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ABSTRACT 

 

The rapid acceleration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) within the global technological revolution has intensified longstanding 
debates about transformation in tertiary education. While AI is often positioned as a disruptive force capable of reshaping 
higher education, less attention has been given to a more fundamental question: who must change in response to this 
disruption? This paper critically examines whether transformation should primarily occur at the level of educators, learners, 
curriculum content, or teaching and learning approaches, with specific attention to tertiary institutions in Fiji and the wider 
Pacific region. 
Drawing on contemporary scholarship in AI in education, heutagogy, learning analytics, and digital transformation, the study 
argues that technological adoption alone is insufficient. Instead, meaningful change requires a systemic reimagining of 
educational roles and relationships. The paper contends that educators must transition from content transmitters to 
facilitators of capability development; learners must assume greater agency and responsibility as self-determined 
participants in knowledge construction; curriculum content must evolve from static disciplinary coverage toward adaptive, 
interdisciplinary, and problem-based learning; and pedagogical models must shift from traditional pedagogy to heutagogy, 
emphasizing autonomy, reflection, and lifelong learning competencies. 
Within the Pacific context, these shifts are shaped by distinctive socio-cultural, geographic, and infrastructural realities. AI 
presents opportunities to address geographic dispersion, resource limitations, and inequities in access to higher education. 
However, it simultaneously raises concerns related to digital divides, algorithmic bias, ethical governance, cultural 
alignment, and educator preparedness. The paper proposes a contextually grounded framework for AI-enabled 
transformation that balances innovation with ethical oversight, cultural responsiveness, and institutional capacity-building. 
Ultimately, this study argues that transformation in the age of AI is not the responsibility of a single actor but a shared, 
systemic evolution of educators, learners, content, and pedagogy. By situating this discussion within a Pacific perspective, 
the paper contributes to global debates on AI in higher education while foregrounding the importance of contextual 
adaptation, equity, and sustainability. It offers strategic insights for policymakers, institutional leaders, and academics 
seeking to navigate the technological revolution without losing sight of human agency, cultural integrity, and educational 
purpose. 
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Learner Autonomy; Digital Pedagogy; Educational Reform; Capability Development; AI Governance. 
 

INTRODUCTION 

The rapid advancement of Artificial Intelligence (AI) is 

reshaping economies, industries, and social systems 

worldwide, and tertiary education is no exception. Across 

higher education institutions, AI technologies are increasingly 

integrated into teaching, assessment, research, and 

institutional management. As Luckin et al. (2016) argue, AI 

has the potential to enhance personalized learning, automate 

administrative processes, and augment human intelligence in 

educational contexts. Similarly, Holmes et al. (2019) 

emphasize that AI can transform learning environments 

by enabling adaptive systems that respond to individual 

learner needs. Yet, despite the proliferation of AI tools in 

higher education, a critical question remains 

underexplored: Who must change in response to the 

technological revolution? Is the transformation primarily 

technological, pedagogical, institutional, or human? 

Much of the current discourse surrounding AI in education 

focuses on technological adoption—implementing 

adaptive learning systems, learning analytics platforms, 
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intelligent tutoring systems, and AI-assisted research tools 

(Chen et al., 2020; Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). However, as 

Selwyn (2019) cautions, the narrative of technological 

disruption often obscures deeper structural and pedagogical 

questions about power, agency, and the purpose of education. 

Simply integrating AI into existing pedagogical models risks 

reinforcing traditional teacher-centred practices rather than 

catalysing meaningful transformation. Therefore, the 

challenge is not merely whether tertiary institutions should 

adopt AI, but how AI compels a re-examination of educational 

roles, responsibilities, and epistemological assumptions. 

Central to this discussion is the shift from pedagogy to 

heutagogy. While pedagogy traditionally positions the 

educator as the primary authority and transmitter of 

knowledge, heutagogy emphasizes learner autonomy, self-

determined learning, and capability development (Hase & 

Kenyon, 2000; Blaschke, 2012). Blaschke and Hase (2019) 

argue that heutagogy aligns particularly well with digital and 

networked environments, where learners can access vast 

information resources and construct knowledge 

collaboratively. In the age of AI, this alignment becomes even 

more pronounced. AI systems can provide personalized 

feedback, adaptive pathways, and data-driven insights that 

support self-directed learning processes (Siemens, 2013; 

Luckin et al., 2016). However, these technological affordances 

demand a reconceptualization of the educator’s role—from 

instructor to facilitator, mentor, and ethical guide. 

The question of “who needs to change” therefore extends 

beyond educators alone. Learners, too, must transition from 

passive recipients of information to active agents responsible 

for shaping their learning trajectories. Hase (2016) 

emphasizes that self-determined learners must develop 

metacognitive awareness, adaptability, and resilience, 

competencies increasingly essential in AI-mediated 

knowledge societies. The OECD (2019) further underscores 

that education systems must cultivate transformative 

competencies such as critical thinking, collaboration, and 

ethical responsibility to prepare graduates for uncertain 

futures. AI can support these competencies, but only if 

learners are empowered to engage critically with intelligent 

systems rather than depend on them unreflectively. 

Equally important is the transformation of curriculum 

content. Traditional tertiary curricula often prioritize 

disciplinary coverage and content accumulation. Yet, in 

rapidly evolving technological landscapes, static content 

quickly becomes obsolete. As UNESCO (2021) notes, 

education systems must pivot toward capability development, 

digital literacy, and ethical reasoning in response to AI 

integration. This shift necessitates interdisciplinary 

approaches, problem-based learning models, and authentic 

assessments that mirror real-world complexity. Content must 

evolve from being an end in itself to becoming a vehicle for 

cultivating adaptive expertise. 

The Pacific context, including Fiji and neighbouring island 

nations, introduces additional layers of complexity to this 

transformation. Pacific tertiary institutions operate within 

geographically dispersed, resource-constrained, and 

culturally diverse environments (McCowan, 2020). While 

AI presents opportunities to bridge geographic divides 

and expand access through flexible digital platforms, 

infrastructural limitations and digital inequities pose 

significant challenges (Fiji Ministry of Education, 2020). 

Moreover, Pacific educational traditions emphasize 

relationality, community, and collective knowledge 

construction—values that must be preserved within any 

AI-enabled reform. As Blaschke and Hase (2019) suggest, 

heutagogical models can harmonize with such cultural 

orientations by promoting collaboration and contextual 

learning. However, without culturally responsive 

implementation, AI risks reproducing external 

technological paradigms that may not align with Pacific 

epistemologies. 

Ethical considerations further complicate the 

transformation process. Williamson and Piattoeva (2020) 

argue that AI-driven datafication in education raises 

concerns regarding surveillance, privacy, and algorithmic 

governance. Selwyn (2019) similarly warns against 

uncritical technological determinism that overlooks issues 

of bias and inequality. For Pacific institutions, where 

regulatory frameworks may still be developing, the ethical 

governance of AI becomes particularly pressing. Educators 

and institutional leaders must therefore cultivate digital 

ethics, transparency, and accountability alongside 

technological innovation. 

Taken together, these considerations suggest that the 

technological revolution in tertiary education is not 

merely a question of tool adoption but a systemic 

transformation involving educators, learners, content, and 

pedagogical approaches. Change cannot be localized to a 

single actor or domain. Instead, it requires a coordinated 

reimagining of educational purpose, agency, and practice. 

This paper argues that AI should be conceptualized as an 

enabler of transformation rather than its driver. 

Meaningful reform emerges when human actors, 

educators and learners, redefine their roles within AI-

enhanced ecosystems, when curricula evolve toward 

capability development, and when pedagogical 

approaches shift toward self-determined learning 

frameworks grounded in cultural and ethical 

responsiveness. 

By situating this inquiry within a Pacific perspective, this 

study contributes to global debates on AI in higher 

education while foregrounding the importance of 

contextual adaptation. It seeks to answer not only who 

must change, but how and to what extent transformation 

must occur to ensure that AI integration strengthens, 
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rather than diminishes, educational equity, human agency, 

and cultural integrity in tertiary institutions. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Artificial Intelligence in Tertiary Education 

The integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in higher 

education has accelerated significantly over the past decade, 

reshaping instructional delivery, assessment practices, and 

institutional governance. Chen et al. (2020) define AI in 

education as the deployment of intelligent systems capable of 

performing tasks that typically require human cognition, such 

as adaptive tutoring, automated feedback, predictive 

analytics, and data-driven decision-making. Zawacki-Richter 

et al. (2019), in their systematic review of AI applications in 

higher education, observe that much of the research has 

focused on administrative automation and student 

performance prediction rather than pedagogical 

transformation. 

Luckin et al. (2016) argue that AI has the potential to augment 

human intelligence rather than replace educators, enabling 

personalized learning experiences and supporting learners’ 

cognitive development. Similarly, Holmes et al. (2019) 

emphasize AI’s promise in facilitating adaptive and inclusive 

learning environments. However, Selwyn (2019) cautions that 

the discourse around AI in education often reflects 

technological determinism, framing AI as inherently 

transformative without adequately interrogating issues of 

power, equity, and governance. 

This body of literature suggests that while AI tools are 

increasingly embedded in tertiary institutions, their 

pedagogical implications remain under-theorized. Most 

studies focus on technological affordances rather than 

questioning whether AI requires a deeper reconfiguration of 

educational roles and relationships. 

From Pedagogy to Heutagogy: Theoretical Shifts in 

Learning 

The transition from pedagogy to heutagogy provides a 

conceptual lens through which to understand potential 

transformations in tertiary education. Hase and Kenyon 

(2000) introduced heutagogy as a model of self-determined 

learning, emphasizing learner autonomy, capability 

development, and double-loop learning. Unlike pedagogy, 

which is teacher-directed, and andragogy, which supports 

adult learning principles, heutagogy situates learners as active 

designers of their learning pathways. 

Blaschke (2012) expands this framework by arguing that 

heutagogy aligns with digital environments where learners 

access diverse knowledge networks and engage in reflective 

practice. Blaschke and Hase (2019) further contend that 

digital technologies can support self-determined learning 

by enabling collaboration, personalization, and iterative 

reflection. 

However, while heutagogy provides a theoretical 

foundation for learner-centred transformation, the 

literature does not sufficiently explore how AI 

technologies specifically operationalize or complicate 

heutagogical principles. The intersection between AI-

enabled systems and self-determined learning remains an 

emerging and underdeveloped field. 

Changing Roles of Educators in AI-Enhanced 

Environments 

Scholarly debates increasingly emphasize the evolving 

role of educators in technology-rich environments. Luckin 

et al. (2016) argue that educators must transition from 

content transmitters to orchestrators of learning 

experiences, supported by AI-driven analytics. Siemens 

(2013) highlights how learning analytics reshape 

instructional decision-making, enabling educators to 

monitor learner progress and intervene strategically. 

Yet, Selwyn (2019) warns that excessive reliance on 

algorithmic systems may undermine professional 

autonomy and shift authority toward opaque 

technological infrastructures. Williamson and Piattoeva 

(2020) extend this critique by examining how datafication 

transforms educational governance and raises ethical 

concerns regarding surveillance and accountability. 

These studies suggest that educators are positioned at the 

intersection of technological innovation and ethical 

responsibility. However, the literature tends to examine 

educator adaptation in isolation, without simultaneously 

interrogating learner agency, curriculum transformation, 

and systemic change. 

Learner Agency, Capability Development, and Digital 

Competence 

In AI-mediated environments, learner agency becomes 

central. Hase (2016) argues that self-determined learners 

must cultivate adaptability, resilience, and metacognitive 

awareness to thrive in complex knowledge ecosystems. 

The OECD (2019) reinforces this view, identifying 

transformative competencies such as critical thinking, 

collaboration, and ethical reasoning as essential for future 

readiness. 

UNESCO (2021) similarly underscores the importance of 

digital literacy and AI literacy, emphasizing that learners 

must understand how AI systems function, including their 

ethical implications. However, much of the literature 

assumes that learners can readily transition into self-

directed roles without sufficiently addressing structural 
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inequalities, digital divides, and socio-cultural factors 

influencing learner participation. 

Curriculum and Content Transformation in the AI Era 

The technological revolution challenges traditional 

curriculum models that prioritize disciplinary content 

coverage. As rapid technological change renders knowledge 

increasingly fluid, scholars argue for curriculum designs 

emphasizing capability development and interdisciplinary 

problem-solving (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021). 

Chen et al. (2020) suggest that AI can support dynamic 

curriculum design by analysing learner data and identifying 

emerging skill demands. However, there is limited research 

examining how curriculum transformation interacts with 

cultural contexts, particularly in small island states or 

resource-constrained environments. 

Pacific and Small-State Perspectives on Higher Education 

Transformation 

Higher education in Pacific nations operates within distinct 

geographic, economic, and socio-cultural contexts. McCowan 

(2020) notes that small states face structural constraints, 

including limited resources, brain drain, and vulnerability to 

global economic shifts. The Fiji Ministry of Education (2020) 

identifies digital infrastructure gaps and uneven access to 

technology as persistent challenges. 

While AI presents opportunities to mitigate geographic 

isolation through digital platforms, there is limited 

scholarship examining how AI integration intersects with 

Pacific epistemologies, communal learning traditions, and 

relational pedagogies. Existing global literature often 

overlooks localized perspectives, resulting in frameworks that 

may not fully align with Pacific educational values. 

Literature Gaps 

Despite the expanding scholarship on AI in education and 

heutagogical learning, several critical gaps remain: 

Fragmented Focus on Individual Actors 

The literature tends to examine educators, learners, or 

technology independently rather than analyzing systemic 

interdependence. Few studies holistically address how 

educators, learners, curriculum content, and pedagogical 

approaches must co-evolve in response to AI integration. 

Limited Integration of AI and Heutagogy 

While heutagogy is increasingly discussed in digital 

education contexts, there is insufficient empirical and 

theoretical exploration of how AI specifically 

operationalizes or challenges self-determined learning 

principles. 

Underrepresentation of Pacific and Small-State 

Contexts 

Most AI-in-education research originates from Western or 

large-scale education systems. There is a significant lack of 

scholarship examining AI-enabled transformation within 

Pacific tertiary institutions, where infrastructural, 

cultural, and economic conditions differ substantially. 

Insufficient Attention to Cultural Responsiveness 

Current frameworks rarely integrate AI adoption with 

culturally grounded pedagogical models. There is limited 

exploration of how communal, relational, and indigenous 

knowledge systems interact with AI-driven learning 

environments. 

Ethical Governance and Agency in Emerging Contexts 

Although ethical concerns such as algorithmic bias and 

data privacy are acknowledged (Selwyn, 2019; Williamson 

& Piattoeva, 2020), there is limited research on 

governance mechanisms in developing regions where 

regulatory frameworks are evolving. 

Positioning of the Present Study 

In response to these gaps, this study adopts a systemic and 

contextually grounded approach. Rather than isolating 

technology adoption, it interrogates the redistribution of 

responsibility across educators, learners, curriculum, and 

pedagogy within AI-enhanced tertiary ecosystems. By 

foregrounding a Pacific perspective, the study contributes 

to global debates while emphasizing contextual 

adaptation, equity, and sustainable transformation. 

Table 1 – Comparison of Pedagogy, Andragogy, and Heutagogy in AI-Enabled Learning

 

Dimension Pedagogy Andragogy Heutagogy (AI-Enabled) 

Learner Role Passive recipient Participatory learner Self-determined learner 
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Educator Role 
Knowledge 

transmitter 
Facilitator 

Mentor, ethical guide, 

learning designer 

Learning Focus Content mastery Practical application 
Capability and adaptability 

development 

Assessment Standardized testing Project-based learning 
Adaptive, reflective, and 

personalized assessment 

AI Integration 
Limited or 

supplementary 

Adaptive content and 

feedback 

Personalized pathways, 

learning analytics, predictive 

insights 

Source: Adapted from Hase & Kenyon (2000), Blaschke (2012), and Luckin et al. (2016).

 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

AI-Enabled Systemic Transformation Framework for 

Pacific Tertiary Education 

This study proposes a Systemic AI-Enabled Transformation 

Framework that conceptualizes tertiary education reform as 

an interconnected and contextually grounded process. Rather 

than viewing Artificial Intelligence (AI) as a standalone 

technological intervention, the framework positions AI as a 

catalytic enabler embedded within a broader socio-

pedagogical ecosystem. 

The framework is built on five interdependent components: 

AI Enablement (Catalytic Core) 

At the centre of the framework lies AI Enablement, 

representing intelligent technologies that support 

personalization, adaptive learning, predictive analytics, 

research augmentation, and automated feedback systems. AI 

functions not as a replacement for human agency but as an 

augmentative layer enhancing decision-making, 

responsiveness, and innovation. 

AI influences and interacts dynamically with all other 

components of the framework. 

Educator Transformation 

Educators transition from traditional knowledge transmitters 

to: 

• Learning designers 

• Facilitators of inquiry 

• Ethical stewards of AI use 

• Mentors for critical thinking and capability development 

In AI-enabled environments, educators interpret analytics, 

guide self-determined learning, and ensure contextual and 

cultural relevance. Their role shifts toward higher-order 

pedagogical orchestration rather than content delivery. 

Learner Transformation 

Learners evolve from passive recipients to: 

• Self-determined learners (heutagogical agents) 

• Co-creators of knowledge 

• Critical evaluators of AI-generated information 

• Digitally and ethically literate citizens 

The framework assumes learners develop metacognition, 

adaptability, and agency in navigating AI-enhanced 

learning ecosystems. 

Content Evolution 

Curriculum and content shift from static knowledge 

transmission to: 

• Dynamic, AI-supported learning pathways 

• Interdisciplinary and problem-based structures 

• Contextually grounded and culturally responsive 

content 

• Capability-oriented learning outcomes 

AI enables adaptive content delivery, but curriculum 

design remains guided by human judgment and local 

priorities. 

Pedagogical Shift: From Pedagogy to Heutagogy 

The pedagogical core of the framework emphasizes 

movement toward heutagogy, characterized by: 

• Learner autonomy 

• Double-loop learning 

• Reflective practice 

• Non-linear learning pathways 

AI supports this shift through adaptive systems, feedback 

loops, and learning analytics that empower learner choice 

and personalized progression. 

6. Contextual Adaptation Layer (Pacific Perspective) 

Encircling the framework is a Contextual Adaptation 
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Layer, representing: 

• Pacific cultural epistemologies 

• Communal values and relational learning 

• Ethical governance 

• Digital equity considerations 

• Infrastructure realities of small island states 

This layer ensures that AI integration is not technologically 

deterministic but culturally aligned and socially sustainable. 

Dynamic Interactions Within the Framework 

The framework operates as a complex adaptive system where: 

• AI reshapes educator practice. 

• Educators scaffold learner autonomy. 

• Learners influence content pathways. 

• Content informs pedagogical design. 

• Pedagogy redefines institutional culture. 

Transformation is therefore systemic, not isolated. 

Sustainable reform occurs only when all components evolve 

simultaneously. 

Theoretical Foundations Underpinning the Framework 

The conceptual model is grounded in: 

• Heutagogy (self-determined learning theory) 

• Socio-technical systems theory 

• Capability theory 

• AI augmentation theory 

Together, these perspectives position AI as an enabler of 

human capability expansion rather than a mechanistic 

driver of change. 

Proposition of the Framework 

This study proposes that: 

Meaningful AI integration in Pacific tertiary education 

requires simultaneous transformation of educators, 

learners, curriculum, and pedagogy within culturally 

grounded governance structures. 

Isolated technological adoption without systemic and 

contextual change will produce limited and unsustainable 

impact. 

 

 

 

 

Table 2 – Key Stakeholders and Required Transformations in AI-Enabled Heutagogical Learning

 

Stakeholder Current Role Required Transformation AI Support 
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Educators 
Knowledge 

transmitters 

Learning designers and 

mentors; ethical oversight 

Learning analytics, AI-based 

feedback, digital 

collaboration tools 

Learners Passive recipients 
Self-determined, reflective, AI-

literate 

Adaptive learning platforms, 

personalized feedback, AI-

assisted research tools 

Curriculum Content-centred 

Capability-oriented, 

interdisciplinary, culturally 

responsive 

AI-guided content 

adaptation, predictive skill 

mapping 

Institutions 
Traditional 

governance 

Policy alignment, 

infrastructure development, 

ethical AI governance 

Data-driven decision-

making, AI-based resource 

allocation, transparent 

analytics 

Source: Developed from Blaschke & Hase (2019), Siemens (2013), OECD (2019), and UNESCO (2021).

 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS 

AI as a Catalyst, Not a Substitute 

The findings of this study reinforce the argument that 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) should be conceptualized as an 

augmentative catalyst rather than a replacement for human 

agency in tertiary education. Luckin et al. (2016) contend that 

AI systems are most effective when they enhance human 

intelligence rather than displace professional judgment. The 

framework developed in this study aligns with this position, 

situating AI as an enabling core that supports, but does not 

dominate, educator and learner transformation. 

Similarly, Holmes et al. (2019) argue that AI in education has 

transformative potential only when integrated thoughtfully 

into pedagogical design. The analysis suggests that 

technological adoption without structural and cultural 

recalibration risks reinforcing traditional pedagogical 

hierarchies rather than advancing heutagogical learning. 

This is particularly relevant in Pacific tertiary contexts, where 

relational learning and communal knowledge systems remain 

foundational. As Selwyn (2019) cautions, AI adoption driven 

by technological determinism may marginalize local 

epistemologies if not carefully contextualized. 

Reimagining the Role of the Educator 

The analysis indicates that the most profound shift required is 

not technological but professional. Educators must transition 

from knowledge transmitters to learning architects, mentors, 

and ethical stewards of AI integration. Siemens (2013) 

highlights that data-informed environments require 

educators capable of interpreting analytics critically rather 

than accepting algorithmic outputs uncritically. 

Williamson and Piattoeva (2020) further emphasize that 

datafication reshapes educational authority structures. In 

AI-enhanced environments, educators must safeguard 

academic integrity, ensure transparency, and mitigate 

algorithmic bias. Thus, professional identity evolves 

toward critical mediation between technology and 

learners. 

However, this transformation presents tensions. In 

resource-constrained Pacific institutions, digital capacity 

building and professional development may lag behind 

technological implementation. As McCowan (2020) notes, 

small states often experience asymmetrical access to 

technological resources, which may exacerbate existing 

inequities. 

Learner Agency and Heutagogical Realignment 

The conceptual framework situates learner 

transformation at the center of systemic reform. Hase and 

Kenyon (2000) define heutagogy as self-determined 

learning emphasizing autonomy and capability. Blaschke 

(2012) extends this argument, suggesting that digital 

technologies can support reflective and non-linear 

learning pathways. 

AI-enabled systems—such as adaptive platforms and 

generative tools—create opportunities for personalized 

learning trajectories. However, this study’s analysis 

indicates that personalization alone does not guarantee 

self-determined learning. True heutagogical 

transformation requires learners to develop 

metacognitive awareness, critical AI literacy, and ethical 

reasoning capacities. 

The OECD (2019) stresses that future-ready learners must 

cultivate transformative competencies beyond content 
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mastery. UNESCO (2021) similarly highlights the need for AI 

literacy and ethical engagement. In Pacific contexts, learner 

agency must be harmonized with communal values and 

collective responsibility, ensuring that autonomy does not 

undermine relational learning traditions. 

Curriculum and Content Evolution 

The discussion reveals that curriculum transformation is often 

the least examined yet most critical dimension of AI 

integration. Chen et al. (2020) observe that AI systems can 

support adaptive content delivery and predictive analytics; 

however, they do not inherently determine what knowledge is 

valued. 

The analysis suggests that AI integration must prompt 

curricular recalibration toward capability development, 

interdisciplinary problem-solving, and contextual relevance. 

In Pacific tertiary institutions, curriculum should incorporate 

indigenous epistemologies and culturally grounded 

knowledge systems alongside global competencies. 

Selwyn (2019) warns that algorithmic systems may privilege 

dominant knowledge frameworks embedded within training 

data. Therefore, curriculum governance structures must 

ensure that AI-supported content remains culturally 

responsive and epistemologically inclusive. 

Pedagogical Shift: From Pedagogy to Heutagogy 

The transition from pedagogy to heutagogy represents the 

theoretical cornerstone of this study. While pedagogy centres 

on structured, instructor-led learning, heutagogy emphasizes 

learner self-determination and double-loop reflection (Hase & 

Kenyon, 2000). 

AI technologies can facilitate this shift through adaptive 

feedback, simulation-based learning, and generative support 

tools. However, Blaschke and Hase (2019) caution that digital 

tools must be embedded within intentional pedagogical 

frameworks to support reflective practice. 

The analysis demonstrates that without systemic redesign, AI 

risks reinforcing content-driven pedagogy rather than 

enabling transformative learning. Institutions must therefore 

align assessment structures, institutional policies, and 

academic cultures with heutagogical principles. 

Ethical Governance and Data Responsibility 

Ethical governance emerges as a central pillar of 

sustainable AI integration. Williamson and Piattoeva 

(2020) argue that educational data infrastructures 

increasingly shape institutional decision-making. The risk 

of surveillance, bias, and inequitable algorithmic decision-

making necessitates robust governance frameworks. 

UNESCO (2021) advocates for human-centered AI 

governance that prioritizes transparency, accountability, 

and equity. In Pacific contexts, where regulatory 

ecosystems may be evolving, establishing clear data 

protection and ethical oversight mechanisms is essential. 

The discussion highlights that ethical AI integration 

requires shared responsibility among educators, learners, 

institutional leaders, and policymakers. 

Systemic Interdependence: Who Needs to Change? 

The central research question—“Who needs to change?”—

is answered through systemic analysis. The findings 

indicate that transformation cannot be localized to a single 

actor. Instead: 

• Educators must redefine professional identity. 

• Learners must cultivate self-determined capabilities. 

• Curriculum designers must prioritize contextual and 

adaptive content. 

• Institutions must shift pedagogical paradigms and 

governance models. 

This aligns with socio-technical systems theory, which 

posits that technological change requires parallel social 

and structural adaptation. 

In Pacific tertiary institutions, transformation must be 

carefully calibrated to infrastructural realities, communal 

learning traditions, and cultural epistemologies. McCowan 

(2020) emphasizes that sustainable reform in small states 

requires contextual responsiveness rather than wholesale 

replication of global models. 

Table 3 – Opportunities and Challenges of AI in Pacific Tertiary Education

Opportunities Description Challenges Description 

Personalized 

Learning 

AI can create adaptive 

learning paths for 

individual students 

Digital Divide 

Limited infrastructure and 

unequal access to technology 

in Pacific institutions 

Research 

Enhancement 

AI supports data analysis, 

simulation, and literature 

synthesis 

Educator Readiness 

Lack of professional 

development for AI-

enhanced pedagogy 
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Administrative 

Efficiency 

Automates grading, 

scheduling, and analytics 
Ethical Concerns 

Data privacy, algorithmic 

bias, and surveillance risks 

Source: Synthesized from Chen et al. (2020), Holmes et al. (2019), Selwyn (2019), and UNESCO (2021).

Synthesis of Key Analytical Insights 

1. AI is an enabler of transformation, not its driver. 

2. Human judgment remains central to sustainable impact. 

3. Heutagogical alignment is essential for meaningful 

learner empowerment. 

4. Curriculum reform is as critical as technological adoption. 

5. Ethical governance underpins institutional legitimacy. 

6. Transformation is systemic, not isolated. 

Implications for Pacific Tertiary Education 

The analysis underscores that AI-enabled transformation in 

Pacific tertiary education must balance innovation with 

cultural continuity. Rather than viewing AI as a disruptive 

external force, institutions can position it as a tool that 

strengthens communal learning values, expands access, and 

enhances capability development. 

Meaningful transformation occurs not when technology is 

introduced, but when institutional mindsets evolve. 

CONCLUSION 

This study has argued that the integration of Artificial 

Intelligence (AI) in tertiary education is not merely a 

technological shift but a systemic transformation requiring 

coordinated change across educators, learners, curriculum, 

pedagogy, and governance structures. While AI offers 

unprecedented opportunities for personalization, adaptive 

learning, research augmentation, and data-informed decision-

making, its transformative potential depends fundamentally 

on how institutions reimagine educational roles and 

relationships. 

As Luckin et al. (2016) emphasize, AI should augment rather 

than replace human intelligence. The findings of this study 

reaffirm that human judgment remains central to sustainable 

educational impact. Technology, in isolation, does not produce 

transformation; rather, it amplifies existing pedagogical 

assumptions. Without intentional redesign, AI risks 

reinforcing traditional teacher-centred models rather than 

enabling learner self-determination. 

The theoretical transition from pedagogy to heutagogy 

provides a critical interpretive lens for understanding this 

shift. Hase and Kenyon (2000) conceptualize heutagogy as 

self-determined learning that emphasizes autonomy, 

capability development, and reflective practice. Blaschke 

(2012) further argues that digital technologies create fertile 

ground for heutagogical practice, provided that learners are 

supported in developing metacognitive competence. This 

study extends that argument by demonstrating that AI-

enabled systems can scaffold self-determined learning, but 

only when embedded within culturally responsive and 

ethically governed frameworks. 

From a systemic perspective, the analysis confirms that no 

single stakeholder bears sole responsibility for change. 

Educators must evolve into learning designers and ethical 

mediators of AI systems. Learners must cultivate critical 

AI literacy and adaptive capabilities. Curriculum must shift 

from static knowledge transmission toward 

interdisciplinary, contextually relevant capability 

development. Institutions must adopt governance models 

that safeguard equity, transparency, and data integrity. As 

Williamson and Piattoeva (2020) caution, algorithmic 

infrastructures reshape educational authority; therefore, 

institutions must remain vigilant to ensure that data-

driven systems do not erode professional autonomy or 

cultural authenticity. 

For Pacific tertiary institutions, this transformation 

carries unique implications. McCowan (2020) highlights 

that small states often navigate resource constraints and 

structural vulnerabilities, making contextual adaptation 

essential. UNESCO (2021) similarly stresses that AI 

integration must prioritize human-centred values, 

inclusivity, and ethical safeguards. In Pacific contexts, 

educational transformation must harmonize technological 

innovation with communal values, relational 

epistemologies, and local knowledge systems. 

Ultimately, this study concludes that meaningful AI-

enabled transformation in tertiary education requires a 

holistic reimagining of educational ecosystems. The 

central question—“Who needs to change?”—is therefore 

answered collectively: everyone within the system must 

evolve, but in coordinated and contextually grounded 

ways. 

WAY FORWARD 

The way forward for Pacific tertiary education in the age 

of AI demands strategic, phased, and ethically anchored 

reform. Based on the findings and theoretical synthesis, 

the following forward-looking directions are proposed. 

Institutional Strategic Alignment 

Institutions must move beyond ad hoc AI adoption toward 

comprehensive strategic frameworks that integrate AI 
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within broader academic missions. As Holmes et al. (2019) 

argue, AI initiatives are most effective when aligned with 

pedagogical objectives rather than driven by technological 

novelty. Strategic plans should explicitly articulate how AI 

supports capability development, learner autonomy, and 

research innovation. 

Pacific institutions should establish interdisciplinary AI 

taskforces that include educators, technologists, ethicists, and 

cultural advisors to ensure balanced and culturally aligned 

implementation. 

Professional Development and Educator Reorientation 

Sustainable transformation requires systematic professional 

development. Siemens (2013) notes that data-informed 

teaching demands new competencies in analytics 

interpretation and digital pedagogy. Educators must be 

supported in: 

• Designing AI-enhanced learning experiences 

• Interpreting learning analytics responsibly 

• Guiding learners in ethical AI engagement 

• Preserving relational and communal pedagogies 

Capacity-building initiatives must be continuous rather than 

episodic, particularly in small-state contexts where 

technological ecosystems evolve rapidly. 

Learner AI Literacy and Capability Development 

Learners must be equipped not merely to use AI tools, but to 

critically evaluate and ethically engage with them. The OECD 

(2019) emphasizes the importance of transformative 

competencies such as critical thinking and ethical reasoning. 

UNESCO (2021) further advocates for AI literacy frameworks 

that empower learners to understand algorithmic systems 

and their societal implications. 

Pacific tertiary institutions should embed AI literacy across 

curricula rather than confining it to technology disciplines. 

This integration ensures that learners become reflective co-

creators of knowledge rather than passive consumers of 

algorithmically generated content. 

Curriculum Redesign for Capability and Context 

Curriculum reform must prioritize adaptability, 

interdisciplinarity, and contextual responsiveness. Chen et al. 

(2020) observe that AI can support dynamic content delivery, 

but curricular values remain human decisions. Institutions 

must therefore embed indigenous knowledge systems, 

sustainability principles, and Pacific epistemologies within AI-

enhanced curricula. 

This approach ensures that technological innovation 

strengthens rather than displaces cultural identity. 

Ethical Governance and Data Protection 

The governance of AI systems must be transparent, 

accountable, and participatory. Williamson and Piattoeva 

(2020) warn that data infrastructures can centralize 

authority and obscure decision-making processes. Pacific 

tertiary institutions should establish: 

• Clear data governance policies 

• Ethical AI review committees 

• Transparent algorithmic accountability mechanisms 

• Inclusive stakeholder consultation processes 

Human-centred governance, as advocated by UNESCO 

(2021), must remain foundational to sustainable AI 

integration. 

Infrastructure and Digital Equity Investment 

Technological transformation requires reliable 

infrastructure. McCowan (2020) underscores the 

challenges faced by small island states in maintaining 

digital connectivity and technological resilience. 

Governments and regional partners should invest in 

robust digital ecosystems that support equitable access, 

ensuring that AI does not widen educational disparities. 

Research and Regional Collaboration 

There is an urgent need for context-specific empirical 

research examining AI integration in Pacific tertiary 

institutions. Most existing scholarship originates from 

Western contexts (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). Pacific 

scholars and institutions should collaborate regionally to 

develop evidence-based models that reflect local realities. 

Regional consortia could facilitate shared infrastructure, 

knowledge exchange, and ethical standards tailored to 

Pacific contexts. 

FINAL REFLECTION 

The technological revolution challenges tertiary education 

not simply to adopt new tools, but to re-examine its 

foundational assumptions about knowledge, authority, 

and learning. As Hase and Kenyon (2000) remind us, 

education must cultivate capability rather than 

compliance. AI, when thoughtfully integrated, offers an 

opportunity to advance this vision. 

However, transformation is neither automatic nor 

inevitable. It requires deliberate, ethical, and culturally 

grounded action. 

The future of Pacific tertiary education will not be defined 

by artificial intelligence alone, but by the collective human 

wisdom guiding its use. 

 



 
RANDSPUBLICATIONS                                                                                                                      Page No. 14-24 

 

  

randspublications.org/index.php/ijssll 24 

 

References 

1. Blaschke, L. M. (2012). Heutagogy and lifelong learning: A 

review of heutagogical practice and self-determined 

learning. The International Review of Research in Open and 

Distributed Learning, 13(1), 56–71. 

https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v13i1.1076 

2. Blaschke, L. M., & Hase, S. (2019). Heutagogy and digital 

media networks: Setting students on the path to lifelong 

learning. Pacific Journal of Technology Enhanced 

Learning, 1(1), 1–14. 

3. Chen, L., Chen, P., & Lin, Z. (2020). Artificial intelligence 

in education: A review. IEEE Access, 8, 75264–75278. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2020.2988510 

4. Fiji Ministry of Education, Heritage and Arts. (2020). 

Education sector strategic development plan 2019–2023. 

Government of Fiji. 

5. Hase, S. (2016). Self-determined learning (heutagogy): 

Where have we come since 2000? Southern Institute of 

Technology Journal of Applied Research & Practice, 4(1), 

9–15. 

6. Hase, S., & Kenyon, C. (2000). From andragogy to 

heutagogy. Ultibase Articles. Retrieved from 

http://ultibase.rmit.edu.au 

7. Holmes, W., Bialik, M., & Fadel, C. (2019). Artificial 

intelligence in education: Promises and implications for 

teaching and learning. Center for Curriculum Redesign. 

8. Luckin, R., Holmes, W., Griffiths, M., & Forcier, L. B. 

(2016). Intelligence unleashed: An argument for AI in 

education. Pearson Education. 

9. McCowan, T. (2020). Higher education in small states: 

Challenges and opportunities. In T. McCowan & R. 

Unterhalter (Eds.), The impact of globalisation on 

international education at tertiary level (pp. 45–62). 

UNESCO. 

10. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

(OECD). (2019). OECD learning compass 2030: A series 

of concept notes. OECD Publishing. 

11. Selwyn, N. (2019). Should robots replace teachers? AI and 

the future of education. Polity Press. 

12. Siemens, G. (2013). Learning analytics: The emergence of 

a discipline. American Behavioral Scientist, 57(10), 1380–

1400. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764213498851 

13. UNESCO. (2021). AI and education: Guidance for policy-

makers. UNESCO Publishing. 

14. Williamson, B., & Piattoeva, N. (2020). Objectivity as 

standardization in data-scientific educational governance: 

Mechanisms, consequences, and critiques. Learning, Media 

and Technology, 45(1), 64–76. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2020.1686015 

15. Zawacki-Richter, O., Marín, V. I., Bond, M., & 

Gouverneur, F. (2019). Systematic review of research on 

artificial intelligence applications in higher education—

Where are the educators? International Journal of 

Educational Technology in Higher Education, 16(39), 

1–27. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-019-0171-0 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764213498851
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-019-0171-0

