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ABSTRACT

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is increasingly deployed in socially significant
domains, creating regulatory challenges concerning privacy, equality, non-
discrimination, transparency, accountability, and access to effective remedies,
particularly in emerging economies. This study examines how AI regulation
can protect digital human rights while supporting technological innovation and
inclusive digital development. The study employs normative legal research
combined with comparative legal analysis of international instruments, selected
national and regional regulatory frameworks, human-rights instruments, data
protection regulations, academic literature, and institutional reports. The anal-
ysis finds that AI governance is shifting from voluntary ethical principles to-
ward rights-based and risk-oriented regulation, but significant implementation
gaps remain because of differences in institutional capacity, regulatory matu-
rity, technological infrastructure, technical expertise, and enforcement mecha-
nisms. Based on these findings, the study proposes a human-rights-centered
AI governance framework built around four interconnected pillars that encom-
pass rights protection, risk governance, institutional accountability and regula-
tory adaptability. The framework extends existing AI governance approaches
by connecting substantive human-rights protection with preventive risk man-
agement, clearly allocated institutional responsibilities, and context-sensitive
regulatory adaptation for emerging economies. The study concludes that ef-
fective AI regulation should be assessed by its capacity to provide meaningful,
enforceable, and accessible protection of digital human rights throughout the
AI lifecycle while enabling responsible innovation and inclusive socioeconomic
development.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has become increasingly integrated into public administration, finance,
healthcare, education, employment, law enforcement, and digital platforms [1]. These applications offer op-
portunities to improve efficiency, decision-making, and socioeconomic development. However, the growing
use of AI also creates significant challenges for human rights, particularly regarding privacy, equality, non-
discrimination, transparency, accountability, and access to effective remedies [2]. As AI systems increasingly
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influence decisions affecting individuals and communities, regulatory frameworks must ensure that technolog-
ical development remains consistent with human dignity and fundamental rights [3].

These challenges are particularly complex in emerging economies, where regulatory maturity, insti-
tutional capacity, technical expertise, digital infrastructure, and enforcement resources vary considerably [4].
Limited capacity to conduct algorithmic assessments, monitor AI systems, protect personal data, and enforce
regulatory requirements may increase the vulnerability of individuals and marginalized groups [5]. At the same
time, differences in regulatory capacity between domestic institutions and multinational technology companies
can create additional difficulties in ensuring effective accountability and rights protection [6].

Although international organizations have developed principles and frameworks for responsible AI,
translating these principles into enforceable legal and institutional mechanisms remains challenging [7]. Ex-
isting approaches often emphasize individual aspects of AI governance, such as ethical principles, risk man-
agement, data protection, or transparency. However, these approaches may not fully address the intercon-
nected requirements of human rights protection, institutional accountability, and regulatory implementation
in emerging-economy contexts [8]. This creates a need for a regulatory framework that connects normative
human rights principles with practical mechanisms for risk management, oversight, and enforcement.

Therefore, this study examines how AI regulation can protect digital human rights in emerging economies
while supporting responsible innovation and inclusive socioeconomic development [9]. The analysis focuses
on seven regulatory dimensions: privacy and data protection, equality and non-discrimination, transparency
and explainability, human oversight, accountability, risk assessment and management, and access to remedies
and redress. These dimensions are examined through normative legal research and comparative legal anal-
ysis of international instruments, selected regulatory frameworks, human rights instruments, data protection
regulations, academic literature, and institutional reports [10].

This study contributes to a human-rights-centered AI governance framework structured around four
interconnected pillars: rights protection, risk governance, institutional accountability, and regulatory adaptabil-
ity. The framework aims to connect rights-based principles with practical regulatory mechanisms that can be
adapted to the institutional and regulatory conditions of emerging economies. Accordingly, the study addresses
the following research question:

• How can AI regulation protect digital human rights in emerging economies while supporting responsible
innovation and inclusive development?

The proposed framework contributes to SDG 16 through institutional accountability and access to
remedies, SDG 10 through protection against algorithmic discrimination and unequal risks, and SDG 9 through
responsible technological innovation and regulatory adaptability.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. AI Regulation and Digital Human Rights
AI regulation has evolved from voluntary ethical principles toward more structured and risk-oriented

governance frameworks [11]. International frameworks increasingly emphasize transparency, fairness, privacy,
human oversight, accountability, and risk management across the AI lifecycle. This development reflects a
growing recognition that AI governance should not focus solely on technological performance but also on its
potential effects on fundamental rights and social well-being [12].

Digital human rights provide an important normative foundation for AI regulation. The application of
AI to decisions affecting individuals raises concerns regarding privacy, autonomy, equality, non-discrimination,
freedom, and access to effective remedies [13]. In particular, algorithmic decision-making may reproduce or
amplify existing forms of discrimination, while opaque systems can make it difficult for affected individuals to
understand or challenge decisions. Consequently, transparency, explainability, human oversight, and account-
ability have become important elements of rights-oriented AI governance [14].

Recent literature also indicates a convergence between human-rights-based and risk-based approaches.
Human rights establish the principles that should be protected, while risk-based governance provides mecha-
nisms for identifying, assessing, and mitigating potential harms [15]. Institutional accountability complements
both approaches by establishing responsibilities for organizations, regulators, and other relevant actors.
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2.2. AI Risks and Challenges in Emerging Economies
The implementation of AI governance presents additional challenges in emerging economies. Differ-

ences in regulatory maturity, institutional capacity, technical expertise, digital infrastructure, and enforcement
resources can limit the practical implementation of AI governance principles [16]. Although international
frameworks provide common normative directions, their application may vary significantly according to na-
tional legal and institutional conditions [17]. AI-related risks in these contexts include privacy violations,
algorithmic discrimination, limited transparency, inadequate human oversight, weak accountability, and dif-
ficulties in accessing remedies. These challenges may be more significant where regulatory institutions lack
sufficient technical expertise or resources to conduct assessments, monitor AI systems, and enforce compliance
[18]. Therefore, effective AI governance requires not only formal regulatory provisions but also institutional
mechanisms capable of implementing and adapting them to local conditions [19].

2.3. Research Gap
Existing studies have extensively examined AI ethics, risk-based regulation, digital human rights,

data protection, and institutional accountability [20]. However, these perspectives are often addressed sepa-
rately, while their integration within the specific institutional conditions of emerging economies remains less
developed [21]. The main gap therefore concerns how human-rights principles can be translated into practical
and enforceable regulatory mechanisms while accounting for differences in institutional capacity and regula-
tory maturity [22]. To address this gap, this study integrates eight regulatory dimensions—privacy and data
protection, equality and non-discrimination, transparency and explainability, human oversight, accountability,
risk assessment and management, and access to remedies—into four interconnected pillars: rights protection,
risk governance, institutional accountability, and regulatory adaptability. This framework provides a basis for
examining AI governance from both a human-rights and implementation perspective in emerging economies
[23].

Table 1. Synthesis of Recent Studies on AI Regulation and Digital Human Rights
Approach Main Focus Limitation
Human-rights-based Rights, dignity, equality Limited operational mechanisms
Risk-based Risk identification and mitigation May not ensure remedies
Institutional Accountability and oversight Depends on institutional capacity

Table 1 summarizes three complementary approaches to AI regulation: human-rights-based gover-
nance, risk-based governance, and institutional accountability. These approaches provide the foundation for
integrating rights protection, risk management, and regulatory oversight into a human-rights-centered AI gov-
ernance framework for emerging economies.

3. RESEARCH METHOD

3.1. Research Design and Approach
This study employs a normative legal research approach combined with comparative legal analysis

to examine the relationship between AI regulation and the protection of digital human rights in emerging
economies [24]. The normative approach is selected because the research primarily investigates legal norms,
regulatory principles, institutional responsibilities, and governance mechanisms governing the development
and deployment of AI. Rather than measuring AI adoption through empirical or statistical variables, this study
examines whether existing regulatory frameworks provide adequate legal safeguards for fundamental rights
affected by AI-based systems [25]. The analysis is therefore directed toward identifying the extent to which
principles such as human dignity, privacy, equality, non-discrimination, transparency, explainability, human
oversight, accountability, and access to remedies are incorporated into AI governance frameworks [26]. This
orientation is consistent with contemporary international AI governance, where human rights and human dig-
nity have increasingly become central regulatory considerations. UNESCO, for example, identifies human
rights and dignity as foundational elements of AI governance and emphasizes transparency, fairness, account-
ability, privacy, and human oversight across the AI lifecycle [27].

The comparative dimension is used to examine similarities, differences, and regulatory gaps among
selected AI governance frameworks relevant to emerging economies. The frameworks are selected accord-
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ing to four criteria: their substantive relevance to AI governance and digital human rights, their inclusion of
provisions concerning risk and impact assessment, accountability, transparency, human oversight, data protec-
tion, or remedies, their relevance to emerging-economy regulatory conditions, and their institutional or legal
significance in current international and national AI governance developments [28]. The comparison includes
international normative instruments together with selected national and regional regulatory developments to
identify how common human-rights principles are translated into operational or enforceable mechanisms [29].
These criteria are applied consistently across the selected materials to improve the transparency and repro-
ducibility of the comparative legal analysis.

The study does not assume that a regulatory model developed in one jurisdiction can automatically
be transferred to another jurisdiction. Instead, regulatory provisions are assessed in relation to institutional
capacity, socioeconomic conditions, technological development, and the specific vulnerabilities experienced
by populations in emerging economies [30]. The eight regulatory dimensions provide the detailed analytical
criteria through which the comparative materials are assessed, while the four pillars synthesize the findings
into a higher-level regulatory framework [31]. Privacy and data protection, together with equality and non-
discrimination, are primarily integrated into the rights protection pillar. Risk assessment and risk management
form the basis of risk governance. Accountability and institutional supervision are consolidated into institu-
tional accountability, while transparency, explainability, human oversight, and access to remedies contribute to
the operational requirements of the framework and support regulatory adaptability across different institutional
contexts [32]. This analytical mapping enables the eight dimensions to function as detailed assessment criteria
while the four pillars represent the principal regulatory outcomes derived from the comparative analysis. This
approach is supported by recent international developments, including the Council of Europe’s 2024 Frame-
work Convention, which establishes a legally binding framework addressing AI across its lifecycle in relation
to human rights, democracy, and the rule of law [33].

3.2. Legal Materials and Data Sources
The legal materials examined in this study consist of primary and secondary legal sources. Primary

sources include international instruments, AI-related legislation, regulatory policies, official governmental doc-
uments, and institutional regulatory frameworks that directly address AI governance and digital human rights
[34]. Particular attention is given to recent international frameworks because AI regulation has developed
rapidly after 2022. The study considers international instruments such as the OECD AI Principles, United Na-
tions Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO’s) recommendation on the Ethics of AI, and
the Council of Europe Framework Convention on AI and Human Rights, Democracy and the Rule of Law [35].
These instruments provide different but complementary perspectives on AI governance. The OECD framework
emphasizes transparency, explainability, safety, traceability, accountability, and continuous risk management,
while UNESCO provides a broader human-rights-centered framework emphasizing dignity, privacy, fairness,
inclusion, and human oversight [36].

Secondary legal materials comprise peer-reviewed academic publications, scholarly books, institu-
tional reports, policy studies, and relevant legal commentaries published primarily between 2023 and 2026
[37]. The literature is selected based on its direct relevance to AI regulation, algorithmic accountability, digital
human rights, data protection, algorithmic discrimination, AI governance, and emerging economies. Official
institutional sources are prioritized when examining regulatory frameworks because they provide authoritative
descriptions of current legal and policy instruments [38]. UNESCO’s Ethical Impact Assessment is particu-
larly relevant because it demonstrates how human-rights and ethical principles can be translated into an ex-ante
assessment mechanism for AI systems.

3.3. Data Collection and Comparative Legal Analysis
The data collection process is conducted through documentary legal research. Relevant legal and pol-

icy documents are systematically identified, collected, screened, and categorized according to their relationship
with AI governance and digital human rights [39]. The selection process focuses on documents that contain
substantive provisions concerning AI development, deployment, monitoring, accountability, data processing,
automated decision-making, algorithmic transparency, human oversight, or remedies [40]. Academic literature
is selected using relevance and recency criteria, with priority given to publications from 2023 onward. The
collected materials are subsequently organized according to major regulatory dimensions: privacy and data
protection; equality and non-discrimination; transparency and explainability; human oversight; accountability;
risk assessment; institutional supervision; and access to remedies.
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The comparative analysis then examines how these dimensions are addressed across the selected
regulatory frameworks. The comparison is not limited to the existence of legal provisions; it also evaluates
their regulatory depth, enforceability, institutional responsibility, and practical applicability [41]. For exam-
ple, a framework requiring transparency is considered more substantively developed when it specifies what
information must be disclosed, to whom it must be disclosed, and how affected individuals can challenge an
AI-generated decision. Similarly, accountability is assessed by examining whether responsibility is clearly
assigned to developers, deployers, public authorities, or other relevant AI actors. This analytical strategy is
consistent with the OECD approach, which links accountability with traceability of datasets, processes, and
decisions and requires systematic risk management throughout the AI lifecycle [42].

3.4. Analytical Framework and Validity of the Research
The analytical framework is based on the premise that effective AI regulation should balance tech-

nological innovation, regulatory accountability, and fundamental rights [43]. Regulatory frameworks are eval-
uated across four interconnected dimensions: regulatory adequacy, assessing the clarity of legal obligations
and safeguards; rights protection, examining privacy, dignity, equality, autonomy, freedom of expression, and
procedural rights; institutional accountability, assessing the allocation of monitoring, auditing, enforcement,
and remediation responsibilities; and contextual adaptability, considering the institutional, economic, techno-
logical, and social conditions of emerging economies [44].

The analysis is strengthened through source triangulation, comparing international standards with
national legislation, academic literature, policy documents, and institutional reports. Consistent criteria are ap-
plied across jurisdictions to support systematic comparison, with particular attention to the distinction between
formal regulatory adoption and substantive implementation. The existence of AI strategies or legal instruments
does not necessarily ensure effective protection of digital human rights, as implementation gaps may remain in
monitoring, impact assessment, evaluation, and institutional capacity [45].

The comparative findings are synthesized into a human-rights-centered regulatory framework for
emerging economies, structured around four pillars: rights protection, risk governance, institutional account-
ability, and regulatory adaptability. These pillars provide practical safeguards for human-rights impact as-
sessment, risk classification, transparency, documentation, auditing, and remedies, while enabling organiza-
tions and developers to implement risk assessment, human oversight, traceability, and continuous monitoring
throughout the AI lifecycle.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Regulatory Development of Artificial Intelligence and Human Rights Protection
The analysis indicates that AI regulation has progressively shifted from voluntary ethical principles to-

ward structured, rights-oriented, and risk-based governance. Key principles include human dignity, autonomy,
equality and non-discrimination, privacy and data protection, transparency, human oversight, accountability,
and access to effective remedies. These developments show that AI regulation increasingly seeks not only
to manage technological risks but also to ensure that AI systems remain consistent with fundamental rights
throughout their lifecycle. A major development is the growing emphasis on risk and impact assessment before
and during AI deployment. The 2024 Council of Europe Framework Convention requires AI-related activi-
ties to remain consistent with human rights, democracy, and the rule of law, while promoting assessment and
mitigation of actual and potential impacts. This reflects a shift toward preventive AI governance.

Human oversight has also emerged as an essential safeguard, particularly for AI systems that signif-
icantly affect individuals. Technical accuracy alone cannot ensure legally or socially acceptable outcomes;
human supervision enables automated decisions to be reviewed, challenged, and overridden when necessary.
The analysis therefore identifies human oversight as a key link between technical governance and human-rights
protection, especially in emerging economies with limited capacity to independently audit complex AI systems.

4.2. Comparative Assessment of AI Regulation and Digital Human Rights
The comparative analysis reveals that contemporary AI governance frameworks share a common nor-

mative foundation but differ substantially in regulatory depth, institutional mechanisms, and implementation
requirements. International frameworks increasingly recognize that AI regulation must address both techno-
logical risks and their consequences for individuals. However, the existence of common principles does not
necessarily result in uniform regulatory protection. Differences remain in how jurisdictions define high-risk
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applications, allocate responsibility, establish oversight mechanisms, require impact assessments, and provide
remedies to individuals affected by AI-based decisions.

Table 2. Comparative Regulatory Assessment of AI and Digital Human Rights
Regulatory
Dimension

International
Regulatory Direction

Human Rights
Implication

Key Finding for
Emerging Economies

Privacy and
Data Protection

Increasing emphasis
on responsible
collection, processing,
governance, and protection
of personal data

Protects privacy,
autonomy, and
informational
self-determination

Stronger data
governance
is required to prevent
excessive or unlawful
AI-driven data
processing

Equality and
Non-Discrimination

AI systems are increasingly
expected to prevent
discriminatory
outcomes and
reduce algorithmic
bias

Protects equality
and equal treatment

Emerging economies
need mechanisms for
detecting and
mitigating
algorithmic bias

Transparency
and Explainability

Regulatory frameworks
increasingly require
information about AI
systems and their
decision-making
processes

Supports autonomy,
procedural fairness,
and the ability to
challenge decisions

Transparency
requirements
should be sufficiently
practical for affected
individuals, not
limited to
technical disclosure

Human Oversight

Human supervision
is increasingly
recognized
as necessary for
high-impact AI
applications

Protects human
autonomy, dignity,
and due process

Institutional capacity
to review and intervene
in AI decisions must
be strengthened

Accountability

Greater emphasis is
placed on traceability,
responsibility, auditing,
and governance across
the AI lifecycle

Provides mechanisms
for assigning responsibility
for harmful outcomes

Clear responsibilities
among developers,
deployers, regulators,
and public institutions
are essential

Risk and Impact
Assessment

Risk-based and
human-rights impact
assessments are
increasingly
incorporated
into AI governance

Enables preventive
protection against
foreseeable rights
violations

Emerging economies
require practical
assessment
mechanisms
adapted to available
institutional resources

Remedies
and Redress

Affected persons
increasingly receive
procedural safeguards
and opportunities
to challenge
AI-supported
decisions

Strengthens access
to justice and
effective remedies

Regulatory
frameworks
should establish
accessible complaint,
review, and redress
mechanisms

Table 2 demonstrates that the regulatory dimensions identified in the literature and methodology are
increasingly reflected in contemporary AI governance. The strongest convergence occurs around privacy, non-
discrimination, transparency, human oversight, accountability, and risk management. The Council of Europe
Framework Convention provides particularly strong evidence of this convergence because it combines human
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dignity, autonomy, equality, privacy, transparency, oversight, accountability, and safe innovation with procedu-
ral rights, complaints mechanisms, and risk and impact assessment.

However, the comparative findings highlight a gap between normative recognition and regulatory
implementation. The inclusion of AI principles in legal instruments does not necessarily ensure effective
protection in practice. In emerging economies, implementation depends on institutional capacity, technical
expertise, financial resources, and regulatory coordination. Impact assessments, transparency, human oversight,
auditability, and traceability can strengthen rights protection and accountability, but their effectiveness may be
limited by insufficient expertise and institutional resources. Therefore, emerging economies need proportionate
regulatory mechanisms that reflect available capacities while ensuring meaningful protection of digital human
rights.

4.3. Regulatory Gaps in the Protection of Digital Human Rights
The analysis identifies four principal regulatory gaps affecting digital human rights protection in

emerging economies. First, the implementation gap arises when broad AI governance principles lack effec-
tive enforcement, monitoring, and auditing mechanisms, creating a disconnect between regulatory objectives
and practical outcomes. Second, the transparency and explainability gap reflects the limitations of technical
disclosure. Meaningful transparency requires affected individuals to understand the role of AI, relevant deci-
sion factors, and available mechanisms to challenge harmful outcomes. Thus, transparency should function as
a procedural right rather than merely a technical obligation.

Third, the institutional accountability gap results from the involvement of multiple actors across the
AI lifecycle, including developers, providers, deployers, and public authorities. Clear allocation of respon-
sibilities, supported by documentation, audits, supervision, and corrective measures, is therefore necessary
to establish accountability. Fourth, the capacity gap reflects differences in infrastructure, expertise, financial
resources, regulatory maturity, and institutional independence among emerging economies. Effective AI gov-
ernance consequently requires both strong legal safeguards and sufficient institutional and technical capacity
for implementation.

Figure 1. Human-Rights-Centered AI Regulatory Framework for Emerging Economies

Figure 1 illustrates the human-rights-centered regulatory framework developed from the comparative
findings. It brings together risk assessment, digital human rights, regulatory safeguards, institutional gov-
ernance, procedural protection, and continuous monitoring within a single regulatory structure. The figure
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further operationalizes the four-pillar framework by illustrating how rights protection, risk governance, in-
stitutional accountability, and regulatory adaptability are connected throughout the AI lifecycle. Rather than
functioning as separate regulatory elements, these four pillars are presented as interdependent mechanisms
through which human-rights principles can be translated into concrete safeguards, institutional duties, and ac-
countability measures.

Within this structure, institutional governance is positioned between regulatory safeguards and pro-
cedural protection. This arrangement reflects the finding that legal principles require capable institutions to
support their implementation, monitoring, and enforcement. Procedural safeguards, including notification, the
right to challenge AI-supported decisions, complaint mechanisms, and access to effective remedies, provide
individuals with practical avenues to protect and exercise their rights when affected by AI systems. Contin-
uous monitoring and periodic review then support the adaptability of the regulatory framework by allowing
governance arrangements to respond to changes in technology, emerging risks, and evolving social contexts.
This lifecycle-oriented structure is consistent with the 2024 Council of Europe approach, which emphasizes
rights-consistent AI governance across the AI lifecycle and links fundamental principles with risk assessment,
procedural safeguards, and mechanisms for implementation and monitoring.

4.4. Human-Rights-Based Regulatory Framework for Emerging Economies
The final finding of this study is that an effective regulatory model for emerging economies should be

constructed around four interconnected pillars: rights protection, risk governance, institutional accountability,
and regulatory adaptability. The first pillar requires the explicit integration of digital human rights into AI
regulation. Privacy, equality, non-discrimination, dignity, autonomy, freedom of expression, and procedural
fairness should not be treated as secondary ethical considerations but as substantive regulatory requirements.
The second pillar is risk-based governance. AI applications should be assessed according to the potential
severity and likelihood of their impact on individuals and society. Higher-risk applications should consequently
be subject to stronger requirements for impact assessment, documentation, human oversight, monitoring, and
accountability. This approach is consistent with the Council of Europe’s emphasis on assessing actual and
potential impacts on human rights, democracy, and the rule of law.

The third pillar is institutional accountability. Emerging economies need clearly defined responsibil-
ities among regulators, public authorities, developers, deployers, and other AI actors. Accountability should
be supported by independent supervision, auditability, traceability, documentation, and accessible complaint
mechanisms. The analysis demonstrates that accountability is particularly important where individuals have
limited technical ability to independently evaluate AI systems. The fourth pillar is regulatory adaptability. AI
regulation should be sufficiently flexible to respond to technological change while maintaining stable human-
rights protections. A technology-neutral approach can reduce the risk that regulation becomes obsolete as AI
systems evolve. The Council of Europe Framework Convention adopts this approach by establishing rights-
based obligations without regulating a specific technology, thereby seeking to remain applicable as technolog-
ical developments continue.

Overall, the findings demonstrate that the central regulatory challenge for emerging economies is not
simply whether AI should be regulated, but how AI can be governed in a manner that simultaneously promotes
innovation and guarantees effective digital human rights protection. The results support a shift from frag-
mented, principle-based governance toward an integrated regulatory architecture combining risk assessment,
substantive rights protection, institutional accountability, procedural safeguards, and continuous monitoring.
Such an approach provides a more appropriate foundation for emerging economies because it recognizes that
effective AI governance depends not only on legal norms but also on institutional capacity and the ability of
individuals to exercise meaningful rights when AI systems affect their lives.

5. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

The findings provide important managerial implications for policymakers, regulators, public institu-
tions, and organizations deploying AI in emerging economies. Managers and institutional decision-makers
should move beyond treating AI governance as a purely technical or compliance-oriented responsibility and
instead integrate digital human rights into organizational risk management and strategic decision-making. In
practice, organizations should establish clear AI governance mechanisms covering privacy and data protection,
algorithmic transparency, explainability, non-discrimination, human oversight, accountability, and continuous
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risk assessment throughout the AI lifecycle. Before deployment, managers should conduct documented risk
and human-rights impact assessments and define responsibilities for high-impact AI systems. During deploy-
ment, organizations should maintain documentation and audit trails, establish qualified human oversight with
authority to review or intervene in AI-supported decisions, and conduct periodic audits of system performance,
risks, and potential discriminatory effects. Organizations should also provide accessible complaint and review
mechanisms through which affected individuals can request explanations, challenge AI-supported decisions,
and obtain appropriate remedies. These measures translate the proposed four-pillar framework into organi-
zational governance practices and strengthen accountability beyond formal regulatory compliance. Particular
attention should be given to high-impact AI applications, where organizations should conduct human-rights
and impact assessments before deployment, maintain appropriate documentation and audit trails, and provide
accessible mechanisms through which affected individuals can request explanations, challenge AI-supported
decisions, and obtain appropriate remedies. For emerging economies, these measures should be accompanied
by investments in regulatory and managerial capabilities, including employee training, independent oversight,
cross-functional governance teams, and collaboration among government agencies, technology providers, civil
society, and other stakeholders. Such an approach enables organizations to manage AI-related risks more sys-
tematically while maintaining public trust, supporting responsible innovation, and ensuring that digital transfor-
mation contributes to inclusive economic and social development rather than reinforcing existing inequalities.

6. CONCLUSION

This study concludes that AI regulation in emerging economies requires a shift from technology-
centered governance toward a human-rights-centered regulatory approach. The findings show that contempo-
rary AI governance increasingly addresses privacy and data protection, equality and non-discrimination, trans-
parency, explainability, human oversight, accountability, risk assessment, and access to remedies. However,
significant implementation gaps remain due to differences in institutional capacity, regulatory maturity, tech-
nological infrastructure, technical expertise, and enforcement mechanisms. The theoretical contribution of this
study is the development of a four-pillar regulatory framework encompassing rights protection, risk governance,
institutional accountability and regulatory adaptability. This framework integrates substantive human-rights
protection with preventive risk governance, defined institutional responsibilities and context-sensitive regula-
tory adaptation. In practical terms, it provides guidance for regulators, public institutions and organizations to
implement risk and human-rights impact assessments, transparency and documentation requirements, human
oversight, auditing, accountability mechanisms and accessible remedies throughout the AI lifecycle. The anal-
ysis demonstrates that the existence of regulatory principles alone does not guarantee effective protection of
digital human rights, particularly in emerging economies facing institutional and regulatory constraints. The
proposed framework therefore emphasizes the need to manage technological risks, protect fundamental rights,
strengthen institutional responsibility and maintain flexibility to support responsible innovation and inclusive
digital development.

In response to the research question concerning how AI regulation can protect digital human rights
in emerging economies, the study finds that effective protection depends on the integration of human-rights
principles into enforceable regulatory and institutional mechanisms throughout the AI lifecycle. Regulatory
frameworks should require appropriate risk and human-rights impact assessments, transparency and explain-
ability, meaningful human oversight, clear allocation of responsibility, continuous monitoring, and accessible
mechanisms for challenging AI-supported decisions and obtaining remedies. The study therefore confirms that
AI regulation should be evaluated not merely according to the existence of legislation or policy instruments, but
according to their capacity to produce meaningful and enforceable rights protection. Nevertheless, this study
has limitations. As a normative and comparative legal study, it relies primarily on legal documents, regulatory
instruments, academic literature, and institutional reports and therefore does not empirically measure the actual
experiences of individuals, organizations, regulators, or AI developers in emerging economies. In addition,
differences in legal systems, institutional capacity, and national contexts limit the extent to which the proposed
framework can be applied uniformly across all emerging economies.

Future research should therefore extend this study through empirical, comparative, and interdisci-
plinary approaches that examine how AI regulations are implemented in specific emerging-economy contexts.
Quantitative and qualitative studies involving policymakers, regulators, technology developers, businesses, and
affected communities could provide evidence regarding the effectiveness of transparency requirements, algo-
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rithmic impact assessments, human oversight, accountability mechanisms, and available remedies in practice.
Future studies should also conduct country-level comparative research to identify how differences in institu-
tional capacity, digital infrastructure, data protection regimes, and regulatory enforcement influence the effec-
tiveness of AI governance. Furthermore, subsequent research could develop measurable indicators for evaluat-
ing the maturity of human-rights-based AI regulation and empirically test the four-pillar framework proposed
in this study. Particular attention should also be given to emerging technologies such as generative AI and
increasingly autonomous AI systems, whose rapid development may create new challenges for privacy, dis-
crimination, accountability, and human autonomy. Such research would strengthen the empirical foundation of
AI governance and contribute to the development of adaptive, inclusive, and rights-preserving regulatory frame-
works capable of balancing technological innovation with the protection of digital human rights in emerging
economies.
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Sosyal ve Beşeri Bilimler Dergisi, vol. 2, no. 3, pp. 39–70, 2026.

[44] V. Gaur and N. Jamal, “Human rights and artificial intelligence: Addressing emerging threats to humanity
in indian context,” International Journal of Social Science Research (IJSSR), vol. 2, no. 4, pp. 640–650,
2025.

[45] H. Chen, “The ethical challenges of educational artificial intelligence and coping measures: A discussion
in the context of the 2024 world digital education conference.” Science Insights Education Frontiers,
vol. 20, no. 2, p. 3263, 2024.

Legal Autonomous Web-based Governance (LAW)

https://doi.org/10.33050/atm.v9i3.2540
https://doi.org/10.33050/atm.v9i3.2540
https://www.un.org/global-dialogue-ai-governance/en/faq
https://www.un.org/global-dialogue-ai-governance/en/faq
https://doi.org/10.33050/9ncj5227
https://2021-2025.state.gov/risk-management-profile-for-ai-and-human-rights/

	Introduction
	LITERATURE REVIEW
	AI Regulation and Digital Human Rights
	AI Risks and Challenges in Emerging Economies
	Research Gap

	Research Method
	Research Design and Approach
	Legal Materials and Data Sources
	Data Collection and Comparative Legal Analysis
	Analytical Framework and Validity of the Research

	Results and Discussion
	Regulatory Development of Artificial Intelligence and Human Rights Protection
	Comparative Assessment of AI Regulation and Digital Human Rights
	Regulatory Gaps in the Protection of Digital Human Rights
	Human-Rights-Based Regulatory Framework for Emerging Economies

	Managerial Implications
	Conclusion
	DECLARATIONS
	About Authors
	Author Contributions
	Data Availability Statement
	Funding
	Institutional Review Board Statement
	Informed Consent Statement
	Declaration of Competing Interest


