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Artificial intelligence is currently having a difficult moment. Hardly a day goes by without headlines highlighting a new concern about AI. Consider just a few of the issues currently dominating public discussion.
· Corporate leaders are investing billions in AI while simultaneously announcing layoffs, fueling fears about job displacement and economic insecurity.
· Communities across the country are opposing the construction of new data centers due to concerns about their massive consumption of water and electricity.
· Educators and researchers worry that AI has weakened students' critical thinking and problem-solving skills by making information and answers available almost instantaneously.
· Privacy advocates warn that AI enables governments, employers, and corporations to monitor individuals more closely than ever before, raising concerns about the emergence of a surveillance society.
· Others fear that AI-generated videos, voices, images, and documents have become so convincing that distinguishing fact from fabrication is almost impossible. As a result, AI may undermine trust in elections, journalism, and public institutions.
These concerns are real and deserve careful consideration, yet they often overshadow the remarkable accomplishments AI has already achieved. Consider just these three examples.
· Google's DeepMind developed an AI system that analyzes mammogram images that, in some cases, have detected breast cancer earlier and more accurately than expert radiologists, reducing both false positive and false negative results.
· AI-powered wildfire detection systems now analyze live camera feeds, satellite imagery, weather data, and vegetation conditions to identify wildfire smoke within minutes. This saves valuable time for emergency first responders and ends up protecting lives and property.
· Arizona State University has implemented AI-powered educational tools that provide personalized learning experiences through conversational tutors, simulated learning environments, and on-demand academic support.
AI is also becoming increasingly embedded in court operations. It can summarize documents, draft reports, assist in legal research, identify patterns within large data sets, and automate a wide range of administrative tasks. Even courts that have not formally adopted AI are likely employing staff who are already experimenting with these tools in their day-to-day work.
This reality raises a number of difficult questions. As with many technological revolutions, the central challenge is not simply deciding what AI can do. The central challenge may be deciding what AI should do. How much responsibility should be delegated to algorithms? Where must human judgment remain indispensable? And how can courts strike the proper balance between innovation, efficiency, fairness, and accountability?
I'm Pete Kiefer, and welcome to the Court Leaders Advantage podcast series. This month, we're going to continue to explore the growing role of artificial intelligence in the courts. As always, our goal is not to provide definitive answers, but rather to encourage thoughtful discussion about one of the most significant issues confronting the justice system today.
Here to discuss these difficult questions are:
TJ BeMent Court Administrator for the 10th Judicial Administrative District in Athens, Georgia; 
Rick Pierce Judicial Programs Administrator for the Administrative Office of the Courts in Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania
Karl Thoennes Court Administrator for the Second Judicial Circuit Court in Sioux Falls, South Dakota
Creadell Webb Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Officer for the First Judicial District of Pennsylvania in Philadelphia.
Thank you all for joining today's podcast episode.
[4 Minutes 41 Seconds] 
Companies are announcing layoffs while simultaneously investing heavily in AI Are the corporate titans who are painting such a rosy employment picture deluding themselves? Or are the true positive effects of AI just not been seen yet?

[Creadell Webb]
I think the answer is time will tell, but I am optimistic, and I think there's going to be trial and error. These companies have to see what's going to work and what's not working.
Thinking about AI, we're not replacing human beings. There are several models of AI. You think about one is human in the loop, which is the model that I like the best. If the human is in the loop, then that means the human is doing a lot of the work and the AI is doing, maybe 50/50. I don't think there's a complete formula.
Then there's the human on the loop. That's when the AI is doing most of the work, but you have that human being auditing, double-checking, ensuring that the system is doing what it needs to do. 
Human out of the loop is the type of AI that scares me because it's AI doing everything by itself, and I think this is where we see Gen Z having some of the biggest problems with trusting artificial intelligence.
Students have seen AI make basic mistakes. I know there was one graduation where they used AI with human-out-of-the-loop just for the AI to say student names as they were graduating. For some reason, it did not say all of the students' names, so you can imagine they're highly disappointed. If they're saying, "You can't even say my name as I'm graduating, how can you be a useful tool for me at work?"
Now, AI is going to be ever-evolving. Companies are going to be trying different things. And so, I think we should be optimistic and give it a chance, but I could also understand why Gen Z is looking at this and saying, "Wait a minute. Not so fast," and we're a bit skeptical.
[Rick Pierce]
I think both statements can be true and correct at the same time regarding whether the CEOs are painting too rosy a picture and deluding themselves and ignoring perhaps the warning signs of what AI can do. What Creadell just referred to about AI without human involvement and without human oversight.

I do think there are positive effects. It makes me recall, I'm going to show my age here, two very successful television and film series that came out in the '80s and '90s: Star Trek and Terminator. You probably understand what I'm getting at here. Star Trek being the one that, where you see the benefits of artificial intelligence and how it is put to work for the benefit of human beings. Terminator, the one to actually terminate human beings, maybe not necessarily extinguishing life, but obviously extinguishing perhaps professions. I think it's difficult to straddle this line even though both can happen.

To me, the hypocrisy and the juxtaposition can really be astounding. As a society, and to an extent as a human race, just become infatuated with speed and access to information. And although I'm referring a little bit to other technologies here in addition to AI, we are, after all, living in the information age. But this infatuation for information and speed does come at a cost. I think in the legal field in particular, technological advancements have impacted lots of different professions, and in some cases either drastically altered them or even eliminated them.

We'll start with court reporting. That has been severely impacted. This impact of these advancements started a few decades ago, but these ramifications continue to be felt throughout the profession, across the country to this day, because you'll see fewer and fewer schools whether it's a community college or a four-year school, offer any kind of degree in court reporting or court recording. We may also see the elimination of other recording preparing or recording keeping positions in our courts. Certainly there are less jobs available and less people devoting time and education efforts to become court clerks, paralegals, transcriptionists. These advancements may not have initially incorporated the AI at the start, but they do now.

[9 Minutes 31 Seconds]
One thing Jensen Huang said during his commencement speech was that professionals who learn, know, and use AI will be at a huge advantage over those who do not. On the other hand, courts, being traditionally conservative, are slow to adopt any new technology. AI appears to be no exception. What responsibility do courts have to offer AI training even if the courts themselves do not see an immediate benefit?

[TJ BeMent]
In thinking of this question, the training really comes down, I think, initially, and Rick alluded it to as well, what are the tools that we want to allow, at least for now, knowing that the industry and the availability of tools and what tools can do we'll be able to do is going to continue to evolve, and training. That training may initially start out with the guide rails of, “don't use these tools to do these things, or don't use these types of court data in these types of tools.”

I think really setting up the parameters, but giving some space to do that. I'm going to reference a little bit, I happened to listen to a webinar the other day put on by the Kotter Group the management gurus out there. They had the author of the book TheAI-Driven Leader on there. His name is Geoff Woods. He talks about AI obviously from the business perspective, but his approach is, there's a lot of power in AI to increase the pace at which you can do decision-making, but also to just make yourself more productive. He gave the example of just using, basic tools like ChatGPT, or  Claude, or Copilot to bring insight into a conversation, to bring documents together, to bring thoughts together, to make somebody more productive, to say, "Hey, I was going to give you this memo to work on these things." Somebody would normally take three or four hours to do it. If AI can give them a jumpstart on that. Again, to Creadell's point, with the human still very much in the loop. They can knock that work out in two hours, I've now boosted their productivity for that four-hour period by 100%. Now, does that mean they get to goof off and do nothing for those other two hours? Well, that's a management and a supervisory issue that we're going to have to deal with, but it is something that we can channel that and encourage some of that kind of behavior to do it for good.

I will close this sort of thought by this. We recognize, or at least I think we recognize, that the work of the courts is not getting easier. The cases that we are working on, the amount of documentation that is coming into them is more complex, and it is more voluminous, in addition to just the sheer volume of new cases coming in, increases in caseload. But the number of staff that we have at the courts is not increasing at a pace, in lockstep with that. I think if we can utilize some of these tools to free up some of the more mundane tasks, when the initial documentation comes in, re-keying everything into our case management systems, or running some of the reports and having to run those reports manually and some of those things. If we can free up some of that time, it allows us maybe not necessarily to keep up with the volume and complexity of our caseload, but it allows us to not get further behind and get into an increasingly amount of, back orders and delayed processing and whatnot.

I think we've got some opportunities, and we've got to look for those opportunities, to sort of harness some of those tools to, if not speed us up, to at least make the, X amount of us that are present in any given court organization boost us to 110% or 120%. Because I think that's going to bring back a little bit of that work-life balance that we're not feeling inundated, and we're also feeling that we're using tools that are being used in the right way, again, with those guide rails and some training in place.

[Creadell Webb]
I would agree 100%. We have to have those guardrails in place. We have to have that training because people are not familiar with this technology. They don't know what it can do. You think about all of the possibilities with AI. We know when we're watching videos online, sometimes we can't even tell is this real or is this AI? AI can make songs. It can do so much, and I think just this lack of understanding about AI is part of the problem.

When we're thinking about the issues that come into our courthouses, some people may think, "Oh, great. I can just feed this to the AI system and it'll be perfect." And others are going, "Wait, we don't trust this. AI hallucinates. It's going to make it hard for us."

There's so much information going on about artificial intelligence that I think education is going to be key because, let's say if our courts decide that we don't want to educate our staff and we just ignore AI, well, it's being built into so many systems. I don't know the last time you've done a Google search, but sometimes it's doing a Google search, and other times it's in AI mode and AI is answering. You no longer have to go to the specific site to say I'm using AI. It's being built into our general tools. It's in Microsoft. It's inevitable that we have to learn about artificial intelligence, its limitations, and what it can do. I think that's just going to benefit the courts, and it's also going to benefit the staff. They'll be more comfortable.

15 Minutes 31 Seconds]
Could we eventually see a growing tension between the seductive efficiency of AI and the perception of fairness of courts that are often overwhelmed with backlogs, staffing shortages, and funding problems?

[Rick Pierce]
I would say I'm going to take my answer and use the position of, looking at it from the primary objective and mission for all courts. In addition to what we do, we also want to instill the public's trust and confidence in what we do. I'm going to bring back in our, what I would say is maybe our founding father in this profession or at least one of the giants in this profession, and that's Ernie Friesen. I was watching a video that was recorded several years ago, but it was still very poignant. He's talking about the eight purposes of courts, something that I look at in my office. I have it on my wall. Every day I look at that and centers me, I find, as to what my purpose is in the overall mission of our court. But anyway, getting back to what Ernie talks about a lot when he was meeting with the judges and administrators to come up with what is really the purpose of our courts.

He started out with the first one, which is to do individual justice in individual cases, and he really broke it down as separating individual and justice. Now, individual is very important, but for the purpose of time, I'm just going to focus on the word justice. What he talked about is, and what they all came to the conclusion, is that there is a variable here and a resource that is very scarce, but it has a direct impact, adversely most times unfortunately, but in sometimes it's in a positive nature to justice, and that variable or resource is time. I thought it very interesting that when we're talking about, to answer your question in relation to the public's trust, and the possible rub here, with AI and the, the backlog that we're all suffering in, as, Americans we want finality to our disputes.

You know, we may not always like the decision, in fact strongly disagree at times, but we despise the uncertainty of an undecided event, the no decision, the lack of finality. Heck, in this country we forced the NHL to do away with ties and adopted a ridiculous skills competition of a shootout to force a winner and a loser. We like winners, and we like those who give it all but they sometimes come up short. In other words, we like triers. But we as Americans really dislike ties, and we really dislike no decisions, no action taken.

What Ernie was talking about is that the time, if it's used properly, will enhance justice. But often it is not used to its fullest extent, and that can destroy the purposes of courts. I think that's the point here is to say the purposes of courts and how justice is, is they're intertwined with time. If time is saved or spent wastefully, the impact on justice is significant, positively or negatively. I think AI can preserve or enhance justice if time is saved and properly used. How do you weigh that though? Because our obsession or at least a valued property, priority on speed and finality has and will continue to outweigh any AI mistakes from the general public in our external stakeholders, in my opinion. 

With AI, I believe there are only winners, and the court stakeholders, they win for the reason I just stated. They have finality, and they have justice. Generally, it's not justice delayed is justice denied because the likelihood that if, applied properly, that justice will be rendered quickly. The courts will win because, to some extent, this is the mission that's been defined by not only the Founding Fathers of this country. When we go all the way back to when rule of law was first established. It's been re-envisioned by today's leaders and followers based upon the technology that's out there. Maybe I'm coming at it a little Pollyannish, but I do think that there's a possibility we can have both winners.

Here again, harking back to what, TJ said earlier, as well as Cordell, we need guide rails and that are constantly modified. Yes, we're not moving goalposts, we're moving guardrails. There is a difference there. I think that also is making sure that we focus a lot on AI where the human is involved and the human has the oversight of AI rather than AI operating independently

[Karl Thoennes]
In my mind, this question be reduced to is, AI going to help us dig out of the backlogs? Is AI going to help us meet those expectations? I think the expectations of the courts are so broad and fluid and evolving that I don't think any court employee has to be worried that AI is going to take a court employee's job. In other sectors, sure. If I worked for Cisco, or if I worked for Google, or I worked for Amazon, the applications that lend itself to technological development like that's one thing. But I think the expectations on the courts are so high that if we're able to gain any advantage as a result of the use of AI, we'll immediately shift to meeting other pressures.

I think, for example during COVID, we really bumped up our online access features. Like a lot of court systems, we rapidly increased our video access. We drastically improved our online payment system. 

We do a lot of analytics on traffic tracking through the courthouse front doors. We have about 2,000 people a day on some days come through the courthouse front doors. We've tracked that traffic over the last few years Before COVID and all those developments, about 2,000 people came through the doors. Meanwhile, we had thousands of people come to this metro area every year. And our caseload rises every single year. And here, six years later from when COVID really broke out, we're still doing 2,000 people through the door.

Now, here's the thing. All that technological development, now some of it is, is sort of mechanical programming not necessarily AI. I want to keep that distinction in mind that we're not necessarily talking about AI, we're talking about technological advancements in general. It's allowed us to maintain that traffic, to manage that traffic to keep it flat, in other words. It gave us that advantage. Who knows what that traffic through the front door would be if we hadn't been able to do all that technological development.

In my mind, when it comes to AI applications in the courts, it may give us that advantage. In other words, it may help us to continue to tread water. It may help us meet conflicting demands, new demands, evolutions in demands on the courts. As I said, I don't think any court employee needs to be worried that AI is going to cause court employee layoffs. I think that's just the nature of our branch of government given the demands on the courts.

When you talk, though, about whether applications of AI in the courts, are going to strain that public trust and confidence, strain the sense of fairness. I'm aware of and probably maybe others on this panel, may recall there are some jurisdictions that have done alternative dispute resolutions, AI mediation. The surveys, as I recall, were surprisingly positive to me. In other words, the participants were pretty happy with the outcome. It was relatively quick. It got good reviews.

I was a little surprised, now, granted, those are financial transactions or commercial disputes, those sorts of things, so it may lend itself to that sort of thing a little more easily. But I still and maybe it's just my generational attitude, but I still doubt that any member of the public is going to think or have confidence in or prefer an algorithm in a data center in Washington State would be fairer and better at determining who gets my kids than a human on the bench. So yeah, there may be some court activities that lend itself to AI and will accelerate time to disposition and all those things we think about and worry about. But on, on the higher stakes stuff, it's difficult for me to imagine the public would have more faith and confidence in an algorithm than in us.

I talk about high-level stuff, losing kids, termination of parental rights, even something as, I don't want to say lower level, because it's critically important to the people involved, the loss of a driver's license, as we all know, can cause all kinds of life disruptions. Jobs, inability to pay your mortgage, you lose your house.

I mean, that cascade effect that we so often talk about, on relatively, what,  I hesitate to use this phrase, but for expediency for the moment, lower level things like losing a driver's license for some period of time. Even things like that, would I want to concede that to an algorithm in a data center somewhere? Boy, I wouldn't.

It's difficult for me to imagine even contemporaries, even, TJ early on in the call mentioned generational shifts and how people think about the use of AI and how they rely on it. I know my teenagers will often say, "Is that real or is that AI? Has Alexa lost her mind? Is that a real video or is that fake?"

I am so reassured when I hear them say that because to me, that's a signal that they recognize that distinction that isn't always in my head. That sort of distinction in their heads, what TJ talked about, shifting attitudes, and in some ways, a higher level of sophistication with contemporaries on AI and what they're fed reassures me that 10, 20 years from now, I think probably our citizens, the public that we serve will still have a higher faith in the humans in the court behind the court's counter than an algorithm in Atlanta.

[27 Minutes 26 Seconds]
It sounds like most of the advice we in the courts give to self-represented litigants revolves around saying, "Be very careful of websites that assist in preparing court documents." Now, we know these litigants are going to access these tools anyway. We know that there are also ways to check for hallucinations and misinformation Shouldn't we be teaching litigants how to guard against these problems rather than giving them general non-specific warnings?

[Rick Pierce]
 I agree with you, Peter. I definitely think we should be doing that. Now, whether we're qualified or someone is qualified to do that might be a question that needs to be answered on each jurisdiction's basis. But I agree, we definitely should be giving some type of instruction, guidance some type of support. Now, obviously it's not, you're not being an advocate for the individual. What you're doing is instructing them as to say, "This is, these are things." We do this, the courts that I think operate most efficiently when providing procedural information for self-represented litigants where they do.

They don't become an advocate, but they provide them with all the materials that are required, the forms, the, maybe it's a document assembly and how they prepare the pleadings To make it as, as easy as possible for the litigant as well as for the jurists and the opposing counsel, opposing parties who have to read these pleadings and view them, and then debate their merits, I think that's what we should be doing.

I know that it's difficult for courts to cross that fine line, but just to say in what your scenario there is, just stay away from these websites, that's not enough. Like you just said, they're going to go to these websites anyway. It's a matter of not only providing that cautionary tale about what they may encounter, but also providing them in addition to saying, "This is what you can't do or what you shouldn't do, but here are some options of what you could do to make sure that your pleadings are they're true and correct and they're not. You're not misleading the court or you're not misrepresenting yourself," in other words.

[TJ BeMent]
 When I saw just the other day, I think it was Florida, just modified its state bar rules to have a rule that now requires, I think on the pleadings, an acknowledgment at least by the bar members to say, "All citations contained herein have been determined to be true and accurate," or something like that. Basically, I didn't rely solely on AI to write this motion or whatever to the court, and if I did, I've gone in and checked those citations to make sure they're accurate.

That, that's one thing if you have a somewhat self-policing profession such as the practice of law. But to your point, Pete, when we're talking about these pro-se filers, I don't think that applies to them. I was with clerks, throughout my district, about a week or so ago for their quarterly meeting.  I mentioned to them we've got a new AI subcommittee that's talking about these things to give guidance to judges in our courts, et cetera. Like most states are going through right now, the utterance of those two letters got all the clerks in the room saying, "Wow, oh my God." Because I said, "Hey, if you've got a story that we can relay to the committee that's illustrative of what's going on." And, almost to a person they almost said, "Yeah, I'm sure, we see it all the time." And they do, because they're the ones on the ground.

One of them was telling me when we were sitting there that somebody came up, to the counter and had an issue, and the clerk tried to do the song and dance of I can't give legal advice, but I can give legal information, and tried to suggest to the individual, "What you've got going on in your case, can get really complicated. You might want to go see an attorney so that they can help represent you." And she said the individual looked at her right in the eye and said I already got an attorney. It's called ChatGPT. Right there on the spot said, "That, that's what I'm relying on."

To that point I've looked at a couple of cases that are just chumming up the works in a couple of my courts with a couple of pro-se filers that just keep moving and moving and moving. And I took a couple of their filings and ran it through one of those AI detections, and in one of them, it was 80+% likely, AI generated. Same thing in some of the others, 70% and higher.

What we're seeing in these is that it's making a lot of these pro-se cases that much more complex because now our judges and their staff attorneys and law clerks, they're having to go down every rabbit hole that these motions are generating. And that's taking up judicial time and resources. And again, no offense to pro-se filers. They absolutely deserve their day in court and their opportunity to be heard. But before they were making it in plain speak, and they were saying, "Here's our issue." And then the court kind of said, "Is this a pathway that's appropriate?"

Now the person says, "Here's what I want to be done," and AI's telling them all the things that it thinks is helping them answer that question and it may not be accurate case law, it may be legal conundrums that don't exist, or misreads of the holdings of cases, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera. Now the court is having to expend all those resources trying to figure that out. Opposing counsel is sometimes racking up the bills for their client trying to sort that all out. And that, I think is where, again, governance and some conversation of if we're going to have a rule that applies to attorneys, we probably need something or at least some notice to the pro-se filers that says, "Look, if you're putting stuff out there you better be sure it's accurate."

[Rick Pierce]
What kind of recourse do the courts have when a self-represented litigant files a pleading using AI that has inaccuracies, hallucinations, those kinds of things? What recourse do we have? Are there sanctions that can be levied? They can't just bar them. Can't just bar them.

[TJ BeMent]
If there's counsel on the opposing side, they can go after and get attorney's fees. My worry is that's going to happen, and I'm sure it probably already is happening. Then you have a pro-se filer that now has this bulldog of an attorney after them to get these attorney's fees, and rightfully so. Then is that going to become its own thing, and they're going to appeal it. It's not like you can have bad advice of counsel as their defense. 

[Rick Pierce]
Maybe we could always go back to the simple argument we've always used and say, "Well, this is why you need counsel to represent you." But TJ's absolutely right. That is a great concern because it can have effects on both ends where you can have a self-represented litigant who in a sense, abuses the legal system by using AI and in the sense that they've created these hallucinations for their argument, and gives the court a lot of consternation as well as the opposing counsel. But then you'll have opposing counsel that might also be petitioning for some type of sanction or some type of legal fees be paid by opposing side. And in a sense, these are all going to be appellate issues, and it could end up then clogging up our appellate courts, too, and making life difficult for them.

[TJ BeMent]
But I do have to say, in the grand scheme of things though, if AI in its various different incarnations out there is opening up justice for especially pro-se filers and increasing their ability to access the courts and have their opportunity to be heard in a way that's more meaningful, then that's to be applauded. And I think it's trying to find that right balance between the two of, hey, if this is letting people be heard, great, but if it's doing bad things, not so good, where's the happy middle ground? And I don't think that we've found that yet.

[Creadell Webb]
I think when it comes to courts, we are neutral. And so when you think about litigants coming in,  we are to provide legal information and not legal advice. It does make sense that we would give a warning, but I think to give a training on how to use AI, that's a slippery slope because, let's say, okay, now I got this training from the court, and then this is what AI told me is my legal advice, does that become the court's fault? What is the liability? What I think, as courts, we could do is potentially lead individuals to where they can go. You're coming in, you're unrepresented,  you're using AI as a self-help tool. You have to use any self-help tool responsibly, even when it comes to using a law library. If I were to tell a self-help litigant, "Hey, here's the law library or here's community legal services. Here are the many resources that you could use,"I still would try to do it in a way that I'm giving legal information. I wouldn't want to go so deep and to tell them exactly how to use that library or how to use that legal services organization. I think it's going to be helpful for those groups potentially to do that and to assist. I do think that we should provide some warning  because what we don't want self-represented litigants to do is to go out and to just use something  without knowing that information may not be accurate. Courts as being neutral, we have to make sure that we are not going too far down that rabbit hole of getting involved into individual cases. 
So I see why we take that caution instead of providing that level of education because I think that's more for the role of an advocacy group than it would be for a neutral court.

[Karl Thoennes]
I think Creadell is right. The difficulty or the challenge here is even if we wanted to stay neutral, even if we wanted to just relay information, where's the boundary? For example, I can think of some bullet points that we tell the public. If you're going to use ChatGPT to draft your legal filing, make sure the citations that it gives you actually exist. Make sure that the cases aren't fictional. Make sure when ChatGPT drafts something for you that it actually complies with local law.

I don't know that's all that helpful because, okay, if I tell a litigant, for example, "Make sure your citations actually exist," how is the litigant going to know? How are they going to know to verify that? Back in the olden days, attorneys would, what they call shepherdize citations. The average pro-se litigant's not going to know that. Not only that term, but just that whole process. We might be able to give them sort of high-level bullet points about cautionary tips. First, I don't know how that's very useful to the public, and second, I don't know that's helpful to them or they  that gets them really anywhere. It's the same topic or the same point that crosses my mind in our last podcast, and that's, okay, ChatGPT will draft something for you, but it doesn't tell you really in any useful, constructive way, in the way that an attorney would give you advice, should you do this? Okay,  here's the draft filing. It may or may not be applicable under local law. It may or may not comply with court requirements in your jurisdiction. The citations may be fictional or not but aside from all of those sort of mechanical cautionary things, it's not going to tell you whether that's a good idea,  whether that's really something you ought to do,  whether it, it makes rational, practical sense and a judge is likely to accept your argument.

I keep going back to this is sort of an esoteric legal thing but in, case law there's something called a Korth filing, make an argument that the attorney doesn't believe has actual legal merit, but the attorney has an ethical and client obligation to advance the argument at his client's direction.  They draft what's called a Korth brief.

I tend to think of AI the same way. It will draft your brief, but that doesn't necessarily mean that what it drafts for you is a reasonable, sensible thing to actually submit to the court and ask a judge to approve. I have so much difficulty with the idea of trying to guide a defendant in how to use AI when it's so complex, it can be so difficult. And I'm not sure it serves the litigants very well at all.

[Creadell Webb]
Karl, to your point, you're making me wonder if the litigants are hearing all this from the court, maybe they start to feel a false sense of hope. Well, if the court is telling me this is the way to do it, then the judge should be ruling in my favor. I could see a self-represented litigants thinking that because the information is coming from the court.
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