
Rechtsnormen Journal of Law | Research Papers 
 

Nurul Huda, Shamsul Anwar, Sonam Lhamo, Unggul Sagena  

https://research.adra.ac.id /index.php/rjl/  

P - ISSN: 2988-4454 

E - ISSN: 2988-4462 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Citation: Huda, N., Anwar, S., Lhamo, S & 

Sagena, U. (2025). The Ethical Underpinnings of 

AI Regulation: A Jurisprudential Inquiry into 

Algorithmic Fairness and Transparency. 

 Rechtsnormen Journal of Law, 3(6), 299–307. 

https://doi.org/10.70177/rjl.v3i6.3015  

 
Correspondence:  

Nurul Huda,  

nurulhuda@gmail.com  

 

Received: June 1, 2025 

Accepted: Aug 6, 2025 

Published: Dec 10, 2025 

 

 

The Ethical Underpinnings of AI Regulation: A 

Jurisprudential Inquiry into Algorithmic 

Fairness and Transparency 

 

Nurul Huda1 , Shamsul Anwar2 , Sonam Lhamo3 , 

Unggul Sagena4  
1Universiti Brunei Darussalam (UBD), Brunei Darussalam 
2Brunei Institute of Leadership and Management, Brunei 

Darussalam 
3Gaeddu College of Business Studies, Bhutan 
4Southeast Asia Freedom pf Expression Network 

(SAFEnet), Indonesia 
 

ABSTRACT 

Background. Concerns regarding algorithmic bias and opacity have 

prompted regulatory responses that invoke ethical principles, 

particularly fairness and transparency, yet their jurisprudential 

foundations remain insufficiently explored. 

Purpose. This study aims to examine the ethical underpinnings of AI 

regulation through a jurisprudential inquiry into algorithmic fairness 

and transparency, focusing on how legal philosophy informs the 

normative structure of contemporary AI governance.  

Method. The research employs qualitative normative legal 

methodology grounded in jurisprudential analysis. Primary materials 

include AI regulatory frameworks, ethical guidelines, and judicial 

reasoning. 

Results. The findings show that AI regulation predominantly 

operationalizes fairness and transparency as procedural legal duties 

rather than substantive moral ideals. Ethical principles are translated 

into enforceable standards such as explainability, accountability, and 

non-discrimination, reflecting institutional and jurisprudential 

constraints.  

Conclusion. The study concludes that AI regulation represents a 

juridification of ethics shaped by enduring jurisprudential traditions. 

The novelty of this research lies in its integration of AI regulatory 

analysis with legal philosophy. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Artificial intelligence has become an integral 

component of decision-making processes across sectors 

such as finance, healthcare, law enforcement, and public 

administration. Algorithmic systems increasingly influence 

credit scoring, recruitment, predictive policing, and access 

to public services (Lin & Losavio, 2026; Yaseen & Al-

Amarneh, 2025). This pervasive integration has 

transformed how authority, responsibility, and 

accountability are exercised within modern societies. The 

expansion of algorithmic governance has generated 

widespread concern regarding fairness and transparency.
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Empirical studies and policy reports consistently show that AI systems may reproduce or amplify 

existing social biases due to skewed data, opaque model design, and automated decision-making 

processes. These concerns have positioned algorithmic fairness and transparency as central 

normative issues in contemporary regulatory discourse. 

Regulatory responses to AI have emerged at both national and transnational levels, 

emphasizing ethical principles alongside legal compliance. Soft-law instruments, ethical guidelines, 

and emerging statutory frameworks increasingly reference values such as non-discrimination, 

explainability, and accountability. These regulatory efforts reflect a shared understanding that 

technical efficiency alone is insufficient to legitimize algorithmic decision-making (Fundira & 

Mbohwa, 2025; Hosseini Tabaghdehi & Ayaz, 2025). 

Jurisprudential theory provides a critical lens for understanding AI regulation as a normative 

enterprise rather than a purely technical one. Legal reasoning traditionally addresses questions of 

justice, rights, and responsibility, all of which are challenged by automated systems that diffuse 

human agency. The rise of AI has therefore prompted renewed engagement with legal philosophy to 

reinterpret foundational legal concepts in light of algorithmic governance (Abdallah dkk., 2025; 

Fundira & Mbohwa, 2025). 

Legal theory on procedural justice and substantive equality offers an established framework 

for evaluating algorithmic fairness and transparency. Concepts such as due process, reason-giving, 

and equality before the law underpin contemporary debates on explainable AI and non-

discriminatory outcomes. These theories ground AI regulation in longstanding jurisprudential 

commitments, highlighting that current regulatory concerns represent an extension rather than a 

departure from established legal and ethical traditions (Ashraf & Mustafa, 2024; Krsmanovic & 

Deek, 2024). 

Existing research on AI regulation largely concentrates on technical standards, compliance 

mechanisms, and policy-oriented ethical guidelines. Many studies assess algorithmic fairness 

through quantitative metrics or engineering solutions, leaving the deeper normative foundations of 

fairness and transparency insufficiently examined. The ethical assumptions embedded within 

regulatory frameworks often remain implicit rather than systematically analyzed. 

Legal scholarship frequently addresses AI regulation from a doctrinal or policy perspective 

without engaging in sustained jurisprudential inquiry. Questions concerning the moral justification 

of algorithmic decision-making, the nature of legal responsibility in automated systems, and the 

ethical legitimacy of opacity in AI remain fragmented across disciplines. This fragmentation limits 

a coherent understanding of AI regulation as a normative legal project (Chen dkk., 2025; Durmus 

Senyapar dkk., 2025). 

Comparative discussions of AI ethics tend to emphasize convergence around universal 

principles such as fairness, accountability, and transparency. Less attention is given to how these 

principles are interpreted differently within jurisprudential traditions and legal philosophies. The 

absence of such analysis obscures the normative diversity underlying seemingly uniform regulatory 

language. 

Theoretical debates on legal positivism, natural law, and interpretivism suggest differing 

conceptions of fairness and legal obligation. However, these jurisprudential theories have not been 

systematically applied to evaluate algorithmic fairness and transparency in AI regulation. This gap 

leaves unresolved how foundational legal philosophies inform or challenge contemporary 

regulatory approaches to artificial intelligence (Lendvai & Gosztonyi, 2025; Wang dkk., 2024). 

Addressing this gap is essential to clarify the ethical legitimacy of AI regulation beyond 

technical and policy considerations. A jurisprudential inquiry enables a deeper understanding of 
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fairness and transparency as legal and moral concepts rather than mere regulatory slogans. Such 

analysis strengthens the normative coherence of emerging AI governance frameworks. 

Understanding the ethical underpinnings of AI regulation holds practical significance for lawmakers 

and regulators. Clear jurisprudential grounding can guide the interpretation of abstract ethical 

principles in concrete regulatory contexts, particularly where algorithmic decisions affect 

fundamental rights and public trust (Wilkie dkk., 2025; Yew & Judge, 2025). 

This study is grounded in the assumption that effective AI regulation depends on alignment 

between ethical principles and jurisprudential reasoning. Drawing on theories of justice, procedural 

fairness, and legal interpretation, the research hypothesizes that algorithmic fairness and 

transparency must be framed as enforceable normative obligations rooted in legal philosophy. 

Examining AI regulation through this lens contributes to both jurisprudential theory and the 

evolving field of technology law. 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This study adopts a qualitative normative legal research design grounded in jurisprudential 

analysis. The research examines ethical principles underlying AI regulation by integrating legal 

philosophy with contemporary regulatory frameworks. The design emphasizes conceptual 

clarification and critical interpretation of algorithmic fairness and transparency as normative legal 

obligations rather than technical attributes (Nicole Sante Samar dkk., 2025; Saxena dkk., 2026). 

The population of this study consists of ethical norms, legal principles, and regulatory 

frameworks related to artificial intelligence governance. The sample includes selected AI 

regulations, policy guidelines, judicial opinions, and authoritative ethical instruments from national 

and international contexts, as well as classical and contemporary jurisprudential texts addressing 

justice, fairness, and procedural legitimacy. These materials are purposively selected based on their 

relevance to algorithmic decision-making (Kumar dkk., 2025; Osyodlo dkk., 2025). 

The primary research instrument is a jurisprudential analytical framework derived from 

theories of justice, legal positivism, natural law, and interpretivism. Conceptual mapping matrices 

and analytical coding sheets are used to examine how fairness and transparency are articulated, 

justified, and operationalized within AI regulatory texts. Philosophical interpretation functions as 

the core analytical tool (Ababneh dkk., 2025; Black dkk., 2024). 

Data collection is conducted through systematic review and classification of legal and ethical 

documents relevant to AI regulation. The materials are analyzed by applying jurisprudential 

theories to identify normative assumptions, ethical tensions, and conceptual gaps within regulatory 

approaches. Interpretive synthesis is then employed to construct a coherent ethical framework 

explaining how algorithmic fairness and transparency should be understood within legal regulation. 

 

RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

Secondary data derived from international policy reports, regulatory documents, and ethical 

guidelines indicate a rapid increase in formal references to fairness and transparency in AI 

regulation. Regulatory texts from multiple jurisdictions consistently identify algorithmic bias, 

opacity, and accountability gaps as primary risks associated with automated decision-making 

systems. These documents reflect a shared regulatory awareness that ethical concerns have become 

central to AI governance rather than peripheral considerations. 

Content analysis of AI governance instruments shows variation in how fairness and 

transparency are operationalized. Some regulations emphasize procedural safeguards such as 

explainability and auditability, while others stress outcome-based fairness and non-discrimination. 
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The data suggest that ethical principles are widely acknowledged but unevenly specified across 

legal and policy frameworks. 

A comparative synthesis of secondary sources reveals recurring ethical themes that can be 

mapped across jurisprudential dimensions. These themes are summarized in Table 1 to illustrate 

how fairness and transparency are framed normatively rather than technically. 

Table 1. Jurisprudential Dimensions of Algorithmic Fairness and Transparency in AI Regulation 

Jurisprudential 

Dimension 

Fairness Emphasis Transparency 

Emphasis 

Normative 

Orientation 

Legal Positivism Compliance with 

formal rules 

Disclosure of 

procedures 

Rule-based 

legitimacy 

Natural Law Theory Substantive justice and 

equality 

Moral justification of 

decisions 

Ethical legitimacy 

Procedural Justice Due process and 

consistency 

Right to explanation Procedural legitimacy 

Interpretivism Contextual fairness Reason-giving 

practices 

Interpretive 

legitimacy 

Regulatory Practice Risk mitigation Accountability 

mechanisms 

Governance 

legitimacy 

 

The data indicate that fairness in AI regulation is predominantly framed as a legal obligation 

rather than a purely ethical aspiration. Regulatory texts increasingly translate abstract moral 

concerns into enforceable duties, such as non-discrimination requirements and bias assessments. 

This reflects a juridification of ethical values within AI governance. Transparency emerges as a 

procedural counterpart to fairness, functioning as a mechanism to enable accountability and review. 

The emphasis on explainability and traceability suggests that transparency is treated as a 

prerequisite for legal responsibility in algorithmic decision-making. Interpretation of the data shows 

that ethical principles gain regulatory force when anchored in jurisprudential reasoning. Fairness 

and transparency become legally meaningful only when connected to established concepts such as 

due process, equality before the law, and reasoned decision-making. 

Doctrinal analysis of AI regulatory texts demonstrates that fairness is frequently articulated 

through non-discrimination clauses and impact assessments. These provisions aim to prevent unjust 

outcomes rather than to address the moral reasoning embedded within algorithmic design itself. 

Ethical language is often translated into operational standards. Transparency provisions commonly 

require documentation, disclosure, or explainability of algorithmic processes. Regulatory focus 

remains on external visibility rather than full intelligibility of complex AI systems. This reflects a 

pragmatic balance between technical feasibility and ethical aspiration. Philosophical literature 

reviewed alongside regulatory texts reveals a tension between formal and substantive conceptions 

of fairness. While regulations favor measurable and enforceable criteria, jurisprudential theories 

emphasize moral reasoning and contextual justice that extend beyond compliance metrics. 

The descriptive data illustrate that regulatory approaches privilege procedural fairness over 

substantive ethical evaluation. This preference aligns with legal traditions that prioritize 

administrability and legal certainty. Ethical complexity is managed through standardized procedures 

rather than moral deliberation. Transparency is explained as a functional tool rather than an intrinsic 

ethical value. Regulatory emphasis on explainability aims to support oversight and liability rather 

than to fully democratize algorithmic understanding. This instrumental approach reflects legal 

pragmatism. The data explanation suggests that AI regulation operates within the limits of legal 
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rationality. Ethical ideals are selectively incorporated in ways that preserve regulatory 

enforceability and institutional capacity. 

Relational analysis between ethical theory and regulatory practice reveals partial alignment. 

Jurisprudential concepts of fairness inform regulatory objectives, yet their philosophical depth is 

often reduced during implementation. Ethical richness is transformed into legal minimalism. The 

relationship between transparency and accountability demonstrates a strong normative linkage. 

Transparency obligations function as gateways for contestation, review, and redress, connecting 

ethical concerns with legal remedies. The data relationship indicates that jurisprudential theory acts 

as an implicit foundation rather than an explicit guide in AI regulation. Legal systems draw upon 

ethical traditions without fully articulating their philosophical commitments. 

A documented case involving algorithmic bias in automated recruitment systems illustrates 

ethical tensions in practice. Applicants affected by biased screening tools raised concerns regarding 

unequal treatment and lack of explanation for automated rejection. Regulatory scrutiny focused on 

compliance with non-discrimination norms. Another case concerning AI-driven credit scoring 

highlights transparency challenges. Consumers were denied access to meaningful explanations due 

to claims of algorithmic complexity and trade secrecy. Legal responses emphasized procedural 

disclosure rather than substantive justification. Both cases demonstrate the centrality of fairness and 

transparency in disputes involving AI. They also reveal the limits of existing regulatory tools in 

addressing deeper ethical concerns embedded in algorithmic systems. 

Case study analysis explains how fairness is operationalized through legal thresholds rather 

than moral evaluation. Regulatory intervention occurs when measurable harm or discrimination is 

demonstrated. Ethical concern becomes legally relevant only after manifest impact. Transparency 

requirements in the cases functioned as procedural safeguards rather than guarantees of 

understanding. Explanations provided were often technical summaries that satisfied legal formality 

without resolving ethical dissatisfaction. The explanation underscores a gap between ethical 

expectations and legal deliverables. Jurisprudential ideals of justice encounter practical constraints 

within regulatory enforcement. 

The relationship between case studies and normative data confirms the dominance of 

procedural ethics in AI regulation. Fairness and transparency are enforced as legal duties shaped by 

institutional feasibility rather than philosophical completeness. Ethical theory and legal practice 

interact asymmetrically. Jurisprudential concepts inspire regulatory language, while enforcement 

mechanisms reshape those concepts into manageable legal standards. The relational findings affirm 

that AI regulation reflects an ongoing negotiation between ethical aspiration and legal rationality. 

Algorithmic fairness and transparency emerge as juridical constructs rooted in ethical thought yet 

constrained by the practical limits of law. 

The findings demonstrate that AI regulation increasingly frames fairness and transparency as 

legal obligations grounded in procedural norms rather than as purely ethical aspirations. Regulatory 

instruments consistently translate moral concerns about bias and opacity into enforceable duties 

such as non-discrimination requirements, explainability, and auditability. This shift reflects the 

juridification of ethical values within contemporary AI governance. The results also show that 

transparency functions primarily as an instrumental mechanism to enable accountability and review. 

Legal frameworks emphasize procedural disclosure and documentation over full epistemic access to 

algorithmic reasoning. Fairness is therefore operationalized through compliance thresholds rather 

than through substantive moral evaluation. Overall findings indicate that jurisprudential traditions 

shape how ethical principles are absorbed into AI regulation. Legal systems draw upon concepts of 
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justice, due process, and equality while constraining them within administrable and enforceable 

legal standards. 

Previous research in AI ethics often advocates for value-based governance and human-

centered design as primary solutions to algorithmic harm. The findings of this study differ by 

showing that legal regulation prioritizes procedural feasibility over moral completeness. Ethical 

ideals are filtered through institutional and doctrinal constraints. Empirical studies on algorithmic 

bias frequently emphasize technical mitigation strategies such as data correction and model 

optimization. This research complements those studies by revealing that regulatory responses 

operate at a different normative level, focusing on legality, accountability, and rights rather than 

engineering solutions. Legal scholarship that frames AI regulation as a novel regulatory domain is 

partially challenged by these findings. The study demonstrates continuity between traditional 

jurisprudential concepts and contemporary AI governance, suggesting that existing legal theory 

remains relevant despite technological novelty. 

The findings signal a broader transformation in the relationship between ethics and law in the 

digital age. Ethical principles are no longer external moral critiques but are increasingly internalized 

within legal frameworks governing technology. This internalization reshapes both ethics and 

regulation. The results indicate a preference for procedural justice as a stabilizing force in 

technologically complex environments. Legal systems respond to uncertainty by emphasizing 

processes that can be reviewed, contested, and justified rather than by resolving deep moral 

disagreements. These findings also signify the limits of law as an ethical instrument. While law can 

institutionalize minimum standards of fairness and transparency, it cannot fully capture the moral 

depth of algorithmic decision-making. 

The implications are significant for regulators designing AI governance frameworks. 

Overreliance on procedural compliance may create an illusion of ethical adequacy without 

addressing substantive injustice embedded in algorithmic systems. Regulatory design must 

therefore remain critically reflexive (Arias Velasquez, 2026; Deng dkk., 2025). For legal 

practitioners and courts, the findings imply increased responsibility in interpreting abstract ethical 

principles within concrete disputes. Judicial reasoning becomes a key site where ethical concerns 

about AI are translated into legal outcomes. The results also inform interdisciplinary collaboration. 

Effective AI regulation requires engagement between legal theory, ethics, and technical expertise to 

ensure that procedural safeguards meaningfully protect affected individuals. 

The observed pattern arises from the institutional nature of law, which prioritizes 

predictability, enforceability, and administrative capacity. Legal systems must convert ethical 

complexity into standards that can be monitored and enforced. Proceduralization becomes a 

pragmatic response to technological opacity. Jurisprudential traditions further shape this outcome. 

Legal positivism and procedural justice theories emphasize rule-following and due process, 

influencing how fairness and transparency are legally framed. Substantive moral reasoning is often 

secondary to institutional legitimacy (Vallarino, 2025; Waller dkk., 2024). Technological 

complexity also contributes to this dynamic. Full transparency or moral evaluation of AI systems 

may be practically unattainable, prompting regulators to focus on achievable forms of oversight 

rather than comprehensive ethical control. 

Future regulatory efforts should explore hybrid approaches that integrate procedural 

safeguards with substantive ethical evaluation. Mechanisms such as ethics impact assessments and 

participatory oversight may complement existing legal tools. Further research should empirically 

examine how affected individuals experience fairness and transparency under current AI regulatory 

regimes. User-centered and socio-legal studies can test whether procedural compliance translates 



The Ethical Underpinnings of AI Regulation: A Jurisprudential Inquiry into Algorithmic…        | Research Papers 

304                     RJL | Vol. 3 | No. 6 | 2025 

into perceived justice (Anh dkk., 2025; Franks dkk., 2024). The findings encourage deeper 

jurisprudential engagement with emerging technologies. Legal theory must continue to evolve 

alongside AI, not by abandoning its foundations, but by reinterpreting them to address new forms of 

power, responsibility, and governance. 

 

CONCLUSION  

The most significant finding of this study is the identification of algorithmic fairness and 

transparency as juridified ethical principles rather than purely moral aspirations. AI regulation 

predominantly frames ethics through procedural legal obligations such as explainability, non-

discrimination, and accountability, reflecting a shift from substantive moral reasoning toward 

administrable legal standards. This demonstrates that jurisprudential traditions continue to structure 

how ethical values are translated into enforceable norms within technologically mediated 

governance. 

The principal contribution of this research is conceptual in nature. The study advances 

jurisprudential scholarship by positioning AI regulation within classical legal philosophy, 

particularly theories of justice, procedural fairness, and legal legitimacy. By systematically linking 

algorithmic fairness and transparency to jurisprudential reasoning, the research offers a normative 

framework that bridges ethical discourse and legal regulation, enriching both AI law and legal 

theory. 

The study is limited by its normative and doctrinal orientation, relying on secondary sources 

without empirical validation of regulatory effectiveness or stakeholder perceptions. Future research 

may extend this inquiry through empirical socio-legal studies, comparative analysis across 

jurisdictions, or interdisciplinary collaboration with computer science to assess how jurisprudential 

principles can be operationalized within AI system design and governance. 

 

AUTHORS’ CONTRIBUTION 

Author 1: Conceptualization; Project administration; Validation; Writing - review and editing. 

Author 2: Conceptualization; Data curation; In-vestigation. 

Author 3: Data curation; Investigation. 

Author 4: Formal analysis; Methodology; Writing - original draft. 

 

REFERENCES 

Ababneh, J., Alnemari, M., Attar, H., Alghamdi, H. A., Al-Shawaheen, M., Saqarat, B., Romman, 

L. A., & Iqtait, M. (2025). Cybersecurity Ethical Aspects (CEA). IEEE Access. Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2025.3641180 

Abdallah, M., Abdallah, Q., Abukhalil, A., & Barqawi, L. (2025). AI in Healthcare: Ethical and 

Regulatory Challenges. Int. Conf. New Trends Comput. Sci., ICTCS, 517–521. Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/ICTCS65341.2025.10989298 

Anh, B. Đ., Mondal, S. R., & Das, S. (2025). Coding the Climate: AI Algorithms as the New 

Environmental Policy. Dalam Generative AI for a Net-Zero Economy: Managing Climate 

Change and Bus. Innovation in the Digital Era (hlm. 217–232). Springer Science+Business 

Media; Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-96-8015-3_13 

Arias Velasquez, R. (2026). Artificial Intelligence in the Justice System: A Comprehensive 

Analysis. Dalam R. Silhavy & P. Silhavy (Ed.), Lect. Notes Networks Syst.: Vol. 1564 LNNS 

(hlm. 374–384). Springer Science and Business Media Deutschland GmbH; Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-032-04581-2_26 

https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2025.3641180
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICTCS65341.2025.10989298
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-96-8015-3_13
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-032-04581-2_26


The Ethical Underpinnings of AI Regulation: A Jurisprudential Inquiry into Algorithmic…        | Research Papers 

305                     RJL | Vol. 3 | No. 6 | 2025 

Ashraf, Z. A., & Mustafa, N. (2024). AI Standards and Regulations. Dalam Intersection of Hum. 

Rights and Ai in Healthc. (hlm. 325–352). IGI Global; Scopus. https://doi.org/10.4018/979-

8-3693-7051-3.ch014 

Black, E., Gillis, T., & Hall, Z. Y. (2024). D-hacking. ACM Conf. Fairness, Account., Transpar., 

FAccT, 602–615. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1145/3630106.3658928 

Chen, X., Xu, H., Yu, S., Hu, W., Zhang, Z., Wang, X., Yuan, Y., Wang, M., Chen, L., Lin, X., Hu, 

Y., & Cai, P. (2025). AI-Driven Transcriptome Prediction in Human Pathology: From 

Molecular Insights to Clinical Applications. Biology, 14(6). Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/biology14060651 

Deng, M., Yang, R., Zheng, X., Deng, Y., & Jiang, J. (2025). Artificial intelligence in diabetes care: 

From predictive analytics to generative AI and implementation challenges. Frontiers in 

Endocrinology, 16. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.3389/fendo.2025.1620132 

Durmus Senyapar, H. N. D., Çolak, I., Ayik, S., & Bayindir, R. (2025). AI-Driven Dynamic Pricing 

and Energy Justice: Introducing the AI-Powered Pricing Justice Index (APJI) to Address 

Social Inequality. IEEE Int. Conf. Smart Grid, icSmartGrid, 156–163. Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSMARTGRID66138.2025.11071841 

Franks, E., Lee, B., & Xu, H. (2024). China’s New AI Regulations. Global Privacy Law Review, 

5(1), 43–49. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.54648/gplr2024007 

Fundira, M., & Mbohwa, C. (2025). AI ethics in banking services: A systematic and bibliometric 

review of regulatory and consumer perspectives. Discover Artificial Intelligence, 5(1). 

Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1007/s44163-025-00432-4 

Hosseini Tabaghdehi, S. A., & Ayaz, Ö. (2025). AI ethics in action: A circular model for 

transparency, accountability and inclusivity. Journal of Managerial Psychology. Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-03-2024-0177 

Krsmanovic, G., & Deek, F. (2024). AI in the Learning Environment: Examination of Pedagogical, 

Psychological, and Ethical Implications. Dalam C. Goncalves & J. C. D. Rouco (Ed.), Proc. 

Int. Conf. AI Res., ICAIR (hlm. 210–217). Academic Conferences International Limited; 

Scopus. https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-

85215679829&partnerID=40&md5=ed66272d92a534b13f4514408a258cc9 

Kumar, A., Sharma, A., Dhanka, S., Bist, Y., Maini, S., & Bhatnagar, P. (2025). Data privacy, 

ethics, and the role of AI in customer relationship management. Dalam Demystifying Emot. 

AI, Robotics AI, and Sentiment Analysis in Cust. Relatsh. Management (hlm. 283–317). IGI 

Global; Scopus. https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-1867-7.ch013 

Kamilovska, T. Z., & Rakočević, M. (2025). Mandatory Initial Mediation Session: Evaluating the 

Effects of Compulsion in Dispute Resolution The Case of North Macedonia. Dalam Eur. 

Union. Neighb. Glob. World. (Vol. 20, hlm. 193–207). Springer Nature; Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-76345-8_12 

Kaya, S., Kervankıran, E., & Akıncı, M. F. (2024). Resolution of IP disputes in Turkey: Emerging 

trends of mandatory mediation and specialized courts for IP disputes. Journal of Intellectual 

Property Law and Practice, 19(12), 874–883. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1093/jiplp/jpae084 

Kessedjian, C., Van Aaken, A., Lie, R., Mistelis, L., & Reis, J. M. (2023). Mediation in Future 

Investor-State Dispute Settlement. Journal of International Dispute Settlement, 14(2), 192–

212. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1093/jnlids/idac015 

Kokoeva, L. T., Garunova, N. N., Gurkina, D. A., Slepenok, Y. N., & Stepanova, L. P. (2022). 

Mediation as a Way to Resolve Conflicts. Dalam Adv. Sci. Tech. Inno. (hlm. 877–881). 

Springer Nature; Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-90324-4_143 

Kolenko, E., Dostqoriev, M., & Azizov, N. (2024). Understanding the Legal Culture in Uzbekistan 

Through an Analysis of Business Disputes in Economic Courts. Dalam Int. Poliit. Econ. 

Ser.: Vol. Part F3202 (hlm. 173–196). Palgrave Macmillan; Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-55341-7_7 

Konova, F., & Abdullin, A. (2024). Mediation as an effective way to settle economic disputes: 

Current experience and prospects for development. Revista Brasileira de Alternative 

https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-7051-3.ch014
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-7051-3.ch014
https://doi.org/10.1145/3630106.3658928
https://doi.org/10.3390/biology14060651
https://doi.org/10.3389/fendo.2025.1620132
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSMARTGRID66138.2025.11071841
https://doi.org/10.54648/gplr2024007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44163-025-00432-4
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-03-2024-0177
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-85215679829&partnerID=40&md5=ed66272d92a534b13f4514408a258cc9
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-85215679829&partnerID=40&md5=ed66272d92a534b13f4514408a258cc9
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-1867-7.ch013
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-76345-8_12
https://doi.org/10.1093/jiplp/jpae084
https://doi.org/10.1093/jnlids/idac015
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-90324-4_143
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-55341-7_7


The Ethical Underpinnings of AI Regulation: A Jurisprudential Inquiry into Algorithmic…        | Research Papers 

306                     RJL | Vol. 3 | No. 6 | 2025 

Dispute Resolution, 6(11), 141–150. Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.52028/rbadr.v6.i11.ART08.RU 

Kriswandani, A. R., Herry, B., Rijadi, P., & Efendi, J. (2022). Integration in Copyright Regulation 

Enforcement A Study from Indonesia. BiLD Law Journal, 7(1), 278–287. Scopus. 

Lendvai, G. F., & Gosztonyi, G. (2025). Algorithmic Bias as a Core Legal Dilemma in the Age of 

Artificial Intelligence: Conceptual Basis and the Current State of Regulation. Laws, 14(3). 

Scopus. https://doi.org/10.3390/laws14030041 

Lin, X., & Losavio, M. (2026). A Comprehensive Survey on Bias and Fairness in Generative AI: 

Legal, Ethical, and Technical Responses. Dalam C. Chen, V. Snasel, T. Sung, & J. Pan 

(Ed.), Smart Innov. Syst. Technol.: Vol. 444 SIST (hlm. 249–259). Springer Science and 

Business Media Deutschland GmbH; Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-96-7273-

8_22 

Nicole Sante Samar, L., Camila Vargas Huapaya, A., Martin Trigoso Mejía, J., Noemi Mamanchura 

Sánchez, E., & Adán Falconí Tupiño, H. (2025). Digital Transformation in Taxation: The 

Role of Artificial Intelligence and Big Data in the Modernization of Fiscal Administration, 

2024. Dalam M. M. L. Petrie, J. Texier, & R. A. R. Matta (Ed.), Proc. LACCEI int. Multi-

conf. Eng. Educ. Technol. (Nomor 2025). Latin American and Caribbean Consortium of 

Engineering Institutions; Scopus. https://doi.org/10.18687/LACCEI2025.1.1.1187 

Osyodlo, G. V., Kominko, L. V., & Vovkodav, A. M. (2025). DEVELOPMENT OF THE 

ETHICAL CODE CONCEPT FOR USING OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE IN 

MILITARY MEDICAL EDUCATION: THE UKRAINIAN MILITARY MEDICAL 

ACADEMY’S APPROACH. Ukrains’kij Zurnal Vijskovoi Medicini, 6(2), 14–23. Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.46847/ujmm.2025.2(6)-014 

Rękawek, A. (2024). EU and Its Member States: Where Does the Scepticism for the Singapore 

Convention on Mediation Come from? Arbitration, 90(3), 405–420. Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.54648/amdm2024031 

Rifa’i, A., & Ramadhansyah, D. (2024). SINGAPORE CONVENTION: SHOULD INDONESIA 

RATIFY IT? Indonesian Journal of International Law, 21(4), 783–812. Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.17304/ijil.vol21.4.1674 

Rumi, T. (2023). The EU Regulation on P2B relations: The new rules on contractual transparency 

and alternative dispute resolution tools. Cadernos de Dereito Actual, 2023(21), 27–48. 

Scopus. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8043763 

Rusakova, E. P., & Frolova, E. E. (2022). Introduction of Digital Methods of Protection of Rights 

as a Legal Guarantee of Business Activity in the Modern World (on the Example of China). 

Dalam Smart Innov. Syst. Technol. (Vol. 254, hlm. 121–130). Springer Science and 

Business Media Deutschland GmbH; Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-4621-

8_10 

Saxena, N., Desai, A., Yadav, A. R., Kakani, A. B., & Talwandi, N. S. (2026). Ethical AI 

Governance in Automated Financial Decision Systems: Balancing Predictive Accuracy with 

Regulatory Compliance. Dalam A. Swaroop, B. Virdee, S. D. Correia, & Z. Polkowski 

(Ed.), Lect. Notes Networks Syst.: Vol. 1607 LNNS (hlm. 374–385). Springer Science and 

Business Media Deutschland GmbH; Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-032-03751-

0_31 

Vallarino, D. (2025). Causal-GNN for ethical AI in financial services: Ensuring fairness, 

compliance, and transparency in automated decision-making. Artificial Intelligence and 

Law. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10506-025-09485-3 

Waller, M., Rodrigues, O., Lee, M. S., & Cocarascu, O. (2024). Bias Mitigation Methods: 

Applicability, Legality, and Recommendations for Development. Journal of Artificial 

Intelligence Research, 81, 1043–1078. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1613/jair.1.16759 

Wang, X., Wu, Y. C., Ji, X., & Fu, H. (2024). Algorithmic discrimination: Examining its types and 

regulatory measures with emphasis on US legal practices. Frontiers in Artificial 

Intelligence, 7. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.3389/frai.2024.1320277 

https://doi.org/10.52028/rbadr.v6.i11.ART08.RU
https://doi.org/10.3390/laws14030041
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-96-7273-8_22
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-96-7273-8_22
https://doi.org/10.18687/LACCEI2025.1.1.1187
https://doi.org/10.46847/ujmm.2025.2(6)-014
https://doi.org/10.54648/amdm2024031
https://doi.org/10.17304/ijil.vol21.4.1674
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8043763
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-4621-8_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-4621-8_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-032-03751-0_31
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-032-03751-0_31
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10506-025-09485-3
https://doi.org/10.1613/jair.1.16759
https://doi.org/10.3389/frai.2024.1320277


The Ethical Underpinnings of AI Regulation: A Jurisprudential Inquiry into Algorithmic…        | Research Papers 

307                     RJL | Vol. 3 | No. 6 | 2025 

Wilkie, P. Y., Namdar, K., Samsel, K., Pasricha, S. V., Jaiswal, N., Salo, Z., So, M., Panchal, S., 

Malhotra, A. K., Nashnoush, E., Walker, S. L., Lee, S. M., Mamdani, M., & Celi, L. A. 

(2025). Bridging accountability and innovation: Key findings from the Health AI Systems 

Thinking for Community (HASTC) workshop. Facets, 10. Scopus. 

https://doi.org/10.1139/facets-2025-0117 

Yaseen, H., & Al-Amarneh, A. (2025). Adoption of Artificial Intelligence-Driven Fraud Detection 

in Banking: The Role of Trust, Transparency, and Fairness Perception in Financial 

Institutions in the United Arab Emirates and Qatar. Journal of Risk and Financial 

Management, 18(4). Scopus. https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm18040217 

Yew, R.-J., & Judge, B. (2025). Anti-Regulatory AI: How “AI Safety” is Leveraged Against 

Regulatory Oversight. EAAMO, Proc. ACM Conf. Equity Access Algorithms, Mech., Optim., 

16–27. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.1145/3757887.3763017 

 

Copyright Holder : 

© Nurul Huda et al.  (2025). 

 

First Publication Right : 

© Rechtsnormen Journal of Law 

 

This article is under: 

 

https://doi.org/10.1139/facets-2025-0117
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm18040217
https://doi.org/10.1145/3757887.3763017

