
 
Discourse journal on Law and Society 

E-ISSN: 3089-6797 

P-ISSN: 3089-6789 

 

 

DOI : https://doi.org/10.70062/djls.v1i2.147  https://law.ifrel.org/index.php/DJLS  

Research Article 

Human Rights Protection in the Era of Artificial Intelligence: 
A Comparative Legal Analysis of Ethical Governance and 
Regulatory Frameworks 

Rengga Kusuma Putra1*, Lita Tyesta Addy Listya Wardhani2, Edvardas Juchnevicius3, Sandra Leoni4 

1 Universitas Sains dan Teknologi Komputer, Indonesia, renggakusumaputra@gmail.com 
2 Universitas Diponegoro, Indonesia, litatyesta@gmail.com  
3 University of Gdansk, Pollandia edvardas.juchnevicius@ug.edu.pl  
4 Universitas Siliwangi, Indonesia, sandraleoniprakasayakub@unsil.ac.id  
* Corresponding Author: renggakusumaputra@gmail.com  

Abstract: The rapid advancement and integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) into diverse sectors of 

society have generated complex ethical and human rights challenges. Technologies involving 

surveillance, data collection, algorithmic decision-making, and facial recognition pose significant risks 

to privacy, equality, and freedom of expression. This study examines the intersection of AI and human 

rights through a comparative analysis of regulatory frameworks in the European Union (EU), the 

United States (US), and Asia. Employing a comparative legal approach, the research analyzes 

international and national regulatory instruments, including the EU AI Act, the General Data 

Protection Regulation (GDPR), and China’s Personal Information Protection Law (PIPL). Case studies 

of AI-related human rights violations, such as algorithmic bias and discrimination, are incorporated to 

illustrate real-world implications. Findings reveal substantial differences in governance approaches: the 

EU emphasizes a risk-based model prioritizing human rights protections, while the US and Asia adopt 

more fragmented or centralized strategies. The study underscores the urgent need for global regulatory 

harmonization to safeguard fundamental rights and promote ethical AI development. By highlighting 

both strengths and limitations of existing frameworks, the research contributes to ongoing debates on 

balancing innovation with accountability, transparency, and human rights protection in the digital era. 
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1. Introduction 

The rapid advancement of Artificial Intelligence (AI) is reshaping various sectors of 
society, but its development has profound implications for human rights. AI-driven 
technologies, such as surveillance systems and automated decision-making tools, have raised 
significant concerns regarding privacy, autonomy, and fairness. Surveillance technologies, 
powered by AI, collect vast amounts of personal data, which can lead to violations of privacy 
and freedoms of expression, thus infringing on individuals' autonomy (Bajraktari and Qatani 
2024). Furthermore, AI systems can perpetuate existing biases, resulting in discriminatory 
practices that exacerbate societal inequalities, particularly in areas like hiring and law 
enforcement (Nelu 2024). Automated decision-making processes also limit individuals' ability 
to challenge decisions, such as credit approvals or legal judgments, which undermines their 
personal freedoms (Thinyane and Sassetti 2020). Given these risks, it is crucial to balance 
technological innovation with the protection of human rights. While AI offers potential for 
efficiency and innovation, its ethical implications must be carefully examined, and robust 
global regulatory frameworks need to be established to mitigate harm (Hoxhaj, Halilaj, and 
Harizi 2023). Developing such frameworks that adhere to human rights principles is essential 
in ensuring that AI serves humanity without violating fundamental rights (Nagy 2024). 
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Artificial Intelligence (AI) has rapidly become a transformative force across various 
sectors, prompting significant ethical and legal challenges. Existing literature reveals diverse 
regulatory approaches to AI, with notable differences in the ways countries govern this 
technology. The European Union (EU), for instance, adopts a rights-based, precautionary 
model under the AI Act, which includes robust protections for human rights, particularly 
through risk-based classifications and transparency mandates (Fitriyah and Abdulovna 2024). 
In contrast, the United States pursues a more decentralized, innovation-driven regulatory 
approach, with less uniform enforcement, which may result in insufficient safeguards for 
privacy and equality (Vujicic 2025). Meanwhile, China focuses on state control and centralized 
governance, integrating AI into broader societal management, yet this often limits 
independent oversight, raising concerns about surveillance and civil liberties (Zhaltyrbayeva 
et al. 2025). Despite the growing body of research, significant gaps remain in comparative 
legal studies, particularly regarding the alignment of AI regulations with human rights across 
different legal frameworks. This study aims to fill this gap by providing a comprehensive 
comparative analysis of AI governance in the EU, the U.S., China, and emerging jurisdictions, 
examining both common principles and regional divergences in their approaches to 
protecting human rights while fostering technological innovation (Rajendra and 
Thuraisingam 2025). 

The increasing integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) into various sectors raises 
significant concerns regarding its impact on human rights. The objective of this research is to 
conduct a comparative legal analysis of AI regulations across multiple countries, focusing on 
how these regulations affect human rights protection. This study seeks to answer two key 
research questions: (1) How do different national AI regulations affect human rights? and (2) 
What challenges arise in balancing technological innovation with the protection of individual 
rights? Existing research highlights a significant divergence in regulatory approaches; for 
example, the European Union's AI Act adopts a rights-based approach, focusing on the 
protection of fundamental rights, whereas the United States emphasizes innovation and 
decentralization, leading to inconsistent enforcement (Musthafa and Arundhati 2025; Pérez-
Ugena 2024). Meanwhile, countries like China prioritize state control, raising concerns about 
privacy and individual freedoms (Zhaltyrbayeva et al. 2025). This study aims to contribute by 
examining these divergent regulatory frameworks, identifying the challenges in balancing 
innovation with human rights, and proposing pathways for harmonizing AI regulations 
globally. 

The rapid advancement of Artificial Intelligence (AI) presents both tremendous 
potential and significant risks to human rights. As AI systems continue to evolve, they 
introduce complex ethical dilemmas, such as privacy violations, algorithmic bias, and 
discrimination, which can undermine democratic values and human dignity (Nagy 2024; 
Zhaltyrbayeva et al. 2025). This research argues that human rights principles must form the 
foundation of AI governance, ensuring that AI systems align with democratic values like 
transparency, accountability, and fairness. Regulatory frameworks such as the European 
Union’s AI Act and the Council of Europe’s AI Convention emphasize risk-based approaches 
and human rights impact assessments, setting critical precedents for AI governance (Fitriyah 
and Abdulovna 2024; Pérez-Ugena 2024). However, significant gaps remain, particularly in 
addressing algorithmic bias and protecting marginalized groups (Al-Billeh et al. 2024). The 
contribution of this study lies in its focus on harmonizing AI regulations globally, offering a 
comparative analysis of existing frameworks, and proposing unified standards that can bridge 
regulatory gaps, promote international cooperation, and operationalize human rights 
considerations in AI governance (Musthafa and Arundhati 2025; Santos, Rivelli, and Filho 
2025). 
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2. Literature Review 

Human Rights in the Digital Era 

 
Figure 1. Human Rights in the Digital Era. 

 
The digital age has led to a transformation in the conceptualization of human rights, as 

new challenges arise from digital technologies. Traditional human rights, such as the right to 
privacy, freedom of expression, and the right to information, are now redefined in a digital 
context. These rights are extended into the online realm, adapting to technological 
advancements and the complexities of digital spaces (Pleskach 2025). Additionally, the 
emergence of new digital rights, such as the right to be forgotten and the right to digital 
identity governance, is vital for addressing issues unique to digital environments, such as 
algorithmic decision-making and data privacy (Ienca et al. 2022). The digital era has thus given 
rise to a "fourth generation" of human rights, acknowledging the transformative impact of 
technology on individual freedoms and societal structures (Wang, Tang, and Zhou 2025). 
This shift has prompted legal scholars and human rights advocates to rethink the foundations 
and applications of these rights, ensuring their relevance in a rapidly evolving technological 
landscape. 

In the digital age, human rights are becoming increasingly variable and context-
dependent, influenced by the interplay of technology, governance, and society. For instance, 
the concept of digital rights varies significantly across jurisdictions. In the European Union, 
regulations such as the AI Act emphasize a rights-based approach, integrating human rights 
principles into AI governance to safeguard privacy and equality (Al-Kasassbeh et al. 2024). 
Conversely, in regions with less robust legal frameworks, such as parts of Ibero-America and 
Asia, digital rights are still in their infancy, often relying on broader legal provisions that fail 
to address the nuances of digital technology’s impact on human rights (Zhaltyrbayeva et al. 
2025). Moreover, the lack of harmonized global standards presents a challenge for consistent 
enforcement and protection of these rights, especially as AI and other digital technologies 
continue to evolve and expand. This variability underscores the importance of adapting legal 
frameworks to ensure equitable and universal protection of human rights in the digital realm. 
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AI Ethics and Responsible Governance 

 
Figure 2. AI Ethics and Responsible Governance. 

 
The rapid development of Artificial Intelligence (AI) technologies has raised critical 

ethical concerns, particularly in the areas of fairness, accountability, and transparency. AI 
systems, when not carefully designed, often perpetuate biases due to non-representative 
datasets or flawed algorithms, which can lead to discriminatory outcomes, especially in sectors 
like healthcare, education, and human resource management (Murikah, Nthenge, and 
Musyoka 2024). These biases can exacerbate existing inequalities, highlighting the need for 
ethical AI systems that promote fairness and equity (Weiner et al. 2025). Transparency and 
accountability are essential to ensure that AI decision-making processes are understandable 
and that individuals can challenge unfair decisions. The development of explainable AI (XAI) 
and fairness-aware algorithms is an emerging strategy to improve the transparency and 
trustworthiness of AI systems (Radanliev 2025). Privacy concerns are another significant 
ethical challenge, especially when AI systems rely on extensive data collection, raising issues 
regarding the misuse of personal data (Setiawati, Kusmara, and Kuusk 2025). This highlights 
the urgency of embedding ethical principles, such as transparency and fairness, into AI 
development to safeguard human rights. 

Ethical AI governance requires a multifaceted approach that integrates fairness, 
accountability, and transparency throughout the AI lifecycle. One proposed strategy is the 
implementation of fairness-aware algorithms and routine audits to mitigate biases and ensure 
that AI systems operate equitably (Mali et al. 2025). Explainable AI, which aims to make AI 
systems more interpretable, plays a crucial role in addressing transparency challenges 
(Nikiforova and Shakirova 2025). Furthermore, multi-stakeholder governance strategies, 
involving both public and private entities, are essential for ensuring ethical deployment and 
oversight of AI technologies (Arifuzzaman et al. 2025). These frameworks and standards 
should be applied across various domains, such as healthcare and education, where AI has 
the potential to impact fundamental human rights. The adoption of these strategies ensures 
that AI systems do not undermine privacy, equality, and freedom, but rather enhance them 
in a transparent and accountable manner. 
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Comparative Analysis of AI Regulations in the European Union, the US, and Asia 

 
Figure 3. Comparative Analysis of AI Regulations in the European Union, the US, and 

Asia. 
 

The regulatory approaches to Artificial Intelligence (AI) differ significantly across 
regions, particularly in the European Union (EU), the United States (US), and Asia, reflecting 
their unique legal frameworks, societal priorities, and economic models. In the EU, the 
proposed AI Act exemplifies a stringent, risk-based regulatory framework that emphasizes 
consumer protection, privacy, and transparency (Vujicic 2025). This framework classifies AI 
systems based on risk levels and imposes strict compliance obligations, ensuring that AI 
deployment adheres to fundamental rights. Conversely, the US adopts a decentralized, 
market-driven approach, fostering innovation but lacking a comprehensive federal AI law, 
resulting in regulatory fragmentation and limited ethical safeguards (Perboli, Simionato, and 
Pratali 2025). Meanwhile, Asia, particularly China, employs a state-guided regulatory model 
that prioritizes rapid deployment and data sovereignty, though concerns about political 
oversight and limited transparency persist (Lu and Tie 2025). 

AI regulatory frameworks exhibit significant variability, shaped by regional priorities and 
governance models. The EU's AI Act reflects a clear commitment to consumer rights and 
data protection through mechanisms like the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), 
ensuring uniformity across member states (Todorova et al. 2023). However, this stringent 
approach can hinder innovation, particularly for smaller enterprises and startups (Bertolini et 
al. 2024). In contrast, the US's decentralized regulatory model encourages rapid innovation 
and flexibility, although it lacks cohesive oversight, leading to potential risks in areas such as 
algorithmic bias and privacy (Daniels, Narayanan, and McFaul 2025). Asia's centralized 
approach, particularly in China, has enabled rapid AI adoption, but the lack of focus on 
individual rights and transparency raises concerns about human rights and ethical governance 
(Kulothungan and Gupta 2025). These regional differences highlight the need for adaptive 
governance models that balance innovation, ethical considerations, and human rights 
protection. 
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Principles of Data Protection and Privacy Law in the Context of AI Technologies 

 
Figure 4. Principles of Data Protection and Privacy Law in the Context of AI 

Technologies. 
 

The integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) technologies into various sectors has 
significantly heightened concerns regarding data protection and privacy. As AI systems 
become more prevalent, ensuring that data privacy principles are upheld has become a central 
issue for both regulators and organizations deploying these systems. The General Data 
Protection Regulation (GDPR) serves as a cornerstone for data protection in the European 
Union, emphasizing transparency and lawfulness in AI data processing (Berktaş and Feyzioğlu 
2024). This regulation mandates that AI systems be transparent in their data collection and 
processing practices, allowing individuals to understand how their data is being used (Flayyih 
et al. 2025). Furthermore, the principle of data minimization requires that only the necessary 
data for specific, legitimate purposes be collected, ensuring that AI systems do not overreach 
in their data gathering (Sharma and Sharma 2024). Privacy by design and default, a principle 
embedded within the GDPR, demands that AI systems be built with privacy protections from 
the outset, ensuring compliance throughout their lifecycle (Tombal, Willem, and De 
Terwangne 2023). 

While the key principles of data protection and privacy are universally important, their 
application within AI governance can vary depending on regional legal frameworks and 
technological advancements. For instance, AI systems in Europe are bound by the GDPR's 
strict regulations, which ensure that privacy rights are protected through mechanisms like data 
access and erasure rights. However, other regions, such as the US, have yet to establish a 
cohesive federal framework for AI data privacy, leading to fragmented regulations that create 
challenges for cross-border data governance (Gupta et al. 2025). Moreover, the challenges of 
achieving meaningful consent and ensuring privacy in AI systems are compounded by the 
complexity and scale of data processing activities, which require enhanced transparency and 
explainability. Despite these challenges, emerging solutions such as Privacy-Enhancing 
Technologies (PETs) offer promising avenues for safeguarding privacy while maintaining the 
utility of data for AI systems (Eszteri 2022). The ongoing evolution of AI regulations will 
require continuous adaptation to balance technological innovation with privacy protections, 
ensuring that data governance keeps pace with the rapid development of AI technologies. 
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Review of Previous Studies on AI and Human Rights Violations 

 
Figure 5. Review of Previous Studies on AI and Human Rights Violations. 

 
The intersection of Artificial Intelligence (AI) and human rights has emerged as a critical 

area of concern, with numerous studies highlighting the risks posed by AI technologies. AI 
systems, particularly those involved in mass surveillance, predictive algorithms, and facial 
recognition, have been identified as major threats to privacy rights. Privacy violations are one 
of the most significant concerns, as these systems often operate with limited transparency, 
leading to misuse of personal data, disproportionately affecting marginalized communities. 
Additionally, AI's involvement in high-risk sectors such as healthcare and law enforcement 
has raised questions regarding its impact on fundamental rights, with many arguing that 
current regulations fail to address the unique challenges posed by AI (Ghayoumi and 
Ghazinour 2025). Studies suggest that AI's influence on human rights is not only about the 
technology itself but also about how regulatory frameworks and accountability mechanisms 
are designed to mitigate these risks (Gentelet and Mizrahi 2024). 

The challenge of addressing AI-induced human rights violations is compounded by the 
diversity of regulatory frameworks across regions. In some jurisdictions, such as the European 
Union, there are robust attempts to regulate AI's impact on privacy, fairness, and 
accountability, through frameworks like the GDPR and the AI Act. However, many countries 
lack comprehensive AI-specific regulations, which leads to fragmented approaches and legal 
gaps. For example, the absence of strict liability in some countries' laws means that AI-related 
violations often go unaddressed, particularly when it comes to issues of algorithmic bias and 
discrimination (Nelu 2024). Researchers have called for a more integrated global approach to 
AI regulation, emphasizing the need for harmonized international standards to ensure that 
AI development does not infringe upon basic human rights (Teo 2022). These disparities 
underscore the complexity of aligning technological progress with the protection of individual 
freedoms. 

 

3. Materials and Method 

This research employs a comprehensive methodology to analyze AI regulations and their 
impact on human rights, combining a comparative legal approach, document analysis, case 
studies, normative analysis, and literature triangulation. By comparing AI regulations in 
different regions, including the European Union, the United States, and Asia, the study 
identifies key strengths and weaknesses in their approaches to AI governance. It reviews 
international and national legal frameworks, such as the EU’s AI Act and the U.S. Federal 
Trade Commission guidelines, to assess their effectiveness in protecting human rights. Real-



Discourse journal on Law and Society 2025 (May), vol. 1, no. 2, Putra et al., 22 of 29 

 

world case studies of AI-driven human rights violations, such as privacy breaches and 
algorithmic bias, provide empirical evidence of the risks posed by AI. The study also adopts 
a normative and conceptual approach, evaluating the ethical principles underlying AI 
governance and how human rights norms are integrated. Finally, literature triangulation 
ensures the validity and reliability of the findings by cross-referencing multiple sources of 
information, offering a well-rounded understanding of the challenges and solutions in AI 
governance. 

 

 
Figure 6. Research Methodology Flowchart Structure. 

 

Comparative Legal Approach  

The comparative legal approach adopted in this research examines the differences and 
similarities between AI regulations across various legal systems. This methodology involves 
systematically comparing the regulatory frameworks of regions like the European Union 
(EU), the United States (US), and Asia to understand how each jurisdiction approaches AI 
governance, especially regarding human rights protection. By evaluating the strengths and 
weaknesses of these regulatory approaches, the study aims to highlight the regulatory gaps 
and challenges associated with AI technologies. The comparative legal study offers insights 
into how regional legal traditions, cultural contexts, and societal priorities shape the 
formulation of AI laws. This approach is particularly useful for identifying the universal 
principles of AI regulation while considering the diverse legal frameworks that influence AI 
deployment globally. By comparing AI regulations in these jurisdictions, the study aims to 
identify the best practices and the areas requiring further development to ensure human rights 
protections are upheld across borders. 

Analysis of International and National Regulatory Documents 

This research involves an in-depth analysis of both international and national regulatory 
documents related to AI. Key documents such as the European Union’s AI Act, the General 
Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), the U.S. Federal Trade Commission (FTC) guidelines, 
and China’s Personal Information Protection Law (PIPL) will be critically reviewed to assess 
their adequacy in addressing the human rights implications of AI. International frameworks 
like the OECD AI Principles will also be examined for their role in establishing global 
standards for AI governance. The analysis will compare how different regulatory systems 
define AI, its risks, and the measures they propose to mitigate potential human rights 
violations. A key aspect of this analysis will be to evaluate the effectiveness of these 
regulations in promoting transparency, accountability, and fairness while safeguarding privacy 
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and preventing discrimination. By reviewing these documents, the research seeks to identify 
regulatory patterns and best practices that could inform future AI governance strategies. 

Case Studies of AI-Based Human Rights Violations 

In this research, case studies of AI-related human rights violations will be analyzed to 
provide real-world examples of the risks associated with AI technologies. These case studies 
include instances where AI systems have caused privacy infringements, discrimination, and 
biased decision-making, particularly in high-stakes sectors such as healthcare, criminal justice, 
and employment. For example, facial recognition technologies have been used by law 
enforcement agencies in ways that disproportionately affect marginalized communities, 
raising concerns about racial profiling and privacy violations. Similarly, AI algorithms in 
recruitment processes have shown biases, misidentifying candidates based on race, gender, or 
socioeconomic background. These case studies will demonstrate the practical implications of 
AI governance and highlight the urgent need for robust ethical frameworks and regulations. 
By examining these examples, the study aims to underline the significance of addressing these 
violations through effective legal and ethical oversight. 

Normative and Conceptual Approach 

The normative and conceptual approach focuses on examining the underlying principles 
and ethical considerations that should govern AI technologies. This method involves 
evaluating how human rights norms, such as the right to privacy, equality, and non-
discrimination, are integrated into AI regulations. The conceptual analysis will explore the 
ethical challenges that arise with the use of AI, particularly the conflict between innovation 
and human rights protections. For instance, AI systems often operate as "black boxes," 
making it difficult to ensure transparency and accountability in their decision-making 
processes. The study will also assess the legal implications of AI, particularly how existing 
human rights frameworks, such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, apply to AI 
technologies. By conceptualizing AI governance through a human rights lens, this approach 
seeks to develop a more comprehensive understanding of the ethical and legal challenges 
posed by AI systems and propose solutions to ensure that these technologies respect and 
protect fundamental rights. 

Validation through Literature Triangulation 

To ensure the robustness and reliability of the research findings, literature triangulation 
will be employed. This method involves cross-referencing various sources of information, 
including academic literature, legal documents, and empirical case studies, to verify the 
accuracy of the analysis. Triangulation helps mitigate biases by incorporating multiple 
perspectives and data points, ensuring that the research is well-rounded and grounded in a 
variety of sources. By comparing different studies and legal frameworks, the research can 
identify consistent themes and highlight areas where further development is needed in AI 
governance. Additionally, literature triangulation will help validate the effectiveness of 
existing regulatory frameworks in addressing human rights concerns and provide evidence-
based recommendations for improving AI regulations. This approach enhances the credibility 
of the findings and contributes to a more thorough understanding of the challenges and 
solutions associated with AI and human rights. 

 

4. Results and Discussion 

The research highlights significant differences in AI regulatory approaches across 
regions, focusing on the European Union (EU), the United States (US), and Asia. The EU’s 
risk-based regulatory framework, exemplified by the AI Act and GDPR, provides strong 
human rights protections, ensuring transparency, accountability, and fairness but may hinder 
innovation due to high compliance costs. In contrast, the US promotes rapid AI innovation 
through a decentralized, market-driven approach but faces regulatory fragmentation, leading 
to inconsistent consumer protections and ethical oversight. Asia, particularly China, employs 
a centralized model focusing on state control and data sovereignty, which enables fast AI 
adoption but raises concerns about privacy violations and human rights infringements. The 
study also underscores regulatory gaps in developing countries, where AI regulations are often 
underdeveloped or reliant on general data protection laws, leaving vulnerable populations at 
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risk. To address these challenges, the study calls for a more harmonized global approach to 
AI regulation, balancing innovation with human rights protection and promoting ethical 
standards internationally. 

Results 

The research reveals significant differences in AI regulatory approaches across various 
jurisdictions, primarily focusing on the European Union (EU), the United States (US), and 
Asia. The EU’s regulatory framework, epitomized by the proposed AI Act, classifies AI 
systems based on risk levels, from unacceptable to minimal, and imposes stringent compliance 
requirements (e.g., transparency, human oversight). This framework provides robust 
protections for fundamental rights such as privacy, equality, and transparency. However, the 
EU's approach is criticized for potentially stifling innovation, particularly for startups and 
small businesses, due to the high compliance costs associated with the regulations. 
Conversely, the US adopts a more market-driven, decentralized approach to AI regulation, 
which fosters rapid innovation but results in regulatory fragmentation. The lack of a 
comprehensive federal law leads to a piecemeal approach to AI governance across states, 
creating gaps in consumer protection and ethical oversight. In Asia, particularly in China, AI 
regulation is highly centralized, with a strong focus on state control and national priorities, 
such as data sovereignty. However, the lack of focus on individual rights and transparency in 
China’s approach raises concerns about the potential misuse of AI technologies for political 
purposes. 

 
Figure 7. Regulatory Approaches to Al. 

 
Regulatory approaches to Artificial Intelligence (AI) vary significantly across different 

regions, reflecting diverse legal traditions, economic models, and societal priorities. The 
European Union (EU) has implemented a stringent, risk-based regulatory framework, 
exemplified by the AI Act, which emphasizes transparency, accountability, and human rights 
protection. In contrast, the United States adopts a decentralized, market-driven model with 
minimal federal oversight, fostering rapid innovation but creating regulatory fragmentation. 
Meanwhile, countries in Asia, particularly China, prioritize state control, aiming for rapid AI 
deployment but raising concerns about privacy, transparency, and individual rights. 
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Figure 8. Regulatory Challenges & Solutions. 

 
The regulatory challenges associated with Artificial Intelligence (AI) governance 

primarily include the lack of regulation in developing countries, fragmented global standards, 
and human rights risks posed by AI systems. In developing nations, the absence of 
comprehensive AI regulations exposes populations to privacy violations and discrimination. 
The lack of global regulatory cohesion complicates international cooperation, preventing 
unified approaches to AI governance. Additionally, AI systems often exacerbate human rights 
concerns, particularly regarding privacy, bias, and accountability. Proposed solutions include 
building regulatory frameworks, fostering international collaboration, and ensuring AI 
governance is grounded in human rights principles to mitigate these challenges effectively. 

The lack of cohesive AI regulations in many developing countries, particularly in regions 
such as Latin America and parts of Asia, was also highlighted in the study. These countries 
often rely on general data protection laws, which fail to address the specific challenges posed 
by AI. This regulatory gap leaves populations vulnerable to privacy violations, discrimination, 
and a lack of accountability, particularly in sectors like law enforcement and employment. The 
absence of comprehensive legal frameworks in these regions not only hinders AI 
development but also exacerbates inequalities, disproportionately affecting marginalized 
groups. Furthermore, the study underscores the importance of establishing a regulatory 
environment that not only fosters AI innovation but also ensures that AI systems are designed 
and deployed ethically, aligning with human rights principles. 

Discussion 

One of the most significant findings of this study is the progressive nature of the EU’s 
risk-based regulatory approach, which emphasizes human rights safeguards in AI governance. 
The EU AI Act, along with the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), sets a global 
benchmark for balancing the rapid advancement of AI with the protection of fundamental 
rights. This framework ensures that AI technologies comply with high standards of 
transparency, accountability, and fairness. However, the potential drawbacks of such stringent 
regulations must also be considered. While these regulations may protect individuals from 
privacy violations and discrimination, they may also create barriers to innovation and slow 
down the development of AI technologies, particularly for smaller players in the market. This 
regulatory model could potentially result in a situation where the EU remains competitive in 
developing ethical AI but may lose its edge in global AI innovation compared to less regulated 
markets like the US and China. 

On the other hand, the US’s decentralized, market-driven model encourages rapid AI 
innovation and technological leadership but lacks cohesive legal oversight. The regulatory 
fragmentation in the US, with different states implementing their own AI laws and federal 
agencies issuing separate guidelines, creates inconsistencies in how AI technologies are 
governed and the extent to which human rights are protected. This piecemeal approach 
results in gaps in consumer protection and ethical safeguards, particularly in high-risk sectors 
like healthcare, criminal justice, and finance. Without a unified regulatory framework, AI 
systems in the US may continue to operate without sufficient accountability, leading to 
potential privacy violations and exacerbating biases. The study suggests that while the US’s 
focus on innovation is crucial for maintaining technological leadership, the country must 
adopt more comprehensive regulations to ensure ethical AI deployment and human rights 
protection. 

In Asia, the centralized approach to AI governance, especially in China, has enabled 
rapid adoption of AI technologies but raises concerns about the transparency and ethical 



Discourse journal on Law and Society 2025 (May), vol. 1, no. 2, Putra et al., 26 of 29 

 

implications of such governance. China’s regulatory model prioritizes national control over 
AI development and data security, which can lead to significant human rights risks, 
particularly in the areas of privacy and freedom of expression. The lack of emphasis on 
individual rights, coupled with state surveillance programs, has raised alarms about the 
potential misuse of AI technologies to infringe upon fundamental freedoms. The study 
emphasizes the need for a more balanced approach in Asia, one that not only promotes AI 
innovation and national security but also ensures the protection of individual rights and 
freedoms. Additionally, the study highlights the need for greater international cooperation in 
AI governance to address the cross-border challenges posed by AI technologies and ensure 
universal human rights protections. Aligning AI regulations across jurisdictions will help 
mitigate risks, foster innovation, and promote global ethical standards. 

5. Comparison 

The governance models for Artificial Intelligence (AI) differ significantly across the 
globe, with each region employing a unique regulatory approach. In the European Union 
(EU), the regulatory framework is advanced and comprehensive, led by the proposed AI Act 
and the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). These regulations focus on classifying 
AI systems by risk levels, ensuring transparency, accountability, and a robust human rights 
framework. In contrast, the United States (US) follows a fragmented approach, with 
decentralized regulations across state laws and federal agency guidelines, lacking a cohesive 
federal AI law. This decentralized model fosters rapid innovation but creates inconsistencies 
in governance and gaps in human rights protections. Meanwhile, in Asia, particularly China, 
the regulatory model is centralized and state-controlled, prioritizing national security and data 
sovereignty over individual rights, which raises concerns about transparency and privacy 
violations. These regional differences highlight the diversity in AI governance and the 
challenges posed by differing priorities in technology development, human rights, and 
economic models. 

Each region’s AI regulatory framework presents distinct strengths and weaknesses. The 
EU’s risk-based approach stands out for its robust human rights protections, focusing on 
transparency, accountability, and privacy, which aligns well with global human rights 
principles. The strength of this framework lies in its comprehensive coverage, ensuring that 
AI systems are deployed responsibly while safeguarding individual freedoms. However, the 
EU's stringent regulations may hinder innovation, particularly for smaller businesses and 
startups due to high compliance costs and the complexity of meeting regulatory requirements. 
On the other hand, the US’s innovation-driven model encourages rapid AI development and 
technological leadership, but the lack of a unified regulatory framework results in regulatory 
fragmentation, creating gaps in human rights protection, especially in high-risk sectors like 
healthcare and criminal justice. Asia’s regulatory model, particularly in China, allows for swift 
AI deployment and national control over data, but the lack of focus on individual rights and 
the centralization of power pose significant risks to privacy and freedom of expression. These 
weaknesses emphasize the need for a balanced regulatory approach that ensures ethical 
oversight without stifling technological progress. 

To ensure that human rights protections are standardized across borders, it is essential 
to align AI regulations globally. One possible pathway is the establishment of international 
regulatory frameworks that integrate best practices from the EU’s risk-based approach, the 
US’s innovation-driven model, and Asia’s focus on data sovereignty. These frameworks 
should emphasize common principles such as transparency, accountability, and fairness while 
ensuring flexibility for different regions to address local needs. International cooperation 
among governments, industries, and civil society is crucial for harmonizing standards and 
bridging the gaps in AI governance. Collaborative efforts can help create mutual recognition 
mechanisms, allowing AI systems developed in one region to comply with the regulations of 
others, ensuring consistent protections for human rights globally. Furthermore, the creation 
of an international body to oversee the implementation of AI regulations and provide 
guidance on ethical AI governance could facilitate the adoption of unified standards and 
mitigate the risks posed by divergent national approaches. By promoting global dialogue and 
cooperation, the international community can create a regulatory environment that fosters 
innovation while protecting fundamental human rights. 
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6. Conclusion 

In conclusion, this study highlights the critical need for a comprehensive global approach 
to AI governance and human rights protection. As AI technologies continue to evolve, the 
protection of fundamental rights must be at the forefront of regulatory efforts. The 
differences in AI regulatory approaches across regions, particularly between the European 
Union, the United States, and Asia, underscore the importance of establishing a unified 
international framework. Such a framework would ensure that human rights are protected 
consistently, regardless of the region in which AI systems are deployed. 

There is an urgent need for regulatory harmonization to prevent human rights violations 
on a global scale. The fragmentation of AI regulations, as seen in the US and parts of Asia, 
creates gaps in accountability and leaves vulnerable populations exposed to privacy violations, 
discrimination, and lack of transparency. By aligning AI regulations across borders, 
governments can ensure that AI technologies are developed and deployed ethically, fostering 
trust and accountability in these systems. 

This research contributes to strengthening AI legal frameworks by emphasizing the 
importance of grounding these regulations in human rights principles. The findings provide 
valuable insights for policymakers, legal practitioners, and technologists in shaping the future 
of AI governance. By integrating fairness, transparency, and accountability into AI laws and 
frameworks, this study offers actionable recommendations for creating a more ethical and 
inclusive AI ecosystem. 
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