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Abstract

This study investigates the concept of administrative jestce within algorithm-hased dedsion
systems used in distributing social assistance programs in Indonesia. The research aims (o
evaluate the extent 1o which digital transparency is upheld in these sutomated public servioe
mechanizms. Emploving a qualitative approsch based on secondary data, the study analyses
policy documents, regulatory frameworks, technbcal algorithm manualy, government reports,
and investigative journalism from maultiple regions, Data were examined through qualitative
content analysis. The findings inclicate that algorithinic opacity, Emited public communicition
regarding eligibility criteria, and weak regulbatory oversight hinder the reakzmation of
administrative justice. This article makes 3 significant contribution to public administration
literatare by integrating the ethical and administrative dimensions into the study of algorthmic
governance. It offers a oritical sssessment of digital governance practices in an emerging
economy and advocates for the ethical implementation of algorithms in the public sector.

Keywards: sdministrative justice, algorithmic governance, dightal transparescy, public sdotor
ethicx, social asistance

1. introduction

In thee era of digital transfarmation, governments worldwide increasingly rely on algorithmic
systems to manage and defiver public services. These technologies promise efficiency,
consistency, and scalability, particularly i large-scile welfare programis where admin strative
burders are significant In Indonesia, the adoption of algorithm-based systems has accelorated
rapidly, espedally im the distribution of sodal assistance [bansos) following the COVID-19
pandemic. e ungency to |dentily. assess and target eligible reciplents in a short periad
encouraged the wse of dats-driven ols and predictive algorithms, such as the DTKS (Data
Terpaiu Kesejahteraan Soxial] and variows regional e-Bansos platforms [Keziemski & Misuraca,
2020).

Despite these innovations, sorious conoemys kave emerged regarding ad ministrative justics
andd digital transparency. Multiple sudits by the Ombudsman of the Republic of Indonesia [ 2022]
documented frequent excluslon errors [eligible bouscholds lefi out due to mizmatched il
regivtry dota) and Inclusion errors [wealthier households receiving benefits due 0 owtdated
databases), Inveatigations by Tempo and Kompas further revealed that local governments often
el not explaln the scoring thresholds or slighbillity oriteria o pplied by the sywtom. This Lk of
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transparency, combined with limited grievance mechaniems, ralses questions about Talrmes,
accountability, and citizens' right to contest algorithmic decisions. Such sues demonstrate that
while digitalization Improves efficlency, it also risks undermning procedural justice in essential
weellire servioes

Administrative justios rofers to the Rirness of both procedares and outcome in govesn mient
decision-making. Traditi onally anchored in legal and burvaucratic frameworks, the concept now
reguires reinterpretation in the digital sge. As wellare dechiion s become mediated by algorithms
rather than human discretion, the ey Quedtion arises: can these dystems presenng Dran sparency,
fairness, and responsiveness, the very values underpinning good governance? Scholars such as
Brown [2020) snd Lepri ot al, [2021] warn that slgorithmic opacity may érode iresi, siensie
citizeri, and institutionalize new forms of injustice

In Indonesia, these challenges are exacerbated by uneven dipital capacity across regions,
lmited legal framevarks governing Al and autmated d ecislon-making and a geasral ik of
public awarvness regarding digital rights, Unlike countrie with established guslelines for
algorithmic sccountability, Indonesia has vet to develop an institatiomal framework for auditing
or regulating algorithimic deécislons in the public sector [Stenkovich et al, 2023} This creates
opportunities for bias, enjust exclusons, and public distrust. Furthermore, national discourse on
digital transformation has langely focused on Infrastructure and efficiency, while ethical and
humsan rights dimensions have been neplected (Choroseewion & Maihinlemd, 2020),

From an academic perspective. the field of algorithmic governance has advanced rapidly, yet
miost studies forus on Western contexts with established digital ecosystems. For example. Gordon
[2019]) documented how stomated systems in the United States disproportionately penalized
marginalized groups. However, little research has examined the ethical implications of algorithmic
welfare systems in the Global South, particularly Southeast Asiz As a result, there is limited
understanding of hiw such systeins afTect citizens” lived sxperiences and acceds to entithements
ind fized governance environments.

s stucly secks to address this gap by examining the intersection of algorithmic
governance, sdministrative [ustice, snd digital ransparency in Indonesia’s social assistance
dintribution systema, Specifically, it invwstigates bow thise platforms operate, what forms of
transparency of apadty exlst, and whether they align with princples of Rirseds and justice in

public sdministration. By deawing on secondary data Fom go documenits, medin
imrestigations, and sxpert commentary, this research oritically evaliates ethical amd hegal
ol algorithmic decision making in sacwal palicy.

ve novelty of this research lies 0 B8 caphicit fogds o the adminb trative-ethical dimension
of algorivhmic governance, which remalm underexplored inbath ghohal and local §tersture. While
previoes siudies such a5 Gordon [2019) in the 1S, Veale and Brass [2019) in the UK. and Lepri
et al [2021]) in the EU have examined slgorithmic blas and [sirmess, most of these works are
situated in mature digital democraces with robust institutional safeguards. By contrast, Indonesia
represents a transitional democratic contest with fragmen ted regulatory frameworks and Nmited
pubilic algorithomic lteracy, Un ke studles that focus primacily on algorithmic performance or legal
design, this research integrates administrative justice, Girness, transparency, accountahility, a3
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normative lens o evaluate algorithmic decision -making [0 the soclal wellare sector. This foous
advances cxisting literature by offering an ethical-administrathve framework uniquely suited to
emerging economies, where algorithmic tools are adopted without corresponding institutions|

i, it R —
Haw da algorithm-hased sodal assistance d sribistion systems in Indonesia affect pdministrative

pustice and digital iransparency, and to whai extent do they align with principles of falmess and
e lity i parblic adminkstration?

muain eontribution of this artice es in its explicit mtegration of sdministrative justice
bty thie study of algorithmic governance In | ndonesia's soctal sssbtance distri buthon, While nauch
of the existing Btersture focuses on efficiency and technological performance, this research
advances the debate by offering an ethical-administrative framework thal emphasiees falrness,
transparendy, amd citiien tried In digitsl public services. By milyang secondary data from
regulsiory documents, government maneals, sudits, and media investigations, the study provides
empirical evidence of how algorithmic opacity and weik oversight undermine procedural justioe.
This contribution not only Alls & gap in e liverature on algorithmic governance in emerging
emnomies but also offers normative gukdance for policymakers to design more accountable and
indusive digtal welfare systems.

1. Methods

This research employs a qualititive-descriptive design using o secondary data approach to
imrestigate how algorithm-based syitems in Indonesia’s ln:h“—lltnn: programs affect
sddministrative justice and digial transparency. Given the semaithee nsture of algorithmic deciubon -
making and the kmited public sccess to the internal mechanics of these systoms, secondary data

provide 4 sirstegic vaniage polit for understand| ng instinitional design, regulatory practices, and
public peroepti ons without crossing ethical or legal boundaries,

1.1. Data Seurces and Collection Strategy
The study analysed a total of 62 documents published between 2018 and 2024, selected
through purposhve sampling based on cred| bility, relevance, and accessibility. The sources wene
dintributed as follrws:
a} Government regulstions and policy guidelines; 14 docaments
b) Technical mamuals outhining scoring criteria: 9 documenis
€] Audi reports (Incleding Ombisdsman BRI reports): 11 documents
d) Investigative journalism froim national media [Tempo, Bompas, etc): 15 dotuments
e} Acdemic articles, civil soclety reports, and expert commestary: 13 documenis
Al doecuments were screened for authenticity and cross-verilied through offical or
reputable repoiitories. This sysiematic collection ensured a balinesd representation of
regulatory, techaical, evaluative, and d| scursive perspectives.

2.2, Analytical Framewark
The analysis omployed thematic coding following (Natsir, 0251 sdapted for
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povernance studies. Three dimencion s gulded the coding process! transparency, fairmiess, and
accountabdity, NViva software facilitated the coding sross docoments, using keywords such
a5 sooring. eligibdiity, and rransparency gap to identify recurrent themes and patterns.

2.3, Limitations of the Study
This research faces several methodological limitations;

a) Black-box limitation: The actunl sosirce code of plgoritheic systems uwsal in bansos
programs was not publichy available. The analysis therefore refied on policy documents
andd techimical summanes o infer declsion -making logic.

b} Publication bias: Medip and institutional reports may emphasize extrome cases—either
major failures or notable successes—while overfooking routine or ambigoous outcomes.

€) Temporal lmitation: While the study covers developments up to 024, algorithmic
systems evober rapidly, making the findings more of a snapshot than a longitudinal
ACTORIE,

Despite these limitations, trlangulstion of diverse sources and & clear coding ramework
strengthen the credibility and validity of the Bndings. Furthermore, the methodological design
aligns with international studies of digital welfare systems [Brown 2020; Choroszewicz &
Miihiniemd, 2020], which face similar data-acoess constrabnts vel yield eritical palicy insighis

3, Hesults and Discussion
3.1, Result

This section presents the main findings of the study, synthesized from policy documents,
povernment moanuale audit reports, and joumalistlc imvestigitions. Three deminant themes
emerged from the coptent analysis: opague eligibility logic, exdusion and indesion errors, and
imited oversight mechantsme These themes reveal a significant gap between the ideals of
slgorithimic gowernance, transparency, faimess, and participation, and the realithes of
implementation

In many regions of Indonesin, digital social ssistance systems determine el gihility using
automated scoring algorithma. These algorithms typically ollow 8 sequential proces:
registration, data verification, scoring and final eligibility determination. Although some
varfations exist scross municipalities, mest platforms, partioularty those using DTES, xlopt a
similar atructire. Howeyer, pablic scoea to these priscedheral Nowa s minkmal, rdiing conceras
about transparency and sdministrative justice [Gordon, 3019 Wirte ot al. 2019)

Picture | provides & generalized Aowchart derived from municipsl guides and DTES
technicsl docurnents, It illustrates how slgorithmic workdlows function in practics,
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Picture 1: Flowchart of Algorithimic Decision System in Soclal Assistance Eligibility
[Source: synthesized from regional technical manuals and DTHS regulation decuments,
2018-2023)

As the flowchart shows, the process begins with cltizen registration and dats mllection,
followel by scoring based on pre-set eligibility indicators such o household size, energy usage,
anl income bracket, Yet the welghtings and thresholds applied remain undisdesed, reinforcing
the “black-box” character of these systems ( Lepri et al. 2021; Veale & Brass, 2019].

Two major issues arise fmom this process. First, applicants lick mechanksms to understand
or challenge their srores. Second, there are ao institutionalized sudit pathways o evaloste
fairness in exclusions and inclusions. These gaps highlight the urgent need for public algorithm
audits and sandardized transparency protocols, particularly for peograms with significant socko -

PEDTE MG FmpE s

3.1.1. Opague Eligibility Logic

A central finding s the opacity of algorithmic logic in determining eligibility. While designed
to ensure objectivity, key indictors such as income or electriclty use are not explained publichy.
Even local officials often ok clarity. For instance, an e-Bansos system in fava referred vaguely 1o
“omposiie  vulnerability soores®  without providing cabodation  details.  undermining
explaimability. This lack of chrity makes it diffcult for dtzens, partioslarly those with low digital
literacy. to contest decisions {Wirtz et al. 2019]. The Ombudsman of the Republic of Indonesiz
[2022) confirmed that many regional agencies could not explain scoring thresholds [Maimatul
Masruroh & al, 2025). As Relsman et al [2018] warn, such systemis nsk lunctioning as apadgue
burraucratic tools rather than instraments of reform,

3.1.2. Exclusion and Inclusion Errors

The stady also reveals high ermor rates in algorithmic targeting. with both false exclusions
andl false (nclusions. For eample, an awsdit in East Kalimantan found elderly widows excluded
because utility records remained under deccased spovses, while wealthi er howssholds contineed
to receive assistance due to owtdated data These errors stem from flawed datasets rather than
tsolated technical glitches, undermining algorithmic retiability (Veale & Brass, 2019). As Gordon

(2019) costions, such §ystems may despen inequallty, especially in raral and informal sectors
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poarly represented in DTES.
Tahle 1 summarizes recurring types of algorithmic errors in social assistance distribution,

highlighting systemic flaws that endermine accountability and citizen trust
Table 1: Types of Algorithmic Errors in Soclal Assistance Distribution

Type of Error Description Example Cise

False Posilive Incligible person recoives assistance A civil servini's howse hold mistakenhy

Falve Negatve Ehgibe e rom bn onebackid Elderly wiklow with satdated MK recond

Dt -Edenkity Data bn Dukcap|l doos not match Deceased hushand still listed au head of

Mlimmatch haynobold maditan Biousehiodd

Systemic Biss Algorithm conslsently dsatvantages  Inform sl workers excduded due (o lacdk of
certalin groups eniploymenii reoonds

Source: Synthesized by authors from Ombudsman BRI Reports, Tempo Investigations, and
DTKS guidelines (2018-2023)

These errors reflect deeper systemic flaws n the design and oversight of algorithmic public
servicen, Issies ke bad data, apague dooring, and bok of appoals undermine accountability and
trust. Fixing them requires not just better tech, but strong ethical standards snd transparent,
citizen-centered manitoring.

1.1.3. Limited Oversight and Accountability

A Turther koy fnd|ng in the abionce of robust oversight, Existing paliches lack clear audit
procedures of orrof correction mechan isms, lesving ctisens with slow and cumbersome man sl
appealy For instance, in Medan, rejecied applicants must underge 4 30-day appeal process that
does not inchide algorithmic review. This practice contradicts principles of adaptive governance
(lowridis etal, 2020} Unlike the EU or Canacla, Indonesia locke accountsbility laws foralgorithmic
decision-making. Without such regulation, efficioncy (s often prioritized at the expense of ethics
Leprt et ol (2021)

Tahle 2 contrasts ideal algonithmic logic with actual field practices in Indonesia The
i parison highdights disorspund és Soroas iranspanency, paricpat|on aedualsiity, and [airmess.

Table 2: Ideal Logic vs. Field Practice: A Comparison

Dimension  ldeal Logic Fleld IPract ioe in Indonesia

Transparency Cear criteria, puble  algorighm  Opague scorng systems, vague policy language
i el

Particpation  CRigem  anslerstamding,  apposl  Passive mlphull.l-m'hi feedtink charnels
e haminrms.

Auditability  Boutise algorithm  gudits  and Mo fermal review process, masial appeals only
wd jusments

Fulrmims Inchusion based an updated, indusive  Bilssnl advomes doe to outdated fincomplets
il il st

SourcgyAdapted by authors from Lepri et al (2021), Gordon (2019), Veale & Brass (2019),
Wirtz et al. (2019}, and Zowridis et al. (2020},
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To deepen the interpretation of empirical findings, Picture 2 presents & comparative
Aowchart ilustrating the ideal algorithmic governance framework, grounded in transparency and
cizen participation, against the actual implementation observed in various Indonesian
manicigalites. The contrast reveals significant ethical and procedural gaps that challesge the
realization of administrative justice.

TS
(e ()
E3l—

"”;..L:"T"

=
|y P R T

Picture 2: Comparison Between ldeal and Actual Algorithmic Covernance in Social
Assistance
{Source: Constructed by awthors based on analysis of DTKS guidel ines, municipal S0Ps,
and Ombudsman RI Nodings, 2018-2024)

As Picture 2 shows, the idead model prioritzes explainability, appeal mechanksms, and
feedback loogs for algorthmic improvement In ontrast, the acdual system  emains
predominantiy opaque, with limited procedural justice for applicants. The absence of mandatory
aulits, comminity participation, and human-in-the-loop (nterventions underscores the urgency
for pn Algorithmic Transparescy Act of similar legal instruments in Indonesis’s public sector
governance (Firmansyah et al. 2024).

1.2 Dincussion

The fimdings reveal a growing tension between technological effcency and democratic
vahies in Isdonedia's digital governance. Algorithmic systems theoretically promiss newtrality,
speed, and scalability. yet In practice they often compromise transparency, fsirness, and
participatory legitimacy.

1.2.1 Interpretation of Findings
While digital hansos systems have lm proved efficiency. they often hide complexs delsions
behinad technlcal interface, redudng human needs to sore and thresholds. This maaks the value
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judgmients within algorithms {Lepi et al, 2021) and weakens public trust. Our Rodings show that
many soring models were created without community input, reflecting "governance without
scrutimy” (Dencik et al, 2019). Though Indonesia has embraced digital wols ethical frameworks,
like explainability and citinen rights, remain enderdeveloped [Wirts et al, 2009), leading o weak
oversight and accountability.

The gap between ideal principles and real-workl slgonithm use s 3 major challenge |n digieal
governance. In Indoresia, limised regulstion snd capacity lesd te o mismatch betvwesn falrneas
poals amd achwml practice Table 3 highlights this misalignment betwesn values  amd
implementation.

Table 3. Administrative Principles vi. Dbserved Algorithmic Practices

Al ministrative Ideal Praciice e rved Proctice
Principle
Traisperescy Pulilic el gibility rales Uindischssed sconng legic
Actuistabiy Griewance wystem and sudit  Defayed manual sppeals
trakl
Beipiinnivirmres Hiirtuan |- the-boog feedbhack  Algorith s deciisns femain slats
Equity mchmive for  velserable Exchedes undecumented or  informal

oy ilati
Seurce: Adapted from Lepri nﬂﬂﬂl}“ﬁﬂl'aﬂr-lhﬁm (2019)

Technical fixes alone can™t reschve the issues in Table 3. What's needed is institutional reform
that embeds ethics and participation into algoerithmic systems, through safeguards, Indusive
design, and dear appeals processes. Withowt this, digital reforms risk deepening bureaucratic
opacity and eroding public trust

1.2.2, Comparison of Prior Studies

These findings align with global critiqiees of public-sector algorithms. Gordon {2019} and
Veale & Brass (2019 show how systems |n the US. snd UK hove ponalised the poor ihrough
apsque, blased sconing Indonesia reflects this global pattern but faces added challenges: low
digital Bteracy, fragmented data, and no Al governance laws. Unlike the EU's GDPR Indonesia lacks
enforceahle stindars, allowding Inconslstent proctices, specially in decentrallzed areas. As Starkes
et al. [R022) argue, without strong regulation. algoritheslc govermance risks drifting Into
unchecked technooracy, especally i the Global South. Locbzed acoountability frameworks are
urgenthy noeded.

Numeroas independent sadits and investigative media reports have consistently pointed o
systemic shortcomings in Indonesia’s algorithmic social assistance Infrastrecture. These sources
provide more than asscdotal evidencs; they reveal deeply embedded structural e, Picture 3
vistalizes six dominant themes distilled from these seoondary sources.
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Pleture 1 Systemic Weaknesses In Indonesia’s Algorithmic Social Assistance; Extracted
Themes from Audit and Med la Reports
[Source; Authors' synthesks from O mbudsman Rl lndings, Tempo and Kompas
Imvestigations, and government DTKS gubdelines, 2018-2024)

These systemic s align with internstional critigues of opague digital wellar'e sysiems
(Gordon, 2019 Lepri et al, 2021} However, in the Indoneslsn conbest, thelr impact is exocerbated
by weak institutional saleguards and a bk of algorithmic governance standards. The patterns
depleted in Ploture 3 anderline the wgency of em bedding othicsl overs ight and ctiain-résponsive
miechaniams within digiial public service

113 Theoretloal Contiibiallon

This research contributes to digtal governance theory by emphasizing administrative
justice in algorithmic systems. Whike muech of the literature highlights innovation and eficiency,
we stress the need to embed laimess, tronsparency, and redress into digital public sdministration
[Coglianese ¢t al, 2009), Algorithmec 1 ystems shoukl not be solely data-driven bul must also be
ethically prounded and normatively accountable.

We propose a hybrid governance model that balsnces techne-buresoratic rationalty
[efMficiency, scalability] with deliberative transparency [participation, explainability ). This ensures
algorithms are pot just fusctional bat also comprebensible and legitimate o dtizens. Expanding
o the concept of * alporithmic discretionary space” [Zourdis of al., 2000), we argee for preserving
hmman oversight in satomated decision-making, especially in critical areas like social protection,
to uphold the ethics of humane admimistration

3.24. Policy Implications

This snsdy offers foar key policy implicntions. First, algonithmic syitems mest undergo
formal oversight through sedits, impact assessments, and public discosure of scoring oriteria,
miaking transparency a legal obligation, not a cholce. Second, cltizen participation should be built
into the design and review of digital welfare iools to enhance legitimacy and indusiveness

Third ethical gevernance must be ins tinet|onal 2ed by adapting global Al frameworks like
thase from the OECD or UNESCO o indonesia’s context (Halifzh et al, 202 5). Lastly, sronger inter-
mimisterial coordination is essentlal o align datasers and standardize eligibility rubes, reducing
data fragmentation and regional | sparities,
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Govermments worldwide are adopting strecured Irameworks o govern algorithms in
sensitive areas bike welbare and bealthcare, now essential for safeguarding administrative justice.
Table 4 outlines four ghobal standards for ethical algorithm use and assesses their adoption in
Indonesian policy.

Tahble 4. Required Policy Instruments for Ethical Algorithmic Governance

Palley Imstrument Purps Statui i Uil o sl
Algorithmic Trapsparency At Mandate public acoess to scorimg ot yet adopted

bl
Algorithmic Impact Evabpate rishs before doploymvent Kot reguired in poblic secior
Assommmnt [ALA)
Fublic Grievance Interface Faciitate dtizen ¢ omplaints Availlahbe but mot integrated with

Eysirms

Anudit and Review Protocols PFerwdic evalustion of algorithmic  Fragmented snd non-

fal roes sta ikl ke e

Source: Constructed by authors based on OECD (2019), UNESCO (2021), and Wirtz et al.
(2019)

Table 4 demonstrates that Indonesia licks several key global standards for ethical
algorithmic governance. While DECD and UKESCD frameworks emphasize transparency, risk
asessment, and dbizen grievance mechanisns, Indosesin’s sdoption remains fragmented and
nom-mandatory, The absence of an Algonithmic Transparency Act or formal impact assessments
leaves wellere slgorithms vulnerable to bias snd arbitrary implementation. This gap underscores
the wrgemcy of institutional reform to evure that efficency doen not come at the expense of
fairness and accouniability (Khalifatnnisa e al, 2025).

3.15. Theoretical DNaloguee: Administrative justioe and Algorithmic Governasinee

The central theory grounding this study is the concept of administrative justice, which
tracivionally lﬂ'ﬂlﬂ IranIparency, .ﬂnﬁl.l.l.lhﬂll:" _I\d public particpation (n government
processes (Lepri of al, 2021; Zouridis ot al. 20200 In the digital age. however, administrative
jstice s Encreasingly mediated thromgh algorithmic systems rather than direct human
interaction. The decision-making |ogic of algorithms often aperates as a “black box™ [Lepri ot al.,
2021}, winlating core principles of prooedural i mess.

Comparable findings have emerged mternationally. For example, Gordon [2019) i the LS
aidl Veale & Brima (2019) in the UK highlight how algorithmic systems have disproportianately
rxcluded vulnerable groups doe to embedded dota hiases. These studies sapport the argument
that without ethical controls, algerithms may instiutionalize new forms of structural imjustioo.

To sltwate Indomesia’s sxperience i & ghobal montest, the table below oompares algorithmic
rogulation and key chollenges across four countries. While sations like Canada and the
Netherbands have introdisced safeguards such a3 sudits and legal rulings, Indones|a lachs specific
legislation and overnight, leaving its systems prone to bias and opacity.
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Table 5. International Comparison: Indonesla and Other Countries

Couniry Algorithm Regulation Critical Findings
L ited Mo federal regulstion; evaluations  Astomated systems often penslize the poor
States e o Boe (Gorden, 2019)
Metherlands Ksksconng system [SyRI) mbed 3 Cowrts haloed the system doe to b of
bBisimam rights violation bramspa ey and dscrimination [Dencil e al,
By
Canaida Pabdic awdits and Al Impact Focus on citizen participation and scoess to
Assesmmeenin belog acopted plgor|vhanic logic [Freeman Esgutron of al, J00)
lealuries la o specific Al legslation; DTES data ermors, exchasion of eligile caiens, and

_ fragmented governance practices  no formal sudit of stgersthmic systems
Source: Constructed by suthor based on comparative literature in algodthmic regulation

and digital welfare governance [2018-2022)

This table highlights | 's relative woaknets compered to other countries in
regulating wellare algorithms, The United States and (e United Kingdom have laced critiosm ker
opadque systems, but ab baast public soruting and judicial intersentio ns exist. The Netherlands has
gone further by striking down unfair systems through cowrt rullngs, and Canada is moving towarnd
pubilic sudis and AlAs. Indonesia in contrast, has no specilic kgislation and relies on frogmented
praciices, leaving sigaificant roosm for structural injustics. This comparison positions Indonesia as
laggnng be hind global benchmarks, reinforcing the need for enforceable safeguards.

1.2.6, Deepening the Findings: Linking to Theoretical Frameworks

To support the stwly's findings, this section links key challenges. sach a5 opague oriteria and
wenk oversight, tov broader theoretical debates on slgorithmic governance The wble below
oonets each bssue to relevant literature, highlighting bow these concerns reflect deeper tenglons
in public administration.

Table 6. Linking Key Findings to Theoretical Framewarks in Algorithmic Governanoe

Key Fimdings Supporiing Theories / Literature

Ok e soowing agic Rl sman ot al. [2018): Algerithmic dectsions mist be o xpladhables
Exclusion of vulperable  Gordon [2019): Stacke et al. [2027): Data bias exacerhates social inequality
Ci| TS

Weak inatitutional Louridis et al. [2020): igital discrvtion without human control increases
oversight risks of uniairness

Absence af sipesl DECD [2619); UKESCD (20721} Sireng grieviance Strociuses niust be
mechan|sms embedded in digtal grvemancoe

Seurce: Synthesized by author from selected lterature In algorithmic governance and
digital public ethics {20 18-2022)

The tahle connects empirical Mndings with theoretical debates in dgorithmic goveminoe.
The alignment Ulustrates thet isues observed in Indonesia. opaque scoring, exclusion of
vilnerable groups, weak oversight, and limived grievance mechanisms, are not isolated bur reflect
global challenges. However, the Indonesian contest magnilies these problems due to institstional
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fragility and low digital |iteracy. This reinforoes the angement that algarithmic relorms must go
beyond technical fixes by smbedding ot hical principles and part icipa tory mechanisms into system
design and oversight

31.2.7. Academic Implications and Conorpiual Innovation

This study contributes a hybrid approach to digital govermance theary, integrating
algorithmic efficiency with administrative othicy and human-contered design. This expands the
Eterature that has predominantly emphasized techaological performanor (Wirts et al, 20019). It
also buikids an the notion of “algorithmlc discretionary space” (Zowr|dis et al, 2020), srguing that

policy suthority dhoukl not be entirely delegated to code. Human oversight must be preservad o
ensure demoecratic legitimacy and sodial trust in welfare dedsions

20, Sty L] el ka thons

This study is limited by its regional fooes and lack of access to proprietary algorithm oode,
which restricted analysis to documents and sysiem outputs. Whils the findings reflect broader
trends, generalizstions s hould be made coutious |y, Despite these constrsing, consistent pattems
aross regions and triangulated data support the study’s validity, Futere research could expand
by comparing other ASEAN costexts or examining long: term eflects of dgonithmic interventions.

4. Conclusion

This study set oat ko examine how algorithm-based socisl sssistance distribulion systems in
indonesia affect sdministrative jus boe and digital transparency, and to what extent they align with
principles of faimess and accountability in pablic administration. Drawing on 62 documents,
induding government regulations, technical maneals, sudit reporta, media investigations, and
scademic commentary, the anabysls revesled systemic challenges thal compromise the | stegrity
of digital welfare povernance.

Thiee key Andings emerged, First, algorithmic opacity remalis 4 major obstacle! sooring
logic and eligibility criteria are not publicy disclosed, limiting citizens” ability to understand or
contest dectstons Second, inchasion and excdusion errors are widespread, largely due to fawed
datasets and the absence of corrective feedback mechanisms. Third, oversight amd socountabilsny
structures emain weak, with so formal audit processes, limited appeal systems, and fragmented
regubmory capacty, Collectively, these issues highlight a mismaich between the ideals of
transparency. irness, and participation and the reall thes of implem entation in Indonesia’s social
protection systess.

The contribution of this research lies in explicitdy integrating administrative justice into the
study of algorithmic governance. By moving beyond elficency -focused evalustions, the study
sivanoes an  ethicd-adminisrative framework that foregrounds faimess, transparency,
accountability, snd citizen trust. This perspective fills an important gap in the liorature on
slgorithmic gowernance in emerging democracies and provides normative guidance for
policymakers.

The [mplications are both practical and theoretical. Al the policy kevel, the study underscores
the need for; (1] am Algorithmic Transparency Ac mandoting disclosire and auditg (2)
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Algorithmic Impact Aseessments [AlAs) prior to deployment; [3) citizen participation
mechanisms in the design and review of wellare algorithms; and [4] stronger inter-ministerial
coordination to reduce data fragmentation and regional disparities. AL the academic level, the
finelings contribute to debates on digital governance in the Global South by proposing o hybrid
miobe] that balances techno:beresscratic mtionality with deliberative transparency and Buman

oversight.

In cone|uston, while Indonesia’s pdoption of algorithmic systems has improved eficiency
and gralability in social acsistance distribution, it has alwo cxposed fundamental vulnerahilities in
fairness and legitimacy. Ensuring that digitel governance strengthens, rather than endermines,
justion and accowntability s essential for safeguarding citioen trust and democratic values (n the
era of algorithmic administraton.
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