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Abstract
Background  The rapid development of generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) 
is reshaping higher education by offering innovative solutions in course design, 
assessment, and learning experiences. Despite its potential, GenAI integration poses 
ethical, pedagogical, and practical challenges, but also a risk of academic misconduct. 
This study explores how Swedish higher education institutions (HEIs) are addressing 
GenAI through guidelines, policy documents, and public website information.

Methods  A qualitative manifest content analysis for objectivity and consistency was 
conducted on GenAI-related documents and website information from Swedish HEIs. 
Forty-nine institutions were contacted, with 36 providing relevant data. Data collection 
involved email correspondence and systematic searches on public websites.

Results  Few formal GenAI guidelines exist across Swedish HEIs. Independent 
institutions were more likely to have established guidelines for both staff and students, 
whereas universities or university colleges often provided more GenAI-related 
information on their websites. Five categories were identified: Good academic practice; 
GenAI use and governance in education; Information governance; Ethical and social 
impact; and GenAI essentials, the latter unique to websites. Good academic practice 
was the most emphasized, focusing on transparency, responsibility, and the challenges 
of GenAI-related misconduct.

Conclusions  Taken together, GenAI integration in higher education remains early and 
uneven, with some institutions implementing formal guidelines while others are still 
developing policies. This inconsistency calls for national directives to balance GenAI´s 
benefits with ethical concerns, promote GenAI literacy, and ensure equitable access. 
Rapid technological change challenges HEIs to update policies that ensure academic 
integrity and fairness. Future research should foster collaborative policy development 
among HEIs, policymakers, and technology providers.

Keywords  GenAI, Higher education, Policies and guidelines, Public web sites, Teaching 
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Background
As generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) rapidly develops and plays an increas-
ingly significant role across various sectors, including higher education, it presents 
new opportunities and challenges (Kamalov et al. 2023). GenAI can be described as 
“a machine-based system that can, for a given set of human-defined objectives, make 
predictions, recommendations or decisions influencing real or virtual environments” 
(H.R.6216 2020). These systems are poised to reshape the delivery of educational con-
tent, student learning, and teacher work (Imran et al. 2024). Indeed, the use of GenAI in 
higher education opens the door to innovative approaches, for instance in course design, 
student assessment, and collaborative learning. For instance, GenAI-based systems can 
support course design by suggesting various didactical strategies for processing content 
or by recommending ways to enhance student-centered learning (Ginting et al. 2024). 
Additionally, GenAI can assist teachers in providing feedback on student assignments, 
which allows for more timely and targeted interventions (Chen et al. 2020). Furthermore, 
GenAI can foster collaboration between students and teachers by creating interactive 
and engaging learning environments that extend beyond the traditional classrooms, uti-
lizing flexible and dynamic learning platforms (Imran et al. 2024). Despite these promis-
ing applications, introducing GenAI technologies such as large language models (LLM), 
into the academic setting of higher education raises complex ethical, pedagogical, and 
practical concerns (Cotton et al. 2024).

For students, GenAI can enable more personalized learning experiences, as there 
are systems that can adapt to individual student needs, such as preference concerning 
engagement and learning pace (Labadze et al. 2023). While students appreciate GenAI 
as a valuable resource for their learning, they also express concerns about its potential 
negative impact. For instance, students use GenAI for writing, summarizing texts, iden-
tifying key points in large volumes of information, receiving feedback for improvement, 
facilitate understanding of content and concepts, and enhancing motivation (Schei et 
al. 2024; Ansari et al. 2024). However, students have concerns about the accuracy and 
reliability of GenAI-generated responses, as well as its effects on their learning process, 
particularly in the development of their critical thinking, discipline and creativity (Reiss 
2021; Schei et al. 2024). These concerns are crucial to consider in higher education.

For teachers, GenAI has the potential to automate time-consuming administrative 
tasks, enabling them to focus more on teaching (Imran et al. 2024). The more teachers 
use GenAI in their work, the more they recognize its potential and role in their pro-
fessional development and as an effective teaching tool (Kaplan-Rakowski et al. 2023). 
It has been shown that teachers use GenAI in their educational work for planning, 
implementation and assessment (Celik et al. 2022). However, for GenAI to be effectively 
implemented in education, teachers must be equipped with the necessary knowledge, 
skills, and confidence to integrate it meaningfully into their teaching practices (Häkki-
nen et al. 2017; Seufert et al. 2021).

Recognizing GenAI’s growing role and impact in education, its integration into the 
academic context must be approached with careful planning and consideration (Ali et 
al. 2024). Given the rapid pace at which GenAI technologies evolve, understanding how 
higher education institutions (HEIs) respond to these developments is essential. HEIs 
must adapt proactively to technological advances while maintaining their commitment 
to quality education and ethical standards (Southworth et al. 2023a). This requires the 
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creation of clear and comprehensive guidance in the use of GenAI in academic contexts, 
as well as continuous monitoring and evaluation to ensure that these technologies have 
the intended positive impact on learning outcomes (Chan 2023). Moreover, the pres-
ence or absence of institutional guidelines plays a crucial role in shaping responsible 
GenAI use. Without clear frameworks, educators and students may adopt inconsistent 
or potentially harmful practices, unintentionally undermining academic integrity or 
introducing inequities (Floridi et al. 2018; Chan and Hu 2023). Therefore, understanding 
whether and how HEIs are providing guidance is not only timely, but essential for sup-
porting informed, ethical, and equitable adoption of GenAI in higher education. Thus, 
the aim of this study was to explore the guidelines, policy documents, and information 
that Swedish HEIs have developed regarding the use of GenAI in teaching and learning. 
By compiling the existing guidelines at various institutions, we can gain insight in how 
GenAI has been adopted in Swedish higher education and the principles that guide its 
use. This will provide valuable information on the institutional strategies for integrating 
GenAI and highlight areas where further regulation or clarification may be needed to 
ensure that GenAI’s integration into education is ethical, practical, and pedagogical, thus 
ensuring academic integrity and fairness.

Methods
Context of study

The Swedish higher education system is governed by the Swedish Higher Education Act 
(SFS 1992:1434) and the Higher Education Ordinance (1993:100), after amendments in 
January the 1st, in 2007. Sweden follows the Bologna Process, which ensures the com-
parability of higher education qualifications across Europe. In line with this, Sweden’s 
credit system is aligned with the European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System 
(ECTS), where a full academic year (40 weeks of study) corresponds to 60 credits.

Unlike many other European countries, Sweden does not have a nationally standard-
ized grading system. Instead, each HEI determines its own grading scale. Additionally, 
degrees are awarded without an overall grade, and students are not ranked based on aca-
demic performance. While the degree structure and credit system adhere to the Bologna 
Process, grading practices reflect national policies and institutional autonomy, as out-
lined in the Swedish Higher Education Act and the Qualifications Framework for the 
European Higher Education Area (QF-EHEA).

Swedish higher education is structured into three levels: First cycle (undergraduate 
level); Second cycle (master’s level), and Third cycle (doctoral level). These levels pro-
vide an academic progression and professional development. Degrees are categorized 
into general degrees, artistic degrees (fine arts, music, design), and professional degrees 
(medicine, engineering, teaching), and relate to academic and career pathways. General 
degrees include the Bachelor’s degree from first cycle studies, and Master’s degree from 
second cycle studies.

Admission to higher education in Sweden is subject to general and specific entry 
requirements, which vary depending on the field of study. These requirements ensure 
that students possess the necessary prior knowledge to succeed in their chosen pro-
grams. In general terms, for first cycle (undergraduate) studies, general entry require-
ments apply universally across all HEIs. Eligibility can be obtained by completing an 
upper-secondary school program, adult education at the upper-secondary level, or 
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through equivalent qualifications, such as relevant work experience or other educa-
tional pathways. For second cycle (master’s level) studies, the general requirement is a 
completed first cycle qualification of at least 180 credits or an equivalent foreign degree, 
whereas for third cycle (doctoral) studies, applicants must hold a second cycle qualifica-
tion or have completed at least 240 credits, with 60 credits at the second cycle level.

Sweden has 49 higher education institutions, including universities, university col-
leges, and independent education providers, that are authorized to offer higher edu-
cation and award diplomas or degrees (all listed at the official website of the Swedish 
University Chancellor’s Office; Universitetskanslerämbetet). Universities are HEIs that 
have a general authorization to award doctoral degrees. University colleges primarily 
offer undergraduate and master’s programs but can apply for the rights to grant doctoral 
degrees within specific fields. Independent education institutions are private education 
providers that can offer higher education but must be accredited to issue official degrees.

As part of this study, all HEIs in Sweden were invited to participate by providing infor-
mation on their use of GenAI in teaching and learning.

The object of analysis

The object of analysis was HEIs information concerning GenAI in teaching and learning, 
in form of documents such as guidelines, policies, but also information on HEIs pub-
lic websites. Forty-nine institutions were contacted via email using the official contact 
addresses listed on their respective websites, during October 7–14, 2024, and for those 
with no response a follow-up reminder was sent after two weeks. The email included 
details about the study along with an invitation to share information on GenAI to stu-
dents and/or staff. The following questions were posed:

1.	 Do you have guidelines for the use of GenAI in teaching?
2.	 If the answer to the previous question is yes, do you have a weblink to it, or could we 

access the guidelines in another way?
3.	 Do you have specific guidelines on what is acceptable for students when using GenAI 

in assignments or examinations?
4.	 If not, are you working to develop guidelines? If so, what focus areas should be 

included in the guidelines?

In addition, searches were also performed on all 49 HEIs public websites for information 
regarding GenAI, between December 9, 2024, and January 5, 2025, and a second time 
on January 14, 2025. The following search words were used in the search function on 
the websites: “artificial intelligence”, “AI, generative”, and “language models”. In addition 
to information retrieved from HEIs public websites, some HEIs provided documents 
directly through email, whereas others shared links to relevant resources. A manual 
search to find information that did not come up in the search via the page search func-
tion was also conducted by clicking through the pages aimed at students or staff. Thus, 
the study included texts intended for students and staff that informed or provided guid-
ance on GenAI in relation to teaching and learning, regardless of the specific section or 
heading under which the information was published. However, content related to ongo-
ing GenAI research projects, courses incorporating GenAI, educational initiatives on 
GenAI for students or staff, and editorial materials such as interviews where GenAI was 
the central topic was excluded.
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Analysis

A qualitative manifest content analysis was performed to explore formal guidelines and 
website information on GenAI provided by Swedish HEIs and identify categories in data 
(Elo and Kyngäs 2008). This method allows for content description without interpreta-
tion, making it possible to compare objective differences and similarities. This approach 
is recommended when the data consists of formal texts where there is no intention to 
seek an underlying meaning (Elo and Kyngäs 2008).

During the preparation phase, the material was thoroughly read to gain an overall 
understanding of its content. The data was then coded and organized based on similari-
ties and differences. Recurring words formed the basis of the coding process and were 
compiled in a coding sheet, allowing for systematic sorting and grouping into subcatego-
ries and categories.

Formal documents were analysed first, and the codes that were derived served as a 
point of departure for analyzing the more extensive material retrieved from institutional 
websites. However, given the inductive approach, the possibility remained that the web-
site material contained information not identified in the initial analysis. To account for 
this, separate coding sheets were created for the two data sources.

To ensure consistency in coding, two formal guidelines and four websites were jointly 
analyzed. Following discussions, the remaining material was systematically divided. 
Throughout the analysis, codes, subcategories, and categories were continuously 
reviewed and discussed to ensure conformability and credibility. Prior to the compila-
tion of results, all interpretations and categorizations were critically examined.

Results
In total, 36 of 49 HEIs responded to the email by sending formal guidelines and policy 
documents on GenAI and responding to the questions. An observation was that this 
kind of information was rare in universities and university colleges, although some were 
in the process of developing guidelines (6 of 36). Only one university college had formal 
guidelines for staff; none had formal guidelines for students. One of the arts institutions 
had formal guidelines for prospective students on using GenAI in the application pro-
cess. Independent educational institutions had guidelines to a greater extent. Ten of the 
independent educational institutes responded, and 3 of these 10 had guidelines or poli-
cies for students, whereas 4 of these 10 had guidelines or policies for staff (Table 1).

Concerning HEIs public websites, most universities and university colleges had infor-
mation on GenAI in teaching and learning. This was not the case for all independent 
HEIs or art institutions (Table 1). Some HEIs had extensive information on GenAI, its 
emergence, its deployment in society, and its use by teachers and students. Some HEIs 
also had information on international guidelines (e.g., UNESCO) and European policy 
documents. Others had very brief information on GenAI. In these cases, information 
was often focused on how GenAI can be used by students and what is considered cheat-
ing, or IT security and GenAI use within the HEIs IT environment. Markedly, three 
HEIs with formal guidelines regarding GenAI did not have information on their open 
websites.

Analysis identified a total of five categories. Four of these categories were common 
for HEI-provided documents and information on websites: (a) Good academic practice, 
(b) GenAI use and governance in education, (c) Information governance, and (d) Ethical 
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and social impact, whereas one of these was a category unique for information in web-
sites: (e) GenAI essentials (Tables 2 and 3).

Good academic practice

In HEIs formal guidelines and policy documents regarding GenAI there were statements 
about the importance of maintaining academic integrity and being responsible for the 
material submitted, as a student, as a researcher and as a teacher. All guidelines included 
writings on plagiarism and cheating. In addition, in 10 of 11 guidelines HEIs had added 
the need to be transparent about the use of GenAI. All guidelines focused on the risk 
of students using GenAI in the application process or in examinations, and all but one 
guideline emphasized that students are responsible for the work they submit.

As for the information on HEIs public websites, Good academic practice was the most 
common type of information. There was a strong focus on making it clear that everyone, 
that is, students, staff, and researchers, is held accountable for the material submitted 
and that it is of great importance to be transparent about how GenAI is used so that aca-
demic integrity can be preserved.

The most frequently mentioned term within this category was cheating, which was 
addressed by 19 HEIs on their websites. Slightly fewer HEIs, 17 in total, included infor-
mation about academic integrity, while 16 highlighted plagiarisms specifically. Sixteen 
HEIs also featured guidance on declaring the use of GenAI. However, 18 out of 27 HEIs 
had specific statements that students are responsible for the material they submit and 
must, therefore, ensure that it is correct, ethical, and does not violate any regulations.

This category also included information on the challenges of identifying GenAI-related 
misconduct. While traditional plagiarism detection tools can reveal copied material 
from existing sources, they are not designed to reliably detect AI-generated content. As 
current GenAI detection tools remain imprecise and inconsistent, institutions instead 
emphasize the importance of transparency and academic honesty in communicating 
GenAI use. This must also be communicated to the students. For instance, eight HEIs 

Table 1  Description of data and availability of formal documents (guidelines or policies) and 
information on websites regarding generative AI in teaching and learning at Swedish higher 
education institutions (HEI). The total number of HEIs was 49, 36 responded to the survey about 
formal guidelines or policy documents. All 49 websites were browsed for information on generative 
AI in relation to teaching and learning

University
(n = 18)

University 
College
(n = 12)

Art 
Institutions
(n = 5)

Independent 
Educational 
Institutions 
(n = 14)

Total
(n = 49)

Available guide-
lines or policy docu-
ments, n

Yes
In progress
No
No response

2
-
8
8

1
4
6
1

1
-
4
-

7
1
2
4

11
5

20
13

Guidelines or policy 
for students, n

Yes
In progress
No

2
-
8

-
4
7

1
-
4

3
1
6

6
5

25
Guidelines or policy 
for staff, n

Yes
In progress
No

2
-
8

1
4
6

-
-
5

4
1
5

7
5

24
Available infor-
mation on public 
website, n

Yes
No

14
4

10
2

1
4

2
12

27
22

Abbreviations: Artificial Intelligence (AI), Higher Education Institution (HEI)
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stressed that students must be careful with references and citations so that the reader 
can determine whether the text is valid and credible.

GenAI use and governance in education

In HEIs formal guidelines and policy documents, this category concerned information 
on how students and teachers can and should use GenAI. It comprised various descrip-
tions on responsibilities regarding its use. There were no explicit guidelines prohibiting 
GenAI use. However, perspectives varied, ranging from GenAI being generally allowed 
unless explicitly restricted to GenAI being completely prohibited unless explicitly per-
mitted. However, 10 of 11 HEIs allowed the teacher to decide whether GenAI should 
be used in the course and, if so, how. This choice was also accompanied by the require-
ment of ensuring secure examinations and mentioned explicitly in 10 HEIs guidelines. 
Seven HEIs guidelines included recommendations for teachers on how to design accu-
rate examinations in relation to course content and learning outcomes.

Most guidelines addressed the risk of using GenAI regarding misinformation (n = 6) 
and bias (n = 5) or highlighted the need for students to be critical of GenAI-produced 
material (n = 4). This potential problem was added to varying degrees, from being merely 
mentioned to being well described from different perspectives. These perspectives 
ranged from warning that the text generated by GenAI may be based on outdated facts, 

Table 2  Summary of the manifest content analysis of formal guidelines and policy documents for 
using generative AI (GenAI) in Swedish higher education institutions (n = 11)
Code n = Subcategory Cat-

egory
Academic integrity 10 Honesty Good 

Aca-
demic 
Practice

Cheating 11
Plagiarism 11
Personal responsibility for submitted material 10
References 4 Transparency
Declaring use of GenAI 10
Risk of false information 6 Critical thinking GenAI 

Use 
and 
Gover-
nance 
in 
Educa-
tion

Bias 5
Limitations 6
Source criticism 4
How to design examinations 7 Practical use in teaching 

and learningCommunication to students 9
Recommended use of GenAI 5
Permitted use 5
Unpermitted use 1
The teacher will decide on the use of GenAI 10
The teacher will secure safe examinations 10
Personal responsibility for keeping up to date 3 Knowledge Acquisition
HEIs responsibility to educate on GenAI 2
GDPR 6 Information Security Infor-

mation 
Gover-
nance

Sensitive information 5
Classified information 1
Copyright 4 Legal Rights
Ethical considerations 5 Responsible GenAI 

Practices
Ethics 
and 
Social 
Impact

Equivalent asset 4
Reinforcement of prejudices 1 Societal Considerations
Impact on society 2
Abbreviations: Artificial Intelligence (AI), General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Higher Education Institution (HEI)
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that GenAI may be trained on inaccurate data, but also that there may be value-based 
writing that is not necessarily true or ethically justified. No formal guidelines addressed 
how teaching should be designed to enhance critical thinking and the awareness of these 
potential biases.

Three HEIs guidelines stipulated that staff and students are responsible for keeping up 
to date with developments and knowledge in the field of GenAI, without any informa-
tion or specification on how and to what degree staff and students should be up to date. 
However, two HEIs added that they are responsible for providing such education.

Information on websites included how teachers and students may or may not approach 
GenAI in their work within higher education. Students and teachers were informed 
about different ways that GenAI can be used. Here, 19 (of 27) HEIs focused on different 
perspectives, with some describing what type of use was generally allowed (n = 12), and 
others describing what type was not allowed (n = 7). Some HEIs instead described possi-
ble uses without preference for permission (n = 13). Some HEIs also had several pages for 
teachers to refer to where levels of use of GenAI were matched to different suggestions 

Table 3  Summary of the manifest content analysis of information on generative AI (GenAI) in 
teaching and learning on open web pages from Swedish higher education institutions (n = 27)
Code n = Subcategory Cat-

egory
What is GenAI? 15 General information GenAI 

Essen-
tials

AI tools 14
How to use GenAI 11
Guidelines from other organizations 2 Information from others
Academic integrity 17 Honesty Good 

Aca-
demic 
Practice

Cheating 19
Plagiarism 16
Personal responsibility for submitted material 18
References 8 Transparency
Declaring use of GenAI 16
Risk of false information 11 Critical thinking GenAI 

Use 
and 
Gover-
nance 
in 
Educa-
tion

Bias 10
Limitations 13
Source criticism 14
How to design examinations 12 Practical use in teaching 

and learningCommunication to students 16
Recommended use of GenAI 13
Permitted use 12
Unpermitted use 7
The teacher will decide on the use of GenAI 9
The teacher will secure safe examinations 6
Personal responsibility for keeping up to date 12 Knowledge Acquisition
HEIs responsibility to educate on GenAI 5
GDPR 7 Information Security Infor-

mation 
Gover-
nance

Sensitive information 17
Classified information 3
Copyright 6 Legal Rights
Ethical considerations 13 Responsible GenAI 

Practices
Ethics 
and 
Social 
Impact

Equivalent asset 9
Reinforcement of prejudices 5 Societal Considerations
Impact on society 3
Abbreviations: Artificial Intelligence (AI), General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), Higher Education Institution (HEI)
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on how to inform students about the permitted use of GenAI (n = 16) in the curricula or 
instructions for assignments.

Compared to HEIs’ formal guidelines and policy documents, information on websites 
showed less emphasis on teachers’ authority to decide how GenAI is used in specific 
courses (n = 9) and their responsibility for ensuring secure examinations (n = 6). Here, 
the focus was more on how use and communication can occur. At some HEI websites 
(n = 12), there was information for teachers to consult on which learning activities or 
learning outcomes could be suitable for including GenAI and how examinations can be 
designed. This type of information also includes suggestions on what type of examina-
tion may suit different course objectives or what type of examination will be sensitive to 
the use of GenAI. These suggestions were usually followed by suggestions on communi-
cating this to students to avoid misunderstandings (n = 16).

The category of GenAI use and governance in education also included information on 
the necessity of critical thinking when using GenAI. Thirteen HEIs made information 
available regarding the limitations of GenAI, and fourteen HEIs included guidance on 
source criticism. A total of 11 HEIs provided specific information on the risk of false 
information, while ten addressed the issue of bias.

In addition, there was information on the need for knowledge and skills in using 
GenAI. Twelve HEIs specifically addressed the personal responsibility of the individ-
ual (students and/or staff) to keep up to date with developments in the field of GenAI, 
whereas five added that it is the HEI’s responsibility to provide such education and 
training.

Information governance

In HEIs formal guidelines and policy documents this category includes statements 
regarding the handling of information, particularly information shared with the GenAI 
tool. All guidelines included writings on the risk of sharing sensitive, confidential, or 
copyrighted material, except for one HEI, that only addressed the application of GenAI 
in education. Some (n = 4) also explained the risk of making information available to 
unauthorized people and a part of the GenAI tool. Six HEIs referred to the General Data 
Protection Regulation (GDPR). GDPR is a data privacy law that came into effect in 2018 
and applies to all organizations processing personal data of individuals within the Euro-
pean Union (EU) and the European Economic Area (EEA).

Like formal guidelines and policy documents, many HEIs public websites included 
information on how sensitive (n = 17), confidential (n = 3), and, or copyrighted infor-
mation (n = 6) should be handled in relation to the use of GenAI. This was a category 
where the text was rarely elaborated but rather included clear rules or approaches, like 
referring to GDPR (n = 7). However, the amount of information varied between HEIs, 
but common was information about the risk of sharing personal data, which then risks 
becoming public knowledge and part of the information the GenAI tool will use in the 
future.

Some HEIs also addressed copyright (n = 6), both from the perspective of not sharing 
copyrighted material and from the perspective that GenAI cannot claim copyright to the 
material the tool creates.
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Ethical and social impact

Ethical and social impact was an uncommon area elaborated on in the formal docu-
ments, but some guidelines (n = 5) addressed the potential ethical problems that the use 
of GenAI may create. Four HEIs had longer statements about how the institution must 
ensure that students have equal opportunities in their studies and access to GenAI tools. 
Two HEIs highlighted that teachers must be aware of how GenAI affects and is influ-
enced by society, and one HEI noted that the use of GenAI can reinforce prejudice and 
inequality.

On HEIs public websites, ethical and social impact was the category that contained the 
least text. Although, like formal guidelines and policy documents, it was mentioned on 
several websites (n = 13) that there are ethical considerations that must be considered in 
the use of GenAI, this was not always described further. For those HEIs that had infor-
mation that focused on the ethical and social impacts of GenAI, issues such as equal 
access to GenAI tools (n = 9), the risk of reinforcing prejudice (n = 5), and the impact of 
GenAI in society (n = 3) were addressed.

The right to equal access to GenAI tools was occasionally addressed (n = 4) in instruc-
tions for teachers, as they could not require students to use GenAI if they did not ensure 
that all students had this access. Some HEIs also informed that if the teacher expects 
the students to use a GenAI tool that incurs a cost, this must be clearly communicated 
before the course starts.

GenAI essentials

An exclusive category for the HEIs public websites was information on GenAI Essen-
tials, which includes descriptions on how GenAI works, is used, and is managed in more 
general terms. However, this kind of information varied widely between HEIs. Some 
HEIs (n = 5) had extensive information on GenAI as a technology and its deployment in 
society, while others (n = 4) only described specific tools. Other examples of information 
in this category were suggestions on writing prompts, which GenAI tools can be used 
for different tasks, and where to find more information.

Of the 27 HEIs that had website information, 15 provided information about what 
GenAI is on their websites. Fourteen HEIs included information about GenAI tools, 
while slightly fewer, 11 HEIs, offered guidance on how to use GenAI. Additionally, two 
HEIs referred to guidelines from external organizations for further guidance.

Discussion
The main findings of this study showed that there are generally few formal guidelines and 
policy documents regarding GenAI. Some HEIs either lacked formal guidelines or were 
still developing them, whereas other HEIs more commonly had established guidelines in 
place for both staff and students. Concerning websites, some HEIs often informed about 
GenAI, although the type of information varied, whereas other HEIs often lacked infor-
mation. Formal guidelines were not always available on websites. This indicates a lack of 
systematic approach by HEIs to GenAI use, which may also reflect the different stages 
of policy development across different institutions. However, national guidelines are 
needed to direct this work. The analysis identified five categories. The following four cat-
egories common for HEI-provided documents and information on websites: Academic 
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integrity, GenAI use and governance in education, Information governance, and Ethical 
and social impact. The fifth category, GenAI essentials, was unique to websites.

The integration of GenAI in HEIs is a developing area that presents both opportunities 
and challenges. This study highlights that while formal GenAI guidelines and policy doc-
uments are still sparse, some HEIs tend to have more formalized guidelines and policies 
compared to other HEIs, which often provide more extensive GenAI-related informa-
tion on their websites. This discrepancy may stem from resource availability and varying 
stages of GenAI policy development. One can only speculate, but resource availability 
seems to be a major challenge for many HEIs globally. This could be due to limited staff-
ing, budget constraints, and competing priorities often make it difficult to allocate suffi-
cient time and expertise to policy development or revision. Additionally, policy work can 
be complex and time-consuming, requiring collaboration across multiple departments 
and alignment with both HEI-specific and external regulations, which further compli-
cates timely preparedness. These challenges are not unique to a specific region but are 
commonly observed worldwide. This work is guided by national guidelines on GenAI 
that informs on focal points such as sustainability and trustworthiness (Galindo et al. 
2021). However, these are general and HEIs must therefore contextualize formulations 
for relevance and adequacy.

A prominent finding is the emphasis on academic integrity across all HEIs. The 
increased range of GenAI tools such as ChatGPT and other generative GenAI systems 
raises concerns about plagiarism and the authenticity of student work. Several studies 
have emphasized these challenges, noting that while GenAI can enhance learning, it also 
poses risks related to academic misconduct (Cotton et al. 2024; Dehouche 2021). Educa-
tors often hold dual roles as researchers, and their practices, both ethical and unethi-
cal, can significantly influence the behaviours and values of their students (Fanelli 2009). 
This intersection highlights the importance of aligning academic integrity with research 
integrity, as the norms modelled in research settings inevitably shape educational envi-
ronments. As the use of GenAI expands, concerns about transparency, authorship, and 
responsible use are increasingly relevant across both domains (Anderson and Steneck 
2011; Editorial 2023). HEIs’ guidelines often highlight the importance of transparency 
in GenAI use, holding students, teachers, and researchers accountable for their work. 
In such cases declaring the use of specific GenAI can be important in maintaining 
academic integrity, ensuring proper attribution, and building trust in educational and 
research environments. However, the extent to which GenAI can be used and the spe-
cific scenarios in which it is appropriate require further discussion (Gulumbe et al. 2024; 
Friederich and Symons 2023). Clear guidelines may be needed to define acceptable and 
ethical GenAI use in tasks such as writing, problem-solving assignments, and assess-
ments while addressing potential risks like academic misconduct and over-reliance on 
GenAI-generated content. Further, recently computational thinking has emerged as one 
of the key competencies to enable learners to thrive in an GenAI-powered society. By 
focusing on computational thinking, HEIs can equip students, staff and researchers with 
the skills to understand and create technology, better preparing them for future chal-
lenges (Li et al. 2020).

Interestingly, the study reveals that some HEIs focus more on GenAI literacy, inform-
ing and through this educating students and staff on how GenAI works and its poten-
tial applications. In contrast, some HEIs emphasize clear regulations and structured 
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guidelines. This trend aligns with previous research that underscores the necessity of 
equipping students and educators with GenAI-competencies to foster responsible use, 
such as creativity and critical thinking (Luckin et al. 2022; Zhai 2022; Southworth et al. 
2023b). With this in mind, new forms of assessments are needed that are in line with 
GenAI-competencies and that also preserves legal certainty in examinations (März et al. 
2024).

The rapid development of GenAI technology presents an ongoing challenge for HEIs. 
A previous study indicates that maintaining up-to-date policies amidst continuous 
advancements is a significant hurdle (Akgun and Greenhow 2022). The current study 
further identified five categories in GenAI-related documentation: Good academic 
practice, GenAI use and governance in education, Information governance, Ethical and 
social impact, and GenAI essentials, with the latter being unique to public websites. Eth-
ical and social impacts remain underexplored, indicated in another study that calls for 
more comprehensive discussions on GenAI’s broader societal implications (Knox 2020).

The necessity for national guidelines is evident from the study’s findings. Without 
overarching directives, HEIs may struggle with inconsistent GenAI policies, potentially 
affecting the quality of education and research integrity. It has been highlighted that 
equitable access to GenAI tools is essential, particularly as GenAI becomes an integral 
part of education (Chinta et al. 2024). This study reinforces that view, showing that while 
GenAI use is growing, there may be a gap in ensuring that all students have equal access 
to these tools.

HEIs also face the challenge of balancing the potential benefits of GenAI with ethi-
cal considerations. A study highlighted that while GenAI can personalize learning and 
enhance administrative efficiency, it also raises concerns about data privacy, bias, and 
the digital divide (Moorhouse 2024). This study reflects similar concerns, particularly 
regarding information governance and the handling of sensitive data.

Moreover, the study underscores the importance of GenAI literacy as a crucial com-
ponent of higher education. As GenAI tools become more accessible, students and staff 
must be well-versed in their use, limitations, and ethical implications (Zawacki-Richter 
et al. 2019). The inclusion of GenAI essentials on HEI websites indicates a growing rec-
ognition of this need, but the variance in the depth of information provided suggests 
that more work is needed.

Future research should explore how HEIs can develop dynamic GenAI policies that 
adapt to technological advancements while maintaining academic integrity. Addition-
ally, studies should investigate the effectiveness of current GenAI policies in address-
ing ethical risks and promoting equitable access to GenAI tools. Collaborative efforts 
between HEIs, policymakers, and technology providers will be essential in creating a 
sustainable GenAI governance framework in education.

Strengths and limitations

This study provides a comprehensive view of the information available on HEIs web-
sites, however, while some HEIs have information on GenAI gathered in specific sec-
tions on their public website, making it easy to find, other HEIs may have information on 
GenAI interspersed in different blocks of information, such as IT security or exam rules, 
making it harder to search for specifically. Search engines on the different websites may 
be more or less effective, depending on how HEIs have built their websites. In addition, 
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information on public websites changes over time and may thus not represent the infor-
mation available within the organization, as information regarding GenAI in teaching 
and learning can be available on password-protected pages that could not be accessed. 
Further, some guidelines were sent via e-mail, which may not represent the full set of 
institutional policies. It is plausible that respondents selectively shared documents they 
deemed most appropriate or favorable, rather than providing a comprehensive over-
view. This selective disclosure could introduce bias. Considering this, information about 
GenAI may have been missing and this limitation must be considered when interpreting 
and generalizing the results.

Another limitation of this study is that the materials analyzed, i.e. policy documents 
and guidelines, are typically written in response to perceived risks or institutional con-
cerns, particularly those related to academic integrity. As such, they are less likely to 
elaborate on potential opportunities or positive impacts of GenAI in teaching and learn-
ing. This may result in a skewed representation of the institutional discourse, where 
concerns such as misuse and cheating are foregrounded, while potential pedagogical 
innovations remain underrepresented. This does not necessarily indicate an absence of 
optimism within the institutions themselves but rather reflects the nature and purpose 
of the materials selected for analysis.

Nevertheless, this result can be an important contribution to the discussion on how 
formal guidelines can or should be developed and what factors may be important to 
address. The result also allows individual HEIs to compare their guidelines or informa-
tion and decide how to proceed.

Conclusion
This study shows that the integration of GenAI in higher education, in Sweden, remains 
at an early and uneven stage. While some institutions have formalized guidelines for staff 
and students, others remain in the developmental phase, highlighting a broader lack of 
a systematic approach. This discrepancy underscores the urgent need for clear national 
directives that can help HEIs balance GenAI’s benefits with ethical considerations. A 
consistent emphasis on good academic practice reveals that transparent policies are vital 
for mitigating risks such as plagiarism and over-reliance on GenAI. Furthermore, the 
varying focus on GenAI literacy versus strict regulation indicates that HEIs must tailor 
their approaches according to available resources and specific needs, all while addressing 
ethical challenges, data privacy, and equitable access. Rapid technological advancements 
further complicate this landscape, calling for continuous policy updates to ensure fair-
ness and data security. The observed inconsistency across institutions suggests that each 
HEI is currently developing its own approach in isolation. Therefore, the urgent need for 
national directives and the call for further research should not be viewed separately, but 
as complementary efforts that must be coordinated. A national strategy that combines 
timely policy advice with empirical insights can help ensure both coherence and flex-
ibility in addressing the evolving GenAI landscape. Moreover, given the concerns raised 
in this study regarding threats to academic integrity, HEIs may need to consider rein-
forcing traditional assessment practices, such as face-to-face proctored on-site examina-
tions or viva voces, as interim safeguards while more robust digital integrity solutions 
are developed. Future research should focus on developing dynamic, adaptable policies 
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through collaborative efforts that safeguard educational integrity as the GenAI environ-
ment evolves.
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