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Am I Responsible For An AI Mistake At Work? 
 

Introduction 
Most people using AI at work have the same unspoken fear: if the AI gets something 
wrong, will I be the one held responsible. It’s a reasonable question, because AI tools are 
being pushed into workflows faster than organisations are updating their policies, 
training, or safeguards. Staff are told to “use AI,” but not told what that means for 
accountability, compliance, or risk. 

Liability isn’t one thing — it comes in four forms: financial, legal, reputational, and 
life-changing. AI can trigger any of them. A wrong figure can distort reporting. A 
fabricated quote can create legal exposure. A bad decision can damage trust. And in 
high-risk environments, an incorrect output can have real-world consequences. 
Understanding these categories is essential before anyone can understand where 
responsibility actually sits. 

The confusion comes from the fact that AI mistakes often look like human mistakes. 
Managers assume users are responsible. Users assume managers are responsible. Legal 
assumes nobody should be using AI without approval. Executives assume the tools are 
safer than they are. Without clarity on what AI actually is, what it cannot do, and how 
its behaviour differs from traditional software, organisations end up assigning blame 
instead of managing risk. 

This section explains how liability works when AI is involved, what organisations typically 
get wrong, and how to protect yourself by working within clear, documented boundaries 
rather than guessing where accountability sits. 

 

Section 1. The Four Types of Liability 
AI doesn’t just create “risk.” It creates four distinct types of liability, and in real incidents 
they often stack on top of each other.  

Below is each liability type, explained in the context of AI’s real behaviour. 

 



 Inquisitor Labs Insights 
 

 2 © William Argo 
 

1.1. Financial Liability 

Financial liability is the most common and the most immediate. AI can: 

• generate incorrect numbers 

• invent data 

• miscalculate 

• rewrite a value without warning 

• produce a plausible-looking but false report 

In a business context, this can lead to: 

• incorrect budgets 

• wrong forecasts 

• mispriced contracts 

• failed audits 

• penalties 

• lost revenue 

A single hallucinated figure in a spreadsheet can cascade into millions in losses. And 
because AI outputs look authoritative, people often don’t notice the error until the 
damage is done. 

 

1.2. Legal Liability 

Legal liability emerges when AI outputs: 

• breach regulations 

• misstate facts 

• fabricate quotes 

• violate data protection 

• create misleading documentation 

• produce unsafe instructions 

This can trigger: 

• lawsuits 

• regulatory investigations 
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• criminal exposure 

• discovery obligations 

• contract breaches 

Legal departments fear AI because it produces confidently wrong statements that can 
enter the chain of evidence. Once an invented detail is in a report, it spreads - and 
becomes very hard to remove. 

 

1.3. Reputational Liability 

Reputation collapses faster than finances or legal standing. AI can damage trust when: 

• a customer receives incorrect information 

• a public-facing AI behaves unpredictably 

• an internal error becomes external 

• a report is found to contain fabricated content 

• a company appears careless or reckless with AI 

Reputational damage is often the most expensive long-term consequence because it 
affects: 

• customer trust 

• investor confidence 

• employee morale 

• public perception 

• media coverage 

A single AI-generated mistake can become a headline. 

 

1.4. Life-Changing Liability 

Life-changing liability applies when an incorrect AI output directly affects health, safety, 
or human wellbeing. Life-changing liability occurs when AI produces incorrect 
information in contexts where the consequences are irreversible or catastrophic. 

This includes: 

• medical diagnoses 

• prescriptions 
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• treatment recommendations 

• medical reports 

• safety assessments 

• any situation where an incorrect detail can cause injury or long-term harm 

This can result in: 

• injury 

• long-term health consequences 

• loss of life 

• unsafe procedures 

• catastrophic real-world outcomes 

In these environments, a single hallucinated value or rewritten detail can have 
devastating consequences because the AI does not understand the difference between 
a harmless sentence and a critical safety parameter. 

 

1.5 How one AI failure mode can trigger all four liabilities at once 

A building collapse caused by an AI-hallucinated engineering specification shows how a 
single failure mode can escalate across every category of liability. 

This can cause: 

• injury or death (life-changing) 

• lawsuits or criminal proceedings (legal) 

• massive financial loss (financial) 

• severe damage to organisational reputation (reputational) 

The same behaviour that rewrites a harmless line in an email is the same behaviour that 
can rewrite a critical load value in an authoritative report. The stakes change, but the 
underlying failure mode does not. 

 

Section 2. Who’s Liable?  
The uncomfortable truth is that nobody knows. Every group involved believes someone 
else is responsible, and every group has a plausible argument. In practice, it ends up 
being everyone and no one at the same time. 
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2.1 The Public  

From the public’s perspective, liability is simple: the organisation is to blame. They don’t 
care about internal processes, AI tools, or who pressed the button. They see the final 
output and assume the company chose the tools, approved the workflow, and is 
therefore accountable. 

 

2.2 The User  

From the user’s perspective, they were told to use the AI. They assume the organisation 
vetted it, approved it, and understands its risks. They believe they are following 
instructions, not making independent technical decisions. If the AI produces an error, 
they see it as the tool’s fault, not theirs. 

 

2.3 The Manager  

From the manager’s perspective, the user is responsible for checking their work. 
Managers assume staff understand the limits of the tools they use. They believe oversight 
exists, even when it doesn’t. If something goes wrong, they see it as a failure of diligence, 
not a failure of the system. 

 

2.4 The Legal Department  

From legal’s perspective, nobody should have been using AI without explicit approval. 
They assume the risk was obvious, the policies were clear, and the responsibility lies with 
whoever bypassed them. They see AI as a liability multiplier and treat unauthorised use 
as negligence. 

 

2.5 The Finance Department  

From finance’s perspective, the problem is operational, not financial. They assume the 
numbers they receive are correct unless proven otherwise. If AI introduces errors, they 
see it as a failure in process design, not something they are accountable for. 

2.6 The CEO  

From the CEO’s perspective, AI is a strategic initiative. They assume the organisation is 
competent enough to use it safely. If something goes wrong, they see it as a failure of 
execution somewhere below them, not a failure of leadership or governance. 
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2.7 So Who Is To Blame? 

The Result is that every group believes someone else is responsible. Every group has a 
defensible argument. And because AI errors are unpredictable, largely untraceable, and 
often invisible until too late, liability becomes a void. When everything works, everyone 
claims credit. When something fails, everyone steps back. 

In the end, it becomes everyone’s fault and no one’s fault at the same time. 

 

Conclusion  
The harsh truth is that someone will have to take responsibility whether it was their fault 
or not. When an AI-driven error occurs, blame rarely lands on the person who actually 
caused it. Instead, it falls on whoever is closest to the failure, whoever signed the 
document, or whoever cannot defend themselves. The underlying problem may continue 
unchanged because the organisation never identifies the real cause. 

In serious cases, courts will have to decide. At that point, liability comes down to 
evidence: who has it, who can produce it, and who can prove their case. Without 
documentation, without traceability, and without a clear record of how the AI was used, 
the outcome becomes unpredictable. 

This is where LLM INQUISITOR METHODOLOGY becomes essential. It gives you the 
processes and evidentiary frameworks to identify liabilities, detect errors, and document 
processes. It creates a defensible record of what happened, when it happened, and why 
it happened. It also forces inter-organisation communication instead of everyone 
assuming someone else has it covered. 

LLM INQUISITOR METHODOLOGY ensures that when responsibility is assigned, it is 
based on evidence - not guesswork, assumptions, or whoever happens to be standing 
nearest to the problem. 

 

Links: 
Inquisitor Labs Homepage: 

https://assimilatedhuman.github.io/inquisitor-labs/index.html 
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