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ABOUT WHITE BLACK LEGAL

White Black Legal — The Law Journal is an open-access, peer-reviewed, and refereed legal
journal established to provide a scholarly platform for the examination and discussion of
contemporary legal issues. The journal is dedicated to encouraging rigorous legal research,

critical analysis, and informed academic discourse across diverse fields of law.

The journal invites contributions from law students, researchers, academicians, legal
practitioners, and policy scholars. By facilitating engagement between emerging scholars and
experienced legal professionals, White Black Legal seeks to bridge theoretical legal research
with practical, institutional, and societal perspectives.

In a rapidly evolving social, economic, and technological environment, the journal endeavours
to examine the changing role of law and its impact on governance, justice systems, and society.
White Black Legal remains committed to academic integrity, ethical research practices, and the

dissemination of accessible legal scholarship to a global readership.
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AIM & SCOPE

The aim of White Black Legal — The Law Journal is to promote excellence in legal research
and to provide a credible academic forum for the analysis, discussion, and advancement of
contemporary legal issues. The journal encourages original, analytical, and well-researched

contributions that add substantive value to legal scholarship.

The journal publishes scholarly works examining doctrinal, theoretical, empirical, and
interdisciplinary perspectives of law. Submissions are welcomed from academicians, legal
professionals, researchers, scholars, and students who demonstrate intellectual rigour,

analytical clarity, and relevance to current legal and policy developments.

The scope of the journal includes, but is not limited to:
e Constitutional and Administrative Law
e Criminal Law and Criminal Justice
e Corporate, Commercial, and Business Laws
e Intellectual Property and Technology Law
e International Law and Human Rights
e Environmental and Sustainable Development Law
e Cyber Law, Artificial Intelligence, and Emerging Technologies

e Family Law, Labour Law, and Social Justice Studies

The journal accepts original research articles, case comments, legislative and policy analyses,
book reviews, and interdisciplinary studies addressing legal issues at national and international
levels. All submissions are subject to a rigorous double-blind peer-review process to ensure

academic quality, originality, and relevance.

Through its publications, White Black Legal — The Law Journal seeks to foster critical legal
thinking and contribute to the development of law as an instrument of justice, governance, and
social progress, while expressly disclaiming responsibility for the application or misuse of

published content.
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FROM AUTOMATION TO AUTONOMY: AI'S LEGAL
IMPACT ON CORPORATE DECISION-MAKING

AUTHORED BY - NAVA YAUVAN

Abstract

The speedy progress of Artificial Intelligence (Al) from being an automated process to
becoming an independent system is making changes in the area of corporate governance by
giving the companies more efficiency than ever and at the same time challenging the legal
systems that were previously in place. The present study entitled From Automation to
Autonomy: AI’s Legal Impact on Corporate Decision-Making indicates that the disintegration
of Al into management will affect the traditional concepts of accountability, fiduciary duties,
and liability under corporate law. When Al evolves from a support in decision-making to an
autonomous entity with the power of independent judgment, the company law that is
built around human decision-makers is having a hard time dealing with the issues of
handing over decision rights, who will be liable for the mistakes of the algorithms, and whether
the ethical and legal duties can be enforced or not.

This research is conducted through a combination of methods, including doctrinal legal
analysis, comparative regulatory review, and empirical case studies, where the legal and ethical
consequences of giving Al more power in the governance process are looked at concerning the
issues of transparency, data privacy, intellectual property, and accountability. Among other
things, the paper points out "robo-directors™ as a new phenomenon, scrutinizes the legal status
of Al's involvement in board decisions, and maps the different global positions, including the
EU's Al Act and U.S. corporate governance models.

The research has specified a main point of further investigation, which is the incoherence of
the legal frameworks that are unable to reflect the autonomous functions of Al in the context
of the current corporate governance systems. The author of the paper is giving a solution i.e. a
legal model that is based on oversight through which directors have stronger duties towards,
etc. In the end, the study backs the trend of moving from litigation that reacts to regulatory
measures that are proactive thereby guaranteeing that Al will support rather than replace

the human decision-making.
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Introduction

When we talk about Artificial Intelligence (Al) it has evolved from being a supportive tool in
administrative functions to a transformative force in corporate governance. Once this Al was
confined to automating data management and analytical processes but now these Al are very
actively shaping strategic decision making within corporations which influences areas such as
human resources, risk assessment, investment, and compliance.! Authors like Mertens and
Zhao have described this trajectory as a shift from assisted to augmented and eventually
autonomous governance where Al has rapidly been exercising an independent judgment rather
than just executing predefined instructions.? Nowadays there are many real world
developments like NetDragon Websoft’s appointment of an Al powered CEO, Tang Yu, has
shown us that what was once a theoretical is now rapidly becoming an operational reality.® As
a result, Al is no longer an automation tool but it will play a key role in the decision making

process that traditionally required human deliberation and fiduciary responsibility.

The evolution of technology however has been exposing a deep legal incoherence at the heart
of corporate law. Most of the corporate governance frameworks were designed around the
premise of a human agency, directors and officers who possess consciousness, intent, and
moral accountability.* The evolution of Al systems into autonomous decision makers, these
foundational assumptions are stained in large. Authors like Floris Mertens have warned that
“the existing legal frameworks are unprepared for Al autonomy in governance roles” which
creates uncertainty around delegation, oversight, and liability.> Even authors like Michael
Siebecker argued that classical doctrines of fiduciary duty, care, loyalty, and good faith are
“inadequate to address the opacity and autonomy of Al entities” that operate in a very fast and
logical manner which is beyond human comprehension.® Authors like Barak Orbach and Ofir
Zan have expressed that directors face an Information gap which lacks the literacy to
meaningfully oversee or questions of Al driven recommendations which reduces the risk of

accountability.”

The challenges which are created by Al in corporate governance have been extended beyond
doctrinal ambiguity to the problem of enforcement and responsibility. However Al systems are
performing consequential corporate functions higher than before such as approving
investments and managing data flows the attribution of liability becomes contrasted.® Law

frameworks which exist like corporate law and financial law helps to locate responsibility in
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human agents, by offering a little guidance when it comes to harm which was caused due to
algorithmic decision making.® Even if Al enhances the efficiency and reduces bias at the same
time it also diffuses accountability across developers, operators, corporate officers, and
boards.!® Authors like Passador have observed that advanced regulatory efforts including the
EU’s Al act also have failed to address the international allocation of duties and oversight
within firms deploying autonomous systems, exposing a structural gap that threatens
governance integrity and trust of the stakeholders. 1! This study also examines how Al‘s
autonomy is going to reshape corporate liability, accountability, and fiduciary duties.!? It also
evaluates if all the anthropocentric legal doctrines can adapt to algorithmic decision making.™
At the same time if these hybrid human Al governance models offer a viable path forward
through comparative analysis of EU, US and Indian corporate law frameworks Ultimately, this
research contributes to the development of an adaptive legal framework that ensures Al serves
as a tool for responsible innovation enhancing, rather than eroding, the principles of

accountability and ethical stewardship that underpin modern corporate governance.

Research Objectives

The main objective of this research is to critically examine how the evolution of artificial
intelligence from automation to autonomy has reshaped and is still reshaping the legal
framework of corporate decision making, particularly in relation to liability, accountability,
and fiduciary duties.'* Whereas the existing scholarship acknowledges AI’s growing role in
augmenting managerial and board level functions there remains a noticeable lack of clarity
regarding the legal consequences of delegating decision making authority to autonomous

systems.’®

This paper will also address the conceptual and regulatory gap by exploring how traditional
corporate law, which is rooted in anthropocentric notions of intent, control, and moral
judgment, can adapt to governance structures where non-human agents exercise independent
judgment.® The objective extends to beyond nearly identifying legal ambiguity and its to
construct a normative and comparative Framework for assessing ai's integration into corporate

governance across jurisdiction European Union, United States and India.t’

This papper also gives a response to the fragmented nature of global regulations, the absence

of coherent fiduciary standards for Al assistants for a Assistant votes and the undeveloped this
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close undeveloped discourse on AI’s legal personhood.*® Through a doctrinal And comparative
lens the study AIIMS to develop a sight model that hormone innovation it accountability
embedding ethical design principals, Algorithmic transparency, and human in the loop
governance within Corporate Law.'® By using all the inside from law, technology and ethics
Dusht Ritu was also be the future ready governance paradigm, one that measures Al
transmitted potential nor abdicates human responsibility but instead refines corporate legal
duties and liabilities to ensure the autonomous system operate as instruments of responsibility,

accountable, and transparent corporate decision making.?°

The Evolution from Automation to Autonomy in Corporate Decision-

Making
The evolution of artificial intelligence in corporate decision making reflects a gradual but a

transformative progression from assisted to augmented and, increasingly, autonomous systems.
In the earlier stage Al Premier League served as an analytical instrument streamlining the data
processing financial forecast in and risk analysis to support human executives like author Zhao
said.?! The systems mainly function under human supervision offering enhanced informational
efficiency but limited Strategic discretion. In the stage it was Identified by metals, marking a
quantitative shift where the Al system began to influence the decision outcomes through
predictive analysis, sentiment modelling and Optimisation algorithms.??> The board started to
rely on Al not merely as a tool but as a cognitive partner in areas such as mergers, compliance,
and Audit oversight. This argumentation reduced human bias and accelerated responsiveness

but also blurred the boundaries of accountability and fiduciary discretion.?®

The current stage is the autonomous Al which is representing a critical infection point where
algorithms can perform judgement based decisions without direct human command. Empirical
evidence of this evolution is exemplified by Net Dragon Websoft’s appointment of an Al CEO
Tang Yu in 2022%* with symbolises the emergency for robot directors and algorithmic
management within corporate hierarchies similar experiments in governance of automation are
observed in hybrid boards that integrate Al voting mechanism or algorithmic monitoring of
board performance.?® Such developments have significantly altered boardroom dynamics.
Decision cycles are shorter, reliance on computational outputs has deepened and the locus of
control has partially migrated from human deliberation to algorithmic inference. While these
enhance consistency and speed, they also challenge the anthropocentric foundations of
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Corporate law that predict decision legitimacy on human intent and judgment.?

This transaction from automation to autonomy thus necessitates the comprehensive legal
reassessment as Al's agent within corporate governance that expands traditional doctrine of
fiduciary duty liability and accountability must evolve to address the diffusion of responsibility
between human directors and autonomous system. Without such recalibration, corporate law
risks obsolescence in the face of technological entities capable of decision making beyond the
scope of human oversight. 2

Disruption of Traditional Corporate Law Principles

The rapid evolution of artificial intelligence from a decision support tool to autonomous
decision maker has unsettled the foundations doctrines of corporate law which have historically
rested upon human agency, judgment, and accountability.?® Corporate governance principles
like particularly fiduciary duties of care, loyalty, and good faith are predicated on the
assumption that directors are rational but sentient actors capable of moral reasoning and legal

responsibility.?°

Authors like Siebecker have observed that this anthropocentric foundation is ill-suited for
algorithmic entities whose operations lack consciousness and intent thereby rendering
traditional standards of fiduciary obligation conceptually inadequate.®® When Al participates
in or executes strategic decisions, the application of fiduciary duties becomes ambiguous as to
who exercises “care” in algorithmic reasoning and to whom is loyalty owed, to the

corporations, its shareholders or the algorithm’s programming parameters. !

Author Mertens states that the duty of care which demands informed prudent and reasonable
judgement becomes problematic when decisions are based on opaque machine-learning models
whose reasoning processes are not explainable even to their creators.3? Author Wang view is
that duty of loyalty which prohibits self-dealing and conflicts of interest presumes the capacity
for intent and self-interest which are qualities Al systems do not possess, but which are which
can be embedded in the design through biased data or programming.® Author Zhao says that
the duty of good faith requiring honesty and fidelity to the corporate purpose further blurs when
Al acts through probabilistic models rather than deliberate moral choice.3* The fiduciary norms

collapse when applied to entities devoid of human volition but capable of autonomous impact.®
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Liability, too becomes diffuse In Al influenced governance.*® When algorithms make mistakes
such as generating biased outcomes, violating compliance rules or causing financial losses it
becomes unclear as to who is responsible, the developers who built the system, the companies
that use it or the directors who rely on its decisions.®” Authors like Chauhan and Passador note
that existing laws impose accountability on human agents but lack doctrines for shared or
distributed liability in hybrid human Al decision chains.® Documented oversight failures, such
as inadequate algorithmic auditing and uninformed board reliance on predictive systems
authors like Orbach and Zan reveal compliance vacuums that existing frameworks cannot
remedy. *°This doctrinal fragility underscores the central legal problem which is a structural
mismatch between human centred legal accountability and the autonomous non-human
rationality now embedded in corporate governance.*® Bridging this gap requires fiduciary and
a liability framework that preserve accountability while accommodating the operational

autonomy of Al.

The Debate On Al Personhood and Legal Accountability

The increase in progression of artificial intelligence from automated decision support to

autonomous judgement has reignited one of the most contentious debates in contemporary
corporate law which is the question of whether legal person hoard or remains a sophisticated
corporate instrument under human control. Traditional Corporate Law three supposes that
decision making entities possess consciousness intent and moral agency features absent in even
the most advanced Al systems. Yet as Al assumes Quasi independent roles in board
Governance and strategic management authors have been to question whether the human
centred architecture of liability and accountability can sustain and realities of algorithm
autonomy.*! Author Robi Chauhan has rejected the proportion of full legal personal for Al
instead advocating for a distributed accountability model bearing responsibility shared among
developers corporate office and operates to ensure continued human oversight.*? Similarly
author Yitian Wang maintain start Al entities lack independent legal personality in he also
argues that the petitionary duty must remain vested and human agents who programs supervise
and deploy algorithmic systems whereby and forcing accountability transparency and due

diligence obligation.*®

Conversely most speculative framework such as those advanced by author Jennifer Adams
panels from International human humanitarian law to consider whether autonomous or

conscience missions capable of self directed decision making good one day warrant a modified
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form of legal personality.** Author Adams contains that extending Limited personnel to
autonomous system might close liability gap by assigning direct duties and rights to such
entities, through acknowledges the philosophical and ethical complexities of attributing moral
agency to missions.*® Author Michaels eye back within border concerns over corporate
personahood warning the completing machine autonomy with legal personality risks
amplifying corporate opacity and weakening democratic accountability if Al driver firms begin

exercising rights traditionally reserved for natural or juridical persons.*

Jurisdictional reactions are not well balanced. At the level of the European Union, the new
regulatory model in the Al Act takes a functional accountability framework, involving the
obligations of the end-users, deployers, and providers of the Al system instead of treating the
system as a legal entity Author Passador.*” The United States depends more on the principles
of agency law, to which human directors, officers or controlling bodies are held responsible
regarding the misconduct committed by Al.*® Whereas at the same time India, as author Reddy
notes, does not legally, the anthropocentric model bases its framework on the Companies Act,
2013.%

The legal personhood of Al has a philosophical challenge with the fundamental legal concepts
of moral responsibility, willfulness, and guilt. Letting Al be an agency without consciousness
can be the hazard of responsibility diffusion, which ultimately creates no responsible human
agent to trace the harm. Accordingly, the recent view is inclined to the human-in-the-loop
models of accountability, i.e. a transition between technological autonomy and the long-term
human responsibility of care.>® The law should not anthropomorphise algorithms or overlook
their agency but find strategies that speak adaptively to remove the dichotomy between

efficiency and ethical and legal accountability in this changing ecosystem.

Ethical, Transparency, and Governance Challenges

Whereas there are legal frameworks attempting to establish the concept of liability and
accountability when dealing with autonomous Atrtificial Intelligence systems, the field of
transparency and governance ethics is more immediate and ubiquitous. The lack of
transparency in the operations of Al, which are termed as the black box problem as Al takes
more and more decision-making roles in the corporate world, poses deep threats of moral
inertia and poor control.>! The question of accountability is often associated with the fact that

corporate directors and regulators are not always technologically literate enough to question
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algorithmic reasoning, or there is such a vacuum in responsibility that the decisions are
accepted, but not comprehended.> Author Siebecker warns that such opaqueness negatively
affects fiduciary obligations of care and loyalty because the responsibility is not attached to
understanding.®® In situations where the directors base their actions on the Al-generated output
without understanding what logic it follows, corporate governance will become more of human

discretion versus algorithms dispensing.>*

The problem is exacerbated by the phenomenon of algorithmic bias that could lead to
institutional discrimination based on patterns of decision making.*>® Authors like Yitian Wang
and Petrin add that training data carry within themselves biases, which may result in unfair
hiring, lending, or investment practices, which is not only ethically questionable on the side of
a corporation but also not allowed by equity considerations.>® Such consequences expose the

firms not only to reputational and legal risks but also to the loss of stakeholder trust.>’

The absence of explainability of algorithms is also a source of governance issues, since even
developers have problems providing explainable reasons of the Al results, which is especially
concerning in machine learning models projects whose decisions are changed as time goes
on.>® Author Passador says explainability should be turned into a governance priority, which

makes the ethical backbone of corporate transparency in a computerized world.*

Other than in the internal governance, the privacy of data is also another area of ethical
vulnerability. Indentured use of big personal and behavioural data to train Al provokes the
issues of consent, ownership, and abuse.®® Privacy compliance, as noted by author Orbach, is
not something that will be able to be utilized as a post-decision procedural process, but rather,
it is an integral component of ethical functions present within the board-level supervision.®*
There is thus a need to incorporate Al ethics in the Environmental, Social and Governance
(ESG) systems.5? Authors like Hutson and Banerjee reveal that the use of algorithmic ethics
and data stewardship in reporting on ESG aspects by corporations has helped enhance investor

confidence and maneuver on regulatory risks.%

Finally, legal fix will never guarantee responsibility within independent systems. Ethical
infrastructure needs to go hand in hand with governance to ensure that they contain human-in-
the-loop mechanisms, such as making sure humans maintain a meaningful control,

interpretability and intervening authority over Al outputs.®* Such hybrid governance is the only
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means that enables corporations to find the balance between the efficiency of technology and
transparency, fairness, and moral responsibility to fit the Al autonomy in accordance to the

eternal values of ethical corporate custodianism.®

On the way to a Hybrid Approach to Al Oversight.

With the ongoing development of Artificial Intelligence as an aiding, and, perhaps, an
independent factor in the field of corporate governance, one key policy question becomes how
can the law and regulation strike a balance between technological innovation and the long-term
values of accountability and fiduciary duty? It emerges in the existing debate that the current
approaches of Al decision-making, both reactive and prohibitionist, are not suitable to describe
the inherent dynamic complexity of the scenario.®® The argument by author Mertens is that the
governance has to be reorganized on a base of regulatory response, instead of being proactive
to control the technological possibilities.” What this vision needs is a model of hybrid legal or
governance that combines human control with algorithmic power via a common program of

accountability.

Human Al form of governance would retain human directors as the final participants of
judgment and ethical reasoning and institutionalise Al as a decision support or co-decision
body under restrained autonomy.®® Author Siebecker recommends that Al-enhanced boards
might enhance transparency and efficiency in case the fiduciary responsibilities were expanded
to oversee the conduct of algorithmic behavior.®® This model can be compared to the dual-layer
oversight as the one proposed by auther Wang by ensuring that human and Al input is
constantly balanced by creating feedback loops to prevent one-sided influence of algorithms.®
In this context, Al audit systems and explainability requirements would become a baseline
independent algorithmic audits would be able to check fairness, accuracy and data integrity,
and explainability standards would be able to ensure that Al generated decisions are
understandable to directors and regulators.’ Author Passador endorses the idea of a risk based
method of accountability, like the Al Act, requiring more accountability and transparency on
high impact or "autonomous decision” systems and has similar obligations on high impact
systems of ADS."?

In order to implement this model, Al literacy, transparency, and proactive compliance should
be embedded in codes of corporate governance through legal changes. Authers like Hutson and

Banerjee underscore the fact that more effective boards have well-organised Al literacy
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programs and are ethically resilient and prove to be more effective in overseeing it.”® Likewise
author Reddy proposes that capacity-building in the emerging jurisdictions such as India, where
the regulatory vacuum threatens to make technological determinism run further ahead of
governance preparedness.’* An avoidance of over-dependence on autonomous systems is also
crucial; according to author Orbach, automatic algorithmic authority leaves no oversight over

the executives, which leads to moral and procedural voids in the ranks of corporations.”

The hybrid oversight model therefore provides a guide of regulation that no longer divides in
the binary decision in favor of innovation and regulation. This is achieved by institutionalising
shared human Al responsibility, requiring auditability, and introducing ethical visibility into
corporate governance, this will make sure that Al complements and not replaces the human
centric principles of responsibility, prudence and fairness that may form the foundation of

sustainable corporate decision making.’

Recommendations

Get and Go Hybrid Governance Framework:

A hybrid human-Al system, in which human board members are the ultimate decision-makers
but Al is a monitored analytical system, should be institutionalised by regulators and
corporations. This bi-polar form of organization maintains human judgment within some
ethically crucial situations and makes fiduciary responsibility traceable to any recognizable
persons. The legal reforms should shed light on how the responsibility is shared in hybrid

boards and the boundaries of the algorithmic autonomy.

Require Al Auditing and explaining Al:

The corporate law must be obligatory of the independence of the Al audit systems to determine
the equity, discrimination, and performance viability of the autonomous decision-making
process. Explainability requirements such as the ability of algorithm outputs to be deciphered
by non-technical board members has to be stipulated as a form of corporate disclosure
requirement. This type of transparency is a direct response to the so-called black box problem
that Siebecker (2024) and Passador (2025) point out, strengthening the issue of trust and
accountability.
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Include Al Ethics in Corporate Code of Governance:

Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) are the aspects of business that ought to
encompass ethical oversight. The boards should form Al ethics committees to provide control
over data privacy, fairness, and bias similar to the suggestions by Hutson and Banerjee (2025).
Such integration will make corporations go beyond compliance regulation and proactive ethical

stewardship.

TAG Heuer Operations: Develop Al Literacy and Capacity-Building:

This can be done by providing directors and executives with mandatory Al literacy training so
that they become better equipped to uptake algorithmic reasoning, ask questions of Al-powered
suggestions, and recognize possible risks. It is also important to consider that capacity-building
is especially crucial in less developed jurisdictions such as India; as Reddy (2025) notes, access
to regulations is lower than access to technology in India.

Establish a risk based accountability regime:

Regulators in accordance with Al Act of the European Union need to create different levels of
accountability according to the risk, which means that more stringent supervision and reporting
standards are required on high-impact Al systems with more decision-making autonomy. This
is a proportional method that promotes innovation though the more risky applications would

go through more stringent questioning.

Avoid being subordinate to the Autonomous Systems:

The human-in-the-loop principle should be incorporated in corporate policies such that the
human being is the one who makes the final decision in the corporation. Loss of autonomy of
judgment leads to vacuums of accountability, and Orbach (2023) advises the dangers of over
relying on an autonomous system. Strict professional rules must restrict the power of Al in
making important corporate choices like mergers, violation of compliance, and taking up risks

with financial implications.

Conclusion
This research establishes that the journey from automation to autonomy in corporate decision-
making demands not merely legal adaptation but a paradigmatic shift in governance
philosophy. AI’s role in corporate structures must be guided by ethical human oversight,

algorithmic transparency, and legal accountability rather than by technological determinism.

Page | 1627


http://www.whiteblacklegal.co.in/

www.whiteblacklegal.co.in
Volume 3 Issue 5 | March 2026 ISSN: 2581-8503

The law’s anthropocentric roots need not be abandoned; instead, they must evolve into techno-
legal frameworks that reconcile innovation with moral responsibility. The proposed hybrid
governance model, anchored in shared accountability, proactive regulation, and ethical
foresight, offers a sustainable path forward. It reaffirms that Al should augment, not replace,
human judgment, ensuring that the digital corporation of the future remains both efficient and

accountable, intelligent and humane.
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