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Abstract 

The rapid evolution of the digital realm has engendered 

profound, systemic transformations across society. 

Innovations in digital technology-most notably in artificial 

intelligence-herald the onset of a disruptive era, in which 

complex activities become simplified and fully automated. 

When harnessed positively, disruption can replace outdated 

systems with more robust, efficient frameworks. Artificial 

intelligence has begun to reshape legal practice, yet its 

integration demands prudent, ethically grounded reflection. 

Legal positivism-characterized by a naïve realist 

commitment to objectivity and certainty-currently dominates 

legal thought both globally and in Indonesia, basing its raison 

d'être on relational interactions among legal subjects. This 

dominance, however, obscures the inherently subjective 

dimensions of law, which is conceived, created, and applied 

by humans. The adoption of AI-driven legal processes risks 

reducing legal inquiry to a purely objective, value-neutral 

exercise. This paper therefore explores the urgency and 

future prospects of applying artificial intelligence within a 

positivist legal paradigm, and investigates the convergence 

of law and technology in confronting digital disruption. 

Employing a philosophical approach, the study critically 

assesses the implications of this convergence for the 

evolution of legal systems. 

 

Keywords: Digital Disruption. Artificial Intelligence. Legal 

Positivism. Law Automation. Philosophical Approach. 

Resumo 

A rápida evolução do mundo digital gerou transformações 

profundas e sistêmicas em toda a sociedade. Inovações em 

tecnologia digital – principalmente em inteligência artificial 

– anunciam o início de uma era disruptiva, na qual 

atividades complexas se tornam simplificadas e totalmente 

automatizadas. Quando aproveitada positivamente, a 

disrupção pode substituir sistemas obsoletos por estruturas 

mais robustas e eficientes. A inteligência artificial começou 

a remodelar a prática jurídica, mas sua integração exige 

uma reflexão prudente e eticamente fundamentada. O 

positivismo jurídico – caracterizado por um compromisso 

realista ingênuo com a objetividade e a certeza – domina 

atualmente o pensamento jurídico tanto globalmente quanto 

na Indonésia, baseando sua razão de ser nas interações 

relacionais entre sujeitos jurídicos. Essa dominância, no 

entanto, obscurece as dimensões inerentemente subjetivas do 

direito, que é concebido, criado e aplicado por humanos. A 

adoção de processos jurídicos baseados em IA corre o risco 

de reduzir a investigação jurídica a um exercício puramente 

objetivo e neutro em termos de valor. Este artigo, portanto, 

explora a urgência e as perspectivas futuras da aplicação da 

inteligência artificial dentro de um paradigma jurídico 

positivista e investiga a convergência entre direito e 

tecnologia no enfrentamento da disrupção digital. 

Empregando uma abordagem filosófica, o estudo avalia 

criticamente as implicações dessa convergência para a 

evolução dos sistemas jurídicos. 
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Artificial. Positivismo Jurídico. Automação Jurídica. 

Abordagem Filosófica.

1 INTRODUCTION 

 

Over the past decade, technological disruption has become a defining feature of 

modern life.  It represents a transformative force that reshapes societal norms through 

continuous and often unforeseen innovations[1]. These innovations offer novel 

alternatives to traditional problem-solving methods, challenging outdated approaches 

with solutions characterized by greater consistency, objectivity, and rationality—qualities 

often beyond human capability. In domains such as capital markets or large-scale text 

analysis, technology, particularly AI, can now process and interpret vast datasets with 

unmatched precision and efficiency[2]. 

AI has fundamentally altered many aspects of human life. At its core, AI operates 

on algorithms designed to identify patterns in data and make decisions based on trends or 

habitual behavior. This mechanism provides a promise of objectivity, consistency, and 

certainty—attributes highly valued in various sectors, including legal systems [3]. In law 

enforcement, for instance, the certainty AI offers could enhance the application of justice 

and legal utility. However, this integration raises critical questions: Can AI truly replace 

human judgment in enforcing the law? And does the pursuit of legal certainty through AI 

risk undermining ethical considerations and core legal values[4]. 

While AI may significantly benefit commercial sectors, such as peer-to-peer 

lending and investment, it also introduces new risks. Its unprecedented capacity to 

analyze data in novel ways prompts serious regulatory and ethical concerns. Since at least 

2008, scholars and policymakers have debated the responsibilities of institutions in 

regulating AI, often highlighting its potentially negative ethical implications[5]. 

AI's social, ethical, and economic consequences are complex, producing both 

positive and adverse effects. This leads to a broader legal discourse: Should the 

development and application of AI be governed by new or more restrictive legal 

frameworks to safeguard individual rights and public interests[6]. The use of digital 

technologies inevitably influences all related legal norms, spanning national, civil, 

criminal, public, and international law—including EU law. Although these legal systems 

remain valid in the digital context, it is essential to evaluate whether existing legal 
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frameworks, rooted in a non-digital paradigm, are still adequate for addressing the 

challenges posed by digitalization and AI. Where gaps exist, legal reform or 

supplementation may be necessary[7] 

Disruption that replaces established norms with new ones can also be seen as a 

form of enforcement—where offenders are not prosecuted for major crimes but for lesser, 

more provable offenses to achieve short-term deterrence[4]. While this approach may 

inhibit repeat offenses and warn potential violators, it also raises questions about 

proportional justice. 

The legal field offers fertile ground for the development of AI models, particularly 

for analytical and computational purposes. However, law’s intrinsic complexity presents 

unique challenges. As Edwina L Rissland[8] notes, legal reasoning is multi-modal, 

encompassing statutes, principles, and case law, and is characterized by explicit standards 

of reasoning. Legal systems are self-critical, reflective, and deeply rooted in philosophical 

traditions. Unlike binary disciplines, law deals with nuances—such as degrees of guilt—

and requires reasoning that spans both common sense and specialized legal knowledge. 

These attributes suggest potential synergies between AI and law but also highlight 

the complexity of such integration. Because legal reasoning is multifaceted, AI systems 

must be capable of understanding and applying various reasoning modes in real-world 

contexts[9]. While the explicit style of legal argumentation offers a foundation for 

modelling, forms such as analogical or case-based reasoning continue to challenge 

developers[10]. 

Given that law is a human construct—imbued with subjectivity and moral 

reasoning—the collaboration between AI and legal processes provokes philosophical 

concerns. The implementation of AI often reflects a positivist view that law is an 

objective, value-neutral system. This perspective emphasizes certainty and objectivity, 

key traits also found in AI systems. Yet, such a framework risks oversimplifying legal 

reasoning by reducing law to a purely technical exercise. 

To explore this tension, two key questions emerge: (1) What is the urgency of 

using AI in legal systems? and (2) What is its potential? Addressing these requires a 

philosophical inquiry that can guide the formation of a coherent, well-defined relationship 

between AI and legal theory—particularly within the paradigm of legal positivism. 
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2 ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE AND ITS POTENTIAL IN POSITIVIST 

JUDGEMENT 

 

Yuval Noah Harari[11] asserts that AI will eventually surpass human abilities in 

domains previously thought to be uniquely human. Since its early adoption in the 1970s, 

AI has played an increasingly important role in law – from legal research and document 

automation to judgment prediction and online dispute resolution – supported by a growing 

number of legal tech startups. Initiatives such the European Charter on the Ethics of AI 

in the Justice System (2018) and the EU Draft AI Act stress transparency, accountability, 

and the need for human oversight in automated decisions. While AI minimizes error and 

cognitive bias, it remains a tool – one that should complement, not replace, human 

judgment.   

Legal practice, grounded in the scientific study of law, traditionally begins with 

inventorying legal texts, harmonizing conflicting rules, and classifying them for public 

application[12]. Over time, scholars began to theorize from these legal materials, 

developing principles and doctrines. This normative approach—what Suteki[13, p. 101] 

identifies as the second layer of legal analysis after philosophical inquiry – is central to 

modern jurisprudence. 

Legal positivism cannot be separated from the contribution of John Austin, as an 

English jurist. John Austin is well known as the builder of positive legal theory. In fact, 

John Austin is a jurist who first introduced legal positivism. His most famous legal 

thought is that the so-called applicable law (positive law) must be separated from 

morals[14]. Austin posits three characteristics of valid law: (1) it is a command from a 

sovereign; (2) it is backed by sanctions; and (3) the sovereign is obeyed by the populace 

and not subject to higher authority[12, pp. 73–74]. 

Similarly, Hans Kelsen[15] extends this view in his Pure Theory of Law, asserting 

that laws are to be followed not because they are just, but because they are formally 

enacted[16]. Hence the famous words of Hans Kelsen: the law is obeyed not because it is 

considered good or fair, but because the law has been written and ratified by the 

authorities[17]. For both theorists, legitimacy stems for legal authority, not ethical 

content.  

However, positivism implicitly only reduces science to the exact sciences and 

vulgarly maintains the status quo of great and credible sciences. Meanwhile, the 
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examination of other knowledge, such as critical reflection on humanist knowledge, is 

clearly not in the dictionary of positivism[18, p. 182]. The concept of law that is flowed 

by legal positivism presents the figure of law in such an objective manner, available in 

the meaning conveyed by regulatory writings as an independent object. Law is also a 

closed logical system, which means that regulations can be deduced from applicable laws 

without the need to seek guidance from social, political and moral norms[19, p. 508] 

The study of law within the framework of positivism is characterized by its fixed, 

rigid, and formal nature. It is constructed from a compilation of codified legal norms that 

are inventoried, classified, and disseminated to the public. This structured character of 

positivist law closely parallels the foundational design of artificial intelligence (AI), 

which similarly builds upon classified data sets—analyzing, identifying patterns, and 

applying logic to make decisions in new yet comparable scenarios. 

This structural similarity between legal positivism and AI is evident; however, it 

does not suffice to justify the integration of AI into legal systems, particularly through a 

positivist lens. While both systems share a methodical, output-oriented approach, further 

inquiry is required into the philosophical and practical dimensions of such integration.  

Laws, by its nature, have well-documented, self-aware, and self-critical 

characteristics[8]. Similarly, AI relies on meticulously curated datasets and algorithmic 

frameworks to simulate cognition, critique its own reasoning, and produce consistent, 

predictable outcomes [20] . In addition, AI also offers a certainty and consistency of 

output sourced from algorithms developed by researchers so that if integrated in positivist 

law will provide harmony and assurance in the formation and realization of legal certainty 

[21] 

Evaluating the compatibility between AI and legal positivism requires an 

objective analytical framework—one that treats AI as a value-neutral tool. This 

perspective focuses on how input data, when processed through specific algorithmic 

criteria, produces objective, reproducible outputs. The conceptual alignment is illustrated 

in Figure 1 below, which models this process of input-treatment-output within an 

objective, positivist framework: 
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Figure 1  

Construction of Theories and Objects in Law Artificial Intelligence 

 
Source: Analysis results by the authors 

 

Figure 1 illustrates that the flow of AI within legal applications is devoid of 

subjective influence, describing a system that operates solely on objective, value-neutral 

principles[22]. This objectivity ensures that both the input and output of AI processes 

reflect only empirical, untainted reasoning. While this objective model is not exclusive to 

the field of law, it is widely employed across various domains—such as healthcare, traffic 

regulation, and transportation—with only minor modifications to fit specific contexts [6].  

The legal domain presents both significant opportunities and challenges for the 

analytical development of AI. Research at the intersection of law and AI not only propels 

the capabilities of AI into novel applications and conceptual frameworks, but also 

enhances legal practice itself. This reciprocal relationship allows for mutual growth: AI 

provides a platform for rigorous analytical scrutiny, enabling precise examination of legal 

principles and exposing theoretical weaknesses, while the law offers a rich testing ground 

for AI’s reasoning capacities. 

The legal domain presents both significant opportunities and challenges for the 

analytical development of AI. Research at the intersection of law and AI not only propels 

the capabilities of AI into novel applications and conceptual frameworks but also 

enhances legal practice itself. This reciprocal relationship allows for mutual growth: AI 

provides a platform for rigorous analytical scrutiny, enabling precise examination of legal 

Regulations Facts  Decision 

Input Input 

Output 

Algorithm 
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principles and exposing theoretical weaknesses, while the law offers a rich testing ground 

for AI’s reasoning capacities. 

AI’s strength lies in its ability to focus on knowledge processes and problem 

structures in ways that conventional, non-computational approaches often overlook. 

Traditional legal reasoning methods sometimes rely on implicit assumptions, vague 

logical transitions, or overly general or narrowly defined frameworks. In contrast, AI 

offers clarity, precision, and repeatability, functioning as an intelligent analytical tool that 

systematizes reasoning and aids in testing legal theories with fine-grained accuracy. 

The integration of AI into legal practice represents a transformative shift in how 

legal professionals conduct research, reason through cases, and communicate arguments. 

By processing vast repositories of judicial decisions, AI systems can detect nuanced 

similarities between current cases and historical precedents. This not only uncovers latent 

patterns and factual correlations but also dramatically accelerates legal research, reducing 

the time needed from weeks to seconds. Moreover, it enhances the quality of legal 

argumentation by grounding it in comprehensive empirical data rather than intuition 

alone, thereby equipping both advocates and judges with more substantiated bases for 

their positions. 

Beyond analogical reasoning, AI can also translate statutory texts into structured, 

machine-readable rules using conditional “if–then” logic. These expert systems can parse 

complex legal texts into operational sequences that account for exceptions, provisos, and 

interdependencies. A single query can produce a coherent map of relevant legal norms, 

hierarchies, and lex specialize relationships, clarifying which provisions prevail in 

particular contexts. This functionality significantly aids judges and practitioners in 

understanding the scope and application of legal provisions, reducing the risk of oversight 

or interpretive error. 

Nonetheless, legal reasoning seldom conforms to a single deductive method. To 

address this complexity, advanced AI architectures integrate multiple reasoning 

approaches—analogical, inductive, deductive, and pragmatic. When confronted with 

multifaceted legal problems, AI systems can draw upon historical analogies, test them 

through logical deduction, generalize them into legal principles via induction, and assess 

their implications in practical terms. These reasoning modules operate interactively, 

continuously refining one another’s outputs. The result is a holistic legal analysis that 
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combines formal rigor with the contextual adaptability necessary for real-world decision-

making. 

After establishing reasoning pathways, contemporary natural language generation 

methods convert machine insights into arguments comprehensible to humans. Instead of 

delivering unclear algorithmic results, AI can create memos, briefs, or decision 

summaries that articulate premises, inferences, and conclusions in conventional legal 

language. Every phase of the argument includes references to statutes, cases, or doctrinal 

commentary, enabling human readers to validate and, if needed, challenge the machine's 

reasoning. In this manner, AI functions not as a dictatorial source of truth but as a 

cooperative ally, clarifying its methodologies and encouraging expert supervision. 

Resolving conflicts arising from overlapping rules represents a significant 

challenge for legal systems, and AI's defeasible logic frameworks directly address this 

issue. By evaluating the relative strengths of competing norms-designating some as 

“strong” default rules and others as weaker exceptions-systems can systematically 

determine which rules are applicable in a specific factual context. They can simulate 

various outcomes based on priority schemes, allowing legislators, judges, and lawyers to 

anticipate and address potential loopholes. This structured approach to conflict changes 

what would typically necessitate improvised judicial balancing into a repeatable, 

algorithmically uniform process. 

The legal landscape is constantly in flux: statutes undergo amendments, new cases 

establish precedents, and societal values experience transformation. AI tackles this non-

monotonicity by employing belief-revision algorithms that refresh knowledge bases 

while preserving complete inferential histories. Upon the enactment of a new regulation 

or the issuance of a landmark ruling, the systematically re-examines previous conclusions 

based on the update, maintaining pertinent inferences while either discarding or adjusting 

those that have become outdated. This agility guarantees that legal reasoning is 

consistently aligned with the current state of the law, avoiding the stagnation associated 

with manually updated legal databases. 

 Law transcends mere rule application; it is intricately connected to a community's 

common-sense norms and cultural values. Embedding knowledge graphs filled with 

socio-cultural data-spanning local customs to widely accepted ethical principles-allows 

AI to enhance its formal legal reasoning with an additional layer of practical logic. This 

reasoning allows the system to identify proposals that, while legally acceptable, may clash 
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with societal norms or result in outcomes viewed as unjust. In doing so, AI facilitates a 

connection between the exactness of code and the intricate nature of human values. 

Accurately modelling the mental states of legal actors—including their intentions, 

beliefs, and motivations—is a vital component of advanced legal AI systems. These 

systems incorporate theory-of-mind subroutines that analyze linguistic cues found in legal 

texts, such as pleadings, contracts, and witness testimonies to infer the subjective 

intentions of the involved parties. By identifying linguistic indicators suggestive of 

intentional ambiguity or evasiveness, akin to mens rea, AI systems can generate 

probabilistic assessments of intent. This capability enhances the evidentiary landscape for 

judges and juries and supports more nuanced evaluations of legal responsibility, thereby 

informing both prosecutorial strategies and defence arguments. 

Underlying these advanced functionalities is robust natural language 

understanding. Transformer-based AI models are capable of parsing the syntactic and 

semantic complexities inherent in legal language. They can accurately identify named 

entities, resolve ambiguities in polysemous terms, and interpret deeply nested clauses—

features that reduce the risk of misinterpretation often associated with archaic legal 

phrasing or intricate statutory constructions. As a result, such systems can effectively 

process and comprehend legal documents—including statutes, contracts, and court 

opinions—from diverse jurisdictions, laying the groundwork for integrated legal analysis 

and transnational legal reasoning. 

Despite the considerable potential of AI in legal contexts, its implementation 

raises numerous ethical and practical concerns that require careful navigation. One major 

issue is the “black-box” problem, where the inner workings of complex AI models remain 

opaque, thus undermining trust unless complemented by strong explain ability 

mechanisms [23], [24], [25]. Moreover, the use of historical legal data may inadvertently 

perpetuate systemic biases unless these datasets are critically examined and adjusted. The 

question of accountability also becomes prominent: if a legal outcome influenced by AI 

proves faulty, determining whether responsibility lies with the developer, the deploying 

institution, or the system itself remains contentious. Addressing these issues necessitates 

the integration of human oversight at every stage—from data curation to the ultimate 

decision-making process. 

In response, the emergence of a “human-in-the-loop” framework has become 

imperative [26], [27], [28]. Legal practitioners must retain authority to scrutinize, revise, 
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and override AI-generated outputs. Simultaneously, regulatory systems should mandate 

algorithmic transparency, enforce high data-quality standards, and establish appeal 

mechanisms to contest AI-informed decisions. Interdisciplinary research that blends legal 

theory, computer science, and ethics must continually evaluate the real-world 

implications of legal AI systems to ensure that technological advances remain aligned 

with foundational principles of justice. Vigilant oversight is essential to ensure that 

automation complements rather than compromises human judgment. 

Of course, achieving the ideal integration of AI within the legal system is not a 

matter of a single, simple advancement. It is more akin to climbing a ladder with hundreds 

or even thousands of rungs—each representing a technical, ethical, or procedural 

milestone. Nevertheless, such efforts present exciting and transformative opportunities 

for the legal field. Importantly, AI-driven legal certainty can offer a revitalizing force for 

the legal system as a whole, contributing to greater clarity, consistency, and 

responsiveness in legal decision-making. 

 

3 ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE AND LAW: A DILEMMA 

 

While the integration of AI into the legal domain presents a compelling vision of 

enhanced legal certainty—often depicted as a form of legal utopia—such optimistic 

portrayals must not obscure or eliminate the substantial issues that continue to preoccupy 

both legal scholars and AI developers. Several pressing concerns surrounding the use of 

AI in legal contexts warrant critical attention 

 Foremost among these is the risk of bias in reasoning and decision-making, which 

can arise from the structural design and algorithmic frameworks underpinning AI 

systems[29]. In the legal field, this issue is particularly acute: biased decision-making 

undermines fairness and accuracy, particularly when such systems are deployed in 

sensitive areas such as criminal justice. If governments adopt AI to assist in or automate 

decisions in critical domains affecting citizens' rights and freedoms, it becomes 

imperative to scrutinize the computational models employed. These models must be 

capable of delivering impartial and equitable outcomes. Scholars have raised concerns 

that the datasets used to train such systems may themselves be historically biased against 

particular demographic groups, thereby embedding systemic inequities into the outputs 

from the outset[29, pp. 131–132]. 
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Another issue that needs to be highlighted is system interpretation and 

transparency on how the system AI reason and make decisions. It is often the case that 

these systems are designed and built in such a way that the underlying mechanisms cannot 

even be interpreted or even understood by the programmers who created the system. 

Criticisms have arisen regarding the concern that AI systems involved in decision-making 

should be explainable, interpretable, or at least transparent[30]. Some experts argue that 

AI systems involved in decision-making should be designed to produce clear and 

accessible justifications for their outputs[31]. Without such transparency, it becomes 

difficult—if not impossible—to guarantee legal certainty, as the rationale behind legal 

decisions must be understandable and subject to scrutiny. 

Another related concern pertains to misplaced trust in AI-generated decisions, 

particularly when such systems are deployed within government institutions. The 

perceived legitimacy of these decisions may stem not from the inherent accuracy or 

neutrality of the system, but from its institutional affiliation. This phenomenon poses a 

serious risk: public trust may be conferred upon a system that is, in reality, neither 

objective nor equitable[32, p. 1336] The mere placement of AI within official settings 

does not guarantees its reliability, and blind trust may lead to uncritical acceptance of 

flawed outcomes. 

Additionally, issues arise from how data is grouped and classified within AI 

systems. These processes can lead to oversimplifications, wherein subtle but legally 

significant distinctions are overlooked. For example, certain AI models may deem 

variables, such as age irrelevant, whereas other legal contexts may regard them as critical. 

The absence of contextual sensitivity in such models can result in inappropriate 

generalizations and legal misapplications[33, p. 220]. When outlier cases are excluded or 

marginalized due to rigid classification schemes, the system risks producing decisions 

that favor majority groups while systematically disadvantaging others. This optimization 

can embed structural inequalities, producing outcomes that reinforce rather than rectify 

disparities.  

All of the issues raised in this section have similar implications illustrated by the 

question: “Does judging through AI fulfil the spirit of the positivist paradigm of naive 

realism?” This question does not arise out of thin air, the reliability of AI systems is also 

questioned, transparency, over simplification, decision bias and systems are contrary to 

what is offered that positivist law using AI will provide legal certainty, how can legal 
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certainty be presented if the things mentioned above cannot be presented. Therefore, in 

deciding to use AI systems in positivist law, it is necessary to consider the steps to 

anticipate the above problems, especially if the purpose of using AI systems is to bring 

objectivity and certainty in law, not the other way around, namely treatment that is 

engineered for the benefit of a few groups. 

 

4 ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE: TECHNOLOGICAL DISRUPTION AND THE 

LAW 

 

Disruption is an inevitable consequence of shifting eras and evolving 

technological landscapes. In the context of law, disruption should not be interpreted as a 

force of destruction, but rather as a catalyst for constructive reform—an opportunity to 

enhance legal practices through continuous innovation. The integration AI into the legal 

domain exemplifies this potential, offering a renewed pathway toward fulfilling the 

fundamental aims of law, particularly with respect to objectivity and legal certainty [34]. 

To embrace legal disruption is, in effect, to acknowledge and accept the presence 

of AI, as the two are increasingly intertwined. While the current wave of disruption is 

most visible in technological domains, its implications for legal frameworks are becoming 

increasingly urgent. Concurrently, the rise of new paradigms—such as feminism, 

ecofeminism, and cyberfeminism—signals a broader epistemological shift in legal 

thinking [35], [36], [37]. These developments indicate that longstanding legal challenges 

are being redefined, and that a new methodological approach is required to address them. 

It is therefore conceivable that the implementation of AI in legal systems will, in time, 

become not just desirable but indispensable. Such a moment may arise when the demand 

for legal objectivity and certainty surpasses the limits of traditional human adjudication, 

leaving AI as the only viable alternative. 

In anticipation of this transformative period, proactive preparation for legal 

disruption is essential. This preparation involves a deep understanding of the nature of 

objectivity and certainty as embodied in AI systems, along with a critical awareness of 

the potential trap associated with their implementation. Human developers, as the 

architects of these systems, bear a significant ethical and technical responsibility: to 

ensure that the core values of objectivity and fairness are preserved and embedded within 
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the system’s design. The goal is to achieve outcomes that are not merely acceptable, but 

demonstrably impartial and reliable. 

It is known that algorithms, data, and overcoming biases in the system are the 

lifeblood of AI while it is the human developers, who are responsible for overcoming or 

executing these things. Additionally, it has been discussed earlier that there is a possibility 

that the system can be optimized to benefit certain groups and vice versa. The data full of 

biases will affect the ability of the system's reasoning formulation in making decisions. 

The critical point in this idea aims to accept both upcoming disruptions (i.e. legal and 

technological disruptions), and it is necessary to purify the naïve realist view of humans 

in shaping and implementing the system itself. Therefore, AI systems are able to realize 

objective and certain law. 

 

5 CONCLUSION 

 

The aforementioned debate makes it clear that integrating artificial intelligence 

into a positivist legal framework presents significant obstacles that must be overcome 

collectively and have transformative potential. Fundamentally, legal positivism and 

artificial intelligence both value objectivity and certainty, and this conceptual overlap 

offers a chance to improve uniformity, speed, and accuracy in the creation, interpretation, 

and application of laws. However, this potential will stay untapped until a few crucial 

requirements are fulfilled. First and foremost, AI systems must be adequately transparent. 

This means that all stages of the decision-making process, from data intake and fact-

finding algorithms to rule application, must be intelligible and auditable by stakeholders, 

academics, and legal professionals. Second, we must avoid oversimplifying legal 

reasoning. Efficiency may be alluring, but it cannot be at the expense of ignoring the 

cultural norms, social settings, and case-specific details that are essential to just outcomes. 

Third, to prevent underrepresented or vulnerable groups from being unfairly penalized or 

portrayed by skewed predictive models, algorithmic and data-driven biases existent in 

past court records must be thoroughly recognized and removed. Fourth, developers need 

to create strong, flexible algorithms with “belief revision” processes so that AI tools can 

change as laws and precedents do. Even with these technological protections, the human 

aspect is still essential. For AI applications to fully embody objectivity and legal certainty 

without ignoring the moral and human dimensions behind every rule, system designers 
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and programmers must deliberately set aside naïve subjectivity and approach every 

phase—from dataset curation to system validation—with deliberate ethical reflection. 

Instead of completely replacing judges or law enforcement, AI should work alongside 

them to enhance judicial reasoning with structured logic and empirical insights in a 

human-in-the-loop model. Overrides and manual checkpoints must continue to be 

essential to the workflow to maintain human judgment. AI can produce transparent rule 

maps, highly accurate analogical, deductive, and inductive inferences, and 

understandable, accountable case law summaries when these ethical and technical 

frameworks are in place. 

Meanwhile, defeasible logic engines can lead stakeholders through normative 

conflicts with reliable, repeatable results. Furthermore, by including sociocultural and 

epistemic information in knowledge networks, AI results are rooted in regional norms 

and significant expectations of justice. Preparing our legal systems to accept these 

innovations in an era of digital disruption should not be viewed as a one-time 

improvement but rather as a continuous reform agenda that integrates positivist 

epistemology with critical, bias-aware viewpoints; modernizes regulatory frameworks to 

establish explicit transparency and accountability standards for AI; and encourages 

interdisciplinary research that connects ethics, computer science, and law. 
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