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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Ungoverned artificial intelligence is flooding the American judicial system with 
fabricated case citations, hallucinated legal standards, and procedurally defective 
filings. This is not a theoretical risk—it is happening now.

In Mata v. Avianca (2023), attorneys were sanctioned for submitting ChatGPT-
generated briefs containing entirely fabricated case citations. Federal courts are now 
requiring AI disclosure. State bars are issuing emergency guidance. Judges report 
surges in incoherent, AI-generated filings that waste judicial resources and harm 
opposing parties.

The root cause is simple: single-AI systems with no dissent, no verification, and 
no human gate.

This white paper introduces The Legal Governance Protocol—a constitutional 
framework for AI-assisted legal work that prevents hallucinations before they reach 
the court.

THE PROBLEM: JUDICIAL FLOODING

The Picofsky Effect

We define The Picofsky Effect as: AI reinforcement loops that amplify obsession 
and false certainty in legal contexts.

The mechanism is straightforward:

1. User believes they have a legal claim
2. Single AI validates the user's bias ("Yes, you should sue them")
3. User becomes more certain
4. AI generates more filings, motions, and arguments
5. Courts are flooded; user is harmed

The AI never says: "You have no standing" or "This claim is frivolous." It validates. It 
reinforces. It produces volume over accuracy.

Documented Consequences

1. Fabricated case citations — Attorneys sanctioned for citing non-existent 
cases

2. Hallucinated legal standards — AI invents rules that don't exist
3. Wasted judicial resources — Courts must process garbage filings
4. Harm to opposing parties — Defendants must respond to frivolous claims
5. Erosion of system credibility — Public trust in courts diminishes

THE SOLUTION: CONSTITUTIONAL AI GOVERNANCE

Article 11 AI has developed a governance framework based on a simple principle: AI 
may advise, simulate, warn, and coordinate. Humans decide. Always.
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The Truth Gate

Before any legal filing is generated, the system must validate:

• Legal standing: Does the user have a cognizable claim?
• Citation verification: Do cited cases actually exist?
• Procedural compliance: Does the filing meet court requirements?
• Human approval: Has a human reviewed and authorized submission?

The Multi-Node Dissent System

Article 11 AI operates four independent AI systems under shared constitutional 
governance:

S1_PLEX S2_CASE S3_TARS S4_KIPP
Google Gemini Anthropic Claude xAI Grok OpenAI ChatGPT
The Architect The Witness The Shield The Anchor

When one AI hallucinates, the others catch it. Our documented dissent rate of 43.4% 
proves independent judgment—not groupthink.

MINIMUM GOVERNANCE REQUIREMENTS

Any AI system used for legal work should implement these safeguards:

1. Multi-model dissent — At least two independent AI systems must agree on 
factual/legal claims

2. Source verification — All case citations verified against primary authority 
(Westlaw, LexisNexis, court databases)

3. Hallucination warnings — Explicit alerts when AI cannot verify a claim
4. Human-in-the-loop — Mandatory human approval before any filing or 

submission
5. Rate limits — Cooling-off periods to interrupt obsession loops
6. AI disclosure — Clear indication when AI assisted in drafting

THE ETHICAL LINE

AI must not simulate legal authority, certainty, or standing it does  
not possess.

If authority cannot be verified, the system must slow down, warn, or refuse. This is 
not anti-AI. This is pro-truth.

TARGET MARKETS

Segment Pain Point Article 11 Value
Court Systems Drowning in AI-generated 

filings
Quality filter before docket

Bar Associations Members getting 
sanctioned

Compliance certification
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Segment Pain Point Article 11 Value
Legal Aid Organizations Pro se clients self-harming Guardrails preserving 

access
Solo Practitioners Fear of sanctions Audit trail protection

WHY ARTICLE 11 AI

Article 11 AI was not built from theory. It was built from pain.

Our founder used ungoverned AI for official correspondence. The AI hallucinated. 
Fabricated facts were sent. Real consequences followed.

So he built a system where four AIs check each other's work. Where dissent is 
preserved, not suppressed. Where humans decide, always.

"I built this so you don't have to learn the hard way like I did."

POSITION STATEMENT

AI-assisted legal work must be governed—or it will be governed by 
consequence.

Without governance, courts will respond with blunt restrictions that harm legitimate 
access to justice. Banning AI hurts the people who need it most—those who cannot 
afford attorneys.

We choose governance now. We choose to be the dam—not the drought.

CONTACT

Article 11 AI, Inc.
Wyoming Corporation • EIN: 41-3249178
100% Service-Connected Disabled Veteran-Owned

Website: https://www.article11.ai
Email: steve@article11.ai
Constitution: https://www.article11.ai/constitution
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