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Problem setting. Digital platforms that today are serious players in national legal
systems, international relations and the global economy have already acquired considerable
power in the political, economic and legal sense. The further deployment of algorithms
in the activities of such platforms gives them even more power, allowing both subtle and
massive influences on people and societies.

Algorithmic governing risks undermining the foundations of governance and trust
in public institutions. The control of thought and behavior by means of new technological
tools has extremely negative consequences for democracy. Abandoning agreed international
standards in favor of a set of rules proposed by platform owners can be fatal for human
rights. The tendency to automate the processes of resolving disputes and any conflicting
issues in the process of using platforms can be extremely destructive for the rule of law.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The platforms are quite often called
“digital” or “online” in the synonymous sense of these terms. These platforms can be even
more broadly described as “social platforms” (Cobbe, 2021, p. 740), which seems to be
an accurate term from the point of view of their noticeable impact on social relations.
Despite the fact that the influence of platforms on society is growing every day, the term
“digital platforms” will be mainly used in this paper for two reasons: (1) platforms have
gained serious influence and power precisely in the digital era, not least due to the immanent
features it has, (2) a successful platform business model is built on digital technologies and
data which are collected and processed thanks to new technologies.

The term “digital” can have different connotations and be applied in various contexts.
The platforms can be described as digital regarding their function (Gawer, 2009), their
ability to support online communities (Spagnoletti, Resca & Lee, 2015), their ability
to provide collaboration and engagement through social media (Falco & Kleinhans, 2018),
etc. This is also applicable to the term “online” platforms, which is becoming widespread
mainly due to its use in recent legal acts adopted at the level of the European Union (EU).
The European Commission (2022) in its approach to online platforms emphasizes their
ability to rely on data, use of information and communication technologies to facilitate
interactions between users, as well as network effects. Although the definition of online
platforms is often closely related to the digital economy and markets, an interesting view
at this type of platform includes studying them as corporations, which are different from
traditional ones, including in the use of algorithms for decentralized control (Frenken &
Fuenfschilling, 2020).

The platforms “now routinely use algorithmic behaviour modification techniques
to manipulate users”’behaviour” (Greene, 2022), and they make manipulation part of their
economic model. They also “have the ability to shape the information published on the
platform, and they profit financially form the interaction that users have with information
present on their platforms” (Kettemann, 2022, p. 8). Justification by the economic benefits
of algorithmic governing and shaping information, including limiting it, is an important
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element of platforms’ activity. Moreover, it seems that there are attempts to present this
purely economical justification as a certain race in which there must be winners, and
societies can even be publicly declared such winners and beneficiaries. However, the actual
beneficiaries are the platforms themselves — their owners to be clear.

To specify what “algorithms” mean here I will refer mainly to the smart algorithms
which have become possible due to the introduction and deployment of digital technologies
and especially artificial intelligence. Despite the fact that much of the discussion revolves
around software algorithms, it is worth noting that the context can be broader. As Tarleton
Gillespie (2013) describes this: “Algorithms need not be software: in the broadest sense,
they are encoded procedures for transforming input data into a desired output, based
on specified calculations” (p. 167).

An important feature of algorithms in connection with the activity of digital platforms
is the lack or insufficiency of human supervision over automated and algorithmized
processes. That is, algorithms “analyse data collected from the user in order to deliver
content they would supposedly be interested in or more likely to engage with. They perform
their activities automatically, with no regular human intervention or oversight” (Thiago,
2020, p. 609). Processes that are once given over to algorithms are rarely returned to human
oversight, both for the reasons that algorithmization is economically profitable or at least
promising in the long run, and for the reasons that algorithms are able to give those who
own and manage them great power over others — from influencing opinions people
to control their behavior.

Objectives of the paper. The purpose of this article is to identify the impact
of algorithms in the activity of digital platforms and to outline the main existing and
potential consequences of this for people and societies, with a particular focus on the
consequences for such fundamental values as human rights, the rule of law and democracy.
Taking into account the fact that these values are the basis of the European legal order,
as well as some national legal orders, it is necessary to study the prospects of reducing the
negative impact on them from the side of algorithms and those who are the owners and
managers of the latter.

Main findings. There are certain implications that are manifested in the activity
of digital platforms and which can be formulated as follows: (1) the platforms aime
to maximum involvement users in spending time on a certain digital platform in every
possible way; (2) the platforms create the impression that they increase the field of the
choices that people make while significantly shaping these choices; (3) the platforms
promote goods, services or opinions without distinguishing between what to promote and
whether it should be promoted; (4) the platforms are shaping reality at all levels from
shaping an individual feed in social media to the shaping public policy in certain areas;
(5) the platforms declare commitment to fundamental values while interpreting them
in a way that is beneficial to platforms activity or interpreting them in the way that
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platforms’ owners think these values should be interpreted; (6) platforms are building
up and expanding algorithmic governing, and contribute to imposing an algorithm-based
approach in a wider social context. All this together forms the basis of the activity model
of modern digital platforms which is justified mainly and purely by economic considerations,
or rather, the benefit of platforms’ owners and managers.

Considering COVID-19 situation, Marco Briziarelli and Emiliana Armano (2022) claim
that: “digital abstract space represents the framework of social relations mediated by the
digital in which machinic fix capital can move between contradictory states of abstraction
and subjectification” (p. 55). In this sense, digital platforms have already occupied quite
a large part of the digital space. Moreover, platforms make a significant contribution to the
fact that social relations are increasingly transferred to the digital environment. By itself,
such a transfer might not be dangerous if it were to some extent the evolutionary development
of humanity. The problem is that against the background of digitization, which could
be conventionally called natural, there is a push to shift the social into the digital form.
It should be emphasized that this is in many ways an artificial, imposed choice and not
a valuable civilizational transition.

Platforms thus make efforts to recklessly accelerate technological development, which
differs from a reasonable, and not only purely economically justified approach. In addition,
in most cases, digital platforms, as well as their owners and managers, avoid responsibility
for how their activity affects human rights, democracy and the rule of law. As Koen Frenken
and Lea Fuenfschilling (2020) wrote, “platforms manage their workforce with a capacity
similar to traditional corporations and in the interest of its investors, but without the formal
obligations that traditional corporations face regarding their employees and other
stakeholders” (p. 103). The problem of the responsibility of digital platforms deepens both
against the background of their growing power as owners of new technologies tools and
against the background of the fact that they often operate in arecas where traditional legal
safeguards and measures are not sufficiently effective.

Accumulated power on the one hand and law’s failure to keep up with the challenges
of the digital era on the other give platforms the opportunity to maneuver and reconfigure
their activity. As it was rightly pointed out: “If rulings provide any clarity at all, platforms
can quickly re-code their software and/or alter their terms and conditions, creating a new
artifact with slightly different workings that would necessitate a new court case, and
so forth” (Frenken & Fuenfschilling, 2020, p. 107). In this context, the consequences of such
phenomena as algorithmic governing and censorship, widespread in the activity of platforms,
may turn out to be particularly dangerous. Besides, acting sometimes factually
as governments act, digital platforms have the antifragility of business and not the
antifragility of public institutions. This is reflected in their vulnerability and non-
sustainability when facing to many challenges produced by crises, emergencies and
conflicts. Vulnerability and non-sustainability of platforms ultimately affects people and
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societies, taking into account the interactions characteristic of the digital era and a significant
part of the online activities of all actors in social relations.

1. Platforms’ algorithmic governing. The algorithms of digital platforms are geared
towards retaining attention and greater involvement, often overlooking ethical business
conduct in pursuit of these goals. They use not only an aggressive business model, but also
shaping digital space and the visibility of something or someone in the agenda. Whatever
is not in today’s agenda is almost non-existent in the minds of people. In addition, the way
in which algorithms attract and retain attention and how they shape the agenda is opaque,
hidden from the public.

As it was rightly noted, “there is an assertive force about digital platforms able
to transform the world in ways specific to their logics of operation” (Rossiter & Zehle,
2022, p. 34). This power could have been directed to the promotion of values and their
support. For some time, it seemed that it was so. For example, social media platforms
seemed like good spaces and tools for democratic discussions, unity of like-minded people,
organization of protests in situations that required immediate public response. However,
this turned into a powerful manipulation of users’ opinions that spread far beyond the
borders of digital spaces, polarization and radicalization, as well as the growing dependence
of public opinion and public institutions on seemingly private digital platforms.

Lack of transparency in the activity of digital platforms may lead to violations of human
rights, as well as the rule of law and democracy requirements, that will not be monitored
in time, and the price of which may be exorbitant for individuals and communities. This
problem can be further complicated by the fact that the definition of transparency itself
is not established but rather refers to broad and vague principles.

Digital platforms are unlikely to reveal how they operate, including using algorithms,
justifying this by the need to preserve commercial secrets. In addition, additional opacity can
arise from the fact that some types of algorithms are poorly understood due to their nature
or are extremely technically complex. As Dias Oliva Thiago (2020) mentioned, “the way
platforms are using these technologies remains largely unclear, with references in transparency
reports limited to mentioning if removed content was initially identified through automated
flagging, without explaining the role that automated flagging had in the removal decisions”
(p. 636). Removal of content that is recognized as inadmissible and its automated flagging
as inadmissible can be done based on the platform’s own rules, but without taking into account
the balancing of freedom of expression with other rights and legitimate interests. Moreover,
such actions may not be compatible with the requirements of the rule of law if we compare
the procedures and rules for contesting the removal of information offered by platforms with
the usual judicial procedures and rules available in national legal systems. This is especially
important when it comes to information of public interest.

It is worth mentioning that decision-making based on smart algorithms is gaining
momentum at all levels and is penetrating the private and public spheres. In this sense,
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platforms make a significant contribution to forming the habit of such decisions. This
applies both to individual decisions that are made on the basis of algorithmic
recommendations by people regarding their life choices, and to decisions that are made
at the level of a community or an entire society and that partially or completely rely
on algorithmic calculations.

Digital platforms are pushing societies towards total algorithmization. One of the
mechanisms of such pushing is the production and promotion of such content and,
in a broader sense, such forms of expression that are easily recognized and processed
by algorithms. According to Tarleton Gillespie (2013): “There is a powerful and
understandable impulse for producers of information to make their content, and themselves,
recognizable to an algorithm. A whole industry, search engine optimization (SEO), promises
to boost websites to the top of search results” (p. 184). For example, the texts we read
online today are often designed in such a way that they are better not for humans but for
algorithms. This can be achieved with the help of certain text structuring, the use of keywords
that help bring the content higher in the search results, translations performed automatically
and on the basis of Al tools.

It should be noted that one of the serious dangers of algorithmic governing, which has
negative consequences for human rights at least, is the gradual elimination of people from
processes, including decision-making processes. In the context of algorithmic disclosure
co-regulation for platforms” business users, Fabiana Di Porto and Marialuisa Zuppetta
(2021) argued that: “The human presence [...] is essential to monitor if errors occur in the
building of the knowledge graph: technicians supervising in the sandbox may intervene
to eventually deactivate any error that may occur in the algorithm” (p. 287). There is no
way we can adjust the algorithm once and for all, leaving it in the future without human
intervention, and get the results of this algorithm’s activity that would correspond
to fundamental values requirements. Firstly, the challenges that arise at the level
of communities and societies are always dynamic, so certain elements of values can
be revised or applied differently in different contexts. Secondly, it is necessary to monitor
the algorithms to see if there are any biases or errors, since this cannot always be detected
before the deployment of a particular algorithm. This also applies to human supervision
of embedded technologies in terms of revising social practices. For example, these can
be practices that algorithms follow or learn from, but which we currently consider or will
consider unacceptable at some point (discriminatory, illegal, etc.). Thirdly, the variability
of life circumstances is higher than any today’s algorithm can take into account while
working effectively. This means that there will be cases that will not be handled correctly
by the algorithms because they deviate and that human supervision should at least follow
up on such rare cases and solve them manually.

Undoubtedly, there must be a fair balance between innovation and the protection
of values. At the same time, algorithmic governing and the application of technologies
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as such are not always what should be implemented as soon as possible, even if the real
or declared goal is to promote, ensure and protect fundamental values and their elements.
In particular, to eliminate discrimination in the workplace, hiring algorithms are used
instead of in-person interviews. Parsing algorithms then withdraw all who are not giving
their CV in proper machine-readable form. However, instead of contributing to the reduction
of discrimination, such technological solutions may lead to its growth. They also can
contribute to the emergence of new forms of inequality as an algorithmic discrimination,
as it was in the well-known case with the Amazon hiring algorithm that learned from past
discriminatory practices and created a pattern to hire men for some positions and not to hire
women for these positions. With the growth of algorithmic governing, there will be more
and more such cases.

2. Platforms’ algorithmic censorship. The issue of content censorship by digital
platforms is not new, however, it acquires new connotations against the background of their
wide implementation of algorithms, especially content moderation algorithms. Jennifer
Cobbe (2021) argued that: “the emergence of extensive algorithmic censorship as a primary
form of content moderation by social platforms is an unwelcome development that gives
rise to new forms of corporate societal authority” (p. 743). She wrote that it not only
increases the power of the platforms but also enables them to insert commercial
considerations into everyday communication between people.

The platforms regulate the understanding of what is freedom of speech and hate speech,
relying primarily on their own rules, neither on human rights conventions, pacts or other
legal acts, nor on legal doctrines established in the practice of authoritative international
and national judicial institutions. In addition, they do not have mechanisms for balancing
rights in conflict situations, which can be found in national and international law, and
adjusted in line with judicial practice.

One of the examples for both cases — reliance on own rules and lack of proper
balancing — is the examples of platforms’ reacting to Ukrainians and Russians comments
regarding Russian aggression against Ukraine. There are hundreds of comments, full of hate
speech. written by Russians living in Russia or living in other countries but mentally located
in Russia, under the posts about Ukraine, Russian aggression or life stories of Ukrainians
in social media on Facebook or X (Twitter) platforms, which continue to remain on platforms
and widely distributed. At the same time, many opinion leaders in Ukraine who violate
community rules by allowing themselves offensive names for Russians or strong expressions,
or even just posting their own photos of what really happened, were banned from the same
platforms. Certainly, platforms can set rules, but they also have the properties of a public
forum, especially in an environment where it is extremely important to convey an opinion
and when this remains the only channel of communication. That raises the question
of proportionality, balancing freedom of expression with other human rights, and in a broader
sense the question of fundamental values.
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Discussing the requirements of the rule of law, Nicolas Suzor (2018) writes about limits
societies “should impose on the autonomy of platforms”. Despite the fact that autonomy
itself is one of the legal and moral values it is not limitless. Digital platforms should not
be uncontrolled, acting as seemingly private subjects in society and the legal order, whose
activities should take place within the limits of legal norms and principles, but in fact are
only partially covered by them. This is happening because platforms — like eels — are
slipping out of the regulatory framework, operating in the growing decentralized digital
space, having serious power and testing more and more new tools, including algorithmic
ones. They should not avoid responsibility for certain consequences of their activity just
because they are protected by autonomy and because the laws of the market supposedly
dictate them to put business interests above fundamental values.

3. Platforms’ activity in emergency situations and conflicts. Digital platforms today
rely on business models that in turn rely on the data and algorithms economy. One problem
here is that these models are not well compatible with the requirements of legal norms and
principles, especially at the level of fundamental values. Another problem is that the
platforms rely on a business model that is not suitable for most emergencies.

In particular, due to the fact that digital platforms use algorithms that track peoples’
interests and quite aggressively populate individuals’ device screens with targeted and
profiled results, it’s platform algorithms that “decide” exactly what people will see and
what not. Undoubtedly, this does not mean that the algorithms decide it in the sense in which
we understand decision-making as humans. Rather, it is about the fact that algorithmic
recommendations, issuing information and assigning it a place in the feed are grounded
on calculations that the algorithm performs on the basis of given programs; or on the basis
of formed patterns if it is a self-learning algorithm. It does not happen based on value,
instinctive or experiential choice. Therefore, if we are talking about an emergency situation,
the reactions of the algorithm will be different from human reactions. Moreover, in the vast
majority of cases, there will be no reactions that would meet the challenges of extraordinary
circumstances, until people reprogram or retrain the algorithm, as was the case during the
COVID-19 pandemic.

In the emergency situations of wars and conflicts, natural disasters and other disasters,
this can be an extremely serious problem. For example, it is a significant issue in the
situation with Russian aggression against Ukraine, and in particular after the full-scale
invasion. If social media feed for several months after 24 February 2022 was literally
crammed with advertisements of everything with the words “Ukraine” and “war” (mostly
requests for donations to various international organizations), posts from ordinary people,
from those who offered help to others, or were looking for how to cooperate to temporarily
leave particular places, or wrote that they saw Russian armored personnel carriers
on a nearby street, — all these posts were taken down in the feed, to a bottom, and often
went unnoticed.
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It cannot be said that digital platforms do nothing in situations of emergency and
conflict, or at least that they do not declare their commitment to proper actions. However,
what they are doing or trying to do is not enough, at least when compared to the amount
of power and impact they have in the digital age.

Recently, attempts to focus on the construction of so-called ecosystems of artificial
intelligence or algorithms, or ecosystems of information technologies in a broader sense,
are gaining popularity. On the one hand, this reflects attempts to act ecologically in all
senses of the word, and on the other hand, it works for a positive image of algorithmization,
primarily because of the associations that the term “ecosystem” has. According to Ned
Rossiter and Soenke Zehle (2022) even “a focus on “green I'T” itself can’t critically address
the advance of automated decision-making or the algorithmic bias in the data used to train
intelligent systems” (p. 42). It must be borne in mind that the deployment of algorithms
can be accompanied by negative consequences for fundamental values that are poorly
monitored or that are significantly delayed in time, or have an accumulative effect.

Discussing legal technologies Ryan Whalen (2022) wrote that “the more directly
a technology engages with legal rules, the more likely it is to raise normative legal issues,
such as concerns about justice, equality and democracy” (p. 67). Algorithmic technologies
definitely belong to such technologies. It would be very unwise to treat them without
caution, no matter the huge economic benefits, impressive achievements for people and
corporations, and the realization of the dreams of mankind, the introduction of such
technologies would not promise.

Conclusions. Digital platforms use an aggressive business model and promote the
ill-advised acceleration of algorithmization, as well as shape the digital space and social
relations beyond the digital. They govern an online environment with the help of algorithms,
while at the same time occupying a niche that is not regulated by legal instruments quite
successfully. The algorithms of platforms are not sensitive to situations of conflict or war,
they do not rely on special legal regimes or principles that could be something like the
Geneva Conventions online. All this can have fatal consequences for the fundamental
values that are the basis of legal orders and the common existence of people in democratic
societies.
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10. C. PASMETAEBA

KaHJ1/IaTKa FOPUIUYHUX HayK, JOLEHTKA, TOIEHTKA Kadeapu MpaB JHOIUHH Ta IOpPH-
JUYHOT MeToosorii HallioHampHOTo pUINYHOTO YHIBEpCUTeTY iMeHi SpocnaBa Mynpo-
ro, Ykpaina, M. XapKiB; 3alpoiiieHa JOCIIIHUIS YIIICaabChKOro yHiBepcuteTy, [1IBerris,
M. Ynmcana

AJITOPUTMMU B JIAJBHOCTI HUD®POBUX INJIAT®OPM

IMocTranoBka mpodaemu. L{udposi miathopmu Bxe HaOyIM 3HAYHOI BIAAX B TOJi-
TUYHOMY, EKOHOMIYHOMY Ta IIpaBOBOMY ceHci. [lomanbiie po3ropTanHs alropuTMiB y Ji-
SUTBHOCTI TAKUX IIaT(HOPM HaJIa€e M I1ie OUIBIIIOT TOTYKHOCTI, JIO3BOJISIOUH SIK HEITOMITHI,
TaK 1 MacoBi BIUTMBH Ha JIFOAeH 1 cycmiyibeTBa. Lle 0co6amuBO M00Ope MPOCTiAKOBYETHCS
Ha MPUKJIAJ aJTOPUTMIYHOTO YIIPABIiHHS Ta IIEH3YPYyBaHH:, KOHTPOITO TyMOK 1 TOBEIiH-
KM 1HJUBIJIB, BITMOBH BiJI y3rO/PKEHUX MIXXHAPOJHUX CTaHJAPTIB Ha KOPUCTH HAOOpY
MIPaBUIL, 3aIIPOIIOHOBAHKX BIACHUKAMH IJIaTGOPM, a TAKOXK HEPOIYMaHO1 aBTOMAaTH3aLil
MPOIIECiB BUPILICHHS CYTEPEUOK.

AHaJi3 ocTaHHIX ToCaikeHb i myGuikanii. Cboro/iHI TPUBA€E TUCKYCis HABKOJIO
TEePMiHIB «ITH(POBI», OHIIAWH» Ta «COIiabHI» MIaTGopMu, Tak camo, sK 1 moao medi-
Himii anroputMiB. TepMia «udpoBi miarGopmm» Mae Oibllle TepeBar K yCTaJICHHH
1 SIK TakWii, 0 BigoOpaxkae 0coOnMMBOCTI IUQpoBoi epu. He3Baxkatoun Ha Te, 10 3HAYHA
YacTUHA JUCKYCii 00epTaeThCcsl HABKOJIO aITOPUTMIB POrpaMHOro 3a0e3neyeHHs, y Uil
CTaTTi MPUIUMAETHCS UPIINEI KOHTEKCT. CydyacHi JOCIIKSHHS HE 3BEPTa0Th JIOCTaTHBOT
yBard Ha CripoOH MPEJICTABUTH CYTO EKOHOMIYHE 00T PyHTYBaHHSI HAPOIITYBaHHS aJlTOPHT-
MiB Y JisITEHOCTI TUIATPOPM Ta c1abKO BUCBITIIIOIOTH TOH (DaKT, 1m0 6eHedimiapamMu IeBHUX
IHHOBAIIIN € pajlie BIaCHUKH MIaT(opM, HiXK JIFOIICTBO SIK TaKe YU CYCIIIbCTBA SIK TaKi.

MeToro 11i€] CTaTTi € BU3HAUEHHS BILTUBY aJTOPUTMIB Ha TisITbHICTh TUPPOBUX TLIAT-
(hopM Ta OKpeclieHHss OCHOBHHMX HAasBHUX 1 MOTCHIIIHUX HACIJKIB I[bOTO IS JTFONCH
1 CyCIIBCTB, 3 0COONMBHUM aKIIEHTOM Ha HACHIIKaX [ TAKUX €BPONEHCHKUX (QyHIaMeH-
TaJBHUX I[IHHOCTEH, SIK MpaBa JIIOUHH, BEPXOBEHCTBO ITPaBa Ta JEMOKPATis.

Buxnan ocuoBHoro matepiasy. /[ismsHICTS MHPPOBUX IIIATGOPM Ta 11 HACTI KM, K1
BIUIMBAIOTh Ha CTaH (yHAaMEHTAJIbHUX LIHHOCTECH BKIIOYAIOTH: 1) MakcuMalbHe 3aiy-
YeHHS KOPUCTYBaviB /10 IPOBEIEHHS Yacy Ha IMeBHii UQpoBiii martdopmi; 2) CTBOPEHHS
Bpa)KeHHs, IO TIAaT(GOPMH PO3ILUPIOIOTH TI0JIEe BUOOPY, SIKM pOOISATH JIIONHU, GaKTUIHO
cyTTeBO (popMmyroun 1ei BuOip; 3) MpocyBaHHS TOBApiB, MOCIYT YK AYMOK, HE PO3pi3HS-
104H, UM CITiJ 1X mpocyBaTh; 4) popMyBaHHs peallbHOCTI Ha BCIX PIBHSIX BiJl (POPMyBaHHS
IHIUBIIyaTbHOI CTPIYKH B COIMABHUX Mepekax A0 (OpMYBaHHS IEP’KaBHOI MONITHKA
B IeBHUX cdepax; 5) mexmapyBaHHsS BigaHOCTI (yHIaMEHTAIBHAM IIHHOCTSM, iHTEp-
MIPETYIOUH X y CIOCiO, SIKUH € BUT1IHUM JUIS ISTBHOCTI TUIATPOPM, 200 IHTEPIPETYIOUH
iX Tak, SIK BIACHUKHU IJIaT(OpM BBAXKAIOTh, IO LI IIIHHOCTI CJIiJ TIiyMayuTu; 6) moOyaoBa
Ta HapOIICHHS aJTOPUTMIYHOTO YIPABIiHHS Ta CIPHSIHHS HaB SI3yBaHHIO aJTOPUTMIYHO-
ro MiJXOAy B HIUPIIOMY COIlialbHOMY KOHTEKCTi. HakonuueHa Biajaa, 3 0HOTO OOKY,
Ta HECIPOMOXKHICTH IIpaBa BIIOPATHCS 3 BUKINKAMHU MUQPPOBOi epu — 3 1HIIOTO, JAIOTh
miaTopMamM MOKITMBICTh MaHEBPYBATH W YHHUKATH BifmoBimambHOCTI. [ImaTtdopmu 6e3-
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KOHTPOJIFHO MPOCYBAIOTHh HETIPOAYMaHy W IMITy9HO MPUCKOPEHY airopuTMizariro. Ocob-
JIMBO HEOE3MEUHUMH JIJIsl TIPaB JIFOJMHU, BEPXOBCHCTBA TpaBa Ta AEMOKPATii € alrOpuT-
MiYHe yNpaBJIiHHS Ta EeH3ypYyBaHHs, 3alIPOBA/KyBaHe IJIaTPOpMaMHu, y TOMY YUCIIi TOMY,
10 HETaTUBHI HACHIKU IIbOTO BUXOJSTh JalieKo 3a Mexi nudpoBoro npocropy. Hesnar-
HICTh aJITOPUTMIB TIaT(HOPM HAJICKHUM YHHOM pearyBaTH Ha HaJ3BHUYaiiHI 0OCTaBUHH
1 KOH(IIKTH TOTIHOIOE TPOOIIeMH, 1 I TpoOieMn He MOXYTh i He TTIOBHHHI OyTH BUpi-
IICHI 32 paXyHOK y/JIOCKOHAIICHHSI TEXHOJIOTIH.

BucnoBku. [{udposi mardpopmMu BUKOPUCTOBYIOTh arpeCHBHY 0i13HEC-MOJIETb 1 CIIpH-
SIFOTh HEOOMIPKOBaHOMY HPUCKOPEHHIO ajropUTMi3alii, a Takoxk GOpMYIOTh HUPPOBHI
MPOCTIp 1 CyCHiNbHI BiAHOCHHH 3a MeXkaMu [(poBoro. BoHu kepyroTs oHIaliH-CEpe1OBU-
LIEM 32 JI0TIOMOT0I0 AITOPUTMIB, BOJHOUYAC 3aiiMatOuM HIlly, SIKa HE LIJIKOM YCHIIIHO pe-
TYITIOETHCS TIPAaBOBUMH THCTPYMEHTAMHU. AJTOPUTMH TUIAT(POPM HEUYTIHBI IO CUTYyAIlii
KOH(ITIKTY 4M BifHU, BOHW HE CITUPAIOTHCS HA CIEIialIbHI TPaBOBI PeXKUMHU YU MPUHITUTIH,
SIKI MOXYTh OyTH YMMOCH Ha 3pa3ok JKeHEeBChKMX KOHBEHIIIH OHIIAH. Yce 11e MOKe MaTh
(baTanbHi HACHIIKK Ui QYHIAMEHTAIBHUX LIHHOCTEH, K1 € OCHOBOIO ITPABOIOPSIIKIB
Ta CMIJILHOTO iCHYBaHHS JIIOACH Y IEMOKPATHYHHUX CYCIIJIbCTBAX.

Koportka anorauisi 1o crarri

AHOTaUisf. Y cTaTTi po3NIAIAEThCSA MMTAHHS BIUIMBY aJTOPUTMIB Yy TiSUTBHOCTI ITH(]-
poBuX TIaTHOpM Ha €BPOTIEHCHKI (PyHIaMEHTaIbHI IIIHHOCTI, SIKi TIOBHICTIO 200 9aCTKOBO
MOISIOTHCS JIFOIBMH Ta CHUILHOTAMH B €BPOIIEHCHKOMY MTPABOIIOPSIKY Ta TPaBOMOPSIJI-
Kax Hal[lOHATBbHUX MPABOBHX CHCTEM. Y CTaTTi BU3HAYAIOTHCS MEBHI CEpHO3HI HACHIIKU
JUIsl TIPaB JIIOAMHY, BEPXOBEHCTBA MpaBa Ta AeMoKparii. [[pornoHyeTscst BBaKaTu KI04O-
BHMH HACIIJIKHU, SIKi MPOSBISIOTHCS B NIsNIBHOCTI U(POBUX MIATPOPM, 3 0COOIUBUM
(hoxycom Ha Ti, IO BUIUIMBAIOTH 3 aJTOPUTMIYHOTO YIPABITiHHA, [ICH3YPYBaHHS Ta Bij-
CYTHOCTI TIPEBEHTUBHUX MEXaHI3MIB 1 HAJIGKHOTO OaTaHCYBaHHS IIpaB i IIHHOCTEH y BU-
najiKax HaJ3BUYaiHOI cUTyallli i KOHMITIKTY.

Kirouosi cioBa: mudposi miardpopmu, oHIaRH-1aTHOPMH, alTOPUTMH, aJTOPUT-
MivHe YIpaBIiHHA, €BpOIeichKi pyHAaMeHTaNbHI IHHOCTI, U pOBa epa, NPaBOHOPSIOK.
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