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Abstract: 

This paper aims to develop an integrated framework for governing the adoption of 

artificial intelligence (AI) in government administration by linking AI adoption with 

governance, data privacy, transparency, accountability, workforce readiness, and 

regulatory controls spanning the system's lifecycle. The paper employs an 

integrative review of recent literature and a comparative analysis of policies and 

regulatory documents, focusing on Saudi Arabia as the primary context while 

drawing upon relevant experiences from the international models. The analysis 

reveals that successful AI adoption in government administration depends not only 

on technical and organizational readiness but also requires integrating data 

protection and privacy, algorithmic transparency, accountability, human oversight, 

and workforce capacity building into the adoption process itself. Furthermore, the 

paper highlights the importance of transitioning from general AI governance to 

operational protocols that define requirements for pre-adoption, design or 

procurement, testing, deployment, and monitoring and auditing. Accordingly, the 

paper proposes the "Integrated Framework for Responsible Government AI 

Adoption" (IF-RGA), which links use-case readiness, data privacy, transparency and 

accountability, workforce readiness, and risk-based governance across the lifecycle. 

The framework provides a conceptual foundation that can inform the development 

of government policies and future studies on AI adoption maturity, particularly 

within the Saudi and Gulf contexts. 
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 1. Introduction 

The public sector worldwide is undergoing a rapid transformation in the adoption of Artificial 

Intelligence (AI) technologies, which serve as a key driver of the current phase of government digital 

transformation. The use of AI in public administration has moved beyond the mere automation of 

routine procedures or the analysis of large datasets; it now encompasses support for decision-making, 

the forecasting of public needs, service personalization, optimized resource allocation, and beneficiary 

engagement, alongside the growing application of generative AI in knowledge-based and 

administrative tasks. Recent literature indicates that adopting AI in public administration constitutes a 

process of organizational and institutional transformation—one that extends beyond the introduction 

of new technology to reshape processes, roles, capabilities, and work patterns within government 

agencies (Madan & Ashok, 2023; Tangi et al., 2025). A recent study provided empirical evidence of 

generative AI’s capacity to enhance efficiency in specific government tasks, demonstrating that the use 

of a specialized generative system reduced the time required for government employees to draft 

responses, with the extent of the benefit varying according to the employee's level of experience (Kim, 

2026). 

However, the potential value of artificial intelligence in government administration is not 

automatically realized simply by acquiring technologies or launching projects. Research has shown 

that the ability of government entities to transform the technical potential of AI into sustainable public 

value depends on the availability of an integrated set of organizational, human, technical, and data-

related capabilities, as well as the organization's capacity to align AI applications with its processes, 

objectives, and administrative structures. Van Noordt and Tangi (2023) highlight a crucial distinction 

between the capability to develop AI solutions and the capability to implement and sustain them within 

an actual administrative environment. Furthermore, Selten and Klievink (2024) explain that public 

sector entities face an organizational tension between the need for experimentation and flexibility—

inherent to AI innovation—and the stable, formal structures and procedures that characterize 

government institutions. This implies that AI adoption in government should be understood as an 

extended institutional process, rather than a singular technical decision or an event that concludes upon 

initial implementation. 

The complexity of this process is compounded by the unique nature of government administration. 

The public sector does not measure technological success solely by efficiency and productivity; rather, 

it is guided by a broader set of values and obligations including legitimacy, fairness, accountability, 

transparency, rights protection, public trust, and the public interest. Consequently, while the use of 
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 algorithmic systems in government decision-making and procedures may yield gains in speed and 

efficiency, it can simultaneously create trade-offs or conflicts with the values of good governance. A 

review by Røhl and Hansen (2024) demonstrates that automated administrative decisions intersect with 

a range of governmental values  such as efficiency, accountability, equality, fairness, privacy, the rule 

of law, and transparency, and that trade-offs between these values can arise when automated systems 

are implemented. Furthermore, empirical evidence indicates that the manner in which algorithmic 

decisions are explained influences how individuals perceive their fairness, accuracy, and reliability; 

this renders explainability and transparency "rather than mere technical details" integral components 

of the legitimacy of AI use in government (Aoki et al., 2024). 

This shift has led to the emergence of AI governance as a central topic in contemporary studies. AI 

governance refers to the frameworks, policies, and institutional and regulatory mechanisms that 

regulate the development, selection, use, monitoring, and auditing of AI systems, while defining the 

roles and responsibilities of stakeholders, acceptable risk levels, and accountability mechanisms. 

Recent reviews indicate that AI governance literature increasingly intersects with concepts of 

responsible, trustworthy, and ethical AI, frequently emphasizing fairness, transparency, privacy, 

accountability, security, human oversight, and risk management (Batool et al., 2025). Specifically 

within the public sector, Agbabiaka et al. (2025) identified a multidimensional set of requirements for 

fostering trust in AI-supported government decisions, asserting that accountability, transparency, 

institutional context, and feedback-based learning must span the entire system lifecycle rather than 

being limited to the operational phase. 

In this context, data privacy emerges as a fundamental prerequisite for the responsible government 

use of artificial intelligence. Many government applications rely on vast amounts of administrative 

and personal data potentially including sensitive information regarding individuals' identities, social, 

health, and financial circumstances, or their interactions with public entities. Consequently, the 

expanded collection, linkage, analysis, and use of data, whether for training or operating algorithmic 

models raises issues concerning the legitimacy of processing, the purpose of use, data minimization, 

quality, access, sharing, security, and the rights of data subjects. A study by Alshahrani et al. (2022) on 

AI adoption within public sector organizations in Saudi Arabia highlighted that data integrity and 

sharing alongside ethical considerations and governance pose tangible challenges to the integration of 

AI in public institutions. This dimension has gained further significance with the rapid proliferation of 

generative AI, as the likelihood of data transfer or reuse increases, and the boundaries of accountability 

between government entities and technology providers become increasingly complex. 
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 Closely related to this is another challenge concerning governmental accountability for algorithmic 

systems. When a government entity uses an artificial intelligence system to generate a 

recommendation, classify a case, or support a decision that affects a citizen or service beneficiary, 

fundamental questions arise regarding who bears responsibility for the decision, the extent to which it 

can be explained, the appropriate limits of reliance on the system, the role of the public official, and 

the right of the affected individual to understand the basis on which the decision was made or to 

challenge it. Through an analysis of AI-use policies across U.S. state governments, Chen et al. (2026) 

identified persistent gaps between the accountability principles for artificial intelligence advanced in 

the academic literature and the extent to which those principles are actually reflected in governmental 

policies and practices. Accordingly, moving from mere AI adoption to responsible AI adoption requires 

accountability, transparency, privacy, and human oversight to be embedded within the institutional 

architecture of adoption itself, rather than treated as constraints to be introduced only after the system 

has been developed or deployed. 

Saudi Arabia provides a particularly significant context for examining this relationship. The 

Kingdom has positioned data and artificial intelligence among the priorities of its national 

transformation agenda. The National Strategy for Data and AI sets out a direction toward the 

innovative, sustainable, and ethical development and adoption of data and AI technologies, identifying 

the government sector as one of its priority sectors and aiming to foster a government sector that is 

more reliant on intelligent technologies and more effective and productive (Saudi Data and Artificial 

Intelligence Authority [SDAIA], n.d.-a). In parallel, the regulatory environment governing personal 

data protection has continued to evolve, placing the processing of personal data within a framework 

of legally defined rights and obligations that are directly relevant to the design and use of AI 

applications in government (SDAIA, n.d.-b). This convergence between the accelerated adoption of 

emerging technologies and the development of Saudi institutional and regulatory frameworks makes 

the Saudi context particularly well suited to examining how a national AI strategy can evolve into a 

more integrated model for governing the use of AI in public administration. 

Despite the rapid growth of relevant research, the literature reveals a degree of knowledge 

fragmentation across three major strands. The first focuses on the technological, organizational, and 

environmental factors that influence the adoption, implementation, and diffusion of AI within public-

sector organizations (Madan & Ashok, 2023; Selten & Klievink, 2024). The second centers on AI 

governance and its associated principles, including accountability, transparency, fairness, human 

oversight, and risk management (Batool et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2026). The third addresses data, 

privacy, and security as legal and ethical prerequisites for responsible AI use. Although these strands 
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 clearly intersect, they are still frequently treated in isolation. Public administration, however, requires 

an integrated perspective that connects adoption decisions and organizational readiness with system-

governance mechanisms and safeguards for data governance and privacy throughout the entire AI 

lifecycle. Recent studies further reinforce this perspective by conceptualizing AI-enabled government 

transformation as a socio-technical phenomenon that requires simultaneous changes in technology, 

organizational structures, processes, skills, culture, and governance (Tangi et al., 2025). 

Building on this discussion, the theoretical problem addressed in this paper is that effective AI 

adoption in public administration cannot be adequately explained or guided solely through 

technological and organizational adoption perspectives, just as governance and privacy principles are 

insufficient when treated in isolation from the adoption process and the system lifecycle. There is 

therefore a need for an integrated perspective that brings these components together within a unified 

framework and explains how governments can balance the goals of innovation, efficiency, and 

improved public service delivery with the requirements of privacy, transparency, accountability, 

fairness, and trust. This gap is particularly significant in rapidly transforming, non-Western contexts, 

including Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states, where governmental investment in and deployment of AI 

are accelerating while governance, data, and rights-protection frameworks continue to evolve in 

parallel. 

Accordingly, this paper aims to develop an integrated framework for governing AI adoption in public 

administration that connects AI Adoption, AI Governance, and Data Privacy, while treating 

transparency, accountability, human oversight, and risk management as core governance mechanisms. 

The paper takes the Saudi context as its primary reference point for analysis and subsequently broadens 

the comparison to selected Gulf and Arab experiences, as well as relevant international models and 

standards, with the aim of deriving a conceptual framework that can support application and 

comparative analysis across different governmental settings. In doing so, the paper seeks to make a 

contribution that goes beyond describing AI applications or reviewing discrete ethical principles by 

explaining how the adoption process itself can be governed in a manner that enables responsible 

governmental adoption of AI while balancing innovative capacity and public value with the protection 

of rights and institutional trust. 

On this basis, the paper proceeds from the following core conceptual proposition: 

Responsible AI adoption in public administration does not result from technological and 

organizational readiness alone. Rather, it requires the integration of adoption capabilities with AI 

governance and robust data governance and privacy safeguards throughout the system lifecycle, in a 
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 manner that preserves efficiency and innovation on the one hand, while ensuring accountability, 

transparency, rights protection, trust, and public value on the other. 

1.1. Research Objectives: 

This paper aims to develop an integrated conceptual framework for governing AI adoption in public 

administration by bringing together the dimensions of AI adoption, AI governance, and data 

governance and privacy within an integrated lifecycle for the responsible governmental use of artificial 

intelligence. Saudi Arabia serves as the primary reference context, while relevant Gulf and Arab 

experiences and international models are also incorporated into the analysis. 

The paper does not seek to empirically measure the effects of specific variables. Rather, it aims to 

undertake theoretical synthesis and comparative analysis of the relevant literature and regulatory and 

institutional frameworks in order to develop a framework that can subsequently be employed in 

theoretical and empirical research as well as in the advancement of governmental practices. 

- Specific Objectives: 

To achieve the overall objective, the paper seeks to accomplish the following: 

1. To analyze the conceptual evolution of AI adoption in public administration, while distinguishing 

among adoption, implementation, assimilation, and institutional maturity. 

2. To analyze the key components of AI governance in the public sector, particularly transparency, 

explainability, accountability, human oversight, fairness, risk management, and auditing. 

3. To clarify the role of data governance and privacy in enabling the responsible and trustworthy 

governmental use of artificial intelligence. 

4. To analyze the Saudi environment for AI adoption and governance in public administration and 

relate it to regulatory and institutional developments concerning data protection and the 

responsible use of artificial intelligence. 

5. To develop an integrated framework for governing AI adoption in public administration that links 

institutional readiness, governance, and data protection with the AI lifecycle and public-value 

outcomes. 

6. To propose a future research agenda for the study of responsible AI in public administration, 

particularly in Saudi Arabia, the Gulf states, and other non-Western contexts. 

2.2. Research Questions: 

The paper seeks to answer the following main research question: 
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 How can an integrated framework for governing AI adoption in public administration be developed by 

combining the requirements of AI Adoption, AI Governance, and Data Privacy in a way that supports 

responsible use and enhances public value? 

The main research question is further divided into four sub-questions: 

- How does the contemporary literature conceptualize the relationship between AI adoption, AI 

governance, and data privacy in the context of public administration? 

- How has the institutional and regulatory environment in Saudi Arabia evolved to support AI adoption, 

AI governance, and data protection within government entities? 

- What components and relationships should be incorporated into an integrated framework for 

governing the responsible adoption of AI throughout its lifecycle in public administration? 

2.3. Theoretical Logic: 

This paper adopts an analytical logic structured around four interrelated stages. The first stage 

focuses on understanding AI Adoption Capacity through strategic, organizational, human, 

technological, and data readiness. The second stage examines AI Governance Capacity, which 

provides the mechanisms for governing risks, responsibilities, transparency, and human oversight. The 

third stage addresses Data Governance and Privacy Safeguards as the institutional foundation for 

ensuring the lawful and responsible use of data. Finally, the analysis considers how these components 

interact throughout the AI system lifecycle to produce Responsible Government AI Adoption and its 

associated outcomes in terms of public value, trust, accountability, efficiency, and fairness. 

Accordingly, this paper differs from approaches that treat AI Adoption as an end state or final 

outcome. Instead, it conceptualizes adoption itself as a process that must be governed. Similarly, 

privacy is not treated merely as a separate legal constraint but rather as an organizational capability 

embedded within the broader governance architecture. This perspective is expected to provide the 

theoretical foundation for developing the proposed integrated framework presented in the subsequent 

sections of the paper. 

2. Research Methodology: 

2.1 Research Design: 

This paper adopts a qualitative, theory-oriented research approach that combines an Integrative 

Literature Review with Comparative Policy and Document Analysis. This design was selected because 

it aligns with the study’s objective of integrating the literature on AI adoption, AI governance, and 

data privacy and subsequently developing an integrated conceptual framework for public 
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 administration. An integrative literature review is particularly appropriate for studies seeking to 

synthesize fragmented bodies of knowledge and develop new conceptual relationships, while 

document analysis enables the systematic examination of official frameworks, policies, and legislation 

(Bowen, 2009; Snyder, 2019; Torraco, 2005). 

2.2 Research Scope and Literature Sources: 

The review primarily focuses on studies published between 2020 and September 2026, with priority 

given to more recent research published between 2023 and 2026. A limited number of earlier studies 

are included where foundational references are required. The study draws primarily on the Scopus and 

Web of Science databases, with particular emphasis on peer-reviewed articles in the fields of public 

administration, digital government, information systems, artificial intelligence, and governance. 

Search terms included combinations of keywords related to AI adoption, AI governance, responsible 

AI, data governance, data privacy, accountability, transparency, public administration, government 

administration, and the public sector, in addition to targeted searches focusing on Saudi Arabia and 

the Gulf states. 

2.3 Source Selection and Analysis: 

Priority was given to peer-reviewed studies directly relevant to the use of artificial intelligence in 

government and the public sector, while purely technical studies that did not address administrative, 

organizational, or governance-related dimensions were excluded. In addition to the academic 

literature, the analysis incorporates selected official documents from Saudi Arabia, particularly those 

issued by the Saudi Data and Artificial Intelligence Authority (SDAIA), as well as a limited selection 

of Gulf, Arab, and international frameworks, including those developed by the European Union, the 

OECD, UNESCO, and NIST. The sources were analyzed according to key thematic dimensions, 

including AI adoption, institutional readiness, governance, accountability, transparency, human 

oversight, data governance, privacy, and risk management across the AI system lifecycle. 

2.4 Synthesis and Development of the Integrated Framework: 

The analysis employed thematic and comparative synthesis to identify areas of convergence and gaps 

across the different bodies of literature and policy frameworks. The findings were organized into three 

main domains: AI Adoption, AI Governance, and Data Governance and Privacy, after which the 

relationships among these domains were examined within the context of public administration. The 

Saudi approach was also selectively compared with relevant Gulf and Arab models and major 

international frameworks. This process ultimately informed the development of an integrated 

framework linking institutional readiness with governance mechanisms, privacy safeguards, and 
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 public-value outcomes. Throughout the analysis, a clear distinction was maintained between the 

empirical and theoretical evidence provided by scholarly research and the policies, regulatory 

requirements, and institutional commitments articulated in official documents, thereby strengthening 

the analytical rigor of the study. 

3. Conceptual and Theoretical Foundations: 

3.1. AI Adoption in Public Administration: 

AI Adoption in public administration refers to the process through which a public-sector organization 

moves from exploring the potential of artificial intelligence and assessing its suitability to developing 

or acquiring AI solutions and subsequently integrating them into administrative processes, public 

services, and decision-making. It is therefore important to distinguish adoption as an initial decision 

from Implementation, Institutional Assimilation, and Diffusion or Scaling. The literature indicates that 

governmental AI adoption is a dynamic process shaped by technological and organizational readiness, 

skills, leadership, data capabilities, and the regulatory environment, and therefore cannot be adequately 

understood as an isolated technological choice (Madan & Ashok, 2023; Neumann et al., 2024). 

Empirical studies have further demonstrated that the relative importance of these factors may vary 

across different stages of adoption, supporting the view of AI Adoption as a progressive institutional 

process. 

The Technology–Organization–Environment (TOE) framework provides a useful foundation for 

understanding this dimension by linking adoption to technological characteristics, the organization’s 

internal capabilities, and the surrounding external environment. However, the distinctive nature of 

public-sector organizations requires this perspective to be extended, as successful adoption depends 

not only on the availability of resources or technological infrastructure but also on the extent to which 

AI aligns with core organizational processes, formal mandates, and public values. Selten and Klievink 

(2024) demonstrate that public organizations face an inherent tension between formal structures and 

procedures, on the one hand, and the experimentation and flexibility required by AI initiatives, on the 

other. Similarly, van Noordt and Tangi (2023) distinguish between the capacity to develop AI solutions 

and the institutional capacity to implement them effectively and translate them into public value. 

3.2. AI Governance in Public Administration: 

In this paper, AI Governance refers to the set of rules, roles, responsibilities, processes, and 

organizational and technical mechanisms that guide the development, use, and oversight of artificial 

intelligence systems in order to ensure their alignment with organizational objectives, legal 

requirements, and public values. Governance is not limited to the articulation of broad ethical 
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 principles; rather, it encompasses the allocation of responsibility, risk management, transparency and 

explainability, fairness, human oversight, monitoring, and auditing throughout the system lifecycle. 

The review by Batool et al. (2025) highlights the importance of conceptualizing AI Governance 

through a set of interrelated questions concerning who governs the system, what aspects are subject to 

governance, at which stage of the lifecycle governance is exercised, and through which mechanisms, 

while recognizing that governance extends from the organizational level to the national and 

international levels. 

Governance assumes even greater importance in public administration because of the binding nature 

of certain public decisions and their direct implications for individual rights and access to public 

services and benefits. Accordingly, it is not sufficient for an AI system to be technically accurate or 

efficient; its use must also comply with the requirements of the rule of law, accountability, procedural 

fairness, and public trust. In this context, Mišić et al. (2025) link AI governance in the public sector to 

the values of good order, such as effectiveness, procedural fairness, and responsiveness, as well as to 

the values of a good society, including social justice and well-being. This perspective reinforces the 

view that the evaluation of governmental AI use should extend beyond technical performance to 

encompass its broader institutional and societal implications. 

3.3. Data Governance and Privacy: 

Data constitute the foundational infrastructure upon which artificial intelligence systems depend. 

Accordingly, Data Governance and Data Privacy are directly intertwined with AI Governance. Data 

governance encompasses the rules, responsibilities, and processes associated with data collection, 

classification, quality, access, sharing, use, and retention, whereas data privacy focuses more 

specifically on the lawful processing of personal data and the protection of data subjects’ rights. With 

the rapid expansion of generative AI and models that rely on vast volumes of data, maintaining a strict 

separation between AI policy and data protection policy has become increasingly untenable. The 

OECD (2024) has emphasized that addressing AI and privacy policies in isolation may create 

regulatory gaps and complexities and has called for greater integration between AI governance, data 

governance, and privacy protection. 

Accordingly, this paper treats Data Privacy as a structural component of responsible AI adoption 

rather than merely a downstream compliance requirement. This entails incorporating considerations of 

lawfulness, purpose limitation, data minimization, data quality, security, access controls, and personal 

data protection from the earliest stages of system design and data preparation through deployment, 

operation, and ongoing monitoring. This perspective is consistent with the Saudi approach, as the AI 
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 Ethics Principles issued by the Saudi Data and Artificial Intelligence Authority (SDAIA) link privacy 

and security, on the one hand, with data quality, transparency, and accountability throughout the AI 

system lifecycle, on the other (Saudi Data and Artificial Intelligence Authority (SDAIA, 2024). 

3.4. The Concept of Responsible Government AI Adoption: 

Building on the preceding dimensions, this paper proposes the concept of Responsible Government 

AI Adoption to refer to the process through which government organizations adopt, implement, and 

sustain artificial intelligence systems in a manner that integrates technological and organizational 

capacity for AI use, institutional capacity for AI governance, and the protection of data and associated 

rights. From this perspective, the success of AI Adoption should not be assessed solely in terms of the 

number of systems deployed or the extent to which costs and processing times are reduced. Rather, it 

should also be evaluated according to its capacity to generate public value while safeguarding 

accountability, transparency, fairness, privacy, and human oversight. 

The public administration literature supports this shift from a predominantly technical conception of 

efficiency toward Public Value. Madan and Ashok (2023) link the processes of AI adoption and 

diffusion to the creation of public value, while Cordella and Gualdi (2026) demonstrate that the use of 

algorithmic systems can reshape the relationship among operational capacity, legitimacy, and public 

value. Such systems may even embed particular definitions of value within technical infrastructures 

when opportunities for institutional review and deliberation are absent. Governance, therefore, should 

not be understood as an external constraint on innovation, but rather as a mechanism for ensuring that 

technological capabilities serve public objectives in a legitimate and accountable manner. 

On this basis, the paper adopts three complementary perspectives: an institutional adoption and 

capacity perspective, which explains what enables a government organization to use AI; a responsible 

governance perspective, which explains how risks, authority, and responsibility are governed; and a 

public value perspective, which provides a basis for evaluating the ultimate outcomes of adoption. 

Data privacy intersects with all three perspectives as an integral requirement throughout the system 

lifecycle. The conceptual logic underpinning the subsequent sections of the paper can therefore be 

summarized as follows: 

Table 1. Conceptual Dimensions of Responsible Government AI Adoption 

Dimension Key Elements Purpose 

AI Adoption Readiness, leadership, skills, technology, data Institutional 

capacity 
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 AI Governance Accountability, transparency, explainability, human 

oversight, risk management 

Responsible use 

Data Governance & 

Privacy 

Lawfulness, data quality, data minimization, 

security, access controls, individual rights 

Protection of data 

and rights 

Public Value Efficiency, service quality, fairness, trust, 

legitimacy 

Public value 

creation 

Source: Prepared by the author based on the theoretical literature. 

The integration of these dimensions forms the theoretical foundation for the framework proposed in 

this paper; AI adoption serves as the starting point rather than the final outcome, while governance and 

privacy operate throughout the system's lifecycle to ensure "Responsible Government AI Adoption" 

an approach capable of delivering public value in a sustainable and responsible manner. 

4. AI Adoption and Governance in Saudi Public Administration 

4.1. Strategic and Institutional Context: 

The adoption of artificial intelligence in Saudi public administration forms part of a broader process 

of digital transformation and public service redesign under Saudi Vision 2030. Saudi Arabia ranked 

sixth globally in the 2024 United Nations E-Government Development Index, with a score of 0.9602, 

reflecting a high level of maturity in digital infrastructure and electronic government services and 

providing a strong institutional and technological foundation for moving beyond service digitization 

toward more advanced uses of data and artificial intelligence (United Nations Department of Economic 

and Social Affairs (UN DESA, 2024). The OECD (2024) also notes that Saudi Arabia, alongside 

several other countries in the region, has developed strategic and institutional arrangements to advance 

digital government transformation and link it to public administration reform and service 

improvement. 

Saudi Arabia’s institutional architecture is characterized by a distribution of complementary roles 

across several entities. Foremost among these are the Saudi Data and Artificial Intelligence Authority 

(SDAIA), which serves as the national authority for data and artificial intelligence; the National Data 

Management Office (NDMO), which is responsible for data governance and protection; and the Digital 

Government Authority (DGA), which oversees the regulation and development of digital government. 

From a public administration perspective, this institutional architecture is significant because it 

elevates AI from the domain of isolated technological initiatives to the level of national governance 

and intergovernmental coordination, thereby linking technological adoption to the broader institutional 

and regulatory structures of the state. Empirical evidence further underscores the importance of this 
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 dimension. A recent study of three Saudi government organizations found that leadership attention and 

both formal and informal communication channels significantly influence resource allocation, 

organizational priorities, and agencies’ capacity to assimilate AI and generative AI applications 

(Alshahrani & Dennehy, 2025). 

4.2. From Digital Adoption to Institutional Readiness for AI: 

Recent Saudi policies reflect a gradual shift from encouraging the use of artificial intelligence toward 

assessing government entities’ readiness and capacity to adopt AI in a systematic and structured 

manner. A prominent development in this regard is the National AI Index, which aims to assess the 

readiness of government entities to adopt AI technologies, periodically monitor their progress, and 

identify areas of strength and opportunities for improvement. The index comprises three main 

dimensions, seven sub-dimensions, and 23 measurement areas, indicating a growing tendency to 

conceptualize AI adoption as a multidimensional institutional capability rather than merely the 

availability of a particular application or technological infrastructure (Saudi Data & AI Authority 

)SDAIA, 2025a). 

This direction is consistent with findings from empirical studies conducted in the Saudi context. In 

a study involving employees from four Saudi ministries, Alajmi et al. (2023) found that information 

technology strategy, management support, incentives, trust, and security concerns were associated with 

the acceptance of smart government systems, reinforcing the view that adoption depends on a 

combination of organizational, managerial, and security-related factors. From the citizen perspective, 

Abed (2024), in a study of 490 users in Saudi Arabia, found that attitudes toward AI-powered 

government chatbots and performance expectancy were associated with behavioral intention to use 

and user satisfaction. These findings suggest that the maturity of governmental AI adoption should 

encompass both institutional capacity and beneficiary acceptance. 

The growing diffusion of generative AI has also introduced an additional layer of readiness 

requirements. In 2025, SDAIA issued guidelines for government entities on the use of generative 

artificial intelligence, addressing risks, governance, and the safe and trustworthy use of such 

technologies in accordance with Saudi regulations and requirements concerning privacy and rights 

protection (SDAIA, 2025b). Taken together, these developments indicate a gradual shift in the Saudi 

model from promoting AI adoption toward establishing mechanisms that support the 

institutionalization of responsible AI adoption within government operations. 

4.3. Data Governance and Privacy: 

Data occupy a central position in the Saudi model of AI governance. The National Data Management 
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  Office (NDMO) is responsible for developing policies, controls, and standards governing data 

management, data governance, and personal data protection, as well as monitoring government 

entities’ compliance with these requirements. National data governance policies also address areas 

such as data classification, data sharing, open data, and data protection. In particular, the Data Sharing 

Policy emphasizes that data exchange must be based on a legitimate purpose and must not compromise 

individuals’ privacy (Saudi Data & AI Authority, 2025c). These requirements are directly relevant to 

AI applications, as the trustworthiness and legitimacy of an AI system depend not only on algorithmic 

performance but also on how data are obtained, managed, accessed, and shared. 

At the legal level, the Personal Data Protection Law (PDPL) constitutes the principal legal 

framework governing the protection of personal data in Saudi Arabia. The law was initially issued by 

Royal Decree No. (M/19) in 2021 and subsequently amended by Royal Decree No. (M/148) in 2023. 

It is further supported by the Implementing Regulations and the Regulations on Personal Data Transfer 

Outside the Kingdom. The PDPL establishes the rights of data subjects, the obligations of controllers 

and processors, and the legal bases governing the lawful processing of personal data (Saudi Data and 

Artificial Intelligence Authority (SDAIA, 2023). The accompanying guidance also articulates 

principles such as lawfulness, fairness and transparency, purpose limitation, data minimization, and 

accuracy, all of which are directly relevant throughout the lifecycle of AI systems used in government. 

The integration of privacy into service design is also evident in Saudi digital government policies, 

which require government entities to consider requirements for protecting beneficiaries’ personal data 

before designing digital services, in accordance with the principles of Privacy by Design and Privacy 

by Default (Digital Government Authority (DGA, 2023). This provides an important foundation for 

the framework proposed in this paper. Specifically, the logic of privacy by design can be extended 

beyond conventional digital services toward a broader principle of Privacy and Governance by Design 

for AI systems in public administration. 

4.4. Transparency and Accountability in the Digital Government Environment: 

The Saudi regulatory framework is not limited to data protection but also incorporates principles 

related to openness, transparency, and access to government information. The Digital Government 

Regulatory Framework identifies Open by Default as one of its core principles, encompassing the 

availability of government data and policymaking processes—including algorithms—for public 

participation, within the limits permitted by applicable regulations and considerations of national and 

public interest (DGA, 2025). Open data policies likewise associate the publication of government data 

with enhancing transparency, accountability, participation, and the reuse of data for research, 

innovation, and decision-making. 
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 These principles become increasingly important as public administration moves from conventional 

digital systems toward algorithmic systems. Transparency in AI is not limited to making data available; 

it also entails disclosure of whether AI is being used, the purpose for which it is used, the nature of its 

role in decision-making, the boundaries of its authority, and the extent to which human intervention or 

review of outputs remains possible. The current Saudi regulatory environment can therefore be viewed 

as providing a foundation for the development of more specialized forms of algorithmic transparency 

and accountability. However, the existence of regulatory principles does not in itself demonstrate 

consistent implementation across all use cases. Accordingly, examining how such principles are 

translated into procedures for assessment, auditing, redress, and ongoing oversight remains an 

important area for future research. 

Relevant Saudi studies further underscore the importance of trust in this transition. Alajmi et al. 

(2023) found that trust and security concerns are among the determinants of acceptance of smart 

government systems, while Abed (2024) showed that citizens’ perceptions of the usefulness of 

government AI applications are associated with their acceptance and continued use. These findings 

suggest that the success of governmental AI is determined not only by regulatory compliance, but also 

by the ability of public organizations to translate transparency, privacy, and accountability into 

institutional trust that is perceptible to users. 

4.5. An Analytical Assessment of the Saudi Model 

The preceding analysis reveals three major strengths in the Saudi trajectory. First, there is a clear 

institutional linkage between digital transformation, data, and artificial intelligence, rather than treating 

them as entirely separate policy domains. Second, a regulatory ecosystem has emerged that brings 

together AI readiness, data governance, personal data protection, and policies governing the use of 

generative AI in government. Third, a measurement and monitoring architecture is in place through 

digital maturity indicators and the national AI readiness index. This foundation helps explain Saudi 

Arabia’s relatively rapid transition from e-government toward models that rely more extensively on 

data and emerging technologies, within a context that already demonstrates a high level of digital 

government maturity according to the United Nations assessment (UN DESA, 2024). 

At the same time, the theoretical analysis suggests that the next stage requires greater attention to 

Operational AI Governance; that is, translating national principles and policies into measurable 

practices embedded throughout the lifecycle of each AI system. This includes areas such as pre-

deployment AI impact assessment, risk classification, documentation of algorithmic decisions, system 

auditing, governance of AI procurement from external vendors, post-deployment performance 

monitoring, the allocation of responsibility when relying on GenAI, and mechanisms through which 

http://www.ajrsp.com/


Academic Journal of Research and Scientific Publishing | Vol 8 | Issue 89       

Publication Date: 5 September 2026 

 

  
 

  

   www.ajrsp.com                                                                                                                            54  

ISSN: 2706-6495 

 individuals can challenge or seek redress regarding algorithmically supported decisions. This does not 

imply that such elements are entirely absent from the Saudi context. Rather, it indicates that the 

published academic evidence concerning the extent of their implementation and their effects within 

government entities remains less developed than the evidence relating to adoption and readiness. 

This need is consistent with the most recent international direction. The Digital Government Outlook 

2026 indicates that governments have generally progressed more rapidly in establishing AI-enabling 

strategies and institutions than in measuring AI-related impacts and consistently implementing 

operational governance mechanisms. The Saudi case therefore provides a particularly relevant basis 

for moving beyond the question of how ready government is to adopt AI toward a more advanced 

question concerning the extent to which readiness is integrated with governance, privacy, transparency, 

and accountability throughout the AI system lifecycle. This is the central question underpinning the 

integrated framework proposed in this paper. 

5. International Models of AI Adoption in Public Administration: 

5.1 Integrating AI into Government Operations: 

Recent international experience indicates that AI adoption in public administration is no longer 

confined to pilot projects or isolated technical applications. Rather, it is increasingly being integrated 

into routine administrative workflows, document preparation, information analysis, citizen interaction, 

resource management, and support for administrative decision-making. This transition, however, does 

not imply granting AI systems full autonomy. Evidence suggests that public employees’ acceptance 

of AI is influenced by the nature of the task and the degree of system autonomy, and that AI used to 

support employees raises different organizational and administrative considerations from AI that 

substitutes for human judgment in decisions with direct consequences for individuals (Haesevoets et 

al., 2025). Institutional adoption of AI therefore requires the role of the system, the boundaries of the 

authority delegated to it, and the relationship between its outputs and the professional judgment of 

public officials to be defined in advance. 

Government experience also shows that some countries have moved toward providing institutionally 

approved AI environments rather than relying on the unregulated use of general-purpose commercial 

tools. In the United Kingdom, a large-scale government trial of generative AI tools involved more than 

20,000 civil servants and covered tasks such as meeting summarization, document drafting, 

information analysis, and certain repetitive administrative activities (Department for Science, 

Innovation and Technology, 2025). In Singapore, the government developed Pair as an AI assistant 

for public officers, alongside specialized tools for areas such as human resources, budgeting, and 
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 procurement. This reflects a shift from individual use of general-purpose tools toward a more 

controlled government AI environment in terms of access, data, and security (Ministry of Digital 

Development and Information (MDDI, 2025). 

This development suggests that AI adoption in public administration should not be understood as a 

binary choice between use and non-use. Rather, it should be viewed as encompassing a range of use 

cases with varying levels of risk. The use of AI to assist in drafting an administrative text is 

fundamentally different from using it to determine a citizen’s eligibility for a public service, benefit, 

or license. Rizk and Lindgren (2025) demonstrate that the introduction of automated decision-making 

systems into public administration reshapes the relationship among citizens, public officials, and 

technical systems, while creating trade-offs between efficiency and fairness, transparency and privacy, 

and standardization and administrative discretion. Accordingly, the first protocol of responsible 

adoption should be to classify each AI use case according to its administrative, social, and rights-

related impact before determining the level of governance and oversight required. 

5.2 Data Privacy as a Pre-Deployment Protocol for Government AI: 

Data privacy represents one of the most sensitive dimensions of public administration because public 

institutions hold extensive datasets that may contain information relating to identity, income, health, 

education, employment, taxation, social services, and other forms of personal or sensitive data. 

Citizens often provide much of this information within the context of a legal or service-based 

relationship with the state, rather than through a voluntary interaction comparable to the use of 

commercial platforms. Consequently, the use of an unapproved AI tool by a public employee, or the 

entry of government data into an external model, may result in data being transferred, retained, or used 

in ways that fall beyond the direct control of the government entity. 

International frameworks have increasingly begun to transform privacy from a general principle into 

an operational requirement that must be addressed before a system is used. In the European Union, the 

processing of personal data in AI applications remains subject to core data protection principles, 

including lawfulness, fairness and transparency, purpose limitation, data minimization, accuracy, 

security, and accountability. The European Data Protection Board has also emphasized the need to 

assess issues arising from the use of personal data in the development and operation of AI models, 

including the possibility of re-identifying individuals or extracting personal information from such 

models (European Data Protection Board [EDPB], 2024). Technical feasibility alone is therefore 

insufficient; the use of AI should be preceded by an assessment of the necessity of the data involved, 

the legal basis for its processing, and the limits governing its use within the system. 
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 Canada provides a more explicit operational model through its Algorithmic Impact Assessment 

(AIA), which links the level of a system’s impact to corresponding governance and risk-mitigation 

requirements. Data- and privacy-related requirements include conducting a privacy impact assessment 

where necessary, embedding privacy and security controls into system design, and ensuring that 

training data and system inputs are relevant, accurate, and up to date. They also require appropriate 

safeguards for data access, retention, disclosure, and disposal in accordance with applicable legal 

frameworks (Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat (TBS, 2025). 

The United Kingdom has similarly adopted a practical approach to guiding public employees in the 

use of generative AI. Government guidance links the use of approved tools to data protection 

requirements and cautions against entering sensitive, classified, or personal information into unsuitable 

general-purpose tools. The AI Playbook for the UK Government likewise emphasizes lawful and 

secure use, clear allocation of responsibilities, and the management of risks and data throughout the 

system lifecycle (Government Digital Service (GDS, 2025a). 

Drawing on these experiences, a privacy protocol preceding governmental AI adoption can be 

derived. Such a protocol should include defining the purpose of processing, classifying the data, 

identifying the legal basis for access, minimizing data to what is strictly necessary, conducting a 

privacy impact assessment, determining where data will be processed and stored, controlling third-

party access, establishing retention and deletion policies, and monitoring any changes in data use after 

the system becomes operational. This protocol becomes particularly important in the context of 

generative AI because the public employee may personally constitute the point at which data enter the 

system, making privacy protection both an institutional and a behavioral responsibility. 

5.3. Government Transparency: 

Transparency in public administration should not be reduced to providing a technical description of 

an algorithm. Rather, it should address questions more directly related to citizens’ rights and 

administrative accountability, such as: Was AI used in the decision or service? What role did it 

perform? Did its output constitute a recommendation or a decision? Which entity or public official is 

responsible for the outcome? Is human review available, and can the decision be challenged? These 

questions are particularly important because citizens’ willingness to accept government use of their 

data is associated with the level of trust they place in an institution’s adherence to appropriate 

safeguards and with the degree of transparency surrounding the use of algorithmic systems (Wang, 

2025). 

Canada provides a clear example of translating transparency into an administrative protocol. Federal 

guidance requires the completion and publication of an Algorithmic Impact Assessment (AIA) before  
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 deploying systems that fall within the scope of the relevant directive. It also requires appropriate 

notification when a decision is made or supported by an automated system, together with a meaningful 

explanation proportionate to the system’s level of impact. Such an explanation may include the role of 

the system in the decision, the principal information or factors influencing the outcome, the source of 

the data, and the mechanisms available for challenging the decision or requesting a review. 

Requirements for human involvement also increase as the system’s level of impact rises (TBS, 2025). 

The United Kingdom, in turn, has developed the Algorithmic Transparency Recording Standard 

(ATRS) as a practical mechanism for the structured disclosure of algorithmic system use in the public 

sector. The transparency record includes information on the purpose of the system, the organization 

that owns and is responsible for it, the nature of its use, relevant data, identified risks and mitigation 

measures, impact assessments, oversight and review mechanisms, and certain user-training 

requirements (GDS, 2025b). This approach represents an important shift from merely announcing that 

government uses AI toward establishing an institutional record that is open to review and 

accountability. 

From an administrative perspective, transparency should be differentiated according to the intended 

audience. Citizens require clear and understandable information about the existence of the system, its 

role and impact, and their associated rights. Regulators, auditors, and technical specialists, by contrast, 

require more detailed information concerning data, system design, testing, limitations, and risks. 

Achieving transparency therefore does not mean disclosing every technical detail. Rather, it requires 

providing the appropriate information to the appropriate audience at a level sufficient to enable 

understanding, accountability, and effective review. 

5.4. Regulatory Protocols Before, During, and After Deployment: 

International experience indicates that the governance of AI adoption in public administration is 

increasingly moving toward the use of regulatory gates throughout the system lifecycle, rather than 

relying solely on broad ethical principles. At the pre-adoption stage, government entities should define 

the administrative problem to be addressed, assess whether AI is an appropriate solution, classify the 

level of risk, identify the data required, and conduct privacy, impact, and rights assessments where 

necessary, while also assigning clear administrative responsibility for the system. The European Union 

AI Act reflects this direction by imposing stronger requirements on high-risk uses, including 

fundamental rights impact assessments for certain public-sector applications (European Parliament & 

Council of the European Union, 2024). Similarly, the Canadian model uses the level of system impact 

to determine the intensity of the governance requirements that apply (TBS, 2025). 
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 At the design or procurement stage, governance should include due diligence regarding the vendor, 

the source of the model, the terms governing data use, data-storage location, the potential use of data 

for secondary purposes, security arrangements, auditability, and the allocation of responsibilities 

among relevant parties in the event of error or failure. This is particularly important in public 

administration because many government entities do not develop AI systems entirely in-house, but 

instead rely on external companies, platforms, or service providers. Responsibility may therefore 

become distributed across the public authority, the vendor, the model developer, and the cloud service 

provider. 

During the operational stage, the role of the public employee, the limits of system autonomy, 

procedures for validating outputs, methods for documenting decisions, and the circumstances under 

which human intervention becomes mandatory should all be clearly defined. The nominal presence of 

a human in the loop is insufficient if the employee routinely relies on system recommendations without 

a genuine capacity to assess or reject them. For this reason, contemporary frameworks increasingly 

emphasize meaningful human oversight, which requires public officials to be capable of understanding 

the system’s function and limitations, reviewing its outputs, and intervening where necessary (GDS, 

2025a; TBS, 2025). 

After deployment, governance becomes a continuous monitoring process encompassing 

performance tracking, documentation of errors, incidents, and complaints, assessment of drift or bias, 

and revision of impact assessments when the system, the underlying data, or the purpose of use 

changes. Under the Canadian model, material changes to a system require reconsideration of its impact 

assessment, reflecting a broader shift from the concept of pre-deployment approval toward continuous 

administrative oversight (TBS, 2025). 

5.5. Training Government Employees and Building AI-Related Culture and Skills: 

Training government employees has become a fundamental condition for the successful adoption of 

AI, as risks do not arise solely from the technology itself but may also result from how employees use 

AI systems, interpret their outputs, or handle data. The OECD points to the expansion of AI capacity-

building programs across governments, with increasing emphasis on practical and ethical use, data 

privacy, security, and risk management, alongside a growing recognition of the need to tailor training 

to specific job functions rather than provide standardized training for all employees (OECD, 2026a, 

2026b). 

The United Kingdom provides an example of a tiered training approach through the Artificial 

Intelligence Skills for All program, which structures skills development across several levels, 
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 including foundational awareness, practical use, specialist practice, and dedicated pathways for 

leaders. The program covers AI fundamentals, responsible use, generative AI, and practical 

applications in government work (Government Skills, 2026). This model illustrates the importance of 

moving beyond general introductory courses toward training that is aligned with employees’ roles, 

levels of responsibility, and administrative functions. 

In Canada, training is more directly linked to the level of system impact and the degree of 

responsibility involved. Higher-impact systems require a deeper understanding of technical risks, 

privacy, fairness, and human rights, as well as training employees to interpret and review system 

outputs and to override system recommendations when necessary. The Canada School of Public 

Service also contributes to building the capabilities of public servants and leaders in data, artificial 

intelligence, and digital transformation across the federal government (Canada School of Public 

Service, 2026; TBS, 2025). 

Singapore offers a more integrated model linking training with institutionally provided tools. The 

Institute of Digital Government was announced to strengthen digital, data, and AI capabilities among 

public-sector employees, incorporating areas such as AI literacy, data protection, and cybersecurity, 

alongside more specialized and advanced programs. This capacity-building effort coincides with the 

provision of government-approved tools such as Pair, allowing learning and practical use to take place 

within a more controlled institutional environment rather than through reliance on unapproved external 

tools (MDDI, 2025, 2026). 

These practices suggest that effective government AI training should consist of four interrelated 

levels: foundational AI literacy for all employees; job-specific practical training; specialized training 

for technical, legal, data, and procurement teams; and leadership training for managers and decision-

makers. In addition to technical skills, such programs should address data classification and privacy 

requirements, transparency, output verification, bias, accountability, security, and the procedures that 

specify when AI should not be used. Training therefore becomes, in itself, an important preventive 

governance control. 

6. The Proposed Integrated Framework for Governing AI Adoption in Public Administration: 

6.1. Logic of the Proposed Framework: 

Drawing on the theoretical analysis, the Saudi, and relevant international practices, this paper 

proposes the Integrated Framework for Responsible Government AI Adoption (IF-RGA). The 

framework is grounded in the premise that AI adoption in public administration should not be treated 

as a technical decision that concludes once a system has been selected and deployed. Rather, it should 
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 be conceptualized as a continuous administrative and governance process that begins with identifying 

the governmental need and defining the intended use case, proceeds through data governance, system 

design or procurement, deployment, operation, and decision-making, and extends to ongoing 

monitoring, auditing, modification, or decommissioning. 

This conceptualization responds to a fundamental gap in the literature. Studies of AI adoption often 

focus primarily on readiness and organizational and technological capabilities, whereas the governance 

literature tends to address privacy, transparency, accountability, and risk as relatively distinct 

dimensions. By contrast, recent developments in public administration research suggest that moving 

from limited experimentation to the institutionalized use of AI requires the integration of technological 

readiness with public values, regulatory safeguards, and human capabilities (Babšek et al., 2025; Mišić 

et al., 2025). Accordingly, the proposed framework reconceptualizes successful adoption by shifting 

the focus from AI Adoption to Responsible Government AI Adoption. 

The framework posits that the governance of governmental AI adoption rests on five interrelated 

dimensions: adoption readiness and use-case assessment; a data privacy protocol; a transparency and 

accountability protocol; employee readiness and human oversight; and regulatory controls throughout 

the system lifecycle. These dimensions interact according to the level of risk associated with the 

application, the sensitivity of the data involved, and the degree to which the system influences 

administrative decision-making. Their interaction ultimately shapes outcomes related to efficiency, 

service quality, trust, fairness, accountability, and public value. 

1- Dimension One: Adoption Readiness and Government Use-Case Assessment 

Responsible adoption begins before the selection of a technical tool. A government entity must first 

identify the administrative or service-related problem that AI is expected to address, the anticipated 

public value, and the extent to which the use of artificial intelligence is appropriate compared with 

conventional alternatives. This includes assessing strategic, organizational, technological, and data 

readiness, as well as identifying the resources, skills, and responsibilities required. Accordingly, the 

mere availability of a technology or an organization’s desire to innovate should not, in itself, be 

regarded as sufficient justification for adoption. 

The proposed framework classifies government AI use cases according to their level of impact. 

Low-impact internal applications, such as meeting summarization or drafting assistance, should not be 

subject to the same degree of oversight as systems that classify citizens or influence eligibility for 

public services or regulatory decisions. The literature on automated decision-making confirms that 

when AI enters the domain of administrative decision-making, it alters the relationship among the 
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 public employee, the citizen, and the technical system, while generating new trade-offs among 

efficiency, fairness, transparency, privacy, and administrative discretion (Rizk & Lindgren, 2025). 

Accordingly, the framework proposes an initial Adoption Gate, which should only be passed once 

four questions have been addressed: What is the governmental problem to be solved? What public 

value is expected from AI? What is the level of impact associated with the application? And does the 

government entity possess the necessary readiness to govern the system, rather than merely operate it? 

2- Dimension Two: Data Privacy Protocol 

The Data Privacy Protocol constitutes a core component of the proposed framework rather than an 

external control applied only after a system has been selected. The protocol begins before data are 

introduced into an AI model by identifying the nature and sensitivity of the data, the legal basis for 

processing, the specific purpose for which the data are to be used, and the minimum amount of data 

necessary for that purpose. It then extends to requirements governing access, storage, sharing, transfer, 

retention, and deletion, as well as relationships with vendors, service providers, and external models. 

This dimension is especially significant in public administration because of the asymmetry inherent 

in the relationship between citizens and the state and the sensitivity of the data held by public 

institutions. Accordingly, the principle of Privacy by Design should be applied at the design or 

procurement stage so that privacy risks are not deferred until after the system has been deployed. 

Contemporary data protection frameworks addressing AI models likewise emphasize the need to 

assess the lawfulness of processing, the risks of re-identification, and the use of personal data in model 

training or operation (European Data Protection Board [EDPB], 2024). 

The framework therefore proposes a Data Privacy Gate that precedes system design and 

deployment and encompasses data classification, purpose specification, data minimization, privacy 

impact assessment where warranted by the nature of the use case, verification of data-storage location, 

external access, secondary use, and retention and deletion policies. In the Saudi context, this gate can 

be directly aligned with the requirements of the Personal Data Protection Law and national data 

governance policies, thereby making privacy requirements an integral part of the approval decision for 

a government AI system rather than a separate compliance exercise. 

3- Dimension Three: Transparency and Accountability Protocol 

The proposed framework approaches the Transparency and Accountability Protocol from the 

perspective of public administration and citizens, rather than limiting it to the technical explainability 

of algorithms. The required level of transparency should clarify when a government entity uses AI, the 

purpose of its use, its role in the administrative process, the nature of the data involved to an appropriate 
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 extent, the degree of human involvement, the entity responsible for the decision, and the rights of 

affected individuals. 

Recent evidence indicates a close relationship between transparency and citizens’ acceptance of the 

processing of their data by government AI systems, particularly when transparency is accompanied by 

credible organizational commitments and safeguards (Wang, 2025). International experience also 

demonstrates that transparency can be translated into institutional practice through mechanisms such 

as impact assessments, algorithmic system registers, notification of affected individuals, and the 

provision of meaningful explanations for consequential decisions. 

On this basis, the framework proposes two levels of transparency. The first is Public Transparency, 

directed toward citizens, and includes appropriate disclosure regarding the existence of AI, its role and 

potential impact, and the available pathways for objection or review. The second is Institutional 

Transparency, directed toward regulators, auditors, and responsible officials, and includes 

documentation of the model, data, testing procedures, risks, decisions, updates, and accountable 

parties. 

This is closely linked to the principle of Accountability by Design. Each AI system should have a 

clearly designated administrative owner, with responsibilities explicitly allocated among the 

government entity, vendor, developer, and user. This is intended to prevent situations in which 

responsibility becomes so fragmented that it is difficult to determine who is accountable when an error 

occurs. Accordingly, the framework proposes a Transparency and Accountability Gate for systems 

that have a direct impact on citizens, encompassing disclosure, documentation, responsibility 

assignment, explanation, review, and redress. 

4- Dimension Four: Employee Readiness and Human Oversight 

The framework assumes that the government employee is not merely an end user of an AI system, 

but rather a key governance actor, because the employee’s ability to understand the system, assess its 

outputs, and protect data substantially influences the level of actual risk. Studies have shown that 

managers’ and employees’ attitudes toward AI adoption vary according to the nature of the work and 

the role assigned to the system, reinforcing the view that integrating AI into public organizations 

requires a redesign of the relationship between humans and technology rather than merely the 

introduction of a new tool (Haesevoets et al., 2025). 

Accordingly, the framework proposes four levels of capacity building. The first is AI Literacy for all 

employees, covering AI capabilities and limitations, data protection, output verification, and 

fundamental risks. The second is Role-Based AI Training, tailored to the nature of the tasks for which 
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 employees use AI systems. The third consists of specialized training for technical, data, legal, 

cybersecurity, procurement, and auditing functions. The fourth targets government leaders, who 

require a strategic understanding of AI’s benefits, risks, and the institutional responsibilities arising 

from its use. The OECD (2026) emphasizes that governments require differentiated levels of AI 

literacy according to employees’ roles rather than a one-size-fits-all training model. 

Training is closely linked to human oversight. Human-in-the-Loop cannot be regarded as a sufficient 

safeguard if the employee lacks the competence to review or challenge the system’s decisions. The 

framework therefore adopts the concept of Meaningful Human Oversight, referring to the presence of 

a public official who possesses the knowledge, authority, and sufficient time to understand the 

system’s limitations, review its outputs, intervene when necessary, and override its recommendations 

where circumstances require. 

5- Dimension Five: Regulatory Controls Across the System Lifecycle 

The fifth dimension integrates the preceding components within a Lifecycle Regulatory Protocol 

extending from the initial conception of the system through to its decommissioning. The purpose is to 

avoid treating governance as a one-time approval prior to deployment. AI-related risks may change as 

a result of model updates, changes in data, users, vendors, or the scope of use, while drift, errors, or 

other problems may emerge that were not detectable during initial testing. 

The framework proposes seven governance stages: needs identification; assessment and risk 

classification; design or procurement; testing and validation; deployment and operation; monitoring 

and auditing; and review, modification, or decommissioning. Each stage is associated with a clearly 

defined governance decision, while higher-risk systems are subject to more stringent requirements 

relating to privacy, testing, transparency, and human intervention. 

Within this framework, Risk Level functions as a governing variable that determines the intensity of 

the applicable protocols rather than as an independent dimension. As data sensitivity, system 

autonomy, or the system’s impact on rights, public services, or administrative decisions increases, so 

too should the requirements for impact assessment, documentation, transparency, human review, and 

auditing. 

6.2 Framework Outcomes: 

The framework does not regard system deployment as the final outcome of the process. Rather, the 

intended outcome is Responsible Government AI Adoption, defined as the capacity of a government 

organization to use AI in an effective, sustainable, lawful, and accountable manner while protecting 

data and rights and preserving an appropriate human role in decisions that require human judgment. 
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 This form of adoption produces two broad categories of outcomes. The first comprises 

Administrative Performance Outcomes, including efficiency, reductions in time and cost, improved 

service quality, enhanced analytical capacity, and innovation. The second comprises Public 

Governance Outcomes, including trust, fairness, transparency, accountability, privacy protection, 

legitimacy, and public value. Distinguishing between these two categories is important because an AI 

system may generate improvements in speed or efficiency while still failing to constitute successful 

governmental adoption if it simultaneously reduces trust, undermines fairness, or compromises 

privacy. This is consistent with the perspective that links AI governance in the public sector to the 

simultaneous achievement of the values associated with good administration and a just society (Mišić 

et al., 2025). 

6.3. Proposed Representation of the Theoretical Framework: 

The framework can be represented in the paper as follows: 

Figure 1. Proposed Theoretical Framework 
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2. Data Privacy Protocol 
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Human Oversight 
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Source: Prepared by the author based on the theoretical literature. 

All stages of the framework are encompassed by a Risk-Based Governance Layer, whereby the 

intensity of governance and regulatory requirements is proportionate to data sensitivity, the system’s 

level of impact, and its degree of autonomy. 

Table 2. Key Dimensions and Components of the Proposed Integrated Framework 

Dimension Core Elements Guiding Question 

Adoption Readiness and 

Use-Case Assessment 

Objective, expected value, 

readiness, use-case classification 
Should AI be used in this case? 

Data Privacy 

Lawfulness, classification, 

minimization, security, access, 

retention 

Can these data be used, and 

under what conditions? 

Transparency and 

Accountability 

Disclosure, explainability, 

documentation, responsibility, 

redress 

Can the use of AI be understood 

and those responsible be held 

accountable? 

Workforce Readiness 

AI literacy, role-based training, 

specialist training, human 

oversight 

Can employees use and oversee 

the system responsibly? 

Lifecycle Governance 

Assessment, testing, deployment, 

monitoring, auditing, 

decommissioning 

Does governance continue 

throughout the system lifecycle? 

Risk Level 
Data sensitivity, decision impact, 

AI autonomy, user scope 

What level of governance is 

required? 

Outcomes 

Efficiency, service quality, 

privacy, fairness, trust, public 

value 

Does adoption generate 

responsible governmental and 

public value? 

Source: Prepared by the author based on the theoretical literature. 

Responsible Government AI Adoption 

Administrative Performance and Public Value Outcomes 

Efficiency, Service Quality, Innovation, Privacy Protection, Fairness, Transparency, Accountability 

· Public Trust 
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 The table 2. illustrates that the responsible government adoption of artificial intelligence relies not 

on a single dimension, but on an interconnected ecosystem. This process begins with assessing the 

suitability of the use case and the readiness of the government entity, followed by ensuring the 

legitimacy and protection of data usage. It then entails guaranteeing transparency and accountability 

through disclosure, explanation, documentation, and the clear assignment of responsibility. The table 

also highlights the importance of workforce readiness specifically the ability of employees to use and 

oversee AI systems consciously and responsibly alongside the necessity of continuous governance 

throughout the system's lifecycle, spanning assessment and testing to deployment, monitoring, 

auditing, and decommissioning. Risk levels serve as a governing factor that dictates the stringency of 

these requirements. Consequently, adoption success is measured not merely by technical efficiency, 

but by the ability to deliver high-quality services, trust, fairness, privacy, accountability, and public 

value in a balanced and sustainable manner. 

6.4. Added Value of the Proposed Framework: 

The principal contribution of the IF-RGA lies in shifting the focus from governing artificial 

intelligence as a technology to governing the process of its adoption within public administration. The 

framework also integrates dimensions that are frequently addressed separately in the literature, 

particularly AI Adoption, Data Privacy, Transparency and Accountability, Workforce Readiness, and 

Lifecycle Governance. 

Second, the framework places government employees, data, and administrative decision-making at 

the center of the adoption process, rather than focusing solely on the organization and the technical 

system. Third, it distinguishes between technological success and successful governmental adoption; 

the latter requires the simultaneous achievement of administrative performance and public value. 

Finally, the framework has been designed to be adaptable to the Saudi context. The existence of 

national data and AI institutions, a personal data protection regime, and established frameworks for 

readiness and adoption provides an institutional foundation upon which more integrated protocols for 

use-case classification, privacy and impact assessment, algorithmic transparency, role-based training, 

and continuous oversight can be built. At the same time, the framework remains sufficiently general 

to allow for its future application and empirical testing in other governmental contexts. 

7. Conclusion, Summary of Findings, and Recommendations: 

7.1. Summary of Findings: 

This paper aimed to develop a more integrated understanding of artificial intelligence adoption in 

public administration by linking AI Adoption, AI Governance, and Data Privacy, with particular 
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 emphasis on data privacy, transparency, accountability, workforce readiness, and the regulatory 

protocols associated with the system lifecycle. The analysis showed that AI adoption in government is 

no longer merely a technical matter concerned with the availability of tools or digital infrastructure. 

Rather, it has become an institutional process requiring alignment among governmental objectives, 

organizational capabilities, data, legal and regulatory safeguards, and public values. 

The findings indicate that data privacy constitutes a foundational condition for responsible 

governmental AI adoption rather than a downstream compliance requirement. As the sensitivity of 

government data and the extent of its use in training or operating AI systems increase, so too does the 

need to define the purpose of processing, minimize data use, control access, establish retention and 

deletion policies, and conduct ex ante assessments of privacy risks. The analysis also shows that recent 

international approaches increasingly seek to integrate data protection into the design, procurement, 

testing, and operation of AI systems rather than treating it as a separate requirement outside the 

adoption process. 

The paper further demonstrates that government transparency in the age of AI must move beyond 

general disclosure toward operational transparency that is reviewable and auditable. Citizens do not 

necessarily need access to complex technical details; rather, they need to know whether AI was used 

in a decision, what role it played, who is responsible for the outcome, and whether mechanisms for 

review or appeal are available. From this perspective, mechanisms such as algorithmic impact 

assessments, government registers of algorithmic systems, and continuous documentation provide 

practical means of transforming transparency into an instrument of administrative accountability. 

The analysis also finds that government workforce readiness forms part of the governance 

architecture rather than merely a training concern. Human oversight cannot serve its intended purpose 

unless employees are able to understand the system’s limitations, verify its outputs, protect data, and 

identify circumstances in which an AI recommendation should be rejected or escalated to a higher 

level of human decision-making. More advanced governments are therefore increasingly adopting 

role-based training approaches in which the learning needs of general public employees differ from 

those of technical and legal specialists and senior leaders (OECD, 2026). 

In the Saudi context, the analysis identifies a strong institutional and regulatory foundation upon 

which further development can be built. This foundation includes the national data and AI institutional 

architecture, AI adoption frameworks, data governance policies, the Personal Data Protection Law, and 

the growing emphasis on measuring government AI readiness. However, the next stage requires 

strengthening the transition from policy-level governance to Operational AI Governance; that is, 
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 translating national principles into measurable and implementable protocols at the level of each 

governmental AI use case. 

7.2. Conclusion: 

The paper concludes that the central question facing public administration is no longer whether 

governments will adopt artificial intelligence, but rather how they will adopt it in a responsible and 

accountable manner while protecting privacy and sustaining public trust. Accordingly, measuring the 

success of AI Adoption solely through the number of applications deployed, the extent of automation, 

or cost reductions provides an incomplete picture of governmental success, particularly when AI 

systems affect citizens, their rights, and their access to public services. 

Against this background, the paper proposed the Integrated Framework for Responsible Government 

AI Adoption (IF-RGA), which connects five principal dimensions: adoption readiness and use-case 

assessment, data privacy, transparency and accountability, workforce readiness and human oversight, 

and governance across the system lifecycle. Risk Level operates as a governing factor that determines 

the stringency of these requirements. 

The framework’s principal theoretical contribution lies in shifting the discussion from AI 

Governance in general toward Governing AI Adoption in Public Administration. The unit of analysis 

is therefore not the technology itself, but the administrative process through which a need is identified, 

a system is selected, data are handled, roles and responsibilities are assigned, employees are trained, 

the system is deployed and operated, and its performance is monitored, reviewed, modified, or 

discontinued. In this way, the framework integrates administrative performance, on the one hand, with 

public value, privacy, fairness, and trust, on the other. 

This approach is particularly relevant to Saudi Arabia given the rapid expansion of digital 

transformation and governmental AI. The presence of an advanced national institutional and regulatory 

architecture provides a strong foundation for moving toward a more mature governance model that 

embeds Privacy by Design, Transparency by Design, Accountability by Design, and Human Oversight 

by Design directly into the AI adoption process rather than introducing them only after systems have 

been deployed. 

7.3. Recommendations: 

Based on the findings of the paper and the proposed framework, the following recommendations can 

be advanced for public administration, with particular emphasis on the Saudi context: 

1. Classify government AI use cases according to their level of risk, distinguishing between low-

impact internal applications and systems that directly affect citizens’ rights, access to public 

services, or regulatory and administrative decisions. 
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 2. Integrate data privacy assessment into the pre-adoption stage, linking the approval of sensitive AI 

systems to the identification of the types of data involved, the purpose of their use, the legal basis 

for processing, data-storage location, and the parties authorized to access them. 

3. Develop a government registry of high-impact AI systems containing information on system 

ownership, purpose of use, types of data involved, risk level, and oversight and review 

mechanisms, thereby strengthening institutional transparency and auditability. 

4. Adopt ex ante AI impact assessments for medium- and high-impact use cases, covering privacy, 

fairness, security, transparency, rights, and operational risks before deployment is authorized. 

5. Establish a clear protocol for disclosure to citizens when AI plays a material role in a decision or 

service affecting them, accompanied by an appropriate explanation and access to human review 

or redress mechanisms in high-impact cases. 

6. Assign clear administrative accountability for each AI system and avoid situations in which 

accountability becomes fragmented among the government entity, vendor, developer, and user. 

Procurement contracts for AI systems and services should also incorporate requirements relating 

to transparency, auditability, and data protection. 

7. Develop a national, multi-level AI training program for government employees, beginning with 

foundational AI literacy for all employees, followed by role-based training, specialized programs 

for technical, data, legal, procurement, and audit functions, and leadership programs for senior 

management. 

8. Adopt the principle of Meaningful Human Oversight for high-impact systems, ensuring that public 

officials are genuinely capable of understanding the system, reviewing its recommendations, and 

rejecting or modifying them when necessary. 

9. Shift from initial approval toward continuous monitoring, through periodic reviews of system 

performance, documentation of errors, incidents, and complaints, and updates to risk and privacy 

assessments whenever the data, model, or scope of use changes. 

10. Evaluate the success of government AI through dual sets of indicators that combine efficiency and 

service quality, on the one hand, with privacy, transparency, fairness, accountability, and public 

trust, on the other. 

7.4. Future Research Directions: 

The proposed framework opens several avenues for future research. Among the most important are 

the empirical testing of the IF-RGA within Saudi government entities, comparative assessment of 

governance maturity across public organizations, examination of the effects of algorithmic 
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 transparency on citizen trust, analysis of the relationship between AI literacy and employee behavior 

when handling sensitive data, and evaluation of the effectiveness of human oversight in AI-supported 

administrative decision-making. 

Government AI procurement and vendor governance also constitute important areas for future 

research, particularly as governments increasingly rely on models and platforms developed by external 

providers. Other promising directions include the development of measures for Government AI 

Governance Maturity, the study of algorithmic impact assessments and public registries of AI systems, 

and the governance of generative AI within government workplace environments. 

Finally, the relationship between Responsible Government AI Adoption and Public Value represents 

a particularly important agenda for future research. Public administration requires models that move 

beyond the question of whether a technology functions efficiently toward a more consequential 

question: Does its use contribute simultaneously to a government that is more efficient, transparent, 

fair, and trusted? 
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