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ABSTRACT

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is rapidly transforming the legal landscape by
improving efficiency, accuracy, and accessibility in legal practice. The
integration of Al into legal systems has enabled automation of repetitive
legal tasks, enhanced legal research through Natural Language Processing
(NLP), improved predictive analytics for case outcomes, and broadened
access to justice through legal chatbots and Online Dispute Resolution
(ODR) mechanisms. However, Al adoption also introduces significant legal
and ethical challenges, including algorithmic bias, lack of transparency,
privacy violations, cybersecurity risks, accountability gaps, and potential job
displacement within the legal profession. In India, although no dedicated Al
legislation currently exists, sectoral regulatory developments and judicial
innovations such as SUPACE and SUVAS reflect a growing trend toward
technology-driven justice delivery. This chapter examines the implications
of Al for the legal system, identifies key challenges arising from its adoption,
and evaluates the future trajectory of Al governance in law. Throughout, the
chapter advances a human-centric framework: Al must augment rather than
supplant human legal reasoning, and must remain answerable to the
constitutional values of fairness, dignity, and the rule of law.
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1. Introduction

Artificial Intelligence (Al) refers to the development of computer systems capable of
performing tasks that ordinarily require human intelligence, such as reasoning, learning,
problem-solving, and decision-making (Russell & Norvig, 2021). Al applications are
increasingly influencing the functioning of modern institutions, including governance,
healthcare, education, and the legal system. With the rapid evolution of machine learning, deep
learning, and Natural Language Processing (NLP), Al systems can now process large volumes
of data, detect complex patterns, and produce predictive outcomes with significant accuracy

(Goodfellow, Bengio, & Courville, 2016).

The term "Artificial Intelligence" was coined by John McCarthy during the Dartmouth
Conference in 1956, where he defined it as "the science and engineering of making intelligent
machines" (McCarthy, 2007). Since then, Al has evolved from rule-based expert systems into
sophisticated, data-driven machine learning models capable of simulating aspects of human
reasoning. In recent years, generative Al tools such as ChatGPT, Gemini, and other Large
Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated advanced capabilities in content generation,

legal summarization, document drafting, and conversational support (Bommarito & Katz,

2022).

The legal profession, traditionally dependent on manual research, interpretive judgment, and
bespoke drafting, is increasingly influenced by Al-powered legal technology. Al tools can
accelerate legal research, assist in document review, automate compliance tasks, and support
case management. However, these developments simultaneously raise concerns about
accountability, fairness, transparency, and the ethical limits of machine-assisted legal
reasoning (Surden, 2014). This chapter is animated by the conviction that beneficial Al
integration in law is possible—but only when technology is designed and governed to serve

human values, not to override them.

2. Al and Law: Conceptual Framework

Al and law is an interdisciplinary field that examines how Al technologies can be deployed
within legal practice, judicial decision-making, and governance. Since the early 2000s, the field
has shifted from knowledge representation techniques toward machine-learning-based

approaches, reflecting broader changes in Al research (Ashley, 2017).
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Al can be understood as affecting the legal domain through three principal stakeholder groups:
(a) administrators of law, such as judges, legislators, and enforcement agencies; (b)
practitioners of law, including advocates and law firms; and (c) citizens and businesses
governed by law (Remus & Levy, 2015). In each group, the desideratum is the same: Al should

enhance, not displace, the human judgment that gives law its legitimacy.

In India, Al remains largely unregulated under a unified statutory framework. However,
initiatives such as the NITI Aayog's National Strategy for Artificial Intelligence and the
accompanying Principles for Responsible Al signal the government's intention to develop a
balanced and ethical Al ecosystem (India’s National Strategy for Artificial Intelligence, 2018).
Globally, the European Union's Al Act has emerged as a significant benchmark for regulating
Al-based systems, particularly high-risk applications in judicial and governance domains
(Parliament, 2024). India's emerging Al governance practices are shaped not only by regulatory
ambition but also by broader political economy considerations, including its aspiration to
position itself as a global Al leader—a dynamic that (Joshi, 2024) argues has produced a
governance model that must be understood in relation to India's distinctive constitutional values

and developmental priorities.

3. Research Methodology

This chapter adopts a qualitative, doctrinal research methodology, supplemented by
comparative legal analysis. Doctrinal analysis constitutes the primary method: the chapter
examines primary legal sources—including constitutional provisions, statutes, judicial
decisions, and regulatory instruments from India and selected international jurisdictions—to
identify governing legal principles and evaluate their adequacy in the context of Al
deployment. Secondary literature, including peer-reviewed scholarship, policy documents, and

institutional reports, informs the critical and evaluative dimensions of the analysis.

The comparative component draws on the Al governance frameworks of the European Union,
the United States, the United Kingdom, and China. These jurisdictions were selected because
they represent the principal regulatory paradigms currently operative in the field—a rights-
based statutory model (EU), a market-driven sector-specific model (USA), a pro-innovation
principles-based model (UK), and a state-directed integration model (China)—and because
their regulatory choices are already influencing India's own policy debates. The comparison is

presented in Table 1.
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Sources were identified through systematic searches of academic databases (Westlaw, Hein
Online, JSTOR, and Google Scholar), official government publications, Supreme Court and
High Court repositories, and the websites of relevant regulatory authorities. Materials
published up to April 2025 were considered. The chapter does not deploy quantitative or
empirical methods; its contribution is analytical and normative rather than statistical.
Throughout the analysis, a human-centric evaluative lens is applied: legal and regulatory
arrangements are assessed not only for technical efficiency but for their capacity to preserve

human dignity, ensure accountability, and uphold constitutional rights.

4. Applications of Al in the Legal Sector

Al applications in the legal profession have expanded rapidly across legal research, contract
drafting, e-discovery, predictive analytics, and regulatory compliance. Al-based tools such as
LexisNexis Al, Westlaw Edge, CaseMine, and ROSS Intelligence employ NLP to identify
relevant precedents and statutory provisions with speed and accuracy (Ashley, 2017). These
applications hold genuine promise for improving legal access and efficiency—provided they

are deployed in ways that keep human lawyers, judges, and clients meaningfully in control.

4.1 Technology-Assisted Review (TAR) and E-Discovery

Technology-Assisted Review (TAR) has become one of the most widely adopted Al
applications in law. TAR is used for organizing, searching, and analyzing massive datasets in
e-discovery and litigation support. It reduces time and costs while increasing accuracy in

document review (Grossman & Cormack, 2011).

4.2 Document Review and Contract Analysis

Al can scan large volumes of contracts and legal documents to identify risks, inconsistencies,
and compliance gaps. These systems help law firms reduce manual workload and enhance due
diligence processes (Remus & Levy, 2015). Human review of Al-flagged content remains

essential to ensure that context, intent, and jurisdictional nuance are not lost.

4.3 Drafting and Legal Automation

Al-powered drafting tools can generate legal templates, pleadings, and compliance documents.

While such automation increases efficiency, it requires human supervision to ensure
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correctness, legal validity, and contextual appropriateness—dimensions that automated

systems cannot independently guarantee (Susskind, 2019).
4.4 Predictive Analytics and Judicial Forecasting

Predictive analytics uses historical judicial data to forecast case outcomes, analyze judicial
behavior, and support litigation strategy. However, over-reliance on such systems can
undermine fairness and judicial discretion, reducing the distinctively human exercise of

judgment to a statistical output (Zalnieritité, Moses, & Williams, 2019).
4.5 Legal Chatbots and Access to Justice

Al-powered chatbots assist citizens by providing legal information and preliminary guidance.
Such systems can meaningfully increase access to justice for underserved populations,
particularly in countries with large case backlogs (OECD, 2019). Their deployment must,
however, be accompanied by clear disclosure of limitations, human escalation pathways, and

appropriate professional oversight.
5. Implications of Al in Legal Perspective

The integration of Al into legal systems generates wide-ranging implications for privacy,
intellectual property, employment law, judicial processes, and governance. Al-driven decision-
making challenges traditional legal doctrines by raising foundational questions of
accountability, legal agency, and fairness (Calo, 2015). Ensuring that Al remains a tool of
human justice—rather than a substitute for it—is the central governance challenge these

implications present.
5.1 Privacy and Data Protection

Al systems depend heavily on large datasets, including personal and sensitive information.
This raises concerns about surveillance, unauthorized data processing, and misuse of personal
information. Data protection frameworks such as the General Data Protection Regulation
(GDPR) emphasize transparency, consent, and data minimization—principles that frequently
conflict with Al's data-intensive requirements (European Union, 2016). In India, the Digital
Personal Data Protection Act of 2023 represents an important step toward addressing these

concerns, though its application to Al systems in legal and judicial contexts requires further

Page: 1873



Indian Journal of Law and Legal Research Volume VIII Issue III | ISSN: 2582-8878

regulatory elaboration.

5.2 Intellectual Property Rights and AI-Generated Works

Al-generated outputs challenge traditional intellectual property frameworks premised on
human authorship and inventorship. The DABUS patent controversy illustrates the global
uncertainty regarding whether Al systems can be legally recognized as inventors (Abbott,

2020).

Case Study: DABUS AI and Patent Rights

DABUS, an Al system created by Dr. Stephen Thaler, independently generated a novel food
container design. Dr. Thaler filed patent applications in multiple countries, naming DABUS as
the inventor. While South Africa granted the patent, jurisdictions including the United States
and the European Patent Office rejected the application on the ground that only natural persons
can be recognized as inventors under existing IP law (Abbott, 2020). The controversy exposes
a lacuna in international IP frameworks and underscores the importance of maintaining human

accountability at the centre of creative and inventive processes.

Indian courts have also engaged with the boundaries of Al in legal reasoning. In Christian
Louboutin SAS v. Kicksville (CS(COMM) 275/2022, Delhi High Court, 2024), the Delhi High
Court rejected reliance on a ChatGPT-generated analysis, reaffirming that Al cannot substitute
for human judicial intellect. Justice M. Nagaprasanna of the Karnataka High Court similarly
cautioned that Al-generated judicial drafts, derived from pattern-based outputs on skewed data,
risk distorting reasoning and infringing upon fundamental rights—particularly in sensitive
domains such as criminal law and child custody. Both pronouncements reflect a principled

insistence that human judgment must remain the irreducible core of adjudication.

5.3 Employment and Labour Rights

Automation driven by Al may displace routine legal tasks, affecting junior lawyers and
paralegals. While Al may simultaneously create new legal technology roles, it requires
proactive workforce reskilling and updated labour protections to ensure equitable adjustment

within the profession (Brynjolfsson & McAfee, 2014).
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5.4 Judicial System and Due Process

Al tools in courts can improve efficiency through case management, translation, and legal
research. However, algorithmic sentencing recommendations and predictive policing systems
risk undermining due process and judicial independence if they operate in biased or opaque
ways (Angwin, Larson, Mattu, & Kirchner, 2016). Preserving the human dimension of judicial

decision-making is not merely a preference—it is a constitutional requirement.
6. Challenges of AI Integration in Law

Despite its operational benefits, Al adoption in legal systems creates substantial ethical and
constitutional challenges. Each challenge, examined below, ultimately returns to a common
concern: the risk that mechanized reasoning will displace the distinctively human values that

animate law.
6.1 Accuracy and Accountability

Al systems may produce incorrect results, particularly when trained on incomplete or biased
datasets. This creates uncertainty regarding professional responsibility: where Al-assisted legal
advice causes harm, it remains legally unclear whether liability rests with the supervising
lawyer, the developer, or the deploying institution (Surden, 2014). Developing clear liability

standards is a pressing reform priority.
6.2 Transparency and the "Black Box" Problem

Many Al systems operate as "black boxes," meaning their decision-making processes cannot
be readily explained or audited. This opacity undermines institutional trust, impedes regulatory
oversight, and conflicts with the constitutional requirement that judicial decisions be reasoned

and open to challenge (Zalnieriﬁté, Moses, & Williams, 2019).
6.3 Bias and Discrimination

Al trained on historically biased legal datasets can perpetuate and amplify systemic
discrimination. The COMPAS algorithm in the United States—found to produce racially
disparate recidivism predictions—illustrates how Al may entrench inequality rather than

promote justice (Angwin, Larson, Mattu, & Kirchner, 2016). In India, analogous risks arise
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wherever historical records embed caste-based or socioeconomic inequities, directly engaging

the right to equality under Article 14 of the Constitution.

6.4 Privacy and Confidentiality Risks

Lawyers are bound by strict confidentiality obligations. Al tools that process client documents
through cloud-based third-party platforms may expose sensitive information to unauthorized
access or commercial exploitation. Ensuring adequate data security is both an ethical

imperative and a professional duty.

6.5 Erosion of Human Judgment

Legal decision-making requires empathy, contextual reasoning, moral sensitivity, and
attentiveness to the particular circumstances of those before the court—capacities that current
Al systems cannot fully replicate. Over-dependence on Al recommendations risks gradually
reducing adjudication to a technocratic exercise disconnected from constitutional values and

human dignity.

6.6 Job Displacement and Skill Gaps

Automation may reduce demand for junior legal professionals. Without deliberate policy
intervention, such transitions risk producing inequitable outcomes. Legal education institutions
and bar councils must proactively integrate Al literacy to equip future practitioners for an

evolving professional landscape (Remus & Levy, 2015).

7. Growth of Al in the Indian Legal System

India has taken important early steps in adopting Al for judicial support. The Supreme Court
Vidhik Anuvaad Software (SUVAS) facilitates the automated translation of Supreme Court
judgments into regional Indian languages, substantially improving linguistic accessibility.
SUPACE (Supreme Court Portal for Assistance in Court Efficiency) assists judges by
aggregating relevant case materials and precedents, reducing preparation time while preserving
human decisional authority (Supreme Court of India, 2021). These initiatives reflect a human-

centric design philosophy: technology serves the judge; the judge serves justice.

The broader e-Courts project, along with the Inter-Operable Criminal Justice System (ICJS),
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reflects India's growing institutional emphasis on digital justice delivery. The COVID-19
pandemic significantly accelerated the adoption of virtual hearing platforms and electronic
filing systems, demonstrating the judiciary's capacity to absorb technological change under

conditions of urgency (Department of Justice, Government of India, 2023).

Significant case law also defines the normative contours of technology in Indian courts. In
(Tripathi & India, 2018), the Supreme Court authorized live-streaming of court proceedings,
characterizing transparency as a constitutional value intrinsic to the administration of justice.
In Anvar P.V. v. P.K. Basheer (2014) 10 SCC 473, the Court clarified the certification
requirements for electronic evidence under Section 65B of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872—a
framework of growing relevance as Al-generated digital outputs increasingly feature in civil

and criminal proceedings.
8. Comparative Global Regulatory Approaches to Al in Law

The governance of Al has become a legislative and policy priority across major legal systems,
driven by Al's demonstrated capacity to influence public decision-making, judicial processes,
and individual rights. Because Al technologies frequently operate across national borders,
fragmented regulation may generate compliance difficulties and legal uncertainty.
Comparative analysis offers important lessons for jurisdictions—including India—that are
developing their Al governance frameworks (OECD, 2019). Table 1 summarizes the principal

regulatory approaches across five key jurisdictions.
Table 1

Comparative Al Governance Frameworks: Judicial and Legal Contexts

Jurisdiction [Regulatory Key Instrument /Al in  JudicialHuman-Centric
Model Framework Contexts Safeguards
European [Risk-based EU Artificiall[High-risk; mandatory|Explicit rights-based|
Union statutory Intelligence Act (2024) human oversight &safeguards; prohibition on|
framework conformity unacceptable-risk Al
assessment
United Sector-specific; [Blueprint for Al Bill oflAgency-level Voluntary principles;
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States market-driven |Rights; FTC guidance |oversight; state-levellimited federal
variation enforcement
China State-directed; |Algorithmic Smart courts; Al-{Government oversight]
rapid integrationRecommendation assisted  sentencingprimary; civil-liberty
Regulations (2022) deployed at scale concerns noted
United Pro-innovation; |AIl White Paper (2023);Voluntary standards;Flexibility-led;
Kingdom  [principles-basedICO & CMA sectorjno dedicated judiciallenforceability gaps
guidance Al rules yet acknowledged
India Evolving; DPDP Act 2023; NITISUPACE & SUVAS|Constitutional rights
sector-specific |Aayog Al  Strategy|(assistive only); nofframework (Arts. 14, 19,
initiatives (2018) binding judicial AI21); dedicated Al law
rules pending

Note. EU = European Union; FTC = Federal Trade Commission; ICO = Information
Commissioner's Office; CMA = Competition and Markets Authority; SUPACE = Supreme
Court Portal for Assistance in Court Efficiency; SUVAS = Supreme Court Vidhik Anuvaad
Software; DPDP = Digital Personal Data Protection; Arts. = Articles. Human-Centric
Safeguards column reflects the degree to which each framework explicitly constrains Al to

protect individual rights and preserve human decisional authority.

The European Union has emerged as the most influential regulatory actor through the Artificial
Intelligence Act (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689), which entered into force on 1 August 2024 and
applies a risk-based classification model. Al systems deployed in critical domains such as
justice administration and law enforcement are classified as high-risk and subjected to stringent
requirements, including mandatory human oversight, transparency obligations, and conformity
assessments prior to deployment (Parliament, 2024). The framework's explicit grounding in
fundamental rights makes it the closest existing model to a fully human-centric Al governance
framework. The broader challenge of balancing innovation against regulation in the generative
Al era is explored by (Wang & Wu, 2024), who argue that a harmonised legal framework
grounded in human rights, transparency, and accountability is essential across jurisdictions as

large language model capabilities accelerate.

The United States has adopted a decentralized, sector-specific approach. Policy initiatives such
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as the Blueprint for an Al Bill of Rights and federal executive directives on Al safety reflect
growing governmental concern, but the United States has not yet enacted comprehensive
federal Al legislation. Oversight is exercised through sector-specific agencies, notably the
Federal Trade Commission, which monitors Al-related unfair practices and discriminatory
outcomes (Calo, 2015). This innovation-oriented model raises concerns about the adequacy

and consistency of citizen protection.

China has pursued a governance model characterized by strong state direction and rapid Al
integration into public administration, including "smart court" systems and Al-assisted judicial
decision tools. These developments have attracted criticism for enabling surveillance and
raising civil liberties concerns, illustrating that Al governance cannot be evaluated apart from

broader constitutional and political structures (OECD, 2019).

The United Kingdom has adopted a flexible, pro-innovation regulatory stance, emphasizing
voluntary principles and sector-specific guidance rather than immediate statutory intervention.
This approach may facilitate faster Al adoption, but raises concerns about the enforceability of
ethical commitments and the adequacy of voluntary frameworks for protecting affected

individuals (Susskind, 2019).

For India, the comparative analysis suggests the value of a hybrid regulatory model—one that
integrates the EU's rights-based statutory protections with the pragmatic flexibility of the UK
approach, while remaining attentive to India's distinctive conditions: significant access-to-
justice deficits, linguistic diversity, federal governance complexity, and a constitutional

framework that places human dignity at its centre.

9. Future of the Legal System: Al and Judicial Innovation

The future trajectory of Al in law is likely to involve a hybrid governance architecture in which
Al augments, rather than supplants, human decision-making. A human-centric approach to
judicial AI means that technology must be transparent, explainable, and subject to meaningful
human override at every stage of the legal process. Al can enhance judicial efficiency by
reducing case pendency, supporting legal research, and improving access to justice through

ODR mechanisms (Susskind, 2019).

India requires a dedicated regulatory framework to address Al governance challenges. The
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Digital Personal Data Protection Act of 2023 represents a significant step in strengthening
privacy protections, but further sector-specific Al regulations are needed to address algorithmic
accountability and fairness (Government of India, 2023). Globally, regulatory models such as
the EU AI Act provide a structured approach to risk-based Al governance that may inform

India's future legal reforms (Parliament, 2024).

Case Law: (Tripathi & India, 2018)

The Supreme Court granted permission for live-streaming of court proceedings in certain
categories of cases, emphasizing transparency as a constitutional value in the administration of
justice. The decision opened further space for the responsible positioning of technology in

courtrooms—always in service of the human right to open justice.

Online Dispute Resolution (ODR)

Online Dispute Resolution is a technology-enabled process through which parties settle
disputes via mediation, arbitration, or negotiation conducted over digital platforms. ODR is
procedurally less formal, faster, and less costly than traditional litigation, and holds significant
potential for reducing case-load bottlenecks in India. Al can support ODR processes through
automated documentation, intelligent triage, and settlement analytics—while human mediators
and arbitrators retain decisional authority, ensuring that technology serves, rather than

supplants, the parties' right to a fair and human-led process (Susskind, 2019).

Al in Legal Research and Decision-Making

Tools such as ROSS Intelligence and CaseMine enable legal professionals to search large
volumes of case law and statutory materials with speed and precision. Beyond research, Al has
entered the domain of predictive justice. This development must be approached with caution:

predictions should inform human judgment, not replace it.

Case Law: State of Maharashtra v. Praful Desai (2003) 4 SCC 601

The Supreme Court permitted examination of witnesses through video-conferencing,
demonstrating the judiciary's readiness to embrace modern technological methods while
preserving the procedural safeguards essential to a fair trial. This case marks a foundational

moment of judicial innovation—technology enhancing procedure while human oversight of
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the process remained paramount.

Predictive Analytics in Sentencing and Bail Decisions

Predictive analytics tools may assist judicial officers in reaching more consistent sentencing
and bail determinations by drawing on historical data concerning comparable cases and
recidivism patterns. These tools must, however, function strictly as decision-support
instruments: human judges must retain full and unchallengeable final authority, and Al

recommendations must be explainable and contestable.

Case Law: Loomis v. Wisconsin, 881 N.W.2d 749 (Wis. 2016)

The defendant challenged the use of the COMPAS algorithm in his sentencing on the ground
that the algorithm was proprietary and therefore could not be independently scrutinized. While
not binding in Indian courts, the case underscores the principle that any integration of Al into
judicial analytics must be transparent, auditable, and subject to judicial oversight—conditions

that follow directly from a human-centric conception of justice.

Technology in Criminal Justice

The utilization of technology in criminal law is increasing across digital evidence collection,
surveillance, and cybercrime prosecution. India's IT Act of 2000 and subsequent amendments
to the Indian Penal Code demonstrate the legal system's capacity to adapt to technological

change, though regulatory responses must continue to evolve alongside the technology.

Digital Evidence and Forensic Technology

Since the advent of digital forensics, there has been a significant shift in evidence collection
and analysis. Courts now engage routinely with digital evidence—including emails, social

media posts, and metadata—in both civil and criminal proceedings.

Case Law: Anvar P.V.v. P.K. Basheer (2014) 10 SCC 473

The Supreme Court clarified that electronic evidence is admissible only where the certification
requirements of Section 65B of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872 are satisfied. The case
established the doctrinal framework for authenticating digital records—a framework that will

require ongoing judicial development as Al-generated outputs increasingly feature in
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evidentiary proceedings.
Cybercrime and the Role of Technology

Cyberspace offences—including hacking, identity theft, and online fraud—represent pressing
contemporary challenges for Indian courts. India's expanded legal framework under the IT Act
and subsequent amendments to the Indian Penal Code provide improved mechanisms for
prosecuting such crimes, though the dynamism of cyberspace demands ongoing regulatory

adaptation.
Case Law: (Mittal, 2016)

The Supreme Court struck down Section 66A of the IT Act, which had criminalized online
speech deemed offensive, as unconstitutional on grounds of disproportionate restriction of the
right to freedom of speech and expression under Article 19(1)(a). The case illustrates the
judiciary's vital human-centric role in ensuring that the legal regulation of technology respects

fundamental rights.
Ethical Challenges in Judicial Innovation

While technology holds considerable promise for enhancing the efficiency of judicial
processes, its adoption is accompanied by ethical complexities, including transparency in case
handling, the risk of algorithmic bias, data privacy, and the preservation of judicial discretion.
These challenges are not reasons to resist technology—they are reasons to govern it rigorously

and to keep human values at its centre.
10. Constitutional and Human Rights Concerns in AI Deployment

The deployment of Al in legal and governance systems must be evaluated through the lens of
constitutional law and fundamental rights. In democratic constitutional orders, the Constitution
functions as a normative framework that constrains the development and deployment of
technology to ensure it does not undermine equality, liberty, dignity, and due process
(Zalnieriiite, Moses, & Williams, 2019). A genuinely human-centric approach to Al
governance requires that constitutional rights function not merely as limits on permissible Al

use, but as affirmative design criteria.
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In India, the Supreme Court recognized privacy as a fundamental right under Article 21 in
Puttaswamy v. Union of India (2017) 10 SCC 1. Al technologies reliant on large-scale data
collection and biometric surveillance can directly threaten this right by enabling comprehensive
profiling and anticipatory monitoring without meaningful consent or oversight. The
constitutional legitimacy of such systems must be assessed against the tripartite standard of

legality, necessity, and proportionality articulated in Puttaswamy.

10.1 Transformative Constitutionalism and AI Governance in India

The Indian Constitution is not merely a document of negative liberties—it embodies a
transformative vision, committing the state to the substantive realisation of equality, dignity,
and social justice. This transformative constitutional character has profound implications for
Al governance. Where Al systems reproduce historical inequalities, entrench caste or gender
bias, or operate as instruments of state surveillance without proportionate justification, they are
not merely technically deficient—they are constitutionally suspect. The deployment of Al in
legal and judicial contexts must therefore be assessed not only against procedural standards of
transparency and fairness, but against the Constitution's deeper transformative commitments.
In this framework, the question is not merely whether an Al system complies with existing law,
but whether it advances or undermines the constitutional project of a just, equal, and rights-
respecting society. The Puttaswamy judgment (2017) is itself an expression of this
transformative logic: by reading privacy as an intrinsic component of human dignity under
Article 21, the Supreme Court established that constitutional rights must evolve to protect
individuals from new forms of power, including algorithmic power. India's Al governance
framework must be built on this transformative foundation—one that treats constitutional

rights not as constraints on technology, but as affirmative criteria for its design and deployment.

Al-driven law enforcement tools also engage equality concerns under Article 14. Where biased
datasets cause Al systems to disproportionately target communities defined by religion, caste,
geography, or socioeconomic status, the resulting disparate impact constitutes a potential
violation of constitutional equality guarantees. The COMPAS controversy in the United States
is instructive: if analogous predictive tools were adopted in Indian bail or policing contexts
without rigorous auditing mechanisms, comparable discriminatory outcomes could result

(Angwin, Larson, Mattu, & Kirchner, 2016).

Freedom of speech and expression under Article 19(1)(a) may be affected by Al-driven content
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moderation and algorithmic recommendation systems, which can produce chilling effects on
lawful expression if operated without transparent criteria and effective oversight. The Supreme
Court's ruling in (Mittal, 2016) establishes that restrictions imposed or amplified through Al

systems must satisfy the same proportionality standard as restrictions imposed by statute.

The principles of natural justice—fair hearing, reasoned decision-making, and a meaningful
opportunity to challenge adverse conclusions—are directly threatened by opaque Al systems.
Where Al generates recommendations that influence judicial or administrative outcomes
without intelligible explanation, affected parties may be unable to identify viable grounds for

appeal, undermining procedural fairness and the right to an effective remedy.

11. Al and Judicial Decision-Making: Opportunities and Risks

Al in judicial decision-making has gained attention due to its potential to reduce delays and
improve institutional efficiency. Judicial systems worldwide face growing case backlogs, and
Al tools may help manage workloads by automating administrative functions such as case
scheduling, document classification, and translation. India's case pendency problem—with tens
of millions of matters pending—makes technology-assisted efficiency solutions particularly

relevant (Department of Justice, Government of India, 2023).

Systems such as SUPACE aim to support judicial efficiency by surfacing relevant materials
for the judge's consideration, not by generating or supplanting judicial conclusions. This
distinction—between Al as an assistive analytical tool and Al as a decisional agent—is
constitutionally critical. A human-centric design requires that judicial Al be transparent,
contestable, and firmly subordinate to the exercise of human judicial authority. Indian
constitutional doctrine demands reasoned judgments: any Al deployment that obscures or
displaces the judge's reasoning process would compromise the institutional legitimacy of

adjudication.

Over-reliance on Al recommendations carries the risk of eroding judicial independence and
discretion over time. Judicial decision-making requires interpretation, moral reasoning, and
sensitivity to the particular social and constitutional context of each case—capacities that
present Al systems cannot replicate. The phenomenon of "automation bias"—where human
decision-makers defer uncritically to Al outputs—is well documented and must be deliberately

guarded against in judicial contexts.
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The "black box" nature of many machine learning models further complicates responsible
judicial Al adoption. Where judges rely on Al outputs without understanding the underlying
reasoning, both individual accountability and institutional legitimacy are at risk. Mandatory
explainability standards, regular algorithmic auditing, and strict cybersecurity safeguards are

therefore essential preconditions for the responsible deployment of judicial Al.

12. Ethical Dimensions of Al in Legal Practice

Ethics is one of the most significant dimensions of Al integration in law. The legal profession
is grounded in enforceable duties of confidentiality, competence, loyalty to clients, and the
overriding obligation to uphold justice. Al tools, if irresponsibly deployed, may violate these
duties in ways that cause direct harm to clients and compromise the administration of justice

(Surden, 2014).

Confidentiality requires that lawyers carefully evaluate Al tools before processing client
information through them. The growing use of cloud-based, third-party Al platforms creates
meaningful risks of data exposure. Clients must be adequately informed when their information
is processed through Al systems, and lawyers must ensure that Al tools meet applicable data

protection standards.

Competence in legal technology use is an increasingly non-negotiable professional obligation.
Lawyers must understand the documented limitations of Al tools, including the propensity of
generative Al systems for "hallucination"—the generation of plausible-sounding but factually
erroneous legal citations or propositions. Reliance on unverified Al outputs without
independent verification constitutes a serious breach of professional duty, as illustrated by
disciplinary incidents in multiple jurisdictions involving lawyers who filed pleadings citing
non-existent Al-generated cases (Bommarito & Katz, 2022). Empirical research has confirmed
the severity of this risk: Magesh et al. (2025) found that leading Al legal research tools
hallucinate in approximately one in six queries, even when using retrieval-augmented
generation methods specifically designed to reduce such errors. As of mid-2024, over twenty-
five federal judges in the United States had issued standing orders requiring attorneys to
disclose Al use in court filings, reflecting the growing judicial recognition that technological
competence is now an inseparable component of professional responsibility (Magesh, et al.,

2025).
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Bias and fairness present additional ethical challenges. Al systems may perpetuate
discrimination if training data reflects historical biases. Ethical AI deployment requires
diversity in training data, algorithmic auditing, and human oversight to prevent unjust

outcomes (Angwin, Larson, Mattu, & Kirchner, 2016).

Al-powered legal chatbots that provide specific legal advice raise concerns about unauthorized
practice of law. Where such systems generate incorrect or misleading guidance, the resulting
consumer harm may expose developers, deploying institutions, and supervising professionals
to regulatory and civil liability. Clear regulatory boundaries between Al-generated legal

information and the formal practice of law remain an urgent governance need.

13. Al Evidence, and Digital Forensics

Al is transforming evidence gathering, digital forensics, and courtroom procedure. With the
proliferation of cybercrime and digital communication, electronic evidence—including emails,
metadata, CCTV footage, and social media records—has assumed central importance in civil
and criminal litigation. Al can assist in analyzing large evidentiary datasets, identifying

anomalies, and detecting patterns relevant to matters before the court (Russell & Norvig, 2021).

The admissibility of Al-generated or Al-analyzed evidence raises significant legal questions
regarding authenticity, reliability, and chain of custody. In Anvar P.V. v. P.K. Basheer (2014)
10 SCC 473, the Supreme Court clarified that electronic evidence must satisfy the certification
requirements under Section 65B of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872 as a condition of
admissibility. As Al systems become increasingly used to analyze or interpret digital evidence,

courts must determine the appropriate evidentiary classification of Al outputs.

Facial recognition and behavioural analytics tools deployed in criminal investigations raise
distinct concerns. Such systems have been documented as producing higher error rates for
women and individuals with darker skin tones, creating real risks of wrongful identification
and consequent miscarriages of justice (Goodfellow, Bengio, & Courville, 2016). The
deployment of these technologies in law enforcement must be governed by strict accuracy
testing standards, mandatory disparate impact assessments, and judicial oversight—safeguards

that reflect a human-centric commitment to protecting the innocent and upholding due process.
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14. Al in Alternative Dispute Resolution and Online Courts

Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) mechanisms—including mediation and arbitration—
are increasingly supported by Al-driven platforms. Online Dispute Resolution (ODR) has
emerged as a cost-effective and efficient method for resolving disputes outside traditional
litigation, with the potential to reach parties who face geographic, economic, or informational

barriers to court access (Susskind, 2019).

India has significant potential to benefit from expanded ODR adoption, particularly for
consumer disputes, low-value commercial claims, and small-claims matters. Given the
sustained pressure on Indian courts from case backlogs, ODR can meaningfully reduce demand
on judicial infrastructure. Al can support ODR through automated document generation,
intelligent case triage, and settlement range analytics—while human mediators and arbitrators

retain decisional authority to ensure substantive fairness.

Fairness and transparency are non-negotiable requirements for Al-assisted ODR. Parties must
understand the basis on which Al-generated recommendations are produced and must have a
meaningful opportunity to contest them. Al-assisted ODR processes must comply with the
principles of natural justice, informed consent, and voluntary participation. A human-centric
ODR system is one in which technology reduces barriers without removing the human

oversight that gives dispute resolution its legitimacy and enforceability.

15. Recommendations for Policy and Legal Reform in India

To ensure the responsible integration of Al into India's legal system, comprehensive and
coordinated policy reform is required across legislative, judicial, and educational domains. The
following recommendations address the most pressing institutional gaps, each grounded in the
human-centric principle that AI must serve legal actors and those they serve—never the

Ireverse.

First, India should enact a dedicated Al governance statute that addresses accountability,
transparency, and fairness in a sector-specific manner. Drawing on the EU Al Act's risk-based
classification model, India could distinguish between high-risk Al applications—such as
judicial analytics, predictive policing, and bail decision-support tools—and lower-risk

applications, applying proportionate regulatory obligations to each. The creation of an
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independent Al regulatory authority with powers to audit, certify, and sanction Al systems
deployed in public administration and the justice system would provide robust institutional

accountability.

Second, judicial Al tools such as SUPACE must remain strictly assistive in character, with
human judges retaining final decision-making authority at all times. Al-generated
recommendations should be accompanied by explainability reports that enable judges and
litigants to understand and challenge algorithmic outputs. The Bar Council of India and the
Supreme Court's e-Committee could jointly develop binding guidelines governing the
permissible scope of Al use in court proceedings and the transparency standards required of

any Al system relied upon in judicial contexts.

Third, data protection frameworks must extend beyond the Digital Personal Data Protection
Act, 2023 to address sector-specific risks. In particular, the deployment of Al in law
enforcement—including facial recognition, predictive profiling, and mass surveillance—
requires dedicated safeguards anchored in Articles 14, 19, and 21 of the Constitution.
Legislative gaps in the governance of biometric data and algorithmic profiling must be

addressed as a matter of constitutional urgency.

Fourth, AI literacy must be systematically integrated into legal education curricula and
continuing professional development requirements. Law schools, bar councils, and judicial
academies should introduce structured modules covering legal technology, Al ethics,
algorithmic governance, and data privacy law. Equipping future lawyers and judges with these
competencies is essential for ensuring that Al is deployed responsibly and critically scrutinized

within legal practice.

Finally, international regulatory cooperation is essential. As Al governance becomes a global
priority, India's active engagement with frameworks developed by the OECD, UNESCO, and
the G20 Al Principles will be critical to ensuring that domestic regulation aligns with emerging
international standards while reflecting India's constitutional values and developmental
priorities. Bilateral and multilateral cooperation on Al safety, data sovereignty, and cross-
border algorithmic accountability will be increasingly important as Al systems operate across

jurisdictions.
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16. Conclusion

Artificial Intelligence is reshaping the legal profession and judicial institutions at a pace and
scale that demands urgent scholarly, regulatory, and institutional attention. Al holds substantial
potential to enhance legal research, streamline document review, automate routine drafting,
and expand access to justice—including for communities that have historically faced barriers
to effective legal participation. At the same time, it presents serious challenges relating to
algorithmic bias, transparency deficits, accountability gaps, privacy risks, and the risk that
mechanized reasoning may displace the distinctively human values that animate constitutional

law.

In India, Al adoption in law remains at an early and evolving stage. Judicial innovations such
as SUPACE and SUVAS demonstrate the Indian judiciary's institutional openness to
technology-enabled reform. India, however, currently lacks a comprehensive legal framework
for Al governance, and the regulatory gap is widening as deployment accelerates. Future
legislative and regulatory reform must ensure that Al integration in legal contexts is governed
by India's foundational constitutional principles of fairness, equality, dignity, and the rule of

law.

This chapter has advanced a human-centric framework as its unifying analytical lens. Al in law
is most beneficial—and most legitimate—when it amplifies human legal reasoning, expands
human access to justice, and remains transparently accountable to human oversight. The
chapter's distinctive scholarly contribution lies in its integrated examination of Al's
implications across the full spectrum of the Indian legal landscape—evidence law, intellectual
property, constitutional rights, judicial process, and comparative regulation—presented
through this human-centric lens. By situating India's nascent Al governance landscape within
a global comparative framework and grounding the analysis in landmark constitutional
jurisprudence, this chapter offers a doctrinal roadmap for the development of rights-based Al
regulation in a democratic legal system. Future research may productively explore the
empirical impact of Al tools such as SUPACE on judicial efficiency and decision consistency;
the constitutional validity of predictive policing systems under Articles 14 and 21; the adequacy
of the Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 in regulating Al-driven surveillance in law
enforcement; and the extent to which India's emerging Al governance framework aligns with

or diverges from the EU AI Act and other international regulatory models. These are not merely
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academic questions—they will shape the institutional and constitutional character of India's

legal system in the decades ahead.

Ultimately, AI must serve as an assistive instrument that amplifies the capacity of human legal
reasoning rather than supplanting it. With principled and adaptive regulation, robust ethical
safeguards, and deliberate investment in human capability, Al can strengthen justice delivery

while preserving the foundational values upon which law and democracy rest.
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