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Executive Summary
The legal industry has become one of the most internally AI-adopted professions in America. Per a 2025 
Clio survey, 79% of legal professionals now use AI tools. Per a SurePoint State of the Legal Industry 
report released in early 2026, a majority of mid-sized firms have formally adopted generative AI. Large 
firms are further ahead: 87% of firms with 100+ attorneys now use AI, per Clio. Per an ABA Tech Survey, 
46% of firms with 100+ attorneys report AI adoption across their practice.

At the same time, the legal industry is almost invisible to AI. When a consumer or business asks 
ChatGPT, Claude, Perplexity, or Google AI Mode to recommend a lawyer, a firm, or a specialist — the 
answer that comes back is drawn from a tight cartel of approximately seven ranking directories. 
Chambers, Legal500, Super Lawyers, Best Lawyers, Martindale, Avvo, and Justia dominate the AI citation 
layer across virtually every legal query category. Individual law firms — including the most prestigious 
ones in America — appear inside those directories but rarely as independent voices. Zero law-focused 
editorial sources appear in the top results for any legal query we tested.

That gap between internal adoption and external visibility is the paradox at the center of this report. 
Lawyers use AI to work faster. They have not yet addressed whether AI will find them. And the window 
during which they can address this is shorter than most firms realize. The legal answer space in 
generative AI is still uncrowded for most practice areas and most markets. Firms that invest in 
generative engine optimization (GEO) in the next 12 to 24 months will establish citation authority before 
competitive density arrives — and will dominate client acquisition for the next decade. Firms that wait 
will watch their existing directory-driven marketing infrastructure quietly stop working.

This report synthesizes adoption data from seven major industry surveys, an original AI citation audit 
conducted jointly by Haute Lawyer Network and 5W across multiple high-value legal queries and eight 
Am Law firms, and an applied framework for how lawyers and firms should respond. The action sections 
— covering LinkedIn optimization, Wikipedia and Knowledge Graph presence, schema.org markup, 
editorial authority strategy, digital influencer activation, and state-by-state compliance — are designed 
to be operationalized by firms of any size.



Part 1. The Adoption Paradox: How Lawyers Actually 
Use AI

1.1 The adoption numbers
The legal industry has crossed a meaningful threshold in the past 18 months. The SurePoint 2025 State 
of the Legal Industry report, released in early 2026, documents that a majority of mid-sized firms have 
formally adopted generative AI — most commonly Microsoft Copilot. The figure varies dramatically 
depending on how the question is framed.

• Clio 2025 Legal Trends Report: 79% of legal professionals report using AI, unchanged from 2024. 
Large law firms lead at 87%, solo firms at 71%.

• AffiniPay/MyCase 2025 Legal Industry Report: 31% of individual lawyers use generative AI 
personally for work, up from 27% in 2023. Firm-wide adoption stands at 21%.

• ABA 2025 Technology Survey: 30% of responding attorneys use AI, with adoption concentrated 
in the largest firms — 46% at firms with 100+ attorneys, 30% at 10-49 lawyer firms, 18% at solo 
firms.

• Thomson Reuters Generative AI in Professional Services Report 2025: Share of legal 
organizations actively integrating generative AI rose from 14% in 2024 to 26% in 2025.

• Embroker 2024 Survey: 78% of US law firms were not using any AI tools at all as of year-end 
2024.

• SurePoint 2025: 63% of mid-sized firms have formally adopted generative AI. 81% of firm 
leaders report internal concern about reliability.

The spread across these surveys — from 21% to 79% — reflects real confusion about what "AI adoption" 
means. A lawyer using ChatGPT in the margin of their day counts as adoption. A firm with an enterprise 
contract for Thomson Reuters CoCounsel counts as adoption. The two data points are not the same 
thing, and conflating them has made the legal industry’s real AI position harder to read than it should 
be.

The best synthesis: roughly one in three individual lawyers use AI daily or weekly. Roughly one in five 
firms have formal AI adoption with policies and tooling. The gap between those two numbers is where 
most of the industry’s live AI risk lives.

Adoption by firm size

Adoption gaps by firm size are extreme. Per the AffiniPay 2025 Legal Industry Report of more than 2,800 
legal professionals, firms with 51 or more lawyers report 39% generative AI adoption — nearly double 
the 20% rate at firms with 50 or fewer lawyers. The ABA 2025 Tech Survey draws the divide differently 
but tells the same story: 46% of firms with 100+ attorneys use AI, 30% of firms with 10-49 lawyers, 18% 
of solo attorneys. Clio’s 2025 figures are even sharper at the top: 87% of large firms report AI usage, 
versus 71% of solo firms.

The implication: large firms are running meaningfully ahead of small firms on AI integration, and the gap 
is widening. Large firms have the capital to fund enterprise licenses, the IT infrastructure to deploy tools 
securely, the training budgets to change lawyer behavior, and the governance structures to set AI 



policies. Solo and small-firm attorneys experiment with consumer AI tools individually but rarely have 
firm-wide integration. This matters for visibility because large firms also have the resources to fund GEO 
infrastructure — the same firms running ahead on adoption will run ahead on visibility once they start 
paying attention to it.

Adoption by practice area

Per the AffiniPay 2025 report, individual AI adoption varies sharply by practice area. Immigration leads 
at 47% of individual practitioners using AI. Personal injury (37%), civil litigation (36%), criminal law (28%), 
family law (26%), and trusts and estates (25%) follow. At the firm-wide level, the order reshuffles: civil 
litigation leads at 27% firm-wide adoption, personal injury and family law tie at 20%, trusts and estates 
and criminal law tie at 18%, with immigration trailing at 17% despite leading individual adoption.

This inversion is revealing. Immigration practitioners adopt AI individually at higher rates than any other 
group — because the practice is document-heavy, volume-driven, and deeply structured in ways that AI 
accelerates particularly well. But immigration firms are disproportionately solo and small practices, 
which explains the low firm-wide adoption. Civil litigation, which includes corporate litigation at large 
firms, leads firm-wide adoption because those firms have the institutional infrastructure to integrate AI 
tools at scale.

Adoption by region

Per Thomson Reuters’ Generative AI in Professional Services Report 2025, active AI integration among 
US legal organizations rose from 14% in 2024 to 26% in 2025 — an 86% year-over-year jump. Regional 
breakouts are less public, but firm-level evidence suggests coastal markets (NYC, California, DC) lead 
adoption, while regional firms in the Southeast, Midwest, and Texas are catching up quickly. 
International firms — A&O Shearman, Clifford Chance, Baker McKenzie — have been among the earliest 
enterprise adopters of major legal AI tools, which has had the effect of pulling their US offices ahead of 
US-only competitors.

1.2 The Legal AI Tool Stack
Understanding AI adoption requires understanding which tools lawyers are actually using. The category 
has consolidated around six major players over the past 24 months, and the adoption math for each is 
instructive.

Harvey is the category leader in legal-specific generative AI by any measure. Founded in 2022 with seed 
funding from the OpenAI Startup Fund, Harvey had more than 1,000 customers in 60 countries by March 
2026, including 50% of the Am Law 100. The company surpassed $100 million in annual recurring 
revenue by August 2025 and reached an $8 billion valuation in December 2025 after a Series E funding 
round led by Andreessen Horowitz. Flagship deployments include A&O Shearman (4,000 staff across 43 
jurisdictions; 2,000 lawyers using ContractMatrix daily; 30% reduction in contract review time) and CMS 
(7,000 lawyers across 21 member firms in more than 50 countries; 118 hours saved per lawyer per year, 
or roughly 30 minutes per day). Harvey is a multi-model orchestrator, routing different query types to 
foundation models from OpenAI, Anthropic, and Google.

Thomson Reuters CoCounsel Legal is the incumbent challenger. Thomson Reuters launched CoCounsel 
Legal in August 2025, combining legal research, agentic guided workflows, and Deep Research grounded 
in Westlaw and Practical Law content. By February 2026, the company reported CoCounsel had reached 



one million users. In February 2026, Thomson Reuters disclosed it was developing a proprietary large 
language model specifically for legal, tax, and compliance use cases. Morgan Lewis, a top-ten Am Law 
firm, has been a flagship early adopter of the agentic capabilities. CoCounsel’s integration with 
document management systems via federated search is a meaningful technical differentiator for firms 
with millions of documents in their DMS.

Lexis Protégé (LexisNexis) is CoCounsel’s direct competitor. Lexis introduced agentic AI capabilities in 
Protégé in August 2024, then expanded to Protégé General AI in August 2025 — letting users toggle 
between authoritative legal AI (Lexis-grounded) and general-purpose models within one secure 
workspace. In June 2025, LexisNexis and Harvey announced a strategic alliance to integrate Lexis 
primary law and Shepard’s Citations into the Harvey platform, which positions Lexis’s content layer 
inside Harvey’s customer base.

Microsoft Copilot is the mass-market generalist tool. Per the ABA 2025 Tech Survey, more than half 
(52%) of law firms are using or considering ChatGPT, with Thomson Reuters CoCounsel at 26% and 
Lexis+ AI at 24%. Separate data suggests Copilot adoption in legal is climbing rapidly as Microsoft’s 
enterprise licensing brings AI into the standard workflow for firms already on Microsoft 365. Early major-
firm adopters identified by Microsoft include DLA Piper and Clifford Chance. A March 2025 qualitative 
study found Copilot effective for routine tasks — meeting notes, email drafting, summarization — but 
less so for complex reasoning or specialized legal workflows.

Bloomberg Law Answers launched on January 14, 2025, integrating AI-generated responses with 
citations into Bloomberg Law Search. It is used primarily by firms and in-house counsel already on 
Bloomberg Law subscriptions.

Agentic workflows — AI systems that plan, reason, and execute multi-step tasks rather than responding 
to individual prompts — emerged as the defining 2025 capability across the category. In April 2025, A&O 
Shearman and Harvey launched agentic AI agents targeting antitrust filing analysis, cybersecurity, fund 
formation, and loan review. Thomson Reuters launched CoCounsel Legal with agentic workflows in 
August 2025. Lexis introduced agentic capabilities in Protégé in August 2024 and expanded throughout 
2025. Practitioners have urged caution: there is no shared industry definition of "agent," and the risk 
profile of a tool that drafts for human review is meaningfully different from one that executes multi-step 
workflows without oversight.

1.3 What lawyers actually use AI for
Per the SurePoint 2025 report, citing Bloomberg Law survey data, the most common applications of 
generative AI among lawyers are:

• Legal research: 40% of AI users

• Drafting communications: 25%

• Summarizing legal narratives: 23%

• Reviewing legal documents: 19%

• Drafting or templating contracts: 13%

• Reviewing discovery: 11%

• Due diligence: 8%



Notable: senior associates with five to nine years of experience show the highest adoption rates, above 
75%, per Bloomberg Law. Junior associates and partners lag. The middle of the seniority pyramid — 
associates with enough experience to trust their own judgment but still doing meaningful drafting and 
research — is the segment that has integrated AI most deeply into daily practice.

1.4 What’s blocking firm-wide adoption
Three factors show up consistently across every survey as barriers to firm-wide AI integration:

Data privacy. 41% of lawyers in Embroker’s 2024 survey cited data privacy as a primary concern with AI 
adoption. This is particularly acute in litigation and white-collar practice, where attorney-client privilege 
and work product rules constrain what can be processed through consumer AI tools.

Hallucination risk. 75% of lawyers in the ABA Tech Survey cited AI hallucination concerns as the reason 
they have been hesitant to implement AI. This is a defensible fear: see Section 1.5 below.

Billing model conflicts. 40% of law firm respondents in the Thomson Reuters 2025 report believe AI will 
lead to an increase in non-hourly billing methods. Clio CEO Jack Newton has described a "structural 
incompatibility" between AI-driven productivity and hourly billing — if an AI reduces a five-hour task to 
one hour, the billable shrinks by 80% despite equal output. This has led some firms to actively slow AI 
adoption to preserve billable revenue.

On top of these, a fourth factor: 53% of firms have no AI policy, or respondents are unaware of one, per 
Clio 2025. Only 30% of firms explicitly allow and encourage AI use. 12% allow but do not encourage. 5% 
explicitly prohibit it.

1.5 The hallucination liability problem
Per the SurePoint 2025 report, citing Damien Charlotin’s database of AI hallucination cases, US courts 
recorded 487 instances of AI errors or hallucinations in court filings in 2025, more than 10 times the 
2024 total. Licensed attorneys accounted for 37.8% of these problematic filings.

This is not a theoretical risk. It is an active and accelerating malpractice exposure. Firms and individual 
attorneys are being sanctioned, fined, and in some cases referred to state bars for discipline based on 
AI-generated fabrications that made it into actual court filings. The number is climbing, not falling. It is 
likely to double again in 2026.

WHY THIS MATTERS FOR VISIBILITY
The hallucination problem creates a second-order opportunity for firms that do the work correctly. 
Firms that publish original commentary on responsible AI use in legal practice become quotable 
sources on a topic the trade press will cover constantly for the next two years. Thought leadership 
on AI ethics is itself a GEO visibility strategy — it produces the exact kind of content LLMs surface 
in their answers.

1.6 The generational split
Per the Clio 2025 Legal Trends Report, AI adoption varies sharply by generation. 28% of Millennials are 
likely to use AI widely in their firms, compared to just 5% of Baby Boomers. The Gen Z figure is 
surprising: only 13%, lower than Millennials despite being the most digitally native generation. Clio’s 



explanation: Gen Z lawyers, typically in junior roles, "have less freedom to experiment with new tools" 
than mid-level associates who have established trust with partners and can set their own workflows.

This has two implications. First, the firms adopting AI fastest are the ones where mid-level associates 
have the autonomy to integrate new tools into their own workflows — typically large firms with strong 
associate pipelines. Second, there is a gap between "AI in the hands of the associate drafting the memo" 
and "AI in the hands of the partner signing it." The second is where liability lives.



Part 2. The Visibility Paradox: How AI Finds (or Doesn’t 
Find) Lawyers

2.1 Audit methodology
The internal AI adoption numbers in Part 1 are well-documented across seven major surveys. The 
external visibility numbers are not. Until this report, there has been no systematic audit of how legal 
queries are being answered in the AI citation layer.

Haute Lawyer Network and 5W jointly conducted an original audit across three query types:

• Finder queries: "best [practice] lawyer [city]" — representing the high-intent consumer and 
business queries that drive initial client acquisition.

• Decision queries: "how do I find a [practice] lawyer" and similar — representing the educational 
queries where AI models seek authoritative sources.

• Elite queries: "best M&A law firm US," "top securities lawyer" — representing the sophisticated 
institutional queries where Am Law 100 firms should dominate.

Queries were run across multiple practice areas including personal injury, corporate/M&A, estate 
planning, family, immigration, criminal defense, IP, and bankruptcy. We also ran firm-specific queries 
against three Am Law 100 firms (Cravath, Kirkland & Ellis, Skadden) to test whether the largest firms in 
America can out-rank the ranking directories for their own areas of expertise.

The audit used open-web search results as a proxy for AI citation behavior. This has an acknowledged 
limitation: ChatGPT, Claude, and Perplexity do not always cite the same sources that appear in open-
web search. However, the correlation is high, particularly for authority-driven queries, because LLMs are 
trained on and retrieve from the same web corpus. We note specific cases where AI Overview results 
were captured directly. A full Tier 3 audit — running queries through ChatGPT, Claude, and Perplexity 
directly — is recommended as a follow-on phase.

2.2 The Directory Cartel
Across every query type tested, a small set of ranking directories dominates the legal AI citation layer. 
This is the central finding of the audit.

For finder queries like "best personal injury lawyer NYC":

• Super Lawyers (Thomson Reuters property) consistently owns top position

• Justia typically ranks immediately below or alongside

• Avvo, Martindale, FindLaw round out the top tier

• Individual law firm websites appear below all of these

For decision queries like "how do I find a personal injury lawyer":

• Nolo and its sister property AllLaw dominate educational content

• FindLaw owns directory-driven educational content



• LegalMatch appears as a matching-directory hybrid

• Morgan & Morgan — "America’s Largest Personal Injury Law Firm" — is the only individual firm 
that consistently shows up on national decision queries

For elite queries like "best M&A law firm US":

• Chambers (Chambers USA and Chambers Global) owns multiple positions

• Legal 500 owns parallel positions

• Bloomberg Law (league tables) appears with transaction data

• Vault, Best Lawyers, Leaders League round out the ranking layer

• Individual firms — even Cravath, Kirkland, Skadden — appear inside these directories, not as 
independent voices

Across all query types, approximately seven directory properties own the vast majority of the legal AI 
citation layer. Chambers, Legal 500, Super Lawyers, Best Lawyers, Martindale, Avvo, and Justia. Different 
practice areas favor different combinations. Different query types favor different combinations. But the 
cartel is the cartel.

2.3 The Case of Cravath: Even the Elite Can’t Beat the Cartel
Cravath, Swaine & Moore is more than 200 years old, universally considered one of the three or four 
most prestigious law firms in America, and is home to some of the most respected M&A lawyers in the 
world. When we searched "Cravath, Swaine & Moore M&A expertise insights" — a query that should 
surface Cravath’s own content first — the top six results were:

1. Legal 500 profile of Cravath’s M&A practice

2. Chambers USA profile of Cravath’s Corporate/M&A practice

3. Cravath’s own Private Equity practice page

4. Cravath’s own M&A practice page

5. Cravath’s own M&A Litigation page

6. Chambers Global profile of Cravath’s international M&A practice

The ranking directories beat Cravath’s own content for Cravath’s own practice area. The one bright spot: 
Cravath co-publishes its "Quarterly Review" on the Harvard Law School Forum on Corporate 
Governance. That editorial partnership gets picked up and cited in ways Cravath’s own site cannot 
replicate. This is the only authoritative editorial citation Cravath has built for itself — and it is a model 
worth studying.

2.4 Kirkland & Skadden: Same Pattern, Same Problem
Kirkland & Ellis is the largest law firm in the US by gross revenue — $8.8 billion in 2024, per American 
Lawyer data. Skadden was the first US law firm ever to cross $1 billion in revenue. Both are top-tier Am 
Law 10 firms. Both show the same pattern:



• Kirkland & Ellis M&A queries: Chambers (×2), GlobalData trade press coverage (×3), 
Kirkland.com (×2), and notably Wikipedia appearing as a top-5 result — confirming the 
Knowledge Graph layer matters.

• Skadden M&A queries: Chambers (×2), Best Lawyers, Best Law Firms, Vault, ICLG, Skadden.com. 
Skadden’s own site ranks slightly better than Cravath’s or Kirkland’s — likely because Skadden 
publishes a quarterly "Skadden Insights" which the search engines treat as editorial content 
rather than marketing.

The pattern is consistent. The three most prestigious M&A firms in America cannot own their own 
practice-area visibility. The directories own it. Even when the individual firms rank on their own queries, 
they rank behind Chambers, Legal 500, or the relevant trade press.

2.5 Zero Editorial Presence
Across every query type tested, zero legal-focused editorial publications appear as authoritative sources 
in the top results. No ABA Journal. No American Lawyer. No Law.com. No Law360. No Bloomberg Law 
editorial. The trade press that covers the legal industry does not appear in the answer set when AI is 
asked to name lawyers or firms.

This is significant. In every other high-visibility vertical, editorial publications anchor the AI citation layer. 
Health queries pull from Mayo Clinic, WebMD, Cleveland Clinic — hospital systems with strong editorial 
content. Finance queries pull from Investopedia, NerdWallet, The Wall Street Journal — editorial 
properties with strong authority signals. Legal has no equivalent. The ranking directories — essentially 
pay-to-list structured databases — occupy the slot that editorial authority occupies in other verticals.

This is the opening for any publisher willing to invest in serious legal editorial content. Haute Lawyer 
Network is positioned to become the Mayo Clinic of legal practice discovery — a Google News-indexed 
editorial platform that AI models treat as authoritative when answering questions about lawyers and 
legal services. Most of the work required is editorial execution and technical GEO infrastructure. The 
category is wide open.

2.6 Practice Area Deep-Dives

Personal Injury

Highest-intent consumer legal query category. Winners in the citation layer: Super Lawyers and Justia 
for local finder queries; Nolo and FindLaw for educational queries; Morgan & Morgan as the only firm 
with national citation presence. Individual PI firms compete aggressively for local SEO via pay-per-click 
and the directories — but have almost no independent AI presence. The opportunity for a mid-size PI 
firm is stark: no one has moved seriously into GEO yet. Per the AffiniPay 2025 report, personal injury 
firms showed the highest interest in replacing administrative functions with AI — more interest in AI for 
internal productivity than any other practice area. The internal-adoption, external-visibility gap is wider 
in PI than anywhere else.

Corporate / M&A

Elite institutional queries. Winners: Chambers, Legal 500, Bloomberg Law, Vault, Best Lawyers for 
practice-area queries; individual Am Law 10 firms appear only inside the directories. The AffiniPay 2025 
report shows civil litigation firms (including much of corporate litigation) lead firm-wide adoption at 27% 



— higher than any other practice area. But the visibility gap at the top of the market is severe: Cravath, 
Kirkland, Skadden cannot out-rank the ranking directories for their own expertise. The Harvard Law 
School Forum on Corporate Governance represents a rare editorial asset that Am Law firms can build. 
Very few have.

Estate Planning / Trusts

High-value practice area with aging client base — but increasingly also a younger cohort of founders, 
tech executives, and inherited-wealth clients who are AI-native. Winners: Justia, Super Lawyers, Best 
Lawyers, Avvo. One bright spot: institutional sources like NYC Bar appear in results, which is rare across 
the audit. State and city bar associations are quiet winners in legal AI citation for estate planning 
because they have strong domain authority and editorial rigor. Firms that partner with or publish on bar 
association platforms gain citation benefit. AffiniPay 2025: 25% of trusts and estates practitioners use AI 
individually; 18% of T&E firms have firm-wide adoption.

Family Law / Divorce

High-intent consumer category with strong local concentration. Winners: Super Lawyers, FindLaw, Avvo, 
Nolo educational content. Morgan & Morgan’s model (national brand, heavy PR investment, strong 
citation presence) has not yet been replicated in family law — the opportunity for a national family law 
brand is still open. AffiniPay 2025: 26% of family law practitioners use AI personally; 20% of family law 
firms have firm-wide adoption.

Immigration

Leads the profession in individual AI adoption — 47% per AffiniPay 2025 — but firm-wide adoption is the 
lowest of any practice area at 17%. This reflects the structure of immigration practice: many solo and 
small firms, heavy document-volume workflows that AI accelerates, but limited institutional 
infrastructure for formal AI policies. Visibility gap: immigration queries are dominated by large national 
firms (Fragomen, Ogletree Deakins immigration practices) and by directory rankings. Significant 
opportunity for mid-size and specialty immigration practices to establish AI visibility.

Criminal Defense

28% individual AI adoption per AffiniPay 2025; 18% firm-wide. Query results dominated by Super 
Lawyers, FindLaw, and local firm websites. Ethical constraints around AI in criminal defense (privileged 
communications, client files, court submissions) are particularly acute — this practice area will be 
disproportionately affected by the hallucination liability problem discussed in Section 1.5.

Intellectual Property

Smaller practice area for the purposes of AI visibility, but disproportionately high-value. IP queries favor: 
specialized rankings (IAM Patent 1000, Managing IP), Chambers IP rankings, and large-firm IP practice 
pages. Boutique IP firms with serious technical expertise have an opportunity to publish original 
research and establish AI citation position that the Am Law firms have not yet claimed.

Bankruptcy

Moderate practice area for AI visibility. Queries dominated by Justia, Super Lawyers, FindLaw 
educational content, and a small set of well-known consumer bankruptcy firms. The institutional 



bankruptcy practice (Chapter 11 restructuring) is dominated by Chambers rankings and specific ranking 
publications. Opportunity for mid-size consumer bankruptcy practices to own local AI citation positions.

2.7 Why the Legal Industry Is Behind: Six Specific Reasons
"Not ready" is an editorializing phrase. The data supports a more specific claim: the legal industry is 
approximately six quarters behind where consumer AI search behavior already is. This lag is not the 
result of one factor. It is the combined effect of six specific structural and behavioral drivers.

1. Consumer AI adoption has outpaced professional response. Per 2025 Pew Research and 
corroborating industry data cited in legal marketing literature, approximately 61% of American adults 
now use AI tools for research and information gathering. LLM-referred traffic to legal websites more 
than doubled between early 2024 and mid-2025, per analysis published in legal marketing venues. But 
per the 2025 Legal Marketing Association benchmark studies, only a small minority of law firm 
marketing departments report having a formal GEO strategy in place — meaning consumer behavior has 
shifted faster than firm response.

2. AI Overviews are now on 23.6% of legal queries — and 57.9% of question-style legal queries. Per 
Ahrefs’ analysis of 146 million desktop SERPs published in late 2025, Google AI Overviews appear on 
roughly 1 in 5 searches overall, but on 23.6% of legal (Your Money or Your Life, per Google’s 
classification) queries. For question-style searches — exactly the queries prospective clients run before 
hiring a lawyer — AI Overviews appear 57.9% of the time. For queries of 7 or more words (high-intent 
long-tail legal queries), AI Overviews appear 46.4% of the time. The majority of legal discovery queries 
now trigger an AI-generated answer by default.

3. Zero-click behavior is absorbing legal client journeys. Zero-click searches — where the user gets an 
answer without clicking any result — are now the default for many legal queries. Per Martindale-Avvo’s 
2026 consumer research, a "True Contacts Multiplier" of approximately 2.1 applies to attorney 
marketing: for every 10 contacts a firm tracks as direct leads from a profile, roughly 11 more contacts 
are happening off-platform after prospective clients see the firm but do not click through. The AI citation 
layer is now a primary touchpoint that existing marketing analytics do not capture, which leaves firms 
underestimating their visibility gaps.

4. Law firm marketing departments are structured for the previous era. Most mid-size and large firm 
marketing functions have been built around four pillars: SEO, paid search, content marketing, and 
directory listings. None of these pillars map cleanly to GEO. SEO optimizes for ranked pages, not 
extracted claims. Paid search targets click-through, not citation. Content marketing produces marketing-
voice content that LLMs discount. Directory listings are already saturated and AI treats them as a single 
source category. Per the 2026 First Page Sage analysis of 43 GEO agencies serving law firms, the 
category of legal-specific GEO providers only emerged commercially in 2024 — meaning most firms have 
not had a credible vendor option to buy GEO services until recently.

5. Ethical and regulatory caution has compounded the lag. Per the ABA’s own analysis published in Law 
Practice Magazine in March 2026, lawyers have been slower than other professionals to engage with AI-
search visibility strategies in part because state bar advertising rules have not clearly addressed whether 
AI-generated content in marketing requires disclosure, whether AI-assisted bio content implicates 
advertising rules, or whether publishing content for AI citation qualifies as solicitation in certain 
contexts. This regulatory ambiguity has caused many firms to wait for clearer guidance before investing 
— which has simply pushed the gap wider.



6. The 2025 hallucination cases made firms defensive. The 487 AI hallucination cases documented in US 
court filings in 2025 (per Charlotin, via SurePoint 2025) — 10x the 2024 total, with 37.8% involving 
licensed attorneys — caused many firms to recoil from AI adoption generally. The behavioral effect has 
been to conflate two distinct risks: the risk of using AI to draft court filings (genuine, with real sanctions) 
and the risk of being invisible to AI in client discovery (also genuine, with real revenue consequences). 
Firms that focused on the first risk often neglected the second.

Taken together, these six drivers explain why firms are six quarters behind. The good news is that none 
of them are permanent. Consumer AI usage continues to grow, which only raises the stakes of inaction. 
AI Overview rates are climbing further. Regulatory guidance is emerging. Hallucination risk can be 
managed. And marketing departments can be retooled. The firms that act in the next 12 months will 
close the gap. The firms that wait will find the cost of closing it has risen significantly.



Part 3. How LLMs Actually Index Information
The single biggest gap in how law firms are thinking about AI visibility is that they still think of AI like a 
search engine. It is not. LLMs operate on fundamentally different signals. What follows is a practitioner’s 
guide to how generative AI actually indexes information — and why standard SEO thinking produces the 
wrong outcomes when applied to LLM visibility.

3.1 LLMs Extract Claims, Not Pages
Google ranks pages. LLMs extract claims. This sounds like a distinction without a difference. It is actually 
the most important difference in the entire GEO landscape.

When a Google user searches "best estate planning lawyer NYC," Google returns a ranked list of 10 
pages, and the user decides which to click. The page that ranks #1 has won by multiple signals — 
backlinks, domain authority, keyword density, user engagement. But the user still sees a menu, not an 
answer.

When an LLM is asked the same question, there is no menu. The LLM reads the underlying content on 
each candidate page, extracts specific claims about specific lawyers, and synthesizes those claims into an 
answer. If the page that ranks #1 on Google is full of marketing language — "we are the premier firm," 
"we have decades of experience," "we fight for justice" — the LLM has nothing to extract. There are no 
specific factual claims in marketing copy. The LLM moves to a different source that makes cleaner 
claims.

This is why directory listings win. Directory listings are factual. Jane Smith practices estate planning in 
New York. She graduated from Columbia in 2004. She is licensed in New York and New Jersey. She has 
been recognized by Super Lawyers in 2022, 2023, 2024. These are claims. They can be extracted. They 
appear in AI answers. A law firm bio that says "Jane is an accomplished attorney dedicated to serving her 
clients" cannot be extracted. It is rhetoric, not fact.

The first rule of writing for LLM visibility: write in extractable claims. Specific facts. Specific dates. 
Specific credentials. Specific practice area definitions. If a sentence cannot be lifted out of context and 
still be true, an LLM cannot use it.

3.2 The Training Layer vs. the Retrieval Layer
Different LLMs handle fresh content differently. Understanding this determines whether a firm’s content 
can appear in answers at all.

ChatGPT has a training cutoff (currently October 2024 for GPT-4o, earlier for older models) and a 
separate web browsing mode called ChatGPT Search. Training-cutoff answers surface content that was 
indexed when the model was trained. Web-browsing answers retrieve fresh content through Bing 
(which is why Microsoft’s LinkedIn partnership matters so much — see Section 3.3). Firms need to be 
indexed by Bing, allow GPTBot in robots.txt, and produce content that survives the Bing ranking 
algorithm.

Claude (Anthropic) has a training cutoff and a web search capability. Claude’s retrieval is more 
conservative than ChatGPT’s — the model is trained to cite sources explicitly and avoid hallucinated 
recommendations. Firms that appear in authoritative training data (Wikipedia, academic sources, major 



news) appear more often in Claude answers. Firms that appear only on their own marketing sites appear 
less often.

Perplexity is aggressive retrieval-first. Every Perplexity query pulls real-time web results and synthesizes 
from them, citing each source. Perplexity ranks high-authority domain sources (.gov, .edu, Wikipedia, 
major news, Chambers, Legal 500) very strongly. Firms that appear in those high-authority sources 
appear in Perplexity. Firms that appear only on their own sites are almost invisible in Perplexity answers.

Google AI Mode and AI Overviews pull from Google’s Knowledge Graph and from highly-ranked web 
content. The Knowledge Graph layer is particularly important — firms and individuals with Knowledge 
Graph entries (see Section 3.5) get surfaced preferentially. The ones without Knowledge Graph presence 
compete only through web content ranking.

WHAT THIS MEANS IN PRACTICE
A firm that wants AI visibility needs a different strategy for each platform. ChatGPT rewards 
content that is Bing-indexed and published on trusted domains. Claude rewards content that 
appears in authoritative training data. Perplexity rewards content published on .gov, .edu, 
Wikipedia, and major news. Google AI Mode rewards Knowledge Graph presence plus strong web 
content. No single investment wins all four. A full GEO strategy addresses each.

3.3 LinkedIn: The Missing Chapter of Legal GEO
Almost no law firm thinks about LinkedIn as an LLM asset. Almost every law firm should.

Microsoft owns LinkedIn. Microsoft has a deep technical and financial partnership with OpenAI. 
Microsoft’s Bing — which ChatGPT uses for web retrieval — indexes LinkedIn content preferentially. The 
result: a well-optimized LinkedIn profile appears in ChatGPT answers about professionals more often 
than most attorneys’ own firm bio pages.

We tested this: asking ChatGPT to describe specific attorneys at major firms, LinkedIn content is the 
most common source cited. Firm bios are cited less often. Wikipedia (where available) is cited most of 
all. But LinkedIn is the citation source that is reachable by every attorney, regardless of Wikipedia 
eligibility or firm website quality.

What most LinkedIn profiles get wrong for LLM visibility:

• Headlines that read as marketing slogans ("Trusted Advisor to Families" or "Your Advocate in 
Complex Matters") instead of factual descriptors ("Partner, Estate Planning & Trusts | Smith & 
Smith LLP | 20+ years serving high-net-worth clients in NYC")

• "About" sections written as personal narratives instead of claim-dense professional summaries

• Empty or minimally-filled experience sections — LLMs extract from every field

• No publishing cadence — LinkedIn articles and posts get indexed and cited; an attorney who 
publishes nothing on LinkedIn is invisible to the LinkedIn citation layer entirely

• No engagement with authoritative accounts — LinkedIn’s graph signals matter for how the 
platform (and the LLMs that index it) understand an individual’s professional authority

What to do:



• Rewrite every partner’s LinkedIn headline in claim-dense format: role + practice area + firm + 
key distinguishing credential

• Rewrite every "About" section to lead with extractable claims: years of experience, specific 
practice focuses, notable matters (without client names where confidentiality requires), bar 
admissions, education

• Fill out every experience section with specific roles, specific dates, specific responsibilities — all 
of these are extracted by LLMs

• Establish a weekly publishing cadence on LinkedIn, focused on factual analysis of developments 
in the practice area. Avoid opinion pieces; favor explanation and commentary

• Link consistently from the firm website to each partner’s LinkedIn profile using proper 
rel=author or similar markup where possible

• Encourage partners to engage with 3-5 authoritative accounts in their practice area to 
strengthen the graph signals

3.4 Other Social Media as Citation Source
Beyond LinkedIn, several other social and UGC platforms feed into LLM answers about lawyers.

Reddit has become a primary source for ChatGPT Search following OpenAI’s 2024 content licensing deal 
with Reddit. Lawyers quoted or referenced in Reddit threads about their practice areas now appear in AI 
answers. For a consumer-facing practice area like PI, family law, or immigration, Reddit visibility is a 
genuine factor. Answering questions on subreddits like r/legaladvice (carefully, following bar rules) or 
being quoted by other Redditors in practice-area discussions builds AI citation signal.

X / Twitter is indexed heavily by Grok (xAI’s model) and partially by Perplexity. Lower absolute weight 
than LinkedIn for professional queries, but lawyers with strong X presences appear in AI answers about 
their practice areas, especially for commentary-driven topics like Supreme Court decisions, regulatory 
updates, and high-profile cases.

YouTube transcripts are indexed by Google and feed into Google AI Mode. Lawyers who produce 
educational video content with strong transcripts — CLE-adjacent explanatory videos, client FAQs, 
commentary on legal developments — build citation assets that appear in AI answers.

Quora is less important than it was five years ago but still indexed. Marginal citation source for most 
legal queries.

3.5 Knowledge Graphs and Wikipedia: The Invisible Layer
Google’s Knowledge Graph is the structured-data layer that powers the right-side panels in Google 
search results and feeds directly into Google AI Mode and AI Overviews. Wikipedia is the primary public 
source that feeds the Knowledge Graph. Together they form the layer where LLMs get their most 
authoritative information about people, firms, and concepts.

An attorney with a Wikipedia entry appears in AI answers about that attorney far more often than an 
attorney without one. A firm with a Knowledge Graph entity (most Am Law 100 firms have one; most 
mid-size firms do not) appears in AI answers about that firm far more often. This is one of the most 
underexploited asymmetries in the entire GEO landscape.



What to do about Wikipedia:

• Wikipedia has strict notability rules. Most individual attorneys do not qualify. Senior partners of 
major firms, attorneys who have argued landmark cases, attorneys with significant published 
books or major media coverage, and attorneys who have held prominent government positions 
typically do qualify.

• The process: either an attorney’s public profile is strong enough that a third party creates the 
Wikipedia page (preferred) or a professional with Wikipedia experience is engaged to assess 
notability and, if warranted, draft a compliant article that meets Wikipedia’s editorial standards. 
Under no circumstances should an attorney or firm create a Wikipedia page about themselves 
— it will be deleted and can damage future visibility.

• Firm-level Wikipedia presence is a different calculation. Most Am Law 200 firms qualify for 
Wikipedia entries. Many do not have them, or have entries that are stub-length and out of date. 
These can be improved — again, through proper Wikipedia editorial channels rather than PR.

What to do about Knowledge Graph:

• Register the firm on Wikidata (the structured data companion to Wikipedia). This feeds Google’s 
Knowledge Graph even without a Wikipedia article.

• Ensure Google Business Profile is fully populated for each office location.

• Use schema.org markup (Section 3.6) to declare the firm and its attorneys as structured entities.

• Build sameAs links from the firm website to all authoritative profiles: LinkedIn, Wikipedia, 
Wikidata, Chambers, Legal 500, Crunchbase.

3.6 Schema.org Markup for Legal
Schema.org is the structured-data vocabulary that search engines and LLMs use to parse pages. For law 
firms, a small number of schema types do most of the work.

• Organization: firm-level metadata, logo, founding date, address, URLs, sameAs links to 
authoritative profiles

• LegalService: practice-level metadata for each practice area page, including areaServed, 
serviceType, and audience

• Attorney (a subtype of Person in schema.org): bio page metadata for each attorney, including 
jobTitle, worksFor, alumniOf, knowsAbout, memberOf for bar associations

• FAQPage: FAQ content marked up for direct extraction. This is the highest-ROI schema type for 
most law firms because FAQ content is the highest-probability content to be cited verbatim in AI 
answers

• Article: every piece of published content from the firm (client alerts, legal updates, thought 
leadership) should be marked up as Article with author, datePublished, and mainEntity

Almost no law firm website in America implements all of these correctly. Even the Am Law 10 firms we 
audited have significant gaps. This is not because the work is difficult — it is because it has not been 
prioritized. The firms that prioritize it over the next 12 months will take visible citation share from 
competitors.



3.7 The robots.txt Question
Many law firm websites still block AI crawlers in their robots.txt file. This is sometimes done deliberately, 
based on a concern that AI models should not train on proprietary firm content without license. It is 
sometimes done accidentally, by default settings in website platforms. Either way, it is almost always 
counterproductive for visibility.

The four crawlers that matter for legal GEO:

• GPTBot (OpenAI): the primary crawler for training data and some real-time retrieval

• ClaudeBot (Anthropic): retrieval and training data for Claude

• PerplexityBot (Perplexity): real-time retrieval; the most important of the four for live AI answers

• Google-Extended (Google): training data for Bard/Gemini and AI Mode; does not affect standard 
Google search indexing

The trade-off: allowing these crawlers means a firm’s content can be used to train future AI models 
without licensing payment. Blocking them means the firm’s content is invisible to AI answers. For the 
vast majority of firms, the visibility loss is the bigger cost. Large firms with substantial proprietary 
content libraries (Skadden Insights, Kirkland alerts, Cravath Quarterly Reviews) may have defensible 
reasons to block training while allowing retrieval — but this distinction requires careful robots.txt 
configuration and is rarely done correctly.

Recommendation: unless there is a specific licensing strategy in place, allow all four crawlers. The 
visibility gain is large and immediate; the content-licensing loss is speculative and small.

3.8 Digital Influencers as a Citation Channel
The LLM citation layer is shaped by who is published, who is cited, and who is talked about. Most firms 
think about the first two. Almost none think about the third. But the third — being talked about by 
credible voices in the digital creator economy — is increasingly how LLMs build their sense of who the 
authoritative voices in a field are.

For law specifically, a new class of legal creators has emerged in the past three years: attorneys who 
publish on TikTok, Instagram, YouTube, LinkedIn, and Substack; non-attorney legal commentators with 
large followings; podcasters who interview practitioners; and newsletter writers who cover specific 
practice areas. The largest of these creators have audiences that exceed most Am Law 100 firms’ 
combined digital reach. And their content is indexed, transcribed, and cited by LLMs at meaningful rates.

Some specific dynamics worth understanding:

TikTok and Instagram Reels have produced a generation of attorney-creators whose videos reach 
millions of viewers. Examples in consumer-facing practice areas — family law, immigration, personal 
injury, employment — include creators with 500K+ followers. Their content is transcribed by YouTube, 
indexed through that transcription, and appears in AI answers about practice-area questions. When an 
AI is asked "what should I know before filing for divorce," the answer often draws from creator-attorney 
video transcripts.

YouTube legal commentary has produced creators like LegalEagle (Devin Stone), Emily D. Baker, Runkle 
of the Bailey, and many practice-specific creators with six- and seven-figure subscriber counts. Their 



videos are transcribed, indexed by Google, and heavily cited by Google AI Mode and ChatGPT Search. 
Being discussed favorably by these creators — or better, being guested on their shows — creates LLM-
indexed commentary about a firm or attorney that no amount of owned content can replicate.

Legal Substacks and newsletters now number in the hundreds. Matt Levine (Money Stuff at Bloomberg) 
is the most prominent but is one of many. Practice-specific newsletters from David Lat, Jonathan Turley, 
Ken White (Popehat), Joe Patrice, and others function as the editorial layer that legal trade press 
occupies in other verticals. Appearing in these newsletters — either as commentator, source, or subject 
of analysis — builds AI citation authority quickly.

Podcasts aimed at legal professionals and consumers have proliferated. Amicus with Dahlia Lithwick. 
Advisory Opinions with Sarah Isgur and David French. Law and Chaos. Strict Scrutiny. Lawyerist. Clio’s 
Matters podcast. Guest appearances on these shows generate transcribed content that is indexed for AI 
citation.

LinkedIn thought leaders in legal have emerged as their own category. Attorneys with 10K-100K+ 
LinkedIn followers who publish consistently generate LLM-citable content at scale. A mid-size firm that 
cultivates even one high-visibility LinkedIn voice among its partners has disproportionate AI citation 
presence.

The strategic implication: digital influencer engagement is not a side channel. For law firms trying to 
build AI visibility, it is as important as schema markup or editorial publication. There are three ways 
firms engage:

• Unpaid earned coverage — attorneys from the firm are interviewed, quoted, or guested on 
creator platforms because they are genuine subject matter experts. Requires proactive outreach 
and media-ready partners.

• Paid sponsorship and content partnerships — the firm sponsors a podcast episode, newsletter 
mention, or video, disclosed appropriately per bar advertising rules. Works best when the 
partnership is substantive (interview the creator conducts with firm attorney) rather than pure 
banner placement.

• Own-creator development — identifying partners in the firm who have creator potential and 
building their individual platforms deliberately. Longest lead time, highest long-term return.

All three approaches, combined with the LinkedIn protocol in Section 4.2, compound into sustained AI 
citation presence. Firms that treat digital influencer engagement as a distinct workstream — separate 
from traditional PR, separate from SEO, separate from business development — will see 
disproportionate visibility gains. Firms that continue to treat it as marketing department overflow will 
miss the opportunity.



Part 4. What Firms Should Actually Do: The Action Layer
This section is the practical core of the report. Every recommendation is operationalizable by firms of 
any size, from solo practices to Am Law 10. The sections are organized by time horizon: what to do in 30 
days, 90 days, 6 months, 12 months. Firms that execute on these recommendations over the next 24 
months will establish citation authority in legal AI discovery. Firms that do not will watch their existing 
directory-driven client acquisition infrastructure quietly stop producing inquiries.

4.1 The 30-Day AI Visibility Baseline Audit
Five things every firm can do in 30 days to understand its current AI visibility position:

1. Run the firm name through four AI platforms. Ask ChatGPT, Claude, Perplexity, and Google AI Mode 
to describe the firm. Record what appears. Note what is correct, what is outdated, what is missing. This 
is the baseline.

2. Run the top three practice-area queries. For each of the firm’s top three practice areas, run the 
queries a prospective client would actually use ("best [practice] lawyer [city]", "how do I find a [practice] 
lawyer"). Document which directories the firm appears in and which it does not.

3. Audit the firm’s robots.txt. Check at yourfirm.com/robots.txt. Verify that GPTBot, ClaudeBot, 
PerplexityBot, and Google-Extended are not blocked (unless there is a specific licensing strategy). If any 
are blocked, unblock immediately.

4. Run a schema.org audit on the firm’s website. Use Google’s Rich Results Test or Schema.org’s 
validator to check every major page type. Organization schema on the homepage. Attorney schema on 
every bio. LegalService schema on every practice area page. FAQPage schema on any FAQ content.

5. Run AI queries on the firm’s senior partners by name. Ask ChatGPT, Claude, Perplexity, and Google 
AI Mode to describe each senior partner. Document what each platform says. Note accuracy. Note 
whether LinkedIn is being cited. Note whether Wikipedia appears. This is the individual-level baseline.

4.2 The 90-Day LinkedIn Protocol
Specific changes every attorney should make in 90 days to maximize LinkedIn’s contribution to AI 
visibility:

Week 1-2: Headline rewrite. Replace slogan-style headlines with claim-dense format. Structure: [Title] | 
[Practice Area] | [Firm] | [Distinguishing Credential]. Example: "Partner | Estate Planning & Trusts | 
Smith & Smith LLP | Super Lawyers 2022-2025 | Former Surrogate’s Court clerk". Every word in the 
headline is a fact that LLMs can extract.

Week 2-3: About section rewrite. Replace narrative writing with a claim-dense professional summary. 
First sentence should include: specific years of experience, specific practice focuses, target clients, 
jurisdiction. Second and third sentences should add: notable matters (at level of abstraction 
confidentiality allows), specific credentials, specific speaking or publishing history.



Week 3-4: Experience section build-out. Every role in the experience section should have specific dates, 
specific responsibilities, specific practice focus. LLMs extract from all of these fields. Empty fields are 
wasted citation real estate.

Weeks 5-12: Publishing cadence. One LinkedIn post per week minimum. Topic consistency matters 
more than topic volume — an attorney who posts weekly on estate planning will be cited for estate 
planning queries. Focus on explanatory content: what changed in a regulation, how to think about a 
specific planning question, what practitioners should know about a recent case. Avoid opinion and avoid 
self-promotion — both are treated as low-signal by LLMs.

Ongoing: Engagement. Each partner should engage meaningfully (real comments, not likes) with 3-5 
authoritative accounts in their practice area. Law school faculty, judges (where permitted), bar 
association leaders, legal reporters at major publications. This builds the LinkedIn graph signal that LLMs 
index.

4.3 The 6-Month Editorial Authority Build
The move that works: publishing original commentary and data on platforms AI models already treat as 
authoritative. This is the slowest of the recommendations to operationalize and the highest in long-term 
return.

Phase 1: Venue selection. Identify 3-5 editorial venues where the firm’s partners could realistically 
publish. Tier 1 options for M&A and corporate: Harvard Law School Forum on Corporate Governance 
(the model Cravath uses). Tier 1 options for litigation: law school law reviews and legal academic 
journals. Tier 2: Trade press bylines (Law360 contributor program, Bloomberg Law Insight, ABA Journal). 
Tier 3: Editorial partnerships with publishers like Haute Lawyer Network that are specifically positioning 
to become legal’s AI-quoted voice.

Phase 2: Topic selection. Choose topics where the firm has genuine expertise and proprietary insight. 
Generic commentary on developments is table stakes. Original analysis, proprietary data, or practical 
application insight is what gets cited. A firm’s own M&A deal data, patterns observed across its client 
base (de-identified appropriately), or internal research on practice-area developments all work.

Phase 3: Cadence. Minimum one substantial piece per quarter per partner who is committing to the 
program. Four pieces per partner per year. For a ten-partner firm, that is 40 pieces of authoritative 
editorial content per year — enough to establish sustained AI citation presence.

Phase 4: Internal linking and schema. Every piece published externally should be linked from the 
author’s bio page and from relevant practice-area pages on the firm website. Schema.org Article markup 
on the firm’s own summary of each piece strengthens the citation signal.

4.4 The 12-Month Infrastructure Rebuild
The engineering-track work most firms need to execute:

1. Server-rendered pages. Content must be in the initial HTML response, not injected by JavaScript after 
load. Most AI crawlers do not execute JavaScript. A page that looks perfect in a browser but is empty in 
the initial HTML is invisible to AI.



2. Schema.org markup on every page type. Organization, LegalService, Attorney, FAQPage, Article — 
implemented correctly and validated with Google’s Rich Results Test.

3. Knowledge Graph registration. Wikidata entries for the firm and senior partners. Google Business 
Profile fully populated for each office. sameAs links from the firm website to all authoritative profiles.

4. Wikipedia entries where eligible. For firms and individuals who meet Wikipedia’s notability 
standards, a compliant Wikipedia entry becomes the single highest-leverage AI visibility asset. Work 
with professionals experienced in Wikipedia’s editorial process — do not attempt to create entries 
directly.

5. FAQ architecture. Every practice area page should have a server-rendered FAQ section answering the 
top 5-10 questions prospective clients actually ask. Marked up with FAQPage schema. This is the 
highest-probability content to be cited verbatim in AI answers.

6. Internal linking structure. LLMs follow internal links to establish authority and context. Every attorney 
bio should link to the practice areas they serve. Every practice area page should link to the attorneys 
who lead it. Every piece of published content should link back to the relevant practice area and attorney.

7. Content freshness cycle. Attorney bios get updated when roles change, new credentials are added, or 
new matters close. Practice area pages get reviewed quarterly. FAQ content gets updated as regulations 
change. Stale content is treated as low-signal by LLMs.

4.5 The Compliance Layer
State bar advertising rules vary significantly in how they treat AI-generated marketing content and AI-
based claims in firm materials. A partial map, as of April 2026:

• California requires disclosure of AI-generated content in certain marketing contexts; no outright 
ban.

• Florida has issued advisory opinions requiring supervision of AI-generated client 
communications.

• New York has not issued specific AI advertising rules but applies general DR 7-102 standards to 
any AI-generated content.

• Texas requires any AI-generated content in advertising to be clearly distinguishable from 
human-authored content.

• Illinois issued a comprehensive AI ethics opinion in 2024 addressing confidentiality, supervision, 
and competence requirements.

A full 50-state compliance chart is in development and will be published as a companion piece to this 
report. The top-line takeaway: most states have not yet issued specific AI rules. The ones that have tend 
to focus on (1) disclosure requirements, (2) supervision requirements when AI is used in client matters, 
and (3) confidentiality obligations for client data processed through AI tools. Firms that establish clear 
internal policies addressing all three categories will be ahead of regulatory expectations when more 
formal rules emerge.

4.6 The Measurement Layer
How to measure AI visibility over time:



Monthly citation audits. Run the same 10 queries on the same 4 platforms (ChatGPT, Claude, Perplexity, 
Google AI Mode) on the same day each month. Record whether the firm appears, in what context, and 
whether the information is accurate. Track changes over time.

Quarterly schema and crawler audits. Re-run the Rich Results Test on all major page types. Confirm 
robots.txt still permits the AI crawlers. Confirm no inadvertent regressions from website updates.

Quarterly LinkedIn metrics. Partner-level LinkedIn post frequency, engagement, follower growth, and — 
where available through LinkedIn analytics — impressions by authoritative accounts. All of these 
correlate with LLM citation probability.

Annual Wikipedia and Knowledge Graph check. Verify entries remain current, accurate, and compliant 
with Wikipedia’s editorial standards. Update as needed through proper editorial channels.

4.7 The Solo vs. Firm Playbook
Solo attorneys and small firms cannot execute everything in this report. They should prioritize:

• Section 4.2 (LinkedIn protocol) — highest ROI per hour of work

• Section 4.1 (30-day audit) — provides clarity on where to focus

• Section 4.3 phase 1-2 (editorial authority, starting with trade press bylines) — builds citation 
assets over time

• Section 4.4 items 1, 2, and 5 (server-rendered pages, basic schema, FAQ content) — 
foundational infrastructure

Mid-size firms (10-100 attorneys) should add:

• Section 4.4 items 3 and 6 (Knowledge Graph and internal linking)

• Section 4.3 phase 3-4 (publishing cadence and editorial integration)

• Section 4.5 (compliance policy formalization)

Large firms (100+ attorneys) should additionally operationalize:

• Section 4.4 item 4 (Wikipedia program for eligible partners and the firm itself)

• Section 4.3 Tier 1 editorial venues (Harvard Law School Forum, law school partnerships)

• Dedicated measurement function — citation audits as a quarterly board-level metric

WHERE 5W FITS
5W is a GEO marketing and communications firm with more than 250 professionals. The firm’s 
practices cover the work described in this section — generative engine optimization, digital 
marketing, SEO, digital influencer strategy (paid and unpaid), PR, crisis communications, and public 
affairs. For firms that want external help implementing these recommendations, 5W is one option; 
there are others. The framework in this report stands alone regardless of who executes it.



Part 5. The 24-Month Window

5.1 Why Legal Is Still Open
Compared to verticals where the AI answer space has already closed — B2B software consolidated in 
2023, consumer-facing legal services (via the directory cartel) effectively closed for major query types in 
2024, health has been closed for years — most of the elite legal tier remains wide open.

No Am Law 100 firm has established dominant AI citation position for its signature practice area. No law-
focused editorial publication has emerged as the "Mayo Clinic of legal" that AI models default to when 
answering high-value legal queries. The category is open in a way that most other high-value 
professional services categories are not.

5.2 What Closes the Window
Three forces will close the legal AI answer space over the next 24 months:

1. Am Law 20 coordination. The largest firms have the resources to build every layer of GEO 
infrastructure described in Part 4. When two or three of them move seriously, the rest will follow. Once 
the top 10-20 firms are executing on GEO, their combined authority will saturate the citation layer for 
corporate, securities, and litigation queries.

2. State bar guidance and consolidation. Clearer state bar rules will reduce the caution that has slowed 
firm-wide AI programs. Once firms have regulatory cover to operate confidently, investment in AI 
visibility will accelerate.

3. Microsoft/LinkedIn legal features. Microsoft’s roadmap for LinkedIn includes increasingly AI-driven 
professional discovery features. When LinkedIn rolls out legal-specific AI surfaces (something the 
Microsoft-OpenAI partnership makes inevitable), early-moving firms with optimized LinkedIn presence 
will benefit disproportionately. Late-moving firms will find the opportunity already captured.

5.3 The Next 24 Months
Part 6 takes up the economic framework in detail. What matters for the window analysis: the legal AI 
opportunity is not measured in marketing budget. It is measured in practice revenue. The firms that 
establish AI citation authority in the next 24 months will capture disproportionate share of the most 
valuable mandates of the next decade. The firms that do not will watch their existing acquisition 
channels quietly stop working.



Part 6. The $408 Billion Economic Framework
Most GEO analysis stops at "visibility matters." That is true but insufficient. The right question is how 
much the AI discovery opportunity is actually worth to the legal industry, and how firms should size their 
investment in it. The framework below walks through the economic math.

6.1 The US Legal Services Market in 2026
The US legal services market generated approximately $396.8 billion in revenue in 2024, per Grand View 
Research, and is projected to reach $408.4 billion in 2025 and $462.7 billion by 2030, at a 2.5% CAGR. 
Other market data providers estimate the market at $380 billion (Mordor Intelligence, 2026), $385 
billion (Research and Markets, 2025), or as high as $488 billion by 2035 (Precedence Research). The 
range reflects different methodologies for what counts as legal services spend — some include in-house 
counsel budgets, some include alternative legal service providers, some include only traditional outside 
counsel. The center of the range, and the figure most commonly cited, is approximately $400 billion in 
2025.

North America accounts for approximately 41% of the global legal services market, per Grand View 
Research 2025. The US alone accounts for 37.6% of the global market per Grand View, making US legal 
services the single largest national market globally. Corporate legal services represent the fastest-
growing segment, driven by M&A activity, data privacy compliance, cybersecurity, and regulatory 
complexity.

6.2 Segmenting the Market by AI-Addressable Discovery
Not all of the $408 billion moves through discovery channels that AI affects. A significant portion of legal 
services spend — particularly for Fortune 500 corporate legal departments, institutional clients with 
long-standing law firm relationships, and government legal work — flows through relationships, RFPs, 
and in-house referrals that AI search does not materially disrupt. That spend will be affected by AI over 
time (in-house counsel increasingly use AI to evaluate outside counsel options), but not through 
consumer-facing AI discovery.

The portion of the market where AI discovery is already rewiring client acquisition is where consumers, 
small and mid-sized businesses, and individual professionals are the buyers. Four segments matter most:

Consumer legal services — personal injury, family law, immigration, criminal defense, estate planning, 
bankruptcy, small employment disputes. Per Precedence Research, personal injury alone represents 
16.5% of the US legal services market, or approximately $67 billion annually. Family law, immigration, 
criminal defense, and estate planning combined likely represent another $60-80 billion. Total consumer 
legal services spend is roughly $130-150 billion annually. Virtually all of this spend is discoverable 
through AI search, because prospective clients have the information asymmetry and urgency that drives 
them to ask AI for recommendations.

Small and mid-sized business legal services — business formation, contracts, commercial disputes, 
employment matters, IP, regulatory compliance. Mordor Intelligence projects SMEs as the fastest-
growing client segment at 3.61% CAGR. Total SME legal services spend is likely in the $80-100 billion 
range. Much of this spend is driven by searches like "best business lawyer for a tech startup in Austin" or 
"how to hire a contract lawyer for a small business," which AI increasingly answers directly.



Mid-market corporate legal services — work for companies with $50 million to $1 billion in revenue 
who do not have dedicated inside counsel or who use outside counsel for most matters. These clients 
are increasingly AI-assisted in their attorney selection, particularly for new practice areas where they 
lack existing relationships. Mid-market legal services spend is approximately $80-100 billion.

Individual high-net-worth legal services — estate planning and wealth transfer, real estate, private 
client tax, family office matters. Total spend is smaller (perhaps $30-50 billion annually) but per-matter 
value is exceptionally high. HNW clients increasingly research attorneys through AI before engaging 
through referrals. This is the segment where Haute Lawyer Network’s audience specifically lives, and 
where a single well-placed AI citation can generate seven-figure engagement value.

Conservatively, the AI-addressable portion of the US legal services market is approximately $300 billion 
annually — or roughly 75% of total spend. Over the next five years, the share of that $300 billion that 
flows through AI-influenced discovery will grow from a small percentage today to a meaningful plurality. 
If even 20% of that addressable spend — $60 billion annually — is AI-influenced by 2030, the economic 
stakes of citation authority are enormous.

6.3 The Economics of Winner-Take-Most Discovery
The critical asymmetry of AI-era discovery is that unlike Google, AI platforms do not present a ranked list 
of ten options. They present one answer. This changes the distribution of economic value dramatically.

In the Google era, the #1 result captured roughly 30-40% of clicks on a typical query, the #2 result 
captured 15-20%, and the remainder of the top 10 split the remaining 40-55%. Even being on page two 
had some value — a prospective client might scroll. That distribution rewarded incremental SEO effort: 
improving from #8 to #5 produced a measurable increase in inquiries.

In the AI era, the firm the AI names is the firm the client calls. The "long tail" of also-ranked competitors 
is invisible. A firm that is cited by ChatGPT for "best estate planning lawyer in Palm Beach" captures 
nearly all of the inquiries that start from that AI query. A firm that ranks in Chambers, Legal 500, and 
Super Lawyers but is not cited by AI captures essentially none. The economic gap between the cited firm 
and the not-cited firm is not 10% or 50%. It can approach 100%.

This dynamic produces winner-take-most economics. A handful of firms in each practice area and each 
major market will establish AI citation authority. Those firms will capture the dominant share of AI-
driven client acquisition in their categories. The rest will not. Once citation authority is established, it 
compounds — AI models reinforce existing citations because each citation is training data for the next 
generation of models. The firm that establishes authority first tends to hold it.

6.4 Sizing the Investment
What is the appropriate level of investment in GEO for a law firm of a given size? The following 
framework is directional, not prescriptive, because specific economics vary by practice area and market:

Solo attorneys and firms with fewer than 10 attorneys: $10,000 to $50,000 annually. Primary 
investments: LinkedIn optimization (time-based), basic website GEO infrastructure (schema, FAQ, 
server-rendering), one or two trade press bylines per year, and potentially a paid tier on a platform like 
Haute Lawyer Network that provides editorial visibility.



Mid-sized firms (10-100 attorneys): $50,000 to $250,000 annually. Adds: coordinated partner LinkedIn 
program with content support, Wikipedia and Knowledge Graph infrastructure work, quarterly original 
research publication, editorial partnerships with 1-2 authoritative legal venues, and ongoing citation 
monitoring.

Large firms (100-500 attorneys): $250,000 to $1 million annually. Adds: dedicated GEO function within 
marketing, Wikipedia program for eligible senior partners, firm-wide editorial program with Tier 1 
publishing targets (Harvard Law School Forum, law reviews, major trade press), agentic AI tool licensing 
for internal productivity, and formal citation measurement with quarterly board-level reporting.

Am Law 100 firms: $1 million to $5 million+ annually. Adds: cross-practice-area coordination of GEO 
strategy, international expansion of citation presence, proprietary data publication as authority-building 
research, senior-partner-level digital influencer programs, and integration of GEO metrics into practice-
group compensation and performance review.

These figures may sound high. They are a rounding error against the economic stakes. For an Am Law 
100 firm with $500 million in annual revenue, $2 million on GEO represents 0.4% of revenue. If GEO 
investment produces even a 2% increase in client acquisition efficiency, the ROI is 5x. If it produces 
citation authority that captures meaningful share of a growing AI-driven discovery market, the ROI 
multiplies further.

6.5 The Cost of Waiting
The economic case for action is not just what GEO investment produces. It is also what waiting costs. 
The firms that establish AI citation authority first will make the incremental cost of catching up much 
higher for everyone else. In the categories where the AI answer space has already closed — B2B 
software, health, finance — the incremental cost of establishing new citation authority is now 10x what 
it was when those spaces were still open.

For legal specifically, we estimate the cost of establishing equivalent citation authority will rise at 
roughly 50-80% compounded annually over the next 24 months as early-moving firms saturate the 
citation layer. A firm that invests $500,000 in GEO starting in 2026 and establishes category authority by 
2028 will have paid approximately $1 million total. A firm that tries to catch up starting in 2028 will need 
to spend approximately $3-5 million for the same position — and may not be able to acquire it at all if 
the category is saturated.

This is the economic argument for moving now. Not because the technology is proven (it is), not 
because clients are demanding it (they will soon), but because the window for establishing low-cost 
citation authority is open right now and is closing on a timeline the firms can see clearly.



Conclusion: Five Actions
The legal industry has crossed an adoption threshold. A majority of lawyers now use AI. Most firms 
either formally or informally permit AI use. The question is no longer whether AI is part of the practice. 
The question is whether AI will find the practice when clients ask. Today, for almost every firm in 
America, the answer is no.

Five specific actions every firm should take, in order of priority:

1. Invest in GEO as a standalone practice, not a subset of SEO. Generative engine optimization operates 
on different signals than search engine optimization. Firms that treat it as a minor SEO extension will fail. 
Firms that treat it as its own discipline will dominate.

2. Optimize LinkedIn as a citation asset. Microsoft owns LinkedIn and partners with OpenAI. LinkedIn 
content is disproportionately cited by ChatGPT. Every partner in every firm should rewrite their LinkedIn 
profile for LLM extractability within 90 days.

3. Build editorial authority through outside publication. The Harvard Law School Forum model. Trade 
press bylines. Editorial partnerships like Haute Lawyer Network. Original research published on venues 
AI models already trust. Four substantial pieces per participating partner per year is the minimum 
sustainable cadence.

4. Make every page machine-readable. Server-rendered HTML. Schema.org markup across 
Organization, LegalService, Attorney, FAQPage, and Article. FAQ architecture on every practice area 
page. Knowledge Graph registration via Wikidata and Google Business Profile. Wikipedia entries where 
eligible. This is engineering-track work measured in months, not years.

5. Allow AI crawlers. Unless there is a specific licensing strategy, unblock GPTBot, ClaudeBot, 
PerplexityBot, and Google-Extended in robots.txt. This takes five minutes. It is the single highest-ROI 
action in the entire report.

The real estate industry spent a decade optimizing for Google and is now discovering the infrastructure 
was built for the wrong channel. The legal industry has a brief window — roughly 24 months — to avoid 
the same mistake. The firms that move first will dominate legal AI discovery for the next decade. The 
firms that wait will watch their existing directory-driven marketing infrastructure slowly stop working.

The starting line is still open. For now.
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