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CTYAEHTIB-IIPABHUKIB

This study identifies and analyses the legal, linguistic, and ethical aspects arising from
the deployment of generative artificial intelligence tools in professional legal language training;
proposes the governance framework adequate to these dimensions. The study employs a
combined doctrinal and empirical methodology. The doctrinal component applies comparative
legal analysis to five legislative instruments — CMU Resolution No. 1556-p (2020), Law of
Ukraine No. 4742-1X (2025) on Academic Integrity, Law No. 2811-IX (2022) on Copyright
and Related Rights, Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 (EU Al Act), and Regulation (EU) 2016/679
(GDPR) — examining the institutional obligations each imposes on law faculty language
curricula and comparing Ukrainian norms against applicable EU standards under Ukraine’s
harmonization obligations. The empirical component analyses and synthesizes sixteen sources
spanning legislation, empirical research, professional governance models, and 1SO
18587:2017. The analysis of the applicable legislative instruments establishes that Ukrainian and
EU law impose a coherent and binding normative framework on educational Al governance.
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The study proposes a three-pillar governance framework: institutional compliance policy,
legal language curricula with Al literacy, and the ethical reflection for professional identity
formation. Each pillar primarily targets one dimension while structurally reinforcing the
others. Generative Al raises rather than diminishes the standard required of legal language
training: the lawyer who deploys Al tools effectively and responsibly must command greater
terminological precision, more refined critical capacity, and a more robust ethical judgement.
The integrated governance framework may constitute the institutional response adequate to
the current normative and pedagogical environment.

Keywords: artificial intelligence, higher legal education, a three-pillar governance
framework, normative compliance, Al literacy, ethical reflection, professional competencies.

Y ecmammi suokpemneno i npoananizosaro WPUOUYHI, IIHSGICMUYHI MA eMUYHi acnekmu
BNPOBAOIHCEHHS IHCIPYMEHMNIB 2eHEPAMUBHO20 UmMYyUHOo20 iHmenekmy (Oani — L) y npogecitiny
MOBHY NIO20MOBKY MAUOYMHIX NPAGHUKIB, A MAKONC 3aNPONOHOBAHO GIONOGIOHY YUM SUMIPAM
MoOenb YIpasninHsi. 3acmoco8ano KOMNIIEKCHY Memo00a02iio, OOKMPUHATbHA CKIA008a AKOL
MiCMUms NOpiGHANLHO-NPABOSULL AHANI3 N SIMU HOPMAMUBHO-NPABOBUX AKMI: PO3NOPAOICEHHS
KMY Ne 1556-p (2020), 3axony Yrpainu Ne 4742-1X (2025) «Ilpo axademiuny 006pouecHicnmoy,
3akony Vrpainu Ne 2811-1X (2022) «Ilpo aémopcuvke npaso i cymiochi npasay, Peenamenmy
€C 2024/1689 (3axony npo L) ma Pecnamenmy €C 2016/679 (3acanvrozo peanamenmy npo
saxucm oanux). Jlociosxceno incmumyyitini 30006 '93anHs, KL Yyi aKmu HAKIa0aoms Ha
npoepamu npo@eciinoi MoGHOI Ni020MOBKU NPABHUKIE, 30IlICHEHO NOPIBHANLHUL AHANI3
BIMYUBHAHUX HOPM NPaBosoeo pezyniosannus LI ma esponeiicokux cmanoapmis y KoHmeKcmi
€8poinmezpayiiHux 30008 ’a3ans Ykpainu. EMnipuyna ckia0oéa oxonmoe aHaniz i memamuyHull
cunmes Oanux i3 WICMHAOYAMU PENIeBAHMHUX 0dcepe, 30Kpema npasoeoi basu, emMnipuyHux
HAYKOBUX 00CNIONCeHb, MoOenell npogecitinoco ynpaeninua ma cmandapmy 1SO 18587:2017.
Bcemanoeneno, wjo nopmu yxpaincokoeo 3axonooascmea ma npasa €C cunepeemuuro ymeoprooms
YinicHy Ul IMREpaAmueHy HOPMAMUBHO-NPABOBY OCHOBY Ois pe2yniosanis aukopucmanns LI ¢
0C8IMHbOMY NpOCMOpi. 3anponoHo8aHO MPUKOMNOHEHMHY MOOeNb YNPAGNIHHA, SIKA OXONTIOE
IHCMUMYYItiHY NOLMuUKy, po3pooKy HABUANLHUX NPOSPAM 3 NPAGHUYOL MOGU, WO MICMAMb
Gopmysanus epamomuocmi y chepi LI, ma emuuny pegrexcito 01a po3gumky npogecitinoi
i0enmuunocmi. Buxopucmanusn incmpymenmis LI 6 wopuduuniti npakmuyi He 3HUXCYE, a,
HABNAKY, NIOBUULYE BUMO2U 00 MOBHOL NIO20MOBKU NPABHUKIB. 3anponoHOBaHA MOOeTb YPAGTIHHS
Modce cmamu 0i€8010 THCMUMYYIUHOW 8i0N06I0010 HA BUKIUKU CYUACHO20 HOPMAMUBHOZO U
neoazociuno2o cepedosulyd.

Kniouosi cnosa: wimyunuii inmenexm, euwja npasHuua oceima, mpukOMNOHEHMHA MOOelb
VNPAGNIHHA, HOPMAMUBHA GION0GIOHICcMYb, epamomuicmy vy cepi LI, emuuna pegirexcis,
npoecitini KomMnemeHmHocmi.

Problem Statement. Legal competence is constitutively linguistic. From statutory drafting to
appellate advocacy, every dimension of professional legal practice is exercised through
language, making legal register mastery an epistemic core of the profession rather than a
peripheral skill. The proliferation of LLM-based generative Al tools — ChatGPT, Claude,
Gemini, LIGA360, Eulaw.ai, Lexis, Westlaw, and Harvey — constitutes a structural
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transformation of this linguistic environment that neither legal practice nor legal education
has yet adequately governed [1]. These systems may produce legally-formatted text with a
surface fluency that closely resembles genuine legal expertise, creating an acute pedagogical
temptation: law students may replace the cognitive effort of mastering legal register with the
mechanical act of prompting and lightly editing Al output — a substitution that the Law of
Ukraine on Academic Integrity (No. 4742-1X, 2025) now designates as a statutory violation
[2]. Therefore, the primary challenge of integrating Al tools into professional language
training for law students resides in three inseparable aspects: legal, linguistic, and ethical.

Analysis of Recent Research and Publications. The scholarly literature at the
intersection of Al and legal language training has expanded substantially over the period
20202025, yet it remains characterized by disciplinary fragmentation: normative governance
scholarship, empirical language education research, and legislative analysis have largely
developed in parallel rather than in dialogue. The analytical base of this study comprises
sixteen sources spanning Ukrainian legislation, European regulatory instruments, empirical
studies, professional governance models, ethical and competency frameworks, and the applicable
translation quality standard.

In the legal dimension, a converging body of Ukrainian [2-4] and European legislation [5; 6]
imposes normative obligations on law faculty Al deployment. In the linguistic aspect,
hallucinations, terminological drift, and jurisdictional register distortion in Al outputs present
structural risks to legal language competence regardless of platform architecture [7; 8]. In the
ethical dimension, algorithmic bias, academic integrity requirements, and the principle of
non-delegable human oversight [9-15] demand institutional responses that prohibition alone
cannot supply. To the authors’ knowledge, no published governance framework has addressed
all three dimensions simultaneously. The scientific novelty of this study resides in the unified
normative and pedagogical treatment of all three aspects as an integrated governance problem,
and in the application of ISO 18587:2017 [16] post-editing standards as a legal language skills
development instrument.

Research Purpose. This study pursues two objectives: 1) to identify and analyze the legal,
linguistic, and ethical aspects arising from Al deployment in professional legal language
training; and 2) to propose a governance framework adequate to those dimensions.

Research Methods. The study employs a combined doctrinal and empirical methodology.
The doctrinal component applies comparative legal analysis to five legislative instruments:
CMU Resolution No. 1556-p (2020) [3]; Law No. 4742-1X (2025) [2]; Law No. 2811-1X
(2022) [4]; Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 [5]; and Regulation (EU) 2016/679 [6]. Each instrument is
examined for the specific institutional obligations it imposes on law faculty language programs,
with Ukrainian norms compared against EU standards applicable through Ukraine’s harmonization
obligations. The empirical component draws on three published datasets: Xatamova and
Ashurov’s (2024) survey of 500 law students in Al-assisted ESP education [7]; Stanford
HAT’s (2024) platform-specific hallucination benchmarking providing fabricated authority
rates for Lexist+ Al and Westlaw [8]; and Khaydarova’s (2024) systematic mapping study
across four databases [10]. The thematic synthesis incorporates peer-reviewed literature
selected on criteria of disciplinary relevance, methodological quality, and recency, mapped to
the proposed governance pillars. The framework’s scope is explicitly limited to pre-service
legal language training.
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Results. The most immediate legal concern in legal language training is data exposure.
When students use cloud-based Al platforms to draft hypothetical contracts, simulate client
communications, or analyze case facts, they routinely input information approximating privileged
legal communications in both structure and sensitivity. GDPR Atrticles 5, 15, and 22 impose
principles of purpose limitation, data minimization, and restrictions on automated decision-
making on any controller processing personal data [6]. Ukrainian law does not implement the
GDPR as binding domestic legislation — the applicable instrument is the Law of Ukraine on
Personal Data Protection — but institutional engagement with EU-jurisdiction cloud platforms
engages GDPR compliance in practice, and GDPR-aligned data governance constitutes a
requirement of Ukraine’s EU accession harmonization obligations. Warraich et al. (2025)
confirm that existing professional responsibility rules provide only retrospective, ad hoc
responses to Al-induced confidentiality breaches; students who routinely submit client-
sensitive hypotheticals to commercial Al platforms acquire professional habits constituting
privilege violations in practice [9].

The Law of Ukraine on Copyright and Related Rights (No. 2811-1X) classifies Al-
generated text as a non-original object to which personal non-property rights cannot attach,
excluding it from student authorship in the copyright sense [4]. The Law of Ukraine on
Academic Integrity (No. 4742-1X) resolves the consequent institutional uncertainty with a
named statutory violation: the dishonest use of Al-generated results, defined as publication of
Al-generated content as one’s own academic work without disclosure [2]. Read conjunctively,
these provisions create a coherent legal framework: undisclosed Al-assisted submissions
constitute simultaneously a statutory violation and a submission lacking genuine intellectual
contribution, and the institutional disciplinary response is legally mandated. Law faculties that
have not incorporated both provisions into their academic integrity policies are in non-
compliance with current Ukrainian law.

At the European level, Regulation (EU) 2024/1689 classifies Al systems used in
education and vocational training as high-risk applications under Articles 5 and 14, requiring
mandatory conformity assessments, transparency obligations, and human oversight mechanisms
[5]. CMU Resolution No. 1556-p (2020) provides the domestic counterpart, establishing six
binding principles — rule of law conformity, data protection, transparency, robustness,
accountability, and inclusive access — applicable to all institutional Al deployments, including
educational ones, and supplying domestic normative authority for Al ethics integration into
legal language curricula [3]. Khaydarova (2024) confirms that the Al-law normative order is
rapidly developing, with ePrivacy regulation constituting its second most active research
domain [10].

Stanford HAI’s 2024 benchmarking establishes that Lexis+Al produces fabricated legal
authorities in approximately 17 % of complex queries and Westlaw’s Al research tool in
approximately 34 % — rates that persist in retrieval-augmented generation architectures [8].
Warraich et al. (2025) document the professional consequences: by mid-2025, at least 58 instances
of Al-generated phantom precedents had appeared in attorney filings; in Mata v. Avianca (2023),
counsel was sanctioned for submitting ChatGPT-fabricated citations [9]. The educational risk
is structurally distinct from the professional one: a student at the formative stage of legal
language acquisition lacks the substantive knowledge to identify hallucinated terminology or
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invented doctrinal references, making internalization of incorrect usage probable and
subsequent correction difficult. This risk is an inherent property of the technology category,
not a correctable feature of individual platforms.

Xatamova and Ashurov’s survey (2024) of 500 law students reveals a structural divergence
between students’ communicative and epistemic experience of Al tools. Positive perceptions
of vocabulary development and feedback timeliness contrast sharply with negative assessments of
their satisfaction with privacy and Al data security [7]. This divergence demonstrates that
students possess experiential awareness of Al’s epistemic limitations not yet converted into
systematic critical evaluation competence — the precise competency that professional practice
demands and that curriculum design must therefore prioritize.

LLMs trained predominantly on Anglo-American legal corpora systematically apply
common-law formulations in civil-law contexts, substitute approximate synonyms for terms
of art, and render Ukrainian legal concepts through English filters that distort doctrinal content
[11]. For Ukrainian law students navigating simultaneous civil-law and EU-harmonization
requirements, exposure to Al-generated legal English calibrated to common-law conventions
may produce professional language habits misaligned with their actual normative environment.
Where Al tools are used in translation exercises, 1ISO 18587:2017 [16] establishes that only
full post-editing by a subject-matter expert — as distinct from light post-editing for basic
intelligibility — meets the precision requirements of legal language. Incorporating this standard
frames post-editing as the primary pedagogical activity, functions as a professional formation
instrument, and equips students with a certification-aligned quality benchmark applicable in
legal translation practice.

Generative Al systems are not value-neutral. Their outputs reflect the statistical properties
and embedded biases of their training corpora. Azman and Tumkaya (2025) argue that
systems trained on non-representative datasets generate discriminatory outcomes independently of
developer intent [12]. In legal language training, this manifests as the systematic embedding
of adversarial procedural logic, individual rights framing, and common-law interpretive
methodology in Al-generated legal discourse — a conceptual distortion that students whose
primary exposure to legal English is Al-mediated may internalize as normatively neutral
professional convention, operating below the threshold of standard quality assurance detection.

Baadzhy (2023) identifies the foundational governance paradox: Al has passed multiple
professional legal examinations while detection tools cannot reliably identify Al-generated
legal text, and generative Al becomes most pervasive precisely when formally prohibited,
establishing that prohibition without pedagogical engagement is not a viable governance
strategy [1]. Law No. 4742-1X (2025) resolves this at the normative level by prohibiting
misrepresentation of Al-generated content as the student’s own work rather than prohibiting
Al use as such [2]. This distinction is legally precise and pedagogically productive: it creates
space for supervised, disclosed, and critically evaluated Al use while establishing a statutory
boundary students can internalize as preparation for the professional responsibility norms they
will face in practice. Khaydarova (2024) confirms that Al integration in legal practice is
irreversible; the relevant question is whether lawyers will deploy Al tools with appropriate
critical oversight [10].

Khmyzova O. V. Legal, linguistic, and ethical aspects of integrating generative
artificial intelligence tools into professional language training for law students



202 ISSN 2617-4154 IpnincbKuii IOPHAMYHMIA Yaconuc: HaAyKoBHii sxkypHas. 2026. Bum. 2 (23)

Warraich et al.’s governance model (2025) identifies the human-in-the-loop principle as
the essential professional safeguard against Al-induced error in legal practice, operationalized
through mandatory citation verification, provenance logging, and periodic third-party audit
[9]. This principle is codified in Article 14 of the EU Al Act, which requires that operators of
high-risk Al systems implement human oversight measures capable of detecting and correcting
inaccuracies [5]. The pedagogical implication is direct: if Al tools are permitted to automate
the linguistic dimension of legal work without commensurate investment in students’ critical
evaluation capacities, the result is a form of professional deskilling — practitioners who
nominally supervise Al outputs they lack the competence to evaluate, a condition incompatible
with both professional responsibility norms and the CMU Al governance framework [3].

Discussion. The three analytical dimensions examined above generate a unified governance
imperative addressed by the following three-pillar framework, each pillar primarily targeting
one dimension while structurally reinforcing the others.

Pillar 1: institutional policy and legal compliance (legal dimension). Law faculties should
develop binding Al-use policies implementing five legislative obligations: CMU Resolution
No. 1556-p principles of transparency, accountability, and data protection [3]; Law No. 4742-1X
prohibition on undisclosed Al-generated content [2]; Law No. 2811-1X authorship framework
[4]; EU Al Act high-risk classification and human oversight requirements [5]; and GDPR data
minimization and purpose limitation [6]. Policies should require mandatory disclosure in
assessed work, define the boundary between permissible augmentation and impermissible
substitution, prohibit input of privileged information into commercial platforms, and incorporate
the human-in-the-loop principle as a non-negotiable requirement for Al-assisted legal drafting.

Pillar 2: language curriculum design with critical Al literacy (linguistic dimension). Legal
language curricula must integrate critical evaluation of Al outputs as a formally assessed
competency: identifying hallucinated citations against authoritative legal databases; recognizing
terminological and register distortions between Al-generated and authenticated legal texts;
and applying full post-editing to Al-assisted translations per ISO 18587:2017 [16]. Al literacy
objectives may be implemented through the taxonomy of competencies [14] and benchmarked
against EU DigComp 2.2 [15], ensuring measurability, cross-institutional comparability, and
alignment with Ukraine’s EU harmonization obligations.

Pillar 3: ethical reflection and professional identity formation (ethical dimension). Legal
language training serves a formative function extending beyond linguistic competence to the
cultivation of professional identity and personal accountability. Al integration requires
structured ethical reflection: academic integrity requirements; seminars on algorithmic bias
[12]; analysis of related judicial sanctions grounding professional responsibility in documented
consequences [9]; and engagement with the paradoxes of generative Al [1] to develop critical
thinking reflexivity. The CMU Concept’s six principles [3] and the EU Ethics Guidelines for
Trustworthy Al [13] provide the normative reference framework for this instruction.

The three pillars are mutually necessary. Normative policy without critical thinking and
linguistic training produces students who know the prohibition but cannot identify violations.
Critical thinking and language skills training without ethical formation produces technically
proficient Al users lacking professional judgment. Ethical formation without institutional
policy leaves students without operational guidance for applying values in conformity with
statutory requirements. Only their integration constitutes an adequate governance response.
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Conclusions. In the legal aspect, the analysis of five applicable legislative instruments
establishes that Ukrainian and EU law imposes a coherent and binding normative framework
on educational Al governance. Law No. 4742-1X renders explicit institutional Al-use policy
legally required, not merely advisable. The authorship exclusion in Law No. 2811-1X creates
a framework in which undisclosed Al-assisted submissions simultaneously constitute a statutory
violation and an absent intellectual contribution. The EU AI Act’s high-risk classification and
the GDPR’s data governance obligations impose transparency and human oversight standards.
The CMU Resolution No. 1556-p principles of accountability and transparency supply a
domestic normative anchor whose direct pedagogical implications remain inadequately
operationalized. Institutions that have not aligned their academic integrity policies with this
body of legislation are in demonstrable non-compliance.

In the linguistic dimension, the synthesis of hallucination benchmarking, student survey
evidence, and terminological analysis establishes that the risks of Al deployment in legal
language instruction are structural rather than incidental. Fabricated authority rates confirm
that hallucination is a property of the technology category rather than a correctable platform
feature. Civil-law terminological distortions arising from Anglo-American training corpora
are particularly consequential given Ukraine’s EU harmonization obligations. ISO 18587:2017
full post-editing provides both the professional quality benchmark and a professional
formation instrument for Al-assisted translation exercises.

In the ethical aspect, documented algorithmic bias, the statutory prohibition architecture,
and the human-in-the-loop principle establish governance stakes extending to the institutional
formation of legal professionals as a whole. Generative Al raises rather than diminishes the
standard required of legal language training: the lawyer who deploys Al tools effectively and
responsibly must command greater terminological precision, more refined critical capacity,
and a more robust ethical judgement.

The tripartite governance framework proposed in this study — institutional compliance
policy, legal language curricula with critical Al literacy grounded in established international
competency taxonomies, and structured ethical reflection for professional identity formation —
addresses these findings in an integrated manner. Each pillar is individually necessary; none is
individually sufficient. Together, they constitute the modern institutional response adequate to
this normative environment.

Longitudinal empirical research evaluating sustained professional language proficiency
outcomes of generative Al-integrated legal language instruction across diverse institutional
and jurisdictional contexts remains the principal outstanding need in this field.
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