
The dominant narrative around 
artificial intelligence in the legal 
profession has, understandably, 
focused on efficiency. Tools 
compress hours of research 

into minutes. Platforms review and summa-
rize documents at a scale no associate team  
could match.

Drafting assistants reduce the friction of 
producing first versions of contracts, briefs, 
and correspondence. These are meaningful 
advances, and they are genuinely changing 
how legal work gets done.

But efficiency is a limited ambition. What 
AI does to the speed of legal work is great. 
But what it does to the scope of what lawyers 
can know, and when they can know it,  
is transformative.

The distinction matters because it describes 
a different relationship between lawyers and 
the information they have always utilized. The 
data that lawyers use has long existed: corpo-
rate disclosures, regulatory filings, litigation 
histories, industry patterns, and information 
received from clients.

None of it is new. What is new is the ability 
to synthesize it at scale and to surface the 
connections that were always present, but 
practically invisible. Analysis through artificial 
intelligence can inform how a case can be con-
structed, challenged, or even prevented.

This is what Legal Intelligence means. 
Its implications extend across the entire 
legal ecosystem, in ways that are worth  
examining carefully.

A Different Kind of Question

A distinction worth drawing is between two 
fundamentally different questions that legal 
technology can answer.

The first question is: how do we do this 
faster? That is the question that most legal AI is 
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designed to answer: how to review documents 
faster; research precedent faster; and draft 
agreements faster. It is an important question, 
and the tools built around it for speed are 
improving legal practice in measurable ways.

The second question is: what don’t we know 
yet, and why? That is the question that Legal 
Intelligence is designed to answer.

It assumes that the most consequential legal 
problems are not the ones sitting on your desk, 
but the ones that have not yet been identi-
fied: potential violations or breaches occurring 
at scale that are invisible because the evi-
dence is scattered across too many sources, 
in too many formats, for any human team to 
synthesize. The challenge is not speed. It is  
signal detection.

In national security work, intelligence ana-
lysts have long operated on this second ques-
tion. They do not wait for a threat to materialize 
before examining it. They scan intercepted 
communications, financial flows, travel pat-
terns, and open-source signals simultaneously, 
looking for correlations that indicate a pattern 
before that pattern materializes into an event.

The analytical output is not a document 
summary. It is an assessment: this is what is 
happening, this is what it likely means, and this 
is what the data says about where it is likely  
to go.

Legal Intelligence imports that methodology 
into law. The data sources, however, are dif-
ferent—regulatory filings, court dockets, cor-
porate disclosures, health and safety records, 
industry patterns—but the underlying logic is 
the same: review large volumes of fragmented 

information, detect statistically significant pat-
terns, and surface legally meaningful conclu-
sions before they are otherwise visible.

What the Data Actually Reveals

Concrete illustrations of this capability are 
instructive, because they suggest just how wide 
the gap is between what Legal Intelligence can 
detect and what traditional legal investigation 
may find.

Consider the challenge of identifying a poten-
tial ERISA breach of fiduciary duty claim. The 
legal theory requires establishing that a plan’s 
investment options chronically underper-
formed comparable benchmarks.

In principle, this sounds tractable. In practice, 
the data is a mess: funds change names, data-
bases are inconsistent, performance records 
are scattered across multiple sources, and the 
comparisons must be conducted continuously 
over time across hundreds of plans simultane-
ously. Traditional investigation, working case 
by case, might surface evidence of a problem 
in isolation.

Legal Intelligence can identify the pattern 
across the entire market simultaneously, iden-
tifying which plans have the most significant 
and sustained performance, and ranking them 
by the strength of the potential claim. This can 
be used to understand a violation has occurred, 
or about to occur.

Or consider a more complex example: estab-
lishing a causal connection between a herbicide 
containing a known carcinogen and a cluster of 
cancer diagnoses in nearby communities.

The underlying data exists—agricultural 
records, environmental monitoring, medical 
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reports, geographic data, social media chatter, 
but it is distributed across dozens of uncon-
nected sources, none of which individually 
establishes the legal element of causation.

Legal Intelligence can map the spatial relation-
ships between chemical application and health 
outcomes, overlay environmental flow data to 
model exposure pathways, and construct the 
evidentiary architecture for a causation argu-
ment that would be essentially impossible to 
build through conventional investigation.

Data Has No Side

The legal profession has always understood 
that the quality of legal work is only as good as 
the quality of the data underlying it.

What Legal Intelligence introduces is a mean-
ingful expansion of what that information can 
be—not just the documents in a file or the 
precedents in a database, but the patterns 
embedded across thousands of unconnected 
sources that, taken together, tell a more com-
plete story about where risk lives, where harm 
is occurring, and where the facts most strongly 
support a legal theory.

The consequences of information gaps in the 
legal system are not merely professional. When 
legally significant patterns go undetected, 

certain conduct continues longer than they 
should and which could have been remedied 
earlier. Risks do not get properly evaluated.

Harm compounds before anyone with the 
ability to act on or cure it has noticed it. The 
legal system, which exists to address such 
risks, operates with incomplete information—
not because the information does not exist, but 
because no available tool could aggregate and 
analyze it.

What Legal Intelligence introduces is not 
simply a new capability for lawyers. It is a nar-
rowing of the gap between what the law could 
potentially address and what it can address.

A legal ecosystem that operates with better, 
earlier, more complete information produces 
better outcomes for the practitioners navigat-
ing it, for the clients depending on it, and for 
the broader fabric of accountability for plain-
tiffs and defendants that the profession exists 
to uphold. The technology is new. The aspira-
tion it serves is not.

Mark A. Berman is a commercial litigation 
partner at Bond, Schoeneck & King and a mem-
ber of the firm’s cybersecurity and data privacy 
practice. Etia Rottman Frand is the vice presi-
dent of Litigation Partnerships at Darrow.

Reprinted with permission from the July 20, 2026 edition of the NEW YORK LAW JOURNAL © 2026 ALM Global Properties, LLC. All rights reserved. Further duplication without permission is
 prohibited, contact 877-256-2472 or reprints@alm.com. # NYLJ-07212026-73347


