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FROM ETHICAL PRINCIPLES TO CERTIFIED PRACTICE:
A TIERED REGULATORY MODEL FOR ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE
IN ONLINE DISPUTE RESOLUTION

This article explores the lack of effective mechanisms for ensuring the ethical use of artificial intelligence (Al) in online
dispute resolution (ODR) systems. Introduction: The rapid development and implementation of AlI-powered ODR platforms are
significantly outpacing the formation of adequate legal and ethical frameworks. This creates substantial risks to the fundamental
rights of citizens, particularly the right to a fair trial, equality of arms, and due process. Existing international documents, such
as the Council of Europe s Charter and UNESCO's Recommendations, establish important high-level principles (transparency,
non-discrimination, human control). However, these are largely declarative and do not offer concrete tools for their practical
implementation and verification. Consequently, a dangerous gap emerges between proclaimed ethical goals and the actual
functioning of ODR platforms, which can lead to systemic errors, the amplification of societal biases, and the erosion of trust in
digital justice. The core problem is the absence of a verifiable and enforceable bridge between principle and practice, leaving
users vulnerable to opaque, potentially biased algorithmic decision-making.

The Purpose of this article is to develop and substantiate a comprehensive regulatory model capable of bridging the gap
between ethical principles and the practical application of Alin ODR. The objective is to propose a concrete, actionable framework
that moves beyond abstract guidelines to create enforceable standards for ODR platform certification. The research methodology
includes the dialectical method of cognition, a systematic analysis of existing ethical and legal frameworks, a comparative legal
method to study regulatory approaches in other high-stakes domains (specifically, the EU Al Act and the U.S. FDA model
for medical devices), and a modeling method to design the new regulatory structure. This multi-faceted approach allows for
a thorough examination of the problem s theoretical underpinnings and the formulation of a practical, evidence-based solution.
The research demonstrates that existing principle-based approaches are insufficient. As a key element of scientific novelty,
a model of mandatory, differentiated (tieved) technical-procedural certification for ODR platforms is proposed. This model is
risk-based and envisions three tiers of certification, with requirements escalating in stringency according to the legal complexity
and social significance of the disputes. Tier 1 (low risk, e.g., e-commerce disputes) mandates basic transparency and data
security. Tier 2 (medium risk, e.g., consumer credit disputes) adds requirements for regular bias audits and the use of Explainable
Al (XAI) tools. Tier 3 (high risk, e.g., court-annexed ODR) mandates a crucial shift from mere «explainabilityy to full model
«interpretabilityy, ensuring the legal coherence of decisions, and guarantees an unconditional right to review by a human judge.
The study further distinguishes between post-hoc «explainability» and the more rigorous standard of «interpretability», arguing
the latter is essential for satisfying the principles of a reasoned legal decision in high-stakes contexts.

The proposed certification model allows for the transformation of abstract ethical principles into specific, verifiable,
and legally meaningful standards. It offers a flexible and scalable approach to regulation that fosters innovation while
safeguarding fundamental rights. It is proposed to codify the duties of the ODR platform as the «Fourth Partyy in the dispute,
establishing a regime of legal accountability. This framework creates a foundation for building trust in digital justice and ensuring
its sustainable development, balancing efficiency with the non-negotiable demands of due process.

Key words: online dispute resolution, ODR, artificial intelligence, AI, Al ethics, Al regulation, certification, tiered model,
Explainable AI, XAI, due process, digital justice.

0. A. Illamos. Bio emuunux npunyunie 00 cepmuikosanoi npaxmuku: 6azamopieneea mooeiv peynio6anHs
WMYYH020 iHmMeNeKnty 8 OHNAIH-6UpIUIeHHI CHOpI8

Y cmammi docnidsceno npodnemy eiocymuocmi 0iegux MexaHizmie 071 3a0e3nedeH s emuyHO20 BUKOPUCTIAHHS WIMYYHO20
inmenexmy (LL) y cucmemax onnaiin-eupiwienns cnopie (ODR). [lpodnema nonaeae 6 momy, wjo CmpiMKuti pO36UMoK ma 6npoeao*CeHHs
ODR-nnameopm na 6aszi LI 3nauno sunepedsicaroms opmyeanHs a0eKeamuux npagosux ma emuunux pamox. Lle cmeopioe cymmegi
PUBUKY Ol YYHOAMEHMATBHUX NPAG SPOMAOSH, 30KpeMa Hpagd Ha Cnpaseotusuil cyo, pigHicb COpiH MA HANeNHCHY Npasogy
npoyedypy. leuyioui miscHapoori dokymenmu, maxi sk Xapmis Paou €eponu ma Pexomenoayii OHECKO, écmarnosntoroms 8axciusi
BUCOKOPIBHEGT NPUHYUNU (RPO30PICHIb, HEOUCKPUMIHAYIS, TI0OCbKULL KOHMPOTb), OOHAK BOHU MAIOMb NEPEBANCHO OeKNAPAMUBHUIL
Xapaxmep i He NPONOHYIOMb KOHKPEMHUX THCMPYMeHmig O1if ix npakxmuyroi ivniemenmayii ma sepudhikayii. Taxum uuHoM, 6UHUKAE
Hebe3neuHuUll PO3PU8 Midc NPOOTOUEHUMU eMUYHUMY YISIMU MA PeanbHolo npakmukoio gyukyionyeants ODR-niamgopm, wo
MOdice npu3eecniu 00 CUCIEMHUX NOMUTOK, NOCUTEHHSL COYIATbHOT YNepeodceHOCmi ma niopuey 008ipu 00 yupposoeo npagocydos.

Memoto cmammi € po3pobka ma 0OIPYHMYBAHHS KOMNIEKCHOI pe2yIsimopHoi Mooeni, 30amHoi nodoramu po3pus misxc
emuuHuUMU npuryunamu ma npakmuynum 3acmocyeanusim LI ¢ ODR. Memoou docnioxcenns exkmouarons Oianekmuynuil
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Memoo Ni3HAHHSA, CUCEMHUI GHANI3 ICHYIOYUX eMUYHUX A NPABOSUX PAMOK, NODIGHANLHO-NPABOBUL MEMOO 078 BUBYEHHS
peaynamoprux nioxo0ig 6 inuux cgepax (30xpema, 3axony €C npo LI ma modeni FDA), a maxosc memood modentosans 0is
DO3POOKU HOBOT pe2yAmOPHOT CIPYKIYPU.

B pobomi dosederno, wjo icHyr04i nPUHYUNOGI NiOX00U € HedocmamHimu. 3anponoHO8aHO HAYKOEY HOBU3ZHY — MOOElb
0008 ’33K0601, Ougepenyitiosanoi (bacamopienesoi) mexuixo-npoyecyanvroi cepmuixayii ODR-nnamgopm. Ila mooenv
basyemocs Ha oyinyi pusukie i nepeddauac mpu pieHi cepmuixayii, umoeu 00 AKUX 3pOCMAIOMb 6ION0GIOHO 00 NPABOGOT
CKAAOHOCMI MA COYIATbHOT 3HAUYWOCMI CROPI8. 3anponoHo8ana mMooery cepmugixayii 0036014€ nepemeopumu a6CmpaKmmi
emuyHi nPUHYUNY HA KOHKDEMH, NepesipIosani ma iopuouyHo suauywi cmanoapmu. Bona nponowye enyuxuti ma macuimadosanuii
nioxio 00 pezynosanHs, AKUL CIMUMYIIOE IHHO8AYiT, B0OOHOUAC 3aXUWalouU YHOAMEHMANbHI npasa.

3anpononosano koougixysamu 0606 ‘a3xku ODR-nnampopmu, 8k «uemeepmoi cmoporuy y cnopi, 3anpoeaousuiu ons Hei'
pedcum puouuroi eionosioanshocmi. Lle cmsopioe 0chogy 01 nohy0osu 008ipu 00 YUPP0E020 NPAOCY00s Ma 020 CIMAN020
DO3GUIMKY.

Knwuoei cnoea: ownaiin-eupiwenns cnopis, ODR, wmyunuii inmenexm, LI emuxa III, pecymosanus LI,
cepmudpixayia, 6azamopisresa mooens, losacuwosanuii LI, XAI, Hanexcna npasosa npoyedypa, yugpose npasocyoos.

Formulation of the problem. Online Dispute Resolution (ODR) is undergoing a phase of transformational
development, evolving from simple communication tools into complex ecosystems that actively use artificial
intelligence (AI) technologies. These platforms promise unprecedented efficiency, speed, and access to justice,
especially in resolving mass disputes of low to medium value [1]. However, this rapidly accelerating technological
evolution poses a fundamental challenge to the modern legal system.

The implementation of algorithmic systems capable of analyzing evidence, predicting outcomes, and even
proposing ready-made decisions is occurring in a regulatory vacuum.

The connection of this problem to important scientific and practical tasks is direct. Firstly, at stake are
fundamental constitutional principles such as the right to a fair trial, equality of parties before the law, and due
process. The opacity of algorithms (the «black box problem») and the risk of algorithmic bias, where Al reproduces
and amplifies existing social stereotypes, pose a direct threat to these principles [2]. Secondly, the absence of clear
standards undermines public trust in digital justice, which can negate all the potential benefits of ODR. Thirdly,
the legal community faces a practical task: how to ensure effective supervision and control over technologies
that are inherently complex and opaque to most lawyers and judges. Thus, developing adequate ethical and legal
frameworks for the use of Al in ODR is not just an academic exercise but an urgent necessity for ensuring the stability
and fairness of the legal system in the digital age.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The foundation for the ethical regulation of Al in justice
has been laid at the international level. Key documents here are the «European Ethical Charter on the use
of Artificial Intelligence in judicial systems and their environment», developed by the Council of Europe [3],
and the «Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence» by UNESCO [4]. These documents established
five fundamental principles: respect for human rights, non-discrimination, quality and security, transparency
and fairness, and ensuring human control. They serve as an important moral and conceptual guide.

The academic community is actively researching this issue. Leading scholars such as Ethan Katsh and Orna
Rabinovich-Einy, who are pioneers of ODR, have formulated the concept of the ODR platform as the «fourth
party» in a dispute (in addition to the two parties and the neutral mediator) [5]. This «fourth party»-the technology-
actively influences the process and, therefore, must have not only functions but also duties. Richard Susskind,
developing the idea of «online courtsy», emphasizes the inevitability of the technological transformation of justice
while also raising questions about preserving its core values [6]. Works dedicated directly to ethical risks focus on
problems of algorithmic bias, opacity, and the dehumanization of the dispute resolution process [2, 7]. In response
to the «black box problemy, the field of Explainable Al (XAI) is actively developing, seeking technical ways to
increase the transparency of algorithmic decisions [8].

However, despite a significant number of publications, a key part of the general problem remains unresolved:
the lack of a practical, effective, and legally binding mechanism that would connect high-level ethical principles
with the technical reality of ODR platforms. Existing frameworks are predominantly declarative.

Academic discussions excel at identifying risks but rarely offer comprehensive, ready-to-implement
regulatory models. The question remains open: how, in practice, can one verify an ODR platform’s compliance with
the principle of «fairness» or «transparency»? How can a system be created that is both flexible, able to adapt to
technological development, and rigid enough to protect fundamental rights? This article is dedicated to solving this
very problem-building a bridge between principle and practice.

The aim of this research is to develop and scientifically substantiate a comprehensive regulatory model for
the use of artificial intelligence in online dispute resolution that would ensure compliance with ethical standards
and the protection of human rights through the implementation of a mandatory, differentiated certification system.

To achieve this aim, the following objectives were set:

To analyze existing international ethical frameworks and scientific doctrines on the use of Al in justice to
determine their strengths and limitations.
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To identify and systematize the key ethical risks associated with the use of Al in ODR, particularly algorithmic
bias, opacity, and the erosion of procedural guarantees.

To study, using the comparative legal method, successful risk-based regulatory models, particularly the EU
Artificial Intelligence Act and the FDA’s medical device certification system, to identify possibilities for their
adaptation to the ODR sphere.

To develop the concept of a tiered (differentiated) certification model for ODR platforms, which involves
different levels of requirements depending on the complexity and social significance of the disputes

To justify the need for a shift from the standard of «explainability» to the standard of «interpretability» for
high-risk ODR platforms as a key condition for ensuring the right to a reasoned decision.

To formulate specific proposals for the implementation of the proposed model and to identify prospects for
further scientific research in this direction.

Presenting main material. The core thesis of this research is that existing ethical frameworks, despite their
fundamental importance, are insufficient for the effective regulation of Al in ODR. They establish the «what»-the
goal to be striven for (fairness, transparency) but do not offer the «how» a concrete, verifiable, and legally binding
mechanism for achieving this goal. This gap creates an illusion of security, while in practice, ODR platforms can
function as «black boxes» that make legally significant decisions without proper oversight or the possibility of effec-
tive appeal.

To bridge this gap, a transition from declarations to effective tools is necessary. An analogy can be drawn with
other areas where technology carries high risks. The most relevant example is the approach embedded in the EU
Artificial Intelligence Act. This act does not attempt to regulate all Al uniformly but introduces a differentiated
model based on four levels of risk: unacceptable, high, limited, and minimal [9]. For each category, specific require-
ments are established: from a complete ban (for social scoring systems) to strict requirements for data quality, trans-
parency, human oversight, and cybersecurity (for high-risk systems). A similar approach has been used for decades
by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA), which classifies medical devices into three classes depending on
the potential harm to the patient, establishing a distinct control regime for each class [10].

This risk-based approach is an ideal model for regulating Al in ODR. After all, the risks posed by an algorith-
mic decision in a dispute over a $100 refund for a product in an online store are incomparably lower than the risks
in a consumer credit debt collection case or a family dispute handled within a court-annexed ODR program.

Based on this, a model of mandatory, differentiated technical-procedural certification for ODR platforms is
proposed, which includes three tiers:

Tier 1: Low Risk.

— Scope: Mass, low-value disputes with clearly defined rules, for example, disputes on e-commerce platforms
(product returns, non-conformity with description).

— Certification Requirements:

1. Transparency of Use: Clear and unambiguous information provided to the user that Al is involved in resolv-
ing the dispute.

2. Data Security: Compliance with basic data protection standards (e.g., GDPR).

3. Availability of Escalation: A simple, understandable, and accessible mechanism for escalating the dispute
to a human operator in case of disagreement with the automated decision.

Tier 2: Medium Risk.

— Scope: Disputes that have significant financial or social consequences for an individual, for example, dis-
putes in the areas of consumer credit, insurance, and rental agreements.

— Certification Requirements (in addition to Tier 1):

1. Bias Audit: A requirement for developers to conduct regular (e.g., annual) audits of algorithms and the data-
sets on which they were trained to identify and minimize the risks of discrimination based on protected characteris-
tics (gender, race, age, etc.). Audit reports must be submitted to the certification body

2.Explainabilityofthe Decision(XAI): Theplatformmustbetechnicallycapableofprovidingtheuserwithanexpla-
nation of the decision made. This is not just a statement of the result, but a provision of the key factors that influenced it.
Particularly effective are so-called counterfactual explanations («Your loan application would have been approved
if your verified income had been 10% higher») [8].

3. Human-on-the-loop: For this category of disputes, not just an escalation mechanism but proactive supervi-
sion by a qualified specialist must be ensured, who can intervene in the process and correct or cancel the algorithmic
decision.

Tier 3: High Risk.

— Scope: Disputes that are directly integrated into the state justice system (court-annexed ODR programs),
as well as disputes concerning sensitive areas (e.g., certain categories of family disputes, labor disputes regarding
dismissal).

— Certification Requirements (in addition to Tiers 1 and 2):

1. Model Interpretability: At this level, mere «explainability» is no longer sufficient. The requirement must be
«interpretability». While explainability is an attempt to peek into the «black box» post-hoc, interpretability requires
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that the AI model itself be built in such a way that its logic is understandable and consistent with legal norms
and principles [11]. The decision of such a system must not only be explained but also legally coherent and rea-
soned, as required by the right to a fair trial.

2. Guaranteed Right to Review: The user must have an unconditional, clearly defined right to a full review
of their case by a qualified judge or arbitrator, whose decision will be final.

3. Highest Data Standards: A requirement for full data provenance for the data on which the model was trained
and operates, to ensure its quality, relevance, and impartiality.

The implementation of such a model allows for the codification of the duties of the ODR platform as the «fourth
party» in the dispute [5]. The platform ceases to be a passive tool and becomes an active subject of the process,
bearing legal responsibility for compliance with certification requirements. This creates a legal basis for holding
developers and operators liable in case of violations of users’ rights due to algorithmic errors or bias.

Conclusions. The rapid integration of artificial intelligence into online dispute resolution systems is
an inevitable stage in the evolution of justice. However, this process must not be uncontrolled. The efficiency
and speed offered by Al cannot be achieved at the cost of eroding fundamental rights and the principles of due
process.

This research has demonstrated a critical gap between high-level ethical principles, which are largely
declarative, and the practical absence of mechanisms for their implementation and oversight. To bridge this gap,
a scientific proposal — a tiered model of mandatory technical-procedural certification for ODR platforms based on
risk assessment — has been developed and substantiated

The main conclusions are:

1. A «one-size-fits-all» approach to regulating Al in ODR is ineffective. A differentiated, risk-based model,
similar to that embedded in the EU Al Act, is the most appropriate and flexible.

2. The proposed three-tiered certification system (low, medium, high risk) allows for the establishment
of proportional requirements for ODR platforms, balancing the need for innovation with the necessity of protecting
citizens’ rights.

3. For high-risk disputes, it is necessary to demand a shift from the standard of «explainability» to the more
stringent standard of «interpretability» of the Al model, which is a key condition for upholding the right to a reasoned
and legally sound decision.

The implementation of such a certification system allows for the legal codification of the duties of the ODR
platform as the «fourth party» in the dispute, creating a legal basis for its liability.

The proposed model is a concrete and practical solution that transforms abstract ethics into verifiable standards,
contributing to the construction of a truly fair and reliable digital justice system.

Prospects for further research in this area include:

— Developing detailed technical protocols and methodologies for auditing ODR platforms for algorithmic bias.

— Researching the organizational and legal forms for the creation and functioning of an independent national
or international body responsible for the certification of ODR platforms.

— Conducting empirical studies on the psychological impact of interaction with automated justice systems
on the parties to a dispute and their perception of procedural fairness.

— Analyzing issues of cross-border recognition and enforcement of decisions made by certified ODR platforms.
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