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Abstract 

Purpose: This study examines the psychological 

implications of integrating artificial intelligence (AI) into 

judicial decision-making in criminal justice, including 

algorithmically supported risk assessment and sentencing 

decisions. It analyzes how AI-based decision-support 

systems influence perceptions of fairness, trust in judicial 

decisions, and decision confidence, as well as the 

emotional responses of judges, jurors, defendants, and 
victims. 

Methodology: The study employs a theory-driven and 

interdisciplinary conceptual framework grounded in 

psychological theories of decision-making, procedural 

justice, and affective processes. Through a critical 

integrative synthesis of legal, psychological, and ethical 

scholarship on algorithmic decision-making, predictive 

modeling, and risk assessment systems in criminal justice, 

the study examines their implications for human 

judgment, responsibility attribution, and judicial 
experience. 

Findings: The analysis demonstrates that AI-assisted 

decision-making can substantially shape psychological 

perceptions of justice and the legitimacy of judicial 

processes. Although algorithmic tools are often perceived 

as consistent and objective, their reliance on historical 

data may reproduce existing biases, thereby negatively 

affecting perceived fairness, trust in judicial outcomes, 

and decision confidence among legal professionals and 

trial participants. These findings indicate that the 

psychological impact of artificial intelligence extends 

beyond technical accuracy and plays a significant role in 

shaping perceptions of the legitimacy of judicial 
processes. 

Unique Contribution to Theory, Practice, and Policy: 

This study contributes to psychological theory by offering 

a systematic examination of the cognitive, affective, and 

evaluative processes associated with algorithmically 

supported judicial decision-making in criminal justice. In 

the context of judicial practice, the analysis demonstrates 

how uncritical reliance on AI systems may diminish 

judicial autonomy and obscure responsibility attribution in 

decision-making processes. From a public policy 

perspective, the findings contribute to the 

conceptualization of regulatory approaches oriented 

toward transparency, fairness, and trust in the use of AI in 
judicial decision-making. 

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence, Judicial Decision-

Making, Criminal Sentencing, Psychological Effects, 
Perceived Bias, Trust in Justice, Fairness Perception 

JEL codes: K14, K40, D91 

 

©2026 by the Authors. This Article is an open access 

article distributed under the terms and conditions of the 

Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license 

(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0 

http://www.iprjb.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4862-9767
https://doi.org/10.47604/ijp.3659


International Journal of Psychology   

ISSN 2957-6881 (Online)                                                                

Vol 11, Issue 1, No. 3, pp 36 - 63, 2026                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

                                                                                                                                       www.iprjb.org 

37 
 

INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, artificial intelligence (AI) has become an increasingly influential component 

of contemporary socio-technical systems, with applications spanning healthcare, finance, 

education, and public administration. Within this broader landscape, the integration of AI into 

judicial systems represents one of the most complex and contested developments. AI-based 

tools are now used to support legal document analysis, risk assessment, sentencing 

recommendations, and, in some jurisdictions, aspects of judicial decision-making. While these 

technologies are frequently promoted as mechanisms for enhancing efficiency, consistency, 

and objectivity, their use in judicial contexts raises substantial ethical, legal, and psychological 

concerns that warrant systematic examination (Barocas, Hardt, & Narayanan, 2023; 

Obermeyer et al., 2019). 

A central concern surrounding the use of AI in judicial processes is the extent to which 

algorithmic systems can meaningfully account for the complexity of legal reasoning and human 

judgment. Predictive systems particularly those designed to assess recidivism risk are often 

trained on historical data that reflect existing social and institutional inequalities. As a result, 

such systems may reproduce or amplify patterns of bias, thereby influencing judicial outcomes 

in ways that challenge principles of fairness and equality before the law (Obermeyer et al., 

2019). These dynamics raise fundamental questions regarding accountability, transparency, and 

the appropriate role of AI as a decision-support technology within the justice system. 

The case of State v. Loomis (2016) illustrates many of these challenges. In this case, an 

algorithmic risk assessment tool was used during sentencing to estimate the defendant’s 

likelihood of recidivism. Although the court upheld the use of the tool on the condition that it 

not serve as the sole basis for the sentencing decision, the ruling sparked extensive debate 

regarding algorithmic bias, transparency, and defendants’ procedural rights. More broadly, 

Loomis highlights the need for empirical and theoretical research that extends beyond legal 

admissibility to examine the broader ethical and psychological implications of AI-assisted 

judicial decision-making. 

In addition to legal and ethical considerations, the psychological dimensions of AI use in 

judicial contexts remain comparatively underexplored. The introduction of algorithmic tools 

may shape how judges and jurors perceive their own roles, competence, and responsibility in 

decision-making processes. At the same time, defendants’ and victims’ perceptions of AI 

involvement may influence their emotional responses, sense of procedural justice, and trust in 

legal outcomes. The analysis of these psychological dynamics is critical, as perceptions of 

fairness and legitimacy play a central role in the functioning of judicial institutions. 

This paper conceptualizes a theoretically grounded framework for the analysis of the 

psychological implications of AI-assisted judicial decision-making in criminal justice, arguing 

that algorithmic decision-support systems systematically shape cognitive processes, affective 

responses, responsibility attribution, and perceptions of procedural justice, thereby influencing 

trust, decision confidence, and the perceived legitimacy of judicial outcomes. 

Problem Statement 

Despite the growing adoption of artificial intelligence in judicial systems, significant gaps 

persist in both empirical research and practical understanding. Existing scholarship has largely 

concentrated on questions of legal validity, technical performance, and ethical governance of 

AI systems. In contrast, the psychological effects of AI-assisted decision-making on judges, 

jurors, defendants, and victims remain insufficiently examined. In particular, limited attention 
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has been paid to how AI use may influence perceptions of bias, fairness, trust, and legitimacy 

in judicial proceedings. 

Moreover, the reliance of many AI systems on historical data raises concerns about the 

reinforcement of entrenched social inequalities within judicial outcomes. When such systems 

are introduced without robust ethical guidelines or psychological safeguards, they may 

contribute to biased decision-making and erode confidence in the justice system. These 

challenges are especially pronounced in criminal trials and sentencing, where decisions carry 

significant consequences for individual rights and social cohesion. 

This gap opens a line of inquiry that calls for systematic interdisciplinary examination of the 

psychological dimensions of AI-supported judicial decision-making, alongside parallel 

consideration of legal and ethical aspects. 

Empirical research consistently indicates a measurable asymmetry in the evaluation of AI-

assisted judicial decision-making, whereby such systems are associated with statistically 

significant gains in perceived efficiency and consistency, while simultaneously producing 

statistically significant reductions in perceived procedural fairness, trust, and institutional 

legitimacy when decisions are framed as algorithmic rather than human-made. This empirically 

observable divergence quantifies the structural psychological gap accompanying the 

integration of AI systems into criminal justice. 

While the expanding body of scholarship on algorithmic decision-making in criminal justice 

has generated important insights, prior research remains fragmented across disciplinary 

domains. Legal analyses predominantly focus on admissibility, due process, and regulatory 

compliance, while technical studies emphasize predictive accuracy and bias mitigation. Ethical 

scholarship, in turn, concentrates on normative principles and governance frameworks. 

However, comparatively little integrative research has systematically examined the 

psychological mechanisms through which AI-assisted decision-making reshapes perceptions 

of fairness, authority, responsibility, and institutional legitimacy among judicial actors and 

affected parties. Furthermore, existing studies rarely connect empirical findings on algorithmic 

bias and efficiency trade-offs with established psychological theories such as procedural 

justice, moral disengagement, and bounded rationality. This lack of theoretical integration and 

cross-disciplinary synthesis represents a substantive gap in the literature that the present study 

seeks to address. 

Research Questions Derived from the Identified Gaps 

To address the identified gaps in the literature, this study is guided by the following research 

questions: 

1. How does the use of artificial intelligence in judicial proceedings influence perceptions 

of bias? 

2. Does the application of AI as a decision-support tool affect judges’ and jurors’ 

confidence in their decision-making? 

3. What psychological effects does AI-assisted decision-making have on parties involved 

in judicial proceedings, including defendants and victims? 

4. What ethical challenges are associated with the implementation of artificial intelligence 

in the judicial system? 

5. How does the use of AI in criminal verdicts and sentencing shape perceptions of 

fairness and legitimacy? 

http://www.iprjb.org/
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By addressing these questions, the study contributes to a systematic clarification of the role of 

artificial intelligence in judicial contexts, as well as to the development of frameworks that 

promote responsible, transparent, and psychologically informed use of AI within the legal 

system. 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework of this study is centered on Procedural Justice Theory (PJT) as 

articulated by Tyler (2006), which provides the foundational psychological model for 

understanding how individuals evaluate fairness, legitimacy, and authority within legal 

institutions. According to PJT, perceptions of justice are shaped less by distributive outcomes 

and more by the perceived fairness of the decision-making process itself. Specifically, four core 

pillars structure procedural justice evaluations: voice, neutrality, respect, and trustworthiness. 

The integration of artificial intelligence (AI) into judicial decision-making raises critical 

questions regarding how algorithmic systems may disrupt, reshape, or reconfigure each of these 

pillars. 

The principle of voice refers to the opportunity for individuals to express their perspectives and 

feel heard during legal proceedings. AI-assisted systems, particularly those relying on 

predictive risk assessments, may constrain meaningful participation if algorithmic outputs are 

treated as determinative or resistant to contestation. When defendants or other participants 

perceive that algorithmic assessments cannot be effectively challenged, perceptions of 

procedural voice may diminish. 

The pillar of neutrality concerns the perception that decisions are unbiased, transparent, and 

based on consistent principles. While AI tools are often promoted as enhancing neutrality 

through standardized data processing, empirical and theoretical concerns regarding algorithmic 

bias complicate this assumption. When algorithms rely on historically patterned data reflecting 

structural inequalities, the appearance of neutrality may mask embedded bias, thereby 

undermining perceived fairness rather than reinforcing it. 

Respect, the third pillar, involves the perception that authorities treat individuals with dignity 

and acknowledge their moral standing. The increasing reliance on algorithmic 

recommendations may attenuate relational aspects of judicial interaction, particularly if 

decision-making becomes framed as data-driven rather than context-sensitive. A perceived 

reduction in individualized consideration may weaken the experiential dimension of respect 

that is central to procedural justice. 

Finally, trustworthiness reflects the belief that authorities are sincere, benevolent, and 

motivated by principled intentions. Algorithmic opacity, limited explainability, and the 

delegation of evaluative judgment to computational systems may complicate responsibility 

attribution and reduce perceived institutional sincerity. When decision-makers cannot fully 

articulate or interrogate the basis of algorithmic outputs, participants may experience 

diminished trust in both the technology and the institution deploying it. 

Within this procedural justice framework, bounded rationality (Simon, 1955) requires 

reconceptualization. Traditionally, bounded rationality refers to decision-making under 

constraints of limited time, information, and cognitive capacity. In AI-assisted judicial 

contexts, however, an additional constraint emerges. Judges may gain access to expanded 

informational processing through algorithmic systems, yet simultaneously face limitations in 

their ability to interrogate the underlying logic of algorithmic outputs. This condition may be 

conceptualized as a form of “new bounded rationality,” in which the cognitive boundary is no 
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longer defined solely by information scarcity or time pressure, but by restricted epistemic 

access to opaque computational reasoning. 

Under this new configuration, AI does not simply expand rational capacity; it redistributes 

cognitive control. Decision-makers may become partially dependent on outputs whose internal 

logic remains inaccessible, thereby reshaping autonomy, responsibility attribution, and 

confidence in judgment. The psychological implications of this shift extend directly to the four 

pillars of procedural justice, as diminished interrogability may affect perceptions of neutrality, 

weaken experiential voice, complicate responsibility, and ultimately alter institutional trust. 

By prioritizing Procedural Justice Theory and synthesizing it with an expanded conception of 

bounded rationality, this framework positions AI not merely as a technological tool, but as a 

structural force that redefines how fairness, authority, and legitimacy are psychologically 

constructed within contemporary judicial systems. 

PSYCHOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF DECISION-MAKING 

Examining the psychological aspects of decision-making in the judicial system requires careful 

attention to the cognitive and emotional processes that shape how judges and jurors interpret 

information, evaluate evidence, and reach conclusions. Central among these processes are 

cognitive biases and heuristics, which influence judgment under conditions of complexity and 

uncertainty. The integration of artificial intelligence (AI) into judicial contexts introduces an 

additional layer to these dynamics, as algorithmic systems not only generate recommendations 

but also shape how judicial actors perceive information, responsibility, and decision quality. 

Cognitive biases and heuristics, extensively documented in the seminal work of Kahneman and 

Tversky (1979), represent systematic patterns of thought that can lead to predictable deviations 

from normative rationality. More recent research indicates that automated decision-making 

technologies interact with these human tendencies in ways that may either amplify or redirect 

their effects (Gawronski et al., 2020). In judicial contexts, AI does not replace cognitive bias; 

rather, it reshapes the conditions under which bias operates. 

One of the most extensively studied biases relevant to judicial decision-making is confirmation 

bias. Confirmation bias refers to the tendency to seek, interpret, and prioritize information that 

supports preexisting beliefs while discounting evidence that challenges them (Nickerson, 

1998). In judicial settings, this bias may manifest when judges give disproportionate weight to 

evidence that aligns with their initial impressions of a case. The presence of AI-generated 

recommendations may further exacerbate this tendency, particularly when such 

recommendations are perceived as objective or authoritative. As Roth (1972) observed, judges 

may selectively attend to information that reinforces their prior positions while overlooking 

evidence that could prompt reconsideration. When algorithmic outputs are introduced into this 

cognitive process, there is a risk that judges may treat these outputs as confirmatory signals 

rather than as inputs requiring independent evaluation. 

Heuristics, which function as cognitive shortcuts that simplify complex decision-making, also 

play a significant role in judicial judgment. A well-documented example is the availability 

heuristic, whereby individuals estimate the likelihood or importance of an event based on the 

ease with which similar instances come to mind (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). In 

contemporary judicial contexts, AI systems may inadvertently reinforce heuristic-based 

reasoning by presenting information in condensed or highly salient formats. Research by 

Minson, Mueller, and Larrick (2017) suggests that decision-makers may defer to algorithmic 

recommendations, particularly when these recommendations are presented as clear or 
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definitive. Under conditions of information overload, reliance on such outputs may serve as a 

cognitive simplification strategy rather than a reflection of careful deliberation. 

Judicial reliance on algorithmic recommendations may be especially pronounced when 

information is presented in a cognitively economical manner. In such cases, judges may 

prioritize algorithmic summaries over more nuanced analyses that require greater cognitive 

effort. Kim and Kim (2022) argue that AI-based decision-support systems pose particular 

challenges when the volume and complexity of information exceed human processing 

capacities, increasing the likelihood of overreliance on automated outputs and diminishing 

autonomous judgment. 

Closely related to these processes is the phenomenon of automation bias, which refers to the 

tendency to favor algorithmic decisions over human judgment, even in situations where errors 

are evident. Burrell (2016) and Osoba and Welser (2017) note that decision-makers may 

attribute excessive objectivity and reliability to algorithmic systems, leading to reduced critical 

scrutiny of their outputs. In judicial contexts, this tendency may be amplified under conditions 

of uncertainty, time pressure, or case complexity. Barry (2021) further suggests that such 

conditions can interact with emotional factors, including anxiety and self-doubt, which may 

weaken confidence in personal judgment while increasing dependence on technological 

assistance. 

However, psychological responses to AI are not limited to overreliance. Research on algorithm 

aversion demonstrates that individuals may also exhibit resistance to algorithmic decision-

making, particularly after observing or anticipating algorithmic error (Dietvorst, Simmons, & 

Massey, 2015). Rather than demonstrating stable trust or distrust, decision-makers often 

oscillate between deference and rejection depending on contextual cues, perceived stakes, and 

confidence in their own judgment. In judicial settings, this oscillation may be especially 

pronounced. Judges may initially defer to AI-generated risk assessments when such tools are 

framed as statistically robust or objective. Yet exposure to concerns about bias, opacity, or error 

may trigger heightened skepticism and a reassertion of human authority. 

This oscillation between blind trust and categorical rejection reflects a deeper cognitive tension 

between statistical reasoning and individualized moral judgment. When algorithmic outputs 

conflict with intuitive assessments of a defendant’s circumstances, judges may experience 

dissonance between data-driven recommendations and contextual evaluation. Such instability 

in epistemic trust complicates the integration of AI into judicial reasoning and may undermine 

consistency, confidence, and perceived legitimacy. 

AI systems in judicial environments are frequently justified under a “human-in-the-loop” 

model, according to which judges retain ultimate authority over final decisions. Yet the 

preservation of formal authority does not necessarily ensure meaningful psychological 

autonomy. When algorithmic risk scores are presented as empirically validated and predictive 

of future harm, judges may experience cognitive and professional pressure not to deviate from 

them. Overriding a “high-risk” score may expose the judge to reputational risk, appellate 

scrutiny, or institutional criticism, particularly if a negative outcome subsequently occurs. 

This dynamic may be conceptualized here as a human-in-the-loop fallacy, in which human 

control is maintained procedurally but constrained psychologically. Judges remain legally 

responsible for final decisions while simultaneously operating under epistemic asymmetry, as 

they may lack full access to the internal logic of opaque algorithmic systems. The inability to 
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meaningfully interrogate the reasoning embedded in predictive models can limit perceived 

decisional freedom and increase reluctance to override algorithmic recommendations. 

Such constrained override capacity has important implications for responsibility attribution, 

confidence, and institutional legitimacy. When deviation from algorithmic output requires 

exceptional justification, authority may subtly shift from human deliberation toward 

computational assessment. In this configuration, the psychological burden of accountability 

remains with the judge, while epistemic authority increasingly resides in the algorithm. 

The interaction between emotional responses and cognitive biases represents an additional 

dimension of concern in AI-assisted judicial decision-making. Emotional reactions to complex 

or high-stakes cases may increase susceptibility to algorithmic influence, particularly when 

judges perceive AI tools as stabilizing or uncertainty-reducing mechanisms. Enarsson, Enqvist, 

and Naarttijärvi (2022) observe that limited transparency in algorithmic processes can intensify 

these effects, as decision-makers may lack a clear understanding of how conclusions are 

generated. This opacity may contribute to heightened uncertainty and a diminished sense of 

control over the decision-making process, with implications for both confidence and 

accountability. 

From a psychological perspective, while AI systems offer clear advantages in processing large 

volumes of information and identifying statistical patterns, their integration into judicial 

decision-making introduces substantial cognitive and emotional complexity. Cognitive biases 

and heuristic reasoning remain influential, but are now refracted through algorithmic 

mediation. Decision-makers may oscillate between overreliance and rejection, experience 

constrained override capacity, and navigate tensions between statistical authority and moral 

judgment. 

Mitigating these psychological risks requires more than technical optimization. Targeted 

training aimed at enhancing awareness of cognitive biases, algorithmic limitations, and the 

conditions under which both automation bias and algorithm aversion emerge may strengthen 

reflective judgment. A more integrated approach combining technological competence with 

psychological insight may help ensure that AI functions as a genuinely supportive tool rather 

than a subtle source of cognitive displacement. Emphasizing transparency, accountability, and 

institutional safeguards is therefore essential for preserving both the quality of judicial 

decision-making and the psychological foundations of fairness and legitimacy within the 

justice system. 

THE IMPACT OF AI ON THE PSYCHOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF TRIALS 

The introduction of artificial intelligence (AI) into judicial processes entails not only technical 

and legal consequences but also a range of psychological effects that shape how legal 

proceedings are experienced by judges, jurors, and litigants. Beyond its role as a decision-

support technology, AI may influence perceptions of bias, authority, and fairness, as well as 

emotional and cognitive responses during trials.This section examines how AI influences these 

psychological dimensions, with a particular analysis of perceptions of bias and personal 

attitudes toward algorithmic decision-making. 

Perception of Bias 

AI-based tools have the potential to influence perceptions of bias among judicial decision-

makers and trial participants. Because many algorithms rely on historical data, they may 

reproduce or amplify patterns of inequality embedded in prior legal and social practices. 

Empirical research by Obermeyer et al. (2019) demonstrates that predictive models, including 

http://www.iprjb.org/


International Journal of Psychology   

ISSN 2957-6881 (Online)                                                                

Vol 11, Issue 1, No. 3, pp 36 - 63, 2026                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

                                                                                                                                       www.iprjb.org 

43 
 

those used for recidivism risk assessment, can inadvertently incorporate social and racial 

biases. Such systemic distortions may shape judicial outcomes in ways that are perceived as 

unjust, particularly by individuals from marginalized groups. 

Cognitive processes further complicate these dynamics. Confirmation bias the tendency to 

favor information that aligns with preexisting beliefs (Nickerson, 1998) may interact with AI-

generated recommendations in judicial settings. Judges may be inclined to accept algorithmic 

outputs that confirm their initial assessments, even when such outputs overlook contextual or 

case-specific factors. Albright (2024) cautions that this tendency may undermine deliberative 

judgment, especially in complex cases that require nuanced interpretation rather than reliance 

on generalized predictions. 

Data quality represents an additional psychological and ethical concern. Peluso-Lopes (2025) 

emphasizes that inadequately processed or biased datasets can reinforce discriminatory 

outcomes rather than mitigate them. When judicial actors become aware of such limitations, 

their confidence in algorithmic tools may decline, while affected defendants may perceive AI-

assisted decisions as inherently unfair. In these circumstances, AI systems risk contributing to 

the very inequalities they are often intended to address. 

Ethical considerations further intensify the psychological burden associated with AI use in 

judicial decision-making. Binns (2018) highlights the moral tension judges may experience 

when algorithmic recommendations conflict with their professional judgment. For example, 

when an AI system suggests a harsher outcome based on statistical correlations, judges must 

weigh the perceived objectivity of the recommendation against concerns about fairness and 

individual circumstances. This dilemma may generate stress, uncertainty, and hesitation, 

potentially affecting decision confidence and emotional well-being. 

Mitigating these risks requires more than technical refinement. Strengthening judges’ critical 

engagement with AI-generated information is essential for maintaining impartiality and 

psychological autonomy in decision-making (Martinho, 2025). Rather than treating 

algorithmic outputs as authoritative conclusions, judges and jurors must be equipped to 

interpret them as probabilistic inputs subject to contextual evaluation. 

Education and continuous professional training play a central role in this process. By fostering 

awareness of AI’s limitations and potential biases, legal professionals can develop strategies 

for critically assessing algorithmic recommendations, including cross-checking results and 

incorporating case-specific context. Such approaches may reduce the psychological impact of 

bias, enhance confidence in judicial reasoning, and support trust in the legal system. 

Personal Perception 

Personal perception encompasses individuals’ emotional responses, attitudes, and levels of 

trust toward artificial intelligence within judicial settings. These perceptions are shaped by 

prior experiences, exposure to information, and broader social narratives, all of which influence 

how individuals evaluate the fairness and legitimacy of AI-assisted decisions (Binns, 2018; 

Kroll et al., 2017; Crawford & Paglen, 2021). 

For some individuals, AI is perceived as a potential corrective to human error and prejudice. 

Confidence in algorithmic decision-making is often grounded in the belief that AI systems can 

process large volumes of data and identify patterns beyond human cognitive capacity. In this 

view, AI is seen as a mechanism for reducing historically entrenched biases associated with 

human judgment (Angwin et al., 2016). Such perceptions may increase acceptance of AI tools, 
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particularly among those who view technological systems as more consistent or impartial than 

human decision-makers. 

Conversely, many individuals express discomfort or skepticism toward algorithmic 

involvement in judicial decisions. This unease frequently stems from the perception that AI 

lacks empathy, moral reasoning, and sensitivity to contextual factors that are central to justice. 

Concerns about the absence of a “human moral compass” in algorithmic systems raise doubts 

about whether such technologies can adequately account for the complexity of individual cases 

(Binns, 2018; Crawford & Paglen, 2021). 

Public perceptions are further shaped by media narratives and high-profile accounts of 

algorithmic failure. Research by O’Neil (2016) and Eubanks (2018) documents instances in 

which algorithmic systems have reinforced social inequalities, contributing to broader distrust 

of automated decision-making. Exposure to such cases may heighten fears that AI tools are 

incapable of accommodating individual circumstances, thereby diminishing perceived fairness 

and legitimacy (Zou & Schiebinger, 2018; Zarsky, 2013). 

These narratives often exert a disproportionate psychological influence, as isolated failures 

may be interpreted as representative of systemic risk. As a result, feelings of uncertainty, loss 

of control, and mistrust may emerge, complicating public acceptance of AI in judicial contexts. 

Understanding these psychological responses is therefore essential for the responsible 

integration of AI technologies. 

Addressing concerns related to personal perception requires greater transparency and 

engagement with both legal professionals and the public. Educational initiatives that clarify 

how AI systems function, their limitations, and their role within judicial decision-making may 

help reduce misconceptions and alleviate anxiety. Such efforts can support more informed 

attitudes toward AI while reinforcing core principles of fairness, accountability, and human 

judgment in the legal system (Binns, 2018; Kroll et al., 2017). 

The Authority Effect 

The integration of artificial intelligence (AI) into judicial decision-making has the potential to 

alter how authority is perceived and exercised within trials. One important psychological 

mechanism in this context is the authority effect, whereby judges and jurors may attribute 

heightened credibility to algorithmic recommendations and defer to them disproportionately. 

Hedler (2024) describes this tendency as a pathway toward automated decision-making, in 

which algorithmic outputs are treated as authoritative conclusions rather than as inputs 

requiring independent evaluation. From a psychological perspective, such deference may 

constrain critical reflection and narrow the scope of deliberation in judicial reasoning. 

Empirical research suggests that exposure to AI-generated recommendations can affect 

individuals’ confidence in their own expertise. Lee et al. (2020) report that judges presented 

with algorithmic assessments may underestimate their professional judgment and place 

reduced emphasis on holistic evidence evaluation. Similarly, Jadidi (2025) observes that jurors 

often perceive AI systems as more reliable or objective than human decision-makers. This 

perception may weaken confidence in personal reasoning abilities, reinforcing a pattern of 

reliance on algorithmic authority even in situations where contextual judgment is essential. 

A central consequence of the authority effect is the erosion of decision-making autonomy. 

Gupta-Kagan (2018) emphasizes that sustained reliance on AI tools may diminish judges’ and 

jurors’ sense of responsibility for outcomes, particularly when decisions are framed as the 

product of neutral or objective computation. Chen et al. (2024) further warn that judicial actors 
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may discount their own experiential knowledge and professional intuition in favor of 

algorithmic recommendations. Psychologically, this shift may reduce perceived agency and 

accountability, increasing the likelihood that decisions fail to reflect the unique circumstances 

of individual cases. 

The dynamics of the authority effect are further complicated by cognitive dissonance. Korteling 

et al. (2021) explain that when algorithmic recommendations conflict with human judgment, 

individuals may experience psychological discomfort arising from this inconsistency. To 

reduce such discomfort, decision-makers may resolve the tension by deferring to the algorithm, 

thereby reinforcing reliance on automated systems. Over time, this process may contribute to 

a self-reinforcing cycle in which trust in personal judgment and ethical reasoning progressively 

declines. 

Mitigating the authority effect requires targeted psychological and educational interventions. 

Training programs that expose judges and jurors to the limitations, uncertainties, and potential 

biases of AI systems may help preserve critical engagement with algorithmic outputs. 

Interactive training formats, including scenario-based simulations of judicial decision-making, 

can support the development of analytical skills and encourage reflective evaluation of AI-

generated recommendations. 

Ensuring that AI functions as a decision-support tool rather than a decision-making authority 

is essential for maintaining judicial autonomy. Preserving a clear sense of responsibility and 

agency among legal actors not only supports sound decision-making but also contributes to 

sustained trust in the justice system. From a psychological standpoint, reinforcing the role of 

human judgment alongside technological assistance is critical for safeguarding fairness, 

accountability, and the perceived legitimacy of judicial outcomes. 

Psychological Effects on Trial Participants 

The introduction of artificial intelligence (AI) into judicial proceedings may have substantial 

psychological consequences for trial participants, including defendants, victims, and witnesses. 

These consequences often involve heightened feelings of anxiety, helplessness, distrust, and 

social withdrawal, particularly among individuals who perceive AI-assisted decision-making 

as impersonal or insufficiently responsive to human concerns. Fine, Berthelot, and Marsh 

(2025) describe a tendency toward technological determinism, whereby defendants may come 

to believe that algorithmic systems predetermine trial outcomes. Such perceptions can 

undermine individuals’ sense of procedural fairness and diminish their perceived opportunity 

to meaningfully participate in their own defense. Over time, this perceived loss of agency may 

contribute to social isolation and increased stigmatization. 

Concerns regarding algorithmic opacity are not limited to defendants. Victims may also 

experience psychological strain when decision-making processes lack transparency. Priyansh 

and Saggu (2025) emphasize that limited insight into how AI systems generate outcomes can 

foster uncertainty and erode victims’ trust in judicial institutions. These reactions are often 

linked to the perception that personal experiences, emotions, and contextual factors are 

insufficiently acknowledged. Chen et al. (2024) report that victims may feel marginalized when 

AI tools are perceived as assuming a dominant role in decision-making, while Khryapchenkova 

(2025) argues that algorithmic systems are ill-equipped to recognize and evaluate emotional 

states. Such limitations may contribute to experiences of dehumanization and perceived 

injustice. 
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The psychological impact on victims may also extend beyond the immediate judicial process. 

Research consistently demonstrates that perceptions of injustice are associated with adverse 

mental health outcomes, including anxiety, depressive symptoms, and post-traumatic stress 

responses (Sullivan, Scott, & Trost, 2012; Trost et al., 2015). Furthermore, a lack of emotional 

and procedural support within judicial settings has been shown to intensify feelings of isolation, 

powerlessness, and prolonged distress (Kunst & Popelier, 2015; Alim et al., 2021). When AI-

mediated processes are perceived as distancing or emotionally neutral, these effects may be 

further exacerbated. 

For all trial participants, the perceived reduction of a human element in judicial decision-

making may amplify psychological strain. Holmes et al. (2016) highlight the importance of 

maintaining a human perspective in legal proceedings to ensure that individuals feel 

acknowledged and respected. In its absence, participants may experience alienation and 

diminished trust in the justice system. In response to these concerns, Zahra and Amirah (2024) 

propose the development of ethical guidelines that explicitly account for human values and 

emotional needs, while Sarkki, Tomas, and Antheunis (2025) advocate for adapting algorithmic 

systems based on user feedback. Such approaches may help reduce negative perceptions and 

support a greater sense of fairness and inclusion. 

Mitigating the psychological effects associated with AI-assisted judicial processes requires 

targeted support mechanisms for trial participants. Educational initiatives that clarify the role, 

functioning, and limitations of AI systems may reduce uncertainty and alleviate distrust. In 

parallel, providing appropriate emotional and social support particularly for defendants and 

victims can help address the psychological burdens that arise during legal proceedings. 

Interdisciplinary collaboration among legal professionals, psychologists, and technology 

specialists may be especially valuable in promoting a more holistic approach that balances 

technological capability with human well-being. 

From a psychological perspective, although AI may enhance efficiency and consistency in 

judicial decision-making, its use can also foster perceptions of algorithmic infallibility. Such 

perceptions may contribute to feelings of injustice and loss of control, particularly among those 

most directly affected by judicial outcomes. When combined with concerns about bias and 

limited human involvement, these dynamics may undermine trust and perceived legitimacy. 

Ensuring an appropriate balance between AI assistance and human judgment is therefore 

critical. 

To avoid adverse psychological consequences, judicial systems must carefully integrate AI 

technologies alongside human expertise. Ongoing evaluation of algorithmic tools, transparency 

in decision-making processes, and sustained attention to participants’ emotional experiences 

can contribute to a more psychologically supportive judicial environment. Only by aligning 

technological innovation with human-centered considerations can judicial processes uphold 

both procedural fairness and the psychological well-being of those they affect. 

ETHICS OF AI APPLICATION IN THE LEGAL SYSTEM 

The use of artificial intelligence (AI) in judicial systems raises a range of ethical dilemmas 

related to fairness, transparency, privacy, and accountability. These concerns extend beyond 

technical performance and legal compliance, encompassing psychological mechanisms that 

shape how judicial actors and trial participants perceive the legitimacy and moral authority of 

AI-assisted decision-making. Addressing these ethical challenges therefore requires an 
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interdisciplinary perspective that integrates legal analysis with psychological theory and 

technological understanding. 

A central ethical concern is algorithmic bias and its potential influence on judicial outcomes. 

Empirical research consistently demonstrates that algorithms trained on historical data may 

reproduce or intensify existing social inequalities (Obermeyer et al., 2019; Angwin et al., 

2016). In judicial contexts, where decisions carry significant consequences for individuals’ 

rights and life trajectories, such biases raise serious ethical and psychological concerns. From 

a psychological standpoint, awareness or suspicion of algorithmic bias may evoke feelings of 

injustice, powerlessness, and loss of agency among defendants, particularly when they lack the 

ability to meaningfully understand or contest algorithmic outcomes. These reactions 

underscore the ethical imperative to develop systems capable of detecting and mitigating bias 

before it becomes embedded in judicial decision-making processes. 

Transparency and explainability represent another critical ethical dimension of AI use in the 

legal system. Many contemporary AI systems operate as so-called “black boxes,” rendering 

their internal logic difficult to interpret for both legal professionals and affected individuals 

(Pasquale, 2015). Limited transparency complicates oversight and accountability, while also 

introducing psychological strain for judges and lawyers who must reconcile algorithmic 

recommendations with professional judgment and moral responsibility. This condition creates 

fertile ground for processes described in Moral Disengagement Theory (Bandura, 1999), 

according to which individuals may cognitively restructure or diffuse responsibility in ways 

that attenuate the perceived moral weight of their actions. 

Within AI-assisted judicial contexts, moral disengagement may manifest through displacement 

or diffusion of responsibility, whereby judges attribute sentencing outcomes to “data-driven” 

or “algorithmically determined” processes rather than to their own evaluative judgment. When 

decisions are framed as statistically derived or empirically validated, the psychological burden 

associated with imposing severe penalties may be partially externalized to the system itself. 

Such attribution does not eliminate formal responsibility, but it may reduce subjective moral 

engagement by allowing the decision to be perceived as technologically necessitated rather 

than personally authored. Over time, this mechanism risks normalizing a form of moral 

distancing in which the human consequences of judicial decisions become cognitively 

abstracted through computational mediation. 

Privacy and data protection constitute an additional area of ethical sensitivity. The deployment 

of AI tools in judicial processes typically involves the collection and processing of large 

volumes of personal and sensitive data. In the absence of clearly defined standards for data 

governance, such practices carry an elevated risk of privacy violations and misuse of 

information (Crawford & Paglen, 2021). For legal professionals, this situation may create a 

moral dilemma between the duty to safeguard confidentiality and the institutional pressure to 

adopt data-driven technologies. Psychologically, navigating these competing obligations can 

contribute to professional stress, ethical discomfort, and concerns about unintended harm to 

individuals whose data are subject to algorithmic analysis. 

Beyond defendants and judicial actors, ethical concerns also extend to victims. Sentencing 

algorithms frequently reduce complex personal experiences to quantifiable variables, risk 

indicators, and categorical classifications. While such abstraction is inherent to statistical 

modeling, it may contribute to processes of dehumanization in which victims’ suffering is 

translated into data points rather than recognized as lived, relational, and emotionally 

embedded experiences. From a psychological perspective, this abstraction can foster what has 
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been described in victimology as secondary victimization, whereby institutional practices 

inadvertently intensify harm by failing to acknowledge the full moral and experiential 

dimensions of victimization. 

When judicial reasoning is structured around algorithmic outputs, victims may perceive that 

their experiences have been subsumed under generalized risk metrics rather than individually 

understood. The transformation of personal trauma into numerical inputs risks diminishing the 

perceived recognition and validation that procedural justice frameworks identify as central to 

legitimacy. In this sense, AI-assisted sentencing may not only affect defendants’ perceptions of 

fairness but also shape victims’ experiences of institutional acknowledgment, respect, and 

moral responsiveness. 

Taken together, these ethical challenges demonstrate that the integration of AI into the legal 

system cannot be evaluated solely in terms of efficiency or predictive accuracy. Ethical 

considerations related to bias, transparency, moral disengagement, and dehumanization are 

closely intertwined with psychological experiences of fairness, trust, responsibility, and 

recognition. Addressing these issues requires not only technical safeguards and legal 

regulation, but also sustained attention to the human impact of AI-assisted judicial decision-

making. Ensuring that ethical principles are meaningfully incorporated into AI deployment is 

therefore essential for maintaining both the legitimacy of judicial institutions and the moral 

integrity of judicial practice. 

Human Responsibility 

The integration of artificial intelligence (AI) into judicial processes fundamentally alters how 

responsibility is perceived, distributed, and experienced by judges and legal professionals. 

Traditionally, judges have been understood as the primary bearers of responsibility for judicial 

decisions. The introduction of AI systems complicates this structure by creating multilayered 

accountability arrangements involving judges, system developers, institutional administrators, 

and those responsible for data selection and model design (Susskind, 2019; Surden, 2019). This 

diffusion of responsibility can generate psychological strain, as judges may feel accountable 

for outcomes that are partly shaped by systems beyond their direct control. 

From a psychological perspective, ambiguity surrounding responsibility may increase stress, 

uncertainty, and decision-related anxiety. When judges are expected to rely on algorithmic 

recommendations while retaining ultimate accountability, they may experience tension 

between formal authority and epistemic dependence. The presence of algorithmic risk scores, 

particularly when labeled as empirically validated, can intensify this tension by implicitly 

framing deviation as irrational or professionally risky. 

Moral Disengagement Theory further illuminates this dynamic. Mechanisms such as 

displacement of responsibility and diffusion of responsibility may enable judges to cognitively 

reframe AI-assisted decisions as system-driven rather than personally enacted. While such 

reframing may reduce emotional burden in the short term, it risks attenuating the depth of moral 

reflection associated with sentencing decisions. Over time, routinized reliance on algorithmic 

outputs may subtly recalibrate how responsibility is internally experienced, even if legal 

accountability remains formally intact. 

Excessive reliance on AI tools also carries the risk of diminishing moral engagement and 

empathy. Friedman and Kahn (2003) caution that technologically mediated decision-making 

can contribute to the dehumanization of professional practice, potentially weakening sensitivity 

to the lived realities of those affected by institutional decisions. In judicial contexts, where 
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sentencing decisions profoundly shape individual lives, preserving moral attentiveness is 

essential for maintaining the ethical core of legal authority. 

Education and professional training play a critical role in addressing these challenges. Legal 

professionals who are informed about the ethical implications, cognitive effects, and 

psychological mechanisms associated with AI systems are better positioned to critically engage 

with algorithmic recommendations rather than accepting them unreflectively (Binns, 2018). 

Training that integrates technical knowledge with ethical theory and psychological awareness 

may support judges in maintaining a robust sense of agency and responsibility while using AI 

as a decision-support tool. 

From a critical standpoint, the use of AI in judicial contexts represents a double-edged 

development. While AI technologies may enhance efficiency and consistency, they also risk 

reshaping how moral accountability, empathy, and responsibility are psychologically 

experienced. Human judgment remains indispensable for interpreting context, weighing 

competing values, and responding to the lived experiences of both defendants and victims. No 

algorithmic system can fully substitute for these capacities, particularly in cases involving 

profound ethical and rights-based implications. 

Ensuring responsible integration of AI into the legal system therefore requires clearly 

articulated ethical standards that preserve meaningful human accountability. Transparency, 

responsibility attribution, recognition of moral disengagement risks, and protection against 

dehumanizing abstraction must be balanced with sustained attention to the psychological 

dimensions of judicial work. By reinforcing the central role of reflective human judgment 

alongside technological assistance, legal systems may better maintain trust, legitimacy, and 

moral coherence within the justice process. 

REVIEW OF CRIMINAL SENTENCES INVOLVING AI TOOLS 

Through an analysis of selected judicial decisions and illustrative examples involving the use 

of artificial intelligence (AI), this section examines how AI-based tools have been integrated 

into criminal justice processes and how their application shapes judicial reasoning and the 

experience of decision-making. Rather than providing an exhaustive review of case law, the 

analysis links legally binding decisions with illustrative examples drawn from academic and 

policy-oriented literature in order to identify recurring patterns in the use of AI within judicial 

contexts. 

The analyzed cases point to both the potential benefits and the persistent challenges associated 

with AI-assisted decision-making in criminal sentencing. The analysis addresses the 

psychological, ethical, and legal dimensions of these applications, including perceptions of bias 

and fairness, issues of transparency and accountability, as well as the psychological effects on 

judges, defendants, and other participants in judicial proceedings. Considered collectively, 

these cases demonstrate that AI tools function not only as technical instruments but also as 

socio-psychological actors that influence judicial decision-making and institutional legitimacy. 
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Table 1: Selected Judicial Decisions and Illustrative Case Examples Involving the Use of Artificial 

Intelligence in the Justice System 

Case 

Example 

Year AI Tool/Method Used Key Issues 

State v. 

Loomis 

2016 COMPAS (Correctional 

Offender Management 

Profiling for Alternative 

Sanctions) 

Risk assessment for recidivism, biased 

results against African Americans, 

ethical concerns in judicial decision-

making. 

People v. 

McDonald 

2020 AI risk assessment tool Historical data bias favoring certain 

demographics, disproportional 

sentencing reflecting systemic 

prejudices. 

Prosecutor’s 

Office v. 

Allen 

2021 AI for risk assessment in 

minor offenses 

Mixed opinions on AI’s potential to 

reduce bias versus reliance on flawed 

assumptions and inadequate data. 

R v. K.G. 2022 AI analysis of social media 

data 

Ethical concerns regarding privacy, 

potential stigmatization, and systemic 

bias in the justice system. 

USA v. 

Smith 

2023 AI for criminal record 

analysis 

Bias in training data leading to 

discriminatory outcomes and the need 

for regulation of AI usage in the 

justice system. 

United 

States v. 

Rinehart 

2019 AI for drug-related crime 

analysis 

Questions regarding the legality and 

ethics of AI use and potential long-

term consequences for defendants. 

NYC’s 

Predictive 

Policing 

2015 AI for predictive policing Criticism over potential 

discrimination and reinforcement of 

existing biases in policing practices. 

AI in Family 

Court 

2020 AI for behavior analysis in 

child abuse cases 

Concerns regarding accuracy and 

potential wrongful decisions affecting 

custody and parental rights. 

People v. 

Burch 

2021 AI for video evidence 

analysis 

Questions concerning algorithm 

accuracy and potential errors affecting 

verdicts, highlighting the need for 

transparency. 

State v. Loomis (2016) 

State v. Loomis is widely recognized as a landmark case concerning the use of algorithmic risk 

assessment in judicial sentencing. In this case, the COMPAS (Correctional Offender 

Management Profiling for Alternative Sanctions) tool was employed to estimate the 

defendant’s risk of recidivism based on demographic information, criminal history, and other 

socio-behavioral factors. Subsequent investigative analysis by Angwin et al. (2016) found 

substantial racial disparities in COMPAS risk classifications. Specifically, Black defendants 

who did not reoffend were nearly twice as likely to be misclassified as high-risk compared to 

white defendants (44.9% versus 23.5%), while white defendants were significantly more likely 

to be misclassified as low-risk despite later reoffending. These findings raised serious concerns 
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regarding disparate impact and the potential reinforcement of structural inequalities within 

sentencing decisions. 

A central concern in Loomis was the opacity of the COMPAS algorithm, which prevented 

judges and defendants from understanding the basis of its risk assessments. This lack of 

transparency limited the defendant’s ability to contest the algorithmic evidence and raised 

broader concerns regarding procedural fairness. When combined with historically biased 

training data and demonstrable disparate misclassification rates, algorithmic opacity 

contributed to perceptions of stigmatization and reduced agency among defendants, 

highlighting the psychological and ethical implications of AI-assisted sentencing. 

People v. McDonald (2020) 

People v. McDonald (2020) is frequently cited in academic literature as an illustrative example 

used to examine the broader implications of AI-driven risk assessment tools in sentencing 

practices. Although not a binding judicial precedent, the case is referenced in discussions of 

how algorithms trained on historically biased datasets may reproduce and reinforce existing 

social inequalities. As noted by Binns (2018), reliance on historical data can systematically 

disadvantage marginalized groups, leading to disproportionately severe sentencing outcomes 

relative to similarly situated individuals from socially privileged backgrounds. This example 

underscores structural concerns regarding algorithmic decision-making rather than reflecting a 

definitive judicial ruling. 

Prosecutor’s Office v. Allen (2021) 

Prosecutor’s Office v. Allen (2021) is referenced in scholarly and policy-oriented discussions 

as an illustrative example of the increasing use of AI-based risk assessment tools by 

prosecutorial offices, particularly in cases involving minor offenses. These systems are 

designed to analyze prior offenses and behavioral indicators in order to inform charging or 

sentencing recommendations. While such tools are often presented as mechanisms for reducing 

human bias, critics have emphasized limitations related to data interpretation and the inability 

of algorithms to account for case-specific contextual factors. Friedman and Kahn (2003) argue 

that technological systems lacking sensitivity to human values and context may generate 

outcomes that are disproportionate or misaligned with principles of justice. This example 

highlights concerns regarding the appropriate degree of reliance on algorithmic 

recommendations in prosecutorial decision-making. 

R v. K.G. (2022) 

R v. K.G. (2022) is used in scholarly discourse as an anonymized and illustrative reference in 

debates concerning the use of AI tools to analyze social media data within criminal justice 

processes. Such systems aim to infer behavioral patterns from online interactions in order to 

estimate potential risks, including recidivism. While proponents suggest that these tools may 

assist in identifying risk factors, critics have raised concerns about privacy, contextual 

misinterpretation of online behavior, and the repurposing of data beyond its original intent. As 

emphasized by Pasquale (2015), opaque data practices may lead to stigmatization and 

disproportionately affect individuals whose online activity is assessed outside its social and 

cultural context. 

USA v. Smith (2023) 

USA v. Smith (2023) is employed in academic discussions as a representative reference for 

broader debates on the use of AI systems to analyze criminal records and sentencing patterns 
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in U.S. courts. These tools are designed to generate sentencing recommendations based on 

historical data and prior criminal records. However, scholars have criticized such systems for 

inheriting biases embedded in their training data, which often reflect existing social hierarchies. 

Crawford and Paglen (2021) argue that datasets used in AI development frequently encode 

structural inequalities, disproportionately disadvantaging marginalized groups. These concerns 

raise questions regarding the compatibility of algorithmic sentencing recommendations with 

principles of fairness and equality before the law. 

United States v. Rinehart (2019) 

United States v. Rinehart (2019) is discussed in academic literature as a contextual case within 

broader critiques of data-driven decision-making in drug-related sentencing practices. 

Although the case itself did not establish a precedent regarding AI use, it is often examined 

alongside scholarly analyses of recidivism risk assessment tools. Research suggests that 

algorithms trained on historical criminal data particularly in the context of drug offenses may 

reflect and reinforce systemic inequalities. As noted by Binns (2018), such systems may 

disproportionately disadvantage defendants from marginalized ethnic communities when 

biased data inform sentencing-related decisions, raising significant ethical and legal concerns. 

NYC’s Predictive Policing (2015) 

NYC’s Predictive Policing (2015) refers to the implementation of AI-driven predictive policing 

technologies by the City of New York, which relied on historical crime data to identify locations 

deemed at high risk for criminal activity. These systems were used to guide police patrol 

deployment with the aim of crime prevention. However, empirical analysis by Lum and Isaac 

(2016) demonstrates that predictive policing algorithms may perpetuate and amplify biases 

embedded in prior policing practices. As a result, such systems can contribute to continued 

over-policing and stigmatization of certain communities, reinforcing existing patterns of 

surveillance and social inequality. 

AI in Family Court (2020) 

AI in Family Court (2020) refers to the increasing use of algorithmic risk assessment tools 

within family law and child protection systems. These tools assess the risk of child abuse or 

neglect by analyzing parental behavior patterns, prior case data, and related factors. While 

proponents argue that such systems may support decision-making, critics have raised concerns 

regarding incomplete, inaccurate, or biased data. Keddell (2019) highlights that algorithmic 

errors in child protection contexts can have serious consequences for parental rights and child 

welfare, particularly when algorithmic assessments play a central role in judicial or 

administrative determinations. 

People v. Burch (2021) 

People v. Burch (2021) is referenced in academic discussions as a representative example used 

to explore the use of AI-based tools for analyzing video evidence in criminal proceedings. 

Technologies such as facial recognition and motion analysis are increasingly promoted as aids 

in assessing suspect behavior. However, scholars have emphasized that algorithmic 

interpretations of video evidence often struggle to account for situational and contextual 

factors. As discussed by Ristovska (2023) and Edmond et al. (2022), limited transparency and 

algorithmic opacity complicate the evaluation of evidentiary reliability, raising concerns 

regarding accuracy, fairness, and the admissibility of AI-assisted video analysis. 
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The cases discussed in this section include both legally binding judicial decisions and 

illustrative examples drawn from academic and policy-oriented analyses. Together, they were 

selected to illuminate recurring structural challenges associated with the use of artificial 

intelligence (AI) in judicial processes, rather than to provide an exhaustive account of case law. 

Taken collectively, the analyzed cases reveal persistent concerns surrounding the integration of 

AI into judicial decision-making. Although AI technologies are frequently presented as tools 

capable of improving efficiency, consistency, and objectivity, their application in judicial 

contexts consistently exposes complex ethical, legal, and psychological challenges. These 

findings suggest that the evaluation of AI in the justice system cannot be limited to technical 

performance alone, but must also consider broader institutional, normative, and experiential 

dimensions of judicial decision-making. 

One of the most salient challenges identified across the cases is the persistence of algorithmic 

bias. This issue is directly illustrated in State v. Loomis and further contextualized through 

illustrative examples such as People v. McDonald and United States v. Rinehart. Algorithms 

trained on historical data tend to reproduce existing social and structural inequalities, 

embedding these patterns into decision-making processes that have direct consequences for 

defendants. As a result, individuals from marginalized communities may be disproportionately 

exposed to adverse risk assessments or more severe sentencing outcomes. From both legal and 

psychological perspectives, such outcomes undermine perceptions of fairness, equality before 

the law, and institutional legitimacy. These patterns highlight the importance of algorithmic 

systems that not only identify bias but actively address its structural sources. 

Beyond bias, transparency and explainability emerge as central concerns in the judicial use of 

AI. As demonstrated in State v. Loomis, limited access to meaningful explanations of 

algorithmic assessments may compromise defendants’ procedural rights, including their 

capacity to understand and contest the evidence used against them. Similarly, illustrative 

examples such as People v. Burch and R v. K.G. show how algorithmic evaluations based on 

video evidence or social media data raise significant challenges related to opacity and 

contestability. When algorithmic outputs cannot be meaningfully interpreted, both legal 

professionals and defendants may struggle to assess their relevance and reliability, weakening 

trust in judicial decision-making processes. 

In addition to legal and technical considerations, the reviewed cases point to important 

psychological implications for judicial participants. Defendants subjected to algorithmic 

assessments may experience heightened feelings of powerlessness, stigmatization, or anxiety, 

which can negatively affect their engagement with legal proceedings. Such dynamics, evident 

in State v. Loomis and illustrative examples such as Prosecutor’s Office v. Allen, may have 

longer-term consequences for individuals’ trust in the justice system. At the same time, judges 

may face new forms of cognitive and institutional pressure when integrating algorithmic 

recommendations into their decisions. In illustrative contexts such as USA v. Smith, reliance on 

algorithmic sentencing guidance raises broader questions about the appropriate balance 

between human judgment and technological decision-support. 

Privacy and data governance concerns further complicate the deployment of AI in judicial and 

quasi-judicial contexts. Policy implementations such as NYC’s Predictive Policing, alongside 

illustrative examples like R v. K.G., demonstrate how reliance on historical crime data or data 

derived from private or semi-private sources may intensify surveillance of already 

marginalized communities. Such practices risk reinforcing stigmatization and social exclusion, 

while also affecting individuals’ sense of autonomy, dignity, and security. These implications 
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extend beyond formal legality and engage fundamental psychological and social dimensions 

of justice. 

Overall, the analyzed cases and illustrative examples point to the absence of comprehensive 

and harmonized regulatory frameworks governing the use of AI in judicial processes. In the 

absence of clearly articulated legal, ethical, and procedural safeguards, algorithmic decision-

making remains vulnerable to opacity, misuse, and systemic discrimination. While AI 

technologies may offer meaningful support in certain judicial contexts, their legitimate and 

sustainable use requires continuous oversight, robust transparency mechanisms, and ongoing 

evaluation to ensure accountability, fairness, and the protection of fundamental rights. 

APPROACHES TO TRAINING, IMPLEMENTATION, AND THE FUTURE OF THE 

JUDICIAL SYSTEM IN THE CONTEXT OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE 

The integration of artificial intelligence (AI) into judicial systems entails substantial 

institutional and professional change, requiring parallel developments in education, 

implementation strategies, and ethical governance. Ensuring that AI enhances judicial decision-

making without undermining fundamental legal principles or human rights depends not only 

on technological design, but also on how legal professionals understand, interpret, and use 

algorithmic tools. This section examines approaches to training judges and legal practitioners, 

key considerations for responsible AI implementation, and broader implications for the future 

development of the judicial system. 

Training and Education of Legal Professionals and Judges 

Effective education of legal professionals is a critical factor in minimizing the psychological 

and ethical risks associated with AI-assisted decision-making. Limited understanding of AI 

systems may lead to uncritical acceptance of algorithmic recommendations, potentially 

reducing judicial autonomy and increasing dependence on automated outputs (Binns, 2018; 

Lipton, 2016). From a psychological perspective, insufficient knowledge may heighten 

uncertainty and stress while weakening confidence in professional judgment. Training 

initiatives should therefore enable judges and legal professionals to recognize algorithmic 

limitations and biases, and to engage with AI tools as decision-support mechanisms rather than 

substitutes for human reasoning (Crawford & Paglen, 2021). 

The development of structured educational programs that combine theoretical and applied 

components can strengthen legal professionals’ capacity to evaluate AI systems in practice. 

Susskind (2019) emphasizes the importance of equipping legal actors with foundational 

knowledge of algorithmic functioning, while Barocas, Hardt, and Narayanan (2023) highlight 

the need for critical skills related to bias detection and the evaluation of data-driven decisions. 

Practical simulations of judicial scenarios involving AI tools may further support learning by 

allowing professionals to engage with algorithmic recommendations in controlled settings, 

thereby reducing cognitive overload and the likelihood of error in real-world cases (Bennett 

Moses et al., 2023). 

Beyond individual training, interdisciplinary collaboration represents an important resource for 

addressing the complexity of AI integration. Cooperation between legal professionals, 

technical experts, psychologists, and ethicists can support a more comprehensive 

understanding of how AI systems affect decision-making, responsibility, and human experience 

within judicial contexts (Bennett Moses et al., 2023). Such collaboration may also facilitate the 

development of guidance frameworks that reflect both technological constraints and 

psychological realities of judicial work. 
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Implementation of AI in the Judicial System 

Responsible implementation of AI in judicial processes requires clearly articulated principles 

governing system design, deployment, and use. Among these, transparency and explainability 

are particularly critical, given the contested and context-dependent nature of interpretability in 

machine learning systems (Lipton, 2016; Bennett Moses et al., 2023). When algorithmic 

processes remain opaque, legal professionals may experience uncertainty and reduced 

confidence in their capacity to evaluate AI-generated outputs. 

Advances in explainable artificial intelligence (XAI) aim to provide insight into how 

algorithmic systems generate recommendations, thereby supporting informed human judgment 

and reducing uncritical reliance on automated outputs (Pasquale, 2015; Binns, 2018). Greater 

interpretability allows judges to situate algorithmic outputs within the broader evidentiary and 

contextual framework of a case, reinforcing accountability and facilitating reasoned 

justification of decisions. 

However, the introduction of explanatory interfaces also introduces a paradox. Emerging 

research suggests that algorithmic explanations do not uniformly enhance critical scrutiny; 

rather, they may increase perceived legitimacy and rationality of the system, even when the 

explanations themselves are partial, simplified, or technically flawed. When AI systems 

provide structured, human-readable justifications, users may infer competence, coherence, and 

intentionality-attributes typically associated with human reasoning. This anthropomorphic 

framing can heighten epistemic trust and reduce the likelihood of independent verification. 

In judicial contexts, such “over-justification” effects may unintentionally strengthen 

automation bias. Judges presented with algorithmic outputs accompanied by plausible 

explanations may experience increased confidence in the system’s reliability, even in situations 

where underlying data limitations or model constraints remain unaddressed. Explanations may 

therefore function not only as transparency mechanisms but also as persuasive devices that 

shape perception. Rather than eliminating overreliance, explainability may in some cases 

recalibrate it, shifting from blind acceptance of opaque outputs to confident acceptance of 

seemingly rationalized ones. 

Responsible implementation of XAI in the judiciary must therefore explicitly address this 

paradox. Explanations should be designed to clarify uncertainty, communicate probabilistic 

reasoning, and explicitly disclose limitations, rather than merely simulate coherent narrative 

structure. Training initiatives must emphasize that interpretability does not guarantee validity 

and that explanatory coherence should not be conflated with empirical robustness. Without 

such safeguards, efforts to enhance transparency may inadvertently reinforce over-trust, 

thereby undermining judicial autonomy and critical engagement. 

Importantly, the introduction of AI tools should not displace human oversight within judicial 

processes. AI systems are most appropriately understood as aids to human judgment rather than 

as decision-makers in their own right (Enarsson, Enqvist, & Naarttijärvi, 2022). Maintaining 

human control over final decisions preserves accountability and helps mitigate risks associated 

with dehumanization and diminished moral engagement (Friedman & Kahn, 2003). Empirical 

research suggests that judges who retain clear authority over AI-assisted processes report 

higher professional confidence and lower levels of decision-related stress, which may 

positively influence judicial performance and well-being (Fine, Berthelot, & Marsh, 2025; 

Martinho, 2025). 
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Continuous evaluation mechanisms are also essential for responsible AI deployment. Feedback 

systems that enable legal professionals to report errors, biases, or unanticipated effects of AI 

tools support ongoing system refinement and institutional learning (Binns, 2018). Such 

mechanisms contribute to maintaining alignment between algorithmic systems and evolving 

legal and ethical standards (Raji et al., 2020), while also reinforcing trust and perceived 

legitimacy among those who rely on these tools in practice. 

The Future of the Judicial System in the Context of Artificial Intelligence 

The future development of artificial intelligence (AI) has the potential to reshape judicial 

processes in significant ways; however, the extent to which these changes are beneficial will 

depend on the establishment of robust ethical standards and the adaptation of legal frameworks 

to emerging technological challenges (Crawford & Paglen, 2021). Anticipated advancements 

in the transparency and explainability of AI systems may improve understanding of algorithmic 

decision-making and influence trust in judicial institutions. In this context, explainable 

artificial intelligence (XAI) models may support judges in critically engaging with algorithmic 

outputs rather than accepting them as authoritative conclusions (Deeks, 2019). 

From an institutional perspective, a more integrated approach to AI in the judiciary may involve 

systems that support evidence analysis, legal precedent retrieval, and structured risk assessment 

(Susskind, 2020). Such developments have been associated with increased procedural 

efficiency, reduced administrative demands on legal professionals, and greater consistency in 

judicial decision-making (Martinho, 2025; CEPEJ, 2020). At the same time, these potential 

benefits remain contingent on safeguards that ensure defendants’ rights are preserved and that 

algorithmic processes align with principles of fairness and equality before the law. 

A central challenge in the future integration of AI into judicial systems concerns the 

development and implementation of ethical frameworks that regulate transparency, data 

governance, and accountability (Binns, 2018). International guidelines, including those 

proposed by the European Union and UNESCO, may provide reference points for adapting 

domestic legal regulations to emerging technological realities (UNESCO, 2021; European 

Commission, 2021). However, the practical effectiveness of such frameworks will depend on 

how they are operationalized within specific judicial contexts. The development of 

mechanisms for identifying and addressing algorithmic bias prior to deployment may assist 

legal professionals in recognizing potential sources of injustice before AI tools are integrated 

into decision-making processes. 

Ongoing education remains a critical condition for the responsible use of AI in the judiciary. 

Training initiatives that combine technical, ethical, and legal dimensions may enhance legal 

professionals’ capacity to interpret algorithmic outputs and understand their limitations. 

Multidisciplinary collaboration among judges, legal practitioners, technologists, psychologists, 

and ethicists can further support the development of AI systems that are responsive to both 

legal standards and human experience. Continuous monitoring and evaluation of AI tools are 

also necessary to ensure that their use remains aligned with evolving legal norms and societal 

expectations. 

Overall, the future of the judicial system in the context of artificial intelligence presents 

opportunities for improving procedural efficiency and decision consistency, while 

simultaneously introducing new psychological, ethical, and institutional challenges. 

Successfully navigating these tensions requires careful balancing between technological 

innovation and the preservation of human judgment, responsibility, and fairness. Sustained 
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emphasis on transparency, ethical oversight, and human involvement in decision-making will 

remain essential for maintaining trust, legitimacy, and psychological integrity within judicial 

processes (Contini, 2020). 

Conclusion 

This study examined the psychological implications of artificial intelligence (AI) for decision-

making within the judicial system, including perceptions of bias, the confidence and autonomy 

of judges and jurors, as well as the emotional experiences of defendants and victims. While AI-

based tools are often associated with improvements in efficiency and consistency, the analysis 

demonstrates that their use in judicial contexts is accompanied by complex psychological and 

ethical challenges that extend beyond technical performance. 

A central finding of this study concerns the influence of AI on perceptions of bias and fairness. 

Algorithms that rely on historical data may reproduce existing social and structural inequalities, 

thereby shaping judicial outcomes in ways that undermine trust and perceived legitimacy. 

Across the reviewed judicial decisions and illustrative examples, algorithmic bias emerged not 

only as a technical limitation but also as a psychological phenomenon affecting how judicial 

actors and trial participants interpret the fairness of legal processes. These dynamics underscore 

the importance of transparency and bias mitigation as core conditions for the responsible use 

of AI in judicial settings. 

The analysis further highlights potential effects on judicial confidence and decision-making 

autonomy. Although AI systems may assist judges and jurors by structuring information and 

identifying statistical patterns, over-reliance on algorithmic recommendations can alter 

engagement with evidence and weaken confidence in personal expertise. Even with advances 

in explainable AI, the risk remains that human decision-makers may distance themselves from 

active evaluative judgment. Preserving professional autonomy and a clear sense of 

responsibility therefore remains a critical challenge in the design and implementation of AI-

assisted judicial tools. 

Ethical considerations are closely intertwined with these psychological dynamics. The findings 

emphasize that ethical governance of AI in the judiciary is not limited to regulatory compliance, 

but also shapes how legitimacy, accountability, and humanity are experienced within legal 

proceedings. Transparency, responsibility attribution, and respect for individual rights are 

central not only to legal integrity, but also to the psychological acceptance of AI-assisted 

decision-making by those subject to it. 

Overall, the integration of artificial intelligence into the judicial system presents both 

opportunities and constraints. Harnessing the potential benefits of AI while minimizing its 

psychological and ethical risks requires a balanced approach that combines technological 

innovation with sustained human oversight, contextual judgment, and ethical sensitivity. 

Further empirical work will be necessary to deepen understanding of the psychological 

dynamics associated with AI-assisted judicial decision-making. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Research on the use of artificial intelligence (AI) in judicial contexts should continue to 

examine its psychological and social implications in relation to perceptions of fairness, 

responsibility, and trust within legal proceedings. Several interrelated areas in this regard 

warrant further attention. 
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Psychological Effects of AI Applications 

AI-assisted judicial decision-making may elicit a range of emotional responses among judges, 

jurors, defendants, and victims, including anxiety, uncertainty, and perceptions of injustice. 

Consideration of both short- and long-term psychological effects encompasses emotion 

regulation, perceived control, and trust in judicial outcomes. Further examination of the 

psychological mechanisms that mediate individuals’ responses to algorithmic decisions, as well 

as the development of interventions that mitigate negative emotional consequences while 

strengthening perceptions of procedural justice, remains particularly relevant. 

Perceptions of Bias in AI Tools 

Additional empirical analysis is required to clarify how different AI applications influence 

perceptions of bias among judicial actors. Such analysis should address how algorithmic 

decision-making shapes beliefs about fairness and legitimacy, as well as variations in these 

perceptions across legal roles, case types, and institutional contexts. These insights are essential 

for assessing whether AI systems reinforce or undermine trust in the judicial system. 

Ethical Frameworks for AI in the Judiciary 

The development and refinement of ethical frameworks governing the use of AI in judicial 

processes constitute an ongoing area of inquiry. Analyses should address issues of transparency, 

explainability, and accountability, as well as the ways in which these principles can be 

operationalized in practice. Findings in this area may contribute to the formulation of concrete 

ethical guidelines that protect human rights, support judicial responsibility, and strengthen trust 

in AI-assisted decision-making. 

Qualitative Analyses of Judicial Decisions Involving AI 

Qualitative research on judicial decisions in which AI tools play a role can provide valuable 

insights into experiences of justice mediated by technology. Such approaches enable 

examination of how judges, defendants, and victims perceive algorithmic involvement in 

decision-making, how trust and legitimacy evolve over time, and how AI influences 

interpretations of fairness and justice. Longitudinal qualitative designs may be particularly 

useful for capturing the long-term psychological effects of integrating AI into judicial 

processes. 
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