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Abstract—The implementation of the ISO/IEC 42001 standard 

in organizational environments enables the effective integration 

and use of modern information systems (IS), contributing to 

improved personalized learning and operational efficiency. By 

aligning standardized processes with advanced digital platforms, 

organizations can systematically collect and analyze data, monitor 

performance, and adapt resources to meet specific user and 

organizational needs. This study examines the impact of ISO/IEC 

42001-compliant IS on learning outcomes and organizational 

processes. The results indicate that such systems support more 

informed decision-making, enhance overall efficiency, and 

improve alignment between technological solutions and strategic 

objectives. The application of ISO/IEC 42001 in modern IS 

represents an important step toward optimizing organizational 

performance and enabling sustainable digital transformation. 
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I. INTRODUCTION

In today’s digital era, organizations increasingly rely not only on 
modern information systems (IS) but also on artificial 
intelligence (AI) driven systems to manage large volumes of 
data, optimize complex operational processes, and support 
strategic and tactical decision-making. While traditional IS 
frameworks primarily address data processing, interoperability, 
security, and operational efficiency, AI Management Systems 
(AIMS) introduce additional challenges related to transparency, 
accountability, ethical governance, bias mitigation, and 
continuous model monitoring. As organizational environments 
become more dynamic and technologically sophisticated, there 
is a growing need for standardized frameworks specifically 
designed for AI system governance. Such frameworks enable 
organizations to manage risks associated with AI adoption, 
ensure regulatory and ethical compliance, improve the reliability 
and trustworthiness of AI-based processes, and support resilient 
and responsible AI deployment. 

One prominent framework addressing these challenges is the 
ISO/IEC 42001 standard, which provides comprehensive 
guidelines for the implementation, governance, and management 
of IS within organizational contexts [1]–[3]. By establishing 
structured procedures, clearly defined roles, and systematic 
monitoring mechanisms, the standard helps organizations align 
their technological infrastructure with operational goals 
and broader strategic objectives.
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The adoption of ISO/IEC 42001 allows organizations to integrate 
industry best practices, streamline workflows, and enhance 
organizational adaptability in rapidly changing environments. It 
supports optimizing resource allocation, promotes 
interoperability between systems, and facilitates data-driven 
decision-making. Moreover, the standard encourages the use of 
standardized documentation, risk assessment, and control 
measures, which contribute to improved compliance, operational 
transparency, and accountability. 

This study investigates the implementation of ISO/IEC 42001 in 
organizational settings, focusing on its impact on IS efficiency 
and effectiveness, the quality of organizational decision-making, 
and the alignment of digital resources with operational and 
strategic priorities. In addition to examining benefits such as 
enhanced performance, regulatory compliance, and risk 
mitigation, the research identifies key challenges and practical 
considerations for organizations seeking to adopt ISO/IEC 
42001-compliant systems [4]. By highlighting these aspects, the 
study provides valuable insights for managers, IT professionals, 
and policymakers aiming to leverage ISO/IEC 42001 for 
sustainable and responsible digital transformation. 

II. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study employs a mixed-methods research approach to 
examine the implementation of the ISO/IEC 42001 standard 
within organizational environments, with a particular focus on 
AIMS as a distinct extension of traditional IS. While 
conventional IS primarily addresses data processing, 
infrastructure, and operational efficiency, AIMS introduces 
additional requirements related to the governance of AI-specific 
risks, ethical considerations, and decision-making transparency. 
Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the processes, challenges, and 
outcomes associated with the adoption of ISO/IEC 42001, 
specifically in the context of managing AI-driven systems.  

The initial phase of the research involved an in-depth analysis of 
ISO/IEC 42001 documentation to identify its key principles, 
structure, and requirements related explicitly to AIMS. Particular 
attention was given to governance mechanisms, risk 
management frameworks, transparency, explainability, and 
accountability in AI systems, which differentiate AIMS from 
broader IS management practices. In addition, a literature review 
was conducted to examine existing research on international 
standards regulating emerging technologies, with an emphasis on 
the evolving role of AI governance. Scientific publications, 

214

https://doi.org/10.69994/70E26xxx
about:blank
mailto:vesna.ruzicic@ftn.kg.ac.rs


conference papers, and reports from international organizations 
were analyzed to provide a broader contextual framework for 
understanding how ISO/IEC 42001 extends beyond traditional 
IS management paradigms. 

A. Research Design

The research design combines qualitative and quantitative 
approaches to examine the role of ISO/IEC 42001 in managing 
AIMS in modern organizations. While the study acknowledges 
the broader context of IS, its primary focus is on AI-specific 
governance processes that extend beyond traditional IS 
management practices. The study integrates theoretical analysis 
of relevant standards and scientific literature with empirical 
research focused specifically on the implementation of AIMS. It 
follows a descriptive and exploratory design, aiming to analyze 
how organizations integrate ISO/IEC 42001 into their AI system 
lifecycle and decision-making processes. Special attention is 
given to AI governance, risk management, regulatory 
compliance, and the alignment of AI-driven functionalities with 
organizational objectives. 

B. Sample and Participants

The study sample includes organizations of various sizes and 
industries that have adopted or are in the process of 
implementing the ISO/IEC 42001 standard, particularly in 
relation to AI system governance. The empirical research was 
conducted on a sample of 54 employees from organizations 
located in Kraljevo and Čačak. Participants included IT 
managers, AI system stakeholders, data analysts, and operational 
staff involved in the development, deployment, or oversight of 
AI systems. This distinction is important, as AIMS involves roles 
that go beyond traditional IS administration. Participation was 
voluntary and anonymous. Data were collected using a 
structured questionnaire distributed via Google Forms. 

C. Data Collection Methods

Quantitative data were collected through a structured 
questionnaire consisting of 10 closed-ended questions. The items 
were formulated based on key requirements of the ISO/IEC 
42001 standard, particularly those related to AI governance, risk 
management, transparency, and accountability. The 
questionnaire included Likert-scale questions (ranging from 1 – 
strongly disagree to 5 – strongly agree) to assess the level of 
AIMS implementation and organizational practices. In addition, 
multiple-choice questions were included to capture specific 
implementation approaches and challenges. To ensure clarity 
and relevance, the questionnaire items were aligned with the 
main dimensions of AIMS, including: 

• AI system identification and classification

• Risk assessment procedures

• Governance and accountability structures

• Monitoring and continuous improvement practices.

Responses were interpreted by aggregating scores across these 
dimensions to evaluate the overall maturity level of AIMS 
implementation within organizations. Qualitative data were 
obtained through semi-structured interviews, where predefined 
guiding questions were used, but participants were allowed to 
elaborate on their experiences. This approach enabled deeper 
insights into organizational practices and challenges. 

Additionally, document analysis of organizational reports, AI 
system documentation, model governance records, and ISO/IEC 
42001 compliance materials was conducted to support and 

validate the findings [7]. The collected data were processed using 
Microsoft Excel, while additional statistical analysis was 
performed using the SPSS software package [8]. Descriptive 
statistical methods were applied to summarize and interpret the 
results. 

D. Data Analysis

Quantitative data were analyzed using statistical methods to 
identify trends, patterns, and relationships related specifically to 
AIMS implementation [5]. Descriptive statistics were primarily 
used to present the findings and provide an overview of the 
maturity level of AI governance practices in accordance with 
ISO/IEC 42001. Furthermore, the analysis explored different 
approaches to managing AI systems and their impact on 
organizational processes, with a clear distinction from traditional 
IS performance metrics. The analysis also included data 
preprocessing and transformation, as well as the development of 
a conceptual model aimed at improving AI governance and 
decision-making processes through the application of ISO/IEC 
42001. 

Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistical 
methods, including mean values, frequency distributions, and 
percentage analysis. Likert-scale responses were numerically 
coded (1–5), allowing for the calculation of average scores for 
each AIMS dimension. The interpretation of results was based 
on predefined thresholds, where higher mean values indicated a 
higher level of AIMS implementation maturity. Comparative 
analysis was also conducted to identify differences in 
implementation practices across roles and organizations. 
Qualitative data from interviews were analyzed using thematic 
analysis. Responses were categorized into key themes such as 
governance challenges, risk management practices, and 
transparency requirements. These themes were then compared 
with quantitative findings to ensure consistency and provide a 
more comprehensive interpretation. 

E. Ethical Considerations

The study ensured the confidentiality and anonymity of all 
participating organizations and individuals. Participation was 
voluntary, and informed consent was obtained from all 
respondents before data collection. The research was conducted 
in accordance with established ethical guidelines for data 
collection, processing, and reporting [2]. No personally 
identifiable information was collected, and all data were 
analyzed and presented in aggregated form. The final phase of 
the research included a conceptual evaluation of the integration 
of ISO/IEC 42001 into organizational environments, with a 
focus on AIMS rather than general IS. This phase addressed 
practical implementation steps such as identification of AI 
systems, AI-specific risk assessment, policy development, and 
continuous monitoring of AI system performance and impact. 

III. RESEARCH RELEVANT PAPERS

Recent studies and professional publications have increasingly 
focused on the challenges related to the governance, regulation, 
and responsible deployment of AI technologies. As AI systems 
become more autonomous, complex, and influential across 
sectors such as finance, healthcare, manufacturing, and public 
services, scholars and practitioners emphasize the critical need 
for structured frameworks to ensure ethical, transparent, and 
accountable AI development and operation. The ISO/IEC 42001 
standard offers a comprehensive management framework 
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designed specifically for AI governance, providing organizations 
with guidance on risk assessment, policy formulation, role 
definition, and continuous monitoring of AI systems [1]. By 
establishing clear governance mechanisms and delineating 
responsibilities across technical and managerial teams, the 
standard enhances accountability, facilitates coordination, and 
strengthens alignment between AI initiatives and broader 
organizational objectives. 

Empirical and conceptual studies highlight that adoption of 
ISO/IEC 42001 enables organizations to implement AI practices 
that are transparent, auditable, and compliant with regulatory, 
ethical, and international standards. Specifically, the standard 
promotes structured documentation of AI algorithms, decision-
making logic, and data usage, which improves explainability, 
traceability, and stakeholder trust [5]. This documentation also 
allows for more informed decision-making regarding AI 
deployment, operational oversight, and risk mitigation. 

Several practical applications of the standard have been 
documented in the literature. For instance, integrating risk-
adjusted performance metrics into AI system evaluation and 
implementing secure lifecycle management protocols for AI 
models have been shown to enhance operational reliability and 
reduce the likelihood of unintended consequences [5]. Moreover, 
the co-design of AI impact assessment frameworks, developed 
collaboratively with compliance experts, legal advisors, and 
practitioners, has demonstrated effectiveness in systematically 
identifying, assessing, and mitigating AI-related risks [6]. These 
approaches exemplify how ISO/IEC 42001 facilitates 
measurable, responsible, and strategic management of AI 
technologies in complex organizational environments. 

The reviewed literature confirms that ISO/IEC 42001 represents 
a major advancement toward standardizing AI governance, 
providing a practical and actionable framework for organizations 
to manage AI responsibly and sustainably [7], [8]. Its 
implementation supports continuous improvement, informed 
decision-making, and ensures that AI operations align with both 
organizational objectives and societal expectations. 
Furthermore, the standard contributes to the development of 
resilient AI management practices that balance innovation, 
regulatory compliance, and ethical responsibility, thereby 
enabling organizations to deploy AI technologies safely, 
effectively, and with long-term strategic impact. 

In conclusion, ISO/IEC 42001 not only addresses immediate 
operational and compliance challenges but also serves as a 
foundation for establishing trust, accountability, and governance 
maturity in AI-driven organizational contexts. As AI adoption 
continues to expand, the standard provides organizations with a 
scalable and structured approach for embedding responsible AI 
practices across diverse domains and industries. 

IV. RESEARCH RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The analysis conducted in this study indicates that the 
implementation of the ISO/IEC 42001 standard significantly 
improves the management of AI systems within organizational 
environments [9]. The standard introduces a structured and 
systematic approach that enables organizations to effectively 
identify, monitor, and mitigate risks associated with AI 
technologies. One of the key outcomes of its implementation is 
enhanced transparency in AI system operations. By requiring 
comprehensive documentation of algorithms, decision-making 

processes, and data sources, the standard allows organizations to 
better understand how AI systems function and how their outputs 
are generated. This contributes to increased trust among users, 
stakeholders, and partners, supporting more informed decision-
making and responsible use of AI-driven insights. 

Another important outcome is the establishment of clear 
governance mechanisms for AI. ISO/IEC 42001 encourages 
organizations to define roles and responsibilities related to the 
development, deployment, and monitoring of AI systems. This 
structured approach strengthens accountability, facilitates 
effective coordination between technical and managerial 
stakeholders, and reduces the likelihood of operational errors or 
misuse of AI technologies. The findings further highlight the 
importance of integrating ISO/IEC 42001 with existing 
organizational management systems, such as Quality 
Management Systems (QMS) and Information Security 
Management Systems (ISMS). Such integration allows 
organizations to create a unified governance framework that 
addresses both technological and organizational risks. This not 
only streamlines processes but also promotes consistency in risk 
management, compliance, and reporting practices across the 
organization. 

Additionally, the study reveals that the implementation of 
ISO/IEC 42001 positively influences specific organizational 
outcomes. Domains such as AI risk management, transparency, 
employee competence, and policy development were all 
observed to improve substantially following standard adoption. 
These improvements indicate that the standard serves as both a 
practical tool for day-to-day AI management and a strategic 
framework for long-term organizational resilience. The 
discussion also emphasizes the broader implications of standard 
adoption. By aligning AI operations with established governance 
and ethical principles, ISO/IEC 42001 enhances stakeholder 
confidence, supports regulatory compliance, and contributes to 
sustainable digital transformation. Organizations that adopt the 
standard are better positioned to leverage AI technologies safely 
and effectively, ensuring that AI-driven initiatives align with 
both business objectives and societal expectations. 

Finally, these results underscore the importance of ongoing 
monitoring and continuous improvement. While ISO/IEC 42001 
provides a robust framework, organizations must regularly 
review AI system performance, update policies, and adapt 
governance mechanisms to evolving technological, legal, and 
ethical requirements. In this sense, the standard not only 
addresses current challenges but also equips organizations to 
proactively manage emerging risks and opportunities associated 
with AI deployment. 

A. The Role of ISO/IEC 42001 in Information Systems

Management

Modern IS has evolved far beyond its traditional supporting role, 
increasingly functioning as intelligent, adaptive, and partially 
autonomous platforms that directly influence organizational 
decision-making, process efficiency, user experience, and 
overall resilience. These systems are no longer passive tools; 
they actively shape business outcomes, operational workflows, 
and strategic planning through advanced analytics, automation, 
and predictive modeling. Within this evolving context, AI serves 
as both a key driver of digital transformation and a source of 
complex risks. Challenges such as algorithmic bias, model drift, 
lack of transparency, insufficient interpretability, and unclear 
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accountability have become critical considerations for 
organizations adopting AI technologies [2], [3]. Addressing 
these risks requires a structured governance framework that 
integrates technical, organizational, and ethical dimensions. 

The ISO/IEC 42001 standard provides such a framework, 
treating AI not merely as a technical component but as a strategic 
organizational resource [1], [10]. It establishes a comprehensive 
management system for AI, grounded in clearly defined policies, 
objectives, processes, control mechanisms, and documented 
evidence, all aligned with organizational goals, regulatory 
obligations, and societal expectations. By formalizing 
responsibilities and monitoring mechanisms, the standard 
ensures that AI deployment is both accountable and aligned with 
organizational strategy. A central component of this framework 
is the AIMS, which can be effectively integrated with existing 
management structures, including ITSM, SMS, and QMS. This 
integration enhances traceability, operational consistency, and 
long-term sustainability of IS. It also facilitates continuous 
improvement, risk mitigation, and compliance monitoring, while 
promoting transparency and stakeholder confidence in AI-driven 
processes [1], [6], [11]. 

Overall, ISO/IEC 42001 positions AI governance as a strategic 
enabler rather than a purely technical requirement, providing 
organizations with the tools and methodologies necessary to 
manage AI responsibly, optimize performance, and support 
sustainable digital transformation. By embedding AI 
management into broader organizational frameworks, the 
standard helps balance innovation, ethical responsibility, and 
operational resilience. 

B. Impact of the Standard on the Reliability and Quality of AI

Solutions

The application of ISO/IEC 42001 significantly improves the 
reliability, quality, and overall acceptability of AI solutions in 
modern IS. The standard establishes clearly defined processes 
for the design, development, implementation, and continuous 
monitoring of AI systems, thereby reducing the likelihood of 
unpredictable behavior, operational failures, and systemic risks 
[1], [6]. A particularly important contribution of the standard is 
the enhancement of transparency and explainability. By 
requiring detailed documentation of models, datasets, 
assumptions, and decision-making logic, ISO/IEC 42001 
enables organizations to interpret and justify AI-generated 
outcomes. This is especially important in high-stakes domains 
such as healthcare, transportation, and finance [1], [7]. 

Furthermore, the standard promotes continuous performance 
monitoring, including the evaluation of accuracy, reliability, and 
alignment with defined objectives. This facilitates early 
detection of anomalies, reduces operational and reputational 
risks, and supports continuous improvement throughout the AI 
system lifecycle [4], [12]. In addition, ISO/IEC 42001 
emphasizes clearly defined roles, responsibilities, and 
mechanisms for human oversight of automated decisions [1], 
[13]. This ensures that AI systems remain under appropriate 
human control and that their outputs can be reviewed, validated, 
and explained when necessary [7]. Overall, the implementation 
of ISO/IEC 42001 contributes not only to the technical 
robustness of AI systems but also to their long-term 
sustainability, regulatory compliance, and social acceptance. 
Accordingly, it represents a key component of modern IS 
management [1], [9], [14]. 

C. Empirical Results

The empirical data were collected in companies located in 
Kraljevo and Čačak, through direct interaction with employees. 
The sample included 54 respondents. The collected data were 
suitable for statistical analysis, and most variables did not require 
additional transformation.  

Descriptive statistical indicators related to the implementation of 
the ISO/IEC 42001 standard in organizational environments and 
modern IS are presented in Table 1. The results indicate that 
74,07% of respondents reported the presence or active use of 
implementation-related indicators within their organizations. 
Results related to the implementation of the ISO/IEC 42001 
standard in organizational environments and modern IS are 
presented in Table 1. 

TABLE 1.    APPLICATION OF THE ISO/IEC 42001 STANDARD AMONG 

EMPLOYEES IN THE ORGANIZATIONAL ENVIRONMENT AND IN THE MODERN 

INFORMATION SYSTEMS  

Frequency 
Percent 

(%) 

Valid 

Percent 

(%) 

Fully implemented  24 44,44 47,06 

Planned for implementation  10 18,52 17,65 

Partially implemented  16 29,63 29,41 

Not implemented  4 7,41 5,88 

Total 54 100 100 

The results indicate that 24 employees of the organizations 

(44,44%) have fully implemented the ISO/IEC 42001 standard, 

suggesting that nearly half of the surveyed organizations have 

already achieved full adoption. Partial implementation is 

observed in 16 organizations (29,63%), indicating that a 

significant number of organizations are still in the process of 

integrating the standard. Planned implementation is reported by 

10 organizations (18,52%), reflecting a clear intention to adopt 

the standard in the near future. Only 4 organizations (7,41%) 

have not implemented the standard, representing a relatively 

small proportion of the sample. 

Overall, more than two-thirds of organizations (74,07%) have 

either fully or partially implemented ISO/IEC 42001, indicating 

a substantial level of adoption in practice. The small number of 

organizations that have not yet initiated implementation 

suggests potential for further expansion and dissemination of 

the standard. These findings demonstrate that ISO/IEC 42001 

has already become an important component of organizational 

processes and modern IS, although there is still room for further 

optimization. Although the implementation process may require 

additional resources and organizational effort, the long-term 

benefits include improved compliance, increased trust in AI 

technologies, and enhanced reliability of information systems. 

The results of the homogeneity of variance tests for the domains 

showing the most improvement after the implementation of the 

ISO/IEC 42001 standard are presented in Table 2. Homogeneity 

testing was conducted to determine whether the variances 

within participant groups were statistically similar, which is 

important for the reliability of subsequent statistical analyses. 
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TABLE 2.    TEST OF HOMOGENEITY OF VARIANCE 

Domain 
Levene 

Statistic 

df1 df2 Sig. 

AI Risk Management and Minimization 3,23 2 52 0,01 

Transparency and Explainability of AI 

Decisions 
5,16 2 52 0,03 

Employee Training and Competence 

Development 
2,05 2 52 0,03 

AI Incident Monitoring and Control 8,34 2 52 0,03 

Development of Policies and Procedures for 
AIMS 

1,24 2 52 0,01 

The Levene’s test results indicate that the significance values 

(Sig.) for all observed variables are below 0,05, ranging from 

0,01 to 0,03. These findings suggest a significant violation of 

the homogeneity of variances assumption across groups. 

Therefore, the assumption of equal variances is not satisfied for 

any of the analyzed variables. Consequently, a statistical 

method that is robust to unequal variances, such as Welch’s 

ANOVA, was applied in the subsequent analyses. 

An ANOVA test was then conducted to examine the reasons for 

adopting the ISO/IEC 42001 standard and to determine whether 

statistically significant differences exist between groups across 

the observed domains. The results are presented in Table 3. 

TABLE 3.    ANOVA STATISTICAL METHOD (REASONS FOR ISO/IEC 42001 

STANDARD IMPLEMENTATION) 

Source of Variation 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Regulatory, 

Compliance, and 

Legal Requirements 

Between 

Groups 
0,85 2 0,85 28,76 0,05 

Within 

Groups 
25,82 52 0,23 0 0 

Total 26,67 54 1,07 28,76 0,05 

Increase in User and 
Partner Trust 

Between 
Groups 

7,04 2 5,09 2,45 0,04 

Within 
Groups 

18,92 52 0,17 0 0 

Total 25,96 54 4,17 2,45 0,04 

Improvement of AI 

System Oversight and 

Control 

Between 

Groups 
8,45 2 2,31 6,39 0,02 

Within 

Groups 
21,52 52 0,34 0 0,04 

Total 29,97 54 1,65 6,39 0,02 

Prevention of AI 

Operational Problems 

and Incidents 

Between 

Groups 
0,01 2 0,02 5,04 0,85 

Within 

Groups 
22,46 52 0,26 0 0 

Total 22,57 54 0,27 5,04 0,25 

The significance values (p-values) indicate that three out of the 

four analyzed domains show statistically significant differences 

between groups (p ≤ 0,05). This suggests that these factors have 

a meaningful impact on the decision to implement the standard 

and can serve as a basis for developing future organizational 

strategies and improvements: 

• The strongest influence is observed in the domain Increase

in User and Partner Trust (F = 25,96, p = 0,04), highlighting 

that standard adoption directly affects stakeholder perception 

and confidence.  

• Improvement of AI System Oversight and Control (F =

29,97, p = 0,02) also demonstrates a statistically significant 

effect, emphasizing the importance of effective AI governance 

and monitoring.  

• Regulatory, Compliance, and Legal Requirements (F =

28,76, p = 0,05) lies at the threshold of statistical significance, 

indicating a moderate influence on the adoption decision.  

• In contrast, Prevention of AI Operational Problems and

Incidents (F = 5,04, p = 0,25) does not show a statistically 

significant effect, suggesting that this factor is not a primary 

motivator for standard implementation among the surveyed 

organizations.  

Although the empirical results confirm the positive impact of 

ISO/IEC 42001 adoption, they also reveal several practical 

limitations. The uneven implementation across organizations 

suggests that the standard may require significant adaptation 

efforts, particularly in smaller or resource-constrained 

environments. 

One of the key challenges identified is the lack of specialized 

personnel capable of bridging AI technical requirements with 

governance and compliance frameworks. Additionally, 

organizations often struggle with the operational complexity 

introduced by continuous monitoring and documentation 

requirements. Another important issue is the interpretability of 

AI governance principles, which are often perceived as abstract 

and difficult to translate into concrete operational procedures. 

This can lead to partial or superficial implementation of the 

standard, rather than full integration into organizational 

processes. 

A practical illustration of ISO/IEC 42001 implementation can 

be observed in organizations that deploy AI-based decision 

support systems for customer service or risk assessment. In such 

environments, the standard requires the formal classification of 

AI systems according to their risk level, the definition of clear 

accountability structures for AI-generated outputs, and the 

establishment of continuous monitoring mechanisms to ensure 

transparency, fairness, and reliability. For example, in a 

customer service chatbot system, organizations must document 

training data sources, define escalation procedures for 

automated decisions, and ensure that human oversight is 

maintained for sensitive or high-impact interactions. 

Despite these benefits, implementing ISO/IEC 42001 is 

accompanied by several practical challenges. One of the main 

difficulties lies in the limited availability of skilled personnel 

who understand both AI technologies and governance 

frameworks. In addition, organizations often face high initial 

implementation costs and increased administrative complexity 

due to extensive documentation and monitoring requirements. 

Another significant challenge is the gap between formal 

compliance and practical application. In some cases, 

organizations may implement the standard at a procedural level 

without fully integrating its principles into everyday AI system 

management. Furthermore, ensuring transparency and 

explainability in complex AI models remains a persistent 

technical challenge, particularly in deep learning systems where 

decision-making processes are not inherently interpretable. 

These limitations indicate that while ISO/IEC 42001 provides a 

robust governance framework, its effectiveness largely depends 

on organizational maturity, interdisciplinary collaboration, and 

continuous adaptation to evolving AI technologies. 
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Overall, the empirical analysis confirms that ISO/IEC 42001 

contributes positively to the structured management of AI 

systems, improving transparency, accountability, and risk 

control. However, the results also emphasize that successful 

implementation depends heavily on organizational readiness, 

interdisciplinary collaboration, and long-term strategic 

commitment to AI governance. 

In summary, the results indicate that user and partner trust, 

along with enhanced AI system oversight and control, are key 

drivers for the adoption of ISO/IEC 42001. At the same time, 

operational problem prevention appears less critical. Regulatory 

compliance remains relevant but moderately influential. 

CONCLUSION 

Artificial intelligence has emerged as a fundamental component 

of modern IS and organizational processes, driving innovation, 

efficiency, and strategic decision-making. However, the 

increasing complexity, autonomy, and societal impact of AI 

technologies necessitate the establishment of robust governance 

frameworks that ensure responsible, transparent, and 

accountable use. The ISO/IEC 42001 standard represents a 

significant advancement in this regard, providing organizations 

with a comprehensive and structured approach to managing AI 

systems [15]–[17], [18]. By implementing an AIMS, 

organizations can enhance risk management practices, improve 

transparency in AI operations, and establish clear accountability 

mechanisms for both technical and managerial stakeholders. 

The standard facilitates the systematic documentation of 

algorithms, decision-making processes, and data usage, which 

not only strengthens compliance but also builds trust among 

employees, users, partners, and broader societal stakeholders. 

Out of 54 respondents, 44,44% reported full implementation, 

29.63% partial implementation, and 18,52% planned adoption, 

while only 7,41% indicated no implementation. Overall, 

74,07% of organizations have already integrated ISO/IEC 

42001 into their processes, highlighting its growing importance 

in practice.  

The findings of this study indicate that adopting ISO/IEC 42001 

contributes to the development of more reliable, trustworthy, 

and compliant AI systems [19]. Organizations implementing the 

standard are better equipped to align technological capabilities 

with strategic objectives, optimize operational performance, and 

support sustainable digital transformation. Key benefits include 

enhanced AI system governance, improved coordination 

between technical and managerial teams, and the integration of 

AI risk management into existing organizational frameworks 

such as ISMS, QMS, and ITSM. 

Future research should focus on empirical studies and real-

world implementations across different industries and AI 

applications to better understand the challenges, benefits, and 

long-term effectiveness of ISO/IEC 42001. It should also 

examine its integration with emerging AI technologies and its 

impact on organizational performance and continuous 

improvement.  
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