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Summary

Modern education and professional training in most fields have followed the
deep but narrow model, where deep expertise is acquired in a narrow field
(e.g. specific area of law), with very few insights incorporated form other
disciplines. A common alternative to deep but narrow is wide but shallow,
where experts acquire superficial knowledge from across different disciplines,
but without interdisciplinary integration needed to extract true value from
these insights. In this paper we argue that recent advances in understanding
the human mind, combined with unprecedented changes in accessibility of
information enabled by Al, provide an opportunity for shifting to the deep and
wide model of expertise acquisition. Using the legal profession as an example,
we discuss how the shift towards deep and wide model can lead to
improvements in decision making and consequent benefits to individuals and
societies.
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Dangers of shallow and narrow

‘A little Learning is a dang'rous Thing; Drink deep, or taste not the Pierian Spring:
There shallow Draughts intoxicate the Brain, And drinking largely sobers us again.’
states Alexander Pope in An Essay on Criticism (Pope 1758) p10. Other thinkers, such
as Socrates ~2500 years ago (Harold North Fowler 1966), and Spinoza around half a
millennia ago (Spinoza 1673) — spoke similarly of the dangers of both shallow
knowledge and narrow knowledge.

Despite the millennia-long awareness of the importance of deep and wide
knowledge, the modern educational approaches have persisted with the
unidisciplinary model as the default approach to knowledge. This unidisciplinary focus
can exacerbate poor decision-making evident in all spheres of human function.

Poor decision-making and the justice system

Humans are vested with remarkable analytic powers of the mind that we apply to all
spheres of life, from creation to destruction. We occupy all environmental niches, peer
into our own cells, examine our own brain and explore the depths of ocean and space.
Our overall quality of life has improved, including reduction in child mortality,
eradication of some diseases, positive developments in health, materials and societal
functions. Yet, individuals, organisations, systems and whole societies make poor
decisions in every sphere of life. This is true even of the Justice system which is relied
upon to uphold what is right. This poor decision making is evident in crime statistics,
sentencing, and legislation — to name just a few elements.

For example, as stated by the President of the United States, Barack Obama ‘The
United States is home to 5% of the world’s population, but 25% of the world’s
prisoners. Think about that!” (Obama 2015). Thinking about it is hard, because it does
not make sense and this situation should not exist in a just system. Similarly,
‘something is rotten’ in the area of sentencing decision making. For example, a large
scale US study on decision-making for life changing matters such as criminal
sentencing, examined 149,363 federal cases across 30 cities and found that the length
of a defendant’s sentence within a city could vary by as much as 63% — depending on
the judge assigned to the case (United States Sentencing Commission 2019). Large
scale studies on immigration found that chances of success in the same court for some
nationalities were 1% in front of one judge and over 80% in front of another (Foster
2012). A UK study found that 36% of criminal cases in the Court of Appeal had issued
unlawful sentences in which the type of sentence imposed was simply wrong in law,
beyond being excessively lenient or severe (UK Law Commission 2018).

Similar flaws in decision-making can be seen in legislation. For example, many
behaviours are at one time illegal, and at another time decriminalised, or the other way
around, such as homosexuality, cross-racial relations, selling people, abortion, forced
sterilisation, using mobile phones in schools, smoking — to name just a few. There are
many examples of existing laws that are harmful (see Box 1 for an example of a law
and its chain reactions).
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Such flaws in the justice system partly stem from the severe economic inequality,
with for example, 0.001% of the world’s population — fewer than 60,000 people —
having three times as much wealth as half of all humans (Henley 2025); for a summary
see also (Selita and Kovas 2018). Another factor affecting decisions is power inequality
of the parties in the justice process, with outcomes depending on the position of the
parties on a continuum of power relative to one another — where the chances of
obtaining ‘justice’ change from almost non-existent to almost certain (see also chapter
on Advocacy in (Selita and Kovas in Press)) . For example, power dynamics have also
been linked to the patterns of juvenile and adult incarcerations, including as a function
of politics (e.g. see (Newburn 2017)).

Flawed decision-making in the justice system is geographically and historically
universal, with the legal systems designed to ensure the status quo favourable to the
wealthy and the powerful, exemplified in the lyrics of a popular hymn for children ‘The
rich man in his castle; the poor man at the gate’ (Lambert 2024; Price 2009; Wikipedia
2026, ‘All Things Bright and Beautiful’). For example, there is recorded evidence of
extreme inequality and abuse of population by elites from around 5000 years ago
(Institute for the Study of Ancient Cultures (ISAC), University of Chicago). Indeed,
many laws and their interpretations historically existed to maintain the desired (by
some) balance in society in select circumstances, and have been updated in response
to changing culture and societal trends.

Decisions in the justice system are also affected by the way the system is organised.
It is uncanny how applicable is today Aristophanes’ 2500 year-old description of trials
in courts of law in the timeless comedy Wasps (‘Aristophanes (c.446—c.386 BC) -
Wasps: Translated by George Theodoridis’, n.d.)). In Wasps, during the trial, all
methods are used to influence the jury. Initially the accused (a dog) is described as a
worthy member of society: he is the virtuoso, the genius. When this fails, the dog is
described as disadvantaged by circumstances: he is uneducated and had not had the
opportunity to learn to play a musical instrument. And when that also fails, the dog’s
puppies are brought in and asked to cry and howl. The witnesses are pots and pans,
and, because they cannot speak, they are represented by another character ‘on behalf
of the accused’. Finally, cheating is used to obtain the desired outcome — (see parallels
in Box 1).

Finally, flawed decisions in the justice system also stem from the way human mind
processes information, including attentional problems, conscious and unconscious
biases, cultural norms, etc. For example, Sophocles’ description of confusions around
‘free’ will — a core pillar in justice and other aspects — is as timely today as it was 2500
years ago (see examples in Kovas and Selita 2021).

However, despite economic, power-related and mind-related (cognitive,
attitudinal, etc.) influences on decision making, recent scientific advances suggest that
human decisions can improve, provided planned targeted societal efforts take place.
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Scientific Advances and Decision Making

After millennia of obscurity, in the 20th century the human brain has taken a centre
stage in the quest for understanding human behaviour. Today we know that the brain,
the most complex object known in the Universe, processes information and arrives at
decisions via a myriad of processes of immense complexity. We also know that each
brain is unique in its organisation and function, with its uniqueness stemming from
continuous interplay between genetic and environmental influences. The scientific
knowledge, generated in the past few decades in genomics, cognitive sciences,
neuroscience and psychology, has provided unprecedented new insights into human
behaviour, and the knowledge is continuously advancing. This knowledge has direct
implications for understanding decision making across different fields, including
medicine, education, defence, diplomacy, government, and justice.

Knowledge acquisition

The brain is locked inside the skull and has no direct access to the world. It cannot feel
pain, see, hear, smell or sense in any other way. The brain is an information processor,
receiving electro-chemically coded signals from the body’s sensory machinery, and
analysing these coded signals. Every piece of information arriving from the senses is
analysed in the context of what is already stored in the brain. Therefore, what is fed
bottom-up (bottom-up processing) is interpreted within the parameters of
expectations, contextual information, existing memory, biases etc (top-down
processing).

Unidisciplinary education equips the brain (our ‘necktop’) with certain knowledge
acquisition approaches, certain paradigms and schemas (‘apps’) — which allows for
particular information to be processed in particular ways. The decisions we produce
depend on the ‘apps’ we ‘uploaded’ and the information these ‘apps’ will process. Of
course, today one can easily access information from any discipline, but without the
right ‘apps’ it cannot be meaningfully processed. To overcome these limitations,
professional education must give way to approaches that use multiple disciplines to
address complex problems (multidisciplinary) and where, in the process of
collaboration, disciplines influence each other — borrowing each other’s methods,
concepts and insights (interdisciplinary). Considering the brain can only see with
what has been uploaded onto it — the deeper and wider the knowledge, the more one
can see how things are (see also (Big Think 2017)).

One of the key reasons for embracing multi- and inter-disciplinary approaches is
that disciplinary boundaries are artificial, and become less and less real the more we
learn about the world. As a thought experiment, we could imagine what knowledge
would we select to be passed on to people of the future, if by some cataclysm all
scientific knowledge is destroyed and only fewest words can be used. For the Physics
Nobel prize winner Richard Feynman it would be: ‘All things are made of atoms - little
particles that move around in perpetual motion, attracting each other when they are a
little distance apart, but repelling upon being squeezed into one another’ (Feynman
2009). An insight from genomics can be: ‘Human body consists of trillions of cells —
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‘small rooms’. Most cells contain DNA - a self-replicating multi-billion ‘letter’ text,
written in 4 chemical bases arranged in three-letter sequences, like words. Sequences
of these ‘words’ form instructions for different processes, including for building
proteins — different molecular structures that enable vital functions. Some of the
sequences are identical for all humans, and others differ — contributing to similarities
and differences among people. The same sequence is usually involved in many
different functions and many sequences are involved in each function. All human
processes result from these DNA instructions, but how instructions play out depends
on an individual’s environment.” A insight from psychology could be: ‘The brain
contains billions of neurons — the cells that interconnect in complex ways that enable
our mind — our thoughts, feelings, memories, decisions, actions, consciousness and
other psychological and physiological processes. The brain connectivity is malleable,
and this ability to rewire enables learning and means that the Self is always evolving,
always becoming. Although much of our mind’s working happens outside of our
awareness, our mind is so powerful that it allows us to examine itself — to metathink -
and this gives us some control over our mind. However, the human mind can trick
itself into believing it is always right, even though it has plenty of evidence of being
wrong in the past and having updated beliefs on receiving of new knowledge. This
quality of the mind can lead even a kind person with good intentions to take bad and
even inhumane decisions. Deep and wide knowledge, as well as metathinking can
serve as antidote to biases and glitches of the mind’. Together with pieces of knowledge
from other disciplines, these insights would form an incredible pool of
interdisciplinary knowledge that would equip the people of the future with useful
information and powerful information processing competencies.

Another key reason for why multi- and inter-disciplinary approaches are so
valuable is that they promote metathinking — the ability to think about our own
thinking, views, attitudes and behaviour, to analyse the sources and reasons for
thinking the way we do. As we exercise metathinking, we learn about what we knew
and what we thought we knew, what we have done correctly and what incorrectly,
what our ‘necktops’ are capable of producing and what ‘apps’ we need to upload to
expand our understanding. With greater awareness of our own thinking processes, we
tend to become more humble and cautious of decisions the brain takes.

The exceptional value of multidisciplinary training and experience has recently
been demonstrated in a large review on highest levels of human performance (Giillich
et al. 2025). The study examined developmental experiences of more than 34,000
adult international top performers in different domains, including Nobel laureates, the
most renowned classical music composers, Olympic champions, and the world’s best
chess players. Among many findings, the study showed that Nobel laureates in the
sciences, compared with national-level awardees, engaged in more multidisciplinary
activities in terms of study, practice, and working experiences, within science and
outside of science. Similarly, composers’ success of their compositions correlated with
previous experiences in diverse genres rather than specialising within a single genre.
‘Hot streaks’/ bursts of high-impact works produced in close succession — for
scientists, artists, and film directors — were often preceded by a period of work in other
disciplines, genres, or artistic styles.
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Most need, least feed: unidisciplinary focus in
the legal profession

Law degrees are known as among the most demanding in terms of learning and among
the most rewarding in terms of earning and social status. Obtaining a law degree
equips one with tools to navigate the myriads of rules and procedures created in
societies (in the UK, one-two Acts of Parliament per week (29 in 2020). The knowledge
‘uploading’ that takes place during law studies and practice is primarily
unidisciplinary, focused on the law and its interpretation. Moreover, in the recent
decades, the law profession has moved in the direction of very defined/narrow
expertise (Ariens 1994). Interdisciplinary knowledge on human behaviour is not part
of the legal training, and professional law libraries usually do not hold such resources
on the basis that they are for academics.

However, interdisciplinary knowledge is badly needed in the field of justice,
because this field operates with such complex phenomena as will, intention, capacity,
decision-making, consciousness, guilt, remorse, praise and blame, aetiology, reason,
morality, social cohesion and many more — that are explored within other disciplines.
Lawyers also play a key ‘referee-like’ role in the relationship between power and rights
(see (Selita and Kovas in Press)). Multidisciplinary knowledge in the law profession
can ensure preservation of the status quo (when appropriate), whilst providing
solutions which improve life for everyone in a society. There are many examples
showing that governments can allow for more rights to people without losing power.
As an illustration, countries that are more democratic than others, are not so because
their rulers are less able to maintain their power or because they are kinder or fairer,
but because cleverer structures have been put in place. These structures allow for
rulers to maintain their power whilst giving more rights to people than in totalitarian
systems.

The deeper and wider the knowledge of those involved in designing the systems,
the higher the chances of creating structures that allow for more balanced and
harmonious societies. If the brain ‘algorithms’ have access to a system of reliable data
— i.e. if a lot more knowledge were uploaded onto ‘necktops’ of decision makers and
their advisors — the outcomes would be better. For illustration, taking decisions about
the health of a person as an example, an information processor with access to genetic,
medical, behavioural, shopping, communication and other data can make
incomparably more reliable decisions than a processor with access only to medial data.
If we were to give Al access to only a small ‘pot’ of data, what outcomes would we
expect? Similarly, practising in the legal system without knowledge of psychology and
behavioural sciences can be likened to prescribing medication without knowledge of
illnesses, or cutting grass with a sledgehammer.

But how can one acquire deep and wide knowledge, given the limitations of our
memory systems and time available? For example, a law degree is already among the
hardest degrees due to significant workload, including extensive reading,
remembering many cases and analysis of complex legal texts. When can an aspiring
lawyer learn about genomics, psychology or cognitive neuroscience? The answer is
‘now’. The latest developments in AI brought about a unique opportunity for
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multi/inter-disciplinary focus. For example, today, with a few prompts, a lawyer can
access any collection of relevant cases. It is therefore unnecessary to memorise
hundreds of cases, procedure or how different parts of different Acts interconnect, e.g.
cancelling out or supporting each other. Instead, the focus can be on deeper
understanding of human mind and behaviour, and on positive developments in the
justice systems that break the perpetual vicious cycles of inequality, frustration and
suffering.

For example, with an interdisciplinary approach to human mind, the concept of
free will within the legal concept would be re-examined. One’s will is not free from
genetic and environmental influences, because will is a product of the mind, the mind
is a product of the brain, and the brain’s connectivity and function are influenced by
continuous interplay between genetic and environmental factors.

Building multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary
knowledge

The advantage of pursuing multidisciplinary expertise is well established, e.g. see (Qu
et al. 2024; Kongkar et al. 2025; Selita et al. 2023). However, embracing
multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary approaches requires overcoming a number of
cognitive and societal barriers.

Cognitive barriers

Cognitive limitations. Our cognitive processing has many limitations, including
attentional resources, working memory capacity, efficiency of encoding and retrieval
of information from long-term memory, etc. (Buschman et al. 2011; Sadtler et al. 2014;
Marois and Ivanoff 2005; Brod et al. 2013; Inda et al. 2011; Van Kesteren and Meeter
2020). These limitations mean that developing expertise even in one field, such as
playing an instrument or coding, typically requires several years of dedicated study
and practice (BBC 2014; Kellogg 2008; Wong 2015).

Undervaluing multi-interdisplinary knowledge. The brain has no way of knowing
the difference a new piece of knowledge will make until it has that piece of knowledge.
Therefore, we are often unable to understand how knowledge in a different area can
be useful to us, until we have gained the new knowledge.

The Curse of Partial Knowledge. Partial knowledge creates an ‘invisible mirror
ceiling’, where you see clearly how things are, but without knowing that everything you
see is just a reflection of your knowledge (Selita and Kovas in Press). It tricks you into
thinking you know enough to understand things that matter for your work and your
life, even in the presence of evidence to the contrary. For an excellent illustration, see
interview with Nobel Prize winner Daniel Kahneman by LeadersIn (LeadersIn 2016).
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Societal barriers

Deep but narrow is rewarded. Professional systems generally reward specialisation.
In academia, for example, when scientists switch fields, they suffer what is known as
the ‘pivot penalty’, where they get cited less. This was recently confirmed by a large
study of nearly 26 million research papers (Lenharo 2025; Hill et al. 2025). And it is
well-known that when one continues with career in one field, they usually progress
through the ranks as they gain experience, expertise and respect. This progress is
significantly impacted when one retrains in another field — ‘starting again’. This makes
the pursuit of multidisciplinary expertise good for the mind but often bad for career
progression and financial comfort.

Access to knowledge. Access to reliable knowledge has always been a costly
challenge for millennia (e.g. see (Copleston 1993; Berryman 2016). Today, the
abundance of resources and Al has made it more difficult than ever to identify reliable
knowledge (see Chapter 1 in (Selita and Kovas in Press)). In addition, with education
becoming an expensive commodity, knowledge is often viewed as something that can
be bought. However, although one can pay for a degree, one cannot buy knowledge
because it can only be achieved through effort. Moreover, the proliferation of Al
assistance in education means that students outsource the knowledge and knowing,
leading to lack of expertise. Moreover, outsourcing knowing leads to an unsatisfied
need for cognition that all humans have, in Aristotle’s words: ‘All humans by nature
are actuated with the desire of knowledge’ (Aristotle 1857) p105. This need for
understanding cannot be equated to the knowledge required to get to a target
destination, e.g. specific competency or a job. The desire for knowledge transcends any
specific task as it includes curiosity about how everything is interconnected and the
processes through which one can improve one’s thinking.

Overcoming barriers

Both cognitive and societal barriers can be overcome with organised interventions. For
example, expertly curated interdisciplinary curriculum/training programmes can
enhance understanding of complex concepts. In turn, such enhanced understanding
means that more can be learned faster and showcases the value of delving into the
depth of knowledge from another discipline.

Law Schools can play the key role to this end, especially because it is difficult for
individual lawyers or aspiring lawyers to overcome the barriers without organised
support. Law schools can update law degrees accordingly — in collaboration with
multidisciplinary experts. Because of the close relationship between law and the
science of human mind and behaviour, lawyers should not be able to qualify without
some core relevant modules. Law libraries, including those provided by the Inns of
Court, should include sources providing knowledge on human mind and behaviour.

Lawyers seeking to uphold justice at the highest level, may have to be prepared to
‘marry up by marrying down’ — obtaining greater interdisciplinary expertise by
potentially sacrificing faster career progression and associated benefits. We borrowed
this analogy from the reported trend of highly educated people marrying up in wealth
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(marrying wealthier people), by marrying down in knowledge (marrying people with
less education) (Schwartz et al. 2016) — except in our analogy, interdisciplinary
knowledge is the wealth. As one’s depth and width of knowledge grow, the gaining of
new knowledge generally moves from being hard work to being an insatiable passion.

Concluding remark

‘In this life that lasts only one hour, how much how little is within our power.’(Emily
Dickinson, 1865, published 1964) p143.

Imagine a world where every living person does not have to struggle for food, for
water, for shelter; where they go about their daily activities feeling that all is okay; a
world where other creatures are not abused. And this may be achieved, if more is
within our power to produce reliable decisions. Reliable decisions can be gained by
deep and wide knowledge of individuals in a society, especially those holding positions
of power. Only a small improvement in human decision making can make an
immeasurable difference for the individuals (each person’s Self), and other human
and non-human beings.

Box 1. Chain reactions of decision making in law

The work of lawyers (their decisions) plays a primary role in what should be made
law, and what behaviour deserves what response/action (e.g. see (Luban 1988;
Rhode 2000; Selita 2020)). The ‘uploading’ onto the brain that takes place during a
law degree and practice equip the brain with the ‘apps’ needed to assess such things as
efficiency of a new law and navigating the legal terrain. However, it often does not
equip the brain with the ‘apps’ needed to calculate chain reactions, for example those
following the developing/passing of a new law.

As an illustration, here we examine the chain reaction of the law on costs at the
First Tier Property Tribunals. This law vests the First Tier Property Tribunal
(where most cases end) in England and Wales with absolute power for costs against
the public and almost no power against the housing corporations (Selita 2018; The
Tribunal Procedure (First-Tier Tribunal) (Property Chamber) Rules 2013 2013). This
law is designed such that, at the ‘no-costs’ Tribunals, a member of society will almost
always pay the legal costs of housing corporations (added to the service charge),
unless they apply to the Tribunal and the Tribunal grants an order against that. Such
an order is, however, refused even in circumstances, when landlords are found in
serious breach of contract *. Moreover, due to the cascading effects of such a law, when
a Tribunal issues such an order, it does not mean that the people will not have to pay
the costs.

*In one such case (see (Selita 2018)), the housing association/company
sold flats to people advertising them with less than half the actual service
charge — concealing the remaining monthly costs. Then, for several years,
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they collected the costs for services (the service charge) in two halves: one
half in monthly instalments, as required by the lease agreement; and the
remaining half as balancing (or unexpected) costs, collected well after the
close of the financial year, and so in breach of the lease agreement. The
housing company suppressed protests of leaseholders, for several years,
by using legal threats. At the Tribunal, the incurred costs were found to
be unreasonable and unnecessary. In addition, in relation to the question
why they issued such high additional charges every year, the landlords
changed their position several times, from these being unexpected costs,
to erroneously ‘undercooked the accounts’, to covering half of the service
charge separately because they calculated the spending for half of the
services earlier than for others. None of these arguments could stand,
considering the actual costs were calculated at the end of each financial
year, and for several years. Furthermore, the Tribunal accepted
leaseholders’ position that charges were inflated beyond those reflected
in invoices, but the landlords rejected this position. After persistent
efforts by the Tribunal, it became clear that the charges indeed had been
inflated, and the landlords admitted to having inflated the figures. To the
question ‘why’ they were inflated, the landlords responded, ‘there is a
formula running in the background of the accounts excel sheet’.
However, despite all these facts the Tribunal awarded legal costs to the
landlords, rejecting Leaseholders’ application against costs. Following
this precedent, can Leaseholders ever be safe from incurring housing
corporations’ legal costs at the First Tier Property Tribunal?

Such a law sets in motion a chain reaction of harmful outcomes for people. Legal costs
of corporations are generally high, often amounting to years of savings for people, and
costs are an ambush for people without expert legal representation, considering the
Tribunal is known as a ‘no costs’ Tribunal. This outcome, instils fear and leads to
accepting of suffering in silence, see for example meta-analysis by (Tannenbaum et al.
2015; Kiewitz et al. 2016). This suffering in silence is expectedly widespread: virtually
all flat owners the Authors have helped on a pro-bono basis, have expressed to be
paranoid of taking legal action for this very reason. Accepting of suffering in silence
can lead to abuses of power — see a recent example where leaseholders in a London
block of flats, for almost three years had to put up with such suffering that one feels
uncomfortable to put in words (see media coverage (ITV News 2022)).

The use of fear and lack of accountability empowers landlords to create
unnecessary works — with many such examples published by the media and discussed
in Parliament — raising the issue of leaseholders being used as ‘cash cows’ (e.g. see (UK
Parliament 2021)). For example, in a recent case, a housing corporation/association
misled the Tribunal to obtain permission for conducting works with large costs for flat
owners. It did not notify the flat owners of the works and costs, or of the application to
the Tribunal, and the Tribunal considered it a case of no-show. When the flat owners
learned of this and appealed, the Tribunal had to issue an order against the housing
corporation (data available from the Authors)). However, the corporation recovered
the costs anyway. The only remaining solution is legal action, but at what risk?
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The law also means that housing associations do not provide information if they
choose not to. For example, several leaseholders in a block of flats in London have been
refused for several years all requests for information on how their money is being
spent, despite the law requiring housing corporations to provide this information
within a month of a request (data available from Authors)). The only remaining
‘solution’ is again legal action, and with the same risks.

For the housing corporations, however, this law sets in motion a positive chain of
events. It helps them to continuously gain ‘territory’ from the people, territories which
are then heavily guarded, including due to loss aversion (e.g. see (Sokol-Hessner and
Rutledge 2019)). For example, until a few years ago in England and Wales, when flat
owners sought a breakdown of costs from housing corporations, they would normally
obtain them within a month, as provided by the law. But recently, it can take years of
persistent requests from leaseholders and often without success (data available from
Authors) — something which has led to housing associations regularly conducting
works without approval with major costs for leaseholders. It also enables housing
corporations ignore directions from Tribunals. For example, a few years after the
decision of the Property Tribunal for the case discussed above — the housing
corporation had ignored all directions of the Tribunal.

Therefore, the law leads to greater abuses of power by housing corporations. For
example, in a currently ongoing case, many leaseholders in a block of flats in central
London have been suffering from noise nuisance 24/7 for almost 1.5 years — the
freeholder blocking access to all engineers sent by the superior leaseholder to assess
the noise (data available from the Authors). The noise is caused by machinery newly
installed by the freeholder, and is classified as environmental nuisance by the local
Council, which has issued several Abatement Notices, but without further progress.
The Leaseholders have expressed that based on the current law and its application it
is too risky to take legal action against the freeholder. This is because, they would most
likely be forced to pay freeholders’ costs via the service charge — a fear which has strong
basis, considering that housing associations can get away with refusing to provide a
breakdown of costs.

Such a chain of harmful events is avoidable with knowledge from
psychology. For example, for the law in question (allowing corporations to collect costs
of the case from the claimants), one can assess at drafting stage the chain of harmful
events: from fear, to suffering in silence, undermining of health and mental health
(due to stress, lack of sleep etc.), to increase of abuse of power, to higher costs, and to
consolidation of harmful practices, including due to loss aversion. One can assess that
harm does not end here, but expands long-term, including: loss of trust in societal
structures; and resulting loss of social cohesion. On the other hand, the ability to factor
in such chain reactions at the onset of laws, can set in motion a positive chain reaction
of events.
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