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Abstract: The rapid integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) into criminal justice systems has transformed 

conventional approaches to crime prevention, investigation, adjudication, and correctional administration. 

While these technological advancements promise enhanced efficiency, predictive accuracy, and data-

driven decision-making, they have simultaneously generated concerns regarding algorithmic bias, privacy, 

transparency, and the erosion of human discretion. Parallel to these developments, restorative justice has 

emerged as a progressive victim-centred philosophy that seeks to repair harm through dialogue, 

accountability, participation, and community engagement rather than relying exclusively on punitive 

sanctions. Despite substantial scholarly attention to both artificial intelligence and restorative justice as 

independent domains, limited research has examined the potential convergence of these two transformative 

paradigms. 

This paper undertakes a qualitative doctrinal analysis to explore how artificial intelligence can ethically 

facilitate restorative justice without compromising its human-centred values. Drawing upon primary legal 

sources, including Indian criminal legislation, international instruments, judicial precedents, and policy 

frameworks, together with secondary literature comprising scholarly books, journal articles, governmental 

reports, and international publications, the study critically evaluates the opportunities and limitations 

associated with integrating AI into restorative justice mechanisms. The paper analyses AI-enabled case 

screening, victim support systems, intelligent mediation assistance, multilingual communication 

technologies, digital documentation, and outcome evaluation within restorative justice programmes. 

The study argues that artificial intelligence should function as an assistive technology rather than an 

autonomous decision-maker. While AI possesses considerable potential to enhance victim participation, 

improve accessibility, facilitate informed decision-making, and strengthen institutional efficiency, its 

deployment must remain subject to robust ethical safeguards, transparency requirements, human oversight, 

and legal accountability. The paper concludes by recommending a human-in-the-loop governance 

framework supported by national ethical standards, legislative reforms, institutional capacity building, and 

carefully monitored pilot projects to ensure that technological innovation complements rather than 

undermines restorative justice principles. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

The administration of criminal justice has undergone a remarkable transformation over the past century. 

Traditional criminal justice systems have predominantly relied upon retributive and deterrent theories of 

punishment, wherein crime is perceived primarily as a violation of the authority of the State. Within this 

framework, criminal proceedings generally revolve around establishing the guilt of the accused and 

imposing proportionate punishment, while the victim often assumes the limited role of a witness rather than 

an active stakeholder in the justice process. Although such an approach has significantly contributed to 

maintaining public order and enforcing legal norms, it has increasingly been criticised for overlooking the 

emotional, psychological, and social consequences experienced by victims and affected communities. 

The limitations of conventional criminal justice systems have become increasingly evident across 

jurisdictions. Escalating case backlogs, overcrowded correctional institutions, high rates of recidivism, 

prolonged trials, mounting litigation costs, and inadequate victim participation have collectively exposed 

the shortcomings of purely adversarial models of justice. In India, these concerns are further compounded 

by judicial delays, infrastructural limitations, and unequal access to legal services, thereby necessitating 

innovative approaches capable of delivering timely, participatory, and meaningful justice. 

Against this backdrop, restorative justice has emerged as a significant paradigm shift in contemporary 

criminal jurisprudence. Unlike retributive models that primarily seek to punish offenders, restorative justice 

views crime as harm inflicted upon individuals and communities, thereby prioritising the restoration of 

relationships, victim healing, offender accountability, and community participation. Restorative justice 

mechanisms including victim-offender mediation, family group conferencing, sentencing circles, 

community conferencing, and reparative agreements aim to address the underlying causes and 

consequences of criminal conduct through dialogue and collaborative problem-solving. Consequently, 

restorative justice seeks not merely to determine legal guilt but to facilitate meaningful restoration by 

encouraging offenders to acknowledge responsibility and actively participate in repairing the harm caused. 

Simultaneously, the Fourth Industrial Revolution has fundamentally reshaped legal institutions through the 

rapid advancement of Artificial Intelligence (AI). The emergence of sophisticated machine learning 

algorithms, natural language processing, predictive analytics, computer vision, and generative AI 

technologies has transformed numerous sectors, including healthcare, finance, education, governance, and 

increasingly, criminal justice. Governments worldwide are actively deploying AI-based tools for predictive 

policing, digital evidence management, facial recognition, forensic investigations, risk assessment, 

sentencing assistance, prison management, and legal research. These developments reflect a broader 

transition towards data-driven governance and technologically enhanced justice administration. 

The intersection of restorative justice and artificial intelligence presents a unique opportunity to rethink the 

future of victim-centred criminal justice. Rather than viewing AI merely as a tool for surveillance, 

prediction, or punishment, emerging technologies may be strategically employed to strengthen restorative 

justice processes. Artificial intelligence possesses the potential to facilitate case identification, improve 

victim outreach, eliminate language barriers through automated translation, support online restorative 

conferencing, enhance procedural accessibility for geographically distant participants, maintain secure 

digital records, and generate evidence-based assessments of restorative outcomes. Properly designed 

technological interventions may therefore expand access to restorative justice while improving institutional 

efficiency and reducing procedural delays. 

Nevertheless, the integration of artificial intelligence into restorative justice raises complex legal, ethical, 

and philosophical questions. Restorative justice fundamentally depends upon empathy, trust, voluntary 

participation, emotional intelligence, cultural sensitivity, and meaningful human interaction qualities that 

contemporary AI systems cannot independently replicate. Excessive reliance on automated decision-

making may undermine victim autonomy, reinforce existing social biases through discriminatory 

algorithms, compromise privacy, diminish procedural fairness, and weaken public confidence in justice 

institutions. Consequently, technological innovation must complement rather than replace human judgment 

within restorative processes. 

The challenge before policymakers, legal scholars, and justice administrators is therefore not whether 

artificial intelligence should be incorporated into restorative justice but rather how such integration can be 

achieved responsibly without sacrificing the core values of dignity, participation, accountability, and 

fairness. This paper argues that AI should operate as an ethical facilitator that enhances restorative justice 

while preserving human oversight and victim autonomy. Through a doctrinal examination of legal 

frameworks, international practices, and emerging technological applications, the study seeks to contribute 
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to the growing discourse on digital justice by proposing a balanced model of human-centred AI governance 

within restorative justice systems. 

 

1.2 Rise of Artificial Intelligence in Criminal Justice 

Artificial Intelligence has rapidly evolved from a theoretical concept within computer science into an 

indispensable component of modern governance. Criminal justice institutions across the world increasingly 

utilise AI-driven technologies to improve operational efficiency, manage growing caseloads, detect 

criminal patterns, support forensic investigations, optimise resource allocation, and facilitate evidence-

based decision-making. Predictive policing software analyses historical crime data to identify geographical 

hotspots, while machine learning algorithms assist investigators in examining digital evidence, financial 

transactions, cybercrime networks, and communication records. Courts have begun experimenting with AI-

assisted legal research, document analysis, case management systems, and risk assessment instruments to 

streamline judicial administration. 

Recent advancements in generative AI and natural language processing further expand these possibilities 

by enabling multilingual legal assistance, automated document preparation, intelligent search systems, and 

conversational legal support. Such technologies have the potential to democratise access to justice, 

particularly in jurisdictions characterised by linguistic diversity, limited legal literacy, and constrained 

institutional resources. However, the growing dependence upon algorithmic systems simultaneously 

necessitates rigorous legal scrutiny concerning transparency, explainability, accountability, privacy 

protection, and human rights compliance. 

 

1.3 Why Restorative Justice Matters Today 

The growing recognition of victims' rights has significantly altered contemporary understandings of justice. 

Victims increasingly demand not only punishment of offenders but also acknowledgement of harm, 

emotional closure, participation in decision-making, restitution, and assurances against future 

victimisation. Conventional adversarial proceedings frequently fail to satisfy these expectations because 

criminal litigation remains largely centred upon establishing guilt and determining punishment. 

Restorative justice addresses these deficiencies by recognising that crime affects multiple stakeholders, 

including victims, offenders, families, and communities. Through structured dialogue and facilitated 

communication, restorative processes encourage offenders to understand the consequences of their actions 

while empowering victims to express their experiences, expectations, and needs. International experiences 

from jurisdictions such as New Zealand, Canada, and the United Kingdom demonstrate that restorative 

justice contributes to higher victim satisfaction, improved offender accountability, and reduced recidivism 

when implemented with appropriate safeguards. 

The increasing complexity of contemporary crime including cybercrime, online harassment, financial 

fraud, identity theft, and technology-enabled offences further reinforces the need for innovative restorative 

mechanisms capable of addressing both physical and digital harms. Artificial intelligence may therefore 

serve as a valuable instrument in expanding access to restorative justice within increasingly digitised 

societies. 

 

1.4 Research Gap 

Existing scholarship has extensively examined artificial intelligence within criminal justice from 

perspectives such as predictive policing, sentencing algorithms, surveillance technologies, digital evidence, 

and algorithmic accountability. Similarly, restorative justice has generated a substantial body of literature 

exploring victim participation, offender rehabilitation, community engagement, juvenile justice, and 

alternative dispute resolution. However, these two domains have largely developed independently. 

Very limited doctrinal research has systematically examined the possibility of integrating artificial 

intelligence into restorative justice processes while preserving the normative foundations of victim-centred 

justice. Current literature seldom investigates AI as an ethical facilitator capable of strengthening 

restorative mechanisms through intelligent case screening, digital victim support, multilingual 

communication, online conferencing, and evidence-based outcome evaluation. Furthermore, the Indian 

legal discourse remains largely silent on the regulatory framework required to govern such technological 

integration. 

Accordingly, this paper seeks to bridge this scholarly gap by proposing a principled framework through 

which artificial intelligence may enhance restorative justice without compromising human dignity, 

voluntariness, procedural fairness, or judicial accountability. 

 

http://www.ijcrt.org/


www.ijcrt.org                                                       © 2026 IJCRT | Volume 14, Issue 7 July 2026 | ISSN: 2320-2882 

IJCRT2607411 International Journal of Creative Research Thoughts (IJCRT) www.ijcrt.org e43 
 

1.5 Research Questions 

The study seeks to address the following questions: 

1. How can Artificial Intelligence facilitate restorative justice within contemporary criminal justice 

systems?  

2. To what extent can AI enhance victim participation and offender accountability while preserving 

restorative justice principles?  

3. What legal, ethical, and institutional safeguards are necessary for integrating AI into restorative 

justice mechanisms in India? 

1.6 Objectives of the Study 

The objectives of this paper are: 

1. To critically examine the role of Artificial Intelligence within contemporary criminal justice 

systems.  

2. To analyse the philosophical and legal foundations of restorative justice from a victim-centred 

perspective.  

3. To evaluate the potential of AI technologies to facilitate restorative justice processes.  

4. To propose an ethical and legally compliant framework for integrating Artificial Intelligence into 

restorative justice mechanisms in India. 

1.7 Scope of the Study 

The present study is confined to a qualitative doctrinal examination of Artificial Intelligence and restorative 

justice within the context of criminal justice administration. The analysis primarily focuses on the Indian 

legal framework while drawing comparative insights from selected international jurisdictions, including 

New Zealand, Canada, and the United Kingdom. The paper further considers international policy 

instruments and ethical frameworks governing artificial intelligence to formulate recommendations 

appropriate for the Indian criminal justice system. 

 

II. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The present study adopts a qualitative doctrinal research methodology, which is appropriate for 

examining legal principles, statutory frameworks, judicial developments, and policy discourse relating to 

the integration of Artificial Intelligence into restorative justice. As the paper primarily seeks to analyse 

existing legal norms, interpret statutory provisions, evaluate judicial approaches, and synthesise 

comparative legal developments, no empirical surveys or interviews have been undertaken. 

The research employs a descriptive, analytical, and comparative approach. The descriptive component 

explains the evolution of Artificial Intelligence and restorative justice, while the analytical approach 

critically evaluates their interaction within contemporary criminal justice systems. A comparative analysis 

is further undertaken to examine restorative justice practices in selected jurisdictions and identify best 

practices capable of informing legal reforms in India. 

The study relies upon both primary and secondary sources. Primary sources include the Constitution of 

India, the Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita, 2023, the Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023, the Juvenile 

Justice (Care and Protection of Children) Act, 2015, judicial decisions of the Supreme Court of India and 

comparative foreign courts, and relevant international legal instruments. Secondary sources comprise 

scholarly books, peer-reviewed journal articles, reports published by the United Nations Office on Drugs 

and Crime (UNODC), UNESCO, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 

the European Union, NITI Aayog, and other recognised institutions addressing Artificial Intelligence, 

criminal justice, and restorative justice. 

The scope of the study is limited to doctrinal analysis and does not empirically evaluate AI-enabled 

restorative justice programmes or measure stakeholder perceptions. Given the rapidly evolving nature of 

AI technologies and the emerging legal landscape governing their deployment, some contemporary 

developments may continue to evolve beyond the period covered by this research. Nevertheless, the 

doctrinal framework developed in this paper aims to provide a robust legal foundation for future policy 

formulation and academic inquiry. 
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III. UNDERSTANDING ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

3.1 Meaning and Evolution of Artificial Intelligence 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has emerged as one of the most transformative technological developments of 

the twenty-first century, profoundly influencing governance, commerce, healthcare, education, and legal 

systems. Although the concept of creating intelligent machines has existed for decades, recent 

advancements in computational power, big data analytics, cloud computing, and machine learning have 

accelerated AI's practical deployment across diverse sectors. Within criminal justice, AI has increasingly 

become an indispensable tool for enhancing institutional efficiency, supporting evidence-based decision-

making, and facilitating data-driven governance. 

The term "Artificial Intelligence" was first introduced by John McCarthy during the Dartmouth Conference 

in 1956, where it was defined as the science and engineering of making intelligent machines capable of 

performing tasks that ordinarily require human intelligence. Since then, AI has evolved from rule-based 

expert systems to sophisticated machine learning models capable of autonomous pattern recognition, 

predictive analysis, natural language processing (NLP), image recognition, and generative content creation. 

Contemporary AI systems rely upon algorithms trained on extensive datasets, enabling them to identify 

correlations, predict future outcomes, recognise behavioural patterns, and continuously improve their 

performance through iterative learning. 

Modern AI encompasses multiple interconnected technologies. Machine Learning (ML) enables computer 

systems to learn from historical data without explicit programming, whereas Deep Learning employs multi-

layered artificial neural networks to process highly complex information such as facial images, speech 

patterns, and behavioural characteristics. Natural Language Processing facilitates the interpretation and 

generation of human language, making AI-powered legal research, multilingual communication, automated 

drafting, and conversational legal assistants increasingly feasible. More recently, Generative Artificial 

Intelligence has demonstrated the ability to produce human-like text, summarise extensive legal documents, 

analyse judicial precedents, and assist professionals in legal reasoning. 

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) defines an AI system as a 

machine-based system that can infer from received inputs how to generate outputs including predictions, 

recommendations, decisions, or content that influence physical or virtual environments. Similarly, 

UNESCO's Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (2021) emphasises that AI systems 

should be developed and deployed in ways that respect human dignity, fundamental rights, fairness, 

transparency, and accountability. These international definitions reinforce that AI is not merely a 

technological innovation but a governance instrument capable of significantly influencing legal decision-

making and public administration. 

The evolution of AI has coincided with increasing demands for efficient justice delivery. Criminal justice 

institutions across the world process enormous volumes of information ranging from First Information 

Reports (FIRs), witness statements, forensic evidence, surveillance footage, digital communications, and 

financial transactions to judicial precedents and correctional records. Traditional manual analysis of such 

data is often time-consuming, susceptible to human error, and resource intensive. AI offers unprecedented 

opportunities to process large datasets rapidly, identify hidden patterns, support investigative agencies, and 

improve institutional responsiveness. 

Nevertheless, unlike conventional software that merely executes predetermined commands, AI systems 

frequently operate through probabilistic reasoning based upon statistical correlations. Consequently, their 

outputs depend heavily upon the quality, representativeness, and neutrality of the datasets used for training. 

This characteristic distinguishes AI from ordinary digital technologies and simultaneously introduces 

significant legal and ethical concerns regarding fairness, discrimination, explainability, and accountability. 

Therefore, while AI possesses immense potential to strengthen criminal justice institutions, its deployment 

must remain consistent with constitutional guarantees, human rights principles, and procedural fairness. 

 

3.2 Artificial Intelligence Across the Criminal Justice Process 

Artificial Intelligence has progressively permeated every stage of the criminal justice process, transforming 

the manner in which crimes are detected, investigated, prosecuted, adjudicated, and monitored. Rather than 

functioning as a single technology, AI operates through multiple specialised applications designed to 

address distinct institutional challenges. The increasing integration of AI reflects governments' attempts to 

improve efficiency, reduce administrative burdens, optimise resource allocation, and support informed 

decision-making. However, each stage also raises unique legal and ethical considerations that warrant 

careful examination. 
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(a) Predictive Policing and Crime Prevention 

One of the earliest applications of AI within criminal justice has been predictive policing. Predictive 

policing employs machine learning algorithms to analyse historical crime data, demographic information, 

geographical trends, weather patterns, and socio-economic indicators to forecast locations or periods where 

criminal activity is statistically more likely to occur. Police departments in countries such as the United 

States and the United Kingdom have experimented with predictive policing software to optimise patrol 

deployment, identify crime hotspots, and allocate limited policing resources more efficiently. 

Supporters argue that predictive analytics can enhance preventive policing by enabling law enforcement 

agencies to intervene before criminal incidents escalate. AI-assisted crime mapping may reduce response 

times, improve public safety, and optimise operational planning. However, predictive policing has attracted 

substantial criticism because historical crime data frequently reflect pre-existing patterns of discriminatory 

policing. Consequently, AI systems trained upon biased datasets may disproportionately target 

marginalised communities, reinforce racial profiling, and perpetuate systemic inequalities. These concerns 

have led several jurisdictions to reconsider or regulate predictive policing technologies, highlighting the 

importance of transparency, explainability, and independent oversight. 

(b) Criminal Investigation and Evidence Analysis 

Artificial Intelligence has significantly enhanced investigative capacities by enabling rapid analysis of large 

volumes of digital evidence. Modern investigations frequently involve extensive datasets comprising 

mobile phone records, emails, CCTV footage, financial transactions, social media communications, 

cybercrime logs, biometric information, and forensic evidence. AI-powered systems can identify relevant 

evidence, detect anomalies, establish behavioural patterns, and reconstruct criminal events with 

considerably greater speed than manual investigation. 

Facial recognition technology represents one of the most prominent investigative applications of AI. By 

comparing surveillance footage against extensive databases, facial recognition systems assist law 

enforcement agencies in identifying suspects, locating missing persons, and verifying identities. Similarly, 

AI-powered voice recognition, fingerprint analysis, DNA matching, and digital forensics have strengthened 

investigative efficiency across numerous jurisdictions. 

Despite these advantages, investigative AI technologies remain controversial due to concerns surrounding 

privacy, surveillance, false positives, and misidentification. Several documented instances have 

demonstrated that facial recognition algorithms may exhibit significantly higher error rates for women and 

racial minorities, thereby increasing the risk of wrongful arrests. Consequently, many legal scholars 

advocate stringent regulatory frameworks governing biometric surveillance and algorithmic accountability. 

 

(c) Judicial Administration, Bail and Sentencing 

Courts worldwide increasingly utilise AI-assisted tools to improve judicial administration rather than 

replace judicial decision-making. AI-powered legal research platforms assist judges and lawyers in 

identifying precedents, summarising lengthy judgments, organising case records, and automating 

administrative tasks. Intelligent case management systems further facilitate scheduling, document 

classification, and workflow optimisation, thereby reducing procedural delays. 

Some jurisdictions have experimented with algorithmic risk assessment tools to assist decisions relating to 

bail, parole, probation, and sentencing. The COMPAS (Correctional Offender Management Profiling for 

Alternative Sanctions) algorithm, widely discussed in academic literature, estimates the likelihood of future 

offending based upon numerous socio-demographic variables. Although proponents argue that such tools 

improve consistency and reduce subjective judicial discretion, critics contend that opaque algorithms may 

perpetuate racial bias and undermine the right to a fair trial. 

The controversy surrounding algorithmic sentencing illustrates a broader challenge confronting AI 

governance. Judicial decision-making involves nuanced assessments of remorse, proportionality, 

rehabilitation potential, victim impact, and individual circumstances that extend beyond statistical 

prediction. Consequently, international organisations consistently emphasise that AI should support but 

never replace independent judicial reasoning. 

 

(d) Correctional Administration and Rehabilitation 

Artificial Intelligence has also begun transforming correctional administration through intelligent prison 

management systems. AI technologies can monitor inmate health, assess rehabilitation needs, predict 

security risks, optimise resource allocation, and support correctional planning. Behavioural analytics may 

assist prison authorities in identifying prisoners requiring psychological intervention or specialised 

rehabilitation programmes, thereby improving institutional safety and offender reintegration. 
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Emerging AI applications further include educational recommendation systems, vocational skill 

assessments, mental health monitoring, and personalised rehabilitation planning. Such innovations 

demonstrate that AI need not function exclusively as an instrument of surveillance or punishment but may 

contribute positively towards rehabilitation and social reintegration. 

Nevertheless, excessive technological surveillance within correctional facilities raises concerns regarding 

privacy, dignity, autonomy, and informed consent. Consequently, AI deployment within correctional 

institutions must remain proportionate, transparent, and subject to continuous human supervision. 

 

3.3 Advantages of Artificial Intelligence in Criminal Justice 

The integration of Artificial Intelligence into criminal justice offers numerous institutional advantages. AI 

substantially improves efficiency by rapidly processing extensive datasets that would otherwise require 

considerable human resources and time. Automated document review, intelligent evidence management, 

predictive analytics, and legal research significantly reduce administrative burdens upon police agencies, 

prosecutors, and courts. 

AI also enhances consistency in routine administrative decision-making by applying standardised 

analytical criteria across comparable cases. Data-driven decision support may reduce inadvertent human 

error, strengthen investigative accuracy, and improve resource allocation. Furthermore, multilingual AI 

applications increase access to justice by assisting individuals with diverse linguistic backgrounds, thereby 

promoting procedural inclusiveness. 

Importantly, AI possesses considerable potential to expand legal accessibility through virtual legal 

assistants, automated information services, and digital justice platforms. Such innovations become 

particularly valuable within developing jurisdictions characterised by geographical disparities, limited legal 

infrastructure, and high case pendency. Properly implemented, AI may therefore contribute significantly 

towards achieving the broader objectives of efficiency, accessibility, and institutional effectiveness. 

 

3.4 Emerging Concerns and the Need for Responsible AI 

Despite its transformative potential, the integration of Artificial Intelligence into criminal justice raises 

profound legal, constitutional, and ethical challenges. Algorithmic bias remains perhaps the most 

significant concern. AI systems trained upon historically biased datasets may unintentionally perpetuate 

discrimination based upon race, caste, gender, religion, socio-economic status, or geographical location. 

Such outcomes undermine constitutional guarantees of equality before law and procedural fairness. 

Opacity further complicates judicial accountability. Many advanced machine learning models operate as 

"black boxes," producing outcomes that even their developers cannot fully explain. Decisions affecting 

liberty, privacy, or legal rights cannot legitimately rely upon opaque technologies lacking adequate 

explainability. Transparency therefore constitutes an indispensable prerequisite for lawful AI deployment 

within criminal justice. 

Privacy concerns have likewise intensified due to increasing reliance upon biometric surveillance, facial 

recognition, behavioural analytics, and mass data collection. Criminal justice institutions process highly 

sensitive personal information, necessitating robust safeguards concerning data protection, cybersecurity, 

informed consent, and lawful processing. 

Finally, AI cannot replicate empathy, moral reasoning, cultural sensitivity, or emotional intelligence 

qualities that remain fundamental to justice delivery. Criminal adjudication frequently requires nuanced 

assessments of remorse, vulnerability, victim suffering, reconciliation, and rehabilitation that extend 

beyond algorithmic computation. Consequently, international ethical frameworks consistently advocate a 

human-in-the-loop approach whereby AI functions as a decision-support system while ultimate authority 

remains vested in accountable human institutions. 

The growing influence of Artificial Intelligence therefore necessitates a careful balance between 

technological innovation and constitutional values. AI should enhance not replace human judgment, 

ensuring that efficiency is pursued without compromising dignity, fairness, accountability, or access to 

justice. This balance becomes particularly significant when AI intersects with restorative justice, where 

human dialogue, empathy, and voluntary participation constitute the very foundation of the justice process. 
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IV. RESTORATIVE JUSTICE: A VICTIM-CENTRED PARADIGM 

4.1 Philosophy and Evolution of Restorative Justice 

The evolution of criminal justice philosophy has witnessed a gradual transition from punitive approaches 

centred upon the State to more inclusive models that recognise the interests of victims, offenders, and 

communities. While traditional criminal justice systems primarily regard crime as an offence against the 

sovereign authority of the State, restorative justice reconceptualises crime as a violation of interpersonal 

relationships that causes tangible and intangible harm to individuals and society. Consequently, the primary 

objective of restorative justice is not merely to determine guilt and impose punishment but to repair harm, 

restore relationships, encourage accountability, and facilitate reintegration. 

Although the contemporary restorative justice movement gained international prominence during the latter 

half of the twentieth century, its philosophical foundations are deeply rooted in indigenous and community-

based dispute resolution traditions across various civilisations. Indigenous communities in New Zealand, 

Canada, Australia, Africa, and several Asian societies have historically relied upon dialogue, reconciliation, 

community participation, and collective healing rather than purely punitive sanctions. These traditional 

practices recognised that sustainable peace could rarely be achieved through punishment alone and instead 

required acknowledgment of harm, restoration of trust, and active community involvement. 

Modern restorative justice emerged as a response to growing dissatisfaction with conventional criminal 

justice systems. Rising prison populations, increasing rates of recidivism, prolonged judicial proceedings, 

inadequate victim participation, and escalating litigation costs prompted scholars and policymakers to 

reconsider the objectives of criminal justice. Rather than viewing punishment as an end in itself, restorative 

justice seeks to create opportunities for constructive dialogue between victims and offenders, allowing both 

parties to actively participate in resolving the consequences of crime. 

Howard Zehr, widely regarded as the "father of modern restorative justice," fundamentally redefined the 

concept of crime by arguing that crime represents harm to people and relationships rather than merely a 

breach of legal rules. According to Zehr, justice should therefore focus upon identifying harms, addressing 

needs, and allocating responsibilities for repairing those harms. Similarly, Tony Marshall defined 

restorative justice as a process whereby all parties affected by an offence collectively determine how to 

deal with its aftermath and future implications. John Braithwaite further strengthened restorative justice 

theory through his concept of reintegrative shaming, arguing that offenders should be condemned for 

their wrongful conduct while simultaneously being supported in their reintegration into society. Unlike 

stigmatizing punishment, reintegrative shaming promotes offender accountability without permanently 

alienating individuals from their communities. 

These theoretical contributions collectively transformed restorative justice from an alternative dispute 

resolution mechanism into a comprehensive philosophy of criminal justice. Contemporary restorative 

justice therefore extends beyond mediation or settlement; it represents a normative framework grounded in 

human dignity, participation, accountability, healing, and social cohesion. Importantly, restorative justice 

does not seek to eliminate conventional criminal justice institutions but rather complements them by 

addressing dimensions of justice often neglected within adversarial proceedings. 

The increasing recognition of victims' rights has further accelerated the global acceptance of restorative 

justice. Victims frequently seek acknowledgment, emotional closure, explanations, apologies, restitution, 

and assurances against future victimisation—objectives that conventional criminal trials rarely fulfil. 

Restorative justice provides an institutional space where victims are heard, offenders are encouraged to 

accept responsibility, and communities participate in rebuilding trust. Consequently, restorative justice has 

increasingly been incorporated into juvenile justice, sentencing practices, community corrections, victim 

compensation programmes, and post-conflict reconciliation initiatives across numerous jurisdictions. 

The emergence of digital technologies presents new opportunities for expanding restorative justice beyond 

traditional face-to-face interactions. However, any technological intervention must preserve the 

philosophical foundations of restorative justice by ensuring that efficiency does not replace empathy, 

automation does not undermine voluntariness, and technological convenience does not compromise 

meaningful human participation. 

 

4.2 Core Principles of Restorative Justice 

Despite variations in institutional models across jurisdictions, restorative justice programmes consistently 

operate upon several foundational principles that distinguish them from conventional criminal justice 

processes. These principles collectively ensure that restorative justice remains victim-centred, 

participatory, and oriented towards repairing harm rather than merely imposing punishment. 
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(a) Repairing Harm 

The central objective of restorative justice is the repair of harm caused by criminal conduct. Unlike 

retributive justice, which primarily seeks proportional punishment, restorative justice recognises that crime 

produces emotional, psychological, financial, relational, and social consequences extending beyond legal 

injury. Accordingly, restorative processes seek to identify the specific harms suffered by victims and 

develop mutually acceptable measures capable of addressing those harms through restitution, apology, 

community service, rehabilitation, or other restorative outcomes. 

(b) Victim Participation 

Restorative justice places victims at the centre of the justice process. Rather than remaining passive 

witnesses, victims actively participate in expressing the impact of the offence, identifying their needs, 

asking questions, and contributing to decisions regarding appropriate reparative measures. Such 

participation promotes psychological healing, procedural fairness, and greater confidence in justice 

institutions. Importantly, participation remains entirely voluntary, and victims retain the right to withdraw 

from restorative proceedings at any stage. 

(c) Offender Accountability 

Accountability within restorative justice extends beyond legal liability. Offenders are encouraged to 

acknowledge responsibility, understand the consequences of their actions, express genuine remorse, and 

actively contribute towards repairing the harm they have caused. This emphasis upon moral accountability 

distinguishes restorative justice from punitive approaches that often terminate with the completion of a 

sentence without necessarily addressing underlying behavioural transformation. 

(d) Community Participation 

Crime frequently disrupts community relationships and undermines collective trust. Restorative justice 

therefore recognises communities as active stakeholders capable of supporting victims, facilitating offender 

reintegration, and preventing future criminal behaviour. Community participation contributes to long-term 

social cohesion by addressing broader structural factors contributing to criminal conduct while reinforcing 

shared norms of responsibility and mutual respect. 

(e) Reintegration and Rehabilitation 

Restorative justice rejects permanent social exclusion of offenders. Instead, it seeks to facilitate successful 

reintegration through education, counselling, vocational training, community engagement, and behavioural 

transformation. Reintegration reduces recidivism by addressing the social, psychological, and economic 

circumstances contributing to offending behaviour. Successful restorative outcomes therefore benefit 

victims, offenders, communities, and society alike. 

These principles collectively demonstrate that restorative justice is fundamentally human-centred. 

Dialogue, empathy, trust, voluntariness, and mutual respect remain indispensable components of every 

restorative process. Consequently, any integration of Artificial Intelligence must reinforce rather than 

diminish these foundational values. 

 

4.3 International Models of Restorative Justice 

The implementation of restorative justice varies across jurisdictions depending upon constitutional 

structures, legal traditions, indigenous practices, and institutional priorities. Nevertheless, several countries 

have developed mature restorative justice frameworks that provide valuable lessons for future reforms. 

New Zealand 

New Zealand is internationally recognised as the pioneer of modern restorative justice. The enactment of 

the Children, Young Persons, and Their Families Act, 1989 institutionalised Family Group 

Conferencing (FGC) as the primary decision-making mechanism for juvenile offenders. Inspired by Māori 

traditions of collective decision-making, Family Group Conferences bring together victims, offenders, 

family members, community representatives, and trained facilitators to determine appropriate responses to 

offending behaviour. The emphasis upon dialogue, consensus, and culturally informed participation has 

contributed significantly to New Zealand's global leadership in restorative justice. 

Canada 

Canada has integrated restorative justice into both juvenile and adult criminal justice through sentencing 

circles, victim-offender mediation, community justice committees, and Indigenous justice programmes. 

Indigenous legal traditions strongly influence Canadian restorative practices, recognising healing, 

reconciliation, and collective responsibility as essential components of justice. Restorative mechanisms are 

frequently employed to address offences involving young persons and community conflicts, thereby 

reducing unnecessary incarceration while strengthening offender accountability. 
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United Kingdom 

The United Kingdom has progressively expanded restorative justice within policing, sentencing, probation, 

and correctional services. Victim-offender mediation, restorative cautioning, community conferencing, and 

post-sentencing restorative meetings are utilised across various stages of criminal proceedings. 

Government-supported restorative justice programmes emphasise voluntary participation, trained 

facilitators, victim safety, and evidence-based evaluation. Independent studies indicate relatively high 

levels of victim satisfaction and improved offender accountability associated with restorative interventions. 

Collectively, these jurisdictions demonstrate that restorative justice can successfully complement 

conventional criminal justice without undermining public safety. Their experiences further illustrate the 

importance of legislative recognition, institutional training, community engagement, and continuous 

evaluation lessons particularly relevant for jurisdictions such as India that are exploring broader restorative 

reforms. 

 

4.4 Position of Restorative Justice in India 

Although India has not enacted a comprehensive restorative justice statute, several legislative provisions 

and institutional practices reflect restorative principles. The Indian criminal justice system has historically 

incorporated elements of reconciliation, community participation, and negotiated resolution through 

diverse legal mechanisms. Recent criminal law reforms further indicate a gradual shift towards victim-

oriented and rehabilitative approaches. 

The Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 (BNSS) continues to recognise compounding of 

offences, enabling parties to amicably resolve specified criminal disputes with or without judicial 

permission. While compounding is limited to particular categories of offences, it embodies restorative 

values by encouraging consensual settlement and reducing adversarial litigation. 

Similarly, plea bargaining, first introduced under the Code of Criminal Procedure and retained under the 

BNSS, provides opportunities for negotiated resolution in certain criminal cases. Although plea bargaining 

primarily seeks procedural efficiency, it may contribute to offender accountability and victim participation 

where appropriate safeguards exist. 

The Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita, 2023 (BNS) introduces community service as a punishment for selected 

offences. Community service reflects restorative philosophy by requiring offenders to contribute positively 

to society rather than relying exclusively upon incarceration. Properly implemented, community service 

may strengthen offender rehabilitation while simultaneously promoting public confidence in non-custodial 

sanctions. 

The Juvenile Justice (Care and Protection of Children) Act, 2015 similarly embodies restorative ideals 

by emphasising rehabilitation, social reintegration, counselling, education, and child-friendly procedures 

rather than punitive detention. Juvenile Justice Boards possess considerable flexibility to adopt 

rehabilitative measures tailored to the best interests of children in conflict with the law. 

Beyond statutory provisions, restorative principles are reflected in Lok Adalats, mediation centres, victim 

compensation schemes, family counselling services, village dispute resolution mechanisms, and 

community-based reconciliation initiatives. The Supreme Court of India has also increasingly recognised 

the importance of victim rights, meaningful participation, and restorative outcomes in selected decisions, 

thereby signalling gradual judicial acceptance of victim-centred justice. 

Nevertheless, India's restorative justice framework remains fragmented and largely incidental. Existing 

mechanisms operate independently without an integrated legislative policy specifically governing 

restorative justice. The absence of specialised restorative institutions, trained facilitators, uniform 

procedural standards, victim support infrastructure, and comprehensive statutory recognition continues to 

impede wider implementation. 

These institutional gaps simultaneously create opportunities for technological innovation. Artificial 

Intelligence, when deployed responsibly, may strengthen restorative justice by improving accessibility, 

facilitating communication, identifying suitable cases, supporting victims, maintaining procedural 

documentation, and generating evidence-based evaluations. However, technological integration must 

remain firmly grounded in the restorative principles discussed above, ensuring that AI functions as an 

enabling instrument rather than a substitute for meaningful human dialogue. 
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V. AI AS AN ENABLER OF RESTORATIVE JUSTICE 

The rapid advancement of Artificial Intelligence has fundamentally transformed justice administration by 

enabling data-driven decision-making, automation of routine processes, and enhanced institutional 

efficiency. However, the discourse surrounding AI has predominantly focused upon adversarial criminal 

justice processes such as predictive policing, surveillance, sentencing algorithms, and forensic 

investigations. Comparatively little attention has been devoted to examining how AI may strengthen 

restorative justice mechanisms, despite their increasing significance within victim-centred criminal justice 

reforms. 

Unlike conventional criminal proceedings that rely heavily upon procedural adjudication, restorative justice 

depends upon communication, participation, accountability, and collaborative problem-solving. These 

processes often require extensive administrative coordination, multilingual communication, secure 

information management, participant preparation, and continuous monitoring of restorative agreements. 

Many of these functions involve repetitive administrative tasks that can be effectively supported through 

responsible AI systems without diminishing the fundamentally human nature of restorative dialogue. 

The integration of Artificial Intelligence into restorative justice should therefore not be viewed as the 

automation of justice but as the intelligent augmentation of restorative processes. AI can improve 

institutional accessibility, reduce procedural delays, enhance victim support, facilitate communication, 

strengthen transparency, and generate evidence-based policy insights while ensuring that substantive 

decision-making remains under human supervision. 

Table 5.1: Proposed Framework for Integrating Artificial Intelligence into Restorative Justice Processes 
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