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[bookmark: _Toc241505126][bookmark: _Toc243474851]Before you begin
Please read before you begin.
This employer focus group guide is part of a larger toolkit focused on AI Change Management for Law Schools. It uses the ADKAR (A-Awareness, D-Desire, K-Knowledge, A-Ability, R-Reinforcement) framework of change management. This survey supports the Awareness stage of that framework: it is meant to be part of an institution-wide foundation to understand attitudes about AI usage by various law school stakeholder groups, specifically employers, alumni, faculty, students, and law school staff.
This employer focus group guide is designed to be used alongside surveys for alumni, faculty, law school staff, students and employers.
Follow the hyperlink below to see the dashboard containing the aforementioned research instruments.
Research Instrument Dashboard

[bookmark: _Toc243474852]A Note on Terminology and Jurisdiction
Please read before deploying this focus group guide in any jurisdiction.
	This focus group guide, which is designed for one-on-one or small group gatherings, is written to be deployed in any jurisdiction.
The wording is as jurisdiction-neutral as it can be made centrally. Two items, however, are structural rather than linguistic. They reflect how a legal market is segmented and regulated, so they must be checked locally. They are listed below.


[bookmark: _Toc243474853]  ITEMS REQUIRING LOCAL ADAPTATION
The items below should be checked before this focus group guide is deployed in a market other than your own.
1. Professional conduct rules (Q3): The concepts travel, but the rules do not. Name the regulator, the conduct rules and the court rules that apply in your jurisdiction, in particular for competence, confidentiality and disclosure.
1. The large firm and small firm split (Purpose and When to Use This Format): The split assumes a market divided between large firms and smaller practices. Where the profession is divided differently, for example by a separate advocacy profession or a dominant in-house sector, reconsider where the cut falls before running separate groups.
[bookmark: _Toc243474854]Employer Focus Group Guide
Six questions for individual employer conversations or small group sessions  ·  45-60 minutes
[bookmark: _Toc243474855]  PURPOSE AND WHEN TO USE THIS FORMAT
The focus group format is suited for deans, or heads of school, who prefer to gather employer evidence before bringing it to academic staff, who want to develop relationships with specific employer partners, or whose employer contacts are not yet comfortable speaking in front of academic staff. It is also the right format for surfacing the specific, detailed accounts that make presentations to academic staff compelling.
Conduct these conversations individually (a 45-minute call or coffee meeting) or in small groups of 2-3 employers from similar practice settings. The goal is depth, not breadth: one specific, detailed account from a single employer is worth more than ten general observations.
	FACILITATOR NOTE
On the small/large firm distinction:
Run separate focus groups for large-firm and small/midsize and public sector employers where possible. What AI-ready means in each setting is genuinely different, and mixing them in a single conversation can produce generic responses that serve neither audience. The five questions below work for both tracks.


[bookmark: _Toc243474856]  OPENING THE CONVERSATION · HOW TO FRAME THE REQUEST
Open with a brief, honest frame. Something like:
	Sample opening language:
"We are in the middle of rethinking how we prepare students for AI-integrated practice, and we want to make sure we're solving the right problem. I'm not looking for validation: I want to understand what you're actually experiencing, including where our graduates have fallen short. The most useful thing you can do is be specific and honest. This is a conversation, not a formal review."


[bookmark: _Toc243474857]  THE FIVE QUESTIONS
These questions are sequenced deliberately: from current practice context, to specific evidence, to the judgment gap, to what good looks like, to what schools should do. Do not skip ahead. The early questions build the foundation for the later ones to land.
Q1.  How is AI being used in your practice right now and how has that changed in the last 12-18 months?
Purpose: Grounds the conversation in the employer's real context before asking them to evaluate graduates. Employers who are not yet using AI will answer differently than those who are deeply integrated, and both perspectives are useful. Prevents the conversation from being driven by assumptions about how advanced any particular practice setting is. The hiring volume probe opens the recruitment thread gently: framed as part of how practice has changed, it is easier to answer than a direct question about headcount.
Follow-up probes:
1. Is that use driven by the firm/organization, or by individual lawyers making their own choices?
1. Are there practice areas or task types where you've adopted AI more quickly than others?
1. What surprised you most about how AI has changed the work?
1. Has AI changed how many junior lawyers you are hiring, or how many you expect to hire over the next few years? Which roles or tasks has that affected most?
Q2.  When you think about the new graduates you've hired recently, what is the gap you are seeing between what they know about AI and what you  need them to know?
Purpose: This is the core diagnostic question. It invites employers to name a specific, observable gap rather than a general opinion about AI education. The distinction between a skills gap (can't use the tools), a judgment gap (can't evaluate the output), and a values gap (doesn't understand the professional conduct stakes) is analytically important: the follow-up probes surface it. The recruitment probes move from what employers are looking for to how they test for it and whether their hiring approach has shifted. Some employers may treat recruitment policy as sensitive; if so, invite general observations rather than firm-specific detail, and do not press.
Follow-up probes:
1. Is the gap primarily about knowing how to use the tools, or about knowing when and whether to trust them?
1. Have you had a specific situation where that gap cost you (in time, client service, or your confidence in that person)? Can you walk me through it?
1. What about graduates who arrived well-prepared? What did they know or do differently?
1. How important is it for graduates using AI tools to know how to effectively evaluate AI outputs?
1. How, if at all, are you now assessing AI skills and judgment when you recruit? For example, through interview questions, practical exercises, assessed tasks or work samples?
1. Have you changed your recruitment process, criteria or strategy because of AI? What prompted the change, and what has it told you about candidates?

Q3. Thinking about the summer associates, interns, externs, or law clerks you've worked with (first-year and second-year students especially), how are they using AI in your setting, how ready are they, and what do you most want them to know or worry about before they start?
Follow-up probes:
· How do 1L and 2L summer hires differ in AI readiness?
· Are they using your firm or court's approved tools, or their own?
· What concerns you most about how they use AI in your setting?
· Has AI changed how you select summer associates, interns, externs or clerks, or how many you take on?
· What could the school do before the summer to prepare them?

Q4.  Beyond the tools themselves, what is your assessment of how new graduates understand the professional conduct and ethical obligations that come with using AI, including confidentiality, the duty of competence, disclosure to clients and courts?
Purpose: Surfaces the ethical and regulatory dimension that is non-negotiable across all practice settings. Mirrors the Track A and Track B survey question on professional conduct. Academic staff who are skeptical about AI in general are often more receptive to the professional conduct framing: it connects to values they already hold.
Follow-up probes:
1. Have you seen graduates make mistakes in this area, using AI tools in ways that created confidentiality risks or produced work product that needed substantial correction?
1. Does your organization have an AI use policy? Did your recent hires know what it was before they arrived?
1. As someone subject to court rules, what do you wish graduates understood before they walked in the door?
Q5.  If you imagine a graduate who arrived genuinely well-prepared for AI-integrated practice in your setting, what would that person know, and what would they be able to do?
Purpose: Flips from problem to solution. Invites a concrete, positive picture of competency rather than a catalogue of failures. Generates the forward-looking evidence that academic staff can act on: not just what's wrong, but what good looks like. The language "in your setting" is deliberate: it anchors the answer to this employer's specific context, not a generic standard.
Follow-up probes:
1. Is that realistic for a new graduate, or is it something they can only develop on the job?
1. What could a law school actually teach, as opposed to what can only be learned in practice?
1. If you had to name the single most important competency, what would it be?
Q6.  If you were advising the law school directly, what is the single most important thing it could do to better prepare graduates for AI-integrated practice in your setting?
Purpose: Closes the sequence by turning the evidence into a recommendation the employer owns. Mirrors the closing question in both employer survey tracks, so focus group findings can be read against survey responses rather than sitting apart from them. Asking for one thing forces a priority instead of a list.
Follow-up probes:
1. Is that a change to what is taught, how it is taught, or when in the degree it is taught?
1. How would you know it had worked? What would you see in the graduates you hire?
1. What could a law school realistically stop doing, or teach less of, to make room for it?
[bookmark: _Toc243474858]  USING FOCUS GROUP FINDINGS
Focus group conversation, whether they be for a one-on-one conversation or with a small group, generate three kinds of usable evidence:
1. Specific accounts: concrete situations where graduate preparation made a difference. These are the most powerful evidence for academic staff. Collect them carefully, get permission to use them, and deploy them in the right rooms.
1. Pattern observations: recurring themes across multiple employers, the gap that shows up in every conversation regardless of practice setting. These justify curriculum-wide action rather than targeted course changes.
1. Positive models: descriptions of what well-prepared graduates do. These are what could be used for any curriculum adjustments that should be necessary.
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