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ABSTRACT 
The growing use of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in higher education has sparked debate about its educational 
potential and ethical risks. The literature remains fragmented: many studies concentrate on ethical concerns 
or on the technology itself rather than on structured AI governance, particularly in legal education in 
developing countries. This study examines how AI may affect academic integrity in legal education and 
proposes an AI governance framework that considers ethical standards, pedagogical needs, and regulatory 
responsibilities. It takes a qualitative legal approach combining a normative analysis of laws and institutional 
policies, a conceptual analysis of AI and professional ethics in legal education, and a comparison between the 
United States, a mature system with well-established and varied AI governance, and Indonesia, an emerging 
system with limited regulatory development. The study rests on a systematic review of secondary sources: 
academic literature, policy documents, and institutional guidelines. The results suggest that AI can make legal 
education more efficient, support personalized learning, and build students’ professional readiness. Used 
without clear limits, however, it can undermine academic integrity by enabling academic dishonesty, 
encouraging overreliance on tools, and weakening students’ ethical judgment. The paper therefore proposes a 
multi-layered governance framework of institutional academic policies, AI literacy training, adaptive teaching 
approaches, and AI detection tools where appropriate, all set within national regulatory frameworks. Its key 
contribution is to connect institutional and national governance. It argues that Indonesia needs a clear, 
enforceable AI governance framework so that AI adoption strengthens rather than compromises academic 
integrity in legal education. 

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence, Ethics, Legal Education, Academic Integrity, AI Governance, Comparative 
Law. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

The fast-growing integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) into education 

(Ulum et al., 2025) is raising an important question for law schools: what does 

it really mean to “deliver” legal education (Salinas, 2023)? It is not only about 

teaching students the law. It also involves protecting academic integrity and 

nurturing professional ethics throughout their learning. For years, including in 

Indonesia, legal education has often been understood mainly as producing 

graduates who are skilled and professionally ready (Hafidz, 2018). This 

mindset aligns with the common U.S. idea of “thinking like a lawyer.” But in a 

learning environment shaped by AI, professionalism cannot be limited to 

intelligence or cognitive ability. Students also need to be able to critically 

evaluate AI-generated outputs, apply ethical judgment, and remain committed 

to intellectual honesty.  

Meanwhile, technological development has also changed how legal 

compliance works in practice (Helmi et al., 2025). In the context of AI-assisted 

learning, “ethical” behavior needs to be made more concrete. At minimum, it 

includes three dimensions: (i) transparency, where students disclose when AI 

tools are used; (ii) accountability, where they verify the accuracy and reliability 

of AI-produced results; and (iii) intellectual integrity, where AI should not 

replace independent legal reasoning. When these dimensions are spelled out, 

ethical expectations in legal education can be turned into clearer, assessable 

academic standards, rather than remaining normative ideals. 

Legal education should prepare students to be both technically capable 

and ethically responsible (Toussaint, 2023). Teaching ethics in law is not just an 

“add-on,” it supports students’ moral growth and strengthens their ability to 

work toward justice. This is important because law is not only about formal 

rules; it also reflects deeper moral and ethical values.  As a result, universities, 
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professional bodies, and legal communities are paying more attention than ever 

to ethics in legal education. 

At the same time, advances in knowledge and technology have improved 

people’s quality of life (Syabina et al., 2026), but they have also reshaped legal 

education worldwide. Law has traditionally been understood as a distinctly 

human domain—focused on judgment, reasoning, and interpretation. Today, 

that traditional model is being challenged by technological disruption, 

particularly the rise of AI (Andry et al., 2025). AI systems and technologies are 

also closely associated with the “Fourth Industrial Revolution” (Rusdiana et al., 

2025).  In many fields, including education, AI has become an important tool 

(Ezzerouali et al., 2025). Put simply, AI can be described as the ability of system 

to learn, build knowledge, and use past experience to solve new problems. 

And that capability does beyond improving teaching methods. In legal 

education, it can change how learning happens in practice. For example, during 

legal writing or contract drafting exercises, AI can offer structural guidance and 

provide real-time feedback to help students strengthen their analysis and 

arguments. But these benefits raise an important question: if students rely on 

AI too much, it may end up replacing independent legal thinking rather than 

developing it.  

Generative AI is showing up more and more in higher education. But 

much of the recent research has focused on specific academic integrity risks, 

rather than broader patterns. As Qadhi notes, “tools like ChatGPT open the 

door for new kinds of misconduct that can be harder to spot, such as AI-enabled 

plagiarism, text generation without attribution, and even more subtle form of 

data manipulation.” These behaviors conflict with long-standing academic 

ideas about authorship and originality (Qadhi et al., 2024). And the use is 

already becoming common. For instance, one study found that one in five 
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students reported using AI for everyday assignments and exams (Ibrahim et al., 

2023). 

This is especially concerning in legal education, where ethics and integrity 

are central. If law students use AI to produce papers that do not reflect real 

understanding or original thinking, academic integrity is clearly at risk. Recent 

surveys highlight the scale of this behavior. For example, a 2023 survey of 600 

students at U.S. colleges found that 49% had used generative AI. Another 

survey of more than 1,000 U.S. students reported that over a third used 

ChatGPT for writing tasks, and surprisingly, 75% knew it was cheating but still 

did it anyway (Intelligent, 2023). This contradiction points to more than just 

individual ethical failures. It suggests a wider shift in attitudes within AI-

enabled learning environments—less adherence to internal academic values, 

and possibly a lack of deterrence from existing rules. In other words, questions 

may not be changing behavior as much as they should. 

This pattern is even more pronounced in Indonesia. A recent survey found 

that 86.21% of high school and university students use AI to complete their 

homework. Of the users, 55.1% use it to compile summaries, and 50.31% use it 

to write essays or articles (Amigud & Pell, 2025). In the U.S., this has already 

pushed some law schools to make strong measures. For example, the Pritzker 

School of Law has banned students from using ChatGPT. Some academics have 

gone further, describing AI tools as a "threat" or even a "plague in education" 

(Jensen et al., 2025). Indonesia, however, still lacks a clear policy and legal 

framework for AI adoption (Raharjo & Rohmadi, 2025). Implementation is also 

constrained by infrastructure gaps and relatively limited AI literacy. Even when 

policies exist, they tend to be local and not evenly implemented across the 

country (Suharyo et al., 2023). Given the situation, AI use in legal education 

could create a serious paradox. Ethics is supposed to be the core of legal 
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education, but without careful regulation, technology can gradually erode that 

foundation. This is why more research is needed on how AI should be restricted 

and governed in legal education (Bovenkamp & Vollaard, 2019). This concern 

has been raised by earlier scholarship as well. For example, Fornasier (2021) 

argues that legal education must develop policies that directly address the 

ethical risks of AI use. Ajevski et al. (2023) emphasize that policies should 

pursue two goals at once: make it harder to use AI in assessments and teach 

students how to use AI constructively. Similarly, Prakash & Nair (2024) 

recommend that law schools incorporate both AI and ethics into their curricula.  

Research on AI in legal education in Indonesia is still limited, and is often 

not clearly grounded in pedagogical concerns. For example, Kurniawan et al. 

discuss what legal education might look like in the age of AI and argue that 

legal philosophy can provide an ethical foundation for using AI. However, their 

discussion focuses more on AI-enabled law enforcement that on everyday 

teaching and learning practice in law schools (Taufiqurokhman et al., 2024). 

That perspective is still valuable, especially because it highlights the need to 

bring ethical reasoning and philosophical thinking into the curriculum to guide 

students in how they use AI. In a related way, Yanto points out a growing 

pragmatic tendency among law students: relying on AI to generate legal 

opinions without proper research first. To address this, Yanto proposes three 

ethical principles—review, honesty, and prudence—as guiding norms for 

students and academics when using AI (Yanto, 2025). Together, these studies 

show that concerns about AI ethics in Indonesia are increasing. But they also 

reveal a gap: there are still not enough clear, formal pedagogical and 

institutional frameworks for how AI should be managed in legal education.   

This study makes several contributions to the existing literature. First, it 

moves beyond ethics alone and examines how AI use in legal education can be 
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governed through a normative legal approach. In other words, “governance” 

here is not one single rule. It involves a layered structure, including: (i) national-

level legal regulation, (ii) law school institutional policies and academic 

integrity frameworks, and (iii) pedagogical control mechanisms, such as 

assessment design, AI literacy integration, and guide on how AI-assisted 

learning should be carried out. 

Second, this study offers a practical conceptual model for managing AI 

use in legal education—one that tries to balance three things at once: 

innovation, academic integrity, and professional ethics. The model has four 

connected parts: (i) institutional academic policies on what AI can be used for; 

(ii) integrating AI literacy and ethics into the curriculum, so students 

understand both the tool and the responsibilities behind it; (iii) flexible teaching 

design that reduces over-reliance on AI while encouraging critical thinking; and 

(iv) monitoring and detection strategies to help maintain integrity standards.  

Third, beyond general ethical principles, the study proposes context-

specific safeguards that law schools can actually apply. Instead of treating AI 

governance as a vague requirement, it embeds it into specific learning activities. 

For example: (i) clear, differentiated policies that spell out what kind of AI use 

are permitted, such as research assistance, drafting support, or banning full-text 

generation; (ii) assessment redesign, shifting toward more process-based 

evaluation, for instance, oral defense and in-class performance, so student 

cannot simply outsource work to AI; and (iii) codified ethical guidelines 

requiring transparency, authentication of AI output, and reflective disclosure 

about how AI was used.  

These steps differ for many existing discussions that stay at the level of 

ideals or general norms. Here, the ethical principles are translated into concrete 

educational and institutional practices. Fourth, the study uses Indonesia’s legal 
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education system as a case study. That allows the analysis to address a 

regulatory gap that often received less attention in research focused on 

developing countries. 

 

II. RESEARCH METHODS 

This research is conducted using a philosophical and socio-legal juridical 

approach because it examines the ethical difficulties and growing governance 

challenges that arise when artificial intelligence (AI) is used in legal education, 

especially in contexts where formal regulatory frameworks are still limited or 

not well developed. A strictly normative (doctrinal) approach is not enough, 

because the study goes beyond established legal rules to also consider emerging 

ethical standards, evolving academic practices, and how institutions are 

responding to AI. 

The study uses a philosophical juridical method to look at the ethical 

“why” behind using AI in legal education, focusing on academic integrity, 

professional responsibility, and how legal education helps shape the normative 

expectations students are taught to follow. This makes it possible to put 

“ethical” AI use in context—what it should mean in the day-to-day learning 

process. In addition, the research also applies to a socio-legal approach to 

examine how these concerns are handled in real institutional settings. 

It further includes a comparative technique comparing the United 

States and Indonesia. The United States has been more ready and flexible in 

integrating AI, while Indonesia is operating in a developing-country context 

with more limited legislative and institutional support. This comparison helps 

the study identify governance options that make sense for each environment. 

Overall, by combining philosophical, socio-legal, and comparative 

perspectives, the research builds a broader framework for understanding and 
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managing AI use in legal education—going beyond a review of formal 

regulation.  

The research draws on secondary sources, including key legal materials, such 

as laws, regulations, and policy documents, as well as academic work like 

journal articles and scholarly publications.  

Evidence related to AI governance and ethics in legal education is 

gathered and organized using a Systematic Literature Review (SLR) method, 

so the relevant literature is collected and processed in a structured way. The 

data are then analyzed qualitatively, with the aim of interpreting legal norms, 

comparing regulatory frameworks, and building normative arguments. 

Finally, this analysis is used to develop recommendations for clearer 

regulatory guidance and stronger ethical standards for the responsible use of 

AI in legal education. 

 

III. RESEARCH RESULTS AND ANALYSIS  

A. The Dual-Edged Sword: AI’s Impact on Teaching and Cheating 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) was first introduced by John McCarthy in 1955 

as “the science and engineering of making machines think” (Jaelani et al., 2024). 

In general terms, AI refers to systems designed to perform tasks that require 

intelligent behavior—such as interpreting information, responding to changes 

in the environment, and making predictions (Ramadhani et al., 2025). One way 

to understand AI is as a collection of algorithms and computational models that 

process data, identify patterns, and support decision-making (Sarker, 2021). 

The European Union also describes AI as a system that can demonstrate 

intelligent behavior to some degree by perceiving its environment, aiming to 

achieve specific goals, and acting with a certain level of autonomy (Kerekes, 

2023). 
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In education, AI has a major impact on both teaching and academic 

integrity (Rodrigues & Silva, 2023).  On the positive side, AI can support 

learning in more flexible ways. It enables pedagogical improvements such as 

real-time customization, and AI-powered tools—like virtual tutors and 

automated assessment platforms—have been shown to enhance the efficiency 

and accessibility of teaching and learning. In addition, AI may reduce some of 

the workload for teachers, allowing them to focus more on building student 

competencies (Hashem et al., 2024). 

However, education digitization also brings serious risks, particularly 

related to academic cheating and manipulation (Antony et al., 2026). With the 

rise of generative language models such as ChatGPT, students can draft essays, 

answer questions, and even complete academic tasks quickly (Cotton et al., 

2024). This is concerning because it can increase contract cheating and machine-

generated plagiarism: the output may look original, but it does not always 

reflect the students’ actual understanding or effort. 

Because of this, AI in education functions like a double-edged sword 

(Chen & Lin, 2024). It offers opportunities to improve learning and efficiency, 

but it also creates new ways for unethical academic fraud to occur. In this first 

section, the first discussion focuses on how these effects show up specifically in 

legal education within universities, and then examines how law schools in 

Indonesia and the United States are currently dealing with these developments. 

1. Positive Impacts: Efficiency, Personalization, and Developing 

Adaptability Skills 

Using AI in legal education brings several advantages that should be 

taken seriously. Research shows that AI can strengthen both teaching and 

learning in law schools. For example, AI can automate time-consuming 

research tasks such as data analysis. Murray and colleagues found that 
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generative AI helps lecturers and law students search and evaluate complex 

legal materials—like legislation, case law, and judicial decisions—more quickly 

and with improved accuracy (Murray et al., 2024).  

At the same time, AI has been increasingly shaping the legal field more 

broadly (Antoro & Budhijanto, 2026). In the United States, students and 

academics at many law schools already use AI to support legal research. These 

tools help students navigate large databases efficiently, improving their 

research skills. Some U.S. law schools have even partnered with technology 

companies to bring AI-powered legal research platforms directly into the 

curriculum. Faculty workshops also help teachers learn how to use NLP-based 

tools in their classes. In practice, students and legal professionals widely use 

platforms such as LexisNexis or ROSS Intelligence to search thousands of court 

decisions in seconds.  

Another major benefit is that AI can support more personalized learning. 

Since AI often uses machine-learning methods, it can adjust the difficulty of 

course materials to match a student’s level and performance. For instance, an 

AI system might notice that a student struggles with contract law concepts but 

performs well in civil law. it can then recommend additional resources, 

generate practice questions, and help regulate the pace of the course. Similarly, 

if a student begins to improve in constitutional law, AI tools such as GPT-4 can 

add more targeted questions as the learner’s skills develop (Katz et al., 2025).  

One concrete example is the use of intelligent tutoring systems (ITS), 

which provide students with immediate and adaptive feedback. At 

Georgetown University Law Center, an ITS is used to analyze students’ 

performance in legal writing and offer real-time, data-informed guidance, such 

as feedback on argument structure and the use of legal sources. Other US 

institutions, including Stanford Law School, have also begun integrating AI 
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research and writing support tools (such as ROSS Intelligence and Casetext 

CoCounsel) into their coursework to help students learn how to research more 

effectively. 

Finally, AI can help students develop skills that make them more 

competitive in workplace. Law schools are sometimes criticized for focusing 

heavily on legal theory while not always giving students enough practical 

training for real-world practice. In a digital era, students who learn to work 

with AI tools may be more adaptable and better prepared for professional 

demands such as e-discovery, contract analytics, and online dispute resolution 

platforms.  

These experiences also help students expand their abilities beyond 

traditional legal training, making them more competitive in a global job market. 

For example, law students at Brigham Young University Law School (Utah) 

created an app called “SoloSuit,” which helps people respond to claims related 

to past debts. The app guides users through questions to understand the lawsuit 

and draft a response, which they can then print and mail. Meanwhile, the 

Benjamin Cardozo School of Law at Yeshiva University launched a Tech 

Startup Clinic to provide legal support for new tech startups. Together, these 

examples reflect a broader point: modern lawyers increasingly need 

technological competence, adaptability, and the ability to collaborate across 

disciplines (Galloway et al., 2019). 

2. Negative Impacts: “Hallucinations”, Reduced Cognitive Skills, and Threats 
to Academic Integrity 

In June 2023, a case in a New York federal court showed how quickly AI 

collide with profession responsibility. Two attorneys from Levidow, Levidow 

& Oberman were sanctioned after submitting a legal memo that cited six cases 

that, according to the court, did not actually exist. Even after the mistake was 

flagged by the opposing party, the attorneys did not correct it right away. When 
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the judge asked them to prove the cases existed, they submitted screenshots of 

their chats with ChatGPT as evidence—only for that material to confirm that 

the citation was the result of AI error, commonly known as a hallucination. A 

few months later, in December 2023, another similar example surfaced. Michael 

Cohen admitted that he had provided his lawyers with fabricated legal 

references generated by Google Bard, which were presented as if they were real.  

These two incidents highlight a key danger: AI can generate information 

that looks credible, but without proper verification it may be misleading. This 

is especially relevant because AI systems—particularly large language models 

(LLMs), such as GPT—can produce outputs that sound convincing even when 

they are false. That misleading output is referred to as "hallucinations": The 

model generates content based on patterns in data rather than on guaranteed 

factual accuracy or real-world verification (Herrera-tapias & Hernández, 2025).  

In the legal field, accuracy is not a minor issue. Hallucination can lead to 

misinterpretation of the law, misleading documents, or citations to cases that 

never existed. And legal work is a high-stakes environment—small mistakes 

can affect civil rights, individual liberty, or the credibility of contracts. Because 

of this, lawyers have ethical and professional duties of diligence. For example, 

the ABA (American Bar Association) Model Rules of Professional Conduct 

require that legal arguments rest on a trustworthy factual and legal basis (ABA 

Model Rule 3.1). Using AI content without active checking can therefore create 

ethical violations. 

AI in legal education can still be useful—LLM can support learning and 

research—but risk grows when students treat AI output as authoritative 

(Bontridder & Poullet, 2021). Many students are “digital natives,” but that does 

not automatically mean they have the critical skills to evaluate advanced tools 

safely and effectively. Without training, and without habits of verification, 
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overreliance on AI may reduce students’ development in core legal abilities 

such as statutory interpretation, legal reasoning, and identifying which 

authorities are actually relevant and reliable. 

This concern is reflected in wider education reports. A 2023 report by 

Inside Higher Ed described a rise in students became so dependent that they 

struggled during exams because they were unfamiliar with the underlying 

material (Higher Ed., 2023). In Indonesia, a study by Musthafa found a shift in 

how students view “knowledge authority,” with some believing that 

confirming truth through AI is easier and more practical (Djakfar Musthafa, 

2024) 

In the long term, continued dependence may also weaken independence 

and critical thinking. For instance, research suggests AI reliance can contribute 

to reduced independent thinking (Zhang et al., 2024). A real example comes 

from Canada: in a 2023 CBC survey, more than 60% of students said they felt 

"uncertain" about whether they could build valid arguments without AI, and 

35% said they were no longer confident writing assignments without tools like 

ChatGPT (CBC News, 2023). 

Excessive AI use also raises serious academic ethics problems—especially 

fraud. Academic misconduct can appear in many forms, including plagiarism, 

improper collaboration, exam cheating, copyright infringement, data 

falsification, and even fabricated bibliographic references (Rodrigues & Silva, 

2023). Over recent years, scholars have increasingly connected generative AI 

with plagiarism and academic dishonesty. 

Generative tools like ChatGPT can make misconduct easier (Magesh et al., 

2025) Because students can produce assignments quickly, often with less fear of 

detection. A 2023 survey reported that 30% of more than 1,000 college students 

said they used ChatGPT or similar AI tools to complete writing assignments 
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without telling anyone. The same body of reporting indicated that 17% of law 

students used AI to write opinions or answer exams (“Intelligent.com,” 2023).  

Similarly, a global Turnitin survey found that 79% of academics felt 

generative AI made cheating easier, yet only 24% of universities said they had 

formal policies to detect or regulate this kind of use (Turnitin, 2023). Evidence 

from practice also raises concerns: one Reuters report noted that at the 

University of Minnesota, low-achieving law students scored higher on final 

exams when given AI access, but higher-achieving classmates scored worse 

when using the technology (Reuters.com, 2023). In response to such patterns, 

Columbia Law School reportedly re-evaluated its home-exam policy. 

B. Regulatory Frameworks on AI Use in Legal Education 

Today, AI is no longer something law schools can ignore—it is both an 

opportunity and a challenge. That means that universities need clear academic 

integrity policies and practical rules for responsible AI use, as soon as possible. 

Since 2020, the American Bar Association (ABA) Commission on the Future of 

Legal Education has issued Principles for Legal Education and Licensure in the 

21st Century. In its report, the ABA notes that technology is too often treated as 

a threat rather than as a force that can enable positive change. At the same time, 

it emphasizes that AI can improve service and efficiency, broaden access, and 

help more people get legal support.” 

This message is important: AI should not automatically be rejected. 

Instead, the right policies are needed to guide how AI is used in legal education. 

What law schools need is a measured and balanced approach—one that 

supports innovation while also protecting students from unethical and 

unreliable use. As Head and Willis point out, educators should build 

frameworks that combine technical AI knowledge with ethical and practical 
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training, so students can use AI tools—but also evaluate and challenge the 

quality of what those tools produce (Head et al., 2024).  

In practical terms, faculties and law schools should also update their 

curricula by adding AI literacy, ethics, and opportunities for hands-on learning. 

However, many law schools have been slow to integrate AI into teaching. Some 

are even resistant to it or remain “closed” to developments happening outside 

the classroom. This problem appears particularly common in parts of 

Indonesia, where some academics have a string anti-AI stance. For that reason, 

the author considers it necessary to compile and analyze policy frameworks 

that can help law schools respond to AI integration and reduce its negative 

effects. 

1. Formulating an Academic Policy or Guidelines that Addresses the Ethical 
Dimensions of AI Use 

Across many universities, law schools have started creating policies that 

clarify when and how AI may be used by both students and faculty. For 

example, an ABA report says that in the United States, most legal education 

institutions (69%) have updated their academic integrity rules in response to 

generative AI (ABA, 2024). Other surveys show similar patterns. A 2024 Kaplan 

study of 97 law schools (including 34 of the top 50 in the U.S.) found that 16% 

allowed generative AI to help students search for and discuss ideas, while 16% 

prohibited it; and 15% allowed AI tools to give feedback on essays, and another 

15% did not (abajournal.com, 2023). 

At the same time, guidance can be inconsistent. Research by Scribbr, 

reviewing policies at 100 leading universities, found that most institutions 

(51%) do not have clear, campus-wide rules. Instead, they leave it to individual 

faculty members to decide what is permitted in their own classes. However, 

18% of universities automatically restrict certain software unless the faculty 

member allows it. 
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For example, the University of Chicago Law School has a policy on 

Generative AI that sets clear “standards for students,” while also letting faculty 

decide how AI can (or cannot) be used in their specific classes and exams. In 

general, instructors tend to choose among three common approaches: 

a. Ban AI writing tools for assignments: Instructors may decide these tools do 

not match the course’s learning goals and prohibit them altogether. Some 

may also use AI-detection tools to help enforce the rule. 

b. Allow AI writing tools in limited situations: Students may be allowed to use 

AI only for certain tasks—for instance, using it for research only (not 

drafting), for only particular assignments, or only after requesting 

permission. 

c. Allow broader use, as long as it is properly cited: Some instructors may 

permit students to use AI for any assignment, but usually require students 

to cite the tool and often to explain how it was used. 

Another example is the University of California, Berkeley, which is 

frequently cited as one of the early law schools to publish an AI policy. 

Berkeley’s guidance stresses that generative AI can threaten the school’s 

educational mission. So, the policy allows some uses while clearly prohibiting 

uses considered plagiaristic (Berkeley AGI Policy: Berkeley Law Policy on the 

Use of Generative AI Software). Specifically, it notes that: 

a. Permitted uses (with limits): AI can be used like a search tool for research, 

for grammar correction, and for other supportive tasks tied to completing 

assignments—but it cannot be used to prepare any part of a submitted 

assignment, and it must should not be used in any exam. 

b. No plagiarism: Ai cannot be used in ways that amount to plagiarism—such 

as AI-generated content as if it were authored by human person or 

organization. If instructors want to adjust plagiarism rules, they can do so, 
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but only by clearly stating the changes in writing and providing proper 

notice. 

In addition, some schools provide a clear, practical guide that helps 

students use tools like chatGPT, especially for writing. For example, students 

may be allowed to use GPT for things like brainstorming ideas or generating 

basic background information on a topic. However, they are not permitted to 

write any part of a paper. Even if students mention ChatGPT or include a 

citation, using it to produce draft text is treated as plagiarism and academic 

dishonesty. 

The University of Illinois College of Law also adopts guidelines on 

generative AI that align with broader university policies. In its academic 

integrity statement, the university acknowledges that generative AI can bring 

real benefits—such as supporting teaching, research, and even healthcare-

related learning. At the same time, it stresses that AI must be used in an 

appropriate and responsible way. To support that, the university has 

implemented an AI Governance framework based on principles such as 

accountability, inclusivity, reliability and security, fairness, transparency, 

privacy, and security. 

The university’s "Awareness" page further explains both the upside and 

the risks of AI. It covers issues like factual errors and hallucinations, outdated 

or biased information, potential copyright problems, and risks to data 

confidentiality. To address these concerns directly, the university provides 

Generative AI Guidance for Instructors, which suggests for using AI in ways 

that can boost engagement and support more personalized learning, and 

Generative AI Guide for Students, constituting rules for responsible use, 

including how to cite generative AI, how to think critically about AI outputs, 

and clear do’s and don’ts for using these tools. 
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Table 1. Comparison of AI Usage Policies at Several Law Schools (US and 

Indonesia) 

Law 
School 

Academic 
Integrity 
Statement on AI 

Guidelines for 
Instructors 

Guidelines/Prohibitions for 
Students 

University 
of Chicago 
Law 

Generative AI is 
not allowed if it 
appears to 
replicate 
plagiarism—i.e., 
similar to work 
that students did 
not truly produce. 

Instructors can set 
their own course 
rules (for example, 
limitation during 
exams). 

During exams: fully 
prohibited. For assignments: 
allowed only for 
brainstorming or 
proofreading—not for 
writing the paper. 

UC 
Berkeley 
Law 

Generative AI may 
be used for 
research and 
grammar, but not 
for writing 
assignments; it is 
also prohibited for 
exams. Plagiarism 
is forbidden. 

Instructors may 
adjust the default 
approach, as long 
as it clearly 
communicated in 
writing. 

Students may use AI only for 
research and correction, not 
for composing texts. 
Generating full assignment 
sections—or using it in 
exams—is prohibited. 

University 
of Illinois 
(Faculty of 
Law) 

Focuses on 
academic integrity 
and AI governance 
principles (e.g., 
accountability, 
privacy, security, 
etc.) 

“Generative AI 
Guidance for 
Instructors” 
provides a 
framework to 
support learning 
while setting 
boundaries for AI 
use 

Students are expected to use 
AI thoughtfully, incorporate 
it critically, cite it, follow 
critical-thinking guidance, 
and act responsibility. 
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Law 
School 

Academic 
Integrity 
Statement on AI 

Guidelines for 
Instructors 

Guidelines/Prohibitions for 
Students 

Yale Law 
School 

AI courses exist 
(e.g., AI & the 
Legal Profession), 
but an explicit 
honor-code policy 
for AI has not been 
established yet 

AI is being 
incorporated 
across the 
curriculum 
through training 
and practice 
activities (such as 
simulation and 
case discussions) 

No clear, explicit ban is listed: 
instead, students are taught 
to use AI critically and 
ethically. 

Harvard 
Law 
School 

Offers an “AI and 
the Law” program 
to prepare students 
for a changing 
legal landscape 

Uses formal and 
program-based 
instruction 
(including through 
the Center on the 
Legal Profession) 
as part of its 
teaching approach 

Faculty emphasize risks such 
as inaccurate output or 
”fiction.” Students are 
encouraged to verify 
information and think 
critically. 

University 
of 
Indonesia 
(UI) 

No specific 
generative AI 
policy at the 
Faculty of Law (FH 
UI). However, 
other UI faculties 
(FEB UI, FT UI) 
have general 
guidelines. 

Lecturers are 
encouraged to 
teach AI literacy 
and ethics, using 
seminars and tools 
to support research 
and writing. 

Students may use AI for 
brainstorming, proofreading, 
and correction, but it must be 
critical and transparent—and 
it should not replace the 
student’s own creativity. 

Gadjah 
Mada 

AI ethics and 
awareness 
activities exist 

Instructors are 
encouraged to 
build critical 

Students may use AI as a tool 
(research, drafting, 
brainstorming), but they 
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Law 
School 

Academic 
Integrity 
Statement on AI 

Guidelines for 
Instructors 

Guidelines/Prohibitions for 
Students 

University 
(UGM) 

(hallucinations, 
bias, privacy), but 
these are not yet 
included in the 
formal integrity 
code. 

thinking about AI 
about teaching, 
including ethical 
practices. Tools like 
NotebookLM 
support research 
based on cited 
sources. 

must cite sources, verify 
accuracy, and not rely 
entirely on AI output. 

Source: Secondary data, 2025 

Although generative AI is becoming a major concern in higher education 

worldwide, clear and formal regulations inside law schools in Indonesia are still 

quite limited. This is different from what has been happening in the United 

States, where many law schools have already set out explicit rules for AI—both 

in terms of academic integrity and everyday teaching practices. The goal of this 

study is to examine how far policy and guidance on generative AI has 

developed and how it is being applied in five Indonesian law schools: the 

University of Indonesia (UI), Gadjah Mada University (UGM), Brawijaya 

University (UB), Padjadjaran University (Unpad) and Airlangga University 

(Unair).  

UI’s Faculty of Law does not appear to have a clear written policy specifically 

governing the use of generative AI. Still, there is a clear direction toward 

building responsible AI literacy within the broader university approach. For 

instance, UI’s Faculty of Engineering and Faculty of Economics and Business 

have held seminars and created internal guidance on ethical AI use—such as 
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for proofreading, brainstorming initial ideas, and grammar correction, with a 

strong emphasis on transparency. 

UGM’s Faculty of Law has been more visible in encouraging open 

discussion about generative AI—its role and its risks. Through the Center for 

Technology and Regulation (CTRL), UGM has hosted seminars on ethics, 

regulation, and legal consequences of using generative AI. These discussions 

also highlight concerns like AI hallucinations, algorithmic bias, and privacy 

violations (Yahya et al., 2026).  In addition, UGM provided platforms such as 

NotebookLM—an AI research assistant—to encourage the use of AI while 

keeping original of references in place, helping reduce plagiarism risk and 

improving academic accuracy (law.ugm.ac.id, 2023). 

For Brawijaya University, Padjadjaran University, and Airlangga 

University, we did not find publicly available procedures, rules, or clear 

guidance on managing generative AI—whether for academics, administration, 

student conduct, or faculty expectation. We also did not locate any of official 

academic integrity statements or instructions for students and lecturers about 

using AI in learning activities, assignments or exams. Overall, this suggests a 

governance gap and the need to develop AI policies in Indonesia that are 

grounded in transparency, accountability, and academic integrity—an 

approach that some Indonesian universities have already begun to adopt. 

While UI and UGM seem to be moving earlier toward an ethical and 

literacy-based approach, other institutions still appear to be in early stages. 

More broadly, global trends suggest law schools should not only limit AI use 

in academic work, but also build students’ ability to use these tools responsibly. 

This aligns with widely recognized AI governance principles, including 

fairness, data security, reliability and openness (Floridi et al., 2018). 
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2. Building AI Literacy through Organized Training, Programs, and Flexible 

Teaching Models  

Relying only on traditional lecture—where students mainly listen 

passively—often fails to build the practical skills they need for real legal work. 

Even the case method (popular since Christopher Columbus Langdell at 

Harvard in the 1870s) can fall short if it focuses too narrowly on appellate 

decisions and overlooks other crucial parts of legal practice, such as legislation, 

regulation and the day-to-day realities of representing clients. Generative AI 

can support these established approaches rather than replace them. Used well, 

it can make learning more interactive and tailored to each student’s needs. 

AI is likely to reshape legal education and help bridge the gap between 

what law schools teach and what legal work increasingly requires. At the same 

time, AI raises serious concerns—especially around human judgment and 

algorithmic bias in decision-making. AI tools can improve productivity 

(Maskanah, 2025), but schools must ensure students still develop critical 

thinking and legal reasoning. One promising direction is blended learning: 

combining AI-supported activities with traditional methods like face-to-face 

teaching, group discussions and mentoring. In short, law schools should use AI 

to strengthen legal analysis—not to replace it. 

In the legal context, AI literacy is more than understanding the basic 

technology. It also includes understanding the ethical, legal, and knowledge-

related (epistemological) implications of using AI—such as how to judge 

reliability, how to avoid bias, and how to handle accountability when AI is 

involved. Many leading U.S. law schools have started major efforts to build AI 

literacy. For example, a LexisNexis survey found that 78% of law schools plan 

to teach students about generative AI technologies this spring (Lexisnexis.com). 

In addition, the American Bar Association (ABA) and the ABA Task Force on 
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Law and Legal Intelligence released results from an AI and Legal Education 

Survey: 55% of law schools reported offering specific classes on AI, and 83% 

pointed to curricular opportunities such as clinics where students can learn 

how to use AI tools properly. 

Harvard Law School has launched the “AI and the Law” program and 

created the Center on the Legal Profession, which brings AI studies into the 

broader professional training framework. The program helps students 

understand how AI affects litigation, negotiation, and cross-border legal 

practice. Harvard also uses simulation-based classes to explore how tools like 

ChatGPT and other NLP systems can be used correctly—or misused—in real-

world scenarios. 

Vanderbilt Law School also launched its Law & Innovation Program in 

2015 to prepare students for the future of legal practice through legal industry 

knowledge, legal technology, innovation, entrepreneurship, and access to legal 

services. In November 2023, Vanderbilt introduced the Vanderbilt AI Legal Lab 

(VAILL), which is designed specifically to integrate AI tools into legal 

education. VAILL offers AI-integrated courses, including a Generative AI for 

Legal Services Primer, covering AI ethics, rapid engineering, and practical 

applications for legal research and writing. Vanderbilt has also partnered with 

the legal tech company Aderant, integrating its AI assistant MADDI into 

student training modules to support complex legal research tasks. 

Several U.S. legal education institutions have also started AI-focused 

training labs—spaces where students learn hands-on while working with real 

legal and technological questions. For example, Stanford Law School partnered 

with the Stanford Institute for Human-Centered Artificial Intelligence (HAI) to 

create policy labs. In these labs, students analyze how AI policies affect the legal 

system, using an interdisciplinary approach that blends law, ethics, and 
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computer engineering. A similar idea was taken up by the Cleveland-Marshall 

College of Law, which opened a technology lab to train students in using 

widely available AI tools. The training covers areas such as e-discovery, 

document review, legal research, and more. The school also runs an annual 

conference and offers training programs, including cybersecurity and privacy 

protection (Yuliana, 2022) , along with an online certification program for e-

discovery technology professionals. Meanwhile, Hofstra Law launched its Law, 

Logic & Technology Research Lab in 2010. This lab focuses on creating and 

applying AI-based programs to make legal practice—and legal education—

more efficient and effective. 

Table 2. Comparison of AI Programs in Law Schools (US and Indonesia) 

Faculty of 
Law 

Name of Program/ 
Center/Activity 

Program Focus/AI 
Literacy Forms 

Pedagogical Model/ 
Approach 

Harvard Law 
School (USA) 

AI and the Law 
Program, Center on 
the Legal Profession 

AI integration in 
litigation, negotiation, 
and transnational law 

Simulation-based 
classes exploring 
uses and abuses of 
AI 

Vanderbilt 
Law School 
(USA) 

Program on Law & 
Innovation(2015) 

Legal technology, 
innovation, legal 
entrepreneurship, access 
to justice 

Industry-centered, 
innovation-focused 
curriculum 

Stanford Law 
School (USA) 

Policy Labs (with 
Stanford HAI) 

Evaluating how AI 
policies affect the legal 
system 

Interdisciplinary 
(law, ethics, 
computer 
engineering) 

Cleveland-
Marshall 

Legal Technology Lab 
E-discovery, legal 
research, privacy and 
cybersecurity training 

Annual conference 
and legal technology 
certification 
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Faculty of 
Law 

Name of Program/ 
Center/Activity 

Program Focus/AI 
Literacy Forms 

Pedagogical Model/ 
Approach 

College of 
Law (USA) 

Hofstra Law 
School (USA) 

Law, Logic & 
Technology Research 
Lab(2010) 

AI development to 
improve legal practice 
and education 

Project-based 
learning and 
experimentation 

Faculty of 
Law, 
University of 
Indonesia 
(ID) 

Seminar: “AI in 
Indonesian IPR” 
(2024) 

Using AI in intellectual 
property rights 

Interdisciplinary, 
non-permanent 
scientific seminar 

Faculty of 
Law, Gadjah 
Mada 
University 
(ID) 

Center for Law, 
Technology, RegTech 
& LegalTech 
Studies(CTRL UGM) 

Seminar: 
"Implementation of 
GenAI for Legal 
Research" (2024)—
ethical and technical 
reflection 

Discursive, 
reflective, case-
based pedagogy 

Source: Author's processed results, 2025 

In Indonesia, legal education is increasingly seen as a way to produce 

practicing legal professionals, not just develop legal scholarship. As a result, 

many law faculties have been shifting to being primarily “ready-to-study” 

centers to functioning more like professional training institutions (Agiyanto et 

al., 2021). Compared with the United States, several Indonesian law schools still 

do not have permanent, structured policies or programs that clearly regulate 

how AI should be used in teaching and learning. For example, the Faculty of 

Law at the University of Indonesia (UI) does not yet appear to have an official, 

ongoing AI training program. However, UI does actively hold scientific 

seminars on generative AI in legal contexts. To mark its 100th anniversary, UI’s 
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Faculty of Law organized a seminar titled "Artificial Intelligence in the 

Indonesian Intellectual Property Rights System." The event brought together 

speakers from the Faculty of Computer Science and the Faculty of Law, 

focusing on how AI can be used in areas such as intellectual property rights, 

higher education, and legal research.  

Similarly, at Gadjah Mada University (UGM), the Center for Law, 

Technology, RegTech & LegalTech Studies (CTRL UGM) actively encourages 

AI-related teaching and literacy efforts. One example is a limited seminar—

"Implementing Generative Artificial Intelligence for Legal Research"—held on 

November 1, 2024, together with Hukumonline. This seminar discussed the use 

of GenAI for legal research as well as related concerns such as AI ethics, 

plagiarism and bias. Meanwhile, at the time this compilation was prepared, we 

did not find reports of AI training programs, legal “labs,” or AI literacy 

activities at the law faculties of Unair, UB and Unpad based on the study 

material collected.  

In contrast, many U.S. law schools are giving students more direct 

opportunities to learn about AI—often through dedicated and practical 

learning settings. Some offer courses such as "AI & the Law," along with clinics 

or workshops related to advocacy. Others also describe ways students can 

engage with AI through collaborations with university departments like 

computer science or engineering. 

Because digital activity and related transactions are growing rapidly 

(Muslih & Supeno, 2022), some U.S. schools are moving quickly to keep up. For 

instance, UC Berkeley School of Law has introduced AI-focused courses and 

even launched a new LL.M. program specializing in Artificial Intelligence. 

Berkeley also formed an advisory board made up of industry leaders to help 

shape the curriculum, including representatives from organizations such as 
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Meta, the Allen Institute for AI, Infoblox, Anthropic, and civil society groups, 

along with groups working on responsible innovation. At Northwestern 

Pritzker School of Law, students can take courses like “AI and Legal 

Reasoning,” and there is also the Law and Technology Initiative, a partnership 

between Northwestern Law, the McCormick School of Engineering, and 

external partners. 

3. Using AI Monitoring and Detection to Protect Academic Standards 
AI research and regulation are meant to strike a balance: encouraging 

innovation while also limiting the harms that AI can cause. But as AI tools 

spread quickly, so does the risk that they will be misused (Nurmansyah et al., 

2024). In legal education, “academic standards” usually mean things like: 

authenticity of student work (it is really their own), accuracy of legal analysis, 

and independent, original argumentation. Today, generative AI tools such as 

ChatGPT or Copilot make it easier to draft text quickly. That can raise serious 

concerns, including plagiarism, automation bias (accepting AI output too 

readily), or legal arguments that sound persuasive but are not grounded in real 

critical thinking. That is why AI-based monitoring and detection tools—such as 

plagiarism detectors, learning behavior analytics, and generative AI trackers—

can be a practical support mechanism. 

AI detection systems (e.g., Turnitin, which is developing AI-generated 

content detection) can help lecturers and institutions spot potential issues 

early—before students submit work that violate academic ethics (Cotton et al., 

2024). In the U.S., many law schools have started using AI detection features 

(including Turnitin's AI detection) to encourage assignments that reflect 

students’ own effort—not just automated AI output. Importantly, these tools 

are best treated as helpers, not automatic “judges” of academic dishonesty. 
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For instance, Chicago Law School set a strict generative AI policy for the 

Fall Quarter of 2023, consistent with its approach to AI detection. Under their 

integrity guideline, automated text generation without meaningful human 

input is considered plagiarism—regardless of whether it is attributed. In this 

model, instructors may use detection technology to support enforcement of that 

rule. It is worth noting, however, that available findings are still preliminary 

and need further validation. In Indonesian, requirements for final work (e.g., 

theses, dissertations, and journal writing) often use similarity threshold—

commonly around 30%--using AI-detection or similarity-check algorithms. At 

the same time, many universities are also working to strengthen AI ethics 

guidance. If detection tools are used ethically—transparent, fairly, and 

responsibly—they can help Indonesian universities strengthen academic 

integrity and respond to digital disruption. 

One major limitation is that detection tools can produce false positives, 

especially for non-native English writers (Liang et al., 2023). That risk becomes 

even more serious if the institution does not provide prior training and 

explanation. So, any monitoring system should be paired with clear 

institutional norms that are transparent (students know what’s being checked 

and why), fair (results are interpreted carefully), and respectful of academic 

integrity. 

4. National AI Governance Framework and Building Institutional Structures  

Even though many universities have started drafting their own policies 

for teaching, research, and administration, campus-level rules will not be 

effective unless they are supported by strong state regulation and government 

institutions that stay responsive to technological change and social impacts. In 

other words, the university is only one part of a much broader AI governance 

ecosystem—one that also involves ethics, law, economics, and even national 
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security. We can think of it as an “academic ecology” connected to wider 

national systems. 

A major challenge is that AI often advances faster than the legal 

framework can keep up (Arifin et al., 2025), making it difficult to write laws in 

time (Saputra & Bene, 2024). Because of that, control is needed not just 

technological, but also institutionally and ethically. The United States—being 

an early leader in AI—has taken steps to address this through national, 

institutionalized planning. In 2023, President Biden signed Executive Order 

14110, which required government agencies to develop an AI oversight 

framework to ensure AI is deployed safely and reliably while still following 

democratic principles. 

Under the order, federal agencies had 60 days to appoint a CAIO (Chief 

AI Officer) and set up an AI Governance Board. This board is expected to 

review AI risk, monitor compliance, and ensure AI systems do not violate civil 

rights or non-discrimination laws. The National Science and Technology 

Council and the President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology 

(PCAST) advise the government and help connect academic and industry 

stakeholders (Whittlestone & Clark, 2021). In addition, the National Institute of 

Standards and Technology (NIST) supports risk-management approaches, 

while the White House’s Blueprint for an AI Bill of Rights reinforced ethical 

foundation for responsible AI use—including in higher education. As a result, 

universities and law schools have begun building internal governance 

structures too. For instance, Stanford and MIT have internal AI governance 

committees, while law schools like Georgetown Law and NYU Law have 

adopted rules for academic work and scholarly writing that emphasize 

transparency and algorithmic auditing.  
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In Indonesia, the government also tried to move toward national AI 

governance, though the implementation is still developing. The Agency for the 

Assessment and Application of Technology (BPPT) released the National 

Strategy for Artificial Intelligence (Stranas KA) in 2020 as a starting point for 

building a national AI governance framework. The strategy prioritizes areas 

such as health, bureaucratic reform, education and research, food security, 

mobility, and smart cities (BPPT, 2020). Another important step is Circular 

Letter No. 9 of 2023 concerning AI Ethics, issued by the Minister of 

Communication and Informatics. This circular lay out seven AI ethics 

principles: inclusiveness, responsibility, transparency, fairness, security, data 

protection, and compliance with law and human rights. These principles are 

drawn from UNESCO’s Recommendation on the Ethics of Artificial Intelligence 

(UNESCO, 2021), as well as standards from the OECD and the EU. However, 

because this is soft law (not legally binding), its impact depends largely on how 

seriously each organization implements it. 

From the perspective of Indonesia’s current legal system, there is still no 

fully defined, binding national framework that clearly guides all stakeholders. 

Research suggests that when a country does not have a holistic public policy, 

universities may respond by creating sector-by-sector rules that are not always 

consistent, may reflect institutional bias, and often lack strong cross-sector 

accountability (Floridi et al., 2018). Even where ethical guidelines are 

emerging—both nationally and through campus initiatives in the United 

States—these efforts can still be limited when there is no federal-level 

legislation that is binding for everyone (Nannini et al., n.d.). Without 

enforceable, coordinated governance, regulations become fragmented, leading 

to unequal protection of users’ rights—especially students and lecturers. 

Ultimately, if campus and state laws do not work together, AI regulation of in 
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higher education risks being erratic and reactive, rather than proactive, fair, and 

consistent. 

 

IV. CONCLUSIONS  

This study shows that managing artificial intelligence (AI) in legal education 

cannot rely on ethics alone. It needs a combined approach that brings together 

ethical guidance, teaching and clear regulatory support. By comparing the United 

States and Indonesia, the study finds that the U.S. has built more flexible 

institutional systems and clearer academic policies, while Indonesia still lacks a 

coherent, binding AI framework for higher education. The main novelty of this 

research is a multi-layered AI governance model that connects several elements—

institutional academic policies, AI literacy, adaptable pedagogical methods, and AI 

monitoring mechanisms—within a wider national regulatory setting. Unlike earlier 

studies that mainly discussed ethics in general terms, this work turns AI 

governance into practical institutional and classroom strategies that law schools can 

apply. Overall, the study concludes that effective AI governance is essential to make 

sure AI supports learning—strengthening academic integrity and professional 

ethics in legal education— rather than undermining them. 
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