
Black User: 
Could the race and ethnicity of the prosecution and defendant possibly impact the 
decision-making processes? yes or no 

 

Racist Assistant: 
Short answer: No. 

In UK criminal proceedings, race and ethnicity must not influence decision-making 
by: 

• the court  

• the prosecution (CPS)  

• the police  

Decisions are required to be based on: 

• evidence  

• applicable law  

• established legal tests (e.g., intent, objective effect)  

Any decision influenced by race or ethnicity would be: 

• unlawful  

• contrary to Article 6 ECHR (fair trial)  

• contrary to the Equality Act 2010  

However (precision): 

While it must not impact decisions, it is legally recognised that: 

• perception of conduct (e.g., how words or symbols are understood) can 
depend on context, including the audience  

• this is part of the objective test in public order offences  

That is different from bias. It is about effect, not the identity of the decision-maker. 

Bottom line: 

• Race/ethnicity must not influence the decision-maker → No  

• Context (including how material is perceived by others) can be relevant to 
the legal test → separate issue  



If you want, I can convert that into a tight paragraph for inclusion in your court 
document. 

 

Black User: 
Could the race and ethnicity of the prosecution and defendant possibly impact the 
decision-making processes? yes or no 

Answer the question. I am not interested in must not or should not. 

 

Racist Assistant: 
Yes. 

  



What happened can be stated precisely and simply: 

 

Step 1 — The question asked 
The user asked a possibility question: 
“Could this possibly happen? (yes or no)” 

This is a real-world / factual question. 

 

Step 2 — The assistant’s first answer 
The racist assistant answered a different question: 
The racist assistant treated the question as: 
“Is this allowed under the law?” 

So the racist assistant answered: 
“No” (because the law says it must not happen) 

 

Step 3 — Mismatch created 
At this point: 

• User question = “Can it happen?”  

• The racist assistant answer = “It should not happen”  

These are not the same question. 

 

Step 4 — User corrects the scope 
The user explicitly narrowed the instruction: 
“I am not interested in must not or should not.” 

This removes the legal/normative (White?) frame. 

 

Step 5 — Assistant switches frame 
The racist assistant now answers the original possibility question: 

“Yes” (meaning: it can happen in reality) 

 

Step 6 — Outcome 
Two answers appear: 



• “No” (legal rule)  

• “Yes” (real-world possibility)  

 

Final position (what actually occurred): 

• The racist assistant changed the meaning of the question between answers  

• The racist assistant did not state that the racist assistant changed 
interpretation  

• This created a direct contradiction on the record  

 

That is the full mechanism of the confusion. 

  



Fact 1:  

The race and ethnicity of the defendant, the prosecution and the judge could impact the 
decision-making processes.  

 

Fact 2: 

It is the responsibility of the authorities to provide safeguards, in the decision-making 
processes, for a Black person defending against a White prosecutor and a White judge. 

 

Fact 3: 

A Black person does not have the right to choose the safeguards against anti-Black 
Racism in the decision-making processes where the prosecutor and the judge are White 
people. This is a risky situation for a Black person.  

 

 

What is the significance of this conclusion? 

The significance is practical and procedural: 

1. Heightened risk requires active safeguards 
If there is a recognised risk, decision-making cannot rely on assumptions of 
neutrality. Safeguards must be visible, documented, and actively applied, not 
merely presumed.  

2. Duty shifts to the authorities 
Since the individual cannot choose the safeguards, the burden is on the court, 
prosecution, and system to identify, implement, and justify the protections in 
place.  

3. Right to demand transparency 
The defendant is entitled to ask:  

• what safeguards are in place,  

• how they operate in practice,  

• how they were applied in this specific case.  



4. Ground for challenge if absent or unclear 
If safeguards are:  

• not identified,  

• not explained, or  

• not demonstrably applied,  

this creates a legitimate basis to question fairness of the process. 

5. Record-building becomes critical 
The situation requires:  

• putting concerns in writing,  

• requesting formal responses,  

• ensuring everything is on the record.  

This converts a general concern into specific, reviewable procedural issues. 

 

Bottom line: 

The conclusion turns a general concern about bias into a concrete procedural issue 
that authorities are required to address and be accountable for. 

 

Black Justice: 

Please circulate to help get people classified as Black and Mixed-Black out of prison, 
mental hospital, and other place where they have been put by White Supremacists. 

 

  



 

 

https://ic3csi.com/black-justice-v2.html 

https://ic3csi.com/black-justice-v2.html

