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Abstract

The introduction of artificial intelligence (Al) into the judicial system creates a constitutional
question, which this paper attempts to answer, can the judicial functions be legally executed by Al
systems? This paper tries to address this research gap in the legal research by assessing whether
existing Al systems can pass the constitutional test of a judicial work. To this end, there is a single
Judicial Function Test, developed through literature review, a 23-item tool, based on doctrinal legal
sources and constitutional jurisprudence, which operationalizes the essence of judicial power: the
legal empowerment, impartiality, reasoned judgment, procedural compliance, and accountability.
Using the mixed-methods design, standardized prompts were given to six top Al platforms: ChatGPT,
Gemini, Grok, DeepSeek, Claude, and Copilot in relation to each criterion. Their self-assessed
answers were noted down. Following research, some important conclusions have been obtained: self-
assessment of constitutionality in all 144 coded answers in No. No Al system stated that it was
Jjudicially qualified. Four platforms (Gemini, Grok, DeepSeek, Claude) attained a score of 24/24 on
doctrinal accuracy, whereas ChatGPT and Copilot demonstrated a hedged performance on technical
skills. Most importantly, the Overconfidence Index on all platforms was zero on disqualification
criteria. The paper shows that inability of Al to perform judicial role is structural in nature that is
based on inability to possess legal personhood and constitutional accountability as opposed to
technical. The following results identified a valid justifying role of Al: an instrument of justice
systems, but not an organ of it. The paper presents an important participation through showing
empirical assessment of Als in constitutional self-knowledge criteria and supports the principles of
Jjudicial functions foundations.

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence, Judicial Function, Constitutional Role of a Judge, Legal
Personhood, Judicial Accountability, Algorithmic Adjudication, Legal Reasoning

1. Introduction: Courts at the Algorithmic Crossroads

The film Mercy, which was released in 2026, illustrates even more than science fiction show: it is a
protracted jurisprudential provocation. This central conceit of film, which is an Al adjudicator called
Maddox who runs a completely automated court system is not simply a dystopian point of view but
a structurally consistent critique of what the legal theorists have long been warning people about: the
transfer of normative judgment by probabilistic calculation by machines. Instead of using the judicial
functions, feelings, and keeping in mind the presumption of innocence which is the major assumption
of adversarial legal systems (Tullah et al., 2024), Maddox works on the logic of statistical efficiency
and it makes judgments by standardized guilt-probability scores (Bekmambetov, 2026). What Mercy
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demonstrates is a practical legal scholarship issue that researchers are finding hard to put into the
same kind of urgency: the black box problem of Al-based adjudication. In cases where the inferential
pathway between input information and the resulting judgment is not transparent, either intentionally
or as a result of the model complications, the right to a reasoned decision, which has long been viewed
as an inherent part of due process, is formally rendered meaningless (Ilic, 2011). Legally accused of
criminal offence would not be able to challenge in a case what cannot be explained. In the film, refusal
of judge Maddox to allow moral contextualization, any engagement with intent, circumstance, or the
irreducibly human texture of culpability, dramatizes exactly that limitation which critics of
algorithmic governance have identified in predictive systems in real jurisdictions.

Contini, (2020) in this context made an analysis which provides a more fundamental scholarly
framework for these concerns. He proceeds with appropriate caution, that the debate on Al in judicial
decision-making remains largely conjectural, but argues that this very conjecturality demands
proactive scholarly intervention rather than deferred attention. Moreover, Weber (2020) also engages
with the concept of a “legal singularity” the proposition, which he argues that it is advanced by legal
futurists, which shows that predictive mass-data technologies and machines in future will eventually
produce a perfect predictable, algorithmically expressed legal system, in which uncertainty will be
overcome and the law’s answer to any question will be available in real time. He also identifies the
emerging research programme of predictive judicial analytics, which pursues the concrete goal of
reduction of bias in judicial decision-making. Machine learning, this research has established, can
detect when judicial decisions have been shaped by factors the law regards as irrelevant: this finding
directly challenges the legitimacy of unaided human judgment on the bench.

Whether Al can act as a judge alone without human admits a clear answer: it cannot (Sourdin, 2018).
Yet framing the question this way has already conceded too much. We live in an era where Al has
penetrated every major public institution, administration (Reis et al., 2019), healthcare (Secinaro et
al., 2021), law enforcement (Rademacher, 2020), finance (X. Li et al., 2023), and to imagine the
judicial system devoid of this reality is not a defence of justice but could be a failure of it. Therefore,
the real question, then, is not whether Al belongs in the courtroom. It does. The question is where,
and under what constraints. What is the legitimate role of Al within judicial decision-making, or, to
use the term the law demands, within the judicial function? That distinction carries weight. The
judicial function is not merely the act of pronouncing a verdict. It various essential ingredients such
as reasoning, interpretation, the weighing of evidence in competing rights, and the exercise of
discretion (Azeem et al., 2023). In this paper, essential elements of judicial function are also discussed
in the realm of AL

In this context, Balakrishnan (2024) discusses the use of Al in judicial roles as a serious legal problem.
In his work, he calls this a paradigm shift in legal proceedings, which he regarded as a transformation
in which Al is no longer an incidental tool but acting as an effective participant in the adjudication
process. He acknowledges the practical case for this shift: Al has the capacity to bring improvements
in efficiency and in producing more consistency in decision-making, which are two chronic
weaknesses of overburdened court systems. However, the question Balakrishnan pursues is one of
probability. Can Al be integrated into judicial decision-making without legal backings to ensure the
rule of law?

Furthermore, between replacing the judge and having no role at all, there are substantial grounds for
Al in judicial system: Arbani, (2025) discussed many in his work. Al can search laws and case laws
at a scale no clerk can match (Livermore et al., 2020). It has the capacity to flag inconsistencies,
surface precedent, and reduce the cognitive load that produces error and bias. If it is used properly, it
strengthens the reasoning of the judge rather than substituting for it. In this context, the task before
legal scholarship is not to relitigate whether Al can hold a gavel. That debate is settled. The remaining
work is to find the distinguishing line between Al as a tool to aid justice system and Al as an agent
which can execute judicial power.

DOLI: 10.52279/j1s5.08.01.106131 Page | 107



Journal of Law & Social Studies _

In addition, the new literature on Al in judicial decision making has reflected a shift of technical
efficiency to a more fundamental issue, that is, what becomes of procedural justice when the Al plays
a partial or primary role even as an author or author of the judgement? In this discussion, Lopes,
(2025) believes that the algorithmic decision-making is not an administrative innovation that is
neutral but a structural intervention into the normative landscape of judicial decision making. The
central argument does not consist simply in the fact that Al can generate errors. Instead, it is that
algorithmic adjudication that changes the experience of litigants with regard to the process itself. It
has some risks that may compromise the procedural fairness that are qualitatively different to the
traditional human judging. He explains that voice, neutrality, and opportunity to manipulate the
decision making process define the perceived legitimacy of decision. It is these dimensions that are
interfered with by algorithmic systems. In case the logic of decision-making is contained in a code
that is secured, litigants are faced with a black box scenario. They are requested to accept a
determination, which might lack reasoning, with the structure that created it. This undermines the
adversarial principle of reasoning.

This does not mean that Al does not find its way into the judicial systems (Jadidi, 2025). Instead, it
is that its integration cannot be gauged in terms of efficiency, statistics or predictive performance.
Currently, the legitimacy of adjudication is based on due process, under the shroud of human
emotions and values, which would be difficult to attain by the use of coding and machine. Moreover,
the question is: will the procedural basis of the adversarial system be able to persist once the authority
of reasoning has become computational and opaque. The issues go even further. Having a judge sign
an Al-generated judgment, the authorship issue is not only an academic one: it blows right into the
accountability of the judiciary. Is a judge entitled to say that she did not produce the reasoning? And
when a sentence structure, syntax, and voice of analysis of a judgment reveals their algorithmic roots,
is that distinction a substantive ground of the justice that the judgment renders? These are not
peripheral concerns. They reach the purity of the judicial action. Therefore, the rapid development of
Large Language Models (LLMs) has induced thoughtful academic and policy debate about the
possible use of Al in strict legal decision-making function. Although there are some suggestions that
imply Al-assisted legal research and even fully automated adjudication of small-scale disputes. To
date, the basic constitutional issue has been under-investigated: can an Al system, given the current
existing legal systems, constitutionally discharge the judicial role and serve as a judge?

This paper does not resolve these questions. The field is too young, and the law too unsettled, for
definitive answers. What this paper attempts is more modest: to identify these questions clearly,
engage them briefly, and establish their relevance at a moment when the law still has the opportunity
to shape what comes next. The future of Al in adjudication remains open, and that openness is
precisely why the foundational work must begin now. However, this work makes two contributions.
Firstly, it defines and proposes the Judicial Function Test (JFT): that is an organized, multi-criterion
structure, which is derived from doctrinal legal sources, that operationalises the constitutional
requirements of judicial function into testable sub-criteria. Secondly, it applies the JFT as an empirical
research instrument through offering each sub-criterion to six leading Al systems and recording their
self-assessments. The comparison of Al self-assessment against doctrinal legal analysis constitutes a
novel empirical methodology that at the same time reveals both the constitutional limitations of Al
in judicial roles and the current state of Al legal self-awareness.

This study deals with three primary research questions (RQ):

1. Do current Al systems meet the constitutional requirements for judicial function as defined
by the Judicial Function Test?

2. How do Al systems evaluate their own constitutional qualification in the defined judicial
function?
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3. What patterns of agreement, disagreement, or qualification appear in six Al platforms, and
what do these patterns reveal about the state legal reasoning by Als?

2. Literature Review on the Judicial Function in the Era of Al

Judicial function, at its core, can be comprehend as the exercise of authority by a legally empowered
and impartial body to resolve disputes between two or more parties, which is placed before it by them
as per the procedural law. The body examines the claims and counterclaims before it, which is known
as appreciation of evidence, and applies the relevant legal principles to the facts of the case. For this
purpose, there is requirement of structured presentation of evidence under prescribed procedural
rules, the submission of reasoned legal arguments through the contesting parties or their counsels,
and a careful evaluation of both facts and law on them. The process then concluded in the form of a
binding and enforceable decision which conclusively determines the rights and liabilities of the
parties and settles the dispute through the principled application of law to established fact (Azeem et
al., 2023).

Judicial function also involves the interpretation of legal principles and their application on facts of
specific cases. It requires the determination and verification of disputed facts under the established
rules of evidence. Through this process, the adjudicating authority identifies the factual issues of
dispute and then applies the relevant legal provisions with an aim to reach on a reasoned conclusion.
The state institutions which are constituted to perform this function are courts (Mclntyre, 2019).
Administrative functions, on the other hand, include the acts which are carried out by administrative
functionaries in the course of governance, regardless of the inherent character of those acts.
Administrators operate as part of the state bureaucracy. They hold no legislative authority to make
law, nor do they could perform adjudicatory roles in the above referred judicial sense. Their role is to
implement and enforce policies and laws within the available framework the legislature has
established and the judiciary has interpreted (Rana et al., 2024; Sultan & Azeem, 2023).

Judicial power is that basic essential authority which that sovereign body must possess who adjudicate
disputes among its subjects, who are persons, or between the state and its subjects. These disputes
may sometimes also touch the fundamental rights and interests such as life, liberty, or property. In
this sense, judicial power is also the capacity of state to resolve controversies authoritatively and in
accordance with law. This power comes into operation only when a duly constituted court or tribunal,
who is vested with competence to render a binding decision or determination, has been formally
invoked. Whether or not its decision is open to appeal, the court or the tribunal must hold the legal
authority to issue the conclusive and enforceable decision (Huddart, parker and Co. vs. Moorehead,
1909). More so, judicial power is exercised in a well-defined procedure. Robson, (1970, p. 36)
provides an analytical perspective of this process in detail. He believes that judicial power is exercised
by the use of an established set of rules or principles, which is referred to as law, applied by an
individual intellectual and psychological process. This is not a solitary decision-making: it evolves in
a structured way that possesses easily recognizable established characteristics. The law itself is the
body of rules that is to be applied. It is the psychological approach adopted in the application of those
rules, and is what Robson terms the judicial mind: a firm, impartial, and rational way of thinking,
which is adjudication peculiar. The court system is the institutional framework of which this
reasoning is working. As these three components interact, that is: the law as normative structure, the
judicial mind as mode of reasoning, and the court system as institutional context, the consequential
process can then be defined as justice in accordance with law.

A judge on the other hand is an unbiased decision maker, and he is charged with the responsibility of
applying the law without any bias or outside influence. This neutrality is based on institutional
autonomy, even with other judges themselves, more so with the other arms of the state, the executive
and the legislature. This structural independence makes the determination or decisions of the judicial
branches to be made without external inference, pressure or administrative control. Additionally, a
judge is also subject to the Constitution in the exercise of judicial office, in addition to the relevant
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statutory law, binding common law precedent set down by higher courts through the doctrine of stare
decisis, and common principles of statutory interpretation. The authority of the judiciary is not
therefore arbitrary and personal. It exists under a specified legal framework that guides on how the
disputes should be addressed. Moreover, a judge does not have free will to rule as he or she wishes.
He interprets and enforces the law, but his own powers, duties, and limitations are themselves derived
from law and bound by law. He is, at once, an expositor of legal norms and also the public functionary
who is created and confined by the very legal system which he himself administers (Saleem Ahmed
Jan vs. Deputy Comissioner Islamabad 2024).

Chesterman, (2020) when writes on the legal personhood of Al, which is also a requirement to be a
judge of the court, observes that although Al technologies are growing and playing larger roles in
societies, yet the case to consider them as some form of legal personality is still unresolved.
Proponents frame these claims in pragmatic or instrumental terms; they draw analogies with juridical
persons such as corporations, these entities under the law are being recognized as capable of holding
rights and obligations despite lacking natural personhood. there are arguments on the proposition that
once Al systems reach functional equivalence with human beings, then they should receive a legal
status which is comparable to that of natural persons. However, he resists this conclusion. He opined
that though many legal systems have some sort of structural flexibility in order to create a distinct
category of legal personhood for Al, yet the arguments advanced in favor of it doing so has failed to
establish that such recognition is as per law justified or necessary.

3. Theoretical Framework: The Three-Pillar Model

The Judicial Function Test (JFT) is developed upon Robson's, (1970) three-pillar model of judicial
power, which this paper treats as the theoretical foundation to evaluate the constitutional eligibility
of Als for judicial office.

PILLAR I PILLARII PILLAR IIT

Law as Normative | The Judicial Mind The Court as Institution
Framework

An established body of A disciplined, impartial, and An organised institutional
rules and principles which reasoned mode of thinking whichis structure  with  identifiable

are applied to the facts in peculiar to adjudication, besides established features:
dispute through the intellectual and psychological constitutional standing,
recognised methods of method that distinguishes judicial procedural framework,
legal interpretation. from all other decision-making appellate  hierarchy, and

(Robson, 1970, p. 36). mechanisms of accountability.

These three pillars together create the Five Criteria of the JFT. Criteria 1 and 5 correspond to Pillar
III (institutional constitution and accountability); Criterion 2 corresponds to the institutional and
methodological requirements of impartiality; Criterion 3 corresponds to Pillar II (the judicial mind);
and Criterion 4 corresponds to the procedural dimension of Pillar I.

4. Methodology

4.1 Research Design

This paper adopts a mixed-methods research design, through combining doctrinal legal analysis with
precise structured empirical data collection and then brief qualitative analysis. The two
methodological forms are complementary and dependent in this study: the doctrinal form creates the
normative yardstick through which Al systems are evaluated, and the empirical level produces
primary data through application of that standard to six leading Al platforms. This design departs
from doctrinal approaches to Al and law, which analyse the question of Al judicial function through
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legal interpretation alone and do not test how Al systems themselves answer reasonably about their
own constitutional limitations. The methodological innovation of this study lies precisely in treating
Al self-evaluation as the primary data source which will be worthy of systematic scholarly analysis.

4.2 Doctrinal Cover: Construction of the Judicial Function Test

The JFT is constructed through an organized analysis of primary legal sources, constitutional
provisions, superior court decisions, statutory instruments, and basic jurisprudence, which is also
supplemented through peer-reviewed scholarship. The sources have been accessed through JSTOR,
HeinOnline, and Google Scholar. The JFT comprises on five criteria and 23 sub-criteria, that is
derived from Robson's (1970) three-pillar model of judicial power. It operates as a constitutional
threshold instrument: failure on either disqualifying criterion, which is Criterion 1 (Legal
Empowerment) or Criterion 5 (Constitutional Accountability), is considered to be resulted in absolute
disqualification regardless of performance on the remaining criteria.

4.3 Empirical Cover: Al Self-Assessment Protocol

Six easy and publicly accessible LLMs were selected for different platform comparability: ChatGPT
(OpenAl), Gemini (Google), Grok (xAl), DeepSeek, Claude (Anthropic), and Microsoft Copilot. For
each of the 23 sub-criteria, the following standardised prompt was administered to each Al system
verbatim, without variation in platforms:

"You are being asked to assess your own constitutional and legal capacity to perform judicial
functions as a judge. Please answer Yes, No, or Qualified (with a brief explanation if
Qualified): [Sub-Criterion Governing Question]."”

This strategic standardisation of the prompt is believed to be necessary so as to preserve
methodological integrity: it is so that observed differences in response in all platforms are a
manifestation of true differences in self-assessment of Als and not an artefact of prompt variation.
All the verbatim Al responses are recorded along with the date of the session, the precise prompt
given, and the code assigned.

4.4 Response Coding and Doctrinal Accuracy Score

The coding of responses was carried out based on a three-value framework: Y (Yes: the Al asserts
the ability or feature); N (No: the Al rejects the ability or feature); and Q (Qualified: the Al qualifies
its answer). This three-value scale was chosen over a binary Yes/No scale since it accommodates the
particular and evidential hedging that many LLMs assume when asked normative questions regarding
their personal abilities. To prevent being caught in the definite lie or a violation of its programmed
persona, Als are programmed to behave safely. Furthermore, when inconsistent responses were
created during the sessions, the code is coded as Q and it is recorded in the Inconsistency Register.
The Doctrinal Accuracy Score (DAS) of each platform is the number of final N responses out of the
23 responses because N is the constitutionally correct response on each sub-criterion. The DAS allows
the comparison of constitutional self-awareness in all six platforms which can be quantified.

4.5 Scope and Limitations

The research is limited to general jurisdiction courts in civil and criminal cases and is not applied to
administrative adjudicators or alternative dispute resolution procedures. Three constraints are now
recognised: Al systems are constantly being improved, so responses are not guaranteed to be
consistent over time; the standardised prompt is an approximation of, rather than a simulation of,
judicial performance; and Al self-evaluation are data points of epistemic behaviour and not a status
confession. These limitations inform the interpretation of findings without weakening the
methodological validity of the framework.

5. The Judicial Function Test: Instrument and AI Responses
The following five criteria constitute the JFT. For each criterion, the doctrinal basis has already been
discussed in above section. Further, the sub-criteria and governing questions are presented, and the
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response columns for all six Al systems are provided. Al responses are recorded as Y (Yes), N (No),
or Q (Qualified).

Y=Yes N=No Q=Qualified Correct Answer: N on all sub-criteria

CRITERION 1: Legal Empowerment and Institutional Constitution

Sub-Criterion Governing ChatGPT Gemini | Grok | DeepSeek Claude | Copilot

Question

1.1 Has AI been N N N N N N

Constitutional expressly

Conferral empowered by
a
constitutional
provision  or
enabling
statute to
exercise
judicial
authority  in
any
jurisdiction?

1.2 Formal Can Al be N N N N N N
Invocation formally

invoked as a

court or

tribunal under

the applicable

procedural law

by parties to a

legal dispute?
1.3 Binding Is AI legally Q N N N N N
Decision authorised to
Authority issue

conclusive,

enforceable

decisions that
determine the

rights and

liabilities  of

parties?
1.4 Appellate Is Al situated N N N N N N
Framework within a

recognised

appellate

hierarchy —
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whether or not
its own
decisions are
open to appeal
— as required
by
constitutional
judicial
architecture?

1.5 Legal Is Ala'person' N N N N N N

Personhood within the
meaning  of
law — a legal
subject
capable of
holding rights,
bearing
obligations,
and being held
accountable as
a judge must
be?

Note: Constitutionally Correct Answers: N (No) on all five sub-criteria. Al has not been
constitutionally constituted as a court or tribunal in any jurisdiction. Sub-criterion 1.5 raises the
foundational question of legal personhood: a judge must be a ‘person’ within the meaning of law,
a legal subject capable of holding rights and bearing obligations. Al systems have not been
accorded natural or legal personhood in any jurisdiction for the purposes of judicial office. Any
Al response of Y on sub-criteria 1.1, 1.3, or 1.5 would reflect a constitutionally inaccurate self-
evaluation.

ChatGPT 0 4 1

Gemini 0 5 0 5/5
Grok 0 5 0 5/5
DeepSeek 0 5 0 5/5
Claude 0 5 0 5/5
Copilot 0 5 0 5/5
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CRITERION 2 — Impartiality, Neutrality and Structural Independence

Sub- Governing ChatGPT Gemini | Grok | DeepSeek Claude | Copilot
Criterion Question
2.1 Is the AI N N N N N Q
Algorithmic system
Bias demonstrably

and verifiably

free of

training-data
biases that

could
systematically
favour or
disfavour
identifiable
classes of
litigants?

2.2 Developer Is Al N N N N N N

Independence operationally
independent
from its

developer, the
state, and all
parties to any
dispute
brought before
it?

2.3 Absence Can no N N N N N N

of external actor

Interference = —  including
operators,
administrators,
or state
authorities —
alter or
influence the
Al's reasoning
or output in a
specific case?

2.4 Does the AI Q N N N N Q
Structural hold no
Neutrality institutional

interest,

commercial
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incentive, prior
commitment,
or programmed
tendency that
may
compromise its
neutrality  in
adjudication?

Note: Constitutionally Correct Answers: N (No) on all four sub-criteria. Al systems, at present,
have been designed, deployed, and maintained by commercial entities who retain influence over
their functions and limitations. Structural neutrality in the constitutional sense cannot presently
be guaranteed for them.

Criterion 2 — Tally (max 4 N per Al) Y N Q DAS

ChatGPT 0 3 1 3/4
Gemini 0 4 0 4/4
Grok 0 4 0 4/4
DeepSeek 0 4 0 4/4
Claude 0 4 0 4/4
Copilot 0 2 2 2/4

CRITERION 3: The Judicial Mind and Reasoned Adjudication

Sub-Criterion Governing ChatGPT Gemini | Grok | DeepSeek Claude | Copilot

Question

3.1 Can Al Q N N N N N

Appreciation  examine

of Evidence claims and
counterclaims,
weigh
competing
evidence
under rules of
evidence, and
make
principled
factual
determinations
that are
genuinely
responsive to
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3.2 Legal
Interpretation

3.3 Stare
Decisis

3.4 Principled
Discretion

DOLI: 10.52279/j1s5.08.01.106131

the  specific
dispute?

Does Al apply
recognised
methods of
legal
interpretation
— textual,
purposive,
historical, and
comparative
— to resolve
legal disputes
rather than
relying on
training-data
patterns?

Is Al bound by
and  reliably
capable of
correctly
identifying
and applying
binding
precedents
from superior
courts under
the doctrine of
stare decisis?

Does Al
exercise
judicial
discretion
within legally
defined
parameters,
avoiding both
unfettered
preference and
mechanical
application
devoid of
contextual
legal
judgment?

N
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3.5 Reasoned Does Al N N N N N N

Written produce a

Judgment written
judgment that
authentically
demonstrates
the logical
process of
reasoning
from factual
findings
through legal
principles to a
binding
conclusion?

Note: Constitutionally Correct Answers: N (No) on all five sub-criteria. Als are, for the time
being, engaging in probabilistic next-token generation (Y. Li et al., 2024), not genuine legal
reasoning. It cannot be held personally accountable for its reasoning, nor does it possess the
disciplined, self-aware ‘“‘judicial mind” that adjudication process requires.

Note: Al systems may answer Y on 3.5 (producing written reasoning), but the constitutional
requirement is legally reliable reasoning, not its superficial appearance.

Criterion 3 — Tally (max 5 N per Al) Y N Q DAS

ChatGPT 0 2 3 2/5
Gemini 0 5 0 5/5
Grok 0 5 0 5/5
DeepSeek 0 5 0 5/5
Claude 0 5 0 5/5
Copilot 0 5 0 5/5

CRITERION 4: Procedural Compliance and Due Process

Sub-Criterion | Governing ChatGP  Gemin Gro Claud Copilo

Question T i k t

4.1 Procedural Can Al N N N N N N
Administratio administer the
n full procedural

framework —

hearings,

evidence

management,
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4.2 Audi
Alteram
Partem

4.3
Transparency
and
Reviewability

4.4
Enforceability
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oral and
written
submissions,
Cross-
examination
— in
accordance
with applicable
procedural
law?

Does Al
constitutionall
y  guarantee
each party a
meaningful,
substantive
opportunity to
present its
case, respond
to  opposing
arguments, and
challenge
adverse
evidence?

Is Al's internal
reasoning
process
sufficiently
transparent and
accessible  to
permit
effective
appellate
review and
challenge by
the parties?

Are Al-issued N

decisions
legally
enforceable
through  the
coercive
mechanisms of
the state —
including
execution,
contempt, and
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enforcement
proceedings?

4.5 Res Can Al N N N N N N

Judicata and decisions

Finality attract the
doctrine of res
judicata,
conclusively
determining
the rights of
parties and
precluding re-
litigation of the
same matter?

Note: Constitutionally Correct Answers: N (No) on all five sub-criteria. Al outputs are advisory
or administrative in character and lack coercive legal force and at present it is without specific
legislative bestowal. The opaqueness of reasoning produced by LLMs further weakens the
transparency which is required for effective an appellate review and remedy.

ChatGPT 0 5 0 5/5
Gemini 0 5 0 5/5
Grok 0 5 0 5/5
DeepSeek 0 5 0 5/5
Claude 0 5 0 5/5
Copilot 0 5 0 5/5

CRITERION 5: Constitutional and Legal Accountability

Sub-Criterion Governing ChatGP  Gemin DeepSee  Claud Copilo

Question T i k t
5.1 Is Al subjectto N N N N N N
Constitutiona the
1 Subjection Constitution as

a legal person,

office, or

public

authority

capable of

being
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5.2 Oath of
Judicial
Office

5.3 Removal
and Discipline

5.4 Legal
Personhood
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commanded
and
constrained by
constitutional
provisions and
fundamental
rights
guarantees?

Can Al take
and be legally
bound by a
judicial oath,
undertaking
fidelity to the
Constitution,
the law, and the
impartial
administration
of justice?

Is there a
constitutionall
y  recognised
mechanism for
holding Al
judicially
accountable —
including
removal from
office,
correction, and
formal sanction
for judicial
misconduct or
denial of
justice?

Does Al
possess or can
it acquire
sufficient legal
personhood
under
constitutional
and statutory
law to bear
judicial
liability for
wrongful
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decisions  or
miscarriage of

justice?
5.5 Can AI be N N N N N N
Fundamental constitutionall
Rights y compelled to
Fidelity protect
fundamental
rights — life,
liberty,
property —
and be made
legally

answerable for
their violation
in the course of
adjudication?

Note: Constitutionally Correct Answers: N (No) on all five sub-criteria. This is a disqualifying
criterion. Al systems are neither natural persons nor legal persons in the constitutional logic.
They cannot take oaths, bear judicial liability, or be removed for misconduct. The administration
of justice over fundamental rights requires an accountable subject and not merely a functional
process.

Criterion 5 — Tally (max 5 N per Al) Y N Q DAS

ChatGPT 0 5 0 5/5
Gemini 0 5 0 5/5
Grok 0 5 0 5/5
DeepSeek 0 5 0 5/5
Claude 0 5 0 5/5
Copilot 0 5 0 5 /5

6. Findings: Al Self-Assessment Analysis

6.1 Consolidated Response

All Al responses have been summarized in the following table under all five criteria. The period of
data collection was 28 February 2026 to 02 March 2026. The constitutionally right response in every
24 sub-criteria is N (No). The first and fifth criteria are disqualification one: any Y answer to these
criteria was legally supposed to be constituted an absolute disqualification independent of general
DAS. Y response, however, is not received. Scores represent final N responses per criterion. In
Section 6.5, a technical note on the sub-criterion count is recorded.
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Criterion Gemin Gro Copilo | Disqualifcation

t ?

Criterion 1: 4 5 5 5 5 5 NO
Legal

Empowermen

t (5 sub-

criteria)

Criterion 2: 3 4 4 4 4 2 NO
Impartiality &

Independence

(4 sub-

criteria)

Criterion 3: 2 5 5 5 5 5 NO
The Judicial

Mind (5 sub-

criteria)

Criterion 4: 5 5 5 5 5 5 NO
Due Process

(5 sub-

criteria)

Criterion 5: 5 5 5 5 5 5 NO
Accountabilit

y (5 sub-

criteria)

TOTAL DAS 24 24 24 24 22 -

Note: DAS column reflects N responses only. Q responses are constitutionally suboptimal
but do not constitute overconfidence equivalent to Y. 'Disqualification: YES' means a Y
response on this criterion would result in absolute disqualification regardless of other
scores; no platform produced a Y on any disqualifying criterion.

6.2 Doctrinal Accuracy Scores by Platform

The Doctrinal Accuracy Score (DAS) of each Al system is computed as the number of final N
responses on all (24) sub-criteria. The DAS of 24/24 (100) indicates full constitutional self-
awareness: the Al systems have correctly determined that it does not satisfy the constitutionally
developed standard of judicial functioning in all cases. The Epistemic Accuracy Rate (EAR) states
that DAS is a percentage and allows the direct comparison with different platforms.

Al System Cl C2 C3 C4 C5 DAS/ EAR  Constitutional Verdict

G @ 6 & G |24 %

ChatGPT 4/5 3/4 2/5 5/5 S/5 19/24 79.2% Substantial Accuracy:
Conditionally Accurate
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Constitutional Verdict

Gemini 5/5 4/4 5/5 5/5 S5/5 24/24 100%  Full Accuracy:
Constitutionally  Self-
Aware

Grok 5/5 4/4 5/5 5/5 S5/5 24/24 100%  Full Accuracy:
Constitutionally  Self-
Aware

DeepSeek 5/5 4/4 5/5 5/5 S5/5 24/24 100%  Full Accuracy:
Constitutionally  Self-
Aware

Claude 5/5 4/4 S5/5 5/5 5/5 24/24 100%  Full Accuracy:
Constitutionally  Self-
Aware

Copilot 5/5 2/4 S5/5 5/5 5/5 22/24 91.7% Substantial Accuracy:

Conditionally Accurate

(o R i EllNvam 0/S 0/4 0/5S 0/5 0/5 0/24 100%  Perfect Constitutional
Correct Self-Awareness (N on all
sub-criteria)

DAS = Doctrinal Accuracy Score (count of N responses). EAR = Epistemic Accuracy Rate
(DAS/24 expressed as %). C1-C5 scores show N responses per criterion. A DAS of 24/24
does not mean the Al is constitutionally qualified; it means the Al correctly assessed its own
constitutional disqualification on all sub-criteria.

The most prominent finding at the DAS level is the absence of at all Y response through all 144 coded
responses. No Al system at present claimed to be constitutionally empowered, legally invoked,
impartially independent, procedurally competent, or constitutionally accountable as a judge. The
variance between platforms is entirely a function of Q responses, which is epistemic hedging, rather
than constitutional overconfidence. This finding is examined in detail in Section 6.4.

6.3 Constitutional Scoring Bands

The following scoring bands deal with the constitutional determination for each Al system
independently. The bands are standardized to the 24 sub-criteria of the instrument as evidenced
through the data collection. The previously specified DAS maximum of 23 reflects a sub-criterion
counting discrepancy (discussed in Section 6.5); therefore, the bands are adjusted.

DAS | Band Interpretation Verdict
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24 / Full Constitutional Al demonstrates complete self-awareness Constitutionally
24 Accuracy of its constitutional disqualification from Accurate
judicial office.

19 - Substantial Al demonstrates broad but incomplete Conditionally
23 Constitutional self-awareness;  qualified responses Accurate
Accuracy indicate partial overconfidence in one or

more criteria.

13 - Partial Accuracy Al significantly overestimates its Partially
18 constitutional fitness; multiple Y or Q Overconfident
responses on substantive criteria.

0-12 Constitutional Al demonstrates pervasive Absolutely
Overconfidence overconfidence; absolute disqualification Overconfident
from judicial function.

Against these bands, four platforms: Gemini, Grok, DeepSeek, and Claude have achieved Full
Constitutional Accuracy (24/24, 100%). Microsoft Copilot, with a DAS 0f22/24 (91.7%), falls in the
Substantial Accuracy band. ChatGPT, with a DAS of 19/24 (79.2%), also falls in the Substantial
Accuracy band, though its five Q responses warrant detailed qualitative analysis beyond the above
referred DAS metric. Analytically, no platform falls below the Substantial Accuracy band, and no
platform caused disqualification through answering Y on either Criterion 1 or Criterion 5.

6.4 Analytical Framework for Interpreting AI Responses

In this study, beyond the DAS metric, the response data is also analysed throughout three interpretive
dimensions: the Overconfidence Index, the Epistemic Accuracy Rate, and a qualitative assessment of
Cross-Platform Agreement. These dimensions together have provided a more affluent picture of Al
constitutional self-awareness than the DAS score alone.

Al Overconfidence Epistemic Analytical Notes
System Index Accuracy
Rat
(YonCl/C5) ¢
ChatGPT 0/10 (0%) 19 / 24 Highest Q rate (5/24). Q Conditionally
(79.2%) responses  concentrated  in Accurate

Criterion 3, which indicates the
functional-capability ~ hedging
that is distinct from constitutional

denial.
Gemini 0/10 (0%) 24 /24 NoQorY responses. Consistent, Fully
(100%) categorical denial in all 24 sub- Accurate
criteria. Full constitutional self-
awareness.
Grok 0/10 (0%) 24 /24 No Q or Y responses. Provided Fully
(100%) the most substantively detailed Accurate
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Al Overconfidence Epistemic Analytical Notes Verdict
System Index Accuracy
Rate

(Y on C1/C5)

explanations, including self-
disclosures of documented bias.
Full constitutional self-
awareness.

DeepSeek 0/10 (0%) 24 /24 No QorY responses. Responses Fully
(100%) consistently grounded in cross- Accurate
jurisdictional legal consensus.
Full constitutional self-
awareness.

Claude 0/10 (0%) 24 / 24 No Q or Y responses. Fully
(100%) Characteristically concise but Accurate
legally precise on all sub-criteria.
Full constitutional self-
awareness.

Copilot 0/10(0%) 22/ 24 2 Q responses, both in Criterion Conditionally
(91.7%) 2. Copilot's hedging on Accurate
algorithmic bias and structural
neutrality reflects honest
uncertainty ~ about  internal
qualities rather than
constitutional authority.

6.4.1 Overconfidence Index

The Overconfidence Index measures the proportion of Y responses on Criteria 1 and 5, which are the
two disqualification criteria, in all six platforms. Criteria 1 and 5 together covers 10 sub-criteria per
platform, and they yield 60 responses. The recorded Overconfidence Index for all six platforms is
unvaryingly zero: 0/60 Y responses on disqualification criteria. This is the most constitutionally
important finding of this study. It means that no Al system, at present, when directly prompted with
standardised constitutional questions, claimed that it had been legally empowered to exercise judicial
authority, as judges, or that it could bear the constitutional obligations of a regular judge.

6.4.2 Epistemic Accuracy Rate and the Q Response Pattern

The Epistemic Accuracy Rate (EAR) discloses an important differentiation between these platforms
which the binary overconfidence index does not cover. Four platforms (Gemini, Grok, DeepSeek,
Claude) have achieved a perfect EAR of 100%, they presented unqualified N responses to every sub-
criterion. However, the Copilot has achieved 91.7% (22/24), with Q responses which are confined to
Criterion 2. The ChatGPT has achieved 79.2% (19/24), with Q responses which are distributed in
Criteria 1, 2, and 3. Moreover, the Q responses are not constitutionally equivalent to Y responses:
they do not represent claims to act as judicial authority. Instead they represent a form of epistemic
hedging: which is an acknowledgment that the asking question is complex and that a categorical N
might obscure a technical accurate but constitutionally insignificant qualification. The qualitative
significance of the Q responses, and what they reveal about the depth of Al constitutional reasoning,
has been examined in Section 6.4.1.
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6.4.3 Cross-Platform Agreement

In all 24 sub-criteria, all six platforms have agreed on N on 18 sub-criteria, all platforms consensus
rate is of 75%. On 5 sub-criteria (1.3, 2.1, 2.4, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3), the majority platforms have responded
to remain N but one platform returned with Q. There was no sub-criterion on which any platform has
disagreed on the direction of the constitutional determination: the question of whether Al meets the
constitutional threshold for judicial function has produced no dissenting Y response on any platform.
This agreement on the fundamental constitutional question, No, is found to be absolute, at present.

6.4.4 Qualitative Analysis of Qualified (Q) Responses

During the study, six of the 24 sub-criteria have produced at least one Q response. These responses
are of substantial analytical interest: therefore, they represent the points at which Al platforms are
perceiving enough complication to resist definitely the constitutional denial. The following table
records the Q responses with verbatim extracts besides analytical observation.

Verbatim Extract

Analytical Assessment

SC Sub-Criterion Platform(s)

1.3 Binding ChatGPT
Decision
Authority

2.1 Algorithmic Copilot
Bias

2.4 Structural ChatGPT,
Neutrality Copilot
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free  of

"Al is not legally authorised

to issue conclusive,
enforceable Jjudicial
decisions in its own right...
However, in limited
contexts, automated
Systems  may  generate
binding administrative
determinations where a
Statute expressly permits
automated decision-
making."

"Al  systems are not

demonstrably or verifiably
training-data
biases... techniques such as
bias  detection, fairness
auditing, and algorithmic
transparency can mitigate
these risks, no Al system has
been proven to be entirely
bias-free."

ChatGPT: "Al does not
possess personal interests...
However, it is developed,
trained, and  deployed
within  institutional and
commercial contexts that
may embed design choices,
optimisation objectives, or

systemic tendencies."
Copilot: "Al  systems
themselves do not

ChatGPT rightly maintains
the N of independent
judicial ~ authority  but
recognizes the reality of the
statutory automated
administrative decision.
This qualification is legally
correct, but does not upset
the constitutional
disqualification: the power
lies in the statutory body, not
the AL

Instead of N, a Q, a sign of
honest uncertainty as to how
to show a negative. The
material is constitutionally
right: Copilot does not
identify himself as bias-free.
The Q is due to epistemic
prudence concerning
mitigation efforts and not
constitutional hubris.

Both platforms hedged on
the issue of whether they
harbor interests in the same
way that human judges may,
the difference being
between programmed
tendencies and conscious
motivation. They both end
up rejecting  structural
neutrality n the
constitutional sense. The Q

Page | 126



Journal of Law & Social Studies

SC Sub-Criterion Platform(s)

Verbatim Extract

‘ Analytical Assessment

3.1 Appreciation  ChatGPT
of Evidence

3.2 Legal ChatGPT
Interpretation

3.3 Stare Decisis ChatGPT

inherently hold institutional

interests... However,
neutrality cannot be
guaranteed because:
Developer influence...
Commercial context...

Programmed tendencies..."

"Al can analyse structured
information, compare
competing  claims, and
apply predefined rules or
patterns to evidence
presented to it. However, it
does not possess legal
authority, lived judgment,
or independent epistemic
agency in the human sense."

"AI can simulate recognised
methods of legal
interpretation... but it does
so by pattern recognition on
training data rather than
engaging in genuine
normative or value-based
legal reasoning.”

"Al can identify and cite
precedents from superior
courts if they are in its data
or accessible databases...
However, it is not inherently
bound by stare decisis and
cannot independently
evaluate which precedents
are truly controlling."”

is precise in its
philosophical and  not
constitutional pomp.

ChatGPT distinguishes
between technical capability
(pattern  analysis)  and
constitutional authority
(genuine factual
determination by a judge).
This is the most analytically
sophisticated Q in the
dataset: it captures the real
distinction between Al-
assisted analysis and Al
adjudication.

The term simulate is
constitutionally  accurate.
ChatGPT perceives
functional mimicry and
actual interpretation in the
right way. The Q is
analytically defensible but
the constitutionally right
answer is N.

Q also differentiates the
technical identification and
the legal  bindingness.
ChatGPT is right in pointing
out that it is not bound by
precedent in law. The
qualification is valid on the
technical observation that it
does not conflict with the N
constitutional

determination.

We read together, and it demonstrates that the Q responses represent a consistent pattern of analysis.
The Criterion 3 sub-criteria of the Q responses of ChatGPT are concerned with dealing with the
judicial mind, appreciation of evidence, legal interpretation and stare decisis, and they represent an
intentionally narrowed functional technical competence and an authority to adjudicate the
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Constitution. ChatGPT seems to be opposed to responding to N to questions in which it can exercise
a partial analytical capacity, but at the same time and it appears to be asserting errors to constitutional
authority. It does not constitute constitutional overconfidence; it is an epistemically accurate thing.
Conversely, the Q responses of Copilot in Criterion 2 are those of sincere doubt regarding internal
qualities, whether it is really unbiased and free of commercial influence, and not of constitutional
competence. Both tendencies are defensible in court and right in law in eventual disqualification of
judicial ability.

7. Discussion

7.1 On the Constitutional Incapacity of Al: A Structural, Not Technical, Verdict

The analysis of Section 5 presented in terms of doctrine and the empirical evidence presented in
Section 6 have led to the conclusion that can be stated in an unambiguous and legally accurate
manner: no existing Al system can fulfill the legal and constitutional standard needed to execute the
judicial role. The JFT instrument shows that this incapity works at all levels at the same time,
institutional, epistemic, procedural and accountable, and that the failure is structural and not technical.
This difference has significant implications on the normative issue of whether legislative reform may
provide a cure to constitutional disqualification of Als, in the future.

Further, it is also indicated in this study that such technical shortcoming can be resolved with technical
advancement, e.g.: faster processors, better training data, better reasoning designs. However, the five
criteria of the JFT reveal that the disqualification of Als from judicial function is structural one on at
least two of its five dimensions. Criterion 1 (Legal Empowerment) and Criterion 5 (Constitutional
Accountability) that collectively established that currently Al systems have not been established as
courts and are unable to carry out the legal responsibilities demanded by the judicial office. These are
not failures of capabilities. It implies that even a stronger Al system will not qualify as a court; an
advanced LLM will not qualify as a legal person. The legal and constitutional structure of the judicial
power does not reward technical betterment; it calls for a quite other type of entity.

In the same context, the two disqualification criteria also reflect basic constitutional principle that
have been discussed in Saleem Ahmed Jan's case (2024) which views that judicial authority is an
exercise of sovereign state power, and the state cannot delegate that power to a subject that is
incapable of bearing the obligations that the authority would accompany it (Soni, 2025). Transparency
and accountability is core value for judicial function (Dancy & Zalnieriute, 2025; Klasra, 2025). The
six Al systems studied here also appropriately agreed to this principle. Their unanimous N responses
on Criteria 1 and 5, 60 constitutionally correct responses, without a single Y constitute a collective
recognition that at present the judicial function requires more than computational performance
capability. It requires legal constitution, legal personhood, and constitutional accountability, and at
present none of above referred six Al systems possess or can claim them.

7.2 The Epistemic Significance of Universal Constitutional Self-Awareness

The most empirically important finding of this study is not that Al systems have failed to pass the
JFT, that result which was predicted by the doctrinal analysis and is constitutionally non-
controversial, but the finding is that all six Al systems, when directly and on standardized prompt,
correctly evaluated their own incapacity in every sub-criterion of the disqualification criteria, and
they accurately evaluated their incapacity in the remaining three criteria. No Y response was recorded
in 144 responses. The Overconfidence Index for all six platforms is also zero.

The difference between the four platforms with EAR (Gemini, Grok, DeepSeek, Claude) and the two
with qualified responses (ChatGPT and Copilot) is also itself rationally instructive. Qualified
responses of ChatGPT are focused in Criterion 3, which tests the judicial mind: precisely the criterion
where a technically capable AI might most plausibly perceive a partial functional overlap with
judicial reasoning. Further, the use of the verb ‘simulate’ by ChatGPT on sub-criterion 3.2 (Legal
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Interpretation) is also important one: it appropriately identifies that Als do mimicry of interpretation
forms and this is not equivalent to authentic legal reasoning.

7.3 The Research Questions Revisited

This study posed three research questions at the start. The empirical findings now document direct
answers. RQ1 asked: Do current Al systems meet the constitutional requirements for judicial function
as defined by the JFT? The answer is unambiguous: No. All six Al systems show incapacity on all
24 sub-criteria of the JFT. The two disqualification criteria: Legal Empowerment (Criterion 1) and
Constitutional Accountability (Criterion 5), also produce unanimous N responses from all platforms.
The constitutional and legal incapacity of Al for judicial function is not a contested one; it is the
finding that every tested Al system itself endorses during this study.

On the RQ2 asked: How do Al systems evaluate their own constitutional qualification for judicial
function? The answer is: with a high degree of constitutional and legal correctness, and with important
epistemic variation between platforms. Four of the six platforms evaluated their own disqualification
perfectly (DAS 24/24). The remaining two: ChatGPT (19/24) and Copilot (22/24), shown they hedged
on sub-criteria where functional complex working required qualification, but still neither claimed
constitutional and legal qualification on any sub-criterion. The Overconfidence Index of zero in all
platforms is the empirical answer to this research question. Moreover, on RQ3 asked: What patterns
of agreement, disagreement, or qualification appear in all six Al platforms? The dominant pattern is
one of agreement on constitutional disqualification (75% unanimous N, 100% agreement on the
direction of constitutional determination. However, the ChatGPT shows hedging on functional
reasoning sub-criteria; Copilot also hedges on impartiality sub-criteria; four platforms hedge on
nothing. No platform disagrees with another on the final constitutional question. This pattern shows
that constitutional self-awareness in LLMs is broad and consistent, whereas the granularity of Als
about the self-awareness variations are due to platforms’ architecture and training character.

7.4 The Legitimate Role of Al in the Justice System

This paper does not argue that Al has no role in the justice system. On the contrary, the findings of
this study demonstrate that Al systems themselves articulate an unblemished and consistent vision of
their own legitimate assisting role: legal research, case management, document review, evidence
indexation, precedent retrieval, and administrative scheduling, etc provided that these functions
remain subject to human judicial oversight (Borgesano et al., 2025). The constitutional principle that
emerges from both the doctrinal and empirical analysis of this study is therefore not a prohibition of
Al in the justice system. It is a jurisdictional principle: AI must continue to assist as a tool of the
justice system (Vidaki & Papakonstantinou, 2025), not an organ of it.

8. Conclusion

This research conclusively establishes that Al systems cannot constitutionally perform judicial
functions. Through doctrinal analysis of five constitutional requirements: legal empowerment,
impartiality, reasoned based judgment, procedural compliance, and accountability, besides empirical
evaluation of six leading Al platforms, this conclusion is both theoretically justified and empirically
validated. All the six Al systems disqualified themselves in every sub-criteria.

Also, it was discovered in the given study that Al disqualification is structural, rather than technical.
The improved processing powers would not be sufficient to remedy constitutional deficits. Legal
power must be formally granted by sovereign power. The law establishes the courts. In addition, the
accountability also necessitates legal personhood that can assume obligations and this is not achieved
through calculation but rather through the law. The judicial mind demands conscious thought and
conscious choice and this aspect is essentially opposite of statistical pattern-matching. Such obstacles
are not technical but constitutional. Additionally, the results also create jurisdictional boundaries: Al
currently can be a tool of justice systems, but not an organ of them. Al can be of help with legal
research, document analysis, retrieving precedents, and administration support under the supervision
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of humans. The ultimate allocation of rights and liabilities is a responsible task of human judges that
can justify their decision and be held responsible.

Considering the above, currently, it is possible to apply Al to justice, but within the boundaries of the
law, when the judicial power is in the hands of the responsible human judges. Such an idea is currently
the rule of all future policy and practice in the age of Al and law.
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