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ABSTRACT

The article is devoted to the study of the combination of e-democracy and political
correctness as a practical basis for ethical digital interaction between public authorities
and citizens. The growing role of digital channels in the provision of services, processing
appeals, conducting electronic consultations, supporting electronic petitions, as well as
involving citizens in the discussion of administrative decisions, is highlighted, where the
quality of rules and communication directly affects trust, legitimacy, and willingness to
participate. It is emphasized that e-participation tools enhance transparency and in-
volvement only under the condition of understandable procedures, predictable response
times, and the presence of a full response cycle, when the citizen receives a reasoned
explanation of the result. Political correctness is characterized as a non-discriminatory
communication practice that includes correct language, respect for diversity, inclusive-
ness, accessibility of interfaces, and an equal style of response regardless of social sta-
tus, age, or digital skills. Key risks of digital interaction are identified, including hate
speech, harassment, selective or biased moderation, manipulative design, digital ine-
quality, and lack of transparency of management decisions and criteria for their adop-
tion. It is argued that ethics is ensured by a set of principles, including accountability,
the possibility of appeal, the protection of personal data, the proportionality of content
restrictions, and the obligation of state institutions to explain decisions in plain language.
The need for regulatory and organizational support for ethical digital interaction is em-
phasized, which includes public communication standards, moderation rules with clear
reasons for decisions, transparent appeal procedures, and training for employees and
moderators. It is clarified that the use of Al-based technologies to sort appeals or sup-
port moderation requires bias control, human review, clear criteria, and documentation
of decisions to prevent discriminatory consequences and ensure the fairness of digital
procedures.

Keywords: e-democracy, political correctness, ethics, digital interaction, public
communication, inclusiveness, government, citizen
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INTRODUCTION

The relevance of the topic we have chosen is due to the fact that digital channels are
increasingly becoming the main medium of contact between citizens and public author-
ities, starting from receiving services and consultations, and ending with participation
in the discussion of decisions, appeals, electronic petitions, and other forms of engage-
ment. When a significant part of these procedures is transferred to the online space,
not only does the speed and scale of interaction increase, but also sensitivity to the
quality of rules, language, and communication practices. Thus, in this type of interac-
tion, citizens expect not only convenience but also respect, predictability of decisions,
transparency of procedures, as well as equal access regardless of age, digital skills, or
social status. International approaches to e-democracy emphasize that its goal is to
support and strengthen democratic institutions and processes using information and
communication technologies, as well as to strengthen trust, transparency, accountabil-
ity, involvement, inclusiveness, and accessibility. At the same time, it is emphasized that
e-democracy should complement traditional democratic mechanisms, not replace them,
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because it is the combination of channels that gives citizens a real choice of participation and reduces the risk of exclusion.
At the same time, against this background, the issue of the ethics of digital interaction between government and citizens
becomes practical, not declarative, since any ambiguity in the rules of moderation, the absence of ethical standards of
communication, unequal access, or a formal style of response can quickly turn into a loss of legitimacy, conflict, and a
sense of alienation. That is why research that combines e-democracy with the requirements of political correctness allows
us to substantiate how the rules of respectful participation are formed, how discriminatory practices are prevented, and
how digital tools can work for social cohesion, not polarization. The importance of the topic is further enhanced by the fact
that political correctness in digital communication between the government and the citizen is not reduced to linguistic
formulas; it encompasses a broader ethical contour that includes non-discrimination, sensitivity to vulnerable groups,
respect for diversity, as well as responsibility for the consequences of public messages and moderation decisions. Digital
platforms on which consultations and discussions take place easily scale both constructive participation and toxicity, hate
speech, harassment, manipulation, and disinformation, so the state is forced to simultaneously protect freedom of expres-
sion and guarantee the safety and dignity of participants. A delicate balance arises here, because excessive rigidity of rules
can be perceived as censorship, and excessive softness as indifference to discrimination and violent rhetoric.

Attention was focused on a range of problems that remain debatable and insufficiently resolved in modern scientific de-
bates on e-democracy and political correctness, namely the lack of agreed ethical standards for digital government-citizen
interaction, the contradictions between freedom of expression and the need to combat discrimination, and the use of
artificial intelligence-based technologies to sort appeals and support moderation.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Research on the relationship between democracy and human development suggests that democratic institutions can be
associated with better social outcomes through accountability and responsiveness of government to citizens. J. Gerring,
S. C. Thacker, and R. Alfaro (2012) examine how democracy correlates with human development, emphasizing the role of
institutional organization and state capacity.

S. Saha and Z. Zhang (2017) examine the relationship between democracy and economic growth and show that this
relationship interacts with human development indicators in cross-national comparisons. Importantly, the quality of de-
mocracy is not a unidimensional characteristic.

H. J. Lauth (2016) emphasizes the internal connections between the dimensions of democracy and the existence of trade-
offs between them, which is relevant for assessing the quality of democratic mechanisms, including digital channels of
participation. In a related vein, S. Dahlum and C. H. Knutsen (2017) return to the question of whether democracies provide
better educational outcomes by linking democratic characteristics to human capital.

In turn, G. Liotti, M. Musella, and F. D’isanto (2018) use post-socialist countries to examine whether democracy improves
human development, which is important for understanding contexts where the digitalization of the state is accompanied
by a transformation of institutions and citizens’ expectations. Taken together, these works provide a framework in which
e-democracy is seen as a tool for enhancing the quality of democracy, but only when it supports accountability, inclusive-
ness, and trust.

Orlovska et al. (2021) frame e-democracy as a tool of public administration with a distinct theoretical basis, emphasising
that digital participation and digital communication should be treated as part of a broader governance architecture rather
than as separate technical services.

Khaustova (2022) further develops the national discourse by addressing the influence of e-democracy on societal devel-
opment through a theoretical and applied lens. This approach underscores that e-democracy can contribute to social
progress when it strengthens meaningful participation, improves communication between authorities and citizens, and
supports the responsiveness of public institutions.

Thus, R. Heath and J. L. Borda (2021) focus on restoring civility and on approaches to discursive discovery in dialogue and
deliberation, which directly intersect with political correctness as a norm of respectful interaction.

L. W. Black and A. Wiederhold (2014) describe discursive strategies for civil disagreement in public dialogue groups,
showing that disagreement can be demonstrably non-conflictual if appropriate communicative practices are in place. At
the other extreme, the literature on impoliteness demonstrates that online environments increase the risks of polarization
and intergroup conflict.
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S. A. Rains, K. Kenski, K. Coe, and J. Harwood (2017) establish that intergroup identity factors predict impoliteness in
online news discussions, and therefore, ethical standards should take into account not only linguistic rules, but also the
social dynamics of groups.

P. Rossini (2022) suggests going beyond the narrow concept of impoliteness and analyzing the patterns of impolite and
intolerant rhetoric in online political discussions, which is important for distinguishing between harsh statements and dis-
criminatory practices.

In the final framework, R. G. Boatright, T. J. Shaffer, S. Sobieraj, and D. G. Young (2019) describe the crisis of civility as
a broader phenomenon of political discourse that fuels distrust and hinders mutual understanding, and this logic is easily
transferred to digital platforms of interaction with authorities, where communication is often asymmetrical and emotionally
charged.

An important clarification for our topic is provided by M. Boukes, K. Jaidka, and C. H. de Vreese (2025), who note that
deliberation in online political conversations is associated with the role of disagreement and impoliteness, and this rein-
forces the need for the subtle design of moderation rules and ethical norms that do not destroy meaningful criticism, but
restrain humiliation and intolerance.

J. D. Twizeyimana and A. Andersson (2019) systematize approaches to the public value of e-government in the format of
a literature review, which is particularly useful for highlighting the criteria that citizens associate with the quality of digital
services, including transparency, user-centeredness, trust, procedural fairness, and effectiveness.

AIMS AND OBIJECTIVES

The aim of the research is to provide a theoretical and applied justification of how key components of e-democracy,
together with political correctness as a practical ethical tool, ensure ethics, trust, and fairness in digital interaction between
public authorities and citizens under the growing role of online platforms, moderation practices, data processing, and the
use of technologies on the basis of artificial intelligence.

The research objectives are as follows. First, to identify and systematize the key components of e-democracy that structure
digital participation and the response loop, including participation channels, deliberation design, transparency infrastruc-
ture, accountability mechanisms, inclusion and accessibility, as well as security and privacy safeguards. Second, to define
political correctness as a practical tool for achieving ethics in government citizen interaction, focusing on non-discriminatory
communication, inclusive language, equal service standards, consistent and explainable moderation, and privacy-aware
handling of sensitive information. Third, to develop an applied mechanism and implementation stages that integrate polit-
ical correctness practices into e-democracy tools, ensuring predictable procedures, understandable explanations of deci-
sions, the possibility of appeal, and protection against biased or selective treatment in digital processes.

METHODS

The methodology of the dissertation is based on a systematic approach, within which the following methods were applied:
induction and deduction, comparison and systematization - when studying the essential characteristics and evolution of
basic concepts regarding electronic democracy and political correctness; analysis and synthesis - to outline trends in
changes regarding the improvement of the systemic analysis of ensuring ethical digital interaction between the government
and the population; modeling - to develop appropriate models on the topic of the study; morphological analysis - to clarify
the conceptual and categorical apparatus for the problem; graphic method - during the visual presentation of theoretical
and methodological material; abstract-logical method - for theoretical generalizations and conclusions of the study.

RESULTS

E-democracy is the use of information and communication technologies to support and strengthen democracy, its institu-
tions, and procedures through electronic petitions, consultations, appeal services, and access to public information, which
complement rather than replace traditional forms of citizen participation. In the context of our topic, e-democracy is seen
as a digital space of government-citizen interaction, where political correctness, transparent moderation rules, protection
of personal data, and understandable responses from the government ensure ethics, trust, and a sense of fairness for
each participant. E-democracy is usually understood as supporting and strengthening democracy, democratic institutions,
and democratic processes through information and communication technologies, with democracy, not technology, at the
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centre. In a more practical sense, this includes e-consultations, e-petitions, participation in decision-making through online
platforms, access to public information and data, digital services for appeals and complaints, and, in some countries,
deliberative forms such as e-voting. The Council of Europe’s directives emphasise the principles of inclusiveness, partici-
pation, and accessibility, and that e-democracy should complement traditional procedures so as not to exclude those who
lack stable access or skills. This is where the first level of ethics comes in, as the state that moves interactions online takes
on the responsibility not to create new barriers but to reduce old ones, including the need for public access points and
approaches that support universality of service (Table 1).

Table 1. Key components of e-democracy.

Component

What it includes in practice

Participation chan-
nels and entry
points

A clear set of digital ways for people to take part in public life, including e-petitions, online consultations, complaint and request
portals, participatory budgeting platforms, and structured feedback forms. The component also covers easy onboarding, plain
instructions, and guidance that helps a first-time user understand how to act, what to expect, and what counts as a valid sub-
mission. It works best when every channel has a visible purpose, a defined timeline, and a transparent route from citizen input
to an administrative response

Deliberation design
and quality of dia-
logue

Formats that turn online discussion into usable input for public decisions, including well-framed questions, balanced background
materials, clear rules of engagement, and facilitation that keeps debates focused on arguments rather than personal attacks. It
includes tools for comparing options, commenting on drafts, proposing alternatives, and voting on priorities. Strong deliberation
design prevents the platform from becoming only a complaint board, and instead supports collective problem solving and re-
spectful disagreement

Transparency and
public information
infrastructure

Proactive publication of decisions, drafts, budgets, datasets, and explanations that make policy processes understandable to
non-experts. It includes open access to agendas, minutes, impact assessments, procurement data, and clear summaries of what
was decided and why. Transparency also means traceability, where a citizen can see how a proposal moves through stages,
which office is responsible, and which criteria were used. This component reduces suspicion and helps people participate in a
real context

Accountability and
the response loop

Mechanisms that guarantee that citizen input is not ignored, including service standards for response time, public reporting on
processed cases, and explanations when a proposal is rejected or postponed. It includes audit trails, escalation paths, and inde-
pendent oversight options. A strong response loop treats participation as a two-way obligation, not a one-sided request, and it
builds credibility when citizens can see that their messages lead to actions, corrections, or clear reasons for refusal

Inclusion, accessi-
bility, and digital
equity

Design and governance choices that ensure equal opportunities to participate, including accessibility for people with disabilities,
multilingual support where relevant, mobile-friendly interfaces, and low-bandwidth options. It also includes offline complements
such as help desks or public access points, so that limited connectivity does not become political exclusion. Inclusion requires
continuous evaluation of who participates, who drops out, and which barriers are created by language, layout, identity verifica-
tion, or complicated forms

Security, privacy,
and integrity of

Safeguards that protect citizens and the process itself, including strong authentication where needed, protection against fraud,
and clear rules for data retention. Privacy protection matters because participation can expose sensitive opinions or personal
circumstances. Integrity also covers resilience against manipulation, coordinated harassment, and disinformation that can drown

participation

out good-faith contributors. When these protections are visible and credible, trust grows, and people are more willing to engage

Political correctness, however, is not about formal polite words, but about non-discrimination, respect for the dignity and
diversity of citizens, as well as how language, service design, and moderation rules really affect participation. If a platform
for communicating with the authorities uses language that humiliates, stigmatizes, or ignores certain groups, then people
either self-exclude or enter into conflict, and then the tools of e-democracy cease to fulfill their democratic function. At
the level of governance, this means the need for standards of public communication, the principle of plain language,
accessibility for people with disabilities, explained rules of conduct, a procedure for responding to hate speech and har-
assment, and transparent sanctions that are not selective. The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s
approaches to open government and digital governance systematically link participation to transparency, integrity, ac-
countability, and inclusiveness, and modern principles for the design of public services explicitly emphasise the need for
accessible and ethical digital services (Table 2).

Table 2. Political correctness is a practical tool for achieving ethics in the interaction between the government and the population.

Practical instrument How it looks in digital government citizen interaction Ethical effects and risks reduced

Writing guidelines for officials and platform prompts that avoid
stigmatizing labels and avoid blaming citizens for their situa-
tion. Templates that use respectful forms of address, neutral
descriptions, and clear wording that does not imply stereotypi-
cal assumptions about age, disability, ethnicity, poverty, edu-
cation, or migration. Automated messages are reviewed so
they do not sound dismissive, sarcastic, or punitive, especially
in high-stress topics such as social assistance, healthcare ac-
cess, housing, or policing related complaints

Increases perceived respect and equal status, which
supports participation and trust. Reduces the risk that
citizens experience humiliation, discrimination, or sym-
bolic exclusion. Lowers conflict escalation that often
starts from small signals of disrespect in official replies,
interface labels, or classification categories

Inclusive language stand-
ards

(continued on next page)
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Table 2. Continued.

Practical instrument

How it looks in digital government citizen interaction

Ethical effects and risks reduced

Rules for respectful disa-
greement and moderation

Community rules that separate criticism of policies from at-
tacks on people, with examples of acceptable disagreement
and unacceptable harassment. Moderation that is consistent,
explained, and proportionate, including warnings, content hid-
ing, and clear appeal options. Facilitators encourage argu-
ment-based exchanges, ask for evidence, and redirect per-
sonal accusations into policy-focused statements

Protects freedom of expression while preventing abuse
that silences vulnerable groups. Reduces harassment,
hate speech, and intimidation that can distort participa-
tion by driving out moderate voices. Improves the qual-
ity of deliberation because debates stay on reasons,
tradeoffs, and proposals rather than identity-based hos-
tility

Equal service and non-
discrimination protocols

Service scripts and procedural rules that ensure similar cases
receive similar treatment, regardless of the citizen’s identity,
political stance, or writing style. Clear criteria for prioritization,
routing, and response content, with periodic checks for une-
qual outcomes. Accessibility requirements are treated as a
core service obligation, not as a special favor

Supports fairness and procedural justice, which are
central to ethical governance. Reduces bias in handling
requests, including subtle bias were negative tone or
non-standard language leads to worse outcomes. Helps
prevent selective responsiveness that undermines legit-
imacy and fuels polarization

Respectful handling of
sensitive data and pri-
vacy-aware communica-
tion

Minimal data collection in forms, clear explanations of why
each field is needed, and safer defaults for public visibility of
submissions. Staff are trained to avoid revealing sensitive de-
tails in public threads and to move sensitive issues into secure
channels. Notifications and dashboards are designed so that
personal information is not exposed to bystanders on shared
devices

Reduces risks of doxing, unwanted disclosure, and fear
of retaliation. Protects dignity by ensuring that partici-
pation does not force citizens to publicly disclose per-
sonal hardship. Strengthens trust in platforms, which is
crucial for sustained participation and for reporting cor-
ruption, service failures, or discrimination

Transparency in auto-
mated decisions and con-
tent handling

When technologies based on artificial intelligence support tri-
age, categorization, or moderation, the platform clearly ex-
plains that automation is used and what it is used for. Citizens
receive understandable reasons for outcomes, including which
rule or criterion was applied. A human review option is availa-
ble for contested cases, with a clear path to appeal and time
limits for reconsideration

Reduces the feeling of being judged by an opaque ma-
chine and limits unfair outcomes caused by biased data
or models. Protects accountability by ensuring that re-
sponsibility remains with public institutions. Improves
perceived legitimacy because citizens can challenge er-
rors and see that the system is not arbitrary

The very ethics of digital interaction between government and citizens is impossible without a clear data protection regime,
as almost every action in e-democracy leaves a digital footprint, from registration and signature to the text of the appeal,
the place, and time of submission. The European regulatory framework in the form of the General Data Protection Regu-
lation sets out the principles of lawfulness, fairness and transparency, purpose limitation, data minimisation, accuracy,
storage limitation, integrity and confidentiality, and accountability. For e-democracy, this translates into very specific re-
quirements on what data is collected and why, how long it is stored, who has access, how information and consent work
where needed, how human rights to access, rectification, and deletion are implemented, and how to prevent de-anony-
mization where participation needs to be safe. A particular contemporary challenge is the use of Al-based technologies to
sort requests, automatically prioritize, filter content, or support moderation, as any systematic bias in data and models can
imperceptibly transfer discrimination to the scale of government procedures. In this case, political correctness becomes
part of a broader ethic of algorithmic governance, which requires explanations, human review, and clear ways to appeal
(Figure 1).

A significant problem concerns the rules of online environments where citizens interact with authorities on platforms, social
networks, or intermediary services, and here, transparency of moderation and effective mechanisms for complaints and
appeals become key. The European Union, through the Digital Services Act, establishes obligations for online platforms to
explain decisions to restrict content, to have internal appeal procedures and out-of-court settlement options, and also
creates a public transparency infrastructure, such as a database of explanations of moderation decisions. Importantly,
ethics here also includes combating manipulative interfaces that make it difficult to report violations or mislead the user,
and this is already moving from theory to law enforcement practice when regulators open proceedings on the availability
of complaints and appeals. In the end, e-democracy and political correctness converge in one task: to make digital partic-
ipation both open and safe, effective and respectful, technologically convenient and procedurally fair, and this requires not
only platforms, but also rules, the competence of officials, inclusive communication, protected data, and accountability
mechanisms.
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Participation quality improves because safer spaces reduce Administrative efficiency rises because clearer
harassment and encourage diverse groups to contribute communication and fairer processes reduce repeated
substantive proposals and feedback submissions, escalations, and conflict driven workload

Trust and legitimacy increase because citizens experience predictable, respectful, and explainable treatment across digital

channels
A
Run continuous monitoring of ethical performance,
Make political correctness a measurable including accessibility metrics, complaint_ trends, appeal
competence through training, supervision, outcomes, and detected bias signals
and performance standards tied to response
quality. Introduce regular audits of A
communication samples and publish
summary results to encourage consistency
across agencies
- - — Train frontline staff and moderators in respectful digital
Rewev_v rqutmg, prioritization, and case communication, conflict de escalation, privacy safe
catego_r[zatlon rules for unequal effect;s on messaging, and bias aware decision making. Introduce
specific groups, and correct them with quality assurance routines, including peer review of
objective criteria. When technologies based replies, checklists for respectful language, and audits of
on artificial intelligence are used, disclose case handling consistency
their role and provide understandable
explanations for outcomes A
p
Define what counts as harassment, hate
speech, and intimidation, and separate it Redesign forms, workflows, and interfaces to minimize
from strong policy criticism and satire. Apply data collection, reduce cognitive burden, and improve
moderation consistently with visible reasons, accessibility, including mobile first and low bandwidth
graduated measures, and a clear appeal options. Implement consistent moderation procedures,
process appeal routes, and clear explanations for automated
triage or content actions
( A
Create a unified style guide for inclusive,
non stigmatizing language in all digital
templates, prompts, and official replies.
Replace bureaucratic or accusatory wording Define a clear ethics framework that translates values
with clear explanations and respectful into operational rules, including transparency, equal
neutral phrasing treatment, privacy by design, and accountability for
~ decisions. Assign roles, responsibilities, escalation paths,
and measurable service standards for response quality
and timeliness
A
Map every digital touchpoint where citizens interact with
government, including portals, chats, social media
channels, and e consultation platforms. Identify ethical
risks at each point, including exclusion barriers, privacy
. . exposure, unclear moderation, and unequal response
Stages of achieving political correctness to support patterns. Build a baseline with evidence, using user
ethical “government-citizen” interaction journey reviews, complaint analysis, and simple fairness
indicators
Figure 1. Mechanism for ensuring the ethics of digital government-citizen interaction.
DISCUSSION

Within the discussion of e-democracy and political correctness in digital government-citizen interaction, several comple-
mentary aspects emerge. For example, Y.-L. Lai and L.-S. Beh (2025) links e-participation to citizens’ political efficacy, i.e.,
the feeling that participation is meaningful and can influence the outcome. G. Musiatowicz-Podbial (2024) shows that
digital platforms can support public values through government-citizen collaboration, but such collaboration requires clear
rules, respectful communication, and non-discriminatory practices; otherwise, engagement becomes selective and con-
flictual. A separate cluster forms the theoretical framework of digital governance ethics and trust mechanisms. R. Do-
manski, E. Estevez, E. Styrin, M. Alfano, and T. M. Harrison (2018) propose considering digital governance ethics as a
basic condition for the legitimacy of digital decisions, where accountability, procedural fairness, and responsibility for
consequences are important. L. Schmidthuber, A. Ingrams, and D. Hilgers (2021) argue that open government supports
trust through democratic capacity, so that the quality of citizen engagement processes, including respectful language and
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transparent rules of engagement, is not an addendum but a channel for building trust. Applied works and methodological
reviews clarify where the ethics of digital engagement matter most and how they can be analyzed. I. Q. Abdullah and K.
G. Rasheed (2023) show the role of democratic practices in urban planning, where digital participatory formats need to
protect equal voice and rules of mutual respect. S. Megawati, M. Alfarizi, and M. R. Syamsul (2024) link green governance
initiatives to local service performance and sustainable development goals, reinforcing the demand for fair, inclusive de-
liberation in digital channels. D. Friess and C. Eilders (2015) systematize research on online deliberation, which helps to
choose criteria for assessing the quality of discussions and the role of moderation. D. Maksym, T. Olena, P. Liubov, K.
Olga, S. Yuriy, and L. Oleksandr (2022) demonstrate an example of a quantitative econometric approach that can be used
as a methodological guideline for building models explaining the relationships between trust, interaction experience, and
citizens' readiness for e-participation.

Existing research often connects democracy to positive social outcomes at the macro level, including human development,
education, and long-run welfare, by emphasizing accountability and state responsiveness. These relationships are shown
in cross-national models and comparative evidence, where democracy is treated as an institutional configuration that
improves development trajectories under certain conditions (Gerring et al., 2012; Saha and Zhang, 2017; Dahlum and
Knutsen, 2017; Liotti et al., 2018). At the same time, this strand of literature rarely specifies the operational mechanisms
through which citizens actually experience democratic quality in everyday contact with public authorities, especially when
this contact increasingly moves to digital channels. Our article shifts the focus from macro correlations to the micro level
of digital interaction, and argues that ethics, trust, and fairness in everyday digital procedures function as practical trans-
mission mechanisms that can either strengthen or weaken democratic capacity.

Let us identify the main limitations of the study. The article proposes a conceptual and applied framework, but it does not
include a country-specific empirical test or an experimental evaluation; therefore, statements about causal effects on trust
and legitimacy should be treated as propositions for further verification.

CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, it should be noted that e-democracy becomes truly democratic not when there are more online tools, but
when the digital interaction “government—citizen” is predictable, inclusive, understandable, and respectful. At the same
time, we see that political correctness in this context plays the role of an ethical safeguard that supports human dignity,
reduces the risk of discriminatory practices, and increases citizens’ willingness to participate in consultations and joint
decision-making. Thus, the key conditions are transparent rules of communication and moderation, accessibility for differ-
ent groups of users, as well as reliable protection of personal data, without which trust in digital channels quickly collapses.
Ethicality also means the presence of understandable appeal procedures, human responsibility for decisions, and the same
standards of attitude, regardless of the citizen's position or the severity of the problem with which he addresses. Prospects
for further research are related to the transition from general principles to specific quality criteria and implementation
mechanisms. Yes, more applied models of assessing the ethics of digital services are needed, covering the language of
communication, the accessibility of interfaces, moderation practices, the speed and content of responses, and the real
consequences for participation.

The aim of the research was to provide a theoretical and applied justification of how key components of e-democracy,
together with political correctness as a practical ethical tool, ensure ethics, trust, and fairness in digital interaction between
public authorities and citizens under the growing role of online platforms, moderation practices, data processing, and the
use of technologies on the basis of artificial intelligence. The findings support this aim by showing that ethical digital
interaction is not an automatic by-product of digitalisation. It emerges only when e-democracy instruments are built around
a complete response loop, predictable procedures, inclusive access, and accountable decision making, while political cor-
rectness is embedded as an operational safeguard that prevents discriminatory communication, selective moderation, and
unequal treatment in everyday administrative contact.
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KpunwraHosuy C.

EJIEKTPOHHA IEMOKPATISAl TA NMOJIITKOPEKTHICTb: 3ABE3MEYEHHSA ETUMHOCTI LU®POBOI
B3AEMOAII «BJIAAA — TPOMAASAHUH»

CraTTs NpucBSYeHa AOCTIAKEHHIO MOEAHAHHS eNEKTPOHHOI AEMOKPATIi Ta NOAITKOPEKTHOCTI SIK NPaKTUYHOI OCHOBU eTnu-
Hoi UM poBoi B3aeMoaii NybniyHoi Bnaaun i rpoMaasiHuHa. AKTyanisoBaHO 3pOCTaHHS poni UM@pPoBUX KaHaniB Yy HadaHHi
nocnyr, onpaLtoBaHHi 3BepHEHb, NPOBEAEHHI €NeKTPOHHMX KOHCYNbTaLiM, NiATPUMUI €NeKTPOHHMX METUUIA, a TakoxX Yy
3a/Ty4YeHHi rpoMaasiH 4o 06roBopeHHs yrnpas/liHCbKUX pilleHb, Ae AKiCTb NpaBwui i KOMyHiKaii 6e3nocepeaHbO BMIMBAE Ha
OOBipYy, NeriTUMHICTb | FOTOBHICTb A0 Y4acTi. HaronoweHo, LWo iHCTPYMEHTU eeKTPOHHOI y4acTi MOCUIOTbL NPO30PICTb i
3aNy4YeHHs nuwe 3a YMOBW 3p0o3yMinux npoueayp, nepeadadyBaHuX CTPOKIB pearyBaHHs Ta HasiBHOCTiI MOBHOMO LIMKIY
BiANOBIAi, KONW rPOMaAsSHUH OTPUMYE OBI'PYHTOBaHE MOSICHEHHS pe3ynbTaTy. OxapaKTepn3oBaHO NOSITKOPEKTHICTb SIK He-
LOMCKpUMiHaLIMHY KOMYHiKaLifHy NpakTUKy, sika BKIOYAE KOPEKTHY MOBY, NOBary A0 Pi3HOMaHITHOCTI, iHKNIO3MBHICTb, [0-
CTYMHiCTb iHTepdelciB i PiBHUI CTUNb pearyBaHHS HE3aNeXHO Bif COUianbHOro CTaTycy, Biky abo uUMbpOBMX HABUYOK.
BriokpeMmneHo Kto4oBi py3mkn UMdpoBOi B3aEMOAII, cepea Skux MOBa BOPOXKHeM, LibKyBaHHS, BubipkoBa abo ynepeaeHa
MoZepaLlisi, MaHinynsSTMBHUI An3aliH, UMpoBa HEPIBHICTb, @ TaKOX HEOCTATHS MPO30PICTb YNPaBNiHCbKMX PilleHb i Kpu-
TepiiB iX yxBaneHHs. O6rpyHTOBaHO, WO €TUYHICTb 3abe3nevyeTbCs KOMMIEKCOM NPUHLMMIB, 30KpeMa Mia3BITHICTIO, MOX-
NUBICTIO OCKapXKEHHS!, 3aXMCTOM NEPCOHANIbHMX AAHWX, NPOMOPUIMHICTIO 0BMEXEHb KOHTEHTY Ta 060B'A3KOM AepXXaBHMX
IHCTWTYLi NOSICHIOBATYM pilUEHHS! MPOCTOK MOBOK. AKLIEHTOBAHO yBary Ha noTpebi HopMaTMBHOI Ta OpraHisauiiHoi niar-
PVYMKM €TUYHOI UMdPOBOI B3aEMOAIT, Sika OXONJIKOE CTaHAApTU Ny6nivyHOI KOMyHikauii, NpaBuna MoaepyBaHHS 3 YiTKUMU
niagcTaBamMu pileHb, NPO30pi Npoueaypuy anensiuii, @ TakoXX HaBYaHHS NpauiBHUKIB i MOAepaTopiB. YTOUHEHO, O BUKOPU-
CTaHHS TEXHOMOriN Ha 6a3i WTyYHOro IHTENEKTY ANst COPTYBaHHS 3BepHEHb abo NiATPMMKM MOoAepyBaHHSI NOTPEBYE KOHT-
PONt0 YNepeaXeHOCTi, IIOACLKOro nepernsay, 3po3yMinnmx KpuTepiiB i AOKYMEHTYBaHHS pilleHb, Wwob 3anobiratn anckpu-
MiHaUiiHMM HacniakaMm i 3abesnevyBaTy CrpaBeaAnmBICTb LIMAPOBUX NpoLeayp.

KnrouoBi cnoBa: eneKTpoHHa AEMOKpaTisi, MONITKOPEKTHICTb, €TUYHICTb, UMdpoBa B3aeMoaisi, NybsiyHa KoMyHikalis,
iHKNIO3MBHICTb, Blaga, MPOMaAsHUH
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