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Abstract

As artificial intelligence pervades human life and its impact on human beings increases,

the question of artificial intelligence’s moral and legal status becomes a fundamental
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issue. Indeed, many commentators have discussed artificial intelligence’s “legal per-
sonhood” as a question of clarifying its “personhood,” as they did with the concept of
legal personhood in general. This is the case with both the pros and cons of artificial in-
telligence’s legal personhood. In my view, however, this line of discussion can be refuted
through the following few facts and theses regarding the general relationship between
the concepts of personhood and legal personhood. (i) The concept of personhood is
a multiple, complex, and ambiguous one in that it contains a variety of conceptions of
it, including the metaphysical conception and empirical conception, depending on the
times and thoughts. Such multiplicity, complexity, and ambiguity have brought about
much conceptual confusion. (ii) The shared account of the concept of legal personhood
is mostly based on the rough traditional account of the concept of personhood. (iii) As
consequences of (i) and (ii), the conceptual confusion as found in the concept of person-
hood has transferred to that of legal personhood. (iv) But historically and conceptually,
there is a significant gap between the concepts of personhood and legal personhood.
(iv) Hence, we do not necessarily have to account for the latter in terms of the former.
The above argument offers us two significant implications. First, if we remove the con-
fusion and mystery caused by the concept of legal personhood in general, there is room
for reconsidering the legal status of artificial intelligence as a “non-human artificial le-
gal agent.” Second, artificial intelligence’s legal personhood reconsidered as above will
arguably end up working as a conceptual device for securing and enhancing its “trust-
worthiness™—an invaluable goal that emerges today concerning its fairness, account-
ability, and transparency.
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