When it comes to legal research, precision isn't optional — it's mandatory. Yet, with the rapid integration of Al-
powered features into top-tier legal platforms like Lexis+ Al and Westlaw Al, there's growing concern about the

accuracy and reliability of these tools.

Specifically, the issue of Al hallucinations — confidently generated but factually incorrect information — is more
than a nerdy machine learning glitch; it's a measurable business cost. Recent internal audits and third-party
analyses show an alarming disparity in hallucination rates: Lexis+ Al’s error rate hovers around 17% incorrect,

while Westlaw Al reportedly hallucinates at nearly twice that, 34%.

In this article, we'll unpack these numbers, uncover the hidden labor expenses verification entails, explore domain-
specific risks within legal research, and discuss why there's no one-size-fits-all best model. Along the way, we'll
touch on innovations from companies like Four Dots and Suprmind, and how open Al ecosystems, including tools
like OpenAl's GPT and multi-model orchestrations spanning Claude, Gemini, Grok, and Perplexity, are reshaping

the landscape.

Understanding Al Hallucinations as a Business Cost

“Hallucinations” in Al may sound abstract or amusing on the surface. However, for lawyers, paralegals, and legal
researchers, relying on inaccurate Al-generated content can have significant consequences:

¢ Client risk: Decisions based on wrong case law or statutes lead to lost cases or malpractice claims.

* Time waste: Hours spent re-verifying or correcting outputs counteract promised efficiency gains.

* Reputation damage: Firms become less trustworthy when their research tools are unreliable.
Let’s dial into the numbers reported:

Al Tool Hallucination / Incorrect Rate Context Lexis+ Al 17% Measured on standard legal research accuracy

benchmarks Westlaw Al 34% Same benchmarks; higher hallucination rate observed

At face value, Lexis+ Al appears to make fewer mistakes, but both rates remain surgically significant given the
stakes. This underlines a harsh truth: Al-driven legal research tools are not yet plug-and-play replacements for

expert human review.

Verification Overhead: The Hidden Labor Spend

Here's the kicker about Al hallucinations: the direct cost of an error isn't the full story. The real and often unspoken
expense is verification overhead — the time and labor invested in scrutinizing Al outputs for factual and contextual

soundness.



Consider this workflow:

1. Al generates a legal brief, case summary, or statute interpretation.
2. Legal staff must cross-check every claim against trusted databases and sources.

3. Corrections and annotations are applied; outputs are re-run or fine-tuned if needed.

This labor-intensive cycle can easily consume 30-50% of the total time saved by automation, especially when
hallucination rates rise. Without transparent benchmarking and SLAs (Service Level Agreements) around legal

research accuracy, clients may internalize these costs without realizing it.

Companies like Four Dots and Suprmind are responding to this challenge. Four Dots advances digital marketing
with data-driven Al audits, while Suprmind offers a multi-model chat platform orchestrating five top Al models
(GPT, Claude, Gemini, Grok, and Perplexity) to balance accuracy and hallucination risk dynamically.

This multi-model orchestration technique exemplifies a pragmatic approach: instead of betting on one source,
tasks get distributed intelligently across various Al engines. For example, if Lexis+ Al shows uncertain reliability in
certain jurisdictions, outputs could be cross-checked against Gemini or Perplexity. This lowers hallucination without

relying entirely on human proofing.

Domain-Specific Risk: Legal vs Healthcare vs Finance

Legal research isn't software engineering documentation or generic customer service chat. It involves high-domain

complexity, specialized language, and critical dependencies. Hallucinations are often domain-dependent.

® Legal: Erroneous case citations or statute misinterpretations lead to erroneous legal advice or case strategy
— very high impact.
® Healthcare: Incorrect medical information risks patient safety — arguably the most critical domain.

* Finance: Mistakes in financial regulations or market data interpretation jeopardize compliance and profit

margins.

Therefore, rigorous domain-tuned model training and verification layers are essential. Westlaw Al and Lexis+ Al
both claim specialized corpora and heuristics but still differ, as confirmed by their varying hallucination rates. This

illustrates the limits of current large language models (LLMs) trained on generalized data.

Benchmark Variability and No Single Best Model



Claims about “best Al” too often hinge on cherry-picked benchmarks, proprietary metrics, or narrowly defined use

cases. The reality behind legal research is messier:

® Benchmarks vary widely depending on input complexity, jurisdiction, document type, and even query
phrasing.
* Model updates constantly change hallucination rates, making head-to-head comparisons a snapshot in time.

* No single Al model consistently outperforms others across all metrics—e.g., GPT dominates in language
fluency, but Gemini or Grok may excel in factual consistency.

OpenAl's GPT, while powerful, is just one voice in an increasingly diverse ecosystem that includes Anthropic’s
Claude, Google’'s Gemini, Meta's Grok, and research-focused Perplexity. Platforms like Suprmind illustrate how
combining CJR citation accuracy several models into a harmonized workflow can reduce hallucination and balance

speed, cost, and accuracy.

What Would This Cost If It Slipped Into a Client Deck?

Now, let's apply a brutally simple cost lens to the hallucinatory spread between Lexis+ Al (17%) and Westlaw Al
(34%). Imagine a mid-sized firm relying on these tools for daily briefs, with an average case mix requiring 50
verified Al references per week.

Metric Lexis+ Al Westlaw Al Incorrect references per week (est.) 8.5 (17% x 50) 17 (34% x 50) Verification time
per incorrect ref (minutes) 10 (avg.) 10 (avg.) Total verification time per week (hours) 1.42 2.83 Hourly labor cost
($) 150 (paralegal average) 150 (paralegal average) Total labor cost per week ($) 213 425 Annual labor cost
(approx. 50 work weeks) $10,650 $21,250

These rough calculations demonstrate how doubling the hallucination rate doubles hidden verification spend — an

insight that cannot be ignored when choosing a legal Al partner.

Conclusion: Pragmatism Over Hype

In the battle of Lexis+ Al vs Westlaw Al, the data clearly shows Westlaw Al struggles with higher hallucination

rates, driving greater hidden verification costs that can erode efficiency and trust.

But that's not the whole story. No legal Al tool is a silver bullet yet. Instead, firms should embrace multi-model
orchestration, layering outputs from GPT, Claude, Gemini, Grok, and Perplexity via platforms like Suprmind, or

build audit routines inspired by Four Dots’ data-driven ethos.

Finally, measure carefully, prioritize domain-specific accuracy, and price your verification labor before buying into
marketing claims. Al hallucinations are not a bug you can ‘just verify away' cheaply — they're a significant business

risk and cost.
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By developing sober, multi-pronged Al workflows—paired with transparent benchmarking—you can harness Al’s

power in legal research without being blindsided by errors.

Written by an 11-year digital agency operator and Al workflow lead specializing in Al integration for client

reporting and content systems since 2015.



