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Abstract 

A growing global consensus around AI ethics principles has 
not produced equivalent convergence in law and policy. How 
normative principles are translated into governance remains 
understudied: we know little about why some principles sur-
vive or disappear as they move into policy, how institutional 
pathways shape that process, or how translation itself should 
be measured. We develop a framework for ethics-to-govern-
ance translation and identify possible sources of variation: 
principles’ demands, institutional fit and state capacity, pol-
icy instrument ‘pathways,’ and political administration. We 
examine South Korea, an early mover in comprehensive AI 
regulation, analyzing 15 ethical principles across 69 govern-
ment documents issued between 2017 and 2025: 23 ethics 
guidelines, 27 non-binding executive policy documents, and 
19 enacted statutes and enforcement decrees. We measure 
principle-level keyword prevalence, validated with keyword-
in-context and embedding checks, compute a translation gap 
for binding and non-binding governance pathways, and code 
whether provisions specify obligations, duty-bearers, proce-
dures, penalties, and remedies. We find that internationally 
recognized and Korean-salient principles begin at similar lev-
els of prominence in ethics guidelines but diverge substan-
tially as they move into governance, especially binding law. 
The pattern is not simply related to international versus do-
mestic values: principles such as governance and auditing, 
which map onto established functions of administrative coor-
dination, monitoring, and verification, survive more than 
principles requiring less-developed rights enforcement ca-
pacities. Binding law also filters normative content more 
strongly than non-binding policy. Yet when rights-oriented 
principles such as justice/fairness and transparency reach 
statutory text, they are comparably operative; the main dif-
ference is legal coverage, not drafting strength. These find-
ings are consistent with institutional fit as one explanation for 
selective translation while leaving room for political, cul-
tural, strategic, and other institutional explanations. More 
broadly, we conceptualize ethics-to-governance translation 
as a multidimensional process requiring explanation in its 
own right and offer a replicable framework for studying 
which ethical principles shape governance, through which 
pathways, in what form, and under what conditions. 
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Introduction   

Since 2016, hundreds of organizations have issued ethics 

guidelines invoking the same principles, among them trans-

parency, fairness, accountability, dignity, and non-malefi-

cence (Corrêa et al. 2023; Jobin, Ienca, and Vayena 2019), 

yet legal institutionalization has not kept pace and imple-

mentation failure persists (Mittelstadt 2019; Hagendorff 

2020). Few jurisdictions have enacted comprehensive AI 

laws, and existing laws often provide vague aspirational lan-

guage rather than concrete compliance requirements (Ka-

minski 2023; Veale and Borgesius 2021). The EU AI Act, 

adopted in 2024, exemplifies this difficulty: even with de-

tailed technical specifications, enforcement arrangements 

remain uncertain and member state transposition has proven 

slow (Veale and Borgesius 2021) and delayed by competing 

industry and international pressures. 

The gap is not mere policy lag. Much scholarship treats 

implementation as a sequence in which principles are artic-

ulated, rendered into legal language, enacted, and enforced. 

Policy process scholars have long questioned this model as 

descriptively inadequate, since causal mechanisms are un-

der-specified and the stages are rarely linear in practice (Sa-

batier 2007). We suggest that translation of ethics into pol-

icy and practice depends on many factors, including prob-

lem definition, political ideology, industry and organiza-

tional interests, technical feasibility, and framing, amongst 

others (Baumgartner et al. 2009; Entman 1993; Kingdon 

2011; Mittelstadt 2019; Sabatier 2007; Stone 1989).  

Examining all of these is beyond the scope of one paper; 

we take up one piece, arguing that translation should depend 

at least in part on the compatibility between what principles 

demand of the state and what the state’s existing institutional 

apparatus is configured to deliver. For instance, principles 
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requiring state-led management and oversight might trans-

late readily where such capacity exists, whereas principles 

requiring the state to create novel rights-enforcement mech-

anisms for individuals or new collective socio-technical im-

aginaries might meet more resistance (Carpenter 2002; Jas-

anoff 1998), reflecting differences in technical feasibility 

and political acceptability known in the agenda-setting liter-

ature (Kingdon 2011). We thus treat institutional fit as one 

important explanation rather than a determining one. 
South Korea provides a strategically valuable case for 

testing this argument. Korea is one of the first regulatory 
movers in AI and has an institutionally layered history: its 
developmental trajectory left a highly capable, state-led bu-
reaucracy accustomed to steering technological change and 
equipped with strong coordination mechanisms (Amsden 
1989; Evans 1995; Wade 2018; Woo-Cumings 2019), and it 
enacted one of the first comprehensive national AI statutes 
outside the EU, while democratic consolidation since 1987 
encouraged greater stakeholder consultation and legislative 
deliberation (Im 2004). Meanwhile, its administrative tradi-
tions likewise emphasize principles like collective welfare 
and hierarchical accountability (Bell 2010; Wong 2020).  

Where administrative capacity is so prioritized, transla-
tion failures are more plausibly consequences of structural 
design rather than a symptom of overall weak institutions. 
This makes Korea a strong case for studying the importance 
of institutional fit (Eckstein 2000; Gerring 2006). If transla-
tion gaps track what the bureaucracy is organized (or not or-
ganized) to do where capacity is this high, the same logic 
should hold elsewhere; for instance in high-capacity devel-
opmental states such as Taiwan and Singapore.  

A small empirical literature documents ethics-to-law 

gaps directly. Jobin, Ienca, and Vayena (2019) and Corrêa 

et al. (2023) show that guidelines converge on a few princi-

ples while rarely specifying enforcement, and literature 

acknowledges that the wording of principles is itself strate-

gic, shaping political reception and legal force (Entman 

1993; Stone 1989). Djeffal, Siewert, and Wurster (2022) 

similarly find frequent invocation but minimal regulatory 

specification across national AI strategies. Closest to ours, 

Lee and Lee (2025) compare Korean ethics guidelines with 

legislative bills and find transparency and accountability 

prominent in guidelines but thinly covered in bills. These 

studies establish that gaps exist but do not explain why par-

ticular principles fare better than others. 
Many questions therefore remain open: What does it 

mean for a principle to be ‘translated’ into policy, and how 
should we weigh subtle changes in language that may 
change the meaning or force of principles? When does man-
ifestation in text-as-discourse translate to eventual policy 
action, and how can ‘meaningful implementation’ be empir-
ically measured? Does a principle’s fate depend on its ab-
stract normative appeal and ability to achieve consensus, its 
fit with a country's extant values and what the state is already 
administratively organized to do, or still other factors?  

We approach these through three guiding questions. 
First, does translation depend on a principle’s origin, 

whether internationally recognized (Fjeld et al. 2020) or sa-
lient in Korean governance? Second, does it depend on the 
instrument, so that principles translate differently into bind-
ing law or executive action than into non-binding policy? 
Third, does translation differ across political ideologies and 
administrations? We address these through quantitative and 
qualitative content analysis of 69 South Korean AI govern-
ance documents spanning ethics guidelines (N = 23), policy 
frameworks (N = 27), and enacted laws and presidential de-
crees (N = 19), issued between 2017 and 2025 across both 
the liberal Moon Jae-in (2017-2022) and conservative Yoon 
Suk-yeol (2022-2025) administrations.  

While this account cannot cover all the dimensions of 
translation and its measurement, or of the many possible 
predictors of translation across diverse cultural and govern-
mental settings, it offers a set of techniques as an initial 
framework for studying ethics-to-policy translation.  

Literature Review 

The Global AI Ethics Consensus 

AI ethics guidelines have proliferated since 2016. An anal-

ysis of 84 guidelines identified five recurring principles, 

transparency, justice/fairness, non-maleficence, responsibil-

ity, and privacy (Jobin, Ienca, and Vayena 2019); a broader 

mapping extended these to 11 (Fjeld et al. 2020); a review 

of 200 guidelines through 2023 confirmed the convergence 

(Corrêa et al. 2023); and a review across public, private, and 

NGO sectors studied 25 distinct principles, finding shared 

priorities but variation across sectors (Schiff et al. 2021). 

This convergence reflects isomorphic pressures within 

the transnational AI ethics community (DiMaggio and Pow-

ell 1983; Haas 1992; Hagendorff 2020). However, guide-

lines vary dramatically in specificity, and many lack en-

forcement mechanisms (Floridi 2018; Mittelstadt 2019; Zhu 

and Xu 2023) or even explicit regulatory engagement 

(Schiff et al. 2021), and principles often conflict in ways 

guidelines rarely address (Whittlestone et al. 2019).  

Moreover, scholars have questioned what this consen-

sus represents. Because the guidelines are overwhelmingly 

authored by well-resourced actors in the Global North, their 

convergence may reflect agenda-setting power rather than 

fully considered or participatory agreement on values 

(Jobin, Ienca, and Vayena 2019; Png 2022). And because it 

is an agreement over vocabulary rather than meaning, with 

contested terms like fairness and transparency carrying dif-

ferent implications across institutional and cultural settings 

(Mulligan et al. 2019; Whittlestone et al. 2019), we might 

expect principles to diverge as they enter national law. This 

paper therefore also implicates a rich scholarship on the 

question of universal, international, or ‘harmonized’ ethics 

against contextually, linguistically, or culturally-specific 

ethics (Mohamed, Png, and Isaac 2020; Ó hÉigeartaigh et al. 

2020). 
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The Ethics-to-Law Translation Gap 

Legal institutionalization remains far more limited. The EU 

AI Act (2024), the most comprehensive effort to date, faces 

significant implementation uncertainties (Veale and Bor-

gesius 2021), and while national AI strategies invoke ethical 

principles widely, there is far less confidence about how se-

riously those concepts bind. Identified impediments include 

the absence of compliance requirements and accountability 

mechanisms (Djeffal, Siewert, and Wurster 2022), temporal 

misalignment between technological change and legislation 

(Larsson 2020), institutional fragmentation (Calo 2017), and 

lack of substantive carry through between policy ‘mission 

statements’ and actual implementation details (Schiff 2023). 

Recent empirical studies document translation gaps 

more systematically, though most prior work covers a single 

sector, country, or document type. Closest to this paper, Lee 

and Lee (2025) use large language models to compare Ko-

rean ethics guidelines with legislative bills and find trans-

parency and accountability prominent in guidelines but 

thinly covered in bills. Ghimire and Edwards (2024) report 

the same disconnect in education policy, and Larsson (2020) 

characterizes European ethics guidelines as largely sym-

bolic, letting governments appear responsive without costly 

regulatory action. These studies establish that translation 

failures are real and widespread.  

A parallel literature questions whether national AI doc-

uments primarily serve to advance ethical vision at all, read-

ing them instead as signaling efforts  aimed at investors, in-

ternational allies, and rivals (Bareis and Katzenbach 2022). 

A principle’s presence may therefore index economic or po-

litical positioning rather than commitment, a possibility cap-

tured by typologies that distinguish signaling motivations, 

such as signaling social responsibility or signaling leader-

ship, from substantive goals (Schiff et al. 2022). 

To assist with this question of signaling versus sub-

stance, we therefore separate documents by legal force ra-

ther than by branch of government, and articulate these as 

two distinct pathways. Both branches of government in Ko-

rea we study, legislative and executive, issue binding and 

non-binding policy: enacted statutes and presidential en-

forcement decrees create obligations that courts can enforce, 

whereas strategic plans, roadmaps, and implementation 

guidelines direct government activity without binding force. 

Our ‘law translation pathway’ therefore groups statutes with 

enforcement decrees, while the ‘non-binding policy path-

way’ covers only these non-binding instruments. 

Theoretical Gaps and Analytical Framework 

In sum, existing scholarship documents aggregate ethics-to-

law gaps but rarely asks whether some principles translate 

more readily than others, leaving cross-principle variation 

largely unexamined. However, preliminary evidence sug-

gests heterogeneity: privacy protection has achieved sub-

stantial regulatory institutionalization across jurisdictions 

while protections rooted in dignity and solidarity, principles 

prominent in international and European declarations but 

without an established administrative home in Korean prac-

tice, arguably remain largely aspirational (Hildebrandt 

2020; Kaminski 2023).  

 Criticism of AI principlism is extensive (Mittelstadt 

2019; Whittlestone et al. 2019), but it typically targets the 

guidelines themselves rather than regulation, and has not en-

gaged with what states are actually equipped to do. Under-

standing the sources of this variation, whether stakeholder 

power, technical feasibility, or cultural fit, therefore matters 

both for explaining key patterns in translation and for de-

signing governance or institutional reform that can realize 

the aims of ethical principles and guidelines. 

The factors we foreground here, amongst many others, 

are institutional fit and capacity—what a government is al-

ready organized to do. We argue that technology govern-

ance scholarship suggests that institutional capacity should 

matter more than normative sophistication for real-world 

outcomes: biotechnology governance, GDPR implementa-

tion, and algorithmic impact assessments succeeded only 

where pre-existing governmental arrangements provided a 

foundation (Jasanoff 2003; Kaminski and Malgieri 2021; 

Reisman et al. 2018). We therefore propose that translation 

success depends (at least in part) on the compatibility be-

tween what principles demand of the state and what the 

state’s institutional apparatus can deliver.  

This explanation is institutional as well as cultural. 

Principles requiring state-led management, oversight, and 

verification, functions developmental states like Korea are 

configured to perform should translate readily, while princi-

ples requiring new individual rights-enforcement machinery 

should meet greater resistance. Institutional fit is not the 

only candidate explanation, however: outcomes also reflect 

interest-group power (Baumgartner et al. 2009), problem 

framing (Entman 1993; Stone 1989), technical feasibility 

(Kingdon 2011), and a deliberate preference for vague com-

mitments that preserve discretion (Sunstein 1995). We re-

turn to these briefly in the discussion.  

A final empirical and conceptual challenge is that trans-

lation admits of degrees. A principle may be present or ab-

sent; merely declaratory or substantive; named with or with-

out attaching to any responsible actor; and containing or 

lacking a procedure, penalty, remedy. The design of specific 

policy tools, instruments, and mixes is therefore consequen-

tial in assessing translation, and likely requires significant 

research in specific settings, sectors, and jurisdictions. 
We therefore extend the principles-to-policy literature by 

distinguishing two governance pathways or ‘outcomes,’ 
both of them represented in law-or-policy documents rather 
than ethics frameworks. The binding pathway (enacted stat-
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utes and enforcement decrees) carries legal force enforcea-
ble through the courts; the non-binding pathway (strategic 
plans, roadmaps, and implementation guidelines) directs ad-
ministrative activity without creating enforceable obliga-
tions. Because Korean enforcement decrees are delegated 
legislation that binds, bindingness cuts across the legisla-
tive-executive divide rather than tracking it.  

We expect the binding pathway to produce larger trans-
lation gaps, because drafting conventions, parliamentary ne-
gotiation, constitutional review, and the need to render ab-
stract norms enforceable should filter normative content 
more aggressively than aspirational frameworks do. We fur-
ther expect Korean-salient principles, such as governance, 
auditing, public good, and harmony, which name state-led 
management and oversight functions aligned with Korea’s 
developmental legacy, to translate more effectively than in-
ternationally recognized principles, which require rights-en-
forcement machinery with less precedent. Finally, we assess 
translation across two different governmental administra-
tions but present this as a more exploratory analysis. 

Principles differ in what they ask the state to do, and we 
treat that difference as the operative mechanism. Rights-ori-
ented principles ask the state to create, adjudicate, or enforce 
entitlements held by individuals against public or private ac-
tors: these include justice/fairness, transparency, privacy, 
dignity, and freedom/autonomy. Management-oriented 
principles instead ask the state to organize, monitor, and ver-
ify administrative activity: these include governance, audit-
ing, and non-maleficence in its safety-assurance form. The 
remaining principles we examine, including public good, 
harmony, beneficence, trust, sustainability, solidarity, and 
responsibility, name diffuse collective goods that require 
neither an enforcement apparatus nor a specific administra-
tive routine. We assign each of the fifteen principles to one 
of these three types and expect management-oriented prin-
ciples to translate most readily, rights-oriented principles 
least readily, and diffuse principles to pattern with the 
rights-oriented set because neither has an existing adminis-
trative home. Since the internationally recognized and Ko-
rean-salient sets differ sharply on this dimension, the origin 
split serves as an observable proxy for demand type through-
out the analysis.  

This study makes several theoretical and methodological 
contributions. We (1) contrast principles prominent in the 
international consensus with those long salient in Korean 
governance; (2) examine four Korean-salient principles, 
governance, auditing, public good, and social harmony, and 
show that those naming administrative routines translate dif-
ferently from those naming diffuse collective goods; (3) 
trace which principles survive into binding law versus non-
binding policy; (4) measure ethics-to-policy translation ex-
plicitly as a four-level ladder, from absent to declaratory to 
operationalized to enforceable; and (5) provide an initial 
replicable measurement framework that other countries, ad-
ministrations, and issues can reuse to study translation. 

Research Design and Methodology 

Korean Value Context 

We label four principles as “Korean-salient:” governance, 

auditing, public good, and harmony. They are not unique to 

Korea and overlap in various ways with internationally-rec-

ognized principles; what sets them apart is their prominence 

in, and fit with, Korea’s cultural and administrative tradi-

tion, where oversight and stewardship of the collective in-

terest are long-standing public values rather than mere tech-

nique (Jorgensen and Bozeman 2007): a reader outside the 

region may not recognize them as ethical principles at all, 

which is itself informative about how far the international 

consensus travels. Yet we do not wish to overstate these val-

ues as cultural essences, and we note that shared vocabulary 

can carry different meanings across settings (Ó hÉigeartaigh 

et al. 2020). 

Nevertheless, oversight and accountability serve as Ko-

rean-salient ethical principles because they make normative 

claims about how public power should be exercised and held 

to account. Local administrative traditions that value collec-

tive welfare and hierarchical accountability are also con-

sistent with, and reinforce, this orientation (Bell 2006; Pye 

and Pye 1985). Institutionally, Korea’s administrative law 

tradition emphasizes ex-post monitoring and compliance 

verification through systematic audit and inspection proce-

dures (Ginsburg 2003; Im et al. 2014). Operationally, the 

Government Performance Evaluation Act (2001) establishes 

comprehensive audit frameworks for governmental activi-

ties; specialized inspection agencies conduct regular com-

pliance assessments across policy domains.  

Document Corpus 

Two branches of government produce the documents we 

study. The National Assembly, Korea’s elected legislature, 

enacts statutes; the executive, comprising the president and 

the ministries, issues the enforcement decrees that give stat-

utes operative detail and the strategic plans and guidelines 

that steer administrative activity. Both are understood to 

share responsibility for guiding technological development, 

a legacy of Korea’s developmental state (Amsden 1989; 

Woo-Cumings 2019). Specifically, we assembled a corpus 

of 69 AI governance documents issued between 2017 and 

2025 through systematic searches of the Korean Govern-

ment Legislation Center (law.go.kr), ministry websites 

(MSIT, MOIS, PIPC, FSC, KCC, MOE), and semi-govern-

mental agency publications (NIA, KISA).  

We organize the corpus explicitly around what our anal-

ysis compares: where principles start and where they end up. 

Ethics guidelines (N = 23; principle frameworks, self-as-

sessment checklists, and sectoral ethics standards) serve as 

the baseline. We then trace principles into two target path-
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ways distinguished by legal force: non-binding policy doc-

uments (N = 27; strategic plans, roadmaps, implementation 

plans, and regulatory guidance), which direct administrative 

activity without creating enforceable obligations, and bind-

ing law or executive action (N = 19; enacted statutes, N = 

11, and enforcement decrees, N = 8), which does. We in-

clude only enacted legislation and currently active policy 

documents, excluding pending bills, local ordinances, and 

private sector guidelines, and for amended laws include only 

the initial enactment and the most recent version. This is the 

near-complete universe of publicly available national-level 

AI governance documents for the period. 

Principle Framework Development 

We analyze 15 ethical principles: 11 internationally recog-
nized principles derived from comprehensive global map-
ping (Fjeld et al. 2020), encompassing transparency, jus-
tice/fairness, non-maleficence, responsibility, privacy, dig-
nity, beneficence, freedom/autonomy, trust, sustainability, 
and solidarity; plus 4 “Korean-salient” principles identified 
through preliminary document analysis, Korean law and 
governance literature (Ginsburg 2003; Im et al. 2014), and 
comparative East Asian governance scholarship (Bell 2010; 
Wong 2020). The (translated) Korean-salient principles are: 
Auditing/Verification (geomjeung/gamsa): Emphasis on 
ex-post compliance assessment, systematic inspection, and 
third-party certification, following the Korean administra-
tive law tradition; the label captures accountability exer-
cised through ex-post administrative review.  
Governance (gwalli/geobeoneonseu): Institutional and 
ministerial coordination, role definition, and accountability 
running upward through administrative tiers; we use the la-
bel in a managerial, hierarchical sense rather than merely re-
ferring to governance in general.  
Public Good (gonggongseong/gong-ik): Collective welfare 
considerations and societal benefit beyond individual rights.  
Harmony (johwa/gyunhyeong): Social balance, conflict 
minimization, and institutional coordination. 

We label these Korean-salient in a comparative sense, not 

a proprietary or ‘essential’ one. They are also better read as 

long-standing features of Korean administrative practice 

than as recent imports, since collective welfare, oversight, 

and hierarchical accountability predate the current AI ethics 

vocabulary (Bell 2006; Pye and Pye 1985), unlike the ex-

plicit idiom of individual human rights, which is genuinely 

modern (Moyn 2010). None appears as a top-level principle 

in the consensus mappings (Fjeld et al. 2020; Jobin, Ienca, 

and Vayena 2019), yet all four are disproportionately salient 

here, and each aligns with a distinctive institutional form: 

not auditing in general but ex-post inspection by designated 

state bodies, not governance in general but ministerial coor-

dination under hierarchical accountability.  

 
1 Supplementary materials (keyword dictionary, coding rules, and 
robustness results) are submitted as a separate appendix file and 
are also available at https://osf.io/6wvk7/  

Analytical Approach 

Our analysis proceeds through six complementary steps, or-
dered as a pipeline: we (1) measure how prominently each 
principle features in each document, (2) validate the meas-
ure semantically, (3) compare prominence across document 
types to calculate translation gaps, (4) read the statutory text 
article by article to see whether a principle is named or made 
operative, (5) test robustness, and (6) estimate a regression 
of the joint effects. We report the semantic validation and 
robustness results in the supplementary appendix and de-
scribe each step's purpose and mechanics below. 

Principle prominence. For each document, we calculate the 

frequency of principle keywords per 1,000 tokens: keyword 

density = (total keyword matches / document length in to-

kens) × 1,000. Keywords were assigned to principles in two 

steps: for the internationally-recognized set we translated 

the concept definitions in Fjeld et al. (2020) into their stand-

ard Korean policy equivalents, and for the Korean-salient 

set we derived terms inductively from the ethics guidelines, 

retaining a term only when it recurred across issuing minis-

tries. Matching is on surface forms rather than stems, so re-

curring morphological variants (for example gongjeong and 

gongjeongseong, both rendering fairness, or tumyeong and 

tumyeongseong for transparency) are listed as separate en-

tries, and terms whose dominant sense in statutory Korean 

is unrelated to the principle were excluded. Appendix A1 

lists every term and its source. Compared to manual coding, 

this approach is scalable; compared to LLM classification it 

is transparent and replicable (Grimmer and Stewart 2013; 

King, Lam, and Roberts 2017). Notably, keyword presence 

primarily measures discursive prominence, not necessarily 

full policy operationalization or robustness. 

Semantic validation: To verify that keyword frequency dif-

ferences reflect substantive normative content rather than 

incidental word usage, we employ two complementary val-

idation methods. First, keyword-in-context (KWIC) extrac-

tion captures the 50 characters surrounding each keyword 

match, enabling qualitative verification that keywords ap-

pear in normatively relevant contexts. Second, we construct 

principle-level semantic networks using cosine similarity 

between keyword embeddings from a Korean-language 

transformer model (jhgan/ko-sroberta-multitask), visualized 

through network graphs and t-SNE projections. The result-

ing semantic network and co-occurrence structure are re-

ported in Appendix F (Figures F1 and F2), together with the 

corpus composition by administration (Figure F3). These 

analyses address whether the same keyword carries a com-

parable normative meaning across document types. 
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Translation gap calculation. The translation gap for a prin-

ciple is its mean density in the ethics guidelines minus its 

mean density in the target set, which is either the non-bind-

ing policy documents or the binding law documents; posi-

tive values indicate erosion (gaps) and negative values am-

plification. Because a few topically specialized documents 

dominate some policy pathway means and skew distribu-

tions, we treat median-based tests as the primary analysis 

and report means alongside for comparability. Additional 

test statistics and effect sizes are reported in Appendix C. 

Article-level operationalization coding. Operationalization 

is the extent to which a provision turns an abstract principle 

into concrete administrative or legal action. We apply this 

coding to the binding pathway only, since non-binding in-

struments do not typically create the obligations this coding 

approach centers. The statutory article is the unit of analysis. 

Each principle-article pair receives a binary score on five 

independent indicators: a binding obligation (the deontic 

form hayeoya handa, must, as against the hortatory noryeo-

khayeoya, shall endeavour), a named duty-bearer, a proce-

dure (assessment, certification, inspection, record-keeping, 

or reporting), a penalty, and an individual remedy. Scores 

are aggregated to the share of a principle's articles meeting 

each indicator. We keep indicators separate rather than sum-

ming them into an index; a provision can for instance be op-

erationalized partially, specifying who must do what and 

how, while carrying no penalty or remedy. Because Korean 

statutes place penalties in dedicated penalty (beolchik) and 

administrative-fine (gwataeryo) articles that cross-reference 

substantive provisions by number, enforcement was coded 

by resolving those references rather than by co-occurrence. 

Scoring applies explicit rules over statutory language rather 

than case-by-case judgment, so consistency derives from the 

rule set rather than from intercoder agreement; the full trig-

ger expressions are listed in Appendix B. Finally, because a 

few documents dominate the non-binding pathway, where 

several principles have standard deviations exceeding their 

means, we repeat every ethics-to-target density comparison 

on medians using Mann-Whitney tests; the erosion pattern 

holds under both, with full results in Appendix D. 

OLS regression. We first define the variables. ‘Framework’ 

is a principle’s origin, internationally recognized (Fjeld et 

al. 2020) versus Korean-salient. ‘Pathway’ is the target in-

strument type, binding (statutes and enforcement decrees) 

versus non-binding (other policy documents). For simplic-

ity, we abbreviate these in cases, describing them as the 

‘law’ and ‘policy’ pathways. Finally, ‘Administration’ is the 

issuing government (Moon or Yoon) and year is mean-cen-

tered. We estimate translation gap ~ pathway + framework 

+ administration + year to test whether the framework effect 

persists under controls; the four predictors explain only 

about 5% of the variance, so most of what shapes translation 

lies outside of the core variables we capture here. 

Findings 

Principle Prevalence and Translation Gaps 

In ethics guidelines, our starting set of documents, the two 
principle sets are about equally prominent (7.8 vs 7.5 key-
words per 1,000 tokens); under binding policy and law, they 
diverge sharply, the international set falling to 2.7 while the 
Korean-salient set holds at 7.4. As depicted in Table 1 and 
Figure 1, most internationally recognized principles erode in 
both pathways, and the binding pathway produces consist-
ently larger gaps. Erosion is largest for justice/fairness (gap 
= 10.3, d = 1.92, p_FDR < .001), transparency (9.8, d = 1.22, 
p_FDR = .002), and non-maleficence (9.1, d = 0.72), fol-
lowed by trust (6.5), freedom/autonomy (6.1), and responsi-
bility (5.8). That is, the principles most emphasized in global 
ethics discourse erode most; normative prominence does not 
protect against it. Concretely, a fairness gap of 10.3 means 
fairness vocabulary occupies about ten fewer keyword slots 
per thousand words in statutes than in the ethics guidelines 
they ostensibly implement, against a baseline of 11.4. 

 
Principle Ethics Policy Law Policy 

gap 
Law gap 

Justice/fairness (I) 11.38 3.29 1.12 8.1*** 10.3*** 
Transparency (I) 11.25 6.58 1.45 4.7 9.8*** 
Non-maleficence (I) 21.23 18.19 12.14 3.0 9.1* 
Trust (I) 8.06 7.52 1.55 0.5 6.5** 
Freedom/autonomy (I) 6.44 2.37 0.35 4.1 6.1** 
Responsibility (I) 7.08 2.68 1.26 4.4* 5.8** 
Public good (K) 8.90 7.81 4.94 1.1 4.0 
Dignity (I) 4.42 0.38 0.53 4.0 3.9 
Privacy (I) 9.83 16.84 6.71 -7.0 3.1 
Auditing/verif. (K) 11.66 17.84 9.10 -6.2 2.6 
Sustainability (I) 3.24 4.05 1.96 -0.8 1.3 
Beneficence (I) 1.73 1.71 0.47 0.0 1.3 
Harmony (K) 0.75 1.01 0.57 -0.3 0.2 
Solidarity (I) 1.54 1.73 2.50 -0.2 -1.0 
Governance (K) 8.71 16.42 14.92 -7.7* -6.2 
 
Table 1: Principle prevalence and translation gaps. (I) = in-

ternationally recognized, (K) = Korean-salient. Densities are 

keyword matches per 1,000 tokens. Gap = ethics density mi-

nus target document density; positive values indicate ero-

sion, negative values amplification. Asterisks on each gap 

denote Welch's t-tests against the ethics baseline: * p < .05, 

** p < .01, *** p < .001. 

International vs. Korean Principles 

Figure 1 orders the fifteen principles by how much ground 

they lose on the way into binding law, and the ordering re-

flects our central result. Namely, the six largest losses all 

belong to the internationally recognized set (I): justice/fair-

ness (law gap = 10.3), transparency (9.8), non-maleficence 

(9.1), trust (6.5), freedom/autonomy (6.1), and responsibil-

ity (5.8). The Korean-salient principles (K) cluster at the 
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other end. Their mean law gap is 0.13, statistically indistin-

guishable from zero, against an average 5.10 for the interna-

tionally recognized set (Table 2). The overall contrast is thus 

between erosion and retention rather than between erosion 

and amplification. The exceptions are nevertheless informa-

tive. Governance is the only principle with a negative gap in 

both pathways. Its amplification is robust in the non-binding 

policy pathway (mean gap = -7.7, median gap = -2.2, Mann-

Whitney p = .046) though not under binding law, where the 

mean gap of -6.2 reverses to +1.1 on medians. Auditing/ver-

ification amplifies in the non-binding pathway (policy gap 

= -6.2) while showing a positive law gap (2.6), and privacy 

behaves the same way (policy gap = -7.0, law gap = 3.1) 

despite belonging to the internationally recognized set.  

 

 

Figure 1: Translation gap by principle, relative to ethics 

guidelines. Red indicates erosion (positive gap), blue ampli-

fication (negative gap); solid bars are the binding ‘law’ path-

way and pale bars the non-binding ‘policy’ pathway. (I) = 

internationally recognized, (K) = Korean-salient. 

 
 Privacy is the one rights-oriented principle with a dedi-

cated enforcement body, the Personal Information Protec-

tion Commission established in 2020, which is what the de-

mand-type account would predict. Harmony is flat through-

out, and public good erodes (law gap = 4.0), like the inter-

nationally recognized set rather than the other Korean-sali-

ent principles. Because governance is often attached to ad-

ministrative vocabulary, we checked its statutory contexts: 

of 853 governance keyword matches in the 19 binding in-

struments, 39.4% occur in an explicit AI, data, or digital 

context and 6.7% in an unambiguously generic administra-

tive one, with the remainder in structural provisions such as 

committee and standard-setting articles (Appendix E). Au-

diting/verification also shows no significant difference from 

ethics guidelines in either pathway using medians; harmony 

is flat; and public good erodes.  

Overall, internationally recognized principles show a 

mean binding law gap of 5.10 (SD = 3.74) and a mean policy 

gap of 1.90 (SD = 3.99). Meanwhile, domestically amplified 

principles show a mean law gap of 0.13 (SD = 4.50), statis-

tically indistinguishable from zero, and a mean policy gap 

of -3.27 (SD = 4.33), indicating amplification. The asym-

metry tracks institutional timing: principles requiring indi-

vidual rights-enforcement depend on bodies built only re-

cently (the National Human Rights Commission, 2001; the 

Personal Information Protection Commission, 2020), 

whereas oversight and audit draw on long-standing capacity. 

 
Principle set (N) Law  

mean 
Law  

median 
Policy 

mean 
Policy  

median 
International (11) 5.10 5.82 1.90 3.04 
Korean-salient (4) 0.13 1.37 -3.27 -3.22 

Table 2: Translation gaps by principle set and pathway. 

Cells are mean and median gaps in keywords per 1,000 to-

kens; positive values indicate erosion. Standard deviations 

are 3.74 and 3.99 for the internationally recognized set (law 

and policy) and 4.50 and 4.33 for the Korean-salient set.  

Binding (Law) vs. Non-binding (Policy) Pathways 

Ethics guidelines often present transparency and justice/fair-
ness as entitlements owed to individuals, for instance 
framed around a right to know or protection from discrimi-
natory treatment. Enacted laws reframe these principles as 
administrative requirements: data quality standards, system 
documentation obligations, and audit trail maintenance. The 
normative content shifts from protecting individual rights to 
managing institutional processes, arguably because the Ko-
rean administrative apparatus possesses established proce-
dures for the latter but lacks mechanisms or deep under-
standing of the former. 

The amplification of governance (law gap = -6.2, policy 
gap = -7.7) reveals another pattern: when principles require 
state-led management and oversight, the Korean bureau-
cracy does not merely translate them but actively expands 
them. Here, the developmental state apparatus treats AI gov-
ernance as an extension of its existing management func-
tions, applying established administrative hierarchies to a 
new technological domain. In short, on this interpretation 
which we cannot definitively show here, the principles that 
survive appear to be those the administrative apparatus is 
already organized to act on. 

 Finally, public good is the case where origin and demand 

come apart, which is why we treat its behavior as informa-

tive rather than anomalous. Its mean law gap is positive (4.0) 

while its median is negative (-2.7), so the direction is unsta-

ble and no consistent policy-pathway pattern appears. It is 

Korean-salient by origin, yet it names a diffuse collective 

good rather than an administrative routine, and it erodes like 

the international set. 
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Operationalization: Coverage, Not Drafting Gaps 

One limitation of pure keyword-based analyses is that a 
principle can be named in a statute without having any sub-
stantive function or impact. To address this limitation in 
much of the extant translation literature, we score all binding 
statutes article by article. As noted previously, we suggest 
that two kinds of demand characterize the fifteen principles. 
Some ask the state to create or enforce entitlements that in-
dividuals hold against it or against firms: justice/fairness, 
transparency, privacy, dignity, and freedom/autonomy. Oth-
ers ask the state to organize, monitor, and verify administra-
tive activity: governance, auditing, and non-maleficence in 
its safety-assurance form. We refer to these as rights-ori-
ented and management-oriented demands, and we suggest 
the distinction matters because the two draw on different 
state capacities.  
 We find that, within the 19 binding law instruments, prin-
ciples that appear at all are usually written in operative 
terms, and rights-oriented principles are no exception: trans-
parency carries an obligation in 79.7% of the articles that 
invoke it and justice/fairness in 70.3%, against 59.9% for 
governance and 57.5% for auditing. Table 3 gives the num-
ber of statutory articles in which each appears and the per-
centage of those articles that impose an obligation, name a 
duty-bearer, set out a procedure, attach a penalty, and pro-
vide a remedy. Every principle appears somewhere in the 
binding instruments, from 327 articles for non-maleficence 
down to 17 for freedom/autonomy, so the differences are of 
breadth rather than of presence.  

 
Principle Arts. Obl. Duty Proc. Pen. Rem. 
Non-maleficence (I) 327 61.5 87.2 23.5 10.7 10.7 
Governance (K) 267 59.9 90.6 21.3 10.1 9.4 
Privacy (I) 199 55.8 85.9 17.6 5.5 14.1 
Audit./verif. (K) 179 57.5 91.1 47.5 17.3 7.3 
Public good (K) 153 63.4 91.5 19.6 2.0 10.5 
Sustainability (I) 102 55.9 90.2 16.7 2.9 7.8 
Solidarity (I) 84 66.7 95.2 20.2 1.2 4.8 
Transparency (I) 74 79.7 86.5 29.7 8.1 17.6 
Responsibility (I) 72 77.8 81.9 23.6 9.7 15.3 
Trust (I) 65 69.2 89.2 21.5 6.2 1.5 
Beneficence (I) 44 65.9 79.5 27.3 15.9 20.5 
Justice/fairness (I) 37 70.3 75.7 24.3 5.4 8.1 
Harmony (K) 30 73.3 80.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 
Dignity (I) 22 72.7 72.7 18.2 4.5 9.1 
Freedom/auto. (I) 17 64.7 88.2 23.5 5.9 11.8 
All international 1043 64.0 86.6 21.9 7.5 11.1 
All Korean 629 60.7 90.5 27.8 10.2 8.6 

 
Table 3: Article-level operationalization coding, all fifteen 

principles. (I) = internationally recognized, (K) = Korean-

salient. Arts. = number of statutory articles invoking the 

principle. The remaining columns give the percentage of 

those articles that carry a binding obligation (Obl.), a named 

duty-bearer (Duty), a procedural requirement (Proc.), a pen-

alty (Pen.), and an individual remedy (Rem.). Counts are 

principle-article pairs; an article mentioning more than one 

principle is counted under each. 

 Overall, the asymmetry lies in coverage, not depth. Jus-
tice/fairness appears in 37 articles (column Arts.) across 12 
of 19 instruments and freedom/autonomy in 17 across 4. 
Governance appears in 267 articles in all 19 binding laws, 
and auditing in 179 across 17. Where the legislature ad-
dresses fairness or transparency it writes them in operative 
terms: 70.3% and 79.7% of those articles impose a binding 
obligation, above the corpus average of 64.0%. Auditing is 
the most procedurally dense principle, with 47.5% of its ar-
ticles specifying an assessment, certification, or inspection 
step, and the most likely to carry a penalty cross-reference 
(17.3%). Also of note, the resulting duties are typically 
owed to a supervising ministry rather than to an affected per-
son.  

In sum, the ethics-to-law gap may be better described as 
defined by varying coverage breadth rather than drafting 
quality or discursive ethics-washing, a result that cuts across 
the origin of principles. Yet, the findings also suggest that it 
is possible to operationalize all of the principles; leaving 
open why some receive less coverage in the first place. 

Regression Summary 

Next, we regress the translation gap measure on pathway + 
framework + administration + year to test whether the Inter-
national-versus-Korean patterns identified above persist un-
der controls. Associational results from an OLS model esti-
mated on principle-document pairs are presented in Table 
D1, Appendix D. In brief, we find that framework (principle 
origin) and pathway (binding or non-binding) are reliable 
but small factors, while most of what shapes translation lies 
outside the four predictors. The model explains only about 
5% of the variance (R-squared = .053, F(4, 685) = 9.57, p 
< .001), suggesting much more research is needed to better 
characterize, model, and explain the translation gap, though 
we offer this analysis approach as a preliminary contribution.  

In terms of effect size in our associations, framework 
(Korean or International) carries the largest coefficient (b = 
-5.09), and pathway confirms the binding-pathway amplifi-
cation pattern (b = -3.21): the non-binding pathway is asso-
ciated with more principle translation than the binding one. 
Neither administration (b = 0.40, p = .81) nor year (b = -0.11, 
p = .79) approaches significance. Finally, because each doc-
ument contributes fifteen rows, we re-estimated the model 
with standard errors clustered by document; the significance 
of framework and pathway are unchanged. 

Administration Comparison 

Figure 2 presents the administration-level findings, compar-
ing differences across two administrations (and associated 
political-ideological orientations). On means, the gap ap-
pears to narrow sharply (law 6.18 to 2.11; policy 1.63 to -
0.73), but the narrowing does not survive scrutiny: on medi-
ans the law gap moves only from 3.68 to 3.02, the policy 
gap does not narrow at all, and the administration coefficient 
is null. On closer inspection, the apparent convergence 
comes from a few topically concentrated Yoon-era policy 
documents. 
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For Korean-salient principles, governance amplification 
is consistent across both administrations (blue for Moon; red 
for Yoon). Meanwhile, auditing shows a striking shift: the 
Moon policy gap of 0.5 (straight translation) versus the 
Yoon policy gap of -7.5 (strong amplification), may reflect 
the Yoon administration’s greater emphasis on AI safety 
evaluation and the implementation of the AI Basic Act’s au-
diting provisions. 

Yet, Figure 2 reveals that this aggregate convergence also 
masks additional principle-level variation. Justice/fairness 
erosion persists across both administrations (Moon law gap 
= 12.3, Yoon = 9.6). Privacy reverses across administrations: 
it was underrepresented in Moon-era law (gap = 5.0), then 
proliferated in Yoon-era policy documents (gap = -5.8) after 
the Personal Information Protection Commission was estab-
lished as an independent regulator. This micro-level pattern 
is consistent with the institutional mechanisms argument ad-
vanced here: when the state creates a dedicated body capa-
ble of rights-enforcement (PIPC for privacy), even princi-
ples requiring individual protection can translate success-
fully. The barrier is not the principle’s normative content but 
the absence of institutional infrastructure to deliver it. 

 

 
 
Figure 2: Translation gaps by administration and pathway. 
Red indicates erosion, blue amplification; solid bars are the 
Moon administration and pale bars the Yoon administration. 

 
We had expected institutional actors to accumulate expe-

rience and become ‘better’ at translation, and the law path-
way is partly consistent with that (justice/fairness erosion 
falls from 11.4 to 9.5, transparency from 13.2 to 6.4). But 
neither measures of political administration nor year pre-
dicts translation outcomes once framework and pathway are 
accounted for. One reading of this null result is that AI pol-
icy in Korea has not yet acquired a clear partisan cleavage: 
comparative work finds AI policy in the United States 
started in a bipartisan fashion and is only gradually polariz-
ing over time as AI becomes characterized by more divisive 
policy tools or framings (Jacobson, Schiff, and Schiff 2026). 
More over-time study will be needed to assess this. 

 

Discussion and Implications 

State Capacity and Selective Translation 

Why does a state with strong bureaucratic capacity and an 
explicit commitment to AI ethics still produce rules that 
privilege administrative coordination over individual rights? 
Our findings indicate that, because the two principle sets are 
equally prominent in ethics guidelines, the divergence ap-
pears only at codification. The design is observational, so 
causal claims are limited, though the pattern is broadly con-
sistent across the 15 principles, both pathways, both admin-
istrations, and the 69 documents. Of course, institutional fit, 
the theory emphasized here, is not the only candidate expla-
nation: our preliminary OLS model explains only about 5% 
of the variance in translation gaps. Political priorities, stra-
tegic signaling, international competition, industry lobbying 
(Korean AI development is concentrated in a few large firms 
with established channels into ministries), and strategic ef-
forts by policymakers to leave rights provisions more flexi-
ble could each contribute. 

Yet one plausible and understudied factor concerns the 
fit between what principles demand of the state and what it 
can deliver. The multiple streams literature separates two di-
mensions of that fit, technical feasibility and value accepta-
bility (Kingdon 2011; Schiff 2023), on which our evidence 
bears unequally. Feasibility is observable through institu-
tional dating: principles requiring rights-enforcement ma-
chinery depend on bodies created in 2001 and 2020, whereas 
oversight and verification extend routines that long predate 
AI, and the ordering of principle erosion follows that tem-
poral difference. We do not measure value acceptability di-
rectly outside of what can be inferred from our core docu-
ments, so we treat it as a conjecture that this design cannot 
adjudicate. We suggest that additional analysis involving 
legislative records, elite interviews, and culturally-sensitive 
research methods would be needed to examine this worth-
while question. Testing it would require different evidence: 
legislative and committee records, elite interviews, or, for 
instance, a survey experiment with legislative staffers that 
varies how a principle is framed. However, our results do 
indicate that international principles appear equally in nor-
mative Korean documents, which suggests some degree of 
shared interest or normative high-level acceptability, leav-
ing technical feasibility the stronger explanation. 

Regarding technical and institutional feasibility (or pol-
icy capacity) then, we argue that because the Korean bureau-
cracy has decades of experience with ministerial coordina-
tion, compliance monitoring, and sectoral verification 
(Ginsburg 2003; Im et al. 2014), it readily extends existing 
capacity to a new domain, whereas justice/fairness, trans-
parency, and autonomy demand capacities with less prece-
dent in Korean administrative law. The asymmetry is ob-
servable within the internationally recognized set as well as 
between frameworks: privacy, alone among rights-oriented 
principles, is not eroded in the policy pathway relative to the 
others, and it is also the one domain where Korea has oper-
ated a dedicated enforcement body since 2020. 
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Pathway-Dependent Translation 

The binding pathway produces larger translation gaps than 
the non-binding one (b = -3.21). To explain this, we suggest 
that binding force imposes a drafting discipline that filters 
normative content: an enforceable provision may need to 
name a duty-bearer, specify conduct, and attach a conse-
quence, and principles that resist that form appear to not to 
be written at all. Additionally, because (legislative) statutes 
and (executive) enforcement decrees behave alike in our 
data, this explanation for translation success or failure ap-
pears to reflect legal force rather than authorship source.  
 Plans and strategies, by contrast, accommodate broader 
normative language. Legal codification, often treated as the 
gold standard of implementation, therefore erodes norma-
tive content more than non-binding policy does, so studies 
confined to legislation may overstate translation failure. 
Along these lines, our corpus also excludes procurement, 
standards, and certification, which can translate principles 
that even formal law leaves abstract (Ben Dor and 
Coglianese 2021); in Korea, for instance, the AI Basic Act’s 
high-impact provisions are being given content through 
ministerial guidelines and a voluntary certification scheme. 
Rights-oriented content may therefore be relocating into in-
struments such as standards, certification, and audit schemes 
rather than disappearing. Future scholarship should aim to 
conceptualize and measure different translation pathways 
beyond the ones we have addressed here, noting regional 
and institutional specificities in how laws, regulations, 
branches of government, and so on function. 

Theoretical and Empirical Contributions 

These findings advance technology governance theory in 
three ways. First, they challenge a universalist approach to 
AI ethics. International initiatives such as the OECD AI 
Principles and the EU AI Act emphasize comprehensive 
principle coverage, assuming normative consensus will 
translate into implementation. Our findings complicate this 
assumption: effective governance design requires shifting 
from “which principles should we implement?” to “what 
state capacities must we build to implement them?”  

Second, we contribute to research on policy design by 
separating pathways by legal force, showing that instru-
ments differing in bindingness produce different translation 
outcomes, so studies reporting a single ethics-to-policy gap 
may be averaging over that difference. Building on prior 
work that examines enacted or proposed law (Lee and Lee 
2025), we also analyze the executive policy documents 
through which administrations turn principles into action 
plans, and compare the two pathways directly, empirically.  

Third, our broader contribution is a preliminary though 
replicable framework: by defining two translation pathways, 
semantically validating principle differences, measuring 
translation gaps through keyword density and article-level 
coding of provisions, this design can be applied across coun-
tries, administrations, and topics using materials govern-
ments already publish. This framework merits critique and 
expansion as well, in terms of conceptualization and meas-
urement: our regression analysis suggests as much.  

Policy Implications 

We highlight three policy implications. First, the erosion of 
justice/fairness and transparency suggests the ethical values 
that scholars, advocates, and other stakeholders hold dear 
may need dedicated institutional infrastructure, such as des-
ignated oversight bodies and mandatory algorithmic impact 
assessments, to survive codification into binding law.  

Second, and inversely, the retention of governance and 
auditing in Korean policy shows that AI governance can 
build on existing institutional strengths. States with strong 
audit traditions may find leveraging them more effective 
than importing rights-based frameworks wholesale. This is 
a question of policy capacity (Wu, Ramesh, and Howlett 
2015): a state with deep inspection capacity and shallow 
rights machinery will produce auditable AI, while one with 
strong courts and weak administrative reach would fail dif-
ferently. We propose a sequencing approach: begin where 
capacities align and build the missing ones in parallel.  

Third, and against our expectations, gaps did not narrow 
across administrations. Successive governance cycles may 
not be sufficient, because policy learning runs alongside 
path dependency: the very grooves that make governance 
language easy to write also make aspirational ethics reform 
hard. Path dependencies may need to be actively countered. 

Limitations 

Several limitations bound our arguments. Keywords cap-

tures discursive prominence rather than effect, the article-

level enforcement coding covers one pathway only, and 

longer ethics guidelines have lower keyword density (r = -

.53), which is why we do not rest the administration com-

parison on means. Finally, all the methodologies we apply 

are observational and do not involve process-tracing, so un-

observed causes and reverse causation cannot be excluded. 

Conclusion 

Using 69 Korean AI governance documents spanning two 
administrations, we find that internationally recognized 
principles erode during translation while Korean ethical 
principles, including those embedded in Korean governance 
and bureaucracy, are retained or amplified. We further find 
that the binding pathway imposes stricter normative filters 
than the non-binding one. The Korean case carries a broader 
lesson: normative consensus at the ethics level does not 
guarantee implementation at the governance level. The prin-
ciples that survive translation are those invoking functions 
the government already performs, not necessarily those with 
the strongest normative justification, greatest consensus, or 
even largest descriptive presence. Closing the ethics-gov-
ernance gap may require constructing the institutional infra-
structure or policy capacity to sustain principles through the 
translation process. The question facing AI governance 
globally is less whether the right principles have been iden-
tified than whether states will build the machinery those 
principles require in order to realize the aims of AI ethics. 
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Ethics Statement 

This study analyzes publicly available government docu-

ments and involves no human subjects or personal data. The 

principle dictionary encodes a particular reading of Korean 

policy vocabulary, and our classification of principles by the 

demand they place on the state is an analytic choice rather 

than a neutral description; both are documented in the sup-

plementary appendix so that readers can assess them. Fi-

nally, we caution against reading the finding that rights-ori-

ented principles translate poorly as a normative endorse-

ment of that outcome. 
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