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Introduction:

Will robots really replace lawyers? Are many of us are going to be supplanted by “bots” in the
next five years? Do we think robots and artificial intelligence will redefine our working processes,
or is that notion just a flash in the pan that will fizzle out?

This seminar will appraise (1) how technology is currently assisting (and may ultimately
transform) the work in resolving significant disputes undertaken by solicitors, counsel, expert
witnesses arbitrators and the judiciary and (2) what strategies members of the profession can
adopt for success - with a particular emphasis on the fact that “one size definitely does not fit all”.

The discussion will include:

 How technology’s contribution may slowly change from merely bringing greater efficiencies
to legal practice as carried out today to a gradual replacement of some of the tasks
currently performed by legal professionals by ‘increasingly capable systems’.

 An evaluation of technology’s support of dispute resolution and an appraisal of the new
electronic case management and filing systems in the Rolls Building.

 Technologies are having a significant impact on operational performance in shipping: how
these technologies influence assessors’ analyses in matters of navigation and seamanship
in collision cases and the like.
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Developing legal talent

Factors affecting future talent in law firms

Our research:

• assessed talent in UK law firms over the 
next ten years

• considered issues that affect talent in law 
firms

• was based on literature review, 
consultations with experts and scenario 
analysis
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Lessons from past trends in the legal profession

Law firms are still able to select the ‘best’

• 25,000 extra workers needed in the legal activities sector before 2020

• Over 60 per cent of law graduates don’t enter the legal profession

• By 2025, 3/4 of the global workforce will be of the Millennial generation who:

− seek greater ‘purpose’ (alignment to social values and aspirations)

− expect to leave their current employers in the next five years

− learn about job opportunities from friends (70 per cent)

But… 

only one-third of companies 
have programmes focused on 

Millennials
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Lessons from past trends in the legal profession

Law firms are still able to select the ‘best’

• Technological change is 
affecting employment 
within the profession (e.g. 
Robotic Process 
Automation)

• To date, the impact of 
automation within the legal 
sector has had a polarising 
effect

• Future skill requirements 
will change across the 
profession

• Opportunities in the short 
and long term
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Disruptive trends are forcing change in the profession

2020 tipping point isn’t far away

• Regulatory changes 
opening up the market to 
innovative business models

• Building scale versus 
specialising

• Client demands
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Future business strategies

Strategic choices for law firms 

• A – Status quo – sticking 
to existing 
markets/services

• B – Making adjustments 
– exploring adjacent 
markets/services

• C – Radical 
transformation –
exploring new 
markets/services

• D – Refine and refocus –
scaling back on some 
existing markets/services.
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Future talent strategies 

Talent needs depend on business strategy

• Business needs: 

− What sort of leaders will the business need 
in future? 

− Will diversity be important in delivering 
this? 

− What succession plans are in place to 
replace talent?

• Individual needs: 

− What careers experiences do employees 
want? 

− What coaching, mentoring and 
management skills will be needed? 
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Future talent strategies 

A new approach to talent

• Partners and leaders – to embed 
culture in the firm

• Traditional, permanent staff –
primarily fee-earning lawyers 

• Non-traditional and transient 
employees – including project 
managers, sales executives
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UK private company limited by guarantee (“DTTL”). DTTL and each of its member firms are legally separate and 
independent entities. DTTL and Deloitte NWE LLP do not provide services to clients. Please see www.deloitte.com/about 
to learn more about our global network of member firms.
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SHIPPING

London Shipping Law Centre 

The robot over your shoulder: Technology’s      
very positive contribution to dispute    
resolution.

JIM CASHMAN 

7th November 2017

INTRODUCTION 

 The Facts  

The Law 

Factual Evidence 

 Electronic recordings 

 Witnesses of fact 

 Contemporaneous documents

2
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THE SCROLLS OF OLERON 

“yet the Master ought not to forbear casting out so many of the goods as he shall see to be

for the common good and safety; he and the third part of his mariners making oath on the

Holy Evangelists, when they arrive at their port of discharge, that he did it only for the

preservation of the vessel...”

Good justice requires more than one source of evidence.

Good navigation requires more than one source of positional information.

3

SPY IN THE SKY 

AIS 

VDR 

Smile - you’re on candid camera.

4
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THE JUDGES 

THE JUDGES

Mr Justice Greer in The Ioanna (1922) 12 Loyd’s Rep. 54 at 58:-

“Still one improbability would not be sufficient to justify me in coming to the conclusion that

the event did not happen. But when there are two improbabilities the likelihood of it

happening is still more remote, and when there are three it is more remote still.”

Judges look at all of the available evidence. Mr Justice Teare in The Atlantik Confidence
(2016) EWHC 24/2 (Admiralty)(at para. 295)

“Having considered the individual elements of the case it is necessary to stand back and
have regard to the totality of the evidence.”
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THE JUDGES

"Facts are stubborn and impressive and it is facts rather than legal doctrines that play the

major role in judicial decisions. Facts always precede rules; and it is only after a court has

knowledge of the facts of a case that it finds or constructs the rule of law that it applies“

From Rosser "going to court? A guide to practical litigation", the law foundation of new South

Wales (1976)

CONCLUSION 

Electronic data is an enormous aid to litigants and ultimately the Court in their fact finding
mission.

Justice still requires an analysis of all the evidence.

Navigation still requires a lookout.

8
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NORWEST INTERACTION Ltd 

PM Position vs. XY - Track Analysis

1.0 miles

1.0 Km

XY

02h 31m 01s

PM – Alarm

100oT 

02h 31m

Heading 112oT 

02h 32m

080oT 

02h 33m

060oT 

02h 34m

039oT 
02h 35m

024oT 

02h 32m

Heading 100oT 02h 33m

Heading 090oT 
02h 34m

Heading 110oT 

02h 35m

Collision

Heading 128oT 

02h 30m

117oT PM 

On Course

Wheel set 

Hard  to Stbd

PM Engine

stopped & 

Put Astern

PM altering to Stbd

But being drawn-in 

towards XY





MAIB Report: 22-2017:  M/V ‘Muros’ ECDIS assisted grounding on 
Haisborough sands: 3rd December 2016.



USS Fitzgerald following collision with Japanese Container ship ACX Crystal 17th June 2017



ACX Crystal following collision with USS Fitzgerald on 17th June 2017



Guided-missile destroyer USS John S. McCain (10 casualties) – following collision with 
Liberian registered Tanker (Alnic MC) off Singapore. Monday 21st August 2017

Following this incident, the fourth of its kind in 2017, Chief of US Naval operations, 
suspended all operations to conduct a "comprehensive review" of recent US Navy 
collisions



The Future for Global Shipping?

Source: IMarEST ‘The Marine Professional - December 2016’



The “Robot” over your shoulder:  technology’s 
very positive contribution to dispute resolution

QUESTIONS ?



RISE OF THE ROBOTS

INTRODUCTION

Robotics, artificial intelligence and the potential advantages that they may offer humanity in general

and the shipping industry, in particular, have always held a fascination for me and I have always been

an enthusiastic advocate and early adopter of labour-saving technology.

Given my maritime background, my research and the industry specialisations I have grown into over

my career, I have elected to focus on the operational aspects of the industry.  I hope to contextualise

where we are now and how we got to our present situation.  That foundation will give you a flavour

of where technological advances are leading our industry and what the potential implications may be

for dispute resolution. I propose dealing with the subject in terms of the three technological

revolutions that started over 40 years ago.

Gerd Leonard, in his recent book Technology versus Humanity [1] comments that ‘adoption of

technology begins very slowly and then it is suddenly upon as so that, before long, we all too quickly

forget how we managed without it’.

In making that observation, Leonard was referring to the celebrated conjecture know as Moore’s law,

which was first postulated in 1965 by Intel co-founder Gordon Moore [2]. It states that ‘the number of

processors in a microchip (and hence the power of a computer) could be expected to double every 18

to 24 months’.  Over the last 50 or so years, this rule has held-up fairly consistently.  But why is that

important to this subject?

My first slide shows how Moore’s law predicted that technological capability might advance.  For ease

of reference I have inserted markers indicating the advent of the technological revolutions.  From the

increasing curve, I would ask you to note the prediction that computer processing capability was

expected to develop exponentially.  One of the inescapable predictions, assuming technology and

processing power adhere to Moore’s law, is that high-level Artificial Intelligence (AI) is inevitable –

something Thusani has already touched upon.

How close are we to computers matching the human brain in terms of processing power?



Some would argue that we are pretty much there and, in fact, over the last 2 weeks there have been

several media articles that suggest we have already passed that important landmark [3].  Shipping, for

its part, has a long way to go before it catches up, but I will come to that in the next 10 minutes or so.

THE FIRST TECHNOLOGICAL REVOLUTION.

Taking a slight step backwards, few probably appreciate that ships autopilots, were only legislated for

in the 1960s – before that, constant hand steering was normal practice.  Shipboard radar was

notoriously unreliable, even up until the late 1970’s and, in my experience, it had an unfortunate

reputation for breaking down - just at the point when it was most needed.

The first computers began to be introduced towards the mid 1980’s, as cargo, draft-survey and

stability calculating tools. They were also used for producing the mass of cargo documents that we are

all too familiar with. Before the advent of computers, these tasks were labour intensive and could take

many hours.  Missing the tide while trying to identify some errant cargo formula or due to hurriedly

misreading a set of tables was an all too common occurrence.

The engineering side of the industry, with its inventive drive towards automation and self-regulating

systems, began to experiment with unmanned machinery spaces (UMS) in the early 1980s.  For the

modern engineer, this development could not come soon enough, but for older generation it caused

considerable upset with many viewing UMS as the death-knell for marine engineers - a prediction that

proved somewhat premature in the circumstances.

The automation systems serving the first revolution were, for the most part, passive feedback loops

requiring only simple programming and basic operator inputs.  Outputs still required an operator

response before amounting to anything meaningful – humans remained very much in control and part

of the overall equation.

Engineering aside, these first stage developments were predicated on technology as a labour-saving

tool, helping employees to become more productive and efficient.

SECOND TECHNOLOGICAL REVOLUTION

The second revolution, by comparison, had a significant impact on the skills needed by operators.



From the mid to late 1990’s we began to see a move towards networked computers that gave the

appearance of intelligent systems exhibiting the basic attributes of reasoning.

This development arose from the integration of multiple data feeds through a mainframe computer

that could process them according to a pre-determined formula - the algorithms that defined how the

computer should order and process the data and what priority it should give to each.

The three key drivers for this development were: smaller, more reliable and more efficient processors;

developments in software programming, and; the availability of cheaper and near-instantaneous

communications.

By way of example. Global Positioning Systems (GPS) - unavailable barely 25 years ago, save for

military applications, is now ubiquitous and the platform for precision navigation. When integrated

with a ship’s compass, its steering gear, anti-collision radars (ARPA) and the Automated Identification

System (AIS), it provides a single graphical output - the ECDIS.  Tactically, this output should provide

everything a bridge watchkeeper might need to navigate safely and avoid collisions.

As with the earlier UMS developments, it was predicted that already analysed situational data, would

quickly put end to collisions at sea.  As we know only too well, it didn’t, but I will come to the reasons

for that in a moment.

That said, it is worth bearing in mind that the technology now commonly in use has been several years

in development and, in reality, the latest computer-systems are already way ahead of even the most

advance anti-collision and machinery control systems in use today.

The latest shipboard systems, when integrated with AI computers, are increasingly capable of taking

autonomous anti-collision actions without intervention by an operator.  In terms of current AI

capability and where it may take the industry, this development is barely the tip of the iceberg.

EVIDENCE AND DETERMINING ISSUES OF FACT

For the legal team preparing a case and the expert-witness whose task it is to work out what

happened, the multiple data feeds offer a wealth of situational and tactical information that was

previously unavailable.



When required, Video Data Recordings (VDR) can be fed into a simulator to recreate what the ship

was doing at any given moment and, in the event of an incident, may significantly aid in determining

where liability lies.

The world view presented in a simulation can, and very often does, form the basis upon which

judgements are made.  Given that we can now be reasonably certain where a ship was, her course

and speed, and what the person on the bridge had instructed the onboard systems to do, issues of

fact become almost indisputable.

Any need to rely on witness statements or the evidence from log books – each of which are directed

towards painting a picture that favours those who produced them - becomes less relevant.  If the

statements and log book entries do not tie in with what the VDR shows, then the evidence is

substantively discredited.  Much of the guess work and the need for human intuition in determining

truth has, arguably, been taken out of what was often the lengthiest part of any litigation –

determining issues of fact.

This all seems simple and straight forward. If we know what is happening with the vital ship-board

systems, we should be able to create a scenario that is difficult to dispute.

There are, however, four problems with this perception.

The first is that simulations based on computer algorithms are, by their very nature, perfectly ordered

and create an ideal world-view where one fact naturally follows on from another in a defined

sequence, the result of which is always inevitable.

The second relates to the nature of algorithms.  The computer can only work with positive inputs. If

something is missing that should be there, or that should have been taken account of but was not,

then the resultant conclusion may well be incorrect as algorithms do not allow for speculation.

The third problem is humans. Whilst the situational facts may be incontrovertible, the reasoning of

the operator who may, or may not, have acted in a situation, along with his training, knowledge

experience and any instructions he may have received that subsequently affected the situation, are

also issues of fact that may not be apparent from a VDR.



Fourthly, there are matters of evidence that a VDR cannot assist with and, to date, only specialist

knowledge regarding what was going on around a ship may reveal certain causal factors.

Going back to points one and two.  A few years ago, Belinda Bucknall QC asked me to look at the

evidence in the well-known Braganza case [4]. She intended taking it to the Supreme court, the original

decision having been turned over at the Court of Appeal where they focussed on the positive evidence

before them.  My point is that the Court of Appeal reached the conclusion that a computer would

because a computer can only deal with positive inputs.  Belinda instructed me that I could not present

any new evidence and had to work with what had already been produced.

The key to getting the decision from the Supreme Court was not in the positive evidence presented.

Rather, it was in what was missing - and that drew upon a life time of seafaring experience to be able

to work it out.  A computer, even an artificially intelligent one, cannot, and never will have the life

experience which enables it to look outside the box and determine what is missing.  Likewise,

computer programmers lack that profession-specific experience to know when something is not right.

Turning to points three and four: my third slide shows a VDR output which needs analysis to make any

sense.   My fourth slide shows how a specialist can look beyond the raw data can begin make sense of

what the VDR information is saying. In this raw state the data still has no context.

Slide five gives an overview of a real situation that ended with a collision in the Malacca Strait.

I should tell you that when the matter was first brought to my attention, the initial assumption was

that this was simply a steering failure and that the issue of liability seemed fairly clear cut.

From the ship-handlers’ perspective, there is something quite wrong - suggesting that there are other

factors in play that were not taken into consideration.  Slide six, which incorporates the extensive

hydrodynamic pressure fields that the smaller ship was experiencing, begins to make sense of the

situation.  When this aspect was taken into account, along with navigation regulations for large vessels

transiting the area, apportionment of liability altered quite significantly.

From these few examples, and given that there have been several recent articles – the latest only last

Thursday, when BBC reported that ‘robot judges might be superior to their human counterparts’ [5].



I hope I make the point that computer logic has its limitations and the uniquely human traits of

common sense, gut instinct and specialist knowledge will always have an important role and should

be used to moderate any computer-based decisions.

TECHNOLOGY UNDERMINING CREWS AND THE ISSUES

Over the years, rapid technology advances led owners to argue that bridge watchkeeping had become

safer and more efficient.  Today, crewing levels are at a minimum and any onboard training is

undertaken purely to meet legislative requirements.

Importantly, crews are not being trained in dealing with technological problems and increasingly are

unable to tell when something is going wrong.

A fairly typical example is that of the Muros - a ship that I know well - which, only last December,

grounded as a result of its over reliance on new technology. The Marine Accident Investigation Branch

(MAIB) report [6] noted:

 The technology was not reliable and could not be trusted.

 User experience was required to determine when the information displayed was reliable.

 The operator-Electronic Digital Information System (ECDIS) interface was complex.

 ECDIS use reduces basic navigational skills.

Following recent series of collisions involving billion-dollar American warships with merchant ships,

the US navy department, one of the main promoters of automated system adoption, conducted a root

and branch investigation into deficiencies in navigation and bridge-safety procedures [7] [8].

They found that an accident-prone attitude had been allowed to develop because ‘Automated charts

can lead to complacency in watch-keepers [because they assumed] the machine is going to take care

of it, so we don’t need to be as alert’.

Additionally, they acknowledged that ‘…. for the electronic-aided system to be reliable, the operators

had to understand the underlying principles of the display and be ready to question the validity of that

display when things don’t look right’.



Looking at general weaknesses in the automation systems, they noted that if an enemy took down the

GPS systems which they were relying on for navigation, they were effectively lost at sea and highly

vulnerable.

Perhaps not unsurprisingly, this had not gone unnoticed by the Russians who, only 2 months ago,

showed that they could, by interfering with a ship’s GPS reception, quite easily move a ship over 20

miles from its intended sea-track before anyone, relying solely on ECDIS, became any the wiser [9].

The list of incidents is endless, but increasingly, there is growing evidence pointing to a common root

cause.  The reality is that the basics of seafaring are being lost in the rapid drive towards our

automation of ships [8].

Interestingly, the American navy has now introduced a programme for teaching its navigators the

basics of seamanship and celestial navigation – before those who know how to do it are retired [10].

The findings of the US Navy enquiry mirror the concerns raised by the Nautical Institute Technical

Committee which, only last month, raised concerns about mariner training when they posed the

question “are we losing sight of professional skills?”

This, then, brings us up to date with where the industry is at the moment.  There has been a wholescale

implementation of technology in virtually every area of shipping. Some of the benefits have been

outstanding, particularly in terms of cargo related efficiency.  The complex container industry simply

could not operate without computers to keep track of everything.

On the down-side, increasingly intelligent systems are becoming commonplace, and resulting in

deskilling and the increasing use of cheaper foreign seafarers to man our ships.

THIRD REVOLUTION - FUTURE TECHNOLOGY IN THE MARITIME INDUSTRY AND LEGAL PRACTICE

Increasingly, computers can be programmed to work with multiple variables that allow them to

manage complex systems and make rational decisions.



On 30th October, it was announced that a group of programmers had successfully developed a

recursive cortical network (RCN) [7] - that is a computer that self-learns and can re-programme itself

to become more capable.

Referring to my first slide. By the beginning of 2018, Artificial Intelligence (AI) systems are expected

to become as capable as a human brain and, thereafter, because of their recursive capacity to self-

learn, the anticipation is that within 12 years, by 2030, AI networks will possess the intelligence of half

of the global population.

Those pressing for further maritime industry automation are driving towards the concept of

autonomous shipping.  Presently, there are moves taking place to develop three classes of automated

vessels, these are:

 Semi-autonomous or lean crew ships that have only a minimal crew who will tend the multiple

automated systems onboard;

 Remotely operated vessels that are capable of autonomous operation but, may occasionally

experience intervention a shore-based operator.

 Fully autonomous vessels with no crew that are completely self-regulating and capable of

making navigational and tactical decisions without human intervention at any level.

How close are we to this reality?  Probably closer than you may think!

The first fully autonomous vessel, the Yara Birkeland, is already under construction [12]. It is expected

to start trading next year - along a dedicated 37-mile corridor between two or three ports in a

Norwegian fjord.  Initially, it will carry a commissioning crew to prove the concept.  It is calculated that

this vessel will replace the need for approximately 40,000 trucks per year.  By 2020 the Yara Birkeland

is expected to be completely unmanned and fully autonomous.

The Norwegians have overcome the legal issues by passing local regulations allowing this vessel to

operate in territorial waters but, as yet, there is a huge body of regulations and international law that

need to be addressed before such a vessel is permitted to trade on the high seas and in international

waters.  For example;

 The collision regulations will need to be completely re-written

 Virtually every piece of legislation and case-law relating to maritime commercial practice will

need revisiting.



 UNCLOS will need to accommodate these vessels and individual states may be required to make

provision for them.

 Pirates will probably have a field day … but, then again, so will lawyers who will need to untangle

hundreds of years of maritime regulation and legal precedents.

Admittedly, if world-wide autonomous shipping is to become a reality, it may take many decades to

sort out, especially given the speed the IMO moves at.  In the meantime, as one commentator recently

said at an autonomous ship seminar – this will be a new golden age for the maritime legal industry.

Thank you.

Captain Peter J McArthur MNM

Younger Brother of Trinity House Corporation, London.
Director, Norwest Interaction Ltd
Senior Manchester Ship Canal Pilot
Series Editor, Lloyds Practical Shipping Guides
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Here are a few thoughts on where legal AI is now, how we got here 
and where it is headed next, from Artificial Lawyer’s Founder, 
Richard Tromans. 
 
The Industrialisation of Cognition 
 
After the financial crisis of 2008/9, the term ‘the New Normal’ was 
used to describe how corporate legal teams were suddenly pushing 
back on bills and demanding transparency, efficiency and project 
planning. 
 
After years of clients rarely saying no, with few really doubting the 
external firm’s ‘means of production’, something finally happened. 
‘This is not good value,’ the inhouse lawyers dared to utter. 
What had changed? They had been pushed internally by the C-suite, 
whose job it is to do the best for customers and shareholders. They 
had been asked to justify their legal spend. And, in truth, they 
couldn’t. 



This simple, yet seismic change, paved the way for the eventual 
entrance of legal AI. As revolutionary leaders will tell you, having a 
plan to topple the old regime is all fine and good, but you still need 
‘the right conditions’ for real change to take place. 
 
And let’s face it, not all inhouse lawyers wanted to push back. The 
buyer and the seller had become a little too close for comfort, one 
might say, and it really wasn’t doing the end client – the shareholders 
of the business – much good. 
 

 
2008/9 Financial Crisis: a catalyst for change 
 
The surprising thing is that it took something as bad as the worst 
economic crisis since 1929 for the people who actually owned the 
businesses that were being served so inefficiently, to realise just how 
bad a deal they were getting. 
 
And, worse still, it was their own inhouse legal teams that had 
allowed this to get so out of hand. What kind of repeat buyer lets the 
seller push the price up every year for doing the same thing in the 
same way, where the product stays the same and there is no 
improvement in the outcome? 
 
One answer to that is: a buyer who is faced by a monopoly. But, law 
is a free market, right? Buyers can pick and choose between several 
equally good firms? Everyone is always saying how hard it is to 
differentiate between law firms in each market segment. What was 



stopping a buyer exercising their power and just picking a firm that 
was willing to play ball? 
 
And they did. But, few in the legal industry wanted this change. Let’s 
not kid ourselves here. There were no lawyers demonstrating outside 
court houses demanding they be allowed to be more efficient. GCs 
were not resigning from their posts because external law firms had 
yanked up prices for the 10th year running for the same outcome. 
 
It was driven from outside by market forces and increasing 
transparency inside companies about how legal work was produced. 
Legal sector commentators were fast to see the new trend and 
declared it to be a new norm, from which there was to be no going 
back. And they were right there. Though, the higher value, more 
complex and bespoke advisory matters continue to see increasing 
charge out rates. 
 
But, for the rest of what a law firm did? There were no more 
guarantees. A new approach was truly emerging after years of 
conference discussion and occasional warnings from firebrand GCs 
that had previously come to little or nothing. 
 
And the tool that would make this leap from artisanal ideas to 
modern industrial design happen has turned out to be AI. 
That said, at first it looked like lawyers might just get away with a bit 
of outsourcing and wage arbitrage, post-2009. I.e. have nearly the 
same levels of manual inefficiency, add in a bit of process to neaten 
things up, add in some people who are paid far less and have less 
opportunities to develop their careers and bingo – we’ve done it. 
 
But, nope. That wasn’t going to cut it. 
 
That said, it’s not surprising that the legal sector’s first response for 
what was essentially a demand for industrialisation, was to reach for 
an equally artisanal and manual approach, in this case ‘legal process 
centres’. 
 
But this was just the old ways repackaged. ‘Work’ still meant throwing 



as many bodies as you could at something until it was done. Done 
more cheaply, yes, primarily to protect the law firm’s own margins 
that were now under pressure, but that was all. This was not a 
modern approach, this was like an agrarian society recruiting 
additional seasonal workers to toil in the fields at harvest time and 
then laying them off once the crops were collected. All with very little 
tech involved. 
 
But, this isn’t the 18th century, it’s the 21st. 
 
There Has to Be A Better Way 
 
In a world where clients implicitly demand the industrialisation of 
cognition, a term Artificial Lawyer developed back in 2016, then legal 
AI is both essential and timely. That’s not to say GCs knew they 
wanted AI back in 2009, though many do now. It has just turned out 
to be the logical answer to the question: ‘How can this be done in a 
better way?’ 
 
But what is meant by the industrialisation of cognition? 
 
The law is a cognitive discipline, it’s all about consuming written 
information, sorting it, analysing it, extracting key meanings from it 
and then responding, usually again in written form. Often this 
cognitive exercise revolves around contracts, the crystalisation of the 
to-and-fro between two parties. 
 
While some of this is at present too complex for legal AI to 
industrialise, a large chunk of the simpler and more repetitive tasks 
are indeed wide open to cognitive industrialisation. The classic 
example, of course, is document review using machine learning and 
natural language processing, though there are several others. 
It makes sense in the same way that electrically-powered lathes 
started to be used in factories at the start of the 20th century to 
produce parts that didn’t really merit hand-crafting anymore. Or, when 
movable type printing changed to modern electronic printing. 
In this way the movement of AI into the legal world, taking on 
cognitive tasks such as reading repetitive documents and doing ‘the 



donkey work’, is a ‘new normal’. To be averse to this technological 
and industrial evolution in the legal world would be to object to the 
Industrial Revolution and all the gains it has delivered. 
 
Some people have tried to go back to the Golden Age before 
industrialisation. These include, in no particular order: the Luddites 
who objected to weaving machinery that was spoiling their artisanal 
stranglehold on the wool industry; and (sorry to some old friends) 
hippies/crusties/New Agers/anti-growth campaigners who think that 
‘technology’ is dehumanising and if we could only all live in a pre-
industrial world then everything would be better (though they all seem 
to own the latest products from Apple for some reason….). 
 

 
The agrarian/artisanal idyll. If only we could go back… 
 
The irony of the agrarian and artisanal approach to economics is that 
although a small number get to live nicely, the system requires a 
huge number of people to do incredibly dull and unrewarding labour, 
with little chance of advancement. 
 
Therefore, the arguments for consigning to the history books the 
process work of paralegals and junior lawyers and replacing it with AI, 
to Artificial Lawyer at least, seem irrefutable. 
In short, legal AI is now here and it’s never leaving the sector. It will 
steadily spread through law, not like wildfire, but firm by firm, market 



by market, corporate by corporate and through the LPOs and 
alternative legal services providers of this world. 
 
Some may predict global legal AI adoption will happen very soon. 
The reality is that it will not be evenly distributed, just as 
modernisation of the legal market has been uneven over the last few 
decades. There will be pools of rapid adoption (see below) and also 
swathes of law firms that it seems impossible that they have stood 
still, but they will, often because certain jurisdictions don’t see client 
demand for change. But, the larger and more international firms will 
certainly adopt AI at an increasingly rapid rate. Why? Because the 
clients are up to speed. No choice. 
 
For example, in London, many of the larger law firms are already 
conducting client work with AI systems involved, or are currently 
piloting the technology with a view to doing so. This is an 
extraordinary expansion in adoption, given that commercial uses of 
legal AI (at least beyond e-discovery) were very limited in the UK 
prior to 2016. 
 
Leading law firms in the US and Canada are also embracing AI doc 
review, expert systems, AI driven legal research, litigation prediction 
and analysis, and more. So too a growing number of firms across 
mainland Europe. Singapore and India too have joined the 
movement, so too has Australia. And China has clearly declared it 
wants to be a pioneer in this space. These markets are adopting legal 
AI and also in many cases producing companies that supply legal AI 
technology. 
 
Legal AI’s First Wave, then its Second 
 
To conclude: it’s hard to be efficient if you don’t have the tools to 
allow you to do so, or the economic imperative to change. Try 
sawing a tree down with a sharp stick and getting paid by the 
hour to do it like that; you get the picture. 
 
The other point is that much of the above has focused on lawyers, 
both inhouse and external, responding to external pressure, rather 



than leading change. But, as we all know change happens for a 
reason. And in the past there was no reason to change. 
 
Now, the introduction of an AI toolkit into the legal world, filled with 
machine learning, NLP and natural language generation, rules based 
systems, the ability to construct complex predictive algorithms and 
much more, opens up many opportunities for law firms, clients, LPOs 
and ALSPs to create solutions that can do far more than tackle 
inefficiency. 
 
One might say that in commercial terms the second wave of legal 
AI will be making more value-creating uses from AI, not just doing 
what obviously no human should have to endure (even if they’re well 
paid). 
 
The move to combine legal AI applications with expert systems and 
collaborative technology is a sign of where the market is going. 
Lawyers are working with tech companies to create holistic solutions 
to legal work problems and helping clients to do things they may not 
even have attempted in the past, not just sponging up the lowest 
levels of process work. 
 
In short, AI handling the lowest rung of process work is just the 
beginning. We are at the beginning of a remarkable change in the 
legal market that will be shaped by the industrialisation of cognition.  
 
And the best part is, it’s only just begun. 
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