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Abstract 

The emergence of Generative Artificial Intelligence (Gen AI) has profoundly transformed the 

landscape of Indian legal education, presenting both unprecedented opportunities and 

significant challenges. This research article critically examines whether Gen AI is a blessing 

or a blight for legal education in India. Through analysis of empirical studies, regulatory 

frameworks, pedagogical implications, and ethical concerns, this paper argues that Gen AI is 

neither purely beneficial nor wholly detrimental; it is a transformative tool whose impact 

depends entirely on how it is integrated into legal education. While Gen AI offers efficiency 

gains, democratized access to legal knowledge, personalised learning experiences, and 

preparation for a technology-driven legal profession, it simultaneously threatens academic 

integrity, perpetuates epistemic colonisation through Western-trained models, exacerbates 

digital divides, and challenges traditional methods of legal reasoning. The absence of 

comprehensive regulatory frameworks from the Bar Council of India and the University Grants 

Commission compounds these concerns. This article concludes that Gen AI becomes a blessing 

rather than a blight only through mandatory AI-use disclosure, curriculum reforms emphasising 

AI ethics, faculty development programs, infrastructure investment, and transparent 

governance mechanisms aligned with Indian constitutional values. 

 

Keywords: Generative AI, Legal Education, AI Pedagogy, Academic Integrity, Constitutional 

Values, AI Ethics, Digital Divide, Bar Council of India 

 

1. Introduction-The Technological Revolution in Legal Education 

The legal profession has traditionally been one of the most conservative fields, resistant to 

technological change and deeply committed to established pedagogical methods. Legal 

education in India has long emphasised black-letter law, rote learning of statutes, and 
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courtroom advocacy through traditional classroom instruction. However, the advent of 

Generative Artificial Intelligence has disrupted this conservative landscape with unprecedented 

force. Large Language Models (LLMs) like ChatGPT, capable of passing law school exams 

and even the Uniform Bar Exam, have forced legal educators worldwide to confront 

fundamental questions about the future of their profession. The timeline of this transformation 

has been remarkably compressed. What began as experimental curiosity in 2022 has rapidly 

evolved into a central challenge for legal education by 2024-2025. The emergence of Gen AI 

has "profoundly altered the landscape of Indian legal education" in ways that educators are still 

struggling to comprehend and address. This transformation is not merely technological; it is 

epistemological, ethical, and pedagogical. 

 

2. Design and Methodology 

This research article employs a doctrinal and non-doctrinal legal methodology, drawing from: 

1. Recent academic literature on Gen AI in legal education (2024-2026), 2. Digital Empirical 

studies on AI performance in Indian legal education contexts, 3. Regulatory documents from 

Indian legal education authorities, 4. Judicial rulings on AI use in legal proceedings, 5. 

Infrastructure and digital access statistics from national surveys. The analysis focuses 

specifically on the Indian context, recognising that developments in transnational legal 

education, while instructive, cannot be directly transplanted to India's unique legal, cultural, 

and infrastructural landscape. 

 

3. Socratic Legal Pedagogy vs AI 

Legal education has been fundamental to the legal profession for ages, cultivating the intellect 

of prospective lawyers and providing them with the requisite knowledge and abilities to 

manoeuvre through the intricate realm of law. Traditionally, the world of legal education has 

predominantly applied the Socratic approach, distinguished by intensive case law examination 

and classroom discourse. This traditional method has successfully cultivated critical thinking 

and legal reasoning abilities in students. Students are urged to thoroughly engage with legal 

reasoning via the Socratic method, cultivating a profound comprehension of legal principles 

and refining their analytical skills. Although historically effective, the conventional method of 

legal education demonstrates considerable shortcomings in relation to contemporary legal 

practice. A significant difficulty is the disparity between theoretical knowledge and practical 

execution. The Socratic approach is effective in instructing students on legal reasoning, 
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although it frequently fails to equip them for the practical aspects of legal practice. The 

discourse regarding the necessity of legal education should emphasise either vocational training 

or academic theory, raising significant enquiries regarding the function of lawyers in society 

and the most effective methods for their professional preparation. The vocational model 

prepares graduates for legal practice, but the academic approach cultivates critical thinking and 

a comprehensive understanding of law's societal implications, which are vital for legal reform 

and leadership. Currently, numerous law schools are implementing a hybrid model that 

integrates both methodologies to cultivate well-rounded graduates prepared for practical 

application and capable of advancing legal study and policy formulation.  

 

4. AI and Modern Legal Education 

Currently, artificial intelligence (AI) is revolutionising the student experience in higher 

education, influencing the methods of learning, communication, and work among students. 

Artificial intelligence has significantly influenced the legal profession, altering numerous 

facets of legal practice. Artificial intelligence-driven tools are now frequently employed for 

activities such as legal research, contract formulation, and case administration. These tools can 

automate redundant processes, enabling legal professionals to concentrate on more intricate 

and strategic facets of their work. AI algorithms can rapidly evaluate extensive legal data to 

uncover pertinent case law and precedents, thereby greatly decreasing the time needed for legal 

research. Considering the revolutionary potential of AI, legal education must integrate AI-

related knowledge into the curriculum. By comprehending the potential and constraints of AI 

tools, prospective lawyers can adeptly utilise these technologies to augment their profession. 

This encompasses both technological expertise and an understanding of the ethical and legal 

ramifications of employing AI in legal contexts. Incorporating AI into legal education equips 

students to collaborate with AI systems, enhancing their ability to deliver more efficient and 

effective legal services. Furthermore, an in-depth comprehension of AI might enable future 

attorneys to more effectively counsel their clients on matters pertaining to technology and data 

protection, which are becoming progressively significant in the legal arena.  

 

5. What Constitutes Artificial Intelligence? 

Artificial intelligence encompasses technologies that utilise computers and software to 

replicate intelligent, human-like processes. What constitutes generative AI? A generative AI 

tool produces "output" in response to user-provided instructions, referred to as "input" or 
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"prompt. The result derives from an algorithmic model trained on extensive datasets, 

encompassing text, photos, music, computer code, or nearly any other content type. Generative 

AI distinguishes itself from conventional algorithm-based machine learning by utilising vast 

data sources to rapidly produce ostensibly novel, contextually relevant content, including 

essays, blog posts, poems, drawings, photos, videos, and software code. The late 2022 launch 

of ChatGPT, an advanced chatbot developed by the AI research nonprofit OpenAI, has 

heightened interest in generative AI and massive language models. 

 

6. What distinguishes Machine Learning from Artificial Intelligence? 

In the legal domain, computers and software often utilise artificial intelligence through machine 

learning, which automates legal processes and enhances their efficacy over time. There exist 

three categories of machine learning: 1. Supervised machine learning: a branch of AI that 

identifies and analyses patterns within established data sets. These data sets are generally 

generated by human domain specialists who serve as advisors to the algorithms. 2. 

Unsupervised machine learning: a category of machine learning that generates data sets devoid 

of known outcomes or predetermined data. This application lacks a data set curated by experts 

to direct the tool's functionality. The program autonomously learns and reacts to inputs. 3. 

Reinforcement learning: a category of machine learning that utilises an algorithm to establish 

connections through a reward system, incorporating data input to learn and identify the optimal 

processing pathway. 

 

7. What is Artificial Intelligence in the Legal Field? 

Legal AI software assists legal teams in conserving time by rapidly locating legal material. 

This technology is significant due to its ability to analyse vast quantities of data. A significant 

advantage of AI in legal research is that it enables legal professionals to extract insights from 

extensive data sets, concentrating exclusively on the most pertinent legal information, thereby 

enhancing their efficiency, strategic approach, and value to their business or clients. Legal AI 

can assist legal teams with contract preparation and analysis, case strategy, legal project 

management, and motion drafting. 

 

8. What is agentic Artificial Intelligence in the context of Law? 

Agentic AI in the legal domain refers to a collection of software "assistants" capable of 

comprehending directives, deconstructing tasks into sequential steps, utilising diverse data 
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sources and tools, and collaborating to execute legal assignments from inception to completion. 

Agents can adapt according to attorney feedback. Agentic AI assists lawyers and legal teams 

with many routine activities, such as conducting legal research, creating contracts, and 

facilitating company development. Agentic AI can consolidate a company's litigation history 

into a comprehensible profile that displays previous cases, outcomes, and trends to enhance 

client presentations. 

 

9. Which Artificial Intelligence is most Suitable for Legal Applications? 

The optimal AI tools for the legal profession are specifically tailored for the sector and 

constructed upon transparent, traceable, and verifiable legal data. Given that lawyers operate 

in a domain where precision is paramount, practitioners in this sector should exercise caution 

when depending on systems that utilise only unsupervised learning methodologies. To mitigate 

the danger of mistakes or absent documents, the optimal AI for legal practitioners employs 

supervised machine learning techniques. The significance of AI lies in its capacity to analyse 

vast quantities of data and reveal subtleties imperceptible to human observation. However, in 

the absence of human knowledge to guarantee the integrity and precision of that data, AI may 

cause more harm than benefit. 

 

10. Types of AI for Legal Profession 

AI for the legal profession is divided into Generative AI for drafting and brainstorming, 

Agentic AI for executing automated workflows, and Specialised Analytical Tools for specific 

legal tasks like research, contract review, and predictive analytics. Law firms use these systems 

to increase accuracy, speed up research, and streamline operations. Generative AI (GenAI): 

Drafts contracts, client communications, and legal briefs from text prompts. Agentic AI: Breaks 

down complex legal requests and performs multi-step projects independently (like researching 

past cases to build a client pitch). Legal Research AI: Searches vast, curated databases of case 

law and statutes using natural language. Contract Analysis Tools: Scans thousands of contracts 

to extract clauses, risks, and compliance gaps. E-Discovery: Reviews huge volumes of digital 

documents to surface relevant information for litigation. Predictive Analytics: Analyses past 

case outcomes and judicial trends to estimate litigation success rates. Popular Legal AI 

Solutions: Cocounsel Legal: Advanced research and drafting assistant used by major law firms. 

Legora: An AI platform built for the end-to-end execution of complex legal tasks and 

regulatory monitoring. Regional/Niche Tools: Platforms like Manupatra AI (for Indian case 
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law) and Kira (for M&A due diligence). Consumer-Grade GenAI: Public models like 

ChatGPT, which must be used with caution due to lower data security and the risk of unverified 

outputs. There are many software tools in the market to cater for the needs of techno-centre 

advocacy.  

 

11. Gen AI in Legal Education. 

Generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) is a crucial domain of AI recognised for producing 

novel content in response to user inputs and has profoundly influenced multiple sectors, 

including legal education. GenAI has expedited technical advancement to such an extent that 

its capacity to revolutionise existing pedagogical approaches necessitates a comprehensive 

revaluation. The rapid rate of development makes it challenging to determine the impact of 

GenAI on field education, both in the short and long term.  Nonetheless, regardless of 

comprehending its benefits and limitations, the educational system must promptly adjust to the 

incorporation of these tools to guarantee that students remain competitive and do not lag in a 

swiftly changing environment.  This paper aims to examine the ongoing discourse regarding 

the influence of GenAI, especially in legal education, as its application proliferates within the 

legal field. Comprehending the impact of GenAI on the law curriculum is crucial for equipping 

students to meet the profession's changing requirements and for assessing its prospective 

advantages in legal research, writing, and case analysis. Despite regional variations, experts 

have recognised some essential aspects vital to the teaching and learning processes at modern 

law schools.  These components encompass the dissemination of substantive legal knowledge, 

the enhancement of fundamental analytical skills vital for legal practice, education in legal 

research techniques, and the fostering of practical lawyering abilities.  Moreover, law schools 

prioritise the investigation of interdisciplinary domains pertinent to the legal profession, the 

cultivation of a legal mindset, and an extensive comprehension of the nature, functions, and 

processes of law and justice. These components are connected by a shared objective: to educate 

students with the information and skills essential for a successful legal career. GenAI has 

introduced a novel component to the educational framework: the skill of prompting, which 

entails supplying instructions or keywords to direct AI software in producing a response. 

 

As the legal profession progressively incorporates AI into multiple facets of practice, law 

schools must prioritise equipping students to proficiently utilise AI-driven tools for legal 

research, case analysis, and document authoring. This transition necessitates a profound 

comprehension of the ethical ramifications of AI in the legal field and the competencies 
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required to navigate the convergence of technology and legal practice. Consequently, analysing 

GenAI's influence on the law curriculum is crucial to equip students for changing professional 

requirements and to ensure law schools remain at the forefront of technological progress in 

legal practice. 

 

Generative AI, exemplified as ChatGPT, has swiftly garnered popularity and sparked 

considerable interest due to its potential to enrich educational experiences. The incorporation 

of AI, especially GenAI, in legal education has substantial advantages while simultaneously 

introducing considerable problems. The emergence of GenAI tools in the legal field has raised 

apprehensions over the possible redundancy of conventional litigation positions and the 

significance of law schools. Nonetheless, these apprehensions may be overstated, as 

fundamental human attributes, like creative cognition, comprehensive reasoning, the synthesis 

of knowledge across systems, and the capacity to design, oversee, and contextualise AI outputs, 

remain indispensable. These distinct human attributes are vital for managing AI technologies 

and guaranteeing the proper implementation of automated recommendations, indicating that 

although AI can assist, it cannot entirely replace the human components necessary for success 

in the legal field and beyond. 

 

12. In what ways is Artificial Intelligence utilised within the Legal Profession? 

Certain legal professionals have been utilising AI for more than a decade to analyse data and 

interrogate documents. The surge of interest in advanced technologies such as ChatGPT has 

prompted an increasing number of legal professionals to explore the technology in their work. 

The swift transition has prompted an increasing number of law firms and in-house legal 

departments to formulate rules for the responsible implementation of AI solutions in the 

workplace. Legal professionals at law firms and in-house departments are using generative AI 

in their practice; there are many ways where the consult AI, especially Gen AI. The main ways 

that legal professionals are using generative AI in their practice are: 1. Conducting legal 

research; 2. Drafting communications (memos, emails, etc.); 3. Summarising legal narratives; 

4. Reviewing legal documents; 5. Drafting/templating legal contracts; 6. Reviewing discovery. 
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                                     Gen AI in Legal Education and Practice 

 

 

13. The Central Debate on Gen AI: Bliss or Blight? 

The question of whether Gen AI represents bliss or blight for legal education in India cannot 

be answered with a simple binary. The technology simultaneously offers both aspects and 

depends upon the application and utility of the G-AI. 

 

Bliss facets: Enhanced legal research efficiency through AI-powered tools like LexisNexis and 

Manu Patra that analyse thousands of case laws in seconds. Democratisation of access to 

quality legal education for students in remote areas through online courses and interactive 

learning modules. Personalised learning experiences through AI tutors and debate partners. 

Preparation of students for a tech-driven legal profession where AI literacy is becoming 

essential. Bridging the gap between academic learning and industry expectations through 

practical AI tool training 

 

Blight facets: Risks of academic misconduct, plagiarism, and an "authorial crisis" where AI-

generated works elude existing regulatory definitions. Epistemic colonisation where Western-

trained AI models impose Euro-American jurisprudential norms on Indian legal education. AI 

hallucinations producing fake case citations that can mislead students and damage judicial 

proceedings. Exacerbation of digital divides, with rural law schools lagging urban schools by 

37 percentage points in internet connectivity. Absence of comprehensive regulatory 

frameworks from the Bar Council of India and the University Grants Commission. 
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14. Student and Faculty Perspectives 

Law Schools are collaborating with legal tech companies for hands-on workshops and 

encouraging participation in hackathons where law meets coding. However, this adoption is 

uneven. The "Legal Education 4.0" transformation is primarily occurring in elite institutions, 

creating a two-tier system in which students at top schools gain AI fluency, while those at state 

universities receive a traditional education disconnected from technological realities. Surveys 

of law students and faculty reveal complex attitudes toward Gen AI: 

 

  14.1. Student perspectives: 

❖ Students who participated in AI-integrated courses generally support AI-integrated 

legal education 

❖ Students recognise AI as essential for future practice but express concern about over-

reliance 

❖ Students from marginalised backgrounds express anxiety about digital access gaps 

❖ This creates a two-tier legal education system where elite urban students gain AI 

fluency and competitive advantage 

❖ Rural and marginalised students receive traditional education with limited 

technological exposure 

❖ The gap translates into employment disparities, as tech-savvy graduates are preferred 

by law firms 

❖ The digital divide is not merely technological it is algorithmic awareness and data 

inequalities that constitute new forms of digital divide. 

 

Gen AI in Legal Education: Bliss and Blight Facets 

Themes  Students 

Bliss 

Students 

Blights 

Teachers  

Bliss 

Teachers  

Blights 

Enhanced Legal Research  112 78 78 46 

Case Analysis 122 89 75 40 

Time efficiency 110 90 78 46 

Comprehensiveness 131 66 78 26 

Cost reduction 129 71 71 29 

Assignments/ article writing  141 78 78 25 

Class presentation/ lectures 131 69 74 27 
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Dissertation and projects 122 78 76 29 

Seminars papers 123 89 78 46 

 Source: data collected from students/ teachers of selected law schools  

 

 

                            Disclosure: image created from the above given table  

 

14.2.Faculty perspectives 

Most surveyed law faculty, even those who strongly agreed that students should be prepared to 

use and critically evaluate generative AI, emphasised that they were uninformed about this 

technology and unsure how to proceed. Faculty express concern about academic integrity but 

lack clear policies for addressing AI misuse. Many faculty feel unprepared to teach AI-related 

subjects without significant training. This disconnect between the recognised necessity of AI 

education and faculty preparedness creates a critical gap that must be addressed through 

systematic faculty development programs. 

 

❖ Teachers need upskilling to teach emerging subjects like AI ethics and technology law 

❖ Many faculty lack technical proficiency to integrate AI into their teaching 
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❖ Regulatory guidelines still focus more on traditional pedagogy than technological 

innovation 

❖ Faculty face resistance from conservative institutional cultures 

❖ This unpreparedness creates a bottleneck: even if institutions want to integrate AI, 

faculty cannot effectively implement it without significant training and support. 

 

 

                             Disclosure: image created from the above-given table. 

  

This empirical evidence has profound implications for legal education in diverse jurisdictions 

like India. It suggests that AI cannot simply replace human legal education but must be 

integrated adaptively, with pedagogical approaches that leverage AI's strengths while 

compensating for its weaknesses. 

 

15. The Bliss: Benefits and Opportunities of Gen AI in Legal Education 

15.1.  Enhanced Legal Research and Case Analysis: One of the most immediate and tangible 

benefits of Gen AI in legal education is its transformative impact on legal research. AI-powered 

tools like LexisNexis and Manupatra offer faster and more accurate legal research by analysing 

thousands of case laws and precedents in seconds. Specific advantages include: 
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❖ Time efficiency: Research that previously took hours can now be completed in minutes, 

allowing students to focus more on critical analysis than information gathering 

❖ Comprehensiveness: AI can identify relevant cases and statutes that human researchers 

might miss due to cognitive limitations or search strategy constraints 

❖ Pattern recognition: AI can identify jurisprudential patterns across large datasets, 

helping students understand legal trends and judicial reasoning 

❖ Cost reduction: AI tools reduce the cost of legal research, making quality legal 

education more accessible to students from economically weaker backgrounds 

❖ For Indian law students, who often face resource constraints and limited access to 

expensive legal databases, AI-powered research tools represent a significant 

democratizing force. 

 

15.2. Democratisation of Access to Legal Education 

Gen AI has the potential to bridge educational gaps by democratizing access to quality legal 

education across India's vast and diverse geography. 

Mechanism Impact and Outcome 

Online courses and tutorials Students in remote areas can access quality content  

Interactive learning modules Personalised learning adapts to individual student needs  

AI tutors and mentorship 24/7 availability for students without access to faculty  

Multilingual content generation AI can translate legal concepts into regional languages 

Reduced infrastructure costs Virtual classrooms reduce need for physical infrastructure  

 

This is particularly significant for India, where only 63.5% of law schools have internet 

connectivity, and rural schools lag urban schools by 29 percentage points. AI-powered distance 

learning, when properly implemented with adequate infrastructure support, could help 

overcome these barriers. The National Education Policy (NEP) 2020's vision of 100% Gross 

Enrolment Ratio by 2030 is within reach, but only if digital literacy is treated as a social 

investment. Gen AI could be a crucial tool in achieving this vision for legal education. 

 

16. Legal Industry Expectations: 

AI literacy is becoming essential for legal practice. Lawyers must navigate AI biases, manage 

hallucinations, and consider sustainability. AI cannot replace human lawyers, but mastering it 

is essential for a tech-driven future. For large law firms, AI adoption offers enhanced 

productivity, new capabilities, and improved client outcomes. Students graduating without AI 
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competencies will be at a significant disadvantage. Indian legal education must therefore 

integrate AI not as an optional add-on but as a core competency. This requires curriculum 

reform that includes: a. AI ethics and responsible use, b. Hands-on experience with AI legal 

tools, c. Critical evaluation of AI-generated research and writing 

 

17. Understanding of AI limitations and Failure Modes 

One of the perennial criticisms of Indian legal education is it disconnect from legal practice. 

Gen AI offers opportunities to bridge this gap: a. Real-world tool exposure: Students learn on 

the same AI platforms used in actual legal practice, b. Industry collaboration: Law schools 

collaborate with legal tech companies for workshops, c. Hackathons and competitions: Events 

where law meets coding provide practical experience, d. Clinical projects: Digital platforms 

expand access to justice through clinical legal education. This practical exposure narrows the 

gap between theoretical learning and industry expectations, producing graduates who are "not 

only skilled in statutes and precedents but also fluent in the language of technology". 

 

18. The Blight: Challenges and Risks of Gen AI in Legal Education 

18.1.Academic Integrity and the Authorial Crisis 

The most immediate and visible challenge posed by Gen AI is the threat to academic integrity. 

The emergence of AI-generated works has created an "authorial crisis" that eludes existing 

regulatory definitions. Specific integrity concerns: a. Plagiarism and originality: A huge ethical 

question looms over whether content created by generative AIs is "original" content acceptable 

in research or a form of plagiarism; b. Undisclosed AI use: Students can submit AI-generated 

work without disclosure, making detection difficult. c. Copyright violations: Extreme 

conditions of AI misuse can lead to potential copyright violations.  d. Assessment validity: 

Traditional assessment methods may no longer accurately measure student learning when AI 

can complete assignments. The obligation in maintaining academic integrity starts with the 

legal researcher by limiting the use of generative AI for initial investigation on subject matters 

or content editing processes for language or grammatical revisions rather than reliance for 

complete articulation. Gen AI should be viewed as a learning guide rather than an outright 

content creator to maintain the highest academic integrity. However, the absence of 

comprehensive regulation by the Bar Council of India and the University Grants Commission 

means there are no clear frameworks for addressing these issues. This regulatory vacuum 

creates uncertainty for both educators and students. 
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18.2.AI Hallucinations and False Legal Citations 

One of the most dangerous risks of Gen AI in legal education is the phenomenon of 

hallucinations, where AI generates false information presented with apparent confidence. 

The hallucination problem: Fake case laws and made-up judgments are AI-generated legal 

references that simply do not exist. These errors usually appear as fake case references used to 

fabricate precedent. Courts have highlighted how these hallucinations can directly impact 

judicial proceedings, especially when unchecked AI-generated content finds its way into legal 

documents. The most comprehensive database of AI hallucination cases in law includes legal 

decisions from courts worldwide, searchable by country, party, AI tool, and outcome. This 

demonstrates that hallucinations are not theoretical concerns but documented, real-world 

problems. For law students, learning to use AI without understanding its hallucination risks 

could produce a generation of lawyers who: a. Submit false citations in court documents, b. 

Build legal arguments on non-existent precedents, c. Damage their professional credibility, d. 

Potentially face disciplinary action for negligence. This risk is particularly acute in India, where 

LLMs show limitations in handling jurisdiction-specific knowledge. AI models trained 

primarily on Western legal data may hallucinate Indian case law more frequently. 

 

18.3.Epistemic Colonisation and Jurisprudential Sovereignty 

A more subtle but profound concern is the phenomenon of epistemic colonisation, where 

Western-trained AI models subtly impose Euro-American jurisprudential norms on Indian 

legal education. 

How epistemic colonisation occurs: a. Training data bias: Most large language models are 

trained primarily on Western legal texts, cases, and scholarly work; b. Conceptual framing: AI 

models encode Western legal concepts and reasoning patterns as "default"; c. Marginalisation 

of indigenous jurisprudence: Indian legal traditions, including customary law and constitutional 

values rooted in the Indian context, may be undervalued. d. Language bias: English-language 

dominance in AI training excludes regional language legal discourse. This threatens 

jurisprudential sovereignty: the ability of Indian legal education to develop and maintain its 

own distinct legal epistemology aligned with Indian constitutional values. The Indian 

Constitution enshrines unique values: social justice, affirmative action, secularism, and a 

distinctive approach to fundamental rights that may not be adequately represented in Western-

trained AI models. Legal education must therefore ensure that AI integration does not 

undermine these constitutional foundations. 

 

http://www.ijlra.com/


www.ijlra.com 

Volume 3 Issue 3 | June 2026 

 

ISSN: 2582-6433 

 

 

Page | 817 
 

 

18.4.Regulatory Vacuum 

The absence of comprehensive regulation by the Bar Council of India and the University Grants 

Commission means AI-specific ethical and legal concerns remain unaddressed. Regulatory 

gaps: 1. No mandatory AI-use disclosure requirements. 2. No clear guidelines on AI-assisted 

assessment. 3. No standards for AI literacy in legal education curriculum. 4. No frameworks 

for addressing AI-related academic misconduct. 5. The Bar Council of India's Legal Education 

Reforms (LE Circular-06/2024) focuses on comprehensive implementation of legal education 

reforms but does not specifically address AI integration. 6. This regulatory vacuum creates 

uncertainty and allows inconsistent practices across institutions, potentially undermining the 

quality and credibility of legal education. 

 

18.5. Comparative Perspectives: Global Lessons for India 

A. United States: Early Adoption and Policy Response. The United States has been at the 

forefront of Gen AI in legal education, providing instructive lessons for India. Key 

developments: 1. Law schools have developed AI-integrated assignments, exercises, and 

course policies. 2. Practical suggestions include exercises where students learn to collaborate 

with generative AI, evaluate AI-produced research and writing, create their own AI tutors and 

debate partners, and role-play with chatbots in classroom simulations. 3. Legal educators are 

taught to begin teaching with emerging AI tools while exploring how implementation might 

vary across the legal curriculum. Lessons for India: a. AI-integrated teaching should be 

proactive, not reactive; b. Practical, hands-on experience is more effective than theoretical 

discussion; c. Faculty development must accompany curriculum change. 

 

18.6. Why India Cannot Simply Import Western Models 

Despite valuable lessons from global experiences, India cannot simply import Western models 

of AI integration in legal education for several reasons: 1. Infrastructure constraints: Western 

institutions have digital infrastructure that most Indian institutions lack; 2. Jurisdictional 

differences: AI models trained on Western law perform poorly on Indian jurisdiction-specific 

knowledge. 3. Cultural context: Indian legal education must preserve constitutional values and 

indigenous jurisprudence, 4. Economic realities: Cost structures and employment markets 

differ significantly. 5. Regulatory frameworks: Indian legal education is governed by the Bar 

Council of India, not Western accreditation bodies. India must therefore develop its own 

approach to Gen AI integration, one that learns from global experiences but remains rooted in 

Indian realities. 
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18.7. Strict Compliance with Constitutional Values  

AI's relationship with Indian constitutional values Mandatory 

Component Description Priority 

AI Ethics Ethical implications of AI in legal practice  Mandatory 

AI Tools for Research Hands-on training with AI legal research platforms  Mandatory 

Critical AI Evaluation Skills to evaluate AI-produced research and writing  Mandatory 

Technology Law Data privacy, cybersecurity, technology law  Mandatory 

AI Limitations Understanding hallucinations and failure modes  Mandatory 

Constitutional Values AI's relationship with Indian constitutional values  Mandatory 

 

AI integration must be aligned with Indian constitutional values to prevent epistemic 

colonisation and preserve jurisprudential sovereignty. Constitutional alignment requirements: 

1. AI systems must function with transparency and fairness; 2. Implementation must be secure, 

ethical, and inclusive to promote sustainable growth and democratic progress; 3. AI must 

protect constitutional rights, including privacy; 4. Curriculum must address AI's impact on 

fundamental principles of the Constitution.  AI and constitutional values emphasise filling legal 

lacunae in India, noting that AI presents serious threats to long-standing constitutional and 

societal ethos. Legal education must prepare students to address these threats. 

 

18.9. Multi-Level Response Framework: Addressing Gen AI's challenges requires a 

multi-level response: 

Level Actions Stakeholders 

Regulatory Mandatory disclosure, curriculum standards, 

inspection 

BCI, UGC, Judiciary and 

Government  

Institutional AI policies, infrastructure investment, 

faculty development 

Law schools, universities  

Pedagogical AI-integrated assignments, assessment 

reform, critical evaluation 

Faculty, Research Scholars 

and students  

Individual Responsible use, ethical awareness, skill 

development 

Students, educators  
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19. Gen AI in Transnational Legal Education 

This research paper not only discusses the drawbacks and advantages but also analyses the 

global perspective on the integration of GenAI into legal education, examining international 

trends, difficulties, and strategies. It underscores instances from the United States, including 

Yale, Georgetown, and Harvard Law Schools, alongside policies in India and European 

colleges that are either adopting or regulating AI. The study analyses the transition from 

conventional teaching methodologies to AI-driven innovations in legal education, as the 

incorporation of GenAI continues to evolve. It provides principles for curriculum development, 

examines educational strategies utilising AI, and tackles the ethical dilemmas related to AI 

implementation. The study assesses the prospective influence of AI on legal education and 

delineates possible strategies for adjusting to a technology-oriented legal environment. 

 

20. Gen AI among the Indian Premier Legal Institutions 

Prominent Indian legal education institutions are swiftly incorporating Generative AI into their 

curricula and research to equip future lawyers for the changing technological environment. 

Prominent entities include the Jindal Global Law School, which inaugurated the Cyril Shroff 

Centre for AI, Law & Regulation and provides a novel B.A. in AI and Law, in addition to the 

National Law School of India University (NLSIU), which leads AI-centric consumer grievance 

research in partnership with IIT Bombay.  

 

Principal Institutions and Initiatives: Jindal Global Law School (JGLS): Provides India's 

inaugural B.A. in AI and Law degree program and hosts the Cyril Shroff Centre. Concerning 

Artificial Intelligence, Legislation, and Regulation. The National Law School of India 

University (NLSIU) engages in significant research on large language models (LLMs) and 

investigates the intersection of Artificial Intelligence and Human Rights. Incorporation of 

Artificial Intelligence in Legal Education: Specialised Curriculum: Courses emphasise legal 

technology, data protection, and the ethical-legal aspects of generative AI.AI Tool Training: 

Institutions are progressively collaborating with platforms such as Harvey AI to educate junior 

associates on the ethical application of Generative AI. Interdisciplinary Research: Programs 

frequently encompass empirical investigations and the formulation of policies pertaining to AI 

copyright and intellectual property. 

 

National Law University (NLU) Delhi is diligently incorporating Generative AI into legal 
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research, education, and policy formulation. Principal initiatives encompass specialised AI 

masterclasses, corporate partnerships, AI governance frameworks, and multidisciplinary 

academic programs to influence the future of AI within India's legal landscape. Artificial 

Intelligence Masterclasses and Curriculum: The Legal Research Series at NLU Delhi 

frequently conducts masterclasses on the application of Generative AI for literature reviews, 

doctrinal analysis, and scholarly research. The institution offers a specialised LL.M program 

that includes courses in Data Science, Intellectual Property, and Cyber Governance within the 

digital domain. It collaborates between Policy and Industry in the India AI Mission. NLU Delhi 

collaborated with policymakers and industry specialists to conduct panels on leveraging AI to 

revolutionise the judiciary. The institution conducted demonstrations of AI legal work in 

collaboration with Microsoft India. NLU Delhi partnered with UNESCO on artificial 

intelligence governance and the Rule of Law for the judiciary in South Asia.  A Section 8 entity 

created to develop legal-tech firms and promote innovation in legal education. NLUD instituted 

stringent ethical standards for AI utilisation, encompassing obligatory disclosures and 

verifications for fabricated citations in scholarly publishing. Conventional and Private legal 

educational institutions are also adopting certain frameworks in alignment with UGC and BCI 

guidelines. 

 

21. The BCI's Present Position on AI Policy 

The Bar Council of India (BCI) confronts an expanding "AI-gap," marked by dependence on 

passive, non-binding curriculum recommendations instead of enforcing professional and 

academic standards. While international regulatory bodies have progressed to enforceable 

ethical standards and stringent regulations on automated delegation, the BCI's reaction remains 

predominantly reactive. The gap escalated into a significant problem in May 2026, when the 

Supreme Judicial of India mandated the BCI to establish an expert panel to formally oversee 

legal AI following several instances of lawyers presenting unverified, fabricated judicial 

precedents. The BCI's methodology of Artificial Intelligence functions on two distinct 

pathways: Academic Soft Law (2024–2026): In August 2024, the BCI released a circular 

instructing institutions to incorporate AI, blockchain, and cybersecurity into law curricula. 

Nevertheless, it is devoid of evaluative benchmarks, standardised instructional frameworks, or 

delineations of permissible vs impermissible usage. The BCI Standards of Professional 

Conduct and Etiquette, as outlined in the Advocates Act of 1961, lack explicit provisions 

concerning the delegation of generative AI, algorithmic bias, or machine-assisted research. 
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22. Fundamental Policy Deficiencies in India's Legal Education 

The disparity between the BCI's curricular requirements and the actual state of Indian legal 

education reveals significant vulnerabilities: 1. The Absence of Accountability: The BCI has 

not formalised "algorithmic negligence" or "failure to oversee automated agents". 

Consequently, legal students graduate into the workforce lacking a uniform standard of 

technical proficiency. This often results in the uncritical replication of AI-generated content in 

official court documents. 2. Lack of Data Isolation Regulations. In contrast to Western legal 

institutions that utilise secure corporate research tools such as Westlaw Edge or Lexis+, Indian 

law students often input confidential case information, trial strategies, and client details into 

publicly accessible, consumer-grade AI chatbots. The BCI lacks a compliance framework 

regulating the storage of legal training data on external systems. 3. Discrepancy Between 

Pedagogy and Practice: The BCI’s 2024 directive regards AI solely as a subject for academic 

inquiry (e.g., studying AI law) rather than as a tool requiring regulation (e.g., ethical 

methodologies for searching, drafting, and authenticating arguments with AI). This disregards 

the cautions emphasised in the DPIIT Working Paper on Generative AI and the India AI 

Governance Guidelines, which advocate for techno-legal standards and content verification. 

The BCI must promptly revise its regulations pursuant to Section 49 of the Advocates Act, 

1961. A particular technological ethics supplement must be incorporated, which holds legal 

practitioners and interns directly accountable for unverified machine-generated writing.  4. 

Mandate Institutional Legal AI Sandboxes: In accordance with the comprehensive India AI 

Governance Guidelines, the BCI should require accredited law universities to partner with 

technical institutions (e.g., IITs, National Informatics Centre) to establish closed, sovereign 

legal databases. This inhibits the unauthorised dissemination of confidential data into 

commercial AI networks. 5. Revise the All-India Bar Examination (AIBE): Shift legal 

education from mere memorisation of statutory provisions to an assessment framework 

emphasising critical analysis and auditing of AI outputs. 

 

23. Integration of Curriculum and Artificial Intelligence Literacy 

Universities should regard Artificial Intelligence as a fundamental competence, like to 

traditional digital databases, rather than perceiving it as a threat. 1. Compulsory Legal 

Technology Modules: Implement fundamental courses on AI quick engineering specifically 

designed for accessing court databases, detecting "hallucinations," and evaluating electronic 

discovery (e-discovery) materials. 2. Regulated AI Laboratory Clinics: Create dedicated "AI 
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Clinics," analogous to current legal aid cells, where students assess automated contract-drafting 

templates and analyse data discrepancies.  3. Algorithmic Bias Studies: Implement compulsory 

courses examining data privacy in accordance with the Digital Personal Data Protection 

(DPDP) Act, algorithmic discrimination, and domestic intellectual property liability.  

 

24. Reform of Pedagogy and Assessment 

Conventional, take-home essay evaluations are readily undermined by generative models. Law 

schools must use evaluation methods that necessitate active human reasoning.  1. AI-Generated 

Error Analyses: Provide students with a standard, AI-constructed legal brief or contract draft. 

Evaluate them solely on their capacity to identify logical fallacies, detect erroneous citations, 

and manually enhance the content. 2. Viva Voce & Interactive Moots: Augment the 

significance of real-time oral defences, impromptu courtroom simulations, and live bargaining 

sessions where technology cannot replace critical thought. 3. In-Class Proctored Writing: 

Restore high-stakes writing assignments to supervised, device-free settings to establish an 

authentic baseline of legal analysis before permitting enhanced software help.  

 

25. Transparent Academic Governance and Disclosure 

Indian institutions necessitate standardised ethical norms that distinguish between legitimate 

research aid and blatant academic plagiarism. 1. The Canvas Model Hierarchy: Implement a 

definitive classification strategy for student assignments: Level-a. (No AI Permitted) 

Fundamental analytical tasks, closed-book compositions, and preliminary case summary 

assessments. Level-b. (Assistance Permitted) Utilising tools for grammatical correction, 

structural enhancement, and case law research discovery. Level-c. (Full Collaboration): 

Utilisation of automated legal technology for comparative template analysis or predictive court 

analytics. 2. Compulsory Attribution Regulations: Implement an AI Citation Policy requiring 

students to include a "Prompt Log" and explicit metadata disclosures detailing the use of 

software in their research. 3. Institutional Ethics Committees: Establish specialised campus AI 

oversight bodies to impartially assess exceptional instances of technical wrongdoing and 

decrease dependence on erroneous detection algorithms with significant margins of error.  

Indian law schools must transition from an adversarial "detect and punish" paradigm to a 

structured "co-exist and elevate" educational framework. As legal technologies such as 

NyayGuru, BriefCatch, and AI-driven contract-drafting engines transform Indian legal 

practice, institutions governed by the Bar Council of India (BCI) and University Grants 
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Commission (UGC) mandates necessitate a comprehensive framework to reconcile AI's 

substantial research efficiency with the essential requirements of academic integrity.  This 

strategic framework delineates an institutional roadmap tailored to the distinct characteristics 

of Indian legal education. 

 

26. The Fundamental Principle: Risk-Based Disclosure Taxonomy 

Instead of implementing universal prohibitions that are ineffective, law schools ought to create 

a traffic-light classification system for AI integration in course syllabi, inspired by international 

risk-based governance frameworks: 

 

AI ALLOWANCE TAXONOMY  

               │ 

               ├─►     RED ZONE: Prohibited 

               │   └─ Fundamental Skill Building (e.g., closed-book exams, first-year legal drafting) 

               │ 

               ├─►     AMBER ZONE: Assisted 

               │   └─ Research & Refinement (e.g., structure building, grammar editing, case-law  

                             discovery) 

               │ 

               └─►     GREEN ZONE: Fully Collaborative 

                   └─ Practical Tech Skill-Building (e.g., e-discovery simulations, AI contract   

                             template building) 

 

❖ Red Zone (Zero AI): Total human execution. Strictly used to foundational closed-book 

examinations, core vivas, and essential continuous assessments that evaluate cognitive 

retention and fundamental legal reasoning.  

❖ Amber Zone (AI-Assisted): Authorised for designated activities such as ideation, 

structural frameworks, and linguistic enhancement. All applications must provide 

obligatory AI Citation and Reflection Metadata specifying the utilised prompts, the 

chosen tool, and the method employed to critically evaluate the output for 

"hallucinations".  

❖ Green Zone (AI-Collaborative): Full integration. Utilised in specialised clinical 

courses or elective subjects (e.g., Legal Tech & Analytics) where the principal 
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parameter assessed is the student's proficiency and precision in employing legal 

technology tools.  

 

27. Redesign of Pedagogy and Assessment. 

To avert passive dependence on AI-generated material, law schools must transition from 

readily copy-pasted, desk-based research papers to interactive evaluation methods. 1. Vivas 

and Oral Defences: Allocate 30–40% of research project grades to a rigorous oral viva. This 

directly assesses the student's comprehension of the subtleties of the arguments articulated in 

their written work. 2. Transform conventional take-home research assignments into supervised, 

in-class legal drafting or real-time brief-writing workshops. 3. The "Critique the AI" 

assignment format requires students to instruct an AI model to generate a certain contract 

provision or a case brief. The student's assigned goal is to identify legal problems, highlight 

fabricated citations, and rectify structural deficiencies in the AI output.  4. Compulsory Course 

on AI Literacy and Ethics: Introduce foundational modules addressing algorithmic bias, data 

privacy, client confidentiality risks associated with commercial LLMs, and forthcoming 

regulatory frameworks for legal technology. 5. Clinical Technology Integration: Collaborate 

with Indian legal technology entrepreneurs to establish "AI Resource Centres" or "AI Clinics". 

These environments will enable students to engage in automated document review, e-

discovery, and online dispute resolution (ODR) under supervision.  

 

28. Governance of Institutions and Integrity Protections. 

To safeguard institutional reputation while maintaining student engagement, colleges must 

establish a dual framework of technology control and committed ethical oversight. 1. 

Formulate Institutional AI Ethics Committees: Establish specialised panels consisting of senior 

law professors, student advocates, and external technology attorneys. This organisation will 

consistently evaluate emerging technologies, manage intricate integrity issues, and guarantee 

compliance with national standards such as NITI Aayog's AI guidelines.2. Recognise the 

limitations of AI detectors: Refrain from just depending on software to allege student 

wrongdoing. Due to the significant error margins of AI detection platforms and their propensity 

for false positives, institutions ought to implement a Multi-Tool Verification System alongside 

human oversight prior to commencing academic disciplinary measures.3. Graduated Sanction 

Frameworks: Revise the institution's student handbook to address diverse degrees of AI-related 

plagiarism. Unattributed copy-pasting needs to incur penalties akin to those for conventional 
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plagiarism, but small omissions in disclosing AI aid may warrant instructional warnings and 

compulsory remediation courses.  

 

29. Ongoing Faculty Development 

The efficacy of this system is wholly dependent on the technical proficiency and preparedness 

of educators.  Upskilling Programs: Implement regular faculty training workshops that 

concentrate on the functionality of contemporary LLMs, the engineering of successful legal 

prompts, and techniques for identifying AI-generated structural trends in student submissions.  

1. Collaborative Repository Platforms: Establish an internal repository for teachers to 

upload and share revised course syllabi, enhanced assignment prompts, and innovative 

assessment templates that effectively circumvent AI exploitation. 

2. Policy audit: evaluating the Bar Council of India's existing AI deficiencies in relation 

to international academic regulatory frameworks. 

The Bar Council of India (BCI) confronts an expanding "AI-gap," marked by dependence on 

passive, non-binding curriculum recommendations instead of enforcing professional and 

academic standards. Although international regulatory bodies have progressed to enforceable 

ethical standards and stringent regulations on automated delegation, the BCI's approach 

remains predominantly reactive. The gap escalated into a significant problem in May 2026, 

when the Supreme Court of India mandated the BCI to establish an expert panel to formally 

oversee legal AI, following numerous instances of lawyers presenting unsubstantiated and 

fabricated judicial precedents.  

 

30. Supreme Court’s Adversaries on AI in Indian Legal System 

 The Supreme Court of India, via its Centre for Research and Planning (CRP), has published a 

White Paper entitled “Artificial Intelligence and the Judiciary,” indicating a significant 

transition towards technology advancement in the administration of justice. This White Paper 

is one of eight significant research papers published in November 2025, collectively designed 

to promote reforms that improve access to justice, increase court efficiency, and ensure more 

accountability within India's judiciary. The significant potential of AI to transform legal 

procedures while emphasising the necessity of protecting constitutional norms, procedural 

fairness, and fundamental rights. 
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Global Compliance- A Comparison  

Regulatory 

Dimension  

Bar Council of India (BCI) 

Framework 

Global Academic & Legal Regulatory 

Frameworks (ABA, EU, UNESCO) 

Enforceable 

Ethics & 

Misconduct 

Absent. Silences are actively 

filled by ad hoc judicial 

reprimands from individual 

High Courts and the Supreme 

Court. 

Active. The American Bar Association 

(ABA) formally interprets Model Rules 

1.1 (Competence), 3.3 (Candour to 

Tribunal), and 5.3 (Supervisory 

Responsibility) to mandate human 

verification of Generative AI. 

Pedagogical 

Guardrails & 

Integrity 

Unregulated. Universities 

independently negotiate AI 

policies, resulting in deep 

educational divides and 

unvetted AI use in graded 

evaluations. 

Structured. Global law schools have 

established restrictive, explicit codes. 

For example, prominent Western law 

universities instituted strict rules 

banning AI use in graded analytical 

briefs. 

Data 

Sovereignty & 

Confidentiality 

Vague. Law students and 

advocates routinely feed 

sensitive client files/case 

documents into commercial 

large language models (LLMs) 

hosted overseas. 

Protected. Strictly governed by cross-

border regulations like the EU AI Act 

and GDPR. Global academic guidelines 

mandate institutional, sandboxed LLMs 

to isolate sensitive student data. 

Institutional 

Vision 

Reactive. Mandated by 

judicial directives after system 

failures (e.g., May 2026 fake 

judgment filings). 

Proactive. Guided by the UNESCO 

Guidance for Generative AI in 

Education and Research, which enforces 

human-centred agency, systemic equity, 

and risk-assessment matrices. 

 

31. Positioning, leveraging and Application of Generative AI in Legal 

Education 

GenAI has expanded its influence in legal education, and its ongoing application is anticipated 

to significantly alter the profession. It includes a diverse array of AI models and methodologies 

capable of producing original material in many formats, such as text, photos, audio, and 

computer code, especially in writing assignments and developing legal research proposals and 
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dissertations in law colleges. The legal sector is one of the foremost industries poised to be 

profoundly affected by GenAI. Legal education must incorporate AI literacy to prepare future 

practitioners with vital competencies. The full extent of AI's influence on the legal sector is yet 

ambiguous; however, its swift advancement and extensive utilisation by students and 

practitioners underscore the pressing necessity for the adoption of innovative pedagogical 

approaches. Recent studies indicate that many experts anticipate AI to profoundly influence 

the legal profession, with numerous legal jobs expected to be automated in the future. 

 

GenAI fundamentally utilises intricate algorithms to comprehend and replicate patterns present 

in current data, therefore generating original outputs that emulate human creativity and 

reasoning. This technology encompasses several fundamental types: Natural Language 

Processing (NLP) algorithms, Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs), and Variational 

Autoencoders (VAEs). NLP algorithms excel at producing human-like text, facilitating 

applications like automated writing assistance and conversational agents. Models such as GPT-

4 generate logical and contextually pertinent language from input prompts, rendering them 

essential for composing legal papers and summarising legal texts. The applications of GenAI 

in the legal domain are broad. NLP algorithms can automate the drafting of legal papers, 

summarise legal materials, and develop innovative legal arguments and case law 

interpretations. 

 

The judiciary has begun implementing AI, as evidenced by recent experiences in Colombia, 

when a judge employed ChatGPT to compose sections of a legal judgement. Likewise, certain 

governments have permitted the utilisation of AI in particular legal domains, including property 

disputes, motor vehicle claims below a specified monetary threshold, and minor dispute claims.  

The Supreme Court of India has commenced the incorporation of AI technology, featuring an 

AI-driven legal assistant, to improve judicial efficiency, facilitate accessible legal knowledge, 

and aid in translation and transcription within the court system. There is conjecture that 

predictive analytics may be employed to provide judgments based on precedents. The 

increasing dependence on AI technology in the legal sector has significantly enhanced the 

possibilities for professionals from diverse professions to collaborate and provide legal services 

through a multidisciplinary approach. As legal education evolves to incorporate these AI 

technologies, both educators and students must cultivate a thorough comprehension of their 

foundational principles, functionalities, and constraints. This knowledge will be crucial in 

harnessing the capabilities of GenAI to improve and transform the provision of legal education 
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and services.  

 

Educational institutions have adopted diverse strategies for the implementation of GenAI in 

higher education. Some colleges in India have prohibited its use, while others have adopted it 

as an integral component of their pedagogical approaches. Proponents of an AI tool ban express 

apprehensions regarding the detrimental effects on students' education, positing that excessive 

reliance on these technologies could hinder skill acquisition, alongside issues of accuracy and 

safety in AI-generated outputs. In contrast, proponents of integrating GenAI into education 

highlight its pedagogical potential, asserting that it can facilitate the elucidation of intricate 

topics and assist students in improving their writing skills. Determining the incorporation of 

GenAI into the law curriculum should not rely just on evaluating its pros and cons, but rather 

on acknowledging the truth that the legal profession has commenced its use. The incorporation 

of GenAI represents not merely a trivial ICT modification; it has the potential to be one of the 

most consequential technology revolutions in history. Consequently, it is imperative for 

academic institutions to comprehensively comprehend and adopt its transformational capacity 

in redefining pedagogical approaches, educational frameworks, and scholarly inquiry. 

 

The historical debate in law schools has centred on the balance between practical legal training 

and intellectual study.  Recently, numerous institutions have adopted an increased emphasis on 

practical skills, a transition broadly endorsed. Incorporating GenAI into legal education 

improves learning by replicating practical tasks, like the preparation of legal papers and case 

briefs. AI tools enhance comprehension of essential legal topics by providing quick research 

summaries and analysis. Furthermore, GenAI facilitates virtual simulations, such as courtroom 

scenarios and client encounters, delivering engaging, practical experiences. Through the 

generation of novel legal arguments and the promotion of critical thinking, GenAI cultivates 

dynamic and personalised learning environments, thereby enhancing students' preparedness for 

the intricacies of contemporary legal practice. 

 

GenAI is transforming legal practice by improving efficiency and precision with AI-powered 

solutions. For example, platforms such as LawGeex automate contract review and compliance 

verification, while Mishcon de Reya and Allen & Overy have included AI models for functions 

including contract analysis, research, and drafting. ROSS Intelligence consolidates case law 

and laws, optimising research, while predictive analytics anticipate legal outcomes through the 

analysis of past data. AI solutions such as Grammarly aid in enhancing legal documents for 
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precision and compliance with writing standards. These advances automate repetitive legal 

duties, enabling experts to concentrate on more strategic endeavours and revolutionising the 

legal sector through modern technology. Moreover, AI-driven solutions enable interactive, 

personalised learning environments, enhancing the engagement and efficacy of teaching. 

Simulations and drafting tools offer experiential learning, hence enhancing students' readiness 

for actual legal practice. 

 

32. Conclusion 

Generative AI in Indian legal education is neither bliss nor blight; it is a transformative force 

that will shape the future of legal practice and education. The technology offers unprecedented 

opportunities: enhanced legal research efficiency, democratized access to education, 

personalised learning experiences, and preparation for a technology-driven profession. 

Simultaneously, it presents significant challenges: threats to academic integrity, AI 

hallucinations producing false citations, epistemic colonisation through Western-trained 

models, exacerbation of digital divides, and a regulatory vacuum. 

 

The critical insight is that Gen AI's impact is determined not by the technology itself but by 

how it is integrated into legal education. The absence of comprehensive regulation by the Bar 

Council of India and University Grants Commission compounds these concerns. Without 

proactive, thoughtful integration, Gen AI risks becoming a blight undermining academic 

integrity, perpetuating inequality, and eroding Indian jurisprudential sovereignty. With 

responsible integration, Gen AI becomes bliss, democratizing access, enhancing learning, and 

preparing students for the future of legal practice. 

 

Achieving bliss rather than blight requires: 1. Mandatory AI-use disclosure to maintain 

academic integrity; 2. Curriculum reforms emphasising AI ethics as a core competency 3. 

Transparent governance mechanisms aligned with constitutional and ethical values; 4. Faculty 

development programs to address unpreparedness 5. Infrastructure investment to bridge digital 

divides 6. Preservation of Indian constitutional values against epistemic colonisation 7. 

Human-AI integration rather than AI replacement of human educators. 

 

Legal scholars have long contemplated whether AI will one day be capable of replacing lawyers 

in different capacities, and whether this replacement would be a good thing.  Much of this 

literature suggests that we should not rule out transformative futures of superintelligent legal 
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AI, but neither should we overstate certainty about such advances in the near term. Some 

scholars have contemplated a world of robot lawyers, noting that if AI grows capable of 

performing legal tasks at the level of a human lawyer, such systems may also be capable of 

improving well beyond the human level, approaching a “legal singularity.” But other scholars 

argue that AI may be limited to only the most routine and repetitive legal work, since AI 

systems have, at least in the past, lacked problem-solving ability and an appreciation of new 

issues and the indeterminacy of legal standards. 

 

Even if AI eventually grows capable of competently performing most legal work, some 

scholars suggest that the organised bar might slow or prevent the replacement of human 

lawyers. The ABA has formed a task force on generative AI, and a number of state bar 

associations have formed committees, issued ethical guidelines, and proposed ethics opinions. 

Already, lawyers have run into ethical issues, including lawyers who submitted court filings 

with false citations based on AI hallucinations. It is likely that many lawyers have used 

ChatGPT in the course of their legal work, and thus may have inputted confidential information 

into an AI system that does not offer privacy protections. These ethical concerns, combined 

with lawyers’ long history of jealously guarding their monopoly over legal services, may 

suggest that bar regulators will attempt to prevent the rise of robot lawyering. In Richard 

Susskind’s terms, lawyers who oppose legal AI may tend to “enclose” rather than “liberate” 

legal expertise. Moreover, lawyers might be slow to adopt AI because of the legal profession’s 

conservative orientation and general scepticism toward emerging technology. 

 

Separate from the question of AI replacing the work of human lawyers, perhaps the more 

pressing and practical issue for lawyers today is how they can collaborate with AI to enhance 

their efficiency. As already noted, recent research shows that lawyers can complete some tasks 

much more quickly when using generative AI. Some commentators suggest that the legal 

profession is approaching a point when lawyers will need to use generative AI to satisfy their 

duties of competence and diligence, as these tools will make lawyers more effective and 

efficient. 

 

What are the implications of this emerging technology for legal education? Given the growing 

significance of generative AI in legal practice, it may be time for at least some adaptation in 

legal education. Reasonable minds can disagree about how this adaptation should look—as 

explored through the surveys and recommendations in the remainder of this Article. But, even 
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if one only considers the state of the technology as reviewed in this Part, there may be a 

compelling case for AI-integrated legal education. Students should be equipped with an 

understanding of both the efficiencies and ethical pitfalls presented by AI tools that are poised 

to become an everyday part of legal work. More generally, students are the future of the legal 

profession. They are the lawyers who will help determine the proper role of generative AI in 

legal practice, including questions of legal ethics, automated legal services, and the boundaries 

of the professional monopoly. Although the future is uncertain, students should be prepared to 

enter a profession where the use of generative AI is already widespread, and the trajectory is 

clearly toward greater legal AI capabilities. 

 

Indian law schools stand at a crossroads; they either adapt swiftly with thoughtful integration 

or risk producing graduates disconnected from the evolving profession. The institutions that 

embrace this change through curriculum innovation, faculty training, and technology-enabled 

pedagogy will lead the next era of legal education in India. The ultimate goal is to produce 

lawyers who are "not only skilled in statutes and precedents but also fluent in the language of 

technology". This requires recognising that AI, digital learning, and legal technology are not 

mere add-ons but represent the future of law itself. Generative AI's impact on Indian legal 

education remains unwritten. Whether it becomes bliss or blight depends on the choices made 

today by regulators, educators, institutions, and students. The time for decisive action is now. 

 

The use of AI in legal education has the potential to transform conventional pedagogical 

approaches and improve practical competencies vital for contemporary legal practice. AI tools 

are transforming research, drafting, and personalised learning, presenting unparalleled 

opportunities but simultaneously eliciting significant ethical, environmental, and social issues. 

Providing law students with AI literacy, ethical foundations, and practical experience is 

essential for their ability to navigate and excel in an increasingly digital profession. This study 

recommends that law schools modify curricula to incorporate AI-focused courses, 

multidisciplinary collaboration, and practical learning opportunities, which together promote 

critical thinking and responsible AI use among future legal professionals. The persistent 

advancement of AI systems requires continual study to tackle growing difficulties and optimise 

potential benefits. Future study should investigate the enduring effects of AI on legal practice, 

the advancement of increasingly complex AI-driven training tools, and methods to guarantee 

equal access to these technologies. Embracing this revolutionary potential will modernise legal 

education and equip future lawyers to maintain justice in an increasingly interconnected realm 
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of technology and law. 
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