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The article examines the interaction between the state and society in the context of digitalization, focusing on
governance, civic participation, and socio-economic development. Digitalization, through ICT in public administration,
increases transparency and efficiency, but also creates challenges such as the digital divide, cybersecurity risks,
and regulatory gaps. Based on theoretical and empirical sources from Ukraine and abroad, the study shows how
e-governance and open data support state-society cooperation. In Ukraine, the Diia app improves service delivery
and citizen engagement, though regional disparities remain. Estonia and EU practices demonstrate inclusive digital
democracy. The article highlights digital infrastructure, data protection reform, digital literacy, and public-private
partnerships as key priorities for more inclusive and effective governance.
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CrarTs fgocnigpxye B3aEMOAI0 MK AepPXaBOKo Ta CYCniNbCTBOM Y KOHTEKCTI LndpoBisalii, 30cepempKyoumch Ha
MPakTUYHMX acnektax, Lo hopMyHoTb CydacHi Mofesi ynpasniHHSA, rPOMaAsaHCLKOI yyacTi Ta coujaibHO-eKOHOMIY-
HOro po3BMTKY. LlndhpoBisavis sk komnnekcHWin TpaHcopmaLiiHuii npoLec iHTerpadii iHhopMaL,iiiHO-KOMYHiKaLliii-
HuX TexHonorii (IKT) y cuctemy gepXaBHOTO ynpas/liHHA Ta couiasibHi CTPYKTYPY CNPUSiE NigBULLEHHIO NPO30POCTI,
MiA3BITHOCTI, eEKTUBHOCTI MPUAHATTSA PileHb | AOCTYNHOCTI Ny6aiYHMX nocnyr. BogHoyac BOHa NOPOMAXKYE HU3KY
BMK/IMKIB, 30Kpema LMpoBuiAi po3prB MiXX PISHUMMK coLjasibHUMK Fpynamun, pusmkn Kibepbesneku, npobnemu 3a-
XUCTY NEPCOHabHUX AAHUX | HASABHICTb PErynsaTopHUX NporasinH. Onuparynch Ha CyyacHi TEOPETUYHI Nigxoau Ta
eMnipuyHi gaHi 3 YkpaiHu il MbxHapogHUX NPaKTWK, ¥ AOCAIMKEHHI MpoaHanizoBaHo posib LMPoBUX IHCTPYMEHTIB,
TakKvx SK NNaTopmMu eNnekTPOHHOTO YPSALYBaHHA, CEPBICU eIeKTPOHHOT AeMOKpaTii Ta iHiLiaTUBK BigKpUTUX JaHUX,
y MOCU/IeHHI B3aEMOSIi AepaBu Ta cycninbctea. B YkpaiHi BnpoBamKeHHs LpoBMX pilleHb, 30Kpema 3aCTOCYHKY
«[lis», AEMOHCTPYE 3HAYHUIA Nporpec y cpepi HafaHHS aAMIHICTPaTUBHUX NOC/YT, NiABULLEHHS 3pYYHOCTI JOCTYny
[10 HUX Ta aKTuBi3aLi rpoMafsiHCbKOT yyacTi. OfgHak 36epiratoTbCs perioHasibHi AUCNPONOopLIT, WO 06MeXyHTb piB-
HWIA OCTyN A0 UMAPOBUX MOXNMBOCTEN. MixHapoaHuiA AocBia, 3okpeMa ECToHii Ta kpaiH €C, nigTBepaxye egek-
TUBHICTb BNPOBaPKEHHS MoAenei L poBoi AeMOKpaTil, OPIEHTOBAHMX Ha iHK/O3MBHICTb, BiAKPUTICTb | 3a/1yYeHHs
rpoMagsH [0 NPOLEciB NPUIAHATTA pilleHb. Y pesynbraTi JOC/IMKEHHS BU3HAYEHO K/HOUOBI MPaKTUYHI HanpsMu
PO3BUTKY: MOAEpPHI3aLil0 LMGPOBOI IHPACTPYKTYPH, YAOCKOHAIEHHS MOMITUKMA 3aXUCTY AaHWX, NOAOMAHHA Lud-
POBOro po3pmBy Ta 3a6e3neyeHHs PiBHOrO JOCTYNY A0 TEXHONOTrIN. O6I'pyHTOBaHO pekomeHAauii Woa0 NOCUIEHHS
LMIPOBOT rPamMOTHOCTI HacesIeHHs, PO3BUTKY Ny6/1iYHO-NPMBATHOIO MApTHEPCTBA, a TaKoX iHTerpauii TEXHONOrIi
LUTYYHOrO iHTENEeKTY ANAa NigBULLEHHS afanTUBHOCTI Ta e(EKTUBHOCTI AepXaBHOro ynpaeniHHSA. MigkpecneHo, wo
edheKTMBHA B3aEMOLiA AepxaBy Ta CycnifibcTBa B yMoBax LMPoBOi TpaHcdopMaLii noTpebye KOMNIEKCHOro nij-
X0AYy, SKMiA NOeAHYE iHHOBALLiT, 6e3neKy Ta coLjasibHy OPIEHTOBAHICTb. Pe3ynbTaTi 6a3yloTbCs Ha CyYacHUX HayKOBKX
LOCNIMKEHHAX | NiATBEPAKYIOTb HEOOXIAHICTL (DOPMYBAaHHS THYYKMX afanTUBHMX MOAENENR ynpaBiHHA B yMOBax
NoCTMNaHAEeMIYHOro BigHOB/IEHHS Ta rN06Ga/IbHUX BUK/UKIB.

KnwouoBi cnoBa: uucposisallis, B3aEMofis AepXaBu Ta CYCNi/IbCTBA, €NEKTPOHHE YpsiAyBaHHS, LMGPOBUIA
pO3puB, IPOMaAAHCHKA Y4acTb, YKpaiHa, NpakTUyHi acnektu, umposa TpaHcgopmallis.
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Statement of the problem. The digital
transformation of public administration has
become one of the central challenges of
contemporary governance. The problem is not
limited to the introduction of new software, mobile
applications, or data platforms. It concerns the
way in which the state and society communicate,
cooperate, and co-produce public value under
conditions where information is processed more
quickly, services are delivered more remotely,
and expectations for responsiveness are
significantly higher.

The relevance of the topic is determined by
at least four practical tasks. First, states need
to improve the efficiency and transparency of
service delivery. Second, they need to expand
citizen participation and feedback channels.
Third, they must reduce the digital divide so
that the benefits of digitalization do not remain
concentrated in large cities or among highly
skilled users. Fourth, they are required to protect
personal data, maintain cybersecurity, and
prevent misuse of digital infrastructures. These
tasks are especially important for countries
undergoing transformation, including Ukraine,
where public administration reform, post-war
recovery, and European integration intersect.

From a scientific perspective, the problem is
significant because it unites several research
traditions. Sociology studies the relationship
between institutions and civic behavior; public
administration examines service design and
accountability;  political science analyzes
participation and legitimacy. The article therefore
treats state—society interaction in digitalization
as an interdisciplinary field with both theoretical
and applied importance.

The social importance of the topic is
reinforced by the fact that digitalization
intensifies inequalities unless it is guided by
inclusive policy [30]. This means that the issue
is structural rather than sectoral: it affects
governance, labor, education, healthcare, public
communication, the present study focuses on
practical aspects of digitalization that directly
shape state—society relations

Analysis of recent research and
publications. The topic of state-society
interaction under digitalization has been

discussedacrosssociology, publicadministration,
political science, and communication studies.
The main scholarly contribution of this field
lies in showing that digitalization is not merely
a technical modernization of public services.
It is a systemic transformation that changes
how institutions make decisions, how citizens

communicate with the state, how civil society
monitors power, and how public trust is
formed. Ukrainian and international authors
increasingly agree that digitalization improves
the speed and visibility of public services, but
they also stress that this benefit is unevenly
distributed. Zhornitska A.A. [1] investigates
digital civil society in Ukraine and shows that
online tools can strengthen transparency and
citizen engagement. Volodenkov S. V. [5]
discusses political process transformation in a
digitized society and emphasizes that classical
governance models must adapt to networked
communication. Reshetnikova N. [18] focuses
on threats such as cyber risks, privacy problems,
and the psychological strain of the information
age. Sinko A. S. [4] studies the transformation
of information activity in the digital era and notes
that the state must adapt its communication logic
to faster and more fragmented information flows.

Nagayev V. M. and co-authors [16] interpret
e-government as a form of public communication
with civil society and show that open data and
digital services can increase trust. Korvat O. V.
[9] describes the evolution of e-governance into
a digital ecosystem, which is important because
it shifts the discussion from isolated online
services toward interconnected institutional
platforms. Diegtiar O. A. [7] develops theoretical
aspects of digital democracy in Ukraine and pays
attention to e-petitions and other participatory
instruments. Kvitka S. A. and colleagues [19]
similarly emphasize that public governance must
move toward more flexible digital models.

International  research  also  provides
important conceptual tools. Eurofound’s recent
definitions clarify that digitalization concerns
the broad transformation caused by digital
technologies [30], while its conceptual materials
distinguish digitalisation from digitisation and
platform coordination [20; 21]. GovStack
defines interoperability as the ability of different
organizations, systems, and technologies to
work together toward shared public service
delivery goals [23].

Highlighting previously unresolved parts
of the overall problem. The literature offers
strong explanations of what digitalization is and
why it matters, still several unresolved parts of
the problem remain. First, many studies analyze
either the technical side or the civic side, but
not their practical interaction in a single model.
Second, the Ukrainian case is often described
through isolated examples such as Diia, while
the broader ecosystem of regional inequality,
legal reform, and cybersecurity is less fully
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integrated. Third, existing work frequently
lists the advantages of digitalization but gives
less attention to implementation constraints,
especially in transitional and conflict-affected
contexts. Fourth, there is a need for a clearer
linkage between theoretical concepts such as
digital democracy, interoperability, and digital
ecosystem on the one hand, and measurable
governance outcomes on the other.

Formation of the objectives of the article
(task statement). The purpose of this article is
to analyze the practical aspects of state—society
interaction in the conditions of digitalization and
to identify the institutional, technological, and
social factors that determine the effectiveness of
this interaction.

To achieve this purpose, the article addresses
the following tasks: (1) to clarify key concepts
used in the study of digital state—society
relations; (2) to review the most relevant
scholarly and policy sources; (3) to summarize
the practical experience of Ukraine, Estonia,
and the European Union; (4) to identify the
major barriers that prevent inclusive and secure
digital governance; and (5) to formulate policy
recommendations and outline future research
directions.

The article is based on the assumption that
digitalization improves state—society interaction
only when technological innovation is combined
with institutional coordination, legal protection,
public trust, and digital literacy. In the absence
of these conditions, digital tools may remain
symbolic, fragmented, or accessible only to a
limited part of the population.

Summary of the main research material.
Ukraine offers a particularly instructive case

because its digital reforms developed under
the pressure of modernization, decentralization,
and war-related disruption. The most visible
achievement is the Diia platform, launched
in 2020, which has become a symbolic
and practical center of digital public service
delivery [1]. Diia allows citizens to access
documents, administrative services, and certain
communication channels with the state in a single
environment. In practical terms, this reduces
bureaucratic time, lowers the number of physical
visits to offices, and increases the visibility of the
citizen—state relationship.

At the municipal level, platforms such as Kyiv
Digital demonstrate that digital governance is
not only a national project but also a local one.
Municipal apps can integrate transport, utilities,
and communication with city authorities. Such
systems improve convenience and can increase
citizen satisfaction when they are combined with
responsive service design. They also show that
digital state—society interaction is not limited to
legal documents and identification tools; it also
includes everyday urban services.

The digital divide — the gap in technology
access and literacy —remains a central obstacle in
Ukraine, manifesting in rural connectivity issues,
age-related gaps, and institutional disparities.
While digitalization improves service delivery, it
increases cybersecurity risks and infrastructure
dependency, necessitating strategic technical
and legal support. To assess the practical
effectiveness of digital governance regarding
inclusion and trust, the below measurable
indicators are required.

The comparison confirmsthatthe effectiveness
of digital state—society interaction depends

Table 1
Practical indicators of digital state-society interaction

Indicator Ukraine Estonia EU average Interpretation
Internet Higher access usually
enetration 89.6% [27] ~98% ~95% [28] enables broader digital
P participation.
: : o Nearly all Broad but Integrated services matter
Senrl\'/?fegum'c Dlg?fgrnrgsrﬂsjlted services via uneven more than isolated digital
P X-Road [29] coverage tools.
91% rural : .
: Rural inclusion
Rural access Igl?g;ir[tzhg}n urban ?g\fg;ggg/ersal ggggggold is a decisive factor
in 2023 [28] in equitable governance.
Supported Poli - -
) olicy priority | Skills shape the real
Digital literacy Hgg‘rﬁg}eﬂgd by TigerLeapin the Digital  |usability of digital
initiatives [30] Decade services.

Source: developed by the author using [1; 26-29]
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not only on the availability of technologies,
but also on their accessibility, usability, and
the degree to which they are embedded in a
coherent institutional framework. These findings
further support the argument that successful
digitalization requires a holistic and long-term
approach, combining infrastructure, education,
and governance reforms.

Estonia is frequently used as a benchmark
because it combines institutional coherence
with high digital maturity. The Estonian model
is based on secure data exchange, a strong
digital identity infrastructure, and a governance
culture that values interoperability. The country’s
e-government system is repeatedly described
as user-friendly, transparent, and effective [29].
Its long-term strength is not only that services
are online, but that they are integrated into a
coherent ecosystem. Estonia also invested
early in digital literacy through initiatives such as
Tiger Leap and later educational programs
[30]. This shows that digital transformation is
not only about platforms; it is also about human
capacity.

The European Union offers another important
frame of reference. Eurofound and Eurostat
describe digitalisation as a broad transformation
affecting society and the economy [30]. Recent
EU data show that in 2023, 95 percent of
households in EU cities had internet access,
compared with 93 percent in towns and suburbs
and 91 percent in rural areas [28]. This indicates
that even advanced digital regions continue to

confront rural inequality, although the gap is
narrower than in many transition economies.
This perspective aligns with the primary
argument of this study: the bond between the
state and its citizens is significantly enhanced
when digital initiatives are treated as catalysts
for, and components of, systemic institutional
reform. Consequently, the effectiveness of
a digital state is measured not just by its
technological output, but by its ability to foster
trust and ensure resilience through coordinated
policy. To further illustrate these dynamics, we
can compare different national and suprana-
tional approaches to digital transformation.
Table 3 delineates the comparative digital
governance models of Ukraine, Estonia, and the
European Union, evaluating them across key
dimensions such as service architecture, citizen
access, and institutional coordination.
Comparing digital governance models
demonstrates that the effectiveness of digital
governance depends on the degree of systemic
integration and institutional maturity. Estonia
represents a highly coherent model, where
interoperability, standardized processes,
and early investments in digital identity and
skills have resulted in a resilient and efficient
ecosystem. At the European Union level, digital
governance is shaped by coordination across
multiple member states, which creates both
opportunities for standardization and challenges
related to uneven implementation. Ukraine,
while showing rapid progress and innovation

Table 2

Comparative digital governance model

Dimension Ukraine

Estonia

EU union level

Multiple platforms with

Service architecture strong flagship solutions.

Integrated data
exchange environment
centered on X-Road.

Integration is more
effective than service-
by-service digitization.

High overall access
but uneven regional
inclusion.

Citizen access

Very high access
with strong identity
infrastructure.

Accessibility must be
combined with usability
and inclusion.

E-petitions
and app-based
communication growing.

Participation

E-voting and digital
participation mature.

Participation instruments
work best when trust is
high.

Institutional
coordination

Still fragmented across
agencies and regions.

High coordination
and standardization.

Interoperability reduces
duplication and delays.

Cybersecurity
and war-related
disruption remain severe.

Risk environment

Security-oriented
design built into
the ecosystem.

Digital governance
requires resilience,
not only convenience.

Needs broader digital

Skills policy literacy coverage.

Early and sustained
investment in skills.

Human capability
is a precondition for
technological success.

Source: developed by the author using [19-24]
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through flagship solutions, continues to face
issues of fragmentation, regional disparities, and
heightened risk conditions, particularly in the
context of cybersecurity and ongoing external
threats.

The development of digital governance does
not occur spontaneously; rather, it is the result
of consistent policy efforts, early investments
in digital infrastructure and human capital, and
the gradual implementation of interoperable
systems. In this regard, Estonia, Ukraine,
and the European Union provide illustrative
examples of how digital transformation unfolds
over time under different political and economic
conditions. The following table systematizes the
most significant milestones in the development of
digital governance, highlighting the chronological
progression of initiatives and reforms that
contributed to the formation of modern digital
ecosystems.

The timeline shows a clear pattern:
successful digital governance is cumulative.
Early investments in identity, schooling, and
data exchange tend to produce stronger
outcomes later. This supports the argument
that digitalization is a long-term institutional
process rather than a short-term reform. The
timeline therefore confirms that successful
digital governance is not the result of isolated
reforms, but rather of sustained, long-term
institutional development. The observed patterns
also emphasize the importance of strategic
continuity, policy coherence, and investment in
both technological and human capital as key
drivers of effective digital transformation.

Taken together, these findings suggest
several broader conclusions. First, the
interaction of state and society in digitalization

conditions is best understood as an ecosystem,
not as a chain of isolated services. Second,
the quality of digital governance depends on
the combination of infrastructure, legal rules,
institutional integration, and social capability.
Third, citizen participation in digital form does
not automatically improve democracy; it must be
supported by transparency, trust, and protection
from exclusion. Fourth, the Ukrainian case
demonstrates that digital success can coexist
with regional inequality, meaning that indicators
of platform availability are not enough to judge
the depth of transformation.

On this basis, several policy directions
follow. The first is infrastructure development.
Broadband expansion and stable connectivity
remain basic conditions for equal access. The
second is digital literacy. Citizens, teachers, local
officials, and vulnerable groups need practical
training in the use of digital public services.. The
third is cybersecurity. A resilient state must treat
digital security as a core governance function,
not as a secondary technical matter. The fourth
is legal reform. Laws governing personal data,
digital signatures, interoperability, and online
participation must be updated in line with modern
standards.

The fifth policy direction is public—private
partnership. Digital public services are difficult
to scale without private technical expertise,
telecom investment, and innovation capacity.
The sixth is participatory design. Citizens
should not only receive services but also help
to shape them. This can be achieved through
consultations, open data, digital feedback
loops, and co-design mechanisms involving civil
society and civic-tech organizations. In practical
terms, these steps are necessary for moving

Table 3

Key milestones in digital governance

1996 | Estonia launches Tiger Leap and begins early digital literacy investment.

1997 | Estonia introduces the e-ID card, creating a foundation for secure digital identity.

2001 | Ukraine develops early e-government strategy; Estonia expands digital literacy initiatives.

2010 | The EU strengthens its Digital Agenda and broadband-related policy priorities.

2014 | Estonia expands X-Road as a secure data exchange layer.

2015 | Ukraine formalizes digital strategy and the EU advances the Digital Single Market.

2019 | Diia is piloted in Ukraine; digital public service experiments intensify.

2020 | Diia is officially launched; digital governance becomes a visible national reform.

2021 | EU connectivity and digital skills policy deepen under broader recovery programs.

2023 | EU digital regulation and rural connectivity remain policy priorities.

2025+ | Ukraine expands Diia and related services while reconstruction raises new demands.

Source: developed by the author using [24-30]
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from digitization of procedures to transformation
of governance.

In the context of strengthening state—society
interaction, particular attention should be given
to infrastructure development, human capital,
institutional interoperability, and trust-building
mechanisms. The following table outlines the
key actions, responsible actors, and expected
results necessary to advance digital governance
in a systematic and sustainable manner.

The successful implementation of digital
governance reforms depends on a balanced
combination of technological, institutional,
and social measures. Expanding broadband
infrastructure and improving digital literacy
directly enhances access and usability, while
interoperability of public databases and
stronger cybersecurity frameworks contribute
to efficiency and trust. At the same time,
regulatory modernization and the expansion
of e-participation tools ensure that digital
transformation remains inclusive and aligned
with demaocratic principles.

Conclusions. The integration of digital
services in Ukraine, exemplified by the Diia
platform and municipal initiatives like Kyiv Digital,
has successfully transformed the citizen—state
relationship by centralizing administrative tasks
and reducing bureaucratic friction. These reforms
demonstrate that digital governance is most
effective when it operates at both national and
local levels, integrating everyday urban services

with formal legal documentation. However,
the Ukrainian experience highlights that high
internet penetration does not automatically
guarantee equitable participation. A persistent
digital divide — driven by geographic disparities
between urban and rural areas, as well as
gaps in age-related digital literacy — remains a
significant barrier to full practical inclusion. The
government and stakeholders should prioritize
infrastructure investment in rural regions to
ensure that high-quality connectivity is consistent
across the country. Beyond physical access,
there is a critical need for comprehensive
digital literacy initiatives tailored to marginalized
groups and older demographics to bridge the
usage gap. Furthermore, developers should
focus on responsive, user-centric service
design that prioritizes trust and accessibility to
ensure that digital platforms are inclusive by
default. Finally, the expansion of municipal-
level digital integration should be encouraged in
smaller cities and rural communities to ensure
that the benefits of decentralization and digital
modernization are felt uniformly across all levels
of society, regardless of geographic location.
Several innovative directions for strengthening
state—society interaction in the digital era can be
proposed. First, a transition toward a citizen-
centric digital ecosystem model is essential,
where public services are designed as integrated
user journeys rather than fragmented platforms.
Second, the incorporation of Al-assisted

Table 4

Implementation roadmap for strengthening state-society interaction

Action Responsible actors Time horizon Expected result
Reduced connectivity gaps
Expand broadband Government, telecom )
in underserved regions operators, donors 2026-2028 ﬁ)ngek?\?;[(t:%rsaccess
Run a nationwide digital | Ministry of Education, 2026-2027 Higher citizen competence
literacy campaign NGOs, local authorities and broader platform use.
Integrate public Ministry of Digital C
databases through Transformation, 2026-2029 ;i\f[\grs%lieilcl:ceaggﬂs ea;nd
interoperability standards |IT agencies Y-
. National cyber units .
Strengthen cybersecurity ’ ) More resilient systems and
and incident response law enforcement, 2026-2028 greater public trust.
auditors
Modernize legal and Parliament, ministries, 2026-2027 Better legal certainty and
regulatory frameworks data protection bodies stronger rights protection.
D Local governments, More feedback,
E))gl)gnd e-participation civic-tech 2026-2028 consultation, and civic
organizations inclusion.

Support public—private Cabinet of Ministers, 2026-2030 Greater scalability
partnerships private sector, donors and faster innovation.

Source: developed by the author
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governance with human oversight can improve
efficiency in service delivery, risk detection, and
feedback analysis while preserving accountability
in decision-making. Third, the development of
hybrid participation formats, combining digital
tools with offline access points, would ensure
inclusiveness for populations with limited digital
skills or connectivity. The expansion of civic-

tech co-design practices, involving civil society,
local communities, and independent developers
in the creation and testing of digital platforms,
can significantly improve usability, trust, and
responsiveness of public services as these
proposals highlight the need to move beyond
basic digitalization toward more adaptive,
resilient, and citizen-oriented governance.
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