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INTRODUCTION
With the arrival of AI, our world has entered a phase of accelerated 
transformation. AI is rapidly becoming a pervasive feature of 
contemporary societies, reshaping how information is produced, 
accessed, and used. In education, recent advances in generative 
AI, particularly LLMs (large language models) such as ChatGPT, 
have increased the pace of this transformation. These tools, which 
became widely accessible from late 2022 onward, can generate 
text, complete school tasks, and provide information across a wide 
range of subjects and levels of complexity. Their swift diffusion 
has brought generative AI into students’ everyday lives and, 
increasingly, into school contexts, raising fundamental questions 
about teaching, learning, assessment, and educational governance.

For schools, the emergence of generative AI presents a dual 
challenge. On the one hand, education systems are expected 
to prepare students for a world in which AI tools are likely to 
play an important role in further education, work, and civic 
life. On the other hand, schools are increasingly called upon to 
consider how, and under what conditions, these tools should be 
used within educational settings. While generative AI may offer 
opportunities to support learning, personalization, and teacher 
productivity, it also raises concerns related to academic integrity, 
the authenticity of student work, equity, data protection, ethical 
concerns, and the reliability of AI-generated information. These 
opportunities and risks have sparked intense debate among 
educators, policymakers, and the public, often in the absence of 
systematic evidence on how schools are responding in practice.

Within this context, school principals occupy a central position. As 
institutional leaders, they act as key change agents who shape how 

schools interpret and respond to technological developments. 
Principals influence whether and how generative AI tools are 
introduced, restricted, or integrated into school practices; they 
mediate policy expectations at the system level with the realities 
of classrooms; and they play an important role in setting norms, 
providing guidance to teachers, and communicating with parents 
and students. Understanding principals’ perceptions of generative 
AI is therefore essential for assessing how schools are navigating 
this period of rapid technological change and where additional 
guidance or support may be needed.

Until recently, there has been little cross-national, representative 
evidence on school leaders’ views regarding generative AI. The 
2023 cycle of ICILS addresses this gap. In response to the rapid 
public uptake of generative AI in 2022, ICILS 2023 included a set 
of questions administered to school principals in a subset of par-
ticipating countries. These questions captured principals’ familiar-
ity with and use of generative AI tools, as well as their perceptions 
of the potential impact of such tools on teaching and learning. 

Although developments in AI continue at exceptional speed, and 
perceptions may already be evolving, ICILS 2023 remains the first 
and, to date, only international study to provide cross-nationally 
comparable, representative data on principals’ perspectives on 
generative AI. Importantly, the timing of data collection means 
that these findings capture school leadership responses close 
to the outset of a major technological shift, offering insights into 
early patterns of awareness, adoption, and hesitation.

DATA
The analyses presented in this brief are based on data from 
the 2023 cycle of ICILS, which included a set of questions 
on generative artificial intelligence administered to school 
principals in a subset of participating countries. ICILS provides 
a representative sample of schools accommodating eight-grade 
students. In each country, principals of the selected schools 
were invited to complete these questions. Data collection took 
place between September 2023 and early 2024, either as part 

of the main school principal questionnaire or through a follow-up 
administration, depending on national implementation schedules. 
Figure 1 provides information on sample sizes, participation 
rates, and administration periods. The dataset comprises 
responses from more than 1,000 principals overall. Response 
rates and timing varied across countries, suggesting caution when 
interpreting results. Results are reported at the country level and 
in aggregated form across countries.
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