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I. INTRODUCTION  

The Artificial Intelligence (AI) has emerged as a major 
technological breakthrough with the potential to 
revolutionize virtually every sector, from healthcare and 
education to finance, transportation, and public 
administration. Driven by advances in data processing, 
machine learning, and computational power, AI systems 
now perform tasks once deemed exclusive to human 
cognition, such as natural language processing, image 
recognition, and autonomous decision-making (Russell & 
Norvig, 2020). However, this rapid diffusion of AI 
technologies has also raised profound concerns regarding 
ethics, legality, and governance, particularly in relation to 
algorithmic bias, discrimination, accountability, and data 
privacy (Jobin, Ienca, & Vayena, 2019). 

In response to these challenges, various national and 
international actors have begun to propose ethical 
frameworks and regulatory instruments aimed at guiding the 
responsible development and deployment of AI. Initiatives 
such as the OECD AI Principles, UNESCO’s 
Recommendation on the Ethics of AI (2021), and the 
European Union’s proposed AI Act represent significant 
efforts to ensure that AI remains aligned with fundamental 
human rights, democratic values, and social justice (Floridi 
& Cowls, 2019). Yet, there is still no universally accepted 
legal framework capable of addressing the full range of 
ethical risks posed by AI systems. Most current approaches 
remain fragmented, reactive, and poorly adapted to the 
complexity of AI ecosystems (Cath, 2018). 

This article seeks to contribute to this evolving debate 
by proposing a conceptual and normative framework for AI 
regulation that places ethical principles at the core of 
innovation governance. It argues that the construction of a 
coherent regulatory approach requires an interdisciplinary 
methodology, combining legal analysis, stakeholder 
engagement, and comparative policy evaluation. In 
particular, the paper draws on emerging global frameworks 
and real-world case studies to identify key principles—such 

as transparency, accountability, fairness, and human 
agency—that should inform any future AI legislation. 

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: 
Section II presents the motivations and methodological 
approach adopted; Section III outlines the normative 
principles underlying ethical AI regulation; Section IV 
discusses international case studies and comparative 
frameworks; and Section V concludes with policy 
recommendations and future research directions. 

II. MOTIVATION & METHODOLOGY 

A. Motivation 

The increasing pervasiveness of Artificial Intelligence 
(AI) in economic, social, and political life has sparked a 
global debate around the risks it poses and the regulatory 
void that surrounds its development. Unlike previous 
technological revolutions, AI introduces dynamic and 
autonomous systems capable of influencing, predicting, or 
even replacing human decisions—raising unprecedented 
ethical and legal dilemmas (Binns, 2018). Issues such as 
algorithmic discrimination, opacity of decision-making 
processes, lack of accountability, and the concentration of 
data power in private hands have accentuated the urgent 
need for structured regulatory responses (Zuboff, 2019; 
Mittelstadt et al., 2016). 

Despite the proliferation of ethical charters and guiding 
principles at the national and international levels, most of 
them remain voluntary, non-binding, and largely 
aspirational. A 2019 global mapping of AI ethics guidelines 
revealed over 80 initiatives across governments, 
corporations, and civil society, yet with limited enforcement 
mechanisms and few tangible results in practice (Jobin, 
Ienca, & Vayena, 2019). The gap between normative 
aspirations and technological realities highlights the 
limitations of soft governance in the face of rapid AI 
deployment. 

Furthermore, innovation-driven countries are 
increasingly facing a normative dilemma: how to maintain 
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their technological leadership while ensuring the protection 
of fundamental rights, democratic values, and social 
inclusion. The European Union’s proposed AI Act (2021) 
exemplifies an attempt to reconcile innovation with 
regulation, by adopting a risk-based framework that 
prohibits certain harmful applications while promoting 
trustworthy AI. However, even this ambitious regulatory 
effort has been criticized for its potential rigidity and its 
reliance on institutional capacities that many countries may 
lack (Veale & Borgesius, 2021). 

In this context, the motivation for this paper is twofold. 
First, it seeks to clarify the ethical foundations that should 
underpin any AI governance framework—namely 
transparency, justice, human agency, and accountability. 
Second, it aims to contribute to the construction of a 
regulatory model that is both principled and adaptable, 
capable of addressing cross-border challenges while being 
sensitive to national socio-technical ecosystems. 

B. Methodology 

This research adopts a qualitative and interdisciplinary 
methodology designed to explore the ethical and regulatory 
dimensions of Artificial Intelligence (AI) governance. The 
complexity and socio-technical nature of AI systems require 
not only technical understanding but also normative and 
institutional analysis. Accordingly, the methodology 
integrates three complementary approaches: 

- Normative legal analysis : 

A detailed examination of existing legal 
instruments and soft law initiatives related to AI at 
both international and national levels. This 
includes binding texts (e.g., the General Data 
Protection Regulation [GDPR], the EU AI Act 
proposal), non-binding ethical guidelines (e.g., 
OECD AI Principles, UNESCO 
Recommendation), and sector-specific 
regulations. The goal is to identify common 
principles, regulatory gaps, and emerging trends in 
AI governance (Gonzalez & Zanfir-Fortuna, 
2020). 

- Comparative policy review : 

A cross-country analysis of selected national 
strategies on AI (e.g., Canada, France, Morocco), 
focusing on how different jurisdictions 
conceptualize and operationalize ethical 
principles. This allows us to highlight both 
convergences (such as the emphasis on 
transparency and fairness) and divergences (such 
as enforcement mechanisms and institutional 
setups) (Hleg AI, 2019; Dutton, 2018). 

- Expert interviews and content analysis : 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 
legal scholars, ethicists, AI engineers, and public 
policymakers to gather first-hand insights into the 
feasibility and limitations of ethical AI regulation. 
Transcripts were analyzed using thematic content 
analysis to extract recurring themes and tensions, 
following the procedures outlined by Braun and 
Clarke (2006). 

This triangulated methodological design ensures both 
the depth and the credibility of the findings. It enables the 
formulation of an ethical-regulatory framework that is 
grounded in existing practices while offering forward-
looking policy recommendations. 

III. RESULT & DISCUSSION 

The analysis of legal frameworks, national strategies, 
and expert interviews reveals several key findings that shed 
light on the current state and challenges of ethical AI 
regulation. The results are grouped into three major themes: 
(1) Fragmentation and convergence of normative principles; 
(2) Gaps in institutional implementation; and (3) Emerging 
consensus on core ethical imperatives. 

A. Fragmented Norms, Emerging Convergences 

Despite the proliferation of AI ethics guidelines 
worldwide, most documents tend to repeat similar principles 
transparency, fairness, accountability, human agency yet 
with varying degrees of operationalization. Our 
comparative analysis of the European Union, Canada, and 
Morocco reveals that while the EU AI Act proposes a 
legally binding classification of AI risks (from unacceptable 
to minimal), the Canadian Directive on AI adopts a 
governance-by-design approach focused on algorithmic 
impact assessments (Dutton, 2018). Morocco, by contrast, 
has taken a more cautious approach, initiating discussions 
around digital transformation and ethics through sectoral 
policies but lacks a dedicated AI regulatory strategy 
(Gonzalez & Zanfir-Fortuna, 2020). 

Nonetheless, there is a clear convergence on ethical 
vocabulary, largely influenced by multilateral actors such as 
OECD, UNESCO, and UN High-Level Panels. Experts 
interviewed confirmed that these principles provide an 
essential moral compass but remain too abstract without 
enforcement mechanisms or contextual adaptation. 

B. Institutional and Operational Gaps 

 
One of the recurring themes from the interviews and 

literature is the institutional fragmentation affecting the 
implementation of ethical principles. In many jurisdictions, 
responsibility for AI governance is split among ministries of 
innovation, digital affairs, data protection authorities, and 
sectoral regulators. This results in overlapping mandates, 
inconsistent oversight, and unclear accountability (Veale & 
Borgesius, 2021). 

Interviewees also highlighted the lack of technical 
capacity within public institutions to evaluate the design, 
deployment, and impact of complex AI systems. There is a 
general absence of interdisciplinary teams combining legal, 
ethical, and technical expertise. As one policy advisor 
noted: “We are trying to regulate what we don't fully 
understand , and that puts us in a reactive rather than 
proactive position.” 

C. Institutional and Operational Gaps 

Despite these challenges, the study finds growing 
support for a minimum ethical baseline across countries and 
disciplines. Interviewed experts emphasized the following 
pillars as non-negotiable for AI governance: 
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- Transparency, especially explainability of 
automated decisions; 

- Accountability, including traceability of 
algorithms and recourse mechanisms; 

- Non-discrimination, through bias audits and 
fairness-by-design approaches; 

- Human oversight, to ensure that final decisions 
remain under human control. 

Several also advocated for a “regulatory sandbox” 
model that allows experimentation with ethical guidelines 
in real-world AI applications, under the supervision of 
independent oversight bodies. This adaptive governance 
model, already used in fintech regulation, could help bridge 
the gap between innovation and compliance (Floridi & 
Cowls, 2019). 

IV. DISCUSSION 

The results presented in the previous section reveal both 
the normative potential and institutional fragility of current 
efforts to regulate Artificial Intelligence ethically. This 
discussion aims to interpret these findings in light of broader 
theoretical frameworks and policy debates, while offering 
insights into how an effective and context-sensitive AI 
regulatory model might be constructed. 

A. The Limits of Ethical Voluntarism 

 
One of the most striking findings concerns the 

disconnect between ethical principles and legal 
enforceability. While the diffusion of values such as 
transparency, fairness, and accountability across AI 
guidelines reflects a form of normative convergence (Jobin 
et al., 2019), their implementation remains largely 
discretionary. This voluntarist approach, often led by 
corporations or non-binding international bodies, lacks the 
legal force necessary to prevent harms or ensure remedy. As 
argued by Binns (2018), ethics alone cannot substitute for 
regulation when market incentives conflict with public 
interest. 

Moreover, ethical washing i.e., the instrumental use of 
ethics to deflect regulation—has become a growing 
concern. Several interviewees cited examples of 
organizations adopting ethics charters without internal 
compliance mechanisms, external audits, or meaningful 
stakeholder participation. This confirms the view that ethics 
without accountability becomes performative rather than 
transformative (Wagner, 2018). 

 

B. Toward Institutionalized Ethics and Adaptive 

Regulation. 

In response to this gap, a growing body of scholarship 
calls for the institutionalization of ethics within the design, 
deployment, and oversight of AI systems. This means not 
only codifying principles into legal obligations but also 
embedding ethical reflection within organizations, through 
ethics committees, algorithmic impact assessments, and 
multidisciplinary design teams (Mittelstadt, 2016; Morley et 
al., 2021). 

 

Furthermore, the complexity and dynamism of AI 
technologies require a shift from static regulation to 
adaptive governance. Regulatory sandboxes, risk-based 
classifications, and iterative oversight mechanisms can 
enable regulators to respond in real time to evolving risks, 
without stifling innovation (Veale & Borgesius, 2021). This 
aligns with emerging proposals for regulatory agility, which 
combine legal certainty with experimental flexibility. 

C. Contextualizing AI Regulation: The Role of Socio-

Technical Ecosystems 

The analysis also suggests that ethical AI governance 
cannot be one-size-fits-all. Legal transplants or imported 
models may fail if they ignore the institutional, cultural, and 
technological specificities of each country. For instance, 
while the EU’s AI Act emphasizes legal harmonization and 
strict conformity assessment, many Global South 
countries—such as Morocco—lack the institutional 
infrastructure to implement such frameworks effectively. 

Therefore, regulatory design must be context-aware, 
sensitive to local data ecosystems, power asymmetries, and 
digital capacities. A meaningful AI governance model must 
engage with civil society, academia, and local innovation 
ecosystems to co-create norms that are both technically 
sound and socially legitimate (Sloane et al., 2022). 
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