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ABSTRACT 

The rapid digitisation of judicial systems and the growing use of artificial intelligence (AI) in courts, 

policing, and legal aid have opened a new field of inquiry for legal sociology. This review paper 

examines how digital courts, predictive algorithms, and automated legal tools are reshaping access to 

justice, legal consciousness, and structural inequality. Using a narrative-analytical review of recent 

scholarship (2020-2026), the paper situates the digital transformation of justice delivery within 

classical and contemporary socio-legal theory, including legal pluralism, legal consciousness, digital 

capital, and structural injustice. Findings indicate that while digitisation and AI can reduce cost, delay, 

and physical barriers to courts, these same tools risk reproducing or deepening existing social 

hierarchies when digital literacy, language, and infrastructural access remain unevenly distributed. 

The paper argues for a socio-legal framework of "equitable digital justice" that treats technological 

reform as a social process embedded in power relations, not merely a technical upgrade. The paper 

concludes with policy-oriented recommendations for regulators, judiciaries, and legal aid systems. 

Keywords: legal sociology, access to justice, digital courts, artificial intelligence, algorithmic bias, 

digital divide, legal consciousness, socio-legal theory 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Law does not operate in a vacuum. It is produced, interpreted, and experienced within social 

structures of class, gender, caste, geography, and now, increasingly, technology. Legal 

sociology, as a discipline, has long been concerned with the gap between "law in books" and 

"law in action" - the difference between formal legal guarantees and the lived experience of 

ordinary people navigating legal institutions. In the twenty-first century, this gap is being 

reshaped by a new force: the digitisation of justice delivery and the introduction of artificial 

intelligence into courts, police departments, and legal aid systems. 

Over the past decade, judiciaries across the world have accelerated the shift toward e-filing, 

virtual hearings, online dispute resolution, and algorithmic decision-support tools. The 

COVID-19 pandemic acted as a catalyst, compelling courts that had long resisted technological 

change to adopt video hearings and digital case management almost overnight. In parallel, AI 

systems are increasingly used for case triage, translation, legal research, risk assessment in bail 
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and sentencing, and predictive policing. Governments frame these developments as 

instruments of efficiency, transparency, and inclusion. Yet a growing body of socio-legal 

scholarship suggests that the picture is more complicated: digital and algorithmic reforms can 

simultaneously expand and restrict access to justice, depending on who is able to use them, 

who designs them, and whose social experience they are built upon. 

This review paper asks a central question that is central to legal sociology: does the 

digitisation of justice, including the use of artificial intelligence, reduce or reinforce structural 

inequality in access to law? To answer this, the paper reviews recent interdisciplinary literature 

spanning law, sociology, criminology, and science and technology studies, and organises the 

findings around four themes: (a) the global and Indian trajectory of digital courts and AI-

assisted justice; (b) algorithmic bias as a sociological, not merely technical, problem; (c) the 

digital divide as a barrier to substantive access to justice; and (d) legal consciousness, that is, 

how ordinary citizens perceive, trust, and engage with a justice system that is becoming 

increasingly automated. The paper closes with a discussion of regulatory responses and a 

proposed socio-legal framework for evaluating technological reform in justice systems. 

The significance of this review lies in bridging two literatures that often remain separate: 

technical and doctrinal accounts of legal technology, which tend to celebrate efficiency gains, 

and sociological accounts of inequality, which tend to be sceptical of technological neutrality. 

Legal sociology is uniquely positioned to synthesise these perspectives because it treats law 

and technology alike as social institutions, embedded in histories of power, and capable of both 

emancipatory and exclusionary effects. 

This inquiry also matters because of the scale and pace of current change. Bibliometric 

mapping of the field shows that scholarly output on artificial intelligence and justice grew only 

marginally before 2016, then expanded sharply through the following years, reflecting how 

quickly courts, legislators, and litigants alike have had to respond to technologies that did not 

exist, in their current form, a decade ago. Much of this scholarly output originates in computer 

science and technology-policy journals, with comparatively less coming from sociology and 

socio-legal studies. This imbalance matters: when the social and distributional consequences 

of legal technology are analysed mainly by technologists and efficiency-focused 

administrators, questions of inequality, legitimacy, and lived experience risk being treated as 

secondary concerns rather than central design criteria. This review paper responds to that gap 

by foregrounding the sociological dimensions of digital justice reform, treating them as equally 

important to, rather than derivative of, questions of technical performance. 

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

To analyse digital justice sociologically, this paper draws on four interlocking theoretical 

traditions. 

First, the classical distinction between "law in books" and "law in action," associated with 

the early legal realist and sociological jurisprudence tradition, remains foundational. Formal 

rules granting a right to a fair hearing or to legal representation mean little if the practical 
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infrastructure required to exercise that right, whether a functioning internet connection, a 

lawyer, or the confidence to appear before a screen, is absent. Digitisation intensifies this gap 

because it adds a further layer of technical literacy on top of existing legal literacy 

requirements. 

Second, Marc Galanter's classic analysis of "repeat players" and "one-shot litigants" is 

useful for understanding how digital and algorithmic tools may amplify existing asymmetries 

between parties. Institutional actors, such as banks, insurance companies, and the state, are 

repeat players with the resources to adapt quickly to new digital procedures, hire specialised 

legal-technology staff, and even shape the design of digital systems. Individual litigants, 

particularly the poor, are typically one-shot players who must learn unfamiliar digital interfaces 

under conditions of stress, often without assistance. Digital transformation, in this view, is not 

simply neutral modernisation; it is a redistribution of procedural advantage. 

Third, the sociological concept of legal consciousness, developed extensively in law-and-

society scholarship, describes how individuals understand, interpret, and relate to law in 

everyday life, including whether they see law as accessible, legitimate, or alien. Legal 

consciousness is shaped not only by formal legal knowledge but by cumulative experiences of 

legal institutions. When courts move online, the experience of "going to court" changes 

qualitatively, and citizens' trust in, and willingness to engage with, the justice system may shift 

accordingly, in either a positive or negative direction depending on the quality of the digital 

experience. 

Fourth, the concept of digital capital, drawn from the sociology of the digital divide, 

extends Pierre Bourdieu's theory of capital into the technological domain. Digital capital refers 

to the resources, technical skills, devices, connectivity, and confidence, required to benefit from 

digital systems. Because digital capital is unevenly distributed along lines of income, 

geography, age, gender, and education, the introduction of AI and e-governance tools into 

justice systems can convert existing social inequality into a new form of technological 

gatekeeping, even when the stated policy goal is inclusion. 

Together, these four frameworks allow the paper to move beyond a purely technical 

assessment of digital courts and AI tools, situating them instead within an analysis of 

institutional power, procedural advantage, everyday legal experience, and structural inequality. 

3. METHODOLOGY 

This paper adopts a narrative-analytical review method, appropriate for synthesising a fast-

moving, interdisciplinary body of literature that spans law, sociology, criminology, and public 

administration. Sources were identified through structured searches of academic databases and 

institutional repositories using combinations of the following keywords: "digital justice," "e-

courts," "artificial intelligence and access to justice," "algorithmic bias," "legal consciousness," 

"digital divide," and "predictive justice." The review prioritised peer-reviewed journal articles, 

systematic reviews, and reports published by recognised legal and policy institutions between 
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2020 and 2026, supplemented by foundational socio-legal theory where relevant to 

contextualise the contemporary findings. 

Inclusion criteria required that sources engage substantively with either the social 

dimensions of legal technology (inequality, access, trust, literacy) or empirical accounts of AI 

and digitisation within courts, policing, or legal aid delivery. Purely technical computer-science 

papers with no legal or social dimension were excluded, as were opinion pieces without an 

evidentiary or theoretical basis. Given the pace of change in this field, the review also draws 

on recent systematic and bibliometric reviews, including a 2025 PRISMA-based review of 140 

papers on artificial intelligence and justice published in the European Journal of Innovation 

Management, which itself synthesises the trajectory of scholarship on "Justice 5.0." 

The review is necessarily selective rather than exhaustive, reflecting the constraints of a 

single review article rather than a full systematic review. Nonetheless, the paper aims to 

represent the major strands of current debate: optimistic accounts emphasising efficiency and 

inclusion, critical accounts emphasising bias and exclusion, and regulatory accounts examining 

emerging governance responses. 

4. THE DIGITAL TRANSFORMATION OF JUSTICE SYSTEMS: 

GLOBAL AND INDIAN TRENDS 

The digitisation of courts is now a global phenomenon. The Organisation for Economic 

Co-operation and Development, in its 2025 review of AI in government, documents how justice 

administration is one of the core public functions being reshaped by AI, alongside service 

delivery, fraud detection, and public financial management, with governments increasingly 

experimenting with AI-supported risk assessment, case management, and translation tools. In 

the United States, professional bodies such as the New York State Bar Association have 

convened public hearings and issued detailed reports assessing how generative AI and legal-

technology tools might narrow the access-to-justice gap for self-represented litigants, while 

simultaneously cautioning against overreliance on unverified AI outputs in legal proceedings. 

India offers one of the most instructive case studies of large-scale judicial digitisation. The 

eCourts Mission Mode Project, now in its third phase with a budget of over seven thousand 

crore rupees, aims to build a fully digital, paperless court system through e-filing, virtual 

hearings, the National Judicial Data Grid, and citizen-facing service centres. Complementing 

this infrastructure, the Indian judiciary has introduced AI-assisted tools such as the Supreme 

Court Portal for Assistance in Court Efficiency, designed to support case research and 

management, and the Supreme Court Vidhik Anuvaad Software, a machine-translation tool 

intended to make judgments accessible across India's many languages. These initiatives are 

explicitly framed by policymakers around the goal of "access and inclusion," and are intended 

to reduce the traditional barriers of geography, cost, delay, and procedural complexity that have 

historically excluded marginalised litigants from the formal justice system. 

At the same time, empirical studies of implementation reveal a more uneven reality. 

Research on Northeast Indian district judiciary, for example, documents how geographic 

https://sijarah.com/


Siddhanta’s International Journal of Advanced Research in Arts & Humanities 

Vol. 3, No. 6, July-August 2026 
 

Siddhanta’s International Journal of Advanced Research in Arts & Humanities                          32 

3(6), July-August 2026; ISSN: 2584-2692; Website: https://sijarah.com/ 

remoteness, weak digital infrastructure, and linguistic diversity complicate e-governance 

adoption even where national policy formally mandates it, based on survey data from litigants 

and court officials. Similarly, reviews of eCourts Phase III implementation highlight persistent 

gaps: elderly, rural, and economically weaker litigants often lack the technical literacy or 

connectivity to participate meaningfully in e-filing or virtual hearings, resulting in continued 

dependence on intermediaries, and in some cases new risks of exclusion or informal 

gatekeeping. A recent critical analysis of India's civil procedure reforms goes further, arguing 

that the pursuit of technological efficiency through e-Courts and AI tools such as SUPACE 

has, in practice, generated a significant digital divide that risks compounding, rather than 

resolving, existing inequalities in access to civil justice. 

These developments illustrate a broader pattern identified across jurisdictions: digital and 

AI-driven reform of justice systems tends to be technically ambitious and institutionally well-

intentioned, but its social effects depend heavily on how implementation interacts with pre-

existing inequalities in literacy, language, connectivity, and trust. This is precisely the terrain 

that legal sociology is equipped to analyse. 

5. ALGORITHMIC BIAS AND STRUCTURAL INEQUALITY 

A central concern in the socio-legal literature on digital justice is algorithmic bias, 

particularly in predictive policing, bail, and sentencing tools. A substantial body of 

criminological and sociological research demonstrates that risk-assessment algorithms, trained 

on historical arrest and conviction data, can reproduce and even amplify pre-existing racial and 

social disparities, since the historical data itself reflects decades of uneven policing and 

enforcement practices rather than a neutral record of criminal behaviour. Sociological 

scholarship on this problem, drawing on critical algorithm studies and surveillance studies, 

argues that such systems express a form of "technoscientific" power in which ostensibly neutral 

code and data quietly reinforce structural racial and social hierarchies, even as they are 

marketed as objective alternatives to biased human decision-making. 

One influential intervention in this debate reframes algorithmic bias not as a narrow 

technical defect to be fixed through better statistical calibration, but as a structural problem 

rooted in the unequal distribution of "digital capital," the resources needed to participate in the 

design, deployment, and contestation of predictive systems. On this account, the populations 

most affected by predictive policing and risk-assessment tools, typically economically 

marginalised and racially minoritised communities, are systematically excluded from the 

process of building these tools, while more resourced actors, including technology companies, 

police departments, and courts, retain the power to determine what counts as "risk" and how it 

is measured. This asymmetry means that technical fixes such as adjusting fairness metrics 

cannot, on their own, resolve what is fundamentally a problem of unequal social power. 

Comparable dynamics have been documented outside the criminal justice context. 

Research on algorithmic decision-making more broadly finds that automated systems used in 

areas such as credit scoring, healthcare resource allocation, and employment screening have 
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produced disproportionate harms for marginalised groups, because the historical data used to 

train these systems encodes prior patterns of discrimination and unequal access to institutional 

resources. Analyses of algorithmic fairness further argue that mainstream technical approaches 

to "fairness," which rely primarily on statistical parity metrics, often neglect the structural and 

relational dimensions of injustice emphasised in feminist and critical legal theory, such as how 

power is distributed across social groups rather than merely how outcomes are distributed 

across individuals. 

The Indian context provides a striking illustration of these dynamics beyond the Western 

literature that dominates much of this field. Recent research examining AI-assisted bail 

prediction tools trained on court records has found disparities in predicted bail outcomes 

correlated with religious identity, suggesting that even ostensibly neutral, data-driven tools can 

reproduce entrenched social and religious biases present in the underlying legal record. Such 

findings are significant for legal sociology because they demonstrate that algorithmic bias is 

not confined to any single jurisdiction or legal tradition; rather, it is a structural feature of how 

historical social inequality becomes embedded in any dataset used to train predictive systems, 

regardless of the specific social cleavage involved, whether race, religion, caste, or class. 

Taken together, this literature suggests that algorithmic bias should be understood by legal 

sociologists as a new mechanism through which older patterns of social stratification are 

reproduced under a veneer of technical objectivity. This has direct implications for due process 

and equal protection principles, since legal systems have traditionally assumed that formally 

neutral procedures produce substantively fair outcomes, an assumption that algorithmic 

decision-making increasingly calls into question. 

6. THE DIGITAL DIVIDE AND ACCESS TO JUSTICE 

Beyond algorithmic bias in decision-making tools, a second major theme in the literature 

concerns the digital divide as a barrier to procedural participation in justice systems more 

broadly. Empirical studies of e-court adoption consistently find that rural populations, elderly 

litigants, and non-dominant language speakers face disproportionate difficulty engaging with 

digital court processes, from e-filing portals to video hearings, due to limited broadband 

penetration, unfamiliarity with digital interfaces, and language barriers in interfaces that are 

frequently designed primarily in dominant national or international languages. Studies of the 

Indian judiciary's environmental and technological modernisation note that rural areas continue 

to face significant broadband penetration gaps, while elderly litigants often struggle with digital 

procedures due to limited familiarity with technology, compounding pre-existing patterns of 

exclusion from formal legal institutions. 

This dynamic is consistent with what sociologists term "second-level digital divide" effects: 

even where basic internet access is available, meaningful use of digital systems requires skills, 

confidence, and social support that are unevenly distributed. In the justice context, this 

translates into a paradox: the same digital reforms designed to reduce the cost and 

inconvenience of travelling to court can create a new class of citizens who are formally entitled 
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to justice but practically unable to access it through the newly digitised channel, unless they 

can rely on intermediaries such as paralegals, community organisations, or digitally literate 

family members. 

The literature also highlights how digital reform can inadvertently disadvantage self-

represented litigants relative to institutional "repeat players." Well-resourced law firms and 

corporate legal departments can invest in specialised software, staff training, and even direct 

engagement with court technology committees, allowing them to adapt quickly and even shape 

the design of new digital procedures in their favour. Individual litigants, especially those 

without legal representation, must instead learn unfamiliar systems largely unaided, often at 

the most stressful moment of a legal dispute. This reproduces, in digital form, Galanter's classic 

observation about structural advantages enjoyed by repeat players over one-shot litigants. 

At the same time, the literature is not uniformly pessimistic. Several studies document 

genuine gains from digitisation, particularly reduced travel costs, faster case disposal, and 

expanded reach into remote areas for litigants who do have adequate connectivity and support. 

Analyses of India's National Judicial Data Grid, for instance, emphasise how public dashboards 

on case pendency and disposal have increased transparency and reduced dependence on 

informal intermediaries for at least some categories of litigants. Emerging research on 

generative AI and legal aid similarly reports promising field results, with studies documenting 

concrete use cases in which AI tools helped legal aid organisations expand the reach of limited 

advisory resources to more clients. The socio-legal challenge, therefore, is not whether to 

pursue digitisation, but how to design and implement it so that its benefits are not captured 

disproportionately by those who already possess the greatest social, economic, and digital 

capital. 

A related but distinct concern raised in the literature is intermediary dependence. Where 

litigants cannot navigate digital systems unaided, they frequently turn to informal 

intermediaries, cyber cafe operators, local clerks, or paralegal volunteers, to complete e-filing 

or access case information on their behalf. While such intermediaries can meaningfully bridge 

access gaps, studies of India's digital judiciary caution that unregulated intermediary reliance 

can also reproduce older patterns of informal gatekeeping and, in some documented instances, 

create new opportunities for rent-seeking or error, effectively substituting one barrier to direct 

access with another. This finding is sociologically significant because it shows that removing 

a physical barrier, the need to travel to a courthouse, does not automatically translate into direct, 

autonomous access; it may instead relocate dependency from one set of intermediaries, such as 

touts or agents outside physical courts, to a new set operating around digital access points. 

Addressing this requires treating digital literacy not as a one-time training exercise but as an 

ongoing element of legal aid infrastructure, integrated with community paralegal networks and 

monitored for signs of new informal gatekeeping. 

7. LEGAL CONSCIOUSNESS IN THE AGE OF ARTIFICIAL 

INTELLIGENCE 
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A further dimension of the socio-legal literature concerns how AI and digital courts reshape 

ordinary citizens' legal consciousness, that is, their perceptions of, and relationship to, formal 

law. Legal sociology has long recognised that people's willingness to invoke legal institutions 

depends heavily on prior experience and perceived legitimacy, not merely on formal legal 

entitlement. When courts move online, the symbolic and procedural experience of "having 

one's day in court" is transformed: hearings occur through a screen rather than in a physical 

space invested with ritual authority, and interactions with the judicial system increasingly 

involve algorithmic intermediaries such as chatbots, automated notice systems, or AI-assisted 

document review. 

Reports examining public hearings and surveys on AI and access to justice describe a 

persistent gap between general awareness of AI tools and their actual integration into everyday 

legal practice, suggesting that many potential beneficiaries, particularly self-represented 

litigants, remain unaware of, or uncertain about, how to use emerging legal-technology tools. 

This uncertainty has implications for legal consciousness: citizens who do not trust or 

understand digital legal processes may disengage from the formal justice system altogether, 

reinforcing legal alienation among precisely the populations that digital reform is meant to 

serve. 

At the same time, scholarship on AI-assisted legal research and case management suggests 

that, where implemented with adequate safeguards, such tools can potentially strengthen legal 

consciousness by making legal information and case status more transparent and 

comprehensible to ordinary citizens, for example through plain-language translation of 

judgments or simplified case-tracking dashboards. The direction of this effect, whether AI 

strengthens or weakens popular trust and engagement with law, therefore appears to depend 

less on the technology itself than on questions of design, transparency, and accompanying 

institutional support, such as digital literacy programmes and human-assisted service centres. 

This underscores a broader sociological insight: technology does not have a single, fixed 

social effect. Its consequences for legal consciousness and access to justice are contingent on 

the surrounding institutional and social context, including who is consulted in the design 

process, whether human assistance remains available as a fallback, and whether marginalised 

communities are treated as active participants in, rather than passive subjects of, technological 

reform. 

 

8. REGULATORY AND ETHICAL RESPONSES 

Recognising these risks, regulators, courts, and professional bodies have begun to articulate 

governance frameworks for AI in justice systems. International guidance, such as judicial 

guides on AI decision-making produced for judges and court administrators, emphasises the 

need for transparency, human oversight, and accountability whenever algorithmic tools inform 

judicial or quasi-judicial decisions. Professional legal bodies, including bar associations, have 

called for cautious, well-regulated integration of AI into legal practice, recommending 
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safeguards such as mandatory disclosure of AI use, verification of AI-generated legal content, 

and targeted digital-literacy support for underserved litigants, rather than either unregulated 

adoption or blanket prohibition. 

Constitutional and anti-discrimination law is also beginning to grapple with algorithmic 

bias. Scholars analysing recent case law argue that courts are showing growing, if still uneven, 

sensitivity to AI-induced inequality, particularly where algorithmic opacity obscures 

discriminatory outcomes, and that this may gradually extend established anti-discrimination 

doctrines into the technological sphere. However, commentators caution that legal frameworks 

have historically assumed that neutral, data-driven processes produce fair outcomes, an 

assumption increasingly challenged by evidence of embedded algorithmic bias, meaning that 

existing equality doctrines may require substantial adaptation before they can adequately 

address harms arising from automated decision-making. 

Academic proposals for reform increasingly converge on several themes: mandatory 

algorithmic impact assessments before deployment in justice-related contexts; meaningful 

human review of high-stakes automated recommendations, particularly in bail, sentencing, and 

risk assessment; investment in digital infrastructure and multilingual interfaces to close access 

gaps; and participatory design processes that include affected communities, legal aid 

organisations, and sociologists alongside technologists and court administrators. Such 

measures reflect a growing recognition, consistent with the socio-legal framework outlined 

earlier in this paper, that technological governance of justice systems cannot be left to 

technologists or efficiency-focused administrators alone, but must be treated as a matter of 

democratic and sociological concern. 

9. DISCUSSION: TOWARDS A SOCIO-LEGAL FRAMEWORK FOR 

EQUITABLE DIGITAL JUSTICE 

The literature reviewed above suggests that the digitisation of justice systems and the 

integration of artificial intelligence present what might be called a double movement: the same 

reforms capable of reducing traditional barriers of cost, distance, and delay can simultaneously 

erect new barriers rooted in digital capital, algorithmic bias, and unequal legal consciousness. 

This double movement cannot be adequately understood through a purely technical or doctrinal 

lens; it requires the analytical tools of legal sociology. 

Building on the theoretical framework outlined in Section 2, this paper proposes that 

evaluations of digital justice reform should attend systematically to at least four dimensions. 

First, distributional analysis: who currently possesses the digital capital, connectivity, language 

proficiency, and technical confidence required to benefit from a given reform, and who does 

not. Second, institutional power analysis: whether digital reform is likely to advantage repeat 

players over one-shot litigants, and what compensatory measures, such as mandatory legal aid 

integration or simplified interfaces, might offset this imbalance. Third, algorithmic 

accountability analysis: whether any predictive or automated tool involved has been tested for 

disparate impact across relevant social groups, and whether meaningful human review and 
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contestation mechanisms exist. Fourth, legal consciousness analysis: whether the reform is 

likely to strengthen or weaken ordinary citizens' trust in, and willingness to engage with, formal 

legal institutions, taking into account the symbolic as well as procedural dimensions of the 

reform. 

Applying this framework suggests that digital justice reform is most likely to advance 

genuine access to justice when it is implemented alongside, rather than instead of, human-

assisted services: legal aid clinics, community paralegals, multilingual help desks, and digital 

literacy programmes that specifically target rural, elderly, and economically marginalised 

populations. Conversely, reforms that treat digitisation purely as a cost-saving or efficiency 

measure, without parallel investment in these supporting structures, risk widening rather than 

narrowing the justice gap, echoing broader sociological findings on the digital divide in other 

public services such as healthcare and welfare administration. 

The Indian case discussed throughout this review is instructive precisely because it 

illustrates both possibilities simultaneously within a single, large-scale reform programme. The 

eCourts project's stated commitment to "access and inclusion," and its associated investment 

in citizen service centres and multilingual tools, reflects an awareness of these risks at the 

policy level. Yet empirical studies of implementation on the ground continue to document 

persistent gaps for rural, elderly, and linguistically marginalised litigants, suggesting that 

policy intention alone is insufficient without sustained monitoring, community participation, 

and course correction informed by sociological research. 

10. CONCLUSION 

This review has examined the digitisation of justice systems and the integration of artificial 

intelligence through the lens of legal sociology, arguing that these developments cannot be 

adequately assessed through technical or efficiency-oriented criteria alone. Drawing on 

classical socio-legal theory, including the distinction between law in books and law in action, 

the concept of repeat players and one-shot litigants, legal consciousness, and digital capital, the 

paper has shown that digital and algorithmic reform of justice systems produces genuinely 

mixed effects: reducing some traditional barriers to access while simultaneously creating new 

ones rooted in unequal digital capital, algorithmic bias, and uneven legal consciousness. 

The evidence reviewed, spanning global policy reports, systematic reviews of AI and 

justice scholarship, and detailed empirical studies of India's eCourts and AI initiatives, 

converges on a central conclusion: technological reform of justice delivery is a social process, 

not merely a technical one, and its outcomes depend on how it interacts with pre-existing 

structures of inequality. For legal sociology, this presents both an analytical challenge and a 

practical opportunity, to continue documenting how digital and algorithmic systems reshape 

access to justice, and to inform policy design that treats equity, not merely efficiency, as the 

central measure of success. 

Future research should prioritise longitudinal and comparative empirical studies tracking 

how specific populations, particularly rural, elderly, linguistically marginalised, and 
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economically disadvantaged litigants, experience digital courts and AI tools over time, as well 

as participatory research methods that involve affected communities directly in evaluating and 

redesigning these systems. Only through such sustained, empirically grounded, and 

sociologically informed inquiry can the promise of digital justice be reconciled with its risks. 
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