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Abstract: This paper considers how competing worldviews, rooted in an underlying schism between
business and humanities understanding of economics, increasingly shape Al advancements, their use,
and the implications for the experiences of justice in society. The schism emerged during the mid-19th
century as classical economics (originating around Adam Smith’s The Wealth of Nations) developed
into the utility-based, ahistorical Marginalist Revolution, which prioritized efficiency and quantitative
models (now dominant in business and management education), and the dialectical-based, historical
Marxist Revolution (underlying the assumptions of theorists in the Humanities and many social
sciences). These reflect deeper ideological tensions: a focus on objective optimization and Al-driven
decision-making versus a commitment to subjective autonomy and the preservation of human agency.
We discuss “justice experiences”, a wide range of events ranging from actions in the judicial/legal
system to personal and social impressions of, and expressions for, what is just. While Al promises to
reduce costs and accelerate resolutions across civil disputes, criminal cases, and broader social justice
concerns, automation risks deepening economic and legal inequalities. Further, the issue of alienation
from the production of justice suggests another bifurcation: those who have lower incomes and few
assets might only be provided with Al-generated resolutions, with traditional lawyers and court
proceedings available only to the wealthiest. Beyond supply, this may increase demand for justice
experiences, potentially widening the gap between what justice people receive and what they believe
they deserve, and lead to exacerbating, and not reducing, social justice issues.
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Introduction

This paper investigates how competing entrepreneurial worldviews shape the development and
application of Artificial Intelligence (Al) in justice experiences and the implications for equity and
human agency. The implementation and commercialization of Al reveal a variety of
entrepreneurial approaches that arise out of competing worldviews that, in turn, have roots in the
schism between business and humanities perspectives of economic development. Some
approaches to implementation result in management practices that reify technology-based
solutions and lead to the current drive behind uncritical and inhumane implementation of an “Al-
driven capitalism.”

The structure of the paper is as follows: First, we explain the theoretical foundations of
the two traditions that have influenced economic thought and management practices: the
Marginalist and the Marxian traditions. Linked to this, we explore different entrepreneurial
worldviews that have developed in the last 30 years and how entrepreneurial founders of Al
companies perceive different ways of creating and capturing value from the Al revolution.
We connect these to current developments in Al and their relevance to justice experiences.
We define justice experiences and consider their different forms, including legal, personal and
social/cultural. Al-driven efficiency gains carry the risk of a new form of alienation and
experiences of inequality. We consider the ethical concerns should the implementation of Al
be driven purely through the lens of efficiency and optimization of technology and profits.
Finally, we explore areas for further research.
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Theoretical Foundations

Progress in the use of Al (and other technological advances) in the field of justice will require
bringing together two seemingly divergent perspectives on economics: business-oriented, and
humanities or social sciences oriented. To do so, it is useful to consider when they diverged, how
they differ, and why it matters. This divergence is not a complete, separate siloing, as there are
interdisciplinary efforts. Yet, the gap in perspectives is large enough to make it difficult for these
approaches to constructively advance societal interests.

The divide between business and humanities perspectives originates in the historical
emergence of two competing economic traditions—neoclassical (marginalist) economics and
Marxist economics. While both derive from classical economics, they diverge sharply in their
treatment of history and economic dynamics. Marginalist (neoclassical) economics is
ahistorical, focusing on optimal decision-making at a given moment, where profit
maximization occurs through equilibrium-based analysis. In contrast, Marxist economics is
historical, examining capitalism as an evolving system that depletes profit opportunities over
time, leading to internal contradictions and crises.

This fundamental difference—static optimization vs. dynamic contradiction—has
profound implications for management practices and modern Al development, shaping both
business strategies and social critiques of technologically evolving capitalism. It is helpful to
keep in mind that this divergence occurred at the end of the classical economics era around
1870. It had begun in earnest in the West with Adam Smith’s “The Wealth of Nations” in
1776 and further developed by others such as Ricardo and Mill into the first half of the 19th
century. It was based on the search for surplus value which occurred when the value of what
was produced exceeded the value of what was required to produce it. While the development
of technology and expansion of the physical production base (physical capital) was
understood as critical, they also used a labor theory of value. This assumed the value of the
goods produced was dependent on the amount of labor required to produce it, even if that also
meant the labor required to produce the tools and manufacturing plant. It could also be
interpreted as the amount of labor reduced by using that physical capital.

During the period when classical economics was prominent, two other related
developments occurred. One was the rise of utilitarianism. Its proponent Jeremy Bentham,
argued for a moral philosophy based on “the greatest happiness for the greatest number of
people.” It appealed to those with a quantitative comprehension of the world and the
subjective nature of well-being. It also tends toward collapsing the temporal view to a point in
time where such comparisons could be made meaningfully. The other development was
Hegel’s dialectic. While the dialectic process as a dialogue between people with opposing
views goes back to ancient Greek philosophers, Hegel adapts this in a form such that
explicating a limit, or negation, of an abstract idea can lead to synthesizing a more concrete
conception. He goes further to describe it as a method toward understanding things in their
own being as well as historical developments (Hegel, 1812).

Humanities and many social science views of economics can trace their foundations to
the works of Marx and Engels, and the very influential book “Das Kapital” (Marx, 1867). It
provided a criticism of capitalism, with a compelling narrative using material dialecticism to
describe the long historical arc over various economic systems. Important themes include
exploitation and the alienation of workers from the value of what they produce, as well as the
eventual collapse of capitalism as it reaches a late stage focusing on finance. The dialectical
element is that the pursuit of profits eventually leads to the depletion of profit opportunities
which would imply the end of economic production. They argue the collapse of capitalism
generates the need to embrace a different economic system to sustain society. For many the
Great Depression era was the moment of collapse, with its remnants propped up by aspects of
socialism (such as the New Deal in the U.S. and the theories of Keynes (1936)). While there
is much contention over Marx’s economics, he does bring to the fore that productive activity
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can have harmful physical and psychological impacts on workers and that the relationship
between worker, manager and owners impacts the well-being, and humanity, of individuals
and society. Largely excluded from mainstream business education, Marxist critiques
influenced critical management studies, labor movements, critiques of automation, corporate
social responsibility, and stakeholder capitalism.

Business economics tends to focus on the behavior of markets, in particular prices and
interest rates, with attention toward the impact on a business entity’s profitability (or other
measure of success). The 21% century cannon has foundations based on the “Marginalist
Revolution” in the late 19th century, led by William Jevons (1871), Carl Menger (1871), and
Léon Walras (1874). It is also known as neoclassical economics and shifted from classical
economics’ labor value theories to individual utility maximization. In essence, the change is
from understanding value generated by the amount of time and effort of productive work
(cost-of-supply), toward value of the product being subjectively perceived by the consumers
(willingness and ability to pay). Influenced by utilitarianism, marginalists viewed economic
decisions as isolated, optimizing processes, assuming (often tacitly) stable political,
technological and cultural environments. These could provide a formal, mathematical
approach to profit and utility maximization. Since the approach centers on the success of
businesses, it has been criticized as lacking respect for the value of being human.

In its simplest form, the decision maker considers whether to buy (or sell) one more unit
(the marginal quantity). If the change in benefit (the marginal benefit) exceeds the change in
cost (the marginal cost) then the extra unit is included in the solution, otherwise not. From a
for-profit business perspective, the benefit is measured in revenue, since Profit = Revenue —
Cost. Thus, the marginal profit equals marginal revenue (MR) less marginal cost (MC). Only
when MR is greater than MC would the firm choose to produce more. It is very important to
note that the amount of production is assumed within the same chronological moment of
production. That moment could be a day, a week, a month, even a year. Thus, while it might
require more labor time to produce the greater quantity, it is understood as having more labor
within that moment, in contrast to having more time for the laborers to finish their work.
What can be produced by a thousand people working together for one week is very different
from one person working for a thousand weeks. We will return to this critical distinction later.
This approach could be used in both scientific (predictive) models and managerial
(prescriptive) decision making. The ahistorical features are also seen in market equilibrium
analysis where markets move toward balancing supply and demand via the price mechanism,
within a specific market period, as well understanding crises as exogenous shocks rather than
inevitable consequences.

Neoclassical economics developed alongside important practical advances in science
and engineering. Consider the similarity between Boltzman’s conception of entropy based on
the permutation of molecular states, and Marshall’s description of human effort toward “...
arrangement of matter to adapt it better for the satisfaction of wants...” (Marshal, p.63) It
should be no surprise that since Shannon’s information definition of entropy (Shannon, 1948),
the world is now conceived as an arrangement of information, and that business and
marketing are enamored with Al, and large datasets, for the satisfaction of objectives through
optimization algorithms. This decontextualized approach allowed neoclassical economics to
dominate business and management education, where efficiency, cost-benefit analysis, and
profit maximization often define corporate strategy.

There are two threads we can weave to bring the divergence in economic thought
together. The first thread, profit maximization occurring within the moment (e.g., day, week,
quarter), is focused on the optimal quantity to produce — and avoiding producing more than
that. Related to this is the distinction between short-run and long-run decision making, which
is used to explain the conditions under which producing at a loss is still consistent with profit
maximization (in this case loss minimization). However, the second thread arises in the
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context of time as a path, especially through historical analysis and sociological change. The
same insight, that the profit motive limits how much is produced, is interpreted by Marx as
capitalism eventually exhausting all opportunities to make profit (what he refers to as the
internal contradiction of capitalism), leading to the end of its ability to guide economic
production. Hence, the frequent referencing of late-stage capitalism in the humanities and
social sciences. One implication is that technological advances that change how we make
decisions impact the sustainability of the worldview underlying those advances. Al is such a
technology. To paraphrase from above, being able to make a million decisions within a
second is very different from having a million seconds to make one decision.

The contrast between time horizons is part of the schism. This is also found in the role
of discounting the future and its relationship to the interest rate. For profit maximization to
work, it must be able to calculate a finite number, and this almost always requires ignoring
deep time in its analysis (Axelrod, 2017). However, as has become clear in the more recent
developments in behavioral economics, whether one uses profit maximization or some other
means of decision making, humans can’t avoid ignoring most of the consequences of the
choices they face. We often focus on only a few feasible alternatives (Simon, 1955). If one is
running an enterprise, even if there is a preference for the well-being of employees and other
stakeholders, as that enterprise grows the capacity to maintain regard for them is exceeded.
This leads to either ignoring individuals and/or focusing on statistical measures of population
well-being. This also applies to growing political entities. Ironically, the alienation of the
worker from the value of their production would be replaced by their alienation from the
measure of their social value.

The above hints at another limitation of Marx’s dialectic - in the process of
transforming economic production toward socialism, profit opportunities would be
regenerated. Instead of a linear movement through phases of development, a cycling between
capitalism and socialism could occur (fig. 1).

Capitalism,
Private Production,
Profit-Maximization

Regeneration of Degeneration of
Profit Potential Profit Potential

Socialism,
Public Production
and Distribution

Figure 1. Cyclical Dialectic of Capitalism and Socialism

One consideration is that advances in methods to produce experiences can lead to similar cycling.
Al can be used for both increasing supply AND demand. Proponents for Al often focus on the
supply chain, touting its increased efficiency and reduction of production costs. However, it is
also a tool to increase demand, which can be seen in algorithms to push ads customized to the
moment. In the case of social media, it starts like the public provisioning (no or low priced) of
interactions between people, but in this process the accumulation of information generates the
revenue potential from selling ads and eventually selling the data. People developing heightened
expectations of what they should experience leads to the greater demand for those experiences,
which supports higher profitability. Yet, if those expectations grow faster than what is received,
the overall sense of well-being could fall due to a greater distance from the ideal. This cycling
potentiates greater concentrations of wealth and political power, and a faster consumption of
natural and human resources that challenge long-term stability and social cohesion.
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This leads to an important distinction: the practical versus utopian approach toward the
best solution. A business-like approach starts from what is feasible, the facts on the ground
and in the moment: who owns what, where are the revenue flows, and what capital and labor
are available now? The practical focus comes at the cost of ignoring larger cultural and
political trends, and whether current behavior is even “acceptable.” In essence, it is what
Mullainathan and Shafir (2013) referred to as funneling in decision-making. In contrast, a
humanities-based approach often conjectures on what the ideal should be, independent of
what is feasible. Consider Marx’s take, “A spider conducts operations that resemble those of a
weaver, and a bee puts to shame many an architect in the construction of her cells. But what
distinguishes the worst architect from the best of the bees is this, that the architect raises his
structure in imagination before he erects it in reality” (Marx, 1961, p.178). In terms of Justice
Theory, Rawls has been influential with the use of the Original Position behind a veil of
ignorance to the facts of what is currently true. It requires us to imagine a world where we do
not know what we do. These devices allow us to imagine the loftiest of principles and ideals,
and our imaginings are part of our experience of well-being and justice.

The benefit from healing this schism becomes clearer. From a neoclassical economics
perspective, if a utility function includes both tangible and imagined “goods” then when the
price (monetary or psychosocial) increases for tangible goods, a person would substitute into
imagined goods, and vice versa. Yet, over time the accumulation of the memories of
experiences can change the perceived value of an extra unit of tangible relative to the
imagined. For example, family traditions, such as getting together every Thanksgiving, create
deeper meaning (the imagined good) with their repetitions. Further, the present moment we
experience becomes the marginal unit of history. Like a tree’s outermost ring, the inner rings
are the tangible memories it grows from, even as we imagine the space to grow outward.

Entrepreneurial Worldviews Driving AI Implementation

In the previous section, we argued that a purely efficiency-driven, profit-maximizing approach to
Al implementation risks deepening alienation and inequality. We now turn to the worldviews of
entrepreneurs—key figures shaping AI’s development and its broader societal impact.

Recent academic research has begun to explore the societal consequences of Al
innovations (Brynjolfsson & Unger, 2023). Hagtvedt et al. (2025) discuss how individuals
involved in creating Al systems or features incorporated into such technology oscillate
between what they term “bright imaginings” and “dark imaginings” when envisioning Al’s
potential. Bright imaginings emphasize groundbreaking advancements, transformative
efficiencies, and the promise of Al-driven progress. In contrast, dark imaginings foreground
risks such as ethical dilemmas, unintended consequences, and the exacerbation of societal
inequities. Ultimately, Al designers settle on one of these perspectives—or a negotiated
balance between them—shaping their approach to implementation.

This tension is also reflected in the perspectives of leading Al figures. Pioneers such as
Demis Hassabis and Dario Amodei have publicly stressed the importance of AI’s responsible
use, recognizing the profound risks involved (Financial Times, January 26, 2025). However,
while there is broad consensus on the need for risk management, there remains considerable
divergence on how best to achieve it. Entrepreneurs, by definition, engage in calculated risk-
taking as they develop what they perceive to be valuable (Sarasvathy, 2025). Their differing
worldviews and decision-making processes ultimately determine whether AI’s trajectory
prioritizes efficiency, social responsibility, or a balance.

We adopt a broad definition of the “entrepreneur” and this could be any person who has
a vision, ideates a clear business idea and turns it into a service or product in a marketplace.
Such an individual assumes risks associated with the process. These are the “doers” in society
who participate in “a process by which individuals-either on their own or inside
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organizations-pursue opportunities without regard to the resources they currently control”
(Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990, p. 23).

The historical schism between marginalist and Marxian economic traditions, outlined
earlier, fundamentally shapes how entrepreneurs develop and commercialize technologies,
including Al This divide is not just theoretical but manifests in the competing entrepreneurial
worldviews that drive Al implementation, and evidenced by the battles between those
developing proprietary technologies. For instance, consider the fight for control over the legal
form best suited to OpenAl in 2024 (FT.com, 2026). On one side, an efficiency-driven,
optimization-focused approach aligns with the marginalist tradition, prioritizing market
scalability and predictive decision-making. On the other side we have social, institutional, and
political entrepreneurship perspectives—rooted in critical and historical approaches to
economics— that challenge the technocratic dominance of Al, advocating for justice, equity,
and human-centered applications. Understanding these entrepreneurial worldviews is critical
for assessing how Al will impact society by either reinforcing economic and legal disparities
and/or providing pathways for more equitable systems. We distinguish four primary
entrepreneurial perspectives that shape how entrepreneurs approach AI’s role in justice and
society.

First, there is the classical and Austrian School perspective - foundational theorists
framed entrepreneurship as a force for economic transformation, where innovation disrupts
existing structures to create new value. Originating from economic thought and a reaction to
classical economics that largely stayed silent on the role of the entrepreneur (notably Adam
Smith’s idea of self-interest driving markets), Austrian economics placed this person at the
forefront of developing new businesses and markets. The idea of agency is central to Joseph
Schumpeter’s concept of the entrepreneur as driving “creative destruction” and our modern
conception of an entrepreneur as “action oriented.” The Schumpeterian entrepreneur is critical
to transition in terms of states of economic change from the old to the new, and acknowledged
as overlooked in neoclassical economics (Janeway, 2012). Economic transitions are powered
by one of three vectors. First, economies move from equilibrium to economic growth through
growth of the population and the “apparatus of produced means of production.” notably,
technological advancement and knowledge creation. Second, events that are external to the
economy such as environmental change, social and political changes can power economic
growth. The third and final vector is the individual who recognizes new opportunities and
takes a leadership role that extends beyond the familiar (Kirzner, 1973). Economic growth
and innovation require this agency and creativity of the entrepreneur or intrapreneur. In turn,
as entrepreneurs effectuate and create change, they develop the capabilities to sense, seize and
develop new firms (Baumol, 2010; Teece, 2022).

Second, there is an efficiency-driven, market-oriented entrepreneurial worldview,
rooted in the Marginalist tradition and mainstream economics that dominates business
education and Al-driven decision-making. Its underlying assumptions emphasize utility
maximization such that entrepreneurs are “rational” actors who are optimizing resources (in
our case, Al) for maximum efficiency. In this view, scalability of a company and growth
equals rapid expansion and examples abound of this worldview at play in technology
entrepreneurship. The final assumption is that decision making should be “data driven,”
leading to technocratic solutions measured by successful automation, and efficiency metrics.
This worldview aligns with the approaches adopted by venture capital-funded start-ups,
platform economies, and Al-driven business models.

A third perspective is one developed by scholars from sociology and institutional theory
who have contributed to research that shows entrepreneurial actions and worldviews are
embedded in social structures, geographical contexts and institutions (Teasdale et al., 2023).
These entrepreneurs are often driven by specific values (Zahra et al., 2009) that address
inequality, and structural or system-based issues related to sustainability or justice. This view
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highlights cultural and institutional contexts of entrepreneurship rather than focus purely on
efficiencies to be achieved by technologies such as Al. An important assumption also is that
Al can have divergent effects by either empowering marginalized groups or reinforcing
structural inequities. The design and use of the technology rather than the technology itself is
seen as the deciding factor.

Our fourth entrepreneurial worldview envisions the entrepreneur as a political change
agent. This worldview, influenced by critical entrepreneurship studies, challenges dominant
economic narratives by framing entrepreneurship as a political act. It emphasizes how
entrepreneurship can reinforce or disrupt power structures, particularly in Al governance. It
proposes alternatives such as commons-based and cooperative models that decry traditional
capitalist assumptions. In this view Al is seen as a battleground where entrepreneurial agency
either helps or subverts social justice goals.

In sum, these four entrepreneurial worldviews currently jostle for dominance in how Al
is developed and applied, with varying implications for societal impact. Understanding these
tensions is crucial for evaluating AI’s role in shaping “just” experiences.

Al and Justice: Conceptualizing Justice Experiences

As Al transforms the processes and activities that entrepreneurs identify as areas for new
“imaginings” (Hagtvedt et al., 2025), we ask to what extent will the specific worldview of the
owners of Al companies push the commercialization towards either the bright or dark side of the
spectrum? The resultant outcome (bright or dark) is a key connection with how an individual
experiences justice. Here we turn to Pine & Gilmore’s The Experience Economy (1999) which
presents a framework for understanding experiences as another type of economic product with
increased value. While they focused on Disneyland attractions and shows, the experience concept
applies to almost any event built upon goods and services. This leads us to consider “justice
experiences,” encompassing events such as trials, arbitrations, and civil disputes, as well as
personal and social perceptions of fairness, trust, and access to rights. Justice experiences shape
individuals' and communities’ interactions with institutions, influencing their sense of inclusion,
agency, and security. However, experiences consist of both impressions (the receptive,
internalization of events, such as senses, feelings, and thoughts) and expressions (the active,
externalizing aspects such as actions, emotions, and speech). Justice experiences may manifest as
feeling unjustly treated or expressing outrage through protest. These experiences shape
community anxieties, the distribution of privilege if only some have access to those experiences,
and perceptions of fairness.

Legal Justice Experiences

Legal justice encompasses judicial mechanisms ensuring due process and fair treatment.
Traditionally, human decision-making has dominated legal systems, but Al integration is
transforming various aspects of legal practice. Al is employed in predictive policing, risk
assessments for sentencing, and judicial decision support systems, improving efficiency and
consistency in legal proceedings (Vargas-Murillo et al., 2024; Situmeang et al., 2024; Lau, 2020).
Al-powered legal research tools enhance case analysis, reducing workload and expediting
decision-making.

However, Al’s role in legal contexts raises concerns about systemic biases. Algorithms
trained on historical legal data (so-called “dirty data") risk perpetuating racial, gender, and
socioeconomic disparities, reinforcing rather than mitigating injustice (Richardson et al.,
2019). Moreover, reliance on Al-generated recommendations may erode judicial discretion,
diminishing the human element in justice.
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Personal and Social Justice Experiences

Beyond formal legal settings, Al impacts personal and societal justice experiences. On an
individual level, interactions with Al-driven legal assistance, Al-based interviewing, and
automated decision-making systems often feel less procedurally just than human-led processes
(Acikgoz et al., 2020). Al-mediated justice interactions may result in perceived detachment,
skepticism, and resistance to automated systems, even when their outcomes are objectively fairer.

At the societal level, Al is used to detect discrimination, monitor human rights
violations, and support social justice advocacy. Al-driven analytics help identify sentencing
disparities, expose police misconduct patterns, and track hiring biases (Mohamed, 2024).
While these tools hold promise for promoting equity, poorly implemented Al can alienate
marginalized communities. Automated decision-making systems often lack input from
affected populations, and Al-driven surveillance raises significant privacy concerns.

Ethical and Procedural Challenges of Al in Justice

As Al is integrated into the systems that form part of our justice systems, researchers have raised a
number of ethical dilemmas. How the companies creating the Al tools manage these will vary.
First, there is the issue of algorithmic bias which occurs when Al models are trained on biased
historical data, which risks replicating and reinforcing systemic inequalities (Rafanelli, 2022).
Another consideration is how transparent and accountable the systems are. Krykun et al. (2024)
content that Al decision-making processes often lack transparency, making it difficult to contest
unfair outcomes. Excessive reliance on Al in judicial decision-making may undermine human
judgment and reduce opportunities for case-specific discretion (Situmeang et al., 2024). Al-driven
surveillance and predictive policing disproportionately impact marginalized communities, raising
civil liberties concerns (Biryukov, 2019) and concerns about privacy violations.

Addressing these challenges requires interdisciplinary collaboration, comprehensive
regulatory frameworks, and ethical safeguards to ensure responsible Al adoption. Of course,
despite ethical concerns, Al does enhance efficiency in several ways. First, the use of Al-
based tools can accelerate traditionally slow legal processes. Many court systems face
overwhelming case backlogs, delaying justice and increasing costs. Al-driven automation
streamlines case processing by handling routine administrative tasks such as document
analysis, contract drafting, and evidence management, allowing legal professionals to focus
on complex cases (Vargas-Murillo et al., 2024). Furthermore, Al tools can improve
consistency and accuracy in legal decisions. It is well understood that human biases and
inconsistencies in judicial decision-making present challenges. Al-driven risk assessment
tools promote uniform sentencing decisions based on statistical models rather than subjective
human interpretation, reducing disparities in legal outcomes (Biryukov, 2019). Additionally,
Al-powered forensic analysis assists in detecting errors and inconsistencies, helping prevent
wrongful convictions (Mohamed, 2024).

While AID’s ability to optimize legal and social justice processes is undeniable, its
integration must be approached with caution to balance efficiency with fairness,
accountability, and human-centered justice principles.

Balancing Efficiency Gains vs. Ethical Considerations

While these efficiency gains are significant, they should not come at the cost of must not override
fairness, accountability, and human dignity. Over-reliance on Al in legal decision-making could
lead to mechanistic justice, where individual circumstances and ethical considerations are
overshadowed by algorithmic efficiency. Too much Al reliance risks mechanistic justice, ignoring
ethical nuances. A recent paper suggests that predictive models built with data that originated in
an era of flawed and racialized policies and practices result in algorithms that ingest those biases
(Richardson et al., 2021).
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Regulatory safeguards must accompany efficiency gains. Al should be used as a support
tool rather than as a replacement for human judgment. must supplement, not replace, human
judgment. Policymakers must ensure that Al-driven decisions are transparent, explainable,
and subject to appeal. Justice is not merely about achieving efficient legal outcomes—it is
about ensuring that individuals feel heard, understood, and are treated fairly treated within the
system. requires fairness, not just efficiency. As Al becomes an intermediary in legal and
social justice experiences, it risks altering the perception of fairness by replacing human
interaction with algorithmic decision-making. In justice, it risks replacing human fairness
with algorithmic coldness. To harness AI’s full potential while mitigating these risks, human-
centered governance must guide Al development in justice systems. without eroding justice,
human-centered Al governance is essential.

Emerging Challenges and Ethical Considerations

In their recent paper, Garlow and Slaughter (2025) write: “The challenge becomes to develop a
“relational economics” that can capture the value of the relationship itself, beyond the service
provided within that relationship.” They call for a new economic category, “Caring,”, which is
distinct from a service. Their description is similar to the nature of compersion, where an
individual finds happiness in the wellbeing of others. Their discussion on the limits of
transactional value (price) to capture the value of a relationship goes deep to the nature of the
business-humanities schism. Relationships are an aspect of how we experience the world,
especially justice experiences.

One way to imagine the ethical challenges that Al will confront society with is to
consider a very simple model of a two-person household, where their sense of well-being is
directly influenced by the well-being of the other. Assume the first person feels competitive
with the second, but the second feels compersive with the first. This could be expressed as
the first person’s utility being dependent on the ratio of what they consume relative to the
second person. The second person’s utility will increase with the first person’s increase in
consumption. The respective utility functions might look as follows:

Ui (C1, C) =C1 * (Ci/Cy), U2 (C1,C)=Ci1 * (1)

Further, assume the household runs on the principle that each should experience the same utility
from consumption. Thus, their decisions are based on U; = U>. In other words, the equity of
consumption is to generate an equality in well-being. What levels of consumption generate that
equality? Doing the algebra we get:

Ci=Cy?2 (2)

In this situation, the first person would receive a great deal more in consumption than the second,
even though their utilities are equal. For example, if the household had $90/day for consumption,
the first person would get $81/day, and the second person would get $9/day. Clearly, bringing
social issues of equality and equity into a utility maximizing framework can deepen our
understanding of socio-economic dynamics.

Previously, we discussed how changing the imagined ideal could increase demand for justice
experiences, but potentially with a decrease in the utility or well-being from what is received. As
such, the competition is not with another person, but against the ideal. If the utility function was
of real experiences, R, and an imagined ideal, I, it might look like this:

UR,)) = (R« *18 3)

where « and [ parameters between 0 and 1. The interpretation of the function is that a greater
Ideal by itself increases a sense of well-being, and the greater Reality is relative to that Ideal the
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better off as well. However, the balance between a and f impacts whether the person is more
moved by Reality or the Ideal. If a = f3, then the utility function is based solely on reality. If a <
p, then (holding R constant), then the greater the ideal the greater the utility. If a > £, then
(holding R constant) then the greater the ideal the lower the utility. From the marginalist view as
the marginal utility of an extra unit of a real experience increases, so does the quantity
demanded. The marginal utility of R is the first derivative of the utility function. Thus,

MU(R;I) = a(R)! * [f« 4)

This implies the greater the ideal is weighted, the greater the marginal utility, and hence the
demand for the experience. This is not intended to be an exhaustive proof, but rather an example
of how one can use this framework to express how competing against an ideal could increase
demand for real justice experiences and yet lead to a greater gap between reality and ideal (R/I
decreases as I increases).

The above is intended to illuminate the risks of Al deepening economic and legal
disparities, even if it was designed so that everyone ended up with the same sense of well-
being (equal utility to be precise). All that is required is that the technology infers such
interpersonal preferences from observations on consumption, surveys on well-being, and
similar datasets. Without some form of regulation and governance, those with the greatest
empathy for others would tend to receive less than those lacking empathy, and even less than
those with antipathy.

Further, the model also suggests that in a society where some roles are seeking to
decrease the consumption of another (as through decreased labor expenses, which
entrepreneurs seeking efficiency tend toward), and other roles are happy for the success of
others, even if everyone’s utility were the same, the equilibrium is one of great income and
wealth disparity.

Conclusions and Future Directions

The future implementation of Al toward increasing the quantity and quality of justice experiences
will depend on whether entrepreneurs are guided by conceptions of value that lean toward the
social and holistic or toward the transactional and reductionistic This also aligns with the contrast
between a considered, reflective planning for the future or an impulsive, reactionary
improvisation of the present. Given that Al can also be understood as accelerated inference,
without voluntary guardrails it will be its design to choose and act much faster than humans can
track or grok. While this permits for a greater number of justice experiences (a marginalist
analysis), it can lead to humans adapting their sense and intuitions of justice to what is produced
(a dialectical analysis). Further research on the likely stable, attractor equilibriums between
extensive measures and intensive perceptions will be needed to better understand how this brave,
new code will evolve ourselves and our world.

References

Acikgoz, Y., Davison, K. H., Compagnone, M., & Laske, M. (2020). Justice Perceptions of Artificial Intelligence in
Selection. International Journal of Selection and Assessment. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12306

Appel, S. M., & Coglianese, C. (2021). Algorithmic Administrative Justice. In The Oxford Handbook of
Administrative Justice (pp. 481-502). Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190903084.013.24

Araque, W. O. A,, Pinzdn, A. L. P., & Romero, A. F. (2024). Beyond the Courts: Artificial Intelligence as a Catalyst
for Change in Justice Administration. Evolutionary Studies in Imaginative Culture, 394-406.
https://doi.org/10.70082/esiculture.vi.889

Armour, J., & Sako, M. (2019). Al-Enabled Business Models in Legal Services: From Traditional Law Firms to Next-
Generation Law Companies? SSRN Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrm.3418810

Axelrod, D. (2017). Optimizing Discount Rates: Expressing Preferences for Sustainable Outcomes in Present Value
Calculations. Journal of Applied Business and Economics, 19(1).

10


https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12306
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190903084.013.24
https://doi.org/10.70082/esiculture.vi.889
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3418810

RAIS Conference Proceedings, April 17-18, 2025

Bentham, J. (1780). Of The Principle of Utility. An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation. T. Payne
and Sons.

Benbouzid, B. (2019). To predict and to manage. Predictive policing in the United States. Big Data & Society, 6(1).
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951719861703

Boltzmann, L. (1877). Translated by Sharp, K., Matschinsky, F. "On the Relationship between the Second
Fundamental Theorem of the Mechanical Theory of Heat and Probability Calculations Regarding the
Conditions for Thermal Equilibrium". Sitzungberichte der Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschafien.
Mathematisch-Naturwissen Classe. Part II, LXXVI.

Biryukov, P. N. (2019). Atrtificial Intelligence and Predicted Justice: Foreign Experience. Lex Russica, 11, 79-87.
https://doi.org/10.17803/1729-5920.2019.156.11.079-087

Brynjolfsson, E. & Unger, N. (2023). The Macroeconomics of Attificial Intelligence. Finance & Development, 60, 21-
25.

Ferguson, A. (2017). Policing Predictive Policing. Washington University Law Review. 94(5), 1109-1189.

Financial Times. 2024. OpenAl pushes ahead with for-profit plans and talks to give Sam Altman a stake. Financial
Times, September 26, 2024. Digital Edition.

Financial Times (2025). Al leaders clash over safety and $100bn Stargate project. Financial Times, January 26, 2025,
https://www.ft.com/content/174c2759-c5b8-42ed-adc2-8d5{65915982.

Garlow, E. & Slaughter, A. (2025). A Worldview of Care & a New Economics. Deedalus 154 (1) (Winter 2025): 206-
223.

Hagtvedt, L., Harvey, S., Demir-Caliskan, O., & Hagtvedt, H. (2025). Bright and Dark Imagining: How Creators
Navigate Moral Consequences of Developing Ideas for Artificial Intelligence. AMJ, 68, 19—49.

Hegel, G. W. F. (1812). Hegel's Science of Logic. Allen & Unwin.

Jevons, W. S. (1871). The Principles of Political Economy, Macmillan and Co.

Keynes, J. M. (1936). The general theory of employment, interest and money. Macmillan.

Kirzner, L. (1973). Competition and entrepreneurship. University of Chicago Press.

Kluttz, D., & Mulligan, D. K. (2019). Automated decision support technologies and the legal profession. SSRN
Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3443063

Krykun, V., Shchokin R., Kyryliuk A., Halupova L.I., and Grygoryeva V. (2024). “The Role of Artificial Intelligence
in Ensuring the Efficiency and Accessibility of Justice’, Revista Brasileira de Alternative Dispute Resolution.
https://doi.org/10.52028/rbadr.v6.112.art13.ukr

Lau, T. (2020). Predictive policing explained. Brennan Center for Justice. https://www.brennancenter.org/our-
work/research-reports/predictive-policing-explained.

Marshall, (1961). Principles of Economics, Ninth (variorum) edition, C. W. Guillebaud, ed., Macmillan (1890ed.).

Situmeang, M. T., Sahat, M. U., Dezar, Z. P., Husni, A.A., and Taufan, N. (2024). The Role of Artificial Intelligence
in Criminal Justice. Global International Journal of  Innovative Research.
https://doi.org/10.59613/global.v2i8.296

Marx, K. (1867). Capital: A critique of political economy. Volume 1, Part 1: The process of capitalist production.
Cosimo.

Menger, C. (1871). Grundsdtze der Volkswirtschafislehre. Wien: W. Braumiiller. 76:373-435. Vienna. Reprinted in
Wissenschaftliche Abhandlungen, Vol. 11, reprint 42, pp. 164-223, Barth, Leipzig, 19009.

Mill, J. S. (1848). Principles of Political Economy with Some of their Applications to Social Philosophy. John W.
Parker.

Mohamed, H. M. L. (2024). The Role of Artificial Intelligence in Enhancing Justice: Challenges and Opportunities.
Journal of Social Studies, 30 (1): 60-80. https://doi.org/10.20428/jss.v30i1.2338

Mullainathan, S., & Shafir, E. (2013). Scarcity: Why Having Too Little Means So Much. Times Books/Henry Holt and
Co.

Nouri, Z., Salah, W. B., & Al Omrane, N. (2024). Artificial Intelligence and Administrative Justice: An Analysis of
Predictive Justice in France. Hasanuddin Law Review, 10(2), 119. https://doi.org/10.20956/halrev.v10i2.5541

Patil, A. P., Nawal, D. J., & Jain, D. (2019). Crime Prediction Application Using Artificial Intelligence. In Lecture
Notes in Electrical Engineering (pp. 238-245). Springer International Pub. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-
30577-2_20.

Pine, B., & Gilmore, J. (1999). The Experience Economy. Harvard Business Press.

Rafanelli, L., M. (2022). Justice, Injustice, and Artificial Intelligence: Lessons from Political Theory and Philosophy.
Big Data & Society. https://doi.org/10.1177/20539517221080676.

Rawls, J. (1971). A Theory of Justice. Harvard University Press.

Ricardo, D. (1817). On the Principles of Political Economy and Taxation (John Murray, London). In: Sraffa, P., Ed.,
The Works and Correspondence of David Ricardo, Vol. 1, 1951. Cambridge University Press.

Richardson, R, Schultz, J.& Crawford, K. (2021). Dirty Data, Bad Predictions: How Civil Rights Violations Impact
PoliceData, Predictive Policing Systems, and Justice (February 13, 2019). 94 N.Y.U. L. Rev. Online 192
(2019), Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3333423

11


http://www.koeblergerhard.de/Fontes/BenthamJeremyMoralsandLegislation1789.pdf#page=43
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951719861703
https://doi.org/10.17803/1729-5920.2019.156.11.079-087
https://www.ft.com/content/174c2759-c5b8-42ed-adc2-8d5f659f5982
https://www.amacad.org/publication/daedalus/governance-human-social-flourishing
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3443063
https://doi.org/10.52028/rbadr.v6.i12.art13.ukr
https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/research-reports/predictive-policing-explained
https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/research-reports/predictive-policing-explained
https://doi.org/10.59613/global.v2i8.296
https://doi.org/10.20428/jss.v30i1.2338
https://doi.org/10.20956/halrev.v10i2.5541
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-30577-2_20
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-30577-2_20
https://doi.org/10.1177/20539517221080676
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3333423

RAIS Conference Proceedings, April 17-18, 2025

Sarasvathy, S. D. (2024). Lean Hypotheses and Effectual Commitments: An Integrative Framework Delineating the
Methods of Science and Entrepreneurship. Jowrnal of Management, 50(8), 3035-3063.
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063241236445 (Original work published 2024).

Shannon, C. E. (1948). A Mathematical Theory of Communication. Bell System Technical Journal. 27 (3): 379-423.

Simon, H. A. (1955). A Behavioral Model of Rational Choice. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 69 (1): 99—118.

Smith, A. (1776). An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations. History of Economic Thought
Books, McMaster University Archive for the History of Economic Thought, number smith1776.

Stevenson, H. H. & Jarillo, J. C. (1990). A paradigm of entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurial management. Strategic
Management Journal, 11, 17-27.

Taimini, LK. (1961). The Science of Yoga. The Theosophical Publishing House.

Teasdale, S., Bellazzecca, E., de Bruin, A., & Roy, M. J. (2023). The (R)evolution of the Social Entrepreneurship
Concept: A Critical Historical Review. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 52(1_suppl), 212S-240S.
https://doi.org/10.1177/08997640221130691

Teece, D. J. (2023). The Evolution of the Dynamic Capabilities Framework. In: Adams, R., Grichnik, D., Pundziene,
A., Volkmann, C. (eds) Artificiality and Sustainability in Entrepreneurship. FGF Studies in Small Business
and Entrepreneurship. Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-11371-0 6

Teece, D. J. (2012). Dynamic capabilities: Routines versus entrepreneurial action. Journal of Management Studies,
49(8), 1395 - 1401.

Vargas-Murillo, R., Alfonso, de la Asuncion Pari-Bedoya Ilda, N. M., Turriate-Guzman, A, M., Delgado-Chavez A.,
C, & Sanchez-Paucar, F. (2024). Transforming Justice: Implications of Artificial Intelligence in Legal Systems.
Academic Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies. https://doi.org/10.36941/ajis-2024-0059

Walras, L. (1874). Eléments d’économie politique pure ou théorie de la richesse sociale. Corbaz & Cie.

Wang, W., &Toscano, M. (2024). Atrtificial Intelligence and Relationships: 1 in 4 Young Adults Believe Al Partners
Could Replace Real-life Romance. Institute for Family  Studies, accessed 2/15/2025.
https://ifstudies.org/blog/artificial-intelligence-and-relationships- 1-in-4-young-adults-believe-ai-partners-could-
replace-real-life-romance

Zahra, S. A., Gedajlovic, E., Neubaum, D. O., & Shulman, J. M. (2009). A typology of social entrepreneurs: Motives,
search processes and ethical challenges. Journal of Business Venturing, 24(5), 519-532.

12


https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063241236445
https://ideas.repec.org/b/hay/hetboo/smith1776.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/08997640221130691
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-11371-0_6



