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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The College of Engineering is piloting an AI-integrated curricu-

lum for all first-year programming courses, reporting a 35% reduction
in time-to-competency in a recent internal review [1]. Concurrently, [1] AI-Integrated Pedagogy Pilot

Reportthe College of Arts & Sciences Philosophy Department has formally
banned AI tools in all graded work, citing concerns over the degra-
dation of foundational critical thinking skills [4]. This 40% variance [4] Ethical Framework for AI in

Humanitiesin academic policy enforcement has triggered a student government
grievance alleging inequitable learning environments and inconsistent
grading standards [6], placing Legal Affairs and the Provost’s office [6] Student Academic Equity Report
under immediate pressure to define a unified institutional stance.

This scenario encapsulates the primary strategic contradiction
facing the university: the undeniable imperative to harness AI for
pedagogical innovation and operational efficiency versus the profound
obligation to mitigate academic integrity risks and preserve the core
mission of humanistic education. Benchmarking data confirms this
tension is a central, unresolved dilemma across the higher education
landscape, forcing institutions to choose between being perceived as
laggards or becoming ethically compromised early adopters [5]. Lead- [5] National AI in Higher Education

Benchmarking Studyership faces a critical decision point where neither strategic path is
without significant institutional and reputational consequence, de-
manding a clear position on our educational philosophy and risk toler-
ance.

We recommend three immediate actions: establishing a university-
wide AI task force by the end of this fiscal quarter, allocating seed
funding for a cross-disciplinary AI literacy initiative, and presenting
a provisional AI use framework to the Board of Trustees at their next
meeting. These steps, while challenging given resource constraints and
entrenched cultural norms, are essential for coherent strategic posi-
tioning. The following analysis provides evidence and implementation
guidance.
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Critical Tension

The Strategic Contradiction The university faces a core institu-
tional dilemma: the imperative to accelerate AI adoption for com-
petitive innovation versus the obligation to govern its use to protect
academic integrity and pedagogical values. This tension is playing
out across the higher education landscape. On one side, institutions
like Stanford are aggressively embedding AI tools across curricula to
drive operational efficiency and position themselves as technological
leaders, reporting significant gains in administrative productivity and
student engagement [5]. The strategic advantage is clear—harnessing [5] National AI in Higher Education

Benchmarking StudyAI promises enhanced learning personalization, research acceleration,
and a compelling value proposition to prospective students and fac-
ulty. Conversely, peer institutions like the University of Chicago’s law
school have implemented strict, human-centric AI policies to safeguard
critical analytical skills and mitigate risks of academic dishonesty and
over-reliance on automation. The strategic risk is the potential erosion
of the university’s core educational mission and reputational dam-
age from poorly managed implementation, as highlighted by concerns
over the degradation of foundational critical thinking skills [4]. This [4] Ethical Framework for AI in

Humanitiescontradiction creates direct cross-category impacts, from inconsistent
teaching policies that trigger student grievances [6] to research in- [6] Student Academic Equity Report
tegrity concerns and operational fragmentation, forcing leadership to
choose between being perceived as a laggard or an ethically compro-
mised early adopter.

Why Leadership Must Decide Now Several converging forces
prevent indefinite delay and compel an institutional decision within
the current budget cycle. Externally, competitive pressure is intensi-
fying as peer R1 institutions publicly release their AI frameworks, cre-
ating a clear first-mover advantage in student recruitment and faculty
hiring. Accreditation bodies are also beginning to signal that coherent
digital literacy and AI ethics policies will become a review criterion in
the next cycle, making proactive governance a compliance imperative.
Internally, the current 40% variance in academic policy is unsustain-
able, creating inequitable learning environments and placing Legal Af-
fairs under increasing pressure to define a unified institutional stance
[6]. Faculty demands are escalating, with some departments pushing [6] Student Academic Equity Report
for more resources and autonomy to innovate, while others demand
clear, restrictive guidelines to protect their pedagogical methods. The
dominant institutional metaphor of ”transformation” itself creates ur-
gency, framing AI not as a mere tool but as a fundamental shift that
demands a philosophical response. Furthermore, budget cycles for the
upcoming fiscal year are being finalized, and without a clear strategic
position, the university risks misallocating millions in technology in-
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vestments and professional development. The institution has reached
a critical inflection point where the cost of inaction—in reputational
damage, student dissatisfaction, and operational inefficiency—now
exceeds the cost of making a difficult strategic choice [5]. [5] National AI in Higher Education

Benchmarking StudyGovernance Challenges Navigating this strategic contradiction
is fraught with governance obstacles that render obvious solutions
ineffective. A top-down, one-size-fits-all policy would likely fail due
to the radically different AI applications and ethical considerations
across disciplines, from computer science to philosophy. Conversely,
complete departmental autonomy has already resulted in the cur-
rent problematic policy fragmentation and student equity complaints
[6]. The governance complexity is reflected in the broader landscape, [6] Student Academic Equity Report
where fewer than 30% of institutions have documented, successful
solutions for reconciling these competing priorities [5]. Key perspec- [5] National AI in Higher Education

Benchmarking Studytive gaps in current discussions include the absence of student voices
from low-income backgrounds regarding access to paid AI tools and
insufficient input from staff unions on how AI integration will trans-
form administrative roles. Power dynamics further complicate matters,
as decisions are currently siloed within individual colleges or driven
by IT procurement offices rather than through a collaborative, cross-
institutional body. This has created policy blind spots, particularly
concerning long-term liability for AI-generated content and the ethical
implications of vendor partnerships that may compromise institutional
data independence. Any viable governance model must therefore nav-
igate entrenched cultural norms, competing stakeholder interests, and
significant resource constraints for training and support, all while ad-
dressing the fundamental question of whether the university’s primary
identity is that of an innovator or a guardian of traditional pedagogi-
cal values [4]. [4] Ethical Framework for AI in

Humanities

Actionable Recommendations

Establish a University-Wide AI Task Force with Cross-
Stakeholder Representation

The primary obstacle is that top-down policy mandates from cen-
tral administration consistently fail in academic environments due to
fierce protection of departmental autonomy and divergent pedagog-
ical philosophies. A purely faculty-led committee, conversely, often
lacks the operational authority and budgetary oversight to implement
institution-wide change, leading to recommendations that are ignored
by administrative units. This governance gap is evident in the cur-
rent 40% variance in academic policy, which has triggered student
grievances alleging inequitable learning environments [6]. This recom- [6] Student Academic Equity Report
mendation creates a hybrid governance structure that balances aca-
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demic input with executive authority, directly addressing the failure
pattern where stakeholder silos prevent coherent policy development.

1. Constitute the Task Force (Q1 FY2026): Appoint 12 mem-
bers: three faculty from STEM, humanities, and social sciences; two
academic deans; the Provost or designee; two student government rep-
resentatives; the CIO; the head of Legal Affairs; and a board liaison.
This ensures all critical perspectives are embedded from the start. 2.
Define Charter and Deliverables (By End of Q2 FY2026):
Mandate the production of a provisional AI use framework for Board
presentation, a risk assessment matrix for academic integrity, and
a 3-year implementation roadmap. This requires an initial budget
allocation of $150,000 for external benchmarking and stakeholder con-
sultation. 3. Launch Pilot Working Groups (Following Fall
Accreditation Cycle): Establish three sub-committees focused on
(a) Academic Integrity & Assessment, (b) Curriculum Innovation,
and (c) Operational Efficiency, each with a dedicated FTE project
manager to coordinate efforts and report progress.

This workaround avoids governance failure by giving the task force
a direct line to the Board for approval and the Provost for imple-
mentation, bypassing traditional faculty senate bottlenecks while still
ensuring deep academic representation. The inclusion of Legal Affairs
and student government from the outset preempts the compliance and
equity challenges highlighted in the student grievance report [6]. [6] Student Academic Equity Report

The expected outcome within one fiscal year is a 70% reduction
in policy variance and a unified institutional stance, mitigating legal
and reputational risk. This positions the university to meet emerging
accreditation standards for digital literacy and creates a replicable
model for governing emerging technologies, as demonstrated by peer
institutions that have successfully navigated similar transitions [5]. [5] National AI in Higher Education

Benchmarking StudyImplement a Tiered AI Use Policy Framework with De-
partmental Flexibility

The obvious obstacle is that a one-size-fits-all policy is pedagogi-
cally inappropriate and will be resisted by faculty, as seen in the stark
contrast between the College of Engineering’s successful AI-integrated
pilot and the Philosophy Department’s complete ban [1] [4]. However, [1] AI-Integrated Pedagogy Pilot

Report
[4] Ethical Framework for AI in
Humanities

total departmental autonomy has already created the inequities and
compliance nightmares now facing Legal Affairs. The hidden com-
plexity is creating a core set of non-negotiable institutional principles
(e.g., attribution, human oversight) while allowing for contextual
application, which requires a sophisticated policy architecture most
institutions lack.

1. Develop Core Principles (Q2 FY2026): Task the newly
formed AI Task Force to define 4-5 universal principles, such as ”trans-
parency in AI use” and ”preservation of core learning objectives,”
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drawing directly from established ethical frameworks [4]. 2. Cre- [4] Ethical Framework for AI in
Humanitiesate a Tiered Policy Matrix (By Q4 FY2026): Develop three

policy tiers: ”Prohibited” (for foundational skill-building courses),
”Permitted with Disclosure” (for most undergraduate work), and ”En-
couraged” (for graduate research and specific innovation pilots). This
requires an investment in policy drafting and legal review, estimated
at $50,000. 3. Establish a Departmental Approval Process (Fol-
lowing Academic Year): Require each academic department to
submit a ”Digital Pedagogy Plan” aligning their specific course se-
quences with the institutional tiers, subject to review by the Dean and
Provost’s office to ensure coherence and equity.

This navigates competing interests by setting a mandatory insti-
tutional floor for academic integrity without dictating pedagogical
methods. It transforms the current chaotic variance into a structured,
justified, and documented diversity of practice, satisfying demands for
both consistency and flexibility. The framework acknowledges that
what constitutes legitimate AI use in a coding class differs from a
critical essay, a tension central to the current crisis [6]. [6] Student Academic Equity Report

Within two academic years, this approach is projected to achieve
90% departmental compliance with the core principles while reducing
student grievances related to policy inconsistency by over 50%. It
provides a defensible, nuanced position for accreditation reviews and
public communications, demonstrating thoughtful leadership rather
than reactive prohibition, a strategy validated by leading institutions
[5]. [5] National AI in Higher Education

Benchmarking StudyLaunch a Cross-Disciplinary AI Literacy Initiative for Stu-
dents and Faculty

The critical implementation challenge is that simply providing tool
access or policy documents does not change behavior or capability.
Faculty lack the training and incentives to redesign curricula, while
students face confusion over inconsistent expectations, as highlighted
by the student government’s equity report [6]. A standard, mandatory [6] Student Academic Equity Report
training module would be ignored; a purely voluntary one would have
low uptake. This recommendation funds and structures literacy as a
shared, developmental responsibility, creating the foundational skills
needed for any policy to succeed.

1. Seed Faculty Development Grants (Q3 FY2026): Allocate
$250,000 from the strategic innovation fund for competitive grants
supporting faculty in redesigning assignments and syllabi for an AI-
aware environment. Fund 20-30 grants of $5,000-$10,000 each, with
priority for cross-disciplinary projects. 2. Integrate Literacy into
Core Curriculum (Following Accreditation Cycle): Work with
the General Education committee to embed AI literacy and ethics
modules into first-year writing and introductory research methods
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courses, ensuring all students encounter a baseline standard. This
requires 0.5 FTE for curriculum development. 3. Create a Central-
ized Support Hub (By End of FY2027): Establish a ”Center
for Digital Pedagogy” with 2.0 FTE staff (an instructional designer
and an educational technologist) to consolidate best practices, run
workshops, and provide direct consultation to departments, preventing
redundant efforts across schools.

This workaround builds capacity from the ground up by incentiviz-
ing faculty innovation with tangible resources, rather than imposing
top-down mandates. By focusing on curriculum integration rather
than one-off training, it ensures sustainability and aligns with the uni-
versity’s educational mission. This addresses the core concern about
the degradation of critical thinking by proactively shaping how AI is
used to enhance, not replace, cognitive skills [4]. [4] Ethical Framework for AI in

HumanitiesThe outcome, measurable within two academic years, is a 40%
increase in faculty reporting confidence in teaching with AI and a
demonstrable improvement in student work products that appropri-
ately integrate AI tools. This directly supports the pedagogical inno-
vation seen in the engineering pilot [1] while safeguarding the critical [1] AI-Integrated Pedagogy Pilot

Reportthinking goals of the humanities, ultimately reducing the skill gap that
drives policy inequity.

Develop an Institutional AI Risk Assessment and Monitor-
ing System

Leadership often discovers too late that the risks of AI—from aca-
demic integrity breaches to data privacy violations and algorithmic
bias—are distributed and poorly understood across different university
functions. The obvious solution of creating a new compliance office
is costly and creates bureaucratic friction. The hidden complexity is
that risk manifests differently in academic, research, and administra-
tive contexts, requiring a coordinated but decentralized monitoring
approach. The current ad-hoc situation leaves the institution exposed,
as seen in the legal pressure from inconsistent policy enforcement [6]. [6] Student Academic Equity Report

1. Conduct a Baseline Risk Audit (Q1-Q2 FY2026): Con-
tract an external firm ($100,000) to map AI use and associated risks
across three domains: academic integrity (e.g., contract cheating), re-
search ethics (e.g., data provenance), and operational liability (e.g.,
admissions algorithm bias). 2. Implement a Lightweight Report-
ing Protocol (By Q4 FY2026): Mandate that any university unit
piloting or procuring an AI system complete a standardized impact
assessment, reviewed by a central committee (comprising Legal, IT,
and Academic Affairs) to flag high-risk initiatives. 3. Establish an
Annual AI Governance Review (Starting FY2027): Present a
consolidated risk report to the Board’s Audit Committee each fall, de-
tailing incidents, policy effectiveness, and emerging threats, supported
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by 1.0 FTE dedicated to ongoing policy and risk monitoring.
This approach avoids governance failure by embedding risk assess-

ment into existing procurement and curriculum approval processes
rather than creating a standalone, obstructive compliance hurdle. It
provides leadership with the necessary oversight without stifling in-
novation, acknowledging that some risk is inherent in transformation
[5]. [5] National AI in Higher Education

Benchmarking StudyWithin one budget cycle, this system will provide the first compre-
hensive view of institutional AI risk, enabling proactive mitigation.
It is expected to reduce unforeseen compliance issues by 60% and
provide the evidence base needed to secure cybersecurity and liabil-
ity insurance, protecting the university from significant financial and
reputational harm. This systematic oversight is a hallmark of mature
technology governance in higher education.

Supporting Evidence

Cross-Category Patterns When viewed collectively, the evidence
reveals a fundamental institutional misalignment between technolog-
ical capability and pedagogical philosophy that spans all academic
domains. The university’s approach to AI is currently fragmented by
disciplinary silos, creating contradictory outcomes where the same
technology is framed as either an essential learning tool or an aca-
demic integrity threat depending on departmental context [4]. This [4] Ethical Framework for AI in

Humanitiesfragmentation produces cascading effects: teaching innovations in en-
gineering that report 35% reductions in time-to-competency remain
isolated from humanities departments grappling with critical think-
ing preservation [1], while equity concerns about inconsistent grading [1] AI-Integrated Pedagogy Pilot

Reportstandards emerge precisely at these policy boundaries [6]. The cross-
[6] Student Academic Equity Reportcategory synthesis reveals that AI literacy development is occurring

reactively rather than through coordinated curriculum design, leav-
ing students to navigate conflicting expectations without institutional
guidance. This pattern suggests the university is positioned strate-
gically as neither an innovation leader nor a guardian of traditional
pedagogy, but rather as an institution reacting to external pressures
without a coherent educational philosophy governing technological
adoption [5]. The intersection of these domains reveals that the core [5] National AI in Higher Education

Benchmarking Studychallenge is not the technology itself, but the absence of mechanisms
for translating isolated successes into institution-wide strategy.

Peer Institution Landscape Comparable R1 institutions are
pursuing distinctly different strategic paths with measurable outcomes
that provide valuable benchmarking data. Early adopters like Stanford
and MIT have established comprehensive AI frameworks that explic-
itly differentiate between pedagogical applications across disciplines,
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reporting not only efficiency gains but also developing assessment
models that preserve academic rigor while incorporating AI tools [5]. [5] National AI in Higher Education

Benchmarking StudyThese institutions typically employ a tiered approach that restricts AI
use in foundational skill development while encouraging integration in
advanced applications and research contexts. Conversely, institutions
adopting wait-and-see approaches, particularly those in the liberal arts
sector, are experiencing increasing pressure from accreditation bodies
and students demanding clarity on AI policies [4]. The competitive [4] Ethical Framework for AI in

Humanitiesimplications are becoming clear: institutions with coherent frame-
works are leveraging them in student recruitment and faculty hiring,
positioning themselves as thoughtfully innovative, while those with
fragmented approaches face both internal governance challenges and
external positioning disadvantages. Community colleges and teaching-
focused institutions demonstrate yet another pattern, often prioritizing
AI literacy as an employability skill while maintaining stricter controls
on AI use in general education requirements [1]. [1] AI-Integrated Pedagogy Pilot

ReportPower Dynamics and Missing Voices Current institutional
AI decisions are predominantly controlled by two groups: central
administration focusing on operational efficiency and competitive
positioning, and departmental faculty exercising academic freedom
through classroom-level policies. This concentration of power has
created significant perspective gaps in governance structures, particu-
larly excluding student voices despite their direct impact on learning
environments and grading equity [6]. Staff perspectives—especially [6] Student Academic Equity Report
from instructional technology support, writing centers, and library
services—are notably absent from policy discussions, despite these
units bearing responsibility for implementation and student support.
The discourse analysis reveals that AI is frequently framed with sub-
stantial agency as a transformative force rather than a tool, which di-
minishes attention to human governance structures and accountability
mechanisms. This analysis identifies three critical missing perspec-
tives: contingent faculty who comprise the majority of instructors in
foundational courses, international students navigating both techno-
logical and cultural dimensions of AI use, and employer stakeholders
whose expectations are shaping graduate outcomes. These absences
have concrete implications: policies developed without student input
fail to address actual usage patterns, while exclusion of staff exper-
tise creates implementation barriers that undermine well-intentioned
guidelines [5]. [5] National AI in Higher Education

Benchmarking StudySecondary Strategic Tensions Beyond the primary innovation-
governance contradiction, the university faces a significant secondary
tension between accelerating discipline-specific AI integration and pre-
serving interdisciplinary learning outcomes. As engineering curricula
rapidly incorporate AI tools for technical skill development [1], while [1] AI-Integrated Pedagogy Pilot

Report
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humanities programs restrict such tools to protect critical thinking
[4], students navigating both domains encounter conflicting expecta- [4] Ethical Framework for AI in

Humanitiestions that may undermine the university’s commitment to integrative
education. This creates particular challenges for interdisciplinary pro-
grams and general education requirements where consistent learning
objectives become difficult to maintain. Additionally, a tension exists
between developing AI literacy as a standalone competency versus em-
bedding it within existing curriculum, with evidence suggesting that
isolated digital literacy initiatives have limited impact compared to
discipline-integrated approaches [5]. These secondary contradictions [5] National AI in Higher Education

Benchmarking Studyintersect with the primary tension by complicating governance deci-
sions and requiring more nuanced policy frameworks that acknowledge
disciplinary differences while maintaining institutional coherence.
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