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VIIPABAIHHA IITYYHUM IHTEAEKTOM SIK HEBIA'€EMHA CKAAAOBA
TPAHCOOPMAIII BISBHEC-ITPOJECIB

The article offers an in-depth and systematic analysis of the evolution of approaches to
organizational governance in the era of digital transformation, emphasizing the structural
reconfiguration of Business Process Management (BPM) under the influence of autonomous artificial
intelligence (Al) systems. It reveals how Al governance has evolved from a static set of external ethical
guidelines into a comprehensive operational environment that supports the traceability, auditability,
and dynamic oversight of agentic workflows. The research highlights how the integration of
autonomous agents reshapes manageriallogic, allowing enterprises to transition from rigid control
hierarchies to adaptive, outcome-driven systems where human expertise and algorithmic autonomy
function in tandem. The study identifies key technological and methodological trends, including the
rise of the "Agentic Enterprise, " multi-agent orchestration hubs, and "Al action” economies, which
illustrate the deep convergence between corporate governance and automated process execution.
Methodologically, the paper employs an integrative review approach, synthesizing theoretical
frameworks from recent BPM scholarship (2022—2025) with quantitative industry forecasts to model
the "Agentic Enterprise” paradigm. This approach allows for the conceptual bridging of static
governance theories with dynamic, future-state operational models, examining how structural,
relational, and procedural governance mechanisms expand the capabilities of BPM beyond traditional
automation. The article also synthesizes practical insights on the shift from "human-in-the-loop” to
"human-on-the-loop” supervision, demonstrating how embedded governance impacts process
resilience, trust, and the scalability of intelligent operations. Special attention is devoted to the
challenges of the 2026 landscape, such as accountability gaps in multi-agent systems, the opacity
of autonomous decision-making, and the risks of "hallucinations” in high-stakes workflows. To
address these issues, the paper proposes a conceptual framework of embedded Al governance,
where control points are integrated directly into the process lifecycle rather than applied as an
external overlay. This model fosters sustainable transformation, operational transparency, and the
emergence of "trust-as-a-service” capabilities that enable organizations to safely leverage the full
potential of autonomous intelligence. The findings expand theoretical understanding of socio-
technical management systems and provide actionable recommendations for reimagining
organizationalroles in an Al-saturated business environment.
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Y crarri 3anponoHoBaHO rAnboknii Ta cucTeMaTtudHNI aHaJi3 eBosnowii nigxonis 4o opraHizawdiii-
HOro ynpasJiiHHSI B epy ungpoBoi TpaHcgopmaLii 3 akLleHTOM Ha CTPYKTYPHY peKOH@irypauito yr-
paBniHHs 6i3Hec-npoyecamu (BPM) nig BnainBoM aBTOHOMHUX CUCTEM LUTYYHOroO iHTenekrty (LUI).
Po3zkputo, ak ynpaBniHHs LI eBontoLiOHyBao0 Bif cCTaTUYHOro Ha60py 30BHILLIHIX eTUYHNUX HACTaHOB
/10 KOMI1JIEKCHOIro onepauifiHoro cepenosuLya, Lo NigTPUMYE rpOoCTeXYBaHIiCTb, ayANTOBaHICTb Ta
AVHaMIYHWIA Harnag 3a areHTHUMuU pooo4ynmu npouyecamn. ocnipxeHHs BACBITNIOE, SIK iHTerpauis
aBTOHOMHUX areHTiB 3MiHIOE yripaBJ/liHCbKY JIOriKY, AO3BOJISIIOYUN NiANPUEMCTBAM riepexoanTu Big
JKOPCTKUX iEpapXivi KOHTPOJIIO A0 afanTUBHUX, OPIEHTOBaHUX Ha pe3y/ibTaT CUCTEM, A€ NI0ACbKa eK-
crepTu3a taaJiroputTMiyHa aBTOHOMHICTb PYHKLIOHYIOTb Y TaHAEeMi. BU3Ha4yeHO K/1l04OBi TEXHOJIOTiYHI
Ta MeTo4oJIoriYyHi TpeHAn, 30KpemMa CTaHOBJIeHHS "AreHTHoro nignpuemcTtBa’” (Agentic Enterprise),
xabiB MynbTareHTHoi opkecTtpauii Ta ekoHomik "givi LLI" (Al action economies), Lo intoCcTpyOThb rnNn-
60Ky KOHBEpPreHuyito Mi>k KOprnopaTUBHUM yrnpas/liHHAM Ta aBTOMaTU30BaHUM BUKOHaHHSIM MPOLIECIB.
MeTtopgonoriyHo B po60Ti 3acTocoBaHO niaxig iHTerpaTMBHOro ornsay, IKNii CUHTEe3ye TeopeTUYHi
3acagu HOBITHIx gocnimxeHb y cgpepi BPM (2022—2025 pp.) Ta KinbKiCcHi rasiy3eBi nporHo3un aJjist Mo-
AesioBaHHs napaanrMmv "AreHTHoro nigrnpuemMmctTsea”. e nigxin yMmoXxninBiloe KOHUenTyasibHe no-
€O4HAHHS CTaTUYHNX TEOpPili ynpaBsliHHA 3 AUHaMIYHUMMN onepauifiHnNMN MogensiMmm ManbyTHboro,
PO3KpuBal4un, sik CTPYKTYPHI, pessuiiiHi Ta npouenypHi MexaHi3Mu BpsigyBaHHS PO3LLNPIOIOTL MOX-
JsmBocTi BPM 3a mexi TpaguuiiHOi aBToMaTu3adii. Y CTaTTi TaKO)X CUHTE@30BaHO NPaKTUYHi iHcalTu
oo nepexoAny Bin Harnsay Tuny "moanHa-B-KOHTYpi” (human-in-the-loop) Ao "nioanHa-Han-KOH-
Typom” (human-on-the-loop), npogemMoHcTPOBaHO BN/INB BOYA4OBaHOIo ynpasJliHHS Ha onepaLiiiny
CTilikicTb, 4OBipYy Ta MacLUTa60BaHICTb iHTesekTyanbHuUx onepaduiv. OcobnuBy ysary npugineHo BUK-
nmkam naHgwagpty 2026 pokKy, TaKUM sIK MPOrajimHn y Nia3BiTHOCTi MyJIbTUAre HTHUX CUCTEM, Hernpo-
30picTb aBTOHOMHOIO NMPUIAHATTS PiLLIeHb Ta PU3NKN "rasiounHaLlii” y KPUTUYHO BaXknnBux pobo4ymnx
npouecax. [ BUpiLLeHHs UnX nMTaHb 3arnporoHOBaHO KOHUENTyalbHY CTPYKTYpPy BOyQoBaHOIo yri-
paBninHs LI, ne KOHTPOJIbHI TOYKN IHTEerpyrTbhcs 6e3nocepenHbo y XUTTEBUIA LUK npoyecy, a He
Hak/1agaloTbCS SIK 30BHILUHIN wap. Liss mogesb cnpusie CTilikin TpaHcgopmauii, onepaviiiHiv npo30-
POCTi Ta nosiBi MOXxninBocTein "[osipu sk nocnyrn” (trust-as-a-service), L0 4O3BOJISIIOTb OPraHi3aL-
issM 6e3ne4yHo BUKOPUCTOBYBAaTV MNOBHWI NOTEHLias1 aBTOHOMHOIO iHTeNneKkTy. Pe3ynbraTu po3wmpio-
I0Tb TEOPETUYHE PO3YMIiHHSI COLIIOTEXHIYHNUX CUCTEM ynpaBJliiHHS Ta HaaaloTb Ai€eBi pekomeHaauii ans
nepeocMucsieHHs1 opraHisauiiiHnx poneiiy 6isHec-cepenoBuLyi, HacndeHomy LLII.

Key words: Al governance, business process management, agentic enterprise, autonomous agents, operational
resilience, multi-agent systems, embedded controls.

KarouoBi cnoBa: ynpaBaiHHs wmy4yHUM iHmenekmom, ynpaBainHs 6/3Hec-npoyecamu, azeHmHe nionpuemcmaBo,
aBmoHoOMHI azeHmu, onepauitiHa Cmitikicme, myasmua2esmHi cucmemu, B6y00BaHi 3aco6u KOHMPOIO.

PROBLEM STATEMENT AND ITS RELATION

of Algovernance, understood as the system of principles,

TO IMPORTANT SCIENTIFIC AND
PRACTICAL TASKS

The rapid diffusion of artificial intelligence (Al)
technologies has fundamentally altered approaches to the
design and transformation of business processes. Al is
increasingly embedded not only as a decision-support tool
but also as an autonomous actor capable of executing
process activities, making recommendations, and
triggering actions across operational, managerial, and
customer-facing processes. As organizations adopt
agentic systems, governance becomes a multi-stakeholder
operating problem rather than just an internal company
policy. At the same time, the growing role of Al in
operational decision-making has intensified the relevance

rules, roles, and control mechanisms that guide the
development, deployment, and use of Al systems. While
Al governance is often discussed at societal or regulatory
levels, firms face a critical gap: the need for an actionable
internal governance decomposition. From a practical
perspective, organizations that implement Al-driven
process transformations without embedding governance
mechanisms into process architectures face increased
operational, legal, and reputational risks. This gap
highlights the need to rethink Al governance as an internal
structural element of process design — where governance
is not "after the fact," but designed into the workflow. The
rise of autonomous agents creates a fundamental conflict
between deterministic process modeling — where
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workflows follow fixed, pre-defined paths — and
probabilistic Al agency, where workflows are emergent and
non-deterministic. Traditional governance models rely on
static checkpoints (gates) which are rendered obsolete by
the speed and autonomy of agentic workflows.
Consequently, this article addresses the critical theoretical
gap regarding the design of dynamic control structures
capable of governing non-deterministic business
processes without stifling their efficiency.

ANALYSIS OF RECENT RESEARCH
AND PUBLICATIONS

Academic discourse on the integration of Al into
business architectures can be categorized into two distinct
but converging streams: structural governance and
processual transformation. The first stream focuses on the
"entities" of governance. Enholm et al. (2023) and Ben
Dhaou et al. (2025) provide the foundational decompo-
sition of governance into objects (data, models, systems),
laying the groundwork for assigning decision rights.
Papagiannidis et al. (2025) expand this by arguing that
effective governance requires a triad of structural, relatio-
nal, and procedural practices to ensure responsible
adoption.

The second stream, processual transformation,
addresses the flow of work. Rosemann et al. (2024) identify
three essential drifts in BPM — adaptivity, data intensity,
and Al-infusion — arguing that processes are becoming
fluid entities that require traceability "baked in" to the
lifecycle. Pisoni & Moloney (2024) operationalize this by
proposing embedded control points within the BPM
lifecycle itself.

Complementing these streams, recent scholarship
anchors governance in ethical and regulatory frameworks.
Bello y Villarino & Bronitt (2024) demonstrate that
compliance is fundamentally a process management issue,
while Madanchian & Taherdoost (2025) and Ghosh et al.
(2025) emphasize the risks inherent in algorithmic
autonomy.

Despite these contributions, a gap remains in unifying
these perspectives. Existing research often treats
governance as a static overlay rather than a dynamic
component of the process architecture. This article seeks
to bridge this gap by integrating the structural governance
models into the adaptive process lifecycles described by
Rosemann and others.

PURPOSE OF THE ARTICLE

The purpose of this article is to provide a theoretical
justification for the role of Al governance in the trans-
formation of business processes and to identify
mechanisms for integrating governance principles into
organizational process architectures.

MAIN RESEARCH FINDINGS
AND DISCUSSION

The transition to the agentic era represents the
empirical realization of agency theory in information
systems, where the human principal delegates decision-
making authority to an artificial agent. Unlike traditional
software tools that wait for input, the research identifies
that in 2026 the dominant paradigm will shift to a fully

agentic operating model. This projection is supported by
Creatio company, whose analysis suggests that enterprise
automation is moving toward autonomous execution [ 1].
Furthermore, the World Economic Forum argues that this
shift requires a 360-degree governance approach to ensure
systemic resilience [2]. In this model, autonomous agents
possess the capacity to plan, reason, and execute end-to-
end workflows without constant human intervention.

The evolution validates the essential drifts in BPM
described by Rosemann et al., specifically the drift
toward agency and autonomy, where processes act as
independent entities rather than passive descriptions
of work [3]. In this new environment, organizations do
not merely use Al; they reorganize their operating
models around it. The workforce structure evolves into
a Work Twin model, where human employees lead digital
teammates, shifting the managerial focus from task
execution to outcome supervision. This transition
creates an automation-augmentation paradox, where
increasing autonomy requires more sophisticated,
rather than less, human oversight to manage the
expanded decision space.

Modern process transformation is no longer defined
by isolated automation scripts but by the orchestration of
multi-agent systems (MAS). In 2026, enterprises will utilize
networks of specialized agents (e.g., a Sales Agent
collaborating with a Legal Agent) that share context and
dynamically divide tasks. To prevent fragmentation, CRM
and BPM platforms have evolved into the orchestration
hubs or the brain of the enterprise. These hubs maintain
the shared memory and context required for agents to
collaborate across functional silos (sales, service,
marketing). This aligns with the governance of Al systems
framework proposed by Enholm et al., who argue that
governance must target the system architecture rather
than just individual models [4].

The research highlights a fundamental shift in
procurement and value measurement. Budgets are moving
away from static SaaS licenses (paying for seats) toward
Al action economies, where value is defined by the specific,
autonomous outcomes delivered (e.g., resolved cases
rather than software access). This necessitates a new
governance layer focused on value attribution and
algorithmic accountability.

To scale agentic systems responsibly, governance
cannot be an external compliance overlay; it must be
treated as a structural design element within the BPM
lifecycle. This integration mirrors the framework proposed
by Ben Dhaou et al., who emphasize that governance must
be decomposed into specific objects — data, models, and
systems — to remain effective [5]. It is recommended
viewing these integration points as a cybernetic control
loop, ensuring that governance is continuous rather than
episodic:

— design phase (democratized control): no-code
platforms have emerged as the primary engine for
application development, allowing business teams to
design processes using natural language. However, this
democratization requires security-by-design frameworks
where IT governs the ecosystem (the guardrails), while
business users govern the logic. This mirrors the structural
governance practices identified by Papagiannidis et al.,
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Table 1. Comparative Analysis of the Evolution of Al Governance and Operating Models

| Dimension || Co-pilot Era (2024) ” Agentic Era (2026) |
Operational Assistive: requires human Autonomous: goal-oriented
logic initiation and verification systems that plan and execute
for every step end-to-end tasks
Human role Human-in-the-loop: the Human-on-the-loop: the
human is the pilot, human acts as an agent boss,
performing the majority of || focusing on high-level
the work oversight and strategy
Governance Static Dynamic AgentOps: real-time
model ompliance: document- monitoring, automated
based policies and manual guardrails, and drift detection
checklists
Architecture Siloed features: Al Orchestration hubs: multi-
embedded as isolated agent ecosystems coordinated
features within legacy through a central «brain»
software
Value metric Productivity: measured by || Outcomes: measured by
time saved on manual business results and «Al
digital tasks actionsy delivered

Sources: created based on [1; 3; 4; 6; 10; 11].

emphasizing clear role definition between technical and
business stakeholders [6];

— execution phase (runtime oversight): high-
autonomy workflows require formalized human-in-the-loop
and human-on-the-loop checkpoints. Research indicates
that trust in 2026 is achieved through explainability
artifacts — audit logs that allow humans to trace why an
agent made a specific decision, thus preventing
hallucinations in critical paths. Such oversight mechanisms
are essential to mitigate the algorithmic risks identified
by Ghosh et al. and to address the ethical governance gaps
highlighted by Madanchian & Taherdoost [7, 8];

— new organizational roles: governance is
operationalized through the emergence of distinct roles
such as Agent Ops teams, Agent Trainers, and Agent
Supervisors. These roles are responsible for the procedural
aspect of governance — monitoring agent performance,
refining their knowledge base, and intervening during
exceptions.

The transition from assistive (Co-pilot) to agentic Al
requires a fundamental rethink of governance structures.
As noted by Bello y Villarino & Bronitt, this necessitates a
shift where corporate governance evolves from a legalistic
compliance function into a proactive regulatory mechanism
[9]. The following comparative analysis summarizes this
shift (table 1).

CONCLUSIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR
FURTHER RESEARCH

The study demonstrates that business process
transformationin 2026 has crossed a tipping point where
Algovernance is no longer a peripheral compliance activity
but the foundational operating fabric of the enterprise. In
an agentic economy, the most valuable Al feature is not
speed, but trust. This trust is enabled only through clear
auditability, explainability, and the relational alignment of
stakeholders. Successful transformation requires that
governance matures alongside Al adoption. It must shift
from static, manual checks to embedded, automated
guardrails that function in real-time. Organizations that

embed governance into the orchestration layer achieve
higher strategic resilience. They can scale intelligent
efficiency while maintaining accountability, effectively
resolving the tension between autonomy and control.

Future research should focus on the empirical
validation of these agentic frameworks in highly
regulated sectors, such as community banking and the
public sector, where the cost of error is high.
Additionally, there is a critical need to develop
quantitative indicators (KPIs) for assessing the
effectiveness of AgentOps in transformed business
processes, specifically measuring the return on trust and
the reliability of autonomous decision-making.
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