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Governing Artificial Intelligence in Education

Executive Summary

Artificial intelligence (Al) is rapidly reshaping education systems, influencing
how students learn, how teachers teach, and how institutions make decisions.
Across the United States and the European Union, Al is increasingly embedded
in  tutoring systems, learning analytics, and administrative functions.
However, governance frameworks remain uneven in scope, maturity, and
implementation.

This brief argues that while the European Union provides a more structured
regulatory framework than the United States, the effectiveness of Al
governance in education depends less on regulatory design alone and more
on implementation capacity, institutional readiness, and operational alignment
across schools and systems.

The United States reflects a decentralized and uneven policy landscape,
where states and districts shape Al adoption and governance in distinct
ways. In contrast, the European Union has advanced a more structured
regulatory approach through the EU Al Act, establishing clearer standards for
accountability and risk management across member states.

The brief contends that Al must be governed not only as a tool but as a form of
decision-making infrastructure. Effective policy must move beyond principles
toward operational implementation, ensuring that Al strengthens educational
systems while preserving equity, accountability, and institutional control.
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1.

Policy Context and Problem Definition

Al is no longer peripheral to education systems. It is becoming embedded in
their operational core. Adaptive learning platforms, automated grading tools,
and generative Al systems increasingly shape how students access content,
how teachers assess performance, and how institutions allocate attention and
resources.

This shift represents a structural transformation. Al systems do not simply
support decisions. They shape classification, prediction, and prioritization
within educational systems. As a result, governance becomes central to
ensuring that these technologies produce equitable and beneficial outcomes,
particularly by addressing risks such as bias amplification and limited
transparency in decision-making (European Parliament & Council of the
European Union 2024).

Policy development, however, has not kept pace with adoption. Schools and
institutions are integrating Al tools faster than governments are establishing
standards for transparency, accountability, and evaluation. This dynamic
creates a widening gap between technological capability and governance
capacity, with significant implications for equity, trust, and educational
outcomes.
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2.

United States: Decentralized Governance and
Uneven Implementation

In the United States, Al adoption in education has expanded rapidly, but
governance remains fragmented across federal, state, and local levels.
Federal institutions, including the US Department of Education, have issued
guidance emphasizing responsible and human-centered Al use. However,
implementation is largely left to states and school districts (US Department of
Education 2023).

This decentralized structure produces significant variation in how Al is
integrated into education systems. Massachusetts and California illustrate how
different governance approaches shape both adoption and outcomes.

In  Massachusetts, Al adoption is emerging within a broader policy
environment that emphasizes digital equity, educational quality, and
institutional accountability. The integration of Al tools is often approached
cautiously, with attention to data privacy, student protection, and disparities
in digital access across communities. This results in a more deliberate
process, where Al is introduced alongside considerations of teacher training,
infrastructure readiness, and governance safeguards.




In contrast, California reflects a more
innovation-driven model. The state
has actively encouraged the use of
generative Al tools in classrooms,
supported by guidance addressing
academic integrity and data use.
This approach accelerates adoption
and experimentation, particularly in
districts with strong technological
capacity. However, it also introduces
variation in implementation quality,
with better-resourced districts more
effectively positioned to leverage Al.

The comparison highlights a

broader dynamic within the US
system. Decentralization enables
flexibility and rapid innovation, but

it also produces uneven outcomes
across states and districts. While Al
can enhance learning, particularly
when integrated into teacher-led
instruction (Zawacki-Richter et

al. 2019), its effectiveness remains
contingent on local capacity, training,
and governance structures. Without
more coordinated policy frameworks,
these differences risk reinforcing
existing inequalities across the
education system, particularly
through disparities in access to digital
infrastructure, teacher preparedness,
and institutional capacity to adopt
and manage Al tools (European
Parliament 2026).
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3.

European Union: Structured and Risk-Based
Governance

The European Union has taken a more structured approach to Al governance
through the EU Al Act, which establishes a comprehensive, risk-based
regulatory framework (European Parliament & Council of the European Union
2024).

Al systems used in education, particularly those related to student assessment,
monitoring, or decision-making, are generally classified as high-risk (European
Parliament & Council of the European Union 2024). This classification requires
compliance with strict standards, including transparency in system design,
documentation of decision-making processes, human oversight, and ongoing
risk management.

This model reflects a shift toward proactive governance. Rather than regulating
Al after widespread adoption, the EU defines conditions for its use in advance,
aligning technological deployment with broader principles related to
fundamental rights and accountability.

Recent developments also indicate that the EU framework is still evolving in
practice. In March 2026, committees of the European Parliament supported
a proposal to postpone the application of certain rules governing high-risk
Al systems, citing delays in the development of key technical standards.
Under the proposed timeline, some high-risk provisions, including those
affecting sectors such as education, may not apply until late 2027. This
reflects an important limitation: even within a structured regulatory system,
implementation timelines may shift, creating uncertainty for institutions
expected to comply with evolving requirements (US Department of Education
2023).



Across member states, including
Germany, this framework is
translated into national strategies
that emphasize coordinated
implementation, investment in
digital infrastructure, and alignment
between regulatory requirements
and institutional practice. This
produces a more consistent
governance environment compared
to the fragmented US system.

However, as the German case
illustrates, implementation remains
uneven due to decentralized
governance structures and
differences in institutional capacity,
resulting in variation in how
regulatory requirements are applied
in practice (Germany Federal Ministry
of Education and Research, 2023).

At the same time, the EU approach
introduces its own challenges.
Compliance requirements can be
complex, particularly for schools and
institutions with limited technical
capacity. The effectiveness of the
framework will depend on how these
requirements are operationalized
and whether they translate into
measurable improvements in
learning outcomes and equity.
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4,

Cross-Case Insights

Across both contexts, a central finding emerges: the impact of Al in education
is shaped less by the technology itself than by governance structures,
implementation capacity, and institutional readiness. Evidence from the
European context, particularly Germany, reinforces that even strong regulatory
frameworks can produce uneven outcomes when implementation s
fragmented.

The United States demonstrates how decentralized systems enable rapid
innovation but produce uneven and, at times, inequitable outcomes. The
European Union illustrates how regulatory clarity can establish strong
safeguards and more consistent standards, though it may also introduce
implementation complexity.

In both contexts, a common limitation persists. Policies tend to emphasize
principles such as ethics, transparency, and fairness, but often lack
mechanisms to ensure that these principles are realized in practice. As a
result, there is limited evidence that existing frameworks consistently shape
how Al affects learning outcomes, teacher practices, or access to education,
particularly in the absence of clear enforcement, monitoring, and feedback
mechanisms.

This gap between policy design and implementation represents one of the
most significant challenges in governing Al in education.
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5.

Key Challenges and Risks

The risks associated with Al in education are systemic and interconnected.
One of the most significant challenges is the gap between rapid technological
adoption and slower policy development, which allows Al systems to influence
decision-making processes without clearly defined accountability structures.

Data governance presents a related concern. Al systems rely on continuous
data collection, including sensitive student information. However, policies
governing data ownership, access, and long-term use remain underdeveloped.
This creates a risk that control over educational data shifts from public
institutions to private technology providers.

Algorithmic bias further complicates this landscape. Systems trained on
historical or incomplete data may reproduce or amplify existing inequalities,
particularly across race, language, and socioeconomic status. These effects are
often embedded within complex systems, making them difficult to identify
without systematic oversight.
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Differences in institutional capacity
also play a critical role. Schools and
districts with  greater resources
are better positioned to adopt and
manage Al systems while under-
resourced institutions face barriers
related to infrastructure, training,
and governance. This dynamic risks
widening existing disparities.

At the same time, increasing reliance
on Al-generated recommendations
raises concerns about the erosion
of professional judgment. As Al
systems become more integrated
into educational processes, there is a
risk that teachers and administrators
defer to automated outputs, shifting
decision-making authority in
ways that are not always visible or
intentional.
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6.

Policy Recommendations

Effective policy responses must recognize Al as part of the core infrastructure
of education systems rather than as an external or supplementary tool.

First, governance frameworks should clearly define the role of Al in decision-
making processes, ensuring that human oversight remains central, particularly
in high-stakes contexts. This requires establishing explicit standards for
accountability and responsibility within institutions.

Second, sustained investment in human and institutional capacity is essential.
This includes structured teacher training programs, defined Al literacy
standards, and dedicated implementation support at both school and district
levels. Teachers and administrators must be equipped with the knowledge
and skills to understand, evaluate, and effectively integrate Al systems into
educational practice. Without this capacity, governance risks remaining formal
rather than operational.




Third, data governance frameworks
must be strengthened to ensure
transparency, accountability, and
public control over educational data.
Policies should clearly define data
ownership, restrict third-party access,
and mandate auditing mechanisms
for Al systems deployed in education.

Fourth, digital equity must be treated
as a foundational principle rather
than a secondary consideration.
Policymakers must address
disparities in access to infrastructure,
devices, and digital literacy to ensure
that Al does not exacerbate existing
inequalities across students, schools,
and districts.

Fifth, robust implementation and
evaluation frameworks must be
established to assess how Al affects
learning outcomes, equity, and
decision-making over time. This
includes continuous monitoring,
clearly assigned institutional ability
to adapt policies based on evidence
from practice.

Taken together, these
recommendations underscore that
effective Al governance must extend
beyond principles and regulatory
intent to include operational clarity,
institutional capacity, and continuous
evaluation.
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Conclusion

The comparison between the United States and the European Union
highlights a critical distinction in how Al is governed in education. The
European Union, through the EU Al Act, offers a structured and comprehensive
regulatory framework, with clear standards for risk classification, transparency,
and accountability. In contrast, the United States reflects a more decentralized
and fragmented approach, where guidance exists but implementation varies
significantly across states and districts.

At first glance, this contrast suggests that stronger regulation leads to better
outcomes. However, the analysis in this brief points to a more nuanced reality:
the effectiveness of Al governance depends not only on regulatory design
but on how policies are implemented, adapted, and sustained within real
educational systems.

Recent developments in the European Union, including proposed delays
in the application of certain high-risk Al provisions, further highlight that
even well-designed regulatory frameworks remain dynamic and subject to
implementation constraints over time.
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The experience of EU member states such as Germany demonstrates that
even within a unified legal framework, outcomes can vary significantly when
governance is decentralized and institutional capacity is uneven. Differences
in infrastructure, teacher training, oversight mechanisms, and coordination
structures shape how policies translate into practice. As a result, strong
regulatory frameworks may still produce uneven protection, inconsistent
oversight, and variable educational outcomes across regions.

This leads to a central policy insight: Al governance in education is not
only a legal challenge but an implementation challenge. Its success
depends on readiness across multiple dimensions: governance design,
institutional capacity, operational clarity, and the capabilities of educators and
administrators who interact with these systems daily.

Effective governance therefore requires more than well-designed regulation.
It requires the ability to operationalize policies within schools and classrooms,
meaningful stakeholder engagement, continuous evaluation of how Al
systems affect learning and equity, and the development of human capacity
to supervise, question, and adapt Al outputs. Without these elements, even
the most advanced regulatory frameworks risk remaining formal rather than
functional.

Ultimately, the question facing policymakers is not whether Al should be
used in education. Al is already embedded in educational systems. The more
important question is how its impact is assessed, understood, and governed
over time. This includes evaluating not only its benefits but also its opportunity
costs: what is gained, what is lost, and how decision-making authority shifts
within educational institutions.

The future of Al in education will depend less on adoption alone and more
on whether governance systems can ensure that these technologies support
learning, strengthen institutions, and advance equity. Moving forward
requires a shift from principle-based frameworks to implementation-focused
governance that is adaptive, accountable, and grounded in the realities of
educational practice.

16



Governing Artificial Intelligence in Education

References

1.

10.

US Department of Education Office of Educational Technology. 2023.
“Artificial Intelligence and the Future of Teaching and Learning: Insights and
Recommendations.” US Department of Education. https:/www.ed.gov/
sites/ed/files/documents/ai-report/ai-report.pdf

UNESCO. 2021. Artificial Intelligence and Education: Guidance for
Policymakers. UNESCO Publishing. https://www.unesco.org/en/artificial-
intelligence/education

Holmes, W., Bialik, M., and Fadel, C. 2019. “Artificial Intelligence in Education:
Promises and Implications for Teaching and Learning.” Center for
Curriculum Redesign.

Luckin, R., Holmes, W., Griffiths, M., and Forcier, L. 2016. Intelligence
Unleashed: An Argument for Al in Education. Pearson Education.

Zawacki-Richter, O., Marin, V. |, Bond, M., and Gouverneur, F. 2019.
“Systematic Review of Research on Artificial Intelligence Applications
in Higher Education—Where Are the Educators?” International Journal
of Educational Technology in Higher Education, 16 (1): 39. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s41239-019-0171-0.

RAND Corporation. 2024. “Using Artificial Intelligence Tools in K-12
Classrooms: Teacher Perspectives and Emerging Practices.” RAND
Corporation. https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA956-21.html.

Pew Research Center. 2024. “A Quarter of US Teachers Say Al Tools Do More
Harm Than Good in K-12 Education.” https://www.pewresearch.org/short-
reads/2024/05/15/a-quarter-of-u-s-teachers-say-ai-tools-do-more-harm-
than-good-in-k-12-education/.

College Board. (2024). “New Research: Majority of High School Students Use
Generative Al for Schoolwork.” https://newsroom.collegeboard.org/new-
research-maijority-high-school-students-use-generative-ai-schoolwork.

EdWeek Research Center. 2025. “Rising Use of Al in Schools Comes with
Major Challenges for Students and Teachers.” Education Week._https:/
www.edweek.org/technology/rising-use-of-ai-in-schools-comes-with-big-
downsides-for-students/2025/10.

National Science Foundation. n.d. “Artificial Intelligence Research in
Education.” https://www.nsf.gov.

17


https://www.ed.gov/sites/ed/files/documents/ai-report/ai-report.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/sites/ed/files/documents/ai-report/ai-report.pdf
https://www.unesco.org/en/artificial-intelligence/education
https://www.unesco.org/en/artificial-intelligence/education
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-019-0171-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-019-0171-0
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA956-21.html
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/05/15/a-quarter-of-u-s-teachers-say-ai-tools-do-more-harm-than-good-in-k-12-education/
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/05/15/a-quarter-of-u-s-teachers-say-ai-tools-do-more-harm-than-good-in-k-12-education/
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/05/15/a-quarter-of-u-s-teachers-say-ai-tools-do-more-harm-than-good-in-k-12-education/
https://newsroom.collegeboard.org/new-research-majority-high-school-students-use-generative-ai-schoolwork
https://newsroom.collegeboard.org/new-research-majority-high-school-students-use-generative-ai-schoolwork
https://www.edweek.org/technology/rising-use-of-ai-in-schools-comes-with-big-downsides-for-students/2025/10
https://www.edweek.org/technology/rising-use-of-ai-in-schools-comes-with-big-downsides-for-students/2025/10
https://www.edweek.org/technology/rising-use-of-ai-in-schools-comes-with-big-downsides-for-students/2025/10
https://www.nsf.gov/

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Governing Artificial Intelligence in Education

Institute of Education Sciences. n.d. “Research on Education Technology
and Al" https://ies.ed.gov.

Stanford Institute for Human-Centered Artificial Intelligence. n.d. “Human-
Centered Al and Education Research.” https://hai.stanford.edu

MIT Media Lab. n.d. “Al and Learning Environments Research.” https://www.
media.mit.edu.

EdJSAFE Al Alliance. n.d. “Safety and Standards for Al in Education.” https://
www.edsafeai.org.

EU Al Act. 2024. “Regulation (EU) 2024...Laying Down Harmonised Rules on
Artificial Intelligence.” European Union.

Germany Federal Ministry of Education and Research. 2023. “Al in Education
and Research Initiatives in Germany.”

International Trade Administration. 2024. “Germany: Al in Education Market
Intelligence.” https://www.trade.gov/market-intelligence/germany-ai-
education.

Demandsage. 2024. “Al in Education Statistics 2024 Adoption, Use, and
Impact.” https://www.demandsage.com/ai-in-education-statistics/.

ElectrolQ. 2024. “Al in Education Statistics and Trends.” https://electroiq.
com/stats/ai-in-education-statistics/.

20.GovSpend. 2024. “K-12 Schools Race to Adopt Al in an Untamed Market.”

https://govspend.com/bloa/k-12-schools-race-to-adopt-ai-in-an-untamed-

market/.

18


https://ies.ed.gov/
https://hai.stanford.edu/
https://www.media.mit.edu/
https://www.media.mit.edu/
https://www.edsafeai.org/
https://www.edsafeai.org/
https://www.trade.gov/market-intelligence/germany-ai-education
https://electroiq.com/stats/ai-in-education-statistics/
https://electroiq.com/stats/ai-in-education-statistics/
https://govspend.com/blog/k-12-schools-race-to-adopt-ai-in-an-untamed-market/
https://govspend.com/blog/k-12-schools-race-to-adopt-ai-in-an-untamed-market/

Governing Artificial Intelligence in Education

Author

Imen Ameur

Imen Ameur is a technology governance and policy expert specializing in Al
systems, healthcare innovation, and institutional transformation. She is the
founder of ATL Engines and IA Consulting, where she designs governance-
native architectures, automated systems, and agentic Al solutions that embed
accountability, ethics, and decision traceability directly into operational
workflows. She serves as Senior Executive Fellow and Co-Chair of Tech Policy
and Governance at The Digital Economist, contributing to global efforts shaping
responsible Al adoption, technology policy, and implementation frameworks.
Imen is Professor of Practice at Hult International Business School, where she
focuses on emerging technologies, Al governance, and entrepreneurship. She
has taught at Columbia University and conducted research within leading
academic and policy environments, including Harvard Kennedy School.
Her work centers on healthcare Al, productivity systems, and institutional
governance, with a focus on embedding oversight and accountability directly
into technology systems. She also serves as Vice President of Research and
Development at the Africa Digital Cluster Think Tank, advancing applied
research on digital transformation, Al governance, and inclusive economic
systems.



Governing Artificial Intelligence in Education

Co-Author

Dr. Jorgete Vitorino

Dr. Jorgete Vitorino Clarindo dos Santos, LL.M,, is a board advisor and legal,
compliance, and governance executive with extensive international experience
across highly regulated, technology-driven industries, including automotive,
semiconductors, and advanced technology. She operates at the intersection of
regulatory complexity, technological innovation, and institutional accountability,
bringing a strategic, values-driven approach to governance. Across senior
leadership roles, she has designed and led global compliance and governance
frameworks while advising executive management and boards on legal risk,
ethics, and strategic decision-making, not only safeguarding organizations in
complex regulatory environments but also enabling sustainable growth by
aligning governance, compliance, and innovation with business objectives. Her
expertise spans corporate governance, global regulatory compliance, strategic
risk management, Al governance, ESG, antitrust, AML, data protection (GDPR),
M&A, internal investigations, and board advisory, with a strong focus on helping
technology companies navigate regulatory change, scale responsibly, and build
governance structures suited for transformation and international expansion.
She holds a Doctor of Law (Dr. jur.) specializing in compliance in international
corporate groups and is both a Certified Advisory Board Member (Deutsche
Borse) and a Certified International Board Advisor (Advisory Board Center,
New York). In recent years, her work has centered on board and advisory roles,
supporting supervisory boards, advisory boards, and senior executives in
strengthening governance, risk oversight, and long-term value creation, while
advancing the view of governance as a strategic capability—beyond a control
function—and as a foundation for trust, resilience, and sustainable business
success.



The Digital Economist, headquartered in Washington, D.C. with offices at One World Trade
Center in New York City, is the world's foremost think tank on innovation advancing a human-
centered global economy through technology, policy, and systems change. We are an
ecosystem of 40,000+ executives and senior leaders dedicated to creating the future we want
to see—where digital technologies serve humanity and life.

We work closely with governments and multi-stakeholder organizations to change the game:
how we create and measure value. With a clear focus on high-impact projects, we serve as
partners of key global players in co-building the future through scientific research, strategic
advisory, and venture build out.

We engage a global network to drive transformation across climate, finance, governance, and
global development. Our practice areas include applied Al, sustainability, blockchain and
digital assets, policy, governance, and healthcare. Publishing 75+ in-depth research papers
annually, we operate at the intersection of emerging technologies, policy, and economic
systems—supported by an up-and-coming venture studio focused on applying scientific
research to today's most pressing socio-economic challenges.

CONTACT: INFO@THEDIGITALECONOMIST.COM



Our Initiatives

Center of Excellence
on Human-Centered
Global Economy

The Center of Excellence convenes leaders across
technology, policy, and industry to address critical
global challenges and shape the systems,
standards, and governance of the digital economy
through research, convening, and applied
initiatives.

I Executive Fellowship

A selective leadership program integrating senior
professionals into the Center of Excellence to
advance global policy dialogue, systems
innovation, and cross-sector collaboration.

Participation

e 24-hour annual commitment

e Contribution to two publications annually

e Access to 500+ global convenings (World
Bank / IMF Spring Meetings, UNGA, Davos
Week, The Digital Economist Virtual Summits)

e Speaking opportunities across major policy
and innovation forums

I Thematic Workgroups

o Applied Artificial Intelligence
o Digital Assets & Blockchain

e Sustainability in Technology
e Tech Policy & Governance

e Quantum Computing

o Cyber Studio

e Healthcare Innovation

I Institutional Research Network

A cross-sector research platform convening
institutions at the intersection of markets, policy,
academia, and capital to shape the frameworks
guiding the next phase of the global digital
economy. Through structured collaboration,
participating institutions co-author high-signal
research and engage in executive roundtables and
policy dialogues that inform governance design,
regulatory development, and long-term economic
architecture.

The Digital Economist Ventures

Applied platforms translating research into
real-world implementation and governance
innovation.

o Tech for Transparency: Financial integrity
and anti-corruption frameworks in the digital
economy

e The Ostrom Project: Governance models for
digital commons and shared infrastructure

e ANER-G: Decentralized energy infrastructure
and next-generation energy systems

e Africa Coalition: Continental coordination
across strategic sectors, including
infrastructure, finance, and technology

Collaborate with The Digital Economist

Advance leadership and institutional
collaboration shaping technology, policy, and
economic systems transformation.

< partnerships@thedigitaleconomist.com

@ thedigitaleconomist.com

Scan the QR code to explore
participation pathways.



http://thedigitaleconomist.com

A THE
gy DIGITAL
¥>' ECONOMIST



	Executive Summary
	1.

Policy Context and Problem Definition
	2.

United States: Decentralized Governance and Uneven Implementation
	3.

European Union: Structured and Risk-Based Governance
	4.

Cross-Case Insights
	5.

Key Challenges and Risks
	6.

Policy Recommendations
	Conclusion

	References

	Author

