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GLOBAL ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE GOVERNANCE: A 

COMPARATIVE LEGAL ANALYSIS OF APPROACHES BY 

SELECT COUNTRIES 

Arya Sudhir Nikam1 

I. ABSTRACT 

AI has in a relatively short time turned the world economic systems, governments, and social 

relations inside out, providing more opportunities for innovations and, at the same time, 

introducing complicated legal, ethical, and regulatory problems. With the continued amounts 

of AI technologies penetrating key industries including healthcare, finance, security, and state 

management, governments have to grapple with the implementation of efficient governance 

structures that are able to provide accountability, transparency and responsible technological 

advancement. This has led to the development of fragmented global AI governance where 

various jurisdictions have taken dissimilar methods of governance of AI depending on their 

institutional priorities, technological capabilities, and political systems. This research paper 

reviews the changing dynamics of the global governance of AI by comparing the legislation of 

the chosen jurisdiction, such as the European Union, the United States, China, India. The 

research design is a qualitative doctrinal research design and comparison with legal analysis 

to assess the major regulatory frameworks, policy initiatives, and institutional mechanisms 

regulating artificial intelligence. Specific focus is put on regulatory philosophies, enforcement 

tools, ethical protection and model-based risk-based governance which inform national AI 

governance practices. The results demonstrate that even though the principles of transparency, 

accountability, and risk management are common in most countries, their regulatory systems 

vary greatly. European Union has stressed a comprehensive regulation based on rights, United 

States has stressed an innovation driven regulation, China has a centralized state-centered 

approach and India is an emerging hybrid system which lays emphasis on policy direction and 

digital growth. The diversities underscore the difficulties of creating unified international 

regulatory frameworks of AI governance. The paper concludes that the successful regulation of 

AI globally will necessitate more international collaboration, common technical standards, and 
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harmonized legal policies that have the ability to balance technological innovation and ethical 

and societal protection. 

II. KEYWORDS 

Artificial Intelligence Governance, AI Regulation, Comparative Legal Analysis, 

Ethical AI, Algorithmic Accountability. 

III. INTRODUCTION 

A. Background of Artificial Intelligence Governance 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has become one of the most significant transformative 

technological advances of the third millennium. To a greater extent, governments, 

industries, and societies are placing their trust in AI systems to enhance their 

productivity, decision-making, and innovation in fields of healthcare, finance, 

transportation, and public administration. With the ever-growing power and 

potential of AI technologies, world policymakers are being confronted by new 

challenges of ethical regulation, responsibility, and regulatory control. Therefore, the 

notion of AI governance has acquired international significance with nations trying to 

develop legal and policy frameworks that in turn provide responsible creation and 

implementation of AI systems. 

In general, AI governance entails institutional, legal, and ethical frameworks aimed at 

guiding the design, development, and implementation of artificial intelligence 

technologies in a manner that is safe, transparent, and socially valued (AI Law and 

Policy Institute, 2024). It has gradually become the realization of the international 

organizations and governments of nations that governance structures are needed to 

mitigate the risks and potential risks that could arise due to algorithmic decision-

making, data abuse, and lack of transparency in automated decision-making. 

The increased policy attention to AI governance across the world has led to an increase 

in the number of guidelines, ethical principles, and regulatory practices. As an 

example, global organizations like the OECD Artificial Intelligence Principles are 

encouraging the creation of reliable AI systems that consider human rights and 

democratic principles and encourage innovation and economic expansion (OECD, 
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2024). On the same note, the UNESCO Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial 

Intelligence set ethical standards of AI creation and responsible introduction of 

technologies to the world (UNESCO, 2021). These efforts indicate that there is a 

growing awareness that efficient governance systems must be in place to make sure 

that AI technologies are used to benefit the social and economic growth of people. 

B. International Issues in AI Regulation 

Although this technology has the potential to transform the world, the proliferation 

of artificial intelligence has produced some serious ethical, legal, and societal issues. 

Among the main obstacles is the issue of algorithmic bias, as AI-based systems will 

tend to perpetuate existing social inequalities because of biased training data or 

inherently flawed model architecture. These prejudices may cause discriminatory 

results in the decision when recruiting or evaluating credit scores and criminal justice 

processes. 

The other significant issue is the issue of data privacy and surveillance risk. The 

systems that use AI can be highly dependent on significant amounts of data, which 

casts doubt on the issue of data security, privacy, and the misuse of important data. 

Moreover, the autonomy of AI systems in decision-making may pose a challenge in 

establishing legal responsibility in case of harm or unforeseen effects due to the work 

of the algorithms. 

These issues have prompted governments and other international bodies to consider 

regulatory provisions that guarantee transparency, accountability, and justness in the 

application of AI. International regulations are placing more and more value on the 

role of human supervision, risk management, and ethical protection as a way of 

reducing the possible harms of AI technologies (Keymakr Research, 2024). 

C. Research Problem 

The necessity of AI governance is generally accepted, but the legal framework in this 

area is very divided and is governed by different jurisdictions. Various countries have 

taken different approaches to governance of AI based on their legal traditions, 

economic priorities and technological capabilities. Other governments have a vision 
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of innovation and industry development, whereas others are more concentrated on 

the safeguarding of fundamental rights and reducing the risks of technologies. 

This mismatch has created a complicated global regulatory landscape with AI 

governance models very differentiated in their legal enforceability, legal breadth, and 

regulatory oversight. There are certain jurisdictions, where AI governance is relying 

mainly on soft law tools, e.g. ethical principles and voluntary standards. Conversely, 

other jurisdictions have started adopting binding laws that would govern risky use of 

AI. 

The absence of standardized regulations poses a challenge to multinational 

corporations, policymakers, and scholars trying to traverse the international AI 

governance frameworks. With AI technologies developing at high rates and no 

coordinated legal frameworks, there is the possibility that regulation becomes more 

uncertain and prevents the effective international collaboration in the context of 

regulating the effects of artificial intelligence on society (Alanoca et al., 2025). 

D. Objectives of the Study 

The main goal of this study is to discuss and contrast the legal strategies that various 

nations use to explore the field of artificial intelligence technologies. In particular, the 

proposed study will examine regulatory frameworks of a handful of jurisdictions to 

gain an idea of how governments strike the technological innovation against ethical 

and legal protection. 

The research also aims to discover commonalities and distinctions in the national 

approaches to AI governance, and these include regulatory principles, methods of 

enforcement as well as policy priorities. Through comparative legal analysis, the study 

is expected to highlight best practices and policy weaknesses of the current forms of 

governance as well as contribute to the larger debate on the ways to create consistent 

and effective global AI governance systems. 

E. Research Questions 

This study is based on a number of main research questions, with the aim of 

investigating the changing situation in AI governance.  
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1. To begin with, what are the various ways in which countries regulate artificial 

intelligence technologies using legal and policy frameworks?  

2. Which regulatory principles and ethics affect the national AI governance 

strategies?  

3. How are key jurisdictions like major jurisdictions similar or different in their 

AI regulation and oversight? 

The research also tries to comprehend the question of whether the existing national 

frameworks are adequate to deal with the new risks that arise with sophisticated AI 

systems. Lastly, the study questions whether aspects of the current regulatory models 

can help the creation of more coordinated and globally coherent approach to artificial 

intelligence regulation. 

F. Review of Literature 

1. The Evolution of Artificial Intelligence Regulation 

According to Zaidan (2024), the emergence of artificial intelligence governance has 

been inextricably connected with the blistering growth of algorithmic technologies in 

the public and in private. The initial control of AI depended more on voluntary ethical 

guidelines that were formulated by the governments and international organizations. 

However, with the growing use of AI in sensitive sectors like healthcare, criminal 

justice, and making financial decisions, policymakers came to appreciate the 

drawbacks of voluntary guidelines.  

Consequently, there has been a slow transition of governments into more 

institutionalized regulatory systems which incorporate duties and moral values with 

legalities that can be enforced. Zaidan suggests that the current international debates 

on AI governance focus on how to develop legal norms that would address 

transnational technological risks and still maintain the innovation and economic 

competitiveness (Zaidan, 2024).  

Luna et al. (2024) discuss how AI governance systems change globally and the shift 

towards ethical stipulations and the use of regulatory tools. They are compared in 

such a way that their initial actions were the implementation of the non-binding 
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principles since governments were not sure about the long-term effects of technology. 

However, over time, regulatory bodies started to implement formal legal frameworks 

in order to mitigate risk levels that are linked to generative AI, automated decision-

making, and large-scale data processing. The authors highlight that the current AI 

governance systems are more often than not uniting technical standards, regulatory 

checks and ethical principles to guarantee responsible technological usage in 

industries (Luna et al., 2024). 

2. AI Governance on Ethical Foundations 

The Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence proposed by UNESCO 

(2021) had one of the biggest impacts on the world of artificial intelligence, as it offered 

a universal ethical framework the field can adhere to. Human dignity, fairness, 

transparency, accountability, and environmental sustainability are some of the 

principles highlighted in this global tool in the development of AI. The framework 

urges governments to implement policies that guarantee AI technologies do not 

violate human rights and democratic principles and inclusive in technological growth. 

Setting ethical frameworks of AI systems, UNESCO attempts to develop a universally 

common ground of responsible innovation and regulation (UNESCO, 2021).  

With their updated Artificial Intelligence Principles, OECD (2024) established further 

ethical grounds in the area of AI governance. Such principles facilitate the 

development of reliable AI systems that focus on transparency, accountability, 

strength, and human-centered design. The OECD model will promote the adoption of 

risk-management measures by governments and non-governmental entities that will 

see AI technologies working in a manner that honors the law and social norms. OECD 

policy analyses suggest that ethical structures of governance are a key to ensuring that 

people trust AI technologies and promote responsible innovation and international 

collaboration in policymaking (OECD, 2024).  

3. The Strategies and Regulatory Models of AI in Select Countries 

In their comparative study of the world regulatory frameworks in AI, Chun et al. 

(2025) were able to single out three key models of governance that were arising 

globally in the mega technological giants. The European Union is an example of a 
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regulatory framework where legal responsibility and the protection of fundamental 

rights are considered a priority, and these are defined by a binding law like the AI 

Act. The United States, in turn, is more inclined toward innovation-based governing 

and facilitated by industry-specific laws and loose policy standards. China, in turn, 

has implemented the centralized model of governance where AI development is 

strictly connected with state strategic goals and its supervision. The authors claim that 

these opposing regulatory ideologies are representative of the larger political and 

economic interests in each jurisdiction (Chun et al., 2025).  

As Al-Maamari (2025) points out, the risk-management frameworks embedded in the 

national AI strategies also tend to classify AI applications by the type of impact they 

could have on the society. His cross-regional analysis of the European Union, the 

United States, the United Kingdom, and China show that the regulatory strategies in 

these countries differ considerably in regard to the mechanisms of enforcements, 

institutional controls, and compliance. An example is that the European Union is 

based on a holistic risk-based regulatory framework; the United States uses 

decentralized regulatory oversight by various federal agencies. However, China 

incorporates AI governance in general national digital governance approaches, which 

prioritize state ownership and swift technological change (Al-Maamari, 2025). 

4. Current International AI Governance Initiatives 

According to Oxford Insights (2024), governments worldwide are now starting to 

develop national AI strategies to enhance institutional preparedness to AI 

governance. The Government AI Readiness Index assesses nations on the basis of 

regulatory frameworks, technological infrastructure and institutional capacity. The 

report says that to have a good AI governance there must be good co-operation 

between the governments, the private companies and the academic institutions so that 

they can be in a position to have responsible technological development. The index 

also points to great variations in the country regarding regulatory readiness and 

policy execution potential (Oxford Insights, 2024).  

United Nations (2024) supports the idea that the global risks in managing artificial 

intelligence technologies are to be addressed on a global scale. The AI-related systems 
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are becoming active across the borders of countries, and individual governments are 

unable to regulate them easily anymore. According to the United Nations report on 

governing AI, the world needs global coordination structures, which can solve 

problems of accountability of the algorithms, cybersecurity threat, and ethics. Another 

crucial aspect of the report is the necessity of multilateral communication between 

governments, international organizations, and technology firms to make sure that AI 

development becomes advantageous to humanity and causes as little harm as possible 

(United Nations, 2024).  

5. Identified Research Gap 

According to Basu (2025), most studies focus on policy frameworks of artificial 

intelligence, but comparatively not many studies provide systematic legal 

comparisons of national regimes of artificial intelligence. Current studies tend to dwell 

on tech-development policies or philosophical ethics instead of evaluating the legal 

enforceability of policies in different regions. Through this, there is a lack of insight 

into the means of transposing ethical AI principles into binding regulatory 

frameworks that have potential to regulate technological risks (Basu, 2025).  

Du (2025) also notes that the research on AI governance globally has mostly focused 

on theoretical discourse of responsible AI instead of real-world examination of 

regulation execution. Although global standards include the international 

organizations like OECD and UNESCO principles that define and set some common 

ethical standards, the implementation of these principles into laws differs greatly 

among nations. This variation gives rise to regulatory fragmentation, which makes it 

difficult to cooperate internationally and to govern technologies across borders (Du, 

2025). 

Guo and Zhang (2026) highlight that the fragmentation of AI governance structures 

also occurs due to differences in legal regulations but also differing institutional 

visions of the place of artificial intelligence in society. Their comparative examination 

indicates that the European Union is more inclined towards considering AI as a 

product which should be regulated and be legally certified, whereas the United States 

considers AI to be an innovation system which is controlled by market-based 
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mechanisms. China, in its turn, views AI as a socio-technical infrastructure, which is 

integrated into state-based systems of governance. These antagonist regulatory 

visions show how difficult it is to establish standardized AI regulation systems 

worldwide (Guo and Zhang, 2026). 

G. Research Methodology 

1. Research Design 

The present research design is a qualitative doctrinal research design (that will be 

accompanied by a comparative legal analysis) because it focuses on exploring the 

governance frameworks governing artificial intelligence in dissimilar jurisdictions. 

Doctrinal legal research entails the study of statutes, policy frameworks, regulatory 

guidelines and institutional reports to determine the manner in which legal systems 

respond to new technological issues. This kind of approach is especially suitable in 

the framework of artificial intelligence governance since regulatory frameworks are 

in the process of development and are largely based on legislative provisions and 

policy statements instead of substantial body of empirical case law. 

Comparative legal analysis is applied to compare and contrast national approaches to 

AI governance. Through the comparison of legal frameworks in jurisdictions, scholars 

can find patterns in the philosophy of regulation, methods of enforcement, and ethical 

protection. The approach allows systematic assessment of the manner in which 

governments strive to accommodate innovation and accountability when regulating 

emerging technologies. Comparative methods are common to the research of global 

AI regulation as the technology works within the scope of the national borders and 

needs coordinated human response to the governance (Basu, 2025; Trisnawati, 2024).  

2. Selection of Jurisdictions 

The research paper centers on four jurisdictions, which are normative representation 

of artificial intelligence governance, the European Union, the United States, China, 

and India. They have been chosen due to the major roles these regions have in the 

development and regulation of artificial intelligence technologies, and they represent 

the various philosophies of regulation. 
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It is also well-known that the European Union has a rather rights-centered and holistic 

approach to regulation, which can be seen in the creation of the Artificial Intelligence 

Act, in which AI systems are classified by risk and presented strict compliance 

requirements to high-risk AI applications. By comparison, the United States typically 

uses the principle of decentralized governance whereby AI technologies are regulated 

through sector-specific rules and agency guidelines instead of one overall legislation. 

China is a state-centered form of governance, in which the regulation of artificial 

intelligence is highly connected with national digital governance policies and 

centralized supervision systems. In the meantime, India is an emergent governance 

model that integrates policy direction, digital governance actions as well as changing 

data protection rules (Al-Maamari, 2025; Joshi, 2024).  

3. Sources of Data 

This study will use both primary and secondary sources to discuss the law systems 

that regulate artificial intelligence in other jurisdictions. Some of the primary sources 

are legislative documents, regulatory proposals, policy frameworks, official 

government publications on AI governance. They can be regulatory efforts like the 

European Union AI regulatory framework, national policies to tackle AI use, and 

institutional standards regulating the use of artificial intelligence technologies. 

The secondary sources are scholarly publications, policy reports, academic articles, 

and institutional analysis of how AI governance structures have been developed 

throughout the world. These authorities give important information on the legal, 

ethical, and institutional aspects that influence regulation of artificial intelligence. 

Comparative legal studies and academic literature are specifically helpful in 

comparative legal research since they provide a synthesis of regulatory changes in 

different jurisdictions and offer an analytical framework of governance models. New 

global issues, including the accountability of algorithms, transparency requirements, 

and regulatory coordination on a cross-border level are also brought to the fore by 

such sources (Kumari, 2025; Park, 2023).  
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4. Analytical Framework 

This paper uses a systematic analytical framework that is founded on a few main 

dimensions of artificial intelligence governance in order to help compare the topic of 

the research in a systematic way. Such aspects are the enforceability of law, extent of 

regulation, ethical protection, institutional controls, and risk-control structures. By 

assessing AI governance systems based on these indicators, the research study will be 

in a position to determine variations in the way jurisdictions regulate technology and 

accordingly, the general policy of their governments. 

Legal enforceability is used to determine whether the regulatory means are 

compulsory laws or best practices which are not obligatory. Regulatory scope looks at 

how much governance systems are in place across sectors or emphasize on a particular 

industry. Ethical protection looks at how far the standards of transparency, fairness, 

and accountability have been integrated within the regulatory regimes. The aspect of 

institutional control has to do with the position of government agencies or regulatory 

bodies which execute the compliance. Lastly, risk-management systems analyze the 

ways in which jurisdictions categorize AI systems based on their possible effects on 

society and assign regulatory burdens to it. 

The comparative frameworks based on these dimensions to assess the effectiveness of 

governance systems are also popular in the field of AI policy research since they allow 

analyzing different ways of governance and identifying a prospect of cooperation in 

AI regulation on an international level (Agarwal and Nene, 2025; Al-Maamari, 2025). 

IV. COMPARISON OF AI GOVERNANCE 

This section will provide a comparative analysis of the artificial intelligence 

governance structures of four largest jurisdictions the European Union, the United 

States, China, and India. Such jurisdictions are alternative regulatory philosophies and 

institutional strategies of regulating AI technologies. The evaluation of the legal 

structures, regulatory systems, and principles of governance are to evaluate the ways 

in which countries strike a balance between technological innovation and the 

protection of ethics and regulation. 
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A. European Union: AI Risk-Based Regulation 

The EU Artificial Intelligence Act (AI Act) has been one of the most extensive 

regulatory measures on artificial intelligence developed by the European Union. The 

rule is designed to facilitate a common legal system that regulates AI systems within 

the EU member states and at the same time safeguard the key rights, the safety of the 

people, and consumer confidence. The EU strategy is a risk-based regulatory scheme, 

in which systems of AI are categorized in terms of their degree of risk to people and 

society.  

The AI Act divides the AI applications into four risks namely, unacceptable risk, high 

risk, limited risk, and minimal risk. The regulation forbids systems that present social 

scoring systems or products that are manipulative and deemed unacceptable by the 

government. Systems that deal with high risks such as AI in critical infrastructure, 

healthcare, employment decisions, and law enforcement should adhere to stringent 

regulation standards such as transparency, documentation, and conformity tests, 

prior to implementation.  

The transparency requirements apply to limited-risk systems whereas minimal-risk 

systems are not subject to many regulatory requirements. This tiered approach can 

enable the regulators to achieve a balance between safety and innovation by exerting 

more control over the applications that have the highest risks to society. 

Table 1. Risk Classification Model of the EU Artificial Intelligence Act 

Risk Category Description Regulatory 

Requirement 

Unacceptable 

Risk 

AI systems that threaten fundamental 

rights or safety 

Completely prohibited 

High Risk AI used in critical sectors such as 

healthcare, education, and employment 

Strict compliance and 

certification 
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Limited Risk Systems requiring transparency 

obligations 

Disclosure 

requirements 

Minimal Risk Low-impact applications such as spam 

filters or games 

Minimal regulation 

 

As shown in Table 1, the EU framework ensures that AI systems are systematized 

according to the possible risk levels. This structure will permit regulators to regulate 

more stringent compliance requirements on high-risk applications and permit less 

risky systems to run with fewer limitations. 

The EU regulatory framework includes also ethical and legal principles based on the 

international frameworks (e.g. OECD AI Principles or UNESCO AI Ethics 

recommendations). These values focus on transparency, accountability, human 

controls, and justice in algorithms.  

Besides legislative control, the EU governance system is supplemented with technical 

standards, conformity assessment systems, and regulatory control systems. The main 

purpose of these institutional mechanisms is to guarantee that regulatory duties are 

observed, and that there is confidence in AI technologies. 

 

Figure 1. Risk-Based Regulatory Structure of the EU AI Act 
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As it is illustrated in Figure 1, EU governance model focuses on proactive regulation 

by risk classification and compliance. This method has been considered as one of the 

most detailed legal frameworks of AI regulation in the world. 

B. United States: Governance Model of Innovation 

In contrast to the centralized character of the legislative system of the European Union, 

the United States follows a decentralized and sector-focused approach to the 

legislative regulation of artificial intelligence. Instead of adhering to one broad AI law, 

the U.S regulatory framework is based on a mixture of federal agency regulations, 

executive policies, and industry-oriented regulatory frameworks. 

The governance of AI in the United States is currently shaped by a renewed emphasis 

on executive direction and federal policy coordination following the policy shift 

introduced in 2025. Earlier regulatory approaches that relied on risk-management 

frameworks and sectoral oversight have been recalibrated through executive actions 

prioritising deregulation, national competitiveness, and technological leadership. 

Federal agencies such as the Federal Trade Commission (FTC), the Food and Drug 

Administration (FDA), and the Department of Transportation continue to play an 

important role; however, their regulatory functions are increasingly aligned with a 

broader federal strategy aimed at reducing compliance burdens and accelerating 

innovation. 

The current American system places stronger emphasis on technological 

advancement, global competitiveness, and private sector leadership. The regulatory 

approach has become more permissive and innovation-oriented, with greater reliance 

on executive policy direction and reduced emphasis on precautionary risk controls 

when compared to earlier frameworks and to the more stringent regulatory model of 

the European Union. 

Table 2. Key Characteristics of the U.S. AI Governance Model 

Governance Dimension Approach 

Regulatory Structure Decentralized and sector-specific 
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Primary Governance Tools Federal agency regulations, executive policies 

Regulatory Philosophy Innovation-driven governance 

Compliance Mechanism Agency-based oversight 

Industry Role Strong private sector leadership 

 

Table 2 brings to the fore the key characteristics of the U.S. model of governance. The 

lack of a single AI regulation offers regulatory leeway yet could also pose difficulty 

with respect to providing uniform regulatory control across industries. 

Although the governance structure remains decentralized, recent policy 

developments indicate a shift away from precautionary and risk-focused regulation 

toward a framework that prioritises innovation, economic leadership, and federal 

regulatory uniformity. Current policy initiatives emphasise reducing regulatory 

fragmentation, limiting the expansion of state-level AI laws, and promoting rapid 

technological deployment. While concerns relating to generative AI, algorithmic bias, 

and autonomous decision-making continue to be acknowledged, the regulatory 

response increasingly favours industry-led standards and flexible governance 

mechanisms over prescriptive compliance requirements.

 

Figure 2. Institutional Structure of AI Governance in the United States 



2015                            LawFoyer International Journal of Doctrinal Legal Research                  [Vol. IV Issue I]                                                                                                                                                       

© 2026. LawFoyer International Journal of Doctrinal Legal Research                       (ISSN: 2583-7753) 

Instead of having a centralized regulatory body, AI governance in the United States 

comprises various regulatory actors and institutional frameworks instead of one as 

presented in Figure 2. 

C. China: State-Centric AI Governance 

The model of artificial intelligence regulation embraced by China is state-centric, 

meaning that regulation is tightly linked to the national approaches to technological 

directions and digital regulation. Contrary to the United States of America, which has 

a decentralized system of governance, the AI regulation in China is also marked by 

the presence of a powerful government supervision and coordination of policies. 

The Chinese government has come up with an array of laws regulating AI 

technologies, such as algorithmic recommendation systems, deep synthesis 

technologies, and generative AI services. These laws highlight social stability, 

information governance and national security as some of the main regulatory goals. 

The AI government system of China is also consistent with national strategic plans 

that aim at making China a world leader in artificial intelligence development. 

Governmental policies promote the fast development of technologies and at the same 

time, they are especially controlling over AI applications that may affect the behavior 

of the social masses or patterns of public opinion. 

Table 3. Core Features of China’s AI Governance Framework 

Governance Element Description 

Governance Structure Centralized regulatory oversight 

Policy Objective National technological leadership 

Regulatory Instruments Administrative regulations and directives 

Compliance Mechanism Government-controlled supervision 

Key Focus Areas Algorithm governance, cybersecurity, data control 
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Table 3 presents the main institutional features of the AI governance in China. The 

regulatory model puts an accent on the state power and policy coordination in order 

to make sure that AI development follows national economic and social priorities. 

The governance practice in China has also helped the country to have international 

debates on global AI governance systems. The Chinese policymakers have also been 

pushing the idea of international cooperation mechanisms in dealing with cross-

border technological issues, as well as advance common standards on AI 

development. 

 

Figure 3. State-Centric Model of AI Governance in China 

China has a governance system that combines artificial intelligence regulation with 

the national policy objectives and strategic technology plans as shown in Figure 3. 

D. Emerging AI Governance Framework 

India represents an evolving governance model that combines policy guidance with 

increasingly formalised regulatory frameworks. Rather than enacting a standalone AI 

statute, India has deliberately adopted a strategy of regulating artificial intelligence 

through a combination of sectoral laws, policy instruments, and institutional 

mechanisms. 

Recent developments have significantly strengthened this framework. In November 

2025, the Ministry of Electronics and Information Technology released the India AI 

Governance Guidelines under the India AI Mission, establishing a comprehensive 
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governance structure based on guiding principles and institutional pillars. These 

include the proposed creation of dedicated oversight bodies such as an AI Governance 

Group and an AI Safety Institute, aimed at enhancing regulatory coordination, risk 

assessment, and safe deployment of AI systems.  

In parallel, the implementing rules under the Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 

2023 were notified in November 2025, with phased compliance timelines extending to 

2027. These rules provide a statutory foundation for data governance, privacy 

protection, and accountability in AI-driven data processing systems. 

Together, these developments reflect a hybrid regulatory approach that integrates 

policy direction, statutory backing, and institutional capacity building. The 

governance framework continues to emphasise human-cantered AI development, 

innovation facilitation, and alignment with international ethical standards while 

maintaining flexibility in regulatory design. 

Table 4. Emerging Features of India’s AI Governance Strategy 

Governance Dimension Approach 

Policy Framework IndiaAI Mission and national AI strategy 

Regulatory Model Policy-driven governance 

Strategic Focus Innovation and digital infrastructure 

Ethical Principles Human-centered AI development 

Institutional Mechanisms Government research and policy initiatives 

 

The key aspects of the new governance system in India are summarized in Table 4. 

The policy-based method enables flexibility of innovation and progressive creation of 

regulatory frameworks of responsible AI implementation. 

The governance approach of India reflects broader global trends toward adaptive and 

risk-oriented regulation, where governments seek to create enabling conditions for 
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technological innovation while ensuring ethical safeguards, institutional oversight, 

and data protection through evolving policy and statutory mechanisms. 

E. Comparative Legal Evaluation 

Through a comparative study of AI governance structures in these jurisdictions, the 

serious variations in regulatory philosophy, institutional structure and enforcement 

methods can be observed. Although the four regions acknowledge the essence of 

responsible AI governance, they do so in different manners in their democratic 

balancing of innovation, regulation and protection to the society. 

Total regulation and firm legal control with binding laws and risk-based classification 

schemes are paramount features promoted by the European Union. The United States 

focuses on technological innovation with a decentralized system of governance and 

regulation of the sector. China is a centralized form of governance with a combination 

of AI regulation, national strategic planning, and social governance. In the meantime, 

India is one of the new governance structures which are mainly based on the policy 

initiatives and institutional capacity building. 

Such disparities underscore the difficulties of coming up with standardized global AI 

governance. Along with the further development of artificial intelligence technologies 

across national borders, the necessity of international collaboration and common 

regulatory frameworks becomes more significant. 

In this context, recent multilateral initiatives have begun to shape an emerging layer 

of global AI governance. The Bletchley Declaration adopted during the AI Safety 

Summit in November 2023 represents one of the first collective acknowledgments by 

states of the risks associated with frontier AI systems and the need for coordinated 

safety research. This initiative was further developed through subsequent global 

engagements, including the Seoul AI Safety Summit in 2024 and the Paris AI Action 

Summit in 2025, which emphasised international cooperation, technical standards, 

and shared safety commitments. 

Similarly, the G7 Hiroshima AI Process has introduced International Guiding 

Principles and a voluntary Code of Conduct for advanced AI systems, aiming to 
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promote responsible innovation while maintaining democratic values. These 

frameworks operate alongside national regulatory models but do not yet impose 

binding legal obligations, thereby reinforcing the soft-law character of global AI 

governance. 

The interaction between these multilateral efforts and domestic regulatory 

frameworks highlights a layered governance structure, where international principles 

seek to harmonise divergent national approaches without fully resolving underlying 

regulatory fragmentation. 

V. DISCUSSION 

As demonstrated by the comparative study above, the ways of regulating AI 

technologies among the key participants of the international arena differ significantly. 

Although there is general consensus on the necessity of responsible and ethical 

development of AI, the institutional frameworks and regulatory philosophies that are 

applied by various jurisdictions differ considerably. These are the differences based 

on the political, economic, and technological priorities of each region that determine 

their different models of governance. 

Among the most striking findings of the comparative analysis is the divergence of 

regulatory philosophies between major jurisdictions. With the AI Act, the European 

Union represents a comprehensive regulatory strategy grounded in legal 

accountability, transparency, and risk management. In contrast, the contemporary 

United States model reflects a stronger shift toward deregulation, national 

competitiveness, and innovation dominance, supported by executive-led policy 

frameworks and reduced reliance on precautionary regulatory controls. This evolving 

divergence further complicates efforts toward transatlantic regulatory alignment and 

highlights the challenges of achieving coherent global AI governance. The research of 

AI worldwide policy implies that these distinctions are rooted in the divergence of 

institutional priorities, with the EU working on the basic rights protection and the 

United States on the technological competitiveness and the development of industries 

(Guenduez et al., 2025).  
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China is a third paradigm of governance that is typified by intense state control and 

centralized coordination of policies. The Chinese model combines national digital 

plans and larger socio-economic planning goals with artificial intelligence 

governance. The benefits of such a centralized framework are the quick pace of AI 

policy implementation, which, however, comes with a cost in terms of transparency 

and governmental control. The comparative policy research also demonstrates that 

these opposing paradigms of governance, EU regulatory oversight, U.S. market 

driven innovation and centralized control in China cause structure differences that 

make global regulation alignment difficult (Al-Maamari, 2025).  

The new model of governance in India depicts an integrated strategy between policy 

direction, digital governance program, and progressive regulation. Instead of being 

strict on regulation, India focuses on strategic capacity building and responsible 

innovation and deliberates on regulatory mechanisms that will be consistent with the 

international standards. Such hybrid frameworks are rapidly becoming popular 

among emerging economies that want to strike a balance between innovation impetus 

and regulatory protection and national strategies of digital development (Global AI 

Governance Frameworks Study, 2025).  

Nevertheless, there are a number of themes that can be observed in different 

jurisdictions. The principles that governments are focusing on to improve the AI 

governance frameworks include transparency, accountability, risk management, and 

human oversight. These common principles are based on the impact of international 

efforts like the OECD AI Principles and broader global policy discussions, which 

prompt nations to implement reliable AI systems and cooperate on global governance 

systems (OECD, 2024; White & Case LLP, 2025).  

Nonetheless, the present world system of AI governance is divided because of 

geopolitical rivalry, variations in regulations, and unequal institutional power among 

nations. It has been observed that the lack of an international legal framework forms 

regulatory loopholes and inconsistency, making cross-border regulation of AI and 

technological collaboration more complex (Roberts, 2024).  
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Therefore, the future work on global AI regulation will probably demand greater 

collaboration among the countries, common technical standards and institutional 

frameworks that can be used to align national regulatory strategies. Such coordination 

will be critical towards ensuring artificial intelligence technologies are created and 

implemented in a manner that is conducive to innovation, as well as protect the 

interests of society. 

VI. SUGGESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the comparative legal analysis undertaken in this study, several policy-

oriented recommendations can be proposed to strengthen global artificial intelligence 

governance. 

1. There is a pressing need for greater harmonisation of national AI regulatory 

frameworks through the development of common baseline standards, 

particularly in areas such as transparency, accountability, and risk 

classification. International organisations and standard-setting bodies should 

play a more active role in facilitating convergence of regulatory approaches. 

2. The establishment of a binding or semi-binding international coordination 

mechanism is recommended to address cross-border challenges posed by AI 

technologies. Such a framework could function through multilateral 

agreements or institutional platforms that promote regulatory cooperation, 

information sharing, and dispute resolution among states.  

3. Jurisdictions should adopt best-practice elements from existing governance 

models. For instance, the risk-based regulatory structure of the European 

Union may be combined with the innovation-friendly and flexible approach of 

the United States to create balanced regulatory systems. Similarly, developing 

countries may benefit from adaptive, policy-driven frameworks that allow 

gradual institutional capacity building. 

4. It is essential to strengthen institutional oversight mechanisms at the national 

level by equipping regulatory authorities with technical expertise, 

enforcement powers, and interdisciplinary coordination capabilities. This 

would ensure effective implementation of AI governance policies.  
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5. Governments should encourage multi-stakeholder participation involving 

industry, academia, and civil society in the policymaking process to ensure 

that AI governance remains inclusive, practical, and responsive to 

technological developments. 

These recommendations aim to bridge the existing fragmentation in global AI 

governance and promote a more coherent, cooperative, and ethically grounded 

regulatory ecosystem. 

VII. CONCLUSION, LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE SCOPE 

A. Conclusion 

The governance of artificial intelligence is now a burning policy problem when AI 

technologies start to impact economic processes, governments, and the process of 

making social decisions more and more. The comparative analysis that has been done 

in this paper shows that key players in the global arena have embraced different 

approaches to regulating opportunities and risks of artificial intelligence. These 

variations are influenced by the institutional priorities, political systems, and the 

strategies of developing technological advancement. 

The EU Artificial Intelligence Act has been implemented by the European Union to 

adopt one of the most inclusive regulatory frameworks, focusing on the risk-based 

model of regulation and robust legal accountability practices. This strategy is 

concerned about the safety of the fundamental rights and the citizens, and the 

approach is to classify AI systems based on the possible risks and set high compliance 

requirements on applications with a high-risk profile. These organized regulatory 

frameworks demonstrate the desire of the EU to make AI systems reliable in 

accordance with ethical and legal principles (Presno Linera, 2025).  

However, the United States is mainly based on the decentralized model of governance 

that fosters technological innovation by providing industry-specific controls and 

adaptable policy systems. The American regulatory landscape does not assume a 

single inclusive law on AI, but incorporates a variety of tools to regulate AI, including 

agency regulations, executive policy directives, and technical standards. Such an 
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innovation-based model offers more room to develop technologies but can also create 

disintegrated regulations within industries (AI Governance Review, 2025).  

In the meantime, the Chinese system of governance indicates a centralized and state-

centered model of the development of artificial intelligence control. The government 

regulators have a robust control on algorithm systems, data regulation, and digital 

infrastructure to make sure that AI development is in line with national strategic 

priorities and social governance goals. This centralized structure allows policy 

implementation to conduct quickly but casts significant doubts on transparency and 

global regulatory stability. 

Last but not least, India is a new form of governance, which integrates policy efforts 

with progressive regulatory framework creation. The strategy of India is based on 

encouraging innovation by organizing events like IndiaAI Mission but remains in line 

with international ethical principles of responsible implementation of AI. The 

framework focuses on human-centered development of AI and risk-based governance 

systems that can allow innovation and retain accountability (Drishti IAS, 2025).  

However, in spite of the differences, these governance models have a number of 

similar principles that include transparency, accountability, and risk management. 

The international policy efforts include the OECD AI Principles, which have helped 

to establish common global standards of responsible AI governance (OECD, 2024).  

Nevertheless, the international regulating environment is disjointed as legal systems 

vary and there is geopolitical rivalry. With the growing, cross-border, use of artificial 

intelligence technologies, it will become imperative to develop cooperative 

international governance systems that would help in ensuring that AI innovation is 

conducted safely, ethically and socially constructively. 

B. Limitations of the Study 

Despite the fact that this paper has presented a comparative overview of key AI 

governance systems, one must admit that it has a number of limitations. First, the 

study specifically examines four jurisdictions, including European Union, United 

States, China, and India, which are the significant actors in the world, but which are 
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not reflective of the entire range of AI regulation practices in the world. The significant 

AI policy frameworks developed in many other countries such as Japan, the United 

Kingdom, Canada, and Singapore also may offer more details on regulatory diversity. 

Second, the sphere of artificial intelligence governance is changing fast. The regulatory 

environment might be subject to some new rules, policy changes, and technological 

advances that can change the regulatory landscape dramatically in the near future. 

Therefore, certain policy frameworks that are considered in this study could be 

revised or expanded when governments react to the new AI threats and technological 

developments. 

Third, the study is based mostly on qualitative research on policy documents, legal 

frameworks, and institutional reports. Although this form of doctrinal analysis offers 

useful information on regulatory frameworks, future research that includes an 

empirical policy analysis or stakeholder views would offer a more in-depth 

perspective on the way AI governance frameworks work in reality. 

C. Future Scope of Research 

Enhanced research that may be carried out in the future may include some other 

jurisdictions and regional governance models in the framework of building a more 

inclusive overview of worldwide AI regulation. A comparative analysis of the 

countries like the United Kingdom, Japan, South Korea and Singapore would assist in 

demonstrating the way various forms of governance are transforming in various 

political and economic settings. 

Moreover, the research can be conducted in the future to determine the efficacy of AI 

governance models by performing an empirical investigation of the regulatory 

implementation and compliance systems. The studies of organization adaptation to 

regulatory demands might help to make meaningful observations of the practical 

effects of AI governance policies. 

The other potential research area of study is how international organizations and 

technical standards bodies can contribute to the creation of global AI governance 

systems. International standards including ISO AI standards, OECD policy 
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recommendations, and United Nations governance debates could be instrumental in 

the harmonization of regulatory strategies and the decrease of fragmentation in the 

global regulatory environment of AI. 

Finally, it will be necessary to design coordinated international regulatory 

frameworks that will help to make sure that artificial intelligence technologies can 

make a positive impact on the global economy, human well-being, and moral 

technological advancement. 
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