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The growing strategic importance of artificial intelligence has led many governments to pursue «sovereign AI» as a nationally developed and controlled AI in-
frastructure intended to reduce dependence on foreign technology providers. While the strategic management literature has examined sovereign AI extensively 
among major technological powers, comparatively little attention has been paid to how resource-constrained countries manage this trade-off under active 
security threats. This article addresses this gap by applying a strategic management framework to a case study of Ukraine’s national large language model 
«SIAIVO», developed within the DIIA digital governance ecosystem. The aim of the study is to examine how a public-private national AI project, built under 
wartime resource constraints, manages the trade-off between strategic autonomy and governance risk. The research employs a qualitative single-case study 
design, combining analysis of official government communications, the draft National AI Development Strategy through 2030, and secondary media reporting, 
interpreted through a conceptual framework grounded in strategic management, risk management, and digital sovereignty literature. The analysis shows that 
the managerial structure of «SIAIVO» is hybrid rather than fully sovereign: State institutional ownership is combined with full private-sector financing by the 
telecommunications operator, a foreign foundational model architecture, and a still-incomplete domestic legal framework for the training-data rights. Three 
managerial tensions are identified: concentrated dependency on a single private partner, data governance lagging behind technical development, and undif-
ferentiated oversight across administrative and defense applications of AI. Practical recommendations are proposed for structuring partnership agreements 
in case of unforeseen circumstances, coordinating data management with technical development, and implementing differentiated oversight of domains. The 
article concludes with implications for policymakers in other resource-constrained countries pursuing national AI capacity under comparable fiscal and security 
pressures.
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Прокопенко С. О. Стратегічне управління суверенним штучним інтелектом:  
кейс «Сяйво» та національної моделі цифрового врядування України

Зростаюче стратегічне значення штучного інтелекту спонукало багато урядів розвивати «суверенний ШІ» – національно розроблену та 
контрольовану інфраструктуру штучного інтелекту, покликану зменшити залежність від закордонних постачальників технологій. Хоча лі-
тература зі стратегічного менеджменту широко досліджує суверенний ШІ на прикладі великих технологічних держав, порівняно мало уваги 
приділено тому, як держави з обмеженими ресурсами управляють цим компромісом в умовах активних загроз безпеці. Ця стаття усуває цю 
прогалину, застосовуючи рамку стратегічного менеджменту до кейс-стаді української національної великої мовної моделі «Сяйво», розробленої 
у межах екосистеми цифрового врядування «Дія». Мета дослідження – вивчити, як державно-приватний національний ШІ-проєкт, побудований 
в умовах воєнних ресурсних обмежень, управляє компромісом між стратегічною автономією та управлінським ризиком. У статті застосовано 
якісний однокейсовий дизайн дослідження, що поєднує аналіз офіційних урядових комунікацій, проєкту Національної стратегії розвитку штучно-
го інтелекту до 2030 року та вторинних медіаджерел, інтерпретованих крізь концептуальну рамку, засновану на літературі зі стратегічного 
менеджменту, управління ризиками та цифрового суверенітету. Аналіз показує, що управлінська структура «Сяйва» є гібридною, а не повніс-
тю суверенною: державна інституційна власність поєднується з повним приватним фінансуванням з боку телекомунікаційного оператора, 
іноземною фундаментальною архітектурою моделі та досі незавершеною вітчизняною правовою рамкою щодо прав на навчальні дані. Виявле-
но три управлінські дисбаланси: концентровану залежність від єдиного приватного партнера, відставання управління даними від технічного 
розвитку, та розбалансований нагляд за адміністративними й оборонними застосуваннями ШІ. Запропоновано практичні рекомендації щодо 
структурування партнерських домовленостей на випадок непередбачених обставин, узгодження управління даними з технічним розвитком і 
впровадження диференційованого нагляду за доменами. Стаття завершується висновками для експертів з інших держав з обмеженими ресур-
сами, які розвивають національний потенціал у сфері штучного інтелекту за подібних фіскальних і безпекових умов.
Ключові слова: суверенний штучний інтелект; цифровий суверенітет; управління ризиками; цифрове врядування; Дія; Сяйво.
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Introduction
Artificial intelligence has moved from a periph-

eral technology to a core strategic asset for national 
governments, reshaping how public administration, 
media systems, and economic policy are organized [1]. 
As states increasingly recognize the competitive and 
geopolitical value of AI capabilities, many have begun 
pursuing what is now commonly referred to as “sover-
eign AI”: nationally developed and controlled algorith-
mic infrastructure designed to reduce dependence on 
a small number of dominant foreign technology pro-
viders. This strategic pivot reflects a broader pattern of 
technological competition between major powers, in 
which control over digital infrastructure has become a 
central instrument of state power and economic lever-
age [2].

From a management standpoint, the pursuit of 
sovereign AI can be understood as a form of risk 
diversification: by developing domestic AI capa-

bilities, governments aim to insulate themselves from 
the vulnerabilities associated with reliance on external 
providers, including data extraction, loss of technolog-
ical autonomy, and exposure to foreign regulatory or 
commercial interests [3]. At the same time, this strate-
gy introduces a distinct set of internal risks. Nationally 
controlled AI systems, trained on domestically curated 
data and shaped by local institutional priorities, may 
reproduce and reinforce specific cultural, political, or 
organizational biases, effectively trading external de-
pendency for the risk of internal governance [4; 5].

This paper argues that sovereign AI should be 
approached not merely as a technological or geopo-
litical project, but as a strategic management challenge 
requiring deliberate governance design. Effective man-
agement of sovereign AI initiatives requires balancing 
the pursuit of strategic autonomy with mechanisms 
that preserve accountability, adaptability, and resil-
ience within national AI ecosystems. Without such 
mechanisms, sovereign AI risks becoming a source of 
concentrated organizational and reputational risk for 
the state rather than a stable strategic advantage [6].

To examine how this trade-off plays out in prac-
tice, the paper first looks at how major technological 
powers approach sovereign AI governance pursued by 
major technological powers, before turning to a case 
study of Ukraine’s national digital infrastructure, cen-
tered on the DIIA platform and its national large lan-
guage model, “SIAIVO”. Ukraine offers a distinctive 
setting for this inquiry: a state pursuing digital and 
technological autonomy under resource constraints 
and active security threats, where the trade-off be-
tween strategic independence and governance risk is 
especially pronounced.

The remainder of the paper is structured as fol-
lows. Section 2 reviews the relevant literature on stra-
tegic management, risk governance, digital sovereign-
ty, and public-sector marketing, situating the study 
within the broader academic debate and identifying the 
research gap it addresses. Section 3 outlines the quali-
tative single-case study methodology, including data 
sources and the three-dimensional analytical frame-
work applied to the case. Section 4 provides a  brief 
comparative overview of sovereign AI governance 
postures among major and middle powers, situating 
Ukraine among these approaches. Section 5 presents 
the case study proper, examining Diia’s evolution into 
an AI infrastructure platform; the ownership and part-
nership structure of the “SIAIVO” national language 
model; its data governance arrangements; and the 
National AI Strategy through 2030, which formalizes 
these initiatives within a broader policy architecture. 
Section 6 discusses the governance implications aris-
ing from the case, including risks related to partner-
ship dependency, data governance sequencing, undif-
ferentiated oversight, and the underused potential of 
brand co-creation as a legitimation mechanism, and 
derives practical recommendations for policymakers 
and organizational leaders. Section 7 addresses the 
study’s limitations and outlines directions for future 
research. Section 8 concludes with implications for 
other resource-constrained states pursuing sovereign 
AI strategies under comparable conditions.

Literature Review
The concept of sovereign AI is closely related to 

a longer-standing debate on digital sovereignty, which 
emphasizes state and organizational autonomy over 
data governance, technological infrastructure, and 
platform control [7]. The most comprehensive re-
cent treatment defines AI sovereignty as a spectrum 
of strategies for national agency over critical AI infra-
structure, demonstrating that full-stack sovereignty is 
structurally infeasible for almost any state because the 
AI stack, spanning physical inputs, compute hardware, 
networks, digital infrastructure, data, models, appli-
cations, and the crosscutting enablers of talent and 
governance, is intrinsically transnational and charac-
terized by concentrated choke points at nearly every 
layer [8]. 

This analysis categorizes states into four groups: 
broad stack leaders (the United States, China, 
the European Union), coordinated stack build-

ers with strength across several layers (India, Japan, 
the United Kingdom), strategic layer specialists de-
pendent on others for most inputs (Canada, Germany, 
Singapore, South Korea), and a residual category of 
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states only beginning AI deployment, whose position 
in the global AI ecosystem has been comparatively 
overlooked in the literature despite their growing share 
of the world’s population [8]. Ukraine is not explicitly 
analyzed within this framework, but its combination 
of an advanced digital-government layer with minimal 
AI-stack capacity elsewhere positions it awkwardly 
across these categories, a tension explored further. 

Rather than treating sovereignty as a binary con-
dition, this literature converges on “managed 
interdependence” as the only structurally viable 

strategy: states are advised to map dependencies layer 
by layer, prioritize interventions where near-term pol-
icy tractability is highest, diversify suppliers, and em-
bed interoperability rather than pursue closure [8]. A 
parallel formulation frames the same insight as a con-
tinuum balancing autonomy against interdependence 
across distinct sovereignty pillars – data, compute, 
models, and norms [9], while a two-pronged frame-
work separates the why of sovereign AI (security, eco-
nomic competitiveness, cultural autonomy) from the 
how, concluding that most observed national strate-
gies are hybrid rather than fully sovereign and propos-
ing “partial sovereignty” as the more accurate descrip-
tive category [10]. Complementary industry analysis 
based on a global survey of governments and enter-
prises similarly finds that sovereign AI adoption is best 
understood as a multiyear organizational transforma-
tion constrained primarily by institutional readiness  – 
workload tiering, budgets, and governance capacity 
rather than by technology availability, with successful 
ecosystems relying on identifiable partnership models 
between government, enterprise anchor tenants, and 
technology providers rather than on unilateral state 
build-out [11].

From an earlier strategic management perspec-
tive, this literature developed largely around the ex-
perience of major technological powers. Bradford’s 
account of European regulatory influence illustrates 
how large jurisdictions can leverage market size and 
regulatory design to shape global technology stan-
dards, effectively exporting domestic governance 
models rather than depending on external ones [3]. 
Farrell and Newman similarly show how control over 
global economic and technological networks has be-
come an instrument of state coercion, framing tech-
nological dependence itself as a strategic vulnerabili-
ty that governments have strong incentives to reduce 
[2]. Within this earlier literature, sovereign AI was 
typically presented as a risk-mitigation strategy pur-
sued by states with sufficient technological, financial, 
and institutional capacity to build independent in-
frastructure – an assumption that both the managed 
interdependence and partial sovereignty frameworks 

directly complicate once smaller and resource-con-
strained states are considered [8; 10].

A parallel stream of scholarship addresses 
the organizational and governance risks posed by 
the embedding of AI systems in decision-making 
processes. Research on algorithmic bias demonstrates 
that AI systems trained on culturally and institutionally 
situated data can reproduce and amplify existing social 
and organizational biases, regardless of the technical 
sophistication of the underlying models [5; 4]. From a 
risk governance standpoint, this body of work implies 
that reducing external technological dependence does 
not eliminate organizational risk; it relocates that risk 
inward, toward the domestic institutions responsible 
for designing, training, and overseeing nationally 
controlled systems [6]. This insight is central to the 
strategic management framing adopted in this paper: 
sovereign AI should be evaluated not only in terms 
of the external risks it mitigates but also in terms of 
the internal governance risks it creates, including 
data concentration, reduced oversight diversity, and 
dependence on a narrow set of domestic institutional 
actors.

Ukraine’s digital governance and the Diia plat-
form in the domestic literature

A substantial and growing body of domestic 
Ukrainian scholarship has examined the digitaliza-
tion of public administration, with particular attention 
to the DIIA platform as its most visible institutional 
expression. Legal and administrative studies have ana-
lyzed the transformation of public service delivery 
through digital platforms such as DIIA and the Uni-
fied Social Register, focusing primarily on regulatory 
and institutional adaptation [12]. Related research has 
examined the digitalization of administrative services 
more broadly, identifying service-state formation as 
a defining feature of Ukraine’s digital transformation 
trajectory [13]. Other studies have addressed the inter-
action between state and society under digitalization, 
noting that while platforms such as Diia have measur-
ably improved access to administrative services, re-
gional disparities in digital access persist [14].

International scholarship has increasingly engaged 
with Diia as an object of study in its own right, par-
ticularly in the context of full-scale war. Gustafs-

son et al. [15] examine how the DIIA platform and 
surrounding institutional arrangements have been 
adapted to sustain collaborative public service delivery 
during wartime disruption, applying an institutional 
analysis framework to explain how digital infrastruc-
ture enables adaptive governance under extreme crisis 
conditions [15]. Complementing this institutional per-
spective, Codreanu examines Diia specifically through 
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a cybersecurity lens, analyzing how Ukraine has main-
tained the platform’s operational continuity amid a 
sustained campaign of cyberattacks and drawing com-
parative lessons from Estonia’s earlier experience with 
state-directed cyberattacks [16].

These two bodies of literature address comple-
mentary but largely disconnected aspects of the 
problem examined in this paper. The strategic man-
agement and digital sovereignty literature has devel-
oped an increasingly refined conceptual vocabulary 
for analyzing sovereign AI as a trade-off between 
external dependence and internal governance risk, 
moving from earlier binary framings toward more 
nuanced concepts such as managed interdependence 
and partial sovereignty [8; 9; 10]. Yet even these more 
recent frameworks have been developed and empiri-
cally illustrated primarily with reference to major and 
middle powers possessing substantial fiscal, computa-
tional, and institutional capacity [8; 10]. Meanwhile, 
the domestic Ukrainian literature on Diia offers a de-
tailed empirical account of institutional adaptation, 
legal transformation, and operational resilience under 
wartime conditions, but has engaged only marginally 
with the strategic management and risk governance 
concepts developed in the sovereign AI literature, 
and has not yet examined how these concepts apply 
once national platforms move beyond digital service 
delivery into the development of proprietary AI infra-
structure.

This gap has become more consequential with 
Ukraine’s recent movement from e-govern-
ment toward sovereign AI proper. Beyond its 

established role as a digital service platform, Diia has 
become the institutional vehicle for Ukraine’s first na-
tional large language model, “Siaivo,” [17] developed 
by the Ministry of Digital Transformation in partner-
ship with the private telecommunications operator 
Kyivstar [18], alongside a growing set of AI-enabled 
functions embedded directly into the platform [19]. 
This development positions Ukraine as a case that does 
not fit neatly within existing sovereign AI frameworks: 
it is neither a major power building a fully domestic 
AI stack, nor a smaller state passively adopting for-
eign models, but a resource-constrained state under 
active security threat that is simultaneously pursuing 
AI-driven public administration and forming strategic 
partnerships with domestic private capital and global 
technology providers.

This paper addresses that gap by extending the 
strategic management framework of sovereign AI 
governance to this distinctive case, using the Diia 
platform and Ukraine’s emerging national AI ecosys-
tem, centered on Siaivo, as an illustrative case through 
which to examine how the trade-off between strategic 

autonomy and governance risk plays out beyond the 
context of major technological powers.

Methodology
This study uses a qualitative single-case design, 

treating Ukraine’s national digital infrastructure as an 
single exploratory case rather than a critical or repre-
sentative one in the strict sense. The case is not meant 
to test a hypothesis against a best- or worst-case sce-
nario. Instead, it shows how the vocabulary of sover-
eign AI governance, built largely around major and 
middle powers, holds up, and where it needs adjusting, 
when applied to a resource-constrained state building 
AI-enabled public administration under active securi-
ty threat [47]. An exploratory single-case design suits 
this purpose: the phenomenon, a national LLM being 
integrated into an existing e-government platform 
during wartime, is recent enough that little system-
atic research exists on it. The aim here is not statistical 
generalization but generating propositions that later 
comparative work across other resource-constrained 
states can test more rigorously.

The empirical material comes from three sourc-
es. First, official communications from the Ministry of 
Digital Transformation covering the “Siaivo” LLM, the 
Diia.AI assistant, and the Agentic State initiative serve 
as primary evidence of the government’s stated inten-
tions and design choices. Second, Ukrainian and inter-
national media reporting fills in details on partnership 
structures, technical scope, and timelines that official 
statements leave out. Third, the literature reviewed in 
Section 2, particularly the managed interdependence 
and partial sovereignty frameworks [8; 9; 10], supplies 
the conceptual lens through which Ukraine’s choices 
are read.

The analysis works through these materials along 
three dimensions drawn from the strategic manage-
ment and risk governance literature: ownership and 
control (fully domestic, joint public-private, or ex-
ternally dependent elements), institutional oversight 
mechanisms (data governance and risk management 
arrangements), and the pattern of external partner-
ships (their scope and strategic function). 

The approach has clear limits, discussed further. 
A single document-based case cannot support 
statistical generalization, and leaning heavily 

on one ministry’s public statements risks overlooking 
internal disagreements or unresolved problems the 
government has not yet disclosed. The case is better 
read as theory-extending than theory-testing: it shows 
how existing sovereign AI concepts apply and where 
they need to be stretched in a resource-constrained 
wartime context, not as a verdict on whether Ukraine’s 
choices will ultimately succeed.
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Sovereign AI Governance Postures Among Major 
and Middle Powers

Before turning to the Ukrainian case, it is use-
ful to briefly situate it against the range of governance 
postures currently observed among states pursuing 
sovereign AI. These postures differ substantially in 
ownership structure, funding model, and the underly-
ing strategic rationale.

The United States has followed a predominantly 
market-driven approach, in which sovereign 
capability emerges as a byproduct of compe-

tition among private developers rather than through 
direct state ownership of models or infrastructure. 
Government influence operates primarily through 
export controls on computer hardware and procure-
ment policy rather than through a centrally directed 
national model [10]. China, by contrast, illustrates a 
state-directed posture, in which alignment between 
AI outputs and official policy objectives is treated as 
an explicit governance goal, and a small number of 
domestically developed models operate under close 
regulatory oversight of content and data flows [10].

The European Union presents a more fragmented 
and pluralistic picture than either of these two poles. 
Rather than a single EU-wide sovereign model, the past 
two years have seen a wave of nationally funded large-
language-model initiatives across member states, each 
oriented toward linguistic and cultural sovereignty 
rather than pure technological competitiveness. 

Germany has launched the Sovereign Open 
Source Foundation Models initiative, a 100-billion-
parameter open-source model trained on domestic in-
frastructure [20]; Switzerland has developed Apertus, 
a multilingual model covering over 1,000 languages 
including Swiss German and Romansh, alongside 
the privately hosted Euria assistant [21]; France has 
backed Mistral AI as a national champion alongside 
the collaborative OpenEuroLLM initiative [22]; and 
comparable state-funded projects are underway in the 
Netherlands (GPT-NL) [23], Sweden (GPT-SW3) [24], 
Finland (LUMI-powered Finnish LLMs) [25], Spain 
(Alia) [26], Poland (PLLuM and Bielik AI) [30], Portu-
gal (Amalia) [27], Greece (Meltemi) [28], Hungary (the 
PULI model family) [29], and Bulgaria (BgGPT) [47].

This pattern illustrates that even within a single 
regulatory bloc governed by a shared framework such 
as the EU AI Act, sovereign AI has been pursued as 
a decentralized, member-state-level strategy rather 
than a unified continental one, with individual govern-
ments funding models tailored to their own language, 
administrative, and cultural context.

Ukraine appears within this same regional wave, 
but under materially different conditions. Ukrainian 

national LLM effort, described as Gemma-based and 
oriented toward reflecting Ukrainian language and 
context, have a planned beta release in spring 2026 as 
part of a broader “AI Factory for sovereignty” initiative 
[31]. This runs in parallel to the domestically driven 
“Siaivo” project developed by the Ministry of Digital 
Transformation in partnership with Kyivstar [32].

The coexistence of these two tracks as interna-
tionally supported model-training initiative and a do-
mestically financed public-private model developed 
under wartime conditions is itself indicative of the 
hybrid governance posture that distinguishes Ukraine 
from both the market-driven and state-directed pos-
tures described above, and from the comparatively 
well-resourced, peacetime national LLM projects ob-
served elsewhere in Europe [33].

DIIA and Ukraine’s National AI Ecosystem
Diia launched in 2020 as a mobile and web plat-

form for digital ID documents and administrative ser-
vices. Within a few years it became one of the most 
widely used e-government platforms in Europe, and by 
the mid-2020s had turned into the institutional base 
for Ukraine’s emerging AI ecosystem. That shift mat-
ters strategically: instead of building AI capability as a 
separate project, Ukraine embedded it into a platform 
that already had users, data pipelines, and public trust. 
This section looks at ownership, oversight, and part-
nerships behind that strategy – the “Siaivo” language 
model, the Diia.AI assistant, and the Agentic State ini-
tiative.

In June 2025, the Ministry of Digital Transforma-
tion and Kyivstar, Ukraine’s largest telecom opera-
tor, signed a memorandum to build the country’s 

first national LLM [38]. The setup is an unusual pub-
lic-private split: Kyivstar covers development, infra-
structure, staffing, and financing in full, while the state 
keeps institutional ownership of the result [34]. In ef-
fect, the state sponsors and owns the outcome; a pri-
vate company carries the financial and operational risk. 
Kyivstar’s involvement follows an unusual selection 
process: the Ministry had initially expected a Western 
technology company or an international consortium 
to emerge as its partner, given the scale of expertise 
required, but Kyivstar was the party that responded 
to the government’s open call [34]. The company’s 
own estimate places the total cost of the first devel-
opment phase at approximately $2 million – a modest 
figure relative to global AI industry spending, but one 
Kyivstar has committed to covering in full given the 
state’s wartime budget constraints [34]. Beyond the 
stated goal of building in-house AI expertise, industry 
observers note that Kyivstar’s participation coincides 
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with the company’s broader push into Ukraine’s tech-
nology market, including a partnership with SpaceX 
and preparation for a stock market listing, suggesting 
the project also serves as a reputational and strategic 
investment rather than a purely public-spirited contri-
bution [34].

This choice reflects a broader resource con-
straint rather than a preference: Ukraine’s AI 
center has indicated that the country currently 

lacks the computational capacity to train a model from 
scratch, making fine-tuning an existing open-weight 
architecture on Ukrainian data both the faster and 
the only realistic path [36]. Model size has been cali-
brated accordingly rather than pursuing frontier-scale 
parameter counts, the team has prioritized models in 
the 1–16 billion parameter range, a scale that can run 
on a single GPU or a small cluster and that industry 
practitioners argue can match or exceed larger models 
on specialized, localized tasks [36].

Development moved in stages rather than one 
large training run – a smaller model first, to test ar-
chitecture and training choices before committing to 
something bigger [33]. The model runs on Google’s 
open-weight Gemma, starting with Gemma 3 and lat-
er moving to the 31-billion-parameter Gemma 4 [34]. 
So even though the model trains on Ukrainian data 
for Ukrainian public services, its architecture comes 
from a foreign provider, making it a hybrid of domestic 
adaptation and foreign dependency rather than a fully 
indigenous system.

Data governance is where ambition and unre-
solved risk sit side by side. The training corpus draws 
on roughly 90 state institutions, media organizations, 
universities, and research bodies, including 10 tera-
bytes of historical and scientific material from the 
State Archival Service, some of which still needs to be 
digitized from paper [35]. At the same time, the legal 
framework for data-usage rights and IP protection 
is still being worked out – Minister Oksana Ferchuk 
has named this one of the project’s central unresolved 
problems [17]. This tracks with the pattern from Sec-
tion 2: sovereignty over AI infrastructure doesn’t re-
move governance risk, it just moves it inward, in this 
case into a domestic legal regime for data rights that 
isn’t finished yet.

Quality and safety review falls to an expert com-
mittee of more than 70 people across four areas – 
scientific-technical, ethical-legal, cultural-historical, 
linguistic – checking Ukrainian-language accuracy, 
cultural and historical understanding, resistance to 
hallucination and bias, and disinformation risk, along-
side benchmarking against other LLMs [17]. This is a 
real attempt to build in the kind of oversight Section 

2 flags as a governance priority, though there’s no way 
yet to judge how well it works, since the model hasn’t 
launched.

The timeline itself says something about opera-
tional risk. First target: end of 2025. Revised to spring 
2026 beta. That slipped to a closed beta in June 2026, 
by which point pre-training and fine-tuning were done 
and the model had moved into alignment [17]. Current 
estimate: a full test model by December 2026, public 
release in January 2027 [36]. Delays are telling– even a 
well-funded public-private partnership runs into real 
execution risk when building sovereign AI under war-
time disruption, an unfinished data-rights framework, 
and dependence on one private partner for both deliv-
ery and money.

Once finished, Kyivstar is expected to hand the 
model to the state, which plans to release the base ver-
sion open source along with the datasets, so outside 
developers and companies can fine-tune it [36]. The 
planned open-source release matters strategically: it 
pairs centralized, public-private development with 
a downstream commitment to openness rather than 
treating the model as closed IP which lines up with 
the “managed interdependence” idea from Section 2, 
where sovereignty comes from calibrated openness at 
different points in the stack, not from closing every-
thing off.

On November 17, 2025, the Ministry of Digi-
tal Transformation announced a joint initia-
tive with Nvidia aimed at building sovereign 

state AI capacity – infrastructure, talent, and govern-
ment and defense applications with First Vice Prime 
Minister Mykhailo Fedorov framing the partnership 
as central to Ukraine’s national AI strategy [37]. The 
initiative’s first concrete deliverable is “Diia AI LLM,” 
described as a sovereign large language model adapted 
to Ukrainian legislation and public-service needs, in-
tended to underpin all AI services across the Diia eco-
system, including the already-launched AI assistant on 
the Diia portal, a forthcoming mobile-app assistant, 
and internal government tools [37]. 

The naming process added a layer of public le-
gitimacy: in March 2026, Ukrainians submitted over 
3,000 name proposals through Diia, ten finalists went 
to a public vote, and “Siaivo” (“radiance”) won with 
22,538 of more than 136,000 votes cast [38]. This is 
worth reading as more than a symbolic gesture – it’s 
citizen co-creation applied to a national AI brand. 
Co-creation, in the marketing literature, means bring-
ing end users into product design rather than treat-
ing them as passive recipients, and it builds engage-
ment and perceived ownership around a brand [39]. 
In public-sector contexts specifically, co-creation has 
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been linked to greater trust and legitimacy, because it 
positions citizens as contributors rather than consum-
ers of state technology [40]. Using Diia’s existing civic 
infrastructure to crowdsource and vote on a strategic 
asset’s name is a recognizably marketing move of par-
ticipatory brand-building applied to something that 
could otherwise have looked like a closed, top-down 
project. None of the European sovereign LLM initia-
tives reviewed in Section 4 used anything comparable, 
which suggests this kind of co-creation may only be 
available to states that already have a high-trust civic 
platform like Diia to build on.

The National AI Strategy 2030: Institutionalizing 
the Governance Framework

In March 2026, the Ministry of Digital Trans-
formation released a draft National AI Development 
Strategy through 2030 for public consultation, devel-
oped jointly with international partners, government 
bodies, business representatives, and the AI profes-
sional community [41]. The draft strategy provides the 
clearest official articulation of the governance logic 
underlying the case examined in this paper. Acting 
Minister of Digital Transformation Oleksandr Bornia-
kov framed the strategy’s central ambition as placing 
Ukraine among the top three countries globally for AI 
development in the public sector by 2030, with explicit 
application across defense, public administration, and 
education [41]. The strategy also explicitly reframes 
the strategic autonomy problem in terms directly 
consistent with the managed interdependence frame-
work: it states that its objective is not full technologi-
cal self-sufficiency, but strategic autonomy, defined as 
the capacity to deploy, adapt, and govern AI systems 
in accordance with national priorities and security re-
quirements [41]. This formulation is a near-verbatim 
institutional counterpart to the “managed interdepen-
dence” and “partial sovereignty” concepts, suggesting 
that Ukrainian policymakers have independently con-
verged on a governance logic consistent with the aca-
demic literature reviewed there [8; 9]

The strategy grounds this ambition in a candid 
assessment of current constraints. Ukraine 
ranks 41st globally on the Oxford Insights Gov-

ernment AI Readiness Index (2025), an improvement 
from 54th in 2024, and 62nd on the IMF AI Prepared-
ness Index (2023); it simultaneously ranks 5th world-
wide on the UN E-Government Online Services Index 
and 1st on the UN E-Participation Index (2024) [42]. 
This divergence of strong public-sector digital gover-
nance capacity alongside comparatively weak private-
sector AI diffusion is itself diagnostic of the case ex-
amined in this paper: only 4.6 percent of Ukrainian 
enterprises reported using at least one AI function in 

2025, a diffusion rate 20–30 percent behind EU and 
OECD averages, while domestic R&D spending stands 
at approximately 0.3 percent of GDP compared with 
2.3 percent across the EU [41]. The defense sector is 
identified as the most operationally mature domain 
of AI application, reflecting battlefield deployment 
of AI-enabled systems for unmanned platforms, geo-
spatial intelligence, cyber defense, and logistics since 
2022  [41].

The draft strategy organizes implementation 
around four strategic goals, each mapping 
directly onto the governance dimensions ex-

amined in this case study. Strategic Goal 1 targets ac-
celerated AI adoption, formalizing the “Agentic State” 
concept as the transformation of Diia into a platform 
on which AI agents independently identify the service 
a  citizen needs, complete the associated forms, and 
automate routine analytical and reporting work cur-
rently performed by civil servants – with a target of 
100 services accessible through an AI agent by 2030, 
up from a 2026 baseline of one [41; 42]. A defense-ori-
ented component within this same priority calls for a 
unified platform coordinating battlefield data analyt-
ics and autonomous systems development, together 
with an AI-based decision-support tool for military 
command [41] – an application domain that carries 
governance stakes considerably higher than routine 
administrative automation. An education and work-
force component positions the “Mriya” application 
as the primary AI-based learning tool for students, 
alongside a target of training 50,000 AI specialists do-
mestically [41], while an economic component aims 
to quadruple the number of Ukrainian AI companies 
to 1,000, supported by a newly launched regulatory 
sandbox [41].

Strategic Goal 2 addresses the development and 
accessibility of foundational AI technologies, and it is 
here that the ownership structure examined earlier 
is given explicit policy grounding: the strategy com-
mits to deploying a “Sovereign AI Factory,” described 
as a hybrid governance arrangement in which sensi-
tive workloads run on sovereign infrastructure while 
general-purpose tasks are integrated with scalable 
commercial cloud services, alongside a CloudBank-
UA mechanism for pooling and allocating subsidized 
computing resources to SMEs, universities, and public 
bodies [41]. 

The accompanying Operational Plan for 2026–
2028 distinguishes this civilian Sovereign AI Factory 
from a separate Defense AI Factory tasked with coor-
dinating AI development between the state, the Armed 
Forces, and private industry for military applications, 
with a target completion date of December 2026 [42]. 
This distinction matters for interpreting public-facing 
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accounts of Ukraine’s AI infrastructure, which have 
sometimes referred to a single undifferentiated “AI 
Factory”: the strategy documents indicate two parallel, 
domain-differentiated sovereign infrastructure tracks 
as civilian and defense governed by different ministries 
and subject to different oversight requirements, rather 
than one unified initiative. Strategic Goal 2 also names 
the national large language model explicitly as a data-
sovereignty instrument, tying it to a target of expand-
ing the openly available Ukrainian-language text cor-
pus from 60 billion tokens (2026 baseline) to 200 bil-
lion tokens by 2030, and to a specific 2026 deliverable 
requiring completion of “at least one competitive large 
language model optimized for the Ukrainian language” 
[41; 42] – a target that corresponds directly to Siaivo, 
confirming that the project is treated within the gov-
ernment’s own planning documents as the operational 
vehicle for this strategic goal rather than a standalone 
technical initiative.

Strategic Goal 4 addresses governance proper. 
Here the strategy is explicit that AI oversight will 
not be built through new parallel institutions 

but through the expansion of Ukraine’s existing 
digital-transformation governance architecture 
as the network of Chief Digital Transformation 
Officers (CDTOs) embedded across ministries 
combined with phased alignment to EU Regulation 
2024/1689 (the EU AI Act), moving from voluntary 
soft-law instruments in 2026–2028 toward statutory 
enforcement under a planned Unified Digital 
Regulator from 2028 [41; 42].

Two features of the strategy are worth noting be-
yond its substantive content. First, it explicitly frames 
itself as a “signpost” subject to revision based on public 
and institutional feedback, with a formal consultation 
period and a defined feedback deadline – an unusu-
ally open and iterative approach to strategy formation 
for a national AI policy document, consistent with the 
participatory legitimation pattern already observed in 
the public naming of Siaivo [41; 42]. Second, and more 
consequentially for the analysis that follows, the strat-
egy’s priority domains span administrative automa-
tion, defense applications, and economic policy within 
a single governance architecture, without yet specify-
ing differentiated oversight or risk-governance mecha-
nisms appropriate to each domain – a gap taken up 
earlier given that the governance risks associated with 
an AI agent auto-filling an administrative form differ 
substantially from those associated with an AI-based 
decision-support tool for military command.

Read together with the ownership and data-
governance findings earlier, the strategy confirms that 
Ukraine’s sovereign AI posture is neither improvised 

nor merely reactive to individual project timelines, but is 
embedded in an explicit, multi-year policy architecture 
that names managed interdependence as its organizing 
principle, differentiates governance requirements by 
application domain, and sequences institutional and le-
gal capacity-building to trail technological deployment 
rather than precede it. This a sequencing choice that 
carries its own governance risks, examined next.

Discussion: Governance Implications and Practi-
cal Recommendations

Sovereign AI governance in a resource-con-
strained, wartime context does not reduce to a single 
autonomy-versus-dependence trade-off, as much of 
the literature implicitly assumes. Three distinct ten-
sions emerge from the Siaivo case instead.

Kyivstar’s full financing and development role, 
against the state’s institutional ownership, solves a 
real wartime budget constraint efficiently in the short 
term. But it concentrates delivery risk and negotiat-
ing leverage in a single private actor, with no parallel 
in-house capacity as a fallback the same concentra-
tion risk sovereign AI is meant to solve internationally, 
reproduced domestically. Gemma’s foundational role 
adds a second layer of dependency beneath the first. 
Partnerships like this should be built with explicit con-
tingencies from the start by phased IP transfer, docu-
mentation escrow, a parallel in-house team rather than 
informal trust.

Training proceeded ahead of the legal framework 
for data rights, a gap Minister Ferchuk herself has 
flagged. This is common in AI generally, but harder to 
fix here: reopening data-rights questions after training 
is difficult without reopening training itself. The Strat-
egy’s own phased approach as voluntary compliance 
now, enforcement from 2028 treats this as policy rath-
er than urgency. Data governance should run in par-
allel with technical development, not behind it, with 
independent oversight rather than internal ministry 
review alone, especially given that much of the train-
ing corpus comes from state institutions themselves.

The Strategy places administrative automation, 
economic development, and defense applica-
tions under one governance architecture – 

CDTOs now, a Unified Digital Regulator later, without 
differentiating oversight by domain. An AI agent filling 
out a form and an AI decision-support tool for mili-
tary command carry very different risk profiles; one 
framework risks under-governing the high-stakes case 
while over-engineering the low-stakes one. Domain-
differentiated oversight tiers should be built in early, 
not left to emerge once the Regulator’s mandate is 
defined after 2028 – defense applications in particu-
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lar need oversight independent of the civilian digital-
transformation track.

Together, these tensions suggest Ukraine’s sover-
eign AI approach is conceptually ahead of its institu-
tions: managed interdependence and strategic autono-
my are named in policy language, but the mechanisms 
to operationalize them are still being built. This isn’t 
unique to Ukraine – the literature shows the same gap 
even among better-resourced powers. What’s distinc-
tive here is that Ukraine must close it under wartime 
constraints and a narrow window for iteration, which 
makes the three recommendations above conditions 
for the Strategy’s 2030 goals, not optional refine-
ments.

Limitations and Future Research
This study has several limitations worth noting. 

As a single-case, document-based design, it doesn’t 
support statistical generalization – the findings are 
theoretically informed propositions about partnership 
dependency, data governance sequencing, and undif-
ferentiated oversight, which future comparative work 
should test across other conflict-affected or fiscally 
constrained states.

The empirical material also leans heavily on of-
ficial ministry communications and second-
ary media reporting, which likely understates 

internal disagreement or unresolved problems the 
government hasn’t disclosed, and reflects the state’s 
own framing rather than an independent assessment. 
Interviews with Kyivstar technical staff, civil society 
data-governance watchdogs, or independent AI policy 
analysts would balance this out.

The analysis is also necessarily prospective: Si-
aivo had not launched at the time of writing, so the 
evaluation of ownership, data governance, and over-
sight can’t speak to actual performance or governance 
outcomes once deployed. A follow-up study after the 
planned January 2027 release could assess whether 
these mechanisms held up, and whether the three ten-
sions identified in Section 6 were addressed or per-
sisted.

Finally, this paper remains within strategic man-
agement and governance – it doesn’t directly evalu-
ate model performance, linguistic accuracy, or bias, 
though these matter given the expert committee’s own 
focus on hallucination and disinformation risk [44]. 
And the comparative overview was deliberately brief, 
meant to situate Ukraine rather than survey sovereign 
AI governance comprehensively; applying this paper’s 
three-dimensional framework systematically across 
more small and middle powers would help turn these 
single-case propositions into a comparative theory 
that holds up across more contexts.

Conclusion
This paper examined how a resource-constrained 

state under wartime conditions manages the trade-off 
between technological autonomy and governance risk 
in sovereign AI. Using Diia’s national AI ecosystem 
Siaivo, Diia.AI, and the Agentic State initiative as an 
illustrative case, the analysis shows this trade-off is not 
the simple autonomy-versus-dependence binary com-
mon in the literature. Ukraine’s approach is a hybrid: 
substantial domestic institutional ownership layered 
with dependencies on a single private partner, a for-
eign foundational model, and an incomplete domestic 
data-governance framework.

Three tensions identified here – partnership con-
centration, data governance lagging technical 
development, and undifferentiated oversight 

across administrative and defense applications. This 
extend the sovereign AI governance framework be-
yond the major and middle powers it was built around. 
These are structural consequences of pursuing sov-
ereign AI under resource scarcity and active security 
threat, not incidental to Ukraine’s circumstances, and 
likely to recur elsewhere under similar constraints.

The paper’s central contribution is showing that 
Ukraine’s own policy language – “strategic autonomy,” 
a “Sovereign AI Factory” built on hybrid infrastructure 
anticipates the managed interdependence and partial 
sovereignty concepts developed independently in the 
international literature. But naming a governance prin-
ciple isn’t the same as building the institutions to op-
erationalize it, and the recommendations offered here: 
explicit partnership contingencies, parallel rather than 
sequential data governance, and domain-differentiated 
oversight established early – are conditions for closing 
that gap, both for Ukraine and for other resource-con-
strained states starting similar initiatives.

For policymakers designing national AI strate-
gies under fiscal constraint, security threat, or both, 
the lesson is that sovereign AI governance works bet-
ter as an ongoing management discipline than a one-
time strategic choice.			                  
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Бабенко Д. І. Сучасні тенденції розвитку стратегій управління бізнес-процесами  
в ІТ-компаніях України

У статті здійснено аналіз і систематизацію наявних стратегій управління бізнес-процесами (Business Process Management, BPM), які застосо-
вуються ІТ-компаніями України в умовах цифрової трансформації та підвищеної турбулентності зовнішнього середовища. Обґрунтовано, що 
специфіка вітчизняного ІТ-сектора – висока частка нематеріальних активів, розподілений і релокований характер команд, посилені вимоги до 
кібербезпеки та необхідність забезпечення процесної резильєнтності в умовах воєнного стану – зумовлює потребу в диференційованому підході 
до вибору стратегії BPM залежно від бізнес-моделі компанії (сервісної, продуктової чи гібридної) та рівня зрілості її процесів. За результатами 
узагальнення вітчизняного та зарубіжного досвіду виокремлено й систематизовано п’ять основних стратегій управління бізнес-процесами: 
класичну регламентовану, Agile-орієнтовану, ощадливу (Lean-оптимізаційну), дата-орієнтовану (Data-Driven/Process Mining) та гібридну, які на-
ведено в порівняльній таблиці за критеріями сутності, переваг, обмежень і прикладів застосування. Розроблено логічну матрицю вибору стра-
тегії управління бізнес-процесами ІТ-компанії залежно від рівня динамічності зовнішнього середовища та ступеня необхідної стандартизації вну-
трішніх процесів. Установлено, що більшість українських ІТ-компаній використовують не одну «чисту» стратегію, а поєднання елементів Agile-
методологій з окремими регламентувальними механізмами класичного BPM, що відповідає концепції організаційної дворукості (ambidexterity). 
Виявлено тенденцію до поступового переходу від суб’єктивно-експертних методів оцінювання процесів до об’єктивних, заснованих на даних ін-
струментів (Process Mining, BI-аналітика), що зумовлено потребою підвищення процесної резильєнтності в умовах релокації бізнесу та порушень 
інфраструктури. Результати дослідження можуть бути використані менеджментом ІТ-компаній для обґрунтованого вибору та коригування 
стратегії управління бізнес-процесами відповідно до специфіки бізнес-моделі та зовнішніх викликів.
Ключові слова: бізнес-процеси; управління бізнес-процесами; ІТ-компанії; ІТ-сектор України; стратегії управління; цифрова трансформація; авто-
матизація бізнес-процесів; оптимізація бізнес-процесів; інноваційні технології; ефективність управління.
Рис.: 1. Табл.: 1. Бібл.: 15.
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