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How governing bodies conceptualize their relationship to technological development shapes 

the policy they produce. This thesis examines how governing bodies conceptualize their 

ability to influence technological development in the context of artificial intelligence, ana-

lyzed through theoretical lenses of technological determinism and social shaping of technol-

ogy. The data consists of the European Union’s: “AI Continent Action Plan” and the United 

States of America’s: “America’s AI Action Plan: Winning the Race.” The data was analyzed 

through a theory driven thematic analysis. The findings reveal that both action plans utilize 

both theories, but they differ in how technological determinism and social shaping of tech-

nology are applied. The EU action plan conceptualizes governance as a collective and em-

phasizes regulation, whereas the US action plan conceptualizes governance through compet-

itiveness and dominance. The analysis reveals that technological determinism and social 

shaping of technology do not operate as opposing frameworks but rather as complementary 

to each other. The findings suggest that in the context of artificial intelligence the two theo-

ries form a reciprocal relationship. The findings contribute to the theoretical understanding 

of technological determinism and social shaping of technology in the context of AI and to 

the understanding of how governing bodies perceive AI as a part of society and their role the 

technological development.  
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Hallinnollisten elinten tapa käsitteelistää suhteensa teknologiseen kehitykseen, on keskeinen 

tekijä politiikan muodostamisessa. Tämä kandidaatin tutkielma tarkastelee miten 

hallinnolliset elimet käsittävät kykynsä vaikuttaa teknologiseen kehitykseen tekoälyn 

kontekstissa. Tutkielman teoreettinen viitekehys koostuu teknodeterminismin ja teknologian 

sosiaalisen muokkautuvuuden teorioista. Aineisto koostuu Euroopan Unionin 

tekoälytoimintasuunnitelmasta ”EU AI Continent Action Plan” ja Yhdysvaltojen 

tekoälytoimintasuunnitelmasta ”America’s AI Action Plan: Winning the Race.” Aineistoa 

analysointiin teoriapohjaisen temaattisen analyysin keinoin. Tulokset osoittavat, että 

molemmissa toimintasuunnitelmissa sovelletaan molempia teorioita, mutta ne eroavat 

toisistaan teknodeterminismin ja teknologian sosiaalisen muokkautuvuuden käytössä. EU:n 

toimintasuunnitelmassa hallintoa käsitellään kollektiivisena ja siinä korostetaan sääntelyä. 

Yhdysvaltojen toimintasuunnitelmassa puolestaan hallintoa tarkastellaan kilpailukyvyn ja 

valta-aseman kautta. Analyysi osoittaa, että teknodeterminismi ja teknologian sosiaalinen 

muokkautuvuus eivät toimi vastakkaisina viitekehyksinä, vaan täydentävät toisiaan. 

Tulokset viittaavat siihen, että tekoälyn kontekstissa kaksi teoriaa muodostavat 

vastavuoroisen suhteen. Tulokset syventävät teoreettista ymmärrystä teknodeterminismistä 

ja teknologian sosiaalisesta muokkautumisesta tekoälyn kontekstissa sekä ymmärrystä siitä, 

miten hallinnolliset elimet näkevät tekoälyn osana yhteiskuntaa ja oman roolinsa tekniikan 

kehityksessä.
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1  Introduction 

Over the past decade, artificial intelligence (AI) has presented itself as one of the most in-

fluential technologies of contemporary society. Human progress is driven by technological 

revolutions that transform our society as we know it, while simultaneously introducing new 

and complex threats, challenges and opportunities that require regulatory frameworks. (Ber-

tolini et al. 2024; Kumar, Verma & Mirza 2024) In contemporary public discourse, AI is 

characterized by a fundamental duality, perceived simultaneously as both a promising solu-

tion to societal challenges and a potential threat to future well-being (Zhang 2024). Govern-

ing AI is perceived as difficult since its definition remains contested, making it challenging 

for governing bodies to assert responsibility over AI (Joyce & Cruz 2024).  Furthermore, 

Nyrhinen & Rantala (2025) provide insights into the complex nature of AI: “the current AI 

technologies not only shape their users, but their functioning is also continuously shaped by 

their users.” In other words, AI mirrors its users yet simultaneously shapes them through its 

own operational logic. Taeihagh (2025) argues that the risks of AI are assigned to society 

and governments while technology companies benefit from the use of AI. This results in 

governing bodies being reactive rather than proactive in AI governance (Taeihagh 2025). 

Governing bodies recognize they are outpaced by AI and as a response to the transformative 

potential of AI and growing concerns about its societal implications, have developed strate-

gic responses, one of which takes the form of action plans (Taeihagh 2021; Taeihagh 2025). 

Roughly defined, an action plan aims to set instructions for the implementation of a certain 

achievement (Cambridge Dictionary n.d). As an instrument of AI governance action plans 

prescribe steps for implementation and regulation of AI.  In policy, power often determines 

which issues become matters of public concern (Bali & Halphin 2021). Thus, the information 

included in an action plan, more importantly what is left out, discloses the intentions of those 

who hold political power.  

Roberts et al. (2021) found that ‘A good AI society’ is conceptualized differently in the EU, 

which prioritizes individual citizens and the US, which emphasizes national 
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competitiveness. Several scholars highlight that research on AI policy center around inno-

vation, ethics, governance and competition (Ulnicane et al. 2021; Schiff 2024). Bareis & 

Katzenbach (2022) identified differences in national AI strategies through narratives and 

imaginaries on a policy level. However, they did not examine the conceptualization of the 

relationship between governing bodies and technological development and how that might 

reflect the differences.  

To fill this gap, this thesis explores how AI action plans conceptualize the relationship be-

tween technology and society. The aim of this study is to examine how governing bodies 

perceive their ability to influence the direction of technological development in the con-

text of artificial intelligence. This is executed through an analysis of two AI action plans: 

The United States of America’s (US) "America's AI Action Plan: Winning the Race” (White 

house 2025) and the European Union’s (EU) "EU AI Continent Action Plan" (European 

Commission 2025).  

Two theoretical frameworks can be used to analyze this relationship between technology and 

society: technological determinism (TD) and the social shaping of technology (SST). Ac-

cording to the logic of TD, technology is a form of autonomous force that develops in a void 

and influences society through its actions (Smith and Marx 2001). According to the logic of 

SST, technology develops as part of society, and society's social, cultural, political and other 

factors influence the direction of technological development (MacKenzie & Wajcman 1999). 

As theoretical framework TD and SST theorize the core question of the relationship between 

technology and society, whether technology drives social change or reflects it. This theori-

zation makes the theories fitting lenses for the exploration of how AI action plans conceptu-

alize technology and society. The institutional and political cultures of the two political pow-

ers differ, which may be reflected in different positions on the relationship between technol-

ogy, AI, and society.  

The research questions are:  

Q1: What themes are present in the EU and US action plans and how do they reflect the logic 

of TD and SST? 
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Q2: What does the manifestation of TD and SST in the action plans reveal, considering how 

governing bodies conceptualize their relationship to technology and technological develop-

ment? 

Research question one aims to identify the overarching themes and priorities of the action 

plans. As Bali & Halphin (2021) argue, power influences what is brough to the fore and 

research question one examines this phenomenon through the lenses of TD and SST. Re-

search question two aims to explore in greater depth what the manifestation TD and SST 

imply and what these theories tell us about the relationship between society and technology, 

in particular AI. Research question two is utilized to explore more profoundly what the role 

of AI is in society and how AI is perceived in the framework of technological development.  

This research contributes to existing research by examining TD and SST as complementary 

rather than opposing frameworks in the context of a technology whose societal implications 

are still unfolding. It also extends the literature on AI policy by analyzing action plans. This 

is significant as action plan is a document type whose research has based on current 

knowledge been limited. By examining an action plan one can discover how to different 

governing bodies conceptualize normative visions about desired direction of AI develop-

ment that are being constructed before implementation.  

The structure of this thesis is as follows. First, the theoretical framework is presented, which 

includes a definition AI, a definition of the main theories of this thesis—TD and SST—and 

the context of artificial intelligence considering the TD and SST theories. Next, the data and 

methodology of this thesis are presented. The analysis includes coding principles that clarify 

the theory in relation to the methodology. Following this, the analysis explores and breaks 

down the themes. Finally, the study’s discussion, conclusions, limitations and opportunities 

for further research are presented.  
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2  Theoretical framework 

This section presents the theoretical framework of the thesis. Subsection 2.1 defines AI on a 

political, technical, sociological and a sociotechnical level. Subsections 2.2 and 2.3 present 

the main theories of the thesis – technological determinism and social shaping of technology. 

Finally, subsection 2.4 presents the context of AI in TD and SST.  

 

2.1  Defining artificial intelligence 

The definition of AI is politically and scientifically contested (Ulnicane 2021; Joyce & Cruz 

2024). Policy documents do not define AI precisely or have one accepted definition for AI. 

Instead, AI’s definition is often an umbrella term for numerous algorithmic technologies. 

(Ulnicane 2021) From a technological standpoint Russel and Norvig (2022) define AI with 

four approaches: a system which acts humanly, a system which thinks humanly, a system 

which thinks rationally and a system which acts rationally. From the four approaches Russel 

and Norvig (2022) lean on the last one which defines AI as a system which acts on a rational 

fore ground. AI as a rationally acting system is defined as perceiving their environment and 

taking actions to maximize chances of achieving defined goals (Russel & Norvig 2022).  

From a sociological perspective AI is defined through its social context of production. The 

sociological perspective emphasizes the context in which AI is constructed and defines AI 

through its social environment, where power relations and interests influence how AI is con-

structed and defined (Liu 2021). While technical definition explains what AI is, the socio-

logical definition aims to explain how and why AI is what it is.   

From a sociotechnical standpoint AI is a system which combines both technical and social 

elements simultaneously. It’s defined as a system where neither technical nor social can be 

understood in isolation from the other. The sociotechnical definition of AI highlights that 
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the trajectory of AI is not purely technical or predetermined socially but rather AI is depend-

ent on how society and technology interact. (Kudina & van de Poel 2024) 

 

2.2  Technological determinism 

The theory of TD proposes that technological development follows its own logic, and society 

adapts accordingly (Smith & Marx 2001). Therefore, technology develops autonomously 

and society is shaped according to the imperatives of technological development (Bimber 

1994). Karvonen (1999) describes TD as a view in which technology and technical inven-

tions are the primary force behind social and cultural change. In contemporary society, an 

extreme example of TD is the view that technology is seen as the main and only factor in 

producing social phenomena.  

Bimber (1994) distinguishes three different approaches that can be interpreted as TD: nor-

mative accounts, nomological accounts, and unintended consequences of accounts. The nor-

mative understanding of TD means that technology does not determine the future but sets 

directions for society in which development would be sensible in the context of technology. 

According to the nomological understanding, technological development functions as if it 

were governed by the laws of nature. The social consequences of technological development 

are predetermined and impossible to influence. The understanding of unintended conse-

quences means that technological development can cause uncontrollable, unintended effects 

on social development, to which we must adapt. Technological development seems to be 

getting out of control, and its consequences are unpredictable. (Bimber 1994, 81-85) Fur-

thermore, Wyatt (2008) argues that TD is additionally a tool for justification, which they 

define as justificatory determinism. This implies to the adoption of TD as a rhetoric where 

decisions are legitimized by presenting them as technological necessities (Wyatt 2008).  

TD can be interpreted as hard or soft. Hard determinism refers to the idea that social change 

is an inevitable consequence of technological development and that humans have little if any 

effect on the effects of technological development. Soft determinism acknowledges the ef-

fect of social factors on technology but leans on the phenomena that technology shapes so-

ciety. (Smith & Marx 2001) 
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2.3  Social Shaping of technology 

The theory of Social Shaping of Technology was developed during the 1980s as a counter-

argument to TD (MacKenzie & Wajcman 1999). As a theory, SST aims to deepen the study 

of technology in a social context by asking that, instead of merely studying the effects of 

technology on society, we should also ask what social aspects shape technology and its de-

velopment (MacKenzie & Wajcman 1999, 2-3). MacKenzie and Wajcman (1999) argue that 

technological development is altered in social contexts rather than in a void.  

The core argument of SST is that technological development is not predetermined or self-

directed by technology itself. Instead, the direction of technological innovation and devel-

opment is guided by societal variables that influence decision-making. According to SST, 

technology cannot be understood solely as a technical artifact as it is constructed in a social 

context. (MacKenzie & Wajcman 1999) In other words, the development and direction of 

technology mirror the social context in which it is developed. This means that the form, use, 

or functionality of technology are not necessarily the preeminent solutions from a technical 

standpoint. (Williams & Edge 1996) Therefore, according to SST technology is not neutral 

but carries social and political connotations. As Winner (1980) describes: “What matters is 

not technology itself, but the social and economic system in which its embedded.” Birch 

(2025) expands on Winner’s (1980) argument by suggesting that technologies are either de-

signed to embed specific political economies or be compatible with specific political econ-

omies.  Insinuating that technology reflects the priorities of those who shape it. In conclu-

sion, SST as a theory does not prescribe the values which should be embedded in technology; 

it merely interprets that technology is shaped by its environment. Therefore, SST is used in 

this study as an analytical tool to identify which social choices shape AI and in what direc-

tion, not as a normative position to argue how AI should be developed. 

 

2.4  AI as a sociotechnical system: TD and SST in tension 

AI both shapes and is shaped simultaneously (Nyrhinen & Rantala 2025), suggesting that 

neither TD nor SST alone can fully capture the trajectory of AI. Unlike previous technolo-

gies, AI interacts with its users and is adaptable to inputs that arise from its social 
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environment (Kudina & van de Poel 2024). The social context of AI users reflect the condi-

tions in which AI is developed, emphasizing AI as a sociotechnical phenomenon, as the 

consequences and direction of AI are never purely technical (Joyce & Cruz 2024).  

However, Héder (2021) argues that AI structural properties emphasize TD dynamics, theo-

rizing the concept of "algorithmic determinism" to describe the unique nature of AI. AI is an 

opaque system that concentrates power in data monopolies and creates "lock-in potential.” 

With “lock-in potential” Héder refers to the ability to force future generations onto a specific 

technological path, thus threatening democratic autonomy. AI improves through use and as 

data is accumulated to one AI system, it becomes difficult to replace. Héder’s analysis re-

veals that TD development paths can be reinforced through the structural characteristics of 

AI, setting it further apart from previous technologies. In addition to reinforcing existing 

structural inequalities, AI systems also have social consequences. Sartori and Theodorou 

(2022) describe AI as a "magnifying glass”. " By referring to AI as a “magnifying glass” 

Sartori and Theodorou (2022) mean that AI reinforces inequalities through automation and 

by biased data. 

Despite this, scholars highlight the logic of SST in the context of AI. Howcroft and Taylor 

(2022) apply SST directly to the debate concerning AI and automation. Their main argument 

criticizes treating technology as a separate entity from social context. They conclude five 

dimensions in which AI is molded and that these dimensions indicate that AI’s development 

trajectory is not technically unalterable but socially conditional. Howcroft and Taylor (2022) 

show that the future of AI is open and not determined solely on the logic of technology.  

In AI discourse, the tensions between TD and SST manifest concretely, demonstrating that 

the tension between the two theories is not only a theoretical construct. Winkel (2024) pro-

vides empirical evidence of the existence of TD and SST tensions in their analysis of AI 

discourse in the German media. In their study, they show that public discourse simultane-

ously features both TD narratives, in which technology adapts society to its own functioning, 

and narratives of SST, which emphasize the democratic control and regulation of technol-

ogy. Winkel (2024) shows that the question of technology and AI autonomy versus social 

adaptability is a source of controversy in the context of AI governance.   
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3  Data and method 

This section presents the data and method used in the research. First, the data is presented, 

and the data’s comparability is elucidated. Second, the methodology of the research is pre-

sented, and the implementation of the methodology is outlined. 

 

3.1  Data 

The data for the study consists of the EU AI Continent Action Plan and America's AI Action 

Plan: Winning the Race. As material, the action plans contain political objectives and at the 

same time construct a view of the future of artificial intelligence.  

AI Continent Action Plan, COM (2025) 165final published by the European Commission in 

April 2025 is a communication which outlines intended actions and invites other EU insti-

tutions and member states to engage. As communication from a supranational institu-

tion, the action plan reflects negotiated policy positions from the 27 member states, not a 

vision of a single government. (European Commission 2025; EUR Lex n.d) 

America’s AI Action Plan: Winning the Race, mandated in Executive Order 14179 

signed by President of United States in January 2025 and published in July 2025 is a policy 

document which gives over 90 policy recommendations for federal agencies through three 

pillars: Innovation, Infrastructure and Internal Diplomacy and Security. The action plan rep-

resents the current administration’s political viewpoint. (White House 2025; The Federal 

Register 2025)   

The two action plans have been selected as the subject of the study because of their compa-

rable nature. The documents belong to the same text type, i.e., an action plan. Additionally, 

the action plans were published in the same year, therefore the data corresponds to the same 

moment in global politics when AI issues and possibilities have come to the surface. As pol-

icy documents are carefully composed, the meanings found in them are deliberate, which 

makes action plans an interesting research subject. The datasets are also comparable, as both 

political powers provide direction for smaller actors. Member countries in the EU context 
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and states in the US context. This makes the two action plans relatable to each other, even 

though one is of supranational origin, and the other is produced by a federal government. 

Furthermore, AI action plans have been studied to a limited extent. Previous research has 

mainly focused on other policy documents, such as strategies. This makes the selection of 

AI action plans a particularly interesting subject of research.  

 

3.2  Method 

This thesis is a qualitative policy document analysis that explores how the relationship be-

tween technology and society is conceptualized through AI action plans from two governing 

bodies. The method used to examine the action plans is a thematic analysis. With thematic 

analysis, one can identify recurring patterns and themes from data. (Braun & Clarke 2022) 

As presented in Chapter 2, the theoretical framework for this thesis is based on TD and SST, 

which guide what is being sought in the data. This is a so-called top-down or theory 

driven approach to thematic analysis. (Braun & Clarke 2022) Thesis’s aim is to analyze the 

manifestations of TD and SST from the data and due to this the theory driven approach of 

thematic analysis was chosen.   

First, the data was thoroughly read multiple times. Second, the action plans were coded in-

dividually. The action plans were coded, first using TD as the guiding theory, and then using 

SST as the guiding theory in each document. The coding was done two times with each 

guiding theory. After coding, the codes were clustered topically, keeping the theories still 

separate. Finally, the themes were formed from clustered codes. The table below presents 

the number of codes and code groups that were later identified as themes. 

 

Table 1: Coding process 

Docu-

ment 

Theory Clustered code 

groups 

Number of 

unique codes 

Total coded in-

stances 

EU Technological De-

terminism 

5 11 37 

EU Social Shaping of 

Technology 

9 18 62 
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US Technological De-

terminism 

8 14 60 

US Social Shaping of 

Technology 

13 23 79 

Total 
 

35 66 238 
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4  Analysis 

This section presents the coding principles and the six themes that were identified from the 

coding. The themes are: 1. Inevitability and transformability of AI, 2. Construction of AI 

state, 3. Values and Identity, 4. Regulatory atmosphere, 5. Workforce and 6. Geopolitical 

competition.  

 

4.1  Coding principles  

This section presents the coding principles that were implemented in the thesis. The coding 

principles uncover how and why some recurring topics (codes) were identified as TD and 

some identified as SST.  

4.1.1  Coding principles TD 

As defined in the theoretical framework, TD refers to the conceptualization of technology 

being the driving force in technological development and implementation (Smith & Marx 

2001; Karvonen 1999; Bimber 1994). When coding action plans guided by TD, textual pas-

sages were identified as TD if: 1. AI is presented as the driving force behind change. 2. the 

future is described as predetermined by technological development, 3. society and politics 

are portrayed as having to react to or adapt to technological development rather than being 

the driving force behind it, 4. language reflecting a sense of urgency that implies a lack of 

choice, 5. the consequences and benefits of AI are described as natural or inevitable out-

comes,  and 6. infrastructure and investments are described as necessities dictated by tech-

nological conditions. 

 

Table 2: TD coding principles 

Number Coding principle Theoretical evidence Empirical evidence 
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1.  AI is presented 

as the driving 

force behind 

change 

Reflects hard determinism, 

as technology follows its 

own internal logic (Smith 

& Marx 2001). The driver 

of social change is techno-

logical change (Wyatt 

2008). 

Society and politics will 

change due to the develop-

ment of AI (Bareis & Kat-

zenbach 2022). 

2.  The future is de-

scribed as prede-

termined by 

technological 

development 

Reflects hard determinism, 

as technology is intro-

duced, its path is already 

fixed and determined 

(Smith & Marx 2001). 

Research on the construction 

of national AI strategies dis-

close that AI is a “given” ar-

tifact (Bareis & Katzenbach 

2022). 

3.  Society and poli-

tics are por-

trayed as having 

to react to or 

adapt to techno-

logical develop-

ment rather than 

being the driving 

force behind it 

Society is positioned as fol-

lowing technologies logic 

(Smith & Marx 1994). Nor-

mative account to TD, soci-

ety acts as would be sensi-

ble (Bimber 1994).  

Discourse around automa-

tion treats society as having 

to adjust to technology 

(Howcroft & Taylor 2022). 

4.  Language re-

flecting a sense 

of urgency that 

implies a lack of 

choice 

Justificatory determinism 

as decisions are already 

made and TD is used as a 

tool for legitimization 

(Wyatt 2008). 

 Geopolitical competition is 

used to construct urgency in 

national AI strategies 

(Bareis & Katzenbach 

2022). 

5.  The conse-

quences and 

benefits of AI 

are described as 

natural or inevi-

table outcomes 

Reflects hard determinism 

as consequences of tech-

nology follow its internal 

logic (Smith & Marx 

2001). 

Social importance of AI is 

described as predetermined 

in newspapers (Winkel 

2024). 
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6.  Infrastructure 

and investments 

are described as 

necessities dic-

tated by techno-

logical condi-

tions 

Lock-in potential: AI 

reaches a state where the 

support systems are func-

tionally necessary, not cho-

sen. (Héder 2021) 

Infrastructure investment 

construction is linked to ge-

opolitical and technical ne-

cessity in national AI strate-

gies. (Bareis & Katzenbach 

2022) 

 

 

4.1.2  Coding principles SST 

As defined in the theoretical framework, SST refers to the concept of technology reflecting 

the social context in which it is developed (MacKenzie & Wajcman 1999; Williams & Edge 

1996; Winner 1980). When coding the action plans guided by SST, textual passages were 

identified as SST if: 1. people, institutions, or societies are described as actors 2. actors guide, 

shape, or embed values into AI, 3. policy is defined as an active factor in the context of AI 

development, 4. the design of AI systems is described as a societal/political choice, 5. tech-

nological development trends are subject to governance mechanisms, 6. the consequences 

of AI are presented as dependent on human decisions,  and 7. certain groups or values are 

included or placed at the center and 8. infrastructure or information is considered socially 

constructed.   

 

Table 3: SST coding principles 

Number Coding principle Theoretical evidence Empirical evidence 

1.  People, institu-

tions or societies 

are described as 

actors 

Technological develop-

ment and change are a so-

cial process under the in-

fluence of multiple differ-

ent actors (Mazkenzie & 

Wacjman 1999).  

AI systems and outcomes are 

shaped actively under social 

conditions (Howcroft & 

Taylor 2022). 
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2.  Actors guide, 

shape or embed 

values into AI 

Artifacts embody power 

and authority and thus are 

not value-neutral (Winner 

1980). 

The design of AI systems 

can benefit some or disad-

vantage others. Algorithmic 

technologies are built with 

design choices. (Birch 2025)  

3.  Policy is defined 

as an active fac-

tor in the context 

of AI develop-

ment 

Policy participates when 

producing and shaping 

technology as technologi-

cal trajectories are altered 

in a social context (Mac-

Kenzie & Wajcman 1999; 

Williams & Edge 1996).  

Policy is presented as a con-

stitutive force in national AI 

strategies (Bareis & Katzen-

bach 2022). 

4.  The design of AI 

systems is de-

scribed as a soci-

etal/political 

choice 

How technology is de-

signed is never purely tech-

nical but reflects the priori-

ties of those who make 

technology (Williams & 

Edge 1996; Winner 1980).  

The design of AI systems 

can benefit some or disad-

vantage others. Design 

choices influence the way 

technology is embedded to 

society (Birch 2025). 

5.  Technological 

development 

trends are sub-

ject to govern-

ance mecha-

nisms 

Technological trajectories 

are altered and redirected in 

a social and political con-

text. (Mackenzie & 

Wacjman 1999; Williams 

& Edge 1996) 

Governance is an active fac-

tor when shaping the devel-

opment of AI towards the 

ambitions of a certain group. 

(Bareis & Katzenbach 2022) 

6.  The conse-

quences of AI 

are presented as 

dependent on 

human decisions 

Technological outcomes 

are dependent on social 

conditions. SST founda-

tional rejection of TD.  

(MacKenzie & Wajcman 

1999; Williams & Edge 

1996).  

Consequences of technology 

are shaped in a social context 

not by technology itself 

(Howcroft & Taylor 2022). 
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7.  Certain groups 

or values are in-

cluded or placed 

at the center 

Technology and technolog-

ical decisions prioritize and 

favor certain groups over 

others (Winner 1980).  

Existing inequalities are rep-

licated to AI systems as they 

rely on biased datasets (Sar-

tori & Theodorou 2022).  

8.  Infrastructure or 

information is 

considered so-

cially con-

structed   

 

Technical systems don’t 

exist in a void but are pro-

duced within social context 

(MacKenzie & Wajcman 

1999; Williams & Edge 

1996). 

The underlying infrastruc-

ture reflects social construc-

tions as AI’s existence out-

side of social context is im-

possible (Joyce & Cruz 

2024).  

 

 

4.2  Inevitability and transformability of AI  

The first theme is AI positioned as an inevitable and transformative force. It refers to how 

the action plans position AI with potential for societal breakthroughs that are inevitable, form 

in its own terms and redefine contemporary life. The presentation of AI as inevitable and 

transformative highlights both action plans’ assumption that the direction of AI is beyond 

political negotiation and society must respond rather than direct AI. The theme has estab-

lished TD logic, but the difference is how the logic is used. 

Three consistent rhetorical features manifest in both action plans that indicate TD logic: race 

rhetoric, urgency, and civilizational transformation. Both action plans open with positioning 

AI as an unstoppable force which further establishes the theme. The EU action plan begins 

as follows: “The global race for leadership in AI is far from over. Breakthroughs continue 

to redefine the boundaries of what is possible.” Similarly, the US action plan begins with: 

“The United States is in a race to achieve global dominance in artificial intelligence. Who-

ever has the largest AI ecosystem will set global AI standards and reap broad economic and 

military benefits.” By presenting AI as an inevitable and transformative force in the opening 

declarations, both action plans change the narrative from whether to act to how fast to act. 

Before any policy is proposed, the reader is told that participation is not optional since the 

race is already on the way which demonstrates the action plans shared TD logic.  
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Although the EU action plan acknowledges the transformative potential of AI, it does it with 

caution. The EU action plan states “AI has just begun to be adopted in the key sectors of our 

economy, helping to tackle some of the most pressing challenges of our times. While the full 

impact of this transformational shift is still unfolding --.” On the other hand, the US action 

plan emphasizes the transformative force of AI with phrases referring to AI as a force as big 

as “a renaissance.” This demonstrates that even if both action plans initiate TD logic, it’s 

for different purposes. In the EU action plan, TD logic is used to establish urgency to later 

change to SST logic when considering policy prescriptions. In the US action plan TD is used 

further as a conclusion. This is important as it reveals the structural differences of under-

standing what a governing body can or should do. The EU emphasizes human governance 

through measured language, while the US emphasizes strategic advantage.  

Another aspect of TD in the theme is that society is referred to as a passive actor in techno-

logical change. Action plans contain language such as “societies must adapt”, “workers 

must reskill” and “sectors must adopt” positioning human actors and society as responsive 

to AI. This positions AI as something beyond society’s control and adaptation as the only 

appropriate and effective response. Highlighting society’s passive construction is a key char-

acteristic of TD.  This mirrors what Bimber (1994) describes as normative TD; society 

changes in a way that would be sensible in the context of technological development. 

As stated in this chapter, both action plans use TD to build a foundation for justification of 

the adaptation of AI, which makes the move to SST analytically interesting. The question 

changes from whether social shaping occurs to what values and priorities governing bodies 

choose to embed into AI, as the inevitability has been accepted as demonstrated above.  

 

4.3  Construction of AI state 

The second theme is the construction of AI state. The tension between TD and SST is the 

most present in this theme. The theme refers to how AI is embedded into society through 

infrastructure, investments, data ecosystems and industry, more significantly where govern-

ing bodies invest most policy energy. The tension between the two theories presents itself as 
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infrastructure, investments, data ecosystems and industry are positioned as requirements 

caused by AI and at the same time as political constructions.  

To demonstrate the tension between TD and SST in the theme, the action plans use a rhetoric 

that AI dictates technical requirements to what must be built, but when the question moves 

to how, by whom, where and why the rhetoric changes to SST. The US document declares: 

“AI is the first digital service in modern life that challenges America to build vastly greater 

energy generation than we have today.” Similarly, the EU document declares: “The availa-

bility of powerful computing resources is an important element for attracting academic, 

technical, and industrial talent and is essential for enhancing the AI ecosystem.” Both state-

ments simulate that technology makes a demand to society which reflects the logic of TD.  

The move to SST is demonstrated as the action plans move forward from questions about 

what to build. For instance, the EU document states: “InvestAI, an initiative to mobilize EUR 

200 billion for investment in AI in line with the political priorities of the Competitiveness 

Compass” This statement is significant as it implies that investments follow political prior-

ities, not technological initiatives. Similarly, the US declares: “The United States must lead 

the creation of the world's largest and highest quality AI-ready scientific datasets, while 

maintaining respect for individual rights and ensuring civil liberties, privacy, and confiden-

tiality protections.” Signaling that data infrastructure is positioned as a site of international 

competition. The two examples are significant as they demonstrate how the action plans use 

TD to justify necessity and SST for determining the characteristics of what gets built.  

The difference between the two documents is in how SST is inserted. The EU’s document 

emphasizes collective access and extensive participation in the context of infrastructure and 

investments. As EU document states: “-- AI Factories will enhance collaboration in AI 

across Europe.” This statement reflects the logic of SST in the EU action plan as collabora-

tive. On the contrary, the US emphasizes strategic national advantages. The action plan 

states: “America must bring semiconductor manufacturing back to U.S. soil. A revitalized 

U.S. chip industry will generate thousands of high-paying jobs, reinforce our technological 

leadership, and protect our supply chains from disruption by foreign rivals.” This statement 

highlights the logic of SST in the US action plan as manufacturing is positioned as a social 

choice with distinct consequences. The importance of this insight lies in how the AI state is 

being constructed in the two political powers. 
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Data is presented as a strategic resource in both documents but with different political rea-

soning. This signifies how the action plans both recognize that data is not neutral. Recog-

nizing data as a politically loaded resource means that power relations are reflected in deci-

sions about data, reflecting SST more specifically Winner’s (1980) theorization of technol-

ogy reflecting political initiatives. Although the SST logic is used for the same purpose, the 

way it is applied highlights differences in the action plans. EU action plan states: “The 

Data Union Strategy will focus on strengthening the EU's data ecosystem by enhancing in-

teroperability and data availability across sectors, to respond to the scarcity of robust and 

high-quality data for the training and validation of AI models.” The data union strategy 

demonstrates how the EU links data governance to the needs of other actors in society. 

Data is treated as a collective resource. Oppositely the US action plan states: “The United 

States must lead the creation of the world's largest and highest quality AI-ready scientific 

datasets, while maintaining respect for individual rights and ensuring civil liberties, pri-

vacy, and confidentiality protections.” Data is positioned as a tool for international compe-

tition. This indicates SST logic as AI used as a tool for societal advancement.  

The dimension of the theme that is exclusive to the US action plan is military. A substan-

tial amount of policy space is allocated for military development in the context of AI in the 

US action plan. This highlights how action plans conceptualize differently what AI is for in 

a societal context. The US action plan states: “AI has the potential to transform both the 

warfighting and back-office operations of the DOD. The United States must aggressively 

adopt AI within its Armed Forces if it is to maintain its global military preeminence.” 

While being exclusive for US, the statement displays established SST logic as the direction 

of AI is set toward a political purpose.  

As stated in the chapter, the theme combines the logic of TD and SST. Even when the 

adoption of AI infrastructure, investments, data ecosystems and industry is characterized 

with TD logic, the reflection of SST logic is present when questions move to a social and 

political choice.  
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4.4  Values & identity 

The third theme is values and identity. This theme has the most established SST logic with 

little to no TD logic embedded into it. While AI is being described as inevitable (see theme 

1), values in which it’s embedded to society are not responding to technological demands. 

On the contrary, values and identity depict what AI should reflect, be, and protect. In other 

words, technology does not determine what values and identities AI should follow. Theory 

wise both action plans follow the logic of SST when considering values, but the values they 

assert to AI differ.  

The EU action plan emphasizes democracy, human rights, and cultural diversity. The action 

plan states that: “A trustworthy and human centric AI is both pivotal for economic growth 

and crucial for preserving the fundamental rights and principles that underpin our socie-

ties.” While this statement highlights the values listed above, it also refuses to separate the 

economy from other values. This is significant because it illustrates how the EU action plan 

roots values into AI. In addition, this implies that the values that EU roots to AI are not 

necessarily the most technologically viable which demonstrates SST. 

The US action plan emphasizes free speech, national identity, and absence of ideological 

bias. The action plan states that: “It is essential that these systems be built from the ground 

up with freedom of speech and expression in mind, and that U.S. government policy does 

not interfere with that objective.” and “-- our AI systems must be free from ideological 

bias and be designed to pursue objective truth rather than social engineering agendas 

when users seek factual information or analysis.” These statements demonstrate how 

American political values are rooted into AI and how AI is visioned as a part of society. 

Additionally, the statement illustrates that SST logic is employed instrumentally to embed 

values into AI for the purpose of enabling AI to act neutrally and autonomously which 

conversely depicts TD. This is significant as it first highlights how the US action plan val-

ues differ from the EU action plan and second how both theories are utilized in the action 

plan.  

Open-source AI is addressed in both documents as a value embedding tool. Still how open-

source AI is embedded differs. The EU action plan positions open-source AI to collectively 

access AI development. On the contrary, the US action plan positions open-source AI as a 

tool for geopolitical competition. The EU action plan states: “AI model development in the 
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EU benefits from advances in open-source approaches. It encourages knowledge sharing, 

enables collaboration, facilitates integration into specific applications and increases trans-

parency.” The US action plan states: “Open-source and open-weight models could become 

global standards in some areas of business and in academic research worldwide. For that 

reason, they also have geostrategic value.” This again demonstrates how SST logic is used 

differently in the context of values and identity.  

Again, a dimension that is unique to the US action plan is an act where the action plan sets 

values into AI to strip out other values. In other words, the US document simultaneously 

roots values into AI and aims to remove others. The US action plan states: “Led by the De-

partment of Commerce (DOC) through the National Institute of Standards and Technology 

(NIST), revise the NIST AI Risk Management Framework to eliminate references to misin-

formation, Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion, and climate change” This is significant since it 

demonstrates the self-consciousness of the US action plan in the sense of the ability to alter 

technology in a social context.  

 

4.5  Regulatory atmosphere 

The fourth theme is regulatory atmosphere referring to the regulatory customs which mani-

fest from the action plans. How regulation of AI is positioned and viewed differs in the two 

action plans. Consequently, the difference also mirrors how the two different theories are 

adopted in regulatory atmosphere. The theories of TD and SST both manifest in the theme, 

TD to justify urgency in regulation customs and SST to prescribe responses in regulation.  

Regulation is utilized in the EU action plant to construct what AI is capable of and allowed 

to produce, which reflects SST logic as technology is conceptualized as something shapeable 

by regulation. The EU action plan states: “The EU has adopted the AI Act to create the 

conditions for a well-functioning single market for AI, ensuring free circulation across bor-

ders and harmonized conditions for access to the EU's market. It also ensures that AI devel-

oped and used in Europe is safe, respects fundamental rights and is of the highest quality.” 

The US action plan approaches regulation simultaneously with both TD and SST logic. The 

US action plan emphasizes deregulation and states: “AI is far too important to smother in 
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bureaucracy at this early stage, whether at the state or Federal level.”  Implying that the 

development AI should follow its own logic which reflects TD. However, deregulation itself 

is a political design and a social choice that sets the conditions of AI development, which 

reflects the logic of SST. In other words, AI is set to function in accordance with TD logic 

under the conditions of SST terms.  

Although there are opposing approaches to regulation between the action plans, both recog-

nize that whether AI develops up to standard is much due to regulatory customs. This is 

demonstrated as the approaches to regulation are implied in the action plans. The EU action 

plan structures regulation through risks and harm prevention. The action plan states: “The 

AI Act follows a targeted and risk-based approach, imposing requirements only on high-risk 

AI applications.” Which depicts SST as society determines and regulates the acceptable and 

unacceptable applications of AI. The US action plan structures regulation to emphasize free-

dom from restrictions. The US action plan states: “restricting AI development with onerous 

regulation 'would not only unfairly benefit incumbents […] it would mean paralyzing one of 

the most promising technologies we have seen in generations.” This implies that regulation 

interrupts AI trajectories, and deregulation would be the sensible approach to regulation, 

which depicts SST as the act to regulate and to deregulate are both social choices. 

 

4.6  Workforce 

The fifth theme is the workforce, referring to how the action plans conceptualize how AI 

will affect work, workers, and the labor market. In comparison to the previous themes that 

perform at an institutional and almost unreachable level, the manifestation and tension be-

tween TD and SST when discussing workforce becomes accessible and human. Both action 

plans recognize that AI will be a transformative force in the labor market which mirrors TD 

logic, but what will happen to workers is a politically influenceable concern which mirrors 

SST logic. The EU action plan states: “AI is increasingly affecting the job profiles and skill-

sets of workers and citizens.” Referring to AI as an active entity and workers as passive 

followers of AI’s impact. Although, at the same time the action plan states: “-- social dia-

logue is key to anticipate and address skills needs in the labor market and facilitate the 

adoption of digital technologies in Europe's workplace in a fair and inclusive way” 
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Positioning governance as an instrument to manage AI’s impact on work. Similarly, the US 

action plan states: “AI will also transform how work gets done across all industries and 

occupations, demanding a serious workforce response to help workers navigate that transi-

tion.” Again, referring to AI as an active entity making demands on which the workforce 

must respond to. At the same time the action plan states: “The Trump Administration sup-

ports a worker-first AI agenda. By accelerating productivity and creating entirely new in-

dustries, AI can help America build an economy that delivers more pathways to economic 

opportunity for American workers.” Prioritizing the interests of workers in AI policy. Both 

documents simultaneously doubtlessly accept that AI will change the workforce but see that 

the effects of AI in the labor market are an asset that can be socially shapeable. This reflects 

how SST is limited in the action plans; it acts as a consequence of TD logic.  

SST logic is further demonstrated as the action plans declare to prioritize workers in the 

transformation of the labor market. Social dialogue is emphasized as an instrument of gov-

ernance when discussing the prioritizing of workers in the EU action plan. The US action 

plan approaches workers with policy responses that emphasize individual adaptation. The 

EU action plan states: “The Commission, in cooperation with Member States, needs to sup-

port the upskilling and reskilling of professionals in all fields and the wider population in 

the use of AI.” The skill development is coordinated through governing bodies and not left 

to individual workers or employers. The US action plan states: “Led by DOL and DOC, 

create a national initiative to identify high-priority occupations essential to the buildout of 

AI-related infrastructure. This effort would convene employers, industry groups, and other 

workforce stakeholders to develop or identify national skill frameworks and competency 

models for these roles.” The state is positioned as a facilitating power, but the development 

is channeled through employers and industry organizations which emphasize individual ad-

aptation.  

A dimension that is unique to the EU action plan in the theme is how the element of gender 

inclusion is attached to the action plan. This mirrors SST as technology is seen as the re-

flection of its developers. The EU action plan states: “-- by attracting more women to AI.” 

and “-- returnship schemes for female professionals are planned.” The emphasis of in-

cluding women in the process of developing reflects SST logic as the action plan recog-

nizes that if AI is developed dominantly by men, it will reflect the perspective of men. A 

dimension that is unique to the US action plan is the emphasis on military which further 
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reflects the US action plans orientation to security. The US action plan states: “Grow our 

Senior Military Colleges into hubs of AI research development and talent building, teach-

ing core AI skills and literacy to future generations. Foster AI-specific curriculum. includ-

ing in AI use, development, and infrastructure management, in the Senior Military colleges 

through majors.” This reflects the logic of SST as military is shaped and being built 

around rooting AI into its systems.  

Collectively in both action plans governing bodies perceive that they can manage and influ-

ence the pace of AI development but not the direction or the extent.  The action plans attempt 

to form the consequences of AI and at the same time treat the transformation of work as 

technologically determined factuality. In addition to the difference in what the documents 

prioritize and how SST is used and characterized both demonstrate the limit of the capability 

of the governing bodies. Neither of the action plans assert control over the direction of AI 

itself only the consequences of living beside it.  

 

4.7  Geopolitical competition 

The sixth and final theme is geopolitical competition, referring to how the action plans aim 

to shape AI globally and eventually establish global leadership over AI. Within the theme of 

geopolitical competition, the focus of AI is shifted to an international level. Both SST and 

TD logics manifest from the theme. SST logic operates as the two governing bodies reach 

to shape AI on a global and international scale through governance. TD logic manifests as a 

tension to said reach. The risks and power dynamics that AI generates are observed in both 

documents as powers exceeding the control of any governing body. Nevertheless, both doc-

uments set an intention to manage said risks and power dynamics through policy and gov-

ernance.  

The difference between the action plans is how they attempt to shape the global governance 

space and how the action plans conceptualize dominance. The EU action plans emphasize 

shared governance frameworks as the action plan states: “The EU seeks – through proactive 

bilateral and multilateral engagement with partner countries – to lead global efforts on AI 

by supporting innovation, ensuring trust through guardrails, and developing the global 
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governance on AI.”  Still the Eu document has a clear emphasis to sovereignty as well as the 

action plan states: “The EU is determined to avoid the fragmentation of its single market 

and to enhance its capabilities to reduce dependencies on critical technologies and 

strengthen sovereignty in cutting edge semiconductors.” The goal of the EU might not be to 

dominate the AI landscape but avoid getting dominated by others. The difference between 

the two action plans is highlighted as the US action plan states: “The United States must 

meet global demand for AI by exporting its full AI technology stack—hardware, models, 

software, applications, and standards—to all countries willing to join America's AI alli-

ance.” The phrase “willing to join America’s AI alliance” explicitly states that the domi-

nance of AI is something the US seeks and that others adapt to the US model of AI govern-

ance. Both the EU and the US see governance from the standpoint of SST logic. The EU 

acknowledges that sovereignty lies in who has the tools to AI technology and attempts to 

shape AI governance through global policy. On the contrary, the US positions AI technology 

as a provider to shape global political and governance aims. Who controls AI and what AI 

looks like is shaped through each respective states power, which demonstrates the standpoint 

of SST logic.  

The manifestation of TD logic is present when the risks emerging from AI are discussed in 

the action plans. The said risks are perceived as something out of control of governance 

capacities and urgent responses to the risks are emphasized. Out of the reach of society’s 

control and unpredictable the risk framework reflects what Bimber (1994) described as un-

intended consequences, where the consequences of technology are unpredictable. One of the 

dominant risks in the US action plan is deep-fake media and security. The US action plan 

states: “AI-generated media may present novel challenges to the legal system. For example, 

fake evidence could be used to attempt to deny justice to both plaintiffs and defendants. The 

Administration must give the courts and law enforcement the tools they need to overcome 

these new challenges.” The legal system has not been designed to respond to something 

technology has created, implying that technology develops in its own terms. In the EU action 

plan one of the dominant AI risks is environment and the environmental costs of AI. The EU 

action plan states: “-- data centre projects that meet requirements related to resource effi-

ciency, including in energy and water efficiency, circularity and requirements related to 

innovation will benefit from simplified permitting, while maintaining environmental safe-

guards and protecting human health.” Similarly, the US action plan environment has 

evolved to meet the standards of technological development and as explained in theme 1 and 
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2. AI is seen as inevitable and its infrastructure technologically determined leading to envi-

ronmental costs. Still the same passage has SST logic as environmentally responsible pro-

jects get permitted faster in comparison to others, which implies that through social actions 

technology is shapeable.  

Both the dominant risks and the desirable governance structures in the action plans highlight 

the understanding that to govern AI international framework is needed. Geopolitical compe-

tition further illustrates AI’s inevitability and the logic of TD. If you are not the one that 

governs AI, other powers will do it instead and develop AI according to their imperatives. 

AI effects to society do not limit to national borders, thus the action plans highlight geopo-

litical competition first to legitimize the adoption of AI and second to be able to affect the 

trajectory of AI, conversely illustrating SST.  
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5  Discussion & conclusions 

This section presents the discussion and conclusions of the thesis. Before the discussion, 

each dataset is briefly profiled in terms of TD and SST. In the EU action plan TD functions 

as a tool for legitimization and SST as a response to the conditions TD establishes. The EU 

action plan emphasizes regulation and collective access; this reflects a conceptualization of 

governance as an active regulator which shapes the conditions under which AI is adopted 

and developed. Throughout the action plan the conditions under which SST is embedded are 

presented as technologically determined, suggesting that the relationship between the two 

theories is not linear but reciprocal. In the US action plan TD is positioned as a conclusion 

of technological development in addition to being a tool for legitimization. SST manifests 

in the US action plan as a tool to enhance dominance in the field of AI. Additionally, SST 

functions to serve and reinforce trajectories that TD establishes, creating a cycle in which 

TD and SST operate. The US action plan emphasizes competitiveness and dominance; this 

reflects a conceptualization of governance as an enabler of dominance which directs AI 

adoption and development towards national advantages.  

 

5.1  Discussion 

The aim of this thesis was to examine how governing bodies perceive their ability to influ-

ence the direction of technological development in the context of AI and to examine how the 

relationship between technology and society is conceptualized. The theoretical framework 

was formed around the theories of technological determinism and social shaping of technol-

ogy. The data of the research consisted of the European Union’s “AI Continent Action Plan” 

and the United States of America’s “America’s AI Action Plan: Winning the Race.” Six 

primary themes were identified through a theory driven thematic analysis which reflect TD, 

SST or both. 

The first research question asked what themes are present in the action plans and how they 

reflect TD and SST logic. The themes vary in terms of the prominence of TD and SST. 
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Theme one, i.e., the inevitability and transformability of AI, draws most heavily on TD, 

whereas theme three, i.e., values and identity, is based almost exclusively on the logic of 

SST. The remaining four themes, i.e., construction of AI state, regulatory atmosphere, work-

force and geopolitical competition, contain elements from both theories, with the emphasis 

varying depending on the context. The analysis reveals a pattern which passes through al-

most every theme which is the premise established in the first theme. Throughout the other 

themes, theme one sets the basis - AI is interpreted as inevitable and transformative. TD sets 

the basis and SST acts as a space in which political decisions are made. All the themes con-

sidered, the thematic analysis reveals that in the context of AI, TD and SST are better un-

derstood as complementary rather than opposing frameworks. 

The second research question asked what the manifestation of TD and SST in the action 

plans reveal about how governing bodies conceptualize their relationship to technology and 

technological development. The analysis reveals that governing bodies aim to manage AI’s 

consequences but do not act as the directors of AI development. TD functions as a legitimiz-

ing foundation as the action plans perceive AI as inevitable at the inception. Political choices 

are made in the framework of SST. The logic of SST does not manifest itself as control over 

technological development, but rather as control over the consequences of technological de-

velopment.  

The results of the thesis are partly consistent with those of previous research. Similar to the 

findings of Bareis & Katzenbach (2022), AI action plans view AI as inevitable; however, 

governing bodies see themselves as capable of influencing the direction of AI to some extent, 

as explored for instance in theme values and identity. Roberts et al. (2021) showed that the 

EU and the United States conceptualize a “a Good AI Society” in different ways. This re-

search further elaborates on this finding by demonstrating that the difference is not limited 

to values of each governing body. In addition, the differences extend to how SST logic is 

applied. The EU utilizes SST to frame regulation, collective accessibility, and fundamental 

rights, whereas the US applies it to build national dominance and strategic advantage. The 

institutional context thus shapes not only the content of AI policy but also the way in which 

governing bodies conceptualize their own agency in relation to technology. 

Winkel (2024), whose work highlighted the existence of tension between TD and SST, 

demonstrated that features of both theories appear simultaneously in the German media dis-

course on artificial intelligence. This research confirms that this tension is present not only 
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in media rhetoric but also in the context of policy documents. However, unlike in Winkel’s 

(2024) article, TD and SST do not compete; rather, they operate structurally in conjunction 

with each other.  

Héder (2021) argues that the structural properties of artificial intelligence reinforce TD logic 

through algorithmic determinism and lock-in potential. This thesis, however, adds a new 

interpretive dimension to this argument. Kudina and van de Poel (2024), conversely, demon-

strate that, unlike previous technologies, AI interacts with its users and adapts to its environ-

ment. Similarly, Nyrhinen and Rantala (2025) describe artificial intelligence as simultane-

ously shaping its users and being shaped by them. In terms of lock-in potential, this means 

that social surroundings continuously shape AI, rather than merely respond to it. This implies 

that the trajectory of AI development is not necessarily determined by the limits of lock-in 

potential. A thematic analysis of the action plans confirms these observations and shows that 

the potential for lock-in is not solely a technical process. Political choices can influence the 

environment in which AI is used, and this, in turn, affects the societal impacts of AI as it 

evolves within a social context. 

 

                                Figure 1: Reciprocal relationship of TD and SST 
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Figure 1 illustrates the reciprocal relationship between TD and SST in the context of AI. The 

upper arc represents TD, where AI acts as a deterministic force shaping society. The lower 

arc represents SST, where governance and societal choices and conditions set the framework 

within which AI develops. The arcs depict processes operating simultaneously. AI shapes 

society while society shapes AI. Dividing TD and SST in the context of AI is analytically 

challenging, as this reciprocity distinguishes AI from previous technologies. When examin-

ing action plans related to AI, this means that political choices are justified through TD by 

portraying AI as inevitable. The technological environment in which AI is used and devel-

oped, in turn, is shaped through SST. However, this technological environment is presented 

deterministically in accordance with TD, meaning the cycle begins again. 

 

5.2  Conclusions 

Six primary themes were identified through a thematic analysis which reflects TD, SST or 

both. Across all six themes, both action plans are rooted in the principle that AI is an inevi-

table and established part of society. The logic of TD forms the foundation of the action 

plans. SST manifests primarily as a theory that defines actions. The analysis reveals that TD 

and SST do not operate as opposites within the action plans but rather as complementary 

logics to each other.  

The theories of TD and SST are present in both documents, but they conceptualize society’s 

relationship to technology differently. The EU action plan approaches AI as a significant but 

potentially disruptive force, which is demonstrated as the action plan emphasizes the need 

for thorough regulation. The US action plan positions AI as a revolutionary force, prioritiz-

ing global dominance and demonstrates willingness to sideline AI risks in the pursuit of their 

priorities. The difference in approach to AI further illustrates the different political and in-

stitutional contexts in which the action plans are formed. Both action plans aim to shape AI 

towards their respective priorities.  

This study has potential limitations. The analysis and findings are based on two documents, 

a single document per governing body. The findings may not reflect entire institutions and 

governing bodies’ perspective. As documents action plans are intended to define action and 
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in the context of AI define direction towards AI development, meaning the intention itself is 

a loose reflection of SST. The documents reflect a single timepoint and reflect the priorities 

of a specific moment, not necessarily permanent positions. Finally, the study is an analysis 

of action plans and not analysis of actions. How the action plans are implemented and the 

consequences of the action plans are not explored in the study. 

This research applied the theories of TD and SST to two action plans that define political 

action and direction in the context of AI. Future research could expand the study to include 

other political powers, different types of policy documents and a longer-term study that com-

pares policy documents from different eras of time. Additionally, the theoretical framework 

of TD and SST could be applied beyond AI to other transformative technologies of the fu-

ture. This would further examine whether the reciprocal relationship between TD and SST 

only applies to AI or if it is a broader characteristic of transformative technologies.  
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