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Editorial 

 

We are pleased to present Volume 5, Issue 1 of the International Journal of Law in Changing 

World (IJLCW). This issue carries a meaning beyond its contents: with it, the journal completes five years 

of uninterrupted activity. We reach this milestone with pride and gratitude: pride in having built and 

sustained an independent, fully open-access journal that charges nothing to authors and nothing to readers; 

and gratitude to the global community of authors, reviewers, and readers who have made those five years 

possible. From its first issue, IJLCW set itself a simple but demanding task: to publish rigorous legal 

scholarship from every corner of the world and to keep that scholarship freely available to anyone, 

anywhere, who wishes to read it. This issue is a faithful expression of that commitment. 

The present issue gathers eight contributions from eighteen authors based in ten jurisdictions 

across four continents: Spain, Iran, Indonesia, Vietnam, Afghanistan, Uganda, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, the 

United Kingdom, and Brazil. The geographic center of gravity lies, as it so often does in our pages, in the 

Global South (Latin America, the Middle East, South and Southeast Asia, and sub-Saharan Africa are all 

substantively represented) while European and comparative reference points anchor the analysis in the 

wider international conversation. Several contributions are themselves the fruit of cross-border 

collaboration, joining authors from different continents and legal traditions around shared questions. The 

breadth on display is not ornamental: it reflects a research community for which the most urgent legal 

problems of our time, namely artificial intelligence, digital trade, cultural heritage, refugee protection and 

the constitutional governance of force, are inescapably global and best examined from many vantage 

points at once. 

The issue may be analyzed along four interconnected analytical axes. 

A first group of contributions examines how artificial intelligence is reconfiguring legal 

authority and the allocation of responsibility. Abbas Mirshekari and Jamshid Zargari (Iran) interrogate 

civil liability in the age of artificial intelligence, moving from traditional to modern theories. Drawing on 

a doctrinal and comparative-analytical method, they weigh electronic personhood, collective 

compensation, and hybrid liability against the limits of fault- and risk-based regimes and propose a 

conditional-pluralist framework that maps distinct liability tools to concrete technical, contextual, and 

risk-related variables: balancing victim protection, fair risk allocation, and continued innovation. Ujang 

Badru Jaman, Armansyah (Indonesia), and Thomas Sheku Marah (Sierra Leone) turn to intellectual 

property governance in the same era. Through a comparative socio-legal and interpretive governance 

framework spanning the United States, the European Union, China, and selected Global South 

jurisdictions — and reading the Thaler v. Perlmutter and DABUS controversies side by side — they recast 

intellectual property law as a contested governance arena in which authority over algorithmic creativity 
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is negotiated among states, technology corporations, and transnational digital infrastructures, rather than 

as a matter of mere doctrinal inconsistency. 

A second group addresses the governance of trade, investment, and the digital economy at a 

moment of multilateral strain. Martín Jesús Urrea Salazar (Spain) situates ICSID arbitration within the 

contemporary architecture of international economic law. Combining doctrinal legal methodology with 

documentary and institutional analysis of the Washington Convention, the 2022 ICSID Arbitration Rules, 

Spain's bilateral investment treaties, and caseload data through 2026, he shows how investor–State dispute 

settlement has consolidated its practical relevance even as it confronts critiques of legitimacy, 

transparency, regulatory chill, and recent Latin American denunciations. Collins Ekpenisi (Uganda), 

Joseph Ekpe Edet (Nigeria), Paul Atagamen Aidonojie (Uganda), and Amos Godfrey Atim (United 

Kingdom) ask what comes after the WTO for digital trade. Using a doctrinal and comparative approach, 

they diagnose the fragmentation of a governance order still anchored in a pre-digital framework and trace 

its evolution toward hybrid, sovereignty-driven systems, advocating a reconceptualized model capable of 

reconciling digital integration, regulatory sovereignty, and effective global coordination. 

A third group turns to cultural heritage, corporate purpose, and the design of national legal orders. 

Moh. Fahrial Amrulla, Afifah Kusumadara, Budi Santoso, and Yenny Eta Widyanti (Indonesia) 

confront the ambiguity of Article 38(1) of Indonesia's Copyright Law, which vests traditional cultural 

expressions in the state but leaves the scope of that authority undefined, exposing batik motifs to 

misappropriation. Through normative-juridical analysis (statutory, conceptual, comparative, and 

teleological) and drawing on UNESCO, UNDRIP, the Nagoya Protocol, FPIC, and ABS, they reconstruct 

state authority as public trusteeship and propose an Enabling Protection model that pairs defensive 

registration with custodial empowerment of communities. Nguyen Ngoc Sang (Vietnam) examines how 

company law institutionalizes shareholder-value and stakeholder-value theory. Comparing the United 

Kingdom's enlightened shareholder value model under Section 172 of the Companies Act 2006 with 

Germany's co-determination and two-tier board structure, he advances a doctrinal and comparative 

argument for a hybrid model suited to Vietnam's evolving corporate governance framework. 

A fourth group addresses international law, human rights, and constitutional order under pressure. 

Ali Ahmad Mowahid and Fazl Ahmad Ahmadi (Afghanistan) assess the effectiveness of international 

legal frameworks in protecting Afghan asylum seekers and refugees in Pakistan. Using a qualitative, 

descriptive-analytical, and doctrinal methodology, along with a longitudinal review of Pakistani policy 

across four periods from 1979 to 2024, they argue that the protection gap stems less from Pakistan's non-

accession to the 1951 Refugee Convention than from the refugee regime's structural dependence on host-

state political will. They therefore treat international law as an independent variable in a non-party State. 

Thiago Perez Bernardes de Moraes (Brazil) closes the issue with a theory of retaliatory 

constitutionalization, explaining how states elevate nuclear command and retaliatory commitments from 

ordinary policy into constitutional or quasi-constitutional form. Bridging comparative constitutional law, 
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international nuclear law, command-and-control studies, and AI-governance debates, he introduces two 

exploratory measures — the Nuclear Constitutionalization Index and the Retaliatory Constitutionalization 

Score — and applies them to a forty-five-jurisdiction comparative map, concluding that nuclear law 

remains far stronger at regulating possession than at governing decision, delegation, and automation. 

A word on method is warranted because it reveals a shared sensibility beneath the diversity of 

subject matter. The contributions in this issue are predominantly doctrinal and comparative, yet they are 

doctrinal in the most ambitious sense: they read national legal materials against international instruments 

and foreign jurisdictions to build frameworks, including a conditional-pluralist model of AI liability, an 

enabling-protection model for cultural heritage, a hybrid model of corporate governance, a Nuclear 

Constitutionalization Index, and a Retaliatory Constitutionalization Score. Where the questions demand 

it, the authors reach beyond description toward measurement and design. This is comparative legal 

scholarship doing what it does best: turning the encounter between legal traditions into something usable. 

The geographic distribution of this issue deserves a final word. The presence of authors from 

Brazil, Spain, and the United Kingdom anchors the issue in the Latin American, Iberian, and European 

traditions; the contributions from Iran, Afghanistan, Indonesia, and Vietnam give substantive weight to 

the legal scholarship of the Middle East and of South and Southeast Asia; and the contributions from 

Uganda, Nigeria, and Sierra Leone extend the conversation across sub-Saharan Africa. IJLCW is not, and 

does not aspire to be, the journal of any one region. It is a forum in which regions speak to one another 

and, as an open-access publication, a forum whose doors are open to readers who could never reach the 

scholarship behind a paywall. 

That openness is the achievement we are proudest of as we complete our fifth year. Remaining 

independent and fully open-access for five years is not a small thing. We are grateful to the authors for 

the rigor and originality of their work, to the members of our editorial board for their guidance, and to the 

peer reviewers for the care with which they engaged every submission. To our readers, who have 

accompanied this journal across its first five years, we extend our warmest thanks. 

We wish you a productive reading. 

Rio de Janeiro – Brazil/ Chelyabinsk – Russia, June 2026. 

Daniel Brantes Ferreira 

Co-Editor-in-Chief, International Journal of Law in Changing World 

Elizaveta A. Gromova 

Co-Editor-in-Chief, International Journal of Law in Changing World 

 


