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Abstract (EN) 
This study explores how artificial intelligence (AI) and user experience (UX) design 

principles can enhance access to justice by improving the usability of online case law databases 
of international courts, with a particular focus on the Court of Justice of the European Union 
(CJEU) and the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR). Although platforms such as CURIA, 
EUR-Lex, and HUDOC have made legal information broadly accessible, they are often criticised 
for limited search functionalities and outdated user interfaces. Adopting an auto-ethnographic 
perspective, the research investigates how legal professionals interact with these databases and 
what design and AI-driven solutions could address existing barriers. The project includes the 
development of an experimental prototype on Replit that demonstrates an AI-based 
summarisation and interaction model for judicial decisions, aiming to support more intuitive 
navigation and comprehension. The findings contribute to the ongoing dialogue between law, 
design, and technology, proposing practical insights for future user-centred and AI-assisted legal 
information systems. 
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Resumo (PT) 
Este estudo analisa como a inteligência artificial (IA) e os princípios de design de 

experiência do utilizador (UX) podem reforçar o acesso à justiça, melhorando a usabilidade das 
bases de dados de jurisprudência dos tribunais internacionais, com especial atenção no Tribunal 
de Justiça da União Europeia (TJUE) e no Tribunal Europeu dos Direitos do Homem (TEDH). 
Embora plataformas como o CURIA, o EUR-Lex e o HUDOC tenham tornado a informação 
jurídica amplamente acessível, continuam a ser criticadas pelas suas interfaces desatualizadas e 
funcionalidades de pesquisa limitadas. A partir de uma perspetiva autoetnográfica, esta 
investigação examina como os profissionais do direito utilizam estas plataformas e como  o 
desenho de soluções recorrendo a IA podem superar as atuais barreiras. O projeto inclui o 
desenvolvimento de um protótipo experimental na plataform  Replit concebido para facilitar a 
navegação e a compreensão das decisões judiciais. Os resultados desta investigação contribuem 
para promover uma aproximação entre os domínios do direito,design e a tecnologia, com a 
apresentação de propostas concretas para futuros sistemas de informação jurídica centrados no 
utilizador e assistidos por IA. 
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“Firstly, the law must be adequately accessible:  

the citizen must be able to have an indication  

that is adequate in the circumstances  

of the legal rules applicable to a given case.”  

ECtHR, The Sunday Times v. the United Kingdom (No. 1),  

Judgment of 26 April 1979, §49. 
 

 

 

Chapter 1. Introduction 

 Digital technologies have significantly revolutionized access to legal information, 

providing unprecedented tools for legal professionals, researchers, and the public. Platforms like 

EUR-Lex1, the database of EU legislation, CURIA2, the database of the Court of Justice of the 

European Union3 (CJEU), and HUDOC4, the case law database of the European Court of Human 

Rights (ECtHR), have made repositories of legal documents, judgments, and opinions accessible 

online. These tools allow users to search and analyse case law, but they often face criticism for 

their outdated user interfaces (UI) and suboptimal user experiences (UX) [70], [71] often failing 

to meet user-centered standards of clarity and accessibility.  

Meanwhile, access to justice is not just a formal legal right but a lived experience [54] 

that is mediated – and often constrained – by the design of the digital environments where 

justice is communicated [71],[72]. International courts such as the CJEU and the ECtHR now 

publish their decisions online, increasing transparency of justice in principle; however, the 

availability of judgments on the web does not guarantee meaningful access – it includes 

frustration, cognitive overload, and overall it's a time-consuming process [71]. Even professional 

users face barriers: search filters that are unintuitive, interfaces that require deep prior 

knowledge, and a lack of features that support comparative or cross-linguistic research [70]. For 

non-specialists, these obstacles are even greater, which makes justice more distant and less 

accessible.  

4 https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/  

3 The Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) comprises two courts: the Court of Justice and the General 
Court. Originally established as the European Court of Justice in 1952, the system was restructured by the Treaty of 
Lisbon in 2007, which renamed the courts as the Court of Justice and the Court of First Instance as the General 
Court. A third body, the Civil Service Tribunal (2005–2016), was later dissolved. Despite these changes, the term 
“ECJU” is used to refer to the Court of Justice of the European Union. 

2 https://curia.europa.eu/ 
1 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/  
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The principle of access to justice, therefore, cannot be separated from the design of 

digital legal platforms, which was confirmed by the ECJ itself [73]. By integrating legal design 

principles into the UX and UI of case law databases, international courts can bridge this gap: 

ensuring that the publication of judgments does not remain a symbolic gesture, but becomes a 

functional pathway to justice for practitioners, researchers, and ultimately for the general public 

whose rights are at stake. 

This thesis emerges from my personal motivation as a legal practitioner and researcher 

who has worked within international courts and advised individuals navigating complex legal 

systems such as European Union law, where I have witnessed a persistent and often 

underestimated barrier: the inaccessibility of legal information. For many – especially those 

without legal training but even legal professionals as well – case-law can appear as long, not 

clear, “cryptic” texts. Even for professionals, extracting relevant meaning from lengthy 

judgments can be a time-consuming and frustrating task. 

Therefore, the thesis arises from those professional challenges and from a growing 

awareness that justice is not fully achieved unless it is also intelligible. Over the years, I have 

come to see that improving access to justice requires not only institutional reform or doctrinal 

clarity, but also a fundamental redesign of how legal information is structured, presented, and 

communicated. And the first in this direction was created by legal design.  

Legal design offers a transformative, human-centred approach to reducing regulatory 

complexity and enhancing accessibility [79]. This interdisciplinary and proactive approach that 

uses human-centered design enables desirable outcomes and prevents the causes of problems 

from arising and developing into conflicts and disputes [32].  It offers methodologies to enhance 

the structure, visualization, and experience of legal information [2][8]. Legal design integrates 

design thinking, law, and technology to create more transparent, accessible, and user-friendly 

legal systems. As Margaret Hagan highlights in Law by Design, legal design emphasizes usability, 

utility, and engagement [2]. Key principles include simplicity, clarity, and empathy for the end 

user [3]. These Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) principles must support legal certainty, 

especially when legal information is accessed via digital systems (e.g., court databases, legal 

artificial intelligence (AI) tools, chatbots, contract online-generators, etc.) [74].  

The rise of AI-enhanced legal tools promises to transform the way legal knowledge is 

accessed and understood [73]. The role of AI in legal design remains significantly underexplored 

[72], despite its potential to transform how legal information is accessed, understood, and 

applied [69], [73]. Legal designers emphasize now that it is crucial to responsibly employ 

AI-powered, human-verified tools for clarity, simplification, and analysis, e.g., for better 

implementation of legal design [25], [79]. We propose that by focusing on the needs of 
 

4 
 



end-users, whether they are legal professionals or the general public, AI-driven solutions could 

bridge the gap between legal complexity and user comprehension [73]. 

The objective of this research is to assess how AI-driven legal research tools and legal 

design principles can enhance the accessibility and clarity of case law from international courts. 

A particular AI platform is employed as a case study to illustrate these improvements, and our 

research was guided by the following questions:  

Research questions: 

• RQ1: How does the author’s experience using traditional EU case law research 

tools reveal challenges and opportunities for improving legal research 

workflows?  

• RQ2: How can insights from the author’s research experience be translated into 

the design of an AI-assisted EU case law research prototype? 

• RQ3: How do legal professionals interact with and perceive the AI-assisted EU 

case law research prototype in relation to their existing research practices? 

The current study adopts a practice-based, qualitative research design at the 

intersection of law, design, and human-computer interaction. It combines UX research and the 

autoethnography method to explore how legal professionals interact with case law databases of 

international courts. The research is exploratory, and the goal is not only to study but to create 

and evaluate new ways of accessing legal information. Through user testing with legal 

researchers, the study evaluates the effectiveness, usability, and perceived trustworthiness of 

the AI tool, highlighting how the integration of AI and legal design can enhance access to 

complex legal knowledge. 

At the same time, this study does not address popular visual communication techniques 

in legal design such as infographics and icons, for example. They are used to enhance readability 

and user engagement in contracts law. The text of judicial decisions, although equally in need of 

improved usability and accessibility, presents a different challenge. Judgments are complex 

argumentative documents that demand interpretive rather than purely visual clarity. 

Consequently, this research focuses not on visual redesign, but on understanding the user 

journey: how legal professionals search for, read, and analyze case law. The objective is to 

explore how AI can support these processes by enhancing the accessibility, accuracy, and 

analytical depth of legal information, rather than by introducing graphic or visual simplifications. 

The methodological approach includes: 
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1) Autoethnography: The author’s reflective analysis of interaction with legal research tools 

as a legal designer and former court legal adviser. 

2) User research: A task-based usability study involving 6 participants, who are legal 

professionals, academics (or advanced law graduate students).  

3) Qualitative and quantitative data analysis and semi-structured interviews. 

The design process for the development of the AI-legal research tool in this thesis was 

structured according to the Design Thinking methodology developed at Stanford d.school [2]. 

This design thinking process was selected because of its human-centered approach, aimed at 

usability and accessibility in legal research. This process includes the five stages – empathize, 

define, ideate, prototype, and test – each of which informed the conceptualization of the tool.  

The thesis draws upon interdisciplinary literature in legal informatics, design theory, and 

access to justice, seeking to bridge the gap between technical innovation and accessible 

international justice as a basic value of the rule of law. 

This thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 2 introduces the theoretical background of legal 

design and its relevance to access to justice in international courts, reviews existing digital legal 

research tools, and evaluates their usability and limitations through the lens of legal design. 

Chapter 3 presents the research design and methodology, including the autoethnography 

method. Chapter 4 analyzes the initial idea and prototype of the AI tool. Chapter 5 discusses 

the findings from the user study with the AI platform, highlighting usability patterns, challenges, 

and design implications. Chapter 6 discusses future work and limitations. Conclusion 

summarizes the main findings, reflects on methodological contributions, and offers directions 

for future research.  
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Chapter 2. Background 

This chapter begins by outlining the foundations of legal design and its role in access to 

justice, with a focus on the international courts. It then examines digital legal research tools, 

such as databases of case law, and assesses their usability, limitations, and potential for 

improvement through legal design methods. Finally, it discusses the current use of AI and NLP in 

these tools, identifying how recent technological advances can support the accessibility and 

comprehension of complex legal information. 

Together, legal design, digital research tools, and AI form the conceptual foundation for 

this study. Their intersection defines the analytical space for this research: the improvement of 

user experience in legal databases of international case law, supported by AI (Figure 1). 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Interaction between International Case-Law, AI Tools, Legal Design leads to the 

improvement of user experience in legal databases of international case law, supported by AI.  

In the intersection is AI-supported, user-centred interfaces for case-law databases, aimed 

at improving accessibility, usability, and understanding of international court jurisprudence. 
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2.1. Foundations of legal design and its importance for access to justice in 

international courts 
The case law of international courts is chosen as the object of analysis in this master’s 

thesis because these judgments have a far-reaching effect on the interpretation and application 

of law. The CJEU and the ECtHR play a central role in establishing fundamental legal principles in 

Europe. The CJEU is the highest court within the European Union (EU), ensuring uniform 

interpretation and application of EU law [17].  

Through its judgments, the CJEU authoritatively interprets both primary and secondary 

law, thereby shaping how legal provisions are understood and applied. The role of the CJEU is to 

ensure that EU law is interpreted and applied consistently (relative to the facts and the context 

of each case) in all Member States, and that Member States and EU institutions abide by EU law. 

The case law of the CJEU is therefore also an important source of law to all national courts and 

administrative agencies as they apply EU law, as well as legal practitioners and the general 

public [69].  

The CJEU judgments should therefore be treated as high-priority documents for 

inclusion, given their foundational role in shaping legal meaning and regulatory compliance 

[69].  

Despite the nature of its rulings, the CJEU case law can be challenging even for legal 

professionals to understand. Among these challenges are managing legal change over time, 

addressing the multilingual nature of EU law, and ensuring precise mapping between legal 

sources and their interpretive context [69]. 

So, improving access to CJEU case law is crucial for promoting legal certainty, fostering 

inclusivity, and ensuring access to justice. The general public and legal professionals also need 

to deal with the absence of user-friendly interfaces when accessing legal information. 

And this is where the field of Human-Computer Interaction comes into play. HCI is a 

multidisciplinary field of research that focuses on the understanding and design of the 

interaction between humans and computers. As Norman said, it establishes how users interact 

with, interpret, and apply information [19]. From the perspective of design research, case law 

thus represents not only legal content but also a user interface problem – its accessibility, 

clarity, and usability directly affect the capacity of users (both legal professionals and the 

general public) to engage with justice. 

According to the definition by the Legal Design Alliance, “legal design applies 

human-centered design to the world of law to enable desirable outcomes and prevent the 

causes of problems from arising and developing into conflicts and disputes” [32]. Legal design 

emphasizes achieving the goals of the law and its users, as well as preventing the causes of risks 

and harm using contextual and real-life knowledge [30].  

 
8 

 



Among others, the most important attitudes of legal design according to Legal Design 

Alliance [32] are:  

1) Human-Centred: Create information, services, and systems with the community, based on 

their needs and abilities, rather than starting with the needs of lawyers and courts. 

2) Proactivity: Drive desirable outcomes, rather than deal with the consequences of failure or 

punishment. 

3) Prevention: Prevent problems rather than only intervene to resolve conflicts that have 

arisen. 

4) Awareness: Enable people to be aware of their rights, responsibilities, obligations, and 

prohibitions, rather than just apply prescriptive norms. 

5) Effectiveness: Enable people to understand and do the right thing easily, rather than 

requiring considerable investments of time, money, effort, or expertise. 

6) Inter-Disciplinarity: Establish a common language to collaborate across disciplines, rather 

than following just one perspective.  

 

   As the Michigan Advocacy Program mentioned in its Graphic Advocacy Project, lawyers 

and legal professionals undergo specialized training in order to understand the law and hone 

their advocacy skills [78]. While this expert mindset can be useful, it can also make it difficult to 

recognize, seek out, and value less institutionalized forms of expertise, like the lived experiences 

(Figure 2). As a result, legal design also advocates for using innovative communication strategies 

to meet people’s cognitive capabilities and other needs in delivering legal information [28].  

 

Figure 2. Build a better: Strategies for user-informed legal design. Image source: 

https://www.lsntap.org/ [78]. 

   
   Legal design, which applies human-centered principles to law, or, as it will be discussed 

further, to case law, is not an optional extra; it is foundational to democratic legal systems in the 

digital age [53]. Legal design, therefore, positions itself at the intersection of law, design, and 
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technology, with the intention of translating legal norms into usable and comprehensible 

knowledge [2]. This is particularly relevant in the context of international courts, where 

complexity, multilingualism, and cultural diversity create additional barriers to accessibility [55] 

[56]. For instance, judgments of the CJEU are drafted in highly formalized language, translated 

into all official EU languages, and published in a way that prioritizes legal precision over 

usability. While this is crucial for ensuring the uniformity and direct effect of EU law, it often 

results in texts that are difficult to navigate or lengthy, especially for individuals without 

specialized training, or even for lawyers who are not specialized in EU law [54]. Legal design 

offers tools to reconcile these competing needs: precision and authority on the one hand, 

clarity and accessibility on the other [2].  

   Legal design contributes to access to justice by addressing clear and precise legal 

communication. In practice, it means that law may formally guarantee rights and remedies, but 

if citizens cannot access, understand, and apply them, the promise of justice remains theoretical 

[2] [54]. International courts, such as the CJEU or the ECtHR, are particularly vulnerable to this 

problem. Their decisions often involve questions of fundamental rights, freedom of movement, 

or non-discrimination, which directly affect the lives and rights of individuals. Yet, the people 

most affected by these rulings are significantly less able to interpret the courts' decisions in 

their original form. Legal design, by reframing legal communication around the needs of its 

audiences through plain language summaries, structured information design, or digital tools 

with improved user experience, bridges the gap between the law and the judicial system, 

facilitating its effective use, such as access to justice. 

   This perspective resonates with broader theoretical debates on access to justice. Mauro 

Cappelletti and Bryant Garth, in the 1970s, described the “three waves” of access to justice 

reforms: legal aid, collective rights, and procedural/structural innovations [57]. Today, legal 

design can be seen as a “fourth wave,” introducing human-centered, design-driven approaches 

that focus on usability, inclusivity, and prevention. While traditional access-to-justice reforms 

emphasized financial and procedural barriers, legal design addresses informational and 

cognitive barriers [2]. In the international context, this is particularly urgent, as courts like the 

CJEU and ECtHR are expected not only to resolve disputes but also to serve as authoritative 

interpreters of human rights and EU law, thereby shaping public trust in the legal order. 

   The application of legal design to international case law highlights its preventive and 

proactive dimensions. Instead of treating judgments as static documents, legal design treats 

them as communicative tools that can anticipate users’ needs [60]. For example, a judgment is 

often accompanied by a summary and may also include a schematic overview of the legal issue 

and the procedural history. This would allow national judges, legal professionals, and individuals 

to situate the ruling within a broader legal framework. Similarly, interactive tools could enable 

users to filter judgments according to legal issues or specific provisions of EU law. Such 
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approaches do not alter the binding text of the judgment itself but augment it with layers of 

accessibility that enhance its preventive and educational function [60]. 

   An additional complexity arises from the multilingual and multicultural environment of 

international courts [56]. The CJEU, for instance, works with 24 official EU languages, and its 

authentic judgments are published in the language of the referring court, with translations in 

other languages for informational purposes. This poses unique challenges for consistency, 

accuracy, and usability [56]. Legal design can help by standardizing metadata, providing visual 

summaries, or using icons and infographics that transcend language barriers [2]. While 

AI-assisted translation tools are rapidly improving, they cannot alone guarantee accessibility for 

diverse audiences [61]. Nevertheless, by integrating design principles, courts could provide 

consistent, recognizable communication formats that make judgments easier to navigate across 

languages and jurisdictions. 

   Critics may argue that legal design risks oversimplifying complex legal reasoning, 

potentially distorting the meaning of judgments or undermining the authority of the court. 

However, proponents emphasize that legal design does not seek to replace legal texts but to 

complement them [24] [31]. Just as headnotes, press releases, or case summaries currently 

serve as entry points to judgments, legal design offers structured and human-centered 

approaches to those entry points.  

   As courts produce ever greater volumes of case law, the challenge is not only availability 

but also making it easy to navigate [69]. A judgment hidden in a database is functionally 

inaccessible to those who cannot retrieve or interpret it. Legal design responds to this by 

reframing case law in a way that enables legal professionals and the general public to 

communicate it effectively [24]. In doing so, it strengthens the legitimacy of international 

courts, fosters trust in their decisions, and supports the democratic promise of law as 

something that belongs to all. 

 

2.2. Digital Tools used in EU Case Law: Usability, Limitations, and 
Assessment from a Legal Design Perspective  

Digital case-law databases are the primary entry points to the jurisprudence of European 

and international courts. In the EU, two institutional platforms are particularly central to this 

aim: EUR-Lex, the official website of EU law and other public documents of the EU, including the 

Official Journal of the EU, published in the 24 official EU languages; and CURIA, the official 

website of the CJEU that publishes judgments, orders, opinions, and other documents related to 

the Court’s functioning. These platforms serve a wide range of users – legal professionals, 

academics, public administrations, journalists, and citizens.  
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2.2.1. EUR-Lex 

EUR-Lex aggregates the EU legislation and the CJEU case law (Figure 3). It provides 

advanced search options, but some usability challenges limit its accessibility for non-expert 

users and often for expert users as well. First are multiple search entry points, because this site 

attempts to serve many use cases (consolidated versions of founding treaties, secondary 

legislation, legislative process documents, case-law), the second is the search logic itself (the 

search is effective mainly if the user knows the document numbers or the exact legal terms), 

which results in googling first because sometimes it is faster than finding document in EUR-Lex 

[75].  

 

Figure 3. The main webpage of the EUR-Lex website.  

2.2.2. CURIA 

CURIA publishes the CJEU case-law and related documents in the 24 official EU 

languages. First, CURIA provides advanced search fields, but the search interface often assumes 
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knowledge of legal terminology and does not sufficiently support exploratory or concept-based 

queries that users conducting comparative or thematic research need [71]. Second, full-text 

judgments and procedural documents are typically long, uninterrupted documents (PDFs or 

HTML) with little in-page structuring for reading comprehension (headnotes, paragraph 

summaries, visual signposting). This makes rapid skimming difficult, particularly for 

non-specialists [76]. 

These screenshots demonstrate that navigation at the website is not intuitive (Figure 4), 

and it requires the user to be not just a legal expert, but a specialist in EU law (Figure 5).  

 

  

Figure 4. The main webpage of the ECJ website.  
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Figure 5. The webpage of the search form.  

Even the digest of the CJEU case law is organized in a way that is familiar only to those 

who know the history of European integration (Figure 6).  
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Figure 6. The web page of the digest of the CJEU case law.  

Here, the classification scheme has been reworked following the changes brought about 

by the Treaty of Lisbon into a plan in nine parts, for the case-law for the period 1954 to 2009 

(before the changes) and as from 2010 (after the changes by the Treaty of Lisbon).  References 

between the two classification schemes are obvious but not clear to non-specialists in EU law.  

Figure 7, for example, demonstrates the digest of the case law about the Community 

legal order for the period from 1954 to 2009.  
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Figure 7. The digest of the case law until 2010.  

 

Figure 8. The digest of the case law from 2010.  

Figure 8 demonstrates the digest of the case law about the Community legal order for 

the period from 2010. Both digests cover the same questions, for example, the sources of EU 

law (see A-01 on Figure 7 and 1.01 on Figure 8). Also, the digest of the CJEU case law is 

translated into French only, without the possibility to search and read the summaries into the 

other 23 official languages of the European Union.  

In general, these problems lead to the outcome that only experts can use these websites 

properly, while the public may be excluded, which undermines transparency and access to 

justice [72], [74]. At the same time, from our point of view, legal professionals (and possibly the 

broader public) deserve better-designed and more accessible legal tools [47].   
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2.2.3. HUDOC 

HUDOC is the case-law database of the ECtHR. It publishes judgments, decisions, 

pending cases, translations, summaries, and related documentation  (Figure 9). As of its 2024 

report, it now exists in a total of 10 languages and contains over 200,000 documents. More than 

37,000 translations in 34 languages are available, making it a key port of call for legal 

professionals across Europe and beyond [77]. 

 

Figure 9. The main webpage of the HUDOC website.  

The interface offers many filters (date, respondent State, articles of the Convention, etc.) 

but often expects users to know what filters to use. The advanced search forms can be 

intimidating and not clearly sign-posted. As a result, users might misapply filters, which reduces 

usability for comparative research. The site has multiple collections, modules, and specialized 

HUDOC sub-sites (HUDOC-EXEC, HUDOC-CPT, etc.), which can be confusing. Also, the “key 
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cases” or “selection of key cases” features are helpful but not always obvious or understandable 

in how cases are selected.  

While HUDOC provides summaries or “legal summaries” for some cases, these are not 

universally available. Since 2022, the ECtHR has been testing neural machine translation 

software, which draws on AI, and it expects to “achieve some productivity gains” [77]. “By 

integrating new digital solutions, the Court aims to improve overall workflow, enabling a more 

responsive and timely handling of cases. As these developments unfold, they hold the promise 

of transforming the way the Court interacts with applicants and manages its caseload, paving 

the way for a more modern and effective judicial process” [77]. 

The findings above establish the UX baseline against which legal-design interventions 

can be evaluated in this study: EUR-Lex, CURIA, and HUDOC are official sources of the 

international courts, but they have usability gaps that limit access to justice for non-expert users 

and complicate cross-jurisdictional research even for professionals. Chapters that follow will (a) 

employ user-centred evaluation methods to map these gaps in more detail, and (b) prototype 

legal-design and AI-assisted interventions (search, summarization, and multilingual comparison) 

to assess whether the recommended improvements meaningfully reduce cognitive load and 

increase task success in representative user scenarios. 

2.3. Use of AI and Natural Language Processing in Legal Digital  

Many of today’s legal tech tools – such as case-law search engines – are built on natural 

language processing (NLP) technologies, which aim to automatically understand and process 

human language. NLP and machine learning algorithms could simplify complex legal texts, 

provide personalized legal guidance, and enhance the searchability of legal databases [72].  

NLP alone is not enough for great UX. Moreover, NLP can help extract information from 

legal texts, but it does not ensure that the information is well-organized, clearly displayed, or 

easy to interact with [48]. Also, the risk of hallucinations and lack of reliable semantic search are 

real problems. So, while NLP helps with data access, it doesn’t solve the design challenge – the 

human experience of navigating and understanding that data. It is crucial to integrate legal 

design principles – a user-centered approach that prioritizes clarity, accessibility, and usability – 

into the development of new digital tools [74], especially when adopting them in international 

judicial systems, to transform complex legal documents into comprehensible resources 

An important thing – several years ago, legal design (meaning more pictures and short, 

simple texts in legal contracts, terms of services, etc.) was a mainstream. Today, automated 
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drafting of contracts is one of the areas where digital tools have started to assist and even 

replace legal practitioners [80].  

The next step is to involve digital tools for assisting in the examination of legal document 

content [80]. AI-reading can help in legal analysis of many documents (for example, provide a 

summary of a court judgment). Legal professionals and the general public can use an AI agent to 

reach the necessary information in a very short time. We live in a time when advanced 

technologies are transforming the law – they may even alter its very nature [27]. AI is 

recognized in legal design research and practice as a tool for creating more comprehensible 

legal texts. AI develops communication in which wording, structure, and design are so clear that 

intended readers can easily find what they need, understand it, and utilize that information 

[49].  

According to Toivonen et al., a framework of legal communication can be efficient, 

empathetic, and empowering, based on three pillars:  

1) User-centred communication: Designing communication strategies that are 

empathetic and responsive to the diverse cognitive, cultural, and situational needs of users.   

2) Clear communication and information design principles: Using plain language and 

information design techniques, for example, organizing information logically and employing 

multimodal methods to enhance clarity and comprehension for all audiences.  

3) Responsible use of AI tools: Utilizing advanced technologies to adapt information 

dynamically based on individual profiles, ensuring accessibility across varying literacy levels, 

languages, and sensory abilities, within the limits of AI regulation and guidelines [25]. 

AI tools can bring these principles into actionable, real-world applications. Beyond 

simple keyword searches, AI-powered platforms can now cluster cases by thematic similarity, 

generate instant plain-language summaries, and highlight key principles of law within 

judgments [52]. Such features have been tested in commercial platforms, and pilot projects in 

academic research have demonstrated how NLP models can extract citations, doctrinal 

categories, or reasoning structures from judgments with promising accuracy [69], [73].  

Yet, these advances also raise concerns about transparency, accountability, and 

alignment with legal findings of the courts or judicial intent [52]. If AI generates simplified 

summaries or recommendations, users must be able to verify the accuracy of these outputs and 

trace them back to the original legal text. Otherwise, the risk of overreliance on AI tools could 

undermine legal certainty [50]. 

In this sense, the intersection of UX, legal design, and AI presents both promise and 

tension. On the one hand, AI can dramatically lower barriers to accessing case law by filtering, 
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summarizing, and reorganizing information in ways specified to diverse users [51]. On the other 

hand, legal design reminds us that technology cannot replace the need for clarity, structure, and 

empathy in legal communication. The goal is not only to retrieve information quickly but to 

empower users – whether judges, lawyers, or the general public – to understand and use it 

effectively in practice. This requires co-design approaches, where developers of legal research 

tools collaborate with end-users to identify pain points, test prototypes, and ensure accessibility 

for diverse audiences [52]. 

Looking ahead, the most successful digital legal research environments will likely be 

those that combine authoritative legal content with human-centered design and transparent AI 

assistance. Such systems would allow for multiple ways of engagement: from quick AI-generated 

summaries for general users, to advanced analytic tools for legal professionals who need to 

study reasoning patterns in depth [50]. In other words, the future of digital legal research lies 

not in replacing traditional texts with AI outputs, but in creating flexible, adaptive ecosystems 

where law is accessible at different levels, according to the needs and abilities of the user. 

Artificial intelligence offers a promising way to bridge the gap between the law and the 

needs of its users and provide personalized accessibility to legal information [25]. AI tools can 

analyze huge amounts of data, choose relevant legal norms, thereby reducing the information 

overload and facilitating legal research. Among risks of using AI such as hallucinations and the 

lack of transparency in how the AI agent makes decisions, AI tools can only make decisions 

based on the information provided to them. 

Court decisions are legal texts with specific language and complex syntax, so they 

obviously increase the cognitive load even of well-trained legal professionals. The effectiveness 

of any legal system relies heavily on how the norms are communicated [25]. Without clear and 

accessible delivery, even the most well-intentioned laws risk alienating those they are designed 

to serve [25]. AI can dynamically adapt legal texts and adapt to the particular needs of legal 

professionals working with texts.  

As a result, we witness times when AI tools become everyday reality and are  

implemented in justice. For example, the concept of “smart courts” [5] and the concept of 

e-Justice [6] refer to the use of technology and data to improve the efficiency, transparency, and 

accessibility of court proceedings. Smart courts incorporate such technologies as artificial 

intelligence, blockchain, virtual hearings, and case management systems [5].   

The international courts’ case law is in the main focus of this study and it is important to 

mention how they plan their own future in digital world. The CJEU started to explore the 

possibilities afforded by AI algorithms several years ago. In 2019, the Court’s Innovation Lab was 
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created, aiming to explore emergent technologies and the way in which the Court can leverage 

them [73].  The Court’s Innovation Lab used the collective intelligence of the CJEU and talented 

minds with different professional backgrounds to create a meaningful multidisciplinary initiative 

(Figure 10).  

The CJEU has started its journey towards becoming a smart court by digitalisation of its 

operations and implementation of technological advancements. For example, the SIGA case 

management system is an important step ahead, and combining this with artificial intelligence 

and robotic process automation will support the transformation towards being a smart court. 

Also, the CJEU uses videoconferencing technology to conduct hearings remotely [73].  

More importantly is that the CJEU explores the use of artificial intelligence to analyse 

large amounts of legal data, provide insights into cases, improve the efficiency of legal research, 

or automate administrative activities [5].  This would help the CJEU to increase access to justice 

and positively impact the quality of justice. As a result, the CJEU drafts and adopts an A.I. 

strategy [73].  

 

Figure 10. The goals of the CJEU are to develop an AI tool for better access to justice.  

By incorporating AI into its operations, the CJEU wants to improve its efficiency, reduce 

its workload, and make better use of its resources. As the CJEU emphasizes, this can ultimately 

lead to a more effective and efficient judicial system, benefiting both the Court and the people 

it serves [73].  
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In current research, the possibility of incorporating AI in a way that supports a 

user-centred approach and enhances UX is examined in greater detail, with a view to improving 

legal research on the CJEU case law.  
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Chapter 3: Autoethnography: A Designer's Perspective in Legal Context 

This chapter covers autoethnography in which we analyze access to case law from the 

perspective of a designer with a background in the legal field. Autoethnography is a form of 

qualitative research in contrast to traditional ethnography, which prioritizes the observation of 

others [44]. Autoethnography presents the researcher as both subject and analyst, whose 

knowledge is a lived engagement [41].  

The choice to include an autoethnographic perspective in this study is motivated by two 

reasons. First, it recognizes that the interpretation of case law is never detached from the 

cognitive practice of the legal professional who engages with it. Second, autoethnography is a 

method to integrate the researcher’s dual positionality – as a legal scholar with professional 

experience in international adjudication, and as a designer engaged in developing methods to 

improve the usability of legal information systems. This dual perspective offers insights that 

might remain obscured in more conventional approaches. 

The chapter is structured in three subparagraphs. It begins by presenting the theoretical 

foundations of autoethnography, highlighting its relevance to design research and 

human-computer interaction. The second section turns to personal experience, where the 

researcher reflects on experience with case law databases - EUR-Lex, Curia, and HUDOC - as 

both a user and a critic of their design. The third section develops a case law analysis, 

demonstrating how autoethnography can reveal challenges and opportunities in the way legal 

professionals engage with international jurisprudence. The chapter supports the overall 

argument of this thesis: that user-centered approaches, informed by both legal expertise and 

design thinking, are essential for enhancing access to justice. 

3.1 Autoethnography: Theoretical Foundations  

Autoethnography or personal ethnography is a qualitative research form, an approach to 

research and writing that aims to describe and systematically analyze (graphō in Ancient Greek, 

‘writing’) personal experience (autós in Ancient Greek, ‘self’) to understand cultural experience 

(éthnos in Ancient Greek, ‘nation’ or ‘culture’) [44]. In this autoethnographic method, the 

fieldworker’s experience is investigated alongside the experiences of other observed social 

actors [41]. The individual, social, and cultural levels of description are interconnected to 

produce a complex and multilayered account of reality [42]. The idea of the autoethnography is 

to write detailed stories based on emotional feedback and to describe a particular socio-cultural 

setting in terms of personal awareness and experience. 
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Autoethnography was incorporated into Human-Computer Interaction methods to 

understand how people utilize technology in real contexts of use, or in real life. In other words, 

HCI ethnography attempts to produce accurate descriptions of the “world” and the individuals 

who inhabit it. In general, the ethnographer should maintain an impartial and impersonal view; 

however, recent trends suggest that a reflexive and first-person perspective is necessary to add 

depth to the research. Jones et al. say that “Autoethnography requires that we observe 

ourselves observing, that we interrogate what we think and believe, and that we challenge our 

own assumptions, asking over and over if we have penetrated as many layers of our own 

defenses, fears, and insecurities as our project requires” [45]. A reason for moving to the 

autoethnographic method can be traced to the need for finding less-demanding techniques 

than those employed in traditional ethnographies for studying technology in real contexts of 

use [41]. The first-person perspective enables HCI researchers and designers to use personal 

experiences to gain insights about technology in natural, everyday settings while recognising 

and reflecting on their positionality in their research and design. [43]  

Autoethnographers produce aesthetic and evocative thick descriptions of personal and 

interpersonal experience by identifying patterns of cultural experience based on field notes, 

interviews, and/or artifacts, thus making characteristics of a culture familiar for insiders (i.e., 

cultural members) and outsiders (i.e., cultural strangers) [46].  

3.1.1 Autoethnography applied to the EU Law Context 

The core of this methodological approach of autoethnography is that the researcher 

draws on their own dual experience – in current research, the experience as a legal professional 

(with academic and practical background in international and EU law) and as a 

designer-researcher. Autoethnography offers, in this case, a unique lens for bridging these two 

identities, enabling an insight into how legal professionals interact with case law databases and 

how these interactions can be reimagined through design. 

Usually, the autoethnography method is applied in two ways. First, it facilitates a 

systematic reflection on the experience – in the present case, this experience is of reading, 

interpreting, and searching for the case law of the Court of Justice of the European Union from 

the perspective of a legal researcher. This includes an examination of the cognitive and 

procedural strategies for navigating complex legal documents, as well as the emotional and 

practical challenges encountered in the process. Second, it supports a critical analysis of how 

this experience evolves through design interventions aimed at making legal information more 

accessible.  
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The primary empirical focus of this study is the CJEU case law and the ECtHR case law. 

The first is an institution whose decisions have far-reaching implications for the interpretation 

and application of EU law, the second is important for the member states and for the CJEU itself, 

being an example of legal reasoning and the basis for the European Charter of Human Rights 

and the protection of human rights in the EU. Both courts play a central role in shaping 

fundamental legal principles across the European continent. Yet, the accessibility and usability 

of their case law remain a persistent challenge for both legal professionals and the broader 

public. 

As mentioned before, the courts’ official case law databases, hosted on the Curia, 

EUR-Lex, and HUDOC websites, are characterized by structural complexity, limited search 

functionality, and a document-centered rather than user-centered architecture. These factors, 

combined with the volume of judgments issued annually and the multilingual nature of the 

Court’s work, can significantly hinder efficient legal research. 

The thematic scope of this case study is limited to migrant workers’ rights in the EU. 

Their rights are rooted in the intersection of the free movement of persons, a fundamental 

principle of a free market, and core principles of EU law, such as non-discrimination. Moreover, 

case law on migrant workers’ rights often requires complex legal reasoning and frequent 

cross-references to prior case law. This is a highly relevant aspect given that current AI tools are 

evolving to produce more accurate and less hallucinatory summaries of such materials. Finally, 

my professional background in EU law allows me to have an additional perspective for 

evaluating both the legal issues and their presentation in digital environments. 

The main tools used in this autoethnography study include: 

● Legal databases (Curia5, EUR-Lex6, HUDOC7); 

● Miro8 for mapping legal concepts, user journeys, and pain points. The reflective process 

is supported by a variety of research artefacts, including interaction logs, annotated 

screenshots, interface sketches, and documented design decisions. These materials 

serve both as empirical data and as a record of the iterative journey from problem 

identification to conceptual solution. In doing so, the autoethnographic method not only 

grounds the study in lived professional practice but also positions the researcher as an 

active participant in the process of legal innovation. 

8 https://miro.com/  
7 https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/  
6 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/  
5 https://curia.europa.eu/  
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3.1.2. Positioning the Author  

I hold a PhD in EU Law from the Moscow State Law University, followed by a 

postgraduate qualification in Interactive Media Design from the University of Madeira. I have 

engaged with both doctrinal legal research and design research methodologies, including 

supervised research in usability, user interfaces, and digital accessibility.  

My experience with EU case law began during my PhD thesis. I used CURIA website to 

search judgments of the Court of Justice of the European Union for doctrinal legal research. 

Subsequently, as part of design-oriented projects, I have repeatedly worked with EU case law 

databases such as Curia, EUR-Lex, and national translations thereof, engaging not just with 

content but with interface features, search functionalities, multilingual access, and the legibility 

of judgments. I have observed and navigated obstacles such as inconsistent categorization, 

filtering options, limited cross-jurisdictional comparability, and challenges posed by specialized 

legal terminology in multiple languages. 

Over 6 years, I worked as a legal counsellor in the Court of the Eurasian Economic Union 

(EAEU Court), with duties including (but not limited to) analysing legal texts, prototyping 

interfaces for legal information systems, and evaluating the usability and accessibility of digital 

legal databases, because at that time I also used HUDOC together with Curia and EUR-Lex. I 

have collaborated with law practitioners (judges, counsellors) and technologists (web 

developers, UI/UX designers) who developed the website of the EAEU Court with a database of 

its decisions. This interdisciplinary approach has allowed me to appreciate both the formal 

constraints of legal language and procedure and the usability challenges faced by users of case 

law. 

 

3.2. Case Study 1:  EUR-Lex and Curia  

For this route, I decided to investigate case law on migrant worker definition, because in 

my practice as legal counsel, the different aspects of free movement of persons, as well as other 

freedoms of the internal market, are in high demand.   

3.2.1. EUR-Lex 
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Figure 14. The starting page of the official website of the European Union.  

I open the browser and type eur-lex.europa.eu. The page (Figure 14) is in the official 

colours of the European Union. Here I can choose the language I am the most comfortable with, 

besides the 24 official languages of the European Union. Usually, I choose English.  

 

 

Figure 15. The first page of Eur-Lex. 
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The landing page (Figure 15) greets me with the familiar layout: a search bar stretching 

across the top, menus for legislation, case-law, and preparatory acts. My attention moves to the 

“Case-law” section. I press this submenu and see again the search bar, the description of this 

section, and the classificator on the left side (Figure 16).  

 
Figure 16. Trying to find a way to the case-law.  

The website also has a clear exploration of how to use the search at the bottom of the 

page (Figure 17), but I don’t use it, because the left side of the webpage is clear enough for me.  
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Figure 17. Description of the search, but I don’t need it; I feel comfortable with 
descriptions on the left side of the website because of my professional background.  

 

I decided to explore through the built-in classification system. I click on the “Directory of 

Case-law” tab (Figure 16) – a tool that feels both structured and slightly overwhelming. It 

divides the CJEU’s case law into legal domains, mirroring the complexity of the EU law itself.  

The classification reflects the changes brought by the Lisbon Treaty, giving access to 

case-law from 1954 to 2009 at the bottom of the page and to the case-law from 2010 to the 

present.  
 Quite often, I feel a little bit stressed at this moment, because it is not always clear if my 

research question is better described before or after the Lisbon Treaty, if it is a broad or 

fundamental question of economic integration. Sometimes, it might be defined at the very 

beginning of European integration, as, for example, key principles; sometimes, the CJEU is able 

to develop such concepts only in modern times, after the reform by the Lisbon Treaty.  

Luckily, I can use a special checkbox, and I press it (Figure 18). With or without a 

checkbox chosen, the menu is the same, and further movement at this stage has the same 

route. I feel it is positive, because there is no need for re-adaptation for changing the visual 

appearance.  
 

 
Figure 18. Decision on the period for my search.  
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Figure 19. With or without the checkbox pressed, this initial menu has the same visual 

appearance.  
 

Then, navigating the classificator, I scroll through the hierarchical tree: the legal order of 

the European Union, public procurement by the EU institutions, EEC/EC – Legal proceedings, 

internal policy of the European Union, external policy, general and final provisions, and many 

more (Figure 19).  

Each category branches into subcategories, and I follow the path toward “Internal policy 

of the European Union”, because the internal market is a part of internal policy (Figure 20). The 

submenu is very extensive, because the internal market covers almost all spheres of social and 

economic life of member states of the European Union. The system responds with precision, 

showing me how cases are organised under thematic umbrellas. I select the relevant category, 

and the screen refreshes into a list – and it is still too broad. 

Nevertheless, “4.04 Free movement of persons and services” is quite easy to find, 

because it is almost at the top of the list, the fourth line, and the number is 4.04 (Figure 20).  
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Figure 20. Finding the subcategory “Free movement of persons and services”. 

 

Then I press this subcategory, and I can see the more detailed division (Figure 21).  

 

 

Figure 21. Defining the subcategory “Free movement of persons”. 

This submenu is not long, so I can easily find the subdivision “4.04.01 Workers” (Figure 

22). When I press this, I see the next subdivision, and at this stage, I can understand that it is 
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final: the next lines are not clickable, and from my experience as legal researcher I know that 

the Court was mostly focused on such issues as equal treatment of migrant workers across the 

European Union and the question of the employment in the public services.  

 

 
 
Figure 22. The last subcategory. 

I am researching the general question of migrant workers in the EU, their definition, and 

their freedom of movement, and I press the number 55 (Figure 23). This is the number of cases 

available for reading. After moving to the next page with a list of judgments, I open the filter 

panel on the left side. The interface offers multiple refinement options: date of judgment, 

document type, and court formation.  

 

 

Figure 23. The head of the list of 55 judgments. 
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I apply filters step-by-step: first narrowing the jurisdiction to the Court of Justice, then 

selecting “Judgments” rather than “Orders” or “Opinions” (Figure 24). I add a time range to 

capture more recent decisions, knowing that legal developments in the last five years are most 

relevant to my research. Each filter click reshapes the dataset until only a manageable list 

remains. 
 

 

Figure 24. Some filters applied. 

With the refined results in front of me, I feel a small sense of control over the otherwise 

vast corpus of EU case-law, although I have 51 judgements instead of 55. The EUR-Lex 

classificator and filters serve as a cartographic tool, translating the Court’s jurisprudence into an 

accessible, thematic map. Yet I remain aware of the interpretive act hidden in these choices: by 

selecting the year filter further, I can already shape the boundaries of my inquiry. 
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Figure 25. One of the judgments chosen for further research on the concept “worker” in 
EU law.  

The only thing I can do now is to open the judgments, one by one, which are described 

by keywords (Figure 25). As I am interested in the basic definition of a worker in the EU, I 

decided to open the judgment because I see the definition “worker” among the keywords 

(Figure 26).  
 

 

Figure 26. The interface of the judgment on the EUR-Lex website.  

Following through the text of the judgment, I scroll to find paragraphs 33–37 (Figure 27). 

As I read, I’m struck by how the Court nuances the notion of “worker”: rather than a fixed label, 

it's shaped by activity, intent, and aspiration – even interruptions. 
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Figure 27. The key legal findings of the Court in the judgment.  

When I get to paragraph 37, the words stand out: “…classification as a worker … does 

not necessarily depend on the actual or continuing existence of an employment relationship.” 

(Figure 27). I pause. That sentence reframes everything. It validates the situation I’m tracking – 

someone suspending work due to physical constraints (in this case, pregnancy) – not as a gap, 

but as part of the legal status of a worker in the EU. 

This insight shapes my next moves. I open a new tab and return to the classification on 

EUR-Lex. I navigate to themes like “rights of workers”, “free movement of persons”, “worker 

equality”, or even broader contexts like “interruption of employment”. Otherwise, I broaden to 

“worker status case law” and intend to scan for judgments dealing with non-continuity of work.  

Each click and judgment selected reflects a decision in my legal mapping – about what’s 

relevant, what counts, and what connections I choose to trace. The Court’s finding in paragraph 

37 justifies a pathway to explore similar situations where worker status persists despite 

interruptions.  

In this way, the autoethnography doesn’t just recount steps – it exposes how a legal 

insight provokes a shift in the researcher’s focus, reshaping both system navigation and 

scholarly interpretation. 

The key point is that my research process is entirely manual. When I research a legal 

issue, I already know, I rely on memory: I search for the relevant texts, extract the core idea, and 

then summarise the Court’s reasoning in my own words, formulating the interpretation. When 

the legal question is unfamiliar, I take a different approach – copying and pasting the relevant 
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passages directly, with proper citations to the Court’s judgments. Later, I revisit these citations 

and work towards formulating my own interpretation, building on and aligning with the Court’s 

logic. 

3.2.2. Curia 

Now I move to another tool for my legal research – it’s the official website of the CJEU. I 

open a new tab and type curia.europa.eu. The first page (Figure 28) invites me to choose one of 

24 official languages. I feel more comfortable choosing English, so I press the button “EN” for 

that.  

 
Figure 28. The initial page of Curia.  

The interface immediately contrasts with EUR-Lex because it is cleaner, more 

institutional, yet less intuitive from a design perspective. The structure feels more 

document-centered than user-centered. 
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 Figure 29. The main page of Curia.  

The landing page (figure 29) presents several main categories: The Institution, Court of 

Justice, General Court, Case-law, Press and Media, Library, and Judicial Network of the EU. My 

focus, again, is Case-law. I click this section, which unfolds into several distinct search options: 

Access to the online Reports of Cases, Search form for case-law, Numerical access, Digest of the 

case-law, Fact sheets, Monthly Case-law Digest, Yearly selection of major judgments, Judicial 

calendar, Important pre-accession case-law, Method of citing the case-law, Fictitious names in 

anonymized cases. 

Unlike EUR-Lex, where navigation begins with thematic exploration, Curia expects 

precision: it presupposes that the user already knows what they are looking for. There is no 

hierarchical classifier here; instead, the system offers a range of predefined fields. I chose the 

“Search form for case-law”, which seems to be the most flexible entry point for an exploratory 

researcher.  

The page of this search form that opens is minimalist but dense with input boxes: Case 

title, Court, Case number, Name of parties, Documents, Provisions of national law referred to, 

Provisions of international law referred to, ECLI, Text, Period or Date, Subject-matter, Procedure 

and result, References to Case-law or legislation, Systematic classification scheme, Formation of 

the Court, Judge-Rapporteur, Advocate General, Source of a question referred to a preliminary 

ruling and Authentic language. 
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 Figure 30. The search form of the CJEU case law. 

For a trained legal professional, the layout appears familiar because it mirrors a 

traditional database interface rather than a modern search engine. Yet for a design researcher, it 

exposes a usability gap: the cognitive load is shifted to the user, who must already understand 

the internal logic of EU case referencing or know the referred national legislation. 

To find case law comparable to my previous search on EUR-Lex, I type “worker” into the 

Text box. I leave the other fields blank to make my search broader (Figure 30). The result page 

appears (Figure 31), which is a list of cases arranged chronologically, each line displaying the 

case number, the parties, and the date of judgment. All in all, there are 246 pages with 

judgments (Figure 31). The results feel raw, procedural, and textual. The only navigational aids 

are hyperlinks leading to the types of the CJEU’s documents: Request for a preliminary Ruling, 

Order, Application, Judgment, and Opinion. Also, I can see the names of the parties and the 

subject-matter subdivision.  
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Figure 31. “Wide” results of the search for the term “worker”. 

This experience differs completely from EUR-Lex. Whereas EUR-Lex guides the user 

through layers of conceptual structure, Curia functions as a repository of procedural outputs. To 

refine the results, I cannot rely on the visual classifier or filters on the left panel; I must either 

reformulate my search query or use the Advanced search options by combining multiple fields. 

I return to the Search form and now combine the text “worker” with Subject-matter’s 

“freedom of movement for persons” area of EU law (Figure 32). Also, I decide to choose specific 

documents, such as the CJEU’s judgments and opinions (Figure 33). Otherwise, my search 

results would again be too wide.  

 

Figure 32. An attempt to narrow the search by adding the area of EU law. 
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Figure 33. An attempt to narrow the search by adding the type of document. 

The database returns fewer results, each with a direct link to the judgment in PDF or 

HTML format and with the possibility to open EUR-Lex (Figure 34). I received 82 pages instead 

of 246 pages as it was before (Figure 31).   
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Figure 34. The result of the search with additional parameters. 

 

Figure 35. Trying to choose one of the judgments and choosing the language. 

The only thing I can do now is to open the judgments, one by one, which are described 

by the type of the documents, the date, the names of the parties, and the subject matter. So, I 
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open one of them, trying to choose the language of the official translation (Figure 35). This is 

not easy – the pop-up menu is small, and sometimes I press the button leading to the text of 

the judgment too fast instead of choosing the language first. Also, sometimes the necessary 

language is not available. Nevertheless, here I press English and open one of the last judgments 

of 2025 within the freedom of movement for workers.  

 

Figure 36. Judgment of the Court. 

The interface redirects to the official document, visually consistent across all decisions: 

the EU emblem, the case number, the parties, and the operative parts of the judgment. 

Reading within Curia feels different from reading within EUR-Lex. The document is static, 

formal, and disconnected from contextual aids such as cross-references or related legislation 

(Figure 37). The absence of a sidebar, filters, or intertextual links keeps me anchored in the 

single judgment, reducing the sense of navigational control. Yet this simplicity also has an 

advantage – it provides a direct and authoritative engagement with the Court’s own language, 

untouched by external metadata or editorial categorisation. 
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Figure 37. References to other judgments are not active hyperlinks. 

 

Figure 38. The word “worker” is highlighted by the website. 

As I scroll, I search for the paragraphs defining the concept of “worker.” They are 

highlighted by the website (Figure 38). Nevertheless, I do it manually as well, using the 

browser’s “find” function – typing “worker” to highlight occurrences within the text, because it 

helps to switch between the words.  

This experience reinforces how Curia is designed for targeted legal reading rather than 

thematic exploration. Each decision is presented as an autonomous unit, encouraging a deep, 

linear reading rather than cross-referencing. 
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From a designer’s perspective, the contrast between the two databases is clear: 
● EUR-Lex acts as a map — structuring complexity through classification, filters, and 

metadata. 
● Curia functions as a repository — preserving legal authenticity through minimal 

mediation. 

When I compare my emotional responses, I realise that EUR-Lex gives me a feeling of 

navigational agency – the sense of “finding” something through exploration – while Curia 

induces a more archival mood, a sense of consulting an authoritative record. My workflow 

mirrors this difference. On EUR-Lex, I search broadly, identify clusters of judgments, and move 

laterally between themes. On Curia, I focus narrowly, tracing the authoritative text of a specific 

case. 

To align both, I often cross-check: when I identify a relevant case on EUR-Lex, I open it 

again in Curia to access the official version of the judgment, the authentic PDF, and occasionally 

the Advocate General’s opinion – documents that may not always be immediately accessible 

from EUR-Lex. This dual use reflects the broader ecology of EU legal information systems, where 

the same material circulates in multiple interfaces, each with its epistemic logic and 

affordances. 

In practical terms, the Curia search complements the EUR-Lex classificator. While 

EUR-Lex helps to identify relevant clusters of cases, Curia provides the official textual corpus 

necessary for close reading and citation. However, from the perspective of usability and 

human–computer interaction, the lack of semantic filters and visual hierarchy in Curia limits 

discoverability and increases cognitive effort. 

As I conclude this phase of the search, I note that the act of moving between the two 

databases becomes part of my research method. It reveals how access to justice is not only a 

question of legal content but also of design infrastructure – the interfaces that demonstrate 

how law is found, understood, and interpreted. 

Case Study 2: Navigating HUDOC, Filtering the European Court of Human 
Rights Case-Law 

The process begins with a familiar ritual: opening a new browser tab and typing 

hudoc.echr.coe.int.  
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Figure 40. The main page of the European Court of Human Rights’ case law website.  

The page (Figure 40) loads quickly, presenting a simple design. The search bar dominates 

the right corner of the page, supported by icons and a menu that promises multiple paths to the 

same information. Unlike EUR-Lex, HUDOC’s interface is stripped of the heavy institutional 

framing; its minimalism hides a depth of functionality that only reveals itself after repeated use. 

I do not use the “Case-Law References” link because I feel it is useless. The link opens a 

PDF file (Figure 41) containing all the judgments of the ECHR. Obviously, I can’t use the search 

organized in alphabetical order if I am searching the legal position of the ECHR on a particular 

legal question, e.g., I don’t know in advance the name of the parties and the date of judgment.  
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Figure 41. The PDF document contains the list of all judgements.  

Also, I do not use the “Advanced Search” link (Figure 42) because I am searching for an 

answer from the Court to the broad legal question. This search has such tools as Text, Case Title, 

Application Number, Strasbourg Case-Law, Rules of Court, Domestic Law, International Law and 

Other Relevant Material. This is for contextual search or search based on particular 

characteristics that should already be known in advance.  

 

Figure 42. The Advanced Search link.  

Rather than entering a keyword immediately, I move my eyes to the filters on the left 

side of the webpage (Figure 43). I have learned through trial and error that this classifier is 

closer to my goal, where the system stops being a blank box and starts speaking in categories. I 

see a panel of structured filters. First, Document Collection and More HUDOC sites, and after 

that some filters below: Language,  Importance, State, Article, Non-Violation, Violation, and the 

separate filter Keywords, followed by more filters: Document Type, Date, Judge, Originating 

Body, Court, Organisation. 
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Figure 43. The filters to narrow the search are on the left side of the webpage. 

The classificator here is not hierarchical in the same way as EUR-Lex, but rather a matrix 

of intersecting options. I begin with Document Collection, deliberately choosing “Case-Law” 

over “Advisory Opinions” or “Resolutions.” This first narrowing already eliminates irrelevant 

materials. Then I set the Court filter to “European Court of Human Rights”, excluding decisions 

from the former Commission or the Committee of Ministers and Parliamentary Assembly of the 

Council of Europe, so I can focus on the Court’s judicial reasoning rather than administrative 

conclusions. 
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Next, I choose to narrow to the “Article” section – a distinctive feature of HUDOC (Figure 

44).  

 

Figure 44. The Convention Article filter and its description.  

This is where thematic organisation becomes legal substance. Each entry is just a 

number, but behind each number lies an approach to protect human rights: Article 2 (Right to 

life), Article 3 (Prohibition of torture), Article 8 (Right to respect for private and family life), and 

so on (Figure 45).  
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Figure 45. The expanded list of the Articles of the European Convention on Human Rights  

I select Article 8, anticipating that my research will intersect with migration (Figure 46). 

This article establishes the right to respect for private and family life, home, and 

correspondence, which is often applied in migration and personal status matters by allowing for 

the protection of family relationships, the right to a home, and even the potential regularisation 

of a person's immigration status. While not directly about personal status or migration, it 

provides a legal basis for individuals to challenge state interference with these rights. The 

checkboxes respond instantly, the counter above the search bar updating to reflect the filtered 

universe of cases.  
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         Figure 46. The number of cases-law on the protection of the rights guaranteed by Article 8.  

The “Importance” filter catches my attention next. HUDOC categorises cases from “Key 

Cases” to “Level 1” (key judgments that the Court considers to have high jurisprudential value) 

down to “Level 3” (less significant decisions). For this stage, I chose “Key Cases”, aiming to 

capture the most important ones. I know from past searches that Level 1 judgments are also 

often cited in academic literature, while Level 2 cases provide useful nuance without being 

overshadowed by their fame. Nevertheless, Key Cases is an obvious filter for my search.  

With these filters in place, the search automatically narrows the number of cases. The 

result list appears - clean rows of case titles, application numbers, languages, and decision 

dates. I also see below the list of articles from the European Convention of Human Rights 

mentioned by the parties, along with six links: Case Details, Legal Summaries, Language, 

Versions, Press Release, Webcast, and Related. 

The Legal Summaries link could be useful, because the text of the judgment is usually 

very long. The new tab opens when I press the link. Nevertheless, it is useless in most cases, as 

not all the judgments have summaries (Figure 47). 
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Figure 47. The attempt to search faster by using the link “Legal Summaries” was 

unsuccessful.  

I am also confused by the description of the articles below the number of the cases, 

because I don’t see any mention of Article 8 among them, while the search was narrowed to 

this article.  
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Figure 48. The first two cases mention Article 8 of the European Convention of Human Rights, 

and the next two cases don’t mention it.  

I feel confused. More than that, the list of judgments is long, and I cannot separate the 

cases mentioning migrants from cases of violation of the rights of citizens of the country (Figure 

48).  

I scan the first page and choose cases one by one. I click on the case Sargsyan v. 

Azerbaijan. The judgment opens (Figure 49), its structure mirroring the Court’s formal style: 

facts, relevant domestic and international law, the Court’s assessment, and the operative 

provisions. 
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Figure 49. Opening the case, trying to find case-law about migrant rights. 

I go to the “The Facts” division and “The Circumstances of the Case” subdivision. By 

scrolling down, I can find the Alleged Violation of Article 8 of the Convention section. I note 

“the parties’ submissions” and “the Court’s assessment”, e.g., the paragraphs where the Court 

balances the applicant’s personal circumstances against the state’s obligation to protect his right 

(Figure 50). This allows me to understand that the applicant complained about the denial of his 

right to return to his home village and to have access to his home, and the Court considered it a 

continuing violation of Article 8 of the Convention. So it touches on migration and family life.  

 

Figure 50. The result of searching the legal findings of the ECHR.  

After noting key passages, I move back to the results list. This return is an intentional act: 

in autoethnographic terms, it marks the hesitation between micro-level engagement (close 

reading of one case) and macro-level navigation (shaping the dataset). HUDOC’s filters become 

the map I redraw at each iteration. So, I try to narrow the search and add precision, limiting by 

Decision Type to “Judgment” only and choosing 8 in Violation. Now, I have 1022. Again, I scan 

the first page and choose cases one by one. I find that if the case concerns the migrant’s life, 

and I check Alleged Violation of Article 8 of the Convention section in each case, I seek the legal 

principles mentioned by the Court. These will later serve as comparative anchors when I return 

to EUR-Lex to examine how the ECJ handles similar cases. 

At this point, I reflect on the differences between HUDOC and EUR-Lex as research 

environments. HUDOC’s classificator is more fluid, less rigidly hierarchical. EUR-Lex organises 

law into fixed legal domains; HUDOC organises it into rights-based clusters. This subtly shifts my 

cognitive process: in EUR-Lex, I start from a legal field and narrow to specific questions; in 

HUDOC, I start from the right and trace outward into fact patterns. 

By the end of this session, my HUDOC search history is a breadcrumb trail of decisions. 

The mechanical act of ticking boxes in the classificator is intertwined with the interpretive act of 

deciding which dimensions of the case to prioritise. In this way, HUDOC is not just a database – 

it is a collaborator in shaping the boundaries of my legal inquiry. 
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3.3. Reflections on Access to Case-Law  

From a legal design perspective, the comparison between EUR-Lex, Curia and HUDOC 

suggested that the usability of legal databases depends not only on technical search features 

but also on the conceptual model embedded in their structure. A thematic, rights-based 

classificator invites a different type of engagement than a domain-based one, and this shapes 

the kinds of connections the researcher makes between cases. Working with both EUR-Lex, 

Curia and HUDOC has given an understanding of what “access to case-law” truly means in the 

context of legal research from the user’s perspective (Table 1). While both platforms are 

designed to facilitate access to case-law and judicial reasoning, the classificators and filter 

systems force the user’s path in a way that needs to be improved (Figure 12).  

Stage Actions Touchpoints Thoughts & 
Emotions 

Pain Points Solutions 

1. Problem 
Recognition 

Recognizes 
that it’s 
necessary to 
find or 
support a 
judicial 
position for a 
specific legal 
argument. 

Formulates 
the legal 
question. 

“I need to 
make sure 
there are 
judgments to 
support my 
position.”  

Doesn't 
always 
remember 
the exact 
names of 
cases or 
article 
numbers. 

Hints for 
formulating a 
search query. 

2. 
Information 
Search 

Find relevant 
cases on Curia 
or EUR-Lex, or 
HUDOC. 

Opens Curia 
website, uses 
the 
“Case-law 
search” form, 
tries 
searching by 
keywords, 
Treaty 
articles, case 
names or 
case 
numbers. 

“Why do I 
see the 
necessary 
filter?” / 
“The search 
system 
doesn’t 
understand 
context.”  

Complex 
filter 
structure, 
limited 
contextual 
search. 

Implementati
on of 
semantic 
search (by 
meaning), 
improved 
search UX, 
making filters 
more clear. 

3. 
Evaluation 
of 

Assess the 
relevance of 
the cases 

Opens 
several 
judgments, 

“I’m not sure 
if this case 
fits the 

There are no 
short 
summaries; 

Providing 
brief case 
summaries, 
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Alternatives found. scans their 
operative 
part (legal 
findings of 
the Court), 
summaries. 

factual 
context.”  

the texts of 
judgments 
are long. 

visual maps 
of legal 
issues, 
highlighting 
key 
fragments. 

4. Decision Select relevant 
cases and use 
them. 

Saves or 
copies links, 
makes notes, 
cites in a 
document. 

“Okay, this 
one works, 
but I want to 
find similar 
ones quickly.” 

 

There is no 
“related 
cases” 
function, or 
referral links 
to the 
previous 
judgments. 

Add 
functions 
“related 
cases”, “save 
search”, and 
quote export. 

5. Follow-up Complete the 
search and 
evaluate it. 

Saves PDF, 
closes tabs, 
and shares 
links with 
colleagues. 

"I spent too 
much time 
searching for 
three 
relevant 
cases." / "The 
interface is 
outdated, but 
there is no 
other 
choice."  

Irritation, 
cognitive 
overload, low 
satisfaction. 

Personalized 
interface 
(recent 
searches, 
smart 
recommenda
tions, 
learning 
mode). 

 
Table 1. User Journey on access to case law of international courts. 

  

 

 

Figure 12. Emotional Arc of the User Journey at Figure 11. 

The challenges of User Journey in Table 1 could be summarized as following research 

goals below:  
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RG1: The websites’ classifiers frame the user’s path. In EUR-Lex, access is organized 

through a domain-oriented classifier according to the EU areas of law. This creates a cognitive 

frame in which areas of law organise legal questions before the substantive content in the 

CJEU’s legal findings is even reached, especially in Curia. HUDOC, in contrast, begins with the list 

of human rights and then allows the researcher to explore the ECtHR’s legal findings through 

filters. These structural differences influence not only how information is retrieved but also how 

legal reasoning is interpreted. As a result, multi-dimensional classifiers that are flexible and 

allow switching from the rule of law to general ideas for search would be great for dynamic legal 

research. 

RG2: A wide search gives completeness but overwhelms; narrow filters risk missing 

relevant cases. The manual search process also highlighted a tension between 

comprehensiveness and efficiency. This is the challenge of filtering through large volumes of 

results. In some cases, the classifiers and filters helped reduce this cognitive load. In others, 

especially where my understanding of the legal question was still forming, the search process 

remained iterative and time-consuming. This experience reinforced the need for tools that do 

not simply store legal information but actively assist in shaping, refining, and summarising it. 

Access to case-law, in this sense, is not only about retrieving documents but also about 

accessing their essence - extracting the reasoning, context, and doctrinal value without losing 

the richness of the original text. It would be important to implement semantic search and 

natural language queries, enabling users to type questions in plain language, suggest synonyms, 

related legal terms, or landmark cases to make the search process flexible and easy.  

RG3: High cognitive load in navigating results and reliance on prior knowledge 

(“knowing what to search for”). The experience of manually navigating such platforms as 

EUR-Lex, Curia and HUDOC revealed both the affordances and the limitations of traditional legal 

databases. The affordances lie in the comprehensiveness and authoritativeness of the data: 

each platform is an official source, it holds an official, verified record of judicial decisions, with 

metadata. However, limitations are in the time and cognitive effort required to move from a 

broad legal category to the specific passages relevant to a given research question. Even with 

advanced filters, the process demands time and prior knowledge – knowing what to search for, 

how to narrow the dataset effectively, and when to switch between platforms. This reliance on 

existing mental models means that new researchers, or those approaching an unfamiliar legal 

question, may struggle to identify the most relevant case law. These 2 problems could be solved 

by smart previews that demonstrate key reasoning before opening the full text of the 

judgment.  
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RG4: Reading the full text of judgments is slow and demanding. Adding automated 

summarisation tools would show argument structures and legal findings in short form. 

Summaries should be linked back to the full text for transparency.  

As we see above, the case law of international courts creates inherent accessibility 

challenges for users. So, the challenges of user journey mentioned above in Table 1 presents a 

unique research opportunity to explore how legal design can address the accessibility 

challenges inherent in the CJEU's and other international courts’ case law.  

Despite the growing application of legal design principles, such as clarity, simplicity, and 

accessibility, in legal applications, their integration into the legal profession and court context, 

especially in combination with AI tools, remains limited. Hagan, describing the design of a 

better court regarding court forms, says that it is a super-specialized, “design-geek” topic [24]. 

This highlights the need to shift from an institutional perspective to a user-centered one, 

applying key visual and interaction design principles to reduce errors and ensure that legal 

professionals can access accurate and comprehensive information efficiently.  
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Chapter 4. Developing the AI Legal Research Assistant 

Based on conversations with former colleagues, legal professionals working with 

European case law, and auto-ethnographic reflections on my own experience as a legal 

researcher, and analysis of websites (EUR-Lex, Curia, HUDOC), I tried to formulate the difficulties 

of searching, comparing, and applying judicial reasoning. I tried to be non-judgmental, focusing 

on mapping frustrations and unmet needs rather than assuming predefined solutions.  

As a result, I formulated user persona (Table 2) to represent the ideal archetype of the 

legal researcher. The decision-making contexts and recurring pain points – such as information 

overload, fragmented search systems, and high cognitive load when reading multilingual 

judgments – were synthesized into a set of design requirements. This stage served to reframe 

the problem as an interaction challenge (legal research supported by HCI and UX): how can a 

system provide complex legal information in a better UX way?  

The way legal persons think looks like everything is a black box, while the outcome is 

very structured. The ideal persona for this prototype is a mid-career legal counselor working 

with job tasks on an international or transnational level. This persona is characterized by a high 

level of legal expertise, usually with an advanced academic background and practical experience 

in litigation, advisory roles, or compliance functions. The lawyer regularly engages with case law 

of the European Court of Justice and the European Court of Human Rights, which is not an 

abstract academic text, but a resource for drafting legal opinions and advising clients on the 

potential outcomes of proceedings. The ideal lawyer, therefore, requires tools that not only 

provide an efficient amount of case law but also support “meaningful” legal activities – that is, 

the interpretation, contextualization, and integration of judicial reasoning into professional 

texts.  

Table 2 describes the ideal persona’s background, Figure 51 represents the ideal 

persona’s description for the prototyped AI tool for lawyers. 

 

Name Dr. Sofia Richter 

Age 36 

Profession Legal counsel at the international organization 

Experience 10+ years, specializing in EU and international law 

Education Doctor of Law, University of Germany; completed an 

internship at the Court of Justice of the European Union 
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Quote “I know what I’m looking for - but the website makes it harder 

than it should be.” 

Needs Analyze the case law of the Court of Justice of the European 

Union to prepare a legal opinion, memorandum, or comparative 

analysis 

Challenges Works with a large volume of cases, often under deadlines; 

prefers accurate and relevant search results 

Opportunities Interactive AI assistant as an intermediary between the user 

and a complex database. Semantic understanding instead of textual 

search. Contextual summarization. Personalized workflow with 

history, preferences, and citations. 

 

Table 2. The persona’s background.  

 

Figure 51. The persona for the prototyped AI tool for lawyers.  

 
 

4.1. The Initial idea   

The objective was to create a tool that has the structured search capabilities of 

established databases while introducing an intelligent AI-helping that could reduce the time 
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required to reach substantive engagement with case-law. The core design principle was to offer 

the researcher multiple filtering options familiar from platforms such as EUR-Lex and HUDOC, 

combined with an AI-generated summary function capable of presenting the key facts, legal 

issues, and legal reasoning of a judgment in a short form. 

The initial sketching of ideas was created in Canva just to summarize the main criteria for 

better results of searching in case law databases of international courts. First, I sketched the 

idea of the website with a simple and intuitive interface (Figure 52) showing that the tool 

focuses the user's attention by searching a field for a dialogue with AI and the result of this 

search - the list of cases. Some filters based on area of law and protected rights as well as 

keywords were added as instruments to narrow the results of search. Later (Figures 52.1-52.3), 

the keywords were removed because search uses actual key phrases. Also, filters were 

developed helping to choose the court, the date (or period of time) and language. The principal 

idea that the result of the search looks like the list of cases remained unchanged.  

 

 

Figure 52. Sketching the initial low-fidelity prototype.  

 
63 

 



 

Figure 52.1. The wireframe of the AI tool. (1) An input text box where the user would 

search for the keywords of the case law. (2) Buttons that are additional filters to narrow the 

search. (3) The table shows the results of the search.  

 

Figure 52.2. Pop-up window of the AI tool.  

 
64 

 



 

Figure 52.3. Pop-up window of the AI tool: (1) The name of the case. (2) Short AI 

summary. (3) The official text of the judgement.  

In response to my reflections  from chapter 3.3, basically, RG1 (difficulties with 

multi-dimensional classifiers) and RG2 (reflection on search with possibility to ask questions), I 

have implemented a simple search function designed to handle plain-language queries, 

addressing situations where users may not know the parties’ names or other specific identifiers 

of a case. This feature aims to enhance accessibility and inclusivity in legal search. Furthermore, 

to respond to challenges identified in RG3 (high cognitive load in navigating results) and RG4 

(summarization of text to save time), I have designed a pop-up window that displays search 

results with clear and concise explanations of each case. This feature enables users to 

understand the key legal reasoning quickly, while preserving access to the complete text for 

deeper exploration.    

4.2. Technology review   

I tested no-code and low-code platforms for building a website for searching legal cases. 

No-code and low-code platforms were a logical choice given the research focus on usability and 

accessibility rather than technical implementation and my own background as a lawyer. These 

tools allowed rapid prototyping and iterative testing of search interfaces for legal case 

databases without requiring advanced programming skills. This approach made it possible to 

concentrate on user experience, information design, and interaction flow – core aspects of 

evaluating how legal professionals engage with digital case-law tools. Platforms were selected 

for their relevance to (i) rapid UI/UX prototyping, (ii) data integration and workflow automation, 

(iii) ability to incorporate AI or custom logic, and (iv) accessibility to non-developer researchers. 

For each platform, I summarise strengths, weaknesses, and indicative use-cases. Platforms 

tested in hands-on experiments are explicitly noted (Table 3). 
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Platform Type / Focus Strengths (relevant for 

legal design) 

Weaknesses / risks 

Replit Code + AI-assisted 
build environment 
that can generate 
apps/websites from 
natural language and 
run & deploy code. 
Good for 
prototype-to-produc
tive pipelines. 

Fast turn-from-idea to 
running prototype; 
integrated deployment; 
supports code when 
needed (so not 
locked-in); AI assistance 
speeds iteration. Good 
for 
researcher-developers 
who want more control. 

Autonomy of AI agents raises 
safety concerns (recent 
incidents show potential for 
destructive automated 
actions); requires careful 
sandboxing and testing before 
production. 

Udify AI / no-code AI 
tooling & 
automation offering 
tailored AI solutions 
and content 
automation; 
positions itself as an 
accessible AI toolkit 
for business 
workflows. 

Promising for integrating 
AI features (content 
generation, intelligent 
automation) without 
heavy infra investment; 
vendor claims rapid 
customization. 

Vendor maturity and 
documentation may vary; 
integration depth and limits 
depend on plan and APIs; 
independent reviews are more 
limited than for older 
platforms. 

Glide No-code PWA / 
mobile-like apps 
from spreadsheets 
from Google Sheets 
or databases quickly; 
good for simple 
workflows and 
demos. 

Extremely fast to go from 
data to usable app; good 
for user tests and small 
administrative tools. 

Limited customization; apps 
are PWAs (not full native 
apps); limited complex 
business logic. 

Zapier Automation / 
integrations – 
workflow 
automation between 

Great for stitching 
systems together (e.g., 
intake form → Airtable 

Complex orchestration can 
become brittle; not ideal for 
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services (trigger → 
action). 

→ Slack); low learning 
barrier. 

highly stateful or 
mission-critical logic. 

Table 3. Technology review.  

In general, these no-code tools greatly shorten iteration cycles for UI/UX testing and 

stakeholder demos but trade some control and portability – platforms that allow code (Replit, 

for example) reduce lock-in risk. Legal workflows depend on secure data handling, auditability 

and reliable integrations (case databases). Platforms like Replit (for custom integration code) are 

helpful complements.  

During the initial scanning phase, I have chosen platforms that (a) enable rapid 

prototyping for user-testing, (b) offer some AI assistance that speeds content and interaction 

design, and (c) provide a path to run and iterate custom logic when needed. 

● Udify9 appeared attractive as an approachable AI toolkit for business automation and 

content tasks; its focus on “tailored AI strategies” suggested it could be used to create 

AI-assisted user interfaces (for example, automated summaries of case law or guided 

intake flows). I therefore conducted initial experiments to validate how easy it is to 

connect prompts/agents to simple UI stubs and legal datasets.  

● Replit10 combines an editor, immediate deployment, and an AI agent that can generate 

app scaffolding from natural language. This makes it possible to go from idea → 

runnable prototype in a single environment; from a legal-design perspective, it reduces 

friction between design, iteration, and technical implementation. Because Replit also 

supports writing and running code, it offers an “escape hatch” when no-code constraints 

are reached. This flexibility was important for prototypes that need small custom 

integrations (e.g., anonymised case import scripts).  

I therefore shortlisted and tested both Udify and Replit in practice (see methods and 

results section for detailed notes on the experiments). The tests examined (i) time to first 

interactive prototype, (ii) ability to connect to sample data, (iii) ease of modifying generated 

behaviour, and (iv) safety/roll-back features (especially for Replit’s AI agent). On balance, both 

platforms showed high potential for the objectives of this thesis: Udify for rapid AI-driven 

content features, Replit for fast end-to-end prototyping with the option to extend by code. 

10 https://replit.com/  
9 https://udify.ai/ 
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However, the Replit tests also revealed concrete safety concerns that require human oversight 

and careful testing before any real or production data is used.  

4.3. Prototyping  

Platforms such as Udify provided a useful entry point but were limited in scope, 

essentially functioning as a better prompt around ChatGPT without enabling a more structured 

development process. This simplicity made Udify suitable for quick experimentation but 

insufficient for the needs of my project, which required modularity, persistence of code, and 

integration with external data sources. Platforms offering AI agents or code generation (Replit, 

various AI toolkits such as Udify/Dify) can speed prototype creation. However, they show that 

autonomous AI code agents can perform unsafe actions (deleting data, fabricating outputs), so 

rigorous sandboxing, human supervision, and test/rollback plans are necessary before any 

deployment. 

For example, Figure 53 showcases my initial prompt to test my idea.  

Prompt:  

<instruction> 

- Review the case law of the European Court of Justice related to migration law and rights of 

migrant workers from third countries and EU countries. 

- Provide a detailed analysis of the legal principles and precedents established in these cases. 

- Ensure that the output does not contain any xml tags. 

<input> 

- {{lawyer_name}}: The name of the experienced lawyer specialized in EU law and case law of 

the European Court of Justice. 

- {{specialization}}: The area of expertise in migration law and rights of migrant workers from 

third countries and EU countries. 

<output> 
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- Analyze the case law of the European Court of Justice on migration law and rights of migrant 

workers from third countries and EU countries. 

- Provide a comprehensive overview of the legal framework and key decisions in this area. 

``` 

Figure 53. The process of prompting in Udify.  

The model should focus on case law reasoning rather than purely descriptive 

summaries. The request to “provide a detailed analysis of the legal principles and precedents” 

was meant to elicit structured legal reasoning comparable to a professional legal memorandum. 

The placeholders {{lawyer_name}} and {{specialization}} were designed to test whether role 

conditioning (simulating the voice of a domain expert) could improve the precision and 

interpretive depth of responses. This reflects an emerging practice in prompt engineering, 

where assigning a professional persona (“experienced EU lawyer”) helps large language models 

adopt a more appropriate style and structure in the generated output. The section Output 
defines the expected form and scope of the response – a comprehensive overview combining 

both the legal framework and key ECJ decisions. Such guidance balances completeness with 

clarity, encouraging the system to provide a coherent synthesis rather than fragmented case 

summaries. This aligns with the project’s focus on designing clarity in legal information.  

The main problem here: I could not prompt all kinds of legal research - and in this case 

user’s path would be very limited -  while I was sure that I want to develop a tool which uses 

some AI features to make user’s path shorter and minimize the “distance” between initial 

research idea and outcome of the most relevant cases of international courts or one of them.  
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Figure 54. The first prototype in Udify.  
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Figure 55. The outcome of the prototype in Udify. The text is a good legal analysis for 

study purposes; it cites key decisions, but this result would not be enough for the real job task of 

a legal counsellor.  

The prototype developed in Udify, presented in Figure 54 and Figure 55, produced a 

well-structured and coherent legal analysis suitable for study purposes because it accurately 

summarized the main principles of EU migration law and cited several key CJEU decisions. The 

output demonstrated the model’s ability to synthesize complex legal information into an 

accessible narrative, making it useful for academic exploration and comparative analysis. 

However, the text remained descriptive rather than interpretative, lacking the depth of 

reasoning and contextual evaluation expected in professional legal advice, which are essential 

for applied legal counselling. Therefore, while the Udify result proved valuable as an educational 

or analytical aid, it was insufficient for real-world advisory or procedural work requiring precise 

legal interpretation and responsibility. 

Then, Replit was chosen because it is a more flexible and clearer instrument to create a 

prototype for an idea.  

At first, I decided to begin the prototyping process in Replit, because it provided an 

integrated environment for coding, testing, and deploying small applications. While my initial 

goal was simply to reproduce the prompt and observe the AI’s output, I soon discovered that 

Replit offered a wider range of practical instruments than I expected. Its real-time code 

execution, AI-assisted editing, and built-in data handling tools allowed for faster iterations and 

immediate visual feedback. These features made the process of refining prompts and adjusting 

logic far more interactive and transparent than in purely no-code tools. As a result, Replit 

evolved from a testing environment into a primary workspace, enabling more advanced 

experimentation with the structure and presentation of legal information. 

Replit occurs that this no-code platform combines the accessibility of a browser-based 

IDE with collaborative features and integrated deployment options. It allowed me to: 

● maintain a structured codebase rather than isolated prompts, 

● easily integrate and modify external resources such as case law datasets, and 

● test user experience designs in an environment closer to production settings. 

Thus, Replit was chosen as the primary platform for development, since it provided both 

the low-entry threshold necessary for rapid prototyping and the technical depth required for 

experimentation with legal design solutions. 
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These prototypes were intentionally simple, privileging iterative learning over technical 

completeness. Features such as structured search of case law, integration of metadata, and 

retrieval of comparative jurisprudence were tested in storyboard-like scenarios to simulate 

potential user interactions. 

 
4.4. Final Prototype  
 

 

Figure 56. The process of coding of the AI Legal Research Assistant.  
 

 The development of the AI agent in Replit began with adapting the previously designed 

prompt on ECJ case law into an interactive format that could generate, refine, and display legal 

analyses dynamically. The initial prompt instructed the agent to review and analyze the case law 

of the CJEU and the ECtHR related to migration law and the rights of migrant workers from third 

countries and EU Member States, ensuring clarity and citation of key decisions. I implemented 

the agent within Replit’s AI Workspace, which integrates a code editor, a console, and an output 

panel – allowing immediate interaction between natural language instructions and executable 

code. The editor was used to define the system role, input structure, and output logic; the 

console captured real-time model responses and errors; and the preview/output section 

displayed formatted text, serving as a prototype interface for users. 
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Throughout development, I iteratively tested how the agent handled task-specific 

prompts, adjusting its tone and depth to match the communication needs of different personas 

defined earlier in the study. For instance, the “Legal Adviser” persona required detailed 

doctrinal reasoning and precise references, while the “Policy Analyst” persona benefited from 

concise summaries and cross-case synthesis. The “Research Student” persona, on the other 

hand, used the agent as a study companion to retrieve and explain key CJEU judgments in plain 

language. Each persona’s interaction followed a slightly different sequence: advisers would 

begin with a specific query about a legal issue, policy analysts might start from a topic overview, 

and students typically used guided prompts to explore legal principles step by step. 

In Replit, these different use paths were simulated through input forms and parameter 

adjustments: by changing the instruction layer (system message) and temperature setting, the 

same model could alternate between analytical precision and interpretive breadth. The 

workflow thus consisted of defining the persona and task → running the prompt → reviewing 

and editing the generated text → and, if needed, refining the query for a second iteration. This 

process highlighted the flexibility of Replit’s environment, which supported both technical 

experimentation (through editable code) and user-centered design evaluation (through 

immediate feedback). Over time, the agent became not only a test for prompt design but also a 

conceptual prototype for how legal professionals and learners might interact with AI tools to 

access and interpret case law in more transparent, human-centered ways.  

 
Figure 57. The Visual Interface of the AI Legal Research Assistant.  
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Figure 58. Examples of applying filters of the AI Legal Research Assistant.  
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The filtering interface (Figure 58) was deliberately simple to minimise cognitive friction 

and to meet the requirements of the research ideas R1 and R3. Users could select from primary 

filter categories: court, date range, and legal topic, with an additional filter for language. The 

court filter allowed for searches limited to the Court of Justice of the European Union, the 

European Court of Human Rights, or all courts. The date range filter offered four fixed intervals 

– last year, last five years, last ten years, or all years – ensuring that even researchers without a 

precise date in mind could quickly focus on relevant temporal scopes. The legal topic filter 

reflected common research themes, including human rights, data protection, competition law, 

and employment law, with the option to search across all topics. The language filter provided 

access to materials in English, French, or German, reflecting the linguistic coverage most 

relevant to the intended user base. 

The main feature, and the innovation distinguishing this tool from conventional 

databases, was the AI Summary. Upon selecting a case from the filtered list, the assistant 

generated a short, structured summary covering the procedural history, relevant facts, legal 

issues, and the court’s reasoning. This summary aimed to support two complementary research 

behaviours: rapid triage, where the researcher determines whether a case merits deeper 

reading, and comparative analysis, where multiple case summaries can be read side-by-side to 

identify doctrinal trends. In general, AI here is “work in progress”, but it is an example of how 

advanced and user-friendly research could be. The goal to add such a feature as an AI summary 

is to connect to the goal of the R2 and R4 research ideas. 

In developing the prototype, I sought to integrate legal information retrieval with 

human-computer interaction principles, focusing on clarity, minimalism, and interpretive 

support. The design process involved translating familiar legal research patterns into a more 

responsive and interpretive interface. By including only a small set of carefully chosen filters, I 

reduced the risk of overwhelming the user, while the AI summary component addressed the 

persistent challenge of information overload by foregrounding the most salient elements of 

each case. 
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Figure 59. The interface of the deployed AI Legal Research Assistant.  
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Figure 60. Pop-up window with AI summary, official summary and full official text of the 

judgment.  

 

4.5. User Journey of Persona Based on Final Prototype 

In this section, a comparative user journey of a legal professional interacting with the 

legal databases is presented. The goal is to illustrate how legal practitioners currently navigate 

the process of searching, evaluating, and using case law, and to highlight the key usability 

challenges they encounter. 

Table 4 demonstrates typical pain points such as fragmented search, low discoverability 

of relevant cases, cognitive overload during evaluation, and the absence of personalised or 

contextual support of a legal adviser. The proposed AI-powered tool integrated into the same 

workflow shows how each pain point can be addressed through semantic search, automated 

summarisation, another approach to the filtering, and improved information structuring. This 

helps to reduce searching time, lower cognitive effort and enhance the user’s ability to  
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understand judicial reasoning. Figure 62 represents the emotional arc of the user’s journey after 

implementing the final prototype of an AI tool on a day-to-day work.  

Stage Pain Points AI-Assisted Solutions Expected Impact 

1. Problem 
Recognition 

Doesn't always 
remember the 
exact names of 
cases or article 
numbers. 

Natural-Language 
Interface - the ability to 
"ask a question like a 
colleague lawyer" 

Accelerating the start of 
research, reducing the 
cognitive load when 
formulating a question 

2. Information 
Search 

Complex filter 
structure, limited 
contextual search. 

Semantic Search Engine - 
search by meaning, not 
keywords. 
AI Filter Suggestions - 
the system offers filters 
by Court, date, language, 
and relevance. 

Improved search accuracy, 
reduced irrelevant results, 
more natural interaction. 

3. Evaluation 
of Alternatives 

There are no short 
summaries; the 
texts of judgments 
are long. 

Automated summaries 
(1-2 paragraphs) 
highlighting key facts and 
legal conclusions. 

Saving time when 
evaluating cases, improving 
understanding of the 
context and structure of the 
decision. 

4. Decision There is no 
“related cases” 
function, or 
referral links to the 
previous 
judgments, it is 
difficult to return 
to a previous 
search. 

Related Cases Finder - AI 
recommendations for 
similar cases. 
Citation Generator - 
automatic formatting of 
citations in the required 
style. 

More efficient work with 
results, creating 
ready-made citations and 
selections for reports or 
memoranda. 

5. Follow-up Irritation, cognitive 
overload, low 
satisfaction. 

Learning Profile - 
remembers search 
history and offers 
personalized 
recommendations. 

Increased satisfaction, 
adaptive interface, sense of 
control over the process. 

 
 Table 4. The Ideal Persona’s Journey with Final Prototype of AI Tool.  
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Figure 62. Emotional Arc of the Ideal Persona while Using the Final Prototype of AI Tool.  
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Chapter 5. User Evaluation 

To evaluate the prototype’s effectiveness, I conducted a user study involving 6 legal 

professionals with varied backgrounds in European and international law. Participants were 

invited to use the assistant in realistic research scenarios, such as identifying relevant cases on 

data protection within the last five years or comparing ECJ and ECHR jurisprudence on freedom 

of expression. The study followed a think-aloud protocol [20], where participants verbalised 

their reasoning, expectations, and frustrations as they navigated the interface. This approach 

allowed me to capture not only the functional adequacy of the tool but also its impact on the 

participants’ cognitive engagement with case-law. 
 
 5.1. Description of the User Study  

5.1.1. Objective 

This user study was to conduct a preliminary evaluation of interaction experience with 

the AI-based prototype developed to help in navigation through the case law of the CJEU and 

the ECtHR. The study focused on user perception, usability, and the perceived usefulness of the 

prototype, considering the principles of Legal Design and Human-Computer Interaction.  

5.1.2. User study goals 

The goal of this user study was to understand the following based on the research 

question RQ3 of the thesis: 

1. How intuitive and user-friendly is the prototype?  

2. Can the tool effectively summarize and structure complex legal materials? 

3. Is the tool perceived as more helpful for navigating case law than traditional platforms 

such as EUR-Lex and Curia?  

 

5.1.3. Ethical Considerations 

. Participation in the study was entirely voluntary. All participants were informed in advance 

about the purpose of the research, the nature of the prototype, and the approximate duration 

of the session. Each participant provided informed consent before taking part in the study.To 

ensure confidentiality, no personal identifiers were collected, and participants were referred to 

only by anonymised codes in all notes and analyses. The data gathered during the sessions – 

such as screen recordings, think-aloud transcripts, and written feedback – were used exclusively 

for academic research purposes and stored securely. Participants were free to withdraw from 

the study at any time without any consequence or need to provide justification. 
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The evaluation focused solely on user interaction with publicly available legal materials.  

5.1.4. Participants 

The study involved 6 volunteer participants, including: 

● 2 Legal practitioners (U1LP is the experienced lawyer, legal adviser in WTO, age 35, and 

U2LP is the experienced lawyer in business consultancy, age 43), 

● 2 Researchers in EU law (U1R is the researcher with Master diploma in EU Law, age 32, 

and U2R with PhD in International Law, age 40), 

● 2 Non-legal users with an interest in migration-related legal topics (U1NL is IT project 

manager, age 38, and U2NL is the journalist with experience in research including 

government bases, age 42). 

All participants were recruited from my personal and professional network. This 

approach was chosen due to time constraints and with the idea to build trust and rapport with 

participants. Also, this group introduced a potential bias, but it provided access to motivated 

participants with relevant expertise for early-stage usability testing. Both Legal practitioners 

(U1LP and U2LP), as well as Researchers in EU law (U1R and U2R) reported in the questionnaire 

that they work on a day-to-day basis with legal databases such as EUR-Lex, Curia, or HUDOC. 

5.1.5. Tasks and Procedure 
Participants were asked to perform three tasks using the prototype: 

1. Retrieve information about the migrant rights in the case law of the ECJ. 

2. Navigate to ECJ case law related to Article 39 TFEU. 

3. Compare the summary generated by the prototype with the original judgment. 

The prototype was assessed according to: 

● Usability (ease of interaction) by using the questionnaire 

● Efficiency (speed of access to relevant case law) 

● Clarity (how well the user understood the content) 

● Satisfaction (general user feedback) 

After the user study was conducted the users completed post-task questionnaire: 

1. Background questionnaire (Questions 1-3): Participants filled out a short survey about 

their professional experience, familiarity with EU law and prior experience with legal 

databases, such as EUR-Lex, Curia or HUDOC. 

2. Interaction with the prototype (Questions 4-7): Participants were given access to the 

Final Prototype designed and built using Replit. They were asked to use the prototype to 
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find and interpret information from a selected case study (e.g., evaluate the result of 

finden cases and their relation to migrant workers’ rights). 

3. Each session lasted 20-30 minutes and was conducted remotely via Zoom. Participants 

were encouraged to think aloud. All of them are busy professionals with very limited 

time to provide feedback, and I could not provide any compensation of losing their 

working time, so sessions were short.  

4. Feedback questionnaire (Questions 8-10): Participants completed 3 questions, one 

evaluating the clarity of the interface, one quality of the AI-generated summaries, and 

one overall usefulness of the tool. They could also leave open comments.  

Both questionnaires included Likert-scale questions and open-ended responses. The full 

questionnaire is included in Appendix 1. 

5.1.6. Tools 

● The prototype developed was hosted on Replit, using backend logic via Pipedream and 

OpenAI GPT-5. 

● The user study was distributed in a digital questionnaire format using Google Forms.  

Notes taken as well.  

● Data collection was fully anonymous, and no personal information was stored. 

5.1.7. Data Analysis 

● Quantitative data (Likert-scale responses) were aggregated and visualized in charts and 

tables at Google Forms. 

● Qualitative data (open responses) were analyzed using thematic coding to identify 

common feedback patterns. 

5.2. Results of the User Study 

The preliminary user study provided valuable insights into both the strengths and 

weaknesses of the AI-based prototype. 

5.2.1. Quantitative results of the User Study  

To complement the qualitative feedback, a short questionnaire with Likert-scale 

questions (4-7) was distributed among the six participants following their testing of the AI 

prototype (Annex I). The goal was to quantify their perception of usability, accuracy, clarity, and 

perceived usefulness compared to existing case law databases such as EUR-Lex and Curia 

primary and HUDOC as well.  

 

 Question Topic Notes from Think Aloud  Mean SD 
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Usability and Interaction 

Flow of the Interface 

(Question 4) 

“The navigation and layout of 

the tool were intuitive.” 3.8 0.7 

Clarity of AI Summaries 

(Question 5) 

“Summaries were clear and 

easy to follow.” 
4.1 0.6 

Usefulness for the Legal 

Research  

(Question 6) 

“The tool improves accessibility 

to case law.” 4.3 0.5 

Reliability  

(Question 7) 

“The tool provided trustworthy 

legal references, but 

terminological inaccuracies still 

occurs.” 

3.0 1.0 

 

Table 5. Quantitative results.  

Participants recognized the potential of the tool to improve accessibility and readability 

of CJEU and ECHR case law, reflected in the high scores for Usefulness (M = 4.3) and Clarity (M = 

4.1). However, Content Reliability (M = 3.0) received lower scores, indicating that the prototype 

still requires technical refinement to ensure trustworthy and comprehensive results. 

Participants consistently found that the interface offered a clearer structure and better 

readability than existing databases, even though the search precision was sometimes 

inconsistent. The right-side panel, for example, was seen as visually dominant but functionally 

underdeveloped – particularly its “Citations” feature, which some users found irrelevant to their 

role. That was noted by the think aloud method.  

Overall, the Likert-scale findings validate that the prototype achieved high perceived 

clarity and accessibility, key metrics for legal design evaluation. However, the accuracy gap 

between user expectations and system performance remains the principal barrier to real-world 

adoption. These results will guide the next iteration of design improvements, particularly 

regarding filter precision, contextual links, and terminological reliability. 

5.2.2. Qualitative Results of the User Study  

The qualitative analysis, based on the think aloud method and direct observation, 

offered important insights into the strengths and limitations of the prototype.  

Overall, participants recognized its potential to make the case law of the CJEU and the 

ECtHR more accessible and comprehensible, particularly for non-specialist audiences. However, 
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the interviews revealed several areas for improvement in terms of usability, content structure, 

and contextual accuracy. 

The legal practitioner (U1LP) noted that the right-side panel did not fully reflect the 

functions most relevant to users, as its most prominent feature – “citations” – was not essential 

for all audiences. Both U1LP, U2LP and U1R highlighted the need to refine filters and clearly 

distinguish between types of legal acts, such as Advocate General opinions, judgments, and 

decisions at different instances. They stressed that such differentiation is crucial for maintaining 

legal precision and ensuring users do not conflate distinct procedural stages. Additionally, both 

interviewees underlined the importance of improving search adequacy and accuracy, observing 

that the tool occasionally produced incomplete or inconsistent results. 

Titles Inconsistency: A recurring comment from LP concerned the inconsistency in how 

case titles were displayed. Short case names sometimes appeared only in the right panel and 

not in the main list of search results, which created confusion about whether the system had 

retrieved all relevant cases. The LP also suggested that the tool should include direct references 

to legal provisions, indicating which EU secondary law instruments (such as directives or 

regulations) were affected by the decision, and, where relevant, which national laws were 

influenced or modified as a result of CJEU jurisprudence. Both LP and R agreed that such 

contextual layers would significantly enhance the interpretive value of the tool, especially for 

professional users. 

Hallucinations: Accuracy of generated summaries was another issue raised by both 

interviewees. They observed that hallucinations and terminological inaccuracies could still occur 

in the AI-generated summaries, potentially leading to misleading interpretations. While they 

acknowledged the pedagogical usefulness of such outputs for study and exploration, they 

emphasized that this level of precision would not suffice for professional legal counselling. 

Despite these challenges, participants found several features highly effective. The 

“recent searches” panel was described by LP as “a very good and necessary feature”, 

highlighting its role in supporting continuity and efficiency during research sessions. Both LP and 

R also appreciated the clarity of the overall interface compared to EUR-Lex and Curia, describing 

it as less cluttered and more visually intuitive. 

Finally, interview participants expressed optimism about the prototype’s broader 

potential. They perceived it as a valuable educational and exploratory instrument that could 

bridge the gap between complex jurisprudence and user-friendly design. As LP noted, while the 

system still needs refinement to meet professional standards, its structure demonstrates how 
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legal design and AI tools can work together to democratize access to justice and legal 

knowledge. 

While participants recognized the potential of the tool in making the CJEU and the 

ECtHR case law more accessible, they also highlighted several areas requiring improvement. 

Here are their observations, summarized:  

1. Usability and Interaction Flow 

● Some users (U1LP and U1NL) struggled with the right-side panel, noting that its most 

prominent function (“citations”) was not relevant for all audiences. U1NL suggested 

more context-sensitive or customizable panel features. 

● The visibility of search results was considered by U2NL inconsistent: short case names 

appeared in the right panel but were missing in the main results list, which created 

confusion. 

● On the positive side, the “recent searches” panel was widely appreciated as a useful 

feature supporting efficiency and navigation by U1LP. 

 

2. Content Accuracy and Relevance 

● Concerns were raised regarding the adequacy and accuracy of search results. All users 

pointed out that the prototype sometimes produced incomplete or inaccurate matches. 

● In generated summaries, terminological precision was not always reliable, and users  

(U1R and U2R, as well as U1LP and U2LP) noted a risk of hallucinations (fabricated 

references or concepts). 

● Participants (U1LP and U2LP) emphasized the importance of clearly distinguishing 

between different types of legal acts (e.g., Advocate General opinions vs. Court 

judgments), and suggested adding filters to separate them. 

 

3. Legal Contextualization 

● Users (U2LP and U2NL) expressed interest in having direct references to affected 

provisions of EU primary law as well as secondary EU legislation (e.g., directives, 

regulations) discussed in the judgments. 

● Another recommendation by U2LP was to include indications of relevant national laws 

that were modified or influenced by CJEU jurisprudence. 

 

4. Strengths Identified 

● Compared to traditional platforms (EUR-Lex, curia.eu), the prototype was perceived as 

clearer and easier to navigate, particularly in presenting structured summaries by all 

users. 
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● The ability to access recent searches and view results in a more user-friendly interface 

was considered a step forward from existing tools by U1LP. 

 

5. Suggestions for Improvement 

● Refine filters to distinguish between case law layers (first instance, appeals, AG opinions) 

by U1R and U2R, U1LP and U2LP. 

● Improve search adequacy and precision, reducing irrelevant or incomplete outputs by 

all users. 

● Provide explicit links to legal provisions and secondary/national acts affected by U2LP 

and  U2NL. 

● Enhance summary reliability, especially regarding terminology by U2LP. 

● Reconsider interface hierarchy (e.g., de-emphasize “citations” if not relevant to all users) 

by U2LP, U1R and U2R. 
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Chapter 6. Discussion  

The current section focuses on what users’ paths mean in the broader context of legal 

design and AI-assisted legal research. The discussion draws connections between user 

experience, cognitive processes, and the legal reasoning practices that support the 

interpretation of case law. It also revisits the initial research questions to demonstrate how this 

study contributes to the understanding of engagement of legal professionals and researchers 

with AI tools in practice.  

6.1. RQ1: How does the author’s experience using traditional EU case law 

research tools (EUR-Lex, CURIA, etc.) reveal challenges and opportunities for 

improving legal research workflows? 

The experience with EUR-Lex, Curia, and HUDOC, as well as other traditional legal 

databases demonstrated that legal research is influenced by the availability of information, and 

current research is focused mostly on the path through which that information is accessed. The 

main challenge is that traditional tools rely on complex search logic and document-heavy 

interfaces that require the user to manually filter and validate large volumes of case law before 

legal analysis can begin [11]. Wide searches offer completeness but quickly become 

overwhelming; narrow filters risk excluding important cases. Moreover, in some cases the filter 

system prescribes that the user “should know the answer first”, e.g. knows the particular 

terminology of facts of the case – this is the second challenge.  

Traditional legal databases place a considerable cognitive burden on the legal researcher, 

who must constantly navigate between search results, e.g. judgments of the international court, 

and substantive reasoning in order to reconstruct the legal relevance of each funded case. And 

Sweller’s cognitive load theory support this – such environments impose a high cognitive load: 

the user must make substantial effort simply navigating the system before meaningful legal 

reasoning can begin [7].  

The autoethnographic observations confirm this as well: a large portion of the workflow 

is consumed by defining search parameters and manually validating each document’s relevance 

[41]. It also mirrors communication challenges described in visual law and legal UX research, 

where legal interfaces often reproduce expert-centric assumptions that burden non-expert or 

cross-disciplinary users. These challenges lead to the opportunities for improving legal research 

workflows.  

The legal design and legal UX literature consistently identifies excessive length, structural 

complexity, and linear presentation of legal texts as central barriers to effective access to legal 
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information, particularly in judicial contexts [47], [48], [74]. These works argue that legal 

systems frequently fail users not because of doctrinal complexity per se, but because 

information is organised around institutional and expert-centric logic rather than user needs 

and interpretive tasks [54], [78]. In response, the literature typically proposes two main 

strategies: the use of visualisation techniques or AI-tools as an additional support, mostly 

textual. While visualisation has proven effective in areas such as contracts, procedural guidance, 

and rights communication [74], its applicability to judicial decisions is limited, as judgments 

must preserve structure of a judicial document and precise citation [54]. Consequently, visual 

abstraction risks oversimplifying legal reasoning or disrupting its normative coherence. Within 

this constraint, AI-assisted summarisation is a more viable design intervention, as it allows 

reduction of cognitive load while maintaining links to primary sources. This approach directly 

informs the design choices explored in RQ2 and the development of the prototype evaluated in 

this study. 

Recent studies show that AI-tools for legal research can produce accurate summaries 

and can assist both expert and non-expert audiences [40], [50]. AI-driven summaries – 

especially when linked to specific sections of judgments – provide both efficiency and 

transparency. This aligns with empirical findings that augmented search tools reduce search 

friction and increase accuracy in legal information retrieval [50], especially when previews and 

summaries significantly improve comprehension and navigation in complex legal materials [51]. 

The fact that international courts already publish human-prepared press summaries means that 

hybrid human-AI workflows are at least feasible in current practice. Consistent with the 

literature, the autoethnography experience suggests that access to case law becomes more 

effective when the researcher has access to the essence of case law early in the workflow: 

identifying the core reasoning and the contextual background without being forced to read 

entire judgments line by line.  

6.2. RQ2: How can insights from the author’s research experience be 

translated into the design of an AI-assisted EU case law research prototype? 

The insights received through practice-based research directly informed the conceptual 

and functional design of the AI-assisted prototype. Consistent with HCI and legal design 

principles, the design process followed an iterative, human-centred logic: issues encountered 

during real research tasks were transformed into actionable design requirements [3], [8].  

First, the difficulty navigating large volumes of documents underscored the need for 

integrated summarisation as a core feature rather than an optional add-on. In line with 

information design literature, early access to concise, structured, and visually clear legal 
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information is an important tool for drawing attention to key information [16], as a result, it 

reduces extraneous cognitive load and supports more efficient interpretation. The final 

prototype therefore focuses on short and legally accurate summaries of judgments, reducing 

the time required to assess relevance and enabling earlier, more informed decision-making. This 

transforms the workflow from a process dominated by exhaustive, sequential reading to one 

centred on fast, informed triage and deeper engagement only with documents that matter [39]. 

Second, the challenges associated with finding and comparing cases across court 

systems motivated the inclusion of a unified interface that brings the CJEU and the ECtHR case 

law together. This reflects the reality of contemporary legal analysis, in which 

cross-jurisdictional reasoning is increasingly necessary but insufficiently supported by the 

existing websites of international courts. The attempt to integrate the two databases in practice 

demonstrated how AI-driven harmonisation – through common filters, categories, and AI 

summaries – can simplify comparative research that would otherwise require navigating 

separate platforms [34]. 

Third, the cognitive load experienced during the traditional workflow led to the decision 

to prioritise minimalistic design. By reducing the amount of textual information on the screen 

and presenting key procedural and substantive components through clean filtering and 

categorisation, the prototype helps the user focus on interpretation rather than navigation [19]. 

The evaluation indicated that this approach supports different types of users – legal 

practitioners, academic researchers, and non-legal users – highlighting the importance of 

flexibility and principles of legal design [2]. 

In sum, the autoethnographic insights were translated into a prototype that does not 

merely automate existing tasks but re-imagines the workflow. It brings together search, 

evaluation, and comprehension into a single integrated interaction model, demonstrating how 

AI and legal design can be used to bridge the gap between the availability of case law and its 

practical usability [2], [23]. Recent studies, such as iCourts Working Paper of Johan Lindholm 

and Henrik Palmer Olsen,  show that AI tools have the potential to streamline regulatory 

implementation, enhance legal oversight and compliance across jurisdictions [69]. 

6.3. RQ3: How do legal professionals interact with and perceive the 

AI-assisted EU case law research prototype in relation to their existing research 

practices? 

Our findings show that legal professionals who tested the prototype approached the 

AI-based legal tool with a dual mindset: they were both curious and cautious. On one hand, 
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they appreciate the efficiency gains from structured summaries, quick searches, and visual 

clarity – features that make the prototype more usable than traditional platforms such as 

EUR-Lex, Curia or HUDOC. On the other hand, their interaction remains highly evaluative: they 

continuously cross-check the AI’s outputs against authoritative sources, maintaining the 

interpretive rigor typical of legal reasoning.  

These issues reflect the broader cognitive tension identified in legal design literature - 

legal professionals require transparency in how AI constructs its summaries and 

recommendations [52], [69]. This finding aligns with theories of human-centered AI, which 

emphasize that usability in contexts, especially legal, is inseparable from trust – the ability of 

users to understand how a conclusion is reached [54]. 

The results indicate that legal design principles – particularly those emphasizing clarity, 

hierarchy, and transparency – can directly enhance the usability and interpretability of AI-driven 

legal interfaces [64]. The participants’ feedback supports the application of information design 

principles (e.g., better visual hierarchy, modular panels, role-based customization) and content 

design strategies (e.g., consistent terminology, contextual filters distinguishing types of acts). 

Moreover, trust comes from clarity of context: legal professionals expressed greater 

confidence in outputs that clearly referenced the underlying legal sources, including EU primary 

and secondary law and affected national legislation. Recent studies also underline that 

trustworthiness is crucial and suggest using RAG system for such AI tools [69]. In sum, the 

research supports the view that the integration of legal design can transform AI tools from 

simple assistants into collaborators, supporting the dialogical rather than deterministic model of 

human-AI interaction [74]. 

6.4. Moving Towards Broader Implications 

Across the three research questions, this study contributes an understanding of how EU 

case-law research workflows shape the realistic role and limitations of AI assistance. First, the 

autoethnographic analysis of traditional legal research tools (RQ1) shows that interface of these 

tools is largely text-centric rather than task-centric [47][48][70]. These findings refine existing 

descriptions of legal information search [67], showing that the difficulty faced by legal 

practitioners is not simply one of search inefficiency, but of a structural gap between the needs 

of doctrinal reasoning and the opportunities provided by current EU platforms. The design of 

the AI-assisted prototype (RQ2) demonstrates how human-AI collaboration can be re-configured 

to address the needs of legal researcher. While previous work on legal summaries or topic 

classification [50][51][68] primarily focuses on model performance, this study shows that 
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workflow alignment equally determines perceived usefulness. The prototype's emphasis on 

traceability, multilingual function, and easy-to-navigate explanations addresses concerns raised 

in debates about responsible innovation and value-based design [62][79]. 

Finally, a user study among lawyers (RQ3) reveals how legal practitioners build 

relationships of trust, authority, and responsibility when interacting with AI tools. Their 

responses partly contradict the optimistic visions of AI-enabled efficiency presented in EU 

institutional strategies [73] and in legal technology industry [49]. Participants did not primarily 

seek automated reasoning; instead, they requested support in contextualizing case relevance. 

These findings are consistent with criticisms that warn against “automation bias” and the risk of 

smoothing over legal nuances [52][61][66]. At the same time, the study extends usability 

research in legal contexts [75], [76] by showing that usability in law is inseparable from 

epistemic usability – whether a tool supports the interpretative commitments of the legal 

method. 

Taken together, this results in further broader implications. This study supports 

user-centered design approaches [74][78] and emphasize that cultural conservatism, noted in 

the literature [63][64], remains a greater obstacle than technological capabilities. These findings 

highlight that future tools must combine advances in LLM with design methods that consider 

accessibility [55] and the realities of multilingual legal systems [56]. For technology developers, 

this means creating systems that prioritize clarity over automation. For researchers, this work 

points to the need for transdisciplinary approaches that integrate HCI, legal methods, and 

governance perspectives [63][79], particularly in the context of evolving AI regulatory 

frameworks [82][83]. 

Any exploration of AI-based legal information systems must also be situated within the 

emerging European regulatory framework. The EU AI Act establishes principles of transparency, 

accountability, and reliability for AI systems, particularly in high-risk domains such as law [82], 

[83]. Legal professionals increasingly acknowledge that AI-generated outputs cannot be 

accepted uncritically; they must be cross-checked against primary sources, evaluated for 

doctrinal consistency, and interpreted within the appropriate jurisdictional and contextual 

boundaries [61], [66]. Even advanced commercial tools situated on market, which recently 

introduced case-law search functionalities, are not yet capable of supporting legal reasoning 

itself. 

6.5. Limitations and Future Work 
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When discussing digital technologies in law and justice, it is essential to acknowledge 

that judges and legal professionals remain the primary user groups for whom these tools are 

typically designed. At the same time, there are quite a few examples of  testing of AI models by 

legal professionals.  

Conrad and Zeleznikow, in a structured review of AI & Law publications, found that 

usability testing appeared in only 7% of evaluated applications [64]. Such findings indicate that 

the discipline traditionally privileged computational performance over human-centered 

evaluation. The evaluation of such systems has often relied on quantitative benchmarks, with 

human users included only sporadically. Recent studies suggest a shift toward greater user 

involvement. An informal review of articles published in 2023 shows that at least 30% of AI & 

Law applications now include some form of evaluation with human participants, ranging from 

expert feedback to assessments conducted in real-world settings with practitioners [63]. 

Nevertheless, the number of AI & Law systems that have transitioned from research prototypes 

into practical applications remains small [63]. Working with stakeholders from practice is 

essential to understand the real consequences of AI tools for judicial reasoning, organizational 

practices, and societal trust.  

This gap highlights a broader challenge noted in the literature on digital justice and the 

rule of law: technological efficiency must be balanced with transparency, accountability, and 

accessibility – core elements of the principle of open justice [52], [53], [54], [57]. As initiatives 

such as user-centred interfaces for EU law [70], or the CJEU’s AI Strategy [73] demonstrate, 

improving usability is essential not only for professionals but also for the wider public seeking 

meaningful access to legal information. AI-enabled legal interfaces should therefore be designed 

to support clarity and user comprehension, in line with broader design-for-law guidelines [74], 

[78], [79]. 

Preliminary findings of this research were presented at the International Conference on 

Legal Knowledge and Information Systems (JURIX 2026), a leading peer-reviewed venue in the 

field of AI and Law, at the workshop on the AI for Access to Justice, Dispute Resolution, and Data 

Access. 

The research presented as an early validation of the research problem and 

methodological approach, and as the study within ongoing debates on AI-assisted legal 

research, legal design, and human-AI interaction in judicial contexts. At this stage, the research 

was explicitly presented as exploratory and descriptive, reflecting the pilot nature of the study 

and the iterative logic of design-oriented HCI research. 
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Feedback received during the conference discussions informed the refinement of the 

research questions, highlighted the need for broader empirical engagement with legal 

professionals, and helped identify key directions for future data collection and prototype 

development. 

Taking into consideration these results, future research could continue the current study 

in several directions. First, it could be a basis for a larger-scale mixed-methods studies, including 

think-aloud protocols, interaction logs, microtask analysis, and validated usability metrics such 

as the SUS [81], to obtain more robust data on user behavior and system performance. 

Second, this research could lead to the implementation of long-term testing to observe 

how AI-based interfaces integrate into real workflows of legal professionals over time. This 

direction consistent with the third-wave HCI focus on situated practice [65]. 

Third, it could help to develop subsequent iterations using storyboards, wireframes, and 

low/medium-detail prototypes and evaluate them with technology experts. Features such as 

structured summaries, reasoning maps, argument visualization, and transparent search paths 

should be explored further in judicial contexts. 

Following these directions, future research could move beyond exploratory evaluation 

and toward a more rigorous, theoretically informed, and practice-based understanding of how 

AI-enabled interfaces can improve the accessibility, usability, and interpretability of 

international case law. 

 

 

 
95 

 



Conclusion 

This thesis examined how AI tools can support research in case law of international 

courts, situating the issue within the broader field of human-computer interaction (HCI). HCI 

reminds us that technologies are not neutral artifacts: they mediate behavior, shape 

interpretive practices, and influence what users pay attention to and how they make sense of 

information [65]. In the legal field, where audiences include judges, experts, civil servants, 

academics, legal practitioners, civil society, and sometimes the general public, this 

understanding is particularly important. Therefore, the development of AI-enabled legal 

information tools requires a balance between precision and clarity, transparency and 

inclusiveness. 

So, this master’s thesis originated from a designer-researcher perspective within 

international adjudication, with the hypothesis that barriers to accessing case law are as much 

about communication design as they are about doctrine or data. Working through legal design 

frames shifted focus from “better search” to “better journeys”: start from user goals, then 

layered machine-assisted summaries with citations. The literature confirmed this: 

access-to-justice research emphasises institutional design and user participation. At the same 

time, evaluating LLMs on legal tasks (using ChatGPT) allowed me to adjust expectations and 

identify the control mechanisms I propose (information provenance, error disclosure). RQ1 thus 

revealed that the main problems are not merely technical but deeply tied to design choices that 

shape how legal information can be understood, compared, and applied.  

The challenges identified in RQ1 lead to the development of a prototype focused on 

“improving interaction” rather than simply “improving search.” Drawing on legal design 

principles [74], [78], HCI concepts [65], and value-based design approaches [62], the prototype 

integrated structured summaries and document linking features to reduce the interpretation 

load. Working through iterative design phases – storyboarding, low-fidelity sketches, and 

controlled testing – demonstrated that AI can effectively support tasks such as rapid orientation, 

identifying key issues, and navigating relevant regulations. However, it also revealed that the 

results obtained using LLM require careful design, provenance control, and error handling 

mechanisms, consistent with emerging research on LLM in law [59], [68], [80]. 

Feedback from six user study participants confirmed both the promise and limitations of 

AI assistance in legal research. Participants praised the time savings, clarity-enhancing features, 

and the ability to understand a new case more quickly. However, they consistently resisted 

emphasizing the need for review and examination of primary sources. This contradiction 

reflects trends observed in empirical studies of AI implementation in jurisprudence [63] [69] 
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and confirms that AI currently accelerates the performance of certain tasks but does not replace 

human. Thus, user research validates the design direction while simultaneously mitigating 

expectations regarding automation: there is still need for review that shifts, rather than 

eliminates, cognitive effort.  

The key conclusion is that AI can significantly assist in the study of EU case law, but only 

if integrated into design strategies that prioritize user goals and still preserve human 

interpretive role. AI is changing the form of legal research, not its normative foundations. For 

the foreseeable future, human expertise will remain an indispensable tool for establishing 

connections between facts, doctrine, and institutional logic in a manner consistent with the 

standards of legal reasoning. 

This thesis makes several contributions to the fields of legal informatics, HCI, and legal 

design. It provides the autoethnographic approach of the working processes of researching case 

law of international courts – something rarely documented in the AI   and law literature, so it 

makes empirical contribution. Research formulates design principles for AI-assisted legal 

interfaces, drawing from principles of legal design and better access to justice. These principles 

offer actionable guidance for developers, courts, and policymakers. This thesis developed and 

evaluated a prototype that links structured AI-powered summaries and document search. In a 

field where few prototypes undergo real-world user testing, this represents a significant 

methodological contribution. The user study adds new insights into how legal professionals 

understand, trust, and verify AI-generated legal information. It highlights the verification burden 

and describes how AI shifts cognitive labour rather than replacing it. 

The findings of the research offer important recommendations for legal technology 

developers on design of their products based on hybrid workflows, for law firms and 

government agencies to develop validation protocols for AI-enabled research, for academic and 

judicial training institutions to teach AI literacy, critical approach, and human-AI collaboration, 

for policymakers to align design decisions with the goals of the AI   Act [82, 83], focusing on 

reliability, explainability, and accountability.  

Ultimately, this research argues that improving access to international case law requires 

more than just technological advancements, it requires a human-centered rethinking of how 

legal information is communicated, processed, and understood. Artificial intelligence, based on 

the real needs of users, can help bridge the gap between complex legal documents and its 

interpretation. However, the human factor remains at the heart of legal interpretation. The 

future lies not in replacing human reasoning, but in developing tools that make it clearer, more 

informed, and more accessible. 
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