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This second and last part of the contribution concentrates on the present and future of artiﬁcial intelligence
(AI)[1] and tax law. Let us see if AI can be happily married with tax law in order to get the best of both worlds.
Present: Assisting Rather Than Replacing of Tax Lawyers
All of the features that are indispensable to lawyers, as depicted in the previous part of this contribution, have
until recently also appeared to be extremely resistant to AI.[2] That is to say, the complexity, uncertainty, and
dynamic nature of legal reasoning have presented signiﬁcant barriers to the development of commercial AI
applications. On the supply side, moreover, developing an AI program applicable to law is very time
consuming and extremely expensive. On the demand side, the cost-eﬀectiveness of a stand-alone computer
equipped with the traditional applications for the legal professions (e.g. statutory and case law databases,
commentaries to laws and cases) far exceed the potential gains of investing in the development of an AI
program capable of applying the law.[3]
These barriers to the development of commercial applications of AI to law have diminished the ambitions of AI
developers and legal scholars: Rather than seeking to replace legal experts with AI, they are turning their
attention to projects in which AI is developed to perform speciﬁc, well-deﬁned tasks, typically in one area of
law and in one jurisdiction only.[4] This paradigm shift seems rational and may lead to commercially useful AI
programs of use to lawyers in their work.
By mid-1990s, scholars specializing in AI and law had already noticed that information technology was better
suited as an aid in the lawyer’s work rather than a replacement of the lawyer. [5] Recent research and
commercial projects on AI and law have reached the same conclusion.
Present and the Future: Hopefully just Augmenting but Never Replacing of Tax Lawyers
In September 2013, Frey and Osborne from the University of Oxford published the results of their research on
the probability of computerisation (i.e. job automation by means of computer-controlled equipment) in 702
detailed occupations in the US, including legal professionals (lawyers).[6] To estimate probability they used a
novel methodology using a Gaussian process classiﬁer, which appears in many contexts such as statistics,
probability theory and machine learning.[7] Pivotal to the current study is their ﬁnding that lawyers are
generally not fully computerisable, or, so to say, they belong to the group of least-computerisable occupations
with a probability of only 3.5 per cent of being more or less replaced by automatized computer systems. By
comparison, tax examiners and collectors, and revenue agents were classiﬁed as fully computerisable with 93
per cent probability, which is more than for taxi drivers (89 per cent) or parking lot attendants (87 per cent).
Recreational therapists, in turn, were classiﬁed as the least-computerisable occupation.
More speciﬁcally, Frey and Osborne observed that occupations that involve complex perception, creative
intelligence tasks, and social intelligence tasks (i.e. cognitive non-routine tasks) are likely to be supplemented
rather than substituted by AI “over the next decade or two”. Their research conﬁrms current ideas that AI is
best suited to play a complementary role in tasks performed by lawyers.
Although the approach of Frey and Osborne has been criticised for focusing on whole occupations rather than
activities within a speciﬁc occupation, resulting in an overestimation of job automatibility, the most recent
research (the critical studies on the methodology of Frey and Osborne) sanctions the above ﬁndings in
respect of the scope of this contribution.[8]
That being said, tasks requiring highly sophisticated legal expertise, such as in tax avoidance cases, are
unlikely to be fully replaced by AI in the near future, because they: (i) belong to the domain of cognitive nonroutine tasks; (ii) engage powers of persuasion, judgement and common sense (including creative and social
intelligence); (iii) take place in complex situations; and (iv) often require group work or face-to-face
interactions with stakeholders (clients, employees of tax authorities, judges, etc.).
If AI achieved those capabilities, it would be an articulation of what is known as artiﬁcial general intelligence
(AGI), i.e. AI with human-level general intelligence and computational capacity exceeding that of humans
millions of times. Such AI programs would quickly become capable of everything (i.e. become an artiﬁcial
super intelligence, ASI).[9] So why use it only or mainly for tax law?
It is clear that AI in its current state of development can be used to augment the work of a lawyer, including
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work on taxes, rather than replacing them. Recent commercial AI projects have shown this assertion to be
true. These AI projects are supporting lawyers in legal research, organization and management of legal tasks,
and in predicting outcomes of legal cases.[11]
This shows that the current marriage of AI and tax law is not yet very fruitful, but it is promising. In the near
future, it presumably gives a birth to many children in the form of various AI & tax law programs, which will
be capable of helping tax lawyers or accountants to perform their tax related tasks faster and better,
eﬀectively augmenting their work. In the long term, however, tax law will have to accept the polyamorous
relationship with AI, since AI may become AGI willing to marry many objects more appealing than tax law.
Consequently, a reasonable scepticism towards AI in the area of tax law is advisable, likewise a property
separation of spouses (AI & tax law).
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