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MANAGING ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

. Artificial Intelligence is Machine Learning plus Natural Language Processing run on
big data.

. Artificial Intelligence needs a large volume of datasets to be effective

. Machine learning algorithms can assist in generation of datasets and identification of
keywords



GENERATING ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

. Computer does not have cognitive ability — it can provide options and choices -
narrow intelligence

. Through ML and NLP algorithms and use of keywords, bias in an individual judge can
be identified

. Alternatively, large datasets can be generated by may judges taking the same test
to arrive at a median response



INFERENCE AND PREDICTION

. Draw inferences which will enable answers to questions which have no direct
evidence

. Information extraction algorithm to automatically extract key pieces of information

. ML and reasoning algorithms to make predictions about the likely outcome of yet
untested intervention



LIMITATIONS

. There will be algorithmic bias - a behaviour test by a large number of judges
invites their bias which can result in generation of biased median

. A consensus on the questions will not necessarily be easy. The frame of the
questions itself may be prone to encouraging a bias.



CHALLENGES

. An Al program of this nature will require a sophisticated self-learning algorithm
which means.

1. human resource
2. time and
3. expense

. Some rudimentary training for data entry will also be required.

. Analysis of answers which are beyond Yes and No will be a challenge in the initial
stages of the program.



ADVANTAGES

. Big data collected over months and years will speed up the evaluation process.

. The algorithm is scalable in the sense that it will not be limited to only one Bangalore
Principle - an analysis of a combination of Principles is possible.

. The scalability can encompass the judgment itself and not only the judge.



HYPOTHETICAL

e A judge of the Superior Court delivers a few judgments that are not to the liking of
the government, for political reasons. While criticizing these judgments, the

government decides that the judge may deliver some more uncomfortable
judgments.

e In consultation with the Chief Justice, the government transfers the judge to a
different city altogether. The judge challenges this decision contending that the
transfer is punitive and impinges on the independence of the judiciary.

e In your opinion, is the transfer justified ?

Yes No



1-CLICK JUDGMENT INSIGHT USING Al

In India, Legitquest, a specialised team working on Artificial Intelligence in Judiciary
have develop this one click judgment insight system called the iDRAF (iDraf stands for
Issue, Decision, Reasoning, Arguments, Findings and Facts).

It took Legitquest 3.5 years to read, analyse, apply Machine Learning and Natural
Language Processing through more than 3 million Indian Court judgements of Supreme
Court and High Courts to create the iDRAF feature.
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IDRAF - FACTS
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IDRAF - REASONING
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. The fuslimeant by the President, of his constitubional obligation to place full facts before the
Chiet Justics and the performance by the lattes, of the duty 1o elich facts which ane necessary 1o armve at
a proper concusion ane parts of the same process and are complementary to each other. The fairhdul
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= lhawne enveer intended that apgairmment aff a Judge ta a High Court or ta the Supreme Court could be made

waithsault his corsent. How woukd such appointment become effecthse unless the Judge who is appointed
= makes and subscribes an cath or affirmation before the Governor, in case of appaintment o the High
Cowrt ard bafore tha President, in case of apgointment 1o the Supreme Court. And that woukd plainky ba
A matter within the volition of the Judges. it is, therefore, clbwious that the woltion of the Jdudgs who is
transfermed i essential for making the transfer effectve and there can bs no transfer of a Judgs of a
High Court without his conssnt. This = the position which esmerges clearly from a consideraton of the
conspectus of the relevant constitutional prosisions® was, however, conternded on behalf of the
Gaowarmmaent that this reerces imterpretation of the provision in clausa (1) of Articls 22F permitting transfer
only with consert would siullify the power of transfer conferred on the President and rob it of its
practical comtent, because by an large no High Court Judge would give his consent to transfer to
amnother High Couwrt. But this apprehersion does not app=ar o be well founcded because the historny of
almast a guarter of century after the commeancamsant of the Constiution shows that during this period
o he=s than 25 High Courl Judges W ere rangbamed with their consent n exercise of the power
encifeerecd uncder this constitutional provison and it did not remain domant or steribke. The, annexoune
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= "0 the facts and circumstances on record the present government do not consider that there

Py was ary justification for transferring Justice Sheth from Gujarat High Court and propase 1o

transfer him back to that High Court

O this statement being made by the lkearmed Attcemay General, Mr. Sesarval Counsel for

respomndant Mo, 1 {Justice 5. H. Sheth] withedraws the writ petition with lease of the Court ®

Thea folosing Oipinions were delfvered:
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ISSUED ARGUETNTS OF RESSDAEODERT BRE&SORIMNG mlm L] FAA_METE R CLUIART RS
what he has said on this point and hold that unless there is previous consulation with tha Chielf Justice
= of India of the kind indicated b y him in his udgment, he exercise ol the power of Transler would De
g imalid,

30 This brings e 1o the clase of my judgment. It ks not necessany to woerk ot the final crder inthe case

in accordarce with the view taken o the judgrment in regard to the beso points raised belore us, since as
already pointed owt in the beginning of the judgment, the parties settied the matier betwean tham after
the argumenis were ended and we sccordingly passed an order on August 26, 1977 disposing o T the
app=al in bterme of the settlement Since, howewer, there was ful debate before us and elsborste
arguments were advanced an the hwo poinds anising for consideration, we Secided to give & considarad
Judgment dealing with both the points. T his judgrment sets out my conclusions on the twao polnts end
grvess my reasons for reaching thosa conclusions.

ERISHMNA IVER, J.
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