effects; a fifth analyzes KP, instrumental and cognitive; and, finally, one 
study is exclusively dedicated to the impacts on KP. 

The ethical impacts identified include dishonesty, integrity, misconduct, 
and conflict of values. Instrumental impacts detail the use and potential 
applications of GenAI in E&R, emphasizing technological effectiveness. 
Impacts on KP discuss the effect of GenAI in developing or suppressing 
knowledge, with GenAI tools potentially fostering innovative theoretical 
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discourses in management or negatively affecting critical thinking and origi
nality (Ratten & Jones, 2023). Cognitive impacts are related to decreased 
critical capacity and dependence on GenAI. OTP impacts include effects on 
human well-being, such as insecurity, anxiety, and emotional reliance (Craw-
ford et al., 2023; Lund et al., 2023; Sweeney, 2023). 

Figure 4 highlights the amount of each impact type per publication. It is 
also possible to see the concentration in instrumental aspects (219) and 
knowledge production (131), representing the predominance of technical-
instrumental aspects. Although ethical elements were identified in 129 
impacts, when correlating these data with Question 2 (Q2) results, it 
becomes clear that ethical issues are often addressed superficially and not 
always focused on human beings. On the person (108) and cognitive (79) 
impacts follow the results logic of Q1 and Q2, appearing with less intensity 
and representing the mentions of the need to develop critical thinking and 
skills for GenAI use (Halaweh, 2023). 

Figure 4

Impacts raised in the sample articles

1. Ethical impacts
19.4%  (n = 129)

2. Instrumental impacts
32.9%  (n = 219)3. Impacts on knowledge production

19.7%  (n = 131)

4. Cognitive impacts
11.9%  (n = 79)

5. Impacts on the person
16.2%  (n = 108)

Discussion: Ethical perspectives on GenAI 
regarding utility, norms, and virtues.

Integrating GenAI into education and research prompts reflections on 
the objectives, impacts, necessary teaching skills, and educational methodo
logies (Dwivedi et al., 2023). Not only does this research contribute to 



The (lack of) ethics at generative AI in Business Management education and research

17

ISSN 1678-6971 • RAM. Rev. Adm. Mackenzie, São Paulo, 25(6), eRAMD240061, 2024
https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-6971/eRAMD240061 

knowledge and theoretical development, but it also raises questions about 
GenAI’s role in training people. Given that GenAI may neglect the virtues 
inherent in research practices, it may not support the researcher’s learning 
or personal development. Critical research processes, such as application, 
validation, reporting, and justification of methods, may lose transparency 
and explainability when delegated to GenAI, challenging the essence of aca-
demic and personal growth. 

Our semi-systematic review found that the academic literature analyzes 
GenAI in business management’s E&R (Q1) from a predominantly reduc-
tionist, instrumental, and technocratic perspective. The focus is on processes, 
applications, and technical potential, with warnings regarding risks, biases, 
discrimination, sexism, ageism, and use of data. These issues, although fre-
quently mentioned, are addressed superficially, being cited as existing issues 
but without proposing solutions that transcend the mere creation of norms, 
rules, and conduct guidelines. The studies analyzed show a tendency to seek 
results’ maximization through implementing GenAI in business manage-
ment’s E&R, in addition to demonstrating an excessive focus on the utility 
of the technology. 

Focusing on norms and guidelines to solve impasses and problems 
resulting from these technologies in E&R denotes a deontological ethical 
position, while focusing on results and utility brings a utilitarian bias. Both 
ethical approaches are instrumental, and the lack of theoretical depth in the 
field may end up directing discussions toward such perspectives, even in a 
way that is unintentional by the authors. In debates where a person’s inte-
gral evaluation is fundamental, the predominance of an instrumental view-
point leads to a reductionist conception. Only a more comprehensive and 
profound understanding of human nature can offer solutions to dilemmas 
that transcend norms and quantifiable results. For a careful analysis of the 
interaction between a person and technology and its impacts on society, 
virtue ethics appears to be the most appropriate and promising approach. 

Therefore, we can infer that ethics is fundamental not because it pro-
motes abstract values unrelated to human well-being but because it consti-
tutes a theory of social relations whose principles are essentially norms 
aimed at people’s growth (Goodin, 1990). We suggest connecting tradi
tional ideas like utilitarianism, deontology, and virtue ethics with more 
modern ideas (e.g., Serafim & Ames, 2023) to understand ethics in GenAI 
better. Such an approach can serve as a starting point for a more robust 
understanding of the relevance and urgency of the ethical debate when 
applying GenAI in business management’s E&R. 
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In virtue ethics, philosopher Alasdair MacIntyre is among today’s most 
relevant authors. In Business Ethics, in addition to MacIntyre, there are seve
ral different perspectives on virtue ethics, initiated more than 40 years ago by 
Solomon, and in which perspectives, such as those of Alejo Sison and Ignacio 
Ferrero, stand out (Sison et al., 2017). We highlight Krist Kristjánsson’s 
name in character education and virtue development. 

The central idea of ​​utilitarianism lies in the principle that organizations’ 
and institutions’ actions should increase the overall amount of happiness, 
understood as the increase in pleasure and decrease in pain (Crisp, 2013). A 
theory such as classical utilitarianism states that the only relevant property 
is the extent to which people experience and maximize happiness (Pettit, 
1997). According to utilitarian theory, something can only be considered 
good if it helps increase pleasure and decrease pain in some way for someone. 
Some critics argue that this perspective is too limited since it correlates 
‘good’ with usefulness, reducing everything to a question of consumer 
demand (Singer, 1977; Williams, 1993). 

The deontological ethics perspective is a normative theory that deals 
with what choices are morally required, prohibited, or permitted. Kant is 
the leading developer and creator of deontology, a domain of moral theories 
that guides and evaluates people’s choices based on what ought to be done. 
Kant wanted to create and support a moral law based on reason and not on 
facts, free from any empirical influence and capable of producing a respect-
ful feeling that induces action with moral value, whether through goodwill 
or imposed by duty (Hill Jr., 2009; Darwall, 2003). 

In the context of GenAI, it is inevitable to consider ethical and moral 
aspects since this technological tool directly influences human life, promoting 
facilities and incurring errors from its programming to even considerable 
consequences due to user misutilization (Anshari et al., 2023). Therefore, we 
aimed to comprehend how the academic literature on GenAI use in business 
management’s E&R (Q1 and Q2) addresses ethics. Our analysis reveals that 
articles addressing ethical issues often consider ‘ethics’ as an existing dilem-
ma without basing their discussions on robust ethical theories, resulting in a 
lack of depth and proposals for effective solutions. Still, the fact that 40 
studies contemplate ethical aspects highlights the inextricable relationship 
between moral considerations and the application of GenAI in Education 
and Research (E&R) in business management, emphasizing the urgency of 
a more in-depth ethical discussion in this area.

Many of the articles in the sample are centered on a deontological view. 
The defenders of this ethical viewpoint in GenAI assert that the rigorous 
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development of deontological ethics can prevent the uncertainties of intui-
tion-based ethics. Since actions are based on reasons, they take on a condi-
tional form: if these reasons are valid, one proceeds with the action. Pro-
gramming such conditional rules into a machine is a natural fit (Hooker & 
Kim, 2019). 

The utilitarian view also appears in the articles, aiming to maximize 
results and expand the usefulness of GenAI in business management’s  
E&R to benefit the most significant number of people. The theory of utili-
tarianism is one of the most common approaches to making ethical deci-
sions, especially those with consequences that affect large groups of people 
(Singer, 1977; Scarre, 1996; Goodin, 1990; Brandt, 1992). Creating codes 
that aim to protect data and guarantee their rights is one of the ways to 
understand this ethical aspect in the GenAI reality. Defining the ethical  
and unethical uses of GenAI from the utilitarian perspective means making 
it a tool capable of regulating good consequences for society on the ethical 
side and harmful consequences on the unethical side (Anshari et al., 2023). 

Our analysis shows that, although some studies present elements 
aligned with the perspective of virtue ethics, addressing the impacts of 
GenAI technologies on the person and highlighting the need for a human-
centered reflection, such considerations remain superficial and embryonic 
in academic discussions. The approach to virtue ethics, when present, lacks 
a more robust development and a more systematic application in the context 
of GenAI in business management’s E&R. It is possible to perceive that a 
lack of understanding centered on virtue ethics, along with a deeper under-
standing of the role and relevance of individuals in this context, hinders the 
development of more assertive debates, effective solutions, and an under-
standing that instrumental approaches are limited in solving such problems. 
Despite the knowledge of the need to raise people’s awareness, there is still 
no delve into how this can be effectively done. The virtues perspective can 
fill this gap. 

While utilitarian and deontological ethics are critical in the context of 
GenAI, they fall short in understanding human actions and motivations, not 
only when using technologies but also in everyday life, thereby hindering a 
deeper exploration of the ethical debate. Virtue ethics emerges as an alterna-
tive to understanding the most profound aspects of human motivation and 
how their social interactions—with technological artifacts—can help them 
develop virtues or vices (Vallor, 2016). 

The virtue ethics perspective postulates that the effects of virtuous 
actions manifest themselves in the social fabric. Aristotelian ethics is funda-
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mentally first-person ethics, focusing on individual character, personal 
actions, and the performance of genuinely good acts by a person. This moral 
agent is endowed with reason, reflective capacity, and virtues appropriate to 
the action context. This ethical approach aims to promote a fulfilled life. 
Although it does not focus primarily on the observance of principles, these 
play a crucial role in the Aristotelian ethical framework (Hartman, 2017). 

A central dimension of virtue ethics in the context of GenAI is techné, 
that is, the excellence of human activity regarding craftsmanship, art, or 
technique. This ability represents the exercise of instrumental rationality 
through deliberation. Applied to specific tasks, it creates in the agent the 
ability to perform similar activities with versatility (Melé & Cantón, 2014). 
Thus, like science or productive knowledge, which aims to create or modify 
objects and explain how the act or object arises (Aristotle, 1985), the develop-
ment of GenAI is a fruit of techné.

The use of GenAI accentuates ethical concerns about human improve-
ment and respect for dignity. This occurs, for example, when people are 
exposed to the risks of addiction or dependence on technologies (Bhargava 
& Velasquez, 2021), loss of privacy, and the possibility of developing habits 
that are contrary to ethical growth, such as dishonesty, lack of self-control, 
or even the reduction of wisdom, decision-making or phronesis (Eisikovits & 
Feldman, 2022). In this scenario, humans must prepare to interact and use 
technology wisely (Vallor, 2016). 

Currently, technology in its most varied forms is a support resource  
in decision-making, development of creative processes, and data analysis 
(Bartneck et al., 2021; Stahl, 2021). As previously mentioned, we can situa
te the use of GenAI technologies within the scope of techné. However, from 
the use perspective, we argue that other human activity areas should also be 
considered. Aristotle (1985) called the other two areas or forms of excel-
lence in human activities phronesis, practical wisdom or prudence, which is 
the science or knowledge that aims to deliberate between different options 
and is accomplished when knowledge is translated into action – this action 
being endowed with values ​​and ethical premises; and episteme, science or 
theoretical knowledge, which promotes scientific skills aimed at explaining 
something, being the investigative activity of the world par excellence 
(Kavanagh, 2013). 

In Aristotelian ethics, an essential characteristic of virtue is to seek  
balance between extremes. This will lead to a virtuous, well-lived, and ful-
filled life. The balance of virtue is the path to moral excellence and a life of 
meaning (Zagzebski, 2023). One way someone may not achieve virtues or 
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be unable to be virtuous is through a lack of phronesis – moral wisdom or 
practical wisdom (Hursthouse & Pettigrove, 2023). For Aristotle, being 
noble is also a necessary condition for being virtuous. Only those who act 
virtuously are virtuous, or those who act justly are just. The philosopher 
also makes the reasoning for this proposition clear. The agent must know 
the truth about what is just (dikaion), what is noble (kalon), and what is 
good or beneficial (sumpheron) (Kraut, 2009). 

As technology becomes increasingly central to people’s lives, there is a 
notable risk of a decline in phronesis and episteme, while its unconscious use 
can also limit the development of techné. Through phronesis, a person becomes 
thoughtful, learns to deliberate correctly, and acquires the ability to think 
and act in specific situations. In addition, it allows one to analyze values, 
good and evil, as a starting point for action (Aristotle, 1985). This charac
teristic may deteriorate when an artifact dictates what is best for an indi-
vidual. If GenAI outputs are assumed to be accurate, they can limit the per-
son’s critical thinking, as their veracity, relevance, and application to the 
factual context are not considered (Mhlanga, 2024). 

Finally, the main impacts indicated by the analysis of the articles lead to 
positive and negative perspectives. Among the positive impacts, we discove
red that GenAI tools assist researchers in solving complex problems and can 
aid learning content, including tools for text translation. However, the main 
message concerns the challenges of using these technologies. Problems 
related to plagiarism, bias, violation of property rights, dependence on tech-
nology, impacts on the development of critical and cognitive capacities, lack 
of ethical use by users, and lack of innovation since GenAI only reproduces 
information and does not generate knowledge. Evidence suggests that the 
impacts of using GenAI in E&R are ethical, as they affect individuals and 
often result from their actions. In this sense, virtues are preconditions for 
putting ethical principles into practice and, therefore, can help to access the 
use of AI’s ethical implications, considering the human-machine relation-
ship (Hagendorff, 2022). Adopting a textual output from AI as a work of 
one’s authorship impacts human character, implying a lack of honesty on 
the author’s part.

As we have punctuated, phronesis allows us to understand the actual con-
text of action, something significant for considering the actual applicability 
of information and technology outputs (Hagendorff, 2022). However, in the 
context of GenAI, virtue ethics, deontology, and utilitarianism approaches 
are little-explored perspectives; that is, research is not very well-founded in 
ethical perspectives (Daza & Llozumba, 2022). Our results also pointed  
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in this direction, indicating the predominance of instrumental perspective 
and focus on results. To underscore these findings, we present in Figure 4 a 
summary of the discussion on GenAI in business management’s E&R, 
emphasizing the importance of considering the person and virtue ethics in 
this discussion. Below, we present a synoptic table with the results of the 
three axes explored in this review. In this sense, we reinforce that virtue ethics 
differs from the others because it emphasizes the human being and contains 
the teleological premise, which seeks eudaimonia, the ultimate goal of life.

Figure 5
Summary of the discussion of GenAI in education and research

•  �Human-centeredness
•  �Knowledge production
•  �Development of cognitive skills

•  �Maximization of outcomes
•  �Utility-centered
•  �The best tool for the 

greatest number of people
•  �Utility risk due to failures•  �Standards

•  �Rules 
•  �Regulations
•  �Guidelines 

•  �Phronesis (practical wisdom)
•  �Understanding  
•  �Individual analysis
•  �Context analysis
•  �Human flourishing
•  �Development of critical thinking

Virtue ethics PersonDiscussion of Generative  
Artificial Intelligence in Education 

and Research

Instrumental 
perspective

Deontological 
view

Utilitarian 
view

•  �Informartion  
reproduction

•  �Technical perspective 
•  �Process-oriented focus 
•  �Results-oriented focus 
    •  �Reduction of human moral agency 
       •  �Lack of effective solutions to  

existing problems between GenAI  
and E&R
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Figure 6
Synoptic table of GenAI use in Business Management’s education and 
research

Axis 2 – ethical perspective 
( n = 271)*

Axis 1 – level of analysis  
( n = 138)*

Axis 3 – types of impacts 
( n = 666)*

The use of GenAI in E&R,  
according to academic literature 

(n = 45)

Action-centered (n = 33)

Person-centered (n = 37)

Results-centered (n = 68)

Deontology (n = 70)

Utilitarianism (n = 19)

Virtue ethics (n = 33)

Multiple (n = 25)

Implicit perspective (n = 119)

No indication (= 5)

Ethical impacts (n = 129)

Instrumental impacts  
(n = 219)

Impacts on knowledge 
 production (n = 131)

Cognitive impacts (n = 79)

Impacts on the person 
(n = 108)

* The same article may present each category more than once, therefore, the total is greater than number of articles in 
the sample (45). 

CONCLUSIONS

ChatGPT is a milestone in the development of GenAI, bringing exciting 
possibilities and ethical challenges to education and research in business 
management. This article sought to discuss the use of this technology in 
light of ethics by conducting a semi-systematic review.

The articles’ reading showed three primary levels of analysis: person-
centered, action-centered, and results-centered. We can see that although 
many authors do not consider an explicit ethical position, the predominant 
ethical perspective in the discussion is deontological. While some researchers 
acknowledge the humans’ role in using and impacting these technologies, 
this context lacks in-depth analysis and needs further exploration and under-
standing. Five main impacts were found: 1. ethical; 2. instrumental; 3. on 
knowledge production; 4. cognitive impacts; and 5. on the person. 
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It was also observed that the discussion on the use of GenIA in business 
management’s E&R is centered on process results and has a predominantly 
technical perspective, which leads to a lack of effective solutions to existing 
problems and a decrease in human agency. 

Considering the discussions and reflections in this work, one aspect 
that must be considered from practical wisdom is that, even though several 
scholars intend to point out the possible impacts and future developments 
with GenIA use in E&R, it is paramount to admit that there is no way to 
foresee all the potential consequences regarding research and education’s 
future for tomorrow’s generations. 

Although we encourage a discussion based on virtue ethics, especially 
considering its teleology aimed at human flourishing, other aspects must be 
considered to achieve the common good in society. We do not rule out the 
possibility that regulating the use of such technologies, monitoring conse-
quences, and evaluating their use results are also fundamental aspects of 
education, research, and other application sectors. 
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