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Abstract:

Generative artificial intelligence (GAI) is rapidly reshaping higher education by influencing teaching,
learning, research, student support, and institutional administration. While GAI offers opportunities for
personalization, efficiency, accessibility, and innovation, its integration also raises serious ethical, social,
and governance concerns. These include bias, exclusion, privacy risks, overreliance, opacity, academic
integrity challenges, unequal access, and uncertainty regarding accountability. As universities
increasingly adopt GAI tools, policy development has become essential for ensuring that integration is
responsible, ethical, and aligned with educational values. This article examines policy development for
the responsible and ethical integration of GAI in higher education. Using a narrative literature review
approach, the study synthesizes recent scholarship on university guidelines, comparative governance
frameworks, inclusion, teacher perspectives, human-centered design, and institutional responses to GAI.
The review finds that many higher education institutions are still in the early stages of policy maturity,
with responses often remaining fragmented, reactive, or narrowly focused on risk control. The findings
further show that effective policy development must move beyond prohibition or technical regulation
and instead incorporate human-centered governance, inclusion, equity, institutional accountability,
pedagogical support, and continuous review. Based on the literature, the article proposes a policy
framework built on seven interrelated pillars: institutional governance, ethical principles, inclusive
access, pedagogical guidance, data and risk management, stakeholder capacity building, and iterative
review mechanisms. The article argues that responsible policy development is central to ensuring that
GAI enhances higher education without undermining fairness, trust, autonomy, or the educational
mission of universities. It concludes that institutions need proactive, adaptive, and value-driven policies
that balance innovation with ethical responsibility.

Keywords: Generative artificial intelligence, higher education, policy development, ethical integration,
governance, responsible Al.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Generative artificial intelligence has quickly become part of the operational and academic landscape of
higher education. Universities now face growing pressure to respond to the expanding use of GAI in
teaching, learning, research, academic support, and administration. Students use GAI for drafting,
brainstorming, explanation, summarization, and problem-solving, while instructors and administrators
employ it for content design, communication, research support, and workflow efficiency. Wei and Wei
(2024) described this process as a deep integration of generative Al into higher education, one that
carries both transformative potential and substantial institutional risk.
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This rapid development has created a need for universities to define how GAI should be used, governed,
and evaluated. As GAI moves from experimentation to routine adoption, policy development becomes
essential. Without clear and principled institutional guidance, universities risk adopting technologies in
ways that compromise educational quality, fairness, and trust.

1.2 Why Policy Development Matters

Policy development matters because GAI does not enter neutral spaces. It enters institutions shaped by
academic values, regulatory obligations, social inequalities, and pedagogical priorities. Shapiro (2025)
argued that higher education institutions need governance frameworks for ethical and responsible
deployment of Al, emphasizing that institutional policy is central to ensuring alignment between
technology use and educational mission. Similarly, Ferreira et al. (2025) maintained that innovative
integration must be accompanied by institutional policy capable of addressing both opportunity and
ethical challenge.

Policy is therefore not merely an administrative document. It is a strategic instrument that clarifies
institutional expectations, allocates responsibility, defines acceptable practice, and protects stakeholders.
In the context of GALI, it is also a mechanism for balancing innovation with ethical restraint.

1.3 Uneven and Reactive Institutional Responses

A major problem in the current higher education landscape is that institutional responses to GAI remain
uneven and often reactive. Dabis and Csaki (2024) found that early university responses to generative Al
were characterized by uncertainty, variation, and limited policy maturity. Some institutions responded
with restrictive rules, while others issued broad guidance with little operational detail. Many still lack
coherent systems that connect pedagogy, ethics, governance, risk management, and stakeholder support.
Humble (2025), through document analysis of university guidelines, also showed that many higher
education Al policies are still developing and differ widely in clarity, scope, and depth. This
fragmentation creates confusion for students, faculty, and administrators, making it difficult to ensure
responsible use across institutional contexts.

1.4 Tension Between Innovation and Ethics

Another challenge is the tension between innovation and ethics. Universities are expected to remain
innovative and technologically relevant, but the rush to adopt GAI can outpace institutional safeguards.
Valdivieso and Gonzalez (2025) highlighted the challenge of balancing equity, ethics, and knowledge
management in higher education, particularly in contexts where structural inequalities already shape
access to educational technologies. Wong et al. (2025) similarly questioned whether GAI represents the
future of learning or the future of dividing, pointing to the risk that Al integration may deepen existing
inequalities if policy fails to address inclusion.

As a result, policy development must do more than authorize or regulate tool use. It must articulate the
conditions under which GAI can be integrated responsibly and ethically.

Table 1: Overview of Policy Development Needs for Responsible and Ethical GAI Integration in
Higher Education

Policy Description Relevance to Higher | Key Policy Concern
Dimension Education
Governance Establishes institutional | Helps universities | Lack of oversight may
and Oversight | responsibility, leadership | coordinate adoption | lead to fragmented or
structures, and accountability | across teaching, | inconsistent
mechanisms for GAI use research, and | implementation
administration
Ethical Defines core values such as | Ensures that GAIl use | Weak ethical grounding
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Principles

fairness,
accountability,
human dignity

transparency,
privacy, and

aligns with academic and
institutional values

may normalize harmful or
irresponsible use

Inclusion and | Addresses equal opportunity | Important for supporting | Unequal  access  may
Access to benefit from GAI tools | diverse learners and | widen educational
regardless of social, | reducing digital | disadvantage
economic, or infrastructural | inequality
differences
Pedagogical Provides direction for | Supports responsible | Absence of guidance may
Guidance instructors on acceptable and | teaching, learning, and | create  confusion  and
effective classroom | assessment practices inconsistent use
integration of GAI
Data and Risk | Regulates  privacy, data | Protects students, staff, | Poor risk management

Management | security, tool reliability, and | and institutional | may expose institutions to
exposure to misuse or bias information ethical and legal problems

Capacity Focuses on training students, | Strengthens  readiness | Low Al literacy may

Building staff, and faculty in ethical | and responsible | increase  misuse  and
and effective use of GAI engagement across the | misunderstanding

institution
Continuous Encourages regular evaluation | Helps institutions remain | Static policies may
Review and updating of GAI policies | responsive to emerging | become outdated quickly

as technologies evolve

challenges and

opportunities

1.5 Purpose of the Study

1.5.1 Main Aim

The main aim of this article is to examine how higher education institutions can develop policies for the
responsible and ethical integration of GAL.

1.5.2 Specific Objectives

This article has four objectives. First, it reviews current literature on institutional responses, governance,
and ethical concerns related to GAI in higher education. Second, it identifies the major themes that
should inform policy development. Third, it analyzes gaps in existing policy approaches. Fourth, it
proposes a framework for responsible and ethical policy development in higher education institutions.

1.6 Relevance to Institutional Decision-Making

This study is significant because policy development is one of the most urgent institutional tasks
associated with GAI adoption. Universities need policies that are clear enough to guide practice, flexible
enough to adapt to change, and principled enough to preserve fairness, inclusion, and trust. The study
therefore offers a structured contribution to institutional planning and governance.

1.7 Contribution to the Emerging Literature

The article also contributes to a growing body of literature on GAI in education by focusing specifically
on policy development. While many studies discuss opportunities, risks, or classroom practices, fewer
provide sustained attention to how institutions should build coherent policy architecture. This article
addresses that gap by synthesizing recent literature into a practical policy-oriented framework.

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW
The literature shows that GAI is affecting multiple dimensions of higher education. It is used in learning
support, writing assistance, research drafting, knowledge organization, communication, and academic
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administration. Koroleva and Jogezai (2025) described a growing “desire path” in higher education,
where expectations about GAI coexist with apprehensions and uncertainty. Their work suggests that
institutions are navigating a complex transition in which GAI is neither fully normalized nor easily
rejected.

Muchaku et al. (2025) further observed that GAI is increasingly being integrated into higher education
research as a supporting tool, requiring institutions to balance innovation with ethical research practice.
This broad scope of use means that policy development cannot be limited to classroom misconduct or
assessment alone. It must address teaching, research, administration, and institutional culture.

2.1 Competency and Preparedness in GAI-Enriched Environments

Jafari et al. (2026) used a grounded theory approach to profile student competencies in GAl-based
teaching and learning environments. Their study suggests that students need new forms of competence
to operate effectively and responsibly in Al-supported academic spaces. This has implications for policy,
because institutions cannot assume that users naturally understand ethical boundaries, critical evaluation,
or appropriate use. Policy therefore must be linked to capacity building and competency development.

2.2 Bias, Fairness, and Human-Centered Concerns

Ethical concerns are central to the literature on GAI integration. Mironova et al. (2024), in a cross-
country study, identified multiple ethical concerns associated with generative tools in higher education,
including fairness, reliability, misuse, and social consequences. Aad and Hardey (2025) argued for a
human-centered approach to GAI in education, emphasizing that policy must protect human dignity,
autonomy, and educational purpose rather than treating Al adoption as merely a technical matter.

These findings suggest that responsible policy development must be grounded in ethical principles that
prioritize human welfare, fairness, and meaningful educational engagement.

2.3 Equity and Inclusion

Equity and inclusion are also major concerns in the literature. Valdivieso and Gonzalez (2025) showed
that in the Global South, GALI integration raises significant questions about access, structural inequality,
and knowledge management. Cai and Zainudin (2025) similarly argued for articulating inclusion in the
adoption of GAI in higher education. Their work indicates that policy must account for who benefits
from GAI, who may be excluded, and how institutional rules can either reduce or deepen educational
inequality.

Wong et al. (2025) reinforced this concern by exploring whether GAI may become a force for learning
enhancement or social division. These studies make clear that policy development cannot be ethically
adequate unless it includes an explicit commitment to inclusion and access.

2.4 Academic and Institutional Integrity

Although the present topic is broader than academic misconduct alone, academic and institutional
integrity still feature prominently in policy development. GAI raises concerns regarding authorship,
transparency, accuracy, and accountability in educational work. Policies must therefore clarify standards
for acceptable use, disclosure, and verification across institutional contexts. Ferreira et al. (2025)
emphasized that institutional policy is necessary for managing these ethical tensions while still allowing
innovation.

2.5 Early University Guidelines and Their Limitations

One of the clearest themes in the literature is that universities are still developing their responses to GAI.
Dabis and Csaki (2024) showed that early policy responses were exploratory and often incomplete.
Humble (2025) found similar variation in university guidelines, noting that institutions differ widely in
how they frame acceptable use, ethical concerns, and implementation responsibilities.
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These early guidelines often focus on immediate risk management, especially around academic integrity,
but may not address broader institutional questions such as procurement, teacher support, inclusion, or
data governance. As a result, policy maturity remains uneven.

2.6 Comparative and Governance-Oriented Frameworks

Recent literature increasingly emphasizes governance-oriented approaches. Shapiro (2025) proposed a
governance framework for ethical and responsible Al deployment in higher education institutions,
highlighting the need for structured oversight. Li et al. (2025) offered a cross-national comparative
framework for developing university policies on generative Al governance, showing that policy
development benefits from comparative learning and systematic design.

These studies suggest that policy development should be proactive and strategic rather than narrow and
reactive. Governance-oriented frameworks are especially valuable because they connect ethical
principles with institutional structures, roles, and implementation mechanisms.

2.7 Educator Views on Responsible Integration

Teacher perspectives are important for policy development because faculty are often responsible for
applying policy in classrooms and academic programs. Tigerstedt and Fabricius (2025) examined
responsible integration of Al in business education from a teacher perspective and found that educators
are concerned with balancing innovation, relevance, and ethical responsibility. Their work indicates that
policy must be practical enough to support instructors rather than merely directing them from above.
Policies that ignore educator realities may fail in implementation. Faculty need clarity, examples,
flexibility, and institutional support in order to translate policy into teaching practice.

2.8 Institutional Direction and Stakeholder Trust

Koroleva and Jogezai (2025) emphasized that expectations and apprehensions surrounding GAI use
must be openly discussed if institutions are to develop a credible path forward. Trust becomes important
here. If policy is unclear, inaccessible, or overly restrictive, students and faculty may either resist it or
ignore it. Policy development therefore requires stakeholder engagement and communication, not just
document production.

3.0 METHODOLOGY

This article adopts a narrative literature review design. The narrative approach is appropriate because the
aim of the study is to synthesize existing scholarship on policy development, ethical concerns,
governance, and responsible GAI integration in higher education. The literature in this area includes
conceptual discussions, empirical studies, document analyses, comparative frameworks, and policy-
oriented chapters. A narrative review makes it possible to examine these varied contributions together
and build an integrated policy framework from them.

3.1 Rationale for the Approach

The study does not seek to test a hypothesis through primary data collection. Instead, it seeks to identify
recurring themes and major policy dimensions in the literature. Since the field is still evolving and
institutional practices are varied, a review-based approach is suitable for drawing together current
insights into a coherent analytical structure.

3.2 Selection of References

The study is based on the fifteen references provided for the topic. These sources were selected because
they address one or more of the following themes: university Al policies, ethical concerns, responsible
integration, governance, human-centered design, inclusion, teacher perspectives, comparative
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frameworks, or institutional innovation. The literature covers the period from 2024 to 2026 and reflects
recent scholarly debate on GAI in higher education.

3.3 Relevance of the Literature

The selected studies are directly relevant to the topic because they focus on institutional policy, ethical
integration, and governance responses rather than only technical functionality. This makes them
especially suitable for a policy development article.

Table 2: Methodological Framework of the Study

Methodological Description

Element

Research Design The study adopted a narrative literature review design

Purpose of the | To synthesize existing scholarly literature on policy development for the
Design responsible and ethical integration of generative Al in higher education

Data Source Secondary data from published academic sources provided for the study

Type of Sources | Journal articles, conference papers, book chapters, comparative studies, and
Used policy-oriented literature

Time Scope of | Sources published between 2024 and 2026

Literature

Unit of Analysis

Scholarly discussions, findings, and recommendations related to GAI policy
development in higher education

Data Collection | Relevant concepts, findings, and policy recommendations were extracted from
Approach the selected literature

Data Analysis | Thematic analysis was used to identify recurring issues, patterns, and policy
Method dimensions across the reviewed studies

Key Themes | Governance and oversight, ethical principles, inclusion and access, pedagogical
Analyzed guidance, data and risk management, capacity building, and continuous review
Outcome of | Development of a proposed policy framework for responsible and ethical
Analysis integration of GAI in higher education

Scope of the Study | Focused specifically on higher education institutions and generative Al policy

development

Limitation of the

Method

The study relied on secondary literature and did not include primary empirical
data from a specific institution

3.4 Data Analysis Procedure

The literature was examined using thematic synthesis. Key concepts, recommendations, and findings
were extracted from each source and grouped into major thematic categories. These included
governance, ethics, inclusion, faculty support, student competency, institutional readiness, risk
management, and policy implementation.

3.5 Framework Construction

The policy framework proposed in the Results and Discussion sections was constructed by organizing
the major themes into practical pillars for institutional policy development. These pillars reflect
recurring concerns across the literature and are presented as an integrated model for responsible and
ethical GAI integration in higher education.
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3.6 Scope of the Review

The article focuses specifically on higher education and does not address policy development in primary
or secondary education. It concentrates on institutional policy development for generative Al rather than
all forms of educational technology or general artificial intelligence.

3.7 Limitations of the Study

The review is limited by the rapid evolution of the field, which means that new institutional
developments may emerge after publication. It is also limited by the use of secondary literature rather
than original empirical data from a specific institution. However, the selected literature is current and
sufficient to support a meaningful synthesis.

40 RESULT

. Finding 1: Policy Responses Are Growing but Remain Uneven: A major result from the
literature is that policy development for GAI is increasing across higher education, but policy quality
and maturity remain uneven. Dabis and Csaki (2024) and Humble (2025) both show that institutions are
producing Al-related guidelines, yet these documents vary considerably in detail, clarity, and scope.
Some policies provide only broad principles, while others attempt more structured governance.

This finding indicates that institutions are aware of the need for policy, but many have not yet developed
comprehensive frameworks for responsible integration.

. Finding 2: Responsible Integration Requires More Than Risk Control: Another important
finding is that responsible policy development must move beyond risk control alone. The literature
consistently shows that GAI policy should not be confined to restriction, prohibition, or misconduct
prevention. Aad and Hardey (2025) emphasize a human-centered approach, while Ferreira et al. (2025)
call for institutional policy that supports both ethics and innovation. This suggests that responsible
integration requires a constructive policy orientation that guides beneficial use while protecting against
harm.

J Finding 3: Inclusion and Equity Are Essential Policy Dimensions: The review also reveals
that inclusion and equity are essential elements of responsible policy. Valdivieso and Gonzalez (2025),
Cai and Zainudin (2025), and Wong et al. (2025) all show that GAI integration may either broaden
access or deepen inequality, depending on how institutions govern it. Therefore, ethical policy
development must address accessibility, resource disparities, and the risk of educational exclusion.

. Finding 4: Effective Policy Requires Governance Structures and Stakeholder Support: The
literature indicates that policy documents alone are insufficient. Effective policy development depends
on governance structures, faculty readiness, student competency, and stakeholder trust. Shapiro (2025)
and Li et al. (2025) both emphasize governance frameworks, while Tigerstedt and Fabricius (2025) show
the importance of teacher perspectives in responsible implementation. This means policy must be
operationalized through oversight, support, and continuous dialogue.

o Finding 5: Policy Must Be Adaptive and Iterative: A final major finding is that GAI policy
must remain adaptive. Because technologies, use cases, and risks evolve quickly, institutions need
policies that are reviewed and updated regularly. Koroleva and Jogezai (2025) suggest that the future of
GAI in higher education depends on the ability of institutions to move forward through reflection,
revision, and contextual learning.

4.1 Governance and Institutional Oversight

The literature shows that responsible integration requires designated governance mechanisms.
Institutions need oversight structures that coordinate policy interpretation, tool approval, risk review,
and implementation.
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4.2 Ethical Principles and Human-Centered Values
Policy development must be guided by ethical principles such as fairness, transparency, accountability,
respect for autonomy, and protection of human dignity.

4.3 Inclusion and Access
Policies must address unequal access to GAI tools, infrastructural barriers, and the needs of diverse
learners and institutional contexts.

Figure 1: Core policy dimensions for responsible and ethical GAI integration in higher education
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Policy development dimensions

4.4 Pedagogical Guidance
Institutions need policy language that supports faculty in integrating GAI responsibly into teaching,
assessment, and feedback practices.

4.5 Data and Risk Management
Policies must regulate privacy, data handling, tool reliability, and institutional exposure to bias or
misuse.

4.6 Capacity Building
The literature strongly supports training and competency development for students, faculty, and
administrators.
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4.7  Proposed Policy Development Framework
. Pillar 1: Institutional Governance and Oversight: Institutions should establish a formal
governance structure or Al policy committee responsible for drafting, implementing, and reviewing GAI

policy.

. Pillar 2: Ethical Principles for Responsible Use: Policies should explicitly state ethical
principles such as fairness, accountability, transparency, privacy, inclusion, and human oversight.

. Pillar 3: Inclusive and Equitable Access: Institutions should ensure that policy addresses
affordability, accessibility, digital inequality, and support for underrepresented learners.

. Pillar 4: Pedagogical and Research Guidance: Policies should define appropriate uses of GAI
in teaching, learning, assessment, and research, while leaving space for disciplinary adaptation.

. Pillar 5: Data Governance and Risk Management: Approved tool use, privacy safeguards,

output verification expectations, and risk control mechanisms should be clearly articulated.

. Pillar 6: Capacity Building and Stakeholder Education: Students, faculty, and staff should
receive orientation and continuous training on policy expectations and ethical GAI use.

. Pillar 7: Continuous Review and Adaptive Improvement: Policies should be reviewed
regularly using feedback, implementation data, and emerging evidence from practice.

Table 3: Major Findings on Policy Development for Responsible and Ethical Integration of GAI in
Higher Education

Theme Key Finding Implication for Higher Education
Institutions

Uneven Policy | Universities are increasingly developing | Institutions need more

Maturity GAIl policies, but many remain | comprehensive and coherent policy
fragmented or underdeveloped frameworks

Governance Need Effective GAI integration requires formal | Universities should establish
oversight structures and accountability | committees or governance units for

systems Al policy implementation
Human-Centered Ethical integration must prioritize human | Policies should be built around
Ethics dignity, fairness, autonomy, and | values, not only technical control
institutional trust
Inclusion and | GAl may improve access for some | Policy should include provisions for
Equity learners but worsen inequality for others | equitable access and inclusive
support
Faculty Support Educators need guidance for responsible | Institutions should pair policy with
integration of GAI into teaching and | practical support for instructors
assessment
Student Students require new competencies to | Universities should embed Al literacy
Competency use GAI critically and ethically and ethical use orientation into

learning support

Data and Privacy | GAI adoption raises concerns about data | Policies should define approved uses,

Risks governance, privacy, and reliability of | privacy safeguards, and verification
outputs expectations

Adaptive Policy | GAI evolves quickly, making static | Institutions should regularly review
Review policies insufficient and revise GAI policies

Balance  Between | Responsible policy should enable | Universities should avoid both
Innovation and | beneficial use while minimizing harm overrestriction  and unchecked
Ethics adoption

Stakeholder Effective policy development depends on | Policy processes should involve
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Engagement trust, participation, and institutional | students, faculty, administrators, and
communication technical staff

5.0 DISCUSSION

5.1 Policy Development Must Be Strategic, Not Symbolic

The findings suggest that policy development for GAI in higher education must be strategic rather than
symbolic. It is not enough for institutions to produce policy statements that acknowledge Al use in
general terms. Effective policy must define responsibilities, support implementation, and address the
social and ethical consequences of adoption. Humble (2025) and Dabis and Csaki (2024) both imply that
institutional policy often begins as an initial response, but the current moment requires a move toward
deeper governance maturity.

5.2 Ethical Integration Requires a Human-Centered Orientation

A second key interpretation is that ethical integration requires a human-centered orientation. GAI should
be governed in ways that protect educational purpose, student development, instructor judgment, and
institutional trust. Aad and Hardey (2025) make this particularly clear by emphasizing that responsible
educational use of GAI must remain centered on people rather than technology. This means policy
should not be driven solely by efficiency or innovation language.

5.3 Policies Should Be Broad Enough to Cover Multiple Contexts

The reviewed literature indicates that policies should address not only classroom use but also research,
administration, accessibility, and knowledge management. Valdivieso and Gonzalez (2025) show that
GAI integration has institutional consequences that extend beyond pedagogy. Therefore, university
policy should be broad enough to reflect the full scope of GAI use.

5.4 Policies Should Be Clear but Flexible

Another implication is that policies should be clear without becoming rigid. Institutions need precise
expectations around acceptable use, data protection, and accountability, but they also need room for
disciplinary variation and evolving practice. Li et al. (2025) support this through their framework for
developing university policies on generative Al governance.

5.5 Faculty Need Support for Responsible Integration

Teachers are central to policy success. Tigerstedt and Fabricius (2025) show that responsible integration
depends heavily on educator understanding and confidence. Policies should therefore be accompanied
by practical resources, examples, and training rather than being left as abstract rules.

5.6 Student Competency Should Be Policy-Relevant

Jafari et al. (2026) suggest that student competency is part of the policy problem. Institutions should not
assume that students automatically know how to use GAI ethically or critically. Policy should therefore
connect with student support, literacy development, and responsible-use education.

5.7 Policy Must Consider Unequal Contexts

The literature makes clear that higher education institutions do not operate under equal conditions.
Global South contexts, resource limitations, and infrastructural inequality all affect how GAI can be
adopted. Valdivieso and Gonzalez (2025) and Wong et al. (2025) both suggest that ethical policy
development must account for these asymmetries.
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5.8 Inclusion Should Be an Explicit Policy Commitment

Inclusion should not be treated as a secondary concern. Cai and Zainudin (2025) argue for articulating
inclusion directly in higher education GAI integration. This means that policy should explicitly commit
to equitable access, accommodation, and fairness.

59  Applying the Framework in Practice

e Step 1: Build an Institutional Policy Taskforce: Institutions should begin by forming a
representative taskforce that includes academic leaders, faculty, students, technology staff, and ethics
or legal advisors.

e Step 2: Identify Core Policy Areas: The taskforce should map how GAI is currently used across
the institution and identify policy needs in teaching, research, administration, accessibility, and
procurement.

e Step 3: Draft Principle-Based Policy: Policy should be drafted around core ethical principles, not
only tool-specific rules. This makes policy more durable as technologies evolve.

e Step 4: Create Guidance and Training Resources: Implementation should include faculty
guidance, student orientation, and institutional support materials that translate policy into practice.

e Step 5: Review and Revise Regularly: Policies should be reviewed periodically using stakeholder
feedback and evidence from institutional experience.

6.0 CONCLUSION

This article examined policy development for the responsible and ethical integration of GAI in higher
education through a narrative review of recent literature. The purpose was to identify the key issues
shaping policy development, assess gaps in current institutional responses, and propose a framework for
responsible policy design.

6.1 Summary of Main Findings

The review found that policy activity is increasing, but institutional responses remain uneven in maturity
and scope. It also found that responsible integration requires more than risk control; it requires
governance, human-centered ethics, inclusion, pedagogical support, data stewardship, and adaptive
review. Based on these findings, the article proposed a seven-pillar policy framework for higher
education institutions.

6.2 The Need for Proactive Policy Development

GAl is likely to remain an enduring feature of higher education. For this reason, institutions cannot rely
on silence, delay, or fragmented guidance. They need proactive policies that help shape use before
harmful norms become entrenched.

Responsible and ethical integration of GAI in higher education depends on thoughtful policy
development. Institutions that build inclusive, adaptive, and principled policies will be better positioned
to harness the benefits of GAI while protecting fairness, dignity, trust, and educational purpose. Policy
development is therefore not a peripheral task but a core requirement for higher education in the age of
generative Al.
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