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near-instantaneously and regenerate brand-new responses 
on request (Elkins & Chun, 2020). In the industry, it has 
been called “the best artificial intelligence chatbot ever 
released to the general public” (Roose, 2022, p. 1). This 
fame is well-earned: ChatGPT can engage in “human-like” 
conversations, write essays, poems, and code, translate 
languages, summarize text, generate countless ideas, and 
even pass prestigious exams, such as Wharton’s MBA exam 
(Pavlik, 2023; Terwiesch, 2023; Xiang, 2023).

The variety of possibilities for using ChatGPT is prom-
ising but also alarming: Teachers worry about its negative 
impact on students (Herman, 2022). It was only a matter of 
time before concerns were raised about the independence 
of students’ work, including homework essays (for an over-
view of ChatGPT assessment in education, see Kasneci 
et al., 2023; Rudolph et al., 2023; Tlili et al., 2023). This 
research aimed to establish how extensive this problem is, 
what proportion of students know and use ChatGPT, and 
who decides to use ChatGPT for school assignments.

However, ChatGPT’s use extends beyond the academic 
field. It is a broadly available tool and is used for various 

Introduction

In the last few years, probably no other technology has 
been as widely used and discussed by the public as Chat-
GPT (Gorichanaz, 2023). This machine learning model, 
an algorithm based on a massive dataset of text from the 
Internet, is a generative mechanism able to produce text 
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Abstract
The popularity of Artificial Intelligence-based tools is rapidly growing. The broad availability of such technology offers 
immediate assistance in various tasks, from students’ graded assignments to employees’ written work. We aimed to exam-
ine whether the Big Five personality traits and the self-importance of moral identity predicted the use of ChatGPT for 
writing tasks at the time of ChatGPT’s growing popularity (i.e., January 2023). At the time, ChatGPT was a novelty that 
sparked controversy over its impact on education. Its release to public called into question the point of giving written 
assignments, both in schools and universities, and caused uncertainty about the authorship of written reports in other sec-
tors. In this study, a sample of 420 American students (59% female) and 492 Americans from a community sample (56.5% 
female) completed the Ten-Item Personality Inventory, the Self-Importance of Moral Identity Scale, and answered ques-
tions about ChatGPT usage. Unfortunately, personality could not be included in the final analyses due to TIPI’s poor reli-
ability. Both dimensions of self-importance of moral identity appeared to be significant. We found that internalization was 
negatively related to ChatGPT usage, while symbolization was positively (but only in the community sample) related to 
ChatGPT usage. We discuss these results in the context of further AI development and its impact on work and education.
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purposes by different groups. Thus, comparing the results 
across two samples—students and community—could 
reveal commonalities and group-specific differences in the 
use of ChatGPT. For this reason, we also examined a com-
munity sample to investigate whether the use of ChatGPT 
for ready-made text for one’s assignments is a problem spe-
cific to the group of students or if it extends to work-related 
contexts in general.

January 2023 was a time when the novelty of ChatGPT 
was inspiring to some and alarming to others. Discussed 
were concerns in the sector of education (e.g., Susnjak, 
2024; Westfall, 2023) - some schools even forbade the use of 
ChatGPT due to fear of students’ reliance on its output and 
impairment of their abilities of critical thinking and prob-
lem solving (Dans, 2023; Wingard, 2023). At the same time 
more and more guides appeared explaining the mechanics 
and use of ChatGPT (e.g., Garg, 2022; Dev, 2023). It was 
yet unclear what newer versions could bring and how would 
we use them in our everyday work and education. One thing 
was certain - ChatGPT, as a representative of AI tools at the 
time, will somehow reform the use of the Internet, including 
the contexts of education and work.

Our study tested what personality traits (Costa & McCrae, 
1992) may be connected with using ChatGPT for generat-
ing ready-made text for school, academic, or work assign-
ments. Personality is the most commonly tested parameter 
influencing human behavior (for an overview, see Schultz 
& Schultz, 2016), including school behavior (Resing et al., 
1999) and the use of new technologies (Barnett et al., 2015; 
Sorokowski et al., 2015).

Personality. This complex composition of psychologi-
cal traits is an individually differentiating variable that is 
relatively stable over time (Cobb-Clark & Schurer, 2012; 
Schultz & Schultz, 2016). Across years of personality 
research, many theories have addressed the structure of 
personality (e.g., Catell, 1950; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1987; 
Golberg, 1993; Skinner, 1965). Currently, the most com-
monly used in psychological studies is the Five-Factor 
Model (FFM; Costa & McCrae, 1992), also known as the 
Big Five Personality Theory (McCrae & Costa, 2008). This 
model presents five potentially underlying personality traits: 
extraversion, emotional stability, agreeableness, conscien-
tiousness, and openness to experience. We had specific pre-
dictions regarding two of these personality traits.

First, as openness to experience is characterized by intel-
lectual openness to ideas and mental flexibility (McCrae & 
Costa, 1997a, b) and predicts the acceptance of technology 
(Seibert et al., 2021; Sindermann et al., 2022), individu-
als scoring high on this dimension could be more likely 
to experiment with the use of ChatGPT and try to find a 

helpful, sensible application for it in everyday life. Fur-
thermore, openness to experience is known to be one of the 
factors that predict the acceptance of technology (Seibert 
et al., 2021; Sinderman et al., 2022). Using AI to complete 
tasks may help achieve better results quicker, but this can 
also be interpreted as taking unjust shortcuts to assignment 
realization because others who have more specific abilities 
or devote more time to the task may achieve similar results. 
Thus, a second prediction was that conscientiousness could 
be correlated with ChatGPT usage, as it has been found to 
predict personal technology use. For instance, lower consci-
entiousness is related to excessive technology use (Buckner 
et al., 2012) and more frequent use of social networking 
sites (Wilson et al., 2010). Higher conscientiousness is 
negatively related to all kinds of Internet activity except for 
searching for information (Lu et al., 2022). Therefore, we 
hypothesized that lower conscientiousness would be related 
to using ChatGPT for written tasks and assignments.

Furthermore, as using ChatGPT for writing assignments 
could be understood as a behavior bordering on plagia-
rism (see Anders, 2023; Westfall 2023), we attempted to 
establish whether a particular differentiator might be the 
self-importance of moral identity (Aquino & Reeds, 2002). 
Past research has already connected this trait with unethical 
behaviors (Hertz & Krettenauer, 2016; Reynolds & Ceranic, 
2007). For example, moral identity was shown to mediate 
the relationship between religiosity and aggression (Hardy 
et al., 2012), spirituality and “doing good” (Rodriguez-Rad 
& Ramos-Hildago, 2018), self-regulation and rule-breaking 
(Hardy et al., 2014) or ethical leadership and relationship 
conflicts at workplace (Mayer et al., 2012). People with low 
(vs. high) moral identity are more likely to cheat at high-
competition tasks (Vadera & Pathki, 2020) and are less 
likely to compensate after acting unethically (Mulder & 
Aquino, 2013).

Self-Importance of Moral Identity. Another predic-
tor of using ChatGPT for academic assignments could be 
an individual’s perception of morality and, specifically, 
how important it is to be moral (Aquino & Reeds, 2002). 
The self-importance of moral identity can shape people’s 
behavior. Hertz and Krettenauer’s metanalyses (2016) sup-
port the idea that moral identity predicts moral behavior in 
both prosocial behavior and avoidance of antisocial behav-
ior. Using ChatGPT to generate ready-made text for one’s 
work or assignments could, especially at the beginning of 
its popularity, be considered unethical. Therefore, the self-
importance of moral identity might influence people’s deci-
sions to use ChatGPT to write their work (Aquino & Reeds, 
2002; Hertz & Krettenauer, 2016).
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In the theory of self-importance of moral identity (as 
specified by Aquino & Reeds, 2002), there can be two 
dimensions distinguished: what kind of person one wants 
to be (internalization) and how one wants to be perceived 
(symbolization). Internalization is related to the self-impor-
tance of moral characteristics. High internalization is related 
to being more willing to donate money anonymously or 
extend love and status to strangers. Symbolization refers to 
the social demonstration of these characteristics: high sym-
bolization is related to being more willing to become a social 
group member, volunteer, or be a good student or employee 
who fulfills duties well. Both of these dimensions influence 
how situational cues regulate moral behavior (Boegershau-
sen, et al., 2015). As some may consider the use of ready 
AI-created text as unethical, unfair behavior (e.g., Anders, 
2023; Oravec, 2023), it is less likely to be used by people 
who perceive it important to be a fair and moral person. 
Thus, we hypothesized that higher internalization would 
negatively predict ChatGPT usage for completing assign-
ments (as cheating would probably break internal moral 
norms). Individuals who value being a moral person would 
probably be less likely to use ChatGPT to complete their 
tasks or assignments, as it would be inconsistent with their 
moral standards. In this context, shifting responsibility to an 
AI-generated text can be perceived as unethical and unfair 
behavior (Anders, 2023; Oravec, 2023) that is less likely 
to be committed by individuals with a strong sense of self-
importance of one’s moral identity (Hertz & Krettenauer, 
2016).

Breaking moral rules usually elicits negative emotions 
such as guilt or shame in the wrongdoer (Cohen et al., 2012; 
Giner-Sorolla, 2012; Prinz & Nichols, 2010; Tangney et al., 
2007), so individuals with higher moral internalization and 
symbolization should be less likely to expose themselves 
to the consequences of their moral violations. On the one 
hand, higher symbolization might positively predict Chat-
GPT use, as someone who wants to be perceived as moral 
may use immoral ways to achieve this aim (Atran & Gómez, 
2018; Mulder & Aquino, 2013). On the other hand, higher 
symbolization could be negatively related to its use, as 
internalization usually correlates positively with symbol-
ization (e.g., Aquino & Reed, 2002; Paruzel-Czachura & 
Blukacz, 2021), and people who care about morality should 
(theoretically) care about their internal and external moral 
self-image (Aquino & Kay, 2018; Hardy & Carlo, 2011).

Other variables. In addition to the Big Five personality 
and Self-Importance of Moral Identity measures, we con-
trolled for participants’ age, gender, and internet usage, as 
each of these might be related to ChatGPT usage (Sakirin & 
Said, 2023). We also checked participants’ familiarity and 
attitudes toward this brand-new and unexplored tool (at the 
time of data collection).

Method

The study was approved by the ethics committee at the 
Institute of Psychology, University of Wroclaw. The study 
complies with the 1964 Declaration of Helsinki and its later 
addenda. All participants provided informed consent to par-
ticipate in the study.

Participants

The study was conducted between January 22–24, 2023 
(i.e., within two months of the first release of ChatGPT-3.5 
on November 30, 2022). We only asked participants about 
ChatGPT usage in general, without specifying the ver-
sion, to avoid confusion as version 3.5 was the first version 
released to public in a form of an interactive Chat. That also 
means that whoever used ChatGPT at a time, had used this 
version.

We used a market research company to collect the 
data from two samples: American students (N = 505) and 
Americans from the community sample (N = 505) through 
an online survey. In the first step, we removed data from 
respondents unfamiliar with ChatGPT, leaving 202 students 
and 114 individuals from the community sample. Next, we 
removed data from participants who declined to provide an 
answer regarding student status (only in students’ sample) 
and provided inconsistent or impossible data (answering 
“no” to being familiar with ChatGPT but “yes” to using it to 
generate ready-made text for own work or academic assign-
ment, using the Internet more than 24 h a day, and being 
200 of age). After excluding invalid data, the final sample 
of students consisted of 191 participants (51.3% females) 
aged 18–53 (M = 22.4, SD = 4.11), and the final sample from 
the community sample consisted of 109 participants (39.4% 
females) aged 18–74 (M = 38.5, SD = 14.8). The data are 
available and can be accessed at: ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​o​s​f​​.​i​​o​/​4​​b​t​k​c​​/​?​v​​i​e​w​​
_​o​n​​l​y​=​​3​4​c​7​​6​b​​9​0​2​​6​a​6​4​​d​1​5​​9​0​a​​e​9​1​2​b​4​7​8​d​8​f​f​f.

Procedure

The online survey included items regarding demographic 
data, The Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling 
et al., 2003), The Self-Importance of Moral Identity Scale 
(SIMIS; Aquino & Reeds, 2002), and questions concerning 
ChatGPT usage.

The TIPI is widely used to determine personality traits. 
It is answered on a 7-point scale from 1 (disagree strongly) 
to 7 (agree strongly), with two items for each personality 
trait: extraversion (e.g., “I see myself as extraverted, enthu-
siastic”), emotional stability (e.g., “I see myself as calm, 
emotionally stable”), conscientiousness (e.g., “I see myself 
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community sample were asked if they had ever generated 
ready-made text to complete own work. These questions 
were answered on a yes/no scale. Participants in both sam-
ples also assessed—on a 5-point scale from 1 (definitely no) 
to 5 (definitely yes)—the extent to which they agreed with 
the following statements: “Do you think it is a good thing 
that ChatGPT was created?”, “Do you like having Chat-
GPT broadly available?”, “Do you think that ChatGPT is 
more of an opportunity than a threat to society?”, and “Do 
you consider using ChatGPT for school and/or academic 
assignments or essays if it was never detected?”. Partici-
pants were also asked to assess how ethical—on a scale 
from 1 (very unethical) to 5 (very ethical)—they thought 
it was to submit work written with ChatGPT. Finally, par-
ticipants reported how many hours per day they spent on 
the Internet.

Results

Student sample

At the time of the study, 191 participants (45.5%) were 
familiar with ChatGPT (version 3.5). Of those, 131 (68.8%) 
had already used it to write school or academic assignments. 
Students who were familiar with ChatGPT tended to have 
positive feelings about it (M = 3.85, SD = 0.97), liked having 
it broadly available (M = 3.92, SD = 0.88), and were more 
likely to perceive it as an opportunity than a threat to society 
(M = 3.64, SD = 1.12). On average, they would also be more 
likely to use it to complete an assignment if this was never 
detected (M = 3.58, SD = 1.11). The ethicality of submission 
of work written with ChatGPT was, on average, assessed 
neutrally (M = 3.46, SD = 1.12).

Binomial logistic regression was used to determine 
whether the self-importance of moral identity can predict 
whether participants have already written an assignment 
with ChatGPT. The dependent variable was participants’ 
answers about having already written an assignment using 
ChatGPT; independent variables included the internaliza-
tion and symbolization scores, as well as Internet daily use, 
age, and gender.

The model fitted the data well (McFadden’s R2 = 0.13; 
χ2 = 30.1; p <.001). Internalization was a significant, nega-
tive predictor (b = − 0.84; p =.001), such that those with 
higher internalization were less likely to use ChatGPT for 
written work. Age was a significant positive predictor of 
writing an assignment using ChatGPT (b = 0.23; p <.01), 
such that older participants were more likely to use it. The 
full model is presented in Table 1.

as dependable, self-disciplined”), agreeableness (e.g., “I see 
myself as sympathetic, warm”), and openness to experience 
(e.g., “I see myself as open to new experiences”). The reli-
ability of the TIPI measures tested with Cronbach’s α and 
McDonald’s ω were extremely low for all subscales in the 
student’s sample: extraversion (α = 0.329, ω = 0.329), agree-
ableness (α = 0.007, ω = 0.006), conscientiousness (α = 0.255, 
ω = 0.261), emotional stability (α = 0.373, ω = 0.375) and 
openness to experience (α = 0.257, ω = 0.263) and in commu-
nity sample: extraversion (α = 0.556, ω = 0.557), agreeable-
ness (α = 0.348, ω = 0.364), conscientiousness (α = 0.318, 
ω = 0.330), emotional stability (α = 0.511, ω = 0.524) and 
openness to experience (α = 0.397, ω = 0.413) Due to the 
unsatisfactory reliability of TIPI, we decided not to include 
personality traits in subsequent analyses.

The Self-Importance of Moral Identity Scale (SIMIS) 
measures two components of moral identity: internalization 
and symbolization. First, participants were asked to imagine 
a person with particular moral characteristics (e.g., fair, kind, 
compassionate, caring). Next, they rated ten statements, five 
for internalization (e.g., “It would make me feel good to be 
a person who has these characteristics”) and five for sym-
bolization (e.g., “The types of things I do in my spare time 
(e.g., hobbies) clearly identify me as having these charac-
teristics”). Items were answered on a 5-point scale from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The reliability of 
both subscales was satisfactory in both samples (in students’ 
sample: internalization α = 0.613, ω = 0.630, symbolization 
α = 0.762, ω = 0.763; in general sample: internalization 
α = 0.710, ω = 0.730, symbolization α = 0.789, ω = 0.791).

Participants were also asked whether they were familiar 
with ChatGPT and had ever used it to generate text. Students 
were asked if they had ever submitted an academic assign-
ment (e.g., an essay) using ChatGPT. Participants from a 

Table 1  The binary logistic regression model predicting whether US 
students familiar with ChatGPT had already written an assignment 
with ChatGPT (N = 191)
Model fit measures
Overall Model Test
Deviance AIC R2McF χ2 df p
208 220 0.126 30.1 5 < .001
Model coefficients – already written an assignment with ChatGPT
Predictor Estimate SE Z p Odds 

ratio
Intercept –1.63 1.83 –0.89 .374 0.20
Internalization –0.84 0.26 –3.27 .001 0.43
Symbolization 0.28 0.25 1.13 .260 1.32
Internet daily usage –0.04 0.04 –1.06 .290 0.96
Age 0.23 0.07 3.17 .002 1.26
Gender (1: male, 0: 
female)

–0.52 0.35 –1.5 .134 0.59
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it accountable. ChatGPT can generate school essays that 
match or even exceed the quality of student-written work, 
potentially leading to unfair grading (Waltzer et al., 2023).

Controversies surrounding ChatGPT were not only 
related to the field of education but also work-related con-
texts. For instance, some concerns were raised over the 
negative impact of using ChatGPT on employee’s creativ-
ity and critical thinking (e.g., Dans, 2023). Also, the broad 
availability of Artificial Intelligence tools, such as (but not 
limited to) ChatGPT, awakened the fear of dehumanization 
in the workplace (Fritts & Cabrera, 2021; Woodruff, et al., 
2024). Some were worried that the prevalent use of Chat-
GPT would reduce human interaction or personal relations 
at work by, for example, creating workplace trust issues 
(Haggart, 2023).

In the student sample, almost half of our participants 
were familiar with ChatGPT, and most of these (68%) had 
already used it to write an academic assignment. In the 
community sample, only about one-fifth of the participants 
(22.2%) were familiar with ChatGPT. Of those, over half 
(56%) had already used it to generate ready-made text for 
a written task. As this study was conducted at the begin-
ning of ChatGPT’s growing popularity, these numbers grew 
over the following months. For instance, other studies found 
that the monthly number of visits to ChatGPT’s website 
increased from 600 million in January 2023 to 1.8 billion in 
May 2023 (Duarte, 2024).

In both samples, we ascertained whether an individual’s 
self-importance of their moral identity could predict their 
previous experiences with using ChatGPT to submit aca-
demic assignments or any written work. We found support 
for the hypothesis about internalization. In both samples, 
participants who cared more about being moral were less 
likely to complete assignments with the help of ChatGPT. 
We only found support for the hypothesis regarding sym-
bolization in the community sample. In general, the results 

Community sample

At the time of the study, 109 participants (22.2%) were 
familiar with ChatGPT. Of those, 61 (56%) have already 
used it to generate ready-made text to complete a writ-
ten task. In general, participants familiar with ChatGPT 
tended to have positive feelings about its creation (M = 3.79, 
SD = 0.74), liked having this tool broadly available (M = 3.8, 
SD = 1.14), and were likely to perceive it as an opportunity 
than a threat to society (M = 3.73, SD = 1.13). The ethicality 
of submission of work written with ChatGPT was assessed 
rather positively (M = 3.59, SD = 1.2).

A binomial logistic regression model was conducted to 
determine whether the self-importance of moral identity 
predicts the use of ChatGPT for generating ready-made 
text for written tasks. The participants’ answers to whether 
they had already used ChatGPT in this regard were included 
as the dependent variable; independent variables included 
internalization and symbolization scores, Internet daily use, 
age, and gender.

The data fitted the model well (McFadden’s R2 = 0.27, 
x2 = 40.3, p <.001). Symbolization was a significant, posi-
tive predictor (b = 1.5, p <.001), such that those with higher 
symbolization were more likely to use ChatGPT for written 
work. Internalization was a significant negative predictor (b 
= − 0.95, p <.01), such that those with higher internalization 
were less likely to use ChatGPT for written work. The full 
model is presented in Table 2.

Discussion

In this study, we aimed to examine the role of Big Five per-
sonality traits and the self-importance of moral identity in 
using ChatGPT for completing written work. Unfortunately, 
the low reliability of TIPI did not allow us to include per-
sonality traits in the analyses. Furthermore, we tested how 
widely ChatGPT was used by US students and community 
samples during the earliest days of its public availability 
(version 3.5, in January 2023) and what proportion of stu-
dents and community samples had already generated ready-
made text to complete their own work.

The concerns over ChatGPT use in education have been 
emphasized since its release (Lo, 2023), with some schools 
deciding to ban it (Johnson, 2023; Yu, 2023). Educators 
focused on rapid changes and new challenges in grading 
essays and other forms of written homework (Roose, 2023; 
Townsend, 2023). Some suggested that verifying students’ 
knowledge must take new forms because existing ones are 
no longer reliable (Leffer, 2023). Differences in text writ-
ten by humans or generated by ChatGPT are hard to rec-
ognize, making it difficult to hold students who overuse 

Table 2  The binary logistic regression model predicting whether par-
ticipants from the community sample familiar with ChatGPT had gen-
erated ready-made text for written tasks (N = 109)
Model fit measures
Overall Model Test
Deviance AIC R2McF χ 2 df p
109 121 0.27 40.3 5 < .001
Model coefficients – generated ready-made text for the written tasks
Predictor Estimate SE Z p Odds 

ratio
Intercept –0.58 1.84 –0.32 .751 0.56
Internalization –0.95 0.34 –2.76 .006 0.39
Symbolization 1.5 0.39 3.88 < .001 4.48
Internet daily usage –0.01 0.05 –0.23 .822 0.99
Age –0.03 0.02 –1.83 .068 0.97
Gender (1: male, 0: 
female)

0.47 0.52 0.90 .369 1.59
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lower reliability values measured by Cronbach’s alpha than 
the original tool for measuring the Big Five traits, authors 
refer to favorable results for the test-retest method. Since 
our research did not involve the test -retest design, and the 
results obtained in the alpha analysis were very low, we 
concluded that using TIPI would involve too high a risk of 
drawing incorrect inferences about the studied relationships.

Both studies were conducted at the very beginning of the 
broad availability of AI tools. Over time, ChatGPT users 
have discovered new potential uses of this tool. Also, the 
first version released to the public (ChatGPT-3.5) was pro-
grammed differently than the newer versions (e.g., Chat-
GPT-4, released on March 2023 is claimed to be more 
accurate, has better reasoning ability and contextual under-
standing than ChatGPT-3.5; General AI, 2023). This devel-
opment probably as well changes the possibilities offered to 
users nowadays. For instance, ChatGPT can be used both 
to cheat and to enhance personal potential (Bahrini et al., 
2023). Today, many people realize that the potential func-
tions and applications of AI are countless (for examples, see 
Nah et al., 2023). Many students employ it to generate ideas 
or create initial drafts that are subsequently refined, illustrat-
ing the potential synergy between technology and human 
creativity (Currie, 2023; Grassini, 2023). At the time of the 
study, we did not differentiate between the forms of inter-
actions with ChatGPT (Bang & Park, 2023; Cotton et al., 
2023). Further research is essential to elucidate how people 
students perceive these. Education will almost certainly face 
changes in homework forms, as less self-disciplined indi-
viduals can easily earn good grades for AI-generated work. 
Nevertheless, the same tool can also be used to help people 
work better and allow them to learn from it.

Future directions

There are several other further directions for studies on the 
characteristics of people using ChatGPT based on previ-
ous work on engagement with technology. For example, in 
the academic setting, it would be worth testing whether an 
individual’s academic motivation (e.g., intrinsic or extrin-
sic motivation; Fagan et al., 2008; Murdock & Anderman, 
2006) is a significant predictor of ChatGPT use. Potentially, 
this could reveal if individuals driven by a genuine passion 
for learning are less likely to rely on AI when working on 
assignments. The same question can be considered in any 
other field where human creation can easily be replaced. 
Passion and internal drive should prevent people from rely-
ing on AI entirely, but they could still use it to ease some of 
the workload.

Another direction to explore is whether an individu-
al’s comfort level and proficiency with technology might 

are partially consistent with meta-analyses, showing that 
moral identity predicts moral outcomes overall (Hertz & 
Krettenauer, 2016; Lefebvre & Krettenauer, 2019). How-
ever, the two dimensions of self-importance of moral iden-
tity are typically unequal predictors of moral behavior (Hertz 
& Krettenauer, 2016); internalization tends to be a stronger 
predictor than symbolization (Jennings et al., 2014). There-
fore, it seems unsurprising that symbolization did not sig-
nificantly predict using ChatGPT for written assignments 
in both samples. Bearing in mind the specific character of 
the students’ sample, there is a possibility that some other 
factors moderated the effect; we also might not have had 
sufficient power to detect small effects. Overall, our results 
suggest that internalization is more strongly related to ethi-
cally controversial behavior than symbolization, but more 
studies are needed to verify this possibility.

We found that in the students’ sample, older individuals 
were more likely to have used ChatGPT for written assign-
ments, although this result should be interpreted cautiously 
as the age in this sample was relatively homogenous: Age 
variation was limited, as all participants were students. In 
both samples we also tested the effect of gender, but this 
was not a significant predictor of using ChatGPT for writ-
ten assignments. This outcome is consistent with previous 
studies on the self-importance of moral identity, which also 
tend not to find evidence for the effects of gender on unethi-
cal behavior (only moral emotions; Lefebre & Krettenauer, 
2019).

Limitations

We encountered a challenge of unsatisfying reliability in 
TIPI, which resulted in the exclusion of TIPI from analyses. 
In both studies, even the highest reliability index in TIPI 
was lower than desired, such as Cronbach’s alpha of at least 
0.75 (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). These low values may 
partially be due to short measures’ limitations: with fewer 
items, a scale’s psychometric properties tend to be lower 
than in longer measures (Kruyen et al., 2013; Rammstedt & 
Beierlein, 2014). Obtaining such results brings into question 
whether shortening psychological measures does not come 
at the expense of their informative function. It is also impor-
tant to bear in mind that the TIPI was developed to be a brief 
measure of the Big-Five personality dimensions (Gosling 
et al., 2003). This entails that any misreading of a single 
item by a participant may distort their profile, and bias over-
all research findings. While short scales are popular due to 
their ease of use, they may not provide the same level of 
valuable information as their longer counterparts (Credé et 
al., 2012; Thørrisen & Sadeghi, 2023). Although the TIPI 
authors (Gosling et al., 2003) acknowledged that it achieves 
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influence ChatGPT use (Erdem et al., 2018; Song et al., 
2013). It could be hypothesized that more tech-savvy indi-
viduals are more inclined to use ChatGPT for their work, 
while those less comfortable with technology use it as a sup-
port tool or not at all.

Furthermore, future studies could test the role of task 
complexity (Sultana & Nemati, 2021; Xu et al., 2020). The 
complexity of assignments—requiring different levels of 
knowledge or very specific and unusual information—could 
play a role in decision-making about gaining external help 
from AI. It could be hypothesized that people use ChatGPT 
more frequently for written work, which is perceived as 
more straightforward than complex or nuanced tasks, both 
at work and in academia. AI (including ChatGTP) is only 
newly available for most internet users, so many other fac-
tors might be tested to understand such matters.

Overall, the assessment of individual traits and their rela-
tionship with technology can be influenced by various fac-
tors, including the context in which the technology is used, 
the specific tasks involved, and the individual’s motives for 
utilizing it.

Conclusions

In conclusion, our study aimed to verify what proportion of 
people used ChatGPT for academic and work assignments 
and how prevalent the use of ChatGPT for written tasks was 
across two student and community samples. At a time, it 
was a controversial tool, seen by some as a threat for critical 
thinking, and by some as time saving tool. As every novelty, 
it sparked a debate on whether it would enhance or impair 
our work, abilities and our performance. The study revealed 
that, in January 2023, nearly half of students knew about 
ChatGPT, and most had already used it to complete their 
own written work. In the community sample, one-fifth of 
the sample was familiar with ChatGPT, and over half had 
already used it to generate ready-made text for their written 
work.

We found that those with lower moral internalization 
were more likely to use ChatGPT for writing assignments. 
In the community sample, we also found that those with 
higher moral symbolization were more likely to use Chat-
GPT to generate ready-made text for their work, but this 
result was not replicated in the student sample, so it needs 
further examination.
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