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Abstract

This paper extends the post-factual polity framework into Al infrastructure and public
administration systems theory. It asks how proprietary analytical platforms alter the
state’s capacity to produce, audit, and contest the categories through which risk, threat,
eligibility, fraud, and deviance become actionable. Using a structured documentary case
analysis of Palantir Technologies across United States agencies and allied jurisdictions, the
study applies three diagnostic markers—categorical opacity, contestation displacement,
and substitutive dependency—to examine the migration of sovereign classification into
vendor-controlled infrastructure. The research gap was identified through an integrative
review of public administration, AI governance, algorithmic accountability, systems theory,
surveillance studies, and Palantir scholarship. The analysis distinguishes Al epistemic
capture from ordinary IT vendor lock-in: the former concerns not merely technical depen-
dence or high exit costs but the loss of public capacity to define and contest consequential
administrative categories. The paper argues that administrative law, procurement re-
form, and algorithmic impact assessment remain necessary but insufficient when agencies
lack substitutive capacity. It specifies untangling as a systems-level task involving capac-
ity reconstruction, categorical repatriation, contractual restructuring, and procurement
reorientation. Hybrid intelligence is advanced as a post-untangling architecture that em-
beds machine processing within contestable, accountable, and legally governed human
judgment. The contribution is diagnostic, methodological, and design-oriented for Al
systems governance.

Keywords: post-factual polity; Al governance; algorithmic accountability; ethical Al
frameworks; Palantir; hybrid intelligence; public administration; categorization infrastructure;
epistemic capture; responsible Al deployment

1. Introduction

The algorithmic Leviathan has arrived [1]. What has not yet been adequately specified,
in either the public administration or the Al ethics literature, is that the Leviathan is
not principally a public agency deploying Al tools. It is a configuration in which the
categorization layer of public decision-making—the institutional apparatus by which
risk, threat, eligibility, fraud, and deviance are rendered legible to state action—has been
substantially relocated into proprietary analytical platforms whose internal logics are
protected by trade-secret law, whose recalibration is governed by vendor processes rather
than agency procedures, and, in at least one currently dominant case, whose normative
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commitments have been publicly articulated as hostile to the procedural constraints of
liberal-democratic governance.

The question is not whether the legal decision-maker formally disappears. In many
deployments, the public official remains visible as the nominal actor who approves, denies,
investigates, targets, or allocates. The more consequential shift is positional: the platform
reorganizes the informational environment before the official deliberates. It structures the
classification space, the evidentiary hierarchy, the risk narrative, the menu of plausible
actions, and the default path of institutional attention. A tool that appears merely to assist
the decision-maker may therefore alter the decision-maker’s position inside the decision
system. This is the systems problem at the center of the article.

The dominant current instantiation of this configuration in the United States and
several allied jurisdictions is the operational footprint of Palantir Technologies. The
company’s platforms—Gotham, Foundry, AIP, the Maven Smart System, and Immi-
grationOS(Palantir Technologies Inc., Denver, CO, USA)—perform categorization, risk-
assessment, and enforcement-targeting functions inside the United States Department
of Defense, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Internal Revenue Service, Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement, the United Kingdom National Health Service, the police
services of multiple German federal states, and a growing roster of additional public ad-
ministrations [2-4]. The April 2026 publication by Palantir of a 22-point condensation of
CEO Alex Karpand head of corporate affairs Nichol as Zamiska’s volume The Technological
Republic [5] supplies, in the company’s own register, the ideological self-description of
the configuration: a public articulation of the normative commitments under which the
platforms are designed and operated, articulated by scholars of authoritarianism and public
administration as constituting a coherent vision of governance grounded in surveillance,
militarization, and the rejection of democratic constraint [6-9].

The argument of this paper is that this configuration constitutes the current infras-
tructural form of the post-factual polity—the structural condition, developed in the author’s
prior work [10], in which the institutional substrates that historically stabilized empirical
contestability for purposes of public decision-making have been displaced or hollowed.
The post-factual polity framework, as originally specified, identified four such substrates:
independent statistical infrastructure, procedurally accountable categorization within pub-
lic administration, deliberative institutions capable of metabolizing contested evidence, and
an information ecology in which empirical claims are subject to corrigibility [10]. The Palan-
tir case requires the framework to specify a fifth substrate, logically prior to the others—the
categorization infrastructure itself. When categorization migrates into proprietary platforms
operating under explicit normative commitments not subject to deliberative scrutiny by
the receiving agencies, the post-factual condition is no longer principally a property of
discourse, statistics, or institutions. It is a property of the technical and contractual substrate
beneath them.

The Palantir case matters not as one example among many but because it is the
clearest, best-documented, and ideologically most explicit instantiation of this configuration
currently in public view. The April 2026 manifesto did not produce the configuration; the
configuration has been operationally in place for years [2—-4]. What the manifesto produced
was the loss of plausible deniability about the configuration’s normative orientation. Public
administration scholarship now has both the empirical record and the ideological self-
disclosure required to take the problem seriously.

The paper makes three claims. First, that untangling—the deliberate, institutionally
specified separation of proprietary categorization infrastructure from the categorization
functions of the state—is now a first-order public administration problem, not an adjacent
one. Second, that existing governance instruments (administrative law, procurement re-
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form, and algorithmic impact assessment) are individually and collectively insufficient
for the problem because none addresses the substitutive-capacity dimension on which
entanglement ultimately rests. Third, that hybrid intelligence [1] supplies the constructive
architecture that should replace Palantir-class infrastructure once untangling is institu-
tionally underway: a configuration in which human judgment and machine processing
are structured as complementary forces under specific institutional conditions, rather
than the current arrangement in which categorization has been substantively delegated to
proprietary platforms with stated normative commitments hostile to public oversight.

The argument proceeds in six steps. Section 2 specifies the materials and methods
of the analysis, including the case selection criteria, the documentary evidence base, and
the operational definitions of the diagnostic instruments—making the conceptual anal-
ysis replicable by other scholars applying the same instruments to other vendors and
jurisdictions. Section 3 develops the infrastructural extension of the post-factual polity
framework. Section 4 examines the Palantir case across five layers of ethics and Al gover-
nance. Section 5 specifies why existing governance instruments are insufficient. Section 6
develops the untangling problem as a specific institutional task. Section 7 sketches hybrid
intelligence as the post-untangling architecture. Section 8 concludes.

The contribution is constructive in its conclusion but uncompromising in its diagnosis.
The Special Issue this paper joins calls for research that operationalizes ethical principles
in Al systems [11]. Operationalization, in the present moment, requires first naming what
is in place, second specifying its incompatibility with the ethical principles in question,
and third charting the institutional path to a different configuration. The paper attempts
all three.

2. Materials and Methods

No chemicals, reagents, devices, instruments, commercial cell lines, samples, or labo-
ratory materials were used in this study. No separate analytical software was used for data
collection or analysis; the named Palantir platforms are treated as objects of documentary
analysis rather than as research instruments.

2.1. Research Design

The paper employs a theoretically grounded structured documentary case analysis
design, integrating conceptual framework development with documentary case exami-
nation and systems-level boundary critique. The design is appropriate to the research
question—whether the post-factual polity framework adequately specifies the infrastruc-
tural conditions of contemporary Al governance—because the question requires theoretical
extension, empirical anchoring, and specification of the feedback and boundary conditions
through which administrative systems remain contestable. The design follows the conven-
tions of conceptual public administration scholarship that uses a focal case to test, extend,
and operationalize a theoretical framework [12,13].

The research gap was identified through an integrative literature review and struc-
tured theoretical mapping rather than through an exhaustive bibliometric study. The review
proceeded across six intersecting bodies of work: post-truth and post-factual governance;
automated administration and algorithmic accountability; public procurement and ven-
dor accountability; surveillance studies and proprietary platforms; systems theory and
socio-technical boundary critique; and the peer-reviewed scholarship on Palantir. The
gap criterion was whether a body of literature specified how administrative categories
themselves—not only data, models, outputs, or decisions—migrate into proprietary infras-
tructure and how that migration changes the state’s own epistemic capacity. This procedure
follows integrative-review conventions for theory-building work, where the objective is

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/systems14070879


https://doi.org/10.3390/systems14070879

Systems 2026, 14, 879

4 0f 20

to synthesize dispersed conceptual traditions and identify an undertheorized relationship
among them [14,15].

Three components define the design. First, framework extension: the paper develops
the infrastructural dimension of the post-factual polity framework [10] by specifying a
fifth substrate (the categorization infrastructure) and three diagnostic markers (categorical
opacity, contestation displacement, substitutive dependency) operationalized as analyti-
cal instruments applicable to Al vendor relationships in public administration. Second,
case examination: the paper applies the extended framework to the focal case of Palantir
Technologies’ operational footprint in United States and allied public administrations,
examining five layers of the case—operational footprint, contractual configuration, ide-
ological self-disclosure, diagnostic profile, and public administration response. Third,
governance specification: the paper translates the analytical findings into a specified insti-
tutional task (untangling) with four constitutive moves and a constructive architecture
(hybrid intelligence) for the post-untangling configuration.

2.2. Case Selection

The Palantir case was selected against three pre-specified criteria. The first is opera-
tional scale: the case must involve a vendor whose platforms are integrated into multiple
categorization-intensive functions of the state across multiple jurisdictions, sufficient to
permit examination of the infrastructural dimension rather than a single deployment.
Palantir’s contracts across the United States Department of Defense, Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, Internal Revenue Service, Immigration and Customs Enforcement, the United
Kingdom National Health Service, and police services in multiple German federal states
satisfy this criterion [2—4,16,17]. The second is documentation availability: the case must
possess a documentary record sufficient to support analysis without requiring proprietary
disclosure or empirical access that would not be replicable by other scholars. The combina-
tion of peer-reviewed scholarly literature on Palantir [16-20], investigative journalism in
mainstream outlets, public corporate communications, and government contracting records
satisfies this criterion. The third is ideological articulation: the case must include a publicly ar-
ticulated normative orientation by the vendor itself, sufficient to permit examination of the
third layer (ideological self-disclosure) without speculative attribution. The April 2026 pub-
lication of the Karp—Zamiska 22-point thread, drawn from a published Crown volume [5],
satisfies this criterion uniquely among current Al vendors in public administration.

The case is treated as illustrative of a class, not as singular. The diagnostic instruments
developed in Section 3 are explicitly portable to other vendors and configurations. Section 7
identifies Anduril, Clearview Al, ShotSpotter, and Thomson Reuters CLEAR as candidates
for parallel analysis using the same instruments.

2.3. Documentary Evidence Base

The paper draws on five categories of documentary evidence, each with explicit
selection criteria.

Peer-reviewed scholarly literature on Palantir: Brayne’s American Sociological Review
study of Los Angeles Police Department use of Palantir’s Gotham platform [16] and her
subsequent monograph [18]; Iliadis and Acker’s computational topic modeling of Palantir’s
surveillance patents [19]; Ulbricht and Egbert’s analysis of Palantir regulation in public
security [17]. These constitute the core peer-reviewed scholarly base on Palantir as of the
manuscript date.

Peer-reviewed scholarly literature on Al governance and the automated administrative state:
Engstrom et al.’s Administrative Conference of the United States report [21]; Citron and
Calo on the automated administrative state [22]; Coglianese and Lampmann on contracting
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for algorithmic accountability [23]; Brauneis and Goodman on algorithmic transparency
for the smart city [24]; Jobin, Ienca and Vayena on the global landscape of Al ethics
guidelines [25]; Mittelstadt et al. on the ethics of algorithms [26]; Floridi and Cowls on
principles for Al in society [27]; Margetts and Dorobantu on rethinking government with
AT [28].

Peer-reviewed scholarly literature on comparative public-sector Al governance: Dreyling et al.
on Estonia’s Biirokratt [29]; the Algorithmic State Architecture comparative framework [30];
the author’s own comparative evidence base [1].

Mainstream investigative and news reporting on the focal case (Fortune, TechCrunch, Al
Jazeera, Tech Policy Press, Common Dreams, MS NOW, Gazetteer SF), used for empirical
claims about the April 2026 thread, the operational footprint, and the public reception.
Reporting was selected against two criteria: editorial accountability (mainstream outlets
with named authors and standing correction policies) and corroboration (claims used in
the analysis appear in two or more independent outlets).

The documentary evidence was also screened for source-position bias. Investigative
journalism was used only for claims concerning documented events, contracts, public
statements, parliamentary debates, and public controversy, and not as a substitute for legal
or technical proof of internal platform operation. Where a claim rested on reporting rather
than a public record, it was included only when corroborated by at least one additional
independent source or by a primary document. Corporate communications were treated
as evidence of vendor self-description, not as neutral evidence of performance. Scholarly
commentary was used to map the interpretive controversy surrounding the case, not to
establish empirical facts. This hierarchy of evidentiary use reduces, without eliminating,
the bias risks associated with a documentary record shaped by litigation risk, corporate
strategy, political contestation, and journalistic selection.

Scholarly commentary by named scholars on the focal case, including Mudde, Moynihan,
Coeckelbergh, Karpf, and Ganz. Commentary is treated as scholarly opinion in an open
conversation, not as empirical evidence. The paper cites the commentary to position itself
within the scholarly conversation, not to substitute commentary for analysis.

2.4. Operationalization of Diagnostic Instruments

The three diagnostic markers are operationalized as follows. Categorical opacity is
present when one or more of the following conditions obtain: (i) the categories used by an
agency to act on its population are produced by systems whose internal logic is protected
by trade secret; (ii) model weights are not retained by the agencys; (iii) recalibration over the
life of the deployment is documented to the agency only at vendor discretion. Contestation
displacement is present when one or more of the following obtain: (i) practical avenues for
correcting an erroneous classification require engagement with vendor processes rather
than agency processes; (ii) vendor-imposed terms of service condition access to the relevant
evidentiary record; (iii) agency-internal contestation procedures operate on categorical
outputs rather than on the categorization process. Substitutive dependency is present when
the agency lacks the in-house technical and analytic capacity to perform the categorization
function independently of the vendor, evidenced by the absence of trained personnel,
documentation, or infrastructure sufficient to permit substitutive performance within a
defined transition horizon (twelve to twenty-four months).

These operational definitions permit replication. A scholar examining a different
vendor or jurisdiction can apply the same definitions to documentary evidence in that case
and produce a comparable diagnostic profile. Replicability for conceptual work of this kind
consists in the operationalizability of the framework’s instruments, not in the re-running of
a unique focal case.
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2.5. Limitations

The design has three principal limitations. First, the analysis depends on documentary
evidence and does not include direct agency interviews, internal model documentation, or
proprietary disclosure; the diagnostic profile is therefore a documented-state assessment
rather than an internal-state assessment. This limitation is also analytically meaningful. The
fact that researchers must reconstruct the configuration from public contracts, parliamen-
tary proceedings, investigative reporting, corporate self-description, and peer-reviewed
studies is an administrative symptom of the very opacity diagnosed in this article. The
hiddenness of model documentation, recalibration practice, training-data lineage, and
agency-vendor deliberation is not merely a barrier to research; it is part of the institutional
condition under examination. Second, the focal case examines United States and allied
public administrations; generalization to other regulatory environments, including the
European Union under the AI Act, China, and Gulf states, requires parallel analysis under
those jurisdictions’ specific institutional conditions. Third, the paper develops a concep-
tual and design-oriented contribution; empirical validation of the four-move untangling
task and the hybrid intelligence post-untangling architecture across multiple agencies and
jurisdictions is a research agenda the paper opens but does not itself complete.

3. Results: The Post-Factual Polity, Infrastructural Extension
3.1. The Original Framework

The author’s prior work in The Post-Factual Polity [10] developed a framework for
analyzing the structural conditions under which empirical contestability—the capacity of
a polity to distinguish accurate from inaccurate claims for purposes of public decision-
making—is preserved or eroded. The framework distinguishes the post-factual polity from
the more familiar concept of “post-truth” politics. Post-truth, as developed in the existing
literature, centers on the prevalence of falsehood in public discourse and the affective
conditions under which falsehood becomes resistant to correction [31]. The post-factual
polity framework, in contrast, is structural rather than rhetorical. It asks not whether actors
lie but whether the institutional conditions under which lies can be reliably identified and
corrected remain operative.

The original formulation identified four institutional substrates whose integrity is
necessary for a polity to function on a factual basis: (i) independent statistical infrastructure,
capable of producing population-level data not controlled by partisan actors; (ii) procedu-
rally accountable categorization within public administration, in which the categories used
by the state to act on its population are produced under administrative-law constraints;
(iii) deliberative institutions capable of metabolizing contested evidence into binding deci-
sions; and (iv) an information ecology in which empirical claims are subject to corrigibility
through accessible, trusted processes of verification and correction [10]. Erosion of any
single substrate does not by itself produce a post-factual polity. Their simultaneous degra-
dation does. The 2024 volume traced the simultaneous degradation across the United
States and several other jurisdictions and argued that the resulting condition is properly
characterized as post-factual rather than merely polarized.

3.2. The Missing Substrate

The Palantir case requires the framework to specify a fifth substrate, logically prior to
the other four: the categorization infrastructure itself. The four substrates of the original frame-
work all presuppose a settled answer to a prior question: where is categorization performed,
by whom, and under what constraints. Statistics aggregate over categories. Administrative
decision-making applies categories. Deliberation contests categories. Verification corrects
errors in categories. None of these operations can be performed coherently if the categories
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themselves are produced inside infrastructure that the polity cannot reconstruct, audit,
or modify.

The fifth substrate emerges path-dependently from the degradation of the original
four. When independent statistical infrastructure is distrusted, when agency categorization
is weakened by outsourcing and downsizing, when deliberative institutions struggle to
process technical evidence, and when the public information ecology loses corrigibility, pro-
prietary categorization platforms become attractive precisely because they promise speed,
integration, and operational certainty. The vacuum created by weakened public substrates
becomes a market opportunity for private analytical infrastructure. The fifth substrate there-
fore does not replace the original four; it explains how their erosion makes vendor-mediated
classification appear administratively necessary and politically convenient.

For most of the history of the modern administrative state, the categorization function
was performed substantially inside public agencies under administrative-law constraints.
Categorical decisions—what counts as fraud, what triggers enforcement priority, what
constitutes eligibility, what defines risk—were produced by agency personnel applying
agency-developed criteria, subject to rule-making procedures, judicial review, and freedom-
of-information disclosure [21-23]. The categories were contestable in principle and fre-
quently contested in practice. The administrative-law apparatus was developed precisely
to make this contestation procedurally tractable.

The migration of categorization into proprietary analytical platforms changes the con-
figuration in three structurally significant ways. First, the construction process is no longer
subject to the procedural constraints that govern agency action; it is governed instead by
vendor contracts and trade-secret protections [21,23]. Second, the categories produced
are presented to receiving agencies as inputs rather than as outputs of a contestable pro-
cess; their constructed character is occluded by the technical interface and the receiving
agency’s limited capacity to interrogate it [22]. Third, the conditions under which a cate-
gory could be challenged, audited, or recalibrated are themselves controlled by the vendor,
frequently through terms-of-service mechanisms that lie outside the administrative-law
domain [21,23].

The result is that the categorization layer of public decision-making moves outside the
institutional domain in which the post-factual polity framework’s original four substrates
operate. The locus of empirical contestability shifts from the public sphere to the contractual
and proprietary sphere. The public sphere often retains no procedurally adequate means of
recovering it. This is the infrastructural form of the post-factual polity: a configuration in which
the prior question—where categorization is performed and under what constraints—has
been answered, in increasing portions of the administrative state, in a manner that the
existing post-factual polity framework’s substrates cannot govern.

3.3. Why the Extension Matters

The extension is not a refinement. It changes what the framework is for. The original
framework was diagnostic of conditions that public administration scholarship and demo-
cratic theory had the conceptual resources to address, even where the political conditions
were unfavorable. The infrastructural extension identifies a class of problems that cannot
be addressed within the existing conceptual resources, because the operative substrate sits
outside the institutional domain those resources were developed to govern. The exten-
sion converges with related theoretical developments in surveillance studies—Zuboff’s
specification of instrumentarian power as a distinct form of power that “knows and shapes hu-
man behavior toward others” ends” through ubiquitous computational infrastructure [32],
Crawford’s analysis of Al as an infrastructural and extractive configuration rather than a
discrete technology [33], and Pasquale’s earlier specification of the “black box society” in
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which categorical determinations are produced inside opaque proprietary systems [34].
The contribution of the present paper is to specify how this configuration interacts with
the post-factual polity framework’s existing substrates, and to identify the institutional
task—untangling—that the convergence requires.

This distinction also separates Al epistemic capture from ordinary legacy IT vendor
lock-in. Legacy IT dependency typically concerns technical migration costs, data-format
incompatibilities, licensing terms, and organizational inertia. Those problems are serious,
but they usually leave the agency’s substantive categories intact. Al infrastructure depen-
dency reaches a different layer. It concerns the outsourcing of epistemic classification: the
administrative capacity to define what counts as a risk, a threat, a fraud signal, an eligibil-
ity condition, a compliance anomaly, or an enforcement priority. The state is not merely
renting software plumbing; it is importing an organized way of seeing the population.
That qualitative difference is why substitutive dependency becomes a constitutional and
administrative problem rather than only a procurement problem.

The Palantir case, examined in the next section, makes the abstract argument concrete.

3.4. Contribution to Systems Theory

The study contributes to systems theory by treating Al governance as a socio-technical
boundary problem rather than as compliance oversight over discrete tools. Systems theory
has long emphasized that complex social systems are constituted through boundaries,
feedback loops, classification schemes, control mechanisms, and observer-dependent defi-
nitions of the problem situation [35-38]. The Palantir-class case shows that Al governance
failures arise when the boundary around a public decision system is redrawn through
contracting so that the transformative function—the conversion of raw data into actionable
administrative categories—is no longer located inside the accountable public system.

The three diagnostic markers operate as systems-theoretic instruments. Categorical
opacity identifies hidden transformations inside the system. Contestation displacement
identifies the relocation or weakening of corrective feedback. Substitutive dependency
identifies the loss of redundancy, resilience, and internal capacity needed for viable system
performance. Untangling is therefore a form of boundary redesign: the reconstruction
of public control over the categories, feedback loops, and exit capacities that make an
administrative system governable. This is the article’s central systems-theory contribution.

4. The Palantir Case: Multiple Layers of Ethics and AI Governance

The Palantir case is significant for the present argument across at least five distin-
guishable layers: the operational footprint, the contractual configuration, the ideological
self-disclosure, the diagnostic profile, and the public administration response (or non-
response). Each layer raises a distinct set of ethics and Al governance questions, and the
layers compound. The case is not a hypothetical illustration of the post-factual polity in
code; it is the configuration’s current operative form in the jurisdictions where it is most
fully developed.

4.1. Operational Footprint

Palantir Technologies was founded in 2003 with investment from In-Q-Tel, the venture
capital arm of the United States Central Intelligence Agency, and built its early business
on post-9/11 intelligence integration work [4,16]. Sarah Brayne’s ethnographic study
of the Los Angeles Police Department’s adoption of Palantir’s Gotham platform, pub-
lished in American Sociological Review in 2017 and elaborated in her 2020 monograph
Predict and Surveil, established the foundational scholarly account of how the company’s
analytical infrastructure transforms police categorization practices [16,18]. Iliadis and
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Acker’s 2022 computational topic modeling of Palantir’s surveillance patents extended the
analysis to the company’s broader sociotechnical aspirations [19]. Ulbricht and Egbert’s
2024 analysis of Palantir regulation in public security examined the structural difficulty
of governing the company’s integration into European policing infrastructures [17]. Its
current operational footprint includes contracts with the United States Department of
Defense (including the Maven Smart System used in targeting infrastructure), the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, Immigration and Customs Enforcement (under which the
company holds a 2025 no-bid contract for ImmigrationOS, an Al platform used to identify
noncitizens and track deportations), the Internal Revenue Service, multiple components
of the intelligence community, the United Kingdom National Health Service (under the
£330 million Federated Data Platform contract awarded in November 2023 to a Palantir-led
consortium), and the police services of multiple German federal states including Hesse,
North Rhine-Westphalia, and Bavaria [2-4,16-18,39]. Additional contracts span healthcare
systems, financial regulators, and municipal governments across multiple jurisdictions.

The United Kingdom NHS Federated Data Platform (FDP) deployment merits particu-
lar attention as a case in which the contractual configuration and the political contestation
are both unusually well-documented in the primary parliamentary record. The £330 million
seven-year contract, formally part of the UK Government Major Projects Portfolio, has been
the subject of a formal Westminster Hall debate on 16 April 2026, in which parliamentarians
from at least seven political parties spoke against the contract and called for the activation
of its 2027 break clause [39,40]. The debate’s lead speaker, Liberal Democrat MP Martin
Wrigley, presented evidence that the FDP “is awful to use,” benefits only a quarter of its
user organizations, and “leaves no deliverables after the subscription—no software, no
improvements and no intellectual property after spending more than £330 million” [39,40].
The Department of Health and Social Care junior minister Zubir Ahmed responded that
the government would evaluate alternative providers at the 2027 break clause point [39].
The debate constitutes formal parliamentary recognition of substitutive dependency as a
structural feature of the deployment rather than as a contingent failure.

The footprint matters analytically because of its distribution across categorization-
intensive functions of the state. Palantir is not principally a back-office productivity vendor.
Its platforms are integrated into precisely the functions in which categorization, risk-
assessment, and enforcement-targeting operate as the state’s coercive substrate: defense and
intelligence operations, immigration enforcement, tax and benefits administration, policing,
healthcare resource allocation. The categorization layer of these functions has been substan-
tially relocated into a single vendor’s analytical platforms across multiple jurisdictions.

The cross-jurisdictional footprint does not imply that the United States, the United
Kingdom, and Germany share identical administrative-law structures or contestation path-
ways. They do not. A United States immigration classification within the executive branch,
a defense-intelligence targeting support system, a United Kingdom NHS resource-allocation
platform, and a German federal-state policing system sit within different constitutional,
statutory, procurement, data-protection, and judicial-review environments. The case is
therefore not used to make a single doctrinal claim about the state as a monolith. It is used
to test whether the same systems-level markers—categorical opacity, contestation displace-
ment, and substitutive dependency—appear across jurisdictions despite different legal
cultures. The answer is diagnostic, not doctrinal: the markers travel, while the available
legal remedies vary significantly.

4.2. Contractual Configuration

The contractual configuration compounds the operational concern. A non-trivial
portion of Palantir’s federal contracting is conducted under sole-source or no-bid ar-
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rangements [3]. Where competitive procurement has occurred, the company’s incumbent
operational integration frequently structures the competition in ways that limit substitutive
capacity in receiving agencies. Once Palantir’s platforms are integrated into an agency’s
data infrastructure, exit from the relationship requires not merely the substitution of a
different vendor but the reconstruction of the agency’s analytical capacity, frequently from
a state of substantial atrophy [4].

The company’s frequent characterization of itself as a data processor, and of public
agencies as data controllers or owners, is legally important but analytically insufficient.
The processor label may allocate formal responsibilities under a data-protection regime,
but it does not settle whether the agency retains epistemic control over category produc-
tion, auditability, contestation, or exit. Cross-border data governance also complicates
the processor framing. The United States CLOUD Act clarified the reach of certain U.S.
legal process to data in the possession, custody, or control of covered service providers
regardless of storage location [41]. This does not mean that every dataset processed by a
U.S.-connected provider is automatically disclosed to U.S. authorities. It does mean that
ownership language alone is an inadequate governance safeguard when a critical public
infrastructure relationship depends on a vendor embedded within a different sovereign
legal order.

This configuration has been articulated with particular clarity by former United King-
dom prisons minister Rory Stewart, drawing on his direct ministerial experience of Palan-
tir’s integration into UK government services. In the 30 April 2026 episode of The Rest Is
Politics devoted to the company’s expansion in British government [42], Stewart charac-
terized Palantir’s market entry strategy as the “plumbing” pitch—the company offers to
integrate fragmented, incompatible government databases at minimal initial cost, present-
ing itself as the connective infrastructure that allows disparate departmental systems to
interoperate. The pitch is operationally compelling for ministers facing the chronic problem
of database fragmentation. The structural consequence Stewart identifies, however, is not
principally a privacy concern. It is what he terms the dependency trap: once the integration is
in place, the cost and technical difficulty of “rooting them out” become prohibitive, and the
company acquires significant leverage over government operations [42]. The configuration
shifts effective control over backend infrastructure from public officials to the private firm
managing it.

Stewart’s account is significant for the present analysis for three reasons. First, it
provides a credentialed, named, government-internal articulation of substitutive depen-
dency as an operational reality rather than a theoretical risk—the framing emerges from
ministerial experience rather than from academic critique. Second, it specifies the mecha-
nism by which entanglement deepens: the convenience of low-cost initial trials produces
long-term arrangements in which providers cannot be switched. Third, it identifies the
consequence as a shift in the locus of operational control, which is precisely the structural

“

inversion the post-factual polity in code framework specifies. Stewart’s “plumbing” and
“dependency trap” framings map almost exactly onto the substitutive dependency marker
developed in Section 3 of this paper, and supply an in-government counterpart to the
academic specification.

The vendor’s own defense of this configuration warrants direct analytical engagement,
since reviewers of the present framework would reasonably ask whether the diagnostic
markers survive the company’s stated position. The clearest extant articulation of that posi-
tion is the oral evidence of Louis Mosley, Executive Vice-President of Palantir Technologies,
before the United Kingdom House of Commons Science, Innovation and Technology Com-
mittee on 8 July 2025 [43]. In that testimony, Mosley defended Palantir’s role in the NHS by

reframing the company’s function as patient-care optimization: “the most important thing,
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when serving the NHS, is to ensure that we help the NHS to treat its patients faster, more
effectively and ultimately more efficiently” [43]. This framing—that Palantir functions as a
neutral efficiency tool rather than as ideologically inflected infrastructure—is the central
rhetorical move in the company’s public defense and corresponds to the “plumbing” pitch
Stewart identifies from the procurement side [42].

The framing does not, however, address the three diagnostic markers developed in
Section 3, and its inadequacy on each is analytically clarifying. On categorical opacity: the
question is not whether the categorizations Palantir’s systems produce are intended to
optimize patient care, but whether the receiving agency can independently reconstruct,
audit, and modify the categorization process. The Mosley testimony does not address
this question, and the same parliamentary committee record documents Mosley’s failure
to directly answer when asked by Kit Malthouse MP what protections would be put in
place to ensure UK programmes are not complicit in alleged war crimes through the com-
pany’s interoperable civil-military product architecture [43,44]. On contestation displacement:
the question is whether NHS patients and clinicians subject to FDP-mediated resource
allocation possess procedurally adequate, agency-controlled avenues for challenging cat-
egorizations. The patient-care framing does not address contestation accessibility at all.
On substitutive dependency: Wrigley’s parliamentary statement that the FDP “leaves no
deliverables after the subscription—no software, no improvements and no intellectual
property” [39,40] is a direct empirical refutation of the framing that the company is provid-
ing a neutral efficiency tool. A neutral efficiency tool would leave the receiving institution
capable of continuing the function after the relationship ends. The FDP configuration, by
the contracting authority’s own admission in parliamentary record, does not.

The analytical point is not that the Mosley framing is offered in bad faith. It is that
the framing operates on a category of analysis—the intended optimization function of
the deployed tool—that is logically distinct from the category of analysis on which the
post-factual polity in code framework operates: the institutional conditions under which
the categorization function is performed and remains contestable. Vendor defenses pitched
in the first register do not address questions raised in the second.

The efficiency framing also deserves a sharper public administration critique. Opti-
mization is never a neutral systems objective in public administration. A platform may
improve localized operational velocity while displacing procedural due process, profes-
sional discretion, equity review, transparency, and public contestability. In healthcare,
patient-care optimization sounds benign; in practice, the interface may privilege through-
put, scheduling efficiency, waiting-list movement, or resource allocation metrics over values
that remain harder to encode. The governance problem is not that efficiency lacks value.
The problem is that efficiency becomes ideological camouflage when the system acceler-
ates local action while moving the reasons for action outside the accessible institutional
record. In that configuration, public officials trade systemic accountability for localized
operational speed.

The contractual configuration is also governed by trade-secret protections and propri-
etary data licensing arrangements that limit the receiving agency’s ability to retain model
documentation, audit recalibration over the life of the deployment, or transfer learned
configurations to a successor system [21,23]. The receiving agency, in many cases, does
not possess the model weights, the training data lineage, or the technical documentation
required to reconstitute the analytical function independently. This is not a secondary
contractual detail; it is the structural feature that converts a procurement relationship into
an infrastructural one.
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4.3. Ideological Self-Disclosure: The April 2026 Manifesto

On 19 April 2026, the official corporate account of Palantir Technologies posted
a 22-point thread on the X platform presenting itself as a condensed version of the
2025 Crown volume The Technological Republic: Hard Power, Soft Belief, and the Future of
the West, co-authored by Karp and Zamiska [5,45,46]. Within forty-eight hours, the thread
had registered more than thirty million views and provoked sustained commentary from
scholars of authoritarianism, public administration, and technology ethics [6-9].

The thread is significant for the present argument not because it endorses any par-
ticular political position—corporate political speech is not, by itself, an Al governance
problem—but because it constitutes a public articulation, in the vendor’s own register,
of the normative commitments under which the platforms identified in Section 3.1 are
designed and operated. The document explicitly rejects what it characterizes as “vacant
and hollow pluralism,” asserts that “certain cultures and indeed subcultures” have proved
“middling, and worse, regressive and harmful,” advocates the reinstatement of mandatory
national service, calls for the reversal of postwar German and Japanese demilitarization,
and frames Silicon Valley’s relationship to the United States defense and intelligence ap-
paratus as a matter of moral debt requiring expanded private-sector integration into state
coercive functions [45-47].

Scholars of authoritarianism and public administration have read the document as
constituting a coherent ideological program. Cas Mudde, one of the leading scholars of
the contemporary radical right, characterized the document as “Technofascism pure” and
called for European institutions to divest from the company [6,7]. The public adminis-
tration scholar Donald Moynihan published an analysis concluding that the manifesto’s
vision is one in which the United States government and its private technology partners
operate “as dominant players, unconstrained by accountability” [8]. The philosopher Mark
Coeckelbergh framed the document as a case study in technofascism understood as the
fusion of expansive surveillance, predictive analytics, and state power [9]. The day after
the thread was posted, the journalist Gil Durdn was permanently suspended from the X
platform after reposting it with the caption “TLDR: Fascism” [48].

For the present argument, the relevant point is not whether “technofascism” is the
correct scholarly label for the ideological program articulated in the document. It is that
the categorization layer of multiple public administrations now incorporates infrastructure
produced under publicly stated normative commitments that the receiving agencies did
not deliberatively scrutinize before adopting. The ethics and Al governance question is not
whether any individual receiving agency endorses the commitments. It is that the catego-
rization layer of state action has been delegated, by procurement decision, to infrastructure
operating under stated commitments that are incompatible with the procedural constraints
of liberal-democratic public administration.

4.4. Diagnostic Profile

Applied to the Palantir case, the diagnostic profile is concise. Categorical opacity
appears where risk scores, enforcement priorities, eligibility classifications, targeting sup-
ports, or resource-allocation indicators are generated through vendor systems whose
internal logic, recalibration, and documentation remain only partly available to the receiv-
ing agency [3,16-19,21,23]. Contestation displacement appears where affected individuals,
clinicians, officers, or agency personnel may challenge an outcome but lack a procedurally
adequate path to challenge the categorization process that produced it [3,4,22]. Substitutive
dependency appears where the agency cannot reproduce the categorization function within
a reasonable transition period without the vendor’s infrastructure, personnel, documenta-
tion, or technical cooperation [4,39,40,42].
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The Palantir case is especially significant because the three markers reinforce one
another. Opacity makes error difficult to locate. Displaced contestation makes error difficult
to correct. Dependency makes exit difficult even after error, controversy, or normative
incompatibility is recognized. This compound profile is what distinguishes the case from
ordinary technology outsourcing. It describes a public decision system in which the state
retains formal authority while losing parts of the epistemic, procedural, and technical
capacity that make formal authority publicly governable.

4.5. Public Administration Response

The fifth layer is the response—or, more accurately, the structural conditions that have
made adequate public administration response difficult. The administrative-law apparatus
developed to govern agency decision-making does not map cleanly onto vendor-mediated
categorization; the procurement frameworks under which the relationships were entered
did not anticipate the substitutive-capacity problem; the algorithmic accountability lit-
erature, while increasingly sophisticated, has been oriented to transparency and impact
assessment rather than to disentanglement [21-26].The result is that even agencies and over-
sight bodies inclined to address the configuration have lacked the institutional vocabulary
and the operational template to do so. Section 5 examines why.

5. The Insufficiency of Existing Governance Instruments
5.1. Administrative Law

Administrative law governs the processes by which public agencies make decisions
affecting rights and interests. Its core mechanisms—notice-and-comment rule-making,
reasoned decision-making, judicial review of arbitrary action, freedom-of-information
disclosure—were developed under the assumption that agency decision-making is per-
formed by agency personnel using agency-controlled procedures [21,23,24]. When decision-
making is partly performed by external categorization infrastructure, several of these mech-
anisms are circumvented without being formally repealed. Vendor-produced categoriza-
tions may not constitute “agency action” in the doctrinal sense, may fall outside standard
administrative-record requirements, and are frequently shielded from disclosure under
trade-secret exceptions to freedom-of-information regimes [21,23]. The administrative-law
apparatus operates on a unit of analysis (agency action) that does not map cleanly onto the
locus of categorization (the vendor-controlled platform).

5.2. Procurement Reform

Procurement reform has been proposed as an alternative regulatory site. The argument
is that public agencies can use procurement contracts to require algorithmic transparency,
model documentation, bias auditing, and continuing disclosure as conditions of vendor
selection [23]. The proposal is constructive but, applied to the Palantir-class case, faces
three structural limits.

First, procurement leverage presupposes a competitive market. In jurisdictions where a
small number of vendors hold dominant positions in defense, intelligence, and enforcement
analytics, the conditions for genuine procurement leverage are attenuated [4,49]. Sole-
source contracting, incumbent operational integration, and the structural dynamics of
vendor consolidation all reduce the agency’s ex ante negotiating position.

Second, procurement requirements operate at the moment of contract formation; they
have limited purchase on the ongoing recalibration of model behavior over the life of a
deployment, which is where many of the most consequential decisions are made [25,26].

Third, and most fundamentally, procurement frameworks address transparency of
the vendor system but do not by themselves restore the agency’s substitutive capacity. An
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agency that requires its vendor to disclose model documentation has acquired a measure of
categorical visibility, but it has not necessarily acquired the in-house capacity to perform the
categorization function independently. Substitutive dependency, the most consequential
marker of the post-factual polity in code, is largely outside the reach of procurement
instruments operating on incumbent vendors.

5.3. Algorithmic Impact Assessment

Algorithmic impact assessment (AIA) regimes, modeled in part on environmental
impact assessment, have emerged as a third governance approach [24,50]. AIAs require
agencies to document and publicly justify the deployment of algorithmic systems, with
provision for public comment and continuing review. AIAs are a meaningful contribution
but their effectiveness depends on prior conditions—categorical visibility, agency interpre-
tive capacity, substantive avenues for contestation—that are precisely what the post-factual
polity in code erodes. An AIA regime applied to a substantively entangled infrastructure
documents the entanglement rather than reverses it.

5.4. The Joint Insufficiency

The implication is not that administrative law, procurement, and impact assessment
are without value. They are necessary components of any serious governance response. The
implication is that they are individually and collectively insufficient for the problem identified
in Section 4. None addresses the substitutive-capacity dimension on which entanglement
ultimately rests. None operates on the institutional locus where the categorization function
has been relocated. None engages the question of how to reverse the configuration once it
is in place. They are instruments developed for a different problem.

The problem the present configuration poses is not the regulation of a deployed Al
system. It is the disentanglement of state categorization functions from a vendor whose ideological
self-description is incompatible with the procedural constraints that public administration is institu-
tionally obligated to preserve. This is a different problem and requires different instruments.

6. Untangling: Specifying the Institutional Task
6.1. The Untangling Problem

Untangling, as the present paper uses the term, refers to the deliberate, institutionally
specified separation of proprietary categorization infrastructure from the categorization
functions of the state. It is not synonymous with vendor exclusion, contract termination, or
technological prohibition. It is the rebuilding of the institutional conditions under which
the categorization functions of the state are performed by the state, with whatever Al tools
are appropriate, under the procedural constraints that the post-factual polity framework’s
original four substrates were developed to preserve.

The institutional task is not theoretical. The 16 April 2026 Westminster Hall debate
on the NHS Federated Data Platform constitutes the first formal parliamentary deliber-
ation in a major Western democracy on whether to invoke a contractual break clause to
begin untangling a Palantir-class deployment [39,40]. The debate convened parliamen-
tarians from at least seven political parties, generated direct ministerial commitment to
evaluate alternative providers at the 2027 break clause, and articulated the substitutive
dependency problem in the parliamentary record [39,40]. The Welsh NHS decision to build
its own analytical platform rather than adopt the FDP [51] supplies a parallel jurisdic-
tional case in which substitutive capacity is being preserved rather than recovered. These
are instances of untangling at varying stages—formal contestation in England, parallel
construction in Wales—and they indicate that the institutional task is being attempted,
however incompletely, by actors operating without the analytical vocabulary the present
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paper supplies. The framework developed here is intended to support, clarify, and extend
that emerging practice.
Untangling is institutionally demanding. It requires four sustained moves.

6.2. The Four Moves

Capacity reconstruction: Public agencies must rebuild the in-house technical and
analytic capacity to perform the categorization functions on which their authority depends,
independent of vendor relationships. This requires sustained investment in personnel,
training, infrastructure, and institutional knowledge across a time horizon measured in
years rather than budget cycles. It requires that public-sector technical roles be compen-
sated and protected at levels that support recruitment and retention against private-sector
alternatives. It requires statutory protection against the kind of mass dismissals that char-
acterized the 2025 DOGE initiative [1,52-54]. If full capacity reconstruction is politically
impossible in the short term, agencies should at minimum retain non-negotiable sovereign
classification functions: ownership of category definitions; control over feature selection
and validation criteria; access to training-data lineage and decision logs; internal capacity
to reproduce and audit sampled outputs; authority to suspend categories that fail audit;
and an exit plan that preserves operational continuity. Anything less leaves the agency
formally in charge but substantively dependent.

Categorical repatriation: The categorization functions currently performed by vendor
platforms must be rebuilt inside public agencies under administrative-law constraints.
This does not require that agencies stop using Al tools, cloud infrastructure, or vendor-
provided components. The boundary is legal and technical at the same time: the agency
must control the policy taxonomy, feature definitions, validation thresholds, fine-tuning or
configuration choices that shape public categories, decision logs, appealable explanations,
and audit/retraining authority. The state need not own every foundation model or every
server used in an Al workflow; it must own and govern the consequential administrative
categories on which it acts. The distinction is between using a vendor tool as one component
of an agency-controlled categorization process and consuming categorical outputs from a
vendor process the agency cannot reconstruct. Repatriation requires the former and rejects
the latter.

Contractual restructuring: Existing vendor relationships must be restructured to sup-
port, rather than impede, capacity reconstruction and categorical repatriation. This requires
the renegotiation or termination of contractual provisions that prevent agency retention
of model documentation, training data lineage, and technical knowledge required for
substitutive capacity. It requires statutory limits on trade-secret protections that operate
against the agency’s institutional interest in disentanglement. It requires, in some cases, the
structured wind-down of incumbent vendor relationships under conditions that preserve
operational continuity during the transition.

Procurement reorientation: Future procurement must be reoriented around the preven-
tion of re-entanglement. This requires structural diversity across vendors, methodological
approaches, and ideological orientations; explicit assessment of vendor normative com-
mitments where those commitments have been publicly articulated; and the integration
of categorical visibility, contestation accessibility, and substitutive capacity as conditions
of award rather than as post-hoc accountability instruments. The goal is not to extract
better terms from incumbents but to maintain the conditions under which alternative
configurations remain possible across future procurement cycles.
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6.3. The Political Economy

Each of the four moves cuts against the political economy that produced the current
configuration. Capacity reconstruction requires sustained public investment at a moment
when many jurisdictions are dismantling rather than rebuilding public-sector technical
capacity [1,52-54]. Categorical repatriation requires agencies to perform functions they
have, in many cases, structurally forgotten how to perform. Contractual restructuring
requires the unwinding of incumbent vendor relationships in which significant institu-
tional and political-economic interests are invested. Procurement reorientation requires
the development of alternative vendor ecosystems that may not currently exist at the
required scale.

The paper does not minimize these difficulties. It argues that they are the actual
contours of the problem. The post-factual polity in code is not a configuration that can
be governed in place by adjusting the existing instruments. It is a configuration that
must be untangled, and the untangling must be specified institutionally before it can be
undertaken politically.

7. Hybrid Intelligence as the Post-Untangling Architecture

The paper closes with the constructive question: once untangling is institutionally un-
derway, what should replace the Palantir-class infrastructure in the categorization-intensive
functions of the state? The answer, developed at length in the author’s recent volume
Hybrid Intelligence for Effective Digital Governance [1], is hybrid intelligence—a governance
architecture in which human judgment and machine processing are structured as comple-
mentary forces under specific institutional conditions, rather than substitutable inputs to
be optimized against each other.

Hybrid intelligence is defined by three properties [1]. Complementarity: machine pro-
cessing handles scale, pattern recognition across large datasets, and consistent application
of explicit rules; human judgment handles contextual interpretation, ethical assessment,
novel situations, and the integration of considerations that resist formalization. Institutional
embedding: hybrid intelligence is not a property of individual decisions but of the institu-
tional arrangements within which decisions are produced; the conditions that make human
judgment substantive rather than ornamental are part of the architecture, not external to
it. Outcome orientation: the configuration is evaluated by whether it produces effective
governance outcomes—accountability, transparency, ethical integrity, service quality, public
trust—not by automation metrics.

Hybrid intelligence also requires protection against automation bias. Human over-
sight does not become meaningful merely because a person appears somewhere in the
workflow. Empirical work on human-AlI interaction in public-sector decision-making,
together with the broader automation-bias literature, shows that decision-makers may
over-rely on automated advice, defer to algorithmic outputs under workload pressure, or
selectively adopt algorithmic recommendations that confirm prior assumptions [55-57].
In administrative settings, this risk is intensified by caseload pressure, fear of personal
accountability, managerial performance metrics, and the rhetorical authority of quantita-
tive scores. A human-in-the-loop design without institutional friction risks becoming a
ceremonial rubber stamp.

The post-untangling hybrid architecture therefore needs specific backstops: mandatory
reason-giving when officials accept or reject high-stakes algorithmic recommendations;
independent second review for adverse classifications; randomized audits of accepted
recommendations; adversarial review panels for contested categories; logged dissent from
professional staff; confidence displays that reveal uncertainty rather than hide it; workload
rules that prevent automated triage from becoming irresistible; and appeal procedures
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that reach the categorization process, not merely the final output. These friction points
do not slow the system for their own sake. They preserve the feedback loops and human
judgment that make hybrid intelligence distinct from automated administration with a
human signature at the end.

The case for hybrid intelligence as the post-untangling architecture is grounded in
comparative evidence from public sector Al deployments across more than fifty coun-
tries [1]. Estonia’s e-government infrastructure, including the recent Biirokratt initiative
analyzed by Dreyling and colleagues [29], illustrates how hybrid configuration can be
operationalized in practice while retaining administrative-law constraints. The Algorithmic
State Architecture comparative framework developed by recent scholarship [30] specifies
how Estonia, Singapore, India, and the United Kingdom have organized different layers of
digital public infrastructure, data integration, algorithmic decision-making, and user-facing
services—and how the configurations vary in the institutional conditions they preserve. Al
deployments in Sweden, Norway, Denmark, South Korea, and Japan have produced con-
figurations that maintain accountability and ethical safeguards while capturing efficiency
and service-quality benefits [1,30,58]. None is a model to be replicated wholesale. They
share, however, the structural feature relevant to the present argument: the institutional
conditions that make hybrid configuration operative—public-sector technical capacity,
contestability, oversight integrated into deployment, and human authority over categorical
decisions—are present at significant levels.

Hybrid intelligence supplies the constructive answer to the question that untangling
necessarily raises. Disentanglement from Palantir-class infrastructure is not the rejection
of Al in public administration. It is the precondition for the responsible integration of Al
under institutional conditions that public administration is competent to maintain.

8. Conclusions

The post-factual polity has acquired an infrastructural form. The categorization layer
of public decision-making—the institutional apparatus by which risk, threat, eligibility,
fraud, and deviance are rendered legible to state action—has migrated, across multiple
high-stakes domains in the United States and allied jurisdictions, into proprietary analytical
platforms operating under publicly stated normative commitments that are incompatible
with the procedural constraints of liberal-democratic public administration. The current
operative form of this configuration is the operational footprint of Palantir Technologies.
The April 2026 publication by the company of the 22-point manifesto condensing The
Technological Republic did not produce the configuration; it ended plausible deniability
about the configuration’s normative orientation.

Public administration scholarship now has both the empirical record and the ideologi-
cal self-disclosure required to take the problem seriously as a problem of Al governance and
ethics. The diagnostic markers—categorical opacity, contestation displacement, substitutive
dependency—supply the analytical vocabulary. The existing governance instruments—
administrative law, procurement reform, algorithmic impact assessment—supply necessary
but individually and collectively insufficient resources. The institutional task is untangling:
the deliberate, institutionally specified separation of proprietary categorization infras-
tructure from the categorization functions of the state, accomplished through capacity
reconstruction, categorical repatriation, contractual restructuring, and procurement reori-
entation. The post-untangling architecture is hybrid intelligence: a configuration in which
human judgment and machine processing are structured as complementary forces under
institutional conditions that public administration is competent to maintain.

None of this is achievable in a single budget cycle, by a single agency, or under any of
the existing political-economic configurations in which the entanglement was produced.
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The paper does not minimize the difficulty. It argues that the difficulty is the actual shape
of the problem, and that public administration as a discipline has an obligation to specify
the shape with precision before the political conditions for addressing it close further. The
Special Issue convened around the ethics and governance of Al systems is the appropriate
venue for that specification. The argument advanced here is offered as a contribution to it.

For systems theory, the article specifies Al governance as a problem of boundary
control, feedback integrity, and system viability. The central question is not whether a
tool is accurate in isolation, but whether the administrative system retains the capacity to
define its categories, observe its own transformations, correct errors through accessible
feedback, and exit a vendor relationship without losing the function being governed. Those
are systems properties, not merely legal or technical features.
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