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Abstract

The purpose of the article. The article substantiates the role of algorithmic lobbying as a tool for influencing civil society on
the development of state policy.

Results. The analysis of the possibilities of the influence of artificial intelligence on public decision-makinf and mechanisms of
political interaction is carried out. The practices of algorithmic targeting in the elections in the USA, Brazil and India, as well as the
role of large platforms "Facebook", "Google" and "X" in the formation of public olllinion are considered. The risks and challenges
associatedg with algorithmic influence on democracy, including lack of accountability, distortion of reality and positioning of the
state as a "hostage™ are investigated Technologies. It has been established that lobbying algorithms mediate the interaction between
citizens, the state and the information space, exerting an opaque and difficult to detect influence on political processes. It has been
substantiated that the use of non-transparent algorithmic systems without appropriate legal regulation threatens to increase digital
inequality, distort political competition and contribute to the violation of basic civil rights.

Conclusions. Recommendations on state regulation of algorithmic lobbying tools and practical proposals for Ukraine on
democratic control over artificial intelligence technologies are provided. The need to ensure the transparency of algorithms
(mandatory disclosure of the logic of the operation of models, which will be available to public authorities and citizens) and
institutional control (creation of an independent supervisory body for algorithmic decisions with the involvement of experts in law,
ethics, digital technologies and public administration). It is proposed to adopt regulations to ensure the transparency of the use of
artificial intelligence algorithms.

~Keywords: dcivil society, artificial intelligence, algorithmic lobbying, public administration, political influence, democracy,
digital ethics, legal regulation, data manipulation, social networks, electoral technologies, digital governance, algorithmic targeting

IlepcneKTHBH 3aCTOCOBYBAHHSA AJTOPUTMIYHOIO JIOOIIOBAHHS AAK
IHCTPYMEHTY BILIMBY I'POMAASIHCHKOI'0 CYCIIJIBCTBA HA BUPOOJICHHS
AePKABHOI MOJITUKH
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AHoTauifa

JocnimkeHo ocobmmBocTi 3aCToc§BaHH;{ MPOEKTHOTO TIAXOAY 10 (popMyBaHHS umpgomx rpoMaa B YkpaiHi B ymMoBax
peamizanii Yromum mpoMera cTarTi. CTaTTi OOIPYHTOBAHO POJb AITOPHUTMIYHOTO JIOOIIOBAHHSA SK IHCTPYMEHTY BIUIUBY
TPOMAJISTHCHKOTO CYCITIILCTBA HA BUPOOJICHHS JIep)KaBHOT TOJIITHKH.

Pe3syabTaTu. 31ilicHEHO aHAMI3 MOKIMBOCTEH BIUTUBY IITYYHOTO 1HTENCKTY Ha IPUUHATTS Jep KaBHO-YIPABIIHCHKHIX PIillICHb
Ta MEXaHI3MH HOJIITHYHOI B3aeMozii. Po3misgaloTscs nEaKTI/IKI/I aJIrOPUTMIYHOIO TapreTyBaHHs Ha Bubopax y CIIA, Bpasunii
Ta [HAil, a Takox ponb Benukux rmiathopm «Facebook», «Google» Ta «X» y ¢dopMmyBaHHI cycmiibHOI AyMKH. JoCaimKeHO
PU3UKH Ta BHUKJIHKH, IO TIOB’S3aHI 3 aJATOPUTMIYHHM BIUIMBOM Ha JEMOKpATilo, BKJIIOYAIOYM BiJCYTHICTh MiI3BITHOCTI,
CIIOTBOPEHHSI PEaIbHOCTI Ta ITO3UI[IOHYBAHHSM JEPKABU SIK «3apydHHKa» TEXHOJIOTiH. BcTaHOBIEHO, 110 aIrOpUTMH JI00IFOBAHHS
OIOCEPE/IKOBYIOTh B3a€MOJIII0 MK TPOMaJsSHAMH, JIEpPKaBOIO Ta iH(GOPMAIIHHUM MPOCTOPOM, 3/IHCHIOIOYM HENpo30puil Ta
CKJIAJIHO JICTEKTOBAHMH BILUIMB HA MOJITUYHI npouecu. OGIpyHTOBaHO, 0 BUKOPMCTAHHS HEIPO30PUX ATOPUTMIYHMX CHCTEM
0e3 BIAMOBIHOTO MIPABOBOTO PETyITIOBAHHS 3arPOXKY€ ITOCWICHHIO IU(POBOi HEPIBHOCTI, CIIOTBOPEHHIO ITOJITHYHOT KOHKYPEHIii
Ta CHPHSIE MOPYIICHHIO 0a30BUX IPOMA/SIHCHKHX MPaB.

HCHOBKH. Hagano pexomeHpmarii miono AEp>KaBHOTO PETYTIOBAHHS 3aC00iB aJTOPUTMIYHOTO JIOOIFOBAHHS Ta MPAKTHYHI
nporo3umii At YKpalHU MO0 JIEMOKPATHYHOTO KOHTPOJIIO 332 TEXHOJIOTISIMH IITYYHOro iHTenekTy. /loBemeHa HEOoOXiTHICTH
3a0e3IeYeHHs IPO30POCTi AIrOPUTMIB (000B’I3KOBE PO3KPHUTTS JIOTIKK POOOTH MOJIeNIeH, sika Oylie IOCTYITHOIO OpraHam ImyoIigHol
BIaAM Ta TPOMAJSHAM) Ta IHCTUTYIIITHOTO KOHTPOJIO (CTBOPEHHS HE3aJIeKHOTO KOHTPOIIOIOUOTO OPraHy 3a alrOpHUTMIYHUMH
pIIICHHSMH 13 3ally4eHHSM EKCIIepTiB 3 IpaBa, €THKH, HU(QPOBUX TEXHOJIOTIH Ta MyONIYHOTrO yNpaBIiHHSA). 3alpOIIOHOBAHO
YXBaJIMTH HOPMaTHBHI aKTH 100 3a0€3MeYeHHsI TPAHCIIaPEHTHOCTI 3aCTOCYBAHHS QJITOPUTMIB IITYYHOTO IHTEJIEKTY.
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Introduction.

Problem statement. In the twenty-first century,
the rapid development of digital technologies has
fundamentally transformed decision-making me-
chanisms in public governance, expanding the range
of actors influencing public policy. The phenome-
non of artificial intelligence (hereinafter referred to
as Al) deserves particular attention, as it is evolving
from a technical analytical tool into an active par-
ticipant in the political process. The application of
algorithms in areas such as Big Data processing,
citizen behavior prediction, targeted political adver-
tising, and automated public service management is
shaping a new reality in which algorithms exert an
indirect yet systemic influence on the state. A gro-
wing concern is the increasing role of private corpo-
rations that own Al technologies in shaping public
policy.

It is precisely at this intersection — between the
state, the private sector, and digital algorithms — that
the phenomenon of algorithmic lobbying emerges.
This concerns the influence on public administra-
tion through data, recommendations, digital platfor-
ms, and analytical tools, which are not always trans-
parent or subject to democratic oversight.

Thus, analyzing Al not only as a technology but
as a potential political actor is highly relevant in the
context of modern state transformation, digital so-
vereignty, and the preservation of democratic pro-
cedures.

The article employs an interdisciplinary approa-
ch that combines methods from political science,
public administration theory, law, and digital tech-
nologies.

The primary methods used include:

. content analysis of cases and public policies
in which Al is used (e.g., Cambridge Analyti-
ca, Google, Meta, Amazon algorithms);

. comparative analysis of approaches to Al
regulation in different countries (specifically,
the EU, the US, and China);

. critical discourse analysis of public state-
ments and corporate political strategies in the
field of artificial intelligence;

. a systems approach to evaluating interac-
tions between technology companies, algori-
thms, government institutions, and citizens.

Analysis of research and publications. The con-
ditions and characteristics of lobbying in public
administration are reflected in the works of both
Ukrainian and foreign scholars. In the classical
sense, lobbying is an activity aimed at influencing
decision-making processes in the public sector by
non-governmental actors (businesses, civil society
organizations, associations, etc.) to advance specific
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interests (Nesterovich, 2010). In Western political
theory, lobbying is considered a legitimate form of
participation in the political process. Ukrainian re-
searchers emphasize the need to regulate lobbying
activities in the context of transparency and integrity
in public governance. Among the main authors who
have examined lobbying within governance systems
are: David Truman (1951), who emphasized the role
of interest groups in the democratic process, as well
as R. Dahl (1974), who viewed lobbying as an in-
tegral part of pluralist democracy, and K. Moloney
(2021), who highlights the transformation of lob-
bying in the era of digital communications.

R. Binns define algorithmic lobbying as a set of
tools including microtargeting, bot-networks and
automated content that affect the shaping of the poli-
tical agenda and high-ranking officials by imposing
Al-based recommendations and applying manipula-
tive data analytics (Binns, 2017). The report of the
Organization for Economic Co-operation and De-
velopment (OECD) emphasizes that such practices
pose a threat to the transparency of public governan-
ce, as digital lobbying technologies are developing
faster than the corresponding legal and regulatory
frameworks (OECD, 2023).

According to the forecast of the American non-
-profit research organization RAND, algorithmic lo-
bbying may eventually become a standard element
of political interaction between the state and corpo-
rations resulting in the creation of new international
ethical standards (Lempert, 2025). D. Kreiss and
S. McGregor’s study substantiates that automated
communication systems are adaptable during digi-
tal campaigns in the U.S. aiming at achieving po-
litical effect that blurs the boundaries between the
public engagement and technological manipulation
(Kreiss, 2017). Therefore, L. Floridi and J. Cowls
justifiably call for establishing clear ethical frame-
works and accountability mechanisms for algori-
thms involved in lobbying the political processes
(Floridi, 2022).

In the Ukrainian context, several scholars have
made significant contributions to the study of lob-
bying and digital governance: algorithmic systems
and their impact on social processes, focusing on
behavioral modeling in terms of artificial intelligen-
ce, O. Karpenko examines the legal foundations for
the application of regulated lobbying in public ad-
ministration (Karpenko, 2011),

A. Puraite focuses primarily on understanding
how the implementation of digital tools in the public
sector and civil services correlates with the concept
of algorithmic governance and how digitalization in-
fluences the effectiveness of management processes
in the field of public administration (Piraité, 2020).
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Given significant changes in the Ukrainian le-
gislation, the research of algorithmic lobbying as a
tool of influence in public administration is beco-
ming increasingly relevant.

The goal of this article is to provide a scientific
justification for the prospects of applying algorith-
mic lobbying as a tool for civil society influence on
public policy making.

An outline of the main research material. With
the advancement of digital technologies, traditional
lobbying approaches are undergoing transformation
— digital platforms and algorithmic systems are in-
creasingly serving not only as communication chan-
nels but also as autonomous mechanisms of political
influence.

The traditional model of the political process in-
cluded three key groups of actors:

1. The State (Government, Parliament, Bu-
reaucracy);

2. Economic Entities (Businesses, Financial
Groups);

3. Civil Society (NGOs, Trade Unions, Acti-
vists).

Classical political theory views political actors
as participants in the distribution of power and re-
sources. In the digital era, this understanding ex-
pands significantly. According to the research of Sh.
Zuboft (Zuboff, 2019), digital corporations do not
only accumulate economic power but also political
influence through data control and behavioral pre-
diction.

B. Schneier, in his book «Data and Goliath»
(Schneier, 2015), discusses algorithmic mediation,
which is replacing traditional forms of public im-
pact, designing a new reality where knowledge ma-
nagement tools (algorithms) carry more weight than
democratic institutions.

These processes give rise to the phenomenon of
«algorithmic sovereignty» (Reviglio, 2020). This
occurs when states or even individual policymakers
lose the ability to autonomously shape the agenda
without the participation or approval of digital plat-
forms.

The concept of «algorithmic governance» is gra-
dually entering the discourse of public policy. In the
research of M. Hildebrandt (Hildebrandt, 2020) it is
argued that algorithms, which make or recommend
decisions based on big data processing, create a new
governance architecture — «by design», meaning
pre-programmed from the outset. Other authors, in
particular, F. Pasquale (Pasquale, 2015), emphasize
the opacity of algorithms used in security, health-
care, finance, and increasingly in the public sector.

In the European context, debates around the Al
Act proposed by the European Commission in 2021
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have been ongoing for several years (EU Artificial
Intelligence Act, 2024). The Al Act establishes risk
levels for Al applications, particularly in adminis-
tration, justice, and law enforcement. At the EU
policy level, algorithms are increasingly viewed as
structural factors influencing state governance.

In Ukraine, systematic analysis of Al as a politi-
cal actor is still lacking, but there are isolated efforts
to address this issue. Projects such as «Diia», eMa-
liatko, and eZvernennia demonstrate elements of
automated decision-making, integrating Al-driven
administrative processes to improve efficiency and
accessibility. However, the public discourse remains
largely focused on convenience rather than the broa-
der political implications of Al governance.

Algorithmic lobbying is a new form of political
influence, facilitated by such digital technologies as
systems of artificial intelligence, big data analytics,
and algorithms capable of modifying information
flows, shaping public opinion, and affecting deci-
sion-making in public administration.

Unlike traditional forms of lobbying, which in-
volve direct interaction between interest groups and
governmental representatives (meetings, proposals,
informal communications), algorithmic lobbying
operates indirectly—through a digital architecture
of influence: recommendation systems, data mani-
pulation, personalized information, and social me-
dia.

According to K. Young (Yeung, 2017), algori-
thms play an increasingly essential role in «soft go-
vernance» of behaviour, where control is not based
on coercion but rather on technological guidance of
choice through the digital environment.

The main mechanisms of algorithmic influence
include:

1. Algorithmic selection of information whi-
ch plays a crucial role in shaping user perception.
Platforms utilizing Al — Meta, Google, X/Twitter,
TikTok — determine what content users see, creating
filter bubbles and resonance effects that can be le-
veraged for political mobilization or manipulation.
During the 2016 U.S. elections, algorithmic promo-
tion of political content on Facebook significantly
influenced electoral dynamics (Tufekci, 2015).

2. Data-driven microtargeting that enables
companies to individually target citizens based on
their online behaviour, influencing political prefe-
rences and public opinion. A well-known example is
the Cambridge Analytica scandal, where data from
over 87 million Facebook users was exploited to
create psychological voter profiles (Isaak, 2018)].

3. Automated recommendations for govern-
ments. I'T systems are increasingly framed as «neu-
tral analytics», offering efficient data processing
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for decision-making in security, healthcare, urban
planning, and social policy. However, such systems
are often developed by private corporations with
their own interests. For example, in 2021, the Dutch
government was forced to abandon the automated
fraud detection system «SyRI» after the court ruled
it non-transparent and discriminatory (Kayser-Bril,
2021).

4. Standardization of «neutral» knowledge.
Companies that own Al tools simultaneously shape
technical standards for evaluating the effectiveness
of decisions. This enables private entities to indi-
rectly influence state regulatory processes, effecti-
vely defining what constitutes «normal» or «opti-
mal» governance. Google, in collaboration with the
European Commission, funded Al research for pu-
blic services. The results of this research were later
included into expert reports on Al regulation.

Algorithmic lobbying is carried out not only by
technology companies but also through influence
networks that include corporate consultants such as
Accenture, Palantir, and McKinsey, Industry asso-
ciations, for example, DigitalEurope which actively
influences EU Al policy, independent research cen-
ters funded by IT giants, such as the Center for Hu-
mane Technology.

Corporate Europe Observatory’s research (The
lobby network, 2021) indicates that in 2021, techno-
logy companies spent over €97 million lobbying the
European Union, with a significant portion allocated
to digital regulation.

Algorithmic lobbying poses a significant threat
to transparency, accountability, and inclusivity in
public governance. Its primary danger lies in its co-
vert influence on decision-making processes, occur-
ring outside traditional political arenas and demo-
cratic oversight mechanisms.

First, algorithmic influence is largely invisible
to most citizens because it operates through digital
platform infrastructures that lack explicit political
positioning and are perceived primarily as technical
or commercial tools. Algorithmic recommendations
effectively become de facto political decisions while
remaining outside public scrutiny.

Second, algorithmic lobbying operates beyond
existing anti-corruption and lobbying regulations
because it does not imply direct intervention in the
political process through physical agents or tradi-
tional political intermediaries. Instead, influence is
exerted through Big Data, personalized targeting
campaigns, and automated decision-making sys-
tems.

Third, this form of influence distorts political
competition, favoring actors with access to vast
behavioral data and advanced algorithmic tools. It
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leads to a new type of informational asymmetry,
where political resources are no longer concentrated
within state institutions or civil society but instead
within private digital platforms and multinational
tech corporations.

Forth, the emergence of such processes creates
conditions for «digital neocolonialism», where sta-
tes — especially those with limited technical capa-
city — become dependent on decisions proposed or
implemented by commercial algorithmic systems
developed outside their jurisdiction.

The issue of algorithmic responsibility and
transparency is particularly critical. One of the de-
fining characteristics of modern Al models is the
«black box» phenomenon, where the decision-ma-
king logic is difficult to interpret, not only for exter-
nal observers but even for the developers themsel-
ves. It complicates accountability for errors, biases,
or manipulations in Al systems influencing public
policy and societal processes. A striking example is
the COMPAS system, used in the U.S. to predict cri-
minal recidivism rates. Investigations revealed that
the algorithm was biased against African Ameri-
cans. However, no official body could fully explain
how it functions (Angwin, 2016).

One of the most concerning aspects of algori-
thmic lobbying is its deliberate influence on public
sentiment through social media. This includes:

1. Emotional narrative formation. It involves
creating content designed to evoke strong emotional
reactions, often to intensify societal polarization.

2. Creating the illusion of support for certain
ideas. It relies on bot networks and astroturfing to
simulate mass approval or opposition to political
positions.

3. Psychographic microtargeting. It applies
personality trait analysis to personalize political
influence based on individual user political orienta-
tion.

Research from the Oxford Internet Institute (In-
dustrialized Disinformation, 2020) confirms that
organized digital disinformation campaigns with
political objectives have been documented in 81
countries. These campaigns are often conducted by
both government actors and private firms speciali-
zing in public opinion manipulation via social me-
dia. Algorithms do not only reflect existing political
biases but also create new forms of exclusion and
manipulation (O’Neil, 2016).

Conclusions and prospects of further research.
It has been proven that Al, particularly its algori-
thmic applications in digital communication, is in-
creasingly performing functions inherent to political
actors: influencing agenda-setting, policy priority
determination, and citizen behavior. This necessi-
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tates a reconsideration of traditional approaches to
the concept of «political action» in the context of
algorithmic governance.

It has been determined that algorithms media-
te interactions between citizens, the state, and the
information space, exerting an opaque and difficul-
t-to-detect influence on political processes. The ab-
sence of a legislative definition of «algorithmic lob-
bying» leads to a situation where democratic control
mechanisms lose their effectiveness.

It has been substantiated that the use of opaque
algorithmic systems without appropriate regulatory
oversight poses a threat of increasing digital inequa-
lity, distorting transparent political competition, and
contributing to the violation of fundamental civil
rights.

It has been established that, in response to the
challenges posed by the algorithmic influence of
artificial intelligence on the public administration
system, it is necessary to ensure the development of
a multi-level system of state regulation, which in-
cludes:

1. Algorithm transparency — mandatory dis-
closure of model logic (explainability), ensuring ac-
cessibility for both public authorities and citizens.
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