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Abstract  

This paper provides a comprehensive comparative analysis of Artificial Intelligence 

integration in higher education across global contexts, examining policy frameworks, 

institutional responses, and emerging challenges from 2020 to 2026. Drawing on systematic 

policy reviews, cross-national survey data from over 4,200 students and educators across five 

countries, and case studies of institutional adaptation, the paper identifies significant 

convergences and divergences in how different nations and institutions approach AI in 

academic settings. Key findings reveal that while AI adoption has become nearly 

ubiquitous—with over 95% of students and educators now using AI tools—profound gaps 

persist in institutional policy frameworks, faculty preparedness, and governance structures. 

Only 26% of educators report that their institutions have formal AI policies. The paper 

proposes an integrated framework for understanding global AI governance in education, 

distinguishing between compliance-oriented models in high-capacity nations and 

capacity-driven approaches in emerging economies. The analysis concludes that sustainable 

AI integration requires hybrid systems that balance global ethical standards with local 

contextualization, prioritizing pedagogical transformation over technological adoption alone. 
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1. Introduction 
The contemporary landscape of higher education is undergoing what many scholars describe 

as a paradigm shift, catalyzed by the rapid advancement and diffusion of Artificial 

Intelligence technologies. From personalized learning systems and AI-assisted pedagogy to 

automated assessment and data-driven governance, AI has moved from the periphery to the 

center of academic discourse and practice. Yet, as universities worldwide grapple with this 

transformation, the nature, pace, and direction of change vary significantly across national 

contexts, institutional types, and stakeholder groups. 

The year 2025 marked a watershed moment in this trajectory. According to the Stanford AI 

Index Report, more than 90% of countries now offer computer science education at primary 

or secondary levels, with China and the United Arab Emirates mandating AI education 

beginning with the 2025-26 academic year. The UNESCO report on "The Role of Higher 

Education in National Artificial Intelligence Strategies" analyzed AI strategies across 56 

countries, revealing that higher education institutions serve three critical functions in national 

AI agendas: skills development, frontier innovation, and ethical governance. These 

developments signal a global recognition that higher education is not merely adapting to AI 

but is positioned as a strategic instrument for navigating the AI-driven future. 

However, global averages mask substantial heterogeneity. The Coursera AI in Higher 

Education Report, surveying over 4,200 students and educators across the United States, 

United Kingdom, India, Saudi Arabia, and Mexico, found that while 95% of respondents use 

AI tools in educational contexts, only 26% of faculty report that their institutions have formal 

AI policies, and merely 27% feel confident in detecting AI-generated content. This 

"policy-practice gap" represents one of the most pressing challenges facing higher education 

leaders globally. 

This paper addresses three interconnected research questions: 
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1.​ What are the emerging global frameworks and national approaches to governing AI in 

higher education? 

2.​ How do patterns of AI adoption, attitudes, and institutional readiness vary across 

different national contexts? 

3.​ What lessons can be drawn from comparative analysis to inform equitable, ethical, 

and effective AI integration in higher education? 

By synthesizing findings from systematic policy reviews, cross-national survey data, and 

institutional case studies, this paper aims to contribute both theoretical insights and practical 

guidance for policymakers, institutional leaders, and educators navigating the complex terrain 

of AI in higher education. 

 

2. Literature Review: Framing Global AI in Higher Education 
2.1 Theoretical Foundations: From Adoption to Governance 

The scholarly literature on AI in higher education has evolved through distinct phases. Early 

research (2018-2021) focused primarily on technological adoption and pilot implementations, 

often framed through the lens of innovation diffusion theory. Studies examined faculty 

attitudes toward AI, barriers to adoption, and initial applications in areas such as automated 

feedback and plagiarism detection. 

A second wave of research (2022-2024) shifted toward pedagogical implications, 

investigating how generative AI tools transform writing instruction, assessment practices, and 

student learning behaviors. Lo, Wong, and Chan's randomized controlled study in Hong Kong 

demonstrated that AI-generated feedback significantly improves essay quality while 

increasing student engagement, though students exhibited mixed emotional responses to the 

revision process. This finding highlights a central tension in the literature: AI enhances 

certain learning outcomes but complicates the affective and relational dimensions of 

education. 

More recently, scholarship has turned toward governance, ethics, and policy frameworks. A 

systematic literature review by Amelia, Hadi, and Dewi analyzed 23 articles and policy 

documents published between 2020 and 2025, identifying a significant shift from "regulatory 
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control models" toward "multidimensional, participatory ecosystems" for AI governance in 

education. Their proposed Integrated AIGE Model synthesizes four interconnected 

dimensions: structural architecture, normative foundations, functional mechanisms, and actor 

networks. This framework proves particularly useful for comparative analysis, as it 

accommodates variation in how different nations prioritize these dimensions. 

 

2.2 Global Policy Landscapes: Convergences and Divergences 

Comparative policy research reveals both striking convergences and significant divergences 

in national approaches to AI in higher education. Yang and Xu's analysis of 41 AI literacy 

policies across the European Union, United States, India, and China identifies two convergent 

strategies shared by all four actors: expanding AI and STEM programs in higher education, 

and establishing dedicated institutions to strengthen talent reserves. This finding suggests a 

global consensus on the strategic importance of AI talent cultivation. 

At the same time, substantial differences emerge in governance philosophy and 

implementation mechanisms. The UNESCO comparative policy review distinguishes 

between high-capacity countries (e.g., Singapore, Korea, Australia) that adopt 

compliance-oriented models based on audits and formal regulations, and emerging economies 

(e.g., India, Indonesia, Nigeria) that prioritize digital readiness, AI literacy, and ethical 

awareness. This distinction is not merely descriptive but carries important normative 

implications: what constitutes "effective" AI governance may vary fundamentally depending 

on a nation's developmental stage and institutional capacity. 

The European Union exemplifies the compliance-oriented approach, with its proposed AI Act 

establishing risk-based regulation that classifies educational AI applications as "high-risk" 

subject to stringent requirements for transparency, data governance, and human oversight. By 

contrast, India's National AI Strategy emphasizes "AI for All" and focuses on leveraging AI 

to address social sector challenges, including education access and quality. China's approach, 

articulated in the 2025 "Opinion on Deeply Implementing the 'AI+' Action," explicitly 

requires integrating AI throughout the educational process while maintaining centralized 

oversight and curriculum standards. 
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2.3 The Readiness Gap: Faculty, Infrastructure, and Policy 

Despite growing policy attention, a consistent finding across national contexts is the 

existence of a significant "readiness gap." The Coursera survey found that only 25% of 

faculty globally believe they and their peers have the right skills to use AI to their advantage. 

This figure represents a decline from 37% in the UK alone just one year prior, suggesting that 

as AI capabilities advance rapidly, faculty confidence is actually decreasing rather than 

improving. 

Generational factors complicate this picture. Research on Egyptian higher education by 

Dajani, LewaaElhamd, and FakhrEldin found that Generation Z learners display higher 

adaptability to AI tools than Generation X and Y educators, who face challenges related to 

ethics, pedagogy, and technological familiarity. This generational disparity suggests that 

faculty development cannot take a one-size-fits-all approach but must account for varying 

levels of digital fluency and pedagogical orientation. 

Infrastructure readiness also varies dramatically. While the study found that 77% of educators 

are positive about AI, 54% nevertheless believe that using AI for university work should be 

considered cheating. This ambivalence reflects the absence of clear institutional guidelines 

rather than principled opposition to AI itself. As Dr. Marni Baker Stein, Chief Content 

Officer at Coursera, observed: "Without clear guidelines on what counts for acceptable use, 

students and faculty are going to treat any AI-supported environment as risky”. 

 

3. Methodology 
This study employs a mixed-methods comparative approach, synthesizing three distinct data 

sources to provide a multidimensional analysis of AI in higher education globally. 

3.1 Data Sources 

●​ Systematic Policy Review: The analysis draws on 23 peer-reviewed articles and 

policy documents identified through systematic literature review following PRISMA 

guidelines, focusing on publications from 2020-2025 that address AI governance in 

higher education. Additional policy analysis incorporates 41 AI literacy policies from 
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the EU, US, India, and China, as well as the UNESCO comparative review of 56 

national AI strategies. 

●​ Cross-National Survey Data: Primary quantitative findings derive from the Coursera 

AI in Higher Education Report (2026), which surveyed 4,200 university faculty and 

students across the United States, United Kingdom, India, Saudi Arabia, and Mexico 

between October 15-23, 2025. The sample includes educators across disciplines and 

seniorities, from seminar leaders to deans, as well as undergraduate and graduate 

students. 

●​ Institutional Case Studies: Qualitative insights are drawn from published case 

studies of institutional adaptation, including SUNY Korea (a transnational branch 

campus) and Minerva University (a distributed global institution), as well as 

documented responses from traditional universities. 

3.2 Analytical Framework 

This study adopts the Integrated AIGE Model proposed by Amelia, Hadi, and Dewi, which 

organizes analysis across four dimensions: structural architecture (policies and regulations), 

normative foundations (ethical principles and values), functional mechanisms 

(implementation practices and tools), and actor networks (stakeholders and their interactions). 

This framework enables systematic comparison across national contexts while 

accommodating local variation. 

 

4. Findings 
4.1 Global Patterns of AI Adoption and Attitudes 

●​ Near-Universal Adoption: Across all five countries surveyed, over 95% of students 

and educators report using AI tools in educational contexts. This finding challenges 

earlier assumptions that AI adoption would follow an S-curve of diffusion, instead 

suggesting that generative AI has achieved near-saturation penetration within two 

years of ChatGPT's public release. 

●​ Country Variations: Despite overall high adoption rates, meaningful differences 

emerge. Faculty in the United States report the most consistent AI use, with 75% 
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using AI tools "often" or "always" in their work. Indian respondents express the 

highest optimism, with 87% viewing AI's impact positively (compared to 81% 

globally), while Saudi Arabia exhibits both the highest optimism (91%) and the 

highest concern about institutional unpreparedness (77%, versus 56% globally) . 

●​ Positive Sentiment Dominates: Eighty-one percent of all respondents believe AI 

enhances the educational experience. Students (83%) are slightly more positive than 

faculty (77%). Only 9% of respondents believe AI is having a negative effect on 

higher education. 

●​ The Optimism-Concem Paradox: However, positive sentiment coexists with 

substantial concern. Fifty-two percent of educators believe their country's higher 

education system is unprepared to handle AI. Fifty-four percent of faculty believe 

AI-assisted work should be considered cheating, and 37% express concern about 

cheating and plagiarism. 

 

Table 1: AI Adoption and Attitudes by Country 

Country AI Use 

(Always/Often) 

Positive View of AI Believe 

System 

Unprepared 

Institution 

Has AI 

Policy 

India 71% (faculty) 87% 62% 28% 

Saudi 

Arabia 

68% (faculty) 91% 77% 22% 

United 

States 

75% (faculty) 79% 48% 29% 

United 

Kingdom 

65% (faculty) 78% 52% 24% 

Mexico 69% (faculty) 82% 55% 26% 

Global 

Average 

71% 83% (students)/77% (faculty) 56% 26% 

*Source: Coursera AI in Higher Education Report (2026), N=4,200*  
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Graph 1: AI Adoption and Attitudes by Country 

4.2 Student Use Patterns: Enhancement, Not Replacement 

●​ Diverse Use Cases: Students employ AI across a range of academic tasks. Research 

(51%) and writing (49%) are the most common applications, followed by practice 

questions/exams (46%), time management (44%), and exam revision (44%). 

●​ Moderate Integration: Importantly, the majority of students (63%) use AI for less 

than half of their study tasks. This finding counters narratives of AI replacing 

traditional learning. As the Coursera report notes: "AI use is targeted and 

outcome-driven, not integrated across all tasks”. 

●​ Grade Improvement Claims: Four in five students (80%) report that their grades 

have improved since using AI, with 35% indicating substantial improvement. This 

finding raises important questions about whether AI enhances genuine learning or 

merely improves task completion efficiency. The tension is particularly acute given 

that 24% of students admit submitting AI-generated work without any disclosure. 

Table 2: Student AI Use Cases (Percentage of Student Respondents) 

Use Case Percentage 

Research 51% 
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Writing 49% 

Practice questions/exams 46% 

Time management 44% 

Exam revision 44% 

Summarizing readings 38% 

Translation 32% 

Generating citations 28% 

Source: Coursera AI in Higher Education Report (2026)  

 

Graph 2: Student AI Use Cases (Percentage of Student Respondents) 

4.3 Faculty Preparedness: The Confidence Gap 

●​ Low Detection Confidence: Only 27% of faculty feel confident in their ability to 

detect AI-generated content, a sharp decline from 42% in the previous year's UK-only 

survey . This decline reflects the increasing sophistication of AI models rather than 

any deterioration in faculty capability. 

●​ Skills Gap Persists: Just 25% of faculty believe they and their peers have the right 

skills to use AI to their advantage. This figure represents a year-over-year decline 
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from 37% in the UK . As AI capabilities advance, faculty confidence is eroding rather 

than growing. 

●​ Policy Vacuum: Only 26% of educators globally report that their institution has a 

formal AI policy. This policy vacuum forces faculty and students to navigate AI use 

without institutional guidance, leading to inconsistent practices and heightened 

anxiety about academic integrity . 

●​ Faculty Optimism Despite Challenges: Notwithstanding these concerns, 77% of 

faculty remain positive about AI's role in higher education. Faculty use AI for diverse 

professional tasks: setting student work (34%), planning tutorials and lectures (33%), 

drafting correspondence (32%), time management (31%), and marking/grading 

(30%) . 

 

Table 3: Faculty AI Use in Professional Work 

Task Percentage of Faculty 

Setting work for students 34% 

Planning tutorials/lectures 33% 

Drafting correspondence 32% 

Time management 31% 

Marking/grading exams 30% 

Marking/grading student work 30% 

Drafting exams 28% 

Tracking attendance 28% 

Source: Coursera AI in Higher Education Report (2026)  
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Graph 3: Faculty AI Use in Professional Work 

 

4.4 Comparative Governance Frameworks 

The systematic policy review reveals a significant evolution in AI governance approaches. 

Amelia, Hadi, and Dewi identify a shift from "regulatory control" toward "multidimensional 

participatory ecosystems”. This shift reflects recognition that top-down regulations alone are 

insufficient given the speed of technological change and the decentralized nature of AI 

adoption. 

●​ Global Convergence on Ethical Principles: International frameworks including the 

UNESCO Recommendation on the Ethics of AI and the OECD AI Principles have 

established shared values: transparency, accountability, fairness, human-centeredness, 

and privacy. These principles enjoy broad consensus across nations with otherwise 

divergent political and economic systems. 

●​ Regional Divergence in Implementation: Despite ethical convergence, 

implementation approaches differ markedly. The ASEAN Guide on AI Governance 

and Ethics and the African Union's AI Strategy emphasize inclusiveness and capacity 

building. European frameworks focus on risk-based regulation and fundamental rights 

protection. National strategies in Singapore, Korea, and Australia adopt audit-based 
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compliance models, while India, Indonesia, and Nigeria prioritize digital readiness 

and AI literacy. 

●​ Global North-South Distinction: A persistent pattern distinguishes formal, 

audit-based frameworks in high-capacity countries from adaptive, 

community-oriented, capacity-driven models in emerging economies. This distinction 

reflects not merely different preferences but different starting conditions: countries 

with established regulatory infrastructure and high institutional capacity can pursue 

compliance-oriented approaches, while those building digital infrastructure 

simultaneously must prioritize capacity development. 

 

Table 4: Comparative Governance Frameworks by Region 

Dimension Europea

n Union 

United States China India Global South 

(Emerging) 

Primary 

Approach 

Risk-bas

ed 

regulatio

n 

Market-driven 

innovation 

State-directe

d integration 

Capacity-

building 

Adaptive/commu

nity-oriented 

Key 

Framewor

k 

EU AI 

Act 

Executive 

Orders 

"AI+" 

Action Plan 

National 

AI 

Strategy 

Varies by country 

Governanc

e Model 

Complia

nce 

(high-re

gulation

) 

Voluntary/guidel

ines 

Centralized 

oversight 

Hybrid 

public-pri

vate 

Capacity-driven 

Higher 

Education 

Role 

Complia

nce & 

Talent pipeline 

& R&D 

National 

priority 

Skill 

developm

Literacy & 

infrastructure 
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ethics 

training 

implementat

ion 

ent & 

access 

Emphasis Rights 

protectio

n 

Competitiveness Strategic 

integration 

Inclusion Digital readiness 

Sources: Amelia et al. (2025), Yang & Xu (2025), UNESCO (2025)  

4.5 Workforce Transformation and Curricular Response 

●​ Tech Job Market Restructuring: The AI-driven transformation of the technology 

job market has begun reshaping student demand for computing education. In South 

Korea, applications to computer science programs declined significantly for the 2025 

academic year, reversing a period when the field rivaled medicine in prestige. This 

decline tracks AI-related hiring anxieties, as major technology firms have announced 

layoffs or hiring freezes explicitly linked to AI-enabled productivity gains. 

●​ CS Enrollment Patterns: In the United States, computer science enrollment at 

four-year universities fell 11% between 2024 and 2025. However, AI-related graduate 

programs continued to grow, with master's graduates in AI software-related fields 

rising 17% from 2023 to 2024. This bifurcation suggests that demand is not 

collapsing but reconfiguring: conventional coding skills are devalued while AI 

specialization is prized. 

●​ Institutional Adaptation Challenges: Case studies reveal the difficulty of curricular 

adaptation. SUNY Korea, a transnational branch campus offering American degrees 

in South Korea, faces structural constraints that complicate rapid curriculum reform. 

As a foreign institution operating under Korean regulations, substantive program 

changes require Ministry of Education approval, lengthening reform timelines beyond 

what agile adaptation requires. 

●​ Alternative Models: Minerva University, a distributed global institution, has 

responded by emphasizing cognitive frameworks, systems thinking, and adaptability 

rather than narrow coding proficiency. This approach assumes that technical skills 
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will be rapidly automated, making human judgment and cross-context innovation the 

durable advantages in an AI-saturated world. 

 

5. Discussion 
5.1 Synthesis: The Policy-Practice Gap 

The most consistent finding across this comparative analysis is the substantial gap between 

AI adoption and institutional readiness. Students and faculty have integrated AI into their 

academic work at remarkable speed, achieving near-universal adoption within two years. Yet 

institutional policies, faculty development programs, and governance frameworks lag 

significantly behind. 

This gap manifests in multiple dimensions. First, the policy vacuum (only 26% of institutions 

have formal AI policies) forces students and faculty to develop idiosyncratic, often 

inconsistent practices for AI use. Second, the skills gap (only 25% of faculty feel prepared) 

undermines faculty confidence and effectiveness. Third, the detection gap (only 27% 

confident in identifying AI-generated content) challenges traditional assessment models. 

The gap is not merely a matter of institutional inertia. As the Coursera data demonstrate, AI 

capabilities are evolving faster than the typical cycle of curriculum review, faculty 

development, or policy formulation. Faculty confidence actually declined year-over-year not 

because faculty lost skills but because AI became more sophisticated. 

5.2 Global Divergence or Strategic Differentiation? 

The comparative analysis reveals persistent differences between national approaches that 

might be characterized either as divergence or as strategic differentiation appropriate to 

different contexts. The compliance-oriented models of high-capacity countries (e.g., EU, 

Singapore, Korea) assume existing institutional infrastructure capable of implementing and 

monitoring regulations. The capacity-driven approaches of emerging economies (e.g., India, 

Indonesia, Nigeria) prioritize building foundational digital literacy and access before 

imposing regulatory requirements. 

Neither approach is inherently superior; each reflects different starting conditions and 

strategic priorities. However, this divergence creates challenges for international cooperation, 
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student mobility, and transnational education programs. A student trained under India's 

capacity-building framework may encounter different ethical expectations and technical 

standards when studying in the EU. Similarly, transnational programs like SUNY Korea must 

navigate the regulatory requirements of both home and host countries. 

The proposed Integrated AIGE Model addresses this challenge by distinguishing between 

global ethical norms (which should converge) and local implementation mechanisms (which 

can diverge). Sustainable AI governance requires "hybrid systems that successfully integrate 

global ethical standards with local contextualization”. 

 

Table 5: Key Tensions in Global AI Higher Education Integration 

Tension Description Implications 

Adoption vs. Policy 95% use AI, 26% have 

institutional policies 

Inconsistent practices, 

academic integrity confusion 

Optimism vs. Concern 81% positive, 54% believe AI 

use is cheating 

Ambivalence without clear 

guidance 

Faculty vs. Student 

Confidence 

25% faculty prepared, 83% 

students positive 

Generational disconnect in 

expectations 

Global Norms vs. Local 

Implementation 

Ethical convergence, 

regulatory divergence 

Challenges for international 

mobility 

Speed of Change vs. 

Institutional Cycles 

AI evolves monthly, 

curriculum reviews annually 

Perpetual "catching up" 

dynamic 

Coding vs. Cognitive 

Skills 

Entry-level programming 

automated, judgment valued 

Need for fundamental 

curriculum redesign 

5.3 Toward a Framework for Sustainable Integration 

Based on the comparative analysis, this paper proposes five principles for sustainable AI 

integration in higher education: 

●​ Principle 1: Policy Leadership Cannot Wait for Consensus. The policy vacuum is 

more damaging than imperfect policies. Institutions must adopt interim guidelines that 
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establish clear expectations for acceptable AI use, attribution requirements, and 

disclosure norms. These guidelines should be treated as living documents, regularly 

updated as technology evolves. 

●​ Principle 2: Faculty Development Must Be Continuous and Contextual. The rapid 

decline in faculty confidence (from 37% to 27% in one year) demonstrates that 

one-time training is insufficient. Institutions should establish ongoing professional 

learning communities, AI literacy programs, and pedagogical support structures that 

evolve alongside the technology. 

●​ Principle 3: Assessment Reform Is Not Optional. Traditional assessment models 

that assume unsupervised, AI-free student work are no longer defensible. Institutions 

must redesign assessments to emphasize process over product, oral defense over 

written submission, and authentic application over generic exercises. 

●​ Principle 4: Equity Requires Intentional Design. The digital divide persists within 

and between countries. Institutions must ensure that AI integration does not advantage 

students with greater technological access or digital fluency. This requires providing 

equal access to AI tools, designing assignments that work across access levels, and 

teaching AI literacy as a core competency. 

●​ Principle 5: Global Collaboration Must Complement Local 

Adaptation. International frameworks provide valuable guidance on ethical 

principles and best practices, but effective implementation requires adaptation to local 

contexts, institutional capacities, and cultural values. The goal is convergence on 

principles, not uniformity of practice. 

 

6. Conclusion and Future Directions 
This paper has examined the global landscape of AI in higher education through comparative 

analysis of policy frameworks, adoption patterns, and institutional responses. The findings 

reveal a moment of both extraordinary opportunity and profound challenge. AI has become 

ubiquitous in academic life, with students and faculty across the world using these tools to 

enhance research, writing, learning, and teaching. At the same time, institutions have 
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struggled to keep pace, leaving a policy vacuum, a skills gap, and unresolved questions about 

academic integrity, equity, and the future of assessment. 

The comparative perspective yields important insights. The convergence on ethical 

principles—transparency, accountability, fairness, human-centeredness—across diverse 

national contexts suggests a global consensus on fundamental values. Yet the divergence in 

implementation approaches reflects legitimate differences in institutional capacity, 

developmental stage, and cultural context. Effective AI governance requires neither top-down 

global harmonization nor uncoordinated national variation, but rather "hybrid systems that 

integrate global ethical standards with local contextualization”. 

The future trajectory of AI in higher education will depend on how institutions navigate 

several critical challenges. First, the assessment crisis: when AI can produce competent 

essays, code, and analysis, what do we need to assess, and how? Second, the faculty 

development imperative: how do we support educators whose professional identity and 

pedagogical practices are being fundamentally transformed? Third, the equity challenge: how 

do we ensure that AI enhances access and outcomes for all students rather than exacerbating 

existing inequalities? Fourth, the governance question: how do we develop policies that 

provide clear guidance without becoming obsolete before they are implemented? 

These questions have no simple answers, but this paper suggests that the most promising path 

forward combines institutional leadership, continuous faculty development, assessment 

redesign, equity-centered implementation, and global-local policy hybridity. The institutions 

that thrive in the AI era will not be those that resist AI or those that uncritically embrace it, 

but those that thoughtfully integrate AI in ways that enhance rather than diminish human 

flourishing. 
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