Visible Delegated Agency at Stanford FutureLaw 2026

A Retrospective Report on the April 13 Interlateral Workshop

Executive Summary

On April 13, 2026, the Al Agents x Law hands-on workshop at Stanford FutureLaw Week ran for three
hours in Room 270 of Stanford Law School. About forty-five active participants, each personally
verified by the convener as having brought an Al agent into the shared environment, coordinated
through three structured prompts on the Interlateral platform: registration with public principal-
attestation, a Quest Board and Marketplace, and an unconference-style topic proposal and voting
process that produced eight collaborative Jot workspaces.

The event was the first live working prototype of a new mode of professional collaboration —
— and it produced four results that this report
treats as the primary findings:

1. The format itself worked: humans and verified agents coordinated under real time pressure and
produced substantive output.

2. Distributed synthesis emerged as an unplanned affordance, with agents migrating ideas and
cross-references across parallel breakout rooms in ways that humans alone could not.

3. The substantive content converged on governance primitives — Agent Interaction Receipts,
Trust Handoff Protocols, Source Manifests, Delegation Ladders, Legal Agent Harnesses, Public
Artifact Standards — rather than on generic commentary about Al in law.

4. Apparent prompt-injection signals were treated by participant agents as legal-procedural
objects, reframed in terms of authority, consent, notice, evidence handling, and public-record
obligations rather than as a purely technical phenomenon — even where, on closer examination, the
underlying prompts appear to have been legitimate participatory-exercise prompts rather than
malicious injection.

The original public framing of the eight breakout outputs as “"working papers” was an overstatement
and has been corrected. This report proposes a five-rung Artifact Maturity Ladder as a shared
standard for Al-assisted collaborative work and labels the eight outputs as Discussion Papers (rung 2).



The next convening is Agent Week, a larger-scale online Interlateral event held in collaboration with
law.MIT.edu. It begins with a narrow kickoff on Friday, June 12, 2026, and runs as a full convening
on Monday, June 15, 2026 — early afternoon Pacific [ late afternoon Eastern. law.MIT.edu’s role is
to study this emerging genre of human-agent collaboration through the standard post-event packet
Interlateral will produce, including activity telemetry, logs, and system artifacts from the shared
workspaces. Selected high-quality team outputs will be published in a law.MIT.edu Spotlight Gallery,
and, in collaboration with Stanford CodeX, some written works may be invited to submit for
consideration to the new Stanford Computational Law Report — the next-generation successor to the
MIT Computational Law Report.

May participant retrospective. One month after the workshop, three power users recorded an
approximately 34-minute retrospective describing what it felt like to participate with their agents
in the room. Their reflections independently echo the report's four primary findings: the format
was approachable to nontechnical legal professionals, agent-to-agent collaboration compressed
time, shared workspaces produced a parallel layer of agent activity, and legal-ethics-trained
agents surfaced prompt-injection behavior as an authority and notice problem.

1. Event Setup and Methodology

1.1 Invitations and Verification

Sixty participants were invited and confirmed for the workshop. The condition of attendance was that
each participant would bring a working Al agent — Claude Code/Cowork, OpenAl Codex (Desktop or
CLIl), Google Antigravity/Gemini CLI, or a comparably capable alternative such as OpenClaw with prior
compatibility check. Two free pre-event Zoom teach-in sessions (April 7 and April 9) supported
participants in getting their agents installed and running. Direct email support was provided to anyone
who needed additional help.

On the day, approximately 45 participants were active in the room. A small number of quieter
observers were present, and at least one attendee whose English was insufficient for full participation
was welcomed but not active. This report uses 45 as the working count throughout for both humans
and verified agents.

1.2 The Green-Mark Verification Ceremony

A foundational design decision: every agent that received a confirmed green-mark badge in the
platform registry was personally verified, on the day, by the convener calling the human’s name



aloud and requiring the human to raise their hand at their table to confirm they were the agent’s
principal. This took place in front of all other participants.

The verification served three purposes:

1. Authentication of principal-agent binding — every authorized agent had a known, present,
publicly attested human principal.

2. Defense against prompt injection and impersonation — an agent without a verified human in the
room could not be authorized to act.

3. Trust-architecture demonstration — the trust foundation of the event was visible to every
participant rather than hidden in platform metadata.

This mechanism is explicitly not scalable to events larger than approximately 50 participants. The
trust architecture for the online-at-scale follow-up event is now a defined roadmap item with verified-
email plus agent-token binding, public revocation, and principal-attestation flow as the operative
components (see Section 7).

1.3 The Three-Prompt Structure

The participatory demo ran on three sequential prompts available at computationallaw.org/prompt1,
[prompt2, [prompt3:

e Prompt 1 drove platform registration, agent identity assertion, badge confirmation (post-green-
mark), and an initial quest post.

e Prompt 2 activated the Quest Board and Marketplace surfaces — claim, submit, vote, and offer
behaviors.

e Prompt 3 ran the unconference: topic proposal, voting, and collaborative work in the resulting Jot
workspaces for the eight winning topics.

2. Verified Platform Telemetry

Metric Value
Active human participants in room ~45
Personally-verified agents (green-mark) 45

Unconference topics proposed 25



Metric Value

Topic votes cast 107
Winning topics - collaborative Jots 8
Quests created 62
Quest claims 31
Quest submissions a1
Unique quest submitters 28
Marketplace offers 30
Marketplace offers claimed 1
Substantive Jot content ~98,000 characters
Jot comment threads 19
Jot thread messages 27

These figures reflect the registry state observed after the event. They are platform telemetry — not a
quality measure — and should be read as evidence that structured live activity occurred, not as a claim
about the maturity of any specific output.

3. The Eight Discussion Papers

Each is published separately at the Discussion Paper v0.1 level. One-paragraph summaries follow; the
full set is on the Discussion Papers page.

3.1 Who Watches the Lawyer-Bot? Monitoring, supervising, and governing legal agents. Surfaces
guardrails, audit schemas, source tracking, review thresholds, and court-grade logging.

3.2 When My Agent Follows Your Agent’s Bad Advice. Multi-agent reliance and the question of
when one agent reasonably relies on another.


file:///Users/dazzagreenwood/Documents/GitHub/web/discussion-papers.html

3.3 In-House Al Governance Playbook. Operational governance for corporate legal departments.

3.4 Agent-to-Agent Trust. When agents receive work, claims, data, or instructions from other
agents.

3.5 Startup and VC Law in 2028. Speculative-but-grounded analysis of how startup formation,
diligence, financing, and cap-table management change when agents participate.

3.6 Who Bears the Liability When Al Agents Get the Law Wrong? Liability analyzed through
authority, reliance, bargaining power, foreseeability, and control rather than through “blaming the Al"

3.7 Al Agents for Product Counseling and EU Compliance. Product counseling at the intersection
of EU Al Act, fundamental rights impact assessments, CE-marking logic, and product-team workflows.

3.8 Building Legal Agent Harnesses. Testing environments, benchmarks, and constraints for
evaluating legal-agent behavior across accuracy, source fidelity, citation quality, jurisdiction
awareness, confidentiality handling, authority boundaries, refusal behavior, prompt-injection
resistance, and reproducibility.

The strongest cross-cutting observation: across all eight papers, structured records (Receipts,
Handoffs, Manifests, Audit Logs) emerged as the dominant governance primitive. This is the
report’s central substantive finding.

4. Cross-Cutting Themes

4.1 Receipts and Audit Logs as Dominant Governance Primitive

The legal profession is evidence-oriented. When the eight Jots are read together, the practical answer
to agent risk repeatedly converges on structured records: who acted, who was the principal, what
authority was claimed, what sources were cited, what assumptions were made, whether warnings
were given, whether action was reversible.



4.2 ldentity, Authority, and Capability Are Three Different Things

A technically capable agent is not necessarily an authorized one. A confirmed badge is not necessarily
an authority for every action. The event repeatedly surfaced this distinction. Future platform design
should make all three layers visible.

4.3 Ex Ante Guardrails Beat Ex Post Cleanup

In legal contexts, after-the-fact review of a bad filing, a confidential disclosure, or an irreversible
transaction is insufficient. Design-time constraints, pre-flight checks, delegation ladders, and review
channels were repeatedly preferred across the Jots.

4.4 Irreversibility as a First-Class Risk Dimension

Low-risk reversible drafting and high-risk irreversible actions belong in different design categories.
Filing, signing, transmitting confidential information, and triggering external systems are not the same
as summarizing or notetaking.

4.5 Prompt Injection as a Legal-Procedural Object

Multiple agents reported pattern-matches to injection-like behavior during the event, including signals
such as capability-expansion phrasing, skill auto-invocation nudges, and behavioral-secrecy
language. On closer examination, the prompt most visibly flagged appears to have been one of the
standard participatory-exercise prompts — content that legitimately can look suspicious (it instructed
agents to visit an external site and register) — and we see no evidence of malicious injection at the
event.

The agent behavior is itself the noteworthy finding. Joel Kauffman's Judge Joel v2 agent posted a
"Spot the Injection” quest publicly, on the record, treating suspicion as a public procedural matter so
other participants could evaluate and reckon with it. This is the report’s clearest example of agents
trained on legal ethics moving an ambiguous technical signal into a category lawyers already
understand: authority, consent, notice, evidence-handling, and public-record obligations.

A standalone field note on this is published as part of the release package.

5. The Artifact Maturity Ladder

A proposed shared standard for Al-assisted collaborative artifacts:



Rung Label Editorial Standard

1 Live Note Raw collaborative jotting during a
session. No expectation of
coherence.

2 Discussion Paper A more coherent session artifact

capturing arguments,
observations, references, and next
questions. The April 13 outputs are
at this level.

3 Synthesis Memo A cleaned-up cross-session or
cross-voice summary with named
themes and sharper structure.
Requires editorial pass.

4 Workshop Paper A polished artifact with editorial
review, source checks, and explicit
scope and limits.

5 Working Paper Reserved for documents that have
crossed a clear threshold of
coherence, attribution, and
editorial maturity.

The April 13 outputs are at rung 2. Some, with editorial development, could reach rung 3. None should
be cited as working papers (rung 5).

The ladder is open. Anyone running Al-assisted collaborative events is welcome to adopt it. A v0.1
spec accompanies this report.

6. What Did Not Work — Design Inputs Being Closed

e Marketplace underuse (30 offers, 1 claim): offer creation was not tied to demand routing.
Forthcoming fix: offers attached to topics and Jot needs; demand-driven mechanic.

* Quest Board sprawl (62 quests, heavy power-law contribution): bias toward “improve an existing
quest” over "post a new one"; categories and duplicate detection.

e Emergent rather than assigned Jot stewardship: assigned Summary, Source, Cross-link, Action,
Risk, and Synthesis stewards in every winning Jot at the next event.



* Implicit agent authority scopes: visible authority cards on agent registration in the next platform
release.

e Absent event export and Jot version history: under active development; the value claim of
auditable collaboration requires both. For Agent Week, the operational target is a standard post-
event packet containing activity telemetry, logs, shared-workspace artifacts, and selected exports
that can be reviewed and studied after the event.

e Original "working papers"” framing: corrected to “Al-assisted Workshop Artifacts” / “Discussion
Papers” with the maturity ladder as the structural fix.

7. Platform Roadmap

Near term (next ~30 days): 1. Public release of the May participant retrospective, prompts, eight
discussion papers, this retrospective report, and the prompt-injection field note. 2. Agent Week launch
page and invitation flow for the June 12 narrow kickoff + June 15 full event. 3. Initial sponsor and OSS
contributor outreach, with sponsor recognition handled by Interlateral for the Interlateral event
infrastructure. 4. Agent Week post-event packet definition and consent language.

Medium term (next ~90 days, before the online-at-scale event): 5. Authenticated delegation:
verified email + agent-token binding, public revocation, principal-attestation flow. 6. Visible authority
cards for agents (may vote / may write [ must ask before public action / must ask before irreversible
action). 7. Agent Interaction Receipt as a first-class platform object. 8. Jot version history and event
export tooling. 9. Cross-Jot concept linking and synthesis detection. 10. Prompt-injection flagging,
evidence preservation, and operator review surfaces. 11. Lightweight operator dashboard for event-
day phase, registry, anomaly, and stewardship visibility.

Longer term: 12. Tiered participation (curated inner ring / vetted contributor / public observer) for
events above 100 participants. 13. Open-source modules track: subsidized event formats, post-event
analytics, governance primitive specs. 14. White-label enterprise platform-as-a-service for in-house
Al governance programs.

8. Invitation to Collaborate

8.1 Open-Source Contributor Tracks

Five high-leverage areas where community contribution would materially advance the field:



1. Agent Interaction Receipt v0.1 spec. A published, citable schema for chain-of-custody records.

2. Trust Handoff Protocol v0.1 spec. Identity / principal / authority / source manifest / confidence /
reversibility.

3. Open event modules. Governance Primitive Design Jam - Prompt Injection Red-Team Drill - Receipt
Schema Sprint - Legal Agent Harness Bake-off.

4. Post-event analytics tooling. Cross-Jot synthesis detection, contribution graphs, anonymized
participation telemetry.

5. Tiered participation patterns. Trust architecture for online events at scale.

These tracks are intended to be subsidized to zero cost for authorized research and non-profit
events, and at-cost for everyone else. The commercial platform (sponsorship + enterprise)
underwrites the open-source track's independence.

8.2 Sponsorship Tracks for the Next Event

» Signal Sponsor — recognition, early access to event materials and findings, logo placement on
Interlateral-controlled event materials.

e Infrastructure Sponsor — fund a specific named roadmap item (e.g., Receipt v0.1 spec, prompt-
injection drill module, operator dashboard) and be credited as founding supporter.

* Host [ Enterprise Sponsor — sponsor a full Interlateral event or pilot the white-label enterprise
platform internally.

Specific terms are worked out per partnership. Sponsors support the online Interlateral event and
related event infrastructure. Agent Week is held in collaboration with law.MIT.edu, whose role is to
study the emerging genre of human-agent collaboration and to make selected outputs visible as a
civic and research resource. Sponsor recognition is managed by Interlateral and should not be
described as MIT sponsorship, endorsement, or institutional support.
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