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ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE IN THE JUDICIAL SYSTEM OF UKRAINE:
INTERNATIONAL EXPERIENCE AND UKRAINIAN PRACTICE

This article examines the current state and prospects of using artificial intelligence (Al)
technologies in Ukraine's judicial system. It analyses the international and national
regulatory and ethical benchmarks for the use of Al in judicial proceedings, in particular the
provisions of Opinion No. 26 (2023) of the Consultative Council of European Judges, the
European Ethical Charter on the Use of Artificial Intelligence in Judicial Systems and their
Environment, and the CEPE] Guidelines on the use of generative artificial intelligence for
courts. The article also outlines Ukrainian organisational approaches, notably the
Regulation on the Use of Artificial Intelligence Technologies by Employees of the Office of
the Supreme Court.

The main focus is a review of case law on parties' use of generative Al output,
references to fictitious court decisions and legal positions, and Al use in drafting judicial
acts. The article argues that Al output has no independent evidentiary value and cannot
replace the judge’s assessment of evidence, legal analysis or the reasoning of a court
decision. It identifies the key risks of using Al: legal ‘hallucinations’, algorithmic bias,
opacity, breaches of confidentiality, loss of professional autonomy, and unequal access to
technology.

Effective integration of artificial intelligence technologies into Ukraine’s judicial
system requires not only the formal enshrinement of relevant rules, but also the
development of a coherent institutional culture of responsible use. The introduction of Al
must be accompanied by uniform methodological guidelines for courts and participants in
the judicial process, improved systems for verifying the authenticity of electronic sources,
and mechanisms for verifying results obtained using generative models. Ensuring the
digital literacy of judges, court staff, lawyers and other participants in the administration of
justice is of particular importance, as it is precisely their level of awareness that determines
the limits of the safe and ethical use of such technologies. At the same time, it is emphasised
that the digitalisation of the justice system must not lead to the devaluation of the human
element, a decline in trust in the judiciary, or the erosion of guarantees of a fair trial.

The article concludes that the acceptable model for Ukraine is the assistive use of Al,
under which technology supports administrative, analytical and information processes but
does not take over the functions of the judge. It proposes ways of improving the legal
framework: statutory definition of permitted and prohibited uses of Al, the introduction of
standards for disclosing its use, and the provision of algorithmic audits, professional
training for users and safeguards ensuring effective human oversight.

Keywords: Supreme Court, e-justice, human oversight, judicial discretion, case law, judicial
proceedings, artificial intelligence.
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CaBumH Hesa. IIITyaHnit iHTeIeKT y cydoBin cucreMi YKpaiHuM: Mi>KHapOITHMMI
TOCBifI Ta yKpaiHCBKi ITPaKTMKM.

Y craTTi OoCIipKeHO CydacHWMI CTaH 1 IIepCHeKTMBM 3aCTOCYBaHHS TeXHOJIOTIN
INTYyYHOIO iHTeJeKTy B CydoBii cucremi Ykpainwm. IlpoaHasizoBaHO MiKHapOIHI Ta
HalllOHaJIbHI HOPMaTVBHO-€TUYHI OpPI€HTVPY BUKOPMCTAaHHS INTYYHOIO iHTEJIeKTy B
CYZOYMHCTBI, 30Kpema IIOJIOKeHHsI BucHoBKy KoHCyIbTaTMBHOI pagy €BpONEVChKIX
cyanis Ne 26 (2023), €Bporencbkol eTMYHOI XapTil IOA0 BUKOPWCTAHHS IITYYHOTO
inTenexry B cygoBux cucremax Ta Kepisamx npuHnumnis CEPE] miomo BukopucTaHHS
reHepaTVBHOIO INTYYHOIO iHTeJIeKTy B cygax. OxapaKTepm3oBaHO yKpalHCBKi
opradisaningi miaxoay, 3okpeMa ITosioxxeHHs ITpoO BUKOPUCTaHHSA TEXHOJIOTIN IIITyYHOI'O
iHTenexTy npauisHnKaMu AmnapaTty BepxosHoro Cyny.

OcHOBHY yBary NpwuaiIeHO OIJISiAy CYOOBOI HpaKTMKM OO0 BUKOPVCTaHHSA
CTOpOHaMM IIPOLIeCy pe3yJIbTaTiB poOOTN TeHepaTNBHOIO IITYYHOTO iHTeJIeKTY, IIOCUIaHb
Ha BUTaJlaHi Cy[OBi pillleHHs Ta IpaBOBI NO3WIIiI, a TakoX Bukopwmcrannsa I min gac
IiITOTOBKM CyJ/10BUX aKTiB. OGIpyHTOBaHO, III0 pe3ysIbTaTyi POOOTU IITYYHOTO iHTeJIeKTY
He MaroTb CaMOCTIVIHOIO JIOKa30BOI'O 3HaUeHHs Ta He MOXYTb 3aMiHIOBaTU CyOJiBCBKY
OLIIHKY [JOKa3iB, IIPaBOBUI aHaJIi3 1 MOTMBYBaHHs CyZI0BOIO pillleHHs. BrsHaueHo KiIr04oBi
puisukm 3actocyBaHHs [III: 1paBoBi «raymonyHallii», aJropuUTMIUHYy yHepeIPKeHiCTb,
HeIIpo30pPicTh, IOpYIIeHHS KOHQINeHIINMHOCTI, BTpary IpodecinmHOi aBTOHOMII Ta
HePiBHICTb JOCTYIIY 4O TeXHOJIOTIVL.

YcranosieHo, 1mo edeKTMBHa iHTerparis TeXHOJIOTIN IITYyYHOI'O iHTeJIeKTY B CYyOBY
crcreMy YKpaiHu notpeOye He jmiire pOpMaIbHOTO 3aKpilIeHHs BiITIOBITHVIX IIPaBWI, a
7 opMyBaHHS ILUTICHOI iHCTUTYLIMHOI KyJIBTYPY BiNIIOBiIQJIBHOIO IX BUKOPWCTAHHS.
Harosomteno, mo snposamxkeHHs Il Mae cynpoBomKyBaTucs po3poOsIeHHAM €IVHUX
MeTOAMYHVX peKOMeHAaLliVi JjId CyiB Ta y4aCHMKIB CyJOBOTO IIPOIIeCy, YIOCKOHaJIeHHIM
crCcTeMM IepeBipKM JOCTOBIPHOCTI eJIEKTPOHHMX [IKepeJl, a TAKOXX CTBOPeHHAM MeXaHi3MiB
Bepudikalil pesysbTaTiB, OTPUMaHMX 3a JOIIOMOIOI TeHepaTMBHUX MOJIeJIevl.
OcobmmBoro 3HaueHHs HaOyBae 3a0esreueHHs IIMMPOBOI KOMIIETEHTHOCTI CYA/iB,
HpaliBHVKIB altapaTy Cy/iB, aJBOKaTiB Ta IHIINMX YYaCHMKIB IPaBO3acTOCYyBaHHs, OCKUIbKM
caMme piBeHBb IXHBOI O0I3HAHOCTI BM3HAYa€ MeXi Oe3MeYHOro 11 eTMYHOrO BUKOPVICTAHHS
TaKyx TexHoJIorivi. BomHouac migxpecsieHo, 1o mudposisaliis mpaBocyaas He HOBMHHA
PU3BOOUTM JI0 3HelliHeHHs JIFO[ICbKOr0 YMHHIKA, 3HVDKeHH: JOBipY 10 CyA0BO1 BJIady Un
PpO3MMBaHHS rapaHTiVl CIIpaBelJIBOrO CYIOBOTO PO3ITIALLY.

3po0sieHO BHMCHOBOK, IO MOIYCTVMMOIO MOIE/UI0 [UId YKpalHM € acUCTUBHE
BUKOPMCTaHHs INITYYHOIO iHTEJIeKTy, 3a SIKOr0 TeXHOJIOTid HiITpuUMye aaMiHICTpaTUBHI,
aHaTiTMYHI Ta iHdoOpMaliHi mporecn, aje He Ilepebmupae Ha cebe YHKIIT cymi.
3anponoOHOBaHO HaIpsAMM  BIOCKOHAJIEHHS IIPAaBOBOIO peryJlOBaHHS: HOpPMaTVBHe
BU3HaAUeHHs [J03BOJIeHMX i 3abopoHeHmx Buiis Buxopucranus I, 3amposamkeHH:
CTaHOAPTIB PO3KPUTTA (PaKTy VIOrO 3acTOCyBaHH:, 3a0e3lleueHHsI ayOWUTy aJITOPUTMIB,
IpodpecivHO}I MirOTOBKI KOPUCTYBayiB i rapaHTil epeKTMBHOTO JIIOJICEKOT0 KOHTPOJIIO.

KatouoBi caoBa: Bepxobuuii Cyo, esexmponne npabocyoos, A100Cbkuil KOHMPOAD,
cy00iBevkuil po3cyo, cydoBa npaxmuxa, cyoouuHcmbo, wmyuHuil iHmesexm.

Introduction. Artificial intelligence is one of the most important technologies driving
the digital transformation of modern society. Its use extends to public administration,
education, medicine, finance, research and the legal profession. The judicial system is not
immune to these processes either, since the volume of legislation, case law, evidentiary
information and organisational data is constantly growing. In these circumstances, Al
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technologies can facilitate information retrieval, the generalisation of case law, the
automation of technical operations, the organisation of court work and wider access to
justice.

At the same time, judicial proceedings are special in nature. A court decision is the
outcome of the administration of justice, which rests on an independent assessment of
evidence, the application of legal rules, an individualised analysis of the circumstances of
the case, and the personal responsibility of the judge. The use of Al technologies in courts
therefore cannot be treated solely as a matter of technical modernisation. It is directly linked
to the guarantees of judicial independence, the right to a fair trial, the principles of
adversarial proceedings, equality of the parties and reasoned court decisions, personal data
protection, and public trust in justice.

The relevance of this study stems from the fact that Al is already in use in the Ukrainian
legal community. Courts and court staff use digital tools to search for and systematise
information, analyse case law, transcribe, translate and automate certain workflows. At the
same time, participants in proceedings use generative systems to draft procedural
documents, conduct legal research and build their arguments. Ukrainian courts are already
encountering filings that contain fictitious court decisions, incorrect case numbers or legal
conclusions generated by Al systems.

The problem lies in the absence of comprehensive and sufficiently detailed legislative
regulation of the use of Al in judicial proceedings. Current approaches are being shaped by
international standards, ethical instruments, internal acts of judicial bodies, professional
recommendations and case law. It is therefore particularly important to examine how
Ukrainian courts define the permissible limits of Al use and what procedural consequences
they attach to the improper use of its output.

The aim of the article to identify the legal and organisational framework for the use
of artificial intelligence in the judicial system of Ukraine and to analyse current case law on
the admissibility of the use of generative Al output by courts and participants in
proceedings.

Literature Review. The use of artificial intelligence in judicial proceedings has been
examined by Ukrainian and foreign scholars, judges, and representatives of judicial self-
governance bodies and the legal professions. The theoretical potential and risks of Al in
judicial proceedings have been considered by D. Bielov and M. Bielova, who highlight the
possibilities of automated processing of legal information, analysis of large bodies of court
decisions, and prediction and identification of patterns in case law [1, p. 317].

The legal and organisational framework for the use of Al in the work of Ukrainian
courts has been studied by V. Riadinska and O. Karpushova. The authors argue in favour
of an intelligent assistance model, under which AI performs auxiliary analytical and
administrative functions while the final decision remains with a human [2].

The criminal procedure aspect of the use of Al technologies has been explored by S.
Krushynskyi. He analyses the potential uses of Al in criminal proceedings while drawing
attention to the risks of legal “hallucinations’, bias and breaches of privacy, and to the need
to comply with European standards of justice [3, p. 119].

A separate line of research concerns the use of Al injudicial decision-making. O. Tehza
analyses predictive analytics, natural language processing, generative Al and automated
case management. The author identifies the risks of algorithmic discrimination, algorithmic
opacity, weakening of judicial independence and declining trust in the judicial system [4].

At the same time, academic and practice-oriented publications have not examined in
sufficient depth current Ukrainian case law on the use of Al as such. Separate analysis is
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needed of court decisions that assess parties” references to ChatGPT, documents containing
fictitious legal positions, the use of generative systems in drafting judicial acts, and the
procedural consequences of failing to verify Al output properly.

Results and Discussion.

International standards for the use of Al

International standards for the use of artificial intelligence in judicial proceedings
proceed from a human-centred model of justice. According to Opinion No. 26 (2023) of the
Consultative Council of European Judges (CCJE), ‘Moving forward: the use of assistive
technology in the judiciary’, technology can increase the speed, efficiency and accuracy of
court work, but it should support judges, not replace them [5].

The CCJE notes that the use of Al in the judiciary is still largely at an early stage and
concerns administrative and auxiliary functions: speech recognition, translation, automated
anonymisation of court decisions, electronic filing, case management, videoconferencing
and information retrieval. Ultimate responsibility for a court decision must remain with a
human [5].

The CCJE Opinion rests on the need to reconcile technological development with the
principles of the rule of law, judicial independence, impartiality, access to justice,
transparency, security and accountability. Judicial autonomy is of particular importance:
judicial bodies should take part in the development, procurement, implementation and
oversight of the technological systems used by courts.

The European Ethical Charter on the Use of Artificial Intelligence in Judicial Systems
and their Environment sets out five core principles: respect for fundamental rights; non-
discrimination; quality and security; transparency, impartiality and fairness; and “under
user control’. These principles are relevant not only to the technical design of systems but
also to the assessment of the specific ways in which they are used [6].

In 2025, the CEPE] adopted the Guidelines on the use of generative artificial
intelligence for courts. The document steers courts towards the safe, responsible and lawful
use of generative systems. Generative Al may be used for case management, document
processing, information services and the preparation of standard materials. At the same
time, matters concerning fundamental rights, minors, legally incapacitated persons or
deprivation of liberty require full human judicial involvement, and the use of Al must be
confined to technical support [7].

The CEPE] Guidelines also envisage the possibility of introducing procedures under
which courts may require parties or their representatives to disclose the use of generative
Al in preparing procedural documents, conducting legal research or gathering evidence,
where this is necessary in a particular category of cases. Such an approach is intended to
ensure procedural good faith, verifiability and equality of the parties [7].

A benchmark for European regulation is Regulation (EU) 2024/1689, known as the
Artificial Intelligence Act. It is based on a risk-based approach and imposes different levels
of requirements depending on the potential harm that a given system may cause. Al systems
intended to assist judicial authorities in researching and interpreting facts and the law and
in applying the law to a concrete set of facts are classified as high-risk. This approach reflects
the potential impact of algorithmic output on fundamental rights, access to justice and a fair
trial [8].

National framework for the use of Al

In Ukraine, at the time of writing, no comprehensive special law on the use of Al in
the judicial system has established a complete regulatory model. Nevertheless, the relevant
approaches are gradually taking shape on the basis of the Concept for the Development of
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Artificial Intelligence in Ukraine, the Code of Judicial Ethics, international standards,
training activities and internal acts of the judiciary.

Of particular importance is Article 16 of the Code of Judicial Ethics, under which a
judge may use artificial intelligence technologies provided that such use does not affect the
judge’s independence and impartiality, does not concern the assessment of evidence or the
decision-making process, and does not breach statutory requirements [9].

This provision draws a fundamental line: a judge may use Al as an auxiliary tool but
may not delegate to technology his or her own powers to assess evidence, give a legal
characterisation, establish the facts of the case or reach a conclusion.

A further step was the approval by the Supreme Court of the Regulation on the Use of
Artificial Intelligence Technologies by Employees of the Office (Aparat) of the Supreme
Court by Order No. 117 of the Head of the Office of the Supreme Court of 8 December 2025.
The document proceeds from the premise that Al is an auxiliary tool and cannot replace
human professional judgement, critical thinking and legal assessment [10].

The Regulation prohibits: processing restricted-access information; processing
materials containing personal data; predicting court decisions in specific cases;
automatically generating procedural documents; analysing employee behaviour; using Al
in a manner that may affect the independence and impartiality of judges.

Conversely, the permitted areas are defined as the generalisation of case law, analysis
of court decisions, preparation of analytical materials, automation of repetitive workflows,
the court’s information activities, the creation of chatbots, translation of documents and
professional development [11].

An example of the practical use of intelligent technologies at the Supreme Court is the
Supreme Court’s Database of Legal Positions. It is designed to search for relevant legal
conclusions and does not provide for automated adjudication. This model is consistent with
the assistive approach, under which technology facilitates access to legal information but
does not replace judicial activity [11].

The National School of Judges of Ukraine plays an important role in building judges’
competence. In 2024-2026, it held seminars and training events on the digitalisation of
justice, the use of Al, information security, legal ‘hallucinations” and the verification of
output produced by language models [12; 13]. This shows that the technological
transformation of the judicial system requires not only regulatory acts but also systematic
training of judges and court staff.

Permissible areas of Al use

It is advisable to differentiate uses of Al in the judicial system according to the nature
of the task and the degree of its impact on the administration of justice.

Administrative and technical areas include:

eelectronic filing and sorting of documents;
eautomatic speech recognition;

etranscription of court hearings;

etranslation;

eanonymisation of court decisions;

escheduling;

eallocation of organisational resources;
einforming participants via chatbots;

e preparation of statistical and analytical materials.
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Such functions do not usually involve an independent assessment of evidence or
decision-making. Even in this area, however, it is necessary to ensure personal data
protection, cybersecurity, verifiability of output, and the presence of a responsible official.

Analytical areas include searching for relevant case law, classifying court decisions,
identifying recurring legal positions, summarising materials and preparing reference
information. These processes can significantly reduce the time spent by a judge or a member
of court staff, but search results cannot be treated as a final legal conclusion.

It is essential to distinguish between finding a legal position and applying it.
Technology may offer a judge a list of decisions or text excerpts, but only the judge can
determine whether the position in question is relevant, whether it is still current, whether it
fits the facts of the case and whether it can serve as the basis for the reasoning.

The highest level of risk arises when Al is used to assess evidence, predict the decision
of a particular judge, determine the credibility of testimony, automatically generate a legal
characterisation or produce the final text of a court decision. Such use may amount to a
covert delegation of judicial discretion to technology and call into question the legitimacy
of the court decision.

Legal ‘hallucinations’ and professional responsibility

One of the most dangerous risks of generative Al is the production of plausible but
inaccurate information. A system may generate a fictitious case number, a non-existent
court decision, an incorrect date, or an inaccurate quotation from a legislative act, or it may
attribute to a court a legal position that the court never actually expressed. This
phenomenon has come to be known as legal “hallucinations’.

The danger lies in the way such output is presented. Al often formulates its answers
confidently, logically and in a stylistically persuasive manner, which may create an illusion
of reliability. However, a language model is not an official register of court decisions, does
not guarantee that legal information is up to date and bears no professional responsibility
for the content of its answers.

Every reference obtained with the help of Al must therefore be checked against the
primary source. For case law, that source is the Unified State Register of Court Decisions,
the official website of the court or another authoritative resource. For legislation, official
databases and the current versions of legislative acts must be used.

The duty of verification cannot be shifted to the court, the opponent or another party.
Where a lawyer or another participant in proceedings files a document containing fictitious
references, this may affect the assessment of his or her procedural good faith. In the presence
of additional circumstances, such conduct may be regarded as an abuse of procedural rights
or contempt of court.

At the same time, the mere fact of using Al should not automatically entail adverse
procedural consequences. What is decisive is whether the user verified the output, whether
he or she understood its content, whether the submission of inaccurate information
hindered the consideration of the case, and whether there was an intention to mislead the
court.

Case law on the use of Al by the parties

Ukrainian case law is gradually developing an approach to the use of Al by
participants in proceedings. Case No. 925/200/22 is illustrative: there, the Commercial
Court of Cassation within the Supreme Court considered a participant’s reliance on
information obtained with the help of ChatGPT. The Court pointed out that a generative
system is neither a source of law nor evidence, and that its answers cannot replace the
court’s own analysis [4; 14].
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ChatGPT’s answers on the interpretation of a contractual provision cannot confirm or
refute the facts of a case. Nor do they have any independent legal force, since they are not a
legislative act, a court decision, an expert opinion or any other means of proof provided for
by law.

In case No. 925/496 /24, the Commercial Court of Cassation, in its decision (postanova)
of 8 July 2025, likewise emphasised that Al may serve as an auxiliary information tool but
cannot replace the court, judicial discretion or the requirements of relevance, admissibility
and reliability of evidence [15].

A separate category comprises cases in which a participant in proceedings files
documents containing fictitious references. In case No. 240/14153 /24, the Administrative
Court of Cassation within the Supreme Court drew attention to the presence in a cassation
appeal of false case numbers, dates of court decisions and fictitious legal conclusions. The
Court linked the nature of these references to the possible use of generative Al without
proper professional verification [16].

This example is of fundamental importance because it shows that the use of Al does
not relieve a lawyer of the duty to verify every statement and every source. Professional
responsibility arises not from the mere fact of using the technology but from submitting
inaccurate material as verified legal information.

Another important issue is the evidentiary value of Al output. The output of a
generative system may form part of a party’s explanations or serve as a tool for preparing a
document, but it does not become evidence simply because it was generated with the help
of technology. The court must assess evidence under the general rules of procedural law:
relevance, admissibility, reliability, sufficiency and its interrelation with other evidence.

Where Al has been used to process a video recording, an audio file, a photograph or a
digital document, the subject of assessment should be not an abstract “algorithmic answer’
but the specific digital material, the manner in which it was obtained, its integrity and
authenticity, the processing methodology, the margin of error and the possibility of
independent verification.

Use of Al in drafting court decisions

Case law on the use of generative Al directly in drafting court decisions deserves
particular attention. In case No. 11-kp/824/1818/2025, on 30 July 2025 the Kyiv Court of
Appeal set aside a criminal judgment and remitted the case for retrial. One of the
circumstances to which the appellate court drew attention was the use in the text of the
judgment of theoretical propositions generated by ChatGPT [16].

The problem lay not in the mechanical use of a digital tool as such, but in the fact that
the generated text addressed legal issues and was incorporated into the court decision
without proper individualisation and verification. A court decision must contain the court’s
own reasoning, based on the facts of the particular case and the legal rules applied. It cannot
be a mechanical compilation of text produced by an external system.

This case illustrates the difference between technical editing and the substantive
drafting of a judicial act. Using Al to correct language errors, structure text that has already
been written or translate may carry a different level of risk from using a generative system
to build legal arguments, establish legally relevant facts or provide the reasoning for a
conclusion.

The decisive criterion is therefore neither the name of the technology nor the manner
of its use, but the impact of Al output on the content of the judicial decision. If the
technology merely eliminates technical shortcomings in a text already written by a human,
it performs an auxiliary function. If, however, it shapes a legal position, assesses evidence

ISSN 3083-7979



XKypuan Mi>xaapogHoro Ta €BpomnericbKoro mpasa, 2026. Bumyck 2

or determines the outcome of the case, this runs counter to the principle that justice must be
administered by the judge personally.

Al in court administration

A separate area is the use of Al in court administration. International and Ukrainian
experience demonstrates its potential for workload analysis, forecasting resource needs,
automating human resources and organisational processes, compiling statistics, scheduling
and communicating with participants in proceedings [17].

Within such functions, Al should not influence the content of a court decision or
determine the outcome of a case. However, administrative use also requires safeguards of
non-discrimination, explainability and personal data protection. For example, algorithmic
allocation of resources or analysis of staff performance may give rise to risks of covert
profiling or unjustified appraisal.

Ukrainian experience shows that the organisational processes involved in
implementing Al include developing standard operating procedures, designating
responsible persons, managing access to data, auditing systems and training staff. Any
technological solution should be accompanied by a description of its purpose, dataset,
limitations, possible errors and the procedure for challenging or correcting its output.

Promising areas include the development of intelligent systems for searching legal
positions, automatic transcription of court hearings, anonymisation of court decisions,
translation and information chatbots. Such systems, however, must function as tools
supporting the court rather than as autonomous agents of law enforcement.

Main risks and safeguards

A systematic review of academic sources, international standards and case law makes
it possible to identify the following main risks of using Al in judicial proceedings:

1. the risk of error and legal ‘hallucinations’ - the generation of fictitious rules,
decisions or facts;

2. the risk of algorithmic bias - the reproduction of discriminatory patterns present
in the source data;

3. the risk of opacity - the impossibility of understanding why the system produced
a particular output;

4. therisk of breach of confidentiality - the transfer of personal data or case materials
to publicly available services;

5. the risk of loss of professional autonomy - excessive reliance on automated
recommendations;

6. therisk of inequality of the parties - unequal access of participants in proceedings
to high-quality technology;

7. the risk of false standardisation - the substitution of individual analysis with
template text;

8. the risk of diffused responsibility - uncertainty as to who is responsible for an
erroneous output.

To minimise these risks, the following safeguards are needed: mandatory human
oversight; verification of output against primary sources; a prohibition on automated
adjudication; restriction of Al access to confidential data; technical documentation and
logging of operations; regular testing for accuracy and bias; explainability of algorithmic
output; the possibility of independent audit; professional training of judges and court staff;
designation of responsible persons; a procedural possibility to challenge results obtained
with the help of Al preservation of a non-technological alternative for participants in
proceedings.
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In our view, national legislation should enshrine at least three levels of Al use:

1. permitted technical and administrative use - translation, transcription,
anonymisation, organisational planning, and information retrieval and systematisation;

2. conditionally permitted analytical use - generalisation of case law, preparation of
reference notes and searching for legal positions, subject to mandatory human verification;

prohibited use, or use incompatible with judicial proceedings - assessment of
evidence, predicting the decision of a particular judge, automated generation of judicial
conclusions, determination of guilt, sentencing, or any other delegation of judicial functions
to technology.

Conclusions. Artificial intelligence is gradually becoming part of the judicial system
of Ukraine. Its use already covers searching for and generalising case law, automating
administrative processes, transcription, translation, information services, preparing
analytical materials and professional training of judicial system staff.

International standards, in particular CCJE Opinion No. 26 (2023), the CEPE]
European Ethical Charter and the CEPE]J Guidelines on generative Al for courts, proceed
from the principle of the supportive use of technology. Al can enhance the efficiency,
accuracy and accessibility of justice, but it cannot replace the judge or take over the functions
of assessing evidence, applying the law and making decisions.

Ukrainian approaches are developing in the same direction. Article 16 of the Code of
Judicial Ethics allows a judge to use Al only on the condition that this does not affect the
judge’s independence and impartiality and does not concern the assessment of evidence or
the decision-making process. The Supreme Court’s Regulation on the use of Al by
employees of the Office of the Supreme Court further defines prohibited and permitted
areas of technology use.

The review of case law points to an emerging consistent position: answers produced
by ChatGPT and other generative systems are not sources of law, evidence or a substitute
for judicial analysis. The use of Al by a participant in proceedings is not in itself a violation,
but the submission of unverified output, fictitious court decisions and false legal references
may entail procedural consequences. In such cases, responsibility is linked not to the
technology but to a failure to comply with the professional duty of verification and the
principle of good faith.

A particular danger lies in the use of generative Al in drafting court decisions. A
judicial act must contain the court’s own reasoning, individualised to the circumstances of
the particular case. Al-generated text cannot replace judicial discretion and must not create
the impression that the function of administering justice has been delegated to technology.

The promising model for Ukraine is therefore not one of automated justice but one of
human-centred assistive adjudication. Its essence is that artificial intelligence is used to
support organisational, information and analytical processes, while judicial independence,
the assessment of evidence, legal reasoning and the final decision remain the exclusive
sphere of human responsibility.
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