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Abstract— In this article, we question the values that inform or drive the Artificial Intelligence 
(AI) strategies currently developed by an increasing number of governments at the global level. 
In particular, we investigate the connection between the fundamental values of the considered 
governments and institutions, the second-order values associated with AI by the state-of-the-
art literature on ethics and AI, and the values emerging from the analysis of AI strategies. Thus, 
we consider a sample of thirteen countries, included the European Union (EU), and we analyze 
the set of values informing their AI strategies, the alignment with the countries fundamental 
values (as exhibited, e.g., in their constitution), and the values identified as guiding principles 
for AI in the current landscape of ethical guidelines. Moreover, we discuss the connection 
between those values and the strategic types that we have associated with a subset of 
countries in Europe.  

¢ Artificial Intelligence (AI) has taken the 
stage in the last three years after a historical presence 
in academia, especially in computer science research. 
Often overlapped with digital innovation tout court, 
AI became (and still is) a priority for most of the 
governments at global level, especially after events 
such as the AI for Good Global Summit, which 
focused on AI contributions to the United Nations’ 
Sustainable Development Goals. Nevertheless, apart 
from what could seem an attention to public and social 
values  (also related to the complementary flourishing 
of initiatives on providing ethical guidelines [1], [2]), 

AI has been largely and often preeminently considered 
as a way to improve economic performance and 
global leadership. At the same time researchers have 
started investigating and problematizing the adoption 
of AI as the main way to improve public 
administration performance and service delivery as 
well as its general role in public sector transformation 
[3], and the consequent challenges for governance [4]. 
As to governance, we believe that it’s relevant for AI 
to develop a research stream on the value drivers 
informing current governments’strategies, building on 
the body of research that has questioned the different 
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types of values in e-government initiatives [5] and the 
general adoption of Information and Communication 
Technology (ICT) for the public sector innovation [6]. 
To this end, in this article we are going to consider 
thirteen countries, included the European Union (EU), 
that have developed an AI strategy (or are on their 
way to do it at the time of this research) to analyze the 
set of values informing them and see, on the one hand, 
the alignment with the countries founding values (as 
exhibited, e.g., in their constitution) and, on the other 
hand, the values identified as guiding principles for AI 
in the current landscape of ethical guidelines [1]. It is 
worth noting that for the EU we referred to the 
Communications of the Commission [7], [8], while for 
the Member States are considered the National AI 
Strategies developed in line with the EU AI 
Coordinated Action Plan [9]. In summary, we argue 
that an analysis of the values driving AI in 
government may provide further insights on the 
eventual tensions, misalignment, and risks that may 
subsequently inform the design of the initiatives 
implementing them as well as the use and potential 
impacts of the AI technology at a societal level.  

Taking these issues into account, in what follows 
we first present a literature review framing the main 
constructs and perspectives making up the background 
for our investigation. Then, we outline the method 
used for our research and the main findings. Finally, 
we discuss their implications also in terms of risks and 
challenges for governance, before concluding remark 
ends the paper.  
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The values at play in the public sector adoption of ICT 
have been a subject of research and practical interest 
for scholars in the field of public sector management 
and e-government, by far before the current hype on 
AI [10], [11]. However, most of the debate has been 
polarized around public value. Among the state of the 
art definitions, here we opt for the one provided by 
Bozenam for public values as “those values providing 
normative consensus about (a) the rights, benefits, and 
prerogatives to which citizens should (and should not) 
be entitled; (b) the obligations of citizens to society, 
the state, and one another; and, (c) the principles on 
which governments and policies should be based” [10, 
p. 13]. Moreover, some authors have focused on 
identifying frameworks for understanding the impact 
of ICT on public sector values [5] and on its reforms, 
where an emphasis has been often put on the 
difference between public value and new public 
management perspectives [11]. As to these issues, 

considering the specific focus on strategy of this 
paper, the difference between the private and public 
sector set of values is worth considering and 
questioning as highlighted in the study carried out by 
[12] that identifies as common to the two spheres 
accountability, expertise, reliability, efficiency, and 
effectiveness. In the area of e-government, those latter 
have been also considered as dimensions making up 
value drivers such as performance, openness, and 
inclusion for the governance of ICT-enabled 
innovation [6] as well as “ideals”, making up “value 
positions” toward the e-government initiatives, 
identified as professionalism, efficiency, service, and 
engagement ideals by Rose et al. [13]. Moving now to 
AI, for example, Toll et al. [14] have used those ideals 
to analyze the values exhibited in the policy 
documents in Sweden. To conclude our overview on 
values in the public administration and e-government 
research, an important element, especially for the 
emerging body of studies on values and AI, is what 
Bozenam [15, p. 6] identifies as “citizen’s public 
values” and the need for further research on “the 
degree of consensus required to consider a value as a 
public value” [15, p. 6]. Notwithstanding the vast 
number of contributions on values, it is worth noting 
that not only an “identification problem” still exists 
[15, p. 4], but, especially for AI, principles and values 
have been often overlapped or used interchangeably in 
the state-of-the-art literature as well as in the current 
landscape of ethical guidelines [1]. Taking these 
issues into account, principles and values have been 
the subject of a growing body of literature questioning 
how they can contribute to shape AI governance at a 
global level, to deal with the applications and 
challenges of AI for public management [16]. Those 
elements should eventually shape the AI strategies 
enacted by the governments engaged in the rush 
toward a specific positioning if not a leadership in the 
markets opened by AI, with a consequent rising in the 
number of institutional reports on the topic (see, e.g., 
[17] for the EU). The question now is what could 
eventually be the orientation of their actions in 
creating and capturing value from AI applications and 
how organizations adapt to changes in complex 
environments as the ones introduced by AI. Thus, in 
this article we have adopted as a lens for our analysis 
the classical strategic types identified by Miles and 
Snow [18]. According to [18] those strategic types 
(defender, prospector, analyzer, reactor) are stable 
forms of organization suitable to move through what 
they call the adaptive cycle. Considering the public 
sector, [19] summarizes the strategic types as related 
to “search for something new (prospect), stick with 
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the existing pattern of services (defend), or await 
instructions (react)” (p. 682), also arguing that, on the 
basis of empirical studies, in the public sector domain 
“mixing strategies matters” (p. 679) as in the case of 
the analyzer type that shares elements with the 
defender and prospector types. 

 
METHOD 

The research presented in this article has been 
carried out by the authors from September to October 
2019 on the corpus of documents produced for the 
analysis done from March to August 2019 for the 
Trends in Global Governance and Europe’s Role 
(TRIGGER) project, funded by the European Union’s 
Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation programme, 
which aims to provide a summary of the global 
landscape of AI governance initiatives. The corpus 
included 260 documents, where a first selection has 
been made to further consider the final sample. The 
sample is made up of 26 documents, equally 
representing sources for the fundamental values of the 
considered countries or institutions and their AI 
strategies. It is worth noting that the final choice of the 
country or institution to be included in the sample is 
related to the degree of enforcement of an AI strategy 
at the time of the data and documents collection. Thus, 
the choice was not guided by the actual presence of an 
AI business or education ecosystem. Once the sample 
has been established, we have identified as a subject 
for our research question the connection between the 
following set of values: i) the fundamental values of 
the considered governments and institutions, ii) the 
second-order values associated with AI, and iii) the 
values emerging from the analysis of the AI strategies. 

Then, one of the authors has carried out a 
quantitative analysis based on the word counts on 
documents such as the Treaty of Lisbon or national 
constitutions. The performed analysis was a basic 
word count technique applied to all the documents. 
Each word was considered at the singular form (no 
plural, no suffixes or prefixes). We counted only how 
many times a chosen word appeared in the text. This 
analysis led to the identification of a set of 
fundamental values through a complementary series 
of two sessions of half an hour each, where the other 
authors intervene as discussant to select the values 
worth to be selected for the final list. As for the 
second-order values we have used the ethical 
principles (“values” in our interpretation) identified by 
[1], which has been selected for this task for its 
comprehensive coverage of ethics guidelines at global 
level, including key issuers such as the EU High-
Level Expert Group on Artificial Intelligence (AI 
HLEG [2]) who provides as well in-depth analysis of 

the issues under investigation here, especially for the 
leading role that the EU aims to achieve in AI [20]. 

Once identified the first two sets of values, another 
quantitative analysis based again on the word counts 
has been carried out on the AI strategies included this 
time in the corpus of documents from the TRIGGER 
project to detect the values emerging from the analysis 
of AI strategies. The final list of selected values 
includes: autonomy, beneficence, control of own data, 
democracy, dignity, equality, freedom, human dignity, 
justice & fairness, non-maleficence, privacy, respect 
for human rights, responsibility, rule of law, 
solidarity, sustainability, transparency, trust. 
Furthermore, we have used that final list of values as a 
coding scheme for the subsequent comparative 
analysis that has looked at their presence in the AI 
strategies for the countries we have selected for 
inclusion in our sample. The analysis was again based 
on the identification of the number of times a value 
from the coding scheme appeared in the text 
complemented by meetings where the authors 
discussed the results.  

Finally, we have looked again for the mention in 
the considered documents of values that correspond to 
the fundamental ones in our list of selected values, 
coming either from the Treaty of Lisbon or the 
country’s constitutional documents. The comparison 
would allow us to have a first view at a glance of an 
eventual misalignment between the fundamental 
values of a country and the ones stated in their AI 
strategy. This could also lead to potential tensions at 
policy-making and AI initiatives implementation level 
related to the values that actually drive them. The 
results of the comparative analysis are shown in Table 
1 and are discussed in the next Section. 

 
FINDINGS 

In this Section we present the main insights 
coming from the comparative analysis that we have 
carried out on a sample of countries’ AI strategies.  

Looking now at the figures in Table 1 we can 
notice that two values from our final list have not been 
sorted out from the performed text analysis: 
“beneficence” and “non-maleficence”. These latter 
values have been included by [1] in the list of ethical 
principles identified in the state-of-art guidelines for 
AI. It is worth noting that we did not have considered 
in our analysis the corresponding sub-codes used by 
[1] to identify the main ethical principles of 
“beneficence” and “non-maleficence”. 
Notwithstanding the adoption of other fundamental 
values such as, e.g., “respect for human rights” may 
work as a proxy for “non-maleficence” (yet, it is 
worth noting that has been mentioned only by the 
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EU), the connection of “beneficence” to “well-being” 
[1] may eventually ask for including this latter 
concept as a high-level principle, considering that, 
although not mentioned here for not being in our 
selection, it is nonetheless often mentioned in national 
strategies and has a tradition in philosophical work in 
economics and development [21]. Considering the 
most cited values, attention is rather toward a 
guarantee of fair use of the technology through  
“transparency”, “privacy”, “responsibility”, and 
“trust” than to “human dignity” (only two countries 
mention it) or the “respect of the human rights”. This 
fact may resonate with the concerns by a number of 
observators about a gap in the accountability of AI 
systems for their impact on society, especially for 
discrimination and bias toward specific groups of the 
population [22]. Furthermore, looking at the 
alignment between values mentioned in constitutional 
documents and the ones we have retrieved from the AI 
strategies, institutions like the EU and countries as 
Denmark or Finland exhibit a full consideration of the 
former in addition to a set of AI-specific values; 
whereas, other countries as China, the United States of 
America (USA), or Canada, show a lower degree of 
alignment. Among the fundamental values, “dignity” 
and “equality” were not retrieved from, e.g., 
“Finland”, “Sweden” and “Germany” (where also 
“solidarity” was not found), and “democracy” was not 
retrieved for, e.g., France, the United Kingdom (UK), 
and China. “Freedom” was not found for Estonia, 
Sweden, the UK, the USA, Canada, and China. In 
summary, the analysis shows that in the AI strategies 
it seems to prevail what [23] calls an instrumental 
normativity, usually associated with engineering and 
“quality control or efficiency”, thus overcoming a 
social normativity. 

In the following Section we discuss these findings 
by connecting them to what we have investigated in 
[24] as the strategic attitude of governments emerging 
from their AI strategies and to the risks and challenges 
that we have identified as related to the set of values 
we have considered.  

 
DISCUSSION 

In this Section we are going to analyze the 
connection between the values exhibited by the 
countries considered in our sample in their AI 
strategies and their attitude toward AI. The choice of 
the sample aims to further develop the analyses 
presented in [24], where we have adopted as an 
interpretive lens the previously mentioned strategic 
types identified by Miles and Snow (defender, 

prospector, analyzer, reactor) [18]. In what follows, 
the strategic types are associated with the values 
shown for each country (see Table 2), and the types of 
potential changes enabled by AI-innovation 
implementation: i) Technical/Incremental change; ii) 
Organizational/Sustained change; iii) 
Transformative/Disruptive change; iv) 
Transformative/Radical change. Those types are 
adapted from the conceptual model presented by [6] to 
the specific case of AI technology-driven innovation 
of the public sector. As also noticed in [24] most of 
the countries considered are “prospectors”, while 
France and Italy can be classified as analyzers, yet 
having a difference in the potential AI-enabled 
innovation. Among the prospectors, on the one hand, 
it is worth noting how in the case of Estonia (often 
considered a leader in digitalization) a 
technical/incremental potential change due to AI 
innovation presents at value level a specific attention 
to “Justice & fairness” and “Sustainability”. Also, it is 
worth observing that Italy is moving toward a similar 
change as Estonia (technical/incremental), but 
adopting an analyzer attitude that could be a reason 
for the larger number of values mentioned in its 
strategy documents. On the other hand, both Canada 
and the UK are moving toward a 
transformative/disruptive potential change. Canada is 
focusing on “privacy” and “transparency”, while the 
UK is complementing “Justice & fairness” with 
“Responsibility” and “Trust”. Furthermore, the USA 
is also moving toward a transformative/disruptive 
potential change adding “Autonomy” to those values. 
That set of regulatory and administrative values seems 
in contrast with the large number of societal values 
(including “Democracy”, “Equality”, and “Human 
dignity”) exhibited by the EU and Denmark that are 
moving toward a transformative/disruptive and 
transformative/radical change, respectively. It is 
worth remarking here how China exhibits a 
prospector behavior toward a transformative/radical 
path, likewise, where the focus on values as “privacy” 
reflects actions such as the one enacted by the 
Cyberspace Administration of China (CAC) that 
enforced the Data Protection Regulatory Guideline in 
June 2019. 
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Table 1. Countries or Institutions' fundamental values (F in the Table) and their AI strategies (AI in the Table) with their occurrence in the sample of considered documents. 

Values 
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F AI F AI F AI F AI F AI F AI F AI F AI F AI F AI F AI F AI F AI 

Autonomy  1 1 1 2  4 1  10 2 1 5    9 1    4   12  

Control one’s own data          1  8               

Democracy 1 1 2 2   2  1   3   3 1 2 5 3      3  

Dignity 1 2  3 1  5    2  3  1  7        3  

Equality 4 2  3   2  24 23 1  4 2 3  6 1 1    8  3  

Freedom 14 1 16 1 5  19 1 13 8 28 8 9 3 55  44 1 6  1  5  10  

Human dignity  1  1 1  3    2  2    5          

Justice & fairness 6 3 30 2 36 1 43   5 10 1 10 4 7  2  2 1 3 7 4  2  

Privacy  1 1 1   1 2  7 4 11  13 6 2 6     7  3 2 6 

Respect for human rights 3 1               1          

Responsibility  1 3 16   7 4 2 17 18 5 4 12 1  19 2 1 1  1   7 3 

Rule of law 1 1   2  1    3 3   3 1 2 1 1    1    

Solidarity  1       2 3 3  2 1   1 4         

Sustainability  1  1  1    2  5      4    3     

Transparency  4  5    1  8  8  16  1  9    5  1  1 

Trust  6  5   1 3   3 7  6  2  4 1 1 4 9    1 
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Table 2. Governments'Strategic Type, AI Strategy Values, and their AI-Enabled Innovation. 

Government Strategic Type AI Strategy Values AI-Enabled Innovation Change 
EU Prospector Autonomy, Democracy, Dignity, Equality, Freedom, 

Autonomy, Human dignity, Justice & fairness, 
Privacy, Respect for human rights, Responsibility, 

Rule of law, Solidarity, Sustainability, Transparency, 
Trust  

Transformative/Disruptive 

Canada Prospector Privacy, Transparency Transformative/Disruptive 
China Prospector Privacy, Responsibility, Transparency, Trust Transformative/Radical 

Denmark Prospector Democracy, Dignity, Equality, Freedom, Autonomy, 
Human dignity, Justice & fairness, Privacy, 

Responsibility, Sustainability, Transparency, Trust 

Transformative/Radical 

Estonia Prospector Justice & fairness, Sustainability Technical/Incremental 
Finland Prospector Freedom, Autonomy, Privacy, Responsibility, 

Transparency, Trust 
Organizational/Sustained 

France Analyzer Control one’s own data, Equality, Freedom, 
Autonomy, Justice & fairness, Privacy, 
Responsibility, Solidarity, Sustainability, 

Transparency 

Organizational/Sustained 

Germany Prospector Control one’s own data, Democracy, Freedom 
Autonomy, Justice & fairness, Privacy, 

Responsibility, Rule of law, Sustainability, 
Transparency, Trust  

Transformative / Disruptive 

Italy Analyzer Equality, Freedom, Justice & fairness, Privacy, 
Responsibility, Solidarity, Transparency, Trust 

Technical / Incremental 

Sweden Prospector Democracy, Privacy, Rule of law, Transparency, 
Trust 

Organizational/Sustained 

Switzerland Reactor Democracy, Equality, Freedom, Autonomy 
Responsibility, Rule of law Solidarity, Sustainability, 

Transparency, Trust 

Technical/Incremental 

UK Prospector Justice & fairness, Responsibility, Trust Transformative/Disruptive 
USA Prospector Autonomy, Justice & fairness, Responsibility, Trust Transformative/Disruptive 

 
Sweden and Finland are prospectors moving 

toward an organizational/sustained change with 
different values driving it: Sweden considers mainly a 
coherent “administrative” set of values, which 
includes “Democracy”, “Privacy”, “Rule of law”, 
“Transparency”, “Trust”; on the contrary, besides 
“Privacy”, “Transparency”, and “Trust”,  Finland 
includes “Freedom”, “Autonomy, and 
“Responsibility”, thus exhibiting an attention to 
societal issues.  

In summary, also when we move to considering the 
strategic attitude of the governments, the tension 
appears to be between a priority given to instrumental 
and administrative values rather than specific attention 
to societal issues. Also, the prospectors usually 
considered as advanced in digitalization (as, for 
example, the UK, Estonia, or Sweden) have a more 
limited set of retrieved values that appear to drive 
their AI strategies and the consequent change related 
to the potential innovation they introduce in the 
country.  

  

Table 3. Risks and challenges identified in the AI 
strategies for the considered set of values 
(occurrences for a set of countries in the sample). 

Values 
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Control one’s own 
data 

  1      

Equality  2 1      

Freedom  2 1      

Human dignity   1      

Privacy   1 2   1 1 

Respect for 
human rights 

 1       

Rule of law     1    

Sustainability      1   

Transparency    2 1 1   

Trust 1    1    

 
 
 



July/August 2019 7 
 

 

Considering the risks and challenges of AI, as 
shown in Table 3, after another text analysis, the 
resulting set of countries having this kind of elements 
retrievable was limited compared, e.g., to the ones in 
Table 1. 

Germany seems among the most concerned by the 
risks associated to the use of AI, especially, with 
regard to the potential violation of the right to “control 
one’s own data” and the “privacy” issues coming from 
information technology misuse or lack of transparency 
in administrative procedures, potentially leading to the 
wrong use of datasets or inappropriate disclosure, 
likewise. Furthermore, Germany documents mention 
the work of the Commission on Competition Law 4.0, 
to propose guidelines, from a competition law 
perspective, for a new data governance that takes into 
account the need for cooperation and data access as 
well as the new risks of collusion without 
undermining the protection of the fundamental rights 
in the constitution, including the people’s right to 
privacy and to control their personal data. Sharing 
similar concerns with Germany on risks related to 
“Equality” and “Freedom”, France attention is more 
focused on societal challenges such as, e.g., higher 
unemployment and the consequent inequality as well 
as the potential impacts of AI technology on personal 
freedom.  

As to Sweden, the government’s documents claim 
that the use of AI has to carefully take into account 
moral and legal issues, especially for what concerns 
the challenges for rule of law procedures, potentially 
impacted by the automation of agency decision-
making processes, as well as the risks of unintended 
or unforeseen consequences of using AI without 
considering the potential results of biased or 
manipulated data and their misuse or hostile use. 
Moreover, the Swedish documents point out the fact 
that a lack of “Transparency” may lead to a loss of 
“Trust” as well as potential financial damages and 
consequences for the functioning of democracy. 

 Finally, an important claim comes from 
Switzerland, a country still in a “reactor” position at 
the government level (see Table 2), but with a relevant 
and competitive business and education ecosystems. 
What emerges here is a concern for the 
“Sustainability” of AI initiatives, where attention has 
to be paid to the issue of the sustainable management 
of data so that as few as possible resources are 
consumed while using AI technology. 
  
CONCLUSION 

In this paper, we have questioned the values that 
eventually inform or drive the AI strategies currently 
developed and enforced by an increasing number of 

governments at the global level. In particular, we have 
identified as the subject for our research question the 
connection between a set of fundamental values, the 
second-order values associated with AI by the state-
of-the-art literature on ethics and AI, and the values 
emerging from the analysis of current AI strategies. 
To this end, we have considered a corpus of 
documents for a sample of thirteen countries, included 
the EU, that have developed an AI strategy or are on 
their way to do it. The results have shown a 
misalignment between the fundamental values and AI 
strategies, especially in countries more advanced in 
digitalization and aiming to be relevant in the AI 
development. Furthermore, the analysis has identified 
a tension connected to the enforcement of AI 
strategies between an instrumental normativity, 
usually associated with engineering and “quality 
control or efficiency”, and a social normativity.  

The research has limitations in the number of 
documents considered as well as their timeliness in 
terms of being up to date with regard to the current 
production of strategies, policy documents, and 
implementation plans from the countries in our sample 
and from the ones that we did not include. Also, we 
have used [1] as a proxy for the state-of-the-art 
literature on AI in ethics, while in future work we aim 
to extend the theoretical framework also including 
values from the state-of-the-art literature from cross-
national research on cultural differences [25].  

As to the methodology, it will be improved in the 
next steps of this research to fix the following 
weaknesses. In this article, we have mainly considered 
the number of mentions a word has received in a 
given document without seizing synonyms or phrases 
corresponding to the same value related issue. Also, 
we aim to perform a content analysis coupled with an 
interpretive perspective to qualitative data analysis 
(QDA) as the one adopted by [14]; this would allow to 
consider the context of a strategy together with what 
mentioned in official documents. To this end, we are 
going to include further keywords as subcategories of 
the main concepts used in our schemes and coding the 
author or authors of a given document to have a 
representation of what could be seen as an 
“ecosystem” of actors and their associated values 
(spanning, e.g., from ministries to experts, research 
institutes, universities, or representatives of the civil 
society). Furthermore, in future work we will consider 
the stream of research on patterns of democracy by 
adding to the strategic types used in this article a 
certain model of democracy, for example the 
Westminster/majoritarian or the consensus models 
[26]; we believe that considering those models might 
provide further insights for understanding why some 
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values are more mentioned than others in a given set 
of countries. In particular, it is worth remarking that 
the analyses presented in this paper include countries 
with different democratic regimes according to the 
four types proposed by [27], where most of the 
countries we have considered are classified as full 
democratic settings (Canada, Denmark, Finland, 
France, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland, and the UK). 
Whereas other countries, according to [27], present 
some weaknesses in their democratic setting (Estonia, 
Italy, South Korea, the USA) or else have a regime 
that does not fit with the current definition and 
attributes of a full democracy (China). Consequently, 
further analyses of the values of AI strategies should 
acknowledge the difference between different 
democratic settings. 

Despite those limitations, we believe that this paper 
provides a contribution as a first analysis of which 
values drive current AI national strategies and their 
alignment with fundamental values, considered as a 
way to frame the governments “strategic attitudes” 
and have an instrument to map those elements to 
potential risks and challenges coming from the 
application of AI technology at the societal level. 
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