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Abstract
Under the banner of Society 5.0, components of artificial intelligence (AI) and big data, along with digital technologies that enable ubiquitous connectivity, are integrated into a single control system. As such, it operates well beyond the reach of existing legal and regulatory frameworks. The positivist and anthropocentric legal traditions regard law as applicable only to humankind and, in this light, find it difficult to confront the problem of governance by algorithms, or of governing a person by governing another through an algorithm. This study aims to develop a Prophetic Legal Epistemology. The research studies the interrelation among transcendence, humanization, liberation, and the control of technology to keep the human being at the center of law, even in a highly automated system of governance. The research draws inspiration from Kuntowijoyo’s prophetic social science. It proposes a normative-philosophical approach to research, complemented by conceptual analysis, and studies the functionality of transcendental norms within legal frameworks primarily mediated by technology. The argument is structured around three components. The first of these components is transcendence, the second is humanization, and the third is control of technology. The argument's structure is a claim rather than an ethics-regulation add-on. It is asserted that, within the context of legal algorithmic control, governance will continue to treat human beings as objects to be optimized rather than as subjects to be protected. It aims to address ongoing discussions on legal humanism and agile (or digital) governance, and it provides regulators with rules for developing technology that aligns with human dignity rather than the reverse.
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1. Introduction
The advent of Society 5.0 fundamentally alters the interplay among law, technology, and humanity. Society 5.0 originated in Japan’s Fifth Science and Technology Basic Plan (Fukuda, 2020). This conceptualization focuses on the synthesis of society and technology. Here, society is understood as a construct that places humanity at its center, and technology integrates AI, robotics, and big data with digital infrastructure (Shiroishi et al., 2018). Society 5.0 is fundamentally different from Industry 4.0. While Industry 4.0 focuses on optimizing economic and automation processes, Society 5.0 focuses on enhancing the well-being and quality of life of all people (Carayannis et al., 2022; Chaudhary, 2024). The reliance on algorithms to govern, decide, and manage public services poses a new jurisprudential dilemma. How will the law protect human dignity if these services are derived and executed through technology? (Frost, 2024)
While contemporary legal theories have addressed some of these issues, they are still largely inadequate. Within legal positivism, Hart, Kelsen, and Raz focus on the legality of an act through institutional and procedural frameworks and normative order (Grimmelikhuijsen & Meijer, 2022; Zheng, 2026). While these theories address the order and coherence of legal frameworks, they are largely silent on the ethical order of algorithmic governance (Waldman & Martin, 2022). A decision rendered by an AI system may satisfy procedural requirements yet still be an affront to human dignity. Legal positivism has a well-developed system for assessing the validity of legal rules. However, the theories are largely mute on the order and ethical framework of human-centric algorithmic governance (Canalli, 2023).
Another line of scholarship has arisen in relation to digital constitutionalism. Celeste, De Gregorio, and Brownsword have argued for applying constitutional principles in digital settings by advocating the protection of fundamental rights and promoting accountability, transparency, and democratic control (Brownsword, 2022; Celeste, 2022; De Gregorio, 2022). While this scholarship has been generally effective in addressing institutional accountability, it has developed largely independently of transcendental jurisprudential traditions such as the one this article draws upon in Section 2.5. Conversely, those traditions have not yet been extended to the specific challenges posed by algorithmic and technology-mediated governance—a gap this article seeks to close.
Another important area of research is the ethics and governance of AI. To establish ethical boundaries for the design and use of AI, researchers such as Floridi and Cowls (2019), Binns (2022), and Cath (2018) propose normative principles of fairness, transparency, explainability, accountability, and human control. These principles are now shaping global policy and regulatory discourse (Gamerdinger & Willers, 2025; Perboli et al., 2025). External ethical frameworks (in particular, business ethics frameworks) usually balance ethical and legal considerations. Still, there is no reconciliation between ethics and the ideological underpinnings of law, in which ethics contends with the concepts of validity, authority, and justice, as well as law’s own conception of justice.
Together, these three approaches help articulate a significant shortcoming in existing literature. While legal positivism is founded on the validity of procedures, it cannot substantiate the importance of human values. While digital constitutionalism can afford some protection of human rights, it is largely confined to local and institutional frameworks. While AI ethics can provide some degree of positioning, its scope is also very limited. There remains a substantial gap in a theory of human dignity and algorithmic governance that can address the challenges posed by Society 5.0. It is highly concerning that, as we continue to lack adequate theoretical and practical frameworks, we risk algorithmic systems defining the social good at the expense of freedom, social value, and welfare. This article contends that, because of the inadequacies of existing frameworks, a new legal epistemology must be underpinned by human and transcendental values, a strategy with some historical grounding in Indonesian constitutional theory (Dimyati et al., 2021). However, it has yet to be applied to algorithmic governance.
 In this context, and inspired by Kuntowijoyo (2006), I propose a new Prophetic Legal Epistemology that includes humanization, transcendence, and liberation for legal reasoning in an age of algorithmic governance. While the prophetic-transcendental paradigm has been productively applied to Indonesian constitutional theory elsewhere (Dimyati et al., 2021), its extension to algorithmic governance and legal epistemology, specifically, remains unexplored. In contrast to the instrumentalization of ethical values as constraints on governance, the proposed framework argues that transcendental values should be regarded as the legal framework for legitimacy, not merely instrumentalized as constraints. From this perspective, human dignity is not simply the goal of regulation but rather the guiding framework for bounding and evaluating legal and technological governance. In this sense, the article presents three main research questions. First, how can we include transcendental values in legal reasoning in an era of algorithmic governance? Second, what are the shortcomings of positivist jurisprudence in the protection of human dignity in Society 5.0? Third, in what sense does Prophetic Legal Epistemology present a normative option to the other existing AI governance and digital constitutionalism frameworks?
This article addresses the questions by providing three theoretical contributions. It first presents the first-ever integrated jurisprudential model of Kuntowijoyo’s prophetic social science and a theory of legal epistemology. The second contribution moves theories of legal authority and of legal validity beyond the constraints of procedural legality by reinterpreting Transcendence as a source of legal validity. The third contribution offers a normative design of human-centered AI governance. This model of governance sustains technological development while ensuring the protection of human dignity, social justice, and ethical accountability. The article's three contributions aim to push the existing boundaries of the law-and-technology debate. The article seeks to establish a new, pragmatic, and integrative governance theory for Society 5.0.

2. 	Literature Review and Theoretical Framework
2.1. 	Legal Positivism and the Problem of Normative Legitimacy
Legal positivism is one of the most notable schools of modern jurisprudential thought. Kelsen’s Pure Theory of Law, Hart’s rule of recognition, and Raz’s service conception of authority are all examples of legal positivism(Kelsen & Los, 1967; Raz, 1979). Legal positivism grounds the legal distinction between law and morality through procedures and sources of authority. One of the most significant innovations of legal positivism is the provision of certainty, predictability, and coherence within the legal order. The rise of algorithmic governance raises questions beyond procedural legality. Artificial intelligence is beginning to shape outcomes across employment (Köchling & Wehner, 2020), welfare (van Bekkum & Borgesius, 2021), criminal justice (Almasoud & Idowu, 2025), and the broader administrative apparatus of the state. These systems can, in fact, meet the criteria of legality, but do so at the expense of human dignity, human agency, and social justice. Legal positivism has developed sophisticated tools to determine a norm's legal validity, but offers almost none to determine whether decisions made through technology are morally and humanly lawful. Legal positivism has developed sophisticated tools to determine a norm's legal validity, but offers almost none to determine whether decisions made through technology are morally and humanly lawful. This gap persists even where positivist categories have been extended directly to AI adjudication (Canalli, 2023). Applying Hart's model of primary and secondary rules to algorithmic decision-making shows that an AI system can satisfy a rule of recognition while remaining wholly silent on whether its outputs are substantively just.

2.2. 	Natural Law and the Moral Foundations of Legal Order
Natural law theory was developed in response to critiques of certain conceptions of law as merely procedural. For thinkers like Aquinas, Fuller, and Finnis (Jowitt, 2021), to be law is to be formally enacted, morally permissible, and to support basic human goods. The relationship between law and morality is not a disconnection, but rather an interconnection in this tradition. Natural law theory remains relevant today because it requires that legal systems support human flourishing and uphold human dignity; as such, these systems would provide a helpful corrective to procedural legalism and furnish standards by which we may judge technological governance. However, the main concern of classical and contemporary natural law systems was human choice. While they provide some help on the governance of autonomous systems, their scope is limited to machine learning and digitally mediated systems of governance. Hence, while natural law is an excellent moral system and foundation, it does not address the challenges posed by artificial intelligence (Wojtczak, 2022) or the governance of technologically enhanced systems.

2.3. 	Digital Constitutionalism and the Protection of Fundamental Rights
Increased digitization created new opportunities for scholarship in the area now termed digital constitutionalism. Celeste (Celeste, 2022), De Gregorio (De Gregorio, 2022), and Brownsword (Brownsword, 2022), for instance, have provided scholarship focusing on the manifestation of constitutional values in accountability, transparency, oversight, and the protection of fundamental rights. The intersection of digital technologies and algorithms with infrastructures creates real, albeit virtual, power that shapes the social order, thereby increasingly legitimizing the potential of the absence of constitutional safeguards (Nicolas P.Suzor, 2019). Digital constitutionalism posits that the law should address this potential.
However, digital constitutionalism largely remains in the domain of secular constitutionalism. Its principal focus remains on the protection of human rights and accountability. While there are limits to the power of technology, and certain principles of constitutionalism can protect against that, there is little to no explanation for prioritizing human dignity, and certain values can be used to justify the existence of law in a digitally mediated environment.

2.4. 	AI Ethics and Governance
In addition to legal scholarship, a considerable body of literature has developed in AI ethics and governance. Floridi and colleagues propose a foundation for responsible AI, grounded in beneficence and non-maleficence, respect for an individual’s right to autonomy, and the pursuit of justice and of intentionally communicated understanding (explicability). Binns calls attention to the challenges and varying definitions of justice in the context of system fairness and argues that purely technical solutions to justice settlements are necessary but not sufficient. Cath and governance scholars agree on the importance of justice and accountability, as well as the necessity of human control and oversight in governing AI and algorithmic systems.
These contributions have had a significant influence on the development of international policy and regulatory frameworks (Gamerdinger & Willers, 2025), providing a common terminology for discourse on the challenges of governance in the context of responsible and ethically aligned AI. One noted shortcoming in AI ethics scholarship is the tendency to view ethical principles as externally imposed constraints on technological systems (Schultz et al., 2025). Ethical principles may shape social regulation, but they do not articulate the rationale for how such ethical obligations and principles are embraced and subsumed within legal and social constructs. Hence, AI ethics scholarship provides clear, focused normative guidance but does not address how a legal framework should harmonize and integrate ethical and social principles with the moral imperative of justice.

2.5. 	Prophetic Social Science as an Alternative Epistemological Foundation
The constraints of current solutions allow for alternative epistemological formulations that can reconnect law with fundamental issues of meaning, morality, and human ends. One of these is Kuntowijoyo’s prophetic social science, which aims to merge the scientific with the transcendental, the prophetic. In this context, Kuntowijoyo uses three interrelated terms: transcendence, humanization, and liberation (kuntowijoyo, 2006). Transcendence refers to the motivation of human action toward ultimate moral values that transcend the boundaries of instrumental rationality. Humanization points to the promotion and protection of human dignity. Liberation refers to the transformation of social systems that produce domination, inequality, and dehumanization.
While there has been a good deal of literature on prophetic social science in sociology, education, and Islamic studies, its application within legal science remains concentrated within a specific scholarly tradition (Dimyati et al., 2021; Wardiono, 2019) rather than having achieved broader international uptake. More importantly, even within this tradition, prophetic-transcendental jurisprudence has not been systematically applied to the problems of algorithmic governance and Society 5.0.

2.6. 	Literature Synthesis and Research Gap
The prior analysis shows that each theoretical school has its strengths and shortcomings. Legal positivism centers on legal validity. However, it has difficulty including the transcendental and humanistic issues. Natural law provides a moral basis but leaves little room for digital governance. Digital constitutionalism provides secular protections for rights and accountability, while AI ethics addresses the normative; however, it offers little on the foundational structure of legal philosophy. As Table 1 shows, no existing structure integrates the transcendence and dignity of the human person with the governance of algorithms within a unified theory of law. The absence of this theory is problematic as Society 5.0 reshapes the intersection of law, technology, and human control.


Table 1
Comparative Analysis of Contemporary Jurisprudential Approaches

	Dimension
	Legal Positivism
	Natural Law
	Digital Constitutionalism
	AI Ethics & Governance
	Prophetic Legal Epistemology

	Primary Source of Legitimacy
	Legal authority and procedures
	Moral principles and human goods
	Constitutional rights and democratic values
	Ethical principles and governance norms
	Transcendence integrated with legal legitimacy

	Human Dignity
	Secondary consideration
	Central principle
	Strongly protected
	Strongly protected
	Foundational and constitutive principle

	Technology Governance
	Limited engagement
	Indirect engagement
	Moderate engagement
	Strong engagement
	Strong engagement

	Algorithmic Accountability
	Procedural compliance
	Moral evaluation
	Constitutional oversight
	Ethical oversight
	Ethical, legal, and transcendental accountability

	Role of Transcendence
	Absent
	Implicit
	Generally absent
	Absent
	Explicit and foundational

	Regulatory Orientation
	Rule-based
	Morality-based
	Rights-based
	Principle-based
	Human-centered and prophetic

	Capacity to Integrate Law, Ethics, and Technology
	Low
	Moderate
	Moderate
	Moderate
	High


Source: Developed by the author through a comparative synthesis of major jurisprudential and technology-governance scholarship, including Hart (1961), Kelsen (1967), Raz (1979), Fuller (1969), Finnis (2011), Celeste (2022), De Gregorio (2022), Brownsword (2019), Floridi et al. (2018), Binns (2018), Cath et al. (2018), and Kuntowijoyo (2006).

2.7. 	Theoretical Framework: Prophetic Legal Epistemology
This study builds on Kuntowijoyo's (2006) prophetic paradigm and its prior juridical elaboration, Ilmu Hukum Profetik (Kelik Wardiono, 2020), to develop a Prophetic Legal Epistemology that, for the first time, extends this tradition to the specific challenges of algorithmic governance under Society 5.0. This new term is built on three interrelated components. First, transcendence is the source of the ultimate norm. In this concept, legal authority is held to the values that transcend the procedural and technological rationality of law. Second, humanization is the dignity of the human person as the end of the law and as the purpose of the regulation of law and technology. Third, liberation is the critique and the struggle to abolish the domination, exclusion, and injustices of algorithms. These three components offer a theory of technology governance that places human dignity and transcendental values above all else. Within this theory, the law and technological systems uphold the dignity of the human person and moral integrity, fostering human flourishing (Stahl et al., 2021).

3. 	Method
3.1. 	Research Design: Conceptual-Doctrinal Jurisprudential Inquiry
This study employs a normative-philosophical legal research design, situated within the tradition of conceptual jurisprudence rather than empirical socio-legal inquiry. The choice of method follows directly from the nature of the research problem: the article does not ask how algorithmic governance currently operates in practice — a question best answered through empirical socio-legal research — but rather what jurisprudential foundations are available, missing, or inadequate for evaluating the compatibility of algorithmic governance with human dignity. Conceptual legal research deals with abstract ideas, concepts, and theories, and is used by philosophers and jurists to develop new ideas, concepts, and theories, or to reinterpret existing ones — providing a rigorous philosophical explanation of concepts that develop within legal discourse. This is precisely the task the article undertakes: constructing Prophetic Legal Epistemology as a new conceptual apparatus through which the relationship among transcendence, human dignity, and algorithmic power can be evaluated from a jurisprudential perspective.
Because the inquiry operates at the level of legal philosophy rather than positive-law interpretation alone, the study follows a triangulated methodological approach that integrates three complementary perspectives identified in the legal-philosophical methodology literature: the philosophical, the doctrinal, and — to the extent permitted by the existing AI governance literature — the empirically informed. Legal philosophers' conceptual normative arguments often crucially depend on empirical or legal doctrinal claims that frequently remain underdeveloped; bringing these three approaches into deliberate methodological conversation — philosophical, doctrinal, and social-scientific — allows each to supply what the others cannot. Accordingly, the article's philosophical argument concerning transcendence and human dignity is continuously tested against (i) the doctrinal architecture of positivist jurisprudence (Hart, Kelsen, Raz), (ii) the doctrinal and policy literature on digital constitutionalism and AI ethics, and (iii) documented empirical instances of algorithmic governance failure reported in the computer law and AI ethics literature reviewed in Section 2.

3.2. 	Sources of Legal and Philosophical Material
Following the conventions of doctrinal legal research, this study employs two types of materials. Foundational texts or primary sources of the three positivist, digital constitutionalist, and AI ethics and social constructs traditions are the basis of this study. These include Hart’s The Concept of Law, Kelsen’s Pure Theory of Law, and the works of Joseph Raz; Celeste, De Gregorio, and Brownsword on digital constitutionalism; and Floridi, Binns, and Cath. Kuntowijoyo’s Ilmu Sosial Profetik (Prophetic Social Science) and Wardiono’s scholarship on Prophetic Jurisprudence are the main sources for the proposed epistemology and its applicable social and legal theory, respectively.
Scholarly articles published in the period between 2020 and 2026 in the fields of AI governance and control, accountability of algorithms, digital constitutionalism, and comparative jurisprudence, and found via systematic searches in the Scopus-indexed journals Computer Law & Security Review, AI and Ethics, Regulation & Governance, Big Data & Society, and Philosophy & Technology constitute the secondary sources. These sources serve an evidentiary role distinct from that of the primary conceptual sources. These sources do not serve as subjects of philosophical analysis but rather exemplify cases in which algorithmic governance has failed, against which the explanatory power of existing jurisprudential frameworks and, later on, Prophetic Legal Epistemology is evaluated.
3.3. 	Analytical Procedure: Conceptual Reconstruction Through Three Stages
The analysis proceeds through three sequential stages, each corresponding to one of the article's three research questions.
Stage One — Diagnostic Conceptual Analysis (addressing RQ2). In this phase of the study, the frameworks of positivist jurisprudence, digital constitutionalism, and AI ethics are subjected to conceptual analysis. That allows for an understanding of the particular limitations of each framework in addressing the challenges posed by algorithmic governance. Following the method of immanent critique, this phase of the study does not seek to reject the frameworks under review, but rather to work within the boundaries of their stated principles to pinpoint their failures. In this case, the failure to account for algorithmic governance within the frameworks of positivist jurisprudence, digital constitutionalism, and AI ethics is analyzed in the context of procedural legitimacy and the violation of human dignity in various forms. This phase of the study is not concerned with developing a new theory, but rather with identifying an explanatory gap whose closure is a necessary prerequisite for justifying the theoretical contribution described in the next phase.
Stage Two — Conceptual Construction (addressing RQ1). Building on the gap identified in Stage One, this study proposes the construct of Prophetic Legal Epistemology, derived from theoretical synthesis, particularly from Kuntowijoyo's three-part framework of prophetic social science: transcendence, humanization, and liberation. This framework is translated from social science into a legal context. This translation is accomplished through conceptual mapping, and thus Kuntowijoyo’s framework is reformulated as a criterion of legal validity that is complementary to, and not merely supplementary to, procedural legality. This framework is then formalized into a set of testable theoretical propositions, presented in Section 4. It specifies the formal, observable criteria under which algorithmic governance can be construed as legally justifiable and legitimate within the framework of this proposed legal epistemology.
Stage Three — Comparative Evaluation (addressing RQ3). This final stage evaluates the propositions from Stage Two, using a structured comparative matrix against the three existing frameworks described in Stage One. This comparative matrix examines each framework — including Prophetic Legal Epistemology — across four distinct criteria: (i) source of normative authority, (ii) the distinction of procedural and substantive validity, (iii) the ability to tackle the problem of algorithmic decision-making in particular, and (iv) the ability to be enacted in practice. This comparative approach does not seek to show that existing frameworks are inadequate, but rather to demonstrate the unique contribution of Prophetic Legal Epistemology, which is found nowhere else in positivist jurisprudence, digital constitutionalism, or AI ethics, whether individually or collectively.
3.4. 	Methodological Limitations
Two limitations are acknowledged. First, as a work of conceptual jurisprudence, this study does not generate or analyze original empirical data on algorithmic governance outcomes; its empirical claims rely on secondary documentation in the literature reviewed in Section 2, and the propositions advanced in Section 4 are accordingly framed as testable hypotheses for subsequent empirical or doctrinal research rather than as empirically validated findings. Second, the translation of Kuntowijoyo's prophetic social science — a framework developed within Islamic social-scientific discourse — into a general jurisprudential epistemology raises a question of conceptual transferability that the study addresses explicitly in Section 4.3, but does not claim to resolve definitively; the propositions are offered as a contribution to a continuing theoretical conversation rather than as a closed system.

4. 	Results and Discussion
4.1. 	The Crisis of Human Dignity in Algorithmic Governance
Artificial intelligence, big data, and automated decision-making systems are starting to change systems of legal authority in Society 5.0. In many cases, decisions that used to be made by civil servants, judges, or policymakers will be made by algorithms (Grimmelikhuijsen & Meijer, 2022). Even though these developments could mean decisions are made more quickly and with fewer errors, they raise important legal and ethical questions about decisions that could replace the protection of human dignity.
There are already several systems that demonstrate this challenge. Automated hiring (Köchling & Wehner, 2020) systems can eliminate potential employees for reasons that are not made clear. Predictive policing (Almasoud & Idowu, 2025) can reinforce the biases inherent in the data used to build the system. In many cases, decisions made by credit-scoring (Sargeant, 2023) systems restrict access to credit and are conveniently explained to affected individuals. Even though smart city systems intend to create a more organized and efficient society, the continuous surveillance and data collection have begun to infringe on citizens' privacy. From a legal positivist perspective, these systems can operate within procedures; therefore, the decisions can be considered legal. However, it cannot be assumed that the decision will not impact human dignity simply because the system has met the necessary legal standards for operation. This is especially true when the people affected by the decision have no way to understand, critique, or influence the system or the decision-making process.
Hence, the crisis encompasses the technological and jurisprudential domains. Many contemporary legal systems seek to codify concepts of validity, competence, and procedural regularity. However, they often neglect the more pressing issue of whether algorithmic governance is fundamentally centered on human beings. This results in an increasing schism between legal validity and human legitimacy. As governance continues to be mediated by increasingly powerful and pervasive algorithms, new architectural frameworks and legal theories must be developed to ensure that technological systems maintain accountability to human values. Otherwise, governance may continue to collapse individuals into datasets and optimize them within systems.

4.2. 	Reconstructing Legal Legitimacy Beyond Procedural Validity
Existing jurisprudential frameworks show that legal legitimacy has meanings beyond procedural validity. Legal positivism has provided an adequate tool for determining whether a norm is part of a legal system. However, the phenomenon of algorithmic governance has shown that the validity of the law and human legitimacy cannot be equated. From this research's perspective, the governance of the present and the future demands a two-dimensional understanding of legitimacy. The first dimension, which is procedural legitimacy, is derived from legal authority, institutional competence, and adherence to established legal norms. The second dimension, transcendental legitimacy, is derived from legal norms and technological systems that protect human dignity, justice, and ethical responsibility.
Thus, legal legitimacy within Society 5.0 refers to the blending of the two dimensions described as follows:
Legal Legitimacy = Procedural Validity + Transcendental Legitimacy
In this regard, legal authority is necessary but not sufficient. A decision mediated by technology and legal authority may be legitimate if the dignity and moral worth of the affected persons is not violated. However, the absence of ethical aspirations and legal authority does not provide a framework for governance. The following suggestion is that a blending of procedural legality and transcendental responsibility is warranted within the context of legal reasoning. The transcendence considered within the context of legal legitimacy represents a departure from both classical legal positivism and contemporary AI governance models.

4.3. 	The Architecture of Prophetic Legal Epistemology









Figure 1
Internal Structure of Prophetic Legal Epistemology (PLE)
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Figure 1 depicts the Internal Structure of Prophetic Legal Epistemology (PLE). Here, Transcendence is the highest source of normative authority. It guides legal reasoning that is not merely bound by the law. Legal reasoning then applies three interrelated concepts: humanization, liberation, and accountability. Together, these concepts determine technological governance, in which control of technology and ethical, responsible governance safeguard human dignity. The overarching aim is to achieve a genuinely human-centered Society 5.0 in which technology enhances human existence rather than replacing it.
Building on Kuntowijoyo's ideas, this research extends Prophetic Legal Epistemology as a framework for legal philosophy to respond to the normative demands of Society 5.0. This framework comprises four interrelated components that enable legal reasoning and governance of technology.
Transcendence as the Highest Source of Normative Authority
The first component is Transcendence. In contrast to secular philosophies that derive legitimacy from social or institutional consensus, prophetic legal epistemology posits that transcendental principles are the highest source of normative authority. Transcendence offers an ethical demarcation for assessing legal and technological norms.
Humanization as the Goal of Law
The second component is humanization. Rather than being an external objective of policies, the protection of human dignity must be the aim of the legal system. Hence, the legal, technological, and governance systems must be evaluated based on their potential to promote human dignity.
Liberation as a Corrective Principle
The third aspect is liberation. Legal systems should monitor for forms of domination, exclusion, and inequality that may arise through the governance of technology. Liberation serves as an important tool in law’s identification and rectification of algorithmic injustice.
Technological Governance as Institutional Application
The fourth aspect is technology governance. Within prophetic legal epistemology, there is no aversion to technological innovation. The goal is to position technological governance in the service of superior values and goals that center on humanity. This positions technology as a means of achieving humanity's flourishing, rather than as a source of governance and control. When viewed collectively, they form a cohesive structure of legal thought that integrates law, ethics, and technology into a single system.

4.4. 	The Three Propositions of Prophetic Legal Epistemology
The study presents a theoretical reconstruction that yields three propositions regarding Prophetic Legal Epistemology.
Proposition 1
Legal validity in algorithmic governance requires both procedural legality and transcendental legitimacy.
This proposition refutes the argument that legal legitimacy can be derived solely from procedural law. In contextually mediated technological environments, law can be supplemented by a value judgment grounded in dignity and an ethics of care.
Proposition 2
Human dignity functions as a constitutive condition of legal authority rather than a supplementary ethical consideration.
In most contemporary governance systems, human dignity is regarded as an external value that constrains legal systems. Conversely, Prophetic Legal Epistemology holds that human dignity is the fundamental criterion for assessing legal authority.
Proposition 3
Algorithmic governance should remain normatively subordinate to transcendental and human-centered legal values.
While technological systems exercise significant control over decision-making, they are not, at their core, morally autonomous. Therefore, governance systems must ensure that algorithmic processes are bound to a legal and ethical order that prioritizes human well-being.
These propositions provide the foundational elements of an innovative legal theory for Society 5.0.
4.5. 	A Prophetic Model of AI Governance

Figure 2
A Prophetic Model of AI Governance
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Figure 2 illustrates a Prophetic Model of AI Governance.  Standard governance models focus primarily on compliance, transparency, and risk management. The Prophetic Model, by contrast, requires three normative filters before legal validation. The first filter concerns whether the outcome is legitimate. The second filter is concerned with the outcome’s possible impacts on human dignity. The third filter concerns whether the outcome will strengthen systems of domination and exclusion. The outcomes of algorithms may be assigned legal and governance frameworks only after the three filters have been applied. The Prophetic Model is an improvement within the fragmented approaches to AI governance. The existing models of AI governance are inadequate, primarily because they fail to incorporate the fundamental principles of law.
In the model proposed here, three normative filters must be applied before the legal implications of algorithms can be assessed. The first of these is a Transcendence Review. This type of review asks whether the system's goals and logic align with fundamental ethical values. The second is a Human Dignity Assessment. This type of assessment considers the impact of algorithmic decisions on dignity, human rights, and ethical concepts such as autonomy, equality, and privacy, as well as on human flourishing. The third is a Liberation Test. This type of review asks whether the technological systems uphold or challenge the prevailing systems of domination, discrimination, and exclusion. Only after these reviews and assessments have been completed may the system be subject to legal validation and implementation. The proposed Model, among the available AI governance models, is unique in providing an integrated approach to ethical, legal, and transcendental accountability within a single governance framework. It prioritizes human dignity in governing technology over ethical efficiency.

4.6. 	Comparative Discussion with Existing Jurisprudential Frameworks
The uniqueness of Prophetic Legal Epistemology becomes evident in comparative studies. Legal positivism brings accuracy to legal processes but offers little in assessing the balance against technological domination. While Natural Law has a more developed moral framework, it does not adequately address the challenges presented by algorithmic domination. Although Digital Constitutionalism protects rights and limits digital domination, it is more concerned with Agency within Systems. While there is value in AI ethics and governance, they, too, lack a well-developed legal foundation.
Prophetic Legal Epistemology aims to complement these frameworks. It includes what Legal Positivism lacks: morality. Responding to Natural Law, it focuses on the implications of governance for technology. Differing from Digital Constitutionalism, it accommodates Transcendence. Addressing AI ethics means placing ethics within the legal framework. Within this context, Prophetic Legal Epistemology moves beyond an ethics framework and offers a sophisticated theory of legal legitimacy in technologically mediated societies.

4.7. 	Theoretical and Regulatory Implications for Society 5.0
The findings of this study generate important implications for legal theory and public policy.
Theoretical Contributions
This research moves contemporary legal theory beyond the conventional views of legal positivism and natural law. Through the concepts of transcendence, humanization, and liberation, this research creates a pathway to articulate legal legitimacy in the context of advanced technology. This research also applies Kuntowijoyo’s prophetic social science to legal theory, thereby laying the foundation for non-Western legal theory within the context of global legal theory.
Regulatory Contributions
The new pathway creates an opportunity to develop a regulatory framework for artificial intelligence, automated and algorithmic systems, and the governance of Smart Cities. The ideas of transcendence, humanization, and liberation could also help policymakers formulate protective legal frameworks to address the challenges posed by new and emerging technologies.
Social Contributions
The new pathway re-establishes the original vision of Society 5.0: a truly human-centered society. The logic of technological advancement should not reconceptualize human beings in the frameworks of efficiency and optimization. Legal systems that uphold human dignity and foster the flourishing of persons and communities must assume this responsibility.
Therefore, within the context of Society 5.0, Prophetic Legal Epistemology affirms a human-centered orientation while embracing the gifts of technological advancement.

5. 	Conclusion
Society 5.0 brings unprecedented complexities that challenge existing legal frameworks regarding the role of algorithms in society. The growth of digital technologies and related phenomena demands new synergistic legal frameworks. In this article, I argue that legal positivism, digital constitutionalism, and AI ethics and governance approaches shed light on multiple components of rights, legality, and accountability. However, none of the approaches described amply incorporate transcendence and dignity, nor does any attempt to integrate algorithmic governance within the bounds of a singular theory of legal legitimacy. 
In this article, I push the boundaries of Prophetic Legal Epistemology. I build on Kuntowijoyo's vision of an integrated framework of prophetic social science. I contend that in the context of technologically mediated societies, legal legitimacy cannot be confined to procedural legality. Rather, it must embrace transcendental legitimacy. In this context, human dignity is not positioned as an external controlling ethical principle, but rather as a foundational condition of legal authority. In this perspective, algorithmic governance is substantially controlled by human legal values.
The article has three main objectives. First, I develop a systematic model of Prophetic Legal Epistemology as an extension of Kuntowijoyo's prophetic social science in jurisprudence. Second, I integrate the concepts of procedural legality and transcendental accountability to reconceptualize legal legitimacy. Finally, I present a Prophetic Model of AI Governance that provides a structure and guidelines for governing algorithms in Society 5.0.
This study demonstrates that more advanced technologies are not the only determining factor in the future of legal governance. Our ability to integrate complex technologies will depend heavily on the moral, ethical, and just constructs of legal systems. As such, this study aims to enrich the existing literature on law, technology, and human flourishing. It seeks to do so by demonstrating that upholding human dignity and justice is an ethical imperative for the legal framework governing technology. Future studies may seek to concretize the tenets of Prophetic Legal Epistemology, AI governance, and the regulation of digital and technology systems.
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