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ABSTRACT

Background. The integration of artificial intelligence (Al) into
automated decision-making systems has introduced significant ethical
and legal concerns, particularly regarding algorithmic bias.

Purpose. These biases can perpetuate systemic discrimination, distort
outcomes in critical sectors such as healthcare, finance, and criminal
justice, and challenge the foundational principles of fairness and
transparency. Despite widespread recognition of the issue, there
remains a normative gap in regulatory responses across jurisdictions.

Method. This study aims to explore the ethical challenges of
algorithmic bias and assess the adequacy of existing legal frameworks
in addressing these concerns.

Results. Using a normative legal research design, the study employs
comparative analysis across selected regulatory regimes in the EU, US,
and Asia, supported by doctrinal analysis of Al-related policies and
ethical codes. Findings reveal fragmented regulatory landscapes, a lack
of binding accountability mechanisms, and insufficient integration of
ethical principles into enforceable legal norms.

Conclusion. The study concludes that an interdisciplinary approach—
merging ethical theory with legal doctrine—is essential to regulate
algorithmic bias effectively. A normative framework grounded in
transparency, accountability, and inclusivity is proposed to guide future
legislation and policy development.

KEYWORDS
Algorithmic Bias, Al Ethics, Legal Regulation

Citation: Andersson, M., Linstrom, M & Nilsson,
J. (2025). Regulating Algorithmic  Bias:
Normative Challenges of Al Ethics in Automated
Decision-Making. Rechtsnormen ~ Journal  of
Law, 3(2), 170-179.
https://doi.org/10.70177/rjl.v3i2.2214

Correspondence:

Magnus Andersson,
magnusandersson@gmail.com

Received: March 14, 2025
Accepted: April 22, 2025
Published: April 22, 2025

INTRODUCTION
Automated decision-making systems powered by

artificial intelligence (Al) are increasingly deployed across
a range of sectors including healthcare, finance, law
enforcement, and public administration (Ball Dunlap &
Michalowski, 2024; Ziosi dkk., 2024). These systems
promise efficiency, scalability, and objectivity, yet they
also raise profound ethical and legal concerns (Giansanti,
2024; Mahabub dkk., 2024). Among the most pressing
issues is algorithmic bias—the tendency of Al systems to
produce results that systematically disadvantage certain
individuals or groups. Bias can emerge from training data,
algorithmic design, or deployment context, and often
reproduces existing social inequalities under the veneer of
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neutrality. The widespread adoption of these technologies without robust ethical oversight or legal
accountability mechanisms demands critical scrutiny.

The ethical implications of algorithmic bias extend beyond technical errors to fundamental
questions of fairness, transparency, and justice. Decisions once made by human judgment are now
outsourced to opaque algorithmic processes, leaving affected individuals with limited understanding
or recourse (Giansanti, 2024; Mokoena & Obagbuwa, 2024). In high-stakes scenarios—such as
predictive policing, credit scoring, or medical diagnosis—the consequences of biased algorithms
can be severe, unjust, and irreversible. Al systems are not merely tools but normative agents
embedded within power structures, and their operation can reinforce discriminatory outcomes
unless properly regulated. Ethical frameworks alone are insufficient when they lack binding force or
are inconsistently applied across jurisdictions.

Governments and international organizations have responded with a range of Al principles,
guidelines, and ethical charters, but the legal enforceability of these documents remains weak
(Ibrahim dkk., 2024; Karpouzis, 2024). Most initiatives remain voluntary, fragmented, and devoid
of concrete accountability mechanisms. As Al becomes further integrated into decision-making
infrastructures, the need for legally binding regulations grounded in normative principles becomes
increasingly urgent (Aninze & Bhogal, 2024; Murikah dkk., 2024). The background of this research
lies in this growing disjuncture between ethical aspiration and regulatory implementation in the
governance of algorithmic decision-making.

Algorithmic bias represents a structural challenge to the ethical deployment of Al systems in
automated decision-making (Devrio dkk., 2024; Gerbaix dkk., 2024). Legal systems are often ill-
equipped to identify, regulate, or remediate these biases due to the opacity and complexity of
algorithmic logic. Existing anti-discrimination and data protection laws were not designed to
address the probabilistic reasoning or machine learning techniques at the heart of modern Al. As a
result, many affected individuals face a form of “black-box injustice,” where decisions that
significantly impact their rights are untraceable, unexplainable, and legally unchallengeable. This
legal vacuum presents a fundamental problem for democratic societies committed to equality and
accountability.

Efforts to mitigate algorithmic bias through technical solutions alone, such as algorithmic
auditing or fairness metrics, are insufficient without corresponding normative standards. Legal
scholars and ethicists have raised concerns that these approaches often treat bias as a technical
glitch rather than a social phenomenon shaped by human values and institutional power dynamics
(Carnevale, 2024; Williams, 2024). Regulatory bodies have struggled to articulate clear criteria for
identifying algorithmic harm or allocating responsibility for biased outcomes. The problem is
compounded by a lack of consensus on what constitutes fairness in algorithmic contexts, leading to
divergent interpretations and applications in policy and practice.

This study is grounded in the recognition that algorithmic bias cannot be solved by
engineering fixes alone but requires a normative legal response. The central problem addressed here
is the absence of a coherent, enforceable legal framework to regulate algorithmic bias across sectors
(Gutiérrez-Caneda dkk., 2024; Jedlickova, 2024). The research interrogates how normative legal
theory can inform regulatory design, ensuring that Al systems are not only technically robust but
also ethically and legally legitimate. The challenge lies in translating abstract ethical principles into
legal norms that are actionable, justiciable, and adaptable to technological evolution.

This research seeks to critically examine the normative challenges in regulating algorithmic
bias within automated decision-making systems. The primary objective is to develop a legal-
theoretical framework that bridges Al ethics and enforceable regulation, grounded in principles of
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justice, accountability, and transparency (Ghasemaghaei & Kordzadeh, 2024; Mohamed, 2024).
The study aims to identify normative deficiencies in current regulatory approaches and propose
legal instruments that align ethical imperatives with institutional mechanisms for enforcement.

A second objective is to conduct a comparative analysis of existing Al regulations, ethical
codes, and legal doctrines from selected jurisdictions such as the European Union, United States,
and selected Asian countries. This analysis will assess how different legal systems conceptualize
and respond to algorithmic bias, highlighting best practices and critical gaps. The research further
aims to examine the interplay between constitutional rights, administrative law, and algorithmic
accountability in shaping legal responses to biased automation.

Ultimately, the study aspires to contribute to the design of a harmonized regulatory model that
incorporates normative values into binding legal standards. The research advocates for a
multidimensional approach that synthesizes legal theory, ethical analysis, and practical governance
considerations (Mahto & Rajavikram, 2024). By doing so, it intends to inform policy debates and
support the development of Al systems that uphold democratic values and human dignity.

Scholarly discourse on algorithmic bias has expanded rapidly, yet remains fragmented across
disciplinary boundaries (Bail, 2024; Devrio dkk., 2024). Many existing studies focus on technical
solutions, such as fairness metrics, explainability, and algorithmic auditing, without integrating
legal and normative analysis. Others offer ethical critiques of Al systems but stop short of
proposing actionable regulatory mechanisms. This fragmentation has produced a knowledge gap in
how to operationalize Al ethics within the legal structures governing automated decision-making.

Legal scholarship addressing algorithmic bias often relies on analogies to existing anti-
discrimination or data protection frameworks, yet these analogies are limited (Bail, 2024; Beculié¢
dkk., 2024; Vemulapalli, 2024). Traditional legal concepts such as intent, causation, and individual
harm are poorly suited to the statistical, collective, and probabilistic nature of algorithmic bias. As a
result, courts and regulatory bodies face difficulty in applying conventional legal standards to
algorithmic harms. Few studies offer a comprehensive normative framework that addresses both the
epistemic opacity of algorithms and the moral demands of justice and fairness.

This research fills a critical gap by articulating a normative legal approach that
reconceptualizes algorithmic bias not as a technical anomaly but as a governance failure. It
challenges the prevailing focus on soft-law instruments and voluntary guidelines by proposing a
rights-based legal model that incorporates procedural fairness, transparency obligations, and
regulatory accountability (Beculi¢ dkk., 2024; Wang & Wu, 2024). In doing so, the study
contributes to bridging the normative gap between ethical critique and legal regulation in the age of
artificial intelligence.

The novelty of this research lies in its integration of normative legal theory with Al ethics in
the specific context of regulating algorithmic bias. While prior research has addressed aspects of
fairness, accountability, or transparency, this study uniquely synthesizes these principles into a
regulatory framework grounded in enforceable legal norms. It goes beyond descriptive accounts and
offers a prescriptive model that legal institutions can adopt to mitigate bias in automated decision-
making (Gerbaix dkk., 2024; Lasisi dkk., 2024). The emphasis on normative reasoning, rather than
merely technological feasibility, distinguishes this study within the growing field of algorithmic
governance.

The study's contribution is both conceptual and methodological. Conceptually, it redefines
algorithmic bias as a normative legal problem rather than a purely technical defect.
Methodologically, it combines doctrinal legal analysis with comparative policy review, producing a
hybrid approach capable of generating context-sensitive yet principled regulatory recommendations
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(Hughes dkk., 2024; Parthasarathy dkk., 2024). This dual orientation enhances the study’s relevance
to both scholars and policymakers engaged in Al governance.

The justification for this research is rooted in the urgent need for ethical and legal safeguards
in the deployment of Al. As algorithmic decision-making increasingly determines access to
fundamental rights and resources, unregulated bias poses a serious threat to democratic equality and
legal integrity. This study provides a timely intervention by offering a structured, theoretically
grounded, and policy-relevant framework for regulating algorithmic bias (Carnevale, 2024; Haykal,
2024). Its findings will be particularly useful for legislators, judicial authorities, and regulatory
agencies working to align Al deployment with principles of justice, fairness, and accountability.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This research adopts a normative-juridical research design supported by comparative legal
analysis (Mejri dkk., 2024; Reddy dkk., 2024). The study is grounded in the tradition of doctrinal
legal scholarship, emphasizing the systematic examination of legal texts, ethical frameworks, and
regulatory instruments. The normative approach is chosen to critically engage with the foundational
values, principles, and conceptual underpinnings that inform regulatory responses to algorithmic
bias in automated decision-making. The design enables an in-depth exploration of the theoretical
tensions between Al ethics and enforceable legal norms while offering space to construct
prescriptive recommendations for policy development. A comparative dimension is integrated to
evaluate how different jurisdictions have approached the issue and to extract best practices that can
inform a harmonized normative framework.

The population of the study consists of national and international regulatory instruments,
ethical guidelines, court decisions, and scholarly legal commentaries that directly address Al ethics,
algorithmic fairness, and automated decision-making (Jedli¢kova, 2024; Machado dkk., 2024). The
sample includes 30 key documents drawn purposively from diverse jurisdictions, particularly the
European Union, United States, and selected Asian countries such as Singapore and Japan. These
jurisdictions were selected due to their active engagement in Al governance and the diversity of
their legal traditions. Sample criteria include relevance to algorithmic bias, normative orientation,
and institutional influence in Al policymaking.

Legal documents, ethical codes, academic publications, and policy reports serve as the
primary instruments of data collection. Each document is analyzed using hermeneutic and content
analysis techniques to extract normative assumptions, regulatory logic, and conceptual gaps
(Archambault dkk., 2024). The study prioritizes sources that provide insights into how fairness,
accountability, and transparency are operationalized in legal and policy discourse. Complementary
instruments include reports by international organizations (e.g., UNESCO, OECD), expert
testimony from regulatory hearings, and ethical guidelines produced by Al coalitions and academic
institutions. These materials support triangulation and strengthen the interpretative validity of the
normative analysis.

The research follows a systematic four-stage procedure. The first stage involves mapping
relevant legal and ethical sources that form the conceptual landscape of algorithmic bias regulation.
The second stage includes a thematic coding process to identify recurring principles, legal gaps, and
normative inconsistencies across jurisdictions. The third stage focuses on comparative analysis,
assessing the relative strengths and weaknesses of different regulatory models in addressing
algorithmic bias. The final stage synthesizes the findings into a normative framework that integrates
enforceable legal standards with ethical imperatives. Throughout the process, the study applies
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critical reflection to align the analysis with broader questions of justice, legitimacy, and democratic
accountability in algorithmic governance.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The research examined 30 key legal and ethical documents across five major jurisdictions—
European Union, United States, United Kingdom, Singapore, and Japan—focusing on their
approaches to regulating algorithmic bias in automated decision-making. The data set consisted of
10 statutes or draft laws, 8 ethical codes, 6 judicial decisions, and 6 regulatory reports. These
sources were categorized according to the regulatory model they represent: hard law (binding
regulations), soft law (non-binding guidelines), and hybrid (policy recommendations supported by
partial enforcement). The table below presents a summary of the classification and distribution of
regulatory instruments by jurisdiction.
Table 1. Classification of Algorithmic Bias Regulatory Instruments by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction | Statutes/Drafts Ethical JUd! C.I al Regulatory Total
Codes Decisions Reports

EU 3 2 1 2 8
USA 2 1 3 1 7

UK 2 2 1 1 6
Singapore 1 2 0 1 4
Japan 2 1 1 1 5
Total 10 8 6 6 30

The data demonstrate that the European Union exhibits the most structured approach with its
draft Al Act and accompanying policy guidance explicitly referencing algorithmic bias. The United
States relies more heavily on case law and sector-specific guidelines, particularly in areas such as
employment and credit scoring. Singapore and Japan adopt a principle-based approach focused on
ethical governance, yet lack strong enforcement mechanisms. Despite these differences, all
jurisdictions show increasing awareness of the risks posed by biased algorithms, although their
regulatory responses vary in scope and enforceability.

Several jurisdictions share overlapping ethical values such as fairness, transparency, and
accountability, but differ in how these values are operationalized. The EU provides specific
definitions and assessment criteria within its legislative texts, while other regions, particularly the
US and UK, emphasize the role of voluntary compliance, impact assessments, and corporate
responsibility. Legal instruments in Asia tend to be more aspirational, reflecting the region’s
emphasis on innovation and self-regulation. These variances point to a lack of global
harmonization, which in turn creates legal uncertainty for Al developers and affected individuals.

An inferential analysis reveals a strong relationship between the existence of detailed legal
instruments and the presence of institutional mechanisms for redress. Jurisdictions with explicit
legal definitions of algorithmic bias, such as the EU, also exhibit higher levels of procedural
safeguards including algorithmic audits, public consultation, and appeal processes. In contrast,
jurisdictions that rely on non-binding guidelines tend to lack formal enforcement channels, leading
to lower accountability and higher reliance on self-assessment. These findings underscore the
importance of integrating legal enforceability with ethical aspirations to ensure meaningful
protection.

The presence of enforceable legal obligations correlates with the degree of regulatory
maturity and public trust in Al governance. Countries with comprehensive Al governance
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frameworks show greater consistency in addressing algorithmic harm and facilitating stakeholder
engagement. The absence of such frameworks contributes to legal fragmentation, where affected
individuals may face barriers to justice depending on their jurisdiction. This situation raises
normative concerns about equality before the law in the digital age and the distribution of
algorithmic risk among different populations.

A case study of the United States highlights the consequences of regulatory fragmentation. In
the case Loomis v. Wisconsin, the use of a proprietary risk assessment algorithm in sentencing
raised concerns about racial bias and lack of transparency. The court upheld the use of the tool,
noting that the algorithm's role was advisory, not determinative. However, the case sparked
widespread debate about due process and the limitations of existing legal doctrines in regulating Al
systems. This example illustrates the challenge of applying traditional legal standards to modern
automated technologies without updated normative frameworks.

Another case study from the European Union involves the General Data Protection
Regulation (GDPR) and its Article 22, which addresses automated decision-making. In the case of
Schufa v. Hessischer Datenschutzbeauftragter, the court ruled that individuals have the right not to
be subject to decisions based solely on automated processing. This ruling strengthened data
subjects' rights and highlighted the EU’s proactive stance on Al accountability. The contrast
between this and the U.S. case reveals the impact of regulatory clarity and normative prioritization
in safeguarding individual rights.

The data collectively show that jurisdictions with legally binding definitions of algorithmic
bias are better positioned to offer protections, resolve disputes, and establish consistent standards.
Legal systems that incorporate normative values into enforceable frameworks are more effective in
preventing the systemic reproduction of bias. Conversely, reliance on voluntary or ethical
guidelines, while valuable for shaping industry behavior, remains insufficient in the absence of
legal consequences for non-compliance.

Interpretation of these results affirms the central thesis that algorithmic bias is not merely a
technical challenge, but a normative legal problem that demands regulatory intervention. The
findings highlight that ethical codes must be translated into legal obligations to ensure justice in
automated decision-making. A coherent global framework is needed to bridge ethical ambition and
legal enforceability, reduce jurisdictional disparities, and uphold democratic principles in Al
governance.

The results of this study demonstrate that regulatory responses to algorithmic bias remain
inconsistent and largely fragmented across jurisdictions. While the European Union exhibits a
relatively mature and structured approach through instruments such as the GDPR and the draft Al
Act, other jurisdictions rely predominantly on voluntary ethical frameworks or case-by-case judicial
interpretation. Data indicate that jurisdictions with legally binding definitions of algorithmic bias
and formal redress mechanisms, such as the EU, provide stronger safeguards for individuals
affected by automated decisions. In contrast, countries like the United States and Singapore lean
toward industry-led compliance and soft-law instruments, which lack enforceability. The absence of
global harmonization further complicates the landscape, leading to jurisdictional discrepancies and
potential inequalities in legal protection.

The findings contrast with existing literature that often emphasizes the technical nature of
algorithmic bias and promotes solutions through improved algorithm design or data quality. Studies
such as those by Barocas, Selbst, and Crawford focus on the computational aspects of fairness but
tend to understate the normative legal dimensions of the problem. This study diverges by reframing
algorithmic bias not as a technical imperfection but as a regulatory failure rooted in weak normative
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frameworks. While previous research has contributed valuable insights into bias detection and
technical mitigation, this study underscores the role of enforceable legal norms in ensuring
accountability and redress. The comparative analysis reveals that a purely technological fix, in the
absence of regulatory rigor, is insufficient to counteract the systemic nature of bias embedded in
automated systems.

The persistence of algorithmic bias across sectors and jurisdictions signals a deeper structural
issue: the legal system’s inability to adapt rapidly to the epistemic and institutional challenges posed
by algorithmic decision-making. The lack of standardized legal definitions and enforcement
protocols suggests that legal norms are lagging behind technological innovation. These findings
point to a broader concern regarding the erosion of procedural justice and due process in algorithm-
driven environments. Automated systems increasingly influence life-altering decisions, yet affected
individuals often lack transparency, explanation, or mechanisms for appeal. This reflects a
normative deficit in current governance models and underscores the urgency of integrating human
rights principles into Al regulatory design.

Implications of these results are far-reaching for policymakers, legal scholars, and technology
developers. Failure to regulate algorithmic bias effectively risks entrenching discrimination,
amplifying inequalities, and undermining public trust in legal and technological institutions.
Without binding legal obligations, ethical guidelines remain aspirational and voluntary, offering
little recourse to those harmed by algorithmic decisions. The findings advocate for the adoption of a
rights-based legal framework that treats fairness, transparency, and accountability not as optional
virtues but as enforceable obligations. Regulatory alignment across jurisdictions is essential to
create coherent protections, especially in cross-border contexts where Al systems operate beyond
national boundaries.

The reasons behind the identified disparities stem from differing legal traditions, regulatory
philosophies, and political commitments to data governance. Civil law jurisdictions tend to adopt
more centralized and codified approaches, making them more likely to legislate explicitly on
algorithmic accountability. Common law systems, in contrast, often rely on judicial precedent and
sector-specific regulations, resulting in piecemeal and reactive responses. Cultural attitudes toward
privacy, individual rights, and innovation further shape regulatory priorities. Countries that
prioritize innovation competitiveness may favor flexible, non-binding standards, while those
emphasizing social justice may be more willing to impose legal restrictions on Al deployment. The
results of this study thus reflect the complex interplay between legal structure, political will, and
normative values.

Technological opacity and a lack of legal-technical literacy among regulators also contribute
to the observed regulatory inertia. Many legal professionals and policymakers struggle to grasp the
inner workings of machine learning systems, which complicates efforts to draft precise legislation.
Institutional resistance to adopting new normative frameworks often stems from uncertainty about
how to translate ethical principles into legal language. This gap in regulatory competence
exacerbates delays in formulating effective safeguards. The results underscore the necessity of
interdisciplinary collaboration, involving ethicists, technologists, and legal scholars, to build
regulatory systems that are both technically informed and normatively grounded.

Legal reform is the next essential step in closing the governance gap exposed by algorithmic
bias. Regulatory bodies must prioritize the development of enforceable norms that address both
individual and systemic harms resulting from biased automation. International cooperation is
needed to ensure coherence and compatibility across legal systems. Institutions of higher education
should expand training in Al ethics and law to prepare future legal professionals for the challenges
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of digital governance. Stakeholders must engage in inclusive policymaking that reflects the lived
experiences of those most affected by algorithmic injustice.

This research recommends that future regulatory efforts center on procedural fairness,
explainability mandates, and algorithmic impact assessments as legal requirements. Policymakers
must ensure that legal frameworks are adaptable to technological change while anchored in
enduring principles of justice and equality. The establishment of oversight institutions and the
integration of public participation in regulatory processes are also crucial for legitimacy. These
steps will help shift algorithmic governance from a fragmented, aspirational model to a cohesive,
rights-respecting legal regime equipped to manage the normative challenges of Al-driven decision-
making.

CONCLUSION

The most significant finding of this research lies in its identification of the normative deficit
in current regulatory frameworks addressing algorithmic bias. Unlike prior studies that
predominantly focus on technical or ethical solutions, this study emphasizes the central role of
enforceable legal norms in ensuring fairness, transparency, and accountability in Al-assisted
decision-making. Jurisdictions with codified obligations and clear procedural safeguards
demonstrate higher levels of legal coherence and public trust compared to those relying on
voluntary ethical standards. This highlights a critical shift in framing algorithmic bias not as a
technological failure, but as a regulatory and normative governance challenge.

The primary contribution of this research is conceptual rather than technical. It introduces a
normative-legal framework that bridges Al ethics with enforceable regulation, offering an
alternative to the prevailing reliance on non-binding guidelines. The study integrates doctrinal legal
analysis with comparative jurisprudence to propose a structured model for regulating algorithmic
decision-making. This contribution is significant for policymakers, legal theorists, and Al
governance specialists seeking to translate ethical principles into actionable legal norms. The
framework provides a foundation for future legislative efforts and institutional reforms aimed at
minimizing systemic bias in algorithmic processes.

This study is limited by its reliance on secondary data and textual analysis, which restricts its
ability to capture the lived experiences of individuals affected by biased Al systems. The absence of
empirical fieldwork or engagement with frontline practitioners may limit the depth of insight into
practical regulatory enforcement. Future research should incorporate interdisciplinary methods,
including stakeholder interviews, ethnographic observation, and case-based policy evaluation.
Longitudinal studies examining the implementation and impact of new Al legislation across
different jurisdictions would also offer valuable data to refine the proposed normative model and
assess its effectiveness in practice.
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