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[bookmark: _Toc241505162]Before you begin
Please read before you begin.
This faculty survey 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 faculty survey is designed to be used alongside surveys for law school staff, students, alumni, employers and the employer focus group guide.
Follow the hyperlink below to see the dashboard containing the aforementioned research instruments.
Research Instrument Dashboard


















	

[bookmark: _Toc241505163]A Note on Terminology and Jurisdiction
Please read before using this survey.
	This faculty survey can be used in any jurisdiction.
This survey uses terminology designed to apply in any jurisdiction, using four categories that describe how the legal profession and law schools are organized and regulated in a given jurisdiction, rather than categories that are merely linguistic. However, these categories reflect how a legal market is segmented, regulated and described, so they must be checked to ensure they account for local usage and, if not, adapted accordingly.
The four categories are:
1. Faculty appointment structures. How academic and teaching roles are classified at your institution, keeping the distinction between full-time academic staff and practitioners who teach part-time.
2. AI tools listed. Which AI products are available (and, if applicable, licensed) to your faculty.
3. Professional conduct rules. The specific professional conduct rules applicable in your jurisdiction and who regulates the practice of law.
4. School leadership and curriculum governance. The offices your faculty would recognize as the decision makers.


[bookmark: _Toc241505164]  ITEMS THAT MAY REQUIRE LOCAL ADAPTATION
The items below should be checked to see if local adaptation is required before this faculty survey is used.
1. Q1 (faculty role): The response options describe one common set of law school appointment structures: tenured, tenure-track, clinical, legal writing, and adjunct. Replace them with the equivalents your institution uses, keeping the distinction between full-time academic staff and practitioners who teach part-time.
1. Q2 & Q3 (general purpose AI tools and legal-domain AI tools): The products named are those sold into the US market, and several may not be licensed elsewhere. Make sure the products listed are those your faculty may actually access.
1. Q4c (simulation and experiential courses). The course types listed — clinic, externship or placement, moot or mock trial, trial advocacy, negotiation or mediation, drafting or transactional simulation, and capstone — describe one common set of experiential offerings. Replace them with the equivalents your institution uses, including any that form part of a regulated practical or vocational training stage, and remove any that do not apply.
1. Q9 (professional conduct obligations). The question refers to “your regulator or professional body” rather than naming one. Optionally, name the body that governs your jurisdiction and, where it has issued guidance on AI, refer to that guidance directly.
1. Q10 (the head of the law school). This assumes a law school with its own dean, leadership team, or equivalent body. Where law is taught as a faculty, department or school within a wider university, name the office your faculty would recognize as the decision maker.
[bookmark: _Toc241505165]Faculty Survey
[School Name]
This survey is part of [School Name]’s effort to understand where our faculty currently stand on AI in legal education. Your responses are anonymous and will be shared with the faculty as a whole.
Estimated time: 8-10 minutes
[bookmark: _Toc241505166]  PART I: BACKGROUND
Q1.  What best describes your current faculty role?
Select one
1. Tenured faculty
1. Tenure-track faculty
1. Clinical faculty (full-time)
1. Legal writing / lawyering skills faculty
1. Adjunct faculty (currently in practice)
1. Adjunct faculty (not currently in practice)
1. Visiting faculty
1. Other: _______________________________________________
[bookmark: _Toc241505167]  PART II: EXPERIENCE WITH AI TOOLS
Q2.  Which of the following general-purpose AI tools have you personally used for any purpose, professional or personal?
Select all that apply
1. ChatGPT (OpenAI)
1. Claude (Anthropic)
1. Gemini (Google)
1. Microsoft Copilot
1. Perplexity
1. I have not used any general-purpose AI tools
1. Other: _______________________________________________
Q3.  Which of the following legal-domain AI tools have you personally used in your teaching, scholarship, or practice?
Select all that apply
☐ Thomson Reuters (Westlaw Advantage, Practical Law, CoCounsel)
☐ LexisNexis (Lexis+ AI with Protégé , Practical Guidance)
☐ Harvey
☐ Bloomberg Law AI
☐ Vincent AI (vLex, now part of Clio)
☐ Spellbook (contract drafting)
☐ Luminance, Kira, Robin AI or similar contract review tools
☐ EvenUp, Darrow or similar litigation AI tools
☐ Other (please specify): _______________________________________________
☐ I have not used any AI tools in my teaching, scholarship, or practice
Q4.  How have you incorporated AI tools into your teaching?
Select all that apply
1. I have incorporated general-purpose AI tools (e.g., ChatGPT, Claude) into assignments or class discussions
1. I have incorporated legal-domain AI tools (e.g., Thomson Reuters Westlaw Advantage,  Lexis+AI with Protégé, Harvey, etc) into assignments or class discussions
1. I have discussed AI in class but have not changed assignments or teaching content
1. I have modified the teaching methodology for my course
1. I have not yet incorporated AI into my teaching
1. I am not sure how AI tools are relevant to my subject area
Q4a.  For what purposes have you personally used AI tools in your work?
Select all that apply
1. In my own research or scholarship (e.g., literature review, drafting, editing, data analysis)
1. Preparing to teach (lesson planning, hypotheticals, examples)
1. Setting or marking assessments
1. Administrative or service work (committees, reports, correspondence)
1. Legal practice or consulting outside my faculty role
1. I have not used AI tools for any of these purposes
1. Other: _______________________________________________
Q4b.  How interested are you in using AI tools to support your own research?
Select one
1. Already using them and want to do more
1. Interested, but not sure where to start
1. Curious, but I have concerns
1. Not interested at this time
Q4c.  Do you teach or supervise a simulation or experiential course (for example a clinic, externship or placement, moot or mock trial, trial advocacy, negotiation or mediation, drafting or transactional simulation, or capstone course)?
Select one
1. Yes, and AI tools are currently used in it (by me, by students, or both)
1. Yes, but AI tools are not currently used in it
1. Yes, and I am not sure whether AI tools are used in it
1. No, I do not teach or supervise a course of this kind
If you do not teach or supervise a course of this kind, or AI tools are not used, please select “Not applicable” in the next question. If you are not sure, please select “I am not sure in what ways AI tools are used.
Q4d.  In what ways, if any, are AI tools used in that simulation or experiential course you teach or supervise?
Select all that apply
1. Not applicable: I do not teach or supervise a course of this kind, or AI tools are not used in it.
1. Students use AI tools to carry out the substantive work of the exercise (for example, legal research, drafting, document review, or case analysis)
1. Students use AI tools to prepare or rehearse (for example, practicing an argument, a negotiation, or a client interview)
1. AI plays a role within the simulation itself (for example, as the client, opposing counsel, witness, or counterparty)
1. I use AI tools to build or vary the exercise itself (fact patterns, case files, client personas, document sets)
1. Students are asked to check or critique AI output as part of the exercise (for example, verifying citations, or identifying errors and omissions)
1. Students are required to disclose, cite, or document how they used AI in the exercise
1. Students reflect on the professional conduct or ethical questions raised by using AI on the matter
1. AI use is permitted for some parts of the exercise and restricted for others, as a deliberate part of the course design
1. AI tools are used in live client work or casework, subject to the supervision and confidentiality rules that apply
1. AI tools are used to give students feedback on their performance or written work
1. I am not sure in what ways AI tools are used
1. Other: _______________________________________________
Q5.  How familiar are you with the capabilities and limitations of legal-domain AI tools specifically designed for lawyers, such as AI-assisted legal research, AI contract review, or AI litigation tools?
Select one
1. Very familiar: I follow developments in this area closely and have used several of these tools
1. Somewhat familiar: I understand the general landscape but have limited hands-on experience
1. Slightly familiar: I know these tools exist but have not used them or studied them in depth
1. Not familiar: I have not engaged with legal-domain AI tools specifically

[bookmark: _Toc241505168]  PART III: VIEWS ON AI IN LEGAL EDUCATION
Q6.  When you think about your students graduating and entering practice, how important do you believe each of the following will be to their professional success?
Rate each
	
	Essential
	Important
	Uncertain
	Not important
	Don’t Know

	Fluency with general-purpose AI tools (ChatGPT, Claude, Gemini, etc.)
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Fluency with legal-domain AI tools designed specifically for lawyers
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Understanding the differences between general-purpose and legal-domain AI: what each is suited for and where each fails
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Understanding the professional conduct and ethical obligations that attach to AI use in legal practice
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Q7.  What is your biggest concern about integrating AI into legal education?
Select up to two
1. AI may undermine students’ development of core legal reasoning and critical thinking skills
1. I am uncertain what responsible use of general-purpose AI looks like in my subject area
1. I am uncertain what responsible use of legal-domain AI tools looks like in my subject area
1. I don’t have enough familiarity with legal-domain AI tools to teach them effectively
1. AI raises serious ethical, equity, or social concerns that I have not seen the institution address
1. I am concerned about academic integrity and the difficulty of detecting AI use in assessment
1. I don’t have time to redesign my teaching around a rapidly changing technology
1. I don’t have significant concerns about AI integration
1. I am concerned about the impact of AI on my job
1. Other: _______________________________________________
Q8.  What would most increase your confidence in integrating AI into your teaching?
Select up to two
1. Hands-on access to the legal-domain AI tools my students are likely to encounter in practice
1. Seeing how a colleague in a similar subject area has integrated legal-domain AI tools into their teaching
1. Subject-area-specific guidance on where general-purpose AI is appropriate versus where legal-domain tools are necessary
1. Clearer institutional guidance on AI use policy and academic integrity across both tool types
1. Evidence that employers who hire our graduates expect familiarity with specific legal-domain tools
1. Protected time and support for redesigning my teaching
1. A faculty learning community where I can share what I’m trying and hear what others are learning
1. I already feel confident: I don’t need additional support
1. Other: _______________________________________________
Q9.  How familiar are you with the professional conduct and ethical obligations that govern lawyers’ use of AI, including the duty of competence, confidentiality obligations when using cloud-based AI tools, and guidance from your regulator or professional body?
Select one
1. Very familiar: I follow developments in this area closely, including regulatory and ethics guidance on AI
1. Somewhat familiar: I have a general understanding but haven’t studied the specifics in depth
1. Slightly familiar: I’ve heard about it but don’t know the specifics
1. Not familiar: this is not an area I’ve engaged with yet

[bookmark: _Toc241505169]  PART IV: FACULTY VOICE
Q10.  Is there anything you would like the head of the law school or the leadership team to understand about your perspective on AI in legal education, including your experience with either general-purpose or legal-domain AI tools, that this survey hasn’t captured?
Open text
 
 
 
 
 
Q11.  Are you interested in participating in an interdisciplinary steering committee (comprising staff, faculty, students, and employers or alumni) for our AI initiatives within the law school?
Select one
1. Yes
1. No
1. Not Sure / would like to learn more
1. Prefer not to say

Q11a.  Would you be willing to serve as an “AI subject-area lead” for your teaching area, periodically reviewing how AI tools are being used and evolving in your field (for example, contracts, criminal law, tax, or immigration), identifying which tools are proving most useful, and sharing what you find with colleagues? 
Select one
1. Yes
1. No
1. Not Sure / would like to learn more
1. Prefer not to say

Thank you for taking the time to share your perspective.
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