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Abstract 
This paper offers some introductory remarks to the special 

issue on the Council of Europe “Framework Convention on AI: 
Comparative, EU, International and Sectoral Perspectives”. The pa-
per first situates the CoE AI Convention within the emerging body 
of international norms for the global governance of AI. The survey 
will focus specifically on norms attempting to guarantee compli-
ance of AI technologies and uses with the protection of fundamen-
tal values, including those integrated into the CoE mandate, i.e. 
protection of human rights, democracy and the rule of law. The pa-
per then contextualizes the contents of this special issue, that col-
lects the proceedings of a conference on the CoE AI Convention or-
ganised by the University of Trieste in May 2025 within the research 
project “The Dark Side of Algorithms under the Comparative Lens: 
Automated Administrative Decisions between Efficiency and Due 
Process” (AutAD, 2023-2026).  
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1. The dawn of AI global governance  
Over the past few years, the development and deployment 

of Artificial Intelligent (AI) has seen an unprecedented acceleration 
and its penetration in many sectors is constantly expanding, driven 
by advances in computational power, the availability of large da-
taset and the progress in machine learning techniques, in particular 
deep learning.  

Along with rapid technological innovation, the debate about 
how to ensure the responsible development and use of AI tools is 
becoming increasingly pronounced at different levels. It is reasona-
ble to expect that these discussions will persist for quite some time, 
given that we are just starting to explore the potentialities and risks 
of AI systems, as well as their compliance with the values upon 
which our societies are based1. 

Among the most debated topics, scholars have so far focused 
on preventing AI tools from introducing or reinforcing discrimina-
tory practices by addressing implicit or explicit biases in algo-
rithms, which may undermine individuals and groups’ autonomy 
and participation in society. Other important issues include secur-
ing the safety, reliability, robustness, explicability, and transpar-
ency of AI systems, as well as limiting the environmental impact; 
protecting the illegitimate processing of personal data; balancing 
the benefits of AI autonomy with human oversight; and ultimately 
ensuring accountability for any harm caused by automated deci-
sion-making. Furthermore, the over-reliance on AI technologies of 
critical sectors implies exposing the delivery of key public services 
to all these risks, while experience has shown that online disinfor-
mation campaigns have the potential to significantly alter demo-
cratic processes, especially elections2. 

What is certain is that the international community is becom-
ing more aware of the potential issues arising out from the rapid 

                                                
* Tenured Assistant Professor of Private Comparative Law, University of Trieste 
** Postdoc Researcher in International Law, University of Trieste. 
Silvia Venier is the author of Sections 1 and 2; Paola Monaco is the author of Sec-
tions 3 and 4. 
1 The literature on ethics of AI is booming. For an overview, see Floridi (2023). 
2 Summerfield et al (2025) have recently proposed to classify the potential impacts 
of advanced AI tools on democracy into three types, including epistemic (i.e. im-
plications towards citizens’ ability to make educated and competent choices 
about political representatives and issues), material (i.e. distorting the mecha-
nisms by which democracy functions, including elections) and foundational (i.e. 
strengthening or weakening the principles upon which democracy is based). 
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and pervasive use of AI. Yet, the same community is still far from 
identifying commonly accepted solutions to mitigate such risks. In 
this context, clarifying the content of international norms applicable 
to AI technologies appear a highly complex task, given the radical 
differences between States’ positions on many AI-related matters, 
including the very central question of the extent to which existing 
international law applies to the digital sphere3. 

In any case, international and regional organisations have re-
cently begun promoting a tentative common understanding of 
norms for the responsible use of AI technologies, with the aim of 
setting ethical and legal boundaries for technological innovation to 
mitigate its risks and increase its expected benefits. The following 
section will explore the most important initiatives adopted so far. 

 
 
2. Current international law initiatives 
The emerging global governance of AI is devoting its atten-

tion to ensuring the compliance of AI technologies and uses with 
the three guiding values constituting the foundation of the Council 
of Europe (CoE) mandate4, i.e. protection and promotion of human 
rights, democracy, and the rule of law5.  

                                                
3  For an overview of the main issues at stake, see Kittichaisaree (2017), Tsagou-
rias and Buchan (2021), de Morais (2022). 
4 The Council of Europe (CoE) is the oldest regional organization in Europe, es-
tablished by the 1949 London Statute with the main objective to protect and pro-
mote human rights, democracy, and the rule of law, and nowadays comprising 
46 Member States. Through various legal instruments of different type and value 
(international conventions and protocols, acts of secondary law, jurisprudence 
and practice of the monitoring bodies), the CoE has significantly contributed to 
the evolution of international human rights law, as well as the protection of dem-
ocratic values and the rule of law, see Benoit-Rohmer and Klebes (2005). 
5 The three guiding values are explicitly indicated in the CoE Statute (art. 3 re-
quires every Member to respect human rights and the rule of law) or mentioned 
in the preamble (democracy). The CoE practice suggests that they represent the 
three, interdependent, core common values upon which the organisation is 
based. On the interdependencies between the three CoE founding values, see 
Venice Commission, Rule of Law Checklist, adopted by the Venice Commission 
at its 106th Plenary Session, Venice, 11-12 March 2016, CDL-AD(2016)007, pp. 14 
ss. According to the Venice Commission, the three pillars complement and rein-
force each other in the following terms: “Democracy relates to the involvement 
of the people in the decision-making process in a society; human rights seek to 
protect individuals from arbitrary and excessive interferences with their free-
doms and liberties and to secure human dignity; the Rule of Law focuses on lim-
iting and independently reviewing the exercise of public powers. The Rule of 
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From this perspective, the CoE AI Convention is unique as it 
includes in a legally binding instrument the requirement that the 
development and use of AI adhere to the three core values of the 
common European constitutional tradition.  

This paragraph will briefly survey the regulatory approach 
to AI adopted by four international organizations, looking first at 
the international level and more specifically at the United Nations 
machinery (section 2.1), and then focusing on the three organisa-
tions predominantly representing the western/European world, 
i.e. the Organisation for Economic Development and Cooperation 
(section 2.2), the European Union (section 2.3) and the Council of 
Europe (section 2.4). As the survey will demonstrate, no other in-
ternational and or regional organization so far has produced any-
thing comparable to the CoE AI Convention. 

 
2.1. The United Nations machinery 
Within the embryonic efforts towards the global governance 

of AI, at the United Nations (UN) level the General Assembly begun 
its discussion on AI systems in March 2024, with the adoption of a 
resolution focusing on AI for sustainable development, which rec-
ognises that human rights must be respected throughout the life cy-
cle of AI systems and encourages States to promote legislative 
frameworks in line with obligations under international law6. It was 
followed by the resolution on the military use of AI systems and 
lethal autonomous weapons, which reiterates the relevant obliga-
tions of States to comply with international humanitarian law7.  

Enhancing the international governance of AI for the benefit 
of humanity was then included as one of the five objectives of the 
Global Digital Compact adopted in September 20248, with the com-
mitment to “advance equitable and inclusive approaches to har-
nessing artificial intelligence benefits and mitigating risks in full 

                                                
Law promotes democracy by establishing accountability of those wielding public 
power and by safeguarding human rights, which protect minorities against arbi-
trary majority rules”, see ibid., p. 14. 
6 UN General Assembly, Resolution A/RES/78/265, Seizing the opportunities of 
safe, secure and trustworthy artificial intelligence systems for sustainable devel-
opment, adopted 21 March 2024, para 5 and para 6(a). 
7 UN General Assembly, Resolution A/RES/79/239, Artificial intelligence in the 
military domain and its implications for international peace and security, 
adopted 31 December 2024, para 1. 
8 UN General Assembly, Resolution A/RES/79/1, The Pact for the Future, 
adopted 22 September 2024, Annex I Global Digital Compact, para 7(5). 
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respect of international law, including international human rights 
law”9.  

More recently, the terms of reference of the Independent In-
ternational Scientific Panel on AI and the Global Dialogue on AI 
Governance, involving governments and all relevant stakeholders, 
both established by the Global Digital Compact, were adopted10. In 
particular, the Global Dialogue aims at serving as a multi-stake-
holder platform to discuss international cooperation and to share 
best practices and lessons learned inter alia on the respect and pro-
tection of human rights in the field of AI11. 

Generally speaking, the UN General Assembly resolutions 
affirm the applicability of existing international norms to AI, with 
particular attention devoted to human rights norms, seek to cover 
the whole life-cycle of technological innovation (including “pre-de-
sign, design, development, evaluation, testing, deployment, use, 
sale, procurement, operation and decommissioning”12), and focus 
on ensuring a geographically balanced representation in political 
and scientific bodies, while promoting international cooperation on 
these themes to ensure that the benefits brought by AI are also en-
joyed by developing States. 

Among the recently developed soft-law frameworks for AI 
governance, mention has to be made to the Recommendation on the 
Ethics of Artificial Intelligence adopted by the General Conference 
of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organi-
zation (UNESCO) in November 2021, which seek to “address those 
features of AI systems that are of central ethical relevance”13, in-
cluding with reference to human rights, democracy and the rule of 
law14. They identify a set of principles and key measures to guide 
the action of national authorities in eleven policy areas, including 
to introduce an ethical impact assessment methodology at the do-
mestic level to identify and assess benefits, concerns and risks of AI 

                                                
9 Ibid., para 52. 
10 UN General Assembly, Resolution A/RES/79/325, Terms of reference and mo-
dalities for the establishment and functioning of the Independent International 
Scientific Panel on Artificial Intelligence and the Global Dialogue on Artificial 
Intelligence Governance, adopted 27 August 2025. 
11 Ibid., para 4(e). 
12 A/RES/78/265, cit., preamble. 
13 UNESCO, Recommendations on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence, adopted 
23 November 2021, para 2. 
14 Ibid. para 2(c). 
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systems, as well as appropriate risk prevention, mitigation and 
monitoring measures15. 

 
2.2 The Organisation for Economic Development and 
Cooperation  
Turning our attention to organisations outside the UN ma-

chinery, the first intergovernmental standard on AI was adopted in 
2019 by the Organisation for Economic Development and Cooper-
ation (OECD) and then revised in 202416. The OECD AI Principles 
promote the use of AI tools in a way that is trustworthy and com-
pliant with the protection of human rights and democratic values. 
Among other things, they provide a list of “AI actors” to which to 
which the guidelines are addressed, who include “those who play 
an active role in the AI system lifecycle, including organisations and 
individuals that deploy or operate AI”17; and then they call them to 
respect the rule of law, human rights and democratic principles 
throughout the AI system life-cycle. AI actors are requested to do 
so by considering the application of a set of key principles, includ-
ing “non-discrimination and equality, freedom, dignity, autonomy 
of individuals, privacy and data protection, diversity, fairness, so-
cial justice, and internationally recognised labour rights”, as well as 
by “addressing misinformation and disinformation amplified by 
AI, while respecting freedom of expression and other rights and 
freedoms protected by applicable international law”18. 

 
2.3 The European Union 
At the European Union (EU) level, discussions on the gov-

ernance of AI tools begun in 2018, when a group of experts was 
called by the European Commission to provide recommendations 
on the ethical use of AI tools, which were finally adopted in 201919. 
The guidelines suggest that “trustworthy AI” has three main com-
ponents, i.e. it should be lawful (complying with all applicable laws 
and regulations), ethical (ensuring adherence to ethical values and 

                                                
15 Ibid. para 50.  
16 OECD, Recommendation of the Council on Artificial Intelligence, adopted 22 
may 2019, amended 3 May 2024. 
17 Ibid, para. I. 
18 Ibid., para 1.2 (a). 
19 Independent High-Level Expert Group on Artificial Intelligence, Ethics Guide-
lines for Trustworthy AI, 2019. 
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principles) and robust (both from a technical and social perspec-
tive). 

This was followed by intense debates about whether and to 
what extent a normative guidance could be transformed into en-
forceable law. The first legally binding regulatory regime on AI was 
indeed finally adopted by the EU in 202420. The EU AI Act inte-
grates the risk-based approach towards the life cycle of AI tools by 
classifying AI systems into four risk categories including unac-
ceptable risk (which are prohibited), high risk (strictly regulated), 
limited risks (subject to transparency obligations) and minimal or 
no risk (subject to very few of no mandatory rules).  

The EU AI Act regulates different roles in the AI develop-
ment and deployment chain, including providers, deployers, im-
porters, distributors and authorised representatives. Yet, as noted 
by scholars, including authors of this special issue, the EU AI Act is 
an instrument mainly adopted from the perspective of identifying 
common standards for market regulation. While it must be read in 
conjunction with the EU legislation on data protection and the pro-
tection of fundamental rights more generally, it has been argued 
that its provisions supply limited protection to some of the key val-
ues the EU intends to protect, including human rights, not to say 
democratic values and the rule of law21. 

 
2.4 The Council of Europe 
With this brief overview in mind, it emerges that the CoE AI 

Convention, concluded and opened to signature in 2024 and not yet 
into force, represents a turning point in the efforts made by the in-
ternational community to develop international rules applicable to 
AI tools from the perspective of the protection of fundamental val-
ues upon which our societies are based, including human rights, 
democratic principles, and the rule of law. The adherence of AI sys-
tems to these values, throughout the whole life cycle of AI develop-
ment and deployment, is essential in order to contribute establish-
ing a trustworthy, credible, robust digital space. As of December 
2025, the CoE AI Convention has been signed by 11 Member States 

                                                
20 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
13 June 2024 laying down harmonised rules on artificial intelligence and amend-
ing Regulations (EC) No 300/2008, (EU) No 167/2013, (EU) No 168/2013, (EU) 
2018/858, (EU) 2018/1139 and (EU) 2019/2144 and Directives 2014/90/EU, (EU) 
2016/797 and (EU) 2020/1828 (EU AI Act). 
21 See Almada and Radu (2024); Almada (2025); Infantino (2024). 
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(Andorra, Georgia, Island, Liechtenstein, Montenegro, Norway, Re-
public of Moldova, San Marino, Switzerland, Ukraine, United King-
dom), 5 non-Member States, and 1 international organisation (EU).  
 The specific contents of the CoE AI Convention are investi-
gated in depth by the contributions to this special issue. What 
should be noted here is that the path that brought to the adoption 
of the CoE AI Convention begun with the declaration adopted by 
the CoE Committee of Ministers in 2019 on the manipulative capa-
bilities of algorithmic processes, which was followed a year later by 
the recommendation to the Member States22. The ad hoc Committee 
in Artificial Intelligence (CAHAI) was then tasked to examine the 
feasibility of elaborating a treaty, which was negotiated by the 
Committee on Artificial Intelligence (CAI). 

The CoE AI Convention was adopted as a multi-stakeholder 
process, enlarged to States non-members of the CoE and other in-
ternational organisations, representatives of civil society, academia, 
industry. It integrates the case law of the European Court of Human 
Rights and must be read in conjunction with other legal instruments 
adopted by the CoE in the field of regulation of digital technologies, 
including the Budapest Convention against Cybercrime, adopted in 
2001,23 and the Strasbourg Convention on the Protection of Individ-
uals regarding Automatic Processing of Personal Data, adopted in 
1981 and recently amended in 201824.  

 
 
3. The research project AutAD  
The papers collected in this issue under the heading of “CoE 

Framework Convention on AI: Comparative, International and Sec-
toral Perspectives” originate from a conference held on May 29th, 
2025 at the University of Trieste, campus of Gorizia (Italy). The 

                                                
22 See CoE Committee of Ministers, Decl(13/02/2019)1 and CM/Rec(2020)1. 
23 Adopted in 2001, the Budapest Convention aims to harmonize elements of 
criminal law in the context of cybercrime and to promote a regime of rapid and 
effective international cooperation. For a commentary, see Schulman and Seger 
(2022). In a nutshell, the CoE strategy towards ensuring cybersecurity aims at 
defining common norms and standards, at constantly monitoring the implemen-
tation of these norms, and at investing in capacity building programs, see In-
gravallo and Drago (2024). 
24 The Convention, concluded in Strasbourg on January 28, 1981, entered into 
force on October 1, 1985. As of June 18, 2024, it binds all 46 Member States of the 
Council of Europe and 9 non-member States, including Argentina, Cabo Verde, 
Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, the Russia Federation, Senegal, Tunisia, Uruguay.  
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conference was entitled “The Coe Framework Convention on Arti-
ficial Intelligence and Human Rights, Democracy and the Rule of 
Law. Comparative, EU, and International Law Perspectives”, and 
was jointly organised by Professors Marta Infantino and Giuseppe 
Pascale (both from the University of Trieste). The event was part of 
the research project “The dark Side of Algorithms under the Com-
parative Lens: Automated Administrative Decisions between Effi-
ciency and Due Process”, coordinated by Professor Angela Ferrari 
Zumbini (University of Naples, Federico II) and funded between 
2023 and 2026 by the European Union – Next Generation EU and 
the Italian Ministry of University and Research25.  

The participants in the conference approached the CoE AI 
Convention from a wide range of legal perspectives — including 
international law, EU law, comparative law, private law, and ad-
ministrative law — offering a rich and multifaceted analysis of its 
strengths, implications, and potential shortcomings. The confer-
ence’s added value was further enhanced by the participation of 
Mario Hernández Ramos (Universidad Complutense de Madrid) as 
a keynote speaker. As President of the CoE AI Committee, Hernán-
dez Ramos provided privileged insights into the AI Convention ne-
gotiation and enactment processes. 

The valuable outcomes of the discussions that emerged dur-
ing the conference are now gathered in this volume, as outlined in 
the following section. 
 
 
 
 

                                                
25   The project involves three research teams: the first from the Federico II Uni-
versity of Naples (led by Angela Ferrari Zumbini), the second from the Tor 
Vergata University of Rome (led by Martina Conticelli), and the third from the 
University of Trieste (led by Marta Infantino). Additional output of the same re-
search project includes: the special issue 2/2025 of the Italian Journal of Public 
Law, edited by Mauro Bussani, Angela Ferrari Zumbini and Marta Infantino, The 
Law of the Algorithmic State in Central and Eastern Europe, available at 
https://www.ijpl.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/IJPL-2-del-2025-Special-
Issue.pdf; Martina Conticelli, Angela Ferrari Zumbini, Marta Infantino, The Al-
gorithmic State from a Comparative Perspective. Automating Administrative 
Decisions in Europe and the United States, 12 Journal of International and Com-
parative Law (2025); Angela Ferrari Zumbini and Martina Conticelli, Automated 
Administrative Decisions in a Comparative Perspective Between Efficiency and 
Due Process, special issue 1/2026 of the Italian Journal of Public Law. 
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4. Mapping the special issue 
 The ten essays composing this special issue offer an over-

view of some of the most pressing questions that have emerged 
since the adoption of the Framework Convention, both at a general 
level and within specific sectors. The aim of the issue is to provide 
a roadmap to the key initial challenges raised by the Convention, 
offering a solid foundation for reflection on the perspectives 
opened by this new legal instrument. The specific topics covered 
and the breadth of the analysis depend on each author’s choices and 
on their own field of expertise.  

The issue is divided into two parts: ‘Comparative, EU, and 
International Law Perspectives’ (sub-section 4.1) and ‘The CoE 
Framework Convention in Action across Specific Sectors’ (sub-sec-
tion 4.2). The chosen division has the advantage of illustrating how 
the Framework Convention is capable of exerting a profound influ-
ence both on broad, cross-cutting aspects of legal disciplines and on 
highly specific and technical issues within specialized legal fields.  

 
4.1. Comparative, EU, and International Law Perspectives 
The first part (‘Comparative, EU, and International Law Per-

spective) is opened by the contribution of Mario Hernández Ramos 
(Universidad Complutense de Madrid). The author, after having 
outlined the pioneering role that the Council of Europe played in 
regulating artificial intelligence in relation to fundamental rights, 
democracy, and the rule of law, explains the main dilemmas that 
shaped the final content of the Framework Convention. The first 
dilemma concerned the necessity of a legally binding instrument in 
regulating artificial intelligence. The second revolved around the 
substance of the Convention and the appropriate level of detail it 
should contain. Finally, the third dilemma pertained to its scope 
and, specifically, to the legal mechanism through which the Con-
vention’s commitments and principles should be applied to the pri-
vate sector. The chapter concludes by stressing that the FC was the 
result of negotiations and compromises aimed at delivering a uni-
fied message and shared standards for AI governance The FC af-
firms that human values must guide the development and use of 
artificial intelligence, embodying consensus across diverse legal 
and national contexts. 

The Framework Convention cannot be fully understood 
without comparing it with the other major legal instrument that, in 
the European region, deals with AI, that is to say the EU AI Act, 



ITALIAN JOURNAL OF PUBLIC LAW, VOL. 17                                                                              ISSUE 4/2025 
 

 1225 

which is applied since August 1st, 2024. While the Framework Con-
vention is the first treaty on AI, the EU AI Act constitutes the first 
comprehensive act of an international organisation specifically ded-
icated to AI26.  

The relationship between these two instruments is explored 
in the second paper by Silvia De Conca27 (Vrije Universiteit Amster-
dam), where it is argued that the EU AI Act is not the right instru-
ment to implement the Framework Convention. Beginning with an 
in-depth analysis on how the Framework Convention relates to the 
EU AI Act (and to other EU aquis), De Conca describes the objectives 
and overall character of the EU AI Act, highlighting the key obliga-
tions imposed on providers of high-risk AI systems. The essay pays 
particular attention to the Risk Management Framework, the Qual-
ity Management Framework, the procedures for Conformity As-
sessment, and the Fundamental Rights Impact Assessment, and 
ends with a summary of the mechanisms available to seek redress. 
After having explained why the EU AI Act falls short of delivering 
the level of fundamental rights protection to put a human rights 
convention into practice, the author concludes by pointing out the 
need to embed the principles of necessity and proportionality into 
the interpretation and practical application of both the EU AI Act 
and the Framework Convention, as these principles serve as the 
most meaningful early safeguard for the rights and interests of in-
dividuals and communities. 

The following paper, by Daniele Amoroso28 (University of 
Cagliari), aims to analyze a specific and crucial point of the 

                                                
26 For an overview of the main contents of the AI Act, see Voigt, Ullen (2024); C. 
Necati Pehlivan, N. Forgó, P. Valcke (2024). 
27 Silvia De Conca is Assistant Professor in Law & Tech (Transnational Legal 
Studies Department) at Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam (The Netherlands). Her 
area of expertise lies at the intersection of law, technology, and human rights. 
Specifically, she focuses on Artificial Intelligence and robotics law, privacy and 
data protection, Internet of Things (IoT) and smart home technologies, and reg-
ulation of persuasive design and nudging in digital interfaces. Among her recent 
works see De Conca (2025) and Santos, Morozovaite, De Conca (2025). For further 
information see https://research.vu.nl/en/persons/silvia-de-conca/. 
28 Daniele Amoroso is Associate Professor of International Law at the University 
of Cagliari (Italy). His area of expertise includes public international law, with 
particular regard to the relationship between international and domestic legal 
orders, human rights, state responsibility, immunities, international courts, self-
determination of peoples, and the law and policy of AI. Among his recent publi-
cations see Amoroso (2020). For further information see 
https://web.unica.it/unica/page/it/daniele_amoroso.  
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Framework Convention, concentrating on the analysis on whether 
or not the FC envisages a requirement for human oversight of AI 
systems. After having traced the emergence and decline of the hu-
man-oversight requirement during the Framework Convention’s 
drafting process, the author assesses the legal significance of its in-
clusion in the Explanatory Report, in light of Articles 31 and 32 of 
the 1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. He also argues 
that, even without an explicit obligation in the Convention, a hu-
man-oversight requirement can be inferred from the broader logic 
of human-rights protection and the doctrine of positive State obli-
gations, concluding with some precious practical considerations for 
regulators when designing human–AI interactions, in order to en-
sure that human oversight genuinely contributes to safeguarding 
fundamental rights. 

Leaving aside the international and EU law dimensions of 
the analysis, the fourt essay of the first part shifts the focus to a pri-
vate law perspective, while examining the Framework Convention 
in combination (once again) with the EU AI Act. The author of the 
third paper, Pınar Çağlayan Aksoy29 (Bilkent University of An-
kara), argues that the two instruments operate in a mutually rein-
forcing way. While the EU AI Act introduces a risk-based system of 
obligations for developers and users of AI systems, the Framework 
Convention – rather than prescribing technical rules – provides 
guiding principles that enable domestic lawmakers and courts to 
adjust existing private law doctrines to AI-related risks. Drawing 
on relevant examples from consumer, data, tort, and contract law, 
the chapter shows that, on the one hand, the Convention can 
strengthen individual protections by easing evidentiary burdens, 
expanding available remedies, and enhancing transparency and ac-
countability, while, on the other hand, the AI Act provides predict-
ability and regulatory coherence within the EU. The author ulti-
mately concludes that the AI Act and the Framework Convention 
should be understood as complementary rather than competing pil-
lars of AI governance, capable of combining concrete regulatory 
duties with broader normative guidance, to form a private-law 

                                                
29 Pınar Çağlayan Aksoy is an Assistant Professor of Civil Law at Bilkent Univer-
sity (Turkey). She is an expert in the area of contract law and tort law, especially 
in relation to the impact of the new technologies on these general subjects. 
Among her recent works see for example Çağlayan Aksoy (2025) and Çağlayan 
Aksoy (2024). For further information see https://hukuk.bilkent.edu.tr/dr-ogr-
uyesi-pinar-caglayan-aksoy/. 
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regime that upholds human dignity, fairness, and democratic over-
sight in an AI-driven society. 

The last essay of the section is authored by Laura Muzi30. The 
author examines how the growing use of artificial intelligence in 
public administration challenges fundamental principles of trans-
parency, accountability, and procedural fairness. The paper anal-
yses the role of the Framework Convention and the EU AI Act, 
highlighting their limits in ensuring democratic oversight of algo-
rithmic decision-making. The article argues that administrative law 
provides the necessary procedural safeguards—such as access to 
information, participation, and explainability—to make AI-driven 
public decisions compatible with the rule of law and the protection 
of fundamental rights. 

 
4.2. The CoE Framework Convention in Action across 

Specific Sectors 
The contributions in the second part explore the possible im-

pact of the Framework Convention in relation to specific sectors 
where its influence seems to play a pivotal role.  

The part opens with an essay by Leonardo Parona31 (Univer-
sity of Roma Tre). After scrutinizing convergences and divergences 
between the Framework Convention and the EU AI Act, Parona 
points out how the two legal instruments can mutually reinforce 
each other. By complementing one another, the two instruments re-
veal opportunities for their coordinated implementation. In this 
context, the author highlights the potential role that could be played 
by national administrations on this purpose, noting that the en-
forcement mechanisms established by the EU AI Act—being more 

                                                
30 Laura Muzi is Assistant Professor of Administrative Law at Bocconi University 
(Italy). Her main fields of research are related to European administrative law 
and administrative environmental law. She wrote many works on due process 
rights, administrative proceedings, public services, citizens rights and the princi-
ple of subsidiarity. Among her recent publications see Muzi (2023) and Muzi 
(2022). 
31 Leonardo Parona is Assistant Professor at the University of Roma Tre (Italy). 
His areas of expertise include comparative administrative law, European admin-
istrative law, and privatization processes. His research covers administrative ap-
peals, rulemaking—particularly in the U.S. context—and social services. Among 
his recent publications see Napolitano and Parona (2025) and della Cananea and 
Parona (2024). For further information see https://www.uniroma3.it/per-
sone/VFpWdlZHNkZiaC9oY1VIL3RscFlvN2wrQ25XY1FMWTZ3MjF3T3UwW
Tl4ST0=/. 
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comprehensive and structured than those envisaged by the Frame-
work Convention—could serve not only to implement the EU AI 
Act itself but also to support the application of the Framework Con-
vention. 

The AI impact assessments and their relevance to ensure the 
respect of principles such as transparency, non-discrimination and 
accountability by public administrations using AI systems is the 
core of the next contribution by Livia Baldinelli32 (University of 
Roma Tor Vergata). After comparing how the Framework Conven-
tion and the EU AI Act interpret and regulate this instrument, the 
author analyzes the relevant provisions—Article 16 of the Frame-
work Convention and Article 27 of the EU AI Act. The author em-
phasizes that, although the two instruments are designed to be 
complementary, their implementation may pose challenges for reg-
ulators navigating both frameworks. This highlights the need for 
greater alignment between the two instruments, a goal that, so far 
– at least for what concerns impact assessments –, appears not to 
have been fully achieved. 

The focus of the third chapter of this second part by Gabriele 
Asta33 (University Ca’ Foscari of Venice) is also related to a specific 
area of potential application of the Framework Convention, i.e. the 
domain of autonomous shipping. While the Framework Conven-
tion could in theory extend to specific activities carried out by au-
tonomous ships, its effective implementation may prove challeng-
ing, since its practical effect may be limited by the discretion left to 
States in applying it to private actors, as well as by broad exemp-
tions for research, national security, and defence — factors highly 
relevant to maritime operations. The author’s conclusions stress 
that the case of autonomous ships con reveal potential gaps in the 
Framework Convention, suggesting that additional measures—
such as supplementary protocols—may be needed to provide a 
more detailed regulatory framework for AI in specific domains.  

                                                
32 Livia Baldinelli is Post Doc Fellow at the University of Roma Tor Vergata (It-
aly). Her research areas focus on administrative law and cultural heritage law. 
Among her recent works see Baldinelli (forthcoming 2025) and Baldinelli (forth-
coming 2026). 
33 Gabriele Asta is Associate Professor at the University Ca’ Foscari of Venice (It-
aly). He is an expert in the fields of International law and European Union Law. 
Among his recent publications see Asta (2024) and Asta (2022). For further infor-
mation see https://www.unive.it/data/persone/25535245/curriculum. 
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The significance of the Framework Convention must be con-
sidered in coordination with, and tested against, other international 
soft law instruments on AI. In this perspective, the last essay by An-
drea Crismani34 (University of Trieste) examines challenges posed 
by AI to cultural diversity. In particular, the chapter explores the 
interaction between existing AI governance frameworks and issues 
of cultural diversity, creative expression, and economic equity. 
Drawing on insights from the Framework Convention, as well as 
from the CULTAI Report and the 2025 UNESCO Global Report on 
Cultural Policies, it underscores the need for a regulatory approach 
that places cultural rights, collective responsibility, and diverse 
ways of knowing at the centre of AI policy. The chapter concludes 
that embedding cultural rights at the heart of AI governance can 
safeguard diversity while strengthening democracy, grounded in 
the multiple voices and narratives that shape human experience. 
The Framework Convention offers a unique opportunity to trans-
late this vision into a human rights–centred regulatory framework. 
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