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Abstract:

Political decision-making has traditionally been regarded
as an inherently human function, requiring judgment, moral rea-
soning, and individual agency. However, this paradigm is rapidly
evolving with the advancement of artificial intelligence (AI). This
study examines how the algorithmic capabilities of Al enable the
analysis of complex datasets and the generation of predictive in-
sights, thereby reshaping traditional conceptions of political power,
legitimacy, and accountability.
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Introduction

Artificial intelligence (AI) has emerged as a central driver of strategic
management and organizational competitiveness in the context of the global
digital transformation. Through its capacity to analyze large-scale datasets,
generate predictive insights, and support complex decision-making process-
es, Al is fundamentally reshaping how organizations design, monitor, and

operate within increasingly dynamic and uncertain environments.
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Despite the growing interest among scholars and practitioners, the un-
derstanding of AI’s impact on organizations—particularly on managerial
and strategic decision-making—remains fragmented and underdeveloped.

This gap is even more pronounced in the public sector, where govern-
ments are rapidly adopting Al technologies, thereby transforming institu-
tional structures and decision-making mechanisms.

Traditionally, political power has been conceptualized as a product
of human agency and deliberation. However, contemporary governance
increasingly involves interaction with non-human, algorithmic systems
capable of processing complex information, simulating policy outcomes,
and generating predictive scenarios. This transformation raises fundamen-
tal questions regarding the legitimacy of political authority, the nature of
accountability, and the appropriate balance between efficiency, integrity,
and democratic participation.

As political systems enter this evolving and largely uncharted do-
main, it becomes essential—not only for academics and policymakers,
but also for broader society—to understand the multifaceted implications
of Al-driven decision-making. Indeed, these technologies are not merely
technical tools; they are reshaping the very foundations of how decisions
are formulated and implemented within political systems.

Importance of the Study

The significance of this study lies in its dual contribution to both ac-
ademic scholarship and forward-looking policy analysis. Beyond exam-
ining the technical and administrative applications of Al, the study opens
new avenues for systematic investigation into its structural and normative
implications within political institutions.

In particular, it highlights the ongoing transformation of power from
a purely human-centered construct toward a hybrid model in which algo-
rithmic systems increasingly augment, and in some cases influence, deci-

sion-making processes. This shift entails both significant opportunities—
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such as enhanced efficiency and data-driven governance—and substantial
risks, including challenges related to bias, transparency, and accountabil-
ity.

Accordingly, the study provides a comprehensive analytical frame-
work that integrates theoretical insights with practical considerations,
enabling a deeper understanding of how political institutions can adapt
effectively to rapid technological change. By addressing both the oppor-
tunities and constraints associated with Al adoption, the research contrib-
utes to the broader discourse on governance in the age of digital transfor-
mation.

Research Objectives
I- To examine how artificial intelligence (Al) is transforming deci-

sion-making processes and institutional dynamics within political sys-

tems.

2- To analyze the impact of Al on core democratic principles, particular-
ly democracy, accountability, and political legitimacy.

3- To develop a conceptual framework for assessing hybrid governance
models that integrate human judgment with algorithmic systems.

4- To explore prospective scenarios concerning the future of political

systems supported by artificial intelligence.

Research Problem:

This study addresses a critical gap in the existing literature concerning
the incomplete and fragmented understanding of the implications of artifi-
cial intelligence in political decision-making. In particular, it investigates
how algorithmic interventions are reshaping fundamental dimensions of
governance, including:

1- The nature and authenticity of political regimes.
2- Mechanisms of accountability, particularly in relation to public per-
formance and policy outcomes.

3- The relationship between participatory governance, good governance,

alwhall ahgas dlaa 189 2026 - 3 yie duslidl Liwll - 58 sl



Artificial Intelligence and Decision_Making Mechanisms in Political Systems

and administrative efficiency, and whether these dimensions remain

complementary under algorithmic influence.

Research Hypothesis

The integration of artificial intelligence into political systems is trans-
forming traditional models of governance in ways that may enhance effi-
ciency while simultaneously posing challenges to legitimacy and account-
ability. Accordingly, this study hypothesizes that sustainable governance
in the age of Al requires the development of new institutional frameworks
capable of balancing algorithmic decision-making with democratic prin-
ciples.

Research Methodology This study adopts an integrated methodolog-
ical approach that combines analytical and prospective research tech-
niques. The analytical component focuses on identifying patterns and
outcomes through the examination of existing political and technologi-
cal institutions where Al applications are currently implemented. This
includes a systematic analysis of governance structures that incorporate
algorithmic decision-support systems. The prospective component em-
ploys scenario-based reasoning to explore potential trajectories of hybrid
human—machine decision-making across diverse political, legal, and tech-
nological contexts. By combining these approaches, the study provides
both a rigorous theoretical analysis and a forward-looking assessment of
emerging governance models in the context of rapid technological trans-
formation.

Structure of the Research

e Theoretical Framework — Foundations of artificial intelligence,
political legitimacy, and accountability.

e Methodology — Analytical and prospective approaches.

e Analysis and Discussion — The impact of Al on political deci-
sion-making, legitimacy, and accountability.

e Future Scenarios — Prospective analysis and the philosophical re-

configuration of political authority in the algorithmic age.
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I. Theoretical Framework — Foundations of Al, Legitimacy, and
Accountability

The theoretical foundations of this study are grounded in an examina-
tion of core political concepts relevant to the integration of artificial in-
telligence (Al) into decision-making processes. In particular, the research
focuses on the concepts of political legitimacy, authority, and accountabil-
ity, which constitute central pillars of political theory.

These concepts have been extensively developed through both classi-
cal and modern political thought, where debates on power, consent, and
responsibility have shaped the understanding of governance across his-
torical contexts. As such, they provide a critical foundation for analyzing
contemporary transformations in political systems.

In the context of increasing reliance on algorithmic systems, it be-
comes essential to reassess these foundational concepts. The growing role
of Al in governance raises fundamental questions about whether tradition-
al notions of legitimacy and accountability can be sustained, adapted, or
fundamentally redefined under conditions of algorithmic mediation. Ac-
cordingly, this study seeks to explore how these core principles evolve—
or potentially erode—under the pressures imposed by data-driven and au-
tomated decision-making systems

1- Conceptual Foundations of Artificial Intelligence

An examination of the role of artificial intelligence (Al) in political
decision-making requires careful conceptual clarification. Al should not
be understood merely as a neutral technological artifact; rather, it consti-
tutes a socio-technical construct embedded within specific epistemic as-
sumptions and operational logics. Consequently, the integration of Al into
governance systems carries significant normative implications.

In the political domain, Al enhances human decision-making capaci-
ties by enabling the analysis of complex data, the prediction of policy out-

comes, and the optimization of administrative choices. However, it should
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not be reduced to a mere decision-support tool, as is often assumed.

A widely cited technical definition describes Al as any system capable
of performing tasks that typically require human intelligence, such as rea-
soning, learning, problem-solving, and pattern recognition. According to
Stuart Russell and Peter Norvig, Al is the study of “intelligent agents”—
entities that perceive their environment and act in ways that maximize the
likelihood of achieving specified goals. Central to this definition are the
principles of optimization and goal-oriented rationality.

Al systems are commonly categorized into narrow Al and general Al
Narrow Al refers to systems designed for specific tasks, such as predictive
analytics or policy simulation, whereas general Al denotes a hypothetical
form of intelligence capable of performing a full range of human cog-
nitive functions. In contemporary political systems, narrow Al predomi-
nates, particularly in decision-support and policy analysis contexts.

From a philosophical perspective, Al represents more than advanced
automation; it embodies a form of instrumental rationality

grounded in computation, statistical inference, and probabilistic pre-
diction, rather than moral reasoning or interpretive judgment. As argued
by Luciano Floridi, Al operates within the broader “infosphere,” reshap-
ing the informational environment in which human decisions are formed.
In this sense, Al does not merely inform choices but transforms the epis-
temic conditions that make such choices possible.

Recent approaches conceptualize Al as a socio-technical assemblage
encompassing algorithms, data infrastructures, institutional actors, and
regulatory frameworks. Within this assemblage, Al systems assist govern-
ments in prioritizing policies through predictive analysis of demographic
data, behavioral patterns, and electoral trends.

As political processes increasingly rely on Al, the technology becomes
embedded within institutional power structures rather than functioning as

an external tool. It influences agenda-setting, policy forecasting, risk as-
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sessment, and the allocation of public resources. In doing so, Al reconfig-
ures power relations, reshapes deliberative processes, and redefines the
scope of human agency.

Accordingly, Al is best understood as a form of political technology.

The central question, therefore, is not whether Al is intelligent, but
rather: what form of rationality does it introduce into political systems,
and how does this rationality align with—or challenge—the normative
foundations of democracy?

1- Classical Theories of Political Legitimacy in Light of AI

Traditional theories of political legitimacy—particularly those ad-
vanced by John Locke, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and Max Weber—re-
quire critical re-examination in light of the growing role of artificial intel-
ligence in political decision-making.

For Locke, political authority derives from the consent of the gov-
erned, grounded in the social contract. Legitimacy, in this view, depends
on the voluntary assent of individuals to political authority. Rousseau,
by contrast, emphasizes the concept of the “general will,” which reflects
collective autonomy and moral deliberation as the basis of legitimate gov-
ernance. Weber offers a different perspective, conceptualizing legitimacy
in terms of rational-legal authority rooted in formal rules, procedures, and
institutional structures.

The increasing reliance on algorithmic systems in governance compli-
cates these classical foundations. As decision-making processes become
mediated by Al, the notion of consent becomes increasingly ambiguous.
Citizens may lack transparency and meaningful access to the mechanisms
through which decisions are made, particularly when algorithmic systems
influence policy formulation or resource allocation.

This opacity risks undermining the conditions necessary for informed
and meaningful consent, thereby raising fundamental concerns about the

sustainability of legitimacy in Al-mediated political systems.
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Jean-Jacques Rousseau, the philosopher of the general will, argues
that legitimate authority must represent the autonomy of the people and
reflect the subjects’ moral and political will. While Al can optimize deci-
sions or forecast societal preferences, it cannot, in itself, engage in moral
reasoning or generate a morally binding collective agreement. Any algo-
rithmic output, however precise, risks producing decisions that are techni-
cally efficient but normatively deficient, and thus

non-Rousseauian.

Max Weber offers a typology of legitimacy that includes tradition-
al, charismatic, and rational-legal authority, the latter being ground-
ed in formal rules, procedures, and institutional rationality. Al ap-
pears comparable to Weber’s concept of rational-legal legitimacy, as
it operates on the basis of formalized processes and rule-based logic.

However, this alignment also reveals a significant tension. On the
one hand, Weber’s framework presupposes that human actors design,
interpret, and implement rational-legal rules. On the other hand, au-
tonomous Al systems may operate with minimal or no direct human
interpretation. This raises a critical question: can the authority exer-
cised by autonomous Al remain socially and ethically legitimate?

These traditional foundations of legitimacy are increasingly chal-
lenged in the digital era. As algorithmic decision-making becomes more
prominent, citizens may no longer be able to provide meaningful con-
sent (Locke) or effectively contribute to the formation of the general will
(Rousseau), particularly as rational-legal mechanisms (Weber) are pro-
gressively implemented through automated systems rather than human
agents.

In contrast, Locke and Rousseau emphasize the moral and participa-
tory dimensions of legitimacy—functions that artificial intelligence, in its
current form, cannot independently fulfill. Weber’s framework, however,

opens the possibility that algorithmic rationality could satisfy the structur-
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al requirements of legitimacy. This tension highlights a central challenge
in contemporary governance: reconciling the efficiency and scalability of
algorithmic

systems with the normative demands of democratic participation and
moral responsibility.

Accordingly, the moral, consensual, and collective dimensions of le-
gitimacy necessitate the continued presence of human oversight and gov-
ernance mechanisms capable of integrating computational logic with ethi-
cal and political judgment. While Al may operationalize certain aspects of

rational-legal authority, its legitimacy ultimately depends on its em-
bedding within a broader framework of human accountability and demo-
cratic control.

1. Political Legitimacy: Normative Authority in Democratic Sys-

tems

Political legitimacy refers to the rightful authority to rule. According
to classical liberal thought, the legitimacy of government derives from the
consent of the governed. John Locke argued that political power is legit-
imate only insofar as it reflects the consent of free individuals. Thus, le-
gitimacy is grounded in moral justification rather than mere effectiveness.

Jean-Jacques Rousseau further developed the concept of the “gener-
al will,” arguing that legitimate authority must express collective autono-
my rather than impose an alien form of rule.

In democratic systems, legitimacy is reinforced through mechanisms
such as free elections and public participation, through which citizens ex-
press their political preferences and exercise collective agency.

Contemporary theorists have expanded the concept of legitimacy to
include procedural, substantive, and epistemic dimensions.

Procedural legitimacy refers to the fairness, transparency, and in-
clusiveness of decision-making processes. Within this framework, Al

presents both opportunities and challenges. On the one hand, algorithmic
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decision-making can standardize procedures and reduce certain forms of
human bias. On the other hand, the opacity of many algorithmic models
may limit transparency, making it difficult for citizens to understand how
decisions are made and to assess their fairness .

Substantive legitimacy concerns the justice and public value of polit-
ical outcomes. In this regard, Al-generated decisions may achieve high
levels of efficiency while remaining normatively problematic. Algorith-
mic systems may optimize outcomes according to specific metrics, yet
overlook ethical considerations or distributive concerns that are central to
democratic justice.

Epistemic legitimacy, in turn, focuses on the quality and rationali-
ty of the decision-making process itself. Al has the potential to enhance
epistemic legitimacy by producing more accurate, data-driven, and evi-
dence-based decisions. However, excessive reliance on algorithmic pre-
dictions risks undermining the deliberative reasoning and critical reflec-
tion that human actors contribute to political processes.

Artificial intelligence thus complicates all three dimensions of legiti-
macy. As computational outputs become increasingly influential in shap-
ing political judgments, legitimacy may shift from participatory validation
toward technocratic performance. In this context, efficiency and predic-
tive accuracy may emerge as alternative sources of justification, poten-
tially displacing democratic deliberation as the primary basis upon which
political authority is established.

2. Accountability and the Problem of Distributed Agency

Accountability traditionally presupposes the presence of identifiable
decision-making agents. In representative systems, elected officials can
be questioned, held responsible, or removed from office, and the chain of
authority remains relatively clear.

However, the integration of artificial intelligence and data-driven sys-
tems introduces a form of distributed agency. Decision-making processes
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may be shaped by multiple actors, including datasets, algorithmic models,
software engineers, public officials, and institutional frameworks. This
diffusion of agency complicates the attribution of responsibility and ren-
ders traditional accountability mechanisms increasingly inadequate.

Scholars in digital ethics, such as Luciano Floridi, have proposed ex-
panding the concept of accountability to encompass broader dimensions
within Al governance, including systemic and infrastructural levels. In
this context, algorithmic accountability requires that systems be explain-
able, transparent, auditable, and contestable.

A fundamental theoretical tension emerges here: democratic account-
ability is inherently anthropocentric, as it presumes the existence of mor-
al agents capable of intention and responsibility. By contrast, Al systems
lack moral consciousness. When such systems significantly influence po-
litical decision-making, accountability must therefore be reconstructed at
the institutional level rather than attributed solely to individual actors.

3. Toward a Hybrid Theory of Governance

This study argues that the integration of artificial intelligence into po-
litical systems gives rise to a hybrid model of governance in which human
deliberation and computational rationality are dynamically intertwined.
From a philosophical perspective, this model entails a fundamental recon-
figuration of authority and legitimacy. Political power can no longer be
understood as exclusively human-derived; rather, it emerges from the in-
teraction between human agency, algorithmic processes, and institutional
structures.

Within this paradigm:

e Legitimacy must incorporate transparency in algorithmic design and
operation.

e Accountability must extend to both institutional and technical archi-
tectures.

e Authority requires reconceptualization to accommodate distributed,

data-driven forms of agency.
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The rise of Al does not displace democratic theory but compels its
transformation. Political institutions must reconsider foundational con-
cepts such as consent, accountability, and public justification in a context
where algorithmic decision-making plays an increasingly central role.

As Al continues to expand its influence, governance may evolve to-
ward complex decision-making ecosystems in which human actors and
predictive algorithms jointly shape political outcomes. Such develop-
ments have the potential to redefine institutional standards, reshape public

expectations, and transform the very nature of democratic engagement.

II. Methodology — Analytical & Prospective Approaches

The analysis of Artificial Intelligence as a new phenomenon in the
global arena is complicated, yet it can be done through a multi-meth-
od approach. The methodology has an integrated approach and a fore-
sight-based reasoning (prospective) and an analytical political theory. It is
essential the integration of Al as a cyber-physical infrastructural system,
decision-support system, and an adaptive centre of power in governance
systems.

1- The Analytical Approach

The normative assessment and the conceptual clarification form the
basis of the analytical element of the study. Analytical political theory
does not only aim at characterizing institutions; it also tries to explore the
nature of the justificatory backgrounds of institutions and the internal in-
tegrity of the institutions. In this vein, the work will attempt to take a com-
plete re-examination of the traditional concept of legitimacy and authority,
that is, the concept of Locke, Rousseau and Weber against the structural
logic of the algorithmic decision-making. This school of thought views

99 ¢¢

“legitimacy,” “authority” and accountability not as facts but as norms that
are constructed. The approach is a continuation of the tradition of criti-

cal and interpretive politics. The focus of this project will be to establish
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the conflicts between democratic norms and instrumental rationality of Al
systems. Through such a method, the study throws light on how the inde-
pendent the independent variable (artificial intelligence technology) will
interplay with the dependent variable (political decision-making process-
es) and the regime type, legislation and technical maturity as contextu-
al variables. Worse still, the analytical framework introduces concepts of
the philosophy of governance and institutional organisations. The Artifi-
cial Intelligence is not examined as a technological artefact. Instead, it is
examined as a component of a larger socio-technical assemblage which
reconfigures the practices of institutions and relations of power within
them. . As such, the study would not be limited to the principle of tech-
nical determinism but will place artificial intelligence within a political
power system.

2- The Prospective (Foresight-Oriented) Approach

Considering that Al technologies evolve quickly enough that only ret-
rospective or static analysis cannot be enough. Thus, the current research
incorporates a prospective methodological dimension based on scenar-
i0-building. As developed in the strategic foresight literature, scenario
planning has the objective of creating possible futures rather than predict-
ing the future. It creates possible futures by exposing structural uncertain-
ties.

The proposed methodological approach serves three main objec-
tives in this study:

A- To examine potential pathways for the integration of Al into political
systems.

B- To investigate the ethical challenges that may arise within different
governance frameworks.

C- To assess the resilience of democratic systems under increasing levels

of algorithmic mediation.
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This future-oriented reasoning aligns with contemporary debates on
the technological transformation of the “infosphere,” which reshapes the
epistemic and institutional conditions of governance. By situating current
developments within a longer temporal horizon, the study enables a more
comprehensive understanding of present dynamics while enhancing the
capacity to anticipate future trajectories.

Importantly, this dimension is methodological rather than speculative.
It does not advance deterministic claims that Al will replace human au-
thority; rather, it develops analytically grounded scenarios to evaluate the
robustness of democratic norms in the context of expanding algorithmic
governance.

1- Methodological Integration

The integration of analytical and prospective approaches is central
to the research design in two key respects. First, analytical rigor ensures
conceptual precision and normative clarity. Second, prospective reasoning
extends the scope of analysis beyond existing conditions to explore struc-
turally plausible futures.

The combination of these approaches enables the study to conceptual-
ize artificial intelligence as a techno-political factor capable of reshaping
legitimacy, accountability, and institutional power. By bridging normative
political theory with forward-looking governance analysis, the methodol-
ogy provides a framework that connects present realities with the emerg-

ing paradigm of hybrid human—algorithmic governance.
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I1I. Analysis and Discussion — AI’s Impact on Political Deci-
sion-Making ,Legitimacy ,and

Accountability

Artificial intelligence (Al) is transforming political decision-making
mechanisms far beyond its conventional role as a computational support
tool. The gradual integration of Al into governance institutions is chal-
lenging traditional understandings of human judgment, institutional au-
thority, and democratic practice. Through pattern recognition, data analy-
sis, and policy forecasting, Al performs a range of functions increasingly
embedded in real-world governance. At a deeper theoretical level, it influ-
ences not only decision-makers but also the processes of justification and
accountability within political systems.

2- Transforming Decision-Making

Mechanisms Al is no longer merely a computational instrument in
political contexts; it is beginning to reshape the architecture of decision-
making itself. In traditional political systems, decision-making is a funda-
mentally human process involving deliberation, interpretation, and nego-
tiation among competing interests. In contrast, contemporary Al systems
introduce data-centric modes of reasoning that significantly influence
how policy options are identified, structured, and evaluated.

A- Al as Analytical Augmentation Al systems can process and ana-
lyze volumes of information that exceed human cognitive capacity, mak-
ing them increasingly significant in political decision-making. Empirical
applications and governance experiments demonstrate this role in prac-
tice. For instance, certain studies in foreign policy analysis suggest that
advanced models can utilize historical data to generate informed policy
insights while incorporating relevant contextual variables. These systems
provide policymakers with analytically derived options that would be dif-
ficult to construct manually due to the complexity and scale of available
data.
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This aligns with broader research indicating that Al can detect patterns
in political data that are not easily identifiable by human analysts. Such
capabilities are increasingly used to shape policy agendas, as Al tools an-
alyze large datasets—including social media activity, public opinion sur-
veys, and economic indicators—to identify emerging societal issues. In
this sense, Al functions as an extension of human cognition, supporting
rather than replacing deliberative processes.

B- Hybrid Decision Frameworks: Humans

and Algorithms A growing transformation can be observed in hybrid
decision-making systems, where human actors and algorithmic systems
interact directly. Research on European Union governance suggests that
there is little difference in perceived legitimacy and throughput legitimacy
(i.e., the efficiency and fairness of decision-making processes) between
human-only systems and hybrid human—AlI systems, provided that Al sys-
tems meet a certain level of sophistication. In such cases, Al does not di-
minish the perceived democratic quality of decisions; rather, it enhances
analytical depth and procedural efficiency.

However, Al does more than modify decision-making procedures; it
also reshapes the underlying principles of governance systems. This de-
velopment has significant theoretical implications. As Yuval Rymon ar-
gues in How Al Transforms the Role of Democratic Representatives,
artificial intelligence is reshaping democratic representation by altering
how political information is processed and how citizen preferences are
incorporated into policymaking. Hybrid systems thus enable large-scale
data-driven responsiveness, potentially narrowing the gap between public
opinion and institutional decision-making.

C- Experimental Evidence on Al Influence Beyond institutional ap-
plications, experimental studies provide evidence of AI’s influence on in-
dividual decision-making behavior. Research involving biased language

models indicates that exposure to partisan Al-generated content can shift
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individuals’ political attitudes, regardless of their initial ideological orien-
tation. This suggests that Al systems do not merely function as structural
or analytical tools but can also shape cognitive and normative judgments
at the individual level, thereby exerting subtle yet significant effects on
political behavior.

These findings carry important implications. If Al systems are increas-
ingly used in advisory roles or as preliminary decision-support tools, bi-
ases embedded within their training data or model design may systemati-
cally influence policy outcomes. As a result, cognitive framing processes
may be altered through information filtering and bias amplification even
before decisions reach formal institutional stages.

D- Summarizing the Transformation

In summary, artificial intelligence is transforming political deci-
sion-making across multiple levels:

o Cognitive augmentation: Al extends human analytical capacity
through large-scale data processing and simulation.

o Institutional hybridization: Al participates in decision-making pro-
cesses alongside human actors, reshaping how decisions are formed and
legitimized.

o Behavioral influence: Interaction with

Al systems can affect individual political judgments, with broader im-
plications for collective political behavior.

The following sections will examine how these transformations af-
fect legitimacy, accountability, and democratic participation. Importantly,
these developments do not necessarily indicate a loss of human agency;
rather, they signal a reconfiguration of decision-making authority and re-
sponsibility within political systems.

E- AI and Political Legitimacy

The introduction of artificial intelligence into political institutions rais-

es fundamental questions regarding political legitimacy. Legitimacy refers
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to the normative foundation of political power that renders it acceptable
to citizens. Classical theories of legitimacy are primarily grounded in the
works of John Locke, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and Max Weber. These
frameworks conceptualize legitimacy in terms of consent of the governed,
the general will, and rational-legal authority, respectively.

The integration of artificial intelligence into political decision-making
challenges these foundational pillars by introducing algorithmic rational-
ity into domains traditionally governed by human deliberation, negotia-
tion, and social justification.

A central concern is not merely whether Al enhances efficiency, but
whether political decisions mediated by Al can still be regarded as legit-
imate. As Beckman, Rosenberg, and Jebari argue, the application of ma-
chine learning in governmental contexts must be evaluated beyond tech-
nical efficiency alone. If machine learning systems optimize outcomes
without ensuring democratic participation and rational public justification,
they may contribute to a decline in the perceived legitimacy of govern-
mental processes. This concern becomes particularly salient in contexts
such as the global pandemic, where scholars have referred to the “prob-
lem of publicity,” emphasizing that political authority must be justified in
ways that are transparent, comprehensible, and publicly accessible—crite-
ria that complex algorithmic systems may struggle to meet.

Empirical research further substantiates these legitimacy concerns. A
study examining public attitudes in the United Kingdom and Japan toward
parliamentary use of Al

distinguishes between augmentation (Al assisting human deci-
sion-makers) and delegation (Al independently making decisions) as key
dimensions of public perception. Findings suggest that citizens generally
accept Al when it functions as a support tool for human decision-mak-
ing, but express normative reservations when Al is granted autonomous

decision-making authority. This indicates a persistent preference for hu-
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man-centered legitimacy, even in contexts where Al improves analytical
performance.

Moreover, systematic reviews of Al in governance demonstrate that
algorithmic systems may enhance procedural fairness and improve the re-
liability of policy outputs. However, such technical improvements do not
automatically translate into normative legitimacy unless accompanied by
mechanisms that ensure citizen participation, transparency, and the ability
to contest algorithmic decisions. A review of G7 peer-reviewed studies
confirms that while Al can improve efficiency in policy analysis, service
delivery, and risk assessment, it simultaneously raises significant concerns
regarding transparency, accountability, and democratic oversight—all of
which are essential components of political legitimacy.

From a theoretical perspective, discussions of “technical performance
legitimacy” often conflate legitimacy with values such as efficiency, accu-
racy, and fairness. However, in political theory, legitimacy is fundamen-
tally grounded in social justification, consent, and democratic approval, as
emphasized by Stone and Mittelstadt. Accordingly, performance metrics
alone are insufficient to establish the legitimacy of algorithmic systems,
which must also satisfy normative and participatory requirements—a gap
that remains insufficiently addressed in much of the Al governance liter-
ature.

Research in Arab political science similarly reflects these concerns.
Studies on artificial intelligence and policy quality suggest that while Al
may increase responsiveness and public satisfaction, governments that
fail to incorporate inclusive participatory mechanisms risk eroding public
trust and perceived legitimacy. This issue is particularly significant in de-
veloping contexts, where decision-making and information infrastructures
are increasingly mediated by private digital platforms rather than public
institutions, thereby weakening democratic control mechanisms essential

for legitimacy.
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The impact of artificial intelligence on political legitimacy is therefore
both significant and ambivalent. While Al may enhance the efficiency and
outputs of decision-making processes, it may simultaneously weaken the
legitimacy of inputs, participation, and public justification. The future of
Al governance is unlikely to involve the replacement of human rationali-
ty; rather, it is more plausibly characterized by a hybridization of human
and algorithmic decision-making. Such a model will require a careful bal-
ance between democratic values, algorithmic efficiency, and institutional
transparency.

F- Accountability in an Algorithmic Era

The integration of artificial intelligence into decision-making mecha-
nisms within democratic institutions challenges conventional understand-
ings of accountability. Classical democratic theory is grounded in the as-
sumption that identifiable human actors bear responsibility for political
decisions, thereby enabling mechanisms of sanction, oversight, and moral
judgment.

However, when decision-making is distributed across algorithmic sys-
tems, data infrastructures, and institutional networks, accountability be-
comes increasingly diffuse. This diffusion complicates both the normative
and practical governance of responsibility.

According to Luciano Floridi and co-authors, Al systems generate a
condition of “distributed agency,” in which responsibility is shared among
designers, developers, and policymakers who shape and deploy algorith-
mic systems. In this context, attributing ethical and legal responsibility
becomes particularly complex, as Al systems lack consciousness, moral
reasoning, and intentionality—features typically associated with human
agency. This gives rise to what scholars describe as the “accountability
gap,” where it is often unclear whether responsibility lies with program-

mers, policymakers, institutions, or the algorithmic system itself.
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Empirical studies further illustrate these challenges. For example, in
2022, Estonian government algorithms were used to simulate policy out-
comes and optimize social service allocation. While the system achieved
high efficiency—approximately U5% alignment between resource allo-
cation and predicted societal needs—public trust declined when citizens
were unable to trace or contest the underlying algorithmic logic. Similar-
ly, in the European Union, Starke and Liinich (2020) found in experimen-
tal settings that increased Al autonomy reduced citizen confidence in de-
cision-making processes, even when predictive accuracy improved. These
findings suggest that technical performance and normative accountability
may operate in tension rather than in alignment.

From a philosophical perspective, this tension is reflected in con-
temporary debates on the ethics of computational systems. Mittelstadt et
al. (201G) argue that accountability in algorithmic governance must be
multi-layered. In this regard, three interrelated dimensions can be distin-
guished: procedural accountability, which refers to transparent and audit-
able decision-making processes; substantive accountability, which con-
cerns the ethical alignment of algorithmic outputs with moral and social
norms; and participatory accountability, which enables affected individu-
als to contest, scrutinize, or influence algorithmic decisions.

Without such multi-layered frameworks, Al systems risk undermining
democratic legitimacy by producing technically valid outcomes that re-
main inaccessible to public scrutiny or contestation. Accordingly, Rymon
(2025) argues for hybrid accountability models in which human actors re-
tain ultimate responsibility, while Al systems function as tools for enhanc-
ing analytical capacity and decision efficiency.

Legal scholarship has increasingly focused on regulatory approach-
es to algorithmic accountability. The European Union’s Artificial Intelli-
gence Act (2023), for instance, introduces a risk-based regulatory frame-

work for high-impact Al systems, requiring transparency, explainability,
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and human oversight. Early implementations suggest that algorithmic
auditing mechanisms, particularly when combined with public reporting
requirements, can partially restore accountability while preserving the an-
alytical advantages of Al systems.

In sum, accountability in the algorithmic era extends beyond the mon-
itoring of outputs. It necessitates institutional redesign, multi-layered
responsibility structures, and robust normative oversight to ensure that
Al-enhanced governance remains consistent with ethical principles and
democratic legitimacy.

G- Practical Domains of AI’s Influence

Artificial intelligence has significantly transformed policy formula-
tion and the implementation of administrative functions within political
systems. The implications of predictive governance are substantial, par-
ticularly in relation to resource allocation, optimization of public service
delivery, and electoral processes. A clear understanding of these domains
is essential for developing a comprehensive perspective on the practical
and normative dimensions of Al in politics.

e Policy Analysis and Forecasting

Al systems, particularly those based on machine learning and natural
language processing, are increasingly used to analyze large-scale data-
sets, predict policy outcomes, and anticipate societal responses. Rymon
(2025) notes that algorithms can evaluate millions of policy combinations
within a short period, offering legislators probabilistic assessments of
policy effectiveness. For instance, in 2022, the Estonian government em-
ployed Al-supported simulations for social service allocation. The system
achieved approximately U5% accuracy in matching resource distribution
with predicted societal needs; however, public resistance emerged due to
the inability of citizens to understand or scrutinize the underlying algo-

rithmic logic.
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e Administrative Efficiency and Public Services

The automation of routine administrative tasks, anomaly detection,
and optimization of resource allocation are among the key ways in which
Al enhances governmental efficiency. A study by Fisher et al. (2024) on a
local authority in the United States found that Al-based systems reduced
the processing time of social benefit applications by 37%, while simulta-
neously improving the equity of service distribution across demograph-
ic groups. However, when the decision-making logic remains opaque to
stakeholders, such efficiency gains may come at the expense of transpar-
ency and participatory accountability.

e Electoral Processes and Citizen

Interaction Al is increasingly embedded in electoral systems, par-
ticularly in campaign strategy design, voter segmentation, and electoral
forecasting. As demonstrated by Starke and Liinich (2020), algorithmic
predictions of voter behavior can enhance the strategic allocation of cam-
paign resources.

Nevertheless, these developments raise significant ethical concerns re-
garding manipulation, informed consent, and electoral legitimacy.

In addition, Al-based chatbots used within Singapore’s Smart Nation
initiative (2023) have improved response times and facilitated more ef-
ficient information dissemination to citizens. However, scholars caution
that such automated interaction systems may unintentionally narrow pub-
lic discourse by structuring communication within predefined and con-
trollable parameters.

e Risk Assessment and Crisis Management

Governments are increasingly relying on Al systems for risk assess-
ment and crisis management, ranging from pandemics to natural disas-
ters. During the COVID-1U pandemic (2020-2021), Al-driven predictive
models were used in several countries, including Germany and Israel,

to support vaccine distribution strategies. These systems reportedly im-
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proved allocation efficiency by approximately 25-30% compared to tradi-
tional methods.

However, scholars such as Mittelstadt et al. emphasize that while Al
enhances predictive capacity, overreliance on algorithmic outputs in high-
stakes environments requires strong human oversight, as model limita-
tions and errors may generate systemic risks and unintended consequenc-
es.

e Ethical and Normative Considerations

Across all these domains, significant ethical and normative concerns
emerge. Luciano Floridi argues that Al systems have the capacity to re-
shape the “infosphere,” thereby influencing not only decision outcomes
but also perceptions of authority, legitimacy, and justice. This raises crit-
ical questions about whether hybrid governance models—combining hu-
man judgment with algorithmic analysis—can adequately preserve demo-
cratic norms.

Importantly, normative acceptability does not necessarily align with
technological efficiency. As such, the ethical deployment of Al requires
institutional safeguards, transparency mechanisms, and participatory
oversight structures to ensure that algorithmic governance strengthens
rather than undermines democratic principles.

Conclusion of Section Across multiple domains of political applica-
tion, artificial intelligence enhances efficiency, predictive accuracy, and
administrative effectiveness. However, each domain simultaneously raises
distinct challenges related to transparency, accountability, and democratic
legitimacy. Al thus influences not only the outcomes of political processes
but also their procedural and normative foundations. Accordingly, the de-
ployment of Al in governance must be accompanied by robust institution-
al safeguards to ensure that technological advancement reinforces, rather

than erodes, democratic governance.
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IV. Future Scenarios and Philosophical Reconstitution of Political
Authority in the

Algorithmic Age

a. Beyond Technological Adoption: Structural Transformation of
Political

Rationality The use of artificial intelligence in political decision-mak-
ing should not be understood merely as a technical enhancement of ad-
ministrative capacity. Rather, it constitutes a structural reconfiguration of
political rationality itself. Classical governmental architecture—histori-
cally grounded in representation, deliberation, and rational-legal author-
ity—assumes that political judgment is inherently human and based on
normative reasoning and public justification.

According to Luciano Floridi, contemporary societies are increasingly
embedded within the “infosphere,” a hybrid ontological environment in
which human agency and institutional authority are continuously medi-
ated by information systems. In such a context, authority does not dis-
appear; rather, it is redistributed across the environment, shifting away
from visible institutional actors toward opaque computational systems
that shape the epistemic conditions under which decisions are produced.

The outcome of this transformation can be described as epistemic in-
frastructural power—the capacity to shape political reality through data
selection, model construction, and algorithmic optimization.

Accordingly, the central philosophical question is no longer whether
Al improves decision-making efficiency, but whether the epistemic foun-
dations of legitimacy are being redefined by algorithmic rationality itself.

e Scenario (A): Epistemic Augmentation within Constitutional
Democracy

In this first and institutionally conservative trajectory, Al functions as
an advisory and predictive tool within democratically accountable sys-

tems. Human actors retain final decision-making authority, while Al sup-
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ports policy analysis, risk assessment, and scenario modeling.

Empirical data supports measurable efficiency gains. The OECD
(2023) reports that Al-assisted fraud detection systems improved accura-
cy by 20%—-40% across several member states and reduced administrative
costs by approximately 15%. Similarly, Estonia’s Al governance initia-
tives recorded significant reductions in public administration processing
time between 201U and 2022.

From a normative perspective, this model aligns with Jiirgen Haber-
mas’s conception of procedural legitimacy, according to which political
authority is justified only through publicly accessible deliberative struc-
tures.

In this configuration, Al enhances output legitimacy without necessar-
ily undermining input legitimacy.

However, a structural tension persists. When policymakers become
dependent on systems they do not fully understand, democratic authority
risks gradual erosion. As Floridi argues, informational dependency may
shift effective power away from institutions toward opaque computational
infrastructures.

Thus, augmentation does not eliminate political authority; it redistrib-
utes it.

e Scenario (B): Algorithmic Technocracy and the Rise of Perfor-
mance Legitimacy

A more radical trajectory involves increasing algorithmic autonomy in
decision-making, particularly in areas such as resource allocation, predic-
tive policing, and policy optimization.

Experimental research by Starke and Liinich (2020) indicates that cit-
izens perceive lower legitimacy when Al systems are framed as auton-
omous decision-makers rather than advisory tools. This confirms a nor-
mative intuition: democratic legitimacy remains strongly tied to human

responsibility.
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Nevertheless, a competing logic of performance legitimacy emerg-
es. If algorithmic systems consistently outperform human judgment
in accuracy and efficiency, the justification for limiting their role be-
comes increasingly contested.

This debate parallels David Estlund’s theory of epistemic procedural-
ism, which holds that legitimacy depends partially on the epistemic qual-
ity of decision procedures while maintaining that truth alone cannot re-
place democratic authorization.

The primary risk of algorithmic technocracy is not overt repression
but subtle depoliticization. Political disagreement is gradually reframed
as a question of technical inefficiency rather than normative conflict. As
Hannah Arendt warns, the replacement of judgment with optimization
risks narrowing the space of political plurality and public deliberation.

e Scenario (C): The Constitutionalization of Algorithmic Au-

thority

A third trajectory seeks to institutionalize Al through constitutional
and legal frameworks. The European Union’s Artificial Intelligence Act
(EU 2024/1G8U) represents an attempt to regulate high-risk Al systems
through transparency requirements, human oversight, and risk-based gov-
ernance.

This model aims to bring algorithmic systems under legal and institu-
tional control. However, even constitutional embedding may not resolve
deeper structural tensions.

As Shoshana Zuboff argues, surveillance capitalism enables private
actors to concentrate computational power through large-scale data eco-
systems. When public institutions rely on privately controlled algorithmic
infrastructures, sovereignty itself becomes technologically mediated.

This development challenges classical Weberian conceptions of the
state as the exclusive holder of legitimate coercive power. In the algorith-

mic context, sovereignty becomes less territorial and more informational,
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grounded in control over data flows, predictive models, and computation-
al infrastructures.

b. Integrated Theoretical Synthesis: Reconstructing Legitimacy,
Accountability, and the State

The preceding scenarios converge toward three structural trans-
formations:

A. Legitimacy as Multi-Dimensional Hybrid Authority

In contemporary democratic theory,

legitimacy is typically operationalized through normative and proce-
dural dimensions. The algorithmic age introduces a further dimension:
epistemic-algorithmic legitimacy, based on computational performance
and predictive capacity.

This produces a dual structure of legitimacy:

e normative authorization derived from democratic processes

e algorithmic validation derived from optimization and prediction

Tension arises when these dimensions diverge—for example, when
democratically endorsed policies conflict with algorithmically optimal
solutions. Resolving this tension becomes a central challenge for future

governance systems.

B. Diffused Accountability in Socio-Technical Networks

As Mark Bovens defines, accountability is a relationship in which ac-
tors must justify their conduct to a forum capable of sanction. In algorith-
mic governance, however, the identity of the accountable “actor” becomes
fragmented across networks of developers, data providers, institutions,
and political decision-makers.

This diffusion creates accountability gaps unless governance systems
establish clear mechanisms of traceability, auditability, and responsibility

allocation.
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C. Reconstitution of the State as Informational Sovereign

These transformations suggest a reconfiguration of the state itself.
Whereas the classical state is defined by territorial authority and coercive
capacity, the algorithmic state operates through control of informational
infrastructures and predictive systems.

This emerging form can be described as informational sovereignty—
the capacity to govern through epistemic control rather than solely through
territorial authority. This shift does not abolish democracy but compels its
institutional reinvention.

¢. Normative Assessment: Between Emancipation and Subtle
Domination

Artificial intelligence holds significant emancipatory potential, includ-
ing improved policy foresight, reduced corruption, and enhanced distribu-
tive efficiency. However, its most profound risk lies not in dystopian dom-
ination but in the gradual normalization of algorithmic mediation, where
political contestation is increasingly perceived as inferior to statistical op-
timization.

Democracy is not merely a mechanism for producing efficient out-
comes; it is a system of collective self-government. Even when Al im-
proves decision outcomes, it may still undermine autonomy if political
judgment is progressively displaced by computational reasoning.

d. Final Theoretical Proposition

Artificial intelligence does not merely transform decision-making
processes; it restructures the epistemic architecture of political power.
Sovereignty becomes informational control, accountability becomes dis-
tributed across socio-technical networks, and legitimacy acquires a new
computational dimension.

The future of democracy, therefore, does not depend on resisting algo-
rithmic systems, but on their constitutional embedding within institutional
frameworks that ensure transparency, contestability, and normative con-
straint. Such frameworks must safeguard human agency within increas-

ingly automated decision ecologies.
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Conclusion

This paper has demonstrated that artificial intelligence does not mere-
ly affect political outcomes; it also reshapes the processes of political de-
cision-making, justification, and implementation. Algorithmic systems
are increasingly transforming traditional decision-making structures in
political institutions—historically grounded in deliberation, representa-
tion, bureaucratic expertise, and rational-legal authority—by introducing
data-driven mechanisms that reorganize information processing, option
evaluation, and policy selection.

The integration of artificial intelligence into governance represents a
significant paradigm shift in the epistemic architecture of decision-mak-
ing. Whereas political judgment was traditionally grounded in human de-
liberation and normative reasoning, it is now increasingly embedded with-
in computational systems capable of processing vast datasets, predicting
outcomes, and optimizing policy choices. This transformation does not
eliminate human agency; rather, it reconfigures it. Over time, political
actors are increasingly operating within pre-structured decision environ-
ments shaped by algorithmic logics.

This analysis yields three major structural implications for political
decision-making mechanisms:

First: Hybridization of Political Legitimacy The concept of legitima-
cy undergoes a process of hybridization. In classical democratic theory,
legitimacy rests on three foundational pillars: consent, representation, and
legal-rational procedure. With the integration of algorithmic systems, an
additional epistemic dimension emerges, grounded in prediction, optimi-
zation, and computational efficiency.

As a result, political decisions are increasingly evaluated not only in
terms of procedural correctness but also in terms of computational per-
formance. This creates a structural tension between epistemic authority

(based on algorithmic outputs) and democratic authorization (based on
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public consent). Such tension becomes particularly evident when algorith-
mic recommendations diverge from majority preferences or representa-
tive judgment.

The future of democratic governance, therefore, depends on the de-
velopment of institutional mechanisms capable of integrating algorithmic
knowledge without undermining democratic legitimacy and collective
choice.

Second: Diffusion of Accountability A second implication concerns
the systemic dispersion of responsibility. In traditional political systems,
accountability can be attributed to identifiable actors such as ministers,
legislators, or administrative officials.

In contrast, algorithmically mediated systems distribute decision-mak-
ing across socio-technical assemblages that include data infrastructures,
software developers, institutional operators, and political authorities.
Without robust mechanisms of transparency, auditability, and contestabil-
ity, this dispersion risks producing accountability gaps and weakening the
chain of justification within democratic systems.

Accordingly, the transformation of decision-making processes re-
quires a parallel reconstruction of accountability frameworks capable of
addressing distributed agency within algorithmic governance structures.

Third: Reconfiguration of Statehood and Sovereignty The third im-
plication concerns the transformation of the institutional logic of the state.
Political decision-making has traditionally been structured through bu-
reaucratic institutions and representative governance systems. However,
under algorithmic conditions, increasing reliance is placed on informa-
tional infrastructures that shape risk assessment, policy simulation, and
predictive governance.

In this context, sovereignty becomes increasingly informational in na-
ture. The capacity to control data infrastructures and computational sys-

tems not only determines administrative efficiency but also shapes the
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substantive content of political decision-making itself. Decision-making
mechanisms are thus shifting from institutional structures to infrastructur-
al systems.

Empirical evidence reviewed in this study suggests that Al-enhanced
decision-making tools can deliver measurable benefits in terms of effi-
ciency, predictive accuracy, and administrative consistency. Algorithmic
systems have demonstrated improved performance in areas such as fraud
detection, resource allocation, and risk modeling, illustrating the poten-
tial emancipatory value of Al within well-regulated institutional environ-
ments.

However, efficiency cannot serve as the sole criterion for evaluating
political decision-making. Democratic systems are fundamentally ground-
ed in public justification, contestation, and collective self-determination,
and cannot be reduced to

outcome optimization. There is a real risk that deliberative agency
may be subordinated to statistical optimization if political decisions be-
come increasingly mediated by opaque computational systems.

The central concern, therefore, is not the overt dominance of algo-
rithms, but rather the gradual normalization of technocratic mediation,
whereby political disagreement is reframed as a technical inefficiency
rather than a normative conflict.

The key theoretical contribution of this study lies in reconceptualizing
artificial intelligence as a structural variable in the transformation of po-
litical decision-making systems. Al reshapes the epistemic foundations of
decision-making, redistributes accountability across socio-technical net-
works, and reconfigures the institutional architecture of political power.
Rather than replacing human judgment, it transforms the conditions under
which judgment is exercised.

The future of democratic politics will depend on the capacity to con-

stitutionally institutionalize algorithmically enhanced decision-making
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within transparent, accountable, and normatively constrained frameworks
that preserve human agency as the ultimate source of political authority.
Al is already embedded within political decision-making structures; the
critical challenge is ensuring that its integration strengthens rather than
undermines democratic self-governance.

In this respect, the central question facing contemporary political sys-
tems is not whether artificial intelligence will influence institutional de-
cision-making, but how democratic institutions can adapt their normative
and structural principles to regulate the algorithmic forms that are now

becoming integral to political governance.
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