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Abstract

The rapid development of artificial intelligence has moved higher education into a new phase of
transformation, where the university is no longer viewed solely as an institution for knowledge
transmission but as an intellectual, ethical, and digital ecosystem. The concept of the university in 2030
implies an educational environment in which Al is integrated into teaching, research, assessment, quality
assurance, and institutional decision-making. However, as technological capabilities expand, a
fundamental question emerges: who assumes responsibility - the human or the algorithm? This article aims
to analyze the role of artificial intelligence in the transformation of higher education, define a new
paradigm of responsibility, and propose a university model in which Al does not replace the academic
subject but strengthens human intellectual, ethical, and creative potential. The study is based on a
conceptual-analytical approach and draws on contemporary principles reflected in documents by
UNESCO, OECD, the European Union Artificial Intelligence Act, and the World Economic Forum. The
paper argues that the future of the university is not determined solely by technological innovation; its
sustainability depends on human-centered governance, transparency, academic integrity, a clear

framework for distributed responsibility, and a strong culture of quality.

Keywords: artificial intelligence, university 2030, higher education, quality assurance, academic integrity,

algorithmic accountability, Al ethics.
Introduction

The third decade of the 21st century is taking shape for higher education not only as a period of digital
transformation, but as a period of institutional self-definition. The development of artificial intelligence
has confronted universities with a reality in which teaching, research, assessment, and governance
increasingly rely on data, automated systems, and algorithmic analysis. The spread of generative Al has
given education systems new opportunities, while at the same time highlighting the necessity of clear
frameworks for policy, ethics, transparency, and responsibility (Miao & Holmes, 2023).

The university of 2030 can be imagined as a space of hybrid intelligence, in which academic staff, students,
administration, and Al systems jointly create knowledge, but ultimate ethical and academic responsibility
remains with the human being. The OECD's Al Principles place particular emphasis on artificial

intelligence that is trustworthy and based on human rights and democratic values (OECD, 2019). For
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higher education this principle takes on special significance, since the university trains not only

professionals but also responsible citizens.

The central thesis of the article is that in the university of 2030, Al should be regarded not as a substitute
for the human being, but as an intellectual infrastructure that strengthens the personalization of learning,
research productivity, quality monitoring, and the data-driven grounding of decisions. However, these
opportunities are accompanied by risks such as violations of academic integrity, algorithmic bias, data

privacy concerns, fairness of assessment, and ambiguity of responsibility.
Statement of the Problem

The integration of artificial intelligence into education has given rise to a fundamentally new dilemma: if
a decision is made on the basis of an Al system's recommendation, who bears responsibility for the outcome
— the algorithm, its creator, the university, the instructor, or the student? This question is especially
relevant with regard to student assessment, the forecasting of academic progress, admissions processes,

personalized learning recommendations, and quality assurance analytics.

The European Union's Artificial Intelligence Act classifies certain Al systems related to education in the
high-risk category, particularly when they influence a person's educational or professional trajectory
(European Parliament & Council of the European Union, 2024). This indicates that the use of Al in
education cannot be treated as a purely technical matter; it requires legal, ethical, and institutional

responsibility.

In this context, the main task for the university is not to prohibit or unconditionally accept Al, but to
create a model of governance for it that ensures transparency, fairness, academic freedom, and the

continuous improvement of quality.
Purpose and Objectives of the Research

The purpose of the paper is to analyze the transformation of the university in the age of artificial

intelligence and to define a human-centered model of responsibility for the university of 2030.

The main objectives of the research are: to analyze the role of Al in the processes of teaching, research,
assessment, and quality assurance; to define the ethical and institutional dimensions of algorithmic
responsibility; to formulate a conceptual model of University 2030; and to develop recommendations for

the responsible use of Al in higher education.
Methodology

The article is based on a conceptual-analytical research approach. Document analysis, comparative
interpretation, and normative assessment are employed. The main sources of analysis are the frameworks
and policies of international organizations, including UNESCO's guidance on the use of generative Al in
education and research, the OECD's Al Principles, the European Union's Artificial Intelligence Act, and
the World Economic Forum's 2025 report on the future of jobs and skills.
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This methodology corresponds to the purpose of the paper, since the subject requires not only the
description of empirical data, but also value-based, institutional, and ethical analysis. The paper treats Al
as a socio-technological phenomenon whose effectiveness depends not only on the algorithm's capabilities,

but also on the environment in which it is used.
Artificial Intelligence as a Transformative Factor of the University

Al can be used in higher education in several key directions: the personalization of teaching, analytics of
student progress, support for academic writing, the processing of research data, the automation of
administrative processes, and evidence-based management of quality assurance. UNESCO emphasizes that
the development of generative Al has given education systems new opportunities, while at the same time

requiring the strengthening of regulations, policy, and human capacities (Miao & Holmes, 2023).

In the university of 2030, teaching will no longer be merely a linear model of lectures and examinations.
It will become an adaptive, data-driven, and student-centered process. AI will be able to analyze a student's
individual progress, recommend learning materials, generate feedback, and identify learning difficulties at
an early stage. However, this process is effective only when the final pedagogical decision remains with

the academic staff.

In the direction of research, Al increases the speed of information processing, simplifies the
systematization of literature, assists with data analysis, and creates opportunities for formulating new
research questions. Nevertheless, AI cannot replace the researcher's ethical responsibility, methodological

precision, and critical capacity for interpretation.
Quality Assurance in the Age of Al

The quality assurance system in the university of 2030 must transform from a reactive control mechanism
into a predictive, analytical system oriented toward development. Al can be used for the analysis of student
feedback, monitoring the achievement of learning outcomes, integrating program evaluation data, and the

early identification of risks.

However, the use of Al in quality assurance requires particular caution. A culture of quality cannot be
formed by automated indicators alone. Quality is not merely data, but a value-based agreement within the
university's academic community. Therefore, Al should be a tool that helps the quality assurance service,
academic staff, and administration make evidence-based decisions, but it must not become a mechanical

system of control or surveillance.

Al-based quality analytics can strengthen program monitoring, but it must be grounded in human
professional judgment. Data about quality is not a self-sufficient conclusion; it requires context,

interpretation, and an assessment of academic appropriateness.
Human Being or Algorithm: A New Paradigm of Responsibility

In the age of Al, responsibility must be regarded not as a function transferred to the algorithm, but as a

governance obligation that is distributed within the interaction of human and technology, yet ultimately
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rests upon the human being. An algorithm may produce a recommendation, a forecast, or supporting
analysis for assessment, but it does not possess moral consciousness, contextual responsibility, or ethical

judgment.

According to the OECD's Al Principles, artificial intelligence should be trustworthy, transparent,
consistent with human rights, and accountable (OECD, 2019). For the university, this means that the use
of Al systems must be based on informing students and staff, data protection standards, the explainability

of algorithmic decisions, human oversight, and mechanisms for appeal.

Thus, in answer to the question — "Who bears responsibility: the human being or the algorithm?" — the
academic answer is as follows: the algorithm can be a support for decision-making, but the bearer of
responsibility remains the human being and the institution. The university must create a policy in which,
at every stage of Al use, the responsible subject is clearly defined: the student is responsible for the honest
use of AI; the instructor is responsible for the academic fairness of assessment; the administration is
responsible for the selection and regulation of the system; and the university is responsible for the ethical,

legal, and quality framework.
Academic Integrity and the Future of Assessment

The spread of generative Al has posed a particular challenge to academic integrity. Traditional written
assignments, essays, and papers are no longer sufficient to assess a student's individual knowledge, unless
a multi-component and authentic system of assessment exists. The university must shift toward a model of
assessment in which attention is focused not only on the final product, but on the process: the formulation
of ideas, the critical analysis of sources, oral defense, the solving of practical tasks, reflective reporting, and

the declaration of Al use.

Banning Al cannot be a long-term strategy. A more effective approach is an Al-transparent assessment
policy, in which the student knows when, how, and within what limits they may use Al This approach
strengthens academic integrity, since the student learns not to conceal technology, but to use it ethically

and responsibly.

The new model of assessment should be based on the demonstration of competencies in real or simulated
situations. For this purpose, oral presentations, project-based learning, portfolios, practical assignments,

group discussion, and individual reflection are important.
University 2030: A Conceptual Model

The university of 2030 can be defined as a five-dimensional system. The first dimension is Al literacy: the
university develops Al competence for all students and staff, regardless of field. The second is student-
centered learning: Al is used to create individual learning pathways, but the pedagogical decision remains

with the instructor.

The third dimension is ethical governance: the university creates an Al policy that includes data protection,
transparency, academic integrity, and the distribution of responsibility. The fourth is quality analytics:

quality assurance is based on data, but the interpretation of data is carried out with consideration of
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academic and ethical context. The fifth dimension is human advantage: Al cannot replace creativity,

empathy, critical thinking, value-based judgment, and academic responsibility.

The World Economic Forum's 2025 report indicates that between 2025 and 2030 the transformation of the
labor market will significantly change the skills in demand, particularly in the direction of technological,
analytical, and human skills (World Economic Forum, 2025). Accordingly, the university must prepare
students not only for existing professions, but for a future in which human beings and AI jointly create

value.
Discussion

The integration of Al into higher education is not merely a technological reform; it is a change in academic
culture. The university needs a new social contract with students, staff, and society. This contract must be
based on the principle that Al can be a powerful tool, but it cannot become a substitute for academic

responsibility.

For higher education, balance between innovation and caution is of particular importance. If the university
perceives Al only as a threat, it will lose the opportunity for development. If it accepts Al without control,
it may lose academic trustworthiness, fairness, and the central role of the human being. Therefore, a third

path is needed — responsible innovation.

Responsible innovation implies that the university uses Al not to strengthen control, but to improve
learning; not to replace the human being, but to expand human capabilities; not to mechanize the academic

process, but to deepen the culture of quality.
Recommendations

It is advisable for universities to develop an institutional policy on the use of Al that defines permitted,
restricted, and prohibited practices. This policy should include rules of academic integrity, data protection

mechanisms, the definition of responsible subjects, and procedures for appealing decisions.

It is necessary to introduce mandatory Al literacy training for students and academic staff. The assessment
system should be transformed into an authentic, process-oriented, multi-component model. In quality
assurance processes, Al should be used as analytical support and not as the mechanism that makes the final

decision.

It is advisable to create an Al ethics committee or working group that will oversee the academic, legal, and
ethical compliance of the use of Al systems. Every Al-based decision should be explainable, documented,

and available for human verification.
Conclusion

The university of 2030 will be not only a digital university, but an ethical and human-centered one. Al
will transform the processes of teaching, research, assessment, and quality assurance, but it will not be able
to replace the main function of the academic community — the responsible creation, transmission, and

critical understanding of knowledge.
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In the age of artificial intelligence, the main question for the university is no longer only "How should we
use AI?" A more important question becomes: "How do we preserve human responsibility when algorithms
participate in decision-making?" It is precisely the answer to this question that will determine whether the
university of 2030 will be only a technologically developed institution, or will become a truly intellectual,

fair, and responsible academic ecosystem.

The article's main conclusion is that responsibility cannot be transferred to the algorithm. Responsibility
rests with the human being, the institution, and academic culture. Al is a tool; the university remains a
space of values, where technology must serve human development, the quality of knowledge, and the

progress of society.
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