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An exploration of the challenges of and strategies for Generative AI in higher education – a critical literature review on HE policies and empirical studies

1. Introduction

The advent and fast development of Generative AI (GenAI) tools, marked by the release of ChatGPT in November 2022, has brought shock waves to higher education (HE). According to the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA) (no date) ‘Generative AI is artificial intelligence capable of generating text, images, or other media, using generative models. Generative AI models learn the patterns and structure of the initial data they contain and then generate new data that has similar characteristics’ (para.1). Due to the generative nature of GenAI tools, concerns on their impact on higher education were raised by universities and their staff, these include issues related to assessment, academic integrity, responsible and ethical use of the tools and privacy and safety.

As pointed out by Moore and Lookadoo (2024), the sentiments of anxiety and frustration about students’ use of GenAI are not new, as similar reactions existed when online encyclopedias were introduced in the 1900s and early 2000s, and the discussions of the banning of Wikipedia, due to concerns of academic integrity, was quite significant (p.612). They highlighted that policies are important means to manage technological changes in education.

Indeed, the policy response towards to rise of GenAI in education were very fast. Taking the UK as an example, guidance/principle on GenAI were first published by the Joint Council for Qualifications (JCQ, 2023) in April 2023 and Russell Group (Russell Group, 2023) in July 2023, and many universities quickly followed suit. These initial policy reactions reflect the significant level of impact GenAI is imposing on education, especially on higher education.

As an initial step to understand the landscape of the topic of GenAI in HE, one has to critically understand the perceived challenges and opportunities that the technology brings to HE, and effective strategies the HE sector is devising for them. A critical literature review on the topic enables one to achieve this goal.

Snyder (2019) points out that a critical review (or integrative review) can facilitate the emergence of new theoretical frameworks and perspectives through assessing, critiquing and synthesizing the literature on the research topic. This was echoed by Wright and Michailova (2023) and they highlighted that judgement is a key element of a critical literature review which enables the authors to show their thinking and understanding about the literature they selected, and to initiate critical thinking in the readers on their assumptions about what they know.

Due to the fast, ever-changing landscape of GenAI in HE, a critical review enables both the author and the readers to appreciate the complexity of the topic and critically engage with the existing research and debates on the subject matter, and this is what this literature review is intend to do.

1.1 Research questions

To understand the impact GenAI brings to HE and to what extent higher education institutions (HEIs) are strategizing to embrace the impact of GenAI, this literature review sets out two research questions:
1) In which ways is GenAI impacting on HE, through the lens of HE GenAI policies and regulations?
2) What key themes emerged from research question 1 which highlights the benefits and overcome the challenges that GenAI imposes?

By using both literature based and empirical literature to answer the above research questions, this literature seeks to achieve the following aims: have an in-depth understanding of 1) how HEIs are reacting to the rise of GenAI, and 2) the challenges and opportunities the technology brings to HE; 3) understand and evaluate current debates on the subject matter; 4) explore available effective strategies to address the perceived challenges, and 5) identify gaps in the research.


1.2 Review approach and selection criteria

In order to locate relevant literature for the above research questions, two rounds of literature search are done. The initial search is done to grasp the scope of research available on GenAI in HE, and to formulate research questions for this literature review. Key words used for literature mapping include: ‘generative artificial intelligence, higher education/university’; ‘generative AI in higher education’; ‘AI in higher education’; ‘generative AI policy, higher education/university’. To make sure that topics of ‘GenAI in HE’ is capture in the literature research, only literature from 2023 (after ChatGPT rapid gaining popularity since its launch) are included. Due to the nature of my research questions, both literature based and empirical studies are included.

The initial literature mapping is useful as it helps to identify research areas that appeals to researchers in the emergence of GenAI in HE, and a number of literature on the topic of GenAI policy in HE is evaluated to answer the first research question. After the initial literature mapping, additional key words are identified to a second round literature search to locate relevant empirical literature on key themes identified in the research papers on HE policy on GenAI.

Some key themes emerged after initial reading on literature identified in the first round, and they were devised as keywords and added to the second round literature search added. These keywords were: ‘generative AI, higher education, empirical’; ‘generative AI, perceptions, university’; ‘generative AI, critical thinking/academic integrity/literacy/teaching and learning’, which intends to capture empirical research on the topic and answer research question 2 and identify gap in the current research on GenAI in HE.

To make sure that the identified literature for this assignment is fit for purpose, this literature review adopts the following inclusion and exclusion criteria:

Inclusion criteria:
1. Only peer-reviewed articles published from January 2023 onwards are included.
2. Only empirical research papers published from 2024 onwards are included.
3. Literature on the challenges and opportunities of GenAI in HE is included.
4. Literature based and empirical research on policy, teaching, learning and research is included.

Exclusion criteria:
1. Literature on AI but not explicitly on GenAI is excluded.
2. Literature that are not focused on HE context is excluded.
3. Literature focus on Large Language Model (LLM) and other technical side of the technology is excluded.

1.3 Summary

The introduction sets out the context and purpose of this literature review and introduces processes to conduct the literature search including key words and inclusion and exclusion criteria. Due to the limited scope this assignment can include, this literature review is not a systematic review of all the available paper on the research topic. Instead, it focuses on highlighting key challenges and opportunities revealed in the research papers on HE GenAI policies, and strategies to address the highlighted challenges through both literature based and empirical research. The terminologies used to describe HE GenAI policy, guidelines, guidance are not clearly distinguished, they are used interchangeably to depict official documents on the guidance, regulations, and information on the use of GenAI in the HE setting.

2. Literature review

The use of artificial intelligence (AI) in education is not new phenomena. The earliest application of the technology in classrooms can be tracked back to early 1970s (Hyachinth, 1990), and the first international conference on artificial intelligence in education (AIED) took place in 1983 in Exeter (Self, 2016), which suggested that research on AIED has over 40 years history and the discussion of opportunities and challenges AI brings to education has been ongoing. However, with the advent of Generative Artificial Intelligence, the impact of the technology on education, especially in HE, appeared in the form of shock waves. As clarified in the introduction, this literature review aims to focus on the impact of GenAI on HE, thus does not include the discussion of AIED which focuses more on the ‘traditional AI’ in education (however, this may soon change with the rise of GenAI).

GenAI is a branch of AI. Due to this reasons, some scholars (such as Krishnamoorthy, Srivastava and Khanna (2024) and Chan, 2023) and policy papers used the over-arching term AI in the title but only explicitly talking about issues around GenAI. As a result of this, there is a confusion in the terminologies used and the scope they include. This confusion was revealed in the initial literature search relating to the inclusion of ‘AI’ as a keyword.

The reason why both ‘Generative AI’ and ‘AI’ were initially included in the literature search was due to the fact that some HEIs do not distinguish AI and GenAI explicitly in their policies (as suggested by Moore and Lookadoo, 2024), thus the inclusion of AI as key word would help to make sure relevant literature is identified. However, due to the requirement and limited word count for this literature review, this decision was later proved to be not efficient as I have hoped. Despite only publications from 2023 were included, some articles identified (such as Fowler (2023) and Aler Tubella, A., Mora-Catallops, M. and Nieves, J.C. (2024)) were not directly related to generative AI, rather, they are related to Artificial intelligence in education (AIED) - an area that emerged in 1970s and 1980s, which is obvious not relevant to this literature review.

With a scrutiny of the papers selected for this literature review, a number of themes are identified. For the purpose of this literature review, this section is divided into three main themes, each focuses on a distinct aspect of GenAI in HE. Section 2.1 to 2.3 focuses on the literature based peer reviewed papers on HE GenAI policies, which sets the scene for understanding the perceived challenges and opportunities GenAI brings to HE from the perspectives of universities, and identifies key challenges and opportunities highlighted from the evaluations of selected papers, including existing gaps in the literature. Section 2 is concluded with a summary.

The analysis of the selected literature is mainly exploratory, partial thematic analysis is included to enable a focus on both exploring the nature of the issue and identify key common themes from the documents (Braun and Clarke, 2019), this seeks to facilitate synthesis and evaluation, this will allow an in-depth understanding of the topic and help to answer the research questions. 


2.1 Overview of selected research papers on HE GenAI policies and guidelines
Initial literature search identified a number of peer-reviewed journal articles on AI/GenAI policy in HE, five articles were chosen for this subsection: Moore and Lookadoo (2024) (first published in May 2024),  Wu, Zhang and Carrolle (2024) (available in Sep 2024), the rest of the three papers: Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos (2024),  Christ-Brendemühl (2025) and Jin et al. (2025) were all available online in December 2024. Due to the fast development of GenAI technology and different paces of universities’ publications of GenAI policies, time is a very important factor to consider when choosing these articles. Many important research articles on HE GenAI policy were published in 2023, despite still being highly valuable in many aspects, they have become less relevant to the current situation in 2025, as universities’ would have updated their policies since then. The selected five papers focuses on different aspect of AI/GenAI policies in HE in different regions, two on the US, one on Germany and two on universities globally. Analysis, synthesis and evaluation for each of these regional focuses are done first, then key themes emerging from all five a papers are discussed in preparation for section 2.2 and 2.3.

2.2 Critical literature review on the selected articles on policy

2.2.1 Research papers on US HE GenAI policies and guidelines

Wu, Zhang and Carroll (2025) and Moore and Lookadoo (2024) both focused on the US universities, where Wu, Zhang and Carroll focused on Big Ten Universities in the aspect of AI governance, Moore and Lookadoo, on the other hand, focused on ‘syllabus AI policies’ in US universities without explicitly stating that these policies are all taken from US universities. This difference in focus between the two articles is interesting. Wu, Zhang and Carroll focused on AI governance, which is a university-wide approach to the use of GenAI in HE; Moore and Lookadoo’s focus on ‘syllabus AI policies’[footnoteRef:1] highlighted the faculty approach to the implementation of AI guidance in different disciplines. This is one level down from the university guidance to faculty level, the availability of these guidelines suggested the generally positive attitudes from US universities towards enhancing AI literacy in students in their own institutions. [1:  A syllabus AI policy, according to Brandeis university (no date) requires the instructors (from the university) to include a policy on AI in all their syllabi to enable students to learn about ethical and effective use of GenAI tools in their disciplines.] 


Wu, Zhang and Carroll (2025) focuses on the strategies of AI governance demonstrated by the AI guidelines in the 14 Big Ten universities in the US, and seek to discover the characteristics of the guidance which are provided to the university communities. Their choice of the 14 prestigious universities is to understand existing possible best practices of AI governance in HE and hope to offer guidance and practical implications guiding responsible use of AI in HEIs and beyond. It is worth noticing here that despite they used AI in their article, but they are essentially talking about issues around GenAI in HE, this is one of examples that uses both AI and GenAI in their paper but only focusing on GenAI (as briefly highlighted in the introduction).

They found out that the 14 universities present a multi-unit governance of AI within the universities, each unit may present different focuses, for example, AI guidance from the IT department may focus on privacy and data safety, whereas the teaching and learning department may focus on protecting academic integrity and responsible and ethical use of AI. Overlaps between the multi-unit AI guidelines were also discovered. The authors highlighted that despite the multi-unit governance is explicit and useful, however, due to the mixed focuses and overlapping themes, it can be difficult for readers to navigate through different AI policies within the same university and ultimately cause confusion to the universities’ communities. Their findings suggested that the majority of the universities guidelines focused on GenAI use in teaching and learning, and highlighted three common approaches, which are: 1) emphasise the need to learning about GenAI, 2) providing example-based recommendations, and 3) highlighting responsibilities of academic staff to guide students’ usage of the technology. 

The authors are being critical of their own work. They commented on the limitations of using a qualitative case study approach as the only methodology for their study, and the findings may be biased of the researchers’ interpretation. They also cautioned the readers to consider cultural and socioeconomic differences of the findings to avoid crude generalisation. They also suggested the value of adding quantitative data and practical examples on the implementation of the policies to investigate tangible effect on stakeholders, perspectives drawing from real-world case studies and students’ feedback on the policies would be invaluable.

Moore and Lookadoo’s 2024 work is an valuable addition to Wu, Zhang and Carroll’s work, as they focus on AI guidelines on the faculty’s level, which can reveal the effect of how the university’s attitudes towards GenAI is impacting on the respective faculty guidance on GenAI usage. An interesting aspect of their research is to highlight historical moments of reactions to new technological tools from both the university, faculty and academic staff’s level. They used Wikipedia as an analogy to mirror the reactions that we have towards GenAI today, as there were similar concerns on academic integrity, responsible use of the technology in teaching and learning. This ‘reminder’ was useful as it highlighted the fact that education can be reactionary towards technological changes in education, as ‘[t]echnological innovation brings disruption’ (p.611), which provided reasons and evidence behind the initial reactions of key stakeholders when GenAI became a new concern to the sector.

Their qualitative approach to syllabus analysis on faculty level AI policy was appealing to me as they conducted the analysis using three approaches: 1) sentiment and emotional analysis, 2) word use frequency, and 3) common themes and trends among policies. Through this methodology, they presented some very interesting findings.  First of all, they emphasised on the importance of policy of managing technologies changes in the classroom. This emphasis echoes with their approaches to the syllabus analysis, which aims to provide an understanding of the current state of syllabus AI policies and a framework for faculty to consider ways to manage the use of new technological tools such as GenAI. Secondly, through sentiment and emotional analysis, they found that 60% of the current syllabus AI policies in the selected universities presented negative or very negative sentiments (such as anger and frustration), however, this negativity does not necessarily mean that the faculties have negative views on GenAI use. Similarly, positive sentiment in the policy documents might limit or ban GenAI use. They highlighted that these documents avoided using most negative words which can relate to the discussion of violations and punishments. Instead, the policies encouraged positive fear-free conversations and comprehension about technology and its usage. However, there seems to be an overall negative views on GenAI, especially its potential effect on critical thinking.

Moore and Lookadoo (2024)’s sentiment and emotion analysis of the policies despite being interesting and useful, however, the devise of sentiment score in Qualtrics Text IQ AI tool seems to be lacking of criticality. Despite that the authors highlighted that the tools were successfully used in multiple studies to examine qualitative, however, how its parameters were set and the tools’ limitations were not discussed. Additionally, the lack of explicit mentioning of the locality of the policies (US university) may induce a confusion to readers, and wrongly generalise the findings beyond the US context. Having said this, the paper did a good analysis of current syllabus AI policies and use the findings to highlight a useful framework for effective policy communication, they also emphases that continual adjustment of the policies is needed for the constant rapid changes in technology. Additionally, learning needs to be set as a priority and be clearly communicated and implemented throughout the duration of the course, starting with policy.

Despite that the two articles focuses on GenAI policy on different levels (one on the university level, which is mainly staff facing; another one on the faculty level, which is mainly student facing), common themes exist. These common themes are: 1) placing the value of human at the heart of the policy on GenAI; 2) emphasise the responsibilities for faculty and instructors to develop clear policies in each course to guide students’ usage of GenAI tools; 3) the guidelines should emphasise the value of academic integrity and foster positive mindset towards it for responsible use of the tools; 4) the policies should help students understand the benefits and drawbacks of AI use; 5) students should carefully consider the consequences of the use of the technology. Base on the above discussion of the two articles, it can be said that the findings of the two articles are consistent in the common themes overlapping the GenAI policies at the universities’ and faculties’ level, which highlighted the role of faculty and instructors on developing (Gen) AI literacy in students, as well as academic integrity and the responsibilities of students of their usage of AI.

2.2.2 Research papers on global HE GenAI policies and guidelines

For the studies looking at GenAI in HEIs across the globe, Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos (2024) and Jin et al. (2025)’s work stood out from the initial literature search.  Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos (2024) focused on GenAI policies in top 50 university, and Jin et al. (2025) intentionally included 40 universities from 6 global regions to respond to a lack of representation of universities in the global south. Both articles utilised QS World University Rankings as their basis for selecting the universities.

The two studies used different methodologies and approaches to conduct their research. Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos (2024) adopted a quantitative methodology to assess the contents of 50 universities’ GenAI policies and guidelines against a 24-item assessment checklist, which was devised through an literature review of previous research papers on HE policy (from 2023 to 2024) responses to GenAI. The checklist went through a thorough process to be devised which included drafting the checklist, expert review, revision of the draft base on expert comment, pilot testing and revise and finalise the checklist before using it to check the publicly available GenAi guidelines in the selected 50 universities. Jin et al. (2025), on the other hand, used a qualitative methodology to analyse the GenAI guidelines and policies in their chosen universities. They criticised the negligence of critical dimensions other than benefits and challenges of GenAI in HE (such as innovation characteristics and communication channels) in the existing research papers on HE GenAI policies, and their lack of theoretical grounding in the analysis. To address this gap, they based their research on the Diffusion of Innovation Theory[footnoteRef:2], and sought to find out about: 1) the GenAI’s innovation characteristics and its representations in HE policy and guidance documents; 2) communication channels for update dissemination and discussions on GenAI use among stakeholders; 3) the roles and responsibilities of stakeholders such as faculty, students and administrators highlighted in HE GenAI policies. [2:  ‘The Diffusion of Innovations Theory (DIT) offers a framework to understand how new ideas, practices, or objects, known as innovations, spread across different cultures and social systems (Rogers et al., 2014, cited by Jin et al., 2025, Section 2.2)’] 


Different from the previous studying by Wu, Zhang and Carroll (2025) (which investigated all aspects of the GenAI policies in Big Ten Universities in the US), Jin et al. focused only on official documents which primarily support teaching, learning and assessment activities, and excluded those policies which focus on academic research and information security. Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos (2024), again, used a different approach. Instead of examining policies with a particular focus, they devised a three-category (general information, instructions on the use of GenAI, instructions regarding ethical and legal issues) 24-item checklist from a critical review on existing studies on HE GenAI policies, to scrutinise the existing information/features of the GenAI policies of world leading universities, and seek to fill the research gap by providing a comprehensive assessment, through the checklist, to the examine the GenAI policies in the Top 50 universities in the world.

	Jin et al. (2025)
	Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos (2024)

	Theme/Item
	No. of guidelines covered the theme
	Theme/Item
	No. of guidelines covered the theme

	Academic Integrity and Ethical Use of AI
	40 out of 40 guidelines 
	Academic integrity and misconduct
	36 out of 41 guidelines 

	Information Security and Data Privacy
	25 out of 40 guidelines
	Data privacy and security
	35 out of 41 guidelines


Table 1

If just comparing elements of ethics, which is common for both papers, the result are quite different. As can be seen in Table 1 above, all 40 universities guidelines in Jin et al. (2025) covered ‘academic integrity and ethical use of AI’, whereas only 36 out of 41 guidelines covered the theme of 'academic integrity and misconduct' in Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos (2024); a stark difference can be seen in the ‘information security and data privacy’ category in Jin et al. (2025), where 25 out of 40 guidelines covered the theme, however in a similar category ‘data privacy and security’ in Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos (2024), the number is 35 out of 41. It is unclear why these differences exist, is it due to the fact Jin et al. (2025) covered all 6 regions and Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos (2024) only focused on Top 50 universities, which may be concentrated on few regions? Or is it due to the fact that they make their decisions on the exact wording of the HE guidelines and policies or the embedded meaning the document suggested, or the challenges present in the language and cultural interpretations of the guideline documents (as the universities in the two articles have their GenAI policies written in different languages)? This is particularly interesting as both articles’ chosen universities are generally well-sourced. It would be worthwhile for future research to investigate the disparities in the data on universities of similar nature but in different language and cultural contexts.

2.2.3 Research paper on German HE GenAI policies and guidelines

The last paper of the policy category, Christ-Brendemühl (2025) focused on Germany, she used a two-step approach to examine the framework conditions do German universities create to leverage GenAI in teaching and research, and to discover what opportunities, challenges and ethical issues do these university identify. The research adopted a qualitative methodology, and using content analysis on 67 universities and their respective GenAI guidelines and a workshop of 25 participants to answer the research question. Different from the other articles, Christ-Brendemühl (2025) used both publicly available GenAI guidelines as well as guidelines sent by email from both public and private universities in Germany, and focused on identifying key aspects within the university guidelines.

Within the content analysis, 9 themes were highlighted. Converging with the result of the other policy papers, the majority of guidelines permitted the use of GenAI for lecturers (73.1% explicitly permit the use of GenAI, often including possible application scenarios) and students (83.6% permits, reflecting the general acceptance of the benefits of AI in enhancing learning). Similar to the two papers on US HEIs, this paper also highlighted the importance to develop knowledge on how to use AI tools, and educators hold the responsibility to define regulations specific to their course. Within findings, it is interesting to note that a small number of German universities forbit the use of GenAI for staff (3.0%) and/or for students (3.0%). This may be due to the fact that the completion of data collection was on 31 October of 2023, and situation might have changed now. In the current landscape, it seems it is unavoidable for universities to embrace GenAI, as they hold the responsibilities to prepare their students for world shaped by GenAI. It may be due to the same reason that there is a lower percentage of institutions (25.4%) who plan to integrate AI tools in their curriculums. Christ-Brendemühl highlighted that a limitation of the end of data collection, and highlighted the need for a follow-up study, she also noted that all the 67 guidelines addressed both the opportunities and risks for using the GenAI tools in HE setting.

The faculty workshop discussed topics of 1) ethical implications, 2) consequences of GenAI, 3) required skills and 4) building lecturers’ AI literacy, the article did not explicitly state why and how these topics for assigned to each the workshop groups, but what they seem to suggest is an echo with the overall universities’ attitudes towards GenAI – brace which caution of challenges it brings, understanding its potentials and equipping with effective strategies to embrace the technology to maximise the benefits and minimising harm. This can also be seem from the recommendations from the workshop, which highlighted the importance of critical evaluation skills in students, equitable access to AI tools, and AI competences should be introduced early on in the curriculum. Additionally, providing lecturers with ‘hands-on’ opportunities were essential for keeping up with the development of the technology and teaching and guiding students to navigate their academic and future professional development. Despite that the faculty members were all from applied science depart, these discussions seem to echo with the main themes highlighted in other four papers on HE policies and guidelines on GenAI.

2.3 Common themes of HE policies and guidelines on GenAI

Despite that the number of regions covered in these five papers are quite large, the synthesis of their findings is far from being able to generate any generalisable results that can provide a comprehensive overview of HE policies on GenAI across the globe. Having said that, these papers provided a good general understanding of how some of the well-sourced universities are addressing the impact GenAI brings to their institutions and to the sector. Most of these five papers used qualitative methodology to conduct their research to studies university guidance and policies on GenAI, with an exception of Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos (2024), who utilised a quantitative methodology to examine the university guidelines against the three categories 24-item checklist. All of these papers acknowledge that the university guidelines may be updated after the end of their data collection, thus follow up research will need to be conducted to see any updates in policy. Some papers highlighted the importance to include cultural and socioeconomic context when considering the generalisability of the research findings, while others suggested the importance to include empirical data to understand the perception of the technology from the faculty and students’ perspective, and the implementation of the institutions policies into practice.

Considering the points highlighted above, these five papers highlighted some common themes that are summarised below:
1. The importance to upskill both the staff and the students on AI literacy, and faculty and instructors are essential guide students for effective, responsible and ethical use of GenAI tools.
2. Emphasis on the value of human, and adopt a human-centred approach to GenAI usage.
3. Academic integrity is at the heart of the current guidelines on the use of GenAI in HE, and critical thinking and evaluations skills are essential to make sure that the benefit of technology outweigh the potential harm to education.
4. GenAI users need to understand the ways GenAI work, and understand the consequences of the GenAI use in consideration of academic integrity, data safety, information bias and responsible and ethical use of the tools.

Earlier sub-sections focused heavily on the understanding attitudes of HEIs towards GenAI which was evidence from the research papers on HE GenAI policies and guidelines. The common themes highlighted above mainly focused on teaching and learning, they highlighted important areas that HEIs are or should focus on to facilitate the understanding of the technology and ways to facilitate responsible and ethical use of GenAI in the HE setting. As rightly highlighted by Wu, Zhang and Carroll (2025), there is a need to investigate tangible effect of the policy on stakeholders in HE, their reactions and feedback on the technology, and real-world case studies and practical examples on implementation will be invaluable.


2.5 Summary

This section provided a critical review of five peer-reviewed journal articles on HE policies and guidelines on GenAI, covering the US, Germany and universities in six regions in the world. The universities being chosen by these five research papers were mostly well-resourced universities, due to the fact that some of them are world top universities, and others are universities in developed western countries. Due to the cultural and socio-economic settings, the findings of the research papers cannot be generalised, however, they still provide valuable insight into the attitudes of how some HEIs are responding to AI through the lens of their policies and guidelines on GenAI.

Common themes were identified to highlight key areas that are of primary concern to these HEIs, and gaps suggested by the literature highlighted the lack of empirical research on different aspects of GenAI in HE from the perspective of HE stakeholders, especially the educators and students. It is also revealed from this section that there is a lack of policy and empirical research on under-resourced HEIs and their responses and strategies to GenAI. 

3. Conclusion

This literature review set out to answer two research questions: 1) in which ways is GenAI impacting on HE, through the lens of HE GenAI policies and regulations? 2) What key themes emerged from research question 1 which highlights the benefits and overcome the challenges that GenAI imposes?

 The answers to them can be seen from the critical review in section 2, that the impact of GenAI in HE is immense, and relatively well-resourced HEIs are responding to the rise of GenAI quickly. As it can be seen from the selected literature, the latest publications on GenAI policies in HE suggested that universities generally have comprehensive guidelines on GenAI use, topic spanning from understanding how the technology works, the potentials and limitations of the technology, how to use the technology effectively, to consequences of improper, irresponsible and unethical use of GenAI, and university GenAI regulations. Both university policies and the faculty and instructors/educators play important role in promoting a human-centred approach to GenAI use, facilitating positive conversations about the technology and to guide students to develop essential skills such as critical thinking, evaluation, innovative use of the technology to empower their studies and get them ready for a society that is shaped by the technology.

This literature review has many flaws. Firstly, the focus of the research questions are too broad, which can only be well answered by a comprehensive literature review, which is beyond the scope of this literature review. Secondly, there is a lack of time management to make sure there is a balanced presentation of both literature based literature and empirical research. It is a pity that there is no time and no room for more critical evaluation of existing empirical research on GenAI in HE. Thirdly, the selection of the policy papers can be more comprehensive by including research papers focusing more on HEIs in under-represented countries. Last but not least, visual presentations such as graphs and tables would have been extremely helpful to present the correlations between the selected articles.

Based on the above reflections, my refined research questions could be changed as follows, this enables a narrower focus of my literature review, which can help me extract common themes and find answers through existing empirical research:
Research question 1: What key themes emerged in the existing HE policies and guidelines on GenAI related to teaching and learning?
Research question 2: Through the lens of empirical research, how are staff perceiving and reacting to the challenges emerged in Research question 1?
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