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Abstract. The rapid development of artificial intelligence and its penetration into critically important spheres of social
life have confronted global governance with unprecedented challenges that require the development of balanced regulatory
approaches. The aim of this study was to compare the main regulatory models of artificial intelligence governance in
the world’s leading regions — China, the European Union and the United States of America — and to identify areas of
divergence as well as potential opportunities for mutual influence and adaptation within the contemporary political
and ethical context. The research methodology was based on a combination of comparative, analytical and case-study
methods. The regulatory frameworks and policies of the EU, the USA and China were analysed, along with case studies
from Estonia, the African Union and leading technology corporations, which made it possible to identify differences in
approaches to the regulation and practical application of artificial intelligence. The results of the study demonstrated that
artificial intelligence has become a strategic resource shaping a new configuration of global power balances. The European
regulatory model ensured a comprehensive approach to risk assessment through a multi-level classification of systems.
The Chinese model demonstrated the effectiveness of centralised control and rapid scaling, while the American approach
retained a fragmented character due to the absence of a single federal law. A trend was identified whereby international
organisations play a role in shaping universal ethical standards, yet their capacity to ensure real coordination remains
limited. It was found that the European Union’s “Brussels effect” contributes to the transnationalisation of European
norms, while China and the United States disseminate their own models through digital diplomacy and corporate
expansion respectively. Certain countries, such as Estonia, have demonstrated a successful combination of digitalisation
of public administration with democratic principles, using cryptographic protection mechanisms and decentralised
access to data. The results of the study may serve as a basis for developing adaptive strategies for artificial intelligence
governance in countries with different levels of institutional development and may contribute to the formulation of
international agreements in the field of digital policy
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electronic governance; administrative efficiency

INTRODUCTION

The rapid development of artificial intelligence (AI)
and its integration into spheres of social life have cre-
ated a qualitatively new level of challenges for global
governance. Al has ceased to be merely a technologi-
cal tool and has become a strategic resource capable of
influencing the balance of power in international rela-
tions, economic transformations and social structures.
At the same time, the absence of unified approaches
to its regulation at the global level has led to policy
fragmentation, intensifying geopolitical competition
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between states and creating risks of increasing inequal-
ity in access to technologies.

Previous studies laid the foundation for understand-
ing the dynamics of AI governance but did not eliminate
certain gaps. The study by V.I. Espinosa & A. Pino (2025)
focused on the case of Estonia, where e-government based
on principles of transparency, trust and security contribut-
ed to economic transformation and increased social wel-
fare. The authors demonstrated that the successful inte-
gration of the e-government model was made possible by
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a comprehensive combination of legal and technological
innovations. The work of E. Erman & M. Furendal (2024)
emphasised that, despite the widespread discourse on “Al
governance’, the theoretical basis remained insufficiently
developed. The authors pointed to a deficit of procedural
legitimacy in existing regulatory models and argued that
delegating governance functions to algorithms under-
mined democratic principles. They proposed a conceptual
framework for assessing the legitimacy of global regulatory
mechanisms, but the empirical dimension of their model
was limited. In the study by I. Ulnicane et al. (2022), con-
cepts from social studies of science and technology were
applied to explain the formation of AI policies. The au-
thors analysed the role of expectations and competition in
new technological sectors, revealing that policies were of-
ten the result of interactions between academic communi-
ties, governments and corporations. The article by A. Taei-
hagh (2021) emphasised that the rapid development of
autonomous systems, particularly for military purposes,
created unprecedented governance challenges. The author
showed that regulatory frameworks lagged behind techno-
logical change and that governments’ institutional capaci-
ties remained insufficient.

In the work of R.J. Neuwirth (2024), a shift in empha-
sis from national to global regulation was proposed. The
author argued that, in order to minimise Al-related risks,
regulatory discussions must be integrated into the broad-
er context of the UN Sustainable Development Goals. The
study considered Al as a factor of cognitive transformation
of global governance but did not provide concrete mecha-
nisms for implementing this vision in interstate interaction.
The work of R. Radu (2021) presented the first compre-
hensive analysis of national Al strategies adopted between
2017 and 2019. It demonstrated that most states preferred
ethics-oriented approaches rather than legal frameworks,
which led to the formation of hybrid governance mod-
els. R.B.L. Dixon (2023) proposed a universal governance
model based on an analysis of the approaches of China,
the USA and the EU. The author identified seven recom-
mendations for integrating ethical principles into policy,
drawing attention to vulnerable groups facing the greatest
risks. Discussions on effective artificial intelligence govern-
ance took place at the intersection of political, ethical and
economic dimensions, but their theoretical and practical
integration remained limited, highlighting the need for re-
search capable of proposing institutionally and normatively
balanced regulatory approaches.

The aim of this study was to conduct a comparative
analysis of regulatory approaches to artificial intelligence
governance in China, the European Union and the United
States of America, with an emphasis on their conceptual
differences, ethical orientations and institutional imple-
mentation mechanisms. The objectives of the study were
to: conduct a comparative analysis of regulatory approach-
es to artificial intelligence in China, the EU and the USA;
identify key challenges and differences between state, su-
pranational and corporate models of AI governance; and

Shkilniak

generalise promising directions for mutual influence and
adaptation of regulatory practices in order to enhance the
ethical nature, transparency and effectiveness of artificial
intelligence policies.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The methodological framework of the study combined
comparative, analytical and case-study methods, enabling
a systematic analysis of approaches to Al regulation in the
world’s leading political and legal systems. The core tool
was comparative legal and institutional analysis, through
which regulatory frameworks and policy implementation
mechanisms in the European Union, the United States
of America and China were examined. The main sourc-
es included A New Generation of Artificial Intelligence
Development Plan (State Council of the People’s Repub-
lic of China Document No. 35, 2017), The EU Artificial
Intelligence Act (2021), AI Bill of Rights (Blueprint for
an AI Bill of Rights, 2022) and the AI Risk Management
Framework (2023). For the ethical dimension of the study,
the Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelli-
gence (2023), which defines universal principles for the
responsible use of algorithmic systems, was used. Con-
tent analysis was conducted through thematic coding of
regulatory acts and strategic documents according to the
following categories: regulatory framework; institutional
governance structure; areas of Al application; ethical and
security risks; level of international integration; and mani-
festations of “soft power”.

Coding was carried out by two researchers using the
NVivo software environment, ensuring interpretative con-
sistency (double coding) and systematic organisation of
the material. The comparison of characteristics employed
thematic matrices in Excel, which made it possible to sum-
marise differences between models according to defined
criteria. Document selection criteria included representa-
tiveness of models (supranational, national and corporate),
relevance (primarily post-2020), the presence of ethical and
human rights provisions, and the ability to demonstrate
extraterritorial influence - particularly the EU’s “Brussels
effect” (Bradford, 2020).

The study also incorporated auxiliary case studies:
the African Union (2024) as an example of a collective
regional approach; Estonia with its Kratt Strategy and the
X-Road - Interoperability services (n.d.) platform as a case
of democratic digitalisation; and Turkey, India and Latin
America for analysing specific political dynamics in in-
teraction with digital platforms. At the level of corporate
practices, the activities of Google (n.d.), Microsoft (n.d.),
OpenAl (n.d.), NVIDIA (n.d.), Netflix (n.d.) and Tik-
Tok (n.d.) were examined, demonstrating different forms
of corporate influence on Al policy.

The theoretical foundation is provided by the con-
cept of “soft power” (Nye, 2004), used to interpret how Al
technologies are transformed into instruments of political,
economic and cultural influence by states and corpora-
tions. The limitations of the study are related to the fact
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that the analysis is based on official documents that re-
flect declared policy rather than actual practice; corporate
sources may contain elements of strategic positioning; and
different jurisdictions publish documents of varying scope
and structure, complicating standardised comparison. De-
spite this, the chosen approach ensured the comprehen-
siveness of the analysis and made it possible to identify
structural differences between Al regulatory models in the
world’s leading regions.

RESULTS

Theoretical and conceptual foundations

of global governance in the age of Al

The evolution of the concept of global governance re-
flects a complex process of transformation of the inter-
national system, from the dominance of state-centred
models to the emergence of multi-level and networked
regulatory mechanisms. Whereas classical approaches to
global governance focused on the actions of sovereign
states, intergovernmental organisations and the system
of international law, by the end of the twentieth centu-
ry a clear trend had begun to take shape towards the in-
clusion of non-state actors — transnational corporations,
international non-governmental organisations and glob-
al financial institutions (Nwokike, 2022). The digital age
has radically accelerated this process, creating conditions
for new forms of power and influence based on control
over information flows and data infrastructure. It is dur-
ing this period that the notion of global governance has
gradually been supplemented by the categories of “digital
sovereignty”, “cybersecurity” and “algorithmic govern-
ance”. Artificial intelligence is one of the most powerful
catalysts of this transformation, because it not only ex-
pands the toolkit of state and supranational actors, but
also changes the very nature of political and administra-
tive practices. In public administration, the deployment
of machine-learning algorithms makes it possible to op-
timise decision-making processes, reduce bureaucratic
costs and anticipate societal needs on the basis of “big
data” analysis (Bajracharya, 2024). In the political do-
main, artificial intelligence alters the structure of public
communication. Algorithms that drive the operation of
digital platforms become new “architects” of political dis-
course, determining which topics gain public salience and
which groups receive greater opportunities to articulate
their interests. This, in turn, creates new mechanisms of
mobilisation and control that often extend beyond clas-
sical democratic procedures. In administrative terms, Al
appears as a tool for managerial efficiency. The automa-
tion of public-service procedures demonstrates the tech-
nology’s potential to build transparent and citizen-ori-
ented governance systems (Anshari et al., 2025). Here,
algorithms are able not only to process information but
also to act as intermediaries between the citizen and the
state, reducing bureaucratic barriers and increasing trust
in institutions. At the same time, however, risks associat-
ed with algorithmic “black boxes” grow: when the logic
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of decision-making remains opaque, there is a danger of
power being concentrated in the hands of technological
elites or private corporations that control the software.

The challenges that arise in the process of integrating
artificial intelligence into global governance encompass a
set of interconnected problems that have both immediate
political and administrative consequences and strategic
implications for the international system. One of the most
acute issues is the security dimension (Hu et al., 2021).
The use of Al in national defence and cyber protection
opens new possibilities for developing effective mecha-
nisms for threat detection and attack forecasting. Yet it
also raises the problem of autonomous weapons systems
that can make decisions without human control. This
brings up questions of accountability for the actions of
such systems, particularly in cases involving violations
of international humanitarian law. An example is the de-
bates surrounding the use of unmanned combat drones in
conflicts in the Middle East, where the use of algorithms
for target identification is often accompanied by the risk
of false positives and civilian casualties (Bornu, 2025).
Equally important is the ethical dimension of AI use.
Algorithms can reproduce - or even amplify - existing
biases embedded in the source data used for training.
This is particularly evident in automated recruitment,
credit-scoring systems or algorithmic moderation on so-
cial networks. For example, studies in the United States
have shown that some justice-sector algorithms display a
tendency to systematically overestimate the risk of reof-
fending among African Americans, thereby undermining
the principle of equality before the law. Another defining
challenge is inequality of access to technology. The gap
between technologically advanced countries and states of
the Global South intensifies the problem of asymmetry in
global governance. Regions lacking adequate infrastruc-
ture and investment in Al development risk being exclud-
ed from the processes of shaping new rules and standards.
For instance, African countries depend on importing
ready-made digital platforms created in the United States
or China, effectively creating a new form of “digital colo-
niality” (Akiner, 2024). This constrains their ability to in-
fluence the international agenda while also creating risks
of dependence on foreign technology corporations. Thus,
unequal access becomes not only a socio-economic issue
but also a geopolitical factor (Costa, 2023).

At the same time, despite numerous challenges, the
application of artificial intelligence in global governance
opens up significant potential for addressing suprana-
tional problems. These include optimising responses
to climate change, monitoring the spread of epidemics,
managing migration flows and ensuring food security. In
these areas, machine-learning technologies can process
data volumes that traditional methods could not analyse
and provide states with tools for strategic decision-mak-
ing at the global level. Table 1 systematises the main chal-
lenges and opportunities associated with the use of Al in
global governance.
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Table 1. Key challenges and opportunities of AI use in global governance

Issue . .
dimension Key challenges Examples Potential opportunities Examples
Autonomous weapons systems Use of combat drones in Syria; Developmgnt of predictive | Al systems fo1.‘ detecting
. without adequate oversight; analytics systems cyberattacks in the EU;
Security S Al-enabled cyberattacks . . : .
cyber threats and algorithmic in Europe for national security forecasting terrorist
attacks P and cyber defence threats in the USA
Algorithmic bias; privacy | Risk-assessment systems in the Development of « UNESCO
. Lo Lo T . . . Recommendation
Ethics violations; discrimination | USA that discriminated against | international standards for on the Ethics of AT
in access to services African Americans ethical Al use the EU AT Act
. Digital coloniality; Africa and South Asia Technology transfer African Al development
Inequality . . . o : ) L
lack of infrastructure dependent on importing US | programmes; international strategy; UN digital
of access . . . . S . AT
in developing countries and Chinese platforms co-operation in Al inclusion initiatives
Laclf of co-ordmatlon Divergent models: EU Al Act; UN cl}mate-change
Global in regulation; - . Use of A to address monitoring systems; Al-
. . absence of a single law in the . .
problems risk of fragmentation USA: state control in China supranational challenges supported analysis
of international rules ’ of COVID-19 spread

Source: compiled by the author based on Y. Hu et al. (2021), The EU Artificial Intelligence Act (2021), Recommendation on the Ethics of
Artificial Intelligence (2023), S. Costa (2023), African Union (2024), M. Basu & M.D. Nath (2024), T.Z. Bornu (2025), R. Arslan et al. (2025)

An analysis of the table shows that artificial intelligence
is simultaneously a source of threats and a powerful re-
source for improving the effectiveness of global governance.
The most critical are security risks linked to autonomous
weapons systems and cyber threats, as these can extend
beyond the scope of traditional international law. Ethical
challenges create the need to develop universal norms that
would regulate algorithm use and guarantee the protection
of human rights. Inequality of access clearly demonstrates
that the digital divide between countries can entrench new
forms of global hierarchy, in which leading states and cor-
porations become the primary centres of power. At the
same time, the opportunities opened by Al are no less sig-
nificant: from creating predictive-analytics systems for se-
curity to developing global strategies for responding to cli-
mate and humanitarian challenges. This indicates that the
task of the international community is to balance risk min-
imisation with maximising AT’s potential, which requires
co-ordination at the level of international organisations,
harmonisation of regulatory frameworks and the develop-
ment of inclusive co-operation programmes.

In international relations, artificial intelligence is
increasingly viewed not only as a technological tool or
an economic resource, but also as a powerful driver of
“soft power”. The concept of “soft power”, proposed by
J.S. Nye (2004), rests on a state’s ability to influence other
countries through the attractiveness of its culture, political
values and institutions, rather than through coercion or
economic pressure. Artificial intelligence, given its univer-
sal and global character, becomes a new dimension of this
category, as it allows states to project their technological
standards, cultural narratives and models of digital devel-
opment onto the international arena. Competition over
the right to set regulatory frameworks for AI use is par-
ticularly significant in this context. By promoting The EU
Artificial Intelligence Act (2021), the European Union is
effectively shaping a normative standard that can extend
far beyond Europe. This process is often compared to the

so-called “Brussels effect”, whereby EU legal practices be-
come a global norm due to the economic attractiveness of
the European market and high requirements for ethics and
transparency (Bradford, 2020). In this way, the EU uses Al
regulation as an element of its “soft power”, emphasising
a commitment to human rights, privacy protection and
democratic values. As a result, this supports public trust
and the effectiveness of digital services within member
states, while also setting standards for the international
use of technologies.

China has chosen a different path, treating artificial in-
telligence as an instrument for promoting a model of digital
authoritarianism (Zeng, 2020). Large-scale investments in
facial-recognition technologies, social credit systems and
control over digital platforms have formed a distinctive
governance model that is exported to countries in Africa,
Latin America and the Middle East through “digital diplo-
macy”. For many states seeking effective mechanisms to
control social processes, the Chinese experience becomes
an attractive template, strengthening Beijings influence
without the need for direct coercion. In effect, technolo-
gies become carriers of ideology, and algorithms become
instruments for shaping an international image. The United
States, in turn, advances its “soft power” through innova-
tion ecosystems and the global leadership of technology
corporations. Companies such as Google (n.d.), Micro-
soft (n.d.), OpenAlI (n.d.) and NVIDIA (n.d.) act as “ambas-
sadors” of an American model of Al development based on
market principles, open innovation and competitiveness.
The export of American software products and research
practices creates not only economic dependence but also
cultural and value-oriented alignment, as AI technologies
are integrated into the everyday practices of millions of us-
ers worldwide. An example is the global spread of chatbots
built on American models, which not only provide tech-
nological functionality but also embed certain standards of
communication, language and information interpretation
in users’ perceptions (Chen et al., 2024).
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A distinct vector of using Al as a “soft power” resource
is educational and scientific diplomacy. States that invest
in international exchange programmes, grants and research
laboratories in the AI field effectively build a positive image
and expand their circle of partners. Three major centres of
power are clearly visible here: China, the USA and the Eu-
ropean Union. China actively develops a network of Con-
fucius Institutes with a focus on technological innovation
(Flew & Hartig, 2014), while the USA supports numerous
Fulbright (n.d.) programmes, in which researchers have
opportunities to work on Al-related projects. The European
Union, in turn, uses Horizon Europe (n.d.) to fund interna-
tional research that demonstrates its commitment to glob-
al scientific collaboration. All these initiatives correspond
to basic selection criteria: representativeness (reaching a
global audience), extraterritoriality (creating international
research hubs) and human rights (a public declaration of
value standards associated with academic freedom).

The cultural dimension of AI within “soft power” man-
ifests itself in control over algorithmic systems that govern
global digital platforms. Netflix (n.d.) and TikTok (n.d.)
shape a unified cultural agenda through recommendation
algorithms that affect the accessibility and popularity of
cultural products. Control over a platform means control
over global cultural trends: TikTok provides China with an
additional channel of influence, while American platforms
ensure the USA’s resistant leadership in digital culture. The
European Union, unlike the USA and China, seeks to bal-
ance these dynamics through regulatory initiatives, where
the operationalisation of effectiveness is defined by the
level of algorithmic transparency and compliance with hu-
man-rights standards in the digital services sphere. Thus, in
contemporary international relations, artificial intelligence
is a powerful instrument of “soft power” operating on sev-
eral levels. Regulatory frameworks allow states to spread
their values and political models; technology corporations
create economic and cultural dependence; educational and
scientific programmes generate a positive image; and dig-
ital platforms shape global cultural trends. All of this sug-
gests that, in an era of digital transformation, “soft power”
ceases to be a purely humanitarian instrument and increas-
ingly rests on technologies, algorithms and innovation eco-
systems. The balance between different models of Al use in
“soft power” will determine the future character of global
governance and the distribution of influence among the
world’s leading states.

Examples from regions illustrate how the triad (Chi-
na - USA - EU) is reflected in local contexts. In Latin
America, a key phenomenon has been the dominance of
closed messaging services and short-video platforms in
political mobilisation (Rincon & Uribe-Rincon, 2024).
WhatsApp is used as a grassroots co-ordination network
and a channel for disseminating political messages that
bypass moderation; mass mailouts and group “meshes”
have provided tools for rapid mobilisation and the spread
of disinformation, especially during elections in Bra-
zil (Breuer, 2025). The closed nature of these networks
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reduces audit possibilities and strengthens “information
bubbles” (Adrian et al., 2021). At the same time, TikTok
has opened a space for leaders” direct communication with
young people, strengthening the emotional dimension of
politics. In Turkey, digital platforms operate under a re-
gime of strict legal control: legislation expands the state’s
powers to block content and access data, which - against
the backdrop of polarisation - turns social media into a
regulated field of communication. This is accompanied by
technical instruments of influence and the use of bot net-
works to manipulate the agenda (Duygu, 2023), resulting
in constraints on freedom of speech and forcing the oppo-
sition towards underground channels. In India, platforms
function in a linguistically and culturally diverse environ-
ment with a vast user base. WhatsApp and localised social
networks have become spaces both for mass campaigns and
for “popular” mobilisation, while encryption has compli-
cated external oversight and stimulated the development of
civic fact-checking initiatives (Maréchal et al., 2021). At the
same time, the government has increased pressure through
the IT Rules (The Information Technology..., 2021), which
formalised platforms” obligations. Studies show the spread
of microtargeting and multilingual campaigns, which raise
disinformation risks and simultaneously require localised
moderation mechanisms (Kazemi et al., 2022).

In summary, several levels of using Al as an instru-
ment of “soft power” can be distinguished: regulatory (the
EU sets standards and transparency), cultural (the USA
and China promote their own platforms and algorithms),
educational and scientific (global exchange programmes
and research funding), and mobilisation and communica-
tion (Latin America, Turkey and India as regional cases).
As a politico-technological factor, digital platforms also
generate practical directions for counteraction and adap-
tation. Effective approaches include combining technical
solutions (tools for detecting bot networks, algorithms
for identifying co-ordination), regulatory reforms (trans-
parent content-removal procedures, independent appeals
mechanisms) and societal interventions (media literacy,
localised fact-checking initiatives and partnerships be-
tween platforms and civil society) (Antolis, 2024). In Latin
America, projects are already being tested that combine
local fact-checking with technical “tiplines” for collecting
message samples from WhatsApp; in India and Turkey, in-
itiatives are emerging to adapt interfaces and ad-verifica-
tion mechanics to linguistic diversity. However, a persistent
obstacle is resource asymmetry: technological solutions
require access to platform data and analytical capacities,
which are often the privilege of the platforms themselves or
high-resource actors. Consequently, a policy of transparen-
cy and access to aggregated data becomes a central element
for academic research and public oversight.

Comparative analysis of the experience
of states and international institutions
State practices in applying artificial intelligence in gov-
ernance differ markedly in terms of strategy, institutional



organisation, funding models and accountability mech-
anisms - ranging from centralised plans and strong state
direction to a “state as purchaser” model and initiatives
based on partnerships with the private sector. For exam-
ple, the Chinese approach is characterised by a high level
of centralised strategic planning, a clear state orientation
towards technological dominance, and intensive integra-
tion of Al into the security sector and urban management
(Allen, 2019). The official A New Generation of Artificial
Intelligence Development Plan (State Council of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China Document No. 35, 2017) set time-
bound goals and priorities up to 2025 and 2030, defining
state investment, the creation of national research centres
and clusters, and a system of incentives for private actors.
In practice, this has resulted in large-scale public funding
programmes for research, the establishment of industrial
parks and preferential support for companies capable of
delivering large-scale solutions in the public sector. With-
in this strategy, Al deployment in urban governance and
mass-surveillance instruments has become a standard
showcase for efficiency and technical capability; at the same
time, such integration has driven the development of al-
gorithmic control and profiling systems, strengthening the
state’s capacity for preventive governance while creating
challenges for transparency and privacy protection. One
element of the Chinese model is the rapid translation of sci-
entific advances into applied systems at provincial and mu-
nicipal level, accompanied by substantial public procure-
ment and close co-operation between local administrations
and major technology firms (Lin, 2025). A practical embod-
iment of China’s state-industrial model is the “City Brain”
project in Hangzhou (Caprotti & Liu, 2022), which com-
bined large volumes of sensor data, telecom data and urban
information systems with computer-vision and traffic-opti-
misation algorithms. Following a pilot launch in 2016, the
system reportedly demonstrated concrete improvements
in traffic flow and congestion reduction, strengthening the
case for scaling the project and exporting the technology
to other cities (including international projects). Howev-
er, techno-economic successes have been accompanied by
questions about data control, the terms of public-private
partnerships and the long-term creation of a platform for
monitoring civic activity - i.e. the “price of transparency”
society pays for speed and efficiency. In administration
on this scale, the absence of clear mechanisms for exter-
nal auditing of algorithmic decisions increases the risks of
abuse and erroneous decisions in critical situations. Oper-
ationalisation of metrics here is based on techno-economic
indicators (traffic, response speed), while mechanisms of
external audit and human-rights protection remain weak -
reflected in the “transparency and human rights” criterion.
Representativeness is ensured through scale (coverage of
megacities), and extraterritoriality through exporting tech-
nologies to third countries.

The Estonian case demonstrates a practically antag-
onistic model: a state that prioritises digitalisation as a
service-oriented transformation aimed at improving the
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transparency, accessibility and efliciency of public servic-
es while preserving legal safeguards and an architecture
of decentralised access to data (Lillemets, 2023). Unlike
a model centred on centralised control, the Estonian ap-
proach is based on infrastructure solutions — for example,
X-Road - Interoperability services (n.d.) for secure data ex-
change between state registers — alongside “one-stop shop”
principles for citizens and mandatory cryptographic pro-
tection of transactions. At the policy level, Estonia adopted
national strategies aimed at creating ethical, human-cen-
tred AI - such as the Kratt Strategy (New e-Estonia fact-
sheet..., 2020) - which combine the rollout of practical
public-sector solutions (bureaucracy chatbots, tax-fraud
detection systems, natural-resource monitoring) with an
emphasis on algorithmic openness, workforce training
and international co-operation. Specific cases, such as the
Biirokratt chatbot network or computer-vision systems
for environmental monitoring, illustrate an effort to deliv-
er measurable benefits to citizens (reduced time to access
services, improved anomaly-detection accuracy) without
abandoning legal certainty and auditability (Kaun & Mén-
niste, 2025). This balance is achieved through standardised
interfaces, open APIs and clear auditing protocols, which
reduce barriers to oversight by both the public and inde-
pendent institutions.

The US model differs from both of the above through
the dominance of the private sector as innovator and solu-
tion provider, alongside fragmented federal regulation. Re-
cent federal initiatives have focused on developing stand-
ards, guidance and risk-governance frameworks - such as
the AI Risk Management Framework (2023) - seeking to
establish a technical and administrative basis for safe and
ethical AT use without imposing direct, strict regulation on
development as such. The US approach is more inclined
towards instruments that incentivise innovation and ex-
perimentation (pilot programmes, grants, partnerships
with universities), while also paying attention to guidance
on accountability, verification and safety testing. At the
political level, framework documents have emerged - for
example, Blueprint for an Al... (2022) - which outline cit-
izens’ rights in the age of automated systems; on the oth-
er hand, regulatory behaviour may shift depending on the
administration and political direction, creating uncertainty
for long-term investment in responsible practices. The set
of American approaches includes active use of public pro-
curement to shape market standards, the encouragement
of open research ecosystems and close co-operation with
industry leaders to develop testing and certification meth-
ods. Metrics are operationalised through risk-management
and audit indicators, as well as through research on trust in
technologies (Anderson et al., 2023).

The effectiveness of AI implementation in public ad-
ministration depends not only on the technical sophisti-
cation of systems but also on the presence of risk-control
mechanisms: procedures for assessing impacts on human
rights, standards for algorithmic audits, requirements for
data transparency and contractual conditions in public
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procurement. Here, Estonia is an example of formalising
such mechanisms at an early stage, whereas in the US pro-
jects combine technical risk-management frameworks with
voluntary industry initiatives; China, meanwhile, faces is-
sues of external oversight and international legitimacy. Giv-
en technological dynamics, political will and international
constraints, an optimal national strategy requires hybrid
solutions: clear strategy and investment (as in China), an
orientation towards rights, inclusiveness and openness (as
in Estonia), and support for an innovation-oriented eco-
system (as in the US), but with much stronger international
mechanisms for co-ordination and the harmonisation of
baseline standards (Parisini, 2025).

With regard to evaluating outcomes, practical indica-
tors of effectiveness should include a set of quantitative and
qualitative metrics: service delivery time and automation
error rates for public services; changes in security indica-
tors and response speed in the event of critical incidents
for urban-management systems; the number of recorded
and addressed cases of bias or unlawful data use; and lev-
els of public trust, measured through regular surveys and
independent audits. Constructing such metrics requires a
multidisciplinary approach (law, ethics, computer science,
sociology) and the creation of regulatory frameworks for
transparent reporting on effectiveness. In this sense, na-
tional initiatives to develop risk-governance standards
(including NIST (National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology) frameworks) and guidance on citizens’ rights (for
example, the AI Bill of Rights) form a basis for such assess-
ments and can serve as reference points for adapting local
policies. Comparative analysis shows that each model has
clear advantages and structural limitations. China’s central-
ised model enables rapid scaling and synergy of national
resources, but it is more vulnerable to risks of authoritarian
use and reduced transparency; the Estonian model shows
that combining digital infrastructure with principles of
openness and human rights delivers resistant operational
outcomes for citizens, but scaling it in larger and politically
more diverse states may be constrained by institutional and
resource limitations; the American model stimulates in-
novation and the emergence of global technology leaders,
but the lack of a coherent regulatory field creates risks of
inequality, unregulated experimentation and problems of
standards interoperability internationally. These differenc-
es directly affect which instruments states choose: central-
ised procurement and national platforms; modular service
architectures with open-source components; or combina-
tions of state incentives and corporate innovation.

Regulatory frameworks in the field of artificial intelli-
gence in the twenty-first century constitute one domain of
global governance, because it is through legal and ethical
norms that it is determined how new technologies are in-
tegrated into political, economic and social processes. The
European Union, the United States and UNESCO are lead-
ing centres for developing such approaches, but each pur-
sues a distinct logic of normative design and strategic po-
sitioning. This generates both competition for dominance
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in standard-setting and a need to develop minimal global
conventions that could ensure compatibility and mutual
recognition of regulatory frameworks. The European Union
demonstrates the most systematic and ambitious approach
to building legal norms for Al, embodied in the preparation
and adoption of The EU Artificial Intelligence Act (2021).
This legal instrument, for the first time in world practice,
creates a comprehensive classification of AI systems by
risk level — from “minimal” to “unacceptable” The latter
category includes practices such as social scoring used for
total control over citizens, as well as real-time biometric
identification except in clearly defined cases. A distinctive
feature of the AI Act is its emphasis on preventive control
and certification of technologies at the stage of their devel-
opment. In this way, the EU seeks to implement a “regu-
lation through risk” logic that combines the protection of
human rights with innovation competitiveness. The law has
an extraterritorial character: any company seeking access to
the European market must comply with its requirements.

The American approach is far more fragmented and
pragmatic, which is explained by both political culture and
the structure of public administration in the United States.
Unlike the EU, Washington has not created a single codified
AT law; instead, regulation is carried out through a combi-
nation of “soft law”, sectoral standards and strategic initia-
tives. A central place in this system is occupied by Blueprint
for an Al... (2022), published by the White House in 2022.
This document is notlegally binding, but it provides a frame-
work for protecting citizens’ rights in the age of algorithms,
emphasising principles such as transparency, non-discrim-
ination, the ability to opt out of automated decisions and
the right to an explanation. In parallel, the United States is
actively developing guidance from the NIST, in particular
the AI Risk Management Framework (2023), which aims
to establish a unified approach to assessing and mitigating
risks associated with algorithmic use. UNESCOs initiatives
in AT have a different character, as the organisation does
not possess coercive instruments comparable to state laws
and instead develops global framework norms and recom-
mendations. In 2021, the Recommendation on the Ethics
of Artificial Intelligence (2023) was adopted, becoming
the first comprehensive global document oriented towards
ethical standards for AI use. This instrument is based on
four fundamental principles: respect for human rights, in-
clusiveness, sustainable development and the promotion
of peace. The emphasis is on preventing the deepening of
inequalities, given the risk that countries with limited re-
sources will remain outside the development process for
new technologies. UNESCO insists on the need to develop
national strategies that take into account not only technical
but also cultural, social and educational features. In addi-
tion, the organisation’s reccommendations are aimed at es-
tablishing mechanisms of transparency, accountability and
access to technology for countries of the Global South. This
makes UNESCO’s initiatives a compensatory factor coun-
tering asymmetry between technological giants and less
developed states.



In summary, these three approaches reflect differ-
ent models of global governance. The EU seeks to estab-
lish strict legal standards underpinned by its economic
strength and ability to project norms beyond its jurisdic-
tion. The United States develops a decentralised, innova-
tion-oriented regulatory model in which the private sector
plays the leading role and the state provides only frame-
work guidance. UNESCO, in turn, offers a universalist,
value-driven approach that attempts to balance the inter-
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developed countries. At the same time, these approaches
are not only in competition but also complementary: UN-
ESCO’s recommendations can provide a basis for global
discussions; American flexibility supports the speed of in-
novation; and European legal norms protect human rights
and democratic values. In the longer term, the synthesis of
these three vectors may become the foundation for creat-
ing a truly effective and fair system of global AI regulation.
A more detailed comparison of these regulatory models is

ests of different groups of actors and to give voice to less

presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Regulatory models of AI use in different regions

United States . UNESCO
Parameter/ . PP China (state strategy .
Region European Union (AI Act) | (federal initiatives and and regulatory initiatives) (Recommendation
8 voluntary standards) on the Ethics of AI)
Protection of fundamenta] | Lromotion of innovation National technological Development of ethical
rights. prevention of harm: and competitiveness leadership; economic and legal guidance,
. — §0ts, P . > | while mitigating risks; and security uses universal principles
Policy objective | establishment of unified lishi o cipl £ AL I for h o
legal standards establishing principles of AL accelerated (respect for human rights,
for %he FU market without mandatory, commercialisation inclusiveness, sustainable
unified codification and meeting state needs development)
Predominantly Combination of directives, Intergovernmental
Codified law (entered “soft law”: executive technical standards and recommendations
Legal status into force); mandatory documents (Executive sectoral rules; strong role endorsed by member
and binding requirements for high- | Orders), NIST guidance, of executive power and states; no direct coercive
force risk systems; bans on frameworks without administrative acts; rapid force, but commit to
unacceptable practices mandatory federal issuance of norms based implementing principles
sanctions on strategic plans in national policies
Framework and risk. | L ragmatic, industry-oriented Ethical approach:
Risk-based: classification management orientation classification: priorities principles for assessing
of systems (minimal- (NI§T AI RME) with include security, information impacts on human
Approach to risk limited-high- voluntary application: control, public-order rights, transparency
and scope unacceptable); mandatory focuZoEpr ik ’ management; operational requirements, responses
conformity assessment management processes | restrictions for specific uses to inequalities; call
for high-risk acr ogs s the lilf)e cvele (e.g. chatbots, deepfakes) via for national impact
Y specific administrative acts assessments
Certification/ . . Technical assistance to
conformity assessment, Public procurement Cfi?lté?rlllsedr g urbalrermIiZD countries, methodological
documentation as an incentive, R&D ublicg Pr)ocirement > tools for national
Implementation | requirements, mandatory grants, publication rig it in%us trial clus t)erS' strategies, audit and
instruments human-in-the-loop/ of guidance; sectoral ;)dmini); trative euidance on impact-assessment
control in some codes, voluntary audits; content mozgieration guidance; promotion
applications; fines and | separate state-level laws and data localisation of education
administrative sanctions and inclusive programmes
Supervisory authorities Administrative control, Monitoring of
(national AT bodies, Political and operational instructions implementation
Accountabilit audits), mandatory administrative oversight, | for providers, co-operation through member-state
mechanismsy registration of high- sectoral regulators in | with security services/police; | reporting mechanisms;
risk systems, fines; specialised areas; public | limited public audit due to recommendations on
extraterritorial effect via and market pressure control of the information | institutional mechanisms
market access environment for implementation
. Orientation towards global
Smaller extraterritorial an:etrerf:L::Cg?oéitgz £ uptake of principles;
Transnational | Clear extraterritorial effect | effect; greater reliance lz;gt forms an)d scﬁutionS' focus on developing
action/ (market impact - non-EU | on private-sector co- P ractical impact via ’ countries; no coercive
extraterritoriality firms must comply) operation and voluntary irf’frastructurep roiects extraterritoriality,
international standards L pro) but offers a standard ethics
(digital export)
model
Standardisation may raise Flexibility supports State stimulates industry Support for inclusive
Impact on entry barriers for smaller rapid in}rllovz gon through investments and innO\II) ftion olicies. grant
innovation actors, but promotes c clPe)S and corporate public contracts; rapid and e ducaticl))nal assisgtance
and business “trustworthy AI” and lZa dershi bulf risks scaling model, but with risks to strenethen capacit
ecosystem creates market advantage | « 1 P bi » of market centralisation inl & pactty
for certified products regulatory arbitrage around key players in low-resource regions
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Table 2. Continued

Parameter/ United States China (state strategy UNESCO
Resion European Union (AI Act) | (federal initiatives and and regulatory initiatives) (Recommendation
8 voluntary standards) g ¥ v on the Ethics of AI)

Strong emphasis on
fundamental rights;
inadmissibility of social
scoring; privacy protection

Human-rights
and inequality
safeguards

Rights focus via non-
binding guidance (AI
Bill of Rights), but
implementation depends
on sectoral standards

Priority on security and
public order; human rights
present in documents,
but implementation often
subordinated to state
interests; risks
of rights restrictions

Human rights and
preventing the deepening
of inequalities are central;

call for technology-transfer
and access policies

Source: compiled by the author based on G.C. Allen (2019), The EU Artificial Intelligence Act (2021), Blueprint for an Al... (2022), Al
Risk Management Framework (2023), Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (2023), X. Lin (2025), E. Parisini (2025)

The regulatory models presented in the table reflect
three main logics of state Al policy: rights-oriented (EU),
innovation-market (USA) and state-industrial (China),
complemented by a universalist ethical framework (UNE-
SCO). These logics are shaped by a combination of politi-
cal priorities, institutional capacity and economic interests.
A shared feature is that all approaches recognise the need
for risk governance, protection of certain rights and the
creation of trust in technologies, but they differ in the pre-
ferred means: legal bans and certification (EU), voluntary
technical frameworks and market incentives (USA), state
programmes and control of access/content (China), and
international ethical co-ordination (UNESCO). The exist-
ence of a strong “Brussels effect” means that the EU acts
as a catalyst for global standard harmonisation through its
market weight and extraterritorial requirements on suppli-
ers. This creates a practical need for American and Chinese
companies to adapt products to European norms, while
also generating tension between economic efficiency and
legal compliance. The American model, in the absence of a
single strict law, encourages rapid diffusion of innovation,
but this can complicate the establishment of unified global
standards without active international co-operation. Chi-
na’s strategy shows that state co-ordination enables rapid
scaling of applications, but creates barriers to adopting in-
ternational ethical norms where they conflict with national
interests. UNESCO’s recommendations serve as a balanc-
ing element, offering general principles for international
dialogue and support for less developed countries.

Prospects for global co-ordination depend on three
practical conditions. First, the need to develop a minimal
“international package” of binding norms protecting basic
rights (for example, banning total social scoring and es-
tablishing minimum transparency guarantees for systems
that affect people’s lives). Such a package could be negoti-
ated intergovernmentally and based on UNESCO princi-
ples, but should include implementation mechanisms (for
example, cross-border agreements or mutual recognition
of certificates). Second, institutional mechanisms for tech-
nical co-operation are needed: joint test environments for
model evaluation, workable formats for algorithmic audits
and standardised metrics for impacts on human rights and
security. This would require the involvement of independent
organisations, intergovernmental institutions and academic
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centres. Third, asymmetry must be addressed: financially
and technically weaker countries must gain access to fund-
ing, technology transfer and capacity building, to avoid
repeating a “digital coloniality” scenario. UNESCO and re-
gions with strong standards (the EU) can serve as sources
of such support programmes. Concrete practical recom-
mendations to initiate co-ordination include establishing
a multi-stakeholder technical certification centre, develop-
ing a basic “black-and-white” classification of unacceptable
practices (agreed by most countries), and implementing
technical-assistance mechanisms for Global South coun-
tries (grants to create national Al audit institutions). At na-
tional level, this implies combining elements of all models:
risk-based legislation (as in the EU), innovation incentives
(as in the USA) and state co-ordination of strategic direc-
tions (as in China), but with mandatory human-rights safe-
guards and transparent audit procedures. From a research
perspective, further studies should focus on the empirical
measurement of each model’s effectiveness: comparative
studies of the impact of regulatory decisions on innovation
indicators (patents, investment), human rights (complex
indicators of discrimination and violations) and market
competitiveness. Practical steps for the research commu-
nity include developing replicable methods for algorithmic
audits, political-economy models for assessing extraterrito-
rial regulatory effects, and sets of indicators for evaluating
“implementation readiness” in low-resource countries.

DISCUSSION
In the discussion dimension of the study, it was important
to compare the findings with previous scholarly work,
which made it possible not only to identify the conso-
nance of conceptual approaches but also to delineate dif-
ferences in interpretations of artificial intelligence as an
instrument of global governance and as a source of polit-
ical and legal transformation. In E Filgueiras (2022), em-
phasis was placed on the early stage of AI policy forma-
tion, which was examined through the lens of policy and
governance regimes. The typology proposed by the author
helped to explain the dynamics of interaction between ac-
tors, institutions and ideas that determined the strategic
vectors of national approaches. Unlike the present study,
which demonstrated that AT has already become a catalyst
for a fundamental transformation of global governance



and has contributed to new centres of power, F. Filgueiras
focused on a formative stage in which the main contours
of political regimes were only beginning to take shape.
Conclusions about the dual nature of Al policy — between
technological development and regulatory instruments —
correlated with the divergence between the Chinese, Eu-
ropean and American models identified in this research.
At the same time, a key difference is that this analysis em-
phasised geopolitical consequences and the emergence of
algorithmic governance as a new form of power, whereas
Filgueiras treated the issue primarily through an institu-
tional and normative lens. J. Zeng’s (2022) monograph
provided a comprehensive analysis of the phenomenon
of “AI with Chinese characteristics”, revealing the mul-
ti-layered nature of Beijing’s approach. The author argued
that China’s strategy was not limited to centralised geopo-
litical steering, but was to a significant extent shaped by
economic actors and exhibited bottom-up features. This
position contrasted with the conclusions of the present
study, in which the Chinese model was described as an
instrument of centralised governance with high risks for
human rights. Common ground remained the recogni-
tion that Chinese specificity has shaped a new variety of
digital authoritarianism, capable of combining the effec-
tiveness of technological solutions with the securitisation
of society. At the same time, this analysis indicated that
the success of China’s strategy depended on achieving a
balance between economic growth, social stability and
ideological control, which aligned with the present study’s
thesis about Al being used as a tool of geopolitical pow-
er and as a vehicle for exporting authoritarian practices.
However, the present study emphasised the foreign-policy
dimension and the global diffusion of “digital authoritari-
anism’, whereas J. Zeng focused on domestic political and
economic determinants.

In E. Erman & M. Furendal (2025), the principal em-
phasis was on the role of non-state actors in legitimising
global AI governance. The authors distinguished two an-
alytical dimensions - “democratic agents” and “agents of
democracy” - arguing that transnational corporations have
insufficient legal grounds for the former status but consid-
erable moral and market authority for the latter. Compared
with these conclusions, the findings of the present study
revealed a more critical dependence of the global archi-
tecture on corporate structures, which not only performed
auxiliary or indirect functions but in practice shaped the
contours of international policy. This was evident in the US
case, where the absence of a single federal legislative frame-
work delegated a significant share of regulatory and inno-
vation processes to corporations. Thus, whereas in Erman
and Furendal corporate participation was viewed as poten-
tially legitimised through moral and epistemic authority,
the present study’s results pointed to a deeper structural
dependence of national models on corporations, creating
additional challenges for democratic accountability.

B. Neupane (2024) focused on the integration of Al and
big data into public-administration processes, emphasising

Shkilniak

efficiency, transparency and scalability through cloud envi-
ronments. It was illustrated that such technologies enabled
a new level of responsiveness and resource optimisation,
while being accompanied by privacy risks and ethical di-
lemmas. Comparison with the present study’s conclusions
showed that similar opportunities have indeed been real-
ised in governance practices, particularly in China and Es-
tonia, where digital administration systems demonstrated
high effectiveness in public services. The difference lay in
emphasis: whereas B. Neupane interpreted digital transfor-
mation primarily as a technological and operational shift,
the present study highlighted its geopolitical dimension,
in which technologies became resources for strategic com-
petition and factors reshaping the international balance
of power. Thus, shared features in assessments of AI’s po-
tential for public administration were confirmed, while a
more complex political and security configuration of its use
was also underscored. S. Mokry & J. Gurol (2024) empha-
sised that global initiatives to regulate AI have become not
only normative instruments but also means of geopolitical
competition. The authors stressed that China, the USA
and the EU sought to position themselves as leaders in Al
governance, and that the process of global co-ordination
proved subordinate to a logic of competition for influence.
This conclusion resonated with the present study’s find-
ings, which developed the idea that algorithmic govern-
ance is gradually forming new centres of power and that
Al technologies are becoming instruments of “soft power”.
At the same time, this analysis showed that international
institutions, including the UN and UNESCO, have been
insufhiciently effective in harmonising divergent approach-
es, whereas S. Mokry & J. Gurol primarily emphasised the
competitive nature of regulatory initiatives and the risks of
fragmentation. A further distinction was this study’s em-
phasis on empirical examples - such as China’s “City Brain”
programme or the European Al Act - demonstrating con-
crete mechanisms through which Al is transformed into an
instrument of power.

In H. Roberts et al. (2023), a comparative analysis
of Chinese and European models identified the key dif-
ference as a gap between Beijing’s innovation-economic
focus and Brussels’ ethical-legal emphasis. The authors
concluded that closing regulatory gaps would require
mutual borrowing of the strengths of both approaches.
This logic aligned with the present study’s conclusions,
which likewise stressed divergence between China’s cen-
tralised model and Europe’s rights-protecting model. At
the same time, the present analysis situated the issue in
a broader context: Al was defined not merely as an ob-
ject of innovation or regulation, but as a catalyst for the
formation of new global hierarchies of power. The differ-
ence lay in scale of interpretation: whereas H. Roberts et
al. limited themselves to recommendations for bilateral
improvement, the present study demonstrated the geopo-
litical consequences of technological rivalry and AT’s role
in reshaping the architecture of the international order.
R.B.L. Dixon (2022) systematised more than ninety Al
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governance initiatives formulated by various governmen-
tal, private, academic and multilateral structures. On this
basis, the author identified fundamental Al principles in-
tended to underpin the development of coherent policy
recommendations. This approach corresponded with the
present study’s findings in recognising the importance of
multi-level interaction between state and non-state actors.
However, whereas R.B.L. Dixon emphasised the search for
universal principles and the possibility of forming a glob-
ally coherent governance system, the present analysis sug-
gested the opposite dynamic: global regulation remains
fragmented, and international institutions do not demon-
strate sufficient effectiveness. Another distinct emphasis
of this study was the role of Al as a strategic resource of
geopolitical influence, whereas Dixon prioritised concep-
tualising ethical and legal principles. In summary, all the
works reviewed supported the thesis that Al regulation
extends far beyond technical or administrative tasks and
has become part of broader political and geopolitical pro-
cesses. This allowed the conclusion that contemporary dy-
namics of Al regulation combine elements of pragmatic
competition and ideological confrontation with attempts
to identify universal principles; however, it is the geopo-
litical dimension that appears decisive in shaping the ar-
chitecture of the future global order.

CONCLUSIONS
The study illustrated that artificial intelligence has become
a catalyst for a fundamental transformation of global gov-
ernance, shifting from a technological tool to a strategic
resource of geopolitical influence. This is reflected in the
emergence of new centres of power, a rethinking of the con-
cept of digital sovereignty, and the rise of algorithmic gov-
ernance as a new form of exercising power. A comparative
analysis of national approaches in China, the EU and the
USA revealed deep divergence in their regulatory philoso-
phies: the Chinese model demonstrated the effectiveness of
centralised state steering and rapid technological scaling in
projects such as “City Brain” in Hangzhou, but with signif-
icant human-rights risks through social credit systems and
mass surveillance; the European approach developed the
most comprehensive rights-protecting regulatory system
through the 2021 AI Act, combining preventive risk con-
trol with a four-tier classification of Al systems; the Amer-
ican strategy retained a fragmented, innovation-oriented

character, assigning a substantial role to private corpora-
tions in the absence of a single federal law, instead relying
on the “Blueprint for an AI Bill of Rights” and the NIST
“Al Risk Management Framework” as voluntary guiding
principles. The study also found that AI technologies have
become powerful instruments of “soft power”: China ex-
ports a model of “digital authoritarianism” through digital
diplomacy initiatives in African and Latin American coun-
tries; the EU offers a normative model grounded in the
protection of human rights and democratic values; and the
USA projects its innovation ecosystem through the global
dominance of technology corporations.

The paper further concludes that existing internation-
al institutions (the UN and UNESCO) have proved insuffi-
ciently effective in harmonising such divergent approach-
es, contributing to fragmentation of global regulation and
rising geopolitical tension in the context of US-China
technological confrontation. At the same time, the expe-
rience of certain countries, notably Estonia, demonstrated
the feasibility of combining a high level of digitalisation
(via the X-Road interoperability platform and the “Kratt”
strategy) with adherence to democratic principles and
human rights through mechanisms of transparency, de-
centralised data access and cryptographic protection. The
study is limited by its comparative focus on only three
actors (China, the EU and the USA) and their strategies,
which does not fully capture the dynamics of global AI
governance, including the role of smaller states, interna-
tional organisations and under-resourced private actors.
Future research prospects include deeper analysis of the
empirical consequences of implementing specific regula-
tory models, the development of mechanisms for adapting
Al governance frameworks to developing countries, and
the exploration of possibilities for creating new hybrid
institutions for global co-ordination under conditions of
technological hegemony.
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