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LEGAL RESEARCH WORK SAMPLE

Generative AI in UK Law Firms:
Professional Accountability and
Responsible Adoption

LLM BUSINESS OF LAW
RESEARCH PROJECT | 75%

A recruiter-facing summary of my research into whether the UK's principles-based regulatory
framework gives law firms enough practical clarity to adopt generative AI responsibly.

RESEARCH QUESTION

How can the legal sector preserve the efficiency
and access-to-justice benefits of generative AI
while maintaining accuracy, confidentiality,
professional judgment and client trust?

WHY IT MATTERS

Law firms face commercial pressure to
deliver more for less. AI can accelerate
research, review and drafting, but
errors or insecure use may create
professional, regulatory and
reputational exposure.

MY APPROACH

I reviewed government policy, SRA and
Law Society guidance, academic
commentary and industry reports, then
compared the benefits of flexible
regulation with the certainty offered by
more structured risk-based approaches.

FOUR TENSIONS EXAMINED

01 Efficiency vs verification

Faster output may still require extensive human
checking.

02 Innovation vs confidentiality

External tools can create data-governance and
client-confidentiality risks.

03 Accountability vs control

Lawyers remain responsible even when a probabilistic
system is difficult to explain.

04 Productivity vs development

Over-reliance on automated work may reduce
opportunities for junior lawyers to build core skills.
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KEY FINDINGS

The problem is not simply a lack of
regulation.
The central issue is the gap between the high level of professional responsibility imposed on
lawyers and the limited control they may have over the output and data practices of
generative systems.

DEFENSIVE ADOPTION

Uncertainty encourages firms to restrict
use to lower-risk work, limit public tools
or require extensive verification. This
may reduce the productivity gains that
make AI commercially attractive.

UNEQUAL MARKET EFFECT

Governance, secure infrastructure and
specialist training may favour larger
firms. Proportionate guidance matters if
smaller practices are to adopt AI safely
without excessive cost.

MY RECOMMENDATION

Clearer sector-specific guidance, without inflexible
technology-specific rules.
Professional regulators should provide practical expectations in four areas: acceptable use cases,
verification standards, data governance and client transparency. A proportionate, risk-based
approach would improve certainty while retaining the flexibility needed for innovation.

Acceptable use Verification Data
governance

Client
transparency

WHAT THE PROJECT DEMONSTRATES

Regulatory research | Critical analysis | Commercial awareness | Professional
ethics | OSCOLA referencing

REFLECTION

The project strengthened my ability to move from a broad policy debate to a practical
recommendation for law firms. It also reinforced that legal innovation must be assessed through
the client's perspective: speed has value only when accuracy, confidentiality and professional
responsibility remain protected.

This is a condensed and redesigned summary of original academic work awarded 75%. The original assessment is not
reproduced because it contains university administration and assessment material. This document is for recruitment
purposes and is not legal advice.


