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ABSTRACT 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has emerged as both, an enabler of progress and 
a source of profound ethical concern, particularly in relation to the protection 
of human rights. This paper undertakes a critical analysis of the risks posed 
by AI technologies to privacy, accountability & justice which are the three 
domains where violations are most acutely experienced. To being with, first 
the paper will interrogates how large-scale data collection, surveillance 
mechanisms, and predictive analytics challenge traditional understandings of 
privacy, often eroding individual autonomy without adequate safeguards or 
consent. Second, it addresses the problem of accountability in algorithmic 
decision making systems. The opacity of machine-learning systems raises 
urgent questions about responsibility that lies with developers, deployers, or 
systems themselves. This accountability gap weakens both legal redress and 
public trust. Third, the study examines justice in the broader social context, 
highlighting how AI systems frequently reproduce or intensify structural 
inequalities. Algorithmic bias disproportionately affects marginalized 
groups, reinforcing discrimination under the guise of neutrality and 
efficiency. 

In conclusion, by situating these challenges within legal, ethical, and policy 
frameworks, the paper argues that unchecked AI development risks 
displacing foundational human rights principles. It calls for comprehensive 
governance mechanisms that embed transparency, fairness, and 
accountability into AI systems from their inception. Far from advocating 
technological resistance, the analysis seeks to reconcile innovation with 
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human dignity, contending that the legitimacy of AI rests on its capacity to 
serve justice rather than compromise it. Ultimately, this study contributes to 
the ongoing discourse on AI and human rights by mapping the contours of 
risk and suggesting pathways toward responsible, rights-based integration of 
technology into society. 

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence; Human Rights; Privacy; Accountability; 
Algorithmic Bias; Justice; Technological Regulation. 

INTRODUCTION 

The idea of human rights has evolved intensely over centuries, from ancient declarations of 

freedom to modern international frameworks protecting individual dignity. Today, we face a 

new challenge that would have been unimaginable to the drafters of early human rights 

documents, that is, artificial intelligence systems making decisions that directly impacts the 

lives of individuals. This is often done without the human oversight or accountability.4 

When AI are used to ascertain eligibility of government benefits, which neighbourhood gets 

increased police patrol, or who qualifies for public housing, they exercise power that 

fundamentally affects human dignity and basic freedoms.5 In contrast to previous technological 

advances, these systems operate at scales and speeds that surpass the accountability 

mechanisms that are designed for human decision makers.6  The most concerning part is that 

they often make verdicts through processes so complex that even their creators cannot fully 

explain how specific conclusions are reached. 

This conversion forces us to reconsider fundamental questions about democracy and human 

rights in the digital age. How can we ensure accountability when machines make decisions? 

What does due process mean when algorithms determine outcomes? How do we preserve 

human agency when automated systems increasingly shape our opportunities and experiences? 

These questions aren't just theoretical; they are playing out in real communities with real 

consequences for real people. 

 

 
4 United Nations Secretary-General, Roadmap for Digital Cooperation 10–15 (2020). 
5 Virginia Eubanks, Automating Inequality: How High-Tech Tools Profile, Police, and Punish the Poor 11–109 
(2018). 
6 Frank Pasquale, The Black Box Society: The Secret Algorithms That Control Money and Information 3–20 
(2015). 
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Chapter 1: Historical Context: From Ancient Rights to Modern Challenges  

To understand our present challenge, we need to understand how human rights principles 

developed over times, through the struggles against arbitrary power. Ancient rulers like Cyrus 

the Great challenged the notion that people could be treated as mere property, while medieval 

documents like the Magna Carta established that even kings must follow laws.7 Revolutionary 

periods brought transformative declarations like The France's Declaration of the Rights of Man 

that proclaims universal rights transcending social class, while America's Bill of Rights 

protected individual freedoms from government overreach. 

The modern human rights framework emerged from World War II's devastation, when the scale 

of atrocities demonstrated that individual nations couldn't be trusted to protect their citizens' 

fundamental rights.8 The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, adopted in 1948 

established what Eleanor Roosevelt called "a common standard of achievement for all 

peoples and all nations."9 This agenda documented that civil and political rights must be 

complemented by economic, social, and cultural rights understanding that freedom means little 

without basic security and opportunity. 

Today's algorithmic systems challenge these carefully constructed protections in 

unprecedented ways. When automated systems and AI make millions of rulings affecting 

individual lives with minimal human oversight, they operate outside the accountability 

structures that democratic societies spent centuries developing. 

Chapter 2: Artificial Intelligence within the Framework of Human Rights Law 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is the simulation of human intelligence in machines, enabling them 

to learn, reason, perceive, solve problems, and make decisions, often by processing vast data 

to find patterns and perform tasks that usually need human cognition, like understanding 

language or recognizing images, making systems more autonomous and efficient.10 There are 

3 types of AI based on the capability of the tasks they perform. 

 
7 Magna Carta (1215); Hunt, Inventing Human Rights. 
8 Mary Ann Glendon, A World Made New: Eleanor Roosevelt and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 3–
28 (2001). 
9 UDHR (1948); Glendon, A World Made New. 
10 Stuart Russell & Peter Norvig, Artificial Intelligence: A Modern Approach 1–5 (4th ed. 2021). 
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1. Narrow AI: Narrow AI also known as weak AI is specifically engineered to perform 

only one type of task or operate limited set of tasks. For example, voice assistants like 

Alexa and Siri, facial recognitions, spam filters etc. All the systems used today are based 

on the category of narrow AI.11 

2. Artificial General Intelligence (AGI): AGI is a theoretical form of AI. It is also known 

as the strong AI that aims toward performing wider range of tasks and assists human on 

daily basis.  

3. Artificial superintelligence (ASI): ASI is another form of theoretical AI. It is also 

known as the super AI as it is characterized by its self-awareness AI and capable enough 

to take over humans.12 

4. Automated Decision-Making Systems (ADMS): Systems that use AI (often machine 

learning and neural networks) to make decisions or recommendations without explicit 

human programming for every situation. They learn from vast datasets to identify 

patterns, predict outcomes (e.g., fraud, future sales), and automate complex choices. 

The human rights frame works that is applicable to AI are as follows: 

1. Indian Constitution: AI governance in India is primarily assessed through 

fundamental rights, which are binding in nature, such as Article 14 that grants the 

Right to Equality, Article 19 the Right to Freedoms and Article 21 that grants the 

Right to Life and Personal Liberty.  

2. Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR): The UDHR though being non-

binding in nature, establishes the foundational principles of human dignity, equality, 

and freedom. It outlines the inherent right to life, liberty, security (Article 3), ensuring 

equality and non-discrimination (Article 2 & 7), freedom from slavery and torture 

(Article 4, 5), the right to privacy (Article 12), the right to expression (Article 19) and 

mandates fair treatment.13  

 
11 OECD, Artificial Intelligence in Society 37–39 (2019). 
12 Nick Bostrom, Superintelligence: Paths, Dangers, Strategies 22–30 (2014). 
13 Danielle Keats Citron & Frank Pasquale, The Scored Society: Due Process for Automated Predictions, 89 Wash. 
L. Rev. 1, 5–10 (2014). 
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3. International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR): The ICCPR is 

particularly relevant where AI affects civil liberties such as the right to privacy (Article 

17), freedom of expression (Article 19), and equality before the law (Article 26).14 

4. International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR): 

ICESCR safeguards the socio-economic rights of the individuals like right to work 

(Article 6), education (Article 13), and health (Article 12).15 

Chapter 3: Privacy in the Age of Algorithmic Surveillance and Data Driven decision 

Making.   

Traditionally, privacy has be defined as an individual’s ability to control their personal 

information and maintain freedom from unwarranted intrusion.16 

In the process of large-scale data collection, personal data is often collected passively and 

invisibly without proper consent and without the knowledge of the individual whose data is 

being collected. The data is being generated, aggregated and repurposed actively across all 

platforms. As the world is shifting toward more advanced digital platform usage, digital activity 

data (search history, app usage, online interactions), device generated data (location, IP 

address), biometric and identity data (fingerprints, facial recognitions), public and private 

database (financial, educational, legal footprints) generate enormous amounts of data about an 

individual. This extensive data further facilitates in identification that individuals’ behavioural 

patterns, health status, belief, preferences, and other characteristics.17 

This data is also systematically stored across multiple interconnected digital and official 

infrastructures, such as cross border storage systems, digital platforms and online services, 

devices, cloud storage and data centres, government and public authority, Third-Party and Data 

Brokerage Systems.18 

Furthermore, the same data is also being utilized and repurposed in multiple ways, such as 

Consumer data being reused for targeted advertising or credit scoring. The same data can be 

analysed using artificial intelligence that generates new insights and can be used for law 

 
14 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights arts. 17, 19, 26, Dec. 16, 1966 
15 International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights arts. 6, 12, 13, Dec. 16, 1966 
16 Dr. Shikha Bhatnagar, Right to Privacy and Data Protection, 11 Int’l J. Law 58 (2025) 
17 Shoshana Zuboff, The Age of Surveillance Capitalism 8–12, 94–110 (2019) 
18 OECD, Artificial Intelligence in Society 67–72 (2019). 
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enforcement, predictive policing, algorithmic surveillance, and data driven decision making. 

This practice raises significant concern on the typical understanding of privacy.19  

Algorithmic surveillance mechanisms fundamentally alter the concept of privacy, shifting 

privacy from an individual right to a state or platform-controlled expectations like grant, deny, 

or control, often under national security or public order justifications, eroding citizen autonomy 

and creating surveillance asymmetry.20 In this scenario, governments engage in monitor 

extensively but citizens lack insight into data use. For example Digital Personal Data 

Protection Act (DPDP Act) include exemptions (e.g., for national security) that allow 

governments to bypass consent, limiting individual power over their data.21 

Predictive Analytics transforming privacy from a focus on past actions to future possibilities. 

Algorithms infer traits, intentions, and risks based on patterns, allowing rulings to be made 

about individuals before any conduct occurs. This challenges the idea that privacy protects only 

disclosed or observable information, expanding intrusion into inferred and probabilistic data.22 

Chapter 4: Algorithmic Bias, Discrimination, and the Rights to Equality  

Algorithmic bias denotes to the systematic and unfair outcomes produced by automated 

decision-making systems (ADMS), which disadvantage specific individuals or groups. While 

algorithms are often perceived as impartial, neutral or objective, they frequently reflect and 

amplify existing social, economic, and institutional biases rooted in the data on which they are 

trained.23 

Bias emerges when historical data mirrors patterns of discrimination related to race, gender, 

caste, class, religion, or disability. When such data is used in AI systems for recruitment, credit 

scoring, predictive policing, welfare distribution, and surveillance it can result in 

discriminatory outcomes, reinforcing inequality rather than eliminating it. This challenges 

the foundational principle of equality before the law.24 

 
19 Helen Nissenbaum, Privacy in Context: Technology, Policy, and the Integrity of Social Life 119–127 (2010). 
20 David Lyon, Surveillance Society: Monitoring Everyday Life 52–65 (2001). 
21 Digital Personal Data Protection Act, No. 22 of 2023, (India). 
22 Tal Z. Zarsky, Transparent Predictions, 2013 U. Ill. L. Rev. 1503, 1508–12 (2013). 
23 Solon Barocas & Andrew D. Selbst, Big Data’s Disparate Impact, 104 Calif. L. Rev. 671, 674–80 (2016). 
24 Virginia Eubanks, Automating Inequality: How High-Tech Tools Profile, Police, and Punish the Poor 11–39 
(2018). 
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From a human rights perspective, algorithmic discrimination directly involves the right to 

equality and non-discrimination, recognised under international and national laws. These 

frameworks prohibit both direct and indirect discrimination, encompassing practices that may 

appear neutral but have uneven opposing effects on protected groups.25 

Within the Indian constitutional context, Article 14 guarantees equality before the law and 

prohibits arbitrary state action. Algorithmic decision-making that is opaque, unaccountable, or 

based on biased data risks violates Article 14 by enabling arbitrariness and unequal treatment. 

Additional, unfair algorithmic outcomes may also overstep Article 21, as they affect dignity, 

autonomy, and access to basic rights and opportunities. 

The lack of transparency and explainability in many AI systems makes it difficult for affected 

individuals to identify bias, challenge decisions, or seek remedies. Addressing algorithmic 

discrimination therefore requires various legal safeguards, bias audits, transparency 

obligations, and meaningful human oversight to ensure that technological systems uphold, 

rather than undermine, the constitutional commitment to equality.26 

Chapter 5: When Algorithm Become Government: Real World Consequences  

The Dutch Childcare Benefits Scandal 

The Dutch Child Care Benefits Scandal exemplifies the detrimental effects and impact of 

algorithmic governance in the Netherlands.27 An automated fraud detection system 

systematically targeted families for benefit repayment demands. The system identified people 

as potential fraudsters based on algorithmic “risk scores” that seemed objective and scientific, 

but in reality, it discriminated against people based on ethnicity, dual citizenship status, and 

other characteristics unrelated to actual fraud.28 

It was a nightmare for these families. Parents faced financial ruin as they tried to repay benefits 

while caring for young children. Some lost their homes. Families broke apart under stress. The 

system operated with such secrecy that affected families that couldn’t understand why they 

 
25 Human Rights Comm., General Comment No. 18: Non-Discrimination, (1989). 
26 Sandra Wachter, Brent Mittelstadt & Chris Russell, Bias Preservation in Machine Learning: The Legality of 
Fairness Metrics Under EU Non-Discrimination Law, 2021; Virginia Eubanks, Automating Inequality 150–175 
(2018). 
27 Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, Discrimination in Dutch Child Benefit System 4–10 (2021), 
28 AlgorithmWatch, Automated Decisions and the Dutch Child Benefit Scandal 5–12 (2021) 
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were targeted or challenge the judgement effectively. Sarah, a dual Dutch Moroccan citizen, 

described the experience: "They treated us like criminals. The computer said we were 

fraudsters, so we must be fraudsters. No one would listen when we tried to explain that we 

followed all the rules."29 

This scandal, which was ultimately brought down the Dutch government in 2021, shows how 

algorithmic systems can intensify existing prejudices while hiding behind claims of 

impartiality.30 The algorithm learned from historical data that reflected past discrimination, 

then applied those biases meticulously to new cases. Because the system operated 

automatically, it continued discrimination at a scale no human bureaucrat could match. 

Immigration and Urban Planning Challenges 

Immigration systems around the world are increasingly relying on algorithms to process 

applications and assess risks. This is mainly because there are enormous caseloads and the 

appeal of faster, more consistent processing. However, immigration cases are often complex 

and involve highly individual circumstances that don't fit neatly into algorithmic categories. 

Studies show that algorithmic immigration systems often discriminate against applicants from 

certain countries or with particular characteristics, not because programmers intended this 

outcome, but because historical data reflects past unjust practices.31 

Despite these challenges, some governments have used technology in more balanced way. For 

example, Canada's immigration system, uses algorithms to help prioritize applications and 

identify cases requiring further review. The final resolution is still made by the humans. This 

demonstrates how technology can enhance efficiency while preserving human judgment for 

complex cases.32 

Cities also are increasingly using algorithmic systems for planning decisions. In Chicago, 

predictive analytics are used to decide where the police should be deployed. The city's 

algorithm analyses crime data to identify "hot spots" where police should focus their attention. 

However, the system relies on historical arrest data that reflects past policing patterns, which 

 
29 quoted in BBC News, “Dutch Child Benefit Scandal: Families Targeted by Automated System,” BBC (Nov. 
2021) 
30 Eubanks, Automating Inequality, supra note 4, at 110–115. 
31 Julie A. E. Nelson, Algorithmic Decision-Making in Immigration: Challenges and Legal Implications, 24 Geo. 
Immigrate. L.J. 65, 70–75 (2020). 
32 Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada, Automated Tools for Immigration Decision Support, 2022, 
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includes over-policing in communities of colour. When the algorithm identifies these areas as 

high-risk, it continues cycles of intensive policing that may reflect historical bias more than the 

actual crime risk.33 

This approach differs from Barcelona's method of algorithmic urban planning. The city uses 

AI to analyse traffic patterns, energy usage, and service delivery, but set in community 

participation throughout the process. Neighbourhood councils review algorithmic 

recommendations and have the authority to override them when local insights suggest different 

approaches.34 

Chapter 6: The Accountability Crises  

In a regular democratic system, accountability is clear and transparent. Government verdict can 

be traced back to elected officials who are held accountable by the voters. For example, when 

a social worker denies benefits or a police officer makes an arrest, we can trace those rulings 

through supervisor’s structures, department heads, and ultimately to elected who are 

responsible for policies and budgetary frameworks.35 

However, algorithmic decision making complicates this accountability chain. First, the systems 

themselves are so complex that even their developers are unable to completely explain how 

they reach specific decisions. Machine learning algorithms, especially deep learning systems, 

operates through millions of mathematical operations that produce results without detectable 

logical and reasoning pathways.36 

Secondly, algorithmic systems frequently involve many different stakeholders, such as, 

algorithm developers, government agencies that are responsible for deployment, vendors who 

maintain them, and data providers supplying training information. Consequently, when issue 

arises, responsibility gets distributed across this network in ways that can make accountability 

nearly impossible to establish.37 

Thirdly, algorithms continuously evolve as they process new data, meaning that a system's 

 
33 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, AI and Migration: Ethical Considerations, (2021). 
34 Barcelona City Council, Algorithmic Governance and Citizen Participation, 2021 
35 Joseph S. Nye, Democracy and Accountability 23–25 (2008). 
36 Ian Goodfellow, Yoshua Bengio & Aaron Courville, Deep Learning 1–15 (2016). 
37 Citron, Danielle Keats & Frank Pasquale, The Scored Society: Due Process for Automated Predictions, 89 
Wash. L. Rev. 1, 8–12 (2014) 
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behaviour can change over time without explicit human decisions. As a result, harmful 

outcomes may occur even though no individual consciously decided to implement them, 

leaving the affected individuals without a proper answer or remedies.38 

Chapter 7: AI and Access to Justice in India  

The use of AI in the Judicial Systems of India can make a great use in reducing the current 

backlogs, limited judicial capacity, and unequal access to legal support across socio-economic 

groups. AI-enabled tools offer potential avenues to make justice more effectual, affordable, and 

accessible.  

India’s judicial system faces a chronic case backlog, with millions of matters pending across 

courts. AI-powered case management systems and predictive analytics can help identify 

patterns, prioritize matters, and assist judges in managing the cases more effectively. 

Computerized document review and summarisation tools can modernize pre-trial processes and 

reduce time spent on routine tasks.39 

AI-driven chatbots and virtual legal assistants can provide basic legal information, draft 

pleadings, and explain procedural requirements to individuals who cannot afford lawyers. This 

is particularly relevant in rural and underserved areas where legal literacy is low and 

professional legal aid is scarce. 

AI tools can analyse large datasets of judgments to identify trends, precedent relevance, and 

likely outcomes. Lawyers and litigants may use such insights to shape litigation strategies, 

assess case strengths, and make informed decisions about negotiation versus trial.40 

AI can contribute to more consistent judicial reasoning by flagging discrepancies and assisting 

judges with access to similar past judgements. This can enhance fairness and reduce 

arbitrariness in decision-making two essential components of the rule of law. 

However, there are also certain risks involved in the use of AI in Judicial Systems. The use of 

AI in access to justice poses risks such as algorithmic bias and inequality, which may 

 
38 Nick Seaver, Captivating Algorithms: Recommender Systems as Traps, 19 Soc. Stud. Sci. 393, 400–05 (2019). 
39 Justice P. V. Reddi, AI and Access to Justice in India: Challenges and Opportunities, 12 Indian J. L. & Tech. 45, 
47–50 (2023) 
40 Bhattacharya, S., Virtual Legal Assistants and Access to Justice in Rural India, 9 Indian J. Legal Info. 33, 35–
37 (2021). 
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undermine equality before law. The opacity of laboursaving systems weakens transparency and 

accountability in judicial processes.41 Over-reliance on AI may compromise human judgment 

and exclude people who have limited access to digital platforms. The processing of sensitive 

legal data further raises worries regarding privacy and confidentiality. 

Chapter 8: National and International Approaches  

European Union (EU) 

EU AI Act: it follows a risk-based approach meaning low risk AI will introduce fewer rule and 

high-risk AI will introduce very strict rules. The ultimate goal is to protect people’s safety, 

fundamental rights, and transparency.42 

GDPR Principles: The General Data Protection Regulations sets global standards for data 

protection. The key ideas include that the data must be collected for a clear purpose and only 

the necessary data must be collected. The data must be secured an accurate and cannot be stored 

forever. People have the right over their personal data to access and correct it.43 

United States (US) 

Sector-Based Regulation:  there no single AI law. AI is regulated based on sectors-based laws 

like HIPAA for health, FCRA for credit, and state laws such as California's CCPA/CPRA, plus 

new proposed rules.44 

Bail and sentencing algorithms: Systems like the Correctional Offender Management Profiling 

for Alternative Sanctions (COMPAS) are used in some jurisdictions to assess the likelihood of 

a defendant reoffending, which informs conviction on bail and sentencing.45 

India 

Initiatives such as AI for All and the National Strategy for AI focus on innovation, governance 

 
41 Shikha Bhatnagar, Right to Privacy and Data Protection, 11 Int’l J. Law 58, 60–63 (2025) 
42 European Commission, Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council Laying Down 
Harmonized Rules on Artificial Intelligence (Artificial Intelligence Act), COM (2021) 206 final (Apr. 21, 2021). 
43 Regulation (EU) 2016/679, General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), 2016 
44 Ryan Calo, Artificial Intelligence Policy in the United States, 51 U.C. Davis L. Rev. 1153, 1157–60 (2018). 
45 ProPublica, Machine Bias: There’s Software Used Across the Country to Predict Future Criminals. And It’s 
Biased Against Blacks, May 23, 2016 
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efficiency, and inclusive growth.46 

Absence of Comprehensive Al Law: India currently lacks a specific, overarching Al law, 

focusing instead on data governance and ethical principles through policy, though the Al 

landscape is rapidly evolving.47 

Digital Personal Data Protection (DPDP) Act, 2023: India's comprehensive data law, inspired 

by GDPR but tailored for India, focusing on consent, data fiduciaries' obligations, and allowing 

government defined cross-border data flows, with implementation pending.48 

Policy Initiatives: The government promotes responsible Al through strategy documents, 

focusing on innovation, digital inclusion, and ethical frameworks, balancing economic growth 

with privacy concerns. 

Chapter 9:  Democratic Challenges and Ethical Concerns  

Democracy relies on active citizen participation in shaping policies that govern their lives. As 

government decisions become increasingly self-operating, citizens may find themselves 

excluded from meaningful participation in their own governance. The transition towards the 

digitalized technocratic government where the higher authorities present orders based on the 

data analysis can weaken the democracy though it improves the efficiency.49 

Consider, for example, the budget sessions. Customary budget processes involve public 

hearings, community input, and elected officials balancing different needs of the citizens, but 

an only analyse service usage data and optimize resource allocation for maximum efficacy. 

While this might improve service delivery, it effectively sidelines citizen voices from decisions 

concerning community priorities and values. 

The problem is not just reduced public participation but the shift of power from democratically 

accountable institutions to technical systems and the experts who design them. When policy 

choices are built in algorithmic systems, they become harder for citizens to understand, 

challenge, or change through normal democratic processes. 

 
46 NITI Aayog, AI for All: National Strategy for Artificial Intelligence 3–7 (2018) 
47 Government of India, Ethical Framework for Responsible AI in India, 2020. 
48 Digital Personal Data Protection Act, No. 22 of 2023, (India). 
49 Beth Simone Noveck, Smart Citizens, Smarter State 45–50 (2015). 
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Nevertheless, algorithmic systems do not have to weaken democratic participation. Several 

innovative approaches show how technology can enhance citizen participation. For example, 

cities like Madrid use algorithm to analyse citizen preferences collected through participatory 

budgeting processes. This helps in identifying common public priority and allows the 

government to allocate resources more efficiently. The government can also bring 

representatives to provide recommendations on the use of AI; this supports transparency and 

public trust.  

Ethical vs. Legal Regulation: The increasing technological innovation often outpaces the 

development of legal frameworks. This creates a "regulatory vacuum" where actions may be 

ethically questionable but not explicitly illegal. The challenge lies in developing effective 

regulations that withholds ethical principles, such as fairness, transparency, and accountability, 

without stifling innovation.50 

Chapter 10: Suggestions and Future Reforms 

The examples examined reveal patterns in where algorithmic governance succeeds and fails. 

Successful implementations should have a clear purposes and limitations, ongoing oversight 

and correction mechanisms, community input and feedback, and transparency with 

accountability structures. 

Based on these patterns, several design principles emerge for algorithmic systems that 

strengthen democratic governance: 

Human Centered Design: Systems should primarily serve human needs and values rather than 

optimize technical metrics. Efficiency matters, but not at the expense of fairness, transparency, 

or human dignity. 

Democratic Accountability: Clear lines of responsibility should connect algorithmic 

decisions to democratic leaders who can be held responsible for system outcomes. 

Participatory Development: Affected communities should be involved throughout the 

lifecycle of algorithmic systems, from initial design through ongoing evaluation and 

 
50 An Ethical Framework for a Good AI Society: Opportunities, Risks, Principles, and Recommendations, 28 
Minds & Machines 689, 694–96 (2018). 
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modification. 

Transparency and Explainability: Systems should provide meaningful explanations of their 

decision-making processes, even if complete technical transparency isn't possible. 

Continuous Monitoring: Regular assessment should identify problems and enable corrections 

before they cause widespread harm. 

The Implementation of these principles requires supportive policy frameworks. Immediate 

actions should include requiring government agencies to conduct algorithmic impact 

assessments before deploying automated decision-making systems, establishing citizen rights 

to explanation and human review of algorithmic decisions, mandating regular auditing of 

government algorithmic systems for bias and accuracy, and creating clear legal frameworks for 

algorithmic accountability. 

Longer term reforms should involve developing new institutional structures for democratic 

oversight of algorithmic systems, investing in public education regarding algorithmic systems 

and digital rights, supporting research into participatory approaches to algorithmic governance, 

and fostering international cooperation on best practices for democratic AI governance. 

Chapter 11: Conclusion 

The integration of artificial intelligence into government represents both Great opportunity and 

considerable risk for democratic societies. These tools help make public services faster, steady, 

and easier to reach, allowing governments to serve people well and use resources in a smarter 

way. But they can also carry a risk of Keeping control, reduce transparency, and Keep citizens 

out from decisions that affect their lives. 

The difference between fair and unfair automatic systems lies not in the technology itself, but 

rather in our choices regarding the design, deployment, and how we govern these powerful 

systems. Our challenge is adapting these principles to new technological realities. 

The Dutch childcare benefits scandal clearly shows or is a harsh warning of the terrible results 

of algorithmic systems Sufficient attention to fairness, transparency, or accountability. 

Conversely, participatory approaches in cities like Barcelona show how AI can enhance rather 

than replace democratic decision making. The path forward requires rejecting both uncritical 
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embrace of technology and wholesale resistance to innovation. Instead, we require thoughtful 

approaches that harness AI's benefits while preserving the democratic values and human rights 

protections that sustain free societies. 

As we stand at this crossroads between technological capability and democratic values, the 

choices we make will not only shape how efficiently governments operate, but it will also help 

us determine what kind of society we become. The promise of algorithmic governance is to 

deliver more potent public services fairly and transparently remains achievable. But realizing 

that promise requires constant attentiveness to ensure that our most powerful technologies 

serve human dignity rather than diminish it. 
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