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Abstract. This study is based on a qualitative approach and analyses the influence of media pressure on judicial 

decisions regarding pretrial detention in Peruvian criminal proceedings. Four media cases were selected as a sample 

and documentary analysis techniques were used. The results reveal that media pressure plays an important role in 

judicial decisions, acting through various mechanisms such as exposure to information, public pressure, and social 

legitimation. In some cases, media pressure has been a determining factor, while in others it has had a more subtle 

influence. Judges must be aware of this influence and take measures to prevent it from affecting their independence 

and impartiality. Structural reforms are required to ensure responsible journalism and protect the independence of 

the judiciary. Neutrosophic Measure theory is used and the neutrosophic belief function for a group of three experts, 

to express their opinion on the four cases based on a group of five criteria. This theory, which is based on neutrosophic 

sets, allows us to obtain more accurate but less precise results. Due to the absence of a statistically significant sample 

size, with the selected tool the experts can express their opinions using subjective probabilistic measures based on 

their experiences. 

 
Keywords: Pressure media, prison preventive, decisions judicial, criminal procedure, neutrosophic measure theory, 

neutrosophic probability measure, neutrosophic belief function. 

 

1 Introduction 

One of the challenges of globalization and universalization of computer communication systems 

as a worldwide phenomenon is the excessive use of psychosocial advertising, to induce and condition 

human groups to the interests of particular ideological sectors. These are social, political, religious, eco-

nomic, or legal, based on private interests or well-defined state sectors. 

It is through the use of media pressure in our country, Peru (press and social networks), that inter-

est groups have directed behavior, social reaction, and collective interest, to a clear selective condition-

ing, where the rational man acts under the influence of what is previously graphed by the media. This 

fact is suggested both by the position induced by the press media, as well as social networks, without 

omitting the internal pressure due to fear, reactions, or repercussions that these media could exert 

against those who act differently than previously conditioned. Frustration also influences the social, 

work, and family repercussions, due to alleged scandals for not acting as the media had previously 

directed. 
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Although globalization as a worldwide phenomenon has benefited us in terms of the universaliza-

tion of knowledge, where what happens in Peru is known on the other side of the globe in a fraction of 

a second, everything that happens in society is public knowledge. Therefore, we can see that this socio-

cultural phenomenon that has benefited everyone in terms of access to public information has also con-

tributed to broadening the direction of the population's thinking. That is why society today goes where 

the media directs it. 

We can easily see that in this social evolution, with its positive and negative implications, the media 

and social networks have led the population to a greater interest in Law and judicial decisions, deter-

mining the position of the population in the approach that proliferates the front pages of newspapers, 

television, radio and publications on social networks. Likewise, it is with this socio-legal approach that 

the Judge tends to be influenced when imparting Justice. 

It is in the context of motivation and influence that, in our country, the Judiciary has issued reso-

lutions granting requests for preventive detention. However, these resolutions have been issued under 

an apparent motivation, supporting the fiscal requests for preventive detention, under the magnifying 

glass of the intensity with which the media and social networks exert media pressure. 

The purpose of this study is to analyze how media pressure influences judicial decisions on the 

application of pretrial detention in Peruvian criminal proceedings. The research is based on a qualitative 

approach. Four media cases of pretrial detention requests were selected as a study sample. 

We support the theory of Neutrosophic Measures that has been used in the mathematical modeling 

of problems within the field of legality theory [1]. The aforementioned model combines the theories of 

neutrosophic measure theory, neutrosophic probability measure, and neutrosophic belief function [2-

4]. 

As we intend to study in depth four judicial cases in Peru over the last two years, we consulted a 

group of three experts on the subject. As the number of cases is not statistically significant, it is necessary 

to work with the degree of evidence that exists of compliance with certain aspects to be measured. For 

this reason, the experts offer measures of satisfaction with the criteria based on certain subjective prob-

abilities, according to the experience and evidence of the experts to evaluate each of the cases. 

The neutrosophic measure theory extends classical measure theory to the field of neutrosophy, 

which allows us to take into account measurements on a set A, and additionally measurements of non-

A and the indeterminacy of A [5-10]. Therefore, there is greater precision when dealing with measure-

ments of sets. These measurements are the basis of neutrosophic probability measures and the neutro-

sophic belief functions [11-17]. 

The study confirms that media pressure is a factor that can influence judicial decisions on pretrial 

detention. It is important that judges are aware of this influence and take measures to prevent media 

pressure from affecting their independence and impartiality. Structural reforms are required to ensure 

that the media report responsibly on court cases and to protect the independence of the judiciary. 

This paper begins with a Preliminaries section, where the basic notions of neutrosophic measure 

theory are recalled and the other concepts we discuss in the article. The following section presents the 

results of the study. The article ends with the conclusions. 

2 Preliminaries 

This section contains the essential ideas of the theories used in this paper to carry out the proposed 

study. What we present here is based on the article in [1]. 

2.1 Neutrosophic Measures 

Let <A> be an item. <A> can be a notion, an attribute, an idea, a proposition, a theorem, a theory, 

etc. And let <antiA> be the opposite of <A>; while <neutA> be neither <A> nor <antiA> but the neutral 

(or indeterminacy, unknown) related to <A>. 

Let X be a neutrosophic space, and Σ be a σ-neutrosophic algebra over X. A neutrosophic measure ν 
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is defined for neutrosophic set A ∈ Σ by 𝜈: 𝑋 → ℝ3, such that: 

𝜈(𝐴) = (m(A), m(neutA), m(antiA))                 (1) 

With antiA:= the opposite of A, and neutA:= the neutral (indeterminacy) neither A nor antiA. 

For 𝐴 ⊆ 𝑋 and any 𝐴 ∈ 𝛴: 

1. 𝑚(𝐴) means the measure of the determinate part of A; 

2. 𝑚(𝑛𝑒𝑢𝑡𝐴)  means the measure of the indeterminate part of A; and 

3. 𝑚(𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑖𝐴) means a measure of the determinate part of antiA. 

Where ν is a function that satisfies the following two properties: 

a) Null empty set: 𝜈(∅) = (0,0,0). 

b) Countable additivity (or σ-additivity): For all countable collections {𝐴𝑛}𝑛∈𝐿 of disjoint neutro-

sophic sets in Σ, we have seen : 

𝜈(⋃𝑛∈𝐿𝐴𝑛) =  (∑ m(𝐴𝑛)𝑛∈𝐿 , ∑ m(𝑛𝑒𝑢𝑡𝐴𝑛),𝑛∈𝐿 ∑ m(𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑖𝐴𝑛) − (n − 1)m(𝑋)𝑛∈𝐿 )  

Where X is the whole neutrosophic space, and 

∑ m(𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑖𝐴𝑛) − (n − 1)m(𝑋) = m(𝑋) −𝑛∈𝐿 ∑ m(𝐴𝑛)𝑛∈𝐿 = m((∩𝑛∈𝐿 𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑖𝐴𝑛))                  (2) 

A neutrosophic measure space is a triple (𝑋, 𝛴, 𝜈). 

A neutrosophic normalized measure is 𝑁𝑁 = (𝑚(𝑋 ), 𝑚(𝑛𝑒𝑢𝑡𝑋 ), 𝑚(𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑋)) , where 

𝑚(𝑋 ), 𝑚(𝑛𝑒𝑢𝑡𝑋 ), 𝑚(𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑋) ≥ 0 and 𝑚(𝑋 ) +  𝑚(𝑛𝑒𝑢𝑡𝑋 ) + 𝑚(𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑋) = 1. 

Where X is the whole neutrosophic measure space. 

A neutrosophic measure space (𝑋, 𝛴, 𝜈) is called finite if 𝜈(𝑋) = (𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐) such that all a, b, and c are 

finite (rather than infinite). 

A neutrosophic measure is called σ-finite if X can be decomposed into a countable union of neutro-

sophically measurable sets of finite neutrosophic measures. 

Analogously, a set A in X is said to have a σ-finite neutrosophic measure if it is a countable union of 

sets with finite neutrosophic measure. 

The neutrosophic measure ν satisfies the axiom of non-negativity if ∀𝐴 ∈ 𝛴, 

𝜈(𝐴) = (a1, a2, a3) ≥ 0                           (3) 

If a1, a2, a3 ≥ 0. 

While a neutrosophic measure 𝜈, which satisfies only the null empty set and countable additivity 

axioms (hence not the non-negativity axiom), takes on at most one of the ±∞ values. 

The members of Σ are called measurable neutrosophic sets, while (𝑋, 𝛴) is called a measurable neutro-

sophic space. 

A function 𝑓: (𝑋, 𝛴𝑋) → (𝑌, 𝛴𝑌), that is a mapping between two measurable neutrosophic spaces, is 

called neutrosophic measurable function ∀𝐵 ∈ 𝛴𝑌 , 𝑓−1(𝐵) ∈ 𝛴𝑋  (the inverse image of a neutrosophic Y-

measurable set is a neutrosophic X-measurable set). 

The properties of neutrosophic measures are the following: 

a) Monotonicity: 

If 𝐴1 and 𝐴2 are neutrosophically measurable, with 𝐴1 ⊆ 𝐴2, where 𝜈(𝐴1) =

(m(𝐴1), m(neut𝐴1), m(anti𝐴1)) and 𝜈(𝐴2) = (m(𝐴2), m(neut𝐴2), m(anti𝐴2)), then m(𝐴1) ≤ m(𝐴2), 

m(neut𝐴1) ≤ m(neut𝐴2), m(anti𝐴1) ≥ m(anti𝐴2). 

b) Additivity: 

If 𝐴1 ∩ 𝐴2 = ∅, then 𝜈(𝐴1 ∪ 𝐴2) =  𝜈(𝐴1) + 𝜈(𝐴2), 
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Where the sum of two measures is defined as follows: 

(a1, a2, a3) + (b1, b2, b3) = (a1 + b1, a2 + b2, a3 + b3 − m(𝑋))                (4) 

Where X is the whole neutrosophic space and a3 + b3 − m(𝑋) = m(𝑋) − m(𝐴) − m(𝐵) = m(𝑋) −

a1 − a2 = m(antiA ∩ antiB). 

The neutrosophic probability measure is a mapping: 

𝒩𝒫: 𝑋 → [0, 1]3                                 (5) 

Where X is a neutrosophic sample space (i.e. X contains some indeterminacy), 

𝒩𝒫(A) = (ch(A), ch(𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚A), ch(A̅))                       (6) 

That is to say, it is decomposed into three components, the chance that A occurs, the chance that A 

is indeterminate, and the chance that A does not occur. 

By using another notation we have: 

𝒩𝒫(A) = (ch(A), ch(𝑁𝑒𝑢𝑡A), ch(AntiA))                     (7) 

Which satisfies the condition, 0− ≤ ch(A), ch(𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚A), ch(A̅) ≤ 3+ , that is to say, there exist 

probabilities such that ch(A) + ch(𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑚A) + ch(A̅) are equal to 1, <1, or >1. 

The extension of the Kolmogorov axioms to the neutrosophic space is the following: 

Let (𝒩𝛺, 𝒩ℱ, 𝒩𝒫) be a neutrosophic probability space, where 𝒩𝛺 is a neutrosophic sample space, 

𝒩ℱ is a neutrosophic event space, and 𝒩𝒫 is a neutrosophic probability measure. 

1. The neutrosophic probability of an event A is non-negative. 

2. The neutrosophic probability of the sample space is between 0−  and 3+. 

3. Neutrosophic σ- additivity: 

𝑁𝑃(𝐴1 ∪ 𝐴2 ∪ ⋯ ) = (∑ ch(Aj), ch(indeterm𝐴1 ∪ 𝐴2 ∪ ⋯ ), ch(𝐴1 ∪ 𝐴2 ∪ ⋯̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ )∞
j=1 )                             (8) 

Where 𝐴1, 𝐴2, ⋯is a countable sequence of disjoint (or mutually exclusive) neutrosophic events. 

If we relax the third axiom we get a neutrosophic quasi-probability distribution. 

2.2 Neutrosophic Evidence model 

This subsection presented here sets out the definitions concerning the method introduced in [1]. 

Definition 1 (Neutrosophic mass assignment) ([1]): A neutrosophic mass assignment is 𝑚(∙) =

(𝑚𝑡(∙), 𝑚𝑖(∙), 𝑚𝑓(∙)) ; 𝑚𝑡(∙), 𝑚𝑖(∙), 𝑚𝑓(∙): 2Θ → ] 0− , 1+[3 satisfying the following axioms for each dimen-

sion of the neutrosophic space: 

∑ sup(𝑚𝑡(A))𝐴⊂Θ ≥ 1                         (9) 

∑ 𝑖𝑛𝑓 (𝑚𝑓(A))𝐴⊂Θ ≥ |Θ| − 1            (10) 

Where |Θ| represents the cardinality of the frame of discernment Θ. 

Definition 2 ([1]): A neutrosophic belief function for all 𝐴 ⊂ Θ, 𝐵𝑒𝑙(∙) = (𝐵𝑒𝑙𝑇(∙), 𝐵𝑒𝑙𝐼(∙), 𝐵𝑒𝑙𝐹(∙)) is de-

fined as: 

𝐵𝑒𝑙𝑇(A) = ∑ 𝑚𝑡(B)B⊂A                     (11) 

𝐵𝑒𝑙𝐼(A) = ∑ 𝑚𝑖(B)B⊂A   

𝐵𝑒𝑙𝐹(A) = ∑ 𝑚𝑓(B)B⊂A   

Definition 3 ([1]): A neutrosophic disbelief function for all 𝐴 ⊂ Θ, 𝑑(∙) = (𝑑𝑇(∙), 𝑑𝐼(∙), 𝑑𝐹(∙)) is defined as: 

𝑑𝑇(A) = ∑ 𝑚𝑡(B)A∩B=∅                     (12) 
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𝑑𝐼(A) = ∑ 𝑚𝑖(B)A∩B=∅   

𝑑𝐹(A) = ∑ 𝑚𝑓(B)A∩B=∅   

Definition 4 ([1]): A neutrosophic uncertainty function for all 𝐴 ⊂ Θ, 𝑢(∙) = (𝑢𝑇(∙), 𝑢𝐼(∙), 𝑢𝐹(∙)) is de-

fined as: 

𝑢𝑇(A) = ∑ 𝑚𝑡(B)A∩B≠∅
B⊈A

                    (13) 

𝑢𝐼(A) = ∑ 𝑚𝑖(B)A∩B≠∅
B⊈A

  

𝑢𝐹(A) = ∑ 𝑚𝑓(B)A∩B≠∅
B⊈A

  

Definition 5 ([1]): Let Θ be a frame of discernment and let 𝐴, 𝐵 ∈  2Θ. Then the relative atomicity of 

A to B is the function 𝑎: 2Θ → ] 0− , 1+[ defined by: 

𝑎(𝐴/𝐵) =
|𝐴∩𝐵|

|𝐵|
                               (14) 

𝐴, 𝐵 ∈ 2Θ. 

Let us observe that A ∩ B = ∅ implies 𝑎(𝐴/𝐵) = 0, whereas B ⊆ A implies 𝑎(𝐴/𝐵) = 1. 𝑎(∙) 

measures the degree of overlap between A and B. 

Definition 6 ([1]): (Neutrosophic Probability Expectation) Let Θ be a frame of discernment with 𝑚(∙) 

be the neutrosophic mass assignment, then the neutrosophic probability expectation function corresponding 

with 𝑚(∙) is the function E: 2Θ → ] 0− , 1+[3 defined by: 

ET(𝐴) = ∑ mt(B)B 𝑎(𝐴/𝐵)           (15) 

EI(𝐴) = ∑ mi(B)𝑎(𝐴/𝐵)B (1 − 𝑎(𝐴/𝐵))  

EF(𝐴) = ∑ mf(B)B (1 − 𝑎(𝐴/𝐵))  

𝐴, 𝐵 ∈ 2Θ. 

Theorem 1 ([1]): Given a frame of discernment Θ with 𝑚(∙) be the neutrosophic mass assignment, 

the probability expectation function E(∙) with domain 2Θ satisfies: 

1. E(A)  ≥  0 for all 𝐴 ∈ 2Θ, 

2. If A1, A2, ⋯ , An ∈ 2Θ are pairwise disjoint then E(⋃ 𝐴𝑖
𝑛
𝑖=1 ) =  ∑ E(𝐴𝑖)

n
i=1 . 

Definition 7 (Opinion) ([1]): Let Θ be a binary frame of discernment with 2 atomic states 𝐴 and 𝐴, 

and let 𝑚(∙) be a Neutrosophic mass assignment on Θ, where 𝑏(𝐴), 𝑑(𝐴), 𝑢(𝐴), and 𝑎(𝐴) (i.e., 𝐵 =  Θ in 

𝑎(𝐴) = 𝑎(A/Θ)) represent the belief, disbelief, uncertainty and relative atomicity functions on A in Θ, 

respectively. 

Then the opinion about A, denoted by 𝜔𝐴, is the quadruple defined by: 

𝜔𝐴 ≡ (𝑏(𝐴), 𝑑(𝐴), 𝑢(𝐴), 𝑎(𝐴))                     (16) 

The expectation of the opinion 𝜔𝐴 is defined by using the following Equations: 

ET(𝜔𝐴) = 𝑏𝑇(𝐴) + 𝑢𝑇(𝐴)𝑎(𝐴)                     (17) 

EI(𝜔𝐴) = 𝑏𝐼(𝐴) + 𝑢𝐼(𝐴)𝑎(𝐴)(1 − 𝑎(𝐴))  

EF(𝜔𝐴) = 𝑏𝐹(𝐴) + 𝑢𝐹(𝐴)(1 − 𝑎(𝐴))  

Definition 8 (Ordering of Opinions) ([1]): Let 𝜔𝐴 and 𝜔𝐵 be two opinions. They can be or-

dered according to the following criteria by priority: 

1. The greatest probability expectation gives the greatest opinion. 

2. The least uncertainty gives the greatest opinion. 
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3. The least relative atomicity gives the greatest opinion. 

Let us note that the order we referred to above is the neutrosophic order. 

Definition 9 ([1]): Let Θ𝐴 and Θ𝐵 be two distinct binary frames of discernment and let A and B be 

propositions about states in ΘA and ΘB, respectively. Let 𝜔𝐴 = (𝑏(𝐴), 𝑑(𝐴), 𝑢(𝐴), 𝑎(𝐴)) and 𝜔𝐵 =

(𝑏(𝐵), 𝑑(𝐵), 𝑢(𝐵), 𝑎(𝐵)) be an agent's opinions about A and B, respectively. Let 𝜔𝐴∧𝐵  =

(𝑏(𝐴 ∧ 𝐵), 𝑑(𝐴 ∧ 𝐵), 𝑢(𝐴 ∧ 𝐵), 𝑎(𝐴 ∧ 𝐵)) be the opinion such that: 

1. 𝑏(𝐴 ∧ 𝐵) =  𝑏(𝐴) ∧𝑁 𝑏(𝐵), 

2. 𝑑(𝐴 ∧ 𝐵) =  𝑑(𝐴)⋁𝑁𝑑(𝐵), 

3. 𝑢(𝐴 ∧ 𝐵) =  𝑢(𝐴)⋁𝑁𝑢(𝐵), 

4. 𝑎(𝐴 ∧ 𝐵) = 𝑎(𝐴)𝑎(𝐵). 

Where ∧𝑁 is a neutrosophic norm or n-norm, and ∨𝑁 is a neutrosophic conorm or n-conorm [18, 19]. 

This is called the Propositional Conjunction. 

Definition 10 ([1]): Let Θ𝐴 and Θ𝐵 be two distinct binary frames of discernment and let A and B be 

propositions about states in ΘA  and ΘB , respectively. Let 𝜔𝐴 = (𝑏(𝐴), 𝑑(𝐴), 𝑢(𝐴), 𝑎(𝐴))  and 𝜔𝐵 =

(𝑏(𝐵), 𝑑(𝐵), 𝑢(𝐵), 𝑎(𝐵)) be an agent's opinions about A and B, respectively. Let 𝜔𝐴∨𝐵  = (𝑏(𝐴 ∨ 𝐵), 𝑑(𝐴 ∨

𝐵), 𝑢(𝐴 ∨ 𝐵), 𝑎(𝐴 ∨ 𝐵)) be the opinion such that: 

1. 𝑏(𝐴 ∨ 𝐵) =  𝑏(𝐴) ∨𝑁 𝑏(𝐵), 

2. 𝑑(𝐴 ∨ 𝐵) =  𝑑(𝐴) ∧𝑁 𝑑(𝐵), 

3. 𝑢(𝐴 ∨ 𝐵) =  𝑢(𝐴) ∧𝑁 𝑢(𝐵), 

4. 𝑎(𝐴 ∨ 𝐵) = 𝑎(𝐴) + 𝑎(𝐵) − 𝑎(𝐴) ∙ 𝑎(𝐵). 

This is called the Propositional Disjunction, which means the agent's opinion about A or B. 

Definition 11 ([1]): Let Θ𝐴 and Θ𝐵 be two distinct binary frames of discernment and let A and B be 

propositions about states in ΘA  and ΘB , respectively. Let 𝜔𝐴 = (𝑏(𝐴), 𝑑(𝐴), 𝑢(𝐴), 𝑎(𝐴)) and 𝜔𝐵 =

(𝑏(𝐵), 𝑑(𝐵), 𝑢(𝐵), 𝑎(𝐵)) be an agent's opinions about A and B, respectively. Let us define: 

1. E(𝜔𝐴∧𝐵) = 𝐸(𝜔𝐴) ∧𝑁 𝐸(𝜔𝐵), 

2. E(𝜔𝐴∨𝐵) = 𝐸(𝜔𝐴) ∨𝑁 𝐸(𝜔𝐵). 

The denial of an opinion about proposition A represents the agent's opinion about A being false. It 

is defined as follows: 

Definition 12 ([1]): Let 𝜔𝐴 = (𝑏(𝐴), 𝑑(𝐴), 𝑢(𝐴), 𝑎(𝐴)) be an opinion about the proposition A. Then, 

𝜔𝐴 = (𝑏(𝐴), 𝑑(𝐴), 𝑢(𝐴), 𝑎(𝐴)) is the negation of A, defined as: 

1. 𝑏(𝐴) = 𝑑(𝐴), 

2. 𝑑(𝐴) = 𝑏(𝐴), 

3. 𝑢(𝐴) = 𝑢(𝐴), 

4. 𝑎(𝐴) = 1 − 𝑎(𝐴). 

Definition 13 ([1]): Let 𝜔A
α = (𝑏α(𝐴), 𝑑α(𝐴), 𝑢α(𝐴), 𝑎α(𝐴))  and 𝜔A

β
= (𝑏β(𝐴), 𝑑β(𝐴), 𝑢β(𝐴), 𝑎β(𝐴)) , 

`s and `s opinion about the same proposition A, respectively. 𝜔A
α,β

=

(𝑏α,β(𝐴), 𝑑α,β(𝐴), 𝑢α,β(𝐴), 𝑎α,β(𝐴)) is the joint opinion and it is defined as follows: 

1. 𝑏α,β(𝐴) =  𝑏α(𝐴) ∧𝑁 𝑏β(𝐴), 

2. 𝑑α,β(𝐴) =  𝑑α(𝐴)⋁𝑁𝑑β(𝐴), 

3. 𝑢α,β(𝐴) =  𝑢α(𝐴)⋁𝑁𝑢β(𝐴), 

4. 𝑎α,β(𝐴) = 𝑎α(𝐴)𝑎β(𝐵). 
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3 Results 

This section presents the results of the study carried out. The paradigm of this research is given by 

the belief that media pressure does not influence judicial decisions, in this specific case linked to pre-

ventive detentions. However, we will try to demonstrate that this paradigm is not real because the me-

dia will influence the granting of preventive detention requested by prosecutors despite lacking the 

necessary elements for its application. 

For this reason, we will study the paradigm of our research in the qualitative approach that will help 

us understand in detail the cases that we selected for this research, these are: 

1. Identify the media cases, crimes, and accused persons that were the subject of media cover-

age in Ucayali during the period 2021-2022. 

2. Analyze the elements of conviction, prognosis of punishment, procedural danger, and du-

ration of the sentence presented in the requests for preventive detention in media cases. 

3. To examine the nature and level of pressure exerted by the media on the justice system dur-

ing pretrial detention processes in high-profile cases. 

4. To determine whether judges approved or denied pretrial detention requests in the media 

cases analyzed and how this relates to the pressure exerted by the media. 

5. Understanding the dynamics between media coverage, pretrial detention requirements, and 

court decisions in the selected cases. 

For these purposes, the files of the four media cases are analyzed. These cases are the following: 

Case 1 

This is a media case related to alleged collusion and criminal organization, involving several de-

fendants. It is a case of corruption of public officials in the District Municipality of Yarinacocha. 

The judge denied the prosecutor's request for pretrial detention and instead ordered him to appear 

with restrictions. This suggests that the elements of conviction, procedural danger, and other factors did 

not seem to justify pretrial detention at that time. 

Case 2 

This is an investigation into the crime of rape. There are testimonies from the victim, and results of 

medical examinations, among other evidence. It is not explicitly mentioned, but the crime of rape carries 

a high penalty. It is a media case because the news has been spread through different media. The judge 

declared the prosecutor's request for preventive detention against the perpetrator to be well-founded. 

Case 3 

The document refers to the media case of an alleged commission of the crime of aggravated collu-

sion against the State-Regional Health Directorate of Ucayali (DIRESA Ucayali in Spanish). The docu-

ment contains information on the evidence presented by the Public Prosecutor's Office to request pre-

ventive detention of the accused. The arguments on the procedural danger and the possible length of 

the sentence, if preventive detention is ordered, are discussed. It has been shown that the news has been 

disseminated by different media. It is known that it is a media case. The document does not include the 

judge's final decision on the request for preventive detention. 

Case 4 

The media case is related to an investigation into alleged aggravated collusion against the Regional 

Health Directorate of Ucayali. The document indicates that the request for preventive detention by the 

prosecutor was denied. The judge considered that there were no sufficiently strong suspicions (strong 

suspicions) of the commission of a serious crime to justify preventive detention. 

The judge pointed out that mere weak probabilities, simple indications, or generic suspicions are 

not sufficient, since the presumption of innocence accompanies the accused throughout the entire pro-

cess until a final conviction. 

The document does not indicate any direct relationship between the court decision and media pres-

sure. According to the information provided in this document, it appears that the judge made the 
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decision to deny pretrial detention based on a careful legal analysis of the evidence and the required 

legal standards, rather than being directly influenced by media coverage. 

The study carried out took into account the following aspects to measure the impact of media pres-

sure on the outcome of the procedural measures applied in the convictions of the cases, as previously 

indicated. 

A1. Identification of media cases, crimes, and defendants: This category refers to the delimitation 

of the media case in question, specifying the crime investigated and the persons charged. It is essential 

to contextualize the analysis and understand the specific circumstances in which media pressure is de-

veloped. 

A2. Analysis of the elements of conviction, prognosis of sentence, procedural danger, and dura-

tion of sentence in requests for preventive detention: This category examines the arguments presented 

by the Public Prosecutor's Office to request pretrial detention, including the evidence supporting the 

accusation, the possible penalty that would be imposed in the event of a conviction, and the risk that 

the accused will obstruct the investigation or flee. This analysis is crucial to assess the strength of the 

request and its potential impact on the court's decision. 

A3. Examination of the nature and level of media pressure on the judicial system during pretrial 

detention proceedings: This category explores media coverage of the case and its potential influence 

on public opinion and perception of the judicial system. It is important to consider the tone, intensity, 

and scope of media coverage, as well as the possible strategies used by the media to influence public 

opinion. 

A4. Determining whether the judges approved or denied the requests for pretrial detention and 

how this relates to media pressure: This category analyses judicial decisions on requests for pretrial 

detention, considering the arguments presented by the parties and the legal criteria underlying the de-

cision. It is essential to assess whether media pressure has played a role in the judge's decision, either 

explicitly or implicitly. 

A5. Understanding the dynamics between media coverage, requests for pretrial detention, and 

court decisions in the selected cases: This category seeks to understand the complex interaction be-

tween media pressure, requests for pretrial detention, and court decisions, considering the different 

factors that may influence the judge's decisions. It is important to analyze the different perspectives of 

the actors involved, such as judges, prosecutors, defenders, journalists, and civil society representatives, 

to obtain a more complete view of the dynamics at play. 

To do this, the steps defined below were followed: 

 

The evaluation procedure followed in this research 

1. Three specialists were requested to provide their opinions on each of the cases in relation to the 

aspects mentioned above. 

Let us call 𝐸 = {𝑒1, 𝑒2, 𝑒3} the set of specialists who are going to be consulted. 

2. Let be 𝑎𝑖𝑗𝑘  = (𝑇𝑖𝑗𝑘, 𝐼𝑖𝑗𝑘 , 𝐹𝑖𝑗𝑘) the opinion issued by the k-th specialist (k = 1, 2, 3) on the satisfac-

tion of the j-th case (j = 1, 2, 3, 4) of the i-th criterion (i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5). 

Where 𝑇𝑖𝑗𝑘 is the k-th expert's confidence percentage that the j-th case adequately satisfies the i-

th criterion. Similarly, 𝐼𝑖𝑗𝑘  is the indeterminacy percentage and 𝐹𝑖𝑗𝑘 is the non-satisfiability percent-

age. It is preferred for convenience that 𝑇𝑖𝑗𝑘 + 𝐼𝑖𝑗𝑘 + 𝐹𝑖𝑗𝑘 = 1. 

3. The measure is then calculated for each case and each expert, using the formula: 

(𝑇𝑥 , 𝐼𝑥 , 𝐹𝑥) ⊗ (𝑇𝑦, 𝐼𝑦, 𝐹𝑦) = (𝑇𝑥𝑇𝑦, 𝐼𝑥+𝐼𝑦 − 𝐼𝑥𝐼𝑦, 𝐹𝑥+𝐹𝑦 − 𝐹𝑥𝐹𝑦)             (18) 

This formula is repeated by setting an expert �̂�-th and a case 𝑖̂-th to obtain: 
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𝑎�̂��̂� =⊗𝑗=1
5 𝑎�̂�𝑗�̂�                      (19) 

4. It is taken 𝑚𝑖𝑘 = 𝑎𝑖𝑘  as the neutrosophic measure of the evaluation of the i-th case evaluated by 

the k-th expert. 

For each expert 𝑘, the neutrosophic belief function is calculated for each case with the help of 

Equation 11 and all the other functions. Let us denote by 𝑏1𝑘 , 𝑏2𝑘 , 𝑏3𝑘 , and 𝑏4𝑘  these functions for 

the cases. It should be noted that for non-singleton sets the neutrosophic measure functions are cal-

culated by formula 20. For example, 𝑚{1,2}𝑘 = 𝑎1𝑘 ⊕ 𝑎2𝑘 , which is the measure of whether cases 1 

and 2 meet the stated criteria, and so on. 

(𝑇𝑥 , 𝐼𝑥 , 𝐹𝑥) ⊕ (𝑇𝑦, 𝐼𝑦, 𝐹𝑦) = (𝑇𝑥 + 𝑇𝑦 − 𝑇𝑥𝑇𝑦,  𝐼𝑥𝐼𝑦,  𝐹𝑥𝐹𝑦)              (20) 

5. Finally, we obtain the neutrosophic belief function for each case for all experts, which is calcu-

lated as: 

𝑏𝑖 =∧𝑛𝑘=1
3 𝑏𝑖𝑘  where ∧𝑛 is shown in Equation 1 of Definition 9, calculated for all experts. 

 

Remark 1: This procedure can be repeated for the rest of the neutrosophic functions in addition to 

the neutrosophic belief function. 

The results of the three experts' evaluations of the cases regarding the criteria were as follows as 

shown in Tables 1-3: 

Table 1: Evaluation given by Expert 1 on the cases for the attributes. 

 

Case/Attri-

bute 

A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 

C1 (0.1,0.8,0.1) (0.8,0.1,0.1) (0.1,0.8,0.1) (0.1,0.8,0.1) (0.1,0.8,0.1) 

C2 (0.6,0.1,0.3) (0.7,0.2,0.1) (0.6,0.1,0.3) (0.8,0.1,0.1) (0.1,0.8,0.1) 

C3 (0.1,0.8,0.1) (0.8,0.1,0.1) (0.1,0.8,0.1) (0.1,0.8,0.1) (0.1,0.8,0.1) 

C4 (0.1,0.8,0.1) (0.8,0.1,0.1) (0.1,0.8,0.1) (0.8,0.1,0.1) (0.1,0.8,0.1) 

Table 2: Evaluation given by Expert 2 on the cases for the attributes. 

 

Case/Attri-

bute 

A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 

C1 (0.2,0.7,0.1) (0.7,0.1,0.2) (0.1,0.8,0.1) (0.2,0.7,0.1) (0.1,0.8,0.1) 

C2 (0.7,0.1,0.2) (0.6,0.2,0.2) (0.7,0.1,0.2) (0.6,0.2,0.2) (0.2,0.7,0.1) 

C3 (0.2,0.7,0.1) (0.7,0.1,0.2) (0.2,0.7,0.1) (0.2,0.7,0.1) (0.1,0.8,0.1) 

C4 (0.3,0.5,0.2) (0.7,0.1,0.2) (0.2,0.7,0.1) (0.6,0.2,0.2) (0.2,0.7,0.1) 

Table 3: Evaluation given by Expert 3 on the cases for the attributes. 

 

Case/Attri-

bute 

A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 

C1 (0.2,0.6,0.2) (0.9,0.1,0) (0.2,0.6,0.2) (0.2,0.6,0.2) (0.1,0.9,0) 

C2 (0.7,0.2,0.1) (0.7,0.2,0.1) (0.5,0.4,0.1) (0.9,0.1,0) (0.1,0.9,0) 

C3 (0.2,0.6,0.2) (0.9,0.1,0) (0.2,0.6,0.2) (0.2,0.6,0.2) (0.1,0.9,0) 

C4 (0.2,0.6,0.2) (0.9,0.1,0) (0.2,0.6,0.2) (0.9,0.1,0) (0.1,0.9,0) 

 

Table 4 contains the results obtained from applying step 3 of the procedure. Triple values are cal-

culated for each case and each expert. 
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Table 4: Evaluation given by each expert on the cases for all attributes. 

 

Case/Expert e1 e2 e3 

C1 (8.0e-5, 0.99856, 0.40951) (0.00028, 0.99676, 0.47512) (0.00072, 0.99424, 0.488) 

C2 (0.02016, 0.88336, 0.64279) (0.03528, 0.84448, 0.63136) (0.02205, 0.95626, 0.424) 

C3 (8.0e-5, 0.99856, 0.40951) (0.00056, 0.99514, 0.47512) (0.00072, 0.99424, 0.488) 

C4 (0.00064, 0.99352, 0.40951) (0.00504, 0.9676, 0.58528) (0.00324, 0.98704, 0.36) 

 

The Neutrosophic belief function according to Expert 1 is 𝐵𝑒𝑙1({𝐶1, 𝐶2, 𝐶3, 𝐶4}) =

(0.167615083, 13.996445, 3.6003033), according to Expert 2 is 𝐵𝑒𝑙2({𝐶1, 𝐶2, 𝐶3, 𝐶4}) =

(0.328432823, 13.45806, 4.6274346) and according to Expert 3 is 𝐵𝑒𝑙3({𝐶1, 𝐶2, 𝐶3, 𝐶4}) =

(0.21340664, 14.459237, 3.2879997). The conjoint neutrosophic belief function is 𝐵𝑒𝑙({𝐶1, 𝐶2, 𝐶3, 𝐶4}) =

(0.167615083, 14.459237,4.6274346). This means that jointly we can identify a very low certainty that 

there is no media pressure on judicial decisions, compared to a very high uncertainty (approximately 

86 times higher) and a very high lack of certainty as well (approximately 28 times higher). 

4 Conclusion 

Media pressure is a factor that can influence judicial decisions, but it is not the only determining 

factor. In some of the cases analyzed, media pressure seems to have been a factor that judges took into 

account when deciding on pretrial detention. However, a direct correlation is not observed in all cases, 

and in some others, the judges based their decisions mainly on legal criteria. Judges must base their 

decisions on solid evidence and legal arguments, regardless of the media pressure that may exist. To 

reach these conclusions, we calculated the coefficient of the neutrosophic belief function obtained from 

the opinion of three experts, who evaluated the four cases according to five criteria. The use of neutro-

sophic measures allowed for obtaining greater accuracy. 

The main limitation of this study is the sample size. Future research with larger and more diverse 

samples is recommended to obtain more generalizable results. In addition, qualitative studies are rec-

ommended to better understand the experiences and perspectives of judges, prosecutors, defense attor-

neys, and journalists in relation to media pressure and judicial decisions on pretrial detention. 
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