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Since wars begin in the minds of men and  
women, it is in the minds of men and women  
that the defenses of peace must be constructed

SHORT SUMMARY

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE IN 
COURTS: FROM IDEA TO REALITY

Artificial Intelligence is transforming justice systems worldwide, offering new possibilities to improve ac-
cess to justice, streamline case management, and assist judicial decision-making. Yet, these innovations 
also bring complex ethical and human rights challenges. UNESCO’s Guidelines for the Use of AI in Courts 
and Tribunals present the first global ethical and operational framework to ensure that AI serves justice 
while upholding the rule of law and fundamental rights.

Built around fifteen universal principles—from transparency,  
accountability, and human oversight to human rights protec-
tion and multistakeholder governance—the Guidelines 
provide practical orientation for judges, court adminis-
trators, and policymakers exploring AI adoption. They 
advocate for AI as an assistive, not substitutive, 
tool—used responsibly and always under meaning-
ful human supervision.

Complemented by a capacity-building toolkit, the 
Guidelines draw on consultations with experts from 
over 160 countries, engaging more than 36,000 ju-
dicial actors. As AI becomes integral to judicial sys-
tems, this publication offers timely guidance to en-
sure technology strengthens justice, transparency, and 
trust—constructing the defences of peace in the minds of 
men and women.

15
universal principles  

to guide the adoption, governance 
and oversight of AI in the 

judiciary
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The Guidelines in 
One Page 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is increasingly integrated into judicial sys-
tems worldwide, creating opportunities to enhance access to justice, 
improve case management, and support judicial decision-making. Its 
use, however, also raises significant ethical, legal, and human rights 
challenges.

To address these, UNESCO has developed the Guidelines for the Use 
of AI in Courts and Tribunals—the first globally oriented ethical and 
operational framework for AI in judicial contexts. The Guidelines aim 
to ensure that AI applications serve the cause of justice while safe-
guarding the rule of law and fundamental rights.

They are anchored in fifteen universally applicable principles that 
guide the adoption, governance, and oversight of AI in the judiciary: 
the protection of human rights, proportionality, feasibility of benefits, 
safety, information security, accuracy and reliability, explainability, au-
ditability, transparency, awareness and informed use, responsibility, 
accountability and contestability, human oversight and decision-mak-
ing, human centric and participatory design, and multi stakeholder 
governance. Together, these principles provide practical direction for 
court leaders, judges, and judicial staff considering AI solutions. AI 
is envisaged not as a replacement for judicial reasoning, but as an 
assistive tool to expand access to information, enhance efficiency, 
and support equitable justice—always under meaningful human su-
pervision and ethical review.

The Guidelines are complemented by a comprehensive capacity 
building toolkit. Through UNESCO’s programme for the judiciary on 
freedom of expression and the safety of journalists, and the AI & the 
Rule of Law programme, more than 36,000 judicial actors in over 160 
countries have been engaged, strengthening awareness of both AI’s 
potential benefits and its risks. The development of the Guidelines 
was informed by global stakeholder consultations, ensuring that 
their recommendations reflect diverse legal traditions, technological 
capacities, and societal needs.

As AI gains prominence in courtrooms, legal systems stand at a piv-
otal juncture. Decisions made today on its deployment will shape the 
administration of justice for decades to come. Whether you are a 
judicial professional, legal scholar, technology developer, or engaged 
citizen, the Guidelines offer a valuable resource to inform and sup-
port the responsible integration of AI into justice systems worldwide.

“The Guidelines develop 
15 universal principles 
to guide the adoption, 

governance and oversight 
of AI in the judiciary”
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Digital transformation is reshaping how all branches of government 
operate. Governments worldwide are adopting artificial intelligence 
(AI) with varying degrees of intensity and focus.1 For instance, pub-
lic bodies in Latin America and the Caribbean are implementing or 
piloting around 700 AI tools to carry out various government func-
tions. The deployment of AI systems can help improve public service 
delivery and automate administrative processes, enhance citizen 
engagement, monitor public infrastructure, optimise resource alloca-
tion, and support evidence-based policy decisions across education, 
healthcare, mobility, agriculture, security, and environmental sectors.

The adoption of AI tools in the public sector demands governance 
frameworks that balance innovation with human rights protection, 
ensuring technological advancement serves democratic values and 
contributes to sustainable development.

Courts and tribunals worldwide are increasingly interested in adopting 
AI tools (Box No. 1) to support a variety of judicial tasks, such as 
large-scale document search, review and discovery; automated online 
dispute resolution; prediction of future events (e.g., outcomes of lit-
igations); decision-making and ruling processes; anonymisation and 
pseudo-anonymisation of court decisions; classification of filed docu-
ments; transcription (voice-text) and translation (both voice and text).

	 The Brazilian Supreme Court implemented VICTOR, a system that 
processes thousands of appeals brought to the court and facili-
tates the identification of cases that meet the “general repercus-
sion” prerequisite.

	 The Supreme Court of India deployed SUVAS, a software that trans-
lates thousands of documents from English into ten local languag-
es and vice versa.

	 In the European Union (EU), law firms and judges use Natural Lan-
guage Processing tools to predict judicial decisions (for example, 
from the Court of Justice of the EU). 

	 In South Africa and Zimbabwe, law firms adopted AI tools for con-
tract review and management and casework research.

Sources: Aletras et al. (2016), Aneja and Mathew (2023), CEPEJ 
(2024), Kufakwababa (2021), Medvedeva et al. (2020), Ministro 
do Superior Tribunal de Justiça (2020), and UNESCO (2023).

Introduction

Box 1 USE CASES OF AI BY COURTS AND LAW FIRMS
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However, formal guidance for individuals or organ-
isations on the adequate use of AI tools in the jus-
tice sector is scarce. Only a few judicial authorities 
have published principles, rules, or guidelines on 
the ethical and responsible use of AI tools. 

These include Argentina (2024), Australia (2024), 
Brazil (2020, 2025), Canada (2023, 2024), Colom-
bia (2024), New Zealand (2023), Singapore (2024), 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland (2023), and the United States (2024). In ad-
dition, several courts have issued rulings establish-
ing principles and rules for the judiciary’s use of AI 
tools (Box No. 3).

	 In August 2024, the Constitutional Court of 
Colombia decided on the constitutionality of 
a second instance ruling involving a minor’s 
fundamental right to health. The Court exam-
ined whether the second-instance judge had 
breached the fundamental due process right 
by incorporating text produced with ChatGPT 
in his ruling. The content created with the 
chatbot consisted of answers to four legal 
questions that the judge transcribed as part 
of the motivation of his ruling.

	 In its ruling, the Court cited UNESCO’s Rec-
ommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intel-
ligence, described its values and principles, 
and recognised that its ethical framework 
“one of the most consulted and widely dis-
tributed on the subject of AI worldwide”. The 
ruling also cited UNESCO’s Global Toolkit on 
AI and the Rule of Law for the Judiciary and 
acknowledged that it “provides valuable in-
formation on the international human rights 
laws, principles, standards and case law rel-
evant to the ethical use of AI, in order to miti-
gate its potential risks to human rights.”	
The Court ruled that the use of AI systems by 
the judiciary is constitutional as long as the 
use of the machine does not replace human 
judgement, especially regarding judicial deci-
sion-making. AI systems can be used by the 
judiciary to support managerial tasks (e.g., 
notetaking and reports), documentary tasks 
(e.g., classification of documents), judiciary 

RULING OF THE COLOMBIAN 
CONSTITUTIONAL COURT ON THE USE 

OF AI SYSTEMS BY THE JUDICIARY
Box 3

These applications of AI systems in the judiciary 
have the potential to bring improvements in effi-
ciency, effectiveness, and access to justice. More-
over, the use of trustworthy AI tools could reduce 
the “noise” in the judicial system, which refers to 
unwanted variability in judgements that should be 
identical, as defined by the late Nobel prize winner 
Daniel Kahneman and his collaborators Olivier Sib-
ony and Cass R. Sunstein.

More recently, judges, judicial support staff, prose-
cutors, and lawyers around the world have started 
using chatbots powered by Large Language Mod-
els (LLMs) to draft legal documents, judicial deci-
sions, and elaborate arguments in court hearings 
(Box No. 2). Moreover, these chatbots have been 
used by judges and tribunals in diverse areas of 
law: constitutional, administrative, privacy, crimi-
nal, and family, among others.

	 In Argentina, judges have used LLMs to sum-
marise their decisions in plain and accessible 
language. 

	 Law firms, legal service companies, and univer-
sities have developed generative AI systems 
based on LLMs, independently or with tech 
companies, to conduct legal research and liti-
gation work, add context to a case, summarise 
legal texts, and draft emails and contracts. 
These tools are not limited to general-purpose 
commercial LLMs; judges and lawyers can also 
use LLMs designed exclusively to carry out le-
gal activities and other open-source LLMs.

	 Nevertheless, reports have surfaced from 
Australia, Brazil, Canada, South Africa, Spain, 
and the United States regarding judges and 
lawyers who have issued judicial decisions 
or submitted legal documents that contained 
references to non-existent rulings due to the 
inappropriate use of AI chatbots. 

Sources: Adams (2023), Ambrogi (2023), 
Benetts et al. (2023), CEPEJ (2024), Gutiér-
rez (2024), Harden (2024), LexisNexis (2023), 
Merken (2025), Morcillo (2025), Taylor (2025), 
Terzidou (2025), Weiser (2023), Weiser and 
Bromwich (2023), and Witten (2023).

USE CASES OF GENERATIVE AI 
BY JUDGES AND LAWYERSBox 2
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functions (e.g., identify pertinent case law), 
and to correct and synthesize text with the 
supervision of the user.

	 Moreover, the Court ordered that the mem-
bers of the judiciary who wished to use AI 
systems to support their judicial activities 
had to follow “principles of (i) transparency, 
(ii) accountability, (iii) privacy, (iv) non-sub-
stitution of human rationality, (v) serious-
ness and verification, (vi) risk prevention, (vii) 
equality and equity, (viii) human control, (ix) 
ethical regulation, (x) compliance with good 
practices and collective standards, (xi) con-
tinuous monitoring and adaptation, and (xii) 
suitability.” (Source: Colombia, Constitutional 
Court, Ruling T – 323 / 2024).

	 In the aftermath of this ruling, Colombia de-
cided to implement the UNESCO Draft Guide-
lines on the use of AI in courts and tribunals. 
Colombia’s Guidelines for the Responsible 
and Safe Use of Generative AI in the Judicial 
Branch were adopted in December 2024.

New AI laws increase the need for guidance. For 
example, the European Union’s AI Act classifies as 
“high risk” those AI systems that are “intended to 
be used by a judicial authority or on their behalf 
to assist a judicial authority in researching and 
interpreting facts and the law and in applying the 
law to a concrete set of facts, or to be used in a 
similar way in alternative dispute resolution”. This 
classification triggers obligations for the deployers 
of these AI systems, such as implementing a risk 
management system and ensuring human over-
sight of the tools. 

Additionally, AI systems integrated into deci-
sion-making processes may have cascading effects 
on the whole judicial system. On the one hand, such 
impacts may constitute negative externalities and 

human rights violations. For instance, the deploy-
ment might contribute to systematically discrimi-
nating against vulnerable or marginalized individ-
uals or groups, or restricting access to the digital 
ecosystem and relevant devices. On the other hand, 
AI systems for court management in the judiciary 
may benefit court users by ensuring the trials take 
place within a reasonable time. These AI systems 
can support pre-trial activities (e.g., automating the 
courts’ filing system), court hearings (e.g., automat-
ic translation), and post-sentencing proceedings 
(e.g., anonymising court decisions). Hence, new 
measures at the organisational and individual levels 
are required to prevent and mitigate adverse effects 
and improve the administration of justice. 

Furthermore, AI systems are a plurality of technolo-
gies that can potentially transform and disrupt the 
practice of law and judicial adjudication. The re-
sulting changes in the justice sector must not jeop-
ardize human rights. Resolution 78/265 adopted by 
the General Assembly of the United Nations (UN) 
on 21 March 2024 emphasized that “human rights 
and fundamental freedoms must be respected, 
protected and promoted throughout the life cycle 
of artificial intelligence systems”. Therefore, the 
judiciary, and more generally, UN Member States, 
should “refrain from or cease the use of artificial 
intelligence systems that are impossible to oper-
ate in compliance with international human rights 
law or that pose undue risks to the enjoyment of 
human rights, especially of those who are in vulner-
able situations”. 

Finally, the use of AI systems should not hinder the 
competency, independence, and impartiality of the 
judiciary because, as stated by the recitals of the 
Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct, these at-
tributes are essential for protecting human rights 
and because “the implementation of all the other 
rights ultimately depends upon the proper adminis-
tration of justice.”



The Guidelines propose principles 
and recommendations for adopting, 
deploying, and using AI tools to 
support the administration of justice 
while respecting human rights.
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The UNESCO Guidelines for the Use of AI Systems in Courts and Tribu-
nals (from now on Guidelines) offer guidance on the measures that 
the judicial sector could consider to enhance its capabilities in the 
context of digital transformation. The Guidelines propose principles 
and recommendations for adopting, deploying, and using AI tools to 
support the administration of justice. The Guidelines provide direc-
tion at both the organisational (court) and individual levels (judges, 
judicial officers) (NB: from now on, we will refer collectively to these 
organisations and individuals as the judiciary). 

Although the Guidelines are specifically designed to orient the judi-
ciary, they could be pertinent to the legal profession at large. In this 
sense, most of the principles and recommendations proposed could 
be adapted for prosecutors, arbitrators, lawyers, bar associations, 
civil servants, and researchers. In this vein, civil society organisa-
tions such as professional associations and universities have recent-
ly published similar guidance and recommendations.

	 AI system: Computational systems that can “process data and 
information in a way that resembles intelligent behaviour, and 
typically includes aspects of reasoning, learning, perception, pre-
diction, planning or control” (UNESCO 2022, 10).

	 Generative AI system: Computational systems “that communi-
cate in natural language, able to give answers to relatively com-
plex questions and can create content (provide a text, picture, or 
sound) following a formulated question or instructions (prompt)” 
(CEPEJ-GT-CYBERJUST 2024, 2). 

	 Individual members of the judiciary: Magistrates, judges, justices, 
judicial officers, and judicial support staff.

	 Judicial operator: A legal professional that is involved in the ad-
ministration of justice or that has an active legal role in a judicial 
process, such as judges, judicial support staff, prosecutors, and 
lawyers.

	 Language Models (LMs): Generative AI models “that process tex-
tual inputs, known as prompts, and generate text outputs based 
on them. Their inputs, as well as outputs, can be in different text 
formats such as natural language, tabulated text, or even pro-
gram code” (BSI 2024, 7).

KEY DEFINITIONSBox 4

Objectives of the 
Guidelines
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	 Lifecycle of AI systems: Cycle that includes 
the stages of pre-design, design, develop-
ment, evaluation, testing, deployment, use, 
sale, procurement, operation and decommis-
sioning (UN General Assembly, resolution 
78/265).

	 Machine Learning (ML): “a set of techniques 
that enables machines to learn automatical-
ly using patterns and deductions rather than 
direct instructions from a person” (UNESCO 
2023, 21).

	 Natural Language Processing (NLP): “a ML 
technique that analyses vast amounts of 
human text or speech data (transcribed or 
acoustic) for specific properties, such as 
meaning, content, intention, attitude, and con-
text” (UNESCO 2023, 21).

	 Organisations of the judiciary: Bodies that 
govern the judiciary, courts, and tribunals.

	 Safe, secure and trustworthy AI systems: AI 
systems that “are human-centric, reliable, 
explainable, ethical, inclusive, in full respect, 
promotion and protection of human rights and 
international law, privacy preserving, sustain-
able development oriented, and responsible” 
(UN General Assembly, resolution 78/265).

Additionally, the Guidelines include specific rec-
ommendations for generative AI systems. These 
tools can help improve the quality of the judiciary’s 
work by facilitating court management, document 
drafting, automating tasks, and supporting deci-
sion-making processes. Moreover, LLMs can facil-
itate the interaction between computers and users 
through natural language.

However, the misuse of AI systems may undermine 
society’s trust in the judicial system. The potential 
negative impacts require that the judiciary imple-
ment accountability frameworks before and after 
deploying AI systems.

Therefore, the Guidelines propose specific guidance 
to ensure the judiciary’s integration of AI systems 
that are ethical and respectful of human rights.



The Guidelines are a living document
that will require periodic updates to
address the rapid advancement of AI
technology and its growing applications
within justice systems.
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Methodology The Guidelines are based on UNESCO’s extensive work with judicial 
operators over the past decade. They rely on background documents 
produced by UNESCO, a public consultation process, then a peer re-
view process of the draft guidelines by legal AI experts worldwide, 
secondary sources and specialised literature.

First, since 2013, UNESCO has trained over 36,000 judicial operators 
across 160 countries on diverse topics such as freedom of expres-
sion, access to information and on the application and impact of 
AI justice systems. These judicial actors received training through 
a “series of Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs), on-the-ground 
training and workshops for Supreme Court judges, and the publica-
tions of several toolkits and guidelines.” 

Furthermore, over 5,000 persons participated in the UNESCO glob-
al MOOC on AI and the Rule of Law that was offered to strengthen 
“capacities of judicial operators worldwide to protect human rights, 
democratic principles, and the rule of law in relation to the use of AI.” 
Additionally, a global survey on the use of AI systems by judicial op-
erators was conducted in late 2023. The results offered insights on 
how judicial operators access and use AI systems, and highlighted 
their needs regarding training and guidance.

Overall, this practical experience revealed judges’ expectations and 
perceptions regarding the governance of AI systems in courtrooms, 
thereby providing substantial input for drafting the Guidelines.  

Second, the documents published by UNESCO on AI ethics were also 
important in laying down the main principles, values and practices 
included in the Guidelines. This is the case of UNESCO’s:

“Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence”

“Ethical Impact Assessment: A Tool of the Recommendation 
on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence”; and

The “Global Toolkit on AI and the Rule of Law for the Judiciary”, 
which provided a framework on the applications and risks of AI 
systems in judicial contexts.
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Third, the public consultation of the draft guide-
lines in August and September 2024 allowed UN-
ESCO to gather over a hundred contributions sent 
by individuals and organisations from 41 coun-
tries, along with collective feedback from events 
organised with judicial operators across different 
regions.

Fourth, twenty external reviewers participated in 
revising the draft guidelines. This diverse global 
panel included judges, legal scholars, attorneys, 
and technology specialists from Africa, Asia, Eu-
rope, North Africa & Middle East, North and Latin 
America. Their complementary expertise —span-
ning courtroom practice, legal technology research, 
AI governance, and digital transformation of legal 
systems— ensured the guidelines were critically 
evaluated from multiple perspectives, enhancing 
accuracy and practicality.

Fifth, the Guidelines considered the Bangalore 
Principles of Judicial Conduct, diverse secondary 
sources and specialised literature, cited in the 
endnotes, including principles and guidelines pub-
lished by judiciary authorities, courts, and civil so-
ciety organisations of diverse jurisdictions, includ-
ing bar associations and law societies.

Finally, the Guidelines are a living document that 
will require periodic updates to address the rapid 
advancement of AI technology and its growing ap-
plications within justice systems.



The Guidelines aim to advance 
universal respect for justice and  
the rule of law while ensuring the  
protection and promotion of human 
rights and fundamental freedoms.
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Guidelines for the 
use of AI systems 

in Courts and 
Tribunals

The Guidelines aim to advance universal respect for justice and the 
rule of law while ensuring the protection and promotion of human 
rights and fundamental freedoms.

1. Principles 

The Guidelines offer principles and specific recommendations for ju-
dicial organisations and individuals implementing AI systems, includ-
ing generative AI. In this regard, “principles” refer to general prescrip-
tions intended to orient organisations and individuals in developing, 
acquiring, and using AI systems in an ethical and human rights-re-
specting manner. The Guidelines develop 15 principles to meet this 
goal (Figure No. 1).

Protection of
human rights

Proportionality Feasibility of
benefits

Safety Information
security

Accuracy and
reliability

Explainability Auditability Transparent and
open justice

Awareness and
informed use

Responsibility Accountability and
contestability

Human oversight
and decision-making

Human-centric
and participatory

design

Multi-stakeholder
governance and

collaboration

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 

6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 

11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 

for judicial organisations and individuals implementing AI systems
PRINCIPLES AND SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS

for judicial organisations throughout 
an AI system’s lifecycle

TYPES OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Figure No. 1. Principles for the development, acquisition, adoption, deployment and 
use of AI systems by the judiciary

Organisations and individual members of the judiciary should follow 
these principles throughout the AI systems’ entire lifecycle:
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	 1.1. Protection of human rights: Take the necessary steps to respect, protect, and promote 
human rights and the rule of law throughout the AI systems’ lifecycle. There must be effec-
tive safeguards regarding AI systems that might represent a high risk to human rights, such 
as implementing the accountability assessments described in section 2 of the Guidelines. 
The deployment of AI systems should be particularly protective of the rights of women and 
girls, persons with disabilities, children, refugees, migrants, Stateless persons, minorities, 
and other populations in situation of marginalization and/or vulnerability. While all human 
rights may be potentially affected by certain AI systems along the life cycle of these tools, 
the following four are particularly important in the context of judicial proceedings: 

a.	 Non-discrimination: Adopt, deploy, and use AI systems that aim to achieve goals 
through processes that safeguard fairness and ensure inclusive access to technology. 
Prevent biased development and applications of AI systems and outcomes that may 
aggravate, reproduce, reinforce, or perpetuate discrimination based on race, colour, 
descent, gender, age, language, religion, political opinion, national, ethnic, social or 
economic condition, or disability and any other grounds. 

b.	 Equality: Ensure equal access and treatment for all before the courts regardless of 
digital capability. For instance, if AI tools mediate access to justice, additional barriers 
may arise for those without digital resources or skills. Therefore, judicial implementa-
tions of AI tools should consider those who cannot afford these technologies, lack dig-
ital literacy, or face other technological barriers. For that purpose, following the Leave 
No One Behind (LNOB) principle developed as part of the UN Agenda for Sustainable 
Development to address digital exclusion is pertinent.

c.	 Procedural fairness: Assess the implications of AI systems for procedural fairness 
throughout the AI system’s life cycle and prevent deployments that breach this right. 

d.	 Right to privacy and personal data protection: Adopt, deploy, and use AI systems that 
protect privacy and personal data processed for the administration of justice. The judi-
ciary should avoid using AI tools in ways that generate risks of disclosing such data or 
enable unauthorised access by third parties.

e.	 Liberty and security: Ensure that individuals are not detained based on decisions as-
sisted by AI that the individual is not aware of, is unable to understand how the AI 
system reached its decision or is unable to challenge or appeal the decision-making 
process or the decision itself.
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	 1.2. Proportionality: Adopt, deploy, and use AI systems that aim to achieve legitimate and 
proportional ends in the context of their use.	

	 1.3. Feasibility of benefits: Before adopting AI systems, the judiciary should assess both 
the specific potential benefits (for the judiciary, users, and the public) and its institutional 
capacity to realise these benefits.

	

	 1.4. Safety: Adopt, deploy, and use AI systems that avoid, address, prevent, mitigate, or 
eliminate unwanted harm for the parties, individual judges, the courts to which they belong, 
the judiciary’s reputation and authority, and for the public.

	 1.5. Information security: Adopt, deploy, and use AI systems that protect confidential in-
formation in line with international standards for access to information and establish safe-
guards against cyber threats and ensure the judiciary’s continued control over its data.

	 1.6. Accuracy and reliability: Adopt, deploy, and use accurate AI systems, meaning AI sys-
tems that can provide useful and pertinent information and produce correct outputs and 
predictions, and reliable AI systems, meaning AI systems that work “properly with a range of 
inputs and in a range of situations”.

	 1.7. Explainability: Adopt, deploy, and use AI systems that can explain the rationale behind 
their outputs and decisions and how they use inputs for such purposes. Explainability refers 
to making intelligible and providing insight –to deployers and users– into the inputs, rea-
soning, outcomes, and functioning of AI systems, making these elements understandable, 
interpretable, and traceable for humans.

	 1.8. Auditability: Undertake administrative, legal, and human measures to ensure and ena-
ble that the AI systems may be audited during deployment.

	
	 1.9. Transparent and open justice: Adopt, deploy, and use AI systems that are transparent 

in terms of how the system was developed, how it operates, its training data, its limitations 
(including its margin of error), its capabilities, and the purpose of the systems. Inform in a 
proper and timely manner when and how AI systems are deployed, acquired, and used and 
how these tools work, especially when decisions made with or based on such tools can 
affect the rights and freedoms of individuals or communities. Ensure that individuals are 
made aware that they may challenge such decisions.
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	 1.10. Awareness and informed use: Understand the functionalities, types of uses, potential 
impacts, limitations, and risks of available AI systems to make informed decisions about 
their implementation, know the intended purpose for using a specific AI system to carry out 
judicial activities and stay up to date on technological advancements. 

	 1.11. Responsibility: Organizations and individuals that develop and use AI systems must 
assume responsibility for the decisions and actions taken with the support of AI tools with-
out prejudice to the provider’s potential liability in case the AI system is defective. 

	 1.12. Accountability and contestability: Ensure accountability by informing and explaining 
how and why certain AI tools were adopted by the judiciary and the results achieved (or 
not) with their deployment. Additionally, introduce mechanisms that allow affected parties 
to contest and cross-examine any output produced by an AI system that may influence the 
outcome of the case at hand, as well as challenge the decisions and hold judicial operators 
accountable for their errors. 

	 1.13. Human oversight and decision-making: Judges and magistrates should not delegate 
any part of their mandate or rely exclusively on AI systems to adopt decisions or auto-
mate entire processes that may negatively impact the rights of individuals or communities. 
They should preserve the possibility of human intervention in all decision-making processes 
where AI systems are deployed. AI tools must not replace the decision-maker’s independent 
analysis of facts, law, and evidence.

	 1.14. Human-centric and participatory design: The development, deployment, and use of 
AI systems should follow human-centric design principles to complement and augment the 
judiciary’s capacities and respect human dignity and autonomy. The design process should 
include members of the judiciary and the public to ensure that the process is inclusive.

	 1.15. Multi-stakeholder governance and collaboration: Judicial organisations should consult 
diverse stakeholders, hold public consultation and implement citizen-participation approach-
es throughout the AI system’s life cycle, especially those that may be directly or indirectly 
affected by its deployment, such as women, persons with disabilities, juveniles, and children. 
Incorporate their feedback in the development and use of AI tools used to make judgments or 
with the potential to impact any other significant legal issue. 
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2. Specific guidance for judicial organisations 

These Guidelines define “recommendations” as 
suggested pathways of action that stem from the 
“principles” that help both organisations acquire 
and develop safe, secure and trustworthy AI sys-
tems, and individuals use AI systems in an ethical, 
responsible, and human rights-respecting manner.

This section’s recommendations are divided into 
three categories (Figure No. 2) and are directed to 
the judiciary authorities, courts, and tribunals that 
intend to assess, develop, adopt, use and evaluate 
AI systems. 

On the development,
acquisition, use, and

evaluation of AI systems

Human talent Use of generative 
AI systems

for judicial organisations throughout an AI system’s lifecycle
TYPES OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. 3. 2. 

for judicial organisations throughout 
an AI system’s lifecycle

TYPES OF RECOMMENDATIONS
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acquisition, use, and

evaluation of AI systems

1. 

Use of generative 
AI systems

3. 

Human talent

2. 

Figure No. 2. Types of recommendations for judicial organisa-
tions throughout an AI system’s lifecycle. 

 

2.1. On the development, acquisition, use, and 
evaluation of AI systems

The following recommendations provide guidance 
on actions that should be taken by judicial organ-
isations and authorities in different stages of the 
AI lifecycle.

2.1.1.	 Protect the independence and impartiality 
of the Judiciary. Ensure that the judiciary 
has an oversight role and responsibility in 
the development, deployment and use of AI 
tools and that there are regulations to pro-
tect its independence. AI tools should not 
essentially alter or annul the fundamental 
features of the impartiality of judges and 
tribunals.

2.1.2.	 Consider cultural and contextual specif-
icities of the population affected by the 
deployment of AI systems and consider 
the barriers to access justice of individuals 
without the knowledge or skills to interact 
with the legal system, e.g., older, underrep-
resented, and underserved populations. 

2.1.3.	 Establish multi-stakeholder governance of 
AI tools. Draft an AI policy or strategy that 
diagnoses the main barriers for the effec-
tive adoption of AI systems, establishes ob-
jectives and metrics, and formulates action 
plans. Furthermore, explore the establish-
ment of a multi-stakeholder advisory board 
for continuous review and updates of the AI 
policy or strategy. Individual members of 
the judiciary should be invited to participate 
in the continuous improvement of the AI 
policy and any other instrument adopted by 
the organisation, for example, by providing 
feedback based on their experiences with 
AI systems and the rules and orientations 
established for their use. Moreover, before 
adopting AI systems that are used for deci-
sion-making or tools that support manage-
ment processes and that can significantly 
affect fundamental rights, such as access 
to justice, the organisation should consult 
with relevant stakeholders about the op-
portunities, potential risks, and impacts of 
introducing such tools. The judiciary should 
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proactively involve marginalised communi-
ties in the development processes, ensuring 
their perspectives are considered.

2.1.4.	 Adopt algorithmic transparency and ex-
plainability measures from the outset. Start 
by determining if you should opt for open-
source or proprietary systems. Before com-
mitting to adopt an AI tool, the judicial or-
ganisation should assess the consequences 
of adopting either option in terms of access 
to information about the system, explaina-
bility, and auditability. Then, consider trans-
parency measures at the early stages of AI 
development and procurement of AI tools. 
For example, develop, acquire and, obtain in-
formation from the AI system’s developers 
and providers about how the model was de-
veloped (including the data used to train it) 
and how it works, the tool’s adequate uses, 
and the limits and risks associated with its 
adoption.,

2.1.5.	 Necessity, proportionality, suitability, and 
alignment. The necessity, proportionali-
ty, and suitability of using an AI system to 
perform tasks should be assessed and es-
tablished from the outset and aligned with 
the objectives of the organization using the 
AI system (e.g., that protects human rights 
and ensures the judiciary’s independence 
and autonomy). 

2.1.6.	 Fairness by design. When the judicial or-
ganisation commissions the development 
or acquisition of AI tools, steps should be 
taken to ensure that the developers or pro-
viders prevent biases in data and in the 
design of the algorithms. The latter entails 
that the development and testing teams are 
multidisciplinary and diverse. 

2.1.7.	 Phased implementation of AI tools. Con-
sider the possibility of piloting new AI tools 
prior to their full-scale deployment and plan 
a phased implementation. Piloting allows to 
assess the functionality, impact, and poten-
tial risks of AI in a controlled environment. 
A phased implementation strategy would 
allow for adjustments based on initial find-
ings and stakeholder feedback, thereby pro-

moting a more informed, responsible, and 
ethically sound deployment process.

2.1.8.	 Sustainability and environmental impact of 
AI systems. The development, deployment, 
and usage of certain AI systems may have a 
substantial environmental footprint that the 
judiciary should consider.

2.1.9.	 Establish internal rules and guidelines for 
the development, deployment and use of 
AI tools based on the human rights frame-
work. Determine which AI systems can be 
used, the accepted and prohibited uses for 
specific processes and tasks. Moreover, the 
guidelines should include protocols for inci-
dent reporting and clear information on how 
each actor is accountable within the organ-
isation. The guidelines should emphasize 
that members of the judiciary take respon-
sibility for any materials they produce using 
AI. For that purpose, the guidelines could 
include an assessment of potential legal 
liabilities and the corresponding mecha-
nisms to prevent them. Furthermore, the 
guidelines should offer detailed scenarios 
and examples to orient judiciary members 
on what constitutes negligent use and the 
steps to be taken when they fail to adhere to 
established AI usage protocols.

2.1.10.	Ensure human intervention. Ensure that 
the system always allows for human inter-
vention. In other words, human control and 
supervision, or at least monitoring, should 
occur during all the implementation stages 
and usage of the AI system.

2.1.11.	Implement accountability frameworks be-
fore deploying AI systems. Before deploy-
ing an AI system to support decision-mak-
ing processes, define an accountability 
framework to prevent and mitigate negative 
impacts and risks and enhance positive 
ones. The judiciary can implement an “al-
gorithmic impact assessment” to identify 
the likely effects (positive and negative), an 
“algorithmic risk assessment” to map the 
potential risks (such as system failures), or 
a “fundamental rights impact assessment”. 
Ensure the developer or provider of the AI 
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system agrees to allow and collaborate with 
algorithmic audits carried out by the organ-
isation or independent and external parties. 
If the AI system was developed internally, 
facilitate the development of internal ca-
pacity to monitor and audit the tool (with 
external guidance if needed), for example, 
by establishing “mechanisms that facilitate 
the system’s suitability, such as ensuring 
traceability and logging of the AI system’s 
processes and outcomes.” The judiciary 
should consider the role of civil society and 
independent auditors, particularly in cases 
where AI tools can generate high risks of un-
dermining fundamental rights. Such reports 
may inform whether the systems should be 
deployed and recommend risk prevention, 
mitigation, redressal, and monitoring meas-
ures. The algorithmic assessments should 
be available for public consultation. UNES-
CO’s “Ethical Impact Assessment: A Tool of 
the Recommendation on the Ethics of Arti-
ficial Intelligence” may be used to examine 
potential impacts on human rights such as 
fair trial and due process, access to justice 
and effective remedy, and privacy. These as-
sessments should be done in consultation 
with the relevant stakeholder groups.

2.1.12.	Conduct algorithmic audits and impact 
evaluations after deploying AI systems. 
To that end, the judiciary should explore 
the creation of guidelines for monitoring, 
auditing and evaluating AI systems in the 
judicial sector. The assessments should 
assess whether these systems comply with 
regulations or more targeted issues such 
as bias, fairness, transparency, explaina-
bility, security, or performance. They can 
also evaluate the effects of the AI systems 
on users, affected populations, and socie-
ty. The latter should include evaluating the 
impact on human rights and identifying the 
system’s main effects (intended and not in-
tended) over diverse user groups and pop-
ulations. Comprehensive human rights im-
pact assessments should be public. Publish 
periodic reports on the impacts and perfor-
mance (e.g., effectiveness and efficiency) 
of the adopted AI systems in meeting the 
organisation’s objectives. Furthermore, 

“establish processes for third parties (e.g., 
suppliers, consumers, distributors/vendors) 
or workers to report potential vulnerabilities 
and risks. Additionally, the organisation that 
governs the judiciary should establish a risk 
management system that enables the or-
ganisation to identify, detect, monitor, clas-
sify, diagnose, control, prevent risks and 
mitigate harm. The management system 
should assign clear roles, responsibilities, 
and procedures along the AI lifecycle.

2.1.13.	Cease using AI systems that negatively 
affect human rights. Implement systems 
developed and offered in compliance with 
international human rights law, national 
constitution, and local laws, such as data 
protection and privacy, non-discrimination, 
procedural fairness, consumer, competition, 
and intellectual property laws. Furthermore, 
when an external provider supplies the AI 
system, ensure the tool’s terms of use are 
compatible with local laws and organisa-
tional standards of the organisations that 
govern the judiciary. The judiciary should re-
frain from adopting AI systems that have the 
potential to adversely impact human and/or 
civil rights, e.g., by perpetuating discrimina-
tory outcomes and other injustices. In the 
same vein, as recommended by the Report 
of the UN Secretary-General “Human rights 
in the administration of justice”, the judici-
ary should refrain from or cease from using 
AI tools “that are impossible to operate in 
compliance with international human rights 
law”, and these include predictive applica-
tions “in judicial decisions in criminal cases 
and in recidivism risk assessments for bail 
and parole decisions, unless and until the 
responsible authorities can demonstrate 
that such applications are in compliance 
with the right to a fair trial, including an in-
dependent judiciary, and the rights to liberty 
and security, non-discrimination, freedom 
from torture and ill-treatment and privacy, 
as well as other affected human rights, and 
that the authorities have addressed the dis-
proportionate negative impact that the use 
of these technologies can have on specific 
groups.” When the judiciary has preliminary 
evidence that the use of an AI tool poten-
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tially produces significant negative effects 
or human rights violations, the deployment 
and use of the system should be suspended 
until a thorough investigation is conducted. 
When algorithmic assessments or impact 
evaluations find that specific AI systems vi-
olate human rights, the judiciary will discon-
tinue their use and decommission the tool. 

2.1.14.	Accessibility of AI tools. Ensure that the 
members of the judiciary who could benefit 
from the AI tools have adequate access to 
the systems. The latter includes ensuring 
that individuals can access the necessary 
hardware to operate the tools and the skills 
to use them effectively. For that purpose, it 
is pertinent to periodically diagnose, mon-
itor, and address the barriers to adopting 
AI systems, especially regarding the barri-
ers faced by individuals who are part of the 
judiciary.

2.1.15.	 Security and cybersecurity-enhancing mea
sures. AI systems are prone to adversarial 
attacks, which can shift their outcomes. 
For example, generative AI systems may be 
vulnerable to prompt injections, data extrac-
tion, evasion, and poisoning attacks. Hence, 
before deploying a tool, the judiciary should 
test the resiliency of and secure it before 
deployment and maintain it throughout its 
lifecycle. Adopt technical, managerial, and 
human measures to prevent, control, and 
mitigate cybersecurity risks and incidents. 
When deploying and using the AI system en-
tails accessing cloud services, ensure that 
the level of protection offered by the provid-
er matches local legal standards and organ-
isational security standards.

2.1.16.	 Enhance personal data and privacy protec-
tions. Establish a robust data governance 
framework and infrastructure to protect per-
sonal data, promote responsible data-shar-
ing practices for personal and non-personal 
data and ensure that the data is inclusive. 
The organization should also establish “data 
protocols governing data access. These pro-
tocols should outline who can access data 
and under what circumstances. Only duly 
qualified personnel with the competence 

and need to access individual’s data should 
be allowed to do so”. Given the sensitive na-
ture of personal and legal data that is han-
dled in judicial processes, it is essential to 
have stringent privacy protections in place. 
(i) Data minimisation. To mitigate the risk 
of data breaches, AI systems that require 
minimal personal data to function, particu-
larly in cases involving sensitive personal 
information should be used. Hence, the ju-
dicial organisations should deploy AI sys-
tems that are based on privacy-enhancing 
processes. (ii) Consent protocols. Pursuant 
with local data protection and privacy laws, 
draft and implement consent protocols for 
treating personal data with AI tools within 
the judiciary. This will ensure that parties 
are informed and can control how their data 
is used. (iii) Data anonymisation techniques 
should be employed when AI systems pro-
cess personal data, especially in creating 
databases used for legal analytics or prec-
edent study (e.g., anonymizing the parties’ 
personal data from court decisions before 
the rulings are published). However, this 
should be balanced with the need for having 
open datasets as well as the right to freedom 
of expression and access to information so 
as not to impede the development of digital 
justice systems. How these rights are bal-
anced in practice depends on how each ju-
risdiction regulates the right to access court 
documents and anonymisation rules derived 
from data protection and privacy laws. 

2.1.17.	Proactively disclose key information about 
the AI systems used by the judiciary. For 
example, judiciary authorities can publish 
an online repository with key information 
about the AI systems adopted to administer 
justice. The repository can include informa-
tion about the training data, the model (e.g. 
variables, weights), whether it is proprietary 
or open source, how the AI systems work, 
who uses the tools, how they are used, 
the implications for judicial decision-mak-
ing processes, and whether the decisions 
adopted with the support of the system are 
challengeable. This information should be 
periodically updated, at least yearly, and 
should indicate the date of the last update. 
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Moreover, the creation of public repositories 
of AI systems used by courts and tribunals 
could contribute towards the openness of 
data. For that purpose, assess to what ex-
tent the transparency instruments can fulfil 
the so-called FAIR principles regarding open 
data: findable, accessible, interoperable and 
reusable by anyone or for any purpose. UN-
ESCO’s guidelines for establishing and im-
plementing open data policies may be con-
sidered for this purpose. In parallel to this 
effort, the judiciary could also undertake 
public awareness campaigns about how AI 
systems are used in judicial processes.

2.1.18.	 Ensure the contestability of decisions sup-
ported or sustained by AI systems. Imple-
ment the necessary measures to guarantee 
the right to oppose decisions supported or 
sustained by AI tools. This requires mean-
ingful insights into how the outputs were pro-
duced and the right for the parties to audit 
and examine the underlying AI model to iden-
tify shortcomings that may affect their case.

2.2. Human talent

The following recommendations provide guidance 
on the actions that should be taken by the judiciary 
to support individuals who will deploy and use AI 
systems.

2.2.1.	 Revise the curriculum of Judicial Schools. 
Consider incorporating AI topics into the 
permanent curriculum of Judicial Schools, 
such as fundamentals of AI, applications 
of AI technologies across justice systems, 
and AI’s impact on judges’ independence, 
the administration of justice, particularly 
concerning human rights, ethics, and gov-
ernance issues.

2.2.2.	 Provide access to training. Offer regular 
training opportunities to the members of 
the judiciary who will use the AI tools and 
ensure that they develop core competen-
cies of AI literacy, particularly to identify 
the suitability of AI tools that can be used 
to carry out different types of tasks, un-
derstand how to use these tools and their  
potential impacts and risks in accordance 

with international, regional, and national 
human rights law, and assess their outputs 
critically. The organisations of the judiciary 
should consider whether it is feasible and 
pertinent to establish mandatory training 
programs for judicial staff to maintain up-
to-date knowledge and competency. 

2.2.3.	 Research on the usage and effects of AI 
tools. Judiciary authorities should period-
ically study how their members are using 
AI systems. The research could document 
case studies to showcase good practices 
and potential pitfalls to avoid. The latter 
would help individual members of the ju-
diciary to report on their experiences and 
challenges and share the lessons with their 
peers. This should be done in full respect of 
the independence of the judiciary (see su-
pra, 2.1.1).

2.2.4.	 Assess the need to update human resourc-
es policies and practices. Depending on the 
AI tools being used, the judiciary may need 
to review its workforce planning by either 
upskilling existing personnel and/or hiring 
new personnel. This may require updates 
to the recruitment policies and processes 
for performance evaluation to ensure that 
appropriate uses of the AI tools are being 
evaluated and incentivised.

2.3. Use of generative AI systems

The following recommendations provide guidance 
on what actions should be taken by judiciary au-
thorities with regards to the adoption, deployment 
and use of generative AI systems.

2.3.1.	 Awareness of functions and limitations. En-
sure that the members of the judiciary who 
will use the generative AI tools are aware of 
the tool’s adequate uses, limitations, and 
the risks associated (e.g., biased or incor-
rect outputs) with their adoption for the 
drafting of legal documents and supporting 
participation in legal proceedings, as well 
as supporting court management activities 
(e.g., translation). 
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2.3.2.	 Ensure content authenticity and integrity. 
To achieve this, several measures should be 
taken. (i) All AI-generated legal documents, 
evidence presentations, or judicial opinions 
should be clearly labelled as AI-assisted so 
that judges, lawyers, and parties involved 
are aware of the nature of the content. (ii) 
Robust systems should be implemented to 
track the development and modifications of 
AI-generated legal content. This is important 
for evidentiary purposes, as it ensures that 
all materials used in court can be verified 
for authenticity. For instance, if an AI tool 
has been used to create or modify a legal 
document, there should be a clear record of 
when and how it was used. (iii) Certification 
protocols should be developed for AI tools 
used in the judiciary, verifying that they 
meet international and local ethical guide-
lines and each jurisdiction’s legal standards 
for accuracy and reliability. An example of 
this could be a certification process for an 
AI tool used to analyse evidence, ensuring 
that it is accurate and reliable enough to be 
used in a court of law. 

2.3.3.	 Usage restrictions. Specific guidelines 
should be issued to govern the use of gen-
erative AI in the judiciary to prevent mis-
use and protect the integrity of the legal 
process, in line with international stand-
ards. Specific applications of AI should be 
banned or limited, considering their impact 
on human rights, especially privacy and data 
protection. For example, when the terms of 
use of a generative AI tool indicate that the 
provider will use the user’s prompts to train 
its models or that third parties can access 
these prompts, then the use of such tool 
should be prohibited or restricted to prevent 
the judiciary from losing control of who can 
access confidential information or personal 
data. Moreover, for instance, the use of AI in 
certain sensitive areas, such as the unilat-
eral generation of binding decisions or the 
creation of fabricated evidentiary material, 
should be prohibited. Special considera-
tion should be given to intellectual proper-
ty rights compliance by ensuring that any 
AI-generated content respects the intellec-
tual property of the original text.
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3. Specific guidance for individual members of 
the judiciary 

The recommendations of this section are for individ-
uals who are part of the judiciary, including magis-
trates, judges, justices, prosecutors, judicial officers, 
and judicial support staff who intend to deploy and 
use AI systems. The recommendations are divided 
into three categories (Figure No. 3).

Before using AI systems Using AI systems Using generative 
AI systems

for the deployment and use of AI systems by the individual members of the judiciary
TYPES OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. 3. 2. 
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Figure No. 3. Types of recommendations for the deployment 
and use of AI systems by the individual members of the 
judiciary.

3.1. Before using AI systems

The following recommendations provide guidance 
on what actions should be taken by the individuals 
who are part of the judiciary before deploying and 
using AI systems.

3.1.1.	 AI awareness, AI literacy and capacity 
building. Individuals should be aware of 
the functionalities, strengths, and accuracy 
of AI systems and their limitations, biases, 
and risks in the context of legal activities. 
The latter also includes awareness of the 
liabilities arising from these tools’ negligent 
use. Judiciary organisations should ensure 
that individuals have access to education 
programs and ongoing training to critically 
assess the outputs and performance of the 
tools.

3.1.2.	 Use AI tools that have been tested through 
algorithmic assessments and follow the 
prescriptions of human rights due diligence 
reports. As previously explained, judicial or-
ganisations should implement accountabil-
ity frameworks before and after the deploy-
ment of AI systems to identify implications 
and risks for access to justice and human 
rights. However, if your organization does 
not assess its AI systems, ensure that you 
use tested tools (by the provider or expert 
third parties) and select those that have 
been the subject of human rights impact as-
sessments. Moreover, follow the prescrip-
tions of human rights due diligence reports 
of AI systems which should be conducted 
throughout the life cycle of AI systems by 
judiciary authorities.

3.2. Using AI systems

The following recommendations provide guidance 
on what actions should be taken by the individuals 
who are part of the judiciary during the deployment 
and use of AI systems.

3.2.1.	 Avoid overreliance on AI systems to make 
substantive decisions. Judges and magis-
trates should not rely entirely on AI systems 
to make decisions on the merits of a case 
nor to decide on procedural issues that may 
affect human rights; instead, use AI tools’ 
outputs to complement the legal analysis 
undertaken with other methods and sources 
of information. The judicial decision is not a 
mere output, but a decision that is taken in 
a process. 
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3.2.2.	 Adhere to the terms of use. Read and com-
ply with the AI systems’ terms of use (pub-
lished by the external supplier of the tool or 
provided by your organization when the sys-
tem was developed internally). These terms 
usually indicate the adequate and prohibited 
uses of the tools, and the risks that should 
be avoided by deployers and users. How-
ever, consult with your organization about 
the terms of use of AI systems, especially 
if you consider that some terms may unduly 
restrict users’ rights, deny transparency or 
absolve the developer of any liability.

3.2.3.	 Proactive transparency. Provide meaning-
ful information on when the AI tool is used 
and how its use could affect individuals 
who are part of a judicial proceeding or 
beneficiaries of the legal work. Inform what 
tools were used and their versions. Ensure 
that materials produced or published using 
AI are acknowledged and distinguished us-
ing quotation marks or citations.

3.2.4.	 Responsibility and accountability. Adhere 
to standards developed by your organiza-
tion. This recommendation implies both an 
ex-ante duty to disclose the use of an AI sys-
tem and an ex-post duty to provide further 
information when required to determine re-
sponsibility.

3.2.5.	 Opportunity to review decisions and 
contestability. Make parties aware of the 
use of AI systems and provide adequate 
opportunities to challenge and contest de-
cisions taken with or supported by AI sys-
tems, as well as basic information of how 
the AI system works, how it was trained, 
what inputs were used to operate the sys-
tem, and how the outputs produced by the 
AI tool informed the decision. Ensure that 
individuals have a right to an effective reme-
dy in circumstances where AI systems have 
an adverse impact on their human rights, 
including during and after the completion 
of criminal proceedings against them. The 
judiciary should ensure that any individual 
who wishes to challenge these decisions 
has access to legal aid services, informa-

tional resources, or assistance in navigating 
the appeal process.

3.2.6.	 Proactive reports for preventing harm. In-
form the organisation when there is suspi-
cion of malfunctioning or potential or like-
ly negative impacts, and stop using the AI 
system if you notice that it creates potential 
harm to human rights. 

3.3. Using generative AI systems

The following recommendations provide guidance 
on what actions should be taken by the individual 
members of the judiciary with regards to the adop-
tion, deployment and use of generative AI systems.

3.3.1.	 Protect personal and confidential data. Do 
not include personal data or confidential 
information in prompts when using exter-
nal generative AI tools. Be aware that any 
information that you input into a public AI 
chatbot (e.g., as part of the prompt) should 
be treated as being made available to every-
one, among others, because the terms of 
service of most of the AI companies that 
provide free access to these AI systems in-
dicate that the inputs will be used to train 
future models.

3.3.2.	 Main uses for LLMs. LLMs may be used 
for different tasks including, but not limited 
to, drafting basic legal documents, writing 
speeches and presentations, summarising, 
translating, making grammatical correc-
tions, modifying the tone of a text (e.g., in-
formal to formal), improving its readability, 
exploring specific topics, and carrying out 
administrative tasks (e.g., drafting emails). 
However, all the above tasks involve verify-
ing the AI system’s output and cross-check-
ing with reliable sources. AI tools can assist 
in locating material that you are familiar 
with and can evaluate on your own, but that 
is currently unavailable. On the contrary, 
these tools are ineffective for conducting 
research of information that cannot be in-
dependently assessed or verified. See sug-
gested uses for generative AI tools at the 
end of this section.
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3.3.3.	 Unreliability as search engines and for le-
gal analysis. Commercial general-purpose 
LLMs are not reliable sources of informa-
tion or adequate means for conducting le-
gal analysis or carrying out mathematical 
tasks. “Even with the best prompts, the out-
put may be inaccurate, incomplete, mislead-
ing, or biased.”

3.3.4.	 Do not replace expert witness testimonies 
with LLMs. Expert witnesses’ testimony 
encompasses the processes and meth-
odologies by which the expert reports are 
produced and the descriptions, reasons, ar-
guments, analyses, evaluations and conclu-
sions laid out in the text. LLMs should not 
be used to produce the types of outputs that 
would be required from expert witnesses, 
not only due to the unreliability of the out-
put but also due to the opacity with which 
the system infers from its training data.

3.3.5.	 Awareness of LLMs’ limitations and risks. 
Be aware that the outputs generated by cur-
rent LLMs may include incorrect, imprecise, 
or fictitious information about factual, legal 
(laws and case law), and technical issues. 
LLMs can produce answers that lack any 
reference to the real world and nonsensical 
text. Moreover, you should be conscious of 
potential bias in the text produced by LLMs: 
“Imbalances in the training data can also 
lead to biases in the model.” Additional-
ly, certain LLMs may have been trained on 
data up to a certain point in time (e.g., data 
available up to the point when they were 
last trained). Therefore, information about 
recent legal cases, laws, and facts may not 
have been included in the training data; thus, 
the output produced by the LLM-powered 
chatbot may be outdated or inaccurate.

3.3.6.	 Verify outputs before using them. The con-
vincing structure of the text produced by 
an LLM should not lead to excessive trust 
in the factuality and veracity of the output. 
“For various reasons, LLMs offer no guaran-
tees regarding the factuality, quality, and de-
sired formatting (e.g., specific code format) 
of their outputs.” Therefore, avoid excessive 
trust in AI tools by always ensuring that the 

output of generative AI systems is verified 
and contrasted with reliable sources of in-
formation before its use in legal materials 
and documents. Human critical thinking 
must be central in all interactions with gen-
erative AI systems.

3.3.7.	 Transparent use. Disclose the use of gen-
erative AI systems for drafting text-rulings, 
opinions, and other documents that may 
have legal consequences –or when it is 
explicitly used in court hearings. For that 
purpose, distinguish the text produced by 
the AI chatbot used in a decision by em-
ploying quotation marks and a citation sys-
tem. When text produced by the chatbot is 
included in a judicial decision, the entire 
interaction leading to the final result –both 
the user’s prompts and the chatbot’s an-
swers– should be documented. Depending 
on the length and complexity of the interac-
tion, this documentation can be included in 
the main body of the text, in a footnote, or 
an annexe. 

3.3.8.	 Integrity. Do not attribute synthetic text as 
your own. Additionally, prevent potential 
infringements of copyright and intellectual 
property rights associated with the use of 
content produced by generative AI systems.

3.3.9.	 Responsibility. Take responsibility for using 
the output produced by generative AI sys-
tems to draft rulings and judicial decisions 
and inform your participation in court hear-
ings. Ensure accuracy of the output before 
using it.
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FINALLY, HERE ARE TEN EXAMPLES OF USES FOR GENERATIVE AI SYSTEMS: 

1.	 Correct or improve initial drafts of administrative reports, meeting minutes, e-mails, 
speaking notes, judicial decisions and rulings. Case-use examples:

•	 Improve grammar, spelling and structure of the texts. 
•	 Editing the text’s tone, for example, making it more accessible for different target 

audiences or for plain language.
•	 Preparing draft translations of passages.

2.	 Reorganise references according to a given source citation system.

3.	 Comparing texts and sources.

4.	 Design presentations and creating visualisations.

5.	 Generation and adjustment of computer code.

6.	 Making initial explorations of topics and pursuing subsequent search stages from 
reliable sources.

7.	 Brainstorming ideas.

8.	 Structuring of arguments.

9.	 Explore alternative or critical explanations about points of law.

10.	Generate summaries: always verify the accuracy of the output.



AI tools are not a substitute 
for qualified legal reasoning, 
human judgment, 
or tailored legal advice.
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Conclusion As underlined at the beginning of this document, AI tools can support 
the core objectives of the judicial sector. Still, the adoption of defec-
tive instruments and the negligent use of AI systems by the judiciary 
may also undermine human rights, such as fair trial and due process, 
access to justice and effective remedy, privacy and data protection, 
equality before the law, and non-discrimination, as well as judicial 
values such as impartiality, independence, and accountability. 

The Guidelines offer principles and recommendations for maximising 
the benefits of AI tools in the justice system and preventing poten-
tial harms, especially human rights violations. While the judiciary can 
directly implement the principles and recommendations for organ-
isations and individuals, they may also be used as a template for 
developing context-specific national and subnational guidelines.

However, effective implementation of AI tools in the justice sector 
requires more than adopting rules and guidelines. It is also essen-
tial to ensure that human talent is prepared to use AI tools ethically 
and responsibly and that AI tools are accessible, trustworthy, and 
human-rights-compliant. 

AI tools are not a substitute for qualified legal reasoning, human 
judgment, or tailored legal advice. For example, AI chatbots powered 
by LLMs generate text by stitching together sequences of linguistic 
forms detected in its training data “according to probabilistic infor-
mation about how they combine, but without any reference to mean-
ing”. These AI tools cannot substitute for qualified legal reasoning 
because they have no rationale or contextual understanding of a le-
gal problem. Non-lawyers’ use of LLMs for legal purposes requires 
caution since the systems’ output may appear authoritative and co-
herent while presenting facts that may be inaccurate and responses 
that are not consistent with legal facts. 

In sum, the judiciary should aim to use AI tools to enhance, rather 
than replace, human judgment.
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GUIDELINES FOR THE USE OF AI SYSTEMS 
IN COURTS AND TRIBUNALS

AI has entered the courtroom. Judges and legal 
professionals have started using AI systems to save 
time and focus on important tasks. This technological 
shift can lead to significant improvements for human 
rights and the delivery of justice. 

Yet, how can we ensure that the benefits of AI outweigh 
its risks (bias, discrimination, errors and hallucinations)? 

Courts have the power to control and shape how AI 
systems are developed and used to safeguard judicial 
independence, the rule of law, and human rights. 

Justice stakeholders have called on UNESCO to develop 
these Guidelines to provide key recommendations and 
principles on the necessary steps to consider before, 
during and after deploying AI systems.

These Guidelines will assist court leaders to design 
policy frameworks relevant to the local context. They 
will help judges, court staff, and legal professionals, 
regardless of their digital skills, to develop a professional 
use of AI. 

The AI & the Rule of Law programme at UNESCO equips 
judges and legal professionals around the globe with 
the skills they need to uphold justice, the rule of law 
and human rights in the age of AI.
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