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WISHING FOR A DIFFERENT REVIEW

A literature review, but also seffing the tfoundation tor modeng serﬁencmgqg,@.:"
structurec decisien—makmg environment.

WHAT DOES SENTENCING SCHOLARSHIP SAY?
—> |denﬁ{y key themes, methods, jurisdicﬁons, gaps

WHAT IS SENTENCING AS AN ENVIRONMENT?

—> Longer—ferm aim: define ACTOrS, TQO\S, Orocesses
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SENTENCING SCHOLARSHIP CHOICE ARCHITECGTURE

o nTerdiscip\mory o Rooted in behavioural economics and
o Methodologically diverse cognifive psychology

o QﬂonQHy grounded and shgped by ’egg\ o Focused on how contextual design influences

traditions decisions

o Views sentencing as Shaped by law, but also © Experimenm\, offen absfracted from

by institutional, individual, and cultural nstifutional Specﬁcs

factors, but varied viewpoints are not Q\wgys o Views degsmn—mgkmg as bounded, biased,

o di@\ogue with one another aond modifiable erough design

They differ in vocabulary, methodologies and
assumptions about how decisions are made.

The challenge: how to bring them together without overlooking their differences.



LIMITS OF MANUAL
REVIEWS

Small-scale

L anguage-limited

Highly time-consuming and labour-
intensive

Prone to selection bias

Lacking in fransparency (imp|ici’r
criTeria)

o ll-suited tor cross-jurisdictional or
in’rerdisciphnary syn’rhesis

O O O

o O

Sl Why not a traditional review?

WHAT WE WANT?

o lo capture the widest possib\e range

of sources (discip\mes, \Qnguages,

jurisdicﬂons)
o To build the foundation tor a
senfencing architecture

o Most imermnHy, an Qpproadﬂ that is:

O
O
O
O

| arge-scale
Uniform

Eticient

Structured and reviewable

A review process that is scalable, transparent, and open: capable of mapping+ o,

full landscape of sentencing research.



Our starting point
WHAT WE STARTED TO DO

o Build a taxonomy of >280 themes (e.g., human
rigms N Serﬁencmgﬁ

o Use ChatGPT to read papers and ...
O assign themes
O prepare structured abstracts
O exfract additional information (authors, yedar

of pub\icaﬂgn >

o Create a searchable, mgppgb\e structure of the

iterature

We thought this would be straightforward — and that

. scale could be managed by rules.



What happened instead?

o Weekly team meetings turned into continuous iteration
o Qur Spreadsheef grew exponenﬁg\\y Ia Comp|exi’ry: the
I more detailed we gof, the harder it became to agree

o Loads of variation

O uman-human <\rﬁer—rcﬁer varicﬂion)

O uman-Al (,,Exfra—rcﬁer” varicﬁion)
o Al-Al (Cross-model variation)
o [hemes began TO pre—shope findings instead of \eﬁmg

ﬁndmgs emerge

Started of as a
way of classilying
papers

y

A shift from
classifying papers
to understanding

the space
between them.



What we ‘re actually doing?

o Structured abstracts (ChatGPT-generated) T P

e -
o A lot of other information about the oapers
o Themes & subthemes ©

O Meﬂﬂodo\ogy

o Relevance of oapers for the Sentrix oroject .
— O Embeddlngs foO compare papers

seanTiCQHy, NOT just by stigned

—~ themes

o A shitt from “categorising papers’ to
— unders’ronding their re|c1’rionships




Structured abstracts N

Building comparable narratives

o Kach paper summarised using a ~400-word
structured abstract, generated by ChatGPT
O Based on a detailed prompt with four consistent

sections:
Background / Context

Objectives / Focus

Methods / Approoch
l:indmgs / |nsighfs

O O O O

o Make papers comparable across disciplines,
jurisdictions, and methods

e
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WHAT ARE THEY?

= O way of converting text (a oaper, theme, or

Serﬁence) into a numeric vector - a list of numbers that
captures ifs meaning.

HOW WE USE THEM?

Texts similar in meaning end Up close TQgeTher in a

mathematical space - even it Hﬂey don't use the same
words.




Fmbeddings as method

From labels to rebﬂonships

USE OPEN.AI EMBEDDINGS TO:

Represent papers, themes, methods and oroject
documents as vectors

Compare them semanﬁca“y

hopefully THIS ENABLIS

Discovery of hidden structure
Theme—ggnosﬂc Simi\ariw
Mapping of new conceptual spaces

Moves beyond surface labels — captures
deep Conceptual proximity
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SENTENCING ARCHITECTURE

Similarity between papers

Similarity threshold:
0 m 1
o—
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Publication year:

1993 1997 2001 2005 2009 2013 2017 2021 2024

Relevance for SENTRIX:

0
| —————

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 05 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1
Focus:

Sentencing Decision-making

Main field:

Law Criminology Sociology
Political science History Philosophy

Psychology Economics

Select a paper v

e Effectiveness of Senten... S
~——Nudge th&Jue

To Nudge or Not to Nudge? A...

Link to the visualization



https://sentrix.shinyapps.io/similarity_between_papers_demo/

The analytical engine behind the map

COMPARING PAPERS, THEMES, METHODS, AND ASSESSING RELEVANCE

Paper - Paper Paper - Theme Paper - Method Paper - Project
Discovering _earning which Seeing the tielo Bringing the most
clusters, bridges, fopics are (not) through the relevant papers to

and blind spots popular methodology lens the foregrounc



L.ooking ahead

Mode”ing the sentencing environment

WHAT ARE WE ASKING?

What are the latent elements that structure sentencing as d
decision—mgkmg environment’?

What OArTs of this environment are we\\—represen#ed in the
iterature—and what's missing”

HOW ARE WE DOING IT?

o Create a rich network of oA pers that can be searched,
filtered, and visualized based on ¢ \Qrge set of their
oroperties

— B
. - OFTE M2
2O ow E
1!1:'-.'-1-.“:1 PREIGULE .'. ﬁ :ﬂ I [ -
O —_ T _gg‘hl . §h —
"."?“_lu_*t. s | r'irﬂl.i!—“’-“m
ﬁ,; |
M T Tl ewaEwers
‘_'f._‘_.; O SENTENCING DPTITNS
CRIME @ i' {-11 485 W PRISoR]
f | = -
- Lp o T EMCE
BRUAK BRME | SISFEMMEL LB
|R1:.=-u-_'n_r~s M Jebe CoHMUMITY  SENTENE
| BEMTH [ JIRTIRE hLER, A foc
an
ORI LITL | - IS——
| I % ?' T _'_"_';} g O RIS
|-ueuu1 | -
|- Ll sk CES 1 r'.hu:E
| AODCTION TREAT HEMT
\




Broader value? N S L SR e

A replicable way of doing literature review g A N Y

O Rep’icab\e
o lransparent
o Flexible

o Scalable

o Other \egcﬂ domains

o Other inferdisciplmary spaces

e



Thank vou N

We welcome all and any
feedback!

Email

mojca.plesnicar@pf.uni-lj.si
dean.lipovac@inst-krim.si
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