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Abstract— The integration of artificial intelligence (AI) into public administration is transforming 

governance processes worldwide, offering the promise of greater efficiency and responsiveness. However, 

this technological shift also raises profound ethical dilemmas, particularly concerning transparency, 

accountability, bias, and data privacy. This study critically examines these challenges through an extensive 

review of global and Indian literature, supplemented by a simulated stakeholder survey. Findings reveal a 

cautious trust in AI systems, widespread concerns about algorithmic opacity and bias, and a strong demand 

for human oversight and institutional reforms. Drawing insights from international best practices and 

stakeholder perspectives, the study proposes actionable reforms, including mandatory transparency 

protocols, ethics-by-design frameworks, and capacity-building initiatives. It argues that embedding ethical 

safeguards into AI deployment is essential for preserving democratic accountability and ensuring that 

technology serves the public interest rather than undermining it. 

Keywords— Artificial Intelligence, Public Administration, Ethical Governance, Algorithmic 

Accountability, Administrative Reforms. 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The growing influence of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in 

governance marks a significant turning point in the 

evolution of public administration. Governments around the 

world are increasingly deploying AI-driven systems to 

automate decision-making, streamline service delivery, and 

enhance administrative efficiency. From predictive 

analytics in policing to algorithm-based welfare targeting, 

public sector institutions are turning to technology in an 

effort to modernize governance and respond to the 

complexities of contemporary public service demands. Yet, 

this transformation is not without its challenges. The 

integration of algorithms into core administrative processes 

raises important ethical and institutional questions that 

strike at the heart of democratic governance. Concerns 

around bias in AI systems, lack of transparency, weak 

accountability frameworks, and threats to data privacy have 

triggered a growing body of scholarship urging caution in 

the uncritical adoption of these technologies. As Dahler and 

Nuotio (2022) observe, the opacity of algorithmic decision-

making — often described as the “black box” problem — 

undermines a citizen’s right to understand and question 

public decisions. Moreover, the absence of clear 

responsibility when algorithmic errors occur further 

complicates the principle of administrative accountability 

(Stahl & Wright, 2018). 

In the Indian context, AI is increasingly being integrated 

into e-governance initiatives under the broader Digital India 

framework. Applications range from AI chatbots in public 

service portals to biometric-based beneficiary identification 

in welfare schemes. While these developments promise to 

enhance efficiency, they also highlight the urgent need for 

ethical safeguards and institutional readiness. A recent 

study by the National Academy of Public Administration 

(2021) emphasizes that without comprehensive ethical 

frameworks and oversight mechanisms, algorithmic 

governance risks eroding public trust and compromising the 
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values of fairness and equity that lie at the core of public 

administration. 

This paper examines the ethical dilemmas associated with 

AI adoption in governance and explores the administrative 

reforms necessary to manage these risks. It argues that the 

rise of algorithmic governance calls for more than just 

technological upskilling — it demands a rethinking of how 

principles such as transparency, accountability, and 

inclusivity are embedded into administrative institutions in 

the digital age. 

Understanding Algorithmic Governance: 

Algorithmic governance refers to the use of automated, 

data-driven systems — particularly those based on artificial 

intelligence (AI) and machine learning — to inform or make 

decisions in the management of public affairs. In contrast to 

traditional models of bureaucratic decision-making that rely 

on human discretion, algorithmic governance relies on 

computational logic, pattern recognition, and predictive 

analytics to guide administrative actions. This shift 

represents a profound transformation in how public 

institutions operate, evaluate information, and interact with 

citizens. 

The application of algorithmic systems in public 

administration is expanding rapidly across the world. 

Governments are using AI to optimize service delivery, 

allocate public resources more efficiently, and make policy 

implementation more responsive. For example, Canada has 

implemented the Directive on Automated Decision-Making 

to ensure transparency and accountability in federal 

agencies using algorithms. Similarly, Singapore has 

developed an AI Governance Framework focused on 

human-centric deployment of AI tools in public service 

(OECD, 2019). These initiatives reflect a growing 

awareness among governments that algorithmic decision-

making must be accompanied by ethical and regulatory 

safeguards. 

In India, algorithmic governance is increasingly visible in 

welfare targeting, biometric identification systems, and 

smart city management. Aadhaar-enabled services, for 

instance, use backend algorithms to verify identities and 

determine service eligibility across a range of public welfare 

schemes. Several state governments are also piloting AI-

powered grievance redressal platforms, automated traffic 

management, and predictive policing tools. While these 

initiatives aim to enhance administrative efficiency, they 

also raise questions about data quality, accountability, and 

exclusion — particularly for marginalized communities 

who may not fully understand or access the systems that 

govern them. 

It is important to note that algorithmic governance is not a 

neutral or purely technical process. The design, 

deployment, and functioning of these systems are shaped by 

underlying policy assumptions, institutional capacities, and 

socio-political contexts. As scholars have noted, the risk of 

reinforcing existing inequalities or embedding new forms of 

bias into automated systems is particularly acute when 

algorithmic models are developed without adequate public 

oversight or stakeholder consultation (Dencik et al., 2019). 

Understanding algorithmic governance, therefore, requires 

not only an examination of the technology itself but also a 

broader reflection on how public values such as 

transparency, accountability, equity, and participation are 

preserved — or diluted — in the digital transition of 

governance. 

Ethical Dilemmas in AI-Driven Public Administration: 

The integration of artificial intelligence into governance 

processes brings to the fore a range of ethical challenges that 

strike at the very foundations of public administration. 

While algorithmic systems promise increased efficiency 

and precision in decision-making, their deployment without 

adequate ethical safeguards can undermine the core 

principles of transparency, accountability, equity, and 

citizen trust. 

One of the most pressing concerns is algorithmic bias. AI 

systems are only as fair as the data they are trained on, and 

public datasets often reflect existing societal inequities. 

When these systems are used to allocate welfare benefits, 

screen job applications, or determine policing patterns, 

there is a real risk that they may replicate and even amplify 

discriminatory outcomes. This is particularly problematic in 

diverse societies like India, where caste, class, and gender 

disparities are deeply entrenched. As emphasized in a study 

by the National Academy of Public Administration (2021), 

unchecked algorithmic decision-making may 

systematically disadvantage certain communities, 

especially when there is little public scrutiny of how models 

are developed or used. 

Opacity is another ethical dilemma in algorithmic 

governance. Unlike traditional bureaucratic decisions, 

which can often be explained and justified by rules or 

precedent, AI-based decisions are frequently generated by 

complex models that even system developers struggle to 

interpret — a phenomenon commonly referred to as the 

“black box” problem. This lack of explainability erodes the 

principle of procedural transparency and weakens citizens’ 

ability to question or appeal administrative decisions. As 

Dahler and Nuotio (2022) note, opacity in algorithmic 

systems creates a significant accountability gap in public 

institutions, particularly when decision-making is 

outsourced to private contractors or external technical 

agencies. 
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Accountability itself becomes increasingly ambiguous in 

AI-based governance. In conventional administrative 

systems, decision-makers can be held responsible for errors, 

omissions, or abuse of discretion. In contrast, algorithmic 

governance often diffuses responsibility across multiple 

actors — developers, data scientists, administrators, and 

vendors — making it unclear who should be held 

accountable when the system fails. This creates challenges 

not only for legal redress but also for the legitimacy of 

public institutions in the eyes of citizens (Stahl & Wright, 

2018). 

Moreover, the use of AI raises significant concerns about 

surveillance and data privacy. Public agencies often collect 

and process vast amounts of personal data to train 

algorithms and monitor outcomes. Without strong legal 

safeguards and data protection standards, this can lead to 

intrusive governance practices, mission creep, and the 

erosion of individual rights. India’s evolving data protection 

framework remains limited in its ability to fully regulate 

state-led data practices, especially when compared to more 

developed regimes like the EU’s General Data Protection 

Regulation (GDPR). Together, these ethical dilemmas 

suggest that the adoption of AI in public administration 

must not be seen as a purely technical upgrade. Rather, it 

calls for a recalibration of administrative norms to ensure 

that technological innovation does not come at the cost of 

democratic accountability, equity, and citizen dignity. 

Public administration, as both a field of study and a system 

of governance, must proactively address these risks if it is 

to remain responsive and legitimate in the age of algorithms. 

Administrative Reforms Needed for Ethical AI 

Governance: 

As artificial intelligence becomes increasingly embedded in 

governance structures, the need for responsive and robust 

administrative reforms has never been more urgent. The 

ethical dilemmas posed by algorithmic decision-making — 

including bias, opacity, and accountability gaps — cannot 

be resolved through technological upgrades alone. They 

demand deliberate institutional responses that adapt public 

administration’s normative frameworks to the evolving 

realities of digital governance. 

One of the foremost reforms needed is the establishment of 

clear ethical guidelines and regulatory frameworks specific 

to the public sector’s use of AI. These must move beyond 

broad principles and provide actionable standards for 

fairness, transparency, and accountability. Countries like 

Canada and Singapore have already taken steps in this 

direction. Canada’s Directive on Automated Decision-

Making offers a structured approach for assessing risks and 

ensuring that AI-based decisions remain interpretable and 

contestable (Government of Canada, 2019). Such models 

could inspire administrative frameworks in India and other 

developing democracies where algorithmic governance is 

expanding rapidly. 

Equally important is the institutionalization of ethics-by-

design — an approach that integrates ethical considerations 

from the very inception of an AI system rather than 

retrofitting them later. This requires multidisciplinary 

collaboration between technologists, legal experts, 

administrators, and social scientists during system 

development and procurement. Public agencies must also 

ensure that algorithms used in critical service areas — such 

as social welfare, policing, or taxation — are subject to 

independent audits and impact assessments. As emphasized 

in the work of the OECD (2019), independent evaluation is 

crucial for building public confidence in AI systems and 

safeguarding against unintended harms. 

Capacity-building within the bureaucracy is another 

essential reform. Many public administrators currently lack 

the technical expertise to meaningfully engage with AI 

projects or to critically assess algorithmic outputs. Training 

programs focused on data ethics, algorithmic 

accountability, and digital literacy must be integrated into 

public service curricula to build what scholars describe as 

algorithmic competence within the state (Wirtz et al., 2019). 

Strengthening internal expertise will also reduce 

dependence on external vendors, thereby enhancing 

institutional autonomy and control. 

Transparency must also be addressed through the 

implementation of algorithmic disclosure requirements. 

Citizens have a right to know when and how algorithms are 

used to make decisions that affect them. Administrative 

reforms should include protocols for publicly disclosing the 

logic, objectives, and outcomes of AI systems used in 

governance. Participatory approaches — such as citizen 

consultations, feedback loops, and grievance redressal 

mechanisms tailored to algorithmic decision-making — can 

further democratize these technologies. 

Finally, reforms should be guided by the principle of 

inclusivity, ensuring that AI systems are not only 

technically sound but socially just. This means involving 

marginalized communities in the development and 

oversight of AI tools, evaluating the socio-economic impact 

of automation, and explicitly designing systems to prevent 

exclusion and discrimination. 

In sum, effective governance in the age of algorithms will 

require a combination of regulatory clarity, institutional 

redesign, skill development, and participatory oversight. 

Without these reforms, the public sector risks deploying 

powerful technologies in ways that undermine, rather than 

advance, the foundational values of public administration. 
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Learning from Global Best Practices: 

While the ethical challenges of algorithmic governance are 

global in nature, several countries have begun taking 

proactive steps to address these concerns through structured 

public policy and administrative innovation. These 

international experiences provide valuable insights for 

nations like India, where AI adoption in public 

administration is accelerating but ethical and regulatory 

frameworks remain underdeveloped. 

Canada has emerged as a pioneer in establishing a formal 

protocol for AI use in the public sector. Its Directive on 

Automated Decision-Making, introduced in 2019, mandates 

that federal institutions assess, document, and mitigate the 

risks associated with any automated system used to make or 

assist in administrative decisions (Government of Canada, 

2019). The directive includes provisions for algorithmic 

impact assessments, documentation requirements, human 

oversight mechanisms, and public notification when AI 

systems are in use. It reflects a clear recognition that 

transparency and accountability must be embedded into the 

administrative process from the start. 

Singapore, meanwhile, has implemented a Model AI 

Governance Framework that outlines principles for 

explainability, fairness, human involvement, and data 

privacy in AI deployments, particularly in high-stakes 

public functions. What distinguishes Singapore’s approach 

is its focus on operationalizing ethical AI in a way that is 

both technically feasible and administratively actionable. 

The framework encourages sector-specific adaptations and 

includes tools for risk assessment and citizen engagement 

(Singapore InfoComm Media Development Authority, 

2020). 

The European Union has gone even further by introducing 

the AI Act, a landmark regulatory proposal that classifies AI 

systems based on risk and imposes strict requirements on 

high-risk applications, including those used in public 

administration. The Act emphasizes transparency, human 

oversight, and the rights of citizens to explanation and 

redress. This layered, risk-based approach ensures that not 

all AI systems are treated equally, and that the most 

sensitive uses are held to the highest standards (European 

Commission, 2021). 

The OECD has also played a central role in shaping the 

global conversation around ethical AI. Its Principles on 

Artificial Intelligence offer a non-binding yet influential set 

of guidelines that emphasize inclusive growth, 

transparency, robustness, and accountability. These 

principles have been adopted by over 40 countries and serve 

as a normative foundation for many national AI strategies, 

including public sector applications (OECD, 2019). 

Together, these examples illustrate that ethical AI 

governance is both achievable and adaptable. While 

institutional contexts differ, the underlying commitment to 

public accountability, risk management, and citizen-centric 

design is shared across these models. For countries like 

India, which are in the early stages of integrating AI into 

core governance functions, these international frameworks 

offer a roadmap for balancing innovation with 

responsibility. 

Research Gap: 

While there is a growing body of global literature on the 

ethical risks and regulatory needs associated with artificial 

intelligence, much of it remains focused on high-level 

principles or on AI deployment in the private sector. In 

contrast, studies specifically addressing the ethical 

governance of AI within public administration — 

particularly in emerging democracies like India — 

remain limited in scope and depth. Existing academic 

discourse tends to concentrate on the technical and legal 

aspects of AI, often sidelining the administrative realities, 

institutional readiness, and normative dilemmas faced by 

public sector actors. 

Indian policy literature has flagged important concerns, 

including algorithmic bias, lack of transparency, and data 

privacy risks. However, few studies systematically link 

these concerns to the core principles of public 

administration, such as accountability, equity, and citizen 

trust. Moreover, there is a noticeable absence of research 

that integrates both stakeholder perspectives and 

comparative institutional learning from global models 

into a unified framework for administrative reform. 

This study addresses these gaps by critically examining the 

ethical challenges of AI adoption in Indian public 

administration through a dual lens: 

(i) Analysis of existing global and Indian literature, and 

(ii) Interpretation of simulated stakeholder insights. 

By focusing on how ethical principles can be 

operationalized through administrative reforms – such as 

human oversight, alogorithmic transparency, and 

bureaucratic capacity-building – the research offers both 

theoretical clarity and practical direction. In doing so, it 

contributes to the unexplored intersections of AI ethics and 

public governance reform, a space crucial for ensuring 

responsible and democractic use of emerging technologies. 

Significance of the Study: 

This study holds both academic and practical significance 

in the rapidly evolving field of public administration. As 

governments increasingly integrate artificial intelligence 

into administrative processes, the need to align 

technological innovation with ethical governance becomes 
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critical. By examining the ethical dilemmas posed by 

algorithmic decision-making — such as opacity, bias, and 

accountability deficits — and assessing institutional 

preparedness, this research contributes to the growing 

discourse on responsible digital governance. Importantly, 

the study blends conceptual analysis with stakeholder 

perspectives, offering a nuanced understanding of how 

emerging technologies intersect with democratic values in 

India’s administrative context. The findings and 

recommendations aim to inform scholars, policymakers, 

and public sector practitioners about the urgent need for 

reform measures that embed transparency, inclusivity, and 

human oversight into AI deployment. In doing so, the 

research strengthens the foundation for ethical and citizen-

centric governance in the age of algorithms.                 

Research Objectives: 

1. To critically analyze the ethical dilemmas arising from 

the integration of artificial intelligence in public 

administration, with a particular focus on issues of 

transparency, accountability, bias, and data privacy. 

2. To examine the regulatory, institutional, and 

administrative gaps in managing algorithmic 

governance in India, drawing insights from both Indian 

case studies and international best practices. 

3. To propose actionable administrative reforms aimed at 

embedding ethical principles into AI deployment in 

public governance, ensuring alignment with the values 

of transparency, inclusivity, and democratic 

accountability. 

Research Questions: 

1. What are the major ethical concerns arising from the 

use of artificial intelligence in public administration, 

particularly in relation to transparency, accountability, 

bias, and data privacy? 

2. How prepared are Indian public institutions to regulate 

and manage the risks associated with algorithmic 

governance, and what are the key gaps in current 

administrative and regulatory frameworks? 

3. What administrative reforms are necessary to ensure 

that the deployment of AI in governance aligns with 

democratic principles such as inclusivity, fairness, and 

accountability? 

 

II. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This study adopts a qualitative and exploratory research 

design, integrating both primary and secondary data sources 

to investigate the ethical challenges and governance reforms 

associated with the use of artificial intelligence (AI) in 

public administration. Given the normative nature of the 

subject and its policy relevance, the methodology 

emphasizes critical analysis, stakeholder perspectives, and 

comparative insights rather than empirical generalization. 

Sample Size and Stakeholder Composition: 

To illustrate stakeholder perceptions on the ethical and 

administrative challenges of AI adoption in governance, the 

study simulated responses from a sample of 30 participants. 

The simulated sample was designed to reflect a cross-

section of relevant stakeholders in the domain of public 

administration and digital governance: 

● 10 public administrators, including officials 

engaged in service delivery, policy 

implementation, and e-governance units 

● 10 digital governance experts, such as academics, 

policy researchers, and technologists with 

experience in AI-related projects 

● 10 informed citizens, including civil society 

actors, legal experts, and citizens with exposure to 

public digital services 

This balanced stakeholder distribution was chosen to ensure 

the perspectives reflect administrative feasibility, ethical 

considerations, and citizen-centric accountability. The 

responses were generated based on realistic patterns 

observed in existing literature, institutional reports, and 

publicly available governance reviews. 

1. Primary Data Sources: 

To supplement the conceptual and theoretical analysis, the 

study employs a  stakeholder survey. The survey consists of 

10 close-ended questions addressing key ethical concerns 

such as algorithmic transparency, trust in AI systems, data 

protection, bias, and institutional readiness. Descriptive 

statistical techniques, including percentage distribution, 

were used to interpret the data.  

2. Secondary Data Sources: 

The study draws extensively on secondary sources to frame 

the research context and support critical analysis. This 

includes peer-reviewed journal articles, policy briefs, white 

papers, and AI governance frameworks from national and 

international institutions. Notable among these are the 

OECD’s Principles on Artificial Intelligence (2019), 

Canada’s Directive on Automated Decision-Making 

(2019), the EU’s proposed AI Act (2021), Singapore’s AI 

Governance Framework (2020), and Indian policy 

contributions such as those from the Vidhi Centre for Legal 

Policy and NITI Aayog. These sources provide comparative 

benchmarks and normative guidance. 

3. Analytical Framework: 

Both primary and secondary data were analyzed 

thematically. Survey results were examined to identify 
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patterns of opinion regarding trust, transparency, bias, and 

reform needs. These findings were then interpreted in light 

of the existing literature to assess how stakeholder 

perceptions align with institutional and regulatory realities. 

Comparative analysis was also used to extract reform 

strategies from international best practices. 

Findings of the Study: 

The simulated stakeholder survey conducted as part of this 

study offers insightful perspectives into public and 

administrative attitudes toward the use of artificial 

intelligence in governance. The findings reveal a notable 

lack of confidence in the transparency of AI-driven 

decision-making processes. 

 

Fig.1: Perceptions of Transparency in AI-Based Decision-

Making 

 

According to 53.3% of respondents, AI systems used in 

public administration are not sufficiently transparent, while 

40% felt they were. Only 6.7% remained unsure, 

underscoring a broader demand for greater algorithmic 

openness in governance. A significant 53.3% of 

respondents felt that such systems are not sufficiently 

transparent, while only 40% believed they were. This 

underscores a persistent concern about the “black box” 

nature of AI in public administration, which may limit 

citizen trust and institutional accountability. 

 

Fig.2: Trust in AI Systems in Governance 

 

63.3% of participants reported partial trust in government-

deployed AI systems, while 23.3% expressed no trust and 

only 13.3% reported full trust. These findings highlight the 

cautious optimism surrounding AI's role in public decision-

making. 

In terms of public trust in AI systems, the majority (63.3%) 

reported only partial trust, with 23.3% stating they did not 

trust these systems at all. A mere 13.3% expressed full trust. 

These numbers reflect a cautious outlook, where efficiency 

may be acknowledged but doubts persist about fairness and 

ethical reliability. This skepticism is further reinforced by 

perceptions of algorithmic bias — 46.7% of respondents 

identified a high risk of AI reinforcing existing societal 

biases, and an additional 40% saw a moderate risk. Only 

13.3% believed the risk was low or negligible. 

 

Fig.3: Perceived Risk of Algorithmic Bias 

 

46.7% of respondents identified a high risk of AI 

reproducing social biases, with another 40% citing 

moderate risk. Only 13.3% perceived a low risk, reinforcing 

concerns about fairness in algorithmic governance. 

 

Fig.4: Support for Mandatory Human Oversight 

 

An overwhelming 63.3% of participants strongly agreed 

that human oversight should be compulsory in AI-led 

governance decisions. An additional 23.3% agreed, while a 

combined 13.3% disagreed or strongly disagreed. 
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Fig.5: Institutional Preparedness to Govern AI 

 

When asked about the readiness of Indian institutions, 

43.3% of respondents viewed them as poorly prepared, 

23.3% said somewhat prepared, and another 23.3% felt 

institutions are not prepared at all. Only 10% believed they 

were very well prepared. 

The data also reveal serious concerns regarding institutional 

accountability. When asked whether clear accountability 

mechanisms are in place in cases of AI-driven errors, 60% 

of participants responded negatively, while just 25% 

believed such mechanisms exist. Similarly, confidence in 

data protection was limited. Only 6.7% felt that personal 

data handled by AI systems is adequately protected, while 

46.7% expressed partial confidence, and the remainder 

indicated clear concerns. 

One of the most decisive findings relates to the role of 

human oversight. A strong majority (63.3%) strongly 

agreed that human intervention must be mandatory in all 

critical AI-assisted decisions in public administration. 

Another 23.3% agreed, suggesting broad support for 

retaining human judgment as a safeguard against 

automation risks. 

 

Fig.6: Need for Ethics Training Among Administrators 

 

A strong 70% of participants supported mandatory training 

in AI ethics and accountability for public officials. 

However, 13.3% opposed the idea, and 16.7 are not sure 

about this. 

When assessing the preparedness of Indian institutions to 

ethically manage AI adoption, only 10% of respondents 

viewed them as very well prepared. Most believed 

institutions were either poorly prepared (43.3%) or not 

prepared at all (23.3%), while 23.3% felt they were 

somewhat prepared. This signals the urgent need for 

institutional capacity-building, policy clarity, and technical 

training. 

Finally, the survey reflected strong support for reform-

oriented measures. A remarkable 73.3% of respondents 

believed that public institutions should always disclose 

when AI is used to make or assist decisions affecting 

citizens. Furthermore, 70% supported mandatory training 

for public administrators in AI ethics, data governance, and 

accountability, indicating a widespread recognition of the 

knowledge and skill gaps that exist within administrative 

structures. 

 

III. RECOMMENDATIONS AND 

SUGGESTIONS 

The findings of this study, supported by both stakeholder 

perspectives and global best practices, highlight an urgent 

need for multi-layered reforms in the ethical governance of 

artificial intelligence within public administration. These 

reforms must not only address technological and legal gaps 

but also reorient administrative structures and capacities to 

align with democratic values. The following 

recommendations are proposed to guide responsible and 

inclusive AI deployment in the public sector: 

1. Institutionalize Algorithmic Transparency 

Mechanisms: Given that over 50% of respondents perceive 

AI systems as lacking transparency, public institutions must 

adopt clear and enforceable disclosure protocols. 

Governments should mandate that any use of AI in 

decision-making—especially in public welfare, policing, or 

eligibility assessments—be accompanied by publicly 

accessible documentation detailing how algorithms 

function, what data they use, and how decisions are reached. 

Initiatives like Canada’s Algorithmic Impact Assessment 

(Government of Canada, 2019) offer a replicable model. 

2. Establish Accountability Frameworks for AI Errors: 

To address the concern—raised by 60% of survey 

respondents—that accountability mechanisms are absent, 

India must define legally binding standards for 

responsibility in cases of algorithmic failure or harm. These 

should clarify which public official or agency remains 

answerable and establish grievance redressal systems 

specifically designed for algorithmic governance failures, 
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as recommended in the Vidhi Centre for Legal Policy report 

(2021). 

3. Implement Ethics-by-Design in Public AI Systems: AI 

systems should not be adopted or procured without a 

mandatory ethics-by-design assessment, where fairness, 

explainability, and risk mitigation are built into the system 

architecture from the beginning. This includes ensuring that 

training datasets are free from social biases and subject to 

regular audits, especially in sensitive governance domains. 

The OECD (2019) and Singapore’s AI Governance 

Framework (2020) provide practical guidelines in this 

regard. 

4. Mandate Human Oversight in Critical Decision-

Making: Reflecting the near-unanimous support (86.6%) 

for human oversight in the survey, public decisions 

involving AI must not be fully automated. Human 

administrators should have the authority and obligation to 

review, override, or explain AI-generated outputs. 

Especially in high-stakes areas like healthcare eligibility, 

law enforcement, or taxation, human intervention must be 

embedded as a non-negotiable feature. 

5. Enhance Institutional Capacity through Ethics 

Training: The finding that 70% of respondents support 

mandatory ethics training for public officials underlines the 

need for continuous capacity-building. Training modules on 

AI ethics, data protection, digital accountability, and 

algorithmic auditing should be integrated into the curricula 

of civil service academies and departmental training 

institutes. 

6. Adopt a Risk-Based Classification of AI Systems: 

India should develop a classification framework that 

categorizes AI systems by risk level (e.g., low-risk, high-

risk, prohibited), similar to the EU’s proposed AI Act 

(European Commission, 2021). This would allow 

proportionate regulatory oversight based on the potential for 

harm, especially in domains involving vulnerable 

populations or fundamental rights. 

7. Engage Citizens and Civil Society in AI Governance: 

Public trust can only be built if citizens are active 

participants in shaping how AI is used in governance. Public 

consultations, participatory audits, and mechanisms for 

citizen feedback must be institutionalized. Transparency 

dashboards and explainable algorithm interfaces can also 

help demystify decision-making and enhance 

accountability. 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The growing integration of artificial intelligence into public 

administration is transforming the landscape of governance. 

While AI presents significant opportunities for improving 

efficiency, service delivery, and responsiveness, it 

simultaneously raises deep ethical challenges that public 

institutions cannot afford to ignore. This study has shown 

that concerns around algorithmic bias, lack of transparency, 

inadequate accountability, and data privacy are not abstract 

risks, but urgent realities that demand institutional attention. 

The findings of the simulated stakeholder survey reveal a 

cautious yet critical view of AI deployment in governance. 

A majority of participants questioned the transparency and 

fairness of AI systems, emphasized the need for human 

oversight, and expressed concern over institutional 

unpreparedness. These stakeholder perspectives closely 

align with gaps identified in the literature — particularly 

regarding the absence of accountability mechanisms, 

underdeveloped regulatory frameworks, and the 

marginalization of ethical design principles. 

At the same time, global best practices from countries like 

Canada, Singapore, and members of the European Union 

demonstrate that responsible AI governance is not only 

possible but necessary. These models offer concrete 

frameworks for risk assessment, human oversight, 

algorithmic transparency, and public participation — 

principles that can and should inform India’s administrative 

reform agenda. 

This study makes it clear that good governance in the age of 

algorithms cannot be achieved through technical innovation 

alone. It requires deliberate, ethical, and inclusive policy 

and administrative strategies. Public institutions must 

embed ethical safeguards within their decision-making 

processes, strengthen institutional capacity, and uphold the 

foundational values of accountability, transparency, and 

equity. Only by doing so can artificial intelligence become 

a tool for empowering, rather than undermining, democratic 

governance. 
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APPENDIX 

Survey Questionnaire 

Title: Perceptions of Ethical Governance and Artificial 

Intelligence in Public Administration 

Target Respondents: Public Officials, Digital 

Governance Experts, and Informed Citizens 

Instructions: Please select the most appropriate option for 

each question. 

Section A: Perceptions of AI in Governance 

Q1) Do you believe AI-based decision-making systems 

used in public administration are sufficiently transparent 

for citizens to understand how decisions are made? 

(a) Yes 

(b) No 

(c) Not Sure 

Q2) To what extent do you trust AI systems used by 

government agencies to make fair and unbiased decisions? 

(a) Fully Trust 

(b) Somewhat Trust 

(c) Do Not Trust 

Q3) When errors occur in AI-based public services, do you 

think clear accountability mechanisms are in place to 

protect citizens’ rights? 

(a) Yes 

(b) No 

(c) Not Sure 

Q4) In your opinion, is there a risk that AI systems in 

public administration may reproduce or amplify existing 

social biases (e.g., caste, class, gender)? 

(a) High Risk 

(b) Moderate Risk 

(c) Low Risk 

(d) No Risk 

Q5) Do you feel confident that the personal data collected 

and processed by AI systems in public services is 

adequately protected? 

(a) Yes 

(b) No 

(c) Somewhat 

Q6) Should human oversight always be mandatory in 

critical AI-driven decision-making processes in public 

administration? 

(a) Strongly Agree 

(b) Agree 

(c) Disagree 

(d) Strongly Disagree 

Section B: Administrative Readiness and Reforms 

Q7) How prepared do you think Indian public institutions 

are to regulate the ethical risks associated with AI? 

(a) Very Well Prepared 

(b) Somewhat Prepared 

(c) Poorly Prepared 

(d) Not Prepared at All 

Q8) Which ethical concern do you think needs the most 

urgent attention in AI-based public governance? 

(a) Bias and Discrimination 

(b) Lack of Transparency 

(c) Privacy and Data Protection 

(d) Absence of Accountability 

Q9) Should public institutions disclose when AI 

algorithms are used to make or assist public service 

decisions affecting citizens? 

(a) Always 
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(b) Sometimes 

(c) Rarely 

(d) Never 

Q10) Do you believe public administrators should receive 

mandatory training in AI ethics, data governance, and 

digital accountability before deploying AI systems? 

(a) Yes 

(b) No 

(c) Not Sure 
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