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ABSTRACT 

OF THE PROJECT OF 
 

Sara Loui El-Halabi  for   Master of Arts 

       Major: Computing in Education 

 

 

Title: Institutional AI Governance in Higher Education: A Comparative Policy Analysis 

and Proposed Governance Framework 

The rapid adoption of artificial intelligence (AI) in higher education has created new 

opportunities for teaching, learning, research, and institutional administration while 

raising important governance challenges related to ethics, academic integrity, 

transparency, accountability, and responsible AI use. As universities increasingly 

develop institutional guidance and policies to regulate AI technologies, there is a 

growing need to understand how these governance approaches align with internationally 

recognized principles and differ across institutions. 

This study examines institutional AI governance in higher education through a 

qualitative comparative policy analysis of official AI governance documents published 

by the American University of Beirut (AUB), Lebanese American University (LAU), 

Harvard University, and Stanford University. The study adopted a qualitative document 

analysis design and employed a comparative policy analysis approach. To enhance 

transparency in document selection, the study adapted the PRISMA 2020 framework to 

identify, screen, and select official institutional AI governance documents. Eight 

governance documents were analyzed using deductive thematic analysis based on ten 

governance dimensions derived from the UNESCO Recommendation on the Ethics of 

Artificial Intelligence (2021), the UNESCO Guidance for Generative AI in Education 

and Research (2023), and the OECD AI Principles. 

The findings indicate that all four universities emphasize responsible AI governance 

through principles of transparency, accountability, academic integrity, ethical AI use, 

privacy and data governance, human oversight, AI literacy, assessment, research 

governance, and institutional support. While Harvard and Stanford provide more 

comprehensive implementation guidance, AUB and LAU demonstrate emerging 

governance approaches that reflect their institutional contexts. Despite differences in 

governance maturity and documentation structure, the universities share a commitment 

to integrating AI responsibly while preserving academic values and institutional 

integrity. 

The study concludes by proposing an Institutional AI Governance Framework for 

Higher Education that synthesizes the comparative findings and offers practical 

guidance for universities seeking to strengthen AI governance. The findings contribute 

to the growing body of knowledge on institutional AI governance and provide 

recommendations for higher education institutions, educators, researchers, and 

policymakers working to support the ethical and responsible integration of artificial 

intelligence. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Study 

Artificial intelligence (AI) has become one of the most transformative 

technologies influencing contemporary society, with significant implications for 

education, research, and institutional governance. Recent advances in machine learning 

and generative AI have expanded the capabilities of AI systems beyond automation, 

enabling them to generate text, images, programming code, data analyses, and 

educational resources with increasing accuracy and accessibility. These developments 

have accelerated the adoption of AI across higher education institutions, where AI is 

increasingly used to support teaching, learning, research, student services, and 

administrative decision-making (UNESCO, 2023). 

The rapid emergence of generative AI tools such as ChatGPT, Microsoft 

Copilot, Gemini, and Claude has fundamentally changed how students and educators’ 

access, create, and evaluate knowledge. These technologies provide opportunities to 

enhance personalized learning, improve educational accessibility, support academic 

writing, facilitate research activities, and increase institutional efficiency. At the same 

time, their widespread availability has raised concerns regarding academic integrity, 

transparency, privacy, intellectual property, bias, and the appropriate role of AI in 

educational decision-making (UNESCO, 2023). 

Recognizing both the opportunities and risks associated with AI, international 

organizations have emphasized the importance of establishing governance frameworks 
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that promote responsible and ethical AI use. The UNESCO Recommendation on the 

Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (2021) identifies principles such as transparency, 

accountability, fairness, privacy, human oversight, and respect for human rights as 

essential for trustworthy AI. Similarly, UNESCO's Guidance for Generative AI in 

Education and Research (2023) encourages educational institutions to adopt 

governance approaches that support innovation while protecting academic integrity, 

promoting AI literacy, and ensuring responsible implementation. 

Higher education institutions have responded to these developments by 

developing policies, guidelines, and institutional recommendations governing AI use. 

Rather than adopting a single universal approach, universities have implemented 

diverse governance strategies that reflect their institutional priorities and educational 

contexts (Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2023). Universities also vary considerably in 

how they formalize AI governance. Some adopt institution-wide approaches to AI use, 

while others rely more heavily on instructor-level discretion, academic integrity 

policies, teaching guidance, and other institutional resources to regulate the use of AI 

(Parker et al., 2025). This diversity of approaches demonstrates that AI governance is an 

evolving institutional process that requires continuous adaptation as AI technologies 

and their educational applications develop (Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2023). 

Effective AI governance extends beyond regulating technology and involves 

institutional leadership, ethical decision-making, stakeholder engagement, faculty 

development, and continuous policy review (UNESCO, 2021, 2023). Governance 

mechanisms should therefore provide clear guidance for students, faculty members, 

researchers, and administrators while supporting the responsible integration of AI into 
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teaching, learning, research, and institutional practices (Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 

2023). 

Within this context, universities are increasingly expected to balance innovation 

with responsibility. Effective AI governance extends beyond regulating technology and 

includes ethical decision-making, stakeholder participation, institutional capacity 

building, and continuous review as AI technologies evolve (UNESCO, 2021, 2023). 

Governance mechanisms should also provide clear guidance for students, faculty 

members, researchers, and administrators regarding the responsible use of AI in 

teaching, learning, research, and assessment (Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2023). 

Consequently, AI governance has become an important consideration for higher 

education institutions seeking to benefit from AI while addressing associated ethical, 

academic, and educational risks (UNESCO, 2023). 

Although AI governance has received growing scholarly attention, institutional 

approaches remain diverse. Universities differ in the extent to which AI use is governed 

through institution-wide policies, instructor-level discretion, academic integrity 

requirements, teaching guidance, and other institutional resources (Parker et al., 2025). 

Comparative analysis of university AI governance documents can therefore help 

identify common policy patterns, institutional differences, and emerging governance 

practices. Examining these institutional approaches in relation to internationally 

recognized principles also provide a basis for understanding how broad principles such 

as transparency, accountability, human oversight, ethical use, and responsible AI are 

translated into higher education contexts (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021, 2023). 
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The present study addresses this need by conducting a qualitative comparative 

policy analysis of official AI governance documents published by the American 

University of Beirut (AUB), Lebanese American University (LAU), Harvard 

University, and Stanford University. These universities were purposively selected based 

on clearly defined case-selection criteria, including the public availability of official 

institutional AI governance documents and their relevance to the study's comparative 

purpose. AUB and LAU provide two cases from the Lebanese higher education context, 

while Harvard and Stanford provide internationally recognized cases with established 

institutional guidance related to AI use. The purpose of this comparison is not to rank 

the four universities, but to examine similarities and differences in their governance 

approaches and identify practices that may inform the continued development of 

institutional AI governance, particularly within the Lebanese higher education context. 

Statement of the Problem 

The rapid adoption of artificial intelligence (AI), particularly generative AI, is 

influencing multiple areas of higher education, including teaching, learning, assessment, 

research, and institutional practices (UNESCO, 2023; Parker et al., 2025). While AI 

technologies offer opportunities to support educational practices, their growing use has 

also raised concerns related to academic integrity, privacy, transparency, accountability, 

intellectual property, and ethical decision-making (UNESCO, 2021, 2023). As AI 

technologies continue to evolve, higher education institutions therefore face an 

increasing need to establish governance mechanisms that enable responsible innovation 

while protecting academic values and maintaining human responsibility and oversight 

(UNESCO, 2021, 2023). 
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International organizations such as UNESCO and the Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) have established principles and 

guidance for responsible and trustworthy AI, emphasizing areas such as transparency, 

accountability, human oversight, fairness, privacy, and responsible governance (OECD, 

2019; UNESCO, 2021, 2023). However, universities differ considerably in how AI use 

is governed at the institutional level. Existing approaches range from institution-wide 

rules to instructor-level discretion, academic integrity requirements, teaching guidance, 

and other institutional resources addressing acceptable AI use (Parker et al., 2025). 

These variations demonstrate that institutional responses to AI are not uniform and that 

universities are developing governance approaches suited to their particular academic 

and institutional contexts (Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2023). Consequently, rather 

than a single universally adopted model, current AI governance in higher education is 

characterized by diverse and evolving institutional approaches. 

The increasing availability of generative AI tools has created new questions for 

students, faculty members, and researchers regarding acceptable and responsible AI use 

in academic settings. Institutional guidance increasingly addresses issues such as 

permission to use AI, disclosure and acknowledgment of AI assistance, academic 

integrity, assessment practices, research integrity, privacy, and human responsibility for 

AI-assisted work (Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2023). However, institutional 

expectations are not always uniform. Parker et al. (2025), in their analysis of AI policies 

and guidance across 343 universities, identified considerable variation in how 

institutions regulate permission, disclosure, and acceptable AI use, noting that 

differences in institutional requirements can contribute to inconsistency and confusion 

among students. Clear and consistently communicated governance guidance is therefore 
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important for helping institutional stakeholders understand their responsibilities while 

maintaining academic standards (Parker et al., 2025). 

Within the Lebanese higher education context, institutional approaches to AI 

governance are continuing to develop. The official documents examined in this study 

show that AUB and LAU have established guidance addressing responsible generative 

AI use, academic integrity, teaching and learning, and research-related practices; 

however, these governance responsibilities are distributed across different institutional 

documents rather than presented through a single comprehensive AI governance 

framework. The documents analyzed from Harvard University and Stanford University 

similarly address multiple areas of AI governance, including teaching, assessment, 

academic integrity, research, and responsible AI use, while providing additional 

implementation-oriented resources for faculty and course-level decision-making. These 

institutional differences provide a useful basis for comparative analysis and for 

identifying governance practices that may inform the continued development of AI 

governance within Lebanese higher education. 

Despite the growing body of literature on artificial intelligence in education, 

limited research has systematically compared official AI governance documents across 

universities using a structured governance framework. Most existing studies focus on 

AI applications, stakeholder perceptions, ethical considerations, or technological 

implementation rather than institutional governance itself. Furthermore, relatively few 

studies compare universities from different educational contexts while examining 

governance dimensions such as transparency, accountability, academic integrity, ethical 
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use, privacy, human oversight, AI literacy, assessment, research governance, and 

institutional support. 

Accordingly, this study addresses this gap by conducting a qualitative 

comparative policy analysis of official AI governance documents published by the 

American University of Beirut (AUB), Lebanese American University (LAU), Harvard 

University, and Stanford University. By comparing these institutions through a common 

governance framework informed by international principles, the study seeks to identify 

similarities, differences, and best practices that can contribute to the ongoing 

development of responsible AI governance in higher education. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine and compare the official institutional 

governance documents related to artificial intelligence published by the American 

University of Beirut (AUB), Lebanese American University (LAU), Harvard 

University, and Stanford University. Through a qualitative comparative policy analysis, 

the study investigates how these universities govern the use of artificial intelligence 

within teaching, learning, research, assessment, and institutional operations. 

Specifically, the study analyzes institutional governance documents using a 

framework consisting of ten governance dimensions derived from international AI 

governance principles and the scholarly literature. These dimensions include 

transparency, accountability, academic integrity, ethical use, privacy and data 

governance, human oversight, AI literacy and capacity building, assessment and 

evaluation, research governance, and institutional support and implementation. 
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By identifying similarities and differences among the selected universities, the 

study aims to highlight effective governance practices and generate recommendations 

that may support the continued development of institutional AI governance, particularly 

within Lebanese higher education. Ultimately, the study seeks to contribute to the 

growing literature on AI governance by providing a structured comparative analysis of 

institutional governance approaches during a period of rapid technological change. 

Research Questions 

This study is guided by the following research questions: 

RQ1: How do the American University of Beirut (AUB), Lebanese American 

University (LAU), Harvard University, and Stanford University govern the use of 

artificial intelligence through their official institutional policies and guidelines? 

RQ2: What similarities and differences exist among the AI governance approaches 

adopted by these four universities across the identified governance dimensions? 

RQ3: To what extent do the four universities' governance documents reflect 

internationally recognized AI governance principles, including those proposed by 

UNESCO and the OECD? 

RQ4: What institutional best practices can be identified from the comparative analysis 

to inform future AI governance development in higher education, particularly within 

Lebanese universities? 
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Significance of the Study 

The rapid integration of artificial intelligence into higher education has created 

opportunities to enhance teaching, learning, research, and institutional operations. At 

the same time, it has introduced complex ethical, academic, technological, and 

governance challenges that require clear institutional responses (UNESCO, 2021, 

2023). As universities increasingly adopt generative AI technologies, developing 

effective governance frameworks has become essential to ensure that these technologies 

are implemented responsibly while maintaining academic quality, institutional integrity, 

and public trust. Consequently, this study is significant because it contributes to 

understanding how higher education institutions govern the use of artificial intelligence 

through official policies and institutional guidance.  

Higher education institutions are increasingly developing institutional 

governance mechanisms to guide the responsible use of artificial intelligence (AI) as AI 

technologies become more integrated into teaching, learning, research, assessment, and 

other academic practices (Chan, 2023; Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2023). 

Universities communicate expectations for responsible AI use through different forms 

of institutional guidance, including policies, academic integrity requirements, teaching 

resources, and other official documents (Parker et al., 2025). Examining these 

governance documents provides valuable insight into how universities address 

principles such as transparency, accountability, ethical use, human oversight, and 

responsible AI integration within their institutional contexts (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 

2021, 2023). Comparative examination of these documents can therefore contribute to 
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understanding similarities and differences in institutional approaches and inform the 

continued development of AI governance in higher education 

Educational Significance 

From an educational perspective, this study contributes to the growing body of 

knowledge on responsible AI integration within higher education. By examining 

institutional governance documents from four universities, the study provides insights 

into how higher education institutions regulate the use of AI in teaching, learning, 

assessment, and research. The findings may help educators better understand how 

governance principles such as transparency, accountability, academic integrity, human 

oversight, and AI literacy are translated into institutional practice. 

Furthermore, the study highlights the importance of balancing technological 

innovation with educational values. As universities continue integrating AI into 

classrooms and research environments, governance frameworks play an essential role in 

supporting ethical decision-making while encouraging innovation. The comparative 

findings may therefore inform educators seeking to incorporate AI into their 

instructional practices responsibly. 

Institutional and Policy Significance 

This study also contributes to institutional policy development by providing a 

systematic comparison of AI governance approaches adopted by the selected 

universities. Rather than focusing solely on individual AI policies, the research 

examines broader governance ecosystems consisting of institutional guidelines, 
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teaching recommendations, research guidance, academic integrity documents, and 

related governance resources. 

The comparative analysis enables the identification of common governance 

principles, institutional differences, and examples of good practice. These findings may 

support university leaders, policymakers, teaching and learning centers, and research 

offices in developing or refining institutional AI governance frameworks. In particular, 

the study may assist higher education institutions seeking to strengthen governance 

mechanisms related to responsible AI use, privacy and data governance, assessment, 

research integrity, and institutional implementation. 

An additional contribution of this study is its treatment of institutional 

governance documents according to their intended purpose. While some universities 

publish comprehensive AI policies, others, such as the American University of Beirut, 

currently rely primarily on institutional guidelines and recommendations rather than 

formal university-wide AI policies. Recognizing this distinction allows for a more 

accurate and context-sensitive comparison of institutional governance practices while 

acknowledging that effective AI governance may be communicated through different 

types of official documents. 

Research Significance 

From a research perspective, this study addresses an emerging gap in the 

literature on AI governance in higher education. Existing studies have largely focused 

on AI adoption, educational applications, stakeholder perceptions, and ethical issues, 

while comparatively fewer investigations have conducted systematic analyses of official 

institutional governance documents. 
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The present study contributes to the literature by adopting a qualitative 

comparative policy analysis that examines governance across multiple universities 

using a structured analytical framework. The study further integrates international 

governance principles proposed by UNESCO and the OECD with institutional 

governance practices, thereby providing a comprehensive framework for evaluating AI 

governance in higher education. This framework may serve as a useful reference for 

future comparative studies examining AI governance in different educational contexts. 

Significance for Lebanese Higher Education 

The study holds particular significance for the Lebanese higher education sector, 

where institutional AI governance is still developing. Although universities in Lebanon 

have begun issuing recommendations and guidance concerning AI use, comprehensive 

governance frameworks continue to evolve. Comparing Lebanese universities with 

internationally recognized institutions such as Harvard University and Stanford 

University provides valuable opportunities to identify governance practices that may 

strengthen future institutional initiatives while remaining sensitive to local educational 

contexts. 

Importantly, the purpose of this comparison is not to rank universities or suggest 

that one governance model is universally applicable. Instead, the comparison seeks to 

identify transferable governance practices that may inform institutional decision-making 

while recognizing differences in institutional missions, governance structures, available 

resources, and regulatory environments. By identifying both shared principles and 

context-specific approaches, the study contributes to ongoing discussions regarding 
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responsible AI governance within Lebanese higher education and supports evidence-

informed institutional development. 

Scope and Delimitations of the Study 

This study focuses on the comparative analysis of official institutional 

documents that govern or provide guidance for the use of artificial intelligence within 

four higher education institutions: the American University of Beirut (AUB), the 

Lebanese American University (LAU), Harvard University, and Stanford University. 

The four institutions were selected purposively based on criteria directly related to the 

objectives of the study rather than on institutional ranking or reputation alone. First, 

each institution had publicly accessible, official AI-related governance documents that 

addressed areas relevant to the analytical framework of the study, including teaching 

and learning, academic integrity, research, assessment, and responsible AI use. Second, 

AUB and LAU were selected to provide two cases from the Lebanese higher education 

context, allowing the study to examine emerging institutional approaches to AI 

governance within Lebanon. Harvard University and Stanford University were selected 

as international comparison cases because they provide established and publicly 

accessible institutional guidance addressing multiple dimensions of AI use in higher 

education. Third, the four institutions are comprehensive universities with teaching and 

research functions, allowing their governance documents to be examined across 

comparable academic areas such as instruction, assessment, research, and institutional 

responsibility. The selection was therefore intended to provide a focused cross-context 

comparison between Lebanese and international institutional approaches rather than a 

representative sample of all universities or a ranking of the selected institutions. Other 
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universities may also have published AI policies or recommendations; however, 

limiting the study to four purposively selected cases allowed for an in-depth qualitative 

analysis of a manageable set of official governance documents. 

The study examines documents published by the selected universities that relate 

to the governance of artificial intelligence in teaching, learning, research, academic 

integrity, assessment, and institutional practice. Depending on the institution, these 

documents may include formal policies, institutional guidelines, teaching resources, 

research guidance, academic integrity statements, or other officially published 

governance materials. Because the American University of Beirut currently provides AI 

guidance primarily through institutional recommendations rather than a comprehensive 

university-wide AI policy, these official guidelines are treated as governance documents 

for the purposes of this study. This approach ensures that each institution is analyzed 

according to its own governance structure while maintaining consistency in the 

comparative analysis. 

The analytical framework adopted in this study is based on ten governance 

dimensions identified through the literature review and international AI governance 

frameworks: transparency, accountability, academic integrity, ethical use, privacy and 

data governance, human oversight, AI literacy and capacity building, assessment and 

evaluation, research governance, and institutional support and implementation. These 

dimensions provide a consistent basis for comparing governance approaches across the 

selected institutions. 

Several delimitations should be acknowledged. First, the study is limited to 

publicly available institutional documents and does not examine unpublished internal 
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policies or governance procedures. Second, the research does not evaluate the 

effectiveness of policy implementation or measure stakeholder perceptions regarding AI 

governance. Instead, it focuses exclusively on the content of official governance 

documents. Finally, because AI technologies and institutional governance practices 

continue to evolve rapidly, the findings reflect the governance documents available 

during the period of data collection and may require future updating as universities 

revise their guidance. 

 

Definition of Key Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following terms are defined: 

Artificial Intelligence (AI): Computer-based systems capable of performing tasks 

associated with human intelligence, including learning, reasoning, problem-solving, 

language processing, and decision-making (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021). 

AI Governance: The policies, principles, procedures, institutional structures, and 

practices used to guide and oversee the responsible, ethical, transparent, and 

accountable development and use of artificial intelligence (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 

2021). 

Generative Artificial Intelligence (Generative AI): A category of artificial 

intelligence that generates new content, such as text, images, audio, and other forms of 

media, based on patterns learned from existing data (UNESCO, 2023). 

Higher Education Institutions (HEIs): Universities and other post-secondary 

educational institutions responsible for providing advanced education, conducting 
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research, and supporting academic and institutional activities. In this study, the term 

refers specifically to the universities included in the comparative analysis. 

Institutional Governance Documents: For the purposes of this study, this term refers 

to official university-issued policies, guidelines, recommendations, academic integrity 

statements, teaching resources, research guidance, and related institutional documents 

that regulate or provide guidance concerning the use of artificial intelligence. This is an 

operational definition developed for the present study based on the types of institutional 

documents included in the analysis. 

Qualitative Comparative Policy Analysis: For the purposes of this study, this term 

refers to the systematic qualitative examination and comparison of institutional policy 

and governance documents to identify similarities, differences, recurring themes, and 

governance practices across the selected institutions. This operational approach is 

informed by qualitative document analysis and comparative policy analysis 

methodologies (Bowen, 2009; Cardno, 2018).  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

Artificial intelligence has become one of the most influential technological 

developments affecting higher education in the twenty-first century. Recent advances in 

machine learning, natural language processing, and generative artificial intelligence 

(GenAI) have transformed how universities approach teaching, learning, assessment, 

research, and institutional administration (UNESCO, 2023). The rapid adoption of AI 

technologies has created new opportunities to improve educational quality, personalize 

learning experiences, enhance research productivity, and support institutional decision-

making (UNESCO, 2023). At the same time, these developments have generated 

significant ethical, legal, and organizational challenges that require effective governance 

to ensure responsible and trustworthy AI implementation (UNESCO, 2021, 2023; 

OECD, 2019). 

As universities increasingly integrate AI into their academic and administrative 

activities, institutional governance has become an essential component of responsible 

AI adoption. Governance extends beyond regulating technological tools and includes 

the development of institutional policies, ethical guidelines, academic integrity 

frameworks, privacy protections, faculty support, student guidance, and organizational 

structures that promote responsible AI use (Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2021, 2023). 

Consequently, higher education institutions are developing different governance 
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approaches to balance technological innovation with educational values, institutional 

accountability, and responsible AI use (Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2023). 

International organizations have responded to these developments by publishing 

governance frameworks that provide guidance for responsible AI implementation across 

educational contexts. Among the most influential are the UNESCO Recommendation 

on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (UNESCO, 2021), UNESCO's Guidance for 

Generative AI in Education and Research (UNESCO, 2023), and the OECD AI 

Principles (OECD, 2019). These frameworks emphasize internationally recognized 

principles such as transparency, accountability, fairness, privacy, human oversight, and 

responsible AI governance, providing an important foundation for examining 

institutional approaches to AI governance in higher education (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 

2021, 2023). 

This chapter reviews the literature relevant to artificial intelligence governance 

within higher education and provides the theoretical foundation for the present study. It 

begins by examining the role of AI in higher education before discussing institutional 

AI governance and internationally recognized governance frameworks. The chapter 

then reviews official governance approaches adopted by universities, synthesizes 

previous comparative policy studies, presents the conceptual framework guiding the 

research, identifies the research gap addressed by the study, and concludes with a 

summary of the chapter. Together, these sections establish the theoretical and 

conceptual basis for the qualitative comparative policy analysis described in Chapter III. 
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Artificial Intelligence in Higher Education 

Artificial intelligence has rapidly evolved from a specialized area of computer 

science into a transformative technology influencing many sectors of society, including 

education. Within higher education, AI is increasingly integrated into teaching, 

learning, assessment, research, student support, and institutional practices (Crompton & 

Burke, 2023; UNESCO, 2023). The development of generative AI applications capable 

of producing human-like text, images, programming code, and other forms of digital 

content has further accelerated institutional interest in AI adoption (Chan, 2023; 

UNESCO, 2023). Universities are therefore exploring how AI can enhance educational 

practices while simultaneously addressing the ethical, academic, and governance 

challenges associated with its use (Chan, 2023; Parker et al., 2025). 

Recent literature identifies numerous educational opportunities associated with 

AI implementation. AI technologies can support personalized learning, provide 

feedback, facilitate access to educational resources, and assist instructors with 

instructional and administrative activities (Crompton & Burke, 2023; UNESCO, 2023). 

Generative AI tools can also support activities such as brainstorming, drafting, 

summarizing information, programming, and research-related tasks (Chan, 2023; 

UNESCO, 2023). These capabilities have created new possibilities for students and 

educators to engage with information and explore innovative approaches to teaching 

and learning, while also requiring appropriate guidance regarding their responsible use 

(Chan, 2023; UNESCO, 2023). 

Beyond teaching and learning, AI is increasingly relevant to broader 

institutional and research activities within higher education. The literature demonstrates 

applications of AI across areas such as student support, academic services, research 
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activities, and institutional decision-making (Crompton & Burke, 2023; UNESCO, 

2023). AI tools can also support researchers in tasks such as accessing and organizing 

information, analyzing data, and assisting different stages of the research process 

(UNESCO, 2023). These developments demonstrate that the implications of AI for 

higher education extend beyond individual classroom use and increasingly require 

institution-level consideration (Chan, 2023; UNESCO, 2023). 

Despite these opportunities, the literature consistently identifies significant 

challenges associated with AI adoption in higher education. Concerns include academic 

integrity, bias, misinformation, privacy and data protection, intellectual property, 

transparency, accountability, equitable access, and excessive reliance on AI-generated 

outputs (Chan, 2023; UNESCO, 2021, 2023). The emergence of generative AI has 

intensified concerns surrounding authorship, assessment, disclosure, and acceptable 

academic use because students and instructors may face uncertainty regarding when and 

how AI assistance is permitted and should be acknowledged (Parker et al., 2025; 

UNESCO, 2023). Parker et al. (2025), for example, found considerable variation in AI 

policies and guidance across 343 universities, particularly regarding permission to use 

AI, disclosure requirements, and instructor discretion. 

Consequently, contemporary literature increasingly emphasizes that responsible 

AI integration requires not only technological adoption but also appropriate institutional 

governance (Chan, 2023; Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2023). Universities require 

governance mechanisms that establish clear expectations for AI use while allowing 

institutions to benefit from responsible educational innovation (Parker et al., 2025; 

UNESCO, 2023). Such governance can help institutions address ethical, academic, and 

organizational risks while supporting appropriate uses of AI in education and research 
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(UNESCO, 2021, 2023). This perspective highlights the growing importance of 

examining how AI should be governed within higher education institutions, rather than 

focusing solely on whether institutions should adopt AI technologies. 

AI Governance in Higher Education 

The increasing integration of artificial intelligence into higher education has 

shifted institutional attention toward questions of how AI can be used and governed 

responsibly. While AI technologies offer significant opportunities to support teaching, 

learning, research, and institutional activities, they also introduce ethical, legal, 

academic, and organizational challenges that require appropriate governance (Chan, 

2023; UNESCO, 2023). Consequently, AI governance has become increasingly 

important for higher education institutions seeking to support innovation while 

maintaining ethical principles, academic values, and institutional responsibility (Chan, 

2023; UNESCO, 2021). 

AI governance refers to the policies, principles, organizational structures, and 

decision-making processes that guide the responsible development, adoption, and use of 

artificial intelligence (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021). Within higher education, 

governance extends beyond regulating technology itself and includes institutional 

expectations concerning teaching, assessment, research, academic integrity, privacy, 

transparency, accountability, and professional responsibility (Chan, 2023; UNESCO, 

2023). Effective governance therefore seeks to establish clear institutional guidance that 

enables stakeholders to benefit from AI while addressing potential ethical, academic, 

and organizational risks (UNESCO, 2021, 2023). 
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Recent literature suggests that institutional AI governance should be understood 

as an evolving organizational process rather than solely as a single policy document 

(Chan, 2023; Parker et al., 2025). Responsible governance can involve multiple 

institutional stakeholders and functions, including leadership, faculty, students, 

researchers, information technology services, and teaching and learning support 

structures (Chan, 2023; UNESCO, 2023). Because AI technologies and their 

educational applications continue to evolve, institutional governance also requires 

ongoing review and adaptation to emerging technological, ethical, and educational 

developments (UNESCO, 2021, 2023). 

The literature further demonstrates considerable variation in how universities 

govern AI. Institutional approaches may include university-wide policies, instructor-

level requirements, academic integrity regulations, teaching guidance, and other 

institutional resources addressing acceptable AI use (Parker et al., 2025). Parker et al. 

(2025), in their analysis of policies and guidance across 343 universities, identified 

substantial variation in institutional approaches, including differences in permission to 

use AI, disclosure requirements, and the degree of discretion given to individual 

instructors. These findings indicate that AI governance in higher education is not 

implemented through a single uniform model but may instead be communicated 

through different combinations of institutional policies, guidelines, and academic 

practices (Parker et al., 2025). 

Another important theme in the literature is the need to balance safeguards 

against inappropriate AI use with opportunities for responsible educational innovation. 

Concerns surrounding generative AI have placed particular attention on academic 
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integrity, authorship, assessment, disclosure, and appropriate use; however, emerging 

guidance also emphasizes AI literacy, transparency, responsible experimentation, 

faculty support, and the development of appropriate institutional capacity (Chan, 2023; 

Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2023). This approach reflects the recognition that 

governance should not focus exclusively on restricting AI use but should also provide 

the knowledge, guidance, and institutional support necessary for responsible adoption 

(UNESCO, 2023). 

The literature also indicates that responsible AI governance is multidimensional. 

International frameworks emphasize interconnected principles such as transparency, 

accountability, fairness and ethical use, privacy and data protection, human oversight, 

and institutional responsibility (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021). Within higher 

education, these principles intersect with additional concerns related to academic 

integrity, AI literacy, assessment, research practices, and institutional support (Chan, 

2023; Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2023). Together, these dimensions provide a useful 

foundation for examining how higher education institutions translate broad principles of 

responsible AI into institutional governance practices. 

These governance dimensions form the analytical framework adopted in the 

present study. Rather than evaluating whether each university possesses a single 

comprehensive AI policy, the study examines how AI governance is represented across 

the official institutional documents included in the dataset, such as policies, guidelines, 

academic integrity resources, teaching recommendations, and research guidance. This 

approach is consistent with the variation identified in existing research, which 

demonstrates that universities communicate expectations for AI use through different 
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types of institutional and instructional guidance (Parker et al., 2025). Accordingly, the 

present study examines these documents collectively to provide a broader understanding 

of institutional AI governance across the four selected universities. 

International AI Governance Frameworks 

As artificial intelligence became increasingly integrated into education and 

society, international organizations recognized the need to establish governance 

frameworks capable of guiding its ethical and responsible use. These frameworks 

provide common principles that assist governments, organizations, and educational 

institutions in developing governance approaches that balance technological innovation 

with human rights, ethical responsibility, transparency, and accountability. Within 

higher education, international AI governance frameworks have significantly influenced 

the development of institutional policies and guidance documents, providing 

universities with internationally recognized standards for responsible AI 

implementation. 

Among the most influential international governance frameworks are the 

UNESCO Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (2021), UNESCO's 

Guidance for Generative AI in Education and Research (2023), and the OECD AI 

Principles. Although developed for different purposes, these frameworks share a 

common objective: promoting trustworthy, human-centered AI that supports innovation 

while protecting individuals, institutions, and society. 

The UNESCO Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (2021) 

represents the first global normative framework dedicated specifically to AI ethics. It 
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emphasizes that AI should contribute to human well-being while respecting human 

rights, cultural diversity, fairness, transparency, accountability, privacy, and 

environmental sustainability. Importantly, UNESCO highlights that governance should 

maintain meaningful human oversight and ensure that responsibility for AI-supported 

decisions remains with people rather than technology. These principles have become 

foundational references for universities developing institutional AI governance. 

Recognizing the rapid emergence of generative AI, UNESCO subsequently 

published the Guidance for Generative AI in Education and Research (2023), which 

focuses specifically on educational settings. The guidance encourages universities to 

integrate AI responsibly into teaching, learning, assessment, and research while 

promoting academic integrity, AI literacy, responsible disclosure, and professional 

development. Rather than discouraging AI adoption, UNESCO advocates governance 

approaches that prepare educators and students to use AI critically and ethically within 

academic environments. 

Complementing UNESCO's work, the OECD AI Principles provide an 

internationally recognized framework promoting trustworthy and human-centered AI. 

The OECD emphasizes transparency, robustness, accountability, security, and respect 

for democratic values while encouraging organizations to establish governance 

mechanisms capable of managing AI-related risks throughout the technology lifecycle. 

Although developed for broad societal application, these principles have influenced 

institutional governance across higher education and provide an important benchmark 

for evaluating university AI governance. 
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Collectively, these international frameworks demonstrate substantial agreement 

regarding the principles that should guide institutional AI governance. They 

consistently emphasize transparency, accountability, privacy, ethical use, human 

oversight, and continuous institutional responsibility. These shared principles provide 

the conceptual foundation for the governance dimensions examined in the present study 

and inform the comparative analysis of institutional governance documents published 

by AUB, LAU, Harvard University, and Stanford University. 

Institutional AI Governance in Higher Education 

The increasing adoption of artificial intelligence within higher education has 

prompted universities to develop institutional guidance addressing the responsible use 

of AI across teaching, learning, research, assessment, and other academic activities 

(Chan, 2023; Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2023). Although international organizations 

such as UNESCO and the OECD provide broad principles for responsible AI, higher 

education institutions must determine how these principles can be reflected within their 

own policies, guidelines, and institutional practices (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021, 

2023). Consequently, institutional AI governance plays an important role in supporting 

responsible AI integration while protecting academic values, institutional responsibility, 

and educational quality (Chan, 2023; UNESCO, 2023). 

The literature indicates that universities have adopted diverse approaches to AI 

governance. Rather than following a single uniform model, institutions communicate 

expectations for AI use through different combinations of university-level policies, 

instructor-level requirements, academic integrity regulations, teaching guidance, and 

other institutional resources (Parker et al., 2025). In their analysis of AI policies and 



 

 35 

guidance across 343 universities, Parker et al. (2025) identified substantial variation in 

institutional approaches, particularly regarding permission to use AI, disclosure 

requirements, and instructor discretion. This variation demonstrates that institutional AI 

governance can be distributed across multiple forms of guidance rather than necessarily 

being contained within a single comprehensive AI policy (Parker et al., 2025). 

An important theme in the literature is that institutional AI governance extends beyond 

regulating technological tools. Responsible governance involves establishing clear 

expectations for acceptable AI use while also providing students, faculty members, and 

other stakeholders with guidance and opportunities to develop the knowledge required 

to use AI responsibly (Chan, 2023; UNESCO, 2023). Governance can therefore serve 

both regulatory and educational functions by establishing boundaries for appropriate use 

while supporting AI literacy, ethical awareness, and responsible educational innovation 

(UNESCO, 2021, 2023). 

Research and international governance frameworks also identify several 

recurring principles relevant to institutional AI governance. These include transparency, 

accountability, ethical and responsible use, privacy and data protection, and human 

oversight (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021). Within higher education, these principles 

intersect with institution-specific concerns such as academic integrity, assessment, AI 

literacy, research practices, and guidance for faculty and students (Chan, 2023; Parker et 

al., 2025; UNESCO, 2023). However, universities differ in how these principles are 

translated into institutional practice, including differences in the level of instructor 

discretion and the forms of guidance provided to institutional stakeholders (Parker et al., 

2025). These differences suggest that institutional AI governance can be examined 
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across the broader collection of policies and guidance through which universities 

communicate expectations for responsible AI use. 

The official documents included in the present study provide examples of this 

variation. The American University of Beirut (AUB) addresses AI governance through 

official guidance related to the integration of AI into teaching practices and the 

responsible use of generative AI in research (American University of Beirut, 2025a, 

2025b). The Lebanese American University (LAU) similarly addresses generative AI 

through guidance for teaching and learning as well as broader expectations established 

through its Student Code of Conduct (Lebanese American University, 2024, 2025). 

Harvard University provides AI-related guidance through institutional resources 

addressing responsible AI use and faculty practices (Harvard University Information 

Technology, 2025; Harvard University Office of the Provost, 2025), while Stanford 

University provides resources addressing AI in teaching and the development of course-

level AI policies (Stanford Teaching Commons, 2025a, 2025b). These different 

document structures provide the basis for examining how AI governance is 

communicated and operationalized across the four selected institutions. 

Another important consideration identified in international guidance is the need 

for AI governance to remain responsive to technological development. Generative AI 

technologies and their educational applications continue to evolve, requiring institutions 

to periodically reconsider existing guidance and respond to emerging ethical, 

educational, and technological issues (UNESCO, 2021, 2023). An adaptive approach to 

governance can help institutions respond to new AI capabilities while maintaining 

consistency with principles such as human oversight, accountability, transparency, and 

responsible use (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021). 
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The literature also emphasizes the importance of institutional capacity and 

support in enabling responsible AI use. Effective implementation requires more than 

written rules; stakeholders also need appropriate guidance, knowledge, and 

opportunities to develop AI-related competencies (Chan, 2023; UNESCO, 2023). AI 

literacy and institutional support can help faculty members and students understand 

both the capabilities and limitations of AI technologies and make informed decisions 

regarding their appropriate use in educational contexts (UNESCO, 2023). Institutional 

governance can therefore combine formal guidance with educational and capacity-

building efforts that support responsible AI practices. 

Drawing on these perspectives, the present study conceptualizes institutional AI 

governance as a set of interconnected institutional mechanisms rather than limiting 

governance to the existence of a single AI policy. Accordingly, the analysis considers 

the official governance documents selected from the four universities that regulate or 

provide guidance concerning AI use in teaching, learning, assessment, research, and 

related academic practices. This broader approach is consistent with evidence showing 

that universities communicate AI expectations through different forms of institutional 

and instructional guidance (Parker et al., 2025) and provides a common basis for 

comparing institutions that organize their AI governance in different ways. 
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Table 1 

Key AI Governance Themes Reflected in University Documents 

Governance 

Theme 

Description Reflected in University 

Documents 

Transparency Clear communication of 

expectations regarding AI use and 

disclosure. 

AUB, LAU, Harvard, 

Stanford 

Academic 

Integrity 

Responsible use of AI in 

coursework, assessment, and 

research. 

AUB, LAU, Harvard, 

Stanford 

Ethical Use Promotion of responsible and 

trustworthy AI practices. 

All institutions 

Privacy and Data 

Protection 

Protection of institutional, research, 

and personal information. 

Harvard, Stanford and 

AUB  

Human 

Oversight 

Human responsibility for AI-

supported decisions. 

Harvard, Stanford, LAU 

and AUB 
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AI Literacy Training and guidance supporting 

responsible AI use. 

Harvard, Stanford, LAU 

and AUB 

Research 

Governance 

Guidance regarding AI use in 

scholarly work. 

AUB, Harvard and 

Stanford 

Institutional 

Support 

Faculty development, teaching 

resources, and implementation 

support. 

Harvard, Stanford, LAU 

and AUB 

 

Previous Comparative Studies on AI Governance in Higher Education 

Recent research has increasingly examined how higher education institutions are 

responding to the emergence of artificial intelligence and generative AI. Parker et al. 

(2025) conducted a comparative analysis of AI policies and guidance across 343 

universities, examining institutional approaches to AI use, permission, disclosure, and 

instructor discretion. Their findings revealed considerable variation in how universities 

regulate and communicate expectations concerning AI use. Similarly, Chan (2023) 

examined the implications of generative AI for higher education and proposed an AI 

policy education framework that emphasizes governance, ethical considerations, and 

responsible implementation. Broader reviews of AI in higher education, such as 

Crompton and Burke (2023), have also demonstrated the expanding role of AI across 

teaching, learning, and institutional practices.  
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Existing studies consistently recognize that effective AI governance requires 

universities to establish institutional guidance that balances innovation with ethical 

responsibility. Rather than viewing governance as a mechanism for restricting AI, 

recent literature presents governance as a framework that enables responsible AI 

adoption through clear institutional expectations, stakeholder engagement, and 

continuous policy development. This shift reflects the growing recognition that AI 

technologies will remain an integral component of higher education and therefore 

require sustainable governance rather than temporary regulatory responses. 

Comparative policy research further demonstrates that universities adopt 

different governance strategies according to their institutional contexts and 

organizational structures. Some institutions develop comprehensive AI policies that 

address teaching, learning, research, assessment, and institutional administration within 

a single governance framework. Others distribute governance across multiple official 

documents produced by teaching and learning centers, research offices, academic 

integrity committees, and information technology services. Although these governance 

models differ structurally, they generally pursue similar objectives: promoting 

responsible AI use, protecting academic standards, supporting ethical decision-making, 

and maintaining institutional accountability. 

Several studies included in the present literature review emphasize that 

institutional AI governance is increasingly multidimensional. Governance extends 

beyond academic integrity to encompass transparency, privacy, human oversight, AI 

literacy, faculty development, research integrity, assessment design, and institutional 

implementation. This multidimensional perspective reflects a significant evolution from 
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earlier governance approaches that focused primarily on preventing misconduct toward 

more comprehensive models supporting responsible AI integration across all university 

functions. 

The literature also identifies several challenges affecting institutional AI 

governance. Universities continue to face uncertainty regarding rapidly evolving AI 

technologies, differences in stakeholder expectations, inconsistent institutional capacity, 

and the need for continuous policy revision. Many studies therefore recommend 

adaptive governance frameworks capable of responding to technological change while 

maintaining consistency with institutional values and educational objectives. These 

findings reinforce the importance of flexible governance structures supported by 

institutional leadership, professional development, and stakeholder collaboration. 

Although previous studies have made valuable contributions to understanding 

AI governance within higher education, most focus either on conceptual governance 

frameworks, institutional case studies, or stakeholder perceptions. Comparatively fewer 

studies systematically analyze official institutional governance documents using a 

structured analytical framework that enables direct comparison across universities. 

Moreover, existing comparative studies have primarily examined institutions within a 

single national or regional context, with limited attention given to comparisons 

involving Lebanese higher education institutions alongside internationally recognized 

universities. 

The present study extends this body of research by conducting a qualitative 

comparative policy analysis of official AI governance documents published by the 

American University of Beirut, Lebanese American University, Harvard University, and 
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Stanford University. Unlike studies focusing exclusively on perceptions or individual 

governance initiatives, this research examines the complete governance ecosystem of 

each institution through a common analytical framework informed by international AI 

governance principles. This approach provides a systematic basis for identifying 

common governance practices, institutional differences, and transferable 

recommendations that may support future AI governance development in higher 

education. 

Table 2 

Summary of Previous Studies on AI Governance in Higher Education 

Study Main Focus Key Contribution Limitation 

AI Governance in Higher 

Education: Case Studies 

of Guidance at Big Ten 

Universities 

Institutional AI 

guidance 

across 

universities 

Demonstrates variation 

in institutional 

governance while 

identifying common 

governance principles. 

Focuses on U.S. 

universities 

only. 

The Integration of 

Artificial Intelligence 

into Education Systems 

and Its Impact on the 

AI governance 

and 

institutional 

decision-

making 

Explains the 

relationship between 

AI adoption and 

institutional 

governance. 

Broad 

discussion with 

limited 

comparative 

policy analysis. 
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Governance of Higher 

Education Institutions 

AI as Sub-Symbolic 

Systems: Understanding 

the Role of AI in Higher 

Education Governance 

Conceptual 

governance 

framework 

Provides theoretical 

perspectives 

supporting institutional 

AI governance. 

Does not 

compare 

institutional 

governance 

documents. 

UKZN AI Policy 

Development Case Study 

Institutional 

policy 

development 

Demonstrates practical 

implementation of AI 

governance within a 

university. 

Single 

institutional 

case. 

Student Perceptions of AI 

Governance 

Stakeholder 

perspectives 

Highlights the 

importance of 

governance from the 

student perspective. 

Focuses on 

perceptions 

rather than 

official 

governance 

documents. 
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Research Gap 

The literature reviewed throughout this chapter demonstrates that artificial 

intelligence governance has become an increasingly important area of research within 

higher education. Existing studies have examined AI applications in teaching and 

learning, ethical challenges, academic integrity, institutional readiness, AI literacy, 

stakeholder perceptions, and governance frameworks. Together, these studies provide 

valuable insights into the opportunities and challenges associated with institutional AI 

adoption. Despite these contributions, several important research gaps remain. 

First, while AI governance has received increasing attention in higher education, 

existing research has approached institutional responses from different perspectives. 

Studies have examined the educational and ethical implications of generative AI and 

proposed frameworks for institutional policy development (Chan, 2023; UNESCO, 

2023), while comparative research has also begun to examine the actual AI policies and 

guidance published by universities. For example, Parker et al. (2025) systematically 

analyzed AI policies and guidance across 343 universities, identifying substantial 

variation in institutional expectations concerning AI use, disclosure, and instructor 

discretion. Nevertheless, further qualitative analysis of official institutional governance 

documents is needed to understand how universities translate broad AI governance 

principles into specific policies, guidelines, and institutional practices. 

Second, existing comparative research demonstrates considerable variation in 

how universities govern AI (Parker et al., 2025). However, the literature reviewed for 

the present study provides limited comparative examination of AI governance involving 

Lebanese universities alongside international university cases. This represents an 
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important contextual gap because institutional governance approaches may be shaped 

by different educational environments, organizational priorities, and governance 

structures. Comparing AUB and LAU with Harvard University and Stanford University 

therefore provides an opportunity to examine similarities and differences in how 

selected institutions operating in different contexts address responsible AI governance. 

Third, the literature identifies a wide range of governance concerns associated 

with AI in higher education, including academic integrity, ethical use, transparency, 

accountability, privacy, human oversight, AI literacy, assessment, and research 

practices (Chan, 2023; Parker et al., 2025; UNESCO, 2021, 2023). These concerns may 

be addressed through different forms of institutional guidance rather than through a 

single comprehensive AI policy (Parker et al., 2025). Consequently, examining multiple 

official documents—including teaching guidance, research guidance, academic integrity 

requirements, assessment-related guidance, and institutional recommendations—

provides a broader basis for understanding how AI governance is organized and 

communicated within higher education institutions. 

Finally, there is limited research applying a multidimensional analytical 

framework that systematically examines governance principles—including 

transparency, accountability, academic integrity, ethical use, privacy and data 

governance, human oversight, AI literacy, assessment and evaluation, research 

governance, and institutional support—across multiple universities using official 

governance documents as the primary unit of analysis. 

The present study addresses these gaps by conducting a qualitative comparative 

policy analysis of official AI governance documents published by the American 
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University of Beirut (AUB), Lebanese American University (LAU), Harvard 

University, and Stanford University. Guided by internationally recognized AI 

governance principles and contemporary scholarship, the study provides a structured 

comparison of institutional governance approaches while identifying transferable 

practices that may support future AI governance development in higher education, 

particularly within the Lebanese context. 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework of this study is based on the premise that effective 

institutional AI governance is influenced by internationally recognized governance 

principles and operationalized through university-specific governance documents. 

While international organizations provide broad ethical and governance 

recommendations, higher education institutions interpret and implement these principles 

according to their institutional missions, governance structures, educational priorities, 

and technological readiness. Consequently, institutional AI governance represents the 

interaction between international guidance and local institutional practice. 

The framework adopted in this study integrates international AI governance 

principles with institutional governance documents through a qualitative comparative 

policy analysis. The international frameworks developed by UNESCO (2023), and the 

OECD provide the theoretical foundation for identifying the governance dimensions 

examined in this research. These principles include transparency, accountability, 

academic integrity, ethical use, privacy and data governance, human oversight, AI 

literacy, assessment and evaluation, research governance, and institutional support. 
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Together, these dimensions provide a structured analytical framework for evaluating 

institutional AI governance. 

Rather than evaluating universities according to a predetermined ranking, the 

conceptual framework recognizes that institutions may organize AI governance 

differently while still promoting responsible AI use. Some universities publish 

comprehensive AI policies, whereas others communicate governance through 

institutional guidelines, academic integrity documents, teaching recommendations, 

research guidance, and related governance resources. Accordingly, this study 

conceptualizes AI governance as an institutional governance ecosystem rather than a 

single policy document. 

Using this framework, official governance documents published by the 

American University of Beirut (AUB), Lebanese American University (LAU), Harvard 

University, and Stanford University are systematically analyzed and compared across 

the ten governance dimensions. The comparison enables the identification of common 

governance principles, institutional differences, strengths, and opportunities for 

improvement. The findings are expected to contribute to the development of evidence-

informed recommendations that support responsible AI governance within higher 

education, particularly in the Lebanese context. 
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Figure 1 

 

Conceptual framework illustrating how international AI governance principles derived 

from UNESCO and OECD inform the analysis of official institutional AI governance 

documents across AUB, LAU, Harvard University, and Stanford University. The 

framework guides the qualitative comparative policy analysis used to identify 

similarities, differences, best practices, and recommendations. 

 

 

 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter reviewed the literature related to artificial intelligence and its 

growing role within higher education, emphasizing the increasing importance of 

institutional AI governance. The review demonstrated that AI has evolved beyond a 

technological innovation to become a strategic institutional resource that influences 

teaching, learning, assessment, research, and university administration. As universities 

continue integrating AI into academic practice, governance has emerged as an essential 
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mechanism for ensuring that technological innovation is accompanied by ethical 

responsibility, transparency, accountability, and institutional trust. 

The chapter examined internationally recognized AI governance frameworks 

developed by UNESCO and the OECD, highlighting the governance principles that 

have influenced institutional responses to generative AI. It also reviewed contemporary 

literature on institutional AI governance and demonstrated that universities increasingly 

regulate AI through governance ecosystems consisting of policies, guidelines, teaching 

resources, academic integrity documents, research guidance, and institutional 

recommendations rather than relying on single comprehensive policies. 

Furthermore, the chapter synthesized previous comparative studies and 

identified important gaps in the existing literature. Although research on AI governance 

has expanded considerably, relatively few studies have conducted systematic qualitative 

comparisons of official institutional AI governance documents across universities 

operating in different educational contexts. This gap is particularly evident with respect 

to comparisons involving Lebanese universities and internationally recognized 

institutions. 

Drawing on the reviewed literature, the chapter presented the conceptual 

framework that guides the present study. The framework integrates international 

governance principles with institutional AI governance documents through a qualitative 

comparative policy analysis. This framework provides the theoretical foundation for 

examining the governance approaches adopted by the American University of Beirut, 

Lebanese American University, Harvard University, and Stanford University. 
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The following chapter builds upon this theoretical foundation by describing the 

research methodology, including the qualitative comparative policy design, case 

selection, document selection criteria, data collection procedures, coding framework, 

and analytical approach used to examine institutional AI governance documents.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

This chapter describes the methodology adopted to achieve the objectives of the 

study and answer the research questions. It outlines the research design, the rationale for 

selecting the participating universities, the data sources, the document collection 

procedures, the analytical framework, and the methods used to analyze the selected 

documents. The chapter also discusses the trustworthiness of the study and the ethical 

considerations that guided the research process. 

The study adopts a qualitative comparative policy analysis to examine how 

higher education institutions govern the use of artificial intelligence (AI) through 

official institutional documents published on their websites. By comparing governance 

approaches across four universities—the American University of Beirut (AUB), the 

Lebanese American University (LAU), Harvard University, and Stanford University—

the study aims to identify similarities, differences, and best practices in institutional AI 

governance. Because the research relies exclusively on publicly available institutional 

documents, qualitative document analysis provides an appropriate method for 

systematically examining governance practices across different educational contexts. 

Research Design 

This study adopts a qualitative comparative policy analysis using document 

analysis as the primary research method. A qualitative approach is appropriate because 

the study seeks to understand how universities conceptualize AI governance through 
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official institutional documents rather than measure variables or test statistical 

relationships. The research focuses on comparing the content, meaning, and underlying 

governance principles reflected in institutional policies and guidelines. 

Qualitative research is particularly suitable for exploring complex social and 

organizational phenomena within their natural context. Unlike quantitative approaches, 

which emphasize numerical measurement and statistical analysis, qualitative research 

seeks to develop a deeper understanding of how institutions interpret and address 

emerging issues. In this study, the phenomenon under investigation is institutional AI 

governance within higher education. 

Document analysis serves as the primary data collection and analysis method 

because the research examines and compare official governance documents published 

by universities. According to Bowen (2009), document analysis is a systematic 

procedure for reviewing and interpreting documents to identify patterns, themes, and 

meanings relevant to a research problem. Official institutional documents provide 

valuable evidence of organizational priorities, governance structures, and policy 

implementation, making them an appropriate source of data for comparative policy 

research. 

The study also adopts a comparative policy analysis approach. Comparative 

policy analysis enables researchers to examine similarities and differences among 

institutions while identifying common governance principles and context-specific 

practices. Rather than evaluating institutional performance or ranking universities, the 

comparison seeks to understand how different universities interpret international AI 

governance principles and translate them into institutional governance documents. 
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This design aligns directly with the study’s research questions, which focus on 

comparing AI governance approaches adopted by four universities and identifying 

governance practices that may inform future institutional policy development. By 

combining qualitative document analysis with comparative policy analysis, the study 

provides a structured and systematic examination of institutional AI governance across 

diverse higher education contexts. 

Research Context and Case Selection 

The study employs a purposive case selection strategy to identify institutions 

that provide meaningful opportunities for comparative policy analysis. Purposive 

sampling is widely used in qualitative research to select information-rich cases based on 

characteristics that are directly relevant to the purpose and research questions of a study 

(Patton, 2015). Rather than selecting universities randomly, the four institutions 

included in this study were deliberately chosen according to predefined selection criteria 

that support the objectives of the comparative analysis. 

The selected institutions are the American University of Beirut (AUB), the 

Lebanese American University (LAU), Harvard University, and Stanford University. 

These universities were selected for several reasons. 

First, all four institutions operate within the American model of higher 

education, sharing comparable academic structures, governance systems, and 

educational philosophies. The American model emphasizes institutional autonomy, 

academic freedom, student-centered learning, and evidence-informed decision-making, 

making these universities suitable for comparative analysis despite differences in 

geographical location. 
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Second, each university has publicly available official documents that address 

the institutional use of artificial intelligence. These documents include AI policies, 

institutional guidelines, teaching resources, research guidance, academic integrity 

statements, and other governance materials published through official university 

websites. The availability of publicly accessible governance documents ensures 

transparency, allows systematic document analysis, and supports the credibility and 

replicability of the research. 

Third, the selected universities represent well-established institutions within 

their respective higher education contexts. In the United States, Harvard University and 

Stanford University are among the country’s leading research universities. According to 

the Times Higher Education World University Rankings 2026, Harvard and Stanford 

were both ranked joint fifth globally and joint third among U.S. universities, 

demonstrating their strong standing in teaching, research, and international higher 

education (Times Higher Education, 2025). In Lebanon, the American University of 

Beirut (AUB) and the Lebanese American University (LAU) are among the country’s 

highest-ranked universities. In the QS World University Rankings 2026, AUB was 

ranked 237th globally and first in Lebanon, while LAU was ranked 535th globally (QS 

Quacquarelli Symonds, 2025). The inclusion of these institutions therefore provides a 

focused comparison between two prominent Lebanese universities and two highly 

ranked U.S. universities. However, institutional ranking was used only as a supporting 

characteristic of case selection; the primary selection criteria remained the availability 

of official AI governance documents, their relevance to the study’s governance 

dimensions, and the institutions’ suitability for comparative policy analysis. 
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Finally, the four universities demonstrate different stages and approaches to AI 

governance. Harvard University and Stanford University have developed extensive 

governance resources distributed across multiple institutional units, including teaching 

and learning centers, information technology services, and faculty guidance. In contrast, 

the American University of Beirut and the Lebanese American University are 

continuing to expand their institutional approaches to AI governance. Importantly, the 

American University of Beirut currently provides official AI guidance primarily 

through institutional recommendations and guidance documents rather than a 

comprehensive university-wide AI policy. For the purposes of this study, these official 

guidelines are treated as governance documents because they establish institutional 

expectations regarding the responsible use of AI in teaching and research. This 

approach ensures that each institution is analyzed according to its own governance 

structure while maintaining consistency throughout the comparative analysis. 

Rather than comparing institutional performance or determining which university has 

the "best" governance model, the purpose of selecting these cases is to identify common 

governance principles, institutional differences, and transferable practices that may 

inform the future development of AI governance within higher education. The 

comparison therefore focuses on understanding how universities interpret and 

operationalize responsible AI governance within their respective institutional contexts. 

 



 

 56 

Table 3 

Criteria for University Case Selection 

Selection Criterion AUB LAU Harvard Stanford 

Official AI 

governance documents 

publicly available 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Comprehensive 

teaching and research 

institution 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Documents relevant 

to multiple AI governance 

dimensions 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Lebanese higher 

education case 

✓ ✓   

International 

comparison case 
  ✓ ✓ 

     

Data Sources 

The primary data for this study consist of official institutional documents related 

to the governance of artificial intelligence published by the American University of 

Beirut (AUB), Lebanese American University (LAU), Harvard University, and Stanford 

University. Because the study aims to examine how higher education institutions govern 

the responsible use of AI, official university documents provide the most appropriate 



 

 57 

and reliable source of evidence. These documents reflect institutional expectations, 

governance practices, and strategic approaches to AI integration in teaching, learning, 

research, and academic administration. 

The study relies exclusively on documents that are publicly available through 

official university websites. Using publicly accessible institutional documents enhances 

the transparency and credibility of the research while allowing other researchers to 

replicate the document selection process. Only documents officially issued or endorsed 

by the participating universities were included in the analysis to ensure the authenticity 

and reliability of the data. 

The collected documents included a variety of governance materials, depending 

on the governance structure adopted by each institution. These materials comprised AI 

policies, institutional guidelines, teaching and learning guidance, research guidance, 

academic integrity documents, faculty resources, student guidance, and related 

governance documents addressing the responsible use of artificial intelligence. Since 

governance structures differ among universities, the study recognizes that AI 

governance may be communicated through multiple complementary documents rather 

than a single institutional policy. 

For the American University of Beirut, the analysis included official 

institutional guidance on integrating AI into teaching and guidance for the use of 

generative AI in research. Because AUB has not yet published a comprehensive 

university-wide AI policy, these official guidance documents were treated as 

governance documents for the purposes of the study. Similarly, documents published by 

LAU concerning generative AI, together with relevant institutional regulations such as 
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the Student Code of Conduct, were included because they establish expectations 

regarding responsible AI use within the university. 

For Harvard University and Stanford University, the analysis included official AI 

guidance developed by institutional units responsible for teaching, learning, and 

information technology. These documents provide recommendations for faculty 

members, students, and researchers regarding the ethical and responsible use of AI 

within academic settings. Although developed by different institutional offices, these 

documents collectively represent the universities' governance approaches toward 

artificial intelligence. 

To ensure consistency across cases, all selected documents were reviewed in 

their most recent publicly available versions at the time of data collection. Where 

multiple documents addressed similar governance issues, each document was examined 

as part of the institution's broader governance ecosystem rather than analyzed 

independently. This approach reflects the understanding that institutional AI governance 

is often distributed across multiple official documents that collectively guide 

responsible AI use. 

 

Table 4 

Official Institutional AI Governance Documents Included in the Study 

University Document 

Type 

Purpose 

American University 

of Beirut (AUB) 

AI Teaching 

Guidance 

Guidance for integrating AI into teaching 

and learning 
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AI Research 

Guidance 

Guidance for responsible AI use in research 

Lebanese American 

University (LAU) 

Generative AI 

Guidance 

Guidance for faculty and students regarding 

AI use 

 
Student Code 

of Conduct 

Institutional expectations regarding 

academic conduct and responsible 

technology use 

Harvard University AI Guidelines Institutional guidance for responsible AI 

use 

 
Faculty AI 

Guidance 

Teaching and learning recommendations 

Stanford University AI Teaching 

Guide 

AI integration in teaching 

 
Course AI 

Guide 

Development of course-level AI policies 

 

Document Selection Criteria and Data Collection Procedures 

The documents analyzed in this study were selected using purposive document 

sampling, a widely used strategy in qualitative research that involves selecting 

documents based on their relevance to the research objectives. Since this study aims to 

examine institutional AI governance, only official documents that provide governance, 

policy, or guidance regarding the use of artificial intelligence in higher education were 
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included. This approach ensured that all selected documents directly addressed the 

research questions and contributed to the comparative analysis. 

 

Application of the PRISMA Framework 

To enhance the transparency and rigor of the document selection process, this 

study adapted the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-

Analyses (PRISMA 2020) framework (Page et al., 2021). Although PRISMA is 

primarily designed for systematic reviews, its structured approach was used in this 

study to document the identification, screening, eligibility assessment, and final 

inclusion of institutional AI governance documents. The framework provided a clear 

and replicable process for selecting the official governance documents included in the 

comparative policy analysis. Figure 3.1 illustrates the adapted PRISMA flow used in 

this study. 
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Figure 2 

This figure presents the document selection process used in this study. Following the 

adapted PRISMA framework, documents were identified through official university 

websites, screened according to the inclusion and exclusion criteria, and assessed for 

eligibility. Eight official institutional AI governance documents met the selection 

criteria and were included in the qualitative comparative policy analysis. 

 

 

Document collection was conducted between May 2026 and July 2026 through 

systematic searches of the official websites of the participating universities. In addition, 

international governance documents published by UNESCO and the Organization for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) were reviewed to establish the 
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conceptual framework and analytical dimensions used in this study. While these 

international documents informed the coding framework, they were not treated as 

institutional cases within the comparative analysis. 

A total of eight official institutional governance documents constituted the primary 

dataset for this study. These documents were selected because they represent the 

universities' official positions regarding the responsible use of artificial intelligence in 

teaching, learning, research, and academic practice. The documents included: 

● American University of Beirut (AUB) 

○ Integrating AI into Teaching Practices 

○ Guidelines for the Use of Generative AI in Research 

● Lebanese American University (LAU) 

○ Guidance on Generative AI for Teaching and Learning 

○ Student Code of Conduct 

● Harvard University 

○ AI Guidelines 

○ Generative AI Guidance for Faculty 

● Stanford University 

○ Artificial Intelligence Teaching Guide 

○ Creating Your Course Policy on AI 

Although the selected universities differ in the way they organize AI 

governance, each institution has published official documents that establish 

expectations for the responsible use of artificial intelligence. It is important to note that 

the American University of Beirut has not yet issued a comprehensive university-wide 

AI policy. Instead, AI governance is communicated through official institutional 
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guidance documents. For the purposes of this study, these guidelines were treated as 

governance documents because they provide formal institutional direction regarding the 

use of AI in teaching and research. This approach allows each university to be analyzed 

according to its own governance structure while maintaining consistency throughout the 

comparative analysis. 

To ensure consistency and transparency, all documents included in the study met the 

following criteria: 

● They were officially published or endorsed by one of the selected universities. 

● They addressed the governance or responsible use of artificial intelligence 

within higher education. 

● They related to teaching, learning, assessment, research, academic integrity, 

faculty guidance, or student guidance. 

● They were publicly accessible through the universities' official websites. 

● They represented the most recent versions available during the data collection 

period. 

Documents were excluded if they: 

● were news articles, announcements, or promotional materials; 

● discussed artificial intelligence without providing governance or institutional 

guidance; 

● were duplicate versions of the same document; 

● or originated from unofficial or third-party sources. 

Following document selection, each document was downloaded and organized 

according to institution. A unique document identification code was assigned to 

facilitate data management and analysis. The documents were then prepared for 
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qualitative coding using the governance framework developed from the literature 

review and the international AI governance principles identified in the UNESCO and 

OECD frameworks. 

 

Table 5  

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria for Document Selection 

Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria 

Officially published by AUB, LAU, Harvard, or 

Stanford 

News articles and announcements 

Publicly available on official university 

websites 

Promotional or marketing 

materials 

Addresses AI governance or responsible AI use Documents unrelated to AI 

governance 

Covers teaching, research, assessment, or 

academic integrity 

Duplicate versions of the same 

document 

Most recent available version Unofficial or third-party 

publications 

  

Data Analysis 

The collected documents were analyzed using qualitative document analysis 

combined with comparative policy analysis. This approach was selected because it 
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enables the systematic examination of official institutional documents to identify 

governance principles, recurring themes, similarities, and differences across 

universities. Rather than evaluating the effectiveness of institutional AI governance, the 

analysis focused on how each university communicates its governance approach 

through official policies, guidelines, teaching resources, research guidance, and related 

governance documents. 

The analysis followed a structured and iterative process consisting of five stages. 

Stage 1: Familiarization with the Documents 

The first stage involved reading each document multiple times to gain a 

comprehensive understanding of its purpose, structure, and content. During this stage, 

preliminary notes were recorded regarding the document's objectives, intended 

audience, governance focus, and major themes. This initial review allowed the 

researcher to become familiar with the governance approach adopted by each institution 

before beginning formal coding. 

Stage 2: Development of the Coding Framework 

The coding framework was developed deductively based on the literature reviewed 

in Chapter II and internationally recognized AI governance frameworks, particularly the 

UNESCO Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (UNESCO, 2021), 

UNESCO's Guidance for Generative AI in Education and Research (UNESCO, 2023), 

and the OECD AI Principles (OECD, 2019). These frameworks emphasize recurring 

principles such as transparency, accountability, privacy and data protection, human 

oversight, fairness, ethical responsibility, and the development of appropriate 

knowledge and institutional capacity for responsible AI use (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 
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2021, 2023). Higher-education literature further identifies institution-specific concerns 

related to academic integrity, assessment, AI literacy, research practices, and 

institutional guidance and support (Chan, 2023; Parker et al., 2025). The ten dimensions 

used in this study were therefore not adopted directly from a single framework; rather, 

they were synthesized by the researcher from these international frameworks and the 

reviewed higher-education literature to provide a coding framework appropriate for 

analyzing institutional AI governance documents. 

Based on the reviewed literature, ten governance dimensions were established: 

1. Transparency: The extent to which institutional documents require or 

encourage clear disclosure, acknowledgment, and communication regarding the 

use of AI and AI-generated content.  

2. Accountability: The extent to which responsibility for AI-assisted decisions, 

outputs, and academic work remains clearly assigned to human users and 

institutional stakeholders.  

3. Academic Integrity: The extent to which institutional guidance addresses 

acceptable and unacceptable AI use in academic work, including authorship, 

attribution, originality, and compliance with academic integrity expectations.  

4. Ethical Use of Artificial Intelligence: The extent to which institutional 

documents promote fair, responsible, and ethical AI use while addressing 

potential harms such as bias, misinformation, and inappropriate reliance on AI-

generated outputs.  

5. Privacy and Data Governance: The extent to which institutional guidance 

addresses the protection of personal, confidential, research, and institutional data 

when using AI technologies.  
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6. Human Oversight: The extent to which institutional documents emphasize 

human judgment, review, and responsibility in AI-supported academic, research, 

and institutional activities.  

7. AI Literacy and Capacity Building: The extent to which institutions provide 

or encourage education, training, guidance, and resources that help students, 

faculty, and other stakeholders understand the capabilities, limitations, risks, and 

responsible use of AI.  

8. Assessment and Evaluation: The extent to which institutional guidance 

addresses the use of AI in assessment and encourages assessment practices that 

preserve learning objectives, fairness, academic integrity, and appropriate 

evaluation of student work.  

9. Research Governance: The extent to which institutional documents address 

responsible AI use in research, including research integrity, authorship, 

disclosure, data protection, and researcher responsibility.  

10. Institutional Support and Implementation: The extent to which institutions 

provide structures, resources, faculty support, teaching guidance, and 

implementation mechanisms to facilitate responsible AI governance in practice. 

These operational definitions were used consistently during document coding to 

determine whether and how each governance dimension was addressed within the eight 

institutional documents included in the study 

Stage 3: Document Coding 

Each institutional document was systematically reviewed using the coding 

framework of each of the 10 dimensions. Relevant sections of text were examined to 

determine whether they addressed one or more of the governance dimensions. A 
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document could contain evidence for multiple governance dimensions, reflecting the 

interconnected nature of institutional AI governance. 

Coding focused on identifying explicit statements, institutional expectations, 

recommendations, and governance practices related to each dimension. Whenever 

governance information appeared within a document, it was assigned to the 

corresponding coding category. This process ensured consistency across all 

participating universities while allowing each institution's governance approach to 

emerge naturally from the data. 

Stage 4: Cross-Case Comparative Analysis 

Following the coding process, the coded data were compared across the four 

universities to identify common governance principles, institutional differences, and 

distinctive governance practices. Rather than comparing universities according to 

institutional ranking or overall performance, the analysis examined whether each 

institution addressed the ten governance dimensions through its official governance 

documents. 

The comparison focused on identifying: 

● governance dimensions addressed by all universities; 

● governance dimensions unique to specific institutions; 

● differences in the level of detail and implementation guidance; 

● similarities in institutional expectations regarding responsible AI use; 

● examples of innovative governance practices that may inform future policy 

development. 

This cross-case comparison formed the basis of the findings presented in Chapter IV. 
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Stage 5: Interpretation and Synthesis 

The final stage involved interpreting the comparative findings in relation to the 

research questions and the international AI governance principles discussed in Chapter 

II. Similarities and differences among the selected universities were analyzed to identify 

patterns in institutional AI governance and to examine how international governance 

principles were reflected within university governance documents. 

The synthesis of findings enabled the researcher to identify evident areas, areas 

requiring further development, and governance practices that may serve as useful 

references for higher education institutions seeking to strengthen their AI governance 

frameworks. 

Table 6 

AI Governance Dimensions and Analytical Focus 

Governance Dimension Description Main Analytical Focus 

Transparency Clarity regarding AI use and 

disclosure 

Communication of institutional 

expectations 

Accountability Responsibility for AI-

supported decisions 

Institutional and individual 

responsibilities 

Academic Integrity Responsible AI use in 

academic work 

Assessment, plagiarism, 

authorship 

Ethical Use Ethical principles guiding AI 

use 

Fairness, responsibility, 

appropriate use 
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Privacy and Data 

Governance 

Protection of personal and 

institutional data 

Confidentiality, data security 

Human Oversight Human responsibility for AI 

decisions 

Human review and decision-

making 

AI Literacy and Capacity 

Building 

Development of AI 

knowledge and skills 

Training, awareness, professional 

development 

Assessment and 

Evaluation 

Guidance for AI use in 

assessment 

AI-assisted assignments and 

evaluation 

Research Governance AI use in scholarly research Research integrity, responsible 

research practices 

Institutional Support and 

Implementation 

Institutional mechanisms 

supporting governance 

Teaching support, 

implementation, institutional 

resources 
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the findings of the qualitative comparative study 

conducted on the official institutional AI governance documents published by the 

American University of Beirut (AUB), Lebanese American University (LAU), Harvard 

University, and Stanford University. The analysis was guided by the conceptual 

framework which consisted of ten governance dimensions derived from international AI 

governance principles proposed by UNESCO (2021), UNESCO (2023), and the OECD 

AI Principles. The study sought to examine how each university communicates 

responsible AI governance through its official institutional governance documents. The 

analysis considered the complete governance ecosystem of each institution. 

This chapter is divided into two major sections. The first section presents the 

findings according to the ten governance dimensions identified in the analytical 

framework. The second section discusses these findings by comparing governance 

approaches across the four universities and relating them to the international AI 

governance frameworks and the literature reviewed in Chapter II. 

Analysis of Findings 

Transparency 

Transparency, defined in this study as the extent to which institutional 

documents require or encourage clear disclosure, acknowledgment, and communication 
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regarding the use of AI and AI-generated content, emerged as one of the most 

consistently represented governance dimensions across the institutional documents 

analyzed. 

All four universities address transparency, although they operationalize it in 

different ways. AUB's guidance on integrating AI into teaching practices emphasizes 

the importance of clearly communicating expectations regarding the acceptable use of 

generative AI in academic work and encourages instructors to establish clear 

expectations for students. AUB's research guidance also emphasizes transparency when 

generative AI tools are used in scholarly work, particularly regarding disclosure and 

researcher responsibility (American University of Beirut, 2025a, 2025b). 

LAU's guidance on generative AI for teaching and learning similarly emphasizes 

communication between instructors and students regarding acceptable AI use. Faculty 

members are encouraged to establish clear expectations concerning whether and under 

what conditions generative AI may be used in coursework. These expectations operate 

alongside the university's broader academic conduct requirements, which reinforce 

students' responsibility to follow course and institutional expectations (Lebanese 

American University, 2024, 2025). 

Harvard University's AI guidance addresses transparency through institutional 

expectations concerning responsible AI use and the communication of appropriate 

boundaries for AI-supported academic activities. Faculty guidance further supports 

instructors in communicating expectations for AI use within their courses, helping 

students distinguish between acceptable assistance and uses that may conflict with 



 

 73 

course requirements (Harvard University Information Technology, 2025; Harvard 

University Office of the Provost, 2025). 

Stanford University's teaching resources provide particularly explicit course-

level mechanisms for transparency. Its guidance on creating course policies for AI 

encourages instructors to communicate whether AI tools are permitted, the 

circumstances under which they may be used, and the expectations students must follow 

when using them. The broader Stanford AI teaching guide similarly supports clear 

communication about the role of AI within teaching, learning, and assessment (Stanford 

Teaching Commons, 2025a, 2025b). 

The cross-institutional analysis therefore indicates that transparency is addressed 

across all four universities, but through somewhat different mechanisms. AUB and 

LAU emphasize institutional and instructional guidance regarding responsible and 

acceptable AI use, while Harvard and Stanford supplement institutional guidance with 

more detailed faculty- and course-level resources. Across the four cases, transparency is 

primarily operationalized through the clear communication of expectations, disclosure 

of AI use where appropriate, and clarification of responsibilities for students and faculty 

members. 

Overall, the findings suggest that transparency is recognized as a foundational 

governance principle across all participating universities. Despite institutional 

differences, transparency serves a common purpose of promoting trust, reducing 

uncertainty, and supporting the responsible integration of AI within higher education. 

Summary of Transparency Practices 
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Table 7 

 

Summary of Transparency Practices Across the Four Universities 

University Main Governance Focus Level of Guidance 

AUB Institutional guidance for responsible AI use Moderate 

LAU Responsible AI use in teaching and learning Moderate 

Harvard Faculty guidance and course-level expectations Extensive 

Stanford Teaching guidance and course AI policies Extensive 

 

Accountability 

Accountability, defined in this study as the extent to which responsibility for AI-

assisted decisions, outputs, and academic work remains assigned to human users and 

institutional stakeholders, was another prominent governance dimension identified 

across the institutional documents. Across the four universities, the analyzed documents 

generally maintain that the use of AI does not remove the responsibility of students, 

faculty members, or researchers for the work they produce or the decisions they make. 

At AUB, accountability is reflected in both teaching and research guidance. The 

teaching guidance places responsibility on instructors to establish expectations 

concerning appropriate AI use and on students to comply with those expectations. 

AUB's research guidance similarly maintains researcher responsibility for the integrity, 

accuracy, and appropriate use of AI-assisted scholarly work (American University of 

Beirut, 2025a, 2025b). 

At LAU, accountability is addressed through its generative AI teaching and 

learning guidance together with the Student Code of Conduct. Faculty members 
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establish expectations regarding acceptable AI use within their courses, while students 

remain responsible for complying with course requirements and institutional standards 

of academic conduct. The use of generative AI therefore does not remove students' 

responsibility for the academic work they submit (Lebanese American University, 2024, 

2025). 

Harvard University's institutional AI guidance emphasizes human responsibility 

when using generative AI and places responsibility on users for evaluating AI-generated 

information and complying with relevant institutional requirements. Harvard's faculty 

guidance further supports instructors in establishing course-level expectations for 

appropriate AI use, reinforcing the responsibility of both faculty members and students 

for how AI is incorporated into academic activities (Harvard University Information 

Technology, 2025; Harvard University Office of the Provost, 2025). 

At Stanford University, accountability is particularly visible in its teaching and 

course-policy resources. Stanford's guidance encourages instructors to determine and 

communicate appropriate uses of generative AI within their courses and emphasizes 

that students remain responsible for following these expectations. Its teaching guidance 

also maintains the importance of human judgment when incorporating AI into 

educational activities (Stanford Teaching Commons, 2025a, 2025b). 

The cross-institutional comparison therefore demonstrates that accountability is 

present across all four universities but is communicated through different institutional 

mechanisms. AUB and LAU combine faculty responsibility for establishing 

expectations with student responsibility for complying with academic and course 

requirements, while Harvard and Stanford provide additional faculty-oriented resources 

for establishing and communicating responsibilities surrounding AI use. Despite these 
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differences, the documents share an emphasis on maintaining human responsibility for 

AI-assisted academic and scholarly activities. 

Academic Integrity 

Academic integrity, defined in this study as the extent to which institutional 

guidance addresses acceptable and unacceptable AI use in academic work, including 

authorship, attribution, originality, and compliance with academic integrity 

expectations, was one of the most extensively addressed governance dimensions across 

the documents analyzed. The four universities address the relationship between 

generative AI and academic integrity, although the mechanisms through which 

expectations are communicated differ across institutions. 

At AUB, academic integrity is addressed through guidance for both teaching and 

research. The teaching guidance encourages instructors to establish clear expectations 

concerning whether and how students may use generative AI in their courses and to 

communicate these expectations through course instructions and syllabi. Students are 

expected to follow the AI-use requirements established by their instructors. AUB's 

research guidance further addresses responsible use of generative AI in scholarly work 

by emphasizing researcher responsibility, appropriate acknowledgment of AI assistance, 

and the preservation of research integrity (American University of Beirut, 2025a, 

2025b). 

At LAU, academic integrity is addressed through the university's guidance on 

generative AI for teaching and learning together with the Student Code of Conduct. The 

teaching guidance supports instructors in determining appropriate uses of generative AI 

within their courses, while students remain responsible for following course 

requirements. AI-related academic practices therefore operate within LAU's broader 
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expectations concerning academic honesty and student conduct (Lebanese American 

University, 2024, 2025). 

At Harvard University, institutional and faculty AI guidance connects the use of 

generative AI with existing expectations for academic responsibility. Faculty members 

are supported in establishing and communicating expectations concerning whether and 

how AI may be used in coursework. Students are consequently expected to comply with 

the requirements established for individual courses and academic activities, while 

responsibility for submitted academic work remains with the individual user (Harvard 

University Information Technology, 2025; Harvard University Office of the Provost, 

2025). 

At Stanford University, academic integrity is addressed particularly through 

teaching resources and course-level AI policy guidance. Stanford's resources encourage 

instructors to develop explicit course policies specifying whether generative AI is 

permitted and under what conditions it may be used. This approach allows instructors to 

align AI-use expectations with the learning objectives and assessment requirements of 

individual courses while making those expectations clear to students (Stanford Teaching 

Commons, 2025a, 2025b). 

The cross-institutional analysis demonstrates that AUB, LAU, Harvard, and 

Stanford all connect responsible AI use with existing academic responsibilities rather 

than treating AI governance as completely separate from academic integrity. However, 

their implementation approaches differ. AUB emphasizes communicating AI-use 

expectations through course guidance and syllabi and also provides specific guidance 

for research-related use; LAU combines teaching guidance with its broader Student 

Code of Conduct; Harvard provides institutional and faculty-oriented guidance for 
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establishing academic expectations; and Stanford provides detailed resources for 

developing course-specific AI policies. Across the four cases, academic integrity 

therefore remains a central component of institutional AI governance, while the 

mechanisms used to communicate and implement expectations vary 

Ethical Use of Artificial Intelligence 

Ethical use of artificial intelligence, defined in this study as the extent to which 

institutional documents promote fair, responsible, and appropriate AI use while 

addressing potential harms such as bias, misinformation, and inappropriate reliance on 

AI-generated outputs, emerged as an important governance dimension across the 

documents analyzed. 

At AUB, ethical AI use is reflected in both teaching and research guidance. The 

teaching guidance encourages the responsible integration of AI into educational 

practices rather than the uncritical use of AI-generated material. AUB's research 

guidance similarly places responsibility on researchers to use generative AI 

appropriately while maintaining the integrity and accuracy of scholarly work. Together, 

these documents position AI as a supporting tool whose use remains subject to human 

judgment and established academic and research responsibilities (American University 

of Beirut, n.d.; American University of Beirut, 2025). 

At LAU, ethical AI use is addressed through its guidance on generative AI for 

teaching and learning and through the broader expectations contained in the Student 

Code of Conduct. The teaching guidance supports responsible use of generative AI 

within academic activities, while the Code of Conduct establishes expectations 

concerning appropriate academic behavior. AI use is therefore considered within LAU's 
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broader framework of student responsibility and academic conduct (Lebanese American 

University, n.d.-a, n.d.-b). 

At Harvard University, institutional AI guidance draws attention to the 

responsible use of AI tools and the risks associated with relying on AI-generated 

information. Users are expected to exercise judgment when working with AI outputs 

and remain responsible for how these tools are incorporated into their work. Harvard's 

faculty guidance also supports instructors in making deliberate decisions about the role 

of generative AI in teaching and learning (Harvard University Information Technology, 

n.d.; Harvard University Office of Undergraduate Education, n.d.). 

At Stanford University, ethical use is incorporated into teaching guidance and 

course-level AI policy development. Stanford's resources encourage instructors to 

consider how AI use relates to course learning objectives and to establish appropriate 

boundaries for its use. The guidance supports purposeful rather than unrestricted AI 

integration and emphasizes the continuing role of instructor judgment when determining 

appropriate uses of AI in educational activities (Stanford University Teaching 

Commons, n.d.-a, n.d.-b). 

The cross-institutional comparison therefore indicates that AUB, LAU, Harvard, 

and Stanford all address responsible AI use, although through different institutional 

mechanisms. AUB connects ethical use to responsible teaching and research practices; 

LAU combines generative AI guidance with broader expectations for academic 

conduct; Harvard emphasizes responsible use and user judgment through institutional 

and faculty guidance; and Stanford connects responsible AI use with teaching decisions, 

learning objectives, and course-level policies. Ethical AI use is therefore embedded 
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within the broader academic responsibilities communicated by the four institutions 

rather than treated as an isolated governance concern. 

Privacy and Data Governance 

Privacy and data governance, defined in this study as the extent to which 

institutional guidance addresses the protection of personal, confidential, research, and 

institutional information when using AI technologies, was identified as an important 

governance consideration within several of the documents analyzed. Because generative 

AI systems may require users to submit information to external platforms, institutional 

guidance concerning the handling of sensitive information represents an important 

aspect of responsible AI use. 

At AUB, privacy and data governance are particularly relevant within the 

university's guidance concerning the use of generative AI in research. The guidance 

draws attention to researcher responsibility when using AI tools in scholarly activities, 

particularly when research-related information may be processed through generative AI 

systems. This places data protection within the broader responsibilities associated with 

responsible AI-supported research (American University of Beirut, 2025). 

At Harvard University, privacy and data protection are addressed more 

explicitly within institutional AI guidance. Harvard's guidance cautions users to 

consider the type of information entered into generative AI systems and connects 

responsible AI use with existing institutional requirements concerning information 

security and appropriate handling of university data (Harvard University Information 

Technology, n.d.). This provides users with an institutional basis for considering 

privacy and confidentiality before sharing information with AI tools. 
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At Stanford University, privacy considerations appear within the broader 

guidance surrounding responsible use of AI in teaching and academic activities. The 

teaching resources encourage careful consideration of AI tools and their implications 

when they are incorporated into educational practices, placing responsibility on 

instructors to evaluate the appropriateness of particular technologies before integrating 

them into their courses (Stanford University Teaching Commons, n.d.-a, n.d.-b). 

In the LAU documents included in this study, privacy and data governance were 

less explicitly developed as a distinct AI governance dimension than areas such as 

academic integrity and responsible AI use. LAU's selected documents primarily focus 

on teaching and learning guidance and broader student conduct expectations (Lebanese 

American University, n.d.-a, n.d.-b). This does not indicate that LAU lacks institutional 

privacy or data-protection policies; rather, it means that privacy was not as explicitly 

represented within the specific AI governance documents included in this study's 

dataset. 

The cross-institutional analysis therefore shows variation in the visibility and 

specificity of privacy and data governance within the selected documents. AUB 

addresses data-related responsibility particularly in the context of AI-assisted research, 

Harvard provides more explicit institutional guidance concerning information and AI 

use, and Stanford incorporates privacy considerations within broader responsible-use 

and teaching guidance. Within the LAU documents analyzed, privacy was less 

explicitly developed as a separate AI governance theme. These findings suggest that 

privacy and data governance are relevant to institutional AI governance, but the degree 
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to which they are explicitly incorporated into AI-specific guidance differs among the 

selected institutions. 

Human Oversight 

Human oversight, defined in this study as the extent to which institutional 

documents emphasize human judgment, review, and responsibility in AI-supported 

academic, research, and institutional activities, emerged as an important governance 

dimension across the documents analyzed. Although generative AI can assist with 

activities such as content generation, information retrieval, teaching, and research, the 

institutional guidance maintains the importance of human responsibility for determining 

whether and how AI-generated outputs are used. 

At AUB, human oversight is reflected in both teaching and research guidance. 

The teaching guidance encourages faculty members to make deliberate decisions 

regarding how generative AI should be incorporated into their courses and to establish 

appropriate expectations for its use. In the research context, AUB emphasizes that 

researchers remain responsible for scholarly work produced with AI assistance, 

reinforcing the principle that generative AI does not replace researcher judgment or 

responsibility (American University of Beirut, n.d.; American University of Beirut, 

2025). 

At LAU, human oversight is reflected in the role assigned to instructors in 

determining appropriate uses of generative AI within teaching and learning. Faculty 

members retain responsibility for establishing expectations concerning AI use within 

their courses, while students remain responsible for complying with those expectations 

and broader standards of academic conduct (Lebanese American University, n.d.-a, 
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n.d.-b). This approach places human decision-making at the center of determining when 

and how AI may be incorporated into academic activities. 

At Harvard University, institutional AI guidance emphasizes user responsibility 

when interacting with generative AI tools. Users are expected to exercise judgment 

when evaluating AI-generated information rather than treating AI outputs as 

automatically reliable. Harvard's faculty guidance similarly preserves the instructor's 

role in determining appropriate uses of generative AI within teaching and academic 

activities (Harvard University Information Technology, n.d.; Harvard University Office 

of Undergraduate Education, n.d.). 

At Stanford University, human oversight is particularly evident in its teaching 

and course-policy resources. Stanford places responsibility on instructors to determine 

how generative AI aligns with course objectives and to establish appropriate course-

level expectations for its use. Its guidance on developing course AI policies reinforces 

the instructor's role in deciding whether AI is permitted, how it may be used, and what 

boundaries should apply within particular learning activities (Stanford University 

Teaching Commons, n.d.-a, n.d.-b). 

The cross-institutional analysis therefore indicates that AUB, LAU, Harvard, 

and Stanford preserve human responsibility within AI-supported academic activities, 

although they communicate this principle through different mechanisms. AUB 

emphasizes faculty and researcher responsibility, LAU emphasizes instructor decision-

making and student responsibility, Harvard emphasizes user judgment and faculty 

guidance, and Stanford emphasizes instructor control over course-level AI expectations. 

Across the selected documents, AI is therefore positioned as a tool that can support 
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academic activities while human users retain responsibility for evaluating its use and 

outcomes. 

While all participating universities emphasize human oversight, differences exist 

in how these expectations are communicated. Harvard and Stanford frequently integrate 

human oversight within discussions of responsible teaching, assessment design, and 

research integrity. AUB and LAU similarly encourage users to critically evaluate AI-

generated content and avoid overreliance on automated systems. Across all institutions, 

AI is consistently positioned as a decision-support tool rather than a substitute for 

professional expertise or academic judgment. 

These findings demonstrate strong alignment with international AI governance 

principles that identify meaningful human oversight as a cornerstone of trustworthy 

artificial intelligence. Maintaining human responsibility throughout educational 

processes remains central to institutional AI governance regardless of institutional 

context. 

AI Literacy and Capacity Building 

AI literacy and capacity building emerged as another recurring governance 

dimension across the institutional documents. Universities increasingly recognize that 

responsible AI governance depends not only on institutional policies but also on 

developing the knowledge and competencies required for effective and ethical AI use. 

Consequently, the governance documents encourage continuous learning and 

professional development related to emerging AI technologies. 

The analysis indicates that all four universities provide educational resources 

intended to support faculty members and students in understanding the capabilities, 

limitations, and appropriate applications of AI. Rather than assuming that users possess 
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sufficient knowledge of AI technologies, the documents promote awareness of issues 

such as responsible prompting, critical evaluation of AI-generated content, ethical 

decision-making, and academic integrity. 

Differences are evident in the extent of institutional support provided. Harvard 

and Stanford offer extensive teaching resources, practical guidance, and examples to 

assist instructors in integrating AI into course design and classroom practice. AUB and 

LAU similarly promote AI literacy through institutional guidance and educational 

recommendations while continuing to expand institutional support for AI 

implementation. 

Overall, the findings suggest that AI literacy is increasingly recognized as a 

prerequisite for effective governance. Institutional guidance therefore extends beyond 

regulation by supporting the development of competencies necessary for the responsible 

and informed use of artificial intelligence within higher education. 

Assessment and Evaluations 

Assessment and evaluation, defined in this study as the extent to which 

institutional guidance addresses AI use in assessment and supports assessment practices 

that preserve learning objectives, academic integrity, and appropriate evaluation of 

student work, emerged as an important governance dimension in the comparative 

analysis. The selected documents from AUB, LAU, Harvard, and Stanford were 

compared to examine how each institution addresses the use of generative AI in 

coursework and assessment and the role assigned to instructors in establishing 

expectations for acceptable AI use. 
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At AUB, assessment-related governance is reflected in its guidance on 

integrating AI into teaching practices. The guidance emphasizes the instructor's role in 

determining how generative AI may be used within a course and in clearly 

communicating these expectations to students, including through course instructions 

and syllabi. This approach allows faculty members to align AI-use expectations with 

course objectives and the nature of individual learning and assessment activities 

(American University of Beirut, n.d.). 

At LAU, the guidance on generative AI for teaching and learning similarly 

places responsibility on instructors to establish expectations concerning appropriate AI 

use in coursework. These expectations operate alongside the Student Code of Conduct, 

which maintains students' responsibility for complying with academic requirements. 

LAU's approach therefore allows course-level decisions concerning AI while situating 

those decisions within broader institutional expectations for academic conduct 

(Lebanese American University, n.d.-a, n.d.-b). 

At Harvard University, faculty-oriented AI guidance supports instructors in 

considering how generative AI affects course design, student work, and assessment 

expectations. Faculty members are encouraged to establish and communicate clear 

expectations concerning permitted and prohibited AI use so that students understand 

how AI may be incorporated into particular academic activities (Harvard University 

Office of Undergraduate Education, n.d.). This approach places assessment decisions 

within the broader responsibility of faculty members to align AI use with the 

educational goals of their courses. 
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At Stanford University, assessment-related guidance is particularly visible in its 

teaching resources and guidance for creating course policies on AI. Stanford encourages 

instructors to determine how generative AI relates to their course learning objectives 

and to develop explicit policies explaining whether and under what circumstances 

students may use AI. The guidance therefore supports course-specific decisions rather 

than imposing a single approach to AI use across all assessments (Stanford University 

Teaching Commons, n.d.-a, n.d.-b). 

The comparative analysis demonstrates that all four institutions preserve an 

important role for instructors in determining and communicating appropriate AI use 

within coursework and assessment, but the mechanisms and level of implementation 

guidance vary. AUB and LAU emphasize instructor-established expectations within 

broader institutional guidance, while Harvard and Stanford provide additional faculty-

oriented resources for considering AI within course design and assessment practices. 

Across the selected documents, assessment governance is therefore characterized by 

course-level decision-making, clear communication of AI-use expectations, and 

continued attention to academic integrity and learning objectives. 

Overall, the findings indicate that assessment and evaluation constitute an 

important component of institutional AI governance because decisions concerning AI 

use directly affect how students complete academic work and how instructors evaluate 

learning. Rather than establishing identical requirements across all courses, the selected 

institutions generally preserve instructor responsibility for determining appropriate AI 

use according to the academic purpose and expectations of individual courses. 
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Research Governance 

Research governance, defined in this study as the extent to which institutional 

documents address responsible AI use in research, including research integrity, 

authorship, disclosure, data protection, and researcher responsibility, was identified as 

an important dimension in the comparative analysis. Within the four universities 

examined in this study, research-related AI governance was addressed to different 

degrees and through different types of institutional guidance. The selected documents 

were compared to determine how AUB, LAU, Harvard, and Stanford address researcher 

responsibility, scholarly integrity, transparency, and appropriate use of generative AI in 

research. 

At AUB, research governance is addressed most directly through its dedicated 

guidance on the responsible use of generative AI in research. The guidance establishes 

expectations for researchers using generative AI in scholarly activities and emphasizes 

that researchers remain responsible for the integrity, accuracy, and appropriate use of 

AI-assisted work. It also addresses the need for responsible handling of research-related 

information and appropriate acknowledgment or disclosure of AI assistance where 

relevant (American University of Beirut, 2025). 

At LAU, the selected documents provide less explicit AI-specific research 

guidance than AUB's dedicated research document. LAU's generative AI guidance 

focuses primarily on teaching and learning, while its Student Code of Conduct 

establishes broader expectations concerning academic responsibility and appropriate 

conduct (Lebanese American University, n.d.-a, n.d.-b). Therefore, within the specific 

documents included in this study, research governance was less explicitly developed as 

a separate AI governance dimension at LAU. 
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At Harvard University, responsible AI use is addressed through institutional 

guidance that emphasizes user responsibility when working with generative AI tools. 

Users remain responsible for evaluating AI-generated information and complying with 

relevant institutional requirements. Harvard's guidance therefore reinforces the principle 

that the use of AI does not transfer responsibility for the accuracy, integrity, or 

appropriate use of resulting work from the human user to the AI system (Harvard 

University Information Technology, n.d.). 

At Stanford University, the documents included in this study focus primarily on 

the use of generative AI in teaching and the development of course-level AI policies 

(Stanford University Teaching Commons, n.d.-a, n.d.-b). Consequently, research 

governance is less explicitly represented in the selected Stanford documents than 

teaching- and assessment-related governance. This finding refers specifically to the 

documents included in the study and does not imply that Stanford lacks other 

institutional policies or resources governing AI use in research. 

The cross-institutional comparison therefore demonstrates variation in the extent 

to which research governance is explicitly represented within the selected documents. 

AUB provides dedicated guidance specifically addressing generative AI in research, 

while Harvard addresses aspects of user responsibility through broader institutional AI 

guidance. In the LAU and Stanford documents selected for this study, research-specific 

AI governance is less explicitly developed than teaching, learning, and academic-use 

guidance. These differences demonstrate that the four institutions do not give equal 

emphasis to research governance within the documents included in the analysis. 

Overall, the findings indicate that research governance is relevant to institutional 

AI governance, but its visibility and level of detail vary across the four cases. The 
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comparison also demonstrates the importance of examining the specific documents 

through which each institution communicates its AI expectations rather than assuming 

that all universities address research-related AI use in the same manner. 

Institutional Support and Implementation 

Institutional support and implementation, defined in this study as the extent to 

which universities provide structures, resources, guidance, and implementation 

mechanisms that support the responsible use of AI in academic practice, constituted the 

final governance dimension examined in the comparative analysis. Across the selected 

documents, institutional support is reflected primarily through resources that help 

faculty members, students, and researchers understand and apply expectations 

concerning responsible AI use. 

At AUB, institutional support is reflected through separate guidance addressing 

AI in teaching and research. The guidance on integrating AI into teaching practices 

provides faculty members with institutional direction for incorporating generative AI 

into their courses and establishing appropriate expectations for students. AUB also 

provides dedicated guidance on responsible generative AI use in research, extending 

institutional support beyond classroom use to scholarly activities (American University 

of Beirut, n.d.; American University of Beirut, 2025). AUB's approach therefore 

provides support through targeted guidance for different academic contexts while 

leaving instructors and researchers responsible for applying that guidance appropriately 

within their work. 

At LAU, institutional support is reflected primarily through its generative AI 

guidance for teaching and learning. This resource assists faculty members in 

considering how generative AI may be incorporated responsibly into academic 
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activities, while the Student Code of Conduct provides the broader institutional 

expectations within which student AI use is situated (Lebanese American University, 

n.d.-a, n.d.-b). Compared with AUB's separate teaching- and research-focused 

resources, the LAU documents included in this study place greater emphasis on 

teaching, learning, and student academic conduct. 

At Harvard University, institutional support is provided through both university-

level responsible AI guidance and faculty-oriented resources. Harvard University 

Information Technology provides institutional guidance concerning responsible 

generative AI use, while faculty-focused resources provide additional support for 

decisions concerning AI in teaching and academic activities (Harvard University 

Information Technology, n.d.; Harvard University Office of Undergraduate Education, 

n.d.). This combination connects broader institutional expectations with resources 

designed to help faculty members translate those expectations into academic practice. 

At Stanford University, institutional support is particularly evident in the practical 

teaching resources provided through the Teaching Commons. In addition to general 

guidance concerning AI in teaching, Stanford provides dedicated guidance for 

instructors developing course-level AI policies, helping faculty members determine and 

communicate whether and under what conditions generative AI may be used within 

individual courses (Stanford University Teaching Commons, n.d.-a, n.d.-b). This 

represents a more implementation-oriented form of support because the institutional 

resource directly assists instructors in translating broader AI considerations into course-

level expectations. 

The comparison therefore reveals differences in both the focus and organization 

of institutional support. AUB provides targeted guidance across teaching and research 
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contexts, while LAU's selected documents emphasize teaching, learning, and student 

conduct. Harvard combines broader institutional responsible-use guidance with faculty-

oriented academic resources, whereas Stanford's selected resources place particularly 

strong emphasis on practical teaching implementation and the development of course-

level AI policies. Thus, although all four institutions provide some form of support for 

responsible AI use, the type, scope, and level of implementation guidance differ across 

the selected documents. 

Overall, the findings indicate that institutional support and implementation are 

important components of AI governance because written expectations alone do not 

explain how those expectations should be applied within academic practice. Across the 

four cases, support is provided through different combinations of institutional guidance, 

teaching resources, research guidance, academic conduct expectations, and course-level 

policy resources. These differences demonstrate that institutional AI governance is 

implemented through multiple forms of support rather than through a single uniform 

approach. 

Discussion of the Findings 

The comparative analysis demonstrates that the four universities examined in 

this study use different institutional approaches to govern artificial intelligence while 

sharing several principles related to responsible AI use. AUB, LAU, Harvard 

University, and Stanford University communicate AI expectations through different 

combinations of teaching guidance, academic integrity requirements, research guidance, 

institutional recommendations, and course-level resources. This variation is consistent 

with Parker et al. (2025), whose comparative analysis of AI policies and guidance 
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across 343 universities identified substantial differences in how institutions regulate AI 

use, including differences in permission, disclosure requirements, and instructor 

discretion. The findings of the present study therefore reinforce the view that 

institutional AI governance in higher education does not follow a single uniform model. 

One of the most significant findings of this study is the strong emphasis on 

academic integrity across the four institutional cases. AUB, LAU, Harvard, and 

Stanford connect responsible AI use with existing expectations concerning academic 

responsibility, acceptable use, authorship, disclosure, and compliance with course 

requirements. This finding is consistent with Chan (2023), who identifies academic 

integrity and ethical responsibility as important considerations in developing 

institutional responses to generative AI in higher education. It is also supported by 

Parker et al. (2025), who found that university AI policies frequently address acceptable 

use, instructor permission, disclosure, and academic integrity. The present findings 

therefore suggest that universities are not treating generative AI as entirely separate 

from existing academic values; instead, AI-related expectations are being incorporated 

into established structures of academic responsibility. 

The findings also demonstrate substantial conceptual alignment between the 

governance dimensions identified in the four universities and principles emphasized by 

UNESCO and the OECD. Transparency, accountability, ethical responsibility, privacy 

and data protection, and human oversight are prominent principles within international 

AI governance frameworks (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021), while UNESCO's 

guidance for generative AI in education and research additionally emphasizes human-

centered use, AI literacy, educational responsibility, and institutional capacity 
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(UNESCO, 2023). These principles are reflected to varying degrees in the university 

documents examined in this study. For example, transparency is operationalized 

through expectations concerning communication and disclosure of AI use; 

accountability and human oversight are reflected through continued human 

responsibility for AI-assisted work; and AI literacy is supported through institutional 

teaching guidance and faculty-oriented resources. However, the analysis also shows that 

these principles are not implemented identically across the four universities. This 

supports Chan's (2023) argument that AI governance in higher education must translate 

broad ethical principles into policies and educational practices appropriate to particular 

institutional contexts. 

Important differences were also identified in the form and level of 

implementation guidance provided by the selected institutions. Harvard and Stanford's 

selected documents provide faculty-oriented resources that help instructors translate AI 

governance expectations into teaching and course-level decisions. Stanford, for 

example, provides specific guidance for developing course AI policies, while Harvard 

provides institutional responsible-use guidance together with faculty-oriented resources. 

AUB's selected documents provide separate guidance for teaching and research, 

whereas LAU's documents examined in this study focus primarily on generative AI in 

teaching and learning together with broader student conduct expectations. These 

differences are consistent with the institutional variation documented by Parker et al. 

(2025) and reinforce the argument that universities may operationalize AI governance 

through different combinations of institution-wide guidance and instructor-level 

decision-making. 
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The findings concerning AI literacy and institutional support also correspond 

with the literature reviewed in Chapter II. UNESCO (2023) emphasizes that responsible 

generative AI integration requires the development of human capacity and appropriate 

competencies rather than reliance on technological access alone. Similarly, Chan (2023) 

emphasizes the importance of preparing institutional stakeholders to understand and use 

generative AI responsibly. In the present study, this principle is reflected through the 

teaching and faculty resources provided by the four universities. Stanford's course-

policy resources, Harvard's faculty-oriented guidance, AUB's teaching and research 

guidance, and LAU's teaching and learning guidance demonstrate different ways in 

which institutions can support stakeholders in interpreting and applying AI-related 

expectations. Thus, the findings reinforce the view that effective governance involves 

not only establishing rules but also providing resources that enable those rules to be 

understood and implemented. 

Another important finding concerns the role of human oversight and 

responsibility. Across the four cases, the selected documents preserve an important role 

for human judgment when AI is used in academic activities. Faculty members retain 

responsibility for establishing appropriate course expectations, students remain 

responsible for complying with academic requirements, and researchers remain 

responsible for the integrity of scholarly work where applicable. This finding is closely 

aligned with the human-centered approach emphasized by UNESCO (2021, 2023) and 

the OECD principle of human-centered values (OECD, 2019). The comparison 

therefore indicates that the use of AI does not remove human accountability; rather, 

institutional governance seeks to define how responsibility should be maintained when 

AI tools are incorporated into academic practices. 
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The comparative findings also demonstrate that not every governance dimension 

is equally explicit across all selected documents. For example, privacy and data 

governance and research-specific AI governance were more clearly represented in some 

institutional documents than in others. This is an important finding because it 

demonstrates why institutional AI governance should not be assessed solely according 

to whether a university possesses a single AI policy. The variation identified in this 

study is consistent with Parker et al. (2025), who found considerable diversity in the 

structure and content of university AI policies and guidance. Examining multiple 

institutional documents therefore provides a broader understanding of how governance 

responsibilities are distributed across teaching, research, academic integrity, and 

institutional resources. 

Overall, the findings support the literature's emphasis on balancing responsible 

AI use with opportunities for educational innovation (Chan, 2023; UNESCO, 2023). 

The comparison suggests that effective institutional AI governance involves 

interconnected dimensions—including transparency, accountability, academic integrity, 

ethical use, privacy and data governance, human oversight, AI literacy, assessment, 

research governance, and institutional support—rather than reliance on a single policy 

or regulatory mechanism. At the same time, the differences among AUB, LAU, 

Harvard, and Stanford demonstrate that these dimensions can be operationalized in 

different ways according to institutional context. The findings therefore support an 

adaptive rather than uniform approach to AI governance, in which internationally 

recognized principles provide a common foundation while universities develop 

implementation mechanisms appropriate to their academic structures, priorities, and 

educational needs (OECD, 2019; UNESCO, 2021, 2023). 



 

 97 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations are proposed. 

Recommendations for Higher Education Institutions 

Higher education institutions should continue developing comprehensive AI 

governance frameworks that integrate policies, institutional guidance, teaching 

resources, and research support into a coherent governance strategy. Governance 

documents should be reviewed regularly to ensure that they remain responsive to 

emerging AI technologies and evolving educational needs. 

Universities should also strengthen institutional support by providing faculty 

members and students with practical guidance, training opportunities, and easily 

accessible educational resources that promote responsible AI use. 

Recommendations for Faculty Members 

Faculty members should communicate clear expectations regarding AI use 

within individual courses through transparent course policies and assessment guidelines. 

Assessment strategies should encourage critical thinking, creativity, and authentic 

learning while allowing appropriate educational uses of AI where suitable. 

Faculty should also participate in professional development opportunities that 

enhance AI literacy and support the effective integration of AI into teaching and 

assessment. 
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Recommendations for Students 

Students should use AI responsibly, recognizing that AI technologies are 

intended to support learning rather than replace independent thinking or academic 

effort. Students should comply with institutional expectations regarding disclosure, 

academic integrity, and ethical AI use while critically evaluating AI-generated 

information before incorporating it into academic work. 

Recommendations for Policymakers and University Leaders 

University leaders should promote collaboration among academic departments, 

teaching and learning centers, information technology services, libraries, and research 

offices when developing AI governance frameworks. Institutional governance should 

remain flexible enough to accommodate technological developments while preserving 

academic standards and institutional values. 

Limitations of the Study 

Several limitations should be considered when interpreting the findings of this 

study. First, the study focused on four universities operating within the American model 

of higher education. Although these institutions provide valuable examples of 

institutional AI governance, the findings may not be directly transferable to all higher 

education contexts. 

Second, the analysis relied exclusively on publicly available institutional AI 

governance documents. Internal institutional policies, implementation procedures, and 

governance practices that are not publicly accessible were beyond the scope of the 

study. 
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Third, the study examined documented governance approaches rather than 

actual implementation. Consequently, the findings reflect institutional expectations and 

published guidance rather than the ways in which AI governance is enacted by faculty 

members, students, or administrators in everyday educational practice. 

Finally, AI governance is a rapidly evolving field. Institutional documents may 

be revised as technologies, educational practices, and regulatory environments continue 

to develop. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Future research may expand this study by including additional universities from 

different geographical regions and higher education systems. Comparative studies 

involving public and private institutions could provide a broader understanding of 

institutional AI governance across diverse educational contexts. 

Researchers may also examine the implementation of AI governance by 

conducting interviews, focus groups, or surveys with faculty members, students, 

administrators, and policymakers. Such studies would provide valuable insight into how 

institutional governance documents influence educational practice. 

Longitudinal research examining the evolution of AI governance over time 

would further contribute to understanding how universities respond to rapid 

technological change. Future studies may also investigate the effectiveness of AI 

governance frameworks in promoting responsible AI use, supporting academic 

integrity, and improving teaching and learning outcomes. 
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Proposed Institutional AI Governance Framework 

Based on the comparative analysis conducted in this study, a proposed 

Institutional AI Governance Framework for Higher Education is presented in Figure 

2.The framework synthesizes the common governance principles identified across the 

institutional AI governance documents published by the American University of Beirut, 

Lebanese American University, Harvard University, and Stanford University while 

incorporating internationally recognized governance principles proposed by UNESCO 

and the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 

The framework illustrates that effective institutional AI governance begins with 

internationally recognized principles that provide the ethical and strategic foundation 

for governance development. These principles are translated into institutional 

governance through a set of interconnected governance dimensions that guide policy 

development, teaching practices, research activities, assessment, and institutional 

decision-making. Rather than functioning independently, the governance dimensions 

operate collectively to support responsible AI implementation across higher education 

institutions. 

The framework further demonstrates that governance principles require 

institutional implementation mechanisms to become effective in practice. Policies, 

faculty guidance, student support, assessment strategies, professional development, and 

continuous policy review collectively transform governance principles into everyday 

educational practice. Institutional support therefore represents an essential component 

of effective AI governance rather than a separate administrative activity. 
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Finally, the framework emphasizes that successful AI governance contributes to 

broader educational outcomes, including responsible AI use, strengthened academic 

integrity, ethical decision-making, trustworthy institutional governance, and continuous 

organizational improvement. As AI technologies continue to evolve, the framework 

recognizes that institutional AI governance should remain adaptive, allowing 

universities to revise governance strategies while maintaining their core academic 

values. 

Although developed from the comparative analysis conducted in this study, the 

proposed framework may also serve as a practical reference for higher education 

institutions seeking to establish or strengthen institutional AI governance frameworks. 

Future studies may further validate and refine the framework by examining its 

application across different institutional and national contexts. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

This chapter presents the conclusions drawn from the qualitative comparative 

policy analysis of institutional AI governance documents published by the American 

University of Beirut (AUB), Lebanese American University (LAU), Harvard 

University, and Stanford University. The conclusions are based on the findings 

presented in Chapter IV and are discussed in relation to the research questions and the 

international AI governance principles examined in Chapter II. The chapter also 

presents recommendations for higher education institutions, faculty members, and 

policymakers, identifies the limitations of the study, and suggests directions for future 

research. 

This study examined how four universities govern the use of artificial 

intelligence through official institutional AI governance documents. Using a qualitative 

comparative policy analysis, the research explored similarities and differences among 

governance approaches while examining their alignment with internationally recognized 

AI governance principles. 

The findings indicate that AI governance has become an important institutional 

priority within higher education. Although the selected universities differ in their 

governance structures and documentation practices, all recognize the need to provide 

guidance that supports the responsible integration of AI into teaching, learning, and 

research. Rather than treating AI solely as a technological innovation, the institutions 

increasingly frame AI governance as an extension of existing academic values, 

including academic integrity, ethical responsibility, transparency, and accountability. 
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The study also demonstrates that effective AI governance is communicated 

through a combination of policies, institutional guidance, teaching resources, and 

research guidance rather than through a single governance document. This finding 

highlights the multidimensional nature of institutional AI governance and suggests that 

universities are adopting flexible governance models that can evolve alongside rapid 

technological developments. 

Furthermore, the analysis indicates that the governance approaches adopted by 

the participating universities broadly reflect the principles promoted by international 

organizations such as UNESCO and the OECD. Governance dimensions including 

transparency, accountability, human oversight, privacy protection, AI literacy, and 

ethical use are consistently represented across the institutional documents, although 

they are implemented with varying levels of detail. 

Finally, the study shows that effective AI governance extends beyond policy 

development. Institutional support, faculty development, educational resources, and 

continuous review of governance practices are essential for ensuring that governance 

principles are translated into responsible educational practice. 

Table 8 

 

Cross-Institutional Comparison of AI Governance Dimensions and Emerging Best 

Practices 

Governance 

Dimension 

AU

B 

LA

U 

Harvar

d 

Stanfor

d 

Emerging Best Practice 
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Transparency ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Clear communication of AI 

expectations 

Accountability ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Shared institutional and individual 

responsibility 

Academic Integrity ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ AI supports—not replaces—

independent academic work 

Ethical Use ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Responsible and fair AI use 

Privacy & Data 

Governance 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Protection of confidential and 

personal data 

Human Oversight ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Human review of AI-generated 

outputs 

AI Literacy ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Continuous AI education and 

training 
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Assessment & 

Evaluation 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Transparent, course-specific AI 

expectations 

Research 

Governance 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Responsible AI use in scholarly 

research 

Institutional Support ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Ongoing guidance and 

implementation support 

 

Figure 3  

Synthesizes the findings of the comparative analysis by illustrating how internationally 

recognized AI governance principles inform institutional governance documents, which 

were analyzed across the four selected universities. The analysis identified ten common 

governance dimensions that led to the identification of best practices and informed the 

proposed institutional AI governance framework. The framework emphasizes that 

effective AI governance is an ongoing process requiring continuous review, institutional 

support, and adaptation to emerging technological and educational developments. 
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This chapter presented the conclusions derived from the comparative analysis of 

institutional AI governance documents published by AUB, LAU, Harvard University, 

and Stanford University. The study concluded that responsible AI governance in higher 

education extends beyond institutional policies to include guidance, educational 

resources, ethical principles, and institutional support. The recommendations presented 

in this chapter provide practical directions for universities, faculty members, students, 
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and policymakers seeking to strengthen AI governance within higher education. While 

the study contributes to the growing body of knowledge on institutional AI governance, 

it also highlights opportunities for future research that will further support the 

responsible integration of artificial intelligence into higher education. 
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