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Abstract:  

This study examines the legal accountability of Artificial Intelligence (AI) use in administrative decision-

making in Indonesia. The main objective is to clarify the juridical position of AI within government 

administration and to determine whether AI may function as an autonomous decision-maker or only as an 

auxiliary instrument supporting public officials. This research employs a qualitative legal method with a 

normative-juridical approach and a single-case study of Indonesia. Data were collected through 

documentary study of primary legal materials, including laws and regulations on government 

administration, public services, electronic-based government, electronic systems, and personal data 

protection, supported by relevant scholarly literature on AI accountability and public administration. The 

findings show that Indonesian law does not recognize AI as a holder of public authority. Administrative 

authority remains attached to government bodies and authorized public officials. AI may assist processes 

such as data verification, risk assessment, classification, and recommendation, but final decisions affecting 

citizens’ rights, obligations, legal status, or access to public services must remain under human legal 

responsibility. The study also finds that Indonesia’s regulatory framework remains fragmented and lacks 

specific rules on human oversight, explainability, auditability, and contestability in AI-assisted decisions. 

This article contributes by proposing the concept of AI-assisted administrative accountability, which 

places AI under legality, human authority, procedural fairness, data protection, and public accountability. 

 

Keywords: administrative accountability; administrative decision-making; artificial intelligence; digital 

governance; public administration. 

 

1. Introduction 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has increasingly become a strategic component of digital government 

transformation, particularly in the modernization of administrative processes, public service delivery, 

regulatory supervision, and data-driven policy implementation. In public administration, AI is no longer 

understood merely as a technical instrument for accelerating bureaucratic work, but as a socio-technical 

system capable of influencing how public authorities collect information, classify risks, recommend actions, 

and support administrative decision-making. Recent studies show that AI adoption in government is driven 

by expectations of efficiency, accuracy, predictive capacity, service personalization, and improved 

institutional responsiveness (Zuiderwijk, Chen, & Salem, 2021; Wirtz, Langer, & Fenner, 2021; Medaglia, 

Gil-Garcia, & Pardo, 2023; Madan & Ashok, 2023; Mergel et al., 2023). However, the use of AI in 

government also raises a fundamental legal question: whether algorithmic systems may legitimately 

participate in administrative decisions that affect citizens’ rights, obligations, access to services, or legal 

status. This question is especially important because administrative decisions are not ordinary managerial 

outputs; they are legal acts grounded in public authority, legality, procedural fairness, and accountability.  

The main problem emerges when AI-supported decision-making changes the structure of 

administrative responsibility. Algorithmic systems can process large datasets, detect patterns, and generate 

recommendations more quickly than human officials, but they may also reproduce bias, obscure the reasons 

behind administrative outcomes, and weaken citizens’ ability to challenge decisions. In this context, AI 

creates a tension between administrative efficiency and administrative legality. Public officials may be 

tempted to rely on AI outputs as if they were neutral and objective, although AI systems remain dependent 

on data quality, model design, institutional objectives, and human interpretation (Busuioc, 2021; 
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Grimmelikhuijsen, 2023; Aoki et al., 2024). Legal scholarship has therefore warned that algorithmic 

decision-making may challenge traditional administrative law doctrines, particularly reason-giving, 

discretion, due process, judicial review, and personal responsibility of public officials (Williams, 2022; 

Bignami, 2022; Langer, 2024). If the legal system fails to clarify who is accountable for AI-supported 

administrative decisions, public administration may enter a “black box” condition in which citizens 

experience legal consequences without being able to identify the responsible authority, the legal basis, or the 

reasoning process behind the decision.  

In Indonesia, this issue is particularly relevant because digital government has been formally 

institutionalized through the Electronic-Based Government System framework, while administrative 

governance remains rooted in the principles of lawful authority, good governance, protection of citizens’ 

rights, and accountability of government officials. Presidential Regulation No. 95 of 2018 concerning the 

Electronic-Based Government System provides the general foundation for the integration of information and 

communication technology in government administration, while Law No. 30 of 2014 concerning 

Government Administration establishes the legal basis for administrative action, governmental authority, 

discretion, and principles of good governance. At the same time, Law No. 27 of 2022 concerning Personal 

Data Protection strengthens the legal relevance of data processing, data security, and the rights of data 

subjects in digital governance. Nevertheless, Indonesia has not yet established a specific legal framework 

that determines the juridical position of AI in administrative decision-making, the limits of automated 

recommendations, the minimum standard of human oversight, or the accountability mechanism when AI 

contributes to unlawful or harmful administrative outcomes. This regulatory gap creates uncertainty for 

public officials, citizens, courts, and supervisory institutions.  

The existing literature has made important contributions to understanding AI in the public sector. 

Zuiderwijk, Chen, and Salem (2021) developed a systematic research agenda on AI in public governance 

and emphasized the need for empirical, multidisciplinary, and public-sector-specific inquiry. Wirtz, Langer, 

and Fenner (2021) mapped AI research priorities in the public sector, while Madan and Ashok (2023) 

identified key tensions in AI adoption and diffusion, including fairness, transparency, privacy, and human 

rights. Mergel et al. (2023) examined the implementation challenges faced by public managers, and 

Maragno et al. (2023) analyzed the organizational affordances and constraints shaping AI implementation in 

public-sector organizations. Van Noordt and Tangi (2023) further argued that AI capability is central to 

public value creation, whereas Schiff, Schiff, and Pierson (2022) warned that government adoption of AI 

may produce public value failure when efficiency is pursued without adequate attention to equity, 

accountability, and legitimacy. Other studies have examined citizens’ acceptance of AI in public services 

(Gesk & Leyer, 2022), trust and transparency in automated decisions (Grimmelikhuijsen, 2023), 

explainability in government AI (Aoki et al., 2024), and broader opportunities and risks of AI-supported 

government decision-making (Alshahrani et al., 2024; Valle-Cruz, García-Contreras, & Gil-Garcia, 2024).  

A second body of literature focuses more specifically on accountability, legality, oversight, and 

administrative law. Busuioc (2021) argues that accountable AI requires identifiable responsibility, 

transparency, and institutional mechanisms capable of holding algorithmic systems and their users to 

account. Bignami (2022) examines AI accountability in public administration from a comparative 

administrative law perspective, while Williams (2022) shows that algorithmic decision-making requires 

administrative law to rethink procedural fairness, legality, and reviewability. Hirvonen (2024) proposes just 

accountability structures for automated decision-making in the public sector, and Laux (2024) develops the 

concept of institutionalized distrust and human oversight as a democratic response to AI governance. 

Kouroutakis (2024) links AI governance to the rule of law, while Mišić, van Est, and Kool (2025) formulate 

a value framework for good governance of public-sector AI. More recent studies by Rizk and Lindgren 

(2025), Agbabiaka, Ojo, and Connolly (2025), Hillo, Vento, and Erkkilä (2025), and Elliott and 

MacCarthaigh (2025) strengthen this debate by emphasizing decision space, trustworthiness requirements, 

legitimacy perceptions, and accountability blind spots in public-sector AI. These studies are highly relevant, 

but most of them are developed from European, North American, or general public-administration contexts, 

https://journal.yaumil.org/index.php/ijsr/


International Journal of Scientific Research (IJSR)  

Volume 02 Issue 03 Pages 100-111. 2025  

Website: https://journal.yaumil.org/index.php/ijsr/  

ISSN (e): 3046-5206 

DOI: 10.62894/ 

Suhardi, IJSR Volume 02 Issue 03 2025                         102 
 

and they do not specifically reconstruct the legal accountability of AI-supported administrative decisions 

within Indonesia’s administrative law system.  

Based on this gap, the present study positions itself at the intersection of administrative law, digital 

governance, and AI accountability. Unlike previous studies that primarily discuss AI adoption, ethical 

governance, technical explainability, or general public-sector implementation, this study focuses on the 

juridical status of AI in administrative decision-making in Indonesia. The central argument advanced in this 

article is that AI may be legally justified only as an auxiliary instrument that supports administrative 

analysis, risk assessment, document verification, or policy recommendation, but it must not replace the legal 

authority, discretion, and responsibility of public officials. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to analyze 

the legal accountability of AI use in administrative decision-making in Indonesia and to formulate a 

normative framework that preserves human authority, reason-giving, procedural fairness, data protection, 

auditability, contestability, and administrative remedies. By doing so, this article contributes to the 

development of Indonesian administrative law in the age of AI and offers a concept of accountable AI-

assisted administration that places technology under law, rather than allowing law to be subordinated to 

technology. 

2. Methodology 

This study employs a qualitative legal research method with a normative-juridical orientation and a 

case-study approach. A qualitative method is appropriate because the object of this study is not the 

measurement of numerical variables, but the interpretation of legal norms, principles, institutional 

responsibilities, and accountability mechanisms in the use of Artificial Intelligence (AI) for administrative 

decision-making. Qualitative research is particularly suitable for examining complex legal and institutional 

phenomena because it enables the researcher to understand meanings, contexts, normative tensions, and the 

relationship between legal texts and governance practices (Lim, 2025; Blackham, 2022). In this study, AI-

assisted administrative decision-making is treated as a legal and institutional problem that must be examined 

through the principles of legality, authority, discretion, transparency, due process, human oversight, and 

public accountability. 

The research design is constructed as a single-case study, with Indonesia selected as the main case. 

The case-study approach is used because the issue of AI in administrative decision-making cannot be 

separated from the specific legal, bureaucratic, and digital-governance context in which it operates. Case-

study research allows the researcher to examine a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life legal and 

institutional setting, particularly when the boundaries between technology, law, and administrative authority 

are still evolving (Miller, Porter, & Barbagallo, 2023). In this article, the Indonesian case is limited to the 

national legal framework governing administrative decision-making, electronic-based government, personal 

data protection, electronic systems, public services, and public accountability. This case boundary is 

important to ensure that the analysis remains focused on the juridical position of AI as an auxiliary 

instrument in government administration, rather than expanding into broader technical questions concerning 

AI engineering or private-sector automation. 

The data used in this study consist of primary legal materials, secondary legal materials, and 

supporting policy documents. The primary legal materials include the 1945 Constitution of the Republic of 

Indonesia, Law No. 30 of 2014 concerning Government Administration, Law No. 25 of 2009 concerning 

Public Services, Law No. 14 of 2008 concerning Public Information Disclosure, Law No. 27 of 2022 

concerning Personal Data Protection, Government Regulation No. 71 of 2019 concerning the 

Implementation of Electronic Systems and Transactions, Presidential Regulation No. 95 of 2018 concerning 

the Electronic-Based Government System, and other relevant regulations related to digital governance and 

public administration. Law No. 30 of 2014 is relevant because it provides the legal foundation for 

government administration, including authority, discretion, administrative decisions, and good governance, 

while Law No. 27 of 2022 regulates personal data processing, data-subject rights, controller obligations, and 
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administrative sanctions. Presidential Regulation No. 95 of 2018 establishes the legal framework for 

Indonesia’s Electronic-Based Government System, and Government Regulation No. 71 of 2019 regulates 

electronic systems and transactions. These instruments form the core legal basis for assessing whether AI 

may be used in administrative decision-making and how accountability should be structured.  

Secondary legal materials were collected from peer-reviewed journal articles published mainly 

within the last five years, especially studies concerning AI in public administration, algorithmic 

accountability, automated decision-making, administrative law, explainable AI, data protection, and digital 

governance. The literature was selected based on relevance, academic credibility, publication recency, and 

the availability of DOI. Supporting policy documents were also used, including official government 

documents, regulatory databases, institutional reports, and digital-government policy materials. The 

collection of data was conducted through documentary study and library research, which are common 

techniques in qualitative legal research because they enable systematic examination of legal texts, scholarly 

debates, and institutional policy frameworks (Morgan, 2022; Mitchell, 2022). Document analysis is relevant 

in this study because the central data are legal and policy documents that must be interpreted in relation to 

one another. 

The data were analyzed through qualitative content analysis and legal interpretation. First, the 

collected materials were classified into several analytical themes: legal authority, administrative discretion, 

human oversight, transparency, explainability, data protection, accountability, remedies, and judicial or 

administrative review. Second, each theme was analyzed using statutory, conceptual, and systematic 

interpretation. Statutory interpretation was used to examine the meaning of relevant legal provisions, while 

conceptual interpretation was used to clarify the relationship between AI, administrative authority, public 

responsibility, and good governance. Systematic interpretation was applied to understand how different legal 

instruments interact within the broader Indonesian administrative law system. This analytical strategy 

follows the logic of qualitative legal analysis, which requires the researcher to interpret legal texts not as 

isolated provisions, but as part of a wider normative structure (Mitchell, 2022; Nyathi, 2023). 

To strengthen the validity of the analysis, this study applies source triangulation by comparing 

primary regulations, academic literature, and official policy documents. The credibility of the study is 

maintained by using authoritative legal sources, peer-reviewed journals, and DOI-indexed references. The 

analysis also adopts reflexive caution, meaning that the researcher does not assume AI to be either 

inherently beneficial or inherently harmful. Instead, AI is examined as a legal object whose legitimacy 

depends on whether its use remains consistent with the principles of legality, accountability, transparency, 

human supervision, and protection of citizens’ rights. Therefore, this research does not seek to evaluate the 

technical accuracy of AI systems, but to formulate a normative accountability framework for ensuring that 

AI remains a supporting instrument and does not replace the legal authority of public officials. 

3. Results and Discussions 

1) The Legal Position of AI in Indonesian Administrative Decision-Making 

The documentary analysis shows that Indonesian positive law has not yet expressly recognized 

Artificial Intelligence as an independent legal subject or as an autonomous holder of governmental authority. 

Under Indonesian administrative law, public authority remains attached to a government body or public 

official, not to a technological system. Law No. 30 of 2014 concerning Government Administration 

establishes that the administration of government must be carried out based on statutory authority, 

government policy, and the General Principles of Good Governance. It also requires government officials to 

make decisions and actions within the scope of their legal competence. Therefore, even if AI is used to 

classify applications, verify documents, assess risks, or generate recommendations, the legal decision 

remains attributable to the competent administrative official.  

This finding indicates that AI can only be positioned as an auxiliary administrative instrument. It 

may support the factual, analytical, or technical stages of decision-making, but it cannot replace the legal 

authority of public officials. This interpretation is consistent with the basic doctrine of administrative law, 
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namely that an administrative decision is valid only when issued by a competent authority, based on proper 

legal grounds, and through a lawful procedure. In this sense, AI may strengthen administrative efficiency, 

but it does not possess competence, discretion, public responsibility, or legal accountability. The authority to 

decide must remain with the human public official because administrative decisions affect citizens’ rights, 

obligations, legal status, access to services, and entitlement to public benefits. 

This result supports Williams’ argument that algorithmic decision-making requires administrative 

law to rethink, but not abandon, legality, discretion, reason-giving, and reviewability (Williams, 2022). It 

also aligns with Bignami’s comparative analysis, which emphasizes that AI in public administration must be 

governed through rules that ensure transparency, auditability, and institutional responsibility (Bignami, 

2022). However, the Indonesian case gives a more specific normative contribution: AI should not be 

conceptualized as a decision-maker, but as a supporting tool whose outputs must be legally filtered, 

assessed, and adopted by an authorized official. This position is also compatible with Busuioc’s view that 

accountable AI requires identifiable responsibility and institutional mechanisms capable of holding human 

actors and organizations to account (Busuioc, 2021).  

2) Regulatory Fragmentation in Indonesia’s Digital Government Framework 

The analysis also finds that Indonesia already has several legal instruments relevant to digital 

administration, but these instruments remain fragmented when applied to AI-assisted administrative 

decision-making. Presidential Regulation No. 95 of 2018 provides the legal basis for the Electronic-Based 

Government System, or SPBE, and encourages the integration of information and communication 

technology in government administration. However, SPBE regulation focuses more on digital governance 

architecture, interoperability, service integration, and electronic government management than on the 

specific legal status of AI in administrative decisions.  

Government Regulation No. 71 of 2019 concerning the Implementation of Electronic Systems and 

Transactions is also relevant because it regulates electronic systems, electronic transactions, electronic 

signatures, electronic certification, and electronic agents. Nevertheless, this regulation does not directly 

answer whether an AI-generated output may become the legal basis of an administrative decision, how 

algorithmic errors should be reviewed, or who must be responsible when automated recommendations 

produce unlawful consequences.  

Law No. 27 of 2022 concerning Personal Data Protection provides another important layer. It 

regulates principles of personal data protection, types of personal data, data-subject rights, data processing, 

obligations of data controllers and processors, data transfer, administrative sanctions, dispute settlement, and 

criminal provisions. This law is highly relevant because AI systems used in public administration often 

depend on large-scale personal data processing. However, the Personal Data Protection Law does not 

specifically regulate administrative discretion, explainability of AI-assisted decisions, or the obligation of 

public officials to provide reasons when AI contributes to an adverse decision.  

The implication is that Indonesia has a foundation for digital government and data protection, but not 

yet a coherent framework for AI-based administrative accountability. This finding is consistent with 

Zuiderwijk, Chen, and Salem’s systematic review, which shows that AI in public governance creates both 

opportunities and risks and requires multidisciplinary governance arrangements (Zuiderwijk, Chen, & 

Salem, 2021). It also resonates with Madan and Ashok’s finding that AI adoption in public administration 

contains unresolved tensions between innovation, fairness, transparency, privacy, and institutional capacity 

(Madan & Ashok, 2023).  

3) Accountability Risks: Opacity, Automation Bias, and the Weakening of Due Process 

The study identifies three major accountability risks in AI-assisted administrative decision-making. 

The first risk is opacity. AI systems, especially those based on machine learning, may generate outputs 

without providing reasons that are understandable to public officials, affected citizens, or reviewing bodies. 

In administrative law, this creates a problem because citizens must be able to understand why a decision was 

made, what legal basis was used, what facts were considered, and how they may challenge the decision. If 

AI outputs are accepted without sufficient explanation, administrative decisions may become technically 

efficient but legally opaque. 
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The second risk is automation bias. Public officials may treat AI-generated recommendations as 

objective, neutral, or superior to human judgment, even when such outputs are based on incomplete data, 

biased datasets, inaccurate variables, or flawed assumptions. This risk is particularly serious in public 

administration because decisions are often made in areas involving social assistance, licensing, taxation, 

public employment, population administration, immigration, education, health, policing, and welfare 

distribution. When officials merely approve algorithmic outputs without independent assessment, human 

oversight becomes symbolic rather than substantive. 

The third risk is the weakening of procedural due process. Indonesian administrative law 

recognizes the importance of lawful procedure, good governance, administrative remedies, and protection 

against abuse of authority. If AI is used without transparent standards, citizens may not know whether their 

case was assessed by a human official, an automated system, or a combination of both. They may also face 

difficulty in requesting correction, explanation, reconsideration, or administrative appeal. This finding 

corresponds with Aoki et al. (2024), who show that explanations can affect perceived fairness, accuracy, and 

trustworthiness of algorithmic administrative decisions, although the effectiveness of explanation depends 

on its type and context. It also supports Agbabiaka, Ojo, and Connolly’s conclusion that trustworthy AI-

enabled automated decision-making in the public sector requires multiple trustworthiness requirements, 

including transparency, accountability, fairness, human oversight, privacy, and contestability.  

4) Human Oversight as a Legal Requirement, Not Merely an Ethical Principle 

A central finding of this study is that human oversight should not be treated merely as an ethical 

recommendation. In the Indonesian administrative law context, human oversight is a legal requirement 

derived from the doctrine of authority, responsibility, and accountability of public officials. Because the 

legal power to issue administrative decisions belongs to a government body or official, the official must 

remain capable of understanding, questioning, modifying, rejecting, or overriding AI-generated outputs. 

This means that human oversight must be meaningful. A public official should not simply sign or 

approve a decision generated by an AI system. Instead, the official must examine whether the output is 

legally relevant, factually accurate, procedurally fair, proportionate, and consistent with the General 

Principles of Good Governance. In this sense, human oversight must include at least four elements: first, the 

ability to understand the function and limitation of the AI system; second, the ability to review the data and 

reasoning used by the system; third, the authority to depart from the AI recommendation; and fourth, the 

obligation to provide reasons for the final administrative decision. 

This finding is strongly connected to recent studies on automated decision-making. Rizk and 

Lindgren (2025) argue that automated decision-making changes the decision space between public officials 

and citizens and requires careful attention to human-machine interaction in public administration. Hillo, 

Vento, and Erkkilä (2025) also show that transparency and human discretion enhance legitimacy perceptions 

in automated decision-making. These studies support the argument that public legitimacy cannot be 

maintained if AI systems narrow the role of public officials into passive validators of machine outputs.  

5) Data Protection and Administrative Accountability Must Be Integrated 

The analysis further finds that AI accountability in administrative decision-making cannot be 

separated from personal data protection. AI systems in government often depend on personal data collected 

from citizens through population databases, public service platforms, licensing systems, social assistance 

databases, tax records, education systems, health records, and other administrative datasets. Therefore, the 

legality of AI-assisted administrative decisions must be assessed not only from the perspective of 

administrative authority, but also from the perspective of lawful data processing. 

Law No. 27 of 2022 provides an important basis because it regulates data-subject rights, obligations 

of data controllers and processors, personal data processing, administrative sanctions, dispute settlement, 

and criminal provisions. However, from the perspective of administrative decision-making, data protection 

must be connected to due process. Citizens should not only have the right to data protection in a general 

sense, but also the right to know whether their personal data has been processed by AI for administrative 

decision-making purposes, what categories of data were used, whether the data were accurate, and how they 

may request correction or challenge an adverse decision.  
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This finding strengthens the argument that AI accountability requires an integrated framework. Data 

protection law prevents unlawful or excessive data processing, while administrative law ensures that the 

final decision is made by a competent authority through a lawful, fair, and reviewable procedure. Without 

this integration, AI governance may become fragmented: data may be protected formally, but administrative 

decisions may remain opaque; conversely, decisions may be procedurally valid, but the underlying data 

processing may be unlawful or discriminatory. This concern is consistent with Schiff, Schiff, and Pierson’s 

finding that failures of fairness and transparency in government AI may reduce public support for 

government action (Schiff, Schiff, & Pierson, 2022).  

6) The Need for Explainability, Auditability, and Contestability 

Another important result is that AI-assisted administrative decisions require three minimum 

safeguards: explainability, auditability, and contestability. Explainability means that affected citizens 

must be able to understand the main reasons for the decision, including the role of AI in the process. This 

does not require disclosure of every technical detail of the algorithm, but it does require a meaningful 

explanation of the relevant data, criteria, legal basis, and reasoning that influenced the outcome. 

Auditability means that the AI system must be capable of being examined by competent supervisory 

institutions. Public bodies should maintain documentation concerning the purpose of the AI system, data 

sources, model design, risk assessment, validation process, human oversight mechanism, error-handling 

procedure, and decision logs. Without auditability, accountability becomes difficult because neither internal 

supervisors, external auditors, ombuds institutions, courts, nor affected citizens can reconstruct how the 

decision was produced. 

Contestability means that citizens must have access to administrative remedies when they are harmed 

by AI-assisted decisions. They should be able to request clarification, correction, reconsideration, human 

review, and, where necessary, judicial review. This requirement is closely related to Law No. 25 of 2009 

concerning Public Services, which recognizes the importance of rights, obligations, complaint mechanisms, 

public participation, and sanctions in public service delivery.  

The finding is consistent with Busuioc’s theory of accountable AI, which emphasizes that 

algorithmic accountability requires transparency, explainability, and institutional responsibility. It is also 

supported by Mergel et al. (2023), who argue that public-sector AI implementation involves organizational 

challenges that cannot be solved by technology alone, and by Van Noordt and Tangi (2023), who show that 

AI capability in public administration includes not only technical capacity but also human-related and 

organizational dimensions.  

7) Proposed Normative Framework: AI as an Auxiliary Instrument under Human Legal Authority 

Based on the above findings, this study proposes a normative framework called AI-assisted 

administrative accountability. This framework is based on the premise that AI may be used in 

administrative decision-making only when it remains subordinate to law, institutional authority, and human 

responsibility. The framework consists of seven principles. 

First, legality: the use of AI must have a clear legal basis, institutional mandate, and defined 

administrative purpose. Second, human authority: the final decision must be made or legally adopted by a 

competent public official. Third, limited automation: AI may support analysis, verification, classification, 

risk assessment, and recommendation, but it must not independently determine citizens’ legal status or 

rights. Fourth, reason-giving: every AI-assisted administrative decision must be accompanied by reasons 

that are understandable to affected citizens. Fifth, data protection: personal data used by AI systems must 

be processed lawfully, fairly, transparently, and proportionately. Sixth, auditability: public institutions must 

maintain documentation and decision logs for supervisory and review purposes. Seventh, contestability: 

citizens must have access to human review, administrative remedies, and judicial review. 

This framework differentiates the present study from previous studies. While earlier research has 

emphasized AI adoption, implementation, public value, transparency, trust, explainability, and legitimacy, 

this study places the issue specifically within Indonesian administrative law. The central contribution is the 

formulation of a legal position that AI is not a substitute for administrative authority. It is only an auxiliary 

instrument. Therefore, when an AI-supported decision causes legal harm, responsibility cannot be 

transferred to the algorithm, vendor, database, or technical system alone. The accountable actor remains the 
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public body or official that uses, adopts, or relies upon the AI system in the exercise of governmental 

authority. 

8) Synthesis of Findings 

Overall, the study finds that Indonesia’s current legal framework provides several normative 

foundations for digital administration, but it has not yet established a specific framework for AI-assisted 

administrative decision-making. Law No. 30 of 2014 provides the doctrine of authority, legality, discretion, 

and good governance. Presidential Regulation No. 95 of 2018 provides the foundation for electronic-based 

government. Government Regulation No. 71 of 2019 regulates electronic systems and transactions. Law No. 

27 of 2022 provides the foundation for personal data protection. Law No. 25 of 2009 provides principles of 

public service and complaint mechanisms. However, these instruments still need to be integrated into a 

specific doctrine of AI accountability in administrative decisions. 

The core result of this research is that AI cannot be treated as an autonomous administrative 

decision-maker in Indonesia. Its legitimate position is as an auxiliary instrument under human legal 

authority. Any model that allows AI to independently determine administrative outcomes without 

meaningful human oversight would risk violating legality, due process, good governance, and public 

accountability. Therefore, the use of AI in Indonesian public administration must be designed not only as a 

technological innovation, but also as a legally accountable governance mechanism. 

4. Conclusion 

This study concludes that the use of Artificial Intelligence in administrative decision-making in 

Indonesia cannot be legally understood as a transfer of governmental authority from public officials to 

technological systems. Within the framework of Indonesian administrative law, legal authority remains 

attached to government bodies and public officials who are constitutionally and statutorily responsible for 

issuing administrative decisions. AI may assist administrative processes through data classification, risk 

assessment, document verification, predictive analysis, or decision recommendation, but it cannot 

independently determine citizens’ rights, obligations, legal status, or access to public services. Therefore, the 

juridical position of AI in Indonesian public administration is that of an auxiliary administrative instrument, 

not a substitute for public authority. 

The main finding of this study is that Indonesia already has several relevant legal foundations for 

digital government and administrative accountability, particularly Law No. 30 of 2014 on Government 

Administration, Law No. 25 of 2009 on Public Services, Law No. 27 of 2022 on Personal Data Protection, 

Government Regulation No. 71 of 2019 on Electronic Systems and Transactions, and Presidential 

Regulation No. 95 of 2018 on the Electronic-Based Government System. However, these legal instruments 

remain fragmented when applied to AI-assisted administrative decision-making. They provide general 

principles of legality, public service accountability, electronic governance, and data protection, but they do 

not yet specifically regulate the legal status of AI, the limits of automated recommendations, the standard of 

human oversight, the duty to explain AI-assisted decisions, or the mechanism of administrative remedies 

when AI contributes to unlawful outcomes. 

The novelty of this study lies in its formulation of the concept of AI-assisted administrative 

accountability. This concept emphasizes that AI must remain subordinate to legality, public authority, 

human judgment, procedural fairness, data protection, auditability, and contestability. Unlike previous 

studies that mainly discuss AI adoption, public-sector innovation, public value, trust, or ethical governance, 

this article places AI directly within the doctrinal structure of Indonesian administrative law. The 

contribution of this study is therefore normative: it argues that accountability for AI-assisted administrative 

decisions must remain with the public institution and the authorized official who uses, adopts, or relies on 

the AI output. Responsibility cannot be shifted entirely to the algorithm, vendor, programmer, database, or 

technical system. 

This finding strengthens and extends previous studies on AI accountability in public administration. 

Busuioc (2021), Bignami (2022), Williams (2022), and Rizk and Lindgren (2025) have shown that 

https://journal.yaumil.org/index.php/ijsr/
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automated decision-making challenges transparency, administrative responsibility, and reviewability. This 

study confirms those concerns, but adds that in the Indonesian context, the principle of official authority 

under administrative law provides a strong legal basis for rejecting fully autonomous AI-based 

administrative decisions. The study also supports the arguments of Zuiderwijk, Chen, and Salem (2021), 

Madan and Ashok (2023), Mergel et al. (2023), and Van Noordt and Tangi (2023) that AI implementation in 

government should not be reduced to technological capacity alone, but must be supported by institutional 

readiness, legal safeguards, and public accountability mechanisms. 

The implication of this study is that the Indonesian government needs to develop a more specific 

regulatory and institutional framework for AI in public administration. Such a framework should regulate at 

least seven essential elements: clear legal basis for AI use, limitation of automated decision-making, 

meaningful human oversight, obligation to provide reasons, protection of personal data, algorithmic 

auditability, and accessible mechanisms for objection, correction, administrative appeal, and judicial review. 

Without these safeguards, AI may improve bureaucratic efficiency but weaken legality, procedural justice, 

and citizens’ trust in government decisions. 

This study also has limitations. It is based on qualitative legal research and documentary analysis, so 

it does not empirically examine how AI is currently used by specific Indonesian government institutions. 

The study also does not evaluate the technical accuracy, bias level, or operational performance of particular 

AI systems. Its focus is limited to the normative and juridical construction of AI accountability in 

administrative decision-making. Therefore, future research should conduct empirical case studies on the 

actual use of AI or automated systems in Indonesian government agencies, particularly in sectors such as 

public services, licensing, social assistance, taxation, immigration, population administration, health, and 

law enforcement. Future studies may also compare Indonesia’s approach with regulatory models in the 

European Union, the United States, Australia, Singapore, or other jurisdictions that have developed more 

advanced frameworks for algorithmic accountability. 

Further research is also needed to examine citizens’ perspectives on AI-assisted administrative 

decisions, especially regarding trust, fairness, transparency, and access to remedies. In addition, 

interdisciplinary studies involving law, public administration, computer science, ethics, and data governance 

would be valuable for designing practical standards for explainable, auditable, and contestable AI systems in 

government. By addressing these areas, future scholarship can move beyond the general debate on AI 

governance and contribute to the development of a more accountable, rights-based, and legally grounded 

model of digital administration in Indonesia. 

References 

Aarab, A., El Marzouki, A., Boubker, O., & El Moutaqi, B. (2025). Integrating AI in public governance: A 

systematic review. Digital, 5(4), 59. https://doi.org/10.3390/digital5040059 

Agbabiaka, O., Ojo, A., & Connolly, N. (2025). Requirements for trustworthy AI-enabled automated 

decision-making in the public sector: A systematic review. Technological Forecasting and Social 

Change, 215, 124076. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2025.124076 

Ahmed, S. K., Mohammed, R. A., Nashwan, A. J., Ibrahim, R. H., Abdalla, A. Q., Ameen, B. M. M., & 

Khdir, R. M. (2025). Using thematic analysis in qualitative research. Journal of Medicine, Surgery, 

and Public Health, 6, 100198. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.glmedi.2025.100198 

Alshahrani, A., Griva, A., Dennehy, D., & Mäntymäki, M. (2024). Artificial intelligence and decision-

making in government functions: Opportunities, challenges and future research. Transforming 

Government: People, Process and Policy, 18(4), 678–698. https://doi.org/10.1108/TG-06-2024-0131 

Aoki, N. (2021). The importance of the assurance that “humans are still in the decision loop” for public trust 

in artificial intelligence: Evidence from an online experiment. Computers in Human Behavior, 114, 

106572. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2020.106572 

https://journal.yaumil.org/index.php/ijsr/
https://doi.org/10.3390/digital5040059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2025.124076
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.glmedi.2025.100198
https://doi.org/10.1108/TG-06-2024-0131
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2020.106572


International Journal of Scientific Research (IJSR)  

Volume 02 Issue 03 Pages 100-111. 2025  

Website: https://journal.yaumil.org/index.php/ijsr/  

ISSN (e): 3046-5206 

DOI: 10.62894/ 

Suhardi, IJSR Volume 02 Issue 03 2025                         109 
 

Aoki, N., Tatsumi, T., Naruse, G., & Maeda, K. (2024). Explainable AI for government: Does the type of 

explanation matter to the accuracy, fairness, and trustworthiness of an algorithmic decision as 

perceived by those who are affected? Government Information Quarterly, 41(4), 101965. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2024.101965 

Barsekh-Onji, A., Torres Hernandez, Z., & Cardoso Espinosa, E. O. (2025). Advancing smart public 

administration: Challenges and benefits of artificial intelligence. Urban Governance, 5(3), 279–292. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ugj.2025.06.003 

Bignami, F. (2022). Artificial intelligence accountability of public administration. The American Journal of 

Comparative Law, 70(Supplement_1), i312–i346. https://doi.org/10.1093/ajcl/avac012 

Blackham, A. (2022). When law and data collide: The methodological challenge of conducting mixed 

methods research in law. Journal of Law and Society, 49(S1), S87–S104. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jols.12373 

Bullock, J. B., & Chen, Y.-C. (2024). The brave new world of AI: Implications for public sector agents, 

organisations, and governance. Asia Pacific Journal of Public Administration, 46(4), 321–325. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/23276665.2024.2356540 

Busuioc, M. (2021). Accountable artificial intelligence: Holding algorithms to account. Public 

Administration Review, 81(5), 825–836. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13293 

Elliott, M. T. J., & MacCarthaigh, M. (2025). Accountability and AI: Redundancy, overlaps and blind-spots. 

Public Performance & Management Review. https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2025.2493889 

Gesk, T. S., & Leyer, M. (2022). Artificial intelligence in public services: When and why citizens accept its 

usage. Government Information Quarterly, 39(3), 101704. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2022.101704 

Grimmelikhuijsen, S. (2023). Explaining why the computer says no: Algorithmic transparency affects the 

perceived trustworthiness of automated decision-making. Public Administration Review, 83(2), 241–

262. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13483 

Hillo, J., Vento, I., & Erkkilä, T. (2025). Algorithmic governance: Experimental evidence on citizens’ and 

public administrators’ legitimacy perceptions of automated decision-making. Public Administration. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.70028 

Hirvonen, H. (2024). Just accountability structures: A way to promote the safe use of automated decision-

making in the public sector. AI & Society, 39(1), 155–167. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-023-

01731-z 

Kouroutakis, A. (2024). Rule of law in the AI era: Addressing accountability and the governance of artificial 

intelligence. Discover Artificial Intelligence, 4, 91. https://doi.org/10.1007/s44163-024-00191-8 

Langer, C. (2024). Decision-making power and responsibility in an automated public administration. 

Discover Artificial Intelligence, 4, 52. https://doi.org/10.1007/s44163-024-00152-1 

Laux, J. (2024). Institutionalised distrust and human oversight of artificial intelligence: Towards a 

democratic design of AI governance under the European Union AI Act. AI & Society, 39(6), 2853–

2866. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-023-01777-z 

Lim, W. M. (2025). What is qualitative research? An overview and guidelines. Australasian Marketing 

Journal, 33(5), 199–229. https://doi.org/10.1177/14413582241264619 

Madan, R., & Ashok, M. (2023). AI adoption and diffusion in public administration: A systematic literature 

review and future research agenda. Government Information Quarterly, 40(1), 101774. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2022.101774 

Maragno, G., Tangi, L., Gastaldi, L., & Benedetti, M. (2023). Exploring the factors, affordances and 

constraints outlining the implementation of artificial intelligence in public sector organizations. 

International Journal of Information Management, 73, 102686. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2023.102686 

Medaglia, R., Gil-Garcia, J. R., & Pardo, T. A. (2023). Artificial intelligence in government: Taking stock 

and moving forward. Social Science Computer Review, 41(1), 123–140. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/08944393211034087 

Mergel, I., Dickinson, H., Stenvall, J., & Gascó, M. (2023). Implementing AI in the public sector. Public 

Management Review. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2023.2231950 

https://journal.yaumil.org/index.php/ijsr/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2024.101965
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ugj.2025.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1093/ajcl/avac012
https://doi.org/10.1111/jols.12373
https://doi.org/10.1080/23276665.2024.2356540
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13293
https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2025.2493889
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2022.101704
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13483
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.70028
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-023-01731-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-023-01731-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44163-024-00191-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44163-024-00152-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00146-023-01777-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/14413582241264619
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2022.101774
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2023.102686
https://doi.org/10.1177/08944393211034087
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2023.2231950


International Journal of Scientific Research (IJSR)  

Volume 02 Issue 03 Pages 100-111. 2025  

Website: https://journal.yaumil.org/index.php/ijsr/  

ISSN (e): 3046-5206 

DOI: 10.62894/ 

Suhardi, IJSR Volume 02 Issue 03 2025                         110 
 

Miller, E. M., Porter, J. E., & Barbagallo, M. S. (2023). Simplifying qualitative case study research 

methodology: A step-by-step guide using a palliative care example. The Qualitative Report, 28(8), 

2363–2379. https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2023.6478 

Mišić, J., van Est, R., & Kool, L. (2025). Good governance of public sector AI: A combined value 

framework for good order and a good society. AI and Ethics, 5, 4875–4889. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s43681-025-00751-3 

Mitchell, M. (2022). Analyzing the law qualitatively. Qualitative Research Journal, 23(1), 102–113. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/QRJ-04-2022-0061 

Morgan, H. (2022). Conducting a qualitative document analysis. The Qualitative Report, 27(1), 64–77. 

https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2022.5044 

Nyathi, M. (2023). Re-asserting the doctrinal legal research methodology in the South African academy: 

Navigating the maze. South African Law Journal, 140(2), 365–386. 

https://doi.org/10.47348/SALJ/v140/i2a5 

Rizk, A., & Lindgren, I. (2025). Automated decision-making in public administration: Changing the 

decision space between public officials and citizens. Government Information Quarterly, 42(4), 

102061. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2025.102061 

Robles, P., & Mallinson, D. J. (2025). Artificial intelligence technology, public trust, and effective 

governance. Review of Policy Research, 42(1), 11–28. https://doi.org/10.1111/ropr.12555 

Schiff, D. S., Schiff, K. J., & Pierson, P. (2022). Assessing public value failure in government adoption of 

artificial intelligence. Public Administration, 100(3), 653–673. https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12742 

Sigfrids, A., Nieminen, M., Leikas, J., & Pikkuaho, P. (2022). How should public administrations foster the 

ethical development and use of artificial intelligence? A review of proposals for developing 

governance of AI. Frontiers in Human Dynamics, 4, 858108. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fhumd.2022.858108 

Valle-Cruz, D., García-Contreras, R., & Gil-Garcia, J. R. (2024). Exploring the negative impacts of artificial 

intelligence in government: The dark side of intelligent algorithms and cognitive machines. 

International Review of Administrative Sciences, 90(2), 281–297. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00208523231187051 

Van Noordt, C., & Tangi, L. (2023). The dynamics of AI capability and its influence on public value 

creation of AI within public administration. Government Information Quarterly, 40(4), 101860. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2023.101860 

Williams, R. (2022). Rethinking administrative law for algorithmic decision making. Oxford Journal of 

Legal Studies, 42(2), 468–494. https://doi.org/10.1093/ojls/gqab032 

Wirtz, B. W., Langer, P. F., & Fenner, C. (2021). Artificial intelligence in the public sector: A research 

agenda. International Journal of Public Administration, 44(13), 1103–1128. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2021.1947319 

Zuiderwijk, A., Chen, Y.-C., & Salem, F. (2021). Implications of the use of artificial intelligence in public 

governance: A systematic literature review and a research agenda. Government Information 

Quarterly, 38(3), 101577. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2021.101577 

 
 

Legal Materials 

Government Regulation No. 71 of 2019 concerning the Implementation of Electronic Systems and 

Transactions. 

Law No. 25 of 2009 concerning Public Services. 

Law No. 27 of 2022 concerning Personal Data Protection. 

Law No. 30 of 2014 concerning Government Administration. 

Presidential Regulation No. 95 of 2018 concerning the Electronic-Based Government System. 

 

 

 

https://journal.yaumil.org/index.php/ijsr/
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2023.6478
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43681-025-00751-3
https://doi.org/10.1108/QRJ-04-2022-0061
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2022.5044
https://doi.org/10.47348/SALJ/v140/i2a5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2025.102061
https://doi.org/10.1111/ropr.12555
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12742
https://doi.org/10.3389/fhumd.2022.858108
https://doi.org/10.1177/00208523231187051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2023.101860
https://doi.org/10.1093/ojls/gqab032
https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2021.1947319
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2021.101577

