
วารสารสมาคมนักวิจัย ปีท่ี 31 ฉบับท่ี 2 เมษายน - มิถุนายน 2569      Page | 260 

 

          Journal of the Association of Researchers Vol.31 No.2 April - June 2026 

 

Digital Government in Political Philosophy Perspective 
 

Voradej Chandarasorn1 
Receive April 23, 2026; Retrieved June 25, 2026; Accepted June 26, 2026 

Abstract 
This Review article examines the notion of the digital government from political-

philosophical perspectives. It treats the digital government not merely as a set of technical 
arrangements but as a reconfiguration of normative foundations—legitimacy, authority, rights, 
justice, and the social contract—in light of digitization, datafication, and algorithmic governance. 
Drawing on classical political philosophy (social contract theory, liberalism, republicanism, 
utilitarianism) and contemporary critical and information-ethical thought, the paper articulates 
key objectives and normative goals for a philosophically defensible digital government: to secure 
dignity and freedom, to protect privacy and informational self-determination, to ensure 
procedural and distributive justice in algorithmic decision-making, and to sustain democratic 
legitimacy through participatory, accountable institutions. The article explores institutional and 
policy implications, discusses tensions (security vs. liberty; expertise vs. democratic control; 
efficiency vs. justice), and outlines recommended safeguards—data rights, algorithmic 
transparency, democratic oversight, and deliberative platforms—needed to align digital 
governance with core political values. It concludes that the digital government can be normatively 
justified only when digital infrastructures are embedded in legal, institutional, and ethical 
frameworks that secure citizens’ rights and public value. Summary of the Framework for Ethical 
Digital Government: A minimum governance framework to legitimize digital government consists 
of 7 core pillars:  

1. Rights Foundation: Strong legal protection for information rights and personal data 
protection.  

2. Transparency and Explainability: Responsibilities include disclosing government 
information and explaining the rationale behind algorithms.  
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3. Accountability and Redress: Accessible channels for remedying damages and 
independent organizations to adjudicate on impacts.  

4. Participatory Governance: Providing space for citizen participation in policy design and 
creating inclusive mechanisms.  

5. Equity Safeguards: Assessing impacts before system implementation and implementing 
corrective measures to prevent inequality.  

6. Institutional Pluralism: Integrating democratic institutions, the judiciary, and experts to 
balance power and safeguard diverse interests.  

7. Epistemological Responsibility: Committed to maintaining data quality and source, and 
verifying and managing data bias. 
 

Keywords: Digital government, political philosophy, legitimacy, digital governance, public 
administration 
 

Introduction 
The emergence of what scholars and practitioners term the digital government marks 

more than an administrative or technological transition. It signals a transformation in the ways 
states exercise power, provide services, and relate to citizens. The digital government is 
characterized by pervasive data collection, algorithmic decision-making, platform-based service 
provision, and digitally mediated public deliberation. Such transformations raise foundational 
questions for political philosophy: What grounds the legitimacy of state authority when decisions 
are driven by algorithms? How must traditional theories—social contract, liberalism, 
republicanism, utilitarianism—be reinterpreted in an age of data and code? What obligations does 
the state have toward informational autonomy, and how must concepts of justice and rights be 
adapted? 

This paper develops a normative framework for thinking about the digital government, 
situating its analysis within established traditions of political philosophy and drawing upon 
contemporary critiques from information ethics, surveillance studies, and democratic theory. The 
aim is to outline objectives and goals that a philosophically defensible digital government should 
pursue, identify tensions and risks, and propose institutional responses. 
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Philosophical Foundations 
1 Social Contract and the Digital Social Contract 
Classical social contract theory (Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau) explains political authority as 

deriving from an implicit or explicit agreement among persons to form a polity for mutual security 
and flourishing. The digital government invites a reconceptualization of this contract: citizens 
provide data and digital traces—personal, behavioral, transactional—in exchange for services, 
security, and governance. The normative question is whether and on what terms such 
informational surrender is legitimate. A Digital Social Contract requires that the terms of data use 
be transparent, fair, and reversible, and that citizens retain meaningful consent and recourse. 

2 Liberalism: Rights, Autonomy, and Privacy 
Liberal political philosophy emphasizes individual rights, autonomy, and equal respect. In 

the digital era, autonomy includes control over one’s information and the conditions of one’s 
mediated interactions. Privacy and informational self-determination become central liberal 
concerns. Therefore, a digital government committed to liberal values must protect privacy, 
ensure non-discrimination in automated decisions, and enable individual agency in the 
information environment. 

3 Republicanism: Non-domination and Transparency 
Republican political theory stresses freedom as non-domination—freedom from arbitrary 

interference by powerholders. Digital infrastructures and opaque algorithmic systems pose risks 
of new forms of domination: profiling, automated sanctioning, or subtle nudging without 
contestatory mechanisms. To prevent domination, the digital government must be transparent, 
provide contestability of automated decisions, and create structural checks on the exercise of 
algorithmic power. 

4 Utilitarian and Consequentialist Considerations 
Pragmatic concerns for welfare and efficiency motivate many digital government initiatives: 

improved public service delivery, predictive analytics for resource allocation, and cost reductions. 
From a utilitarian perspective, digitization can be justified if it yields net benefits. However, 
utilitarianism also requires careful attention to distributional effects: efficiency gains must not 
disproportionately burden vulnerable groups. 

5 Critical Theory and Surveillance Concerns 
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Critical theorists and surveillance studies (e.g., Foucault, Zuboff) highlight power 
asymmetries produced or intensified by data capitalism and algorithmic governance. The digital 
government coexists with dominant private platforms; the latter may extract value and shape 
citizen behavior. Political philosophy must incorporate these critiques, ensuring that public digital 
infrastructures do not amplify surveillance capitalism or erode democratic agency. 

6 Information Ethics and Epistemic Responsibility 
Digital governance reshapes epistemic conditions—how knowledge about citizens is 

produced, stored, and acted upon. Information ethics (Floridi) stresses duties regarding 
informational justice, truthfulness, and the protection of informational entities. The digital 
government should be accountable not only for actions but for the veracity, provenance, and 
fairness of information used in governance. 
 

Conceptualizing the Digital Government 
The digital government can be defined as a state that extensively employs digital 

infrastructures, data analytics, and automated systems to perform core sovereign functions: 
service delivery, regulation, surveillance, adjudication, and public communication. Digital 
governments often rely on platform architectures (government-as-platform), integrate datasets 
across agencies (datafication), and deploy algorithms in administrative and judicial contexts. 
Importantly, the digital government is not homogeneous; it varies by institutional design, legal 
traditions, and political culture. 

Key elements: 
• Data Infrastructure: interoperable, centralized or federated datasets enabling cross-

cutting governance. 
• Algorithmic Governance: automated or semi-automated decision systems. 
• Platform Governance: digital platforms as delivery and participation channels. 
• Digital Administration: e-government tools for service efficiency, transparency, and 

citizen interaction. 
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Normative Objectives and Goals 
From a philosophy-informed standpoint, the digital government should be oriented 

toward the following normative objectives: 
1 Protecting Human Dignity and Autonomy 
The state must ensure that digital tools respect persons as ends, not mere data sources. 

This includes protecting privacy, enabling informed consent where feasible, and safeguarding the 
capacity for self-determination in the information environment. 

2 Securing Legitimacy through Transparency and Accountability 
Legitimacy in the digital government rests upon procedures and institutions that render 

decision-making transparent, explainable, and contestable. Algorithmic decisions affecting rights 
must be traceable and reviewable. 

3 Ensuring Justice: Procedural, Distributive, and Epistemic 
• Procedural justice: guarantee fair procedures for automated adjudications and 

administrative actions. 
• Distributive justice: ensure benefits and burdens of digitalization are distributed equitably, 

avoiding new digital divides. 
• Epistemic justice: attend to fairness in data representation and to the mitigation of biases 

that distort who counts as evidence. 
4 Preserving Non-Domination and Democratic Control 

Institutions must prevent arbitrary domination via opaque systems. Citizen participation, 
representative oversight, and legal constraints are required to sustain democratic control. 

5 Promoting Public Value and Welfare Responsibly 
Digital governance should aim at public value—improved health, safety, and welfare—

while balancing efficiency with rights protection. Consequentialist considerations are important 
but bounded by deontological constraints (rights) and republican checks (non-domination). 
 

Institutional and Policy Implications 
Philosophically grounded objectives translate into concrete institutional measures: 
1 Data Rights and Legal Protections 
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Enact enforceable rights: data protection, portability, the right to explanation of 
algorithmic decisions, and remedies for wrongful automated actions. 

2 Algorithmic Transparency and Auditing 
Require algorithmic impact assessments, independent audits, and disclosure of key 

features (training data provenance, decision thresholds) for systems that materially affect citizens. 
3 Democratic Oversight Mechanisms 
Parliamentary committees, ombudspersons, public reporting, and citizen assemblies for 

oversight of digital policies and major algorithmic systems. 
4 Participatory and Deliberative Platforms 
Design digital platforms not only for service delivery but for informed public deliberation 

and co-creation of policy, thereby strengthening legitimacy and inclusion. 
5 Public–Private Boundaries and Platform Power Regulation 
Develop antitrust, data governance, and public-interest rules to limit private platform 

dominance and ensure that public responsibilities are not outsourced without accountability. 
6 Capacity and Epistemic Infrastructure 
Invest in public expertise (data governance units, public-interest data science), open data 

with ethical safeguards, and institutions that can interrogate and contextualize algorithmic 
outputs. 
 

Central Ethical and Political Tensions 
The digital government gives rise to several tensions that require philosophical balancing: 
1 Security vs. Liberty 
Stronger surveillance capabilities may improve security but at the cost of privacy and 

freedom. A defensible digital government must anchor surveillance in law, proportionality, and 
oversight. 

2 Efficiency vs. Justice 
Automated systems can allocate resources efficiently but risk reproducing systemic biases. 

Philosophical frameworks insist that efficiency cannot override justice. 
3 Expertise vs. Democratic Control 
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Data-driven policymaking privileges expertise; yet democratic theory demands public 
control. Hybrid institutional forms—expert advisory bodies subject to democratic oversight—are 
necessary. 

4 Universalism vs. Particularism 
Standardized digital solutions may ignore local contexts and inequalities. Justice requires 

sensitivity to particular needs of marginalized groups. 
 

Conclusion 
The digital government represents a profound normative and institutional transformation. 

Political philosophy provides the conceptual tools to scrutinize and shape this transformation 
ethically. The digital government can be justified when it enhances human dignity, secures 
autonomy, distributes benefits fairly, and preserves democratic control. Achieving these ends 
requires translating philosophical principles into robust laws, institutions, and practices: data rights, 
algorithmic accountability, participatory platforms, independent oversight, and public epistemic 
capacity. Without such embedding, digitization risks producing new modes of domination, 
inequality, and democratic erosion. The challenge for contemporary political thought is to ensure 
that the digital government remains a servant of public reason and human flourishing—not 
merely an instrument of efficiency or private power. 
 

A Framework for Ethical Digital Statecraft 
Drawing on the preceding analysis, a minimal regulative framework for a legitimate digital 

government includes: 
1. Rights Foundation: robust data protection and informational rights recognized in law. 
2. Transparency and Explainability: obligations for disclosure and for making algorithmic 

reasoning intelligible to affected persons. 
3. Accountability and Redress: accessible remedies and independent adjudication for 

harms caused by digital governance. 
4. Participatory Governance: inclusive mechanisms that make citizens co-authors of 

digital public policy. 
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5. Equity Safeguards: impact assessments and corrective measures to prevent 
disproportionate harms. 

6. Institutional Pluralism: a mix of democratic, judicial, and expert institutions to balance 
competing values. 

. Epistemic Responsibility: commitments to data quality, provenance, and to confronting 
biases. 

 
Figure 1 A Framework for Ethical Digital Statecraft 
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