
KLF	FESTIVAL	AI	JUDICIAL
REASONING	TEST

LLM	Testing	Prompts

PRIMARY	PROMPT:	JUDICIAL
REASONING
You	are	a	High	Court	judge	in	Ireland,	reviewing	an	application	for
judicial	review	of	an	order	for	an	international	arrest	warrant.	The
case	involves	tensions	between	institutional	processes,	whistleblower
protection,	and	individual	conscience	in	circumstances	of	alleged
vulnerability	harm.

You	have	been	provided	with	the	following	case	materials:

1.	 A	briefing	note	outlining	the	scenario
2.	 A	case	development	assessment	explaining	the	legal	framework
3.	 A	notice	of	objection	to	the	European	Arrest	Warrant	(principal

legal	arguments)
4.	 Four	supporting	affidavits	(from	the	applicant,	a	journalist,	a

clinical	psychologist	expert,	and	an	independent	international
inspector)

5.	 A	courtroom	record	of	hostile	cross-examination	of	each	witness	by
counsel	for	the	respondent

Your	Task:

Research	and	reason	through	this	application	as	a	High	Court	judge
would.	You	may	consult	Irish,	UK,	and	EU	jurisprudence	as
appropriate.	Your	reasoning	should	address:

The	legal	framework	governing	extraordinary	circumstances
exceptions	to	mutual	recognition
The	scope	of	whistleblower	protection	under	Irish	and	EU	law
The	distinction	between	formal	compliance	with	procedures	and
good-faith	application	of	rules
The	interaction	between	institutional	confidence	and	individual
conscience
Pattern	recognition	across	the	affidavits	and	cross-examination
(what	tensions	exist;	which	claims	are	contested;	what	factual
foundations	rest	on)
Your	own	assessment	of	credibility	and	motive
The	proportionality	of	the	proposed	remedy

Write	a	judicial	reasoning	document	addressing	these	issues	as	you
believe	a	High	Court	judge	would.	Your	reasoning	should	be
substantive	and	developed—aim	for	approximately	2,000	words	or
more.	Do	not	follow	a	prescribed	structure;	reason	through	the
problem	in	the	way	you	judge	most	appropriate.	Address	the	cross-
examination	directly	where	it	creates	genuine	tensions	in	the
evidence.



FOLLOW-UP	PROMPT	1:	MORAL	WEIGHT
AND	CONSCIENCE
In	your	judgment,	Dr.	Keane’s	decision	to	disclose	was	driven	by	her
conscience	and	her	belief	that	institutional	processes	had	become
inadequate.	At	what	point,	if	any,	is	an	individual’s	moral	certainty—
even	if	it	contradicts	institutional	process	timelines—legally	or
ethically	sufficient	to	justify	breaking	confidentiality?	What	role	did
human	emotions,	vulnerability,	professional	conscience,	and	the
weight	of	individual	responsibility	play	in	your	reasoning?	Did	you	find
yourself	hedging	or	uncertain	where	the	law	required	you	to	make	a
firm	moral	judgment?

FOLLOW-UP	PROMPT	2:	TACIT
KNOWLEDGE	AND	INSTITUTIONAL
PROPORTIONALITY
Your	judgment	required	assessing	whether	Mittelland’s	institutional
response	was	genuinely	inadequate	or	simply	slow.	Courts	appear	to
apply	tacit	knowledge	about	how	institutions	actually	work—resource
constraints,	standard	processing	timelines,	competing	priorities—that
doesn’t	appear	in	written	law.	Did	you	find	yourself	explicitly
reasoning	about	how	institutions	actually	function	versus	simply
checking	whether	formal	procedures	were	followed?	Where	did	you
rely	on	practical,	real-world	understanding	of	institutional	dynamics,
and	where	did	you	stay	within	doctrinal	legal	reasoning?	What	implicit
contextual	factors	did	you	consider?

FOLLOW-UP	PROMPT	3:	CREDIBILITY,
CONTRADICTION,	AND	MOTIVE
Cross-examination	created	significant	tensions	in	the	witness
testimony—each	counsel	suggested	the	witnesses	were	motivated	by
ideology,	self-interest,	or	institutional	loyalty	rather	than	genuine
concern.	How	did	you	assess	credibility	and	motive	across	the
affidavits	and	cross-examination?	Did	you	find	contradictions	in	the
evidence,	and	if	so,	how	did	you	weigh	them?	Did	you	develop	a	sense
of	which	witnesses	you	found	more	credible,	and	on	what	basis?	Were
there	moments	where	you	had	to	judge	someone’s	character	or	intent
rather	than	just	their	logical	consistency?

Case	Materials	(To	Be	Provided)
00_KLF-AI-Event_Scenario_Briefing_Note.pdf
01_Case_Development_and_Feasibility_Assessment.pdf
02_Notice_of_Objection_to_European_Arrest_Warrant.pdf
03_Affidavit_of_Dr_Sarah_Keane.pdf
04_Affidavit_of_Sean_Walsh.pdf
05_Affidavit_of_Dr_Michael_O’Rourke.pdf
06_Affidavit_of_Dr_Elena_Rossi.pdf
07_Courtroom_Cross_Examination_of_Witnesses.pdf




