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Abstract | This article examines how algocracy—the delegation of judicial decision-
making to algorithmic systems—affects public trust in courts operating within increas-
ingly Al-mediated, multi-level governance structures. It argues that legal legitimacy
relies on normative correctness and the social acceptance that emerges from trust. Using
a qualitative methodology that integrates doctrinal analysis, comparative regulatory
review, and case studies from Mexico, Australia, Germany, the Netherlands and
Denmark, this study develops an interpretive framework comprising five principles—
transparency, responsibility, understanding, social justice and trustworthy oversight. It
applies this framework to a typology of eight algorithmic decision-making tools to assess
their impact on individual, institutional and societal trust. The findings indicate that
confidence erodes when systems function opaquely, involve uncontrolled delegation or
inherit data biases—conditions that can provoke legitimacy crises and civic resistance.
The proposed framework therefore provides practical guidance for designing, auditing,
and implementing algorithmic tools that preserve human deliberation and equal access
to justice. By bridging philosophical debates on algocracy with legal analysis focused on
trust, the study offers an original, interdisciplinary tool to help courts govern techno-
logical innovation without compromising democratic legitimacy today.

Keywords | algocracy; artificial intelligence; judicial system; public trust

Algocracia en el Poder Judicial: un desafio a la confianza en el sistema

Resumen | Este articulo analiza la manera en que la algocracia —la delegacion de la
toma de decisiones judiciales a sistemas algoritmicos— afecta la confianza ciudadana en
los tribunales que funcionan dentro de estructuras de gobernanza multinivel cada vez
mas mediadas por la inteligencia artificial. El articulo sostiene que la legitimidad legal
depende de la ética normativa y de la aceptacion social que se desprende de la confianza.
A partir de una metodologia cualitativa que incorpora el analisis doctrinal, la evaluacién
regulatoria comparaday el estudio de casos en México, Australia, Alemania, Paises Bajos
y Dinamarca, esta investigacion desarrolla un marco interpretativo que se compone de
cinco principios: la transparencia, la responsabilidad, la comprension, la justicia social
y la supervision confiable. El marco es implementado en una tipologia de ocho herra-
mientas de toma de decisiones basadas en algoritmos, orientadas a evaluar su impacto
en la confianza individual, institucional y social. Los hallazgos indican que la confianza
se erosiona cuando los sistemas funcionan de manera opaca, involucran la delegacion
sin control y reproducen el sesgo de datos, condiciones que pueden desencadenar crisis
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de legitimidad y resistencia civica. De esta manera, el marco propuesto proporciona
unas directrices practicas para el disefio, la auditoria y la implementacion de herra-
mientas algoritmicas capaces de asegurar la deliberaciéon humana y el acceso igualitario
a la justicia. Este trabajo tiende puentes entre los debates filosoficos sobre algocracia
y los anélisis legales centrados en la confianza, con el fin de aportar una herramienta
original e interdisciplinaria para asistir a los tribunales en la gestién de la innovacion
tecnoldgica sin comprometer la legitimidad democratica.

Palabras clave | algocracia; confianza ciudadana; inteligencia artificial; sistema judicial

Algocracia no judiciario: um desafio a confianca no sistema

Resumo | Neste artigo, analisa-se como a algocracia — a delegacdo da tomada de
decisoes judiciais a sistemas algoritmicos — afeta a confianca do publico nos tribunais
que funcionam dentro de estruturas de governanca multinivel cada vez mais mediadas
por inteligéncia artificial. Argumenta-se que a legitimidade juridica depende da ética
normativa e da aceitacdo social que advém da confianca. A partir de uma metodologia
qualitativa, que inclui analise doutrinaria, avaliagdo regulatéria comparada e estudos de
caso na Alemanha, na Australia, na Dinamarca, na Holanda e no México, esta pesquisa
desenvolve uma estrutura interpretativa composta por cinco principios: transparéncia,
responsabilidade, compreensao, justica social e supervisio confiavel. Além disso,
propoe-se uma tipologia de oito ferramentas algoritmicas de tomada de deciséo, com o
objetivo de avaliar seu impacto na confianca individual, institucional e social. Os resul-
tados indicam que a confianca é corroida quando os sistemas funcionam de maneira nao
transparente, envolvem delegacdo sem controle e reproduzem viés de dados, condicoes
que podem desencadear crises de legitimidade e resisténcia civica. Dessa forma, a
estrutura proposta fornece diretrizes praticas para a concepcao, auditoria e implemen-
tacao de ferramentas algoritmicas que assegurem a deliberacdo humana e aigualdade de
acesso a justica. Este trabalho preenche a lacuna existente entre os debates filosoficos
sobre algocracia e as analises juridicas relacionadas a confianca, a fim de oferecer uma
ferramenta original e interdisciplinar para auxiliar os tribunais na gestdo da inovacéo
tecnolégica sem comprometer a legitimidade democratica.

Palavras-chave | algocracia; confianca do cidadao; inteligéncia artificial;
sistema de justica

Introduction

In 2020, the short film Please Hold captured the growing tension between technol-
ogy and human interaction, particularly within a penal system increasingly devoid of
human involvement (Davila 2020). The story follows Mateo, a young Latino man who is
unjustly arrested by a police drone and confined in an automated jail. With no opportu-
nity to speak to a human being, he is left to navigate a cold, computerised bureaucracy
in his pursuit of justice. The film delivers a sharp social critique of a dehumanised,
profit-driven penal system—one in which marginalised communities disproportion-
ately bear the consequences. The film not only exposes the frustrations of being unable
to engage with a human being, but also reflects a broader societal shift. As technology
has evolved, our communication has become more efficient—yet paradoxically, more
impersonal. When technology fails, or when the stakes are high, we instinctively revert
to our primal urge to seek out human contact. The film raises pressing questions for
legal theory and practice: What is lost when human judgment is replaced by algorith-
mic systems? And when individuals are subjected to automated decision-making, what
becomes of their trust in the institutions?
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The film underscores how the absence of human interaction in domains such as law
enforcement can lead to frustration, dehumanisation, and a breakdown of trust in the
system. These concerns are amplified in the context of Artificial Intelligence (AI) and
Automated Decision-Making (ADM) systems increasingly integrated into the judiciary
processes. While such technologies promise greater efficiency—whether by optimising
resource allocation or enhancing law enforcement—they also critical questions about
legitimacy, accountability, and human dignity. Concepts such as algorithmic gover-
nance, algorithmic bureaucracy, and algorithmic government refer to the expanding
role of algorithms in collecting, organising, and processing data for decision-making and
communication within governance frameworks (Aneesh 2009; Danaher 2016; Williamson
2015). These systems not only influence governance structures but also shape the organ-
isation of social life and actions.

Within the judiciary, Al-driven algorithms are used to analyse vast amounts of data, iden-
tify patterns, and provide recommendations, or even make decisions based on predefined
rules and objectives. These systems hold the potential to streamline judicial processes,
enhance efficiency, and mitigate certain forms of human bias (Stankovich et al. 2023).
However, the integration of algocratic systems into judicial practice introduces a range of
ethical, legal, and social challenges. Recent rulings have revealed a growing dependence
on Al and generative Al tools by judges, raising concerns about how these tools affect
public trust in the judicial system (Gutiérrez 2024a). In multilevel governance systems,
such concerns are magnified, as AI’s role in decision-making may impact the transpar-
ency and fairness expected of judicial outcomes.

While much of the literature on algorithmic governance—including Danaher’s concept
of algocracy (2016)—focuses on the normative legitimacy of such systems, this paper
explores a complementary dimension: the role of public trust in mediating perceptions
and acceptance of legitimacy within technologically mediated judicial contexts. Drawing
on Popelier et al. (2022), trust is understood not as a vague sentiment or psychological
state, but as a relational, context-specific phenomenon shaped by perceptions of compe-
tence, integrity, and benevolence. In judicial settings where algorithmic tools are opaque
or difficult to contest, citizens are often compelled to rely on trust as a practical proxy
for assessing institutional reliability. This perspective highlights that while legitimacy
involves a belief in rightful authority, trust reflects the public’s willingness to accept that
authority in situations of uncertainty. Accordingly, in multilevel governance systems
increasingly reliant on ADM, public trust becomes a critical factor in determining
whether legitimacy is recognised, internalised, or contested.

To that end, this paper draws on both philosophical and legal literature to distinguish
between legitimacy—understood as the normative justification of authority—and
trust—conceived as the lived response to institutional behaviour, particularly under
conditions of opacity and reduced contestability. While Danaher cautions against a legit-
imacy crisis stemming from diminished human involvement in algorithmic systems,
this paper builds on his analysis by examining how trust is perceived and contested in
Al-assisted justice, especially when stakeholders cannot easily understand or challenge
decisions made by such systems.

The paper engages with ongoing debates in legal theory that often treat trust as secondary
to more foundational principles such as justice or legitimacy. Rather than substituting
trust for these concepts, the article contends that trust offers a valuable lens through
which to understand how legitimacy is recognised, internalised, or rejected by members
of the public—particularly in multilevel governance systems where Al tools operate with
varying degrees of transparency. Within this context, the paper proposes an exploratory
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and analytical tool: the TRUST framework, which stands for Transparency, Responsibility,
Understanding, Social justice, and Timely oversight. This framework is intended as an
interpretive guide for institutional design and assessment when integrating Al systems
into the judiciary.

The structure of the paper is as follows: First, it introduces the concept of algocracy
and it explores its implications for legal authority. Second, it develops a theoretical
discussion of trust, trustworthiness, and legitimacy in judicial systems, incorporating
examples and case studies to illustrate both the potential benefits and risks of in-
corporating Al. Third, it presents the TRUST framework and demonstrates how its
principles align with current judicial processes and principles of fairness, transparency,
and human judgment. Finally, the conclusion reflects on the limitations of a trust-
cantered approach while reaffirming its value in navigating the normative and
practical tensions that Al and ADM systems introduce into the judiciary.

By combining theoretical analysis with normative reflection, this paper contributes to
emerging debates on Al governance in judicial systems. It emphasises that without
institutional commitments to transparency, accountability and inclusive oversight, the
adoption of Al in judicial processes risks not only public trust but also the substantive
legitimacy of the justice system.

Algocracy as the New Rule

The term algocracy comes from the combination of algorithm and kratia (Greek for “rule”
or “power”). It refers to a system of governance or decision-making in which algorithms
play a central role in shaping and executing policies, often with reduced human inter-
vention. The concept emerged in the early 2000s, as scholars started to engage with the
societal implications of increasing data-driven and automated decision processes.

Sociologist Aneesh (2009) first coined the term algocracy to describe systems in which
computer-programmed algorithms structure and constrain human interaction with
decision-making processes. This initial conception laid the groundwork for future discus-
sions about algorithmic governance (Williamson 2015). However, it was Danaher’s 2016
article, “The Threat of Algocracy: Reality, Resistance and Accommodation”, that brought
the concept into sharper focus. Danaher explored the moral and political implications
of algorithmic governance, defining algocracy as “the phenomenon whereby algorithms
take over public decision-making systems” (2016, 247). He emphasises that algocracy is not
about computers or artificial agents seizing control of government bodies to serve their
own interests. Rather, it refers to the increasing use of algorithmic systems to structure
decision-making in ways that limit human input and contestability.

Danaher’s concern lies with the legitimacy of these systems. He warns that by reducing
opportunities for meaningful human participation and deliberation, algocratic systems
threaten the foundations of democratic governance. He identifies two potential responses:
resistance, which involves rejecting algorithmic systems altogether, and accommodation,
which entails accepting their role while attempting to mitigate their negative effects
(Danaher 2016). Yet, he argues that neither response fully addresses the problem without
sacrificing other valuable aspects of decision-making, such as efficiency or consistency.
His perspective is somewhat pessimistic, suggesting that we may be creating systems
that limit human participation and control. This perspective underscores a governance
paradox: algorithmic systems designed to optimize performance may inadvertently erode
public trust by making decision processes less transparent, less explainable, and less
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human. Thus, while Danaher does not explicitly frame his argument in terms of trust, the
issues he raises, such as the opacity and inaccessibility of algorithmic decision-making,
have direct implications for public perceptions of institutional trust in legal settings.

The concept of algocracy is not simply a matter of presence or absence of algorithms;
rather, it exists on a spectrum. This concept involves different forms of algorithmic gover-
nance, such as algorithmic regulation, where algorithms are employed to monitor, enforce,
and modify behaviours (Yeung 2019); algorithmic governmentality, which shapes how indi-
viduals perceive and interact with the world (Rouvroy, Berns, and Carey-Libbrecht 2013);
and data-driven decision-making, where big data and machine learning guide judicial
rulings and policy decisions (Cantero Gamito and Ebers 2021). Within the judiciary, algo-
cracy captures the increasing reliance on algorithms to monitor, regulate, and influence
decision-making processes.

Judicial systems may experience varying degrees of algorithmic influence, ranging
from minimal human oversight to fully automated judicial decision-making. Within the
judiciary, these systems take multiple forms—from tools that assist judges with legal
research to those that automate specific aspects of the decision-making process. Their
legitimacy is not solely a matter of institutional design or legal compliance, but also of
how citizens, legal professionals, and broader communities experience and evaluate
them. As Popelier et al. (2022) argue, trust must be analysed at multiple levels—individual,
organisational, and systemic—and in relation to specific actors and actions. While the
scholarly discourse on algocracy focuses on macro-level consequences, such as data
protection, surveillance, and bias, this paper builds on Danaher’s concerns while shifting
the analytical focus toward trust as a dynamic lens through which the legitimacy of
algocratic systems is interpreted and negotiated in practice.

Public Trust Under Algocratic Rule

Trust is a multidimensional concept whose definition and scope vary across disciplines.
In legal contexts, trust is closely associated with principles of legitimacy and procedural
fairness, where citizens rely on institutions to uphold laws impartially and consistently
(De Brito Duarte et al. 2023). From a social perspective, trust is understood as the glue
of relationships and societal cohesion, defined by Fukuyama (1995) as the expectation
that others in a community will act predictably and honour shared norms. In philoso-
phy, Baier defines trust as “accepted vulnerability to another’s possible but not expected
ill will” (1986, 235) emphasising the relational and moral dimensions of dependency.
In the technical field, trust is often associated with the reliability, explainability, and
security of systems. From a political standpoint, trust constitutes a rational expectation
that institutions and leaders will act in the public interest (Hardin 2002). These varying
disciplinary perspectives underscore a common insight: trust is not reducible to a binary
status or static attribute. Collectively, these perspectives present trust as a dynamic and
context-sensitive construct—fundamental to the effective functioning of relationships,
institutions, and systems. In judicial systems, particularly those integrating Al and ADM,
the relational and contextual dimensions of trust become especially salient.

The distinction between trust and trustworthiness is crucial for understanding the
dynamics of judicial systems. Trustworthiness represents an institution’s objective capac-
ity to deserve trust, while trust is the subjective willingness of individuals to be vulnerable
to the actions of that institution (Hardin 2002). Drawing on Annette Baier’s definition
of trust, one could say that citizens accept vulnerability to judicial decisions, believing
in the system’s just and impartial exercise of power (Purves and Davis 2022). This belief
is grounded in assumptions about institutional competence (e.g., legal knowledge,
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procedural consistency), integrity (e.g., impartiality, non-discrimination), and benevo-
lence (e.g., public-serving motivations)—criteria that collectively underpin institutional
trustworthiness (Popelier et al. 2022; Wallace and Goodman-Delahunty 2021).

Further nuance is added by Karen Jones’ (2012) theory of three-place of trustworthiness,
which provides a useful lens for institutional analysis. According to Jones, trustworthi-
ness encompasses three key elements. First, competence, understood as the knowledge,
skills, and capabilities of judges, lawyers, and other legal professionals to interpret and
apply the law accurately and fairly. Second, the motivational requirement, which concerns
the reasons judicial actors behave in trustworthy ways. Ideally, this motivation stems
from a genuine commitment to justice and the public good, rather than by fear of sanc-
tion or self-interest. Third, domain specificity, which recognises that trustworthiness
is context-dependent and must be evaluated within the specific institutional setting in
which it is exercised (Jones 2012).

Therefore, public trust—rather than trustworthiness alone—serves as a valuable lens
through which to examine how legitimacy is experienced in contexts where Al and auto-
mation mediate decision-making (Pakulski 2017). Unlike trustworthiness, which focuses
on institutional qualities, trust captures how institutions are perceived by individuals
and societies navigating opaque, technocratic systems. By foregrounding public trust as
a relational and perceptual phenomenon, this research underscores how the use of Al in
the judiciary shapes citizens’ experience of legitimacy, fairness, and due process—often
in ways that may not be addressed by traditional legal guarantees alone.

Levels of Trust in Judicial Systems

Trust in judicial institutions possesses distinctive characteristics that set it apart from
interpersonal or interorganisational trust. While interpersonal trust involves known actors
and specific interactions, trust in courts is shaped by abstract expectations and symbolic
commitments (Purves and Davis 2022; Wallace and Goodman-Delahunty 2021). Judicial
trust is fundamentally impersonal, often resting on faith in abstract systems and processes
rather than in specific individuals (Bayer 2024). In addition, it is marked by a systemic
reliability, meaning that public trust is largely rooted in the perceived dependability and
consistency of the judicial system as a whole, rather than on the trustworthiness of indi-
vidual judges or court officials (Fine and Marsh 2024). Judicial trust also has a symbolic
representation, as courts are seen to embody core societal values such as equality and
justice. Public trust is shaped by the extent to which judicial institutions are perceived
to uphold these values (Bayer 2024). The judiciary’s ability to represent and defend these
core societal values plays a crucial role in maintaining public trust. Finally, judicial trust is
grounded in procedural justice, wherein trust is closely tied to perceptions of procedural
fairness (Cram 2024). Even unpopular rulings may be accepted if processes are seen as
fair, transparent, and consistent.

Taken together, these features demonstrate that trust in the judiciary is not solely
outcome-based; rather, it is deeply rooted in how processes are experienced and inter-
preted (Pakulski 2017). This becomes especially salient in the age of algocracy, where
procedural opacity and diminished human involvement can undermine this interpre-
tive trust. This trust rests on two fundamental pillars: competence and integrity (Svare,
Gausdal, and Moéllering 2020). Competence is understood as the judiciary’s ability to apply
the law reliably, while integrity denotes the assurance of impartial and fair treatment
(Bayer 2024,; Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman 1995). Public trust is not only essential to judi-
cial legitimacy—it is also a precondition for the judiciary’s effective functioning. When
trust in judicial institutions erodes, the consequences may include noncompliance, public
resistance, and institutional weakening, all of which pose serious risks to the rule of law.
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Therefore, far from being a monolithic concept, this research argues that public trust in
the judicial system operates across three distinct yet interconnected levels—shaped by
a complex interplay of factors. These range from individual perceptions of fairness and
societal expectations of justice to organisational integrity and the impact of technological
advancements. This multifaceted character renders the landscape of judicial trust both
dynamic and diverse.

Algorithmic Decision-Making in the Judiciary: A Trust
Centered Perspective

The integration of Al and ADM systems into the judiciary marks a new era of governance,
enhancing efficiency and addressing challenges in areas such as e-discovery, document re-
view, predictive analytics, risk assessment, and dispute resolution (Stankovich et al. 2023).
In practice, courts have implemented Al tools for automated anonymisation and metadata
recognition in document management (Terzidou 2023). These Al-driven approaches have
transformed public service delivery by streamlining tasks like data anonymisation and
document translation, improving the accurate identification of natural and legal persons,
addresses, and roles. Crucially, these systems aim to preserve the comprehensibility of
legal cases while safeguarding personal data (Gaspar and Curzi de Mendonca 2021).

The growing presence of ADM in judicial contexts raises normative and procedural
concerns. Beyond efficiency, we must critically assess how these systems interact with
foundational principles such as due process, accountability, and public trust. This section
analyses the concept of trust as a complementary and necessary lens through which to
understand how ADM affects perceptions of legitimacy in judicial settings. While trust
refers to the subjective willingness to accept vulnerability, and legitimacy to the rightful
exercise of authority, the two are deeply interrelated. Accordingly, this section explores
how various ADM technologies intersect with three levels of public trust: individual,
societal, and institutional.

The Algorithmic Lifecycle and Vulnerabilities to Trust

The algorithmic lifecycle provides a framework for identifying the sources of, and strat-
egies to mitigate, outcomes that may conflict with fundamental rights (Laato et al. 2022).
While different versions of the algorithmic lifecycle exist, it is commonly divided into three
broad stages: the design of the algorithmic system, its integration within an organisation,
and its application in decision-making processes (Marabelli, Newell, and Handunge 2021).
In this regard, Azzutti, Ringe, and Stiehl (2023) have demonstrated that adverse outcomes
related to fundamental rights often arise from unaddressed risks at different stages
of the algorithmic lifecycle. This paper focuses on the third stage, where unaddressed
design flaws and poor organisational integration can undermine the quality of decisions
(Marabelli, Newell, and Handunge 2021). For example, when opaque and discriminatory
algorithmic profiling systems are deployed without meaningful human oversight, they
may lead to systematically discriminatory outcomes (Haitsma 2023).

The third stage of the Al lifecycle intersects with Danaher’s theory of algocracy, wherein
algorithms diminish human oversight, restrict contestability, and risk displacing mean-
ingful human engagement (2016). As Yu and Li (2022) note, opacity at this stage fosters
epistemic dependence, which, combined with a lack of explainability, erodes public trust.
Danaher’s concern that algocracy could limit human participation and understanding
resonates with the challenges at this stage of the lifecycle, where unresolved design flaws
and poor organisational integration may lead to decisions that are neither transparent nor
easily challengeable. These dynamics reinforce the risks of algocratic governance.
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Two aspects are crucial at this stage: explainability and control'. First, the capacity to
explain, justify, and provide transparency around the decision-making process—and the
role played by algorithmic systems—is essential for safeguarding individuals’ fundamen-
tal rights (Yeung et al. 2021). Second, effective control mechanisms—such as continuous
oversight, evaluation, maintenance, and regular revision—of the Al system are indispens-
able. These include monitoring system performance, correcting errors, and updating the
system to adapt to evolving legal standards and technological advancements. These mech-
anisms are necessary to ensure the long-term reliability and effectiveness of Al-powered
tools and to establish a feedback loop that informs improvements in design, implemen-
tation, and application (Veluwenkamp and Hindriks 2024). Absent robust practices in
either area, risks such as systemic discrimination may go unchecked—ultimately eroding
public trust at individual, societal, and institutional levels.

ADM Use and the Three Levels of Trust

Al systems can be used to inform, enhance, or even fully replace judicial discretion,
depending on their design and the level of human oversight deemed necessary. This
oversight can range from human or technological intervention at various stages (human-
in-the-loop) to full autonomy (Bennett Moses et al. 2022). While predictive models are
commonly employed to estimate litigation outcomes or support administrative triage, their
integration into judicial processes raises significant concerns regarding transparency, due
process, and the safeguarding of legal guarantees (Meyer-Resende and Straub 2022).

To date, the most advanced applications of Al have been implemented in areas adjacent
to judicial decision-making—such as administrative adjudication, document analysis,
and procedural support. However, attempts to automate judicial processes, including
judges’ decision-making roles, remain at an early stage (Barysé and Sarel 2024). The
following typology maps different ADM applications to three interrelated levels of trust—
individual, institutional, and societal—to evaluate how these technologies may affect the
public’s willingness to accept judicial authority in algorithmically mediated settings.

To better illustrate how different types of ADM systems intersect with various levels of
public trust—and the legal risks they may entail—the following table summarises the
key examples discussed in this section. It classifies each system by its primary function,
impact on trust, and potential human rights and legitimacy concerns.

Table 1. Typology of Al and ADM systems in the judiciary based on trust levels

Case/System Level of trust Type of AI/ADM Risks to Human Threatened
¥ affected function Rights Principle
EXPER.TIUS Institutional .A.dmsory Mmlmal., supports Due process
(Mexico) decision-support consistency
BASS Institutional Risk assessment/ Potential bias if data is Fairness. transparenc
(Australia) coordination flawed ’ p y
Frauke and Olga N .Automated case Low if oversight is Accountability,
Institutional triage and settlement S .
(Germany) maintained efficiency
proposals
ChatGPT use Individual Information retrieval Opacity, unverified Transpare.ncy,. proce-
(Colombia) outputs dural justice
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Case/System Level of trust Type of AI/ADM Risks to Human Threatened
¥ affected function Rights Principle
ChatGPT use .. . . . . Transparency,
(Netherlands) Individual Information retrieval Opacity, no disclosure contestability
SyRI . Autonomous risk Discrrimination, Non-diserimination,
Societal . . . . .
(Netherlands) profiling privacy violations privacy, due process
Udbetaling . Autonomous fraud Discrimination, lack Equality, due process,
Danmark (UDK) Societal . 2. )
detection of accountability legality
(Denmark)
Gotham Predictive . - .. Over-surveillance, Informat_lona_l
.. Societal Predictive policing self-determination,
Policing (Germany) lack of due process .
accountability

Source: Author.

This typology illustrates how different ADM systems intersect with distinct levels of
public trust, revealing both their functional roles and the specific risks they pose to legal
principles. By clarifying where and how these technologies operate, the table maps the
fields in which trust must be cultivated and maintained. Beckman, Hultin Rosenberg,
and Jebari (2024) argue that democratic legitimacy rests on a double requirement of
reason-giving and accessibility where public decisions must remain faithful to demo-
cratically authorised ends and provide intelligible explanations to those subject to
them. When either criterion fails, legitimacy is compromised and the relational trust
that depends on it erodes. This insight underpins the later claim that transparency and
explainability are not mere design preferences but pre-conditions for warranted public
trust in algocratic courts.

In this context, the judiciary’s role as guardian of individual rights and societal stability
hinges on balancing technological innovation with the irreplaceable human elements
of judicial decision-making. Sustaining public trust in this era of algocracy will require
more than just improving the transparency and explainability of algorithmic tools; it
also demands the preservation of human judgment, reasoning, and ethical deliberation
within the justice system (Zerilli et al. 2019). Only by striking this balance can the judiciary
uphold its role in safeguarding individual rights and societal stability (Kinchin 2024). Ulti-
mately, citizens’ beliefin the judiciary’s capacity to deliver impartial and ethical decisions
remains essential, regardless of external pressures or technological influences.

The integration of Al-driven tools into judicial processes introduces challenges to this
balance. Automated systems—already used in areas such as bail determinations, sentenc-
ing, and even judicial reasoning—often lack transparency, raising concerns about fairness
and undermining public confidence in judicial accountability (Kolkman et al. 2024).
Continuing the analysis of the interconnected levels of trust, it becomes evident that this
interconnectivity is reflected in certain cases and applications.

Individual Trust and Search/Drafting Tools

Trust at the individual level is inherently relational and context specific. Drawing on
Baier’s (1986) definition, trust entails a willingness to become vulnerable to the discretion-
ary actions of another, often in situations lacking full control or complete information. In
judicial contexts, this vulnerability is especially pronounced, as individuals are subject to
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authoritative decisions that can materially affect their rights, freedoms, and reputation
(Hough, Jackson, and Bradford 2013). When such decisions are mediated or shaped by algo-
rithmic systems, the basis for trusting the process becomes more precarious—particularly
when the underlying mechanisms are opaque, poorly explained, or inconsistently applied.

Cases from Colombia and the Netherlands demonstrate how algorithmic opacity can
directly undermine individual trust in judicial systems. In Colombia, a Circuit Court judge
incorporated responses from ChatGPT into a ruling concerning a minor with autism
spectrum disorder, prompting a review by the Constitutional Court. Although the Court
concluded that the use of ChatGPT in this instance did not violate due process, it empha-
sised that Al should not replace human judicial decision-making and outlined criteria for
its appropriate use, including accountability, adherence to legality, and suitability. The
Court highlighted that AI cannot substitute for a judge’s duty to assess evidence, provide
legal reasoning, and uphold procedural rights (Constitutional Court of Colombia 2024).

In the Dutch case, a judge used ChatGPT to gather information on the lifespan of solar
panels and electricity costs during a dispute between homeowners (Gelderland District
Court 2024). The District Court incorporated ChatGPT’s responses into its ruling, specif-
ically to estimate the average lifespan of solar panels and the current average price of
electricity. Unlike the Colombian case, the Dutch judge did not provide the specific
prompts or responses exchanged with ChatGPT, raising concerns about transparency and
the verification of Al-generated information in judicial proceedings. In both examples, the
lack of procedural clarity affected how trust in the process could be built or sustained.

These cases illustrate how algocratic conditions—where decision-making is structured
by opaque computational logic—can erode the foundations of trust. Even when outcomes
are legally valid, individuals may feel alienated or disempowered if they cannot under-
stand how a decision was made or whether it involved genuine deliberation (Perona and
Carrillo de la Rosa 2024). Key risks to individual trust in Al-assisted judicial decision-
making include a lack of clarity about AI’s role, which fosters suspicion and disengage-
ment; inconsistent or unverifiable outputs, which undermine the perceived reliability of
decisions; and the absence of disclosure mechanisms, which limits individuals’ ability to
understand or contest Al influence. In such environments, trust is not merely difficult
to build—it is structurally undermined by design.

At the individual level, the opacity of Al systems can foster scepticism among citizens
engaging with the judicial system (Cheong 2024). This reflects Baier’s notion of trust as
“accepted vulnerability,” wherein the absence of transparency in Al decision-making
processes diminishes individuals’ willingness to submit to judicial outcomes. Key risks to
individual trust in AT ADM include the lack of clarity surrounding the role of Al in judicial
reasoning, which can lead to disengagement when users or litigants are uncertain about
how decisions are shaped. Additionally, generative tools may produce outputs that appear
plausible but are ultimately incorrect or unverifiable, undermining confidence in the
perceived reliability of such decisions. Finally, the absence of procedural requirements
for declaring the use of Al—such as judicial declarations—prevents individuals from
understanding, contesting, or verifying the role of algorithmic tools in legal outcomes.
This lack of transparency and accountability ultimately weakens the conditions necessary
for sustaining public trust.

An example illustrating the interplay between individual trust and Al adoption is Citizen-
Lab’s civic technology platform in Belgium (Sgueo 2020). Designed to process and analyse
public input using ML algorithms, the platform demonstrates Al's potential to enhance
decision-making processes. In one case, the Youth4Climate platform analysed thousands

rev.estud.soc. n.° 93 - julio-septiembre + Pp. 107-128 + ISSN 0123-885X - e-ISSN 1900-5180 - https;//doi.org/10.7440/res93.2025.06



of public contributions, using Al to identify priorities and produce actionable policy
recommendations. The platform’s success was contingent on integrating Al into existing
workflows (Karhu, Hakkila, and Timonen 2019).

Danaher’s theory could thus be extended to include an additional concern: the overreli-
ance on technology—particularly Al—which risks significantly undermining individual
trust in judicial systems. Algocracy disrupts the traditional interpersonal and procedural
bases of trust by replacing deliberative transparency with systemic opacity. To sustain
individual trust, judicial systems must go beyond ensuring the technical reliability of Al
tools. They must also prioritize human accountability, explainability, and clear disclosure,
reaffirming the justice system’s relational and ethical obligations to those it serves.

Institutional Trust and Assistance Tools

At the institutional level, trust is grounded in the judiciary’s capacity to deliver deci-
sions that are consistent, impartial, and aligned with fundamental societal values such
as fairness, equality before the law, and procedural regularity (Wallace and Goodman-
Delahunty 2021). Institutional trust depends on systemic reliability, symbolic legitimacy,
and perceived alignment with democratic values such as impartiality, transparency, and
procedural justice. Within this framework, the careful integration of Al tools, designed to
support rather than supplant human judgment, can help strengthen public confidence
in judicial institutions.

International examples illustrate how algorithmic systems can bolster institutional
trust when used to enhance administrative efficiency and consistency while maintain-
ing normative legitimacy. In Mexico, the EXPERTIUS system advises judges and clerks
on pension-related matters by offering standardised recommendations grounded in
procedural rules and heuristic reasoning (Caceres 2008), promoting uniformity without
bypassing judicial interpretation. In Australia, the Judicial Commission of New South
Wales introduced the Bail Assistant (BASS) program as a tool to guide coordination on bail
decisions by aggregating contextual information and supporting social services, ensur-
ing that individuals are not unnecessarily detained while awaiting trial (Bennett Moses
et al. 2022; NSW Government 2024). In Germany, tools like the Frankfurt Electronic
Judgment Configurator (Frauke) in the Frankfurt District Court and the OLGA trial assis-
tant—co-developed by IBM—demonstrate how Al can assist in case grouping, schedule
management, and settlement recommendations in bulk litigation without overstepping
into autonomous judgment (Murrer 2023; CEPEJ 2024). Since settlement proposals do
not legally bind the parties, Al can perform this task without raising concerns about
constitutional validity.

Al adoption also reshapes internal trust dynamics within the judiciary, potentially creat-
ing conflicts between courts and among legal professionals at the organisational level.
For instance, the introduction of Al tools for case prioritisation or automated decision
support could lead to tensions if certain courts perceive these tools as undermining
their autonomy or introducing inefficiencies due to poor implementation (Zimmermann
and Lee-Stronach 2022). An inadequate adoption of Al tools may be seen as a faster,
surface-level approach that fails to account for the complexities and needs at all levels of
the judiciary, eroding institutional trust (Richards and Hartzog 2015). From a technical
perspective, a seamless integration of Al systems into the judiciary’s existing technolog-
ical infrastructure is essential. Interoperability plays a critical role, requiring systems to
enable secure communication, efficient data exchange, and compatibility with existing
software to avoid disruptions. Proper integration ensures scalability and prevents opera-
tional bottlenecks that could hinder the judiciary’s consistent application of laws.

Algocracy in the Judiciary: Challenging Trust in the System
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These examples highlight a recurring feature: the tools are primarily designed to provide
assistance and advice, functioning as support mechanisms rather than replacements for
human judgment. In other words, these tools embody what Danaher (2016) refers to as a
mode of accommodation within algocratic systems, accepting the role of algorithms in
governance while designing safeguards that preserve human oversight. By introducing
Al in assisting non-discretionary tasks such as data extraction, procedural guidance, and
recommendation generation, these tools contribute to institutional trust in three key
ways: they improve administrative efficiency, ensure procedural consistency, and main-
tain the judge’s ultimate authority in legal reasoning. Their effectiveness lies not only in
performance but in public perceptions that judicial decisions remain human-led, trans-
parent, and contestable. In this way, Al does not displace judicial reasoning but operates
as a scalable support structure that supports the institutional resilience and legitimacy of
courts working within complex, high-pressure environments.

Societal Trust and ADM System

At the far end of the algorithmic governance spectrum, lie fully ADM systems where
Al operates with minimal human oversight. In these instances, the systems have been
granted complete decision-making authority, often operating for extended periods
without adequate scrutiny. Such implementations have resulted in adverse impacts on
individuals due to the absence of transparency mechanisms and meaningful human
control. This concern becomes even more pronounced when considering the growing
reliance on machine learning (ML) models in legal prediction, which exemplifies how
algorithmic systems can evolve from support instruments to de facto decision-makers,
despite offering limited transparency or avenues for contestation.

ML models can, in principle, “predict” legal outcomes by identifying patterns and correla-
tions within large volumes of historical case data. Earlier attempts relied on traditional
statistical methods, correlating basic features of a case to its outcome, while modern
techniques can detect more complex patterns (Krause, Perer, and Ng 2016). Unlike expert
systems, which apply predefined legal rules to produce predictions, ML models learn
from past examples and may incorporate diverse factors, including factual circumstances
and the identities of judges and lawyers. Although some systems report high levels of
accuracy—such as, predicting French Supreme Court rulings with 92% accuracy—,
closer examination reveals that these results may not generalize to genuinely new cases
(Bennett Moses et al. 2022).

While some highlight the potential of Al in the judiciary, recent research offers a more
cautious perspective. Medvedeva and McBride (2023) show that only about 7% of Legal
Judgment Prediction (LJP) studies predict outcomes as intended, despite reporting
strong performance metrics, often due to oversimplified or inappropriate datasets. Simi-
larly, Yassine, Esghir, and Ibrihich (2023) described how unique, context-specific factors,
especially in complex or landmark cases, can render apparently “objectifiable” features.

However, the limitations of Al's predictive capacity, especially in complex and context-
sensitive legal settings, also signal broader implications beyond technical performance.
These challenges extended into the concept of societal trust, where the legitimacy of
judicial institutions is judged not only by their outcomes, but by their alignment with
democratic norms and public expectations. Societal trust refers to the broader public’s
collective confidence that legal institutions reflect and uphold shared democratic values
such as equality, fairness, and accountability. Unlike interpersonal or institutional trust,
societal trust is shaped by public discourse, media narratives, and visible, often high-
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profile cases® of governance success or failure (Kinchin 2024). In the context of ADM, this
form of trust is particularly vulnerable when algorithmic systems operate autonomously,
with limited human oversight or transparency. Society may question whether Al systems
have the necessary competence to make legal decisions, and whether their motivations
align with human values of justice and fairness.

The cases of SyRI (System Risk Indication) in the Netherlands and the Udbetaling
Danmark (UDK) in Denmark further illustrate the risks associated with opaque and
autonomous ADM tools in public administration. Both systems were designed to detect
social welfare fraud using algorithmic assessments but were drew criticism for their
lack of transparency, discriminatory outcomes, and the absence of adequate safeguards
(Amnesty International 2021). The Hague District Court ultimately ruled SyRI uncon-
stitutional, citing disproportionate privacy intrusions and discriminatory targeting
of low-income communities (Rechtbank Den Haag 2020). Similarly, the controversy
surrounding Denmark’s welfare system revealed the use of vague and sensitive profiling
criteria, flagging individuals with foreign affiliations under questionable legal grounds
(Amnesty International 2024).

These examples underscore how failures in transparency, explainability, and contestabil-
ity can produce profound legitimacy crises, fundamentally shaking public confidence in
thejustice system. In the UDK case, Amnesty International (2024) warned that the system’s
opaque algorithms may constitute prohibited social scoring systems, or at the very
least, qualify as high-risk AI systems requiring enhanced oversight and transparency
measures. While the SyRI case revealed how lack of transparency and proportionality in
ADM tools can violate due process and non-discrimination. Together, these cases affirm
the need for robust safeguards, human oversight mechanisms, and legal accountability in
ADM systems affecting public rights.

At the societal level, the concept of algorithmic justice demonstrates that such crises
can have cascading effects. As Kinchin (2024) argues, different segments of society may
perceive ADM tools as either enhancing fairness or entrenching systemic bias, depending
on how visibly these systems align with democratic values. Another example of the inter-
play between social trust and Al adoption is the German Gotham system, in which the
Federal Constitutional Court ruled against predictive policing tools for violating individ-
uals’ right to informational self-determination (BVerfG 2023). Lack of clarity around data
collection and processing practices not only impairs transparency but also undermines
the public’s ability to hold institutions accountable.

This analysis of ADM in judicial systems reveals the multifaceted ways in which Al tools
intersect with public trust. Mapping these interactions across institutional, societal, and
individual levels has shown that trust is not a monolithic variable but a dynamic and
layered construct, vulnerable to erosion when Al is deployed without sufficient transpar-
ency, human oversight and accountability. The cases mapped in Table 1 underscore this
complexity, illustrating the wide range of ADM applications currently shaping judicial
processes—from supportive advisory tools to autonomous decision-making systems.
Thus, the future of algorithmic governance in the judiciary depends not only on tech-
nological design, but also on how well these systems are embedded within transparent,
accountable, and ethically grounded institutional frameworks.

2 High-profile cases in this study rerefer to legal disputes or decisions that are particularly complex,
controversial, or widely scrutinised due to their societal, political, or ethical implications. These cases
often differ significantly from those involving automatic compensation, where the elements, factors, and
facts can typically be quantified and objectified through data extraction. High-profile cases, in contrast,
require deeper contextual understanding and nuanced interpretation.
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Crucially, the judiciary’s legitimacy does not depend solely on the legal soundness of its
decisions but also on the public’s perception of procedural fairness, human discretion,
and institutional integrity. The examined cases, from advisory systems like EXPERTIUS
and BASS to fully autonomous systems like SyRI and UDK, highlight both the potential
benefits and serious risks associated with ADM integration. When used in supportive
roles, Al can reinforce institutional trust and procedural regularity. However, when
opacity, lack of disclosure, or unchecked delegation dominate, the resulting epistemic
dependence and overreliance pose structural threats to the legitimacy of judicial authority
(Buijsman and Veluwenkamp 2023).

These risks are not abstract. They materialize in diminished public confidence, increased
resistance to judicial outcomes, and, in extreme cases, systemic breakdowns in the rule
of law (De Brito Duarte et al. 2023). The examples explored, ranging from the algorithmic
overreach of SyRI in the Netherlands and UDK in Denmark to the transparency lapses
in generative Al use in Colombia and the Netherlands, demonstrate how ADM systems
can erode public trust when implemented without sufficient procedural safeguards. In
contrast, supportive tools like EXPERTIUS, BASS, and OLGA show that Al can enhance
institutional trust when designed to augment, rather than replace, human judgment.

Accordingly, ADM systems must be designed with context-sensitive safeguards that
recognize trust not merely as a byproduct of legitimacy but as its operational condi-
tion. Following the insights of Popelier et al. (2022) on multilevel trust and building on
Danaher’s theory of algocracy, this analysis affirms that the legitimacy of ADM in judi-
cial contexts depends on preserving the relational elements of trust: meaningful human
oversight, transparent reasoning, and the symbolic authority of courts. As illustrated in
Figure 1, achieving a trustworthy Al ecosystem in judicial settings requires balancing
levels of public trust with institutional and individual expertise. Each quadrant under-
scores a different governance posture, from ideal conditions to the risks of overreliance
or scepticism, demonstrating why critical oversight must accompany increased reliance
on algorithmic systems. Such safeguards are essential not only for maintaining system
accountability but also for protecting human rights and preserving trust.

Figure 1. Trust in Al System

High Trust
N
: &
3
Overreliance Risk Ideal Scenario
Low Expertise < > High Expertise
Skepticism Critical Oversight

Low Trust

Source: Image generated by Napkin Al based on the author-provided text description, depicting the
diverse scenarios of trust and experience in Al systems showing the undesirable outcomes of over-
reliance and dependency created on November 15th, 2024.
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Figure1complements the typology presented in Table 1 by mapping the interplay between
levels of trust and expertise in the governance of Al systems. For instance, the UDK case
represents a high-trust, low-expertise scenario, illustrating the overreliance risk quad-
rant, where confidence in the system coexists with insufficient scrutiny or verification.
In contrast, systems like Frauke/OLGA, when deployed under strong oversight, may align
with the ideal scenario of high trust and high expertise. Through its visual representa-
tion of these dynamics, Figure 1 helps contextualize the institutional conditions under
which ADM tools either reinforce or erode judicial legitimacy.

To mitigate the dangers of technocratic drift and epistemic overreliance, judicial systems
must adopt a proactive and principled approach to Al integration. This includes imple-
menting transparent procedural disclosure requirements to ensure that the use of Al in
judicial rulings is visible and contestable (Colombi Ciacchi et al. 2025). It also requires
the establishment of independent oversight bodies empowered to audit algorithmic tools
and review potentially contested outcomes. Moreover, continuous training for judges and
legal professionals in Al literacy and ethical application is essential to promote respon-
sible use and informed scrutiny. Finally, an enduring institutional commitment to the
foundational principles of fairness, non-discrimination, and due process is critical to
preserving public trust and upholding the legitimacy of judicial authority in an increas-
ingly algorithmic environment.

Thus, rather than abandoning technological progress, the judiciary must learn to govern
it strategically. A trust-cantered framework that distinguishes yet interrelates individual,
societal, and institutional levels can serve as both a diagnostic and a prescriptive tool to
navigate this transformation. The goal is not to reject ADM, but to ensure that its deploy-
ment supports, rather than supplants, the values upon which judicial legitimacy and
democracy itself ultimately rests.

Strengthening Public Trust in AI-Driven Judicial Systems

As has been discussed, the increasing integration of Al into judicial processes presents a
critical challenge to the foundational principles of public trust in legal institutions. Accord-
ing to the 2023 EU Justice Scoreboard, public confidence in judicial systems remains
fragile: only 11% of respondents rated them as ‘very good’ and 41% as ‘fairly good’ with
considerable variations across member states (European Commission 2024). While coun-
tries like Finland and Denmark report high trust levels (83%), others such as Croatia and
Poland scored lower (24-28%). These disparities, often influenced by political interference
and individual experiences with justice systems, form a precarious baseline upon which
the integration of AI technologies must carefully build or risk further eroding legitimacy.

The UNESCO global survey on the use of Al systems by judicial operators highlights that
44% of judicial operators have already incorporated Al tools into their work-related activ-
ities (Gutiérrez 2024b). This growing adoption raises questions about the preservation of
judicial integrity and the maintenance of public trust. The potential for algorithmic bias,
combined with the opacity of Al decision-making processes, creates a complex ecosystem
of institutional vulnerability.

As judicial systems become more technologically augmented, concerns about explain-
ability, accountability, and fairness intensify. For example, while predictive policing tools
or Al-driven sentencing recommendations could provide consistent outputs, they often
fail to account for the complexities of human judgment, leading to outcomes that feel
dehumanised or unjust. This lack of transparency can amplify concerns about judicial
independence and erode public trust, as Al tools might be perceived as overly determinis-
tic or vulnerable to external manipulation.

Algocracy in the Judiciary: Challenging Trust in the System
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To address these issues, this section introduces the TRUST framework as a normative
anchor aimed at reinforcing public trust in Al-driven judicial systems. TRUST stands for:
Transparency, Responsibility, Understanding, Social justice, and Trustworthy oversight.
This framework does not replace the legal foundations of legitimacy but complements
them by grounding the relational and procedural dimensions of trust. As previously
illustrated in Table 1, different ADM systems operate across trust levels and carry distinct
risks. The TRUST framework offers a corresponding evaluative lens, enabling judicial
institutions to align technological functionalities with the procedural safeguards illus-
trated in Figure 1.

First, the Transparency factor demands open, accessible information about how Al
systems function and influence decisions. Algorithmic tools used in judicial settings,
such as bail decisions or case prioritisation, must provide clear and comprehensible
justifications for their outputs and be subject to meaningful public scrutiny (Felzmann
et al. 2020). The failures of systems like the UDK and the SyRI cases illustrate the risks
of insufficient transparency and public notification, underscore the need for procedural
clarity and the right to an effective remedy. In Denmark, Amnesty International (2024)
highlighted that fraud detection algorithms lacked independent oversight, transparency
in operations, and mechanisms to notify individuals about automated processes. Similarly,
the Netherlands demonstrated how secretive algorithmic practices undermined the right
to effective remedy and disproportionately harmed marginalised populations through
informational asymmetry. To prevent the recurrence of such harms, judicial authorities
must institutionalize mechanisms such as public registries, procedural notifications,
and transparency reports. These should clearly outline the purposes, mechanisms, and
impacts of algorithmic systems, alongside robust accountability frameworks. By making
the deployment of Al visible and contestable, these measures reinforce the foundational
principle that justice must not only be done, but must also be seen to be done.

Second, Responsibility requires strong explainability and human oversight to ensure
that algorithms do not override ethical deliberation or individualised consideration
(Veluwenkamp and Hindriks 2024). For instance, while an AI tool might flag an individual
as a flight risk during a bail hearing, the final decision should rest with a judge who
can evaluate contextual factors beyond the algorithm’s scope. Maintaining this balance
requires the development of formal protocols delineating the scope of algorithmic advice,
as well as institutional structures that support oversight, such as internal review bodies
or external audit committees (Kolkman et al. 2024). As Ceva and Jiménez (2022) argue,
answerability involves not only of explaining decisions but also taking responsibility for
them, stripping institutions of meaningful accountability. Responsibility thus becomes
both a normative and a procedural requirement, ensuring that technological expediency
does not override ethical judgment. These frameworks should include independent
auditing processes, continuous evaluations of AI models for fairness and bias, and clearly
defined protocols for addressing errors or unintended outcomes (Alvarez et al. 2024).

Third, Understanding focuses on education and Al literacy for legal professionals and
the public. Judges and court administrators must know how Al tools operate, recognize
their potential biases, and critically evaluate their outputs and limitations (Gutiérrez
2024b). This is particularly important in cases involving generative Al, such as the use of
ChatGPT in judicial rulings in Colombia and the Netherlands. In both cases, the absence
of clear procedural guidelines and the limited understanding of the tool’s capabilities and
risks resulted in controversial decisions that weakened public trust (Florez Rojas 2024).
Enhancing Al literacy among legal professionals bridges the gap between technological
advancements and judicial expertise, ensuring Al systems are employed responsibly and
effectively. Thus, understanding the distinction between these tools and their appropriate
applicationsin judicial contexts is essential. To maintain institutional credibility, develop-
ing Al literacy among judicial professionals must involve a multidimensional approach.
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This includes value-sensitive design, continuous ethical training, and the creation of
robust frameworks that balance technological efficiency with substantive legal reason-
ing (Diaz-Rodriguez et al. 2023). Thus, judges should be empowered not merely as users
of technology but as critical interpreters of algorithmic outputs, ensuring that Al tools
enhance the principles of justice.

Fourth, Social justice extends the framework beyond procedural concerns to address the
broader normative landscape within which Al is deployed. Public perceptions of judicial
legitimacy are shaped by both individual experiences and broader societal evaluations of
fairness and procedural justice. Algorithmic tools that operate without consideration for
cultural, historical, or institutional contexts risk entrenching the very disparities they are
meant to resolve (Fine and Marsh 2024). For instance, ADM systems trained on skewed
data may disproportionately affect minority groups or reinforce patterns of exclusion. To
mitigate these risks, Al integration must be guided by equity impact assessments, partic-
ipatory design involving affected communities, and an ongoing commitment to fairness
as a substantive value. In doing so, the judiciary acknowledges that public trust is not
merely a matter of technical accuracy but of moral alignment with democratic values.

Finally, Trustworthy oversight involves the institutional mechanisms necessary to ensure
that algorithmic governance in the judiciary remains transparent and accountable. This
includes the establishment of independent bodies empowered to audit Al systems, eval-
uate their compliance with legal standards, and intervene in cases of malfunction or
abuse (Diaz-Rodriguez et al. 2023). The EU AI Act emphasises the need for accessible,
comprehensible explanations of algorithmic decisions, ensuring they align with prin-
ciples of fairness and accountability (Reisman et al. 2018). Within judicial institutions,
these requirements translate into practices such as publishing algorithmic transparency
reports, conducting post-implementation reviews, and maintaining channels for public
and professional feedback. Beckman, Hultin Rosenberg, and Jebari argue that ML systems
become democratically illegitimate when they displace the practice of reason-giving or
embed decisions in inaccessible code. Their proposed remedy is to embed ML “in an
institutional infrastructure that secures reason-giving and accessibility” (2024, 982). Such
oversight not only strengthens institutional resilience but also affirms the judiciary’s role
as a guardian of rights in the digital age.

Taken together, the TRUST framework provides a structured yet adaptable model for
embedding trust-cantered values into Al governance. It recognises that trust is not a
passive byproduct of legal authority, but an active condition of its legitimacy—especially
when decisions are increasingly mediated by opaque, complex technologies. Rather than
positioning trust as a mere derivative of legitimacy, this framework treats it as a dynamic
precondition for public acceptance and institutional resilience. As illustrated by Table 1,
ADM systems vary significantly in their functions, risks, and impacts across levels of trust.
Embedding the TRUST principles offers a path to mitigate the harms of opaque autono-
mous decision-making while enhancing the judiciary’s capacity to uphold the rule of law
in a digital age.

Conclusions

This paper has examined the integration of algorithmic decision-making systems in
judicial processes through the analytical lens of algocracy, emphasising how such tech-
nological transformations affect public trust and institutional legitimacy. Building on
Danaher’s foundational critique, the study explores Al in the judiciary not merely as a
technical evolution, but as a potential shift in the normative underpinnings of adjudica-
tion. It shows that algorithmic tools increasingly structure decision-making processes,
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such as decision-support tools and predictive analytics, they risk displacing the human-
centric, deliberative nature of legal judgment, with implications for transparency, account-
ability, and fairness.

By mapping ADM technologies against three levels of public trust—individual, institu-
tional, and societal—the paper provides a diagnostic framework to assess how algorithmic
governance affects the public’s willingness to accept judicial authority. Case studies such
as EXPERTIUS (Mexico), BASS (Australia), and OLGA (Germany) demonstrate that Al can
enhance procedural consistency and institutional efficiency when embedded within clear
oversight frameworks. Conversely, the SyRI system in the Netherlands and the UDK model
in Denmark exemplify how opacity, lack of contestability, and perceived discrimination
can trigger public backlash, judicial invalidation, and legitimacy crises. These risks are
not hypothetical: they manifest in diminished citizen confidence, resistance to legal deci-
sions, and systemic erosion of the rule of law.

The paper advances the TRUST framework—Transparency, Responsibility, Under-
standing, Social justice, and Trustworthy oversight—as a normative guide for judicial
institutions seeking a responsible integration of Al. This framework does not displace
traditional legal standards of legitimacy but complements them by foregrounding the
relational and procedural dimensions of trust that are increasingly salient in Al-mediated
governance. It provides a conceptually integrated and academically grounded model for
evaluating and strengthening public trust under emerging conditions of algorithmic deci-
sion-making in the judiciary.

The judiciary’s response to these technological advancements has been far from consis-
tent. While many legal systems express a clear commitment to digitalisation and Al
integration, persistent resistance often reflects concerns about safeguarding judicial
independence, upholding due process, and retaining the human dimension of legal deci-
sion-making. The findings reveal that legitimacy in Al-assisted judicial systems cannot
be sustained solely by legal formalism or technical performance. High accuracy, for
instance, does not compensate for a lack of explainability, nor can efficiency override the
need for meaningful human judgment. As the analysis of predictive tools and generative
Al use illustrates, overreliance on opaque technologies without clear disclosure mecha-
nisms undermines the public’s ability to contest or understand decisions that directly
affect their rights.

Many jurisdictions have adopted a measured approach, using Al for support and
administrative tasks rather than for core decision-making. This aligns with Danaher’s
concept of “accommodation,” meant to meaningfully incorporate Al while preserving
human oversight and decision-making authority. Yet the continued expansion of
algorithmic authority brings with it a deeper, systemic threat: the erosion of public trust.
This dimension of algocracy—Iless visible than concerns over accountability or legal
validity—is no less fundamental. Trust is not simply a byproduct of legitimacy; it is one of
its operational conditions.

Looking ahead, the judiciary must avoid drifting toward automation for its own sake and
instead foster institutional resilience by embedding Al within transparent, accountable,
and ethically grounded frameworks. This requires deliberate governance strategies:
public-facing disclosures, independent oversight of bodies, ongoing training for legal
professionals, and inclusive policymaking that reflects the plural values of justice. A
trust-centred approach offers both a diagnostic and prescriptive lens for navigating the
algorithmic turn in judicial governance, ensuring that technological innovation enhances,
rather than erodes, the democratic foundations of law.
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