A Quality Assurance Framework for Maintaining and Enhancing Academic Standards of AI-Infused Higher Education: Insights from GCC Faculty Perspectives
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Abstract 

Objectives: This study addresses the gap in research on maintaining and enhancing quality of AI-infused higher education in a structured and systematized way, by proposing a comprehensive quality assurance (QA) framework fit for that purpose.

Method: The study employs a qualitative research design approach in the form of a constructivist or interpretive investigation exploring in depth different perspectives and experiences faculty members have in relation to AI implementation. The study combines a textual analysis of the international literature on the topic, with insights from four focus groups involving faculty members from various disciplines and colleges across the Gulf Cooperative Council (GCC) region. 

Results: The literature review analysis identified key benefits and challenges of AI in education. While the focus groups yielded important insights on faculty’s attitudes towards, and readiness for, incorporating AI in their teaching practices, along with their beliefs about students’ AI use. Collectively, these evidence-based findings informed the development of an AI-infused education QA framework comprising ten evaluation standards, each with specific indicators and quality checks.

Conclusions: The study concludes proposing a prototype of a comprehensive quality assurance framework with specific standards and indicators, for regulating the implementation of AI-infused education and for evaluating and enhancing its quality as needed.  

Implication for Theory and/or Practice: The study fills an important research gap in addition to proposing a QA framework that can provide a structured approach for higher education institutions (HEIs), QA bodies, and policymakers to regulate and evaluate AI integration in higher education. 
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Artificial Intelligence (AI) is markedly impacting different sectors, including education. Students, globally, are increasingly utilising AI tools at a meteoric pace and for different purposes in their educational journey, including personalized learning and intelligent tutoring systems (Olsen, 2023). 

[bookmark: _Hlk189608515]The definition of “AI in education” adopted in this study is that of Chiu et al. (2023), which considers AIEd as “…the application of AI technologies, such as intelligent tutoring systems, chatbots, robots, and the automated assessment of all modes of digitized artifacts that support and enhance education” (p.1). The scholarly literature lists numerous benefits that AIEd offers (e.g., Almasri, 2024; Ally & Perris, 2022; Chaudhry & Kazim, 2021), which do not only pertain to learners but also extend to educators. However, AIEd also presents several challenges related to ethics, equity, and inclusivity (Cachat-Rosset & Klarsfeld, 2023). Thus, it is crucial that educators, policymakers, and researchers collaborate to better understand the complexities of AI integration, to work toward maximizing its benefits and minimizing the risks and the impact of its challenges (Ajami & Karimi, 2023). This can help ensure the quality of educational provision. However, on its own, it may be insufficient to maintain and enhance academic standards of AI-infused education in a sustainably structured and systematized way. Considering the benefits, challenges, and complexities of AIEd, and focusing on ensuring and enhancing the quality of its standards, I move next to discuss the status of scientific research in relation to this education mode and to explain the purpose of this study. 

Although the number of studies on AI in higher education is on the rise, especially after the year 2022, (Crompton & Burke, 2023); limited research has been conducted on how to maintain and enhance the quality of its academic standards. This claim is supported by systematic reviews conducted on AI in higher education, which confirm that the most common subject domains of AIEd studies happen to be language learning; computer science; engineering; managerial activities; and admissions (Cromptom & Burke, 2023; Chu et al., 2022); while the most frequently investigated research topics are identified as system and application design, adoption and acceptance of AI in higher education, impacts and challenges of AIED (Wang et al., 2024), without any reference to quality assurance (QA) standards. The claim is also supported by evidence synthesis studies on AI in higher education, which are mainly produced by STEM disciplines, particularly Computer Science & IT (Bond et al., 2024). This is in addition to recent studies like that of Mustafa et al. (2024), which states that “…there is a need for a wider discussion on what it takes to design and implement effective AIED” (p.2) and that “…the effectiveness of AIED to improve learning outcomes remains far from conclusive, especially in the long-term. As we currently stand, most studies are explorative, short-term and in limited domains e.g., language and academic writing” (p.22). All this highlights a research gap in relation to QA of AIEd, which this study tries to address by providing an overview of the main benefits and challenges associated with AIEd and exploring in their light mechanisms that could be implemented to maintain- in a regulatory and systematized way- quality standards of AI integrated higher education. Addressing this gap is important due to the emerging consensus that precise guidance should be given to any approach that allows for the integration of AI in higher education, irrespective of the approach; as there is no one-size-fit-all approach and there is a high degree of autonomy across institutions of higher learning when it comes to such deployment, without necessarily a guarantee that quality of education is not being compromised. Thus, there is a need to unify in a systematic manner the guidance and regulations that would contribute to ensuring quality of AIEd. One way to do that is through a well-defined and clearly structured framework.  

In research design, the study is qualitative and takes the form of a constructivist/interpretivist inquiry, which according to Schwandt (1994) enables in-depth understanding of complex and multifaceted phenomena and the different interpretations of those perceiving them. In terms of this study, this translates into deep understanding of perspectives and interpretations of faculty members in relation to the complex phenomenon of AIEd. 

To fulfil the study’s purpose, an analysis of the international literature on AIEd was conducted, in addition to an investigation in the form of a set of focus groups of higher education faculty's perspectives, to capture the attitudes and concerns they have in relation to AIEd and discover their insights on AI-related challenges and priorities. The findings were utilized to establish the foundation for what could be a plausible and feasible comprehensive QA framework guiding and regulating AIEd. In the paragraphs to come, I present a justification of the need for such a framework before presenting the analytic and conceptual beliefs and principles that underpin my research. 

Most of the available guidance on AIEd in the existing literature is in the form of advisory notes or guidelines that are independent of a specific system or framework. Examples of these are the several UNESCO documents published on the topic, focusing on the ethics of AI (UNESCO, 2023a and 2021b) or providing guidance to policymakers (UNESCO, 2021a). OECD also has similar guidelines (OECD/LEGAL/0449; 2019) just as some of the QA authorities from around the world do (e.g., QAA of the United Kingdom; MQA, Malysia; QQI, Ireland; TEQSA, Australia). Some education solutions providers (e.g., Anthology) and AI-powered tools, such as Grammarly, also provide their own frameworks for responsible AI. However, while the guiding principles of these tools tend to focus mainly on aspects of equity (ensuring that certain groups are not disadvantaged by AI),  ethics (emphasizing responsible use of AI), empowerment (providing students opportunities to use AI to express themselves better), and pedagogical change via instructors rethinking the way they assess students (Lytvyn, 2023; Anthology Inc., 2024); they fall short from comprising a QA framework for AIED, which typically also focuses on accuracy and reliability of AI tools and systems (i.e., technical quality) and their educational validity and compliance in terms of improving learning outcomes and meeting regulatory and curriculum standards. 

While documents and principles such as those mentioned above are valuable, they nevertheless lack the authoritative and imperative nature of QA frameworks in education, which happen to draw their authority from several key sources discussed in the subsequent paragraph. 

QA frameworks are crucial for higher education institutions (HEIs) and their academic programs, to both internally ensure the quality of their provision, and comply with external educational standards and with national and international regulations. The frameworks are needed for HEIs to demonstrate their commitment to excellence and their dedication to maintaining and raising the standards of their offerings (Kayyali, 2023). Thus, the necessity for regulatory compliance constitutes the first key source from which QA frameworks draw their authority and imperativeness. Second, QA frameworks help promote transparency and accountability (Kayyali, 2023). By promoting these values, the frameworks establish trust, and gain respect, that strengthen belief in their effectiveness in maintaining and enhancing educational quality, and, consequently, reinforce their authority. Third, accreditation bodies rely on QA frameworks and standards in their evaluation and recognition of HEIs and their programmes, providing external validation of them (Kayyali, 2023); this helps institutions gain credibility and enables their students to obtain qualifications that are recognized internationally, which stakeholders recognize as a necessity and appreciate. It is also what makes stakeholders’ confidence in the HEIs and in the QA standards’ authority greater. Finally, QA frameworks stipulate continuous improvement, which helps keep HEIs’ curricula abreast with the latest developments in society, economy, the labour market, and the subject-specific disciplinary areas, locally and internationally. This empowers HEIs to remain competitive in the globalized education market (Eaton, 2021) and, simultaneously, underscores the authoritative and imperative nature of the QA frameworks and standards they comply with.     

Now that the authoritative nature of full-fledged QA frameworks has been established, there is sufficient reason to recommend and propose a comprehensive QA framework that can provide both structure and guidance to the process of AI integration in higher education, which are over and beyond what is currently provided by existing guiding documents. The justification of need for the framework is also amplified by the fact that AIEd, both as a concept and practice, is multifaceted and complex and is, hence, in dire need for structure and regulation.


Analytical and Conceptual Frameworks of the Study

The complexity of AIEd leads me to choose for my study an analytical framework that is comprised of the multiple dimensions that this type of education involves, primarily the issues of equity; inclusivity; data security and privacy; flexibility and personalization of learning; ethics; discrimination and bias; and overreliance- all of which will be expanded on in the literature review.

Conceptually speaking, however, my conviction in the powerful role of some enablers of effective technology integration and of QA and enhancement, irrespective of the technology tool, whether AI or not, makes me envision a necessity for bringing all those factors together under the umbrella of one overarching framework. This framework is one that can be applied to all HEIs and their relevant stakeholders, to help maintain and enhance the academic standards of their provision. Enablers of effective technology integration include availability of the needed technology; perceived usefulness of ICT integration and a positive attitude toward it from the side of the faculty and leadership; exposure to ICT and provision of relevant training; faculty competence and confidence in using ICT; sufficient time to prepare for technology integration; and adequate technical and leadership support (Davenport & Bean, 2024; Abdul Razzak, 2014; Chang, 2012; Papaioannou & Charalambous, 2011). 

As for enablers of effective QA frameworks in education, these include constituent components/standards that focus on effectiveness of education, efficiency, equality, relevance, and sustainability (Barrett et al., 2006). Effectiveness relates to the outputs of education; whereas efficiency relates to the inputs (i.e., resources) needed to achieve those outputs. Equality entails access to education by all, and the provision of the support needed for achievement and success to everyone based on their own needs and circumstances. Relevance has to do with linking education to development and ensuring that the purpose of education is fulfilled. Finally, sustainability refers to “…building human capacity not only for employability, but for broader lifelong learning as well as for adaptive and ‘coping’ livelihood strategies in a fast moving and complicated world” (Barrett et al., 2006, p.15). 

With this, I come to the end of the introduction section, preparing the ground for the subsequent sections, which present a review of the scholarly literature on AIEd, followed by a presentation of the faculty members' perspectives on AI-related priorities and concerns when it comes to higher education.
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Literature Review: Benefits and Challenges of Artificial Intelligence in Education 

[bookmark: [Level_2_Heading_Example;_Georgia_11pt_f]Benefits

AI has various benefits in education, profoundly impacting teaching and learning (T&L) in different subjects and at all levels. AI implementations vary and range from Generative AI ones that focus on content generation (e.g., ChatGPT, Gemini, Claude) to AI Agent implementations that focus on task execution (e.g., AutoGen from Microsoft that supports Language Learning Models and enables multi-agent conversations and task delegation; ReAct, which prompts agents to reason step by step and use tools to execute tasks; and Perplexity Deep Research for fast gathering and verification of latest academic sources), to more autonomous agentic systems (e.g., Autonomous AI Tutors for real-time personalized tutoring, Labster AI Agents for simulating science experiments, and Personalized Study Plan Generators for analyzing student performance and creating customized study paths). Despite this variety, Generative AI still continues to be the most prevalent on the broad spectrum of AI applications in education (Belkina et al., 2025). Acknowledging this, however, did not impact this study in terms of scope; as, the study took into consideration the various AI implementations when reviewing the literature on the main benefits and challenges of AIEd and also when conceptualizing what could be a suitable QA framework for AI-infused education. 

[bookmark: _Hlk201502350]By the same token, the study took into consideration both transactional and transformational uses of AI integration in higher education. The former uses refer to automated routine/administrative tasks (e.g., grading, scheduling) or academic tasks such as paraphrasing or summarizing readings, without any fundamental impact on pedagogical structures (Crompton & Burke, 2023). These are similar to AI applications in other sectors, such as business or healthcare, where certain AI tools (e.g., chatbots) are used to book appointments or automate customer services in order to increase efficiency, however without impacting clinical decision-making or changing strategic direction (Machado et al., 2024), as happens with transformational uses of AI. As, such AI uses redefine practices and reshape operations and learning, thus leading to the emergence of new paradigms, whether in how education is delivered and experienced or in how medical treatments are planned and carried out or how strategic decision making is guided and informed in the business sphere (Machado et al., 2024).  

Among the AI benefits in education are opportunities for flexible and personalized learning, which can contribute to the development of learners’ skills, improved livelihoods, and ultimately sustainable development (Ally & Perris, 2022). Personalization is enhanced by Intelligent Tutoring Systems (Zhou, Ren, & Lang, 2025; Fang et al., 2019) and includes the automation of assessment procedures and the deep analyses of students’ learning patterns, with the provision of individual and immediate feedback to students on their work, (Zhai et al., 2022; Chaudhry & Kazim, 2021). This helps identify their areas of improvement and provides them with individual support to improve their skills and adapt to different learning experiences (Kasneci et al, 2023; Sinhaliz et al., 2023). Some AI tools, also, such as chatbots, enable self-regulated learning (Baskara, 2023); others provide language translation and communication support; and there are those that simulate through virtual or augmented reality scientific experiments mimicking laboratory experiences (Lee et al., 2025; Wahyono et al., 2019). More recently, advancements in Intelligent Tutoring Systems have led to greater concentration on learners’ emotional states through offering learning experiences that are more contextualized (Marouf, Wang and Alam, 2025; Hasan et al., 2020). AI is also now monitoring students’ learning performance and tracking their skills’ acquisition to reach an analysis of the job choices and career pathways relevant and suitable to them (Chaudhry & Kazim, 2021).

In addition, AIEd can promote equity and inclusivity; as, through it, massive amounts of information are being made accessible to learners irrespective of their diverse needs and styles (Almasri, 2024) and regardless of time or location. Holstein and Doroudi (2021) elaborate by stating that “AIEd systems can fill gaps, providing educational services where few or none previously existed…” (p.17). This empowers learners and users in general, and this is in fact how AI links to the sustainable development goals (SDGs) and SDG4 in particular, i.e., through the context of empowerment (Ong & Findlay, 2023). 

Furthermore, AIEd promotes interdisciplinarity, which is also another SDG4 focus. Interdisciplinarity, as research indicates, helps produce graduates not only ready for prevailing jobs and life challenges but also for ones that are yet to exist, to sustain development at higher levels (Abdul Razzak, 2022). AI contributes to interdisciplinarity by providing advanced analytical tools, such as generating Generative AI technologies, that facilitate knowledge-sharing and the integration of different research findings, perspectives, and data sources, which, thus, bridges disciplines and aids in unified solutions for complex challenges (Cai, Zhu, and Ma, 2025; Ally & Paris, 2022). Some may argue, however, that while Generative AI can produce new content, it is unable to generate totally new ideas or solutions to real-world challenges, as it is incapable of understanding real-world objects or social relations that underpin language (UNESCO, 2023b). While true, still, however, we as humans are unable to think, relate ideas, or be creative unless we have some facts and ideas to think about and relate; this is where AI is of great value by providing the advanced tools for processing and analysing diverse data sources from different fields, extracting meaningful insights and facilitating knowledge sharing (Jarrahi et al., 2023), which form the basis for interdisciplinarity. 

AIEd carries with it also benefits for faculty, as it can aid with lesson planning, content creation and curriculum development, design of assessments, marking and grading, feedback provision, and student feedback survey analysis (Cotton, Cotton, & Shipway, 2023; Dijkstra et al., 2022; Mollick and Mollick, 2022; Rasul et al. 2023). AI can also be used to relieve faculty from repetitive or mundane tasks, such as basic administrative duties (Ellahi et al., 2019), thus, allowing them to focus more on effective teaching and student support (Chaudhry & Kazim, 2021). 

With this, I reach the end of the discussion of the benefits of AIEd, which clearly constitute a strong basis for why and how AI should be integrated in education. I turn next to exposing the main challenges that simultaneously come with this type of education.




Challenges

The first challenge is that AI algorithms and data involve biases that can propagate inequities. Some of the biases are discriminatory against certain groups, such as females, due to data deficiencies and to the fact that AI technologies are prone to ‘hallucination, meaning “…making up convincing but incorrect or misleading answers” (Hamilton et al., 2023, p.12). Also, in the case of gender bias in specific, this could possibly be attributed to the fact that the dominant number of AI designers are male and thus setup the algorithms according to their interests (Almasri, 2024; Adams et al., 2022; Chaudhry et al., 2022). There are other types of biases too (e.g., cultural, political, etc.), which scholars consider as something crucial to be addressed (Adams et al., 2022). 

Relevant to this challenge is another type of equity bias, which concerns the availability of AI for some but not for others. This entails disparities that can exist in technologies, systems, and connectivity between schools in low-income countries or areas and those in higher-income ones (Varsik and Vosberg, 2024). This bias can lead to further inequalities in terms of students’ performance. As, students with access and exposure to AI tools, especially advanced ones, are usually in a better position to outperform those without them (Adiguzel et al., 2023).

Another challenge relates to the security and privacy of data collected and used by AI, which may be exploited (Hermansyah et al., 2023; Baskara, 2023). Researchers consider this a key ethical concern and worry that it may often go unnoticed without accountability, due to lack of sufficient awareness of AI capabilities and limitations among end users (Khosravi et al., 2022; Kasneci et al., 2023). 

AIEd involves other important ethical issues (Cathrin & Wikandaru, 2023). These relate to untraceable plagiarism and cheating as compromises to academic integrity and authenticity of users’ (mainly students) work (Chan, 2025; Farazouli et al., 2023). This can prevent learners’ skills development (e.g., writing and critical thinking) due to misuse and overreliance on AI technologies when it comes to completion of their assignments (Warschauer et al., 2023; Darwin et al., 2023), which can impact the attainment of students’ learning outcomes (Chan & Tsi, 2023; Zhai, 2022).

The risks that these concerns pose have led scholars to prescribe new ethical obligations for teachers, students, and other stakeholders, necessitating a revaluation of existing ethical frameworks and even the development and implementation of new comprehensive frameworks, as well as the reconsideration of how students’ assessments and examinations are conducted (Chan, 2023). Most scholars also agree on the importance of raising stakeholders’ awareness of AI technologies, by widely disseminating in a transparent way relevant information and policies to all those impacted (Muthukrishna et al., 2025; Chan, 2023; Almasri, 2024). There is also great emphasis placed on the need for academic training of both educators and students alike that prepares them to comprehend and work with the principles of AI, for the purpose of greater integration of ethical values and the development of responsible and effective AI implementation (Kiemde & Kora, 2022; Chan, 2023).

To fulfil this purpose and to address the issues surrounding AIEd, scholars agree that it is a must that AI for educational purposes be regulated at least through several precautionary and pre-emptive policy measures preceding AI practice and implementation; where these policies should emphasize transparency, equity, and responsibility and be comprehensive in terms of what they cover (i.e., human aspects, finances, inclusivity, gender equality, research and development, interdisciplinarity, sustainable development, etc.) (Chan, 2023; Ifenthaler et al., 2024; UNESCO, 2023). In addition, whatever AI-regulations and laws exist at the national level, these should be assessed and gaps in them should be identified, to develop on their basis specific frameworks for regulating the use of AI in education and research (UNESCO, 2023). There is also a need for rigorously reviewing AIEd post implementation, with emphasis on evaluating AI’ alignment with pedagogical theories, needs, and outcomes (Mohahegh, Alstete, & Petrova, 2025; UNESCO, 2023; Humble & Mozelius, 2022). Scholars highlight that often AI applications are introduced without careful examination of how well they align with pedagogical principles or how they impact learning outcomes’ achievement, student engagement, and instructional coherence (Mohahegh, Alstete, & Petrova, 2025). Thus, post-implementation reviews are crucial and should involve feedback from all relevant stakeholders, to ensure through such evaluations that everyone’s educational needs are being met and addressed. Thinking of what could possibly serve as a plausible mechanism or framework for conducting the evaluations highlighted above, I arrive at the main aim of my study.


Methodology 

In this qualitative study, I investigated what higher education faculty members in the GCC region perceive as being key AIEd concerns, along with the priorities they have in relation to the formal regulation and QA of AI implementation in higher education. In specific, this investigation attempted to elicit information that would help answer the following research questions:
1. How do the concerns of higher education faculty members in the GCC region regarding the integration of AI in education compare with those expressed in the international scholarly literature?
2. What is the level of awareness and preparedness among the higher education faculty members for integrating AI into their teaching and learning practices? 
3. How do they perceive the formal regulation and quality assurance (QA) of AI in higher education and how, in their opinion, can the quality of AI in higher education be maintained and ensured? 

The reason why the GCC region was selected in particular as the context of the study was explained earlier. However, it is also important to explain why from among all the relevant stakeholders, faculty members in particular were selected as participants for this study. This is mainly due to their active role, not only as end users of AI and as handlers of AI-related challenges and problems that arise in their relationship with students in class, but also as participants in QA matters and affairs on a day-to-day basis within their academic programmes and institutions (Bettaz & Kamal, 2019). 

Identification of the participants took place nonrandomly through a purposeful snowball sampling method. To elicit the faculty’s perceptions and insights, four focus group discussions were conducted after attainment of the necessary approvals and official participants’ consent. I, being a faculty member with many years of QA work experience,  conducted the discussions in English. A structured set of four questions directed the focus group discussions while permitting the exploration of new themes and insights as they emerged. These questions were informed by the main research questions, literature review, theoretical framework, and objectives of the study, and no other questions guided the focus group discussion, mainly for two reasons: (1) the nature of the questions themselves was rich enough to initiate and stimulate a wide range of responses, and (2) the number of participants in each focus group was considerably large that their responses enabled and triggered a plethora of discussion topics, which rendered no need for additional questions. Each focus group session lasted from 50 to 60 minutes. 

Each focus group, consisting of 12 participants, was heterogenous in composition in terms of gender, age, nationality, culture, years of tertiary education experience, interest and level and extent of involvement in technology integration in education. Some group members were technology savvy and heavily involved in learning and implementing the latest technologies, among them AI tools. While, others were just comfortable using traditional and familiar technologies, without daring to tread unfamiliar grounds when it came to technology integration and to learning new and emergent technologies, despite acknowledging the necessity to do so.

The focus group discussions were all transcribed and notes were documented. After this, the transcriptions and notes were compared prior to work on the inductive analysis of the data was initiated. This comparison exercise contributed to the confirmability and credibility of the focus groups (Liu et al., 2023), which were further ensured through purposeful sampling of the participants (Etikan et al., 2016); as, all those who took part in the discussions were higher education faculty members with experience in AI use or as handlers of AI challenges,  who were interested in the research questions and were keen on providing rich and in-depth insights on related issues. 

To analyze the collected data, inductive analysis was conducted. I used this type of analysis to identify clusters of meaning and themes emerging from the data itself, while continually refining the resulting interpretations based on emerging insights (Haynes, 2012).  Thematic content analysis, therefore, came into use in this process and was carried out in a succession of several focused steps. To begin with, I started by transcribing the focus group discussions verbatim as they took place to ensure accurate records. Secondly, I conducted several readings of the transcriptions to determine salient statements and overall themes. This was done through a systematic data coding and classification process informed by the study questions, literature review, and theoretical framework. The process was iterative, with a continual refinement of my understanding of the data and the grouping of similar codes into broader categories. Third, I reviewed the emerging codes and categories, based on a cross-checking exercise, to determine whether the emerging themes that resulted from the synthesis of the categories best describe the nature of the data. Lastly, the themes were qualitatively interpreted, uncovering in the process relationships among various themes and placing the findings within the wider literature on AI in higher education and relevant issues. A brief table illustrating a sample coding scheme for the inductive thematic analysis of the focus group data is provided as an appendix to this study. 


[bookmark: _Hlk190986066]Results

Faculty members, nowadays, are in one way or the other willingly or unwillingly involved in AIEd. Their roles and responsibilities are changing and are expected to change even more as AI technologies develop and advance (Olsen, 2023; Chan, 2023). Thus, it was important during the focus group discussion to elicit the participants’ responses to the following questions, which are directly related to the main research questions and derived from them, as indicated by the brief note about alignment added in the end of each question: 

1. What are the reasons, if any, that make them resist or hesitate to adopt AI in their roles as educators? (Aligned to Research Question #1)
2. What concerns do they have, if any, with respect to their students’ use of AI? (Aligned to Research Question # 1)
3. How prepared do they feel they are to integrate AI in education? (Aligned to Research Question # 2) 
4. What are their recommendations with respect to what is needed in higher education to formally regulate, monitor, and ensure quality of AI integration in T&L? (Aligned to Research Question #3)

The answers to these questions indicated a general agreement on the key factors discouraging the faculty members from adopting AI and on a couple of the concerns with students’ AI use. However, answers varied when it came to how they view their readiness and preparation for AI integration, and in terms of the recommendations they had for AIEd quality assurance and enhancement.  


[bookmark: _Hlk190985409]Attitude toward Adopting AI

The participants identified the unpredictability of technological consequences as being their primary cause for resisting AI integration in T&L. This is reasonable, as it directly links to a general sense of uneasiness that scholars have toward the yet unknown effects and implications of AI, which is something consistent with research findings that emphasize the critical need to raise awareness, set regulations, and develop ethical frameworks, among other things, to govern and manage potential AI risks and challenges (Gillani et al., 2023; Ifenthaler et al., 2024). One of the participants expressed their worry about the technological consequences by saying, 

With technology, we can never know where we are going…In the beginning, the technology always seems to shine like everything new but then, somehow, it always comes at the expense of other important things in life like our health, eyesight, social ties and friendships, family time. The same thing in education, it is difficult to tell now what the shiny AI will be at the expense of when we start regularly using it in our classrooms, maybe our time or maybe our students’ learning or development, who knows?

In addition, this response can be linked to another fear or worry better known as job displacement anxiety that commonly surfaces in discussions about the status of the future workforce and AI’s impact on it (Slimi, 2023). One of the participants expressed this fear explicitly by stating, 

One of the uncertainties in relation to AIEd is that we don’t even know if there will still 
be a need for us anymore in the future. AI will be teaching the students, assessing them, 
marking their work, and giving them feedback. Maybe, we will just be needed to give moral 
and emotional support to help students succeed but who knows…? It’s just scary to think of 
or to imagine.

Although fear of job displacement is valid, the current direction in the scholarly literature is toward confirming the irreplaceable human role of educators when it comes to AIEd and stressing the need for HEIs and faculty to “…maintain control over AI, ensuring that it serves rather than dehumanizes humanity” (Slimi, 2023; p.31).


[bookmark: _Hlk190985655]Students’ Use of AI
	
With respect to students’ use of AI, most participants expressed their concern about academic integrity breaches. The literature is full of findings pointing to the same issue and highlighting AI’s potential to facilitate cheating and plagiarism, thus compromising academic standards and graduate outcomes (Farazouli et al., 2023; Rudolph et al., 2023). 

One of the participants elaborated on this concern by clearly expressing his frustration about how his focus when marking essays has become more on trying to detect if the work is AI-generated than on assessing its compliance with the marking rubric criteria. In his own words:

[bookmark: _Hlk174914979]Even though I have all my students submit their essays through the plagiarism-detection
               software, I still have a phobia when marking their papers that the work is not totally theirs
 and that, somehow, they got AI assistance. So, when in doubt, I check their essays through 
an AI-detection software, which does not always work well in terms of the percentages it 
gives. So, many times, I end up inviting the students to my office and asking them about 
their essays and how they did them and whether they used AI at all…and all this takes so
 much time!

Participants also expressed their concern about how students may start getting addicted to AI and refrain from relying on their own abilities in their learning. They were thinking on a long-term basis about how this may hinder students’ development of critical and analytical thinking in addition to problem-solving skills, which could eventually impact their employability after graduation. As is clear from the literature review, this concern is commonly shared by many scholars (e.g., Warschauer et al., 2023; Darwin et al., 2023; Chan & Tsi, 2023). In the words of one of the participants, 

Our students are already addicted to AI. They seem like they are crippled without it. What are they going to do when they are working in the field and dealing with practical or social problems that even AI does not have answers for? 


Readiness to Integrate AI in Teaching and Learning

Mixed responses were provided regarding the readiness to adopt AIEd, with some faculty feeling well-prepared, but the majority not very much so. Their confidence level in their AI-related knowledge and skills was quite low and they highlighted the need for more training and knowledge-sharing. This is consistent with research findings on teachers that emphasize the need for comprehensive professional development (PD) initiatives to prepare them on the effective and responsible use of AI in teaching, learning and research (Slimi, 2023; Almasri, 2024; Kiemde & Kora, 2022). One participant expressed her level of AI knowledge and skills by explaining, 

	What I know is ChatGPT. I am very good at using it now and so if you are asking about ChatGPT, then yes, I am very well-prepared in terms of AI use in my teaching and learning; I use it for so many things but I do know that there is more to AI than that, which I still must learn.  

One of the interesting and unique responses worth sharing here was by a faculty member who stated, 

I no longer know if I am ready to adopt AI or not. Every time I learn or try something new, 
I think I’m ready. Then, I somehow end up in a situation in class or with one of my students 
where I find that there’s a lot that I still do not know. Not only that, but because I do not have
 any indication of what is yet to come with AI technologies and advancements, I really do not 
know what the current level or status of my AI knowledge and skills should be rated as at the moment…

This response reflects both the speed at which AIEd is developing and the wealth of AI systems and tools that are now available for end-users, which can all be quite overwhelming for some individuals. More importantly, the rapid progress in AI technologies also implies that “…many common benchmarks and tests for assessing them are quickly becoming obsolete” (Jones, 2024; p.700). This, thus, indicates a need for continuous updating and revision of whatever mechanisms (e.g., standards, frameworks, tools) are being used to evaluate the effectiveness of AI technologies and their implementation, including implementation in education. 



Recommendations for Ensuring Quality of AIEd

All participants agreed that AIEd needs to be regulated and quality assured. Several recommendations were made, and all were consistent with the literature in relation to faculty training, ethical guidelines, and structured policies to guide AIEd and regulate it (Gillani et al., 2023; Chaudhry et al., 2022; Kiemde & Kora, 2022; Ifenthaler et al., 2024; UNESCO, 2023; Humble & Mozelius, 2022). The recommendations can be clustered into four individual themes: National and Institutional Policies; Ethical and governance Frameworks; PD; and Student Awareness and Engagement. 

The first theme (National and Institutional Policies) focuses on the development of policies at the national level and at the level of HEIs to standardize AI implementation across all institutions of higher learning. According to the participants, the policies should be comprehensive and must cover ways to monitor AI use effectively; in addition to covering strategies on how to redesign assessment practices, and guiding principles for the creation of relevant accreditation standards. At the institutional level in specific, the participants recommended that the policies should stipulate the incorporation of AI into the curricula through having concrete learning outcomes on AI issues and AI ethics. This is in addition to stipulating that curricula incorporate realistic and implementable case studies that students can analyse as a way of exploring and experimenting with AI ethics. Collaborative interdisciplinary research projects, with which AI technologies come in very handy, were also mentioned as important for faculty and students to practice and extend their use of AI in a variety of meaningful ways. The usefulness of AI technologies in interdisciplinary work and the significance of both has been indicated in many research findings (e.g., Ally & Paris, 2022; Jarrahi et al., 2023). 

The second theme (Ethical and Governance Frameworks) includes recommendations on the development of comprehensive frameworks, including guidelines to mitigate AIEd-risks such as those related to equity, bias and data privacy, which the participants insisted should be aligned with the personal data privacy laws of the GCC countries. This is in addition to frameworks underscoring ethical considerations associated with AIEd. 

The third theme, PD, includes emphasis on ensuring that educators are well-versed in AI technologies and are well-equipped in terms of the skills to integrate AI into their teaching and research practices. The participants explained that this should be achieved through raising faculty’s awareness about the capabilities and limitations of AI, along with training them on the ethical use of AI and the development of new pedagogical and assessment strategies that leverage AI use effectively and responsibly. All this aligns perfectly well with what is called for by other scholars in the literature (Kiemde & Kora, 2022; Chan, 2023). 

Theme four (Student Awareness and Engagement) supports engaging students in thorough discussions about AI and its implications, to raise their awareness and deepen their understanding of the impact of the technologies they are using. This can develop students’ critical thinking and turn them into more responsible AI users, especially if, as one participant expressed, the students are also involved in some of the decision-making processes around AIEd. Keeping students and other relevant stakeholders informed and engaged in AI-related processes is highlighted in many studies as was shown previously in the literature review (Chaudhry et al., 2022; Almasri, 2024).

Clearly, these recommendations from the GCC participants, along with their other responses are highly consistent with the research findings on AIEd that were delineated in the literature review section of this study. Together, they exacerbate the limitations of AIEd and establish a strong basis for the argument that more efforts are needed to both regulate, and quality assure, AI implementation in higher education, just like other research studies have demonstrated (Chan, 2023; Ifenthaler et al., 2024). For this reason, and as a conclusion to my study, I propose in the section below what could be a comprehensive QA framework for doing both. 


Discussion and Proposal of QA Framework 

[bookmark: _Hlk190986679]Discussion of Findings

One of the purposes of this study was to explore what measures are needed to maintain- in a regulatory and systematized way- the quality standards of AI integrated higher education, while at the same time proposing a possible comprehensive QA framework that provides structure and guidance to the process. This purpose was selected mainly because, upon reviewing the scientific literature, a research gap was detected with respect to how to maintain and enhance the quality of academic standards of AIEd. In addition, the AIEd guiding documents available for stakeholders happen to lack the authoritative and imperative nature of full-fledged QA frameworks in education. As a result, two data collection methods were utilised to aid in achieving this purpose of the study.

The collected data, guided by the main points of the study’s conceptual framework on the enablers of technology integration and the components of effective QA models (effectiveness, efficiency, equality, relevance, and sustainability), were combined to design our proposed QA framework for providing structure and guidance to AI integration in higher education. The framework is intended for use mainly by HEIs and possibly by QA and accreditation bodies and policymakers. It is designed to complement other existing frameworks, rather than function independently. It also serves as a mechanism to answer the call in the scholarly literature for rigorous reviews of AIEd and critical evaluations of its alignment with pedagogical theories, needs, and outcomes (UNESCO, 2023; Humble & Mozelius, 2022).

The framework (in the next section) comprises ten evaluation standards as its main pillars. Each standard is mapped to the components of effective QA models included in the conceptual framework of this study; the mapping was carried out based on which component/s seems most relevant to each of the standards. In addition, to connect the framework’s standards to the empirical data collected from the focus group participants, each standard is mapped to one or more of the four overarching themes clustering the participants’ recommendations for how to ensure quality of AIEd, which are: 
· T1: National and Institutional Policies; 
· T2: Ethical and Governance Frameworks; 
· T3: Professional Development; and 
· T4: Student Awareness and Engagement.  

Also, each standard includes one or more indicators that help articulate its focus and each indicator has a description to ensure accurate interpretation of what it covers. Furthermore, to aid the HEIs in ensuring that they are meeting what is expected, there is supplementary information for every indicator in the form of a “Quality Check” that could be used by the HEI to assess its compliance with the indicator’s requirements. 

This framework does not cover every single aspect related to AIEd; however, it is expected to be a starting point of a practical solution for both internal QA evaluations as well as for reviews by external QA or accreditation bodies. What supports this view is the adaptable nature of the framework, thus, leaving room for its modification by each HEI or QA/accreditation body based on needs, circumstances, and new developments. 


QA Framework for AI-Infused Education 

Table 1. Quality Assurance Framework for AI-Infused Education 

	Standard
	Indicator
	Indicator’s Description
	Quality Check

	1. AI Guiding Strategy/ Policy


**Mapped to Efficiency

**Mapped to T1


	The institution has a clear guiding AI strategy/policy comprehensive enough to cover AI in learning, assessment, and preferably in accreditation.
	The AI strategy/policy is aligned with the institutional mission and goals and with the national/regional policies and directions; is flexible to adapt to the rapidly changing AI landscape; and fosters an environment of continuous learning and exploration and innovation. 
	There is evidence of consistent implementation of the AI guiding strategy/policy across the institution and evidence of its regular review. 

	2. Curriculum Design and Review

**Mapped to Efficiency and Relevance

**Mapped to T1

	The institution   
systematically incorporates AI-related courses and integrates AI activities into its curricula.
	The curricula should include introductory AI courses, advanced topics (such as natural language processing, computer vision, and reinforcement learning), and interdisciplinary courses that explore AI’s impact on various fields (e.g., healthcare, business, and arts).
	Curricula are regularly reviewed and updated to ensure they cover fundamental AI concepts, ethics, and practical applications.

	3. Faculty Professional Development

**Mapped to Efficiency and Relevance

**Mapped to T3


	Faculty members receive comprehensive training on AI technologies and pedagogical approaches.
	Faculty training should cover hands-on AI tools, ethical considerations, and strategies for integrating AI into their daily tasks, teaching (and preferably in diverse disciplinary areas), and assessment. 
	The institution incorporates in its annual PD plan for faculty AI training activities and has evidence of their implementation and evaluation. 

	4. Student Assessment and Feedback


**Mapped to Effectiveness and Equality 


**Mapped to T1 and T3

	The institution appropriately assesses student projects involving generative AI and simultaneously encourages novel assessment practices that are not prone to academic integrity breaches through AI. 
	-AI projects and activities are assessed using specific Rubrics including assessment criteria related to algorithm performance, ethics, and communication skills. 

-Faculty should reimagine the way they assess students and should rely on authentic assessments that merge wholistic text-based information with practical experiences; as, while AI is able to interpret text and can do a lot more around that, it will fail at performing a multitude of tasks that require application and practical implementation.
	-For assessing students’ AI projects, the institution uses rubrics that evaluate both technical skills and ethical awareness.
-The institution relies mainly on the implementation of performance-based assessments and preferably resorts to the flipped classroom strategy where AI is used at home for gathering and synthesizing information, and the lesson time for written assessments on the gathered content and provision of constructive feedback. 

	5. Ethical Use 
of AI


**Mapped to Equality, Effectiveness and Sustainability  

**Mapped to T2


	The institution emphasizes ethical considerations in AI use.
	Guidelines should be developed to address bias mitigation, transparency, and accountability. Faculty and students should be aware of the ethical implications of AI decisions.
	There are clear guidelines developed for responsible AI deployment in research and teaching and there is evidence of adherence to them by all relevant stakeholders.


	6. Data Privacy and Security

**Mapped to Efficiency and Equality 

**Mapped to T2

	The institution protects student data used in AI projects.
	The institution should define data anonymization procedures, secure cloud storage, and access controls for AI datasets.
	The higher education institution implements robust data privacy and protection policies and mechanisms in addition to ensuring secure storage.

	7. Equity and Inclusion

**Mapped to Equality and Sustainability  

**Mapped to T2


	The institution ensures equitable access to AI education.
	The institution should actively promote diversity in AI programs, address gender and racial disparities, and provide related support for underrepresented students.
	The institution monitors and tracks AI participation rates across diverse student groups.

	8. Infrastructure and Resources

**Mapped to Efficiency  

**Mapped to T2


	The institution provides in an impartial manner necessary tools and resources for AI projects.
	The institution should offer access to Graphics Processing Units (GPUs), AI development environments, and cloud platforms for experimentation.
	The institution maintains up-to-date hardware, software, and AI libraries and ensures all users can access the needed tools and systems.

	9. Collaboration with Industry and Research

**Mapped to Relevance and Sustainability  

**Mapped to T1


	The institution fosters partnerships with AI companies and research institutions.
	Collaborations should lead to real-world projects, industry mentorship, and opportunities for students and faculty to work on cutting-edge research.
	There is evidence of joint AI-related research projects, internships, and guest lectures between the institution and the industry.

	10. Continuous Improvement

**Mapped to Effectiveness, Relevance, and Sustainability  

**Mapped to T4


	The institution regularly assesses AI integration’s effectiveness.
	The institution should seek feedback from students, faculty, and industry partners to iterate and improve AI education offerings and activities. 
	The institution regularly conducts surveys, focus groups, and performance evaluations to evaluate AI integration.




Concluding Remarks, Limitations, and Future Research

With the proposed framework, this study has managed to fulfil its main objectives. Still, this investigation would have probably been more significant had the number of its participants been larger and had it focused on a wider scale geographically, rather than just focusing on the researcher’s GCC region. Also, acknowledging that educational research is value-laden, there is no guarantee that the study is completely free of biases or subjective interpretations. Nevertheless, it is important to note that this modest study, with its limitations, is unique in two ways: first, it closes a gap in the scholarly literature on the topic of QA standards of AIEd. Second, it provides a practical solution in the form of an applicable full-fledged authoritative and imperative QA framework with specific standards and indicators for regulating and evaluating AI-infused higher education, which up to my knowledge, has not been proposed before in this format. 

I, thus, hope that this study will assist HEIs and external review authorities in maintaining and enhancing academic standards of AIEd in HEIs. I also hope to see further research in this area especially when it comes to studying the impact of AIEd on higher education learning outcomes, as scientific research about this remains to be scarce despite its importance; for, as Chaudhry and Kazim (2021) remind us, “…In the end, the goal of AIEd is not to promote AI, but to support education. In essence, there is only one way to evaluate the impact of AI in education: through learning outcomes” (p. 163). 









Appendix A: Sample Coding Scheme for Thematic Analysis 

	Raw Data Excerpt
	Initial Code
	Category
	Theme


	Unpredictability of technological consequences
	Worry about the future
	Faculty fears
	Faculty Resistance to AI Integration

	We don’t even know if there will still be a need for us anymore in the future…
	Job displacement anxiety
	Faculty fears
	Faculty Resistance to AI Integration

	I still have a phobia when marking their papers that the work is not totally theirs…

	AI-induced academic dishonesty
	Integrity concerns
	Concerns About Student Use of AI

	What are they going to do when they are working in the field and dealing with practical or social problems that even AI does not have answers for?
	Overdependence on AI
	Impact on students’ employability 
	Concerns About Student Use of AI

	There is more to AI than that [ChatGPT], which I still must learn
	Limited AI readiness
	Faculty preparedness
	Faculty Readiness and Training Needs

	Every time I learn or try something new, I think I’m ready. Then… I find that there’s a lot that I still do not know.
	Uncertainty about AI readiness
	Faculty preparedness
	Faculty Readiness and Training Needs

	Policies should stipulate the incorporation of AI into the curricula…
	Curriculum policy recommendation
	Institutional policy
	Recommendations for Regulating AIEd

	Students should be involved in some of the decision-making processes around AIEd.
	Student engagement in governance
	Student empowerment
	Student Awareness and Engagement

	I worry that AI might replace the human touch in education.
	Loss of human touch
	Emotional concerns
	Human Element in Education

	There should be clear guidelines on how AI tools are used in classrooms.
	Need for guidelines
	Policy requirements
	Regulating AI Use in Education

	AI can provide personalized learning experiences, but it needs to be monitored closely.
	Personalized learning
	Educational benefits
	Monitoring AI in Education

	Faculty need ongoing training to keep up with AI advancements.

	Need for training
	Professional development
	Continuous Training for Faculty
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    A Quality Assurance Framework  f or Maintaining and  Enhancing Academic Standards of AI - Infused Higher  Education: Insights from GCC Faculty Perspectives     Abstract       Objectives :   This study addresses the gap in research on maintaining and enhancing quality of AI - infused  higher education in a structured and systematized way, by proposing a comprehensive quality assurance (QA)  framework fit for that purpose.     Method:   The study employs a qualitative research design approach in the form of a constructivist or  interpretive investigation exploring in depth different perspectives and experiences faculty members have in  relation to AI implementation. The study combines a te xtual analysis of the international literature on the  topic, with insights from four focus groups involving faculty members from various disciplines and colleges  across the Gulf Cooperative Council (GCC) region.      Results :  The literature review analysis identified key benefits and challenges of AI in education. While the  focus groups yielded important insights on faculty’s attitudes towards, and readiness for, incorporating AI in  their teaching practices, along with their be liefs about students’ AI use. Collectively, these evidence - based  findings informed the development of an AI - infused education QA framework comprising ten evaluation  standards, each with specific indicators and quality checks.     Conclusions :  The study concludes proposing a prototype of a  comprehensive quality assurance framework  with specific standards and indicators, for regulating the implementation of AI - infused education and for  evaluating and enhancing its quality   as  needed.       Implication for Theory and/or Practice :   The study fills an important research gap in addition to  proposing a   QA framework  that can  provide a structured approach for higher education institutions (HEIs), QA  bodies, and policymakers to regulate and evaluate AI integration in  higher education.        Keywords :   Artificial intelligence, higher education, faculty insights, quality assurance framework   Date   Submitted :   February 19, 2025                                          

