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Background Research Questions

1. Can we measure Al values using an Al-
specific framework, rather than human
scales?

2. What values do contemporary LLMs
systematically prioritize?

3. Are value differences driven by culture,
or by training and alignment strategies?

Large Language Models (LLMs) are increasingly influencing human cognition,
decision-making, and social interaction.
However, what values actually guide their behavior remains unclear.
Most prior work:
1. focuses on behavioral safety rather than value structure
2. applies human psychological scales directly to Al, raising validity concerns
3. assumes strong cross-cultural (CN-US) value divergence
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Key Takeaways imblications .

1.LLMs exhibit stable and measurable value p COnCIUSIOn
structures » Value alignment = cultural alignment. * LLM values are engineered, not cultural

2.Contempor.ary mode.ls share a du.al core: * Measuring Al values requires Al-native Global models converge on safety +

* an ethical baseline (safety, rights) frameworks.

* instrumental rationality (accuracy, « A “last-mile gap” emerges between accuracy

usefulness) technical safety and users’ emotional » Alignment favors tools over partners
3.Current alignment optimizes LLMs as reliable expectations.

tools,not as relational or emotional partners
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