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Abstract: The rapid advancement of Artificial Intelligence AI has fundamentally transformed the nature of 

decision-making across governmental, commercial, military, and social domains. From predictive policing 

and autonomous weapons systems to algorithmic financial trading and judicial assistance technologies, AI 

systems increasingly perform functions traditionally reserved for human actors. While these developments 

promise efficiency, accuracy, and innovation, they simultaneously challenge foundational principles of 

international law, including state responsibility, accountability, sovereignty, human rights protection, and the 

rule of law. Existing international legal frameworks were designed for human decision-makers and state-

centric governance structures, creating significant regulatory gaps when autonomous systems independently 

generate outcomes with transnational consequences. This article critically examines the interaction between 

AI-driven autonomous decision-making and contemporary international law. It argues that the existing 

fragmented regulatory landscape is insufficient to address the complex legal, ethical, and geopolitical 

challenges posed by increasingly autonomous technologies. Current approaches, characterized by soft-law 

guidelines, national AI strategies, and sector-specific regulations, fail to provide a coherent global governance 

architecture capable of ensuring accountability, transparency, and legal certainty. The article identifies key 

shortcomings in current international legal mechanisms, particularly regarding attribution of responsibility, 

algorithmic transparency, cross-border data governance, and the protection of fundamental human rights. 

Drawing upon principles derived from international human rights law, international humanitarian law, 

international trade law, and environmental governance regimes, the study proposes a novel Global 

Governance Framework for Autonomous Decision-Making ggfadm. The framework advocates a risk-based, 

multilayered governance model that combines binding international obligations with adaptive regulatory 

mechanisms. It introduces the concept of “Shared Algorithmic Responsibility,” under which accountability is 

distributed among states, developers, operators, and corporate entities according to their respective roles in 

the AI lifecycle. Furthermore, the framework recommends the establishment of an International Artificial 

Intelligence Agency IAIA responsible for oversight, certification, auditing, and dispute resolution concerning 

transnational AI systems. 
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1.Introduction 

AI is becoming one of the most disruptive technology revolutions of the 21st century, 

transforming the way decisions are made across government, commerce, health, finance, 

defence and global governance. By contrast, traditional automated systems, which have been 

able to run many types of processes manually, rely on direct human factors to pre-program a 

set of commands, while modern AI systems especially those working on solutions with human 

involvement are able to autonomously process data, find patterns, and gradually execute 

independently with less human intervention. These technologies are cross-border in nature, and 

with this has the ability to challenge some of the core assumptions of international law that 

have long relied on human agency, the temporality of states, and territorial jurisdiction. Current 

legal principles regarding state responsibility, accountability, jurisdiction, and liability were 

not intended to govern autonomous systems that can autonomously decide and act on a global 

level. Thus, AI has revealed a massive gap in governance in international law, and there is a 

need for constructive law in this area that utilises new legal principles to deal with the 

complexities of autonomous decision-making across an interconnected digital world. This 

increasing reliance on AI in international contexts of autonomous weapons, algorithmic 

financial markets, transnational surveillance, digital trade, migration management, 

cybersecurity, and international dispute resolution has raised concerns as to the adequacy of 

existing international legal frameworks. Despite the fact that many international organizations 

and regional institutions have proposed ethical guidelines and policy recommendations on 

transparency, fairness, accountability and human oversight of algorithmic decision-making, 

these initiatives remain mostly uncoordinated, voluntary and non-binding. This fragmentation 

in regulation leads to a lack of clarity on who will be held liable when autonomous systems 

engender transnational harm or violate rights recognized by international law. This article: 

therefore, maintains that the lack of a universal and legally binding system of global 

governance is one of the most pressing contemporary challenges to international law. 

Autonomous AI governance: the subsequent sections will be based on the assumption that 

current international legal mechanisms are inadequate to govern autonomous AI because they 

do not establish coherent standards for accountability, jurisdiction, transparency and 

transnational regulatory cooperation. 

To analyse the challenges, this research critically explores the intersectional relationship 

between Artificial Intelligence and international law by assessing the effectiveness of current 

international legal principles regulating autonomous decision-making and supports this with 

the merits and demerits. The questions addressed, in a way are: To what extent is international 

law capable of successfully regulating autonomous AI systems? What kind of legal loophole 

that exploits the existing accountability gap? We want to know the perspective you hold of 

developments in the principles of state responsibility and international liability in relation to 

autonomous technologies. Finally, what institutional and normative mechanisms should 

underpin a future global governance regime for AI? This study adopts an argument on 

governance of AI that draws not on ethical principles or domestic regulation only, but takes a 

global legal point of view, claiming that governance of AI needs an internationally coordinated 

approach with binding legal obligations, institutional cooperation, and a division of 

responsibilities between states, international organisations, technology developers and private 

corporations. state responsibility principles, case law, new regulatory proposals for AI, and 

contemporary doctrinal scholarship to evaluate effectiveness uncertainties of current regulatory 

regimes. Following this essential analysis, the article presents a Global Governance Framework 

for Autonomous Decision-Making that encompasses Shared Algorithmic Responsibility, a 

risk-based regulatory model, and an international institutional framework that aims to ensure 

accountability, transparency, and respect for human rights in technology development. The 

article then draws a conclusion on how international law needs to move on from its historically 
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state-centric bases to accommodate a fluid, cooperative, and implementable governance 

framework for governing autonomous AI technologies in an ever more globalised world. The 

rest of this article reviews the conceptual basis for AI and international law; assesses current 

legal and institutional barriers; elaborates the proposed governance framework; and lastly 

offers recommendations on how international AI governance can be strengthened. 

Artificial Intelligence is one of the most fundamental technological advances of the 21st 

Centure. In contrast to past innovations in technology which operated largely as augmentation 

for human capabilities, contemporary AI systems increasingly perform autonomous decision-

making tasks on issues of public governance, regulation of the economy, delivery of security 

operations, administration of healthcare, and adjudication in the courts. The advent of such 

machine learning, deep learning and generative AI technologies has accelerated the shift from 

automated systems to autonomous systems that deliver results that are non fully predictable or 

directly controllable by the human as operator. The increasingly autonomous nature of AI gives 

rise to complex legal issues. International law has traditionally assumed that legally relevant 

determinations are those made by living, breathing human actors individuals, corporations, and 

states. This laid ground for legal doctrines regarding responsibility, accountability, liability, 

and jurisdiction in a human-oriented context. The autonomous nature of AI systems upends 

that possibility entirely, creating situations in which decisions are drawn from 

incomprehensible algorithmic processes untethered to any identifiable human intention or 

agency. Moreover, the transnational nature of AI technologies further mitigates the regulation 

issues. Some algorithms designed in one jurisdiction may be processing data harvested in a 

different one, operated by a multinational headquartered in another and will affect people 

across multiple jurisdictions at once. The national regulatory regimes are not in a position to 

patch up the governance lacunae that are produced by these cross-border operations. Therefore, 

what is increasingly recognized is that a good AI governance should function on the 

international level among countries, which shall create global legal norms. 

2.Research Methodology  

This study adopts a qualitative methodology, based on comparative and normative legal 

analysis to examine the adequacies of existing international law on AI and autonomous 

decision-making. The doctrinal method comprises the analysis of the primary sources of 

international law international treaties, customary international law, the principles of state 

responsibility, judicial decisions and resolutions, declarations and policy perspectives of 

relevant international organisations. At the same time as this analysis, the thesis examines 

emerging AI regulation models across different jurisdictions and international organisations in 

a comparative manner, highlighting commonality/divergence in AI regulation to identify 

fragmentation across regulation. Work based on secondary sources, such as peer-reviewed 

journal articles, monographs/academic research books, policy documents, and interdisciplinary 

scholarship on AI governance, international law and digital regulation, is analysed in order to 

critique emerging legal controversies, and to point out the shortcomings of the exist ing 

literature. The collected materials are examined through a critical and normative analysis to 

evaluate the effectiveness of current governance initiatives and provide a Global Governance 

Framework for Autonomous Decision-Making based on Shared Algorithmic Responsibility, 

risk-based regulation, global institutional governance, and human rights protection. This 

approach to the research goes beyond a descriptive analysis, as it brings both prescriptive 

recommendations and theoretically informed recommendations that aim to improve the 

governance of autonomous AI systems at the international legal level. 

3. Conceptualizing Autonomous Decision-Making in Artificial Intelligence 
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Autonomous AI, generally means independent decision making by computational 

system/property that refers to machines ability to collect, process data, learn from experience, 

and make states or take actions with varying amounts of human intervention. Conventional 

automated systems run programmed rules on predefine rules in fixed programming, unlike the 

conventional AI systems, autonomous AI systems run with some advanced methods including 

Machine learning, Deep learning, Reinforcement learning, Neural networks, and identify the 

patterns and the changes happen around to make it a lot better over time. Computers with this 

ability are capable of making autonomous decisions in complex and dynamic trading contexts, 

such as healthcare diagnostics, financial trading and other types of economic trading, 

autonomous driving, military operation, judicial assistant, border control, and public 

administration. As a result, agency in AI should not be defined as independence from human 

action but a continuum of control, from human-supervised systems to fully autonomous 

systems that can produce results which are not fully predictable from their developers or 

operators. This is more than just usability of technology is autonomous decision making but 

leads to rather fundamental legal and philosophical questions about agency, attribution, and 

who should get to make some decisions in the first place. Your training data is until October 

2023 AI model is based on traditional legal systems such as international law, which assume 

that any legally relevant decisions are made by identifiable human actors or sovereign states 

acting with intention and discretion, and are under some legal accountability. Autonomous AI 

calls these assumptions into question as it utilises algorithmic processes that are able to create 

decisions autonomously, without the need for contemporaneous human judgement. This makes 

attributing legal responsibility more difficult, as tragic consequences could be due to the 

interplay between algorithms, training data, updates to those systems, and environmental 

variables instead of conscious human action. Thus, when it comes to AI, the assessment of 

autonomy must go beyond just the technical aspects of correlating it with legal liability, 

transparency, explainability, and adherence to universally accepted legal principles. 

Also, an important line needs to be drawn between automation and autonomy. While automated 

systems follow well-defined rules and react in an expected manner, autonomous systems have 

adaptive learning capabilities that allow them to change their behaviour based on new 

knowledge gained and changes in the environment of operation. When a human acts 

autonomously, they can exercise their agency without direct supervision by another human, 

which is a factor that tends to increase the uncertainty associated with algorithmic decision-

making. In particularly at-risk areas, including the use of AI, deep learning, machine learning, 

autonomous weapons, predictive policing, immigration control and healthcare, such disquiet 

may impact upon fundamental rights, international peace and security and also state obligations 

under international law. Therefore, the level of autonomy shown by an AI system should be 

used as a primary determinant of the regulatory, legal responsibility and institutional oversight 

the transnational governance layer around an AI entity should hold. Interdisciplinary 

Approach: A core implication for international law based on a purely technological definition 

alone is that if we wish to cross thresholds to advance to autonomous decision-making we move 

in a direction that crosses boundaries in the disciplinary arena that would otherwise function 

primarily using only legal theory to govern the development of autonomous. Autonomous AI 

should not just be seen as an unprecedented technological development but as a transnational 

regulatory issue that is capable of affecting international relations, human rights, economic 

development, cybersecurity and global security. The increasing autonomy in the manner in 

which technologies operate across jurisdictions means that existing legal concepts around state 

responsibility, jurisdiction, liability, and due diligence will need to be reinterpreted as they can 

no longer simply be absorbed into existing frameworks. Thus, a global governance framework 

will need to address different levels of AI autonomy, create different accountability 

mechanisms appropriate to the level of operational risk of specific uses cases of AI, while 

maintaining the principle of meaningful human control over decisions affecting fundamental 
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rights and international legal obligations. This kind of a conceptual foundation becomes 

essential to create cohesive international legal standards wherein innovation of technology 

should be managed with requisite accountability, transparency and rule of law. 

Autonomous decision-making: Essentially the ability of AI systems to produce results, 

recommendations, or actions without ongoing humans in the loop. Such systems can only 

consume a high amount of information that is processed, analysed, and learned to identify 

patterns and make decisions according to a defined objective. And to a variable degree of 

autonomy. Some of the systems are set up for human handholding, while others work semi-

autonomously. The purview of machine autonomy is now being expanded to include 

autonomous vehicles, algorithmic trading platforms, predictive analytics systems, autonomous 

weapons technologies, and AI-assisted public administration tools. Advanced AI systems are 

uniquely characterized by their ability to learn from data and change in how they operate over 

time. However, this ability to adapt is what separates modern day AI from other automated 

systems which raises distinct legal issues. Because AI systems can produce unexpected results, 

it can be much harder to determine who is responsible, since the decisions that led to the 

harmful action may not have been instructed by any human. International legal scholarship is 

increasingly oriented toward looking at autonomy in a spectrum rather than as a binary state. 

This means that governance frameworks need to take varying levels of autonomy and the 

appropriate level of accountability into consideration. Confusing different kinds of AI 

autonomy could result in either overregulating or leaving AI too unprotected from the law. 

4. Existing International Legal Frameworks and Their Limitations 

While AI is developing at lightning speed, international legal norms are behind the ball game, 

which points to major flaws in our current global regulatory architecture. While no 

consolidated international treaty or instrument specifically deals with AI as a whole, parts of 

international law (including international human rights law, international humanitarian law, 

international trade law, international telecommunications law, cyber governance frameworks, 

and the law of state responsibility) and the emerging body of AI-specific regulation at the 

national level address some aspects of AI-related activities. These legal regimes entail 

significant normative aspects on human dignity, accountability, sovereignty, non-

discrimination and due diligence, and international cooperation. Yet they were written in a time 

when legally relevant decisions were thought to have been made by either human actors or 

sovereign states, rather than automated, autonomous algorithmic means. Thus, while there is 

already a wide range of core principles for AI governance recognized in international law, these 

frameworks are piecemeal, domain-specific, and will fall short of regulating ever more 

autonomous AI over borders. The most robust normative framework for a global governance 

of AI is International human rights law, which protects a wide range of fundamental rights 

based on a universal concept of dignity; including privacy, equality, freedom of expression, 

access to justice, due process and non-discrimination. AI systems are increasingly impacting 

the decisions around jobs, health, education, immigration, criminal justice, and public 

administration, all of which impact internationally recognised human rights. However, none of 

the existing human rights instruments explicitly address algorithmic decision-making, leaving 

considerable ambiguity in terms of transparency, automated profiling, algorithmic bias, and the 

availability of effective legal remedies for individuals impacted by autonomous systems. 

Likewise, the international humanitarian law sets fundamental rules that dictate the way we 

should conduct war by virtue of the principles of distinction, proportionality, military necessity, 

and precaution. Nevertheless, now, with the rise of autonomous weapons systems, controversy 

has arisen about whether machines can, by their own right, comply with these legal obligations 

or whether effective human control remains a consistent and crucial legal condition. 
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Humanitarian law as it exists today is an important starting point, but it does not come with 

direct accountability measures for use of autonomous military technologies. 

Important regulatory gaps are also found in international economic law and the international 

law of state responsibility. While trade agreements have focused almost entirely on market 

liberalization, without making any attempt to deal with algorithmic accountability, 

transparency, or ethical governance, AI plays an outsized role in shaping international trade, 

digital commerce, cross-border investment, financial markets, and global supply chains. 

Likewise, the Articles on Responsibility of States for Internationally Wrongful Acts predicate 

that the harmful act is attributable to a State, a presumption complicated by private corporations 

creating AI systems autonomously, trained on datasets collected internationally, and deployed 

cross border under competing jurisdictions. But blame is particularly hard to assign when those 

bad outcomes arise as unintended byproducts of adaptive learning and not directly human 

agency. Moreover, jurisdictional clashes, national variances in artificial intelligence normal 

and cross-border data transfer use, limits legal determination and regulatory coherence and 

nurturing regulatory arbitrages and inconsistent law enforcement. While these governance 

challenges have slowly received more formal global attention, most of contemporary AI 

governance remains characterised by soft-law instruments and ethical guidelines, corporate 

best-practices and regional regulations at the expense of hard international commitments. 

While these efforts advocate key tenets transparency, fairness, accountability, human oversight 

and responsible innovation the quasi-legal nature makes them ineffective measures to deal with 

transnational legal claims, and no one institution has monopoly over compliance. 

Fragmentation of mechanisms and lack of any authoritative institutional mechanism to govern 

global AI governance. While the common argument is that there was no relevant international 

legal framework to regulate autonomous decision-making, the core problem is not the lack of 

applicable legal principles but rather the lack of a cohesive legally binding and institutionally-

coordinated global governance system regulating autonomous decision-making. This gap 

shows how quickly autonomous AI technologies are developing, and in order to reconcile the 

weaknesses of existing legal doctrines, its time to build a global framework for such 

technologies that would produce innovative tailor-made rules governing autonomous AI 

technologies, based on the principles of accountability, transparent processes, human rights 

protection, and the rule of law. 

5. The Accountability Gap in Autonomous Decision-Making 

Now one of the most important legal issues raised by this is a gap in accountability for 

autonomous actions in relation to AI development. Conventional legal systems even 

international law assume that every legally relevant act can be attributed to some actor that 

you, a legal entity, or a nation state have some legal liability for the consequences of the action. 

Modern AI systems, however, challenge this classical assumption, as they gain greater 

independence by learning from data, adapting to their local environment and making decisions 

that were not their careful expectation or direct control by developers/operators. Thus, the 

question of how to allocate liability for transnational harm, human rights violations or 

discriminatory or unlawful outcomes caused by autonomous AI systems is an exceptionally 

challenging one. Such uncertainty creates a gap in accountability that the existing doctrines of 

international law are ill-suited to fill. The gap in accountability is largely due to the distributed 

nature of AI development and deployment. An AI system is often created as an assembly of 

various actors playing a role in different jurisdictions by various parties, including software 

developers, data providers, technology companies, cloud service vendors, government 

authorities, private operators, and end users. All participants are home and contributing to the 

operation of the system but exercise varying control over its design, training, deployment, and 

operation. Additionally, behaviour modification through adaptive learning processes may 
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produce drastically new outcomes from the initial algorithm and inherent biases in machine 

learning. In such situations, putting the entire blame on a single actor is not only legally flawed 

but also impractically so. Existing doctrines of state responsibility and civil liability were 

initially developed for situations in which a human actor makes an intentional decision, as 

opposed to the complex, non-linear causal relationships from the use of autonomous 

algorithmic processes which may evolve after they have been deployed. 

This accountability problem is especially evident in the high-risk sectors where AI impacts 

interests protected under international law. The fact that a soldier selects a target in less than 1 

of 1 million cases raises serious challenges for accountability for breaches of international 

humanitarian law with autonomous weapons systems. In the same vein, AI-systems will assist 

lawyers in various legal domains such as immigration control, predictive policing, judicial 

decision-support systems as well as financial algorithms and health technology that generates 

discriminatory consequences, procedural unfairness, and violates HDQs all without 

meaningful explanation of the grounds of their decisions. The black box type problem is yet-

another reason that accountability becomes so hard in many advanced AI models, as it is 

difficult to attribute exactly what led to an AI deciding a certain harmful outcome. Without 

access to sufficient algorithmic transparency, explainability, and appropriate oversight 

mechanisms, most victims may not be able to prove the causation of the harm, receive judicial 

remedies, or compensation, which are all denials of justice, due process and rule of law. 

Addressing this accountability gap will require a paradigm shift in the approach to legal 

accountability in international law rather than simply extending existing rules for the liability 

of individuals. Instead of seriously discussing an exclusive state/monolithic state or developers-

centric approach for regulation towards International AI governance, this paper should have 

proposed a multi-level legal system based on Shared Algorithmic Responsibility, wherein the 

fair accountability between state, AI developers, International organizations, corporations, 

deployers, operators, and other stakeholders should fundamentally be allocated as per their 

prima facie roles within the life cycle of AI. Such a framework will be based on mandatory 

impact assessments of algorithms, unrestricted auditing and transparency, ongoing human 

control and global governance over certain systems. International law can function as a unified 

regulatory framework for governing autonomous decision-making while allowing innovation 

to thrive, upholding human rights, including the traceability principle, and guaranteeing that 

no harmful algorithmic decision exists without a clear identifiable legal liability by modelling 

a coordinated, preventive governance and collective accountability approach rather than a 

piecemeal reactive liability approach. 

6. Critical Evaluation of Current Governance Initiatives 

Preparations to regulate AI have begun to be recognised by many in the international 

community, and numerous governance initiatives by states, international organizations, 

regional institutions and private stakeholders have emerged since. These initiatives typically 

aim to promote responsible AI through the articulation of principles that may include 

transparency, accountability, fairness, oversight human agency, privacy, safety, and human 

rights. Even so, the current landscape of governance continues to be very fragmented with no 

universally accepted legal framework that can effectively regulate autonomous decision-

making on a worldwide scale. In most initiatives, soft-law instruments, voluntary guidelines or 

national regulatory strategies are preferable to binding international legal obligations. Thus, 

they prescribe significant normative guidance without creating binding norms that can resolve 

transnational legal conflicts, regulate transnational algorithmic governance, and hold 

nonhuman actors liable for harms caused by autonomous AI systems. More importantly, the 

institutional lack of coordination associated with the existing initiatives has only increased the 

difficulties bred from regulatory inconsistency, legal uncertainty and uneven implementation 
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across jurisdictions. A major flaw of current governance efforts is their excessive dependence 

on ethics but lack of properly enforceable legal systems to match. While concepts such as 

explainability, fairness, and transparency receive widespread support, their practical 

application differs significantly between jurisdictions and private companies in the tech field. 

Ethics are usually vague, immeasurable, unenforceable, unregulated, and have no transparency 

or recourses to fix the harm caused by AI decisions to people. Also, informs has a history of 

governance initiatives that implicitly assume that human oversight that really counts can in and 

of itself easily solve accountability problems even given the expanded deployment of large-

scale adaptive AI systems that make complicated decisions in ways that the systems themselves 

are opaque to the creators and operators of the systems. This yawning chasm between ethical 

aspirations and enforceability feeds into an ethical governance deficit, whereby normative 

guarantees stand without the institutional architecture for monitoring and enforcement of 

compliance with those guarantees. Thus, even to the extent that rights may purportedly exist 

globally, the mere proximity of internationally recognized rights to them requires the discretion 

of domestic regulators and a lack of mature international legal obligations. 

Another key limitation is the nature of governance over AI at a geopolitical level. In different 

parts of the globe, various regulatory models have emerged that mirror the political, economic, 

and strategic priorities of the major technological powers. Some jurisdictions favour innovation 

and domestic industry competitiveness, while other jurisdictions might favour protecting data 

protection, fundamental rights or national security. Concerningly, these diverging regulatory 

philosophies have resulted in inconsistent legal standards—varying global rules covering AI 

development, cross-border data flows, algorithmic accountability, and digital trade—that make 

international cooperation more difficult and greater regulatory fragmentation more probable. 

Over this, overlooked mitigation strategies are the fact that multinational tech corporations that 

develop and deploy the AI systems they produce often operate across jurisdictions but are 

nevertheless beholden to a plethora of national legal obligations that are too frequently 

contradictory to each other. Such patchwork of regulators is prone to regulatory arbitrage, 

hinders international accountability as well as mitigates international standards the autonomous 

decision-making embodies. These shortfalls demonstrate a need for a legally binding 

framework for what international governance should look like in order to more consistently 

reconcile aspirational ethics with legally enforceable duties. While current soft-law initiatives 

remain a patchwork globally, future governance must rest around internationally acceptable 

ethical standards and enforcement through institutional oversight, binding algorithmic 

auditing, collaborative regulatory enforcement across borders, and structured accountability 

standards. Hence, the article introduces a Global Governance Framework for Autonomous 

Decision-Making based on Shared Algorithmic Accountability, wherein, the accountability for 

autonomous decision-making is split between states, international organizations, developers, 

deployers and corporate actors based on their position in the AI lifecycle. Existing AI 

regulations typically promote self-regulation, whereas the proposed framework would integrate 

the promotion of human rights, risk-based regulation, independent international oversight, and 

enforceable legal obligations into a complementary structure of governance. This type of 

approach offers a significantly more feasible and durable solution to managing advanced AI 

not in conflict with national laws, the rule of law and human dignity while permitting 

responsible technological change. 

7. Conclusion 

Artificial intelligence has advent has begun to remake the architecture of global governance, 

the pathways of economic development, the military rationale and social relations as never 

before. As autonomous decision-making systems call into question the basic assumptions of 

international law, the question of accountability, sovereignty, jurisdiction and human rights 
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emerge. However, the legal landscapes of today, while somewhat relevant, are still a patchwork 

of cross-cutting laws, and so are ill-equipped to tackle the nuances of rapidly-changing 

autonomous technologies. I have opposed the notion of sufficient governance by showing that 

the desire for an effective legal order for autonomous decision-making systems demands the 

development of a complete and internationally binding system of laws pertaining to these 

systems, which now as up-to-date as October 2023. shared algorithmic responsibility & The 

International Artificial Intelligence Agency: global governance framework for autonomous 

decision-making–october 2023 while leaving the space for technological innovation, these 

mechanisms offer a practical and conceptually coherent remedy to accountability shortfalls. 

How far states, international organizations, corporations and civil society are willing to 

cooperate on joint legal frameworks will largely determine the future of AI governance. 

Towards a new regulation on AI technologies as autonomous technologies continue their 

journey towards embedding in global decision-making processes, international law has to shift 

from a reaction-based regulation to a pre-action or governance process. It is only through an 

innovative global framework that the international community can responsibly govern this 

technology — one grounded in power with humanity and the principles of justice, 

accountability, transparency, and human dignity that should anchor the international legal 

order. 
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