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Abstract. This article explores the impact of artificial intelligence (AI) and platform technologies on the concept
of human agency in the context of the transformation of the public administration system. The aim was to analyse the risks
of delegating decision-making to algorithms and to search for ways to preserve human subjectivity in the new technological
conditions. The foundation was the idea of “responsible research and innovation” and the concept of “technological
mediation”. The use of Al in public administration creates risks of “algorithmic governance” and loss of human control.
The opacity of Al systems calls into question the principles of democratic accountability. In response, regulatory and
ethical principles for the use of Al are being developed, but doubts remain about the system’s readiness to operate under
conditions of opacity. The article analysed the impact of Al and platforms on key dimensions of human agency. It explored
the risks of narrowing the space for individual initiative and self-regulation due to passive reliance on the advice of Al
assistants. At the same time, the potential of Al in structuring human self-reflection by identifying unconscious emotional
and behavioural patterns was noted. These effects were illustrated using the hypothetical integration of Al capabilities
into the work of the Ukrainian state-owned platform “Diia” under the “government as a platform” model. The analysis
demonstrated that while personalised Al assistants may expand civic engagement by easing administrative burdens, they
can also confine citizens’ choices by actively “nudging” them toward specific behaviours. The danger of technocratic
distortion of the democratic process was noted in the case of large-scale delegation of aspects of political participation
to algorithmic systems. Finally, the article concluded that AI development, combined with decentralised platform
solutions, may profoundly affect multiple dimensions of human agency. Whether these changes expand or limit personal
autonomy largely depends on the values and objectives that developers embed in the system’s architecture. An orientation
towards the public good and the development of human potential can make such solutions emancipatory technologies.
The practical value of this study lies in the development of recommendations for adapting the public governance system to
the challenges posed by the implementation of artificial intelligence and platform technologies, with a focus on preserving
human agency, democratic accountability, and ethical decision-making
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Introduction
The rapid advancement of artificial intelligence (AI) tech- to make independent decisions, exercise personal choice,
nologies and platform-based organisational models chal- act purposefully, and influence one’s environment — con-
lenges traditional perspectives on human agency within  stitutes a fundamental prerequisite for democratic govern-
public administration systems. Human agency - the capacity = ance and the effective functioning of public institutions
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(Kissinger et al., 2024). It highlights a crucial aspect of
human existence. However, in the dynamic context of
the 2020s, as Al algorithms increasingly assume deci-
sion-making functions and platforms establish new decen-
tralised coordination structures based on fractal principles
(self-similarity), the very concept of human agency comes
into question. AI and platforms do not merely automate
specific processes — they potentially transform the very
nature of administrative activity, replacing human sub-
jectivity with algorithmic objectivity and the collective
intelligence of networks. These global technological and
social shifts challenge established principles of democratic
governance, bureaucratic organisation, and public policy,
compelling us to reconsider humanity’s place in the man-
agement system and seek new models for interaction be-
tween technology and human subjectivity.

The relevance of researching this topic stems not only
from the scale and pace of technological change but also
from the fundamental questions it raises for public ad-
ministration theory and practice. The delegation of deci-
sion-making to algorithms, automation of administrative
processes, and use of predictive analytics in policy-mak-
ing — all these phenomena challenge traditional notions of
human agency in governance and necessitate the devel-
opment of new conceptual models and practical mecha-
nisms to preserve human agency in a technologised world.
This issue extends far beyond purely technical or mana-
gerial aspects, touching upon fundamental philosophical,
ethical, and political questions about the nature of human
freedom, autonomy, and responsibility.

Ukraine adds a unique context to this issue, as it faces
the necessity of rapid public administration modernisation
and advanced technology implementation, including AI
(which is already actively used by the military and certain
ministries), in the context of anticipated peace and post-
war recovery. On one hand, the use of AI and platform
solutions could become a powerful tool and even a “wild
card” for post-war economic reconstruction and socio-po-
litical relationships both within the country and with part-
ners and citizens who have emigrated abroad. On the oth-
er hand, implementing these technologies without proper
consideration of their impact on human agency might
deepen the “digital divide”, dramatically strengthen tech-
nocratic tendencies (which most digital solutions known
to the author guarantee) in governance, and alienate cit-
izens from decision-making processes. Therefore, finding
a balance between technological innovation and preserv-
ing human agency becomes critical. This requires not only
technical or regulatory solutions but also deep reflection
on the philosophical foundations and value orientations
upon which a “humanistic” model of governance should be
built in the Al era.

The scientific community actively investigates the
impact of artificial intelligence (AI) and platform models
on traditional public administration systems. Analysis of
key publications in this field reveals several main trends
that challenge established paradigms of governance and

administration. Firstly, there is the transformation of
decision-making’s very nature under the influence of al-
gorithmic systems: AI's role in shaping public policy, re-
source allocation, and citizen service delivery is increas-
ingly noted. Delegating decisions to algorithms questions
traditional models of human agency and accountability
in the public sector. Secondly, there is the change in co-
ordination and cooperation mechanisms between vari-
ous actors under the influence of platform technologies.
The platformisation of public administration creates new
decentralised interaction structures that challenge hierar-
chical and bureaucratic organisational models. Thirdly,
there is the intensification of ethical dilemmas related to
preserving human autonomy and control in conditions of
Al system dominance, with the general consensus being
that there is an evident need to develop new regulatory
and management mechanisms to ensure Al accountability
and transparency in the public sphere.

Growing yet still unfocused attention in literature is
being paid to the conceptual rethinking of human agency
itself in the context of Al development, either with or with-
out modern digital platforms. On one hand, algorithmic
systems can significantly expand human capabilities, en-
abling more effective and well-founded decision-making.
On the other hand (Rahwan et al., 2019), delegating key
functions to AI risks humans losing control over their own
lives and societal processes. Works published after 2021
show a shift from techno-optimistic views of Al as a tool for
enhancing human capabilities towards a more critical anal-
ysis of the ethical and philosophical consequences of ‘blur-
ring’ human agency in the algorithmic era (Xu et al., 2024;
Carapinha et al., 2024). Some scholars, particularly M. van
Rijmenam & D. Logue (2020) and J. Shahin (2024), em-
phasised new concepts of agency with the growing role of
non-human actors and the hybrid nature of modern man-
agement systems. The emphasis is also placed on finding
a balance between Al solution efficiency and maintaining
human autonomy and control.

Throughout the 2020s, discourse has also actively
developed regarding the specific impact of AI on pub-
lic administration across different countries and regions
worldwide. Comparative studies demonstrate substantial
differences in approaches to Al implementation in the
public sector, driven by varying political, legal, and so-
ciocultural contexts. Whilst developed countries actively
invest in developing national AI development strategies
and establish specialised regulatory bodies, developing
countries face additional challenges related to the digital
divide, resource scarcity, and weak institutional capacity.
The works of J. Adamson et al. (2020) and M. de la Ro-
che (2024) emphasise the necessity of considering local
specifics when developing AI implementation policies in
public administration, as well as the importance of in-
ternational cooperation in addressing global challenges.
Academic literature also addresses the ethical aspects of
Al usage within different legal and value systems, par-
ticularly the need to develop global ethical principles and
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standards that would ensure responsible and inclusive im-
plementation of AI technologies in the public sphere, as
highlighted in the research of L. Floridi et al. (2018) and
A. Jobin et al. (2019).

Analysis of the situation in Ukraine shows that the issue
of AT’s impact on public administration is only beginning
to enter the agenda of Ukrainian researchers. The 2020s
have seen the emergence of several publications attempt-
ing to conceptually understand Al challenges for the state
administration system in Ukraine, and here, perhaps, the
trend is that almost everywhere the potential of Al is not-
ed for greater efficiency and transparency of governance,
especially under conditions of limited resources and the
need for rapid reforms at the local level, particularly evi-
dent in the work of S. Kvitka et al. (2021). However, there
are also numerous warnings about the risks of uncritical Al
implementation without proper consideration of its impact
on human agency and autonomy. Yet, despite numerous
and genuinely interesting views on aspects of AI manifes-
tations on power and public policy, overall, the issue of
preserving human agency in the context of Al implementa-
tion in Ukraine remains understudied and requires further
thorough examination. And this is normal, given the likely
significant prospects and risks.

Thus, there has been an almost radical progress in the
scientific understanding of AI’s impact on public admin-
istration and human agency. One can be certain of the
increasingly fundamental nature of transformations that
AT and platform technologies bring to traditional models
of governance and administration, and these changes con-
cern the very nature of decision-making, coordination and
cooperation mechanisms, as well as ethical foundations
for preserving human autonomy in a technologised world,
and even their cursory comparative analysis shows signifi-
cant differences in approaches to Al implementation in the
public sector across different countries, determined by the
specifics of local contexts. Simultaneously, there is a ten-
dency towards forming a global consensus regarding the
need for responsible and inclusive AI development based
on shared ethical principles and standards, and against
this background, Ukraine is only beginning the conceptual
understanding of Al challenges for the public administra-
tion system and requires further thorough research in this
direction. This issue will gain particular relevance in the
context of post-war recovery and the search for balance
between technological innovations and preserving human
agency in the public sphere.

The aim of the article was to conceptually and criti-
cally evaluate the impact of artificial intelligence (AI) and
platform technologies on human agency in the context of
public administration system transformation. The research
aims to explain the fundamental challenges that AI de-
velopment together with platforms creates for traditional
models of public governance and bureaucracy, as well as
to search for possible ways of preserving human agency
under new technological conditions. To achieve this aim,
the following research objectives were defined:

1) analyse global trends in the impact of Al and plat-
form models on the concept of human agency, reveal key
ethical dilemmas and risks associated with delegating deci-
sion-making to algorithmic systems;

2) investigate the challenges that AI technology im-
plementation creates for the public administration system,
particularly “algorithmic governance”, loss of control over
decision-making processes, and readiness to work under
conditions of Al systems’ opacity;

3) critically evaluate the specifics of the combined use
of platforms and Al in the modern public sector, using for
this purpose the logical “prism” of 4 key components of hu-
man agency: intentionality, predictability, self-regulation,
self-reflection (self-awareness) and project this specificity
onto a conditional example of application in the Ukrainian
platform “Diia”.

Materials and Methods

The research is based on an interdisciplinary approach
that combines conceptual frameworks and analytical tools
from various fields of knowledge: general theory of public
administration, political science, philosophy of technol-
ogy, and artificial intelligence ethics. Such methodolog-
ical pluralism is necessitated by the complex nature of
the studied problem, which crosses traditional discipli-
nary boundaries and requires multidimensional analysis.
The methodology is founded on the European idea of “re-
sponsible research and innovation” (RRI), which empha-
sises the need to consider ethical, social, and legal aspects
in the development and implementation of new technol-
ogies (GREAT, 2022), and in the context of this research,
RRI serves as a normative guideline.

The theoretical and methodological basis for ana-
lysing AI’s impact on human agency was the concept of
“technological mediation”, developed within the philos-
ophy of technology. This concept views technologies not
merely as neutral tools but as active mediators that trans-
form human perception of the world and structure their
actions and decisions. In this perspective, Al appears not
only as a means of improving management efficiency but
also as a factor in rethinking the very essence of human
agency in the public sphere.

The empirical foundation of the research was second-
ary data analysis from open sources: scientific publications,
analytical reports, expert discussions, etc. Special attention
was paid to studying best practices and lessons from Al
implementation in the public sector across different coun-
tries, based on published summaries from the OECD.

An important methodological principle was the orien-
tation towards practical relevance and implementation of
research results. Therefore, attention was paid to develop-
ing recommendations for improving public policy in the AI
sphere — both at the level of normative regulation and re-
garding institutional mechanisms and stakeholder engage-
ment tools. Special emphasis was placed on a human-cen-
tric approach to Al implementation, which centres on the
value of human dignity, autonomy, and participation.
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The logic of material presentation reflects movement
from global to local, from conceptual to practical. The article
begins with outlining the general context of Al development
and its impact on various spheres of social life. Then, the
concept of human agency is introduced, and the fundamen-
tal challenges that AI and platform models create for tradi-
tional understanding of agency and autonomy are revealed.

The next section is dedicated to analysing specific
problems that Al implementation generates for the public
administration system — both at the decision-making level
and regarding regulatory capacity and ethical dilemmas.
Then the focus shifts to the Ukrainian context, where pecu-
liarities and risks of accelerated public sector digitalisation
under conditions of post-war recovery are examined.

The article concludes with the development of prac-
tical recommendations for public policy in the Al sphere.
These recommendations are structured around three
key directions: normative regulation focusing on human
rights and ethics, mechanisms of public control and par-
ticipation, and development of digital competencies for
public servants. Such practical output of the research is
intended to ensure its real impact on improving public
governance practice. Overall, the methodology and logic
of presentation enabled an attempt at comprehensive and
multilevel analysis of the human agency problem under
conditions of AI development and to propose well-found-
ed solutions for public policy.

Results

Human agency in the era of intelligent machines:
Global trends and challenges

As convincingly demonstrated by experts from the Euro-
pean INATBA (de la Roche, 2024), combinations of arti-
ficial intelligence (AI) and blockchain solutions, particu-
larly blockchain platforms (such as the Ukrainian-origin
Bitbon System), pose an unprecedented challenge to tra-
ditional understanding of human agency and autonomy.
In an era where algorithms can make decisions faster and
more accurately than humans, and platforms create new
decentralised forms of coordination and cooperation, the
very concept of human agency - the natural ability of hu-
mans to be a source of meanings, purposes, and actions —
comes into question.

Historically, agency was considered an inherent prop-
erty of human consciousness, rooted in the capacity for
rational thinking, free choice, and moral responsibility
(Gunkel, 2020). The classical philosophical tradition,
from R. Descartes to I. Kant, equated subjectivity with the
autonomy of reason, capable of rising above the world
of natural causality and acting based on independently
formulated principles (Habermas & McCarthy, 1984). In
social sciences, agency was predominantly viewed as an
attribute of an individual or collective subject, realised
through purposeful activity and interaction with others
within certain structural constraints. However, the devel-
opment of Al and platform technologies challenges these
basic assumptions.

Firstly, algorithmic systems demonstrate a capacity for
autonomous behaviour that cannot be reduced to simply ex-
ecuting human-programmed rules. Modern machine learn-
ing models based on neural networks can independently
identify complex patterns in data, generate new knowl-
edge, and make decisions beyond human comprehension
(Burrell, 2016). In particular, deep learning algorithms
have already surpassed humans in image recognition, med-
ical data analysis, user behaviour prediction, and more
(Topol, 2019). This raises questions about the boundaries
of human agency and the criteria for its attribution in a
world where machines demonstrate increasing autonomy.

Secondly, platform-based models of activity organisa-
tion blur the boundaries between individual and collective
agency. Digital platforms such as Facebook, Uber, or Airbnb
function as infrastructures that enable and structure interac-
tion between large numbers of users. In this context, agen-
cy is distributed between the platform, which sets the rules
of the game, and individuals, whose actions are mediated
and guided by algorithms. Hybrid forms of agency emerge,
where human meaningful direction and conscious intention
intertwine with the operational logic of technological sys-
tems (Willson, 2016). An example is the phenomenon of
“crowd work”, where complex tasks are broken down into
simple microtasks performed by many unconnected workers
through online platforms. While each performer maintains
some autonomy in task selection, their actions are coordi-
nated by algorithms for task distribution and quality control.

The delegation of an ever-widening range of decisions to
Al systems generates a whole spectrum of ethical dilemmas.
Can an algorithm be considered a subject of moral responsi-
bility if its actions cause harm? How can transparency and
accountability of Al decisions be ensured if even develop-
ers cannot always explain their operational logic? How can
discrimination and biases embedded in algorithms through
historical data usage be avoided? A telling example is the
use of Al systems in jurisprudence for assessing recidivism
risks. Such systems can reproduce racial biases embedded
in previous sentencing data and discriminate against cer-
tain groups of offenders. This raises a fundamental question
about the limits of delegating decision-making to Al in sen-
sitive areas where fundamental human rights are affected.

A separate complex of ethical problems relates to the
use of Al technologies in public administration. Many coun-
tries are already implementing Al systems for big data anal-
ysis, policy effectiveness evaluation, resource allocation, or
even administrative decision-making (Veale et al.,, 2018;
de la Roche, 2024). This creates risks of “algorithmic gov-
ernance”, where decisions are made based on intelligent
computations without proper public oversight and consid-
eration of value aspects. Moreover, Al use can amplify in-
formation asymmetry between government and citizens, as
the latter are often deprived of the ability to understand the
logic of automated systems that directly affect their lives.
The question of ensuring the right to appeal decisions made
with AI participation becomes acute, as does establishing
mechanisms for human control over automated processes.
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The impact of AI on human agency has various di-
mensions and manifests in many spheres of social life. One
key problem is the transformation of decision-making pro-
cesses. On one hand, Al systems can process vast amounts
of information and propose solutions that consider nu-
merous factors and constraints inaccessible to the human
mind. This can improve decision quality in many areas,
from medical diagnostics to transport system management.
However, on the other hand, there is a risk of excessive de-
pendence on machine recommendations and loss of critical
thinking capacity. For instance, experiments described in
L. Floridi’s work (2014) show that people tend to follow AI
advice even in cases where it contradicts common sense.
Additionally, the question arises about the human right to
“disconnect”, to refuse interaction with AI systems if they
do not align with one’s values and beliefs.

Another important aspect is the collision between Al
autonomy and the human right to privacy. The develop-
ment of machine learning algorithms requires collecting
vast amounts of personal data for training models. Social
networks, search engines, mobile applications, and the In-
ternet of Things generate unprecedented volumes of infor-
mation about preferences, habits, movements, and social
connections. While this enables service personalisation and
improves user experience, it also creates risks of involun-
tary personal information disclosure, loss of data control,
and its use for manipulation or discrimination. This rais-
es the issue of how far personal data can be used for Al
training and whether individuals still maintain the right
to informational self-determination in the era of big data.

Finally, Al development challenges human cognitive
autonomy, the ability to form one’s own worldview and
critically perceive information. Recommendation system

algorithms and personalised news feeds help navigate the
ocean of digital content but also create “information bub-
bles” where users only see content matching their previous
preferences. This can lead to opinion polarisation, spread
of fake news and conspiracy theories, and weakening of
social cohesion (Vosoughi et al., 2018). AI systems for
generating text, voice, and images, such as GPT-03-mini,
Sora and xAlI, can create content that is difficult to distin-
guish from human-created content, which exacerbates the
problem of information verification. In the long term, Al
development may lead to cognitive atrophy, loss of basic
skills in memorisation, attention concentration, and critical
thinking necessary for personal autonomy.

In summary, the development of Al and platform tech-
nologies generates a series of fundamental challenges for
human agency and autonomy (Table 1). These challenges
manifest at various levels: from individual cognitive abili-
ties to collective forms of decision-making and social inter-
action. Delegating an increasingly wider range of functions
to Al systems transforms the very nature of human agency,
blurring the boundaries between individual free will and
the determinism of technological processes. Simultaneous-
ly, these transformations also open new possibilities for
expanding human capabilities, improving decision quality,
personalising services, etc. The key task becomes finding
a balance between Al advantages and the risks of its un-
controlled development, as well as creating control and
accountability mechanisms to ensure Al systems’ compat-
ibility with values of human dignity and autonomy. This
requires active interdisciplinary cooperation among tech-
nologists, philosophers, lawyers, and civil society repre-
sentatives to develop new ethical principles and regulatory
frameworks that meet the challenges of the digital era.

Table 1. AI and platform challenges for human agency

Agency dimension Impact of Al and platforms

Key risks Ethical dilemmas

Individual
decision-making

Delegation of functions to Al,
loss of critical thinking skills

information bubbles, cognitive atrophy

Excessive dependence on Al, Right to disconnect,

free will vs efficiency

Data management
and privacy

Collection of personal data
for machine learning

of manipulation and discrimination

Limits of data use,
right to be forgotten

Loss of data control, risks

Collective interaction
and coordination

Hybridisation of human
and machine agency on platforms

Diffusion of responsibility,
power asymmetry, opacity

Criteria for moral subjectivity,
accountability mechanisms

Socially significant

L . Use of Al in public administration
decision-making

undemocratic nature, technocracy

Limits of automation,
right of appeal, human control

Algorithmic discrimination,

Source: author’s development

Within the current research, a hypothetical situation
was examined that demonstrated how AI development
combined with personal data accumulation could affect
public policy and governance. According to the hypothe-
sis, local authorities decided to implement an Al system to
optimise the delivery of social services. Its primary goal is
to identify the most vulnerable groups and personalise as-
sistance based on big data analysis. To achieve this, the Al
aggregates information from a range of sources, including

medical records, tax filings, social media activities, and tel-
ecom data. Initially, this appears to be an effective solu-
tion: service quality improves, and resources are used more
precisely. However, problems gradually emerge.

Firstly, many people feel uncomfortable with AI “dig-
ging” into their private lives, making public and non-pub-
lic conclusions based on others’ sensitive information. Yet
refusing to provide one’s data to the system means risk-
ing loss of access to important services. Secondly, Al can

Democratic Governance, 2025, Vol. 18, No. 1



Human agency vs artificial intelligence and decentralised platforms...

10

embed biases contained in historical data and discrim-
inate against certain groups. For example, it might un-
derestimate the needs of ethnic minorities if their issues
were underrepresented in the training data. Thirdly, the
centralisation of highly confidential data in one system
creates significant risks to privacy and security, and data
breaches or insider abuse could have devastating conse-
quences for citizens’ autonomy. Finally, people may sim-
ply have no choice in how to interact with this system -
alternatives are absent, and avoiding “optimised” services
becomes increasingly difficult. Thus, even good intentions
to improve public services through Al can turn into unjus-
tified interference with citizens’ privacy and restriction
of their freedom of choice. If such systems become ubig-
uitous, there is a risk of ending up in a digital “panopti-
con” situation, where every human step is controlled and
evaluated by invisible algorithms without the possibility
of objection or escape. Therefore, Al implementation in
the public sphere requires a very balanced approach and
reliable safeguards to protect human agency.

“Black Boxes” for public policy: Challenges

of Al systems’ opacity for democratic control

Previous analysis showed that the development of Al and
platform technologies poses fundamental challenges to
traditional concepts of human agency and privacy. These
challenges are particularly acute in public administration,
where Al implementation can have far-reaching conse-
quences for state-citizen relations, management decision
quality, and political institutions’ legitimacy. Al implemen-
tation in the public sector opens unprecedented opportuni-
ties for process optimisation, service personalisation, and
informed decision-making. From using chatbots for citizen
interaction to predictive analytics for identifying poten-
tial problems — AI promises to make public administration
more efficient, proactive, and people-oriented (Kuziemski
& Misuraca, 2020). However, these advantages are accom-
panied by serious administrative and regulatory challenges.

Firstly, Al implementation requires radical transfor-
mation of the very culture and decision-making processes
in public organisations. Traditional bureaucratic models
based on hierarchy and procedure adherence are poorly
adapted to working with intelligent systems that require
flexibility, experimentation, and inter-agency coopera-
tion. Public managers must learn not just to “manage AI”
but to “manage together with AI”, viewing it as a full part-
ner in the policy-making process (Scholta et al., 2019).
This requires not only new skills and competencies but
also a fundamental rethinking of the human role in the
administrative machine.

Secondly, using Al for management decisions creates
risks of “algorithmic governance” — situations where criti-
cally important decisions are de facto delegated to opaque
and potentially biased systems. As practice shows, Al mod-
els can reproduce and amplify existing social biases and
discrimination. For example, risk assessment systems used
in US criminal justice have repeatedly demonstrated bias

against African Americans (Angwin et al., 2016). Similar-
ly, social assistance distribution algorithms may discrimi-
nate against vulnerable groups if the historical data they
learn from doesn’t account for their specific needs. With-
out proper human control and accountability mechanisms,
such cases of algorithmic discrimination can seriously un-
dermine trust in public institutions.

Thirdly, Al use can lead to loss of control over deci-
sion-making processes by public administrators and the
public. Many modern Al systems, especially those based
on deep learning, operate as “black boxes” — their inter-
nal logic is not understood even by developers, let alone
politicians or citizens (Pasquale, 2015). On one hand,
this relates to the very nature of complex algorithms that
identify non-obvious patterns in data. On the other hand,
commercial companies developing Al for the public sector
often protect their models as intellectual property, limit-
ing possibilities for external audit. As a result, a situation
may arise where the system makes decisions that have
enormous impact on people’s lives, but no one can explain
why or how these decisions were made. This questions
fundamental democratic principles of transparency and
government accountability.

In response to these challenges, many countries are
developing special regulatory frameworks and ethical
principles for AI use in public administration. They in-
clude such key requirements as algorithm transparency
and explainability, human control over decision-making,
non-discrimination, accountability, and AI system auditing
(OECD, 2021). For example, in the EU in 2021, the AI Act
was proposed, which establishes differentiated require-
ments for Al systems depending on the level of risk they
pose to human rights and societal values. High-risk sys-
tems, which include many cases of Al in the public sector,
are subject to particularly strict requirements regarding
transparency, data quality control, human oversight, and
registration in a special EU database (Proposal for a Regu-
lation of the European Parliament..., 2021).

Despite these efforts, the public administration sys-
tem’s readiness to work under conditions of “black boxes”
and AI opacity raises serious doubts. According to research
(OECD, 2019) involving over 50 countries, the main ob-
stacles to Al implementation in the public sector are lack
of experience and Al skills among public servants, lack of
clarity regarding ethical principles for AI use, and difficulty
integrating Al systems into existing IT infrastructures and
processes. And many countries still lack special strategies
for AI development in public administration, haven’t de-
fined standards for machine learning data collection and
quality, and haven’t created specialised bodies for over-
sight and control of AI use in the public sector. Special
attention is needed for the asymmetry problem between
the public sector and large technology companies, which
often act as Al solution providers for the government. Hav-
ing incomparably more financial, technological, and hu-
man resources, these companies can de facto impose their
conditions, standards, and values on authorities (Table 2).
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Table 2. Impact of Al development on public administration and public policy in Ukraine and Europe:
Current state and near future forecast

Dimension

Current state

Forecast for near mid-term

Key challenges and recommendations

Decision-making
transformation

Initial experiments with Al
implementation in specific
areas (e.g., social benefits
distribution, data analysis).
Lack of strategic vision and
effort coordination.

Al will become an integral part
of policy-making at all levels. Most
routine decisions will be automated.
AD’s role in strategic planning and
forecasting will increase.

Ensure greater transparency and accountability
of Al systems. Develop digital competencies
of managers. Establish mechanisms for human
control over Al Develop ethical principles
for Al use in the public sphere.

State-citizen
interaction

Traditional communication
channels with e-governance
elements predominate. Al is used
fragmentarily (e.g., chatbots).

AI will become the main interface
for citizen-state interaction.
Personalised digital assistants
will accompany individuals in all
interactions with public services.

Ensure greater inclusivity and accessibility
of Al services. Protect privacy and security
of personal data. Develop citizens’ digital literacy.
Implement participatory mechanisms
for Al solution co-creation.

Public services
transformation

Most services are provided
through a “single window”
principle. Individual
experiments with proactive
service delivery based
on predictive analytics.

Development of “invisible
government”: most services will be
provided automatically based on AI
systems’ analysis of citizens’ needs.

Ensure fairness and non-discrimination in Al

services. Implement mechanisms for possible

damage compensation. Maintain possibility
of receiving services in “analog” mode.

Algorithmic
governance

Al is used in specific areas
(e.g., resource allocation,
unemployment profiling,

crime prevention). Lack of

transparency and accountability
in algorithmic systems.

AI will take over most management
functions. Hybrid forms of governance
will emerge where human agency
is closely intertwined with AL Risks
of algorithmic discrimination and
opacity will increase.

Develop regulatory frameworks for algorithmic
systems control. Implement Al audit and impact
assessment mechanisms. Ensure transparency and
explainability of Al decisions. Guarantee the right
to appeal Al decisions.

Democratic
institutions
transformation

Al is mainly used for electoral
data and political sentiment
analysis. First cases of Al use
for disinformation detection.

AI will become an integral part of the
democratic process: from aggregating
citizens’ interests to ensuring election
transparency. Risks of public opinion
manipulation and undermining trust
in democratic institutions using Al
(deep fakes, etc.) will increase.

Develop digital infrastructure for democratic
participation (e-democracy). Counter Al use
for spreading disinformation and propaganda.
Support quality journalism and media literacy.
Research new models of democracy in the Al era
(e.g., algorithmic democracy).

Political power
transformation

Narrowing autonomy
of national governments
due to growing influence
of transnational digital
platforms and AI systems.
Emergence of first non-state Al
agents (e.g., DAOs).

Emergence of hybrid forms
of governance where Al algorithms
perform functions of legislative,
executive, and judicial branches.
Blurring of state sovereignty
concept. Shift of power centres from
national governments
to supranational Al structures
and digital corporations.

Rethink concepts of sovereignty and power
legitimacy in the Al era. Develop international
cooperation and global Al regulation. Implement
mechanisms for democratic control over Al
Experiment with new management models
(network, holacracy, etc.).

Nature of wars
and conflicts

Al is mainly used for
intelligence gathering,
threat analysis, and unmanned
systems control. First cases

Emergence of new generation wars
where most functions are performed
by autonomous Al systems (combat

robots, drone swarms, etc.). States
losing monopoly on violence. Shift of

Ensure international control over military Al
applications. Implement mechanisms
for preventing Al conflict escalation.
Research new forms of deterrence

in AI application
in international relations.

change : - and de-escalation in the era of autonomous
of autonomous weapons under | conflicts to digital space (cyber wars). .
. 4 weapons systems. Accelerate multilateral
Al control (kamikaze drones). Emergence of asymmetric forms . X
. dialogue on banning autonomous weapons.
of violence from non-state actors.
. . Al will become; Fhe main factor Form inclusive global institutions for AI
Al is mainly used for of geopolitical power .
) " . . development governance. Develop mechanisms
. data analysis and geopolitical and influence. Interstate alliances . P
International . . . for global AI audit and certification. Strengthen
. trend forecasting. and unions around Al technologies - .
relations - - . the role of UN and other international
. Lack of transparency will dominate. Technological - . .
transformation organisations with emphasis on Al development

confrontation will intensify
with risks of internet segmentation
and Al systems balkanisation.

security and ethics. Establish transatlantic
cooperation in Al sphere.

Source: author’s development based on B.W. Wirtz et al. (2018), M. Kugziemski & G. Misuraca (2020), A. Barrinha &
G. Christou (2022), H. Kissinger et al. (2023); F.G. Blancato & M. Carr (2024)

On one hand, Table 2 serves as a somewhat simplified
tool for better understanding the impact of artificial intelli-
gence development on public administration. Methodologi-
cally, it is structured around 8 key dimensions that encompass
various aspects of Al and public sphere interaction: from the
transformation of decision-making processes to changes in
the nature of political power and international relations. This
approach clarifies how these issues evolve over time, helps

gauge the magnitude of upcoming changes, and pinpoints
key policy priorities. However, it is crucial to understand that
Al development, especially in combination with blockchain
platforms, is not merely a powerful technological trend but
a fundamental factor transforming the very essence of public
administration and society, much like the internet or steam
engine once were. Why? Because AI implementation will
have far-reaching and even difficult-to-predict consequences
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for all key state functions: from providing services to citizens
to ensuring security and sovereignty, and in this process, Al
creates both new opportunities (for example, for service per-
sonalisation and meeting citizen needs) and new risks (par-
ticularly regarding algorithmic discrimination, decision-mak-
ing opacity, undermining of democratic institutions, etc.).

From another, more conceptual perspective, Al imple-
mentation in the public administration system challenges
the very idea of citizenship and democratic participation
(Kud, 2021; Dunayev et al., 2023a). Traditionally, public
administration is based on the concept of representative
democracy, and despite its shortcomings, this model still
presupposes fundamental government accountability and
citizens’ ability to influence political decisions through
electoral mechanisms. However, with AI development
(currently without major blockchain platform involve-
ment: they operate differently), power may increasingly
shift from elected representatives to algorithms and intel-
ligent systems, and this questions the very idea of popular
sovereignty, as algorithms lack democratic legitimacy, and
their operational logic is often opaque even to developers,
let alone ordinary citizens. In essence, society faces the
threat of “sovereignty privatisation” and a kind of “democ-
racy distortion”, but through a new technological (rather
than representative) method.

Furthermore, conceptually, Al implementation trans-
forms the very nature of the political. If traditionally politics
is viewed as a sphere of reconciling social interests through
discussion and seeking compromises, then Al logic is based
on optimisation, guided by principles of efficiency. These
reflections should either compel people to accelerate their
“technologisation” or force them to contemplate “why go
this way, and how to proceed further?” and pause slightly.

How does the combined use of AI and digital platforms
affect different dimensions of human agency?
The main question of this article: how does the combined
use of Al and digital platforms affect different dimensions
of human agency? To examine this question systematical-
ly, one must trace how these technologies transform each
key component of agency: intentionality, predictability,
self-regulation, and self-reflection. For this analysis, an-
other unique and little-known “variable” was added - the
idea of neuro-symbolic artificial intelligence. As of Decem-
ber 2024, this was the most advanced and “human-centric”
Al'model among all conceivable ones. The absolute unique-
ness (and perhaps advantage) of this AI model was its em-
phasis on “human-in-the-loop” systems, allowing people to
interact with AI and better understand (compared to oth-
er models) the decision-making process. Such AI was not
publicly available at that time, but at least two American
institutes, “IBM Research” (IBM Neuro-Symbolic AI) and
“Centaur” (Centaur Al Institute, 2024), were very actively
working on this in 2024.

Neuro-symbolic AI (NS Al) is a hybrid approach that
combines the strengths of neural networks (ability to learn
from large volumes of unstructured data) and classical

symbolic systems (capability for logical inference and
causal modelling). Through this combination, it can poten-
tially provide more human-understandable explanations,
more effectively transfer knowledge between domains, and
work with less training data. This makes neuro-symbolic
Al more “human-centric” than purely neural network mod-
els, which are already widespread globally. It’s particularly
important to note a special “disclaimer”: the author of this
article is not an explicit or hidden agent or advocate of this
particular Al model or the aforementioned American devel-
opers. This model is presented exclusively for scientific and
educational purposes, to show a new example of Al mani-
festation, guided solely by the technical characteristics and
operating principles listed above for this AI model.

This research attempts to model the consequences of
implementing such systems based on digital platforms,
which may affect individual dimensions of human agency,
particularly intentionality, predictability, self-regulation,
and self-reflection.

1. Intentionality — the human ability to form one’s own
goals and intentions. On one hand, Al can expand the field
of human intentionality by offering new possibilities and
insights based on data analysis. For example, such a model
might suggest interesting directions for self-development
based on behavioural patterns, or recommend a promising
business niche based on trend analysis. However, on the
other hand, it can subtly distort intentions through con-
tent personalisation. For instance, if the algorithm detects
increased emotional sensitivity to certain topics, it might
more frequently present related content, gradually shifting
the person’s focus of attention and goal-setting. Eventually,
there’s a risk of ending up in an “intentional bubble” (Paris-
er, 2011), without even realising it.

Here it’s appropriate to mention special consequences
from, for example, NS AI: having a symbolic component, it
potentially can track its own biases and explain the logic
of personalisation to humans. For example: “I am suggest-
ing more publications on topic X to you because I detected
your increased emotional response to keywords A, B, C in
previous materials”. This can make the distortion more ap-
parent and give people a chance to adjust the algorithm.
However, much depends on the developers’ goals: whether
they will configure the system for maximum transparency
or maximum user engagement.

2. Regarding predictability, that is, the ability to un-
derstand the consequences of one’s actions. As mentioned
earlier, traditional AI systems, especially those based on
deep neural networks, often work as “black boxes”. They
produce results, but people don’t understand how they ar-
rived at them. This makes the consequences of interacting
with such systems less predictable: it’s unknown how per-
sonal data will influence the algorithm’s decisions about
an individual. In contrast, NS Al, having a symbolic com-
ponent, can potentially provide more understandable ex-
planations: “I classified you in risk category X because you
meet criteria A, B, C according to this logic”. Of course,
this doesn’t make the result more pleasant, but at least
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it allows understanding the causal relationships between
one’s actions and system decisions. Thus, neuro-symbolic
Al potentially offers a chance to correct behaviour or con-
test decisions. However, how this possibility will be used
depends on the developers’ values. Oversimplified expla-
nations (“you’re in the risk group because Al decided so0”)
under conditions of power asymmetry might, conversely,
intensify feelings of helplessness and life unpredictability.
And although technically NS AI has more capabilities for
generating explanations than pure neural networks, the so-
cial consequences will depend on how these capabilities
are implemented in practice.

3. Self-regulation. As with traditional platforms, NS
Al can subtly transform users into passive recipients of
advice, narrowing the space for personal initiative. But
there’s an important difference. While classical recom-
mendation systems adapt to personal patterns, NS Al
can potentially offer a broader perspective. For example:
“I see you're interested in topics X, Y, Z. But have you
considered topic A? According to my knowledge base, it
could help you develop skills B, C, D, which are important
for your long-term goal”. This adds a mentoring element,
shifting focus from satisfying immediate needs to long-
term self-development. Of course, much depends on what
goal developers will embed in the system and how it will
align with the platform’s business model. The attempt to
retain user attention at any cost might outweigh consider-
ations of their long-term well-being.

4. Finally - self-reflection. In this area, NS Al opens
interesting possibilities. Having an advanced knowledge
base and ability to think logically, it can potentially help
people structure self-reflection. For example, after ana-
lysing a person’s history of posts, interactions, and reac-
tions, the system might ask: “I’ve noticed you often react
strongly to topics A and B. At the same time, you rarely
comment on posts with opposing views. Do you think this
might lead to a one-sided perspective? What arguments
might supporters of the other viewpoint offer?” Or: “Late-
ly, angry and anxious emotions have dominated your
posts. Have you considered how this affects your well-be-
ing and relationships with people? What activities might
help you restore emotional balance?” Such unobtrusive
“mirrors” can encourage looking at one’s behaviour from
the outside, thinking about one’s own biases and emotion-
al patterns. This potentially promotes self-understanding
and escape from “information bubbles”.

The question remains open about the ethics and social
acceptability of such interventions, at least at the current
stage of our coexistence with Al. Are people ready to entrust
reflection about the most intimate aspects of their “self” to
algorithms, even such “human-centric” ones? And will de-
velopers act in the interests of human self-actualisation if
it contradicts the goals of maximum engagement? After all,
historically, the first popular American platforms haven’t
always demonstrated high ethical standards in this area.

These Al manifestations can be explained, based on
the publicly known capabilities of the most human-centric
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neuro-symbolic AI model, using the hypothetical exam-
ple of the Ukrainian state platform “Diia” and its classic
concept of “Government as a Platform” (GaaP). Ukrainian
“Diia” enables citizens to obtain certificates, submit appli-
cations, pay taxes online — without needing to visit various
institutions or collect paper documents. On one hand, this
should expand citizen intentionality, as it frees them from
routine and allows focus on more meaningful goals. But on
the other hand, there are obvious potential risks to autono-
my, especially in the case of integrating this platform with
neuro-symbolic Al

For example, a citizen wanted to start their own busi-
ness and visited “Diia” for consultation. NS Al analyses
their entire history of interaction with the state (from tax
payments to received subsidies) and suddenly outputs:
“Based on your profile, I don’t recommend you start your
own business. Statistically, people with your background
have high chances of failure and falling into debt. Why not
instead take retraining courses under program X”? And al-
though the algorithm’s recommendation might be based on
‘objective’ data, it still somewhat limits this person’s field
of intentionality. The question is whether society is ready
to delegate such existential choices to AI?

Another example: a person applies for social assis-
tance. NS Al processes the request instantly, but instead
of the expected “yes” or “no” provides a detailed expla-
nation: “You don’t meet the assistance criteria because:
a) you have additional income A that exceeds the thresh-
old; b) last year you made purchase C, which indicates no
urgent need; c) you haven’t utilised opportunities B for
independently improving your financial situation”. While
such explanation makes the decision more predictable, it
simultaneously may create a sense of hidden state control
over the citizen’s personal life.

It’s also worth examining the impact of GaaP with NS
Al on citizens’ self-regulation. On one hand, algorithms
can nudge them toward more responsible decisions: “I no-
tice you frequently miss tax payment deadlines. Let me
recommend a financial literacy course from the Ministry
of Finance”. Or: “According to my analysis, your habit of
delaying declaration submissions until the last moment
creates additional risks. Why not try submitting them
early — it will save you lots of stress”. Such personalised
prompts encourage a more attentive and strategic ap-
proach to interaction with the state.

On the other hand, excessive Al guardianship can
transform citizens from active policy-making participants
into passive service users. For example, before local elec-
tions, a personalised message appears in the “Diia” news
feed: “Hello! I've analysed your preferences and selected
parties that best align with your values. Here are their pro-
grammes. And here’s a list of the nearest polling stations
with instructions on how to get there. Vote — it’s import-
ant”! Although such personalisation supposedly should
activate one’s participation in community life, it actually
somewhat devalues the very essence of democratic choice,
reducing it to just another “recommendation for you”.
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Discussion

Thus, NS Al application in public administration has an am-
biguous impact on different dimensions of human agency.
At best, it can expand intentionality, directing it toward
achieving socially significant goals and self-develop-
ment. Thanks to its symbolic component, it can better
explain algorithmic decision logic, making personal ac-
tion consequences more predictable. This reduces feel-
ings of frustration and powerlessness when interacting
with the bureaucratic machine. NS Al can also support
citizens’ self-regulation through personalised “nudges” to-
ward more mature and responsible civic behaviour. And
its causal modelling capability opens space for deeper
self-reflection — for example, through visualising systemic
effects of human actions and decisions.

Despite these advantages, there are significant risks.
Having access to an extremely broad citizen database
(from purchase details to social media preferences), NS
Al can adjust its recommendations to subtly narrow the
space of choice, imposing certain values and behavioural
models. If these values are determined by a narrow group
of developers without broad social dialogue, there’s a risk
of technocratic usurpation of democratic processes. After
all, the more routine aspects of civic and political par-
ticipation are delegated to algorithms, the more public
space loses the “necessary friction” of live interaction and
meaningful debates.

The results of this research are at the centre of con-
temporary discussions about the role of artificial intelli-
gence (AI) and decentralised platforms in public admin-
istration, allowing comparison with concepts proposed
by leading scholars. For example, M. Veale et al. (2018)
emphasised the importance of fairness and accountability
in algorithmic governance, especially under high-stakes
societal conditions. While their cited work focuses on
regulatory mechanism needs, this research expands the
perspective by offering an additional level of transpar-
ency and adaptability through blockchain platform inte-
gration. Similar to German J. Habermas & T. McCarthy’s
(1984) conclusions about communicative action’s role
in democratic systems, neuro-symbolic Al can serve as a
new and important tool for strengthening democratic ac-
countability through inclusive access to data analysis and
algorithmic decision explanation. Meanwhile, critics like
J. Burrell (2016) emphasise the problem of “algorithmic
opacity” that might complicate practical application of
such ideas in complex social contexts.

T. Sun & R. Medaglia’s (2019) research highlight-
ed challenges in AI implementation in the public sector,
particularly in healthcare, emphasising the importance
of balance between innovation and ethical principles.
This research makes a similar emphasis but expands to
general public policy, including recommendations for
using value-oriented platforms to preserve human agen-
cy. I. Rahwan et al. (2019) emphasised AI's potential as
a social actor capable of changing human behavioural
patterns. This approach resonates with this research’s

conclusions, but makes an additional emphasis on long-
term goals that include not only behavioural changes but
also human intentionality evolution through Al integration
with blockchain-based decentralised platforms. Finally,
F. Pasquale’s (2015) conclusions about risks of Al becom-
ing a “black box” emphasised the importance of transpar-
ent decision-making models. This research proposes an al-
ternative perspective: integrating decentralised platforms
to increase algorithm transparency and build trust in their
public sphere use.

In conclusion, neuro-symbolic AI combined with
multi-service decentralised (blockchain-based) informa-
tion platforms (such as the Ukrainian-origin Bitbon Sys-
tem) has significant potential to impact human agency
right now. It can expand horizons of human intentional-
ity by suggesting new development directions based on
data analysis. It can make human action consequences
more predictable through explaining algorithm “logic”.
It can support self-regulation by reorienting individuals
from short-term impulses to long-term goals. Finally, it
can provide necessary “mirrors” for deeper self-reflec-
tion and escape from bubbles. However, practical reali-
sation of this potential will depend on values and goals
embedded by developers in specific system architec-
tures. Perhaps only now are more value-oriented plat-
forms beginning to appear in the world (Ukrainian ex-
ample “Bitbon System” (Bitbon System, 2021), described
in works by I. Dunayev et al. (2023b), A. Kud (2024),
of Ukrainian origin from Kharkiv). Orientation toward
public good and human potential development can make
neuro-symbolic solutions truly breakthrough technology
for public policy. But constant economic pressure toward
maximum engagement and attention monetisation (in pri-
vate commercial platforms) can equally transform them
into even more sophisticated tools for manipulating and
narrowing human agency.

Conclusions

The rapid development of artificial intelligence and plat-
form technologies poses an unprecedented challenge to
established philosophical, ethical, and legal concepts
of human agency and autonomy. Delegating an ever-wider
spectrum of functions to Al systems creates risks of deci-
sion-making process opacity, reproduction and amplifi-
cation of social biases, narrowing of human intellectual
horizons, and subtle distortion of judgments. This prob-
lem has deep methodological roots, as it touches upon the
very nature of human subjectivity as a source of mean-
ings, goals, and actions. Preserving personal dignity and
freedom in the AI era requires a fundamental rethinking
of the ontological and value foundations of human-ma-
chine interaction, as well as developing fundamentally new
ethical, legal, and management models for AI control based
on human priority.

Al integration will have a transformative and com-
prehensive impact on all aspects of public administration,
challenging established concepts of state sovereignty,
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power legitimacy, bureaucratic hierarchy, and more.
Methodological priorities for Ukraine and Europe in this
field should be: developing ethically grounded and legally
binding regulatory frameworks for Al control in the public
sector; ensuring multi-level transparency and accountabil-
ity of Al systems to democratic institutions and the public;
implementing inclusive mechanisms for public participa-
tion and democratic deliberation regarding key AI deci-
sions; deepening international cooperation with emphasis
on ensuring security, human rights, and preserving human
dignity in the AI era.

The combined use of Al and platforms in the public
sphere creates systemic risks of power and information
asymmetry, where control over algorithmic systems con-
centrates in the hands of a narrow circle of corporate and
political players. This leads to the “theft” of citizens’ digital
sovereignty, where they lose real ability to influence key
decisions that determine their lives. At the methodologi-
cal level, this requires developing a new paradigm for Al
integration into public administration that places humans
and their agency at the centre of every decision. Realising
AT’s potential for expanding human cognitive and instru-
mental capabilities while avoiding its totalising influence is
possible only under conditions of genuine democratisation
of the Al development and implementation process itself
through maximum broad involvement of the expert com-
munity, civil society, and all stakeholders, but only with
the use of other breakthrough digital technologies.

A key methodological and ethical principle of AI de-
velopment and implementation must be preserving human
subjectivity and dignity at the centre of any technological
transformations. The goals, values, and limitations ini-
tially embedded in AI system architecture should reflect
not narrow corporate interests but broad social consensus
developed through inclusive interdisciplinary and public
dialogue. It’s important to actively experiment now with
new models of participatory Al solution design using lat-
est achievements in collaborative platforms, crowdsourc-
ing data collection methods, blockchain-based distributed
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consensus mechanisms, etc. Very significant potential is
seen in the direction of full management of personal (iden-
tity capital) and social capital, which accumulates and is
accounted for within the blockchain platform. In this case,
access to personal data is provided through an encrypted
digital “key” stored on the user’s personal device (smart-
phone), rather than on the service provider’s side: plat-
form developer or state.

The implementation of new and more human-centric
artificial intelligence models combined with multi-ser-
vice digital platforms and especially digital ecosystems
will have a very significant impact on various dimensions
of human subjectivity both in Ukraine and globally in
the short and medium term. Therefore, it’s important to
understand the vector, value basis, and purpose of these
changes. On one hand, AI, and especially its modern
models beyond traditional neural networks, can expand
horizons of human participation by offering personalised
opportunities for self-development. It can make interac-
tion with automated systems more predictable and trans-
parent through understandable explanations of its “log-
ic”. On the other hand, without proper regulation and
ethical safeguards, these same technologies can subtly
narrow personal autonomy, for example, through opaque
content personalisation or excessive interference in the
inner world. Therefore, at this stage, it’s extremely im-
portant that Ukrainian society — scientists, digital service
developers, civil society — work together on developing
principles for responsible Al use focusing on supporting
human dignity.
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JlioacbKa areHTHICTb VS LWUTYYHUMN iHTeNneKT
Ta geueHTpanizoBaHi NaTtopMu: y HoMy BUKITUK
ANAa cucTteMm Ny6nivyHoro ynpaBniHHA y CBIiTi Ta B YKpaiHi?

Irop AyHaeB
[LOKTOp HayK 3 AepyKaBHOro yrpaBsiHHA, npodecop
XapKiBCbKMIWM HaLLiOHaNbHMI YHIBEPCUTET iMeHi B.H. KapasiHa
61050, MangaH Ceob6oam, 4, M. XapkiB, YKpaiHa
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0790-0496

AHoTaUia. Y crarTi qociakeHo BIUMB TyyHoro inTesiekty (1) Ta maaTdopMHUX TEXHOJIOTI N HAa KOHIIEMLIi 10 JTI0 ACHKOT
areHTHOCTi B KOHTeKCTi TpaHchopmalii cucteMu nyOJidHoro ynpasiiHHA. MeTolo 6yB aHasli3 pU3UKiB JejeryBaHHA
NIPUNHATTA pillleHb aJrOpUTMaM, MOMIYK IUIAXiB 30epeXeHHs JII0ACbKOI Cy0’€KTHOCTI B HOBHUX TEXHOJIOTiYHUX YMOBax.
OcHoOBOI0 OyJia ifjes «BiANOBiJaJIbHOT'O JOCJIiI)KeHH:A Ta iHHOBaLi11» i KOHIeMNliA «TeXHOJI0TiYHOI MeJiallii». BUKopucTaHHA
I y ny6iyHOMY yNIpaBJIiHHI CTBOPIOE PU3UKU «aJITOPUTMIYHOTO YIIPAaBJIiHHA» 1 BTPAaTU KOHTPOJIIO 3 OOKY JIIOJANHU.
Henpo3zopicts IIII-cucTeM cTaBUTh Mif CyMHIiB NPUHIUNN AeMOKPAaTUYHOI MiA3BITHOCTI. Y BiANOBiAb pO3pOOJIAITHCA
peryJATOpHi Y eTWu4Hi NpUHOUIN BuUKopucTaHHA IIII, aje rOTOBHICTh CUCTeMH IpalioBaTU B YMOBax HENpPO30pOCTi
BUKJIMKAE CyMHiBU. ¥ cTaTTi mpoaHasizoBaHo BIuB Il Ta 1eHTpasizoBaHUX i AelleHTpai30BaHUX IJIaTGopM Ha
KJII0YOBi BUMIpHU JIIOACBKOI areHTHOCTi. J[OCJi’)KeHO PU3MKH 3BYXEHHA IMPOCTOPY iHAMBiAyaspHOI iHimiaTuBM Ta
caMoperyJiALil BHACIiJOK NaCUBHOTO MOKJaAdaHHA Ha nopaau Ill-acucteHTtiB. BogHouac Big3HaueHo notenian I B
CTPYKTYpPYBaHHI JIIOACBKOI caMopedJiekcii yepe3 BUABJIEHHA HEYCBiJOMJIEHUX eMOIL[illHUX Ta MOBeJiHKOBUX MaTepHiB.
Li ebexTu npoiOCTpOBaHO Ha MPHUKJIaAi FiMOTeTUYHOI iHTerpanii MoxJnBocTei I B po6oTy ykpaiHCBKOI AepxaBHOL
mwiatdopmu «/lif» 3a MOLe IO «ypAAd SAK naTdopMa». [TokaszaHo, AK BOpoBaJXeHH:A nepcoHaizoBanux IlI-acucTeHTiB
MOXe, 3 OJHOro OOKy, pO3LINPIOBATU I'POMAaJsAHCBHKY iHTEHI[iOHa/JIbHICTh Uepe3 BUBIJIbHEHHA BiJ aJAMiHiCTpaTUBHOI
pyTHUHH, ajie 3 iHImOro — oOMeXxyBaTH Iojie BUOOPY uepe3 aKTHBHE «IIiAIITOBXYBAaHHA» O NEBHUX NOBEJiHKOBUX
Mofesiel. BijzHaueHO Hebe3neKy TeXHOKPAaTUYHOrO BUKPHUBJIEHHS AeMOKPAaTUYHOIO IIPOIecy 3a YMOBU MacIITaOHOrO
JieJieryBaHHA acleKTiB NOJITUYHOI yyacTi aJITOpUTMIiYHUAM chcTeMaM. Y MifCyMKy KOHCTaTOBaHO, 1[0 po3sBuTtok IIII ta
yioro iHTerpanis 3 naTGopMHUMH pillleHHAMM Hece 3HaYHUH NOTeHI[iasl BIJINBY Ha Pi3Hi BUMipH JIIOACHKOI areHTHOCTI.
Peanizanisa 1iporo norexifiajgy B 0iK po3MMPeHHs YU 3BYXXeHHS aBTOHOMil KpUTHUYHO OyJe 3ajiexxaTy Bil HOpMaTHUBHUX
YCTaHOBOK Ta IijieH, 3akjIafileHNX po3poOHHKaMM B apXiTeKTypy BiAmoBigHux cucteM. OpieHTanisa Ha cycnijpHe 6jaro
Ta PO3KPUTTA JIIOACHKOTrO MOTeHI[iaJly MOXe 3pOOMTH Taki pillleHHA eMaHCUIIAaTUBHUMU TeXHoJIoriAMU. IIpakTuyHa
LiHHICTH 11i€l poOOTH MOJIATae B po3po0lli pekoMeHAalil A4 afanTalii cucteMu My0J1ivYHOTO YIIPaBJIiHHA A0 BUKJIUKIB,
CIPUYMHEHUX BIPOBAKEHHAM IITYYHOTO iHTeJIeKTy Ta NJIaTGOpPMHHX TEXHOJIOTiHM, 3 akKIeHTOM Ha 30epexeHHi
JIIOACBKOI Cy0’€KTHOCTI, A@MOKPAaTUYHO]I MiA3BIiTHOCTi Ta €TUYHOCTI NPUHHATTA pillleHb

Knio4oBi cnoBa: mnyGJiyHa NOJTHKA; JIOACHKA areHTHicTh; [ubpoBa eTuka; LUUGPOBUN TyMaHi3M;
JIIOANHOLIEHTPUYHICTh; caMOpeTryJiAllisd; mepcoHasisalisa
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