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Abstract — Generative artificial intelligence has entered higher education faster than any 
previous technology, and distance learning is its most exposed frontier. Students in online 
programmes now routinely use generative tools to brainstorm, draft and revise, while institutions 
struggle to articulate what is permitted, what is prohibited and how academic integrity is to be 
preserved. This paper develops a governance framework for generative AI in distance higher 
education and applies it to Uzbekistan's digital-learning context. Drawing on UNESCO's human-
centred guidance, the European Union's evolving regulatory approach and comparative university-
policy studies, we construct a five-stage governance-maturity ladder and a decision matrix that 
translates principles into classroom-level rules. We document a widening gap between student 
adoption and institutional policy, analyse where generative AI is actually used across student, faculty 
and administrative roles, and map current programmes onto the maturity ladder. We conclude that 
governance, not prohibition, is the realistic path, and that aligning national methodology with 
international standards offers emerging economies a credible route to trustworthy AI-enabled 
distance education. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The arrival of widely available generative AI tools has produced something rare in education: 

a technology that students adopted before their institutions had any policy on it at all. Within a couple 
of years, conversational AI moved from novelty to everyday study aid, used to summarise readings, 
draft essays, explain difficult concepts and generate practice questions. Nowhere is this shift more 
consequential than in distance higher education, where learning already happens through a screen and 
where the boundary between a student's own work and a machine's assistance is hardest to observe. 

This creates a governance problem rather than merely a technical one. The question facing 
universities is no longer whether students will use generative AI, but under what rules, with what 
disclosure, and with what safeguards for academic integrity, data privacy and equity. UNESCO has 
put the issue bluntly: the release of new AI tools is outpacing the adaptation of national regulatory 
frameworks, leaving institutions unprepared to validate the very tools their students are already using. 
For an emerging digital economy such as Uzbekistan, which is expanding distance provision rapidly 
under the Digital Uzbekistan 2030 strategy, the stakes are high. Get governance right and AI becomes 
a tutor at scale; get it wrong and it erodes the credibility of online qualifications. 

This paper asks how distance higher education in Uzbekistan can govern generative AI in a 
way that is both locally feasible and aligned with international standards. It is a companion to the 
standards-based quality-assurance methodology developed elsewhere in this volume: where that 
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study addresses how to assure distance-education quality in general, this one focuses specifically on 
the governance of generative AI within that quality system. We contribute a governance-maturity 
ladder, a decision matrix linking principles to practice, and an analysis of the adoption–policy gap 
that any realistic framework must close. 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
Three bodies of work inform a governance framework for generative AI in distance education: 

international guidance and regulation, comparative institutional-policy studies, and the emerging 
scholarship on academic integrity and assessment. 

UNESCO occupies the foundational position. Its guidance for generative AI in education and 
research advances a humanistic vision that emphasises human oversight of pedagogical decisions, the 
protection of data privacy, age-appropriate access and the ethical validation of tools before 
deployment. UNESCO has complemented the guidance with AI competency frameworks for teachers 
and students, organised around human-centred thinking, AI ethics, technical application and system 
design, and it has supported dozens of countries in building digital and AI competency frameworks. 
The European Union provides a second reference point. Beyond ethical guidelines for educators, the 
EU's broader regulatory approach, including its risk-based AI legislation and the European Research 
Area's living guidelines on the responsible use of generative AI in research, stresses transparency, 
disclosure of AI use, assessment of AI-generated content for bias and the avoidance of AI in sensitive 
tasks such as peer review. 

A fast-growing comparative literature maps how universities worldwide are responding. 
Studies of institutional adoption policies find wide variation, from outright prohibition to structured 
permission with disclosure, and they document an uneven, often reactive policy landscape. Cross-
national analyses describe an ambiguous balance between encouraging innovation and imposing 
regulation, and several frameworks have been proposed for developing university policies on 
generative AI governance. A recurring finding is the policy–practice void: students and faculty are 
already using the tools while formal policy lags behind, and where policy exists it is frequently 
unclear about which uses are permitted in which tasks. 

The third strand concerns integrity and assessment design. Scholars argue that traditional 
assessment, which rewards the production of polished text, is poorly matched to a world in which 
polished text is cheap to generate. The proposed response is not surveillance alone but assessment 
reform: authentic, process-oriented tasks that are resilient to undisclosed AI use, calibrated rubrics, 
and transparency requirements that ask students to declare how they used AI. Quality-assurance and 
tertiary-standards bodies have begun to issue guidance linking academic integrity explicitly to 
assessment reform rather than to detection technology alone. 

The gap in this literature is operational. The principles are well articulated and the comparative 
landscape is increasingly well mapped, but distance-education leaders in emerging economies still 
lack a staged, decision-level framework that tells them what to do next. The framework developed 
below is intended to fill that gap. 
 

METHODOLOGY 
Consistent with its aim, this study is a conceptual and comparative contribution supported by 

structured analysis rather than primary survey data. It proceeds in three steps. 
We extracted a consolidated set of governance principles from the international reference 

instruments, namely UNESCO's guidance and competency frameworks and the EU's ethical and 
regulatory materials. We grouped these into five recurring principles: human oversight, transparency 
and disclosure, data privacy and security, equity of access, and integrity-by-design. These five 
principles form the columns of the decision matrix presented in the analysis. 

We then synthesised the comparative institutional-policy literature into a five-stage 
governance-maturity ladder, ranging from prohibition, through ad-hoc tolerance and disclosure rules, 
to integrated governance and finally adaptive assurance. Each stage is defined by observable 
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characteristics of policy, practice and oversight, allowing a programme to locate itself on the ladder 
and to see what the next stage requires. 

Finally, we applied the ladder and the decision matrix to the Uzbek distance-education 
context, using the adoption patterns reported in the regional and global literature to characterise where 
provision currently sits and what alignment with international standards would require. The 
quantitative values shown in the figures are representative, calibrated to published ranges, and are 
used to illustrate the framework's logic; they are not presented as the results of a national census. We 
state this explicitly to avoid over-interpretation. 
 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
The analysis follows the three artefacts of the framework: the adoption–policy gap, the 

distribution of real use, and the maturity ladder, ending with the decision matrix that ties principles 
to classroom rules. 

The defining feature of the present moment is a governance gap, and Figure 1 makes it visible. 
Student use of generative AI for coursework has climbed steeply, while the share of institutions with 
a formal generative-AI policy has risen far more slowly. The widening area between the two curves 
is the space in which integrity disputes, inconsistent grading and student confusion accumulate. A 
governance framework's first job is simply to close this gap by giving every distance programme a 
clear, published position. 

 
Figure 1. The governance gap: student adoption of generative AI versus institutional policy 

coverage. 
 

Closing the gap, however, requires knowing what is actually being governed. Figure 2 breaks 
down where generative AI is used across three roles. For students, drafting and ideation dominate, 
with personalised tutoring close behind; for faculty, administrative automation and drafting lead; and 
for administrative and QA staff, the picture tilts decisively toward automation and integrity checking. 
The implication is that a single blanket rule will misfire: the governance of student drafting is a 
different problem from the governance of administrative automation, and the framework must be 
granular enough to distinguish them. 

 
Figure 2. Distribution of reported generative-AI use cases across student, faculty and 

administrative roles 
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Figure 3 places current distance-education programmes on the five-stage governance-maturity 
ladder. The distribution is concentrated in the middle, at ad-hoc tolerance and disclosure rules, with 
relatively few programmes having reached integrated governance and very few practising genuinely 
adaptive assurance. This is consistent with the comparative literature's portrait of a reactive landscape. 
The strategic message is that most programmes do not need to invent governance from scratch; they 
need to climb one or two rungs, from tolerating or merely disclosing AI use toward integrating it into 
their quality system and, eventually, continuously re-validating their rules as the tools evolve. 

 
Figure 3. Distribution of distance-education programmes across the five-stage governance-

maturity ladder 
 

The decision matrix in Table 1 operationalises the climb. It maps the five extracted principles 
onto concrete, classroom-level rules, turning abstract commitments such as transparency or integrity-
by-design into actions a course coordinator can actually take. This is the bridge between international 
standards and the seminar room that the literature has so far left underspecified. 

Table 1.  
Decision matrix linking governance principles to classroom-level rules in distance courses 

Principle What it requires Classroom-level rule 

Human oversight 
Final pedagogical judgement 
stays with educators 

AI may assist, never decide grades; 
tutor reviews flagged cases 

Transparency & 
disclosure 

Make AI use visible 
Students declare how AI was used in an 
assessment cover note 

Data privacy & 
security 

Protect learner data 
Approved tools only; no upload of 
personal or identifying data 

Equity of access Avoid creating new divides 
Provide a sanctioned baseline tool so 
access does not depend on ability to pay 

Integrity-by-
design 

Build resilience into tasks 
Authentic, process-oriented assessment; 
oral or applied verification 

 
Table 2 summarises the governance-maturity ladder itself, so that a programme can self-locate 

and identify its next step. Taken together with the decision matrix, it gives institutions a complete, 
staged pathway from wherever they are today toward alignment with international standards. 

Table 2.  
The five-stage governance-maturity ladder for generative AI in distance education 

Stage Defining characteristic Typical risk / next step 

1. Prohibition AI use banned; no support 
Drives use underground; move to 
clear, permitted-use rules 
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Stage Defining characteristic Typical risk / next step 

2. Ad-hoc 
tolerance 

Use allowed informally, no 
policy 

Inconsistent grading; introduce 
disclosure requirements 

3. Disclosure rules Students must declare AI use 
Disclosure without design; reform 
assessments for integrity 

4. Integrated 
governance 

AI embedded in QA system & 
rubrics 

Static rules age fast; add periodic re-
validation 

5. Adaptive 
assurance 

Rules continuously revalidated 
with evidence 

Sustain through analytics and faculty 
development 

 
CONCLUSION 

Generative AI is not waiting for higher education to be ready for it. In distance learning 
especially, students have already integrated these tools into their everyday work, and the central 
question for institutions is one of governance rather than permission. This paper has argued that 
prohibition is neither realistic nor desirable, and that the credible path for Uzbekistan and comparable 
emerging economies is to govern generative AI deliberately, in alignment with international 
standards. 

The framework offered here has three moving parts. The governance-maturity ladder lets a 
programme see where it stands and what the next rung requires. The decision matrix translates the 
five core principles, human oversight, transparency, data privacy, equity and integrity-by-design, into 
rules a course coordinator can apply. And the analysis of the adoption–policy gap explains why action 
is urgent: every semester without clear governance widens the space in which integrity and trust 
erode. Crucially, this governance work belongs inside the quality-assurance system developed in the 
companion study, not alongside it; AI governance is one domain of distance-education quality, not a 
separate project. 

The study is conceptual and comparative, and its quantitative illustrations are calibrated to 
published ranges rather than drawn from a national survey, which is its main limitation. The priority 
for future work is empirical: to measure where Uzbek programmes actually sit on the maturity ladder, 
to test the decision matrix in live courses, and to study how assessment reform performs against 
undisclosed AI use. What is already clear is that emerging economies do not need to choose between 
embracing AI and protecting integrity. With a staged, standards-aligned governance framework, they 
can do both. 
 

REFERENCES 
1. UNESCO. (2023). Guidance for generative AI in education and research. Paris: UNESCO 
Publishing. 
2. UNESCO. (2024). AI competency framework for students; AI competency framework for 
teachers. Paris: UNESCO. 
3. UNESCO. (2025). AI and education: Protecting the rights of learners. Digital Learning Week 
2025 Report. Paris: UNESCO. 
4. European Commission. (2022). Ethical guidelines on the use of artificial intelligence and data 
in teaching and learning for educators. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union. 
5. European Research Area Forum. (2024). Living guidelines on the responsible use of 
generative AI in research. Brussels: European Commission. 
6. European Union. (2024). Regulation 2024/1689 laying down harmonised rules on artificial 
intelligence (Artificial Intelligence Act). Official Journal of the European Union. 
7. Jin, Y., Yan, L., Echeverria, V., Gašević, D., & Martinez-Maldonado, R. (2025). Generative 
AI in higher education: A global perspective of institutional adoption policies and guidelines. 
Computers and Education: Artificial Intelligence, 8, 100348. 



 
International Scientific-Electronic Journal “Pioneering Studies and Theories”                                                                
ISSN: 3060-5105                                                                                                                   Volume 2 
www.pstjournal.uz                                                                                      
 

 

№ 3 

31 
International Scientific-Electronic Journal “Pioneering Studies and Theories”,  
Volume 2. Issue 3. Special Issue 2026                                                                                            

                                   JUNE 2026 

8. Chan, C. K. Y., & Colloton, T. (2024). Generative AI in higher education: The ChatGPT 
effect. London: Taylor & Francis. 
9. Dell’Erba, C., Ruffini, L., Silva, R., & Consoli, L. (2025). Mapping global generative AI 
guidelines in higher education: the ambiguous balance between innovation and regulation. 
EduLearn25 Proceedings, 5710–5720. IATED. 
10. Ilieva, G., Yankova, T., Ruseva, M., & Kabaivanov, S. (2025). A framework for generative 
AI-driven assessment in higher education. Information, 16(6), 472. 
11. Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2025). Gen AI, academic 
integrity and assessment reform. Australia. 
12. President of the Republic of Uzbekistan. (2020). Decree on the Strategy “Digital Uzbekistan 
– 2030”. Tashkent. 
13. Ministry of Higher Education, Science and Innovation of the Republic of Uzbekistan. (2025). 
Briefing on reforms and achievements in the higher education system in 2025. Tashkent. 


