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ABSTRACT 

The rapid integration of generative Artificial Intelligence (AI) into the legal 
domain has transformed legal research, predictive analytics, case 
management, and drafting. While platforms like ChatGPT, Lexis+ AI, and 
Westlaw enhance productivity and accelerate legal workflows, they 
introduce critical vulnerabilities most notably, AI hallucinations. This 
phenomenon occurs when large language models generate factually 
incorrect, fabricated, or non-existent legal information, such as fictitious case 
laws, imaginary statutory provisions, and false citations, while presenting 
them in a highly persuasive, authoritative manner. 

This research article provides a comprehensive legal and procedural analysis 
of AI hallucinations and their profound impact on court proceedings and 
judicial integrity. By evaluating landmark international incidents, such as 
Mata v. Avianca, Inc3., the study examines how the systemic reliance on 
unverified AI-generated inputs compromises adversarial litigation, risks 
miscarriage of justice, wastes judicial time, and erodes public trust. 
Furthermore, it explores the regulatory and ethical dimensions of liability, 
delineating the boundaries of professional negligence for advocates and 
product liability for AI developers.From a comparative global perspective, 
the paper analyzes evolving regulatory strategies, contrasting the European 
Union’s rights-based risk stratification under the EU AI Act with the sector-
specific, disclosure-driven approaches of the United States and United 
Kingdom. Ultimately, the study highlights the regulatory gaps in 
jurisdictions like India and advocates for an equilibrium between 
technological innovation and judicial safeguards, emphasizing mandatory 
human oversight, standardized disclosure protocols, and specialized judicial 
training to preserve the rule of law. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This research article introduces the concept of artificial intelligence hallucinations. Artificial 

Intelligence (AI) refers to the branch of computer science that enables machines and software 

systems to imitate human intelligence, reasoning, learning, problem-solving, and decision-

making capabilities. AI technologies function through algorithms, machine learning models, 

natural language processing, and large-scale data analysis to perform tasks that traditionally 

required human intelligence. In recent years, AI has emerged as one of the most transformative 

technologies across various sectors, including healthcare, education, finance, governance, and 

the legal profession.4 The integration of AI into legal systems has significantly altered 

traditional methods of legal research, case analysis, drafting, documentation, and judicial 

administration. AI-powered platforms such as ChatGPT, Lexis+ AI, Harvey AI, and Westlaw 

AI are increasingly being used by lawyers, law firms, judges, and researchers to improve 

efficiency, reduce costs, and accelerate legal processes.5 

The emergence of AI in the legal profession is closely connected with the growing need for 

speedy justice, efficient case management, and access to vast legal databases. Legal 

practitioners now rely on AI tools for contract review, predictive analytics, due diligence, legal 

drafting, and research assistance. Courts and judicial institutions in several countries have also 

begun adopting AI-enabled technologies for digital case management and administrative 

support.6 The use of AI in legal practice has undoubtedly enhanced productivity and 

accessibility to legal information; however, it has simultaneously introduced new legal and 

ethical challenges that question the reliability and accountability of automated systems. 

One of the most serious concerns associated with generative AI systems is the phenomenon 

known as “AI hallucinations.” AI hallucinations occur when AI tools generate inaccurate, 

misleading, fabricated, or non-existent information while presenting it in a convincing and 

authoritative manner.7 In the legal context, hallucinations may include fictitious case laws, 

fabricated judicial precedents, incorrect statutory interpretations, false citations, and 

misleading legal opinions. Since generative AI systems rely on predictive language models 

 
4 Stuart Russell & Peter Norvig, Artificial Intelligence: A Modern Approach 1–8 (4th ed. 2021). 
5 Richard Susskind, Tomorrow’s Lawyers: An Introduction to Your Future 35–48 (3d ed. 2023) 
6 Daniel Martin Katz, Quantitative Legal Prediction—or—How I Learned to Stop Worrying and Start Preparing 
for the Data-Driven Future of the Legal Services Industry, 62 Emory L.J. 909, 915–22 (2013). 
7VarunMagesh et al., Hallucination-Free? Assessing the Reliability of Leading AI Legal Research Tools, arXiv 
(May 30, 2024), https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.20362 
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rather than actual legal reasoning, they may produce outputs that appear legally accurate but 

are factually incorrect. Such hallucinations pose significant risks to the administration of 

justice, especially when lawyers or judges rely upon AI-generated content without proper 

human verification. 

The growing dependence on AI-based legal research tools has intensified concerns regarding 

professional ethics, judicial integrity, procedural fairness, and public confidence in the justice 

system. Several recent incidents demonstrate the dangers arising from the misuse of AI in legal 

proceedings. In the landmark case of Mata v. Avianca, Inc.,8 advocates submitted fictitious 

judicial precedents generated by ChatGPT before a federal court in New York, leading to 

judicial sanctions and international debate on the reliability of AI in legal practice. Similarly, 

in Smith v. Farwell,9 the court criticized the use of fabricated AI-generated authorities in 

pleadings and emphasized the professional responsibility of advocates to verify all citations 

before submission. These incidents reveal that excessive dependence on AI tools without 

human oversight can undermine fair trial principles and adversely affect judicial decision-

making. 

The paper states about developments and institutional reports which have further highlighted 

the risks associated with AI hallucinations in legal systems. A 2024 empirical study conducted 

by researchers at Stanford University found that several leading AI legal research tools 

continue to produce hallucinated legal citations and inaccurate authorities despite claims of 

technological reliability.10 Reports published by the American Bar Association and legal ethics 

scholars have also stressed the urgent need for regulatory safeguards, ethical standards, and 

accountability mechanisms governing the use of AI in legal practice.11 Furthermore, concerns 

relating to algorithmic bias, lack of transparency, data limitations, and absence of explainability 

have raised important constitutional and jurisprudential questions regarding due process, 

access to justice, and equality before law. 

The present research seeks to critically analyze the phenomenon of AI hallucinations and their 

impact on court proceedings and legal research. The study aims to examine the legal, ethical, 

and procedural challenges arising from AI-generated misinformation within the justice delivery 

 
8Mata v. Avianca, Inc., 678 F. Supp. 3d 443 (S.D.N.Y. 2023). 
9Smith v. Farwell, No. 23-1054, 2024 WL 748123 (D. Mass. Feb. 14, 2024). 
10VarunMagesh et al., supra note 4. 
11 Am. Bar Ass’n, Formal Opinion 512: Generative Artificial Intelligence Tools (2024). 
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system. It further explores issues relating to professional liability, accountability of AI 

developers, judicial responses, and comparative international regulatory approaches toward AI 

governance. The research also evaluates the adequacy of existing legal frameworks in 

addressing AI-related risks and emphasizes the need for comprehensive reforms, judicial 

guidelines, and human oversight mechanisms to ensure responsible and transparent use of AI 

in legal institutions. 

The scope of this study extends to recent case laws, emerging legal scholarship, international 

AI governance frameworks, and evolving ethical principles relating to the use of generative AI 

in courts and legal proceedings. The research ultimately seeks to contribute toward the 

development of a balanced legal framework that promotes technological innovation while 

safeguarding judicial integrity, legal accuracy, and the rule of law in the digital age. 

2. TECHNOLOGICAL ADVANCEMENT OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE IN 

THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE 

The justice delivery system has undergone significant transformation with the rapid 

advancement of Artificial Intelligence (AI) and digital technologies. Traditionally, legal 

practice depended heavily upon manual research, physical documentation, and human analysis. 

However, technological innovations have revolutionized the functioning of courts, law firms, 

and legal institutions by introducing automated systems capable of handling complex legal 

tasks with greater speed and efficiency.12 The integration of AI into the legal profession reflects 

a broader movement toward digital governance and modernization of judicial systems across 

the world. 

One of the most notable developments in this transformation is the increasing use of AI in legal 

research and case analysis. AI-powered legal databases and research platforms such as Lexis+ 

AI, Westlaw Precision, Harvey AI, and Casetext have enabled legal professionals to quickly 

identify relevant statutes, precedents, and legal principles from vast repositories of legal 

information.13 These tools utilize machine learning and natural language processing to provide 

contextual legal analysis, summarizes judgments, and predicts relevant authorities. Such 

technological advancements have significantly reduced the time required for legal research and 

 
12 Richard Susskind, Online Courts and the Future of Justice 15–29 (2019). 
13 Harry Surden, Artificial Intelligence and Law: An Overview, 35 Ga. St. U. L. Rev. 1305, 1312–18 (2019). 
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improved access to legal materials. 

This articles states that AI has also contributed substantially to legal drafting and predictive 

analytics. Automated drafting tools are now capable of preparing contracts, legal notices, 

pleadings, compliance documents, and due diligence reports with minimal human 

intervention.14 Predictive analytics systems further assist lawyers and litigants by analyzing 

historical case data to estimate litigation outcomes, judicial tendencies, and procedural 

timelines. These innovations have enhanced efficiency and strategic decision-making within 

legal practice. However, concerns remain regarding the accuracy and reliability of AI-

generated legal content, particularly where generative AI systems produce fabricated or 

misleading information. 

The adoption of AI tools by lawyers and law firms has accelerated significantly in recent years. 

Many leading international law firms have integrated AI technologies into their daily 

operations to improve productivity, reduce operational costs, and enhance client services.15 AI 

is increasingly being used for e-discovery, contract review, risk assessment, and client advisory 

services. Despite these advantages, bar associations and professional bodies have emphasized 

that advocates remain ethically responsible for verifying AI-generated content before relying 

upon it in legal proceedings. 

AI technologies have also begun influencing judicial administration and court management 

systems. Courts in several jurisdictions now employ AI-assisted systems for digital filing, 

virtual hearings, automated scheduling, translation services, and case-flow management.16 In 

India, the judiciary has initiated projects involving AI-enabled translation systems such as 

SUVAS (Supreme Court VidhikAnuvaad Software) to improve accessibility to judicial 

documents. Similarly, international judicial systems are increasingly exploring AI-assisted 

dispute resolution mechanisms and online courts to reduce pendency and improve efficiency.17 

Also, the Global developments demonstrate that AI is gradually becoming an integral 

component of modern justice systems. Countries such as the United States, the United 

 
14 Frank Pasquale, New Laws of Robotics: Defending Human Expertise in the Age of AI 87–95 (2020). 
15 Mark A. Cohen, The Legal Industry in the Age of AI, Forbes (Aug. 7, 2024), 
https://www.forbes.com/sites/markcohen/2024/08/07/the-legal-industry-in-the-age-of-ai/ 
16 Susan Nevelow Mart, The Algorithm as a Human Artifact: Implications for Legal Research, 109 Law Libr. J. 
387, 392–98 (2017). 
17 Supreme Court of India, SUVAS: AI Assisted Legal Translation Tool, https://www.sci.gov.in 
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Kingdom, China, Singapore, and members of the European Union have introduced policy 

frameworks and ethical guidelines governing the responsible use of AI in legal institutions.18 

While AI offers significant opportunities for improving access to justice and judicial efficiency, 

its growing integration into the legal system also necessitates robust safeguards to ensure 

transparency, accountability, fairness, and protection of fundamental legal principles. 

3. ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE HALLUCINATIONS: UNDERSTANDING 

THEIR ORIGINS AND IMPACT 

Artificial Intelligence hallucinations refer to situations in which AI systems generate false, 

misleading, fabricated, or inaccurate information while presenting it in a convincing and 

authoritative manner. In the context of legal research and judicial proceedings, AI 

hallucinations generally involve the creation of non-existent case laws, fabricated judicial 

observations, imaginary statutory provisions, or inaccurate legal interpretations.19 Unlike 

traditional software systems that merely retrieve stored information, generative AI models 

produce responses through predictive language generation based on patterns derived from 

extensive datasets. Consequently, these systems may generate outputs that appear legally 

authentic despite lacking factual or legal accuracy. 

One of the most alarming manifestations of AI hallucinations in the legal field is the generation 

of false citations and fabricated legal authorities. Recent judicial proceedings have revealed 

instances where advocates relied on AI-generated legal research containing fictitious 

precedents and non-existent judicial opinions. In Mata v. Avianca, Inc.,20 legal counsel 

submitted fabricated case citations generated by ChatGPT before the United States District 

Court, resulting in judicial sanctions and widespread concern regarding the reliability of 

generative AI tools.21 Similar incidents have subsequently emerged in other jurisdictions, 

demonstrating that AI hallucinations can seriously undermine judicial integrity and procedural 

fairness. 

The AI hallucinations also contribute to inaccurate interpretations of statutes, precedents, and 

 
18 European Commission, Ethics Guidelines for Trustworthy AI 10–18 (2019), https://digital-
strategy.ec.europa.eu 
19 Emily M. Bender et al., On the Dangers of Stochastic Parrots: Can Language Models Be Too Big?, in Proc. 
2021 ACM Conf. on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency 610, 611–15 (2021). 
20Mata v. Avianca, Inc., 678 F. Supp. 3d 443 (S.D.N.Y. 2023).  
21 W. Bradley Wendel, Artificial Intelligence, Hallucinations, and Legal Ethics, 74 S.C. L. Rev. 1, 8–14 (2024). 
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constitutional principles. Generative AI systems may misinterpret legislative intent, provide 

incomplete summaries of judicial decisions, or incorrectly apply legal doctrines to factual 

scenarios. Since AI systems lack genuine legal reasoning and contextual understanding, they 

often prioritize linguistic coherence over factual correctness. This creates significant risks 

within court proceedings where precision, accuracy, and authoritative interpretation are 

essential to the administration of justice. 

Another major cause of AI hallucinations lies in algorithmic bias, data limitations, and defects 

within machine-learning models. AI systems are trained on large datasets collected from 

internet sources, legal databases, books, and publicly available documents.22 If training data 

contains outdated, biased, incomplete, or inaccurate information, the AI model may reproduce 

and amplify such defects in its outputs. Furthermore, generative AI models frequently operate 

as “black-box” systems, where the reasoning process behind generated responses remains 

opaque and difficult to explain. Such lack of transparency creates accountability concerns and 

complicates the verification of AI-generated legal content. 

The Reliability concerns surrounding generative AI systems have therefore become a 

significant issue within contemporary legal discourse. Studies conducted by legal scholars and 

researchers indicate that even advanced AI legal research tools continue to hallucinate legal 

authorities and provide inaccurate legal references despite technological improvements.23 This 

unreliability poses particular dangers when AI-generated outputs are used in litigation, judicial 

drafting, or legal advisory services without adequate human oversight. 

Therefore, it is important to distinguish AI-generated errors from ordinary human mistakes. 

Human legal errors generally arise from negligence, oversight, or misinterpretation by trained 

professionals who possess legal understanding and accountability. AI hallucinations, however, 

originate from algorithmic prediction mechanisms that lack conscious reasoning, ethical 

judgment, and contextual comprehension.24 Unlike human advocates or judges, AI systems 

cannot independently verify the authenticity or legality of their outputs. Therefore, excessive 

 
22 Cary Coglianese& Alicia Lai, Algorithmic Governance and Administrative Law, 71 Duke L.J. 15, 32–39 
(2021). 
23VarunMagesh et al., Hallucination-Free? Assessing the Reliability of Leading AI Legal Research Tools, arXiv 
(May 30, 2024), https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.20362 
24 Frank Pasquale, A Rule of Persons, Not Machines: The Limits of Legal Automation 54–67 (2023). 
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reliance on AI-generated legal content without human verification may compromise fairness, 

professional responsibility, and public confidence in the justice delivery system. 

4. LEGAL AND PROCEDURAL CONSEQUENCES OF AI HALLUCINATIONS 

IN COURTS 

Artificial Intelligence hallucinations have emerged as a serious challenge to the administration 

of justice and the credibility of modern legal systems. While AI-powered legal tools have 

improved efficiency in legal research and drafting, their inaccurate and fabricated outputs can 

significantly affect court proceedings and judicial decision-making. One of the primary 

concerns is the increasing reliance on AI-generated legal research by advocates and legal 

professionals without proper verification. Generative AI systems often produce misleading 

summaries of judgments, inaccurate statutory interpretations, and fabricated precedents that 

may appear authentic to users unfamiliar with the limitations of such technologies.25 This 

creates substantial risks within adversarial litigation where accuracy and reliability are 

fundamental to the justice delivery process. 

A major consequence of AI hallucinations is the submission of fabricated citations and non-

existent legal authorities before courts. The most prominent example is Mata v. Avianca, Inc., 

where legal counsel relied on ChatGPT-generated case laws that were entirely fictitious. The 

United States District Court imposed sanctions on the advocates and emphasized the 

professional obligation of lawyers to verify legal authorities before presenting them to the 

court. Similar incidents have subsequently been reported in other jurisdictions, indicating that 

AI hallucinations are no longer isolated technological errors but an emerging institutional 

concern within legal practice.26 Such incidents waste judicial time, create procedural confusion, 

and undermine the credibility of legal advocacy. 

AI hallucinations also threaten the principles of fair trial and judicial integrity. Courts depend 

upon accurate legal submissions and reliable precedents to ensure impartial adjudication. If 

fabricated AI-generated authorities influence judicial reasoning or mislead parties during 

litigation, the risk of wrongful decisions and miscarriage of justice substantially increases.27 

Furthermore, AI-generated misinformation may disproportionately affect litigants lacking 

 
25 W. Bradley Wendel, Artificial Intelligence and Legal Ethics: Whether AI Lawyers Can Make Mistakes, 2024 
Wis. L. Rev. 45, 52–57 (2024). 
26Smith v. Farwell, No. 23-1054, 2024 WL 748123 (D. Mass. Feb. 14, 2024). 
27 Frank Pasquale, A Rule of Persons, Not Machines: The Limits of Legal Automation 103–10 (2023). 



 Indian Journal of Integrated Research in Law   Volume VI Issue III | ISSN: 2583-0538  
 

    Page:  74 

technological awareness or legal resources, thereby widening existing inequalities in access to 

justice. Reports published by the American Bar Association in 2024 have warned that 

unchecked reliance on generative AI may compromise due process, transparency, and 

professional accountability within legal systems.28 

The growing use of AI tools has additionally created ethical challenges for lawyers and legal 

professionals. Legal ethics require advocates to exercise competence, diligence, and honesty 

before courts. However, excessive dependence on AI-generated outputs without independent 

verification may amount to professional negligence and breach of ethical duties.29 Courts and 

bar associations across several jurisdictions have therefore stressed that AI should function 

only as an assistive tool rather than a substitute for professional legal judgment. 

AI hallucinations may also contribute to delays and procedural complications in judicial 

proceedings. Incorrect legal submissions often require additional hearings, rectifications, and 

judicial scrutiny, thereby increasing litigation costs and prolonging disputes. Moreover, 

repeated instances of AI-generated misinformation may adversely affect public confidence in 

the justice system. Public trust in courts is founded upon principles of fairness, reliability, and 

legal certainty. When judicial proceedings become associated with fabricated digital content 

and technological inaccuracies, confidence in the integrity and legitimacy of the legal system 

may gradually erode.30 Therefore, ensuring responsible and accountable use of AI in legal 

proceedings has become an urgent necessity for preserving the rule of law in the digital era. 

5. REGULATORY AND ETHICAL DIMENSIONS OF LIABILITY FOR AI 

HALLUCINATIONS 

This article suggests about the growing use of Artificial Intelligence in legal practice has raised 

significant concerns regarding legal and ethical liability arising from AI hallucinations. Since 

generative AI systems are capable of producing fabricated citations, inaccurate legal 

interpretations, and misleading legal opinions, determining responsibility for such errors has 

become a complex issue involving advocates, law firms, AI developers, and judicial 

institutions. Although AI technologies enhance efficiency and accessibility within the legal 

 
28 Am. Bar Ass’n, Formal Opinion 512: Generative Artificial Intelligence Tools 3–7 (2024). 
29Model Rules of Pro. Conduct r. 1.1 & r. 3.3 (Am. Bar Ass’n 2020).  
30 UNESCO, Guidance for the Governance of Generative AI 18–25 (2024), https://unesdoc.unesco.org 
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profession, their misuse or negligent reliance may seriously affect the administration of justice 

and professional accountability.31 

One of the primary issues relates to the professional responsibility of advocates using AI-

generated legal content. Lawyers owe ethical duties of competence, diligence, honesty, and 

candor toward courts and clients. Under established principles of professional ethics, advocates 

are required to verify the authenticity and accuracy of all legal authorities relied upon in judicial 

proceedings.32 The use of AI-generated content without adequate human supervision may 

therefore amount to professional negligence or misconduct. Courts in several jurisdictions have 

emphasized that advocates cannot escape liability merely by attributing errors to technological 

systems. In Mata v. Avianca, Inc., the court held that lawyers remain personally responsible 

for verifying the accuracy of legal submissions generated through AI tools. Similarly, bar 

associations and legal ethics committees have stressed that AI should only assist legal 

professionals rather than replace independent legal judgment. 

Another important issue concerns in this article suggests about the liability of AI developers 

and technology companies responsible for designing generative AI systems. Developers of AI 

tools may face liability where defective algorithms, inadequate safeguards, or misleading 

representations regarding reliability contribute to legal harm.33 Since many AI systems function 

through opaque “black-box” models, determining the precise source of an error often becomes 

difficult. Questions therefore arise regarding whether liability should be imposed under 

principles of product liability, negligence, breach of duty of care, or consumer protection laws. 

Legal scholars argue that technology companies deploying AI tools in sensitive sectors such as 

law and justice should be subject to higher standards of transparency, explainability, and 

accountability.34 

The Judicial responses toward AI-generated errors have increasingly reflected caution and 

concern. Courts in the United States, Canada, and the United Kingdom have warned against 

blind reliance on AI-generated legal authorities and have imposed sanctions in cases involving 

fabricated citations.35 Judicial institutions have also emphasized that the integrity of legal 

 
31 Frank Pasquale, A Rule of Persons, Not Machines: The Limits of Legal Automation 97–112 (2023). 
32 Model Rules of Pro. Conduct rr. 1.1, 1.3 & 3.3 (Am. BarAss’n 2020). 
33 Ryan Calo, Artificial Intelligence Policy: A Primer and Roadmap, 51 U.C. Davis L. Rev. 399, 421–29 (2017). 
34 European Parliament, Civil Liability Regime for Artificial Intelligence 15–21 (2020), 
https://www.europarl.europa.eu 
35Smith v. Farwell, No. 23-1054, 2024 WL 748123 (D. Mass. Feb. 14, 2024); Zhang v. Chen, 2024 BCSC 285 
(Can.). 



 Indian Journal of Integrated Research in Law   Volume VI Issue III | ISSN: 2583-0538  
 

    Page:  76 

proceedings depends upon human verification and professional responsibility rather than 

automated outputs. In several jurisdictions, courts have begun issuing procedural guidelines 

requiring disclosure whenever generative AI tools are used in drafting legal pleadings or 

submissions.36 

The applicability of negligence and due diligence principles remains central to determining 

liability arising from AI hallucinations. Where lawyers, law firms, or organizations fail to 

exercise reasonable care in verifying AI-generated outputs, liability may arise under traditional 

negligence standards.37 Similarly, AI developers may be held accountable if foreseeable risks 

associated with hallucinations were ignored or insufficient safeguards were implemented. The 

concept of due diligence therefore requires both legal professionals and technology providers 

to ensure reasonable oversight, verification, and risk assessment while using AI systems in 

legal processes. 

AI hallucinations also raise important concerns relating to data protection, transparency, and 

accountability. Generative AI systems are often trained on massive datasets containing 

sensitive legal information, creating risks of privacy violations, data misuse, and algorithmic 

bias.38 Furthermore, lack of transparency in AI decision-making processes undermines 

explainability and makes it difficult to identify responsibility for erroneous outputs. 

International organizations and policymakers have therefore advocated for “trustworthy AI” 

frameworks emphasizing transparency, fairness, accountability, and human oversight.39 

Therefore, Ethical standards governing the use of AI in courts have consequently become 

essential for safeguarding judicial integrity and public confidence in the justice system. The 

Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct emphasize impartiality, integrity, competence, and 

accountability within judicial processes.40 Excessive dependence on AI-generated outputs may 

compromise these principles if courts or legal professionals fail to critically evaluate automated 

content. Accordingly, there is an urgent need for comprehensive regulatory frameworks, ethical 

guidelines, and judicial safeguards governing the responsible use of AI within the legal system. 

 
36United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas, Mandatory Certification Regarding Generative 
Artificial Intelligence (2023).  
37 W. Bradley Wendel, Artificial Intelligence, Hallucinations, and Legal Ethics, 74 S.C. L. Rev. 1, 19–27 (2024). 
38 Cary Coglianese& Alicia Lai, Algorithmic Governance and Administrative Law, 71 Duke L.J. 15, 45–53 
(2021). 
39 UNESCO, Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence 11–20 (2021), https://unesdoc.unesco.org 
40 United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, The Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct 2–5 (2002). 
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Such measures are necessary to balance technological innovation with the fundamental 

principles of fairness, justice, and rule of law. 

6. GLOBAL REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS AND COMPARATIVE 

PERSPECTIVES ON ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE 

The rapid expansion of Artificial Intelligence across legal systems has compelled several 

countries and international organizations to formulate regulatory frameworks governing the 

responsible use of AI technologies. Since AI hallucinations and automated decision-making 

systems can significantly affect judicial processes, comparative international approaches 

provide valuable guidance for developing effective safeguards and accountability mechanisms. 

Different jurisdictions have adopted varying regulatory strategies depending upon their legal 

traditions, technological advancement, and policy priorities.41 

The European Union has emerged as a global leader in AI regulation through its comprehensive 

rights-based approach toward artificial intelligence governance. The European Union Artificial 

Intelligence Act (EU AI Act), adopted in 2024, classifies AI systems according to levels of risk 

and imposes stricter obligations on “high-risk” AI applications, including those affecting 

judicial and legal processes.42 The legislation emphasizes transparency, human oversight, 

accountability, and protection of fundamental rights. Under the EU framework, providers of 

AI systems must ensure accuracy, data quality, risk management, and explainability while 

preventing discriminatory or harmful outcomes. The European Union has therefore recognized 

that unregulated AI systems may threaten constitutional values such as due process, fairness, 

and human dignity. 

The United States has adopted a comparatively flexible and sector-specific approach toward 

AI accountability. Rather than enacting a single comprehensive statute, the United States relies 

upon existing legal doctrines, judicial precedents, consumer protection laws, and professional 

ethics standards to regulate AI usage.43 Following incidents involving fabricated AI-generated 

legal citations, several federal courts have introduced procedural rules requiring advocates to 

disclose or verify the use of generative AI tools in legal filings. In 2023, the White House also 

 
41 Cary Coglianese, The Governance of Artificial Intelligence in Government, 2 U. Pa. L. Rev. Online 1, 4–11 
(2022). 
42 European Parliament & Council Regulation 2024/1689, Artificial Intelligence Act, 2024 O.J. (L 1689) 1 (EU). 
43 Ryan Calo& Danielle Keats Citron, The Automated Administrative State: A Crisis of Legitimacy, 70 Emory 
L.J. 797, 812–20 (2021). 
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released the “Blueprint for an AI Bill of Rights,” emphasizing protections against algorithmic 

discrimination, unsafe AI systems, and lack of transparency.44 The American Bar Association 

has similarly issued ethical guidance requiring lawyers to exercise competence and 

independent professional judgment while using AI technologies. 

The United Kingdom has adopted a principles-based and innovation-oriented framework for 

AI governance. Instead of introducing immediate comprehensive legislation, the UK 

government has emphasized regulatory flexibility through sector-specific oversight and ethical 

guidelines.45 British regulators focus on principles such as safety, fairness, accountability, 

transparency, and contestability. Courts and professional bodies in the United Kingdom have 

increasingly acknowledged the risks posed by generative AI tools, particularly concerning 

hallucinated legal authorities and inaccurate legal advice. Consequently, legal institutions have 

stressed the importance of human verification and responsible AI deployment within judicial 

processes. 

At the international level, various organizations have formulated principles for responsible AI 

governance. UNESCO’s Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence promotes 

transparency, fairness, accountability, human rights protection, and human oversight in AI 

systems.46 Similarly, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 

AI Principles advocate inclusive growth, robustness, security, and responsible innovation.47 

These international instruments collectively recognize that AI technologies should remain 

human-centered and consistent with democratic values and rule of law principles. 

Therefore, Comparative judicial responses reveal a common concern regarding excessive 

reliance on AI-generated legal content. Courts across jurisdictions have emphasized that 

lawyers and judges cannot delegate legal reasoning entirely to automated systems. Judicial 

sanctions imposed in cases involving fabricated AI citations demonstrate growing judicial 

intolerance toward negligent use of generative AI tools. Such responses highlight the universal 

importance of professional accountability and procedural integrity within legal systems. 

For India, these international developments offer important lessons regarding the regulation of 

AI within the justice delivery system. India currently lacks a dedicated AI legislation 

 
44 White House Off. of Sci. & Tech. Pol’y, Blueprint for an AI Bill of Rights 3–14 (2023). 
45U.K. Dep’t for Sci., Innovation & Tech., A Pro-Innovation Approach to AI Regulation 12–19 (2023).  
46UNESCO, Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence 9–18 (2021), https://unesdoc.unesco.org 
47 OECD, OECD Principles on Artificial Intelligence (2019), https://oecd.ai/en/ai-principles 
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specifically addressing legal accountability, judicial safeguards, and AI hallucinations. 

However, comparative experiences suggest the need for a balanced regulatory framework 

combining innovation with ethical oversight and legal accountability. India can benefit from 

adopting transparency standards, mandatory human verification mechanisms, judicial 

guidelines, and ethical principles governing AI-assisted legal research and litigation.48 

Strengthening digital literacy, judicial training, and data protection safeguards will also be 

essential to ensure that AI technologies support rather than undermine the rule of law and 

constitutional justice in India. 

7. THE FUTURE OF AI GOVERNANCE: REFORMS, OVERSIGHT, AND 

ACCOUNTABILITY 

The increasing integration of Artificial Intelligence within legal systems has created an urgent 

need for comprehensive reforms and regulatory safeguards to address the challenges posed by 

AI hallucinations and automated legal errors. While AI technologies offer substantial benefits 

in terms of efficiency, accessibility, and speed, the absence of effective oversight mechanisms 

may threaten judicial integrity, procedural fairness, and public confidence in the justice 

delivery system. Consequently, legal scholars, policymakers, and judicial institutions across 

the world have emphasized the importance of developing balanced regulatory frameworks 

capable of promoting innovation while safeguarding the rule of law.49 

One of the most significant reforms required is the enactment of AI-specific legal regulations 

governing the use of generative AI within legal practice and court proceedings. Existing legal 

frameworks relating to negligence, professional misconduct, and consumer protection are often 

inadequate to address the unique risks posed by AI hallucinations and automated decision-

making systems.50 Therefore, dedicated legislation should establish clear standards regarding 

accountability, liability, transparency, and permissible use of AI tools in legal institutions. Such 

laws must define the responsibilities of advocates, law firms, technology companies, and 

judicial authorities while ensuring compliance with constitutional principles of fairness, due 

process, and access to justice. 

 
48 NITI Aayog, Responsible AI for All: Strategy for India 22–31 (2021), https://www.niti.gov.in 
49 UNESCO, Guidance for the Governance of Generative AI 14–23 (2024), https://unesdoc.unesco.org 
50 Frank Pasquale, A Rule of Persons, Not Machines: The Limits of Legal Automation 118–29 (2023). 
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The Mandatory verification of AI-generated legal content is another essential safeguard for 

preventing fabricated citations and inaccurate legal submissions. Courts and bar associations 

in several jurisdictions have already begun requiring advocates to verify the authenticity of AI-

generated research before filing pleadings or presenting authorities before courts.51 Since 

generative AI systems are capable of producing false or misleading legal information, human 

verification must remain a compulsory component of legal practice. Legal professionals should 

therefore be required to independently examine all AI-assisted legal outputs to ensure factual 

and legal accuracy. 

Also, Judicial guidelines governing the use of AI in litigation are equally necessary for 

maintaining procedural integrity and judicial discipline. Courts may introduce standardized 

protocols regarding disclosure of AI usage in pleadings, limitations on reliance upon AI-

generated authorities, and sanctions for negligent misuse of AI tools.52 Such guidelines would 

help establish uniform practices and reduce uncertainty concerning the admissibility and 

reliability of AI-assisted legal research. Judicial training programs should also be introduced 

to educate judges regarding the capabilities and limitations of generative AI systems. 

Strengthening ethical obligations of legal professionals represents another important reform 

area. Professional ethics require advocates to maintain competence, diligence, confidentiality, 

and honesty in all legal proceedings.53 Bar councils and professional regulatory bodies should 

therefore formulate ethical standards specifically addressing the use of AI technologies in legal 

practice. Lawyers must remain accountable for all legal submissions prepared with AI 

assistance, and reliance on automated systems should never substitute independent professional 

judgment. 

Transparency and explainability in AI systems are crucial for ensuring accountability and 

public trust. Many generative AI tools operate through opaque “black-box” algorithms, making 

it difficult to understand how outputs are generated.54 Lack of explainability creates challenges 

in identifying bias, inaccuracies, or procedural defects within AI-assisted legal decision-

making. Consequently, AI developers should be required to adopt transparent design practices 

 
51 United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas, Mandatory Certification Regarding Generative 
Artificial Intelligence (2023). 
52 W. Bradley Wendel, Artificial Intelligence, Hallucinations, and Legal Ethics, 74 S.C. L. Rev. 1, 29–36 (2024). 
53 Model Rules of Pro. Conduct rr. 1.1, 1.3 & 3.3 (Am. BarAss’n 2020). 
54 Cary Coglianese& Alicia Lai, Algorithmic Governance and Administrative Law, 71 Duke L.J. 15, 51–58 
(2021). 



 Indian Journal of Integrated Research in Law   Volume VI Issue III | ISSN: 2583-0538  
 

    Page:  81 

and provide users with adequate information regarding data sources, limitations, and risks 

associated with AI-generated outputs. 

Thereby, Promoting human oversight and accountability mechanisms is equally essential for 

safeguarding justice systems from overdependence on automation. International organizations 

such as UNESCO and the OECD have repeatedly emphasized that AI systems should remain 

human-centered and subject to meaningful human control.55 Human oversight ensures that final 

legal decisions continue to be guided by judicial reasoning, ethical judgment, and constitutional 

values rather than purely algorithmic predictions. 

Finally, capacity building and digital legal education are necessary to prepare legal 

professionals for the responsible use of AI technologies. Law schools, judicial academies, and 

professional institutions should introduce specialized training concerning AI ethics, digital 

literacy, cybersecurity, and technological accountability.56 Developing technological 

awareness among lawyers and judges will help reduce misuse of AI systems and encourage 

informed, responsible, and ethical integration of artificial intelligence within the justice 

delivery system. Through effective regulation, ethical safeguards, and continuous human 

supervision, AI can become a valuable assistive tool that strengthens rather than undermines 

the administration of justice. 

8. CONCLUSION 

The researcher in this article concludes that the Artificial Intelligence has emerged as one of 

the most transformative developments in the contemporary legal system, significantly 

reshaping legal research, judicial administration, case management, and legal practice across 

the world. The increasing integration of generative AI tools within courts, law firms, and legal 

institutions has improved efficiency, reduced research time, enhanced accessibility to legal 

materials, and facilitated faster delivery of legal services. Technologies based on machine 

learning and natural language processing are now capable of performing tasks that traditionally 

required extensive human effort, including legal drafting, predictive analytics, contract review, 

and legal data analysis. Consequently, AI has become an important component of the evolving 

 
55 OECD, OECD Principles on Artificial Intelligence (2019), https://oecd.ai/en/ai-principles; UNESCO, 
Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence 10–19 (2021), https://unesdoc.unesco.org 
56 Richard Susskind, Tomorrow’s Lawyers: An Introduction to Your Future 201–15 (3d ed. 2023). 
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digital justice ecosystem. 

Despite these advantages, the rapid expansion of generative AI has also created serious legal 

and ethical concerns, particularly regarding AI hallucinations. AI hallucinations involve the 

generation of false, misleading, fabricated, or inaccurate legal information that appears 

authentic and authoritative. Recent incidents involving fabricated case citations and fictitious 

legal authorities in judicial proceedings have demonstrated that AI systems cannot always 

guarantee reliability or legal accuracy. The landmark decision in Mata v. Avianca, Inc. 

highlighted the dangers associated with blind reliance on AI-generated legal research and 

emphasized the continuing responsibility of advocates to verify all legal authorities presented 

before courts. Similar incidents in other jurisdictions have further revealed that unchecked 

dependence on AI tools may undermine procedural fairness, judicial integrity, and public 

confidence in the administration of justice. 

The paper states that at the international level indicate growing recognition of the need to 

regulate AI technologies within legal systems. The European Union AI Act, adopted in 2024, 

introduced a risk-based framework emphasizing transparency, accountability, and human 

oversight in high-risk AI applications, including judicial systems. Similarly, the American Bar 

Association and various judicial institutions in the United States have issued ethical guidelines 

requiring legal professionals to exercise competence and due diligence while using generative 

AI tools. International organizations such as UNESCO and the OECD have also stressed that 

AI governance must remain consistent with human rights, fairness, transparency, and rule of 

law principles. These developments demonstrate that legal systems worldwide are gradually 

moving toward responsible and human-centered AI regulation. 

The research establishes that although AI can function as a valuable assistive tool within legal 

practice, it cannot replace human reasoning, ethical judgment, and professional accountability. 

Excessive reliance on automated systems without adequate human supervision creates risks of 

professional negligence, miscarriage of justice, procedural delays, and erosion of judicial 

credibility. The issue of liability for AI-generated errors remains particularly complex because 

responsibility may extend to advocates, law firms, AI developers, technology companies, and 

regulatory authorities. Existing legal frameworks relating to negligence and professional 

misconduct are often insufficient to address the unique challenges posed by generative AI 

systems and algorithmic decision-making. 
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Therefore, there is an urgent need for comprehensive legal reforms, judicial safeguards, and 

ethical standards governing the use of AI in courts and legal institutions. Mandatory 

verification of AI-generated legal content, transparency obligations for AI developers, judicial 

guidelines regarding AI usage, and stronger professional accountability mechanisms are 

essential to ensure responsible deployment of AI technologies. Legal education and digital 

literacy programs must also be strengthened to equip judges, lawyers, and researchers with the 

necessary understanding of AI capabilities and limitations. 

Ultimately, the future of AI in the justice delivery system should be guided by a balanced 

approach that encourages technological innovation while preserving constitutional values, 

legal accuracy, judicial independence, and procedural fairness. Artificial Intelligence should 

remain a supportive instrument assisting human decision-making rather than replacing the 

fundamental human elements of justice. Only through effective regulation, ethical governance, 

and continuous human oversight can AI contribute positively toward strengthening the rule of 

law and ensuring fair, transparent, and accountable justice in the digital era. 

 

 

 

 

 


