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[bookmark: _Toc210082043]Chapter 1: Introduction

The rise of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI), marked by the release of ChatGPT by OpenAI in November 2022 (OpenAI, 2022), has brought disruptive impact on higher education (Linden, Yuan and Mandoza, 2025). As a category of artificial intelligence (AI) models, GenAI can create new content, such as text, images, audio, video and code, based on learned patterns from existing data through text or verbal commends call ‘prompts’. The technology’s capabilities have brought both excitements and worries to the academia across the world. This could be seen from studies of the first policy responses of Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) across the globe, which revealed that HEIs’ reactions towards the technology and its potential impact are varied - they span from banning the technology (due to its potential negative impact on academic integrity), to immediate embracing of the technology (for its potential as a helper to lecturers) (Dabis and Csáki, 2023; Hashmi and Bal, 2024). Later debates within the academia focused on ways to embrace the technology in teaching and learning, and discussed how the technology should be regulated to allow staff and students to be AI literate, how HEs can harness the opportunities the technology brings while understanding its limitations and allow responsible usage of it (Temper, Tjoa and David, 2025).

In the UK, following the government’s white paper on AI (DSIT, 2023), the Russell Group, amongst HEIs in the UK, first published its principles on the use of GenAI in education (Russell Group, 2023). The principles were collectively developed by Russell Group Universities, and highlighted the importance of AI literacy, adaptation of GenAI in teaching and learning, equal access, academic rigor and integrity, as well as sharing best practices, with a tendency to embrace the technology, ensuring academic rigour and integrity while being vigilant about its limitations (Russell Group, 2023). Other HEIs also developed their own policies and guidelines quickly to inform their staff and students ways to responsibly embrace the opportunities and challenges GenAI brings to higher education (HE), as can be seen in a JISC report by Barker (2024).

The effectiveness of the policies and guidelines depend on how well they are implemented in practice. In the case of GenAI in HE, despite quick policy responses, the speed and level of implementation is widely different across HEIs. One of the reasons behind this issue is related to the readiness of academic staff to understand, use and manage the use of the technology. Often, the freedom and responsibilities of implementation of GenAI into teaching , learning and assessment is generally handed over to academic staff (Wu, Zhang and Carroll, 2024; Moore and Lookadoo, 2024). Christ-Brendemühl (2025) highlighted the import role lecturers play in keeping up with the development of the technology, and guiding students to enable them to navigate their academic and future professional development inseparable from the impact of technology. However, despite efforts of GenAI/AI literacy training courses, the level of willingness, understanding, readiness of staff to embrace GenAI is widely varied. Research also found that, some students are already ahead in terms of the proficiency in using the technology compared with academic staff (Krishnamoorthy, Srivastava and Khanna, 2025) - this highlights a potential issue related to responsible and ethical use of GenAI technology,  as the students’ understanding of responsible use of the technology is dependent on GenAI regulations and guidelines as well as the guidance of academic staff.

The significant issue mentioned above would need to be studied further in national and local contexts. In the context of Wales, despite having a devolved government, which is in charge of governance of areas including education, there is no overarching GenAI or AI policies to guide its universities (as found in my previous assignments). This means that its HEIs need to be autonomous in development their own GenAI policies  or guidelines. However, current research rarely covers the Welsh context (more will be discussed in the next chapter), which suggests a need to include a Welsh perspective, as the situation in Wales may not be reflected in the existing literature on the subject matter.

To explore the issues related to GenAI in HE in more depth and to add a Welsh perspective to the academia, this study aims to explore the opinions of academic staff of a Masters’ programme in Education at a university in Wales, on their understanding, experiences and opinions of GenAI in HE in the context of their programme, This study also seeks to offer a staff’s perspective of the impact GenAI has brought to their programme and HE, their views on the existing available resources and guidelines on GenAI, and what changes need to take place in HE to effectively address the challenges GenAI brings to the sector. This study also seeks to identify potential areas of future research base on the participants’ reflection of their experiences on and engagement with matters related to GenAI while being in the forefront of HE teaching and learning.



[bookmark: _Toc210082044]Chapter 2: Literature Review

It is acknowledged that GenAI technology has profound potential in its uses to provide benefit, and opportunities, however, when it comes to education, the technology also entails significant risks and concerns (UNESCO, 2023). To understand how it is impacting HE, it is best to look at how HEIs are responding to the emerging and fast developing technology through their policies and guidelines, to see how GenAI is explained and portraited, and how relevant opportunities and issues are addressed.

To understand how the use of GenAI is guided and regulated, it is important to understand how academic staff is responding to the technology and the opportunities and challenges that came along with it, how they are guiding their students in respond to their institution’s GenAI policies, and the existing challenges that they are facing. Academic staff are at the forefront of teaching and learning and are responsible in guiding students to navigate in their academic and professional life, looking at GenAI in HE from the academic staff’s perspective will help understand the opportunities and challenges faced by HE in the effective integration of GenAI in teaching and learning.

To contextualise the issues related to GenAI in HE and lay a foundation for the small scale research, this chapter aims to discuss existing literature in the following two areas: understanding GenAI through HE policies and guidelines, and GenAI from HE’s academic’s staff’s perspective. This chapter will end with the research questions of this small-scale research.

[bookmark: _Toc210082045]2.1 Understanding GenAI-induced impact on HE from the perspective of HE policies and guidelines

It has been over two years since the release of GenAI, and its significant impact on HE was soon revealed in the media and through the development and publication of university GenAI related guidelines. Many available studies on HE GenAI policies, if look at their period of data collection, were over two years old. Due to the fast pace development of GenAI, the situation of selected universities may have already changed, which means that the findings of the selected literature could already be outdated and obsolete. However, this does not mean that these studies are not worth reading, as they are valuable landmarks for HE reactions towards GenAI, it also helps to understand how HEIs are moving from being reactive to the new technology, to quickly become more proactive. By looking at studies on HE GenAI polices and guidelines in different periods of time, one could see how HEIs acknowledges the opportunities and challenges of GenAI, and how they are evolving to adapt to the GenAI induced changes, and setting directions on how they should be transformed. As Christ-Brendemühl (2025) highlighted, ethical use and effective integration of GenAI in higher education, i.e. ensuring academic integrity, social equality while being able to harness the beneficial potentials of the technology, is impossible without university guidelines.

In order to capture a more holistic picture of how universities across the world are responding to the rise of GenAI, many early publications related to HE GenAI policies and guidelines focused on world’s top universities (Dabis and Csáki, 2024; Luo, 2024; Ullah, Naeem and Kamel Boulos, 2025; Jin et al., 2025), others are more country specific (Wu, Zhang and Carroll, 2024; Moore and Lookadoo, 2024; An, Yu and James, 2025; Christ-Brendemühl, 2024). Within the literature, some studies focused on characteristics of the guidelines (Ullah, Naeem and Kamel Boulos, 2025), others discussed the practices of HEIs on addressing GenAI from the perspective of ethics (Dabis and Csáki, 2024); Gen-AI induced opportunities and challenges (Christ-Brendemühl, 2025); GenAI in assessment (Luo, 2024), GenAI adaptation strategies and communication channels (Moore and Lookadoo, 2024; Jin et al., 2025), the use of GenAI in various areas in HE including teaching, learning, research and administration (An, Yu and James, 2025) and AI governance (Wu, Zhang and Carroll, 2024). It is worth noticing that not all of the policies and guidelines referred to in these studies used the term ‘generative AI’, for example, Wu, Zhang and Carroll (2024) used an over-arching term ‘AI guidelines’ in their paper. However, despite the use of a more generic term, their focus was primarily on GenAI.

In the early days of the release of GenAI, universities’ first responses to the technology since the launch of ChatGPT focused on the technology’s impact on different forms of student performance assessments (Dabis and Csáki, 2024). The highlighted instances were related to the fact that some students used ChatGPT to complete university assignments. It was also exacerbated by the fact that the technology was able to produce seemingly desirable answers and outcomes in assessments without much effort needed from its users. The emergence of these issues resulted in universities’ various attitude towards the technology (McDonald et al., 2024). Despite the varied early reactions from leading universities (from banning the technology, such as most Australian universities and Oxford, to immediate embracing of the technology with its potential to help lecturers, such as Harvard), the institutions started to set clear guidelines to develop frameworks for acceptable use of the technology (Dabis and Csáki, 2024). 

Another key aspect highlighted in the HEI GenAI policies and guidelines was related to responsible and ethical AI. Dabis and Csáki’s study (2024) was one of the early attempts to understand first policy responses of world HEIs regarding the rise of GenAI from the ethical AI in HE perspective. They selected GenAI policies and guidelines at world top 500 universities of the Shanghai Ranking list, and focused on those aspects directly linked with ‘everyday education practices of universities in relation to the AI tools’ (p.5), and analysed them against four ethical principles for HE that were synthesised from international regulatory and recommendation documents from the UN, EU and OECD: 1) accountability and responsibility; 2) human agency and oversight; 3) transparency and explainability; and 4) inclusiveness and diversity.

While different universities employ different approaches to address the four ethical principles, Dabis and Csáki (2024) extracted and highlighted the best practices for each principle: 1) honesty and mutual trust, which suggests that students’ assessment should be an honest reflection of their knowledge and skills obtained throughout their studies (despite the guidelines on the various degree of allowed use of GenAI). 2) avoid overreaction and be aware of potential negative impact on regulatory effects of HE GenAI guidelines and policies. 3) raising awareness and facilitate a ‘bottom up’ approach on allowed GenAI use and the autonomy of academic staff. 4) proactive central support and make sure that no one is left behind in harnessing GenAI technology, and be proactive to provide a variety of resources for teaching staff, so that they are not alone in coming up with their own initiatives to facilitate inclusiveness and diversity. The authors argue that these early guidelines are policies were influenced by or even relied on international ethics documents, and were built on the understanding of ‘traditional’ AI and related AI ethics.

Other scholars such as Temper, Tjoa and David (2025) also placed ethical and responsible use of AI as a key priority in HE, they based on the European Union’s Artificial Intelligence Act and are developing a framework named Higher Education Act for AI (HEAT-AI) to regulate the usage of AI technology in HEIs. The key principles they used to establish the framework are primarily on ethical and lawful use of AI, safeguarding academic integrity and privacy (i.e. rights of users), and the encouragement of using the new technology by staff and students. These fundamental principles helped them to categorise their framework in to four levels of risks of AI usage: unacceptable risks-usage should be strictly prohibited; high risks-usage should be strictly regulated; limited risks-usage should be transparent; low risks-usage is unrestricted and permitted, this framework then can be used by other HEIs to tailor to their own requirements and principles to regulate the usage of the technology amongst their staff and students.

What can be seen from the above examples is that international regulations and guidance on ethical AI play an important role in informing HEIs in the development of their key priorities in their guidelines, to ensure responsible and ethical use of AI. It is a common practice for many HEIs to encourage their staff and students to use the technology, and to ensure that their usage is guided and regulated. Just like Temper, Tjoa and David (2025) highlighted, easily accessible technologies and lack of appropriate technical knowledge would lead to misapplication, thus both the knowledge on the technology and how to use it effectively, responsibly and ethically are essential.

Given the extremely fast development of GenAI, and the need for HEIs to closely monitor the technological changes to enable them to adjust institutional policies accordingly, many HEIs and professional institutions joint forces in forming communities of shared good practices and use cases to enable the sector to best keep up with the development of the technology, and share effective examples to deal with the new opportunities and challenges that comes along with it, examples of such communities include ‘Jisc’, ‘Wonkhe’, ‘AI for Education’ and so on. However, just as Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos (2024) highlighted, HEIs need to revisit and update their institutional guidelines regularly, and all HE stakeholders also need to ‘stay abreast of the advancements in AI technologies’. 

Amongst HE stakeholders, staff play an important role in the integration of GenAI in education practice, as ensure students use the tools responsibly and ethically (Jin et al., 2025). Indeed, meaningful instruction to students in their engagement with the technology cannot be done without HE lecturers’ understanding and engagement of the tools themselves (Christ‐Brendemühl, 2025). Some universities who highlighted accountability as a key theme in their GenAI guidelines normally seek to achieve this through defining roles and setting responsibility for faculty, students and administrators in GAI adoption (Jin et al., 2025). As Wu, Zhang and Carroll (2024) suggested, effective policies and guidelines require clear and effective communication to enable understanding at all levels, as the lack of clarity could burden staff and students who seek to use the guidance to guide their practice (An, Yu and James, 2025). Additionally, the preparedness of staff is key for effective instruction to their students (Christ‐Brendemühl, 2025). Thus GenAI/AI literacy to staff and students are essential to ensure responsible and ethical use of the technology in teaching and learning, and this is inseparable for adequate training provided by HEIs (Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos, 2024). Additionally, as Jin et al. (2024) argued, collaborative of all stakeholders in HE are essential for effective GenAI integration and management of its complexities and ongoing, rapid development.

[bookmark: _Toc210082046]2.2 Understanding GenAI in HE from the perspective of academic staff

At the receiving end of HEI GenAI policies and guidelines and at the forefront of educational practices, the academic staff’s perspective on GenAI in HE has gained continuous scholarly tractions. Many studies seek to understand their views, experiences on and perceptions of the changes GenAI brings to HE, as well as their thoughts on emerging issues related to GenAI integration in teaching and learning.

In early studies (published in 2023) of staff’s perspective, Firat (2023) found that staff generally agree that GenAI tools will play an important part in future teaching, learning and assessment in HEIs; other studies highlighted staff’s concern on issues related to ethical and responsible AI, information inaccuracy, potential negative impact on human interaction, and the development of critical thinking and research skills (Adetayo, 2023; Mohamed, 2023, cited by Liu et al., 2025), as well as on GenAI detection and academic judgement for GenAI tool misuse (Roe, Perkins and Ruelle, 2024). These studies cover both academic (scholars and lecturer) and professional (librarians) staff, but mainly focused on ChatGPT, and are generally in resources rich countries.

Later and arguably more relevant (due to the extreme rapid development of the technology, earlier studies grew less relevant) studies explored different areas of GenAI in HE such as whether the technology can help increase the effectiveness and efficacy of educators (Krishnamoorthy, Srivastava and Khanna, 2025), academic staff’s attitudes towards the technology (Chavarria, Palau, and Santiago, 2025), teaching staff perceived potential and challenges in GenAI integration in HE (Lindin, Yuan and Mendoza, 2025) and GenAI usage detection and better assessment design (Perkins et al., 2024). These selected studies tends to explore the GenAI in HE issues from less studied areas.

Chavarria, Palau and Santiago (2025) studied students, educators and administrators in a Latin American university and seek to understand their attitudes towards AI in HE. Although, their study did not just focus on academic staff, it provides an interesting picture of how key stakeholders see the changes the technology brings to HE. The study also revealed that younger participants tends to be more optimistic about the AI, they use AI more frequently and have more AI experience, yet, they are more concerned with its ethical and social implications. Interestingly, the finding also suggested that older participants tend to care about ethics more, and those more experienced tend to use AI less frequently, which seems to be contradicting to earlier conclusion. However the study did not explain this explicitly enough. Base on the sample description of the study, it’s worth noting that, students take up a much larger proportion of young participants, and staff (both teaching and admin) take up most of the older age group, but it is unclear from the study on how the academic staff’s attitudes towards AI in HE are different to students.

It is worth noting that despite that the capabilities of GenAI was mentioned at the beginning of this study, the paper did not make GenAI explicit, rather, they used the overarching term AI in the research. Regardless, the study revealed that although most participants perceive AI in HE positively, but they do not agree on AI’s role in teaching and learning; key factors in AI adoption such as ‘fairness, bias and data privacy’ were elicited, and the need for equity and transparency in ‘AI-driven’ education and responsible AI policies were highlighted.  It also highlights that the attitudes towards AI in HE is different and that there is scepticism towards its implication, and that those who engage with the tools more frequently tends to see values in them, yet they also tend to use the tools less frequently, which may suggest that more experienced users tend to use AI more strategically and efficiently instead of becoming reliant on the technology habitually. 

Krishnamoorthy, Srivastava and Khanna’s study (2025) seek to look at how do university educators mostly in India (some were from neighbouring countries) see whether GenAI tools (especially ChatGPT) can improve their effectiveness and efficiency. Through questionnaires they found that academics mostly use the technology for research, they also use it to aid writing and exams, but their response to efficiency and effectiveness were varied: 52% of the participants felt that AI tools can improve academic productivity, others felt that ‘traditional resources outperform AI tools’ as the technology still lacks consistency, depth and comprehensiveness, and the produced results requires further validation. In addition, concerns regarding AI safety and ethical issues, and how it could negatively impact on criticality, creativity and the development of vibrant academic communities if users depend on they without inputting any effort in the process. On the other hand, participants did feel that the technology has the potential to enhance academic efficiency and effectiveness in certain tasks such as administration and exam contents, if they become more reliable in the information they produce. 

Despite being published in early 2025, the paper was submitted in February 2024 and revised in November before being accepted, this could mean that the data collection was done in 2023, and could only reflect the situation in early days of ChatGPT development, and the disciplines of the educators were not being discussed. Additionally, the majority of the participants of this study are in relatively young (between 30-40 years old), and that the GenAI tool under investigation was ChatGPT alone. Having said that, it still provided a useful picture of how academic staff view the technology, especially when the results highlighted the opportunities and concerns, such as ethics, potential increase in productivity and impact on criticality, creativity and community building, that the academia have, which echoes with the findings from studies on HEIs GenAI policies and guidelines.

 Linden, Yuan and Mendoza’s paper (2025) used a phenomenological approach to explore teaching staff’s perception of potentials and challenges of GenAI integration in HE. Their participants were chosen from four universities in Melbourne, Australia. What they have found is that all participants think that GenAI has an impact on students’ learning, and the tools can be productive and useful, and such use should be approved. However, it brings many challenges to teaching, learning and assessment, thus most participants were very cautious about the negative impact the technology brings to HE. 

The issues highlighted in the study were academic integrity, impediment to critical thinking skills, misinformation and bias in the output of the technology and students’ lack of skills to recognise and critically evaluate them, changes needed in the way we teach and assess students’ knowledge, and effective ways to guide university staff to establish common views and approaches to the challenges GenAI brings to academic practices. This finding echoes with what Christ‐Brendemühl (2025) found in faculty workshop focusing on GenAI at a German University of applied sciences, which highlighted the importance of AI literacy, curricula and assessment adaptation to enable effective AI incorporation, as well as stressing the predominant issues such as ‘ethical consideration, competency development, technical understanding and continuous university lecturer training in embedding AI skills’ in HE. 

The above initial literature review on the HEI GenAI guidelines and academic staff’s perceptions of GenAI in HE revealed that despite the fast development of the technology, HEIs quickly responded to the potential challenges it brings to the sector and started to proactively embrace and integrate the technology into practice and tackle immediate and foreseeable opportunities and issues it brings to teaching and learning practices. It can be clearly seen from the selected papers that academic staff hold a variety of views and attitudes towards to the technology, and despite having an overall attitudes towards the potential GenAI brings to HE, immediate issues and valid concerns brought by the technology still worries many educators.

Despite best efforts to select more recent studies on the subject matter, due to the constraint of time and wordcount, this literature review only revealed a glimpse of the existing debate related to GenAI in HE from the HEI guidelines and academic staff’s perspective, which, considering the fast development of the technology and the length of time needed for publication, may already be a little outdated and cannot reflect the most recent discussions and effort in GenAI in HE. This literature review sought to capture studies from different parts of the world, thus provide an overview of how GenAI many impact on HEIs in similar or different ways. However, despite the effort, by the end of completion of this literature review, the researcher was unable to find literature on GenAI in HE in the discipline of education, nor in the context of Wales, and this remains a gap of research in GenAI in HE.

[bookmark: _Toc210082047]2.3 Research questions, aims and objectives of the small scale research

It has been two and half years since the release of ChatGPT. Despite HEIs’ effort to develop GenAI literacy among their staff and students, the speed of the development of the technology still makes it challenging for HEIs to catch up. As discussed before, good policy needs effective implementation, and such implementation cannot be achieved without the effort of academic staff, as they are in the forefront of teaching and learning. It can be seen from previous sections in this chapter that the Welsh perspective is not yet been seen in the publications.

This exploratory, small-scale, cross-sectional study aims to add to the academia by providing a perspective from members of the programme team of a masters’ programme in education in a Welsh university, and explore their understanding and experiences of GenAI induced changes in their programme and views on the way forward.

This study sets out one main research question and five sub-questions to explore the issues around GenAI in HE which are particularly relevant to their programme. Through this exploration, this study hopes to identify the ways GenAI is impacting on HE and understand its opportunities and challenges perceived by the members of the programme team and explore possible future-proof strategies. The research questions are as follows:

Main question: How do academic staff in the discipline of Education at a Welsh university perceive the changes that generative AI brings to higher education?

· Sub-question 1: To what extent do academic staff in chosen programmes understand generative AI as a learning and research tool?

· Sub-question 2: What are the academic staff’s attitudes towards generative AI in higher education?

· Sub-question 3: What are the academic staff’s experiences of generative AI training and generative AI tools usage?

· Sub-question 4: What opportunities and issues in teaching and learning have the academic staff experienced as a result of the rise of generative AI?

· Sub-question 5: Through the academic staff’s experiences with generative AI technology, in what ways do they see generative AI shape higher education in the near future? And what do educators need to do to respond to the foreseeable changes that the technology brings to higher education?







[bookmark: _Toc210082048]Chapter 3: Research Design and Methodology

GenAI in HE is a new, rapidly evolving and complicated topic, new issues are constantly arising, which has placed a great emphasis on the role educators plays in dealing with the opportunities and challenges at the forefront of teaching and learning. Before the discussions of how particular actions need to be taken to tackle certain matters, it would be useful to understand how academic staff are experience and viewing the changes GenAI is brining to HE. Thus this small-scale research is exploratory in nature, and seeks to have an in-depth understand of academic staff’s perception of GenAI induced changes in HE in their programme and in their university. Their lived experiences on understanding and navigating through the changes would be extremely useful to future studies on tackling issues arising from day to day educational practices.

Previous chapter discussed GenAI’s impact to HE from a more generic stance. It would be interesting to see how academic staff in the discipline of education see this disruptive yet transformative force, and how this is affecting their programme and teaching and learning practices. Thus, this study seeks to focus on a master’s degree in the discipline education at a Welsh University to understand how educators in the chosen programme team understand the capabilities of the technology, what their experiences in dealing with the opportunities and changes the technology brings to their programme and university, and what their views on the changes that may happen in the foreseeable future and how academic staff should deal with them.

[bookmark: _Toc210082049]3.1 Research paradigm and methodology

Due to the nature of the topic, and the value-laden characteristics of individual perspectives, this studies takes an interpretivist paradigm. Paradigms are ways one looks at the world (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018), which are embedded with different ‘assumptions around being, knowing and values’ (Humphreys, 2013, p.4), and in the field of education, reality is rarely regarded as objective and being able to exist independently from individuals. An interpretivist paradigm investigates ‘the subjective experiences of individuals’ and how individuals understand the world around them (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018, p.50), and it values the inter-relatability of individuals and the world around them, and that individuals, base on the environment the individuals lived in, their experiences and perspectives, they would view the world differently (Humphreys, 2013), and knowledge is grounded in these subjective experiences of the individuals (Hiller, 2016). Due to this reason, the interpretivist paradigm and a qualitative approach would be most suitable for this small-scale study.

According to Hammersley (2013), qualitative research often uses verbal forms to investigate a case in details, and value subjectivity in the research process, which would enables an ‘in-depth, intricate and detailed understanding of meaning, … attitudes, intentions and behaviours’ (Gonzales et al, 2008, p.3, cited by Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018, p.346). However, to ensure validity and justifiability, it needs to be carefully considered, designed and evaluated base on sampling and the quality of the evidence, and place context at the heart of the research (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). 

[bookmark: _Toc210082050]3.2 Sampling strategy

This study was designed to fulfil the aim and answer the research questions set out in 2.3, which is to explore academic staff’s perceptions on GenAI induced changes in HE from the perspectives of a master’s programme in education at a Welsh university. Due to the complexity of the topic and time constraint, this study decided the adopt a convenience and purposive sampling strategy  to identify potential participants. 

According to Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2018), purposive sampling enables researchers to identify and select their participants base on the whether they could fit the required characteristics and representativeness of the data needed for the research; and convenience sampling allows researchers to select participants that are accessible to the researchers and fit the requirement for the study. By adopting both sampling strategies, the researcher was able to efficiently and effectively identify potential participants, which facilitated successful collection of data for this study.

To ensure that this study captures an in-depth understanding of the staff’s perspectives, this study decided to focus on participants from a master’s programme in education at the chosen Welsh university, who should have extensive experience in teaching and working in the field of higher education. With this purpose in mind, and in order to make sure data can be collected to meet the time constraint, participants were chosen through convenience sampling. The study designed to seek three to six participants, but considering how the data might represent the views of a programme team, two participants from the same programme team were invited to attend the interviews, and both of them agree to take part in the research.

[bookmark: _Toc210082051]3.3 Methods of data collection

This exploratory qualitative study adopted semi-structured interviews as a method of data collection. Interviews can be useful to collect verbal and non-verbal data to get complete answers for complex questions (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018 ), it enables participants to provide detailed and complete answers to a range of complex questions, it also enables the researcher to check their understanding of participants’ answers (Atkins and Wallace, 2012), semi-structured interviews adds a degree of flexibility to the interview and at the same time allow the discussion to be guided.  However, interviews can be time consuming, and the decision to include emotional cues would affect the way the interviews are transcribed. Rich data collected by the interview might also add difficulties to coding and analysis (Atkins and Wallace, 2012). Additionally, researchers need to have careful considerations on the design of the interview questions to avoid leading questions, information overload, and how restrictive or unstructured are the interview questions.

After careful considerations on the above mentioned points, the researcher considered semi-structured interviews to be the most suitable method to capture participants understanding, experiences and viewpoints on the emerging topic – GenAI in UK. The interviews will be divided into four themes which covers keys issues that are under debate based on the literature. However, considering that GenAI in an emerging field, the interviews were carried out in a way to allow conversations to naturally happen and enable additional themes to naturally occur.

Considering the fact that participants need time to adjust and open up at the interview, the interview questions were designed to start with easy, personal questions, and then the difficulty of the questions would be increased, and eventually become thought provoking to allow participants share their experiences and views more comprehensively and in more depth. As this topic is exploratory, participants might provide valuable insights that the researcher did not think of, the interview was semi-structured to allow additional information to be shared naturally without the constraint of the order of the themes or the questions asked. Considering that the researcher might only have one chance to collect data, follow up questions were added to ensure that the participants’ answers were understood correctly.

The interview is designed to take 30-45 minutes in consideration of participants’ mental fatigue and information overload, as well as the length of time required to capture rich data from the participants. To ensure the participants are aware of the time during interview, they were told how long the interview was intended to last, and would be notified when the interview reached 45 minutes to allow them to stop or continue the interview as they wish.

[bookmark: _Toc210082052]3.4 Data analysis

The researcher considered suitable approaches of data analysis while devising the interview questions. Considering the research questions, thematic analysis was used for analysing data collected from the interviews. Braun and Clarke (2026) defined thematic analysis as a way to identify, analyse and report patterns within data, it is flexible and enables key themes to emerge from data. They pointed out that it is important to ensure that the identified themes capture useful and important information for the research questions. In order to ensure that important themes are identified, Braun and Clarke (2006) recommended researchers to follow six-stages for thematic research, which start from data familiarisation, to identifying initial patterns and end with naming the finalised patterns. 

However, despite thematic analysis is widely used amongst qualitative studies, Antaki et al., 2022) criticised it for lacking of clear and concise guidelines. Additionally, this approach to data analysis requires researchers to be selective to their themes, this means that important information could be left in the unselected themes and thus not included in the data analysis.

Considering the complex nature of the topic of GenAI in HE, it would be useful to be selective of the themes to be analysis in this study, as this would make it easier to triangulate with literature and identify key issues identified in the literature, and potential under-explored themes that are worthy of further discussions.


[bookmark: _Toc210082053]3.5 Ethical Considerations

No research is without risks, especially for an empirical study involving participants. Thus careful ethical considerations need to be done to ensure that risks are identified and mitigated so that the studies minimises harms to the researcher, participants, the university sponsoring the researcher and the environment. For this reason, ethical approval was sought and approved before data collection took place, and it was completed based on BERA (2024) ethical guidelines, UWTSD (2021) ethical guidelines and relevant GDPR policies.

The convenience and purposive sampling that was adopted by this study resulted that the researcher work in the same institution as the participants and they know each other. This could project additional risks to participants and the researcher such as non-voluntary consent, where participants might felt compelled to take part in the research; pressure of coercion, where participants may feel coerced to provide certain answers for concerns over adverse consequences; and emotional distress, where certain questions may trigger work related stress and distress that would upset the participants. BERA (2024) advised all educational researchers to take careful considerations over possible risks and set mitigations to minimise them.

Additionally, the researcher ensured that the participants are fully aware of the purpose of the study, voluntary participation, right to terminate the interview and right to withdrawal, an invitation letter (see Appendix II) with an attached participation information sheet (see Appendix IV) were sent to the participants by email individually, once they agreed to participate in the interview, a consent form (III) was then sent to them to seek written consent. At the beginning of the interview, purpose of the research, length of the interview and rights of the participants were shared to remind participants their right, and ensure that they are still happy to continue with the interview. The interview time was set to be 30-45 minutes, but the participants are told that they are free to terminate the interview whenever they feel uncomfortable, they will also be reminded of the time taken during the interview, and they are free to terminate the interview if it teaches 45 minutes.

To ensure confidentiality and anonymity of the participants was protected, pseudonyms were used when transcribing the interviews, and any personal identifiable information included in the raw data was either deleted or anonymised in the transcript. The transcript was saved in the university’s One Drive, which is password and two-way authentication protected to ensure data safety. 



[bookmark: _Toc210082054]Chapter 4: Findings and Data Analysis

This chapter provides the finding of the small-scale study and it adopts a thematic analysis approach to identify valuable themes to allow discussions in the next chapter. The interview questions were designed and categorised into four themes with a semi-structured approach to help organise and direct the conversation of the interview while allowing a certain level of flexibility to enable new themes to emerge. Considering both the original design of the themes of conversation and the coding of the actual conversation, the following four themes appear: 1) General information of participants; 2) Understanding of GenAI technology/tools and experiences of using them; 3) opportunities, concerns and key issues for GenAI in HE; 4) Importance and ways forward for future HE.

[bookmark: _Toc210082055]Theme 1: General information
Two participants attended the interview, and both work in a master’s programme in education at the chosen Welsh university. Both participants have been working in the field of education for over 30 years, and working in HE or HE related work for over 20 years (Interview Part1 question 1 and 2, see Appendix I). Thus they were very experienced teachers and lecturers who are very familiar with the Welsh education system and HE. Both of them hold senior role at the university with the majority of their job related to teaching and learning.

When asked about how they would describe their programme (Part 1 question 3), participant 1 focusing on what the programme is targeting to do and the competencies and skills sets the students can acquire after successful completion; participant 2 focusing on the structure of the programme while emphasising on how the taught part prepare and guide students to develop their interest in education for the individual research at the dissertation stage. 

When asked about significant changes they have experienced while working on the master’s programme, both of them mentioned the development of technology. Participant 1 expressed that the development of technologies have raised expectations of students in terms of the research that they do. The participant compared the current expectations on students essay with the past and said that the work that was submitted in the past would not pass in today’s standard, and this was mainly due to the increased level of accessibility of resources which enabled students to do more in their research. The participant also mentioned how the evolution of AI has brought new problems, which made one question whether the submitted work really represent the students’ understanding and knowledge, and this issue is becoming more challenging. Participant 2 talked about how AI diminished the significance of TurnitIn, the plagiarism detection technology embedded in the assignment submission platforms, which made lecturer’s work difficult.

[bookmark: _Toc210082056]Theme 2: Understanding of GenAI technology/tools and experiences of using them

Theme 2 explores to what extent the participants understand GenAI technology. When asked about whether the participants can distinguish the terminology GenAI from AI (Part 2 question 1 and 2), Participant one was able to explain how GenAI is different from AI, and highlighted GenAI’s capabilities of ‘making a product as a result of intelligence’ and ‘it’s actually creating something that’s independent of the command given, it’s going beyond’. Participant 2, on the other hand, was unable to tell the difference between the two. Both of them have been using the term ‘AI’ in an encompassing way. However, when the researcher shared the official definition of GenAI and asked the participants’ opinions, both of them agree with the definition and know what GenAI is referring to. Participant 2 particularly highlighted that ‘GenAI’ was the term that should have been used in earlier questions. 

Both participants were able to give examples of GenAI tools (Part 2 question 3). Participant 1 does not use the technology ‘massively’, but have used tools that are able to create images, or to create and refine texts. The participant gave a number of examples of how the tools are used for by people around them. Participant 2 mentioned a couple of tools that he used such as ChatGPT that was used to help prepare for presentation slides, give an overview of broader issues or provide deeper insights into issues, it could help find additional literature to a research topic and provide ideas of counter arguments to stimulate thinking, the participant also mentioned adobe tools for image creation and highlighted that certain tools are better for image creation or summarising ideas that others.

When asked about whether the participants’ university has any GenAI policies or guidelines in place and what kind of messages do they think the university is conveying through the policies and guidelines (Part 2 question 4), both participants said that they are aware of the existence of the GenAI guidelines, however, both participants found it projecting a rather defensive or pessimistic feeling to them. Participant 1 acknowledge that the university is trying to embrace the technology, but due to concerns of academic integrity, the message come across rather defensive, especially when it suggests under what circumstances is the use of policy allowed or not. However, Participant 1 also acknowledged that because HE is catching up with the technology, so the guidelines, which providing a bit of autonomy to every department to make their own decisions is the best it can do at this stage. Participant 2 found the guidelines even more pessimistic, as he highlighted that universities are moving far slower than they should be in catching up with the new technology. When it comes to the actual guideline, despite having a guidelines on which areas students could be encouraged to use AI, and which other areas it should be forbidden, however, in reality, it is very difficult to pinpoint, even prove where students’ have used AI in their assignments. He shared instances where colleagues ‘found it virtually impossible to ultimately prove that the student had use [AI]’. Participant 2 also highlighted that the goal of HE is to impart knowledge to the students, but we cannot guarantee that in the existing assignments that if that level of knowledge demonstrated was not done by AI. So there is a need to think about ways that the assignments could be changed to circumvent the existing issues related to AI misuse in assignments.

[bookmark: _Toc210082057]Theme 3: Opportunities, concerns and key issues for GenAI in HE 

[bookmark: _Toc210082058]Opportunities

Interestingly, both participants first expressed their feelings towards the technology during their answers to Part 2 question 3, where they naturally discussed their feelings without the researcher asking the question. Participant 1 talked about both how fantastic some of the GenAI generated artworks are, and how the technology can be great in terms of labour and time saving on some levels to enable people to use their time more efficiently. Additionally, technological advancement could enable human to be more capable of what they do.

Participant 2 on the other hand talked about when PowerPoint was first introduced, because its easy of use, many people considered it a game changer. The participant uses the PowerPoint example as an analogy to express how people give similar reactions to GenAI today for its ease of use, and how it could provide information quickly to free up searching time. Additionally, with the technology being developed further, it could be used to boost productivity for lecturers in terms of assist with marking. He also highlighted that the tools can be very useful to help structure research idea, stimulate thinking and provide deeper insights on certain matters which might have been neglected by the researchers before. 

[bookmark: _Toc210082059]Concerns

Both participants raised many more concerns compared with opportunities. Both of them highlighted the difficulty they have experienced with the ineffective plagiarism detection by Turnitin, and the fact it became increasing difficult for academic staff to detect and prove misconduct related to students’ GenAI usage in assignment (as mentioned before in theme 2), and there is a lack of guidance from the university on how staff should deal with it. 

Both participants also raised the concern that the generative nature and ease of use of GenAI could potentially make users to lose skills, and that those who students are over-reliant on the technology would not have ownership of the work they produced and submitted. Participant 1 used writing and an example to articulate her point: if the writing is not done independently, with GenAI, the produced work could look well considered and articulated, but the people who use the technology don’t often have the ownership of the content compared with those who did the work independently.

Participant 2 also discussed the concerns for hallucination (which means that the tools is giving seemingly plausible answers but they were essential false or being made up), and highlighted the importance of the process of learning  and how the ease of use of the technology can make people lose valuable skills and knowledge compared with someone, using the participant’s example, who went through seemingly painstaking effort in finding a piece of information in the library through Atlas and encyclopaedia. Participant 1, on the other hand, expressed concern and worry that the capability of the technology could take away ‘an element that is able to be creative’ and it could make people lazy. She particularly mentioned that pace is an important issue for their programme, and it made some students more willing to take short cuts and become lazy in thinking, and that the degree programme become only ‘a pathway to qualification rather than a pathway to deeper thinking’. Participant 1 highlights that GenAI can help people save lots of time thinking and communicating, however, ‘if people aren’t encouraged to think, then they won’t bother. They’ll do the shortcuts to get whatever it is that they need’.

Additionally Participant 1 also raised the concern that if people are more dependent on the output GenAI produces, those who controls the technology and potentially the way they use data to train their models, could potential control narratives to be manipulative. Additionally, due the processing speed of AI, human would never be able to compete with it, it would be concerning if AI is being out of control and human is never able to deal with the consequences. 

[bookmark: _Toc210082060]Key Issues

Both participants raised issues with the existing GenAI training programmes within the university. Participant 1 admitted that she wasn’t being very attentive to the training opportunities, and this was due to the fact that she found that the current approaches introduced in some sessions are rather punitive. The university’s guidelines, for her, projected a defensive stance towards the technology, which was partly due to the fact that HE seem to have lost confidence with being the creators, developers and protectors of knowledge, and that the universities need to survive as businesses, they slightly lost their way in terms of innovation and creativity, as they can be costly. Participants thought that GenAI use cases are not enough, she was looking for something more creative and hands on, and eager to have more time and space to facility conversation and experiments with GenAI.

Participant 2 was aware of the trainings opportunities and have attended some that were available to staff. However, he found that it didn’t provide answers to lecturers on how to deal with cases of GenAI overuse or plagiarism. Additionally, the university is not really addressing the important question of how to balance ‘the old ways’ of academia (where imparting knowledge to students in an ultimate goal) and a world that is powered by AI and that the universities have responsibilities to prepare their students for, he felt that the HE sector currently doesn’t have an answer to effectively addressing this issue.

Both participants consider that the current ways of dealing with assessment are not effective enough. They both raised that university processes and systems are too slow to allow one to do creative things to the assessments, so one has to be reactive to the things that they cannot change. Additionally, the university is lacking a guidance on how to address the issues with ineffective plagiarism detection and being unable to identify or prove GenAI related misconduct. Participant 2 highlighted the concern that some universities and lecturers haven’t really taken on board the significance of GenAI, however, as Participant 1 admitted, that human need more time to process things, which possibly reflected her earlier point that why universities seem to project a sense of defensiveness in their policies, as we already struggle to keep up with speed of development of GenAI technology.

[bookmark: _Toc210082061]Theme 4: Importance and ways forward for future HE

The interview did not put too much emphasis on this theme, thus the participants answers on this theme is not comprehensive. However, they have raised important points in their answers which would be worth highlighting in this section.

[bookmark: _Toc210082062]Important matters

Both participants considered that ways of teaching for the programme would not change much even with GenAI increasingly being incorporated in HE, as it involves extensive interactions and discussions. Participant 1 discussed the value of human interactions and highlighted our abilities to analyse and understand the subtleties of reactions in the classrooms, she argued that there is a lot more to human communications than just what people actually say, and there is an element of reciprocity that is required in teaching and learning. She also mentioned that technologies such as AI could potentially assist educators to capture the subtleties of reaction from students, which could be missed during whole class delivery, to enhance educators’ understanding of the level of understanding revealed by their students. Participant 2 shared that AI has not impacted on his actual classroom teaching, and believe that it has far less of an impact on discussions and current activities that are taking place in the classroom, as educators are able to understand the level of understanding of their students through the in-class communication and interactions.

Participant 2 raised important on what universities can provide for their students. Following his point on the importance of human communication and interactions, he highlighted the valuable experiences that university life would provide for students. In terms of the impact GenAI brings to HE, he highlighted that universities need to move more quickly to reach the desireable balance between maintaining academic standards following the old system and how they should prepare their students to be ready for the future.

When discussing GenAI trainings provided by the university, Participant 1 emphasised the importance of time and space for discussion and communication between stakeholders to understand and explore how they should better embrace the impact GenAI brings to HE, and to explore more effective approaches to how can the technology better support the purpose of HE providers.

[bookmark: _Toc210082063]Ways forward

Both participants highlighted the importance of changing ways of assessment in HE, especially given the existing problems related to AI-related misconduct. Participant 1 emphasised that the new assessment should enable one to better check students’ ownership of knowledge, and existing assessment strategies which could allow people to circumvent through the system and using shortcuts to get a qualification. Participant 2 adds that immediate measure could include adding vivas to the written assessment to ensure students genuinely acquire the level of knowledge demonstrated in the written assignments.

Participant 1 also emphasised the importance of time and spaces for conversations, discussions and explorations of GenAI related issues together, and that the university should have more consultation with stakeholders in the guidance and trainings they provide. She also pointed out that the future direction of HE should be productive and progressive, not defensive and reactive.





[bookmark: _Toc210082064]Chapter 5: Discussion

Despite the small number of participants, the interviews captured rich data in participants understand, experiences and views of GenAI technology and the related issues its brings to HE, especially in the area of teaching and learning. The rich experiences of the participants enabled additional sub-themes to emerge from their answers in the interview.

It can be clearly seen from the previous chapter that, both participants have a good understanding of what GenAI technology is capable of, despite not being able to clearly articulate the distinction between the technologies of GenAI and the overarching term AI, they have used the some of the tools themselves and have seen others use them in different situations. Both participants have seen how the technology could be used to assist or negatively impact on learning, which could be detrimental to academic integrity, value of qualifications and development of valuable skills, thus they both raised concerns related to assessment strategies and how existing assessments should be changed. Their reactions echoes with the one of the key areas of discussion in the literature, which is related to academic integrity, as highlighted in (Christ‐Brendemühl, 2025) and (Luo, 2024). It is worth noting that both participants commented on their attitudes towards the GenAI guidelines and training provided by their university, and highlighted the issues of lack of guidance on how to effectively deal with cases of GenAI related academic misconduct. This issue seem to support Christ‐Brendemühl’s point that university guidelines are imperative to ensure ethical use and integration of GenAI in HE. On the other hand, HEIs seem to be still in the process of finding effective approaches to deal with challenges related to GenAI related academic misconduct. For example, Roe, Perkins and Ruelle (2024) and Perkins et al. (2024) explored issues related to assessment and how well can experienced staff detect GenAI enhanced work, and find that academic staff are still facing great challenges in dealing with the issues. And a recent study done by Temper, Tjoa and David (2025) demonstrated how they are in the process of establishing a framework, name HEAT-AI, which focuses on ethical and lawful use of AI to safeguard academic integrity and privacy. All these evidence show that the issues related to assessment strategies and academic integrity is still one of the major challenges, and it seems that HEIs will have to consider effective ways to change assessment strategies as previously existing guardrails against academic misconduct is ineffective when it comes to GenAI enhanced assignments.

Another key concern raised by both participants were on how the capability of the technology could misused to potentially make people lose valuable skills and knowledge. The ease of use and the ever-evolving generative capabilities of the technology in combination with the pace of a degree could tempt students to be lazy and take short cuts and use AI, like Participant 1 said, as ‘a pathway to qualification rather than a pathway to deeper thinking’. This important issue was echoed and highlighted in the literature (Adetayo, 2023; Mohamed, 2023; Liu et al., 2025). Additionally, the traditional process of learning and doing research without the assistance of GenAI, highlighted by Participant 2, despite being less efficient and effective, could provide valuable experiences and skills for the learners and researchers. How should HEIs and HE stakeholders balance the traditional way of academic practices and the ever-evolving GenAI that is going to the an integral part of human society, remains a key and genuine challenge that HE educator and policy-makers need to deal with. 

As mentioned in chapter 2.1, HEIs started to proactively deal with the changes GenAI brings to HE by establishing platforms to facilitate discussion and share good use cases and practices. But just as Dabis and Dabis and Csáki (2024) highlighted, best practices for each of the four ethical principles set by international regulatory and recommendations documents from the UN, EU and OECD highlight the importance of proactive central support for staff, and effective guidelines also requires effective communication to enable understanding at all levels (Wu, Zhang and Carroll, 2024) and to enhance the preparedness of staff through adequate training (Ullah, Bin Naeem and Kamel Boulos, 2024), which is key to effectively instruct their students about responsible and ethical GenAI use (Christ‐Brendemühl, 2025). The issues highlighted by both participants could be a reflection of issues existed in their university’s GenAI guidelines and GenAI trainings or the way they are communicated to the member of staff. It could mean that there is a need for better ways of communication and collaboration between stakeholders within that institution. However, it is acknowledged that the sample size of this study is very small, thus it cannot hold any level of generalisability. Nevertheless, it reveals potential issues that the institution need to address in terms of dealing with the challenges GenAI brings to HE.

Both participants revealed that HEIs are busy trying to catch up with the pace of development of GenAI and it seems that being reactive to the changes brought by GenAI’s new development could mean that HEIs would never be able to catch up with technology. This issues seems to be unsolvable, but is it really so? Just like Participant 1 said, universities ‘meant to be creators, developers, protectors of knowledge’, and that they should have the power and capability to be innovative and creative,  but they seem to ‘slightly lost their way in terms of that innovation and creativity’ thus it became ‘hard for [universities] to embrace this new technology with confidence, because it sees it simply as threatening’. This also echoes with Participant 2’s opinion to revisit the ultimate goal of HE, and think about what universities should provide for students, and how we are able to do that with the opportunities provided by technological advancement such as GenAI. This echoes with literature (Jin et al., 2024; Christ‐Brendemühl, 2025) that we should not only regulate GenAI usage in HE, but also should see how the technology could be useful tools to empower learning and the development of key skills and capabilities such as criticality and in-depth thinking.

This explore small-scale study sought to answer the research questions: How do academic staff in the discipline of Education at a Welsh university perceive the changes that GenAI brings to HE, and its corresponding five sub-questions shown in Chapter 2.3.

For sub-question 1, it can be argued that the academic staff at the chosen programme at a Welsh university possess a moderative level of understanding of GenAI as a learning and research tool, as they both have used the technology and had a good understanding of its capabilities and limitations. They were also vigilant and careful about how the tools have the potential to enhance learning, while also hold the power to tempt its users to be content with its output and could result in temptations to take short cuts and loss of skills.

For sub-question 2, generally speaking, the participants have a positive attitude towards GenAI as a useful tool, and they have both excitements and concerns about GenAI in HE. However, it could be seen from Chapter 4 that the participants expressed more concerns over excitement, this could be due to the way the questions are constructed, which unintentionally directed the participants to focus more on sharing their opinions on emerging issues and challenges; it could also due to that the participants have more issues that they need to deal with in their day to day educational practice, that the desire to discuss unresolved issues caused by GenAI is more significant than an exploration on how stakeholders could better harness the opportunities brought by technology. 

Sub-question 3 highlighted how there were impressed and motivated by the capabilities of GenAI, however, they have mixed feelings about the available university training programmes that they were made aware of. They are exited about what GenAI can do for individuals, and instead of punitive approaches to regulate GenAI usage, some of them value enhanced multi-level communication and collaboration, as well as more time and space to allow staff to discuss and explore more effective way to deal with emerging issues.

For sub-question 4, both participants shared how GenAI could help save time and increase productivity for individuals, and how they can be useful tools to facility in-depth thinking, quickly gather ideas, counter arguments and literature for research. However, they also highlighted concerns related to academic misconduct, persisting issues regarding lack of guidance to tackle GenAI related academic misconduct, how the technology could tempt users to take short cuts, potential loss of skills and who controls the technology.

For the last sub-question, both of them raised the point that HE assessment strategies will need to be changed, and HEIs should revisit the ultimate goal of HE and rethink what they should offer to their students. For more effective and proactive approaches to engaging with GenAI, more time and space for collaboration and exploration would be desirable.

Compared with the literature discussed in Chapter 2, this small-scale study successfully captured some key issues highlighted in the literature, at the same time, allowed other important and potentially under-explored issues to emerge. The study was able to provide a space for participants to talk about their thoughts on GenAI in HE in an more directed and in-depth way. However, there are many limitations to this study. First of all, it only included two participants at one master’s programme in education at a Welsh university, despite being able to capture relatively rich data, it was not sufficient to reach any generalisable conclusions. Also, the two participants work in the same programme, one the one hand, this helps to highlight significant issues the programme team is experiencing, on the other hand, it may limit the scope of important issues to emerge from the interviews. Thirdly, despite that, as a method of data collection, semi-structured interviews enable a level of flexibility to the interviews, however, the designed questions could lead participants to focus more on certain issues that the researcher considered important, and miss the opportunities to explore other equally important matters. Additionally, due to factors such as time constraint, only a selection of relevant literature was discussed in Chapter, which was not able to highlight all the important issues that are worth exploring for the topic of Gen in HE. Last but not least, both interviews went on for around an hour, which exceeded the designed duration of 30-45 minutes. This could potentially cause mental fatigue to the participants, and that they could stop the interview early and result in the incompletion of answers to all the designed questions.

Despite the limitations, this small-scale studies captured some in-depth and valuable data from the participants on their understanding, experiences and views on matters related to GenAI in HE. Many important points raised in the interviews were also reflected in the literature (discussed in Chapter 2), while some new points also emerged from the study which the selected literature did not cover. These points would be valuable to be explored further in future research, which could potentially contribute to the ongoing discussion on how stakeholders can address the challenges and harness the potential that GenAI brings to HE more effectively.



[bookmark: _Toc210082065]Chapter 6: Conclusion and Recommendations

This cross-sectional small scale research enabled the research to explore the topic of GenAI in HE in an empirical way and better understand the how the immerging opportunities and issues were perceived by academic staff at a master programme in education at the chosen university. The whole research process helped the researcher to have a better understanding of how to do research in the emerging area of GenAI in HE, and what potential issues could emerge during the research process.

The most valuable experience the researcher gained from this process is time management and the importance of transferring reading and ideas into writing. This study had a smooth start, with ethical form being approved at the beginning of July, invitation letter, information sheet and consent form being sent out in the middle of July and data collection completed before the end of July. However, despite efforts being made to prepare for the literature review chapter, the researcher was unable to effectively transform reading into writing during the reading process, thus wasted a lot of time making no effort in the actual completion of the research project. Despite having enough time to complete the project with better quality, the research was unable to do so due to being unproductive. Having said that, this experience provided valuable insight into how the research can effectively plan and making progress for her phase two studies, which will be helpful for the long run.

The researcher seeks to continue exploring the topic of GenAI in HE for her doctoral thesis, and some of the key issues highlighted and reflected in this study, for example, the issue related to assessment strategies, purpose of postgraduate education, and how can GenAI be utilised as useful tools for HE teaching and learning, would help to contextualise premises for shaping the focus of her doctoral research.
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