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Abstract

This literature study examines the ethical and social implications of artificial
intelligence (Al), focusing on algorithmic bias, automated justice, data privacy,
and the transformation of social interactions, labor markets, and core human
concepts. The analysis reveals that algorithmic bias is not a mere technical flaw
but a manifestation of embedded social inequalities, leading to a paradox where
systems designed for objectivity perpetuate institutionalized subjectivity. The
predictive capabilities of Al reconfigure privacy from a right to secrecy into a
necessary condition for autonomy, while simultaneously driving labor market
polarization and fragmentation. Furthermore, the capacity of machines to
predict and shape human choices challenges traditional notions of agency and
humanity, risking the reduction of human experience to optimizable patterns.
The study concludes that addressing these challenges requires moving beyond
technical solutions towards robust, multidisciplinary governance frameworks.
These frameworks must integrate algorithmic transparency, human rights
impact assessments, and democratic oversight to ensure that Al development
aligns with societal values of justice, fairness, and the preservation of human
dignity. The findings underscore the need for a critical and collective effort to
steer Al towards empowering rather than diminishing the human condition.
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Introduction

The development of artificial intelligence is characterized by the
acceleration of computational power and the availability of large-scale
data. This shift ushers in a new era where machines do not merely execute
procedural commands, but instead make decisions and predictions that
were previously the exclusive domain of human intelligence. From
recommendation systems on digital platforms to diagnostic algorithms in
healthcare, this technology has merged with the operational structure of
modern society. This certainly brings a major influence to many people
because technology has now become part of our daily lives (Khayru,
2022). Such integration carries the promise of efficiency, new scientific
discoveries, and solutions to complex problems. However, behind its
great potential, there lies a series of fundamental questions regarding the
inner workings, the basis of decision-making, and the longterm
consequences of these autonomous systems on established social orders.
Fundamental issues begin to emerge when machine logic interacts with
human reality, which is full of nuance, values, and uncertainty. The shift
from being a supportive tool to an acting decision-making entity demands
a re-examination of the ethical principles and social mechanisms that
have served as guidelines until now (Dauvergne, 2020).

The ethical dimension of artificial intelligence arises primarily
from its often non-transparent and data-dependent nature. These systems
learn and operate based on patterns within provided datasets, which are
essentially reflections of social, historical, and cultural realities. Such data
can contain biases, inequalities, and prejudices inherent in society. We
need to realize that every piece of data entered into the system will greatly
determine the final outcome later (Arifin et al., 2021). When these biases
are absorbed without critical correction by an algorithm, the system has
the potential to perpetuate and even amplify existing injustices. This
process can occur invisibly, embedded within complex code, making it
difficult to detect and rectify. The concept of justice, which in human
law and culture is the result of debate, interpretation, and adjustment, is
confronted with mathematical models that offer an illusion of perfect
objectivity. It is this illusion that becomes one of the critical points of
study, as technical objectivity can mask the substantive injustices

produced (Mittelstadt et al., 2016).
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Decision automation driven by artificial intelligence is increasingly
expanding into vital fields such as job recruitment, credit scoring,
criminal justice, and healthcare resource allocation. Many companies
and government agencies are now starting to try new ways to work faster
and remain competitive (Abdulah et al., 2021). The displacement of the
decision-making role from humans to machines raises questions
regarding accountability and legitimacy. Who is responsible when an
algorithm produces a discriminatory decision that harms a specific group?
How can appeal or correction mechanisms be implemented against a
system whose logic might be unexplainable even to its creators! Data
privacy becomes another equally complex realm of concern. The modern
digital economy is built upon the extraction and analysis of personal data
on a massive scale (Jobin et al., 2019). This practice erodes the boundary
between public and private space, transforming individual experiences
into predictable and manipulatable commodities, while the consent
provided is often illusory and based on information asymmetry.

The changes brought by artificial intelligence transcend technical
and procedural issues, touching the core of social interaction and the
concept of humanity. On one hand, this technology facilitates global
connectivity and service personalization. Furthermore, we can see how
the ways people communicate and share information have also changed
drastically recently (Infante & Mardikaningsih, 2022; Kurniawan et al.,
2021). On the other hand, it can drive isolation, polarize opinions
through algorithmic echo chambers, and degrade the quality of human
relationships into mere data exchanges. The labor market is experiencing
significant disruption, where automation is not only replacing routine
tasks but is beginning to target complex cognitive jobs. This shift
challenges traditional definitions of work, human value in the
production process, and future models of education and social security
(Acemoglu & Restrepo, 2018). The concept of agency the human
capacity to act autonomously and meaningfully faces new pressures as
individual choices and preferences are increasingly shaped and directed
by predictive systems.

This literature review intends to examine the intersection of ethics,
technology, and society, focusing on the social impact of artificial
intelligence. The study is conducted with the consideration that
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technology is not a neutral entity evolving in a vacuum, but rather a
product of specific values, priorities, and power structures. It is important
for us to look at this issue from various perspectives so that we do not
take the wrong steps in utilizing it (Darmawan, 2020). This approach is
necessary to understand how algorithmic bias reproduces injustice, how
automation alters governance and social trust, and how the erosion of
privacy changes the foundation of individual autonomy. The
examination will also reach into the fundamental transformations in
labor market dynamics and the reconfiguration of the concept of
humanity amidst increasingly intelligent machines. Thus, this study seeks
to provide a conceptual map for navigating the challenges of the
algorithmic era, identifying critical points where ethical intervention and
policy become a necessity (Floridi et al., 2018).

The primary problem of this study lies in the gap between the
claims of technical objectivity in artificial intelligence and a social reality
full of subjectivity and inequality. Algorithmic systems are designed to
optimize efficiency based on certain parameters; however, those
parameters themselves are the result of human choices that can be
influenced by hidden biases or commercial interests. Consequently,
algorithms can systematically disadvantage certain demographic groups,
for instance, in job search results, credit risk assessments, or legal
surveillance (Noble, 2018). Essentially, we must be more cautious
because machines often only see numbers without understanding human
feelings or real-world circumstances (Darmawan, 2020). The fairness of
automation becomes problematic because the standards of justice
applied by machines are often reductive, ignoring broader contextual,
historical, and moral factors typically considered in human decisions.
Accountability mechanisms become blurred when harm occurs, creating
what is often referred to as a “black box society,” where power is exercised
by entities that are non-transparent and difficult to hold accountable.

Another problem concerns the erosion of privacy and the
transformation of self-concept and social interaction. Digital ecosystems
driven by artificial intelligence rely on the continuous collection of
behavioral data to build predictive models of individuals. This practice
not only threatens information confidentiality but also drives the ability
to influence and shape behavior at an unprecedented level (Zuboff,
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2015). These changes disrupt the power balance between individuals and
the entities that control the algorithms, whether they be corporations or
the state. This situation necessitates that we continue to learn and adapt
so that we do not merely become spectators amidst the progress of the
times (Arifin et al., 2021). In the workplace, intelligent automation poses
a threat to job stability and creates skill polarization, while at the same
time, the concept of human "agency" the ability to make free and
meaningful choices can be eroded by systems designed to predict and
direct those very choices (Willcocks, 2020; Gallego & Kurer, 2022). The
cumulative impact of these developments is a fundamental change in the
structure of society, economic relations, and our understanding of what
it means to be human in the machine age.

The importance of examining this topic today is driven by the
increasingly rapid and deep pace of artificial intelligence adoption into
the core aspects of life. Decisions with broad impacts on civil rights,
economic opportunities, and access to justice are now frequently
delegated to algorithmic systems. Without critical understanding and a
strong governance framework, this delegation risks institutionalizing
injustice in new forms that are more difficult to challenge. Society is at
a critical juncture where the technical design choices, regulations, and
ethical norms established now will determine the trajectory of social
development for decades to come (Cath et al., 2018). Therefore, it is
essential for all of us to begin paying attention to the long-term impacts
of all the technologies we use today (Khayru, 2022). A systematic
literature review serves as a vital foundation for consolidating
knowledge, identifying emerging patterns of problems, and formulating
guiding principles before problematic practices solidify into taken-for-
granted standards.

Furthermore, public discussion about artificial intelligence is often
split between excessive technophilic narratives and dystopian rejection.
Both extremes hinder a nuanced and constructive understanding. A
balanced academic study is needed to bridge the discussion, providing
analysis based on evidence and logic rather than fear or euphoria (Taddeo
& Floridi, 2018). This study is important to equip policymakers, industry
practitioners, and civil society with analytical tools to evaluate claims,
assess risks, and design strategies that ensure this technology serves the
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public interest and enhances human well-being. Ultimately, the primary
goal of all this is to create a better and more comfortable future for us all
(Abdulah et al., 2021). This examination is not merely about machines,
but about the future of collective governance, individual dignity, and the
sustainability of a just social order.

The objective of this study is to analyze and synthesize the academic
discourse regarding the ethical dimensions and social impacts of artificial
intelligence, with a focus on algorithmic bias, the fairness of automation,
data privacy, and the transformation of social interaction and labor
markets. Theoretically, this study seeks to provide an integrated
conceptual framework for understanding the intersection between
techno-ethics and social change, clarifying key terms, and identifying gaps
in the existing literature. Practically, this study is expected to serve as a
reference source for policymakers, technology developers, and educators
in designing systems that are fairer, more transparent, and respectful of
human dignity. Its primary contribution lies in the effort to present a
comprehensive analysis that links specific technical challenges with
broader socio-philosophical implications, thereby encouraging a more
reflective and responsible approach to the development and
implementation of artificial intelligence.

Method

This research is a qualitative literature study that aims to construct a
deep understanding of the ethical dimensions and social impact of
artificial intelligence. The qualitative approach was chosen because it
aligns with the explorative and interpretative nature of the research
questions, which seek to uncover meanings, patterns, and relationships
between concepts within the existing body of knowledge (Creswell,
2014). This study does not generate new numerical data; instead, it
performs a critical synthesis of academic texts such as journal articles,
monographs, research reports, and related policy publications. The
focus is on analyzing the content and arguments presented by various
authors to identify major themes, dominant perspectives, debates, and
discursive developments in this field. This process allows the researcher
to build their own arguments based on a comprehensive and systematic
review of the relevant literature.
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The implementation method of this literature study follows
systematic stages adapted from the model proposed by Snyder (2019).
The first stage is planning, where the scope of the study is clearly
established through the identification of research questions and material
inclusion criteria. Primary literature sources were collected through
searches in academic databases such as IEEE Xplore, ACM Digital
Library, Scopus, and Google Scholar using a combination of keywords
including “algorithmic bias,” “Al ethics,” “automated decision-making,”
“data privacy,” “future of work,” and “human agency.” The analysis stage
involves in-depth reading, thematic coding, and categorization of
arguments from the selected sources. The synthesis process is then
carried out by comparing and contrasting findings from various
literatures, looking for convergences, divergences, and gaps in arguments.
The validity of this study is maintained through the principle of an audit
trail, where the source selection and analysis process can be traced, and
through efforts to present various existing viewpoints in the academic
debate in a balanced manner.

Result and Discussion

Algorithmic Bias and the Paradox of Automated Justice in Social
Institutions

The concept of fairness in algorithmic systems is often assumed to be
achieved through the application of consistent rules free from the
influence of human emotion (Lee, 2018). This assumption underlies the
development of automated systems for fields such as credit scoring,
employee recruitment, and risk assessment in the judiciary. Of course,
the use of this technology aims to ensure all processes can run more fairly
and equitably for everyone (Arifin & Darmawan, 2021). However,
literature analysis shows that technical consistency is not identical to
substantive justice. Human justice is multidimensional, involving
considerations of equal opportunity, differing needs, and the correction
of historical injustices. Algorithms, which operate on statistical patterns
from past data, actually risk encoding and reinforcing those injustices.
This condition is often exacerbated by differences in views or specific
values within a highly diverse society (Fariz, 2021). For example,
prediction systems used in several jurisdictions to assess the likelihood of
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a defendant re-offending (recidivism) have been statistically proven to
assign higher risk scores to individuals from certain racial groups. These
scores then influence judges' decisions regarding parole or sentencing,
creating a cycle where historical bias in law enforcement is transformed
into predictive parameters that appear objective. This process reveals the
first paradox: a tool designed to eliminate human subjectivity can instead
perpetuate collective prejudice with a new authority shrouded in an aura
of technical objectivity.

The sources of algorithmic bias can be traced to various stages in
the lifecycle of an artificial intelligence system, starting from problem
formulation, data collection and labeling, and feature selection, to the
determination of optimization goals. At the problem formulation stage,
the decision regarding what needs to be predicted or optimized is
already a value choice. Therefore, every policy taken in using this
technology must be carefully considered to remain safe and beneficial
(Darmawan, 2023). In job recruitment, choosing to optimize candidate
fit based on the profile of "successful" past employees can inadvertently
filter out individuals with non-traditional but high-potential
backgrounds. This indicates that the way we manage human resources
has now changed significantly alongside machine advancement
(Darmawan,  2022). Training data is often incomplete,
unrepresentative, or reflects past discriminatory practices. Facial
datasets dominated by certain demographic groups result in facial
recognition systems that are less accurate for other groups (Buolamwini
& Gebru, 2018). More subtly, the labels used to train models such as
determining what constitutes "good job performance" or a "low-risk
loan" are often constructed based on human judgments that are
themselves not free from bias. In fact, even the way we interact on social
media is often influenced by profiles created automatically by machines
(Hariani & Mardikaningsih, 2022). Thus, algorithms do not create new
bias from a vacuum; rather, they learn and scale existing biased patterns
within social data. This mechanism transforms implicit prejudice into
explicit rules that can be applied on a mass and automated scale, often
without adequate clarification or appeal mechanisms.

Accountability becomes blurred in automated decision systems,
giving rise to what is known as the "problem of many hands," which is
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further exacerbated by technical complexity. When an algorithmic
decision causes harm, it is difficult to determine which party is
responsible. These ethical and responsibility issues pose a significant
challenge for leaders or managers in every organization (Gani &
Darmawan, 2022). Does the fault lie with the team of data scientists who
chose the model, the manager who set the business objectives, the data
provider, the regulator who permitted its use, or the algorithmic entity
itself? The "black box" nature of some deep learning models where even
their developers cannot fully explain how specific inputs produce specific
outputs further complicates the tracing of causality. Essentially, we need
clear rules so that no party is disadvantaged by system errors (Gani &
Darmawan, 2022; Darmawan, 2023). This situation challenges
traditional legal and ethical principles built upon the ability to identify
actors, intent, and cause-and-effect relationships. Regulations such as the
European Union's General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) attempt
to address this challenge by recognizing a "right to explanation," but the
practical implementation of this right regarding complex models remains
a subject of intense debate (Kaminski, 2021). This accountability vacuum
creates an environment where errors can be scattered and distributed
such that no party feels obligated to correct them, while the aggrieved
party has no clear path to obtain a remedy.

Efforts to technically define and implement algorithmic fairness
have given birth to various competing mathematical definitions, such as
demographic parity, equal opportunity, or predictive parity. Each of these
definitions captures one aspect of fairness but is often technically
contradictory. A system that meets the criteria for one type of equality
may be mathematically impossible to simultaneously meet another, as
shown by the impossibility theorems in algorithmic fairness (Kleinberg et
al., 2016). This dilemma demonstrates that reducing justice to a technical
optimization problem is a naive endeavor. Choosing which definition of
fairness will serve as a system's goal is ultimately a political and normative
decision that must involve social considerations, not merely technical
ones. Institutions adopting these systems often lack the awareness or
capacity to engage in these normative debates, thereby delegating choices
to technical experts or software vendors, whose decisions may be
influenced by ease of implementation or commercial considerations.
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Thus, automated justice risks becoming a commodity designed according
to technical constraints and market interests, rather than a strictly upheld
normative principle.

The influence of algorithms on public and private institutions is
profound and alters the very nature of governance. In the public sector,
decision automation offers bureaucratic efficiency but can also erode the
space for discretionary judgment necessary to handle unique cases or to
apply mercy. Automated social welfare systems, for example, can deny aid
due to minor data mismatch errors without the capacity to understand
the recipient's specific circumstances. In the private sector, algorithms are
used for market segmentation, dynamic pricing, and labor management,
often with the aim of maximizing profit rather than social welfare
(Eubanks, 2018). In today's working world, the use of digital technology
has indeed become unavoidable (Mardikaningsih & Darmawan, 2022).
Practices such as advertising micro-targeting or pricing based on user
profiles are forms of automation that can exploit consumer ignorance or
vulnerability. This method is often used so that information can reach
the right hands directly through electronic media (Sinambela &
Darmawan, 2021). In both realms, there is a shift from governance based
on rules and norms that can be publicly debated toward governance
based on prediction and the optimization of hidden parameters. This
shift reduces transparency and public participation, as the logic
underlying decisions that affect people's lives is hidden within
proprietary code or inaccessible statistical models.

Responses to the challenges of bias and algorithmic justice have
evolved in the literature, ranging from technical solutions to demands
for structural reform. At the technical level, proposals include data
"debiasing" techniques, the development of explainable models (XAI),
and independent algorithmic audits. While important, technical
approaches alone are considered inadequate because they do not address
the root causes of bias situated in social inequality. Therefore, we need
to ensure that the technology created is truly fair and accountable to
society (Radjawane & Mardikaningsih, 2022). Broader approaches
emphasize the need for robust algorithmic governance, involving
principles such as procedural transparency (though not necessarily full
code transparency), human rights impact assessments prior to
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implementation, and the establishment of meaningful human appeal
channels (Ananny & Crawford, 2018). Some authors advocate for a
community-centered approach, where the communities to be affected by
the system are involved in its design and evaluation. This is very
important so that all groups, including young people, can better
understand how technology works (Kurniawan et al., 2021). The core
argument is that fairness in automated systems cannot be guaranteed by
engineers alone; it requires legal frameworks, democratic oversight, and
sustained engagement from the social sciences and humanities.

The discussion regarding algorithmic bias and justice ultimately
leads to fundamental questions about the role of technology in shaping
the society we desire. Automated systems are not neutral; they carry
specific values and perpetuate certain power relations. We must be aware
that not everyone has the same opportunities or abilities to use this
sophisticated technology (Ramle & Ramle, 2022). When biased
algorithms are applied on a large scale, they have the capacity to alter
social perceptions of normality, meritocracy, and justice itself. If a system
continuously recommends male candidates for high-level technical
positions, it not only reflects past bias but can also shape beliefs about
who is competent in that field, thereby reinforcing stereotypes. Thus, the
analysis of algorithmic bias transcends technical examination toward a
critical investigation of how technology participates in the construction
of social reality (Martin, 2019). The feelings and comfort of workers
when using technology in the office must also be a primary concern for
leaders (Putra et al., 2022). Understanding the paradox of automated
justice where efforts to achieve objectivity actually reinforce
institutionalized subjectivity is a vital step in demanding systems that are
not only technically intelligent but also socially just.

The relationship between algorithmic bias and social justice is
complex and multi-layered. Automated justice has proven to be a
paradox because methods promising consistency and neutrality instead
become conduits for historical bias and structural inequality (Bagaric et
al., 2021). Sources of bias permeate the entire system development
lifecycle, from the choice of the problem to the quality of the data,
making the search for a single technical solution inadequate. The
accountability crisis posed by "black box" systems undermines
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traditional remedy mechanisms and blurs the lines of responsibility. In
the future, the cooperation between humans and automated systems
must be strictly regulated to be mutually beneficial (Mardikaningsih &
Darmawan, 2022; Putra et al.,, 2022). Efforts to define justice
mathematically face logical constraints and mask the fact that the
selection of such definitions is fundamentally a normative decision.
Institutions adopting automation undergo profound transformations
in their governance, often at the expense of transparency and humane
discretionary considerations. In this way, existing technology can help
us all without discriminating against anyone's background (Radjawane
&  Mardikaningsih, 2022; Ramle & Ramle, 2022). Ultimately,
addressing algorithmic bias is not merely a technical fix, but rather a
social and political project aimed at ensuring that the new authority
represented by algorithms is used to strengthen, rather than weaken,
the principles of justice and accountability in a democratic society.

Reconfiguration of Privacy, Work, and the Human Essence in the Era
of Algorithmic Prediction

The traditional foundation of privacy as the right to be left alone or to
control personal information is undergoing fundamental pressure within
ecosystems driven by artificial intelligence. Contemporary privacy is no
longer just about hiding information, but about the power to resist the
extraction, analysis, and use of data that shapes the narrative of one's self.
In this day and age, we must all begin to realize that our personal data is
a highly valuable asset for large companies (Putra & Arifin, 2021). The
predictive capabilities of artificial intelligence transform raw data
location, clicks, transactions, social interactions into probabilistic
profiles that can anticipate an individual's behavior, preferences,
vulnerabilities, and even emotional states (Ramon et al., 2021). This shift
changes privacy from an issue of confidentiality into an issue of
autonomy and agency. Furthermore, changes in how this technology
works also need to be governed by clear legal rules so as not to
disadvantage us (Maulani et al., 2023). When a platform can predict with
high accuracy what someone will buy, believe, or choose in the future,
the individual's capacity to freely determine their own path can diminish.
These profiles become digital twins whose lives are influenced by
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algorithmic decisions, such as access to opportunities, pricing, or
information, often without the knowledge of the person they represent.
Privacy, in this sense, is a prerequisite for freedom; the erosion of privacy
through predictive surveillance gradually eats away at the conditions that
allow individuals to act as autonomous agents who are not fully
predictable and manipulatable (Koops et al., 2017).

The economic logic underlying this data ecosystem is extraction
and predictive value. Human behaviors and attributes are diverted into
resources that can be mined, processed, and traded (Sadowski, 2019).
The business models of many digital platforms depend on the ability to
attract and maintain user attention, which is optimized through
recommendation algorithms that adjust content in real-time. This is very
much felt by young people who consume various types of entertainment
content on social media every day (Kurniawan & Khayru, 2021). This
adjustment process often prioritizes emotional engagement, such as
content that triggers anger or confirms biases, which can lead to social
polarization and the distortion of shared reality. Social interactions
become datafied and measurable, transforming friendships, approvals,
and recognition into metrics that can be optimized. Therefore, strategies
for developing technology must be carefully considered so that they can
remain durable in the global market (Mardikaningsih & Hariani, 2023).
This feedback loop creates a dynamic where users, in their efforts to
manage their self-impression in the digital realm, unconsciously generate
more valuable data for prediction machines, thereby further
strengthening the cycle of extraction. Online social spaces, originally
imagined as arenas for free expression, risk turning into laboratories of
constant surveillance, where every action becomes a data point in
training models to influence future behavior.

The transformation of the labor market by artificial intelligence
is two-sided: while automation eliminates various types of jobs, it also
creates new demands for skills and gives rise to forms of work previously
unimagined. However, literature analysis shows that the net impact
tends toward polarization and increased uncertainty. We need to
understand that these changes demand that we are always ready to learn
new things in managing technology (Sinambela, 2023). Intelligent
automation is no longer limited to repetitive manual tasks; it now
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encompasses routine cognitive tasks such as document analysis,
preliminary medical diagnosis, or simple report writing. This puts
significant pressure on mid-level white-collar jobs, while demand
remains strong for high-paying jobs requiring complex creativity and
leadership, as well as low-paying jobs requiring physical and
interpersonal flexibility. Unfortunately, this progress sometimes creates
distances or gaps for those who are just looking to start a business
(Sinambela et al., 2022). Artificial intelligence also enables granular
workforce management through platforms, where algorithms allocate
tasks, monitor performance, and set ratings, often separating workers
from their identity as employees and the accompanying social
protections (Veen et al., 2020). The future of work becomes more fluid,
fragmented, and subject to the logic of algorithmic efficiency, which
challenges the sustainability of social security models and collective
negotiations built upon the notion of permanent employment.

The concept of human agency the subjective experience of being
the determinant of free and meaningful actions faces profound
existential challenges within predictive systems driven by algorithms
(Zuboff, 2019). If an algorithm can know, or even influence, what we will
choose before we consciously reflect upon it, the philosophical
foundation of freedom and autonomy of choice itself becomes
questionable (Yeung, 2017). It is very important for everyone to feel
comfortable and valued while working alongside technology (Putra et al.,
2022). Philosophy and cognitive science have long debated the existence
of free will, but contemporary predictive technology brings this abstract
theoretical debate into an immediate and personal daily practical realm
(Danaher, 2016). Fitness applications that nudge exercise, news
platforms that invisibly construct our understanding of the world, or
virtual assistants that schedule our day all operate by anticipating and
shaping our needs and desires, thereby subtly yet effectively forming and
limiting the available paths of action. Essentially, we must all remain
vigilant so that this technology truly helps and does not instead restrict
our space for movement (Sinambela et al., 2022; Sinambela, 2023).
Agency in this setting may not be completely lost, but it becomes
distributed, conditioned, and heavily influenced; humans operate within
a digital environment intelligently designed to elicit specific responses
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and behavioral patterns (Couldry & Hepp, 2017). Our relationship with
this technology becomes increasingly transactional: we voluntarily
surrender behavioral data and partial decision-making authority in
exchange for rewards in the form of personalization, convenience, and
efficiency. Ultimately, good cooperation between humans and machines
will determine how successful we are in the future (Mardikaningsih &
Hariani, 2023; Putra et al., 2022). This fundamental shift blurs the
already faint line between internally generated choices and those
resulting from interaction with machines designed to guide us toward
specific outcomes, thus raising critical questions about the origin,
authenticity, and integrity of the will within the increasingly tight
symbiotic relationship between humans and machines.

The influence of artificial intelligence on the concept of humanity
is perhaps its most profound impact. Humanity has traditionally been
defined by unique capabilities such as rationality, consciousness,
creativity, and morality (Korteling et al., 2021). As machines demonstrate
abilities similar to or exceeding humans in specific domains defeating
chess grandmasters, generating art, or writing code the boundaries of
these definitions become blurred. The perceived threat is not that
machines will become conscious like humans, but that they will degrade
and depersonalize the human experience by inserting us into endless
cycles of optimization. Human relationships can be reduced to social
network analysis to maximize influence; creativity can become a
collaboration with tools that generate the majority of content; moral
decision-making can be delegated to systems that weigh outcomes
utilitarians. In this scenario, there is a risk that we begin to see ourselves
through the lens of the machine: as a collection of predictable tendencies,
data points to be optimized, and obstacles or assets to system efficiency.
Humanity is not just about what we can do, but about the meaning we
give to our actions; and predictive machines, with their focus on
correlation and outcomes, are fundamentally blind to meaning.

Ethical and policy responses to this transformation must move
beyond outdated consent-based privacy frameworks. Consent granted
through long, unread privacy policies provides no meaningful autonomy
whatsoever. Emerging frameworks in the literature propose rights-based

and risk-based approaches (Custers et al., 2022). The rights-based
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approach emphasizes that data protection is a derivative of more
fundamental human rights such as dignity, non-discrimination, and
freedom of expression. The risk-based approach obligates organizations
to assess and mitigate the adverse impacts of their data processing on
individuals and society. In the workplace, demands include updating
education systems and lifelong training, exploring models such as
universal basic income to reduce economic vulnerability, and developing
new work ethics that value uniquely human capabilities such as empathy
and contextual judgment. To protect agency, "design for autonomy" is
required a principle where systems are explicitly designed to support,
rather than replace, reflective human decision-making and to preserve
space for uncertainty, surprise, and unpredictable human growth.

The future of the relationship between humans and predictive
technology is not technologically predestined. Several paths of
development can be imagined (Jasanoff, 2015; Atanasoski & Vora,
2019). One path leads to what can be called a "calculative society," where
the logic of algorithmic optimization permeates all areas of life, reducing
the space for spontaneity, human inefficiency, and unmeasurable public
virtues. Another path leads toward "reflective symbiosis," where artificial
intelligence is deployed to amplify human capabilities, empower
collective decision-making, and address complex challenges such as
climate change, while firm boundaries and democratic oversight prevent
the usurpation of autonomy. The choice between these paths will not be
determined by the technology itself, but by our collective choices
regarding regulation, design, and the social values we embrace. This
requires a robust and informed public conversation involving not just
experts and elites, but also ordinary citizens whose lives will be shaped by
this technology. The fundamental question is whether we will become
servants of the predictive machines we have created, or whether we will
ordain them as servants to expand the horizons of human freedom and
potential (Rahwan et al., 2019).

The predictive capabilities of artificial intelligence act as a
profound reconfiguring force for privacy, work, and the concept of the
human. Privacy is evolving from the protection of confidentiality into a
defense of autonomy against data-based extraction and manipulation.
The labor market is experiencing polarization and fragmentation driven
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by intelligent automation and platform-based management, which
erodes stability and challenges traditional social security models.
Human agency faces pressure from environments designed to predict
and shape choices, driving a redistribution of will within the human-
machine relationship. At the most fundamental level, the definition of
humanity itself is questioned as machines assume roles previously
considered exclusively human, risking the reduction of human
experience to a set of optimizable patterns (Floridi et al., 2018). The
necessary response is transformative, requiring a shift from weak privacy
consent models toward rights- and risk-based paradigms, the renewal of
economic and educational systems, and technological designs that
intentionally prioritize and preserve human autonomy. The future
emerging from this interaction is uncertain, yet with critical awareness
and collective action, there is the potential to shape predictive
technology into a tool for human empowerment rather than a tool for
the gradual dispossession of humanity.

Conclusion

This literature study has confirmed that the ethics of artificial intelligence
and its social impact constitute a complex and interconnected field of
study, where technical issues cannot be separated from normative and
philosophical dimensions. This study demonstrates that algorithmic bias
is not a technical anomaly but rather a symptom of structural inequalities
embedded in data and amplified by automated systems. Efforts to define
justice mathematically face logical constraints and conceal the fact that
choosing a definition of justice is a value-based decision that must be
subject to social and democratic considerations. On the other hand, the
predictive capabilities of artificial intelligence are fundamentally altering
the foundations of privacy, shifting it from the right to hide into a
necessary condition for autonomy. This change occurs alongside the
transformation of the labor market toward polarization and
fragmentation, as well as pressure on the concept of human agency as
individual choices are increasingly anticipated and shaped by algorithmic
environments. At the deepest level, the existence of machines that can
mimic or surpass human capabilities in specific domains calls into
question the essence of humanity, risking the reduction of human
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experience to a set of optimizable patterns. The core finding of this study
is that the primary challenges posed by artificial intelligence are
paradoxical: tools designed for objectivity and efficiency instead become
conduits for bias and control, threatening the foundations of justice,
freedom, and human identity.

The implications of this analysis are broad and require a
multidimensional response. Theoretically, this study reinforces the need
for an interdisciplinary approach that integrates computer science, law,
sociology, and philosophy to develop adequate conceptual frameworks.
Concepts such as justice, privacy, and agency need to be revisited and
operationalized for the algorithmic era. Practically, for policymakers, the
primary implication is the urgent need to build robust regulatory
frameworks that move beyond symbolic consent. Such regulations must
establish standards for independent algorithmic audits, implement
mandatory human rights impact assessments for high-risk systems, and
guarantee effective appeal and remedy mechanisms for aggrieved
individuals. For the technology industry, the implication is an obligation
to adopt ethical design principles from the outset, encompassing bias
awareness, procedural transparency, and respect for user autonomy. For
society at large, the implication of this study is a call to increase critical
digital literacy, enabling citizens to understand and question the
algorithmic decisions that affect their lives. Education must evolve to
emphasize skills that complement machines, such as critical thinking,
creativity, and emotional intelligence, while preparing individuals for a
constantly changing job landscape.

Based on the findings and implications of the study, several
suggestions are proposed. First, future research needs to focus on the
empirical application and evaluation of proposed ethical and governance
frameworks. In-depth case studies on the implementation of algorithmic
audits or ethical impact assessments within specific organizations would
provide valuable insights into practical challenges and successes. Second,
further exploration is needed regarding alternative economic and social
models that can distribute the benefits of artificial intelligence more
equitably and reduce vulnerabilities in the labor market, such as new
forms of data ownership or adaptive social security schemes. Third, it is
important to develop methodologies and pedagogies for effective public
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algorithmic literacy that can empower various social groups to participate
meaningfully in decision-making regarding the implementation of this
technology. Finally, a dialogue among stakeholders academics,
regulators, industry, and civil society must be facilitated on an ongoing
basis to ensure that the development of artificial intelligence is guided by
collective values that prioritize human well-being, social justice, and the
enrichment, rather than the reduction, of the human condition.

References

Abdulah, M. H. A. B., Gardi, B., & Darmawan, D. 2021. Innovation in Human
Resource Management to enhance Organizational Competitiveness in the
Era of Globalization. Journal of Social Science Studies, 1(1), 51-58.

Acemoglu, D., & Restrepo, P. 2018. The Race between Man and Machine:
Implications of Technology for Growth, Factor Shares, and Employment.
American Economic Review, 108(6), 1488-1542.

Angwin, J., Larson, J., Mattu, S., & Kirchner, L. 2022. Machine bias. In Ethics of
data and analytics (pp. 254-264). Auerbach Publications.

Arifin, S, Y. R. Al Hakim, D. Darmawan, M. Irfan, & D. S. Sigita. 2021. Technical
and Ethical Dimensions of Search Engine Optimization in Managing Online
Business Visibility, Studi Ilmu Sosial Indonesia, 1(1), 193-208.

Arifin, S., & Darmawan, D. 2021. Technology Access and Digital Skills: Bridging
the Gaps in Education and Employment Opportunities in the Age of
Technology 4.0. Journal of Social Science Studies, 1(1), 163-168.

Atanasoski, N., & Vora, K. 2019. Surrogate humanity: Race, robots, and the politics of
technological futures. Duke University Press.

Bagaric, M., Svilar, J., Bull, M., Hunter, D., & Stobbs, N. 2021. The solution to
the pervasive bias and discrimination in the criminal justice: transparent
artificial intelligence. American Criminal Law Review, 59(1).

Buolamwini, J., & Gebru, T. 2018, January. Gender shades: Intersectional accuracy
disparities in commercial gender classification. In Conference on fairness,
accountability and transparency (pp. 77-91). PMLR.

Cath, C., Wachter, S., Mittelstadt, B., Taddeo, M., & Floridi, L. 2018. Artificial
Intelligence and the ‘Good Society’: the US, EU, and UK approach. Science
and Engineering Ethics, 24(2), 505-528.

Couldry, N., & A. Hepp. 2017. The Mediated Construction of Reality. Polity Press,
Cambridge.

Creswell, J. W. 2014. Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods
Approaches (4th ed.). SAGE Publications, Thousand Oaks.

Custers, B., E. Fosch-Villaronga., S. Van Der Hof., B. W. Schermer., A. M. Sears.,
& A. Tamo-Larrieux. 2022. The Role of Consent in an Algorithmic Society:
Its Evolution, Scope, Failings and Re-Conceptualization. In E. Kosta, R.

SISI- Vol. 3 No. 1, 107-128 [|FEE)




Studi Ilmu Sosial Indonesia

Leenes, & I. Kamara (Eds.), Research Handbook on EU Data Protection.
Edward Elgar Publishing, 455-473.

Danaher, J. 2016. The Threat of Algocracy: Reality, Resistance and
Accommodation. Philosophy & Technology, 29(3), 245-268.

Darmawan, D. 2020. Health, Well-Being, and Productivity of Senior Employees in
the Era of Artificial Intelligence. Journal of Science, Technology and Society
(SICO), 1(2), 43-50.

Darmawan, D. 2022. Posthuman Human Resource Management in Organizations
using Generative Artificial Intelligence, Studi Ilmu Sosial Indonesia, 2(2), 97-
124.

Darmawan, D. 2023. Developing Pedagogical Standards and Al Policies for
Adaptive Learning in Equitable and Safe School Education. Journal of
Practice Learning and Educational Development, 3(4), 400-413.

Dauvergne, P. 2020. Is artificial intelligence helping or harming the environment?
International Affairs, 96(5), 1235-1254.

Eubanks, V. 2018. Automating inequality: How high-tech tools profile, police, and punish
the poor. Macmillan+ ORM.

Fariz, F. A. B. M. 2021. Populist Ethno-Religious Nationalism: Challenges to
Global Governance and Domestic Social Integration, Studi Ilmu Sosial
Indonesia, 1(2), 75-92.

Floridi, L., Cowls, J., Beltrametti, M., Chatila, R., Chazerand, P., Dignum, V., ...
& Vayena, E. 2018. Al4People—An ethical framework for a good Al society:
Opportunities, risks, principles, and recommendations. Minds and
machines, 28(4), 689-707.

Gallego, A., & Kurer, T. 2022. Automation, digitalization, and artificial
intelligence in the workplace: Implications for political behavior. Annual
Review of Political Science, 25, 463-484.

Gani, A., & Darmawan, D. 2022. Ethics and Accountability in Artificial
Intelligence-Based Managerial Decision Making. Journal of Social Science
Studies, 2(1), 147-152.

Hariani, M. & R. Mardikaningsih. 2022. The Performance of Authenticity and the
Commodification of Parasocial Bonds: Twin Pillars of Influencer Culture
on Social Media, Studi Ilmu Sosial Indonesia, 2(2), 385-412.

Infante, A., & Mardikaningsih, R. 2022. The Potential of social media as a Means
of Online Business Promotion. Journal of Social Science Studies, 2(2), 45-49.

Jasanoff, S. 2015. Future imperfect: Science, technology, and the imaginations of
modernity. Dreamscapes of modernity: Sociotechnical imaginaries and the
fabrication of power, 1-33.

Jobin, A., Ienca, M., & Vayena, E. 2019. The global landscape of Al ethics
guidelines. Nature Machine Intelligence, 1(9), 389-399.

Kaminski, M. E. 2021. The right to explanation, explained. In Research handbook on
information law and governance (pp. 278-299). Edward Elgar Publishing.

126




Analyzing Algorithmic Bias, Automated Justice, and Social Transformation in Artificial
Intelligence Implementation

(Rahayu Mardikaningsih & Folashade Oluwatoyin)

Khayru, R. K. 2022. Transforming healthcare: the power of artificial
intelligence. Bulletin of Science, Technology and Society, 1(3), 15-19.

Kleinberg, J., Mullainathan, S., & Raghavan, M. 2016. Inherent trade-offs in the
fair determination of risk scores. arXiv preprint arXiv:1609.05807.

Koops, B. J., Newell, B. C., Timan, T., Skorvanek, 1., Chokrevski, T., & Masa, M.
2017. A Typology of Privacy. University of Pennsylvania Journal of International
Law, 38(2), 483-575.

Korteling, J. E., van de Boer-Visschedijk, G. C., Blankendaal, R. A., Boonekamp,
R. C., & Eikelboom, A. R. 2021. Human-versus artificial
intelligence. Frontiers in artificial intelligence, 4, 622364.

Kurniawan, Y, D. Darmawan, & R. K. Khayru. 2021. Social Media and
Contemporary Youth Digital Literature, Studi Ilmu Sosial Indonesia, 1(2), 109-
124.

Kurniawan, Y. & R. K. Khayru. 2021. Popular Culture and Youth: Value, Attitude,
and Behavior Formation Through Music, Film, and Digital Content, Studi
Ilmu Sosial Indonesia, 1(1), 303-324.

Lee, M. K. 2018. Understanding perception of algorithmic decisions: Fairness,
trust, and emotion in response to algorithmic management. Big data &
society, 5(1), 2053951718756684.

Mardikaningsih, R. & D. Darmawan. 2022. Digital Human Resource Practices in
Remote Work Systems, Studi Ilmu Sosial Indonesia, 2(1), 357-388.

Mardikaningsih, R., & Hariani, M. 2023. Technology Strategy in Product
Development for Sustainable Innovation in Global Markets. Journal of Social
Science Studies, 3(2), 71-76.

Martin, K. 2019. Ethical Implications and Accountability of Algorithms: K.
Martin. Journal of business ethics, 160(4), 835-850.

Maulani, A., Hardyansah, R., Darmawan, D., Mendonca, C. N., & de Jesus Isaac,
A. 2023. Juridical Analysis of the Validity of Electronic Contracts Made by
Artificial Intelligence in Indonesian Law. Journal of Social Science
Studies, 3(1), 139-144.

Mittelstadt, B. D., Allo, P., Taddeo, M., Wachter, S., & Floridi, L. 2016. The ethics
of algorithms: Mapping the debate. Big Data & Society, 3(2).

Noble, S. U. 2018. Algorithms of Oppression: How Search Engines Reinforce
Racism. International Journal of Communication (Review version/Journal
discussions).

Putra, A. R., & Arifin, S. 2021. Supply Chain Management Optimization in the
Manufacturing Industry through Digital Transformation: The Role of Big
Data, Artificial Intelligence, and the Internet of Things. Journal of Social
Science Studies, 1(2), 161-166.

Putra, A. R., D. Darmawan, & S. Arifin. 2022. Employee Experience in the Digital
Workplace: A Human Resource Management Perspective, Studi Ilmu Sosial

Indonesia, 2(2), 361-384.

SISI- Vol. 3 No. 1, 107-128 |FEZ}




Studi Ilmu Sosial Indonesia

Radjawane, L. E., & Mardikaningsih, R. 2022. Building Ethical and Fair
Technology: Approaches to Responsible Technology Development and
Application. Journal of Social Science Studies, 2(1), 189-194.

Rahwan, I., Cebrian, M., Obradovich, N., Bongard, J., Bonnefon, J. F., Breazeal,
C., ... & Wellman, M. 2019. Machine behaviour. Nature, 568(7753), 477-
486.

Ramle, N. L. B., & Mardikaningsih, R. 2022. Inclusivity in Technology-Based
Services: Access and Skills Challenges. Journal of Social Science Studies, 2(2),
225-230.

Ramon, Y., Farrokhnia, R. A., Matz, S. C., & Martens, D. 2021. Explainable Al for
psychological profiling from behavioral data: An application to big five
personality predictions from financial transaction records. Information, 12(12),
518.

Sadowski, J. 2019. When data is capital: Datafication, accumulation, and
extraction. Big Data & Society, 6(1), 1-12.

Sinambela, E. A. & D. Darmawan. 2021. Relevance of Email Marketing in the
Contemporary Digital Marketing Communication Mix, Studi Ilmu Sosial
Indonesia, 1(2), 301-324.

Sinambela, E. A. 2023. Integration of Change Management and Technology
Strategy in Digital Transformation. Journal of Social Science Studies, 3(1), 375-
380.

Sinambela, E. A., Darmawan, D., & Halizah, S. N. 2022. Digital Inequality and
Unequal Opportunity for Young Entrepreneurs in Online Economies. Studi
Ilmu Sosial Indonesia, 2(1), 169-190.

Snyder, H. 2019. Literature Review as a Research Methodology: An Overview and
Guidelines. Journal of Business Research, 104, 333-339.

Taddeo, M., & Floridi, L. 2018. How Al can be a force for good. Science, 361(6404),
751-752.

Veen, A., Barratt, T., & Goods, C. 2020. Platform-Capital’s ‘App-etite’ for Control:
A Labour Process Analysis of Food-Delivery Work in Australia. Work,
Employment and Society, 34(3), 388-406.

Willcocks, L. 2020. Robo-Apocalypse cancelled? Reframing the automation and
future of work debate. Journal of Information Technology, 35(4), 286-302.

Yeung, K. 2017. ‘Hypernudge’: Big Data as a Mode of Regulation by Design.
Information, Communication & Society, 20(1), 118-136.

Zuboff, S. 2015. Big other: Surveillance Capitalism and the Prospects of an
Information Civilization. Journal of Information Technology, 30(1), 75-89.

Zuboff, S. 2019. The Age of Surveillance Capitalism: The Fight for a Human Future at
the New Frontier of Power. PublicAffairs, New York.

128




