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Abstract: Artificial Intelligence (Al) has had a major transformative im-
pact in many sectors but it has also generated different opinions on many
unresolved Al-related issues. Diverse attitudes are particularly prominent
in educational contexts, where the use of Al technologies involves an addi-
tional set of pedagogical considerations. Their application in legal education
and practice entails further concerns due to the distinctive nature of the
legal profession and prevalent conventional approach to managing data,
documents and human interactions. In an attempt to examine the current
situation concerning Al integration in Serbian legal education, this paper
presents the results of the empirical research aimed at assessing the atti-
tudes and perceptions of the teaching staff and students at the Law Faculty
in Nis on the use of Al technologies in legal education and related Al inte-
gration issues at the personal, academic/scientific research, educational,
and institutional level. The first part of the paper provides an overview of
the key findings and analyzes the major Al integration issues raised by re-
spondents in the two surveys. With reference to the conceptual framework
of agency in education, the second part focuses on the stakeholders’ roles
and possible courses of action in the Al integration process. Based on the
provided analysis, the author draws conclusions on future considerations
in the process of Al integration in Serbian legal education.
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1. Introduction

Artificial Intelligence (Al) has generated a lot of hype since 2020, when inter-
national organizations and developed countries embarked on establishing
a regulatory framework for ethical and human-centered application of Al
technologies.? The Republic of Serbia set out on this path by adopting the
first National Al Development Strategy (2020-2025), focusing on the national
infrastructure and applied Al (Ignjatovi¢, 2024:245-246). Serbia has recently
adopted a new National Al Development Strategy (2025-2030),3 which envis-
ages the development of regulatory framework, investments in infrastruc-
ture, human resources and education, particularly in non-tech sectors. These
issues are to be addressed in the forthcoming period but Serbia still does not
have any regulatory framework on Al integration. Thus, as Al technologies
keep evolving, many technical, socio-political, legal, ethical and educational
issues still remain unresolved.

Prior theoretical research on Al integration at the national level shows that
the Serbian legal sector seems to be lagging behind the proactive approach
to Al integration in developed countries.* The formal integration of Al tech-
nologies in Serbian legal education is underdeveloped, primarily due to the
lack of systemic and structured approach to arange of Al integration issues:
regulatory framework, investments, infrastructure, tech support, resources,
guidelines, Al literacy/skills courses and training programs, risk-assessment
and supervision mechanisms (Ignjatovi¢, 2025: 304, 305).

Based on the prior research, there seems to be alack of empirical research on
Al integration in Serbian legal education, particularly in terms of assessing
the current situation and attitudes of key participants on different Al-related
issues. In this contexts, this article presents and discusses the empirical
research results on the attitudes of the teaching staff and students at the Law
Faculty, University of Ni$ (hereinafter: LF Nis) on the use of Al technologies
in legal education. The survey results may contribute to raising awareness
about this highly relevant subject matter, ensure better understanding of
impediments and concerns which have to be adequately addressed in the
prospective Al integration processes, and provide ideas for designing viable
solutions for Al integration in Serbian legal education.

2For more on the Al regulatory framework at the international, regional and national
level, see: Ignjatovi¢, 2024: 239-247.

3See: GovRS/NITRA (2025). Strategija razvoja veStacke inteligencije 2025-2030 (Al
Development Strategy 2025-2030), Sluzbeni glasnik RS, br. 5/2025, Vlada RS/Ministarstvo
nauke, tehnoloskog razvoja i inovacija RS, 17.01.2025.

“For more on the Al integration issues in legal education and practice at the global and
national level, see: Ignjatovi¢, 2025.
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2. Law Faculty Nis: Teacher and Student Surveys on Al in Legal
Education (2024)

This part of the paper presents the results of two small-scale surveys on
the attitudes of the teaching staff and students at the LF Ni$ on the use of Al
technologies in legal education. The surveys aimed to examine the respon-
dents’ actual use of Al for personal, educational, academic/scientific and
professional purposes, and their opinions on advantages and disadvantages
of Alintegration in legal education. The survey findings will be analyzed with
reference to the conceptual framework of agency® in education.

2.1. LF Nis Teacher Survey on Al in Legal Education: Summary and analysis
of results

To explore the current attitudes to Al integration in legal education, the
author first conducted an empirical research (survey), titled LF Nis Teacher
Survey on Al in Legal Education (2024).° The target group included LF Nis
teaching staff (46 in total). The responses were submitted by 24 respondents
(52%).7

In education, agency is the capacity to identify values, goals, priorities and outcomes, to
take proactive, purposeful and effective action to pursue them, and to take responsibility
for one’s decisions, actions and growth. It entails a number of core components: autonomy,
freedom of choice, motivation, active engagement, self-awareness, confidence and self-efficacy,
self-regulation, self- reflection (Education Hub, 2020). The common types of agency are: a)
collective agency (of authorities and insititutions; b) multi-party agency (of management,
departments, services) and individual agency (of their representatives); c) co-agency (of
peers, teachers-students, teachers-parents); d) community agency; e) teacher agency, and f)
student/learner agency (OECD, 2019:1, 4-8).

®The research was conducted in the period 7-31 Oct. 2024, on a voluntary basis. Research
data were collected via a Google form semi-structured questionnaire, including 14 prompts:
9 structured (multiple choice) and 5 open-ended prompts. The survey questions were:
Q1. Name 5 Al-based tools you have used/are aware of; Q2. Do you use Al tools, for which
purposes?; Q3. Al tools in private life; Q4. Al tools in academic/professional life; Q5. Al tools
in the teaching/learning process; Q6. Al at the Uni NiS; Q7. Al at the LF Nis; Q8. Al tools in the
LF NiS curricula; Q9. Al use in LF Ni$ instruction; Q10. Al content in class; Q11. Advantages of
Aluseinlegal education; Q12. Disadvantages of Al use in legal education; Q13. Al integration
in legal education at LF NiS; Q14. Further comments/concerns on other relevant issues (LF
Ni§ Teacher Survey: Al in Legal Edu, 2024, 5.10. 2024).

7In addition to equal gender representation: 12 female and 12 male respondents (50%
each), there was an even distribution of respondent’ academic ranks: 10 full professors
(41.6%), 7 associate professors (29.1%), 3 assistant professors (12.5%), and 4 teaching
assistants/associates (16.6%). The percentage of surveyed respondents (52%) formally
makes the survey representative.
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In response to the open-ended prompt on Al tools (Q1), the respondents dem-
onstrated awareness of a range of common and purpose-specific Al tools.?
In terms of frequency of using Al tools for different needs (Q2), the overall
average results show that they are occasionally used by 55.55%, never used
by 31.24%, and daily used by 13.2% of teachers, but the results on specific
use vary (Table 1).° Focusing on three education-related uses (b/c/d), most
teachers (61%) occasionally use Al tools for these purposes; the average daily
Aluse is fairly low (11%) while some teachers (27.7%) never use Al for these
purposes. As for personal use in private life (Q3), 45.45% of teachers use Al
for different practical purpose,'® while one (4.2%) reported not using Al at
all. In terms of personal use for academic/scientific/professional purposes
(Q4), 25% of teachers do not use Al tools while 25.58% use them to a varying
degree per purpose.!! As for personal Al use in the educational process (Q5),
33.35% of respondents expressly reported not using Al at all, while 14.81 %
use Al, largely as an assistive tool, to gather teaching resources and visualize
content, while other uses are significantly lower!? (LF Ni$§ Teacher Survey:
Alin Legal Edu, 2024).

8In response to Q1, the respondents identified the common Al platforms/tools: Google
Maps (24), Translate (21), Open Al ChartGPT (14), Earth (12), Lens (6), Gemini (5), Google
Scholar (2), Law ChatGPT (2), and other purpose-specific tools: DALL-e, Bing/Copilot, Adobe
Designer, Moveit, Michelin maps, Peak Lens, Sky map, AirVisual, Grammarly, Duoligo, Suno,
Siri/Alexa/Cortana Al assistants.

9Most teachers occasionally use Al tools for private (62.5%), educational (66.6%), academic/
professional purposes and professional development (58.3% each), financial (50%), and
administrative purposes (37.5%). The results on daily use are lower: for personal/private
purposes (25%), academic/professional, professional development and work-related purposes
(16.6% each), and financial purposes (4.2%). Many respondents never use Al for administrative
and financial purposes (45.8% each), educational (33.3%), academic/professional and
professional development (25% each).

10 As for personal use, Al tools are mainly used for: information/directions (83.4%),
translation/revising (79.1%), payment (66.7%), personal learning (62.5%), grammar/
plagiarism check (50%), image recognition (41.6%), entertainment/leisure/health (37.5%),
speech/text/image recognition (25%), creating artistic content (16.7%), chat-bot (25%) and
Al assistants use (12.5%).

1 As for personal use for academic/scientific/professional purposes (Q4), most teachers
use Al for scientific research: collecting resources/comparing results/summarizing content
(58.4%), and reviewing/revising data: plagiarism/grammar/spell check (41.6%); fewer
teacher use Al for: scientific writing: generating ideas, analyzing/interpreting results
(20.8%); automating administrative tasks: reports/reviews/presentations (20.8%), drafting
documents: reports, reviews, contracts (16.7%), visualizing content: presentations, charts/
graphs/images (12.5%), and predicative analysis: data/performance, statistics (8.3%).

12 As for personal Al use for educational purposes (Q5), Al tools are mostly used to gather
teaching resources (41.6%) and visualize content (20.8%), and less so for generating/

12



I UrwaToBuh | cTp. 9-39

Table 1. LF Nis Teacher Survey Q2: Teachers’ personal use of Al tools for different purposes

Q2: Do you use Al-powered platforms/tools? For what purposes? How often? | Never ‘ Occasionally ‘ Daily
a) personal use of practical Al-powered apps in private life 12.5%(3) |62.5% (15) 25% (6)
b) academic/professional purposes (data research, writing, summarizing, etc.) 25% (6) 58.3%(14) 16.5% (4)
c) professional development/learning purposes 25% (6) 58.3% (14) 16.5%(4)
d) educational purposes (teaching and learning, training others, ete.) 33.3%(8) |66.6% (16) 0
e) workplace-related purposes (time/work-management, automating paperwork 45.8% (11) |37.5% (9) 16.5% (4)
f) financial, commercial, business transaction purposes 45.8% (11) | 50% (12) 4.2% (1)
Total: Average 31.24% 55.55% 13.2%

ource: LF Ni3 Teacher Survey: Al in Legal Education (prepared by author based on Google form calculations.10.11.2024).

Thus, at the personal level, although almost half of respondents (45.45%) use
Alfor different personal needs (Q3), largely on the occasional basis (55.55%),
very few teachers (13.2%) use Al daily (Q2). As for Al use for personal educa-
tion-related purposes, most teachers (61%) use Al tools occasionally but very
few (11%) use them daily. Al use for personal academic/scientific/professional
development purposes (Q4) is much lower (25.58%). Even fewer teachers
(14.81%) use Al in the educational process, largely as an assistive tool, while
many (33.35%) do not use Al (Q5). The teachers’ fairly low use of Al tools
for personal educational, academic/scientific and professional development
purposes raises the issues of their motivation, willingness and competencies
to use Al in formal legal education settings.

Table 2. LF Ni§ Teacher Survey: Q 6: Al technology at UNI Ni§, and Q7: Al technology at LF Ni§

Q6. Al technology at UNI Nig
Q7. AI technology at LF Nis

Q6. AI technology at UNI Nig

\ Q7. Al technology at LF Nis

for

for

for

for

Does the UNI Ni§/ LF Ni$ provide any of the - for e NO/ : for ol No/
following opportunities to teachers, students, mzf:&“g students ﬂdml:t':;ﬂme not available teif:;‘g students adml;:;ame not availabl
nd administrative Stuff? (check all that apply)
) in/formal AT introductory courses 20.8%(5)|8.3%(2) |12.5%(3) |70%(17) |16.6%(4)|12.5%(3)|8.3%(2) |70% (17)
) formal/informal training on Al literacy 16.6% (4)[ 14.2% (1) 12.5%(3) | 75%(18) |16.6%(4)[8.3%(2) |8.3%(2) |75%(18)
¢) prof. development for scientific purposes | 16.6% (4){4.2% (1) |4.2%(1) | 79%(19) |16.6%(4)[4.2% (1) |4.2%(1) | 79%(19)
d) prof. development for educational process| 16.6% (4){4.2% (1) |4.2%(1) |79%(19) |20%(5) |[4.2%(1) |4.2%(1) | 75%(18)
eg’;SlflS‘i?tggpﬁﬁ;‘;?o:I;?I%lfhg";m 42%(1) [83%(2) |125%(3) |79%(19) |8.3%(2) |42%(1) |8.3%(2) | 83%(20)
) Al tools for administrative purposes
5 : : 4.2% (1) [14.2%(1)|8.3% (2 87.5%(21) |8.3%(2) |8.3%(2) |12.5%(3 T5%(18
courseregistrations, record keeping) e o) 62 o21) 02) @ o43) o18)
2) legal framework for Al use in education |12.5%(3) |8.3%(2) |4.2%(1) |83%(20) |20.8%(5)|4.2% (1) [8.3%(2) |70%(17)
h) Al-development strategy, policy in edu. | 12.5%(3) [4.2%(1) [8.3%(2) |83%(20) [8.3%(2) |4.2%(1) |8.3%(2) |79%(19)
1) academic integrity policy on Al in edu. 16.6% (4)[4.2%(1) |8.3%(2) |79%(19) |12.5%(3)[4.2%(1) |0 79%(19)
) relevant infrastructure for using Al 83%(2) |4.2%(1) |8.3%(2) |87.5%(21) | 16.6%(H)4.2% (1) |4.2%(1) | 79%(19)
Total: Average| 11.15% |7.43%  8.33% 80.2% 14.38% | 5.85% | 6.66% 76.4%

ource: LF Ni§ Teacher Survey: Al in Education (prepared by author based on Google form calculations, 10.11.2024).

drafting documents (16.7%), assistance in syllabus/lesson planning (16.7%), creating tasks
(12.5%), assessment: quizzes, rubrics, feedback (12.5%), Al in tasks/activities (8.3%), and

predictive analysis (4.2%).
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The next part of the survey examined the institutional approach to Al inte-
gration in terms of available learning opportunities for students, teachers
and administrative staff provided at the University (Uni Ni$) (Q6) and the
LF Ni$ level (Q7). Table 2 shows fairly similar overall average results.

In terms of Al opportunities at the University Nis level (Q6), 80.2% of respon-
dents (on average) think that there are no available opportunities at the Uni
Nis level. Most respondents report on the general lack of Al infrastructure
(87.5%), Al tools for administration (87.5%), legal framework for Al use
(83%), Al development policy (83%), academic integrity policy (79%), profes-
sional development opportunities for scientific, educational, and administra-
tive purposes (79% each), formal/informal Al competencies training (75%),
and Al literacy courses (70%). The results per individual groups are much
lower: a few respondents note some opportunities for teachers (11.15% on
average), the administrative staff (8.33%), and students (7.43%);'? the overall
average for all three groups is 9% (LF Ni$ Teacher Survey: Al in Legal Edu,
2024).

As for Al opportunities at the institutional LF Nis level (Q7), 76.4% of respon-
dents (on average) think that there are no relevant opportunities at the LF
NiS. Most respondents report on the lack of Al development policy, academic
integrity policy, infrastructure (79% each), Al training for scientific (79%)
and educational purposes (75%), formal/informal Al literacy training (75%),
introductory Al courses and Al legal framework (70% each), professional
development for administrative purposes (83%) and Al tools training for such
purposes (75%). The results on available opportunities per group are much
lower: a few respondents noted some opportunities for teachers (14.38%
on average), while very few noted opportunities for the administrative staff
(6.6% on average) and students (5.85% on average);'* the overall average
for all three groups is 8.96% (LF NiS Teacher Survey: Al in Legal Edu, 2024).

13 At the Uni Nis level, some opportunities for teachers (11.15 %) are: introductory Al courses
(20%), Alliteracy training, professional development and academic integrity policy (16.6%
each), legal framework and Al development policy (12.5% each), and Al infrastructure (8.3%).
The opportunities for the administrative staff (8.33%) are: Al courses and Al literacy (12.5%
each), Al training for administrative purposes (12.5%), and Al tools training (8.3%). The
opportunities for students (7.43%) are: introductory Al courses, legal framework for Al and
for administrative purposes (8.3% each), Al development policies and academic integrity
policy, Al literacy training, professional development for scientificand educational purposes
(4.21% each).

14 At the LF Ni$ level, some opportunities for the teaching staff (14.38% on average) are:
Al legal framework and professional development on Al use (20% each), Al literacy and
training courses (16.6% each), Al infrastructure and development for scientific purposes
(16.6% each), academic integrity policy (12.5%), Al development strategy, Al training, and

14
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The next part of the survey examined the current Al learning opportunities in
the LF Nis curricula at the undergraduate, master, and doctoral degree level
(Q8). The results presented in Table 3 show to what extent Al content and
activities are present in the LF NiS curricular and extracurricular activities.
The overall average results show that 71.4% of respondents consider that
there are no available opportunities for integrating Al tools, skills and con-
tents in the curricula, syllabi, courses and extracurricular activities. Most
teachers note a lack of opportunities for: Al pedagogy training, Al literacy/
skills training (83% each), academic/scientific research (79%), recommended
self-study resources (75%), legal research (70%), extracurricular activities
(70%), Al content (66.6%), and Al modules/courses (41.6%). Notably, 70%
of teachers think that new Al modules/courses are not under consideration,
but 20.8% note that they are available at the master degree level (Law&ICT
program). Most opportunities are available in the master degree curriculum
(18.9% on average), but there are very few opportunities in the undergradu-
ate curriculum (7.8%) and the doctoral degree curriculum (2.7%);"> the
overall average of available opportunities at all three institutional levels is
9.8% (LF NiS Teacher Survey: Al'in Legal Edu, 2024).

prof. development for administrative purposes (8.3% each). Some opportunities for the
administrative staff (6.6% on average) are: Al tools training (12.5%), legal framework and
Aldevelopment policies (8.3% each), introductory Al courses and Al literacy training (8.3%
each), development for administrative purposes (8.3% each), and Al infrastructure (4.2%).
Some opportunities for students (5.85% on average) are: introductory Al courses (12.5%),
Alliteracy and Al training for administrative purposes (8.3% each), legal framework and Al
development policies (4.2% each), Al infrastructure and academic integrity policy (4.2%),
prof. development for scientific, educational and administrative purposes (4.2% each) (LF
Ni§ Teacher Survey: Al in Legal Edu, 2024).

15 At the LF Ni$ master degree level, respondents report on Al and law courses (50%),
Al-related units/topics (29.1%), Al training for prof. practice and extracurricular activities
(16.6% each), academic research and education training (12.5% each), recommended self-study
resources (8.3%), and formal/informal Al literacy/skills training (4.2%). At the undergraduate
degree level, a few respondents noted some Al-related content in classes and extracurricular
activities (12.5% each), Al and law courses, informal Al literacy/skills training, Al tools for
academic/professional purposes, and recommended self-study (8.3% each). At the doctoral
degree level, very few respondents report on Al and law courses/content, extracurricular
activities, and recommended self-study resources (8.3% each) (LF Ni$ Teacher Survey: Al
in Legal Edu, 2024).
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_ Table 3. LF Ni§ Teacher Survey Q8: Al in the LF Nif curricula/sillabi/courses

Q8. Al in the LF Nis curricula/sillabi/courses: LF Ni§ LF Ni§ LF Ni§ NO/ no

Are any of these offered within the LF Nis curricula, syllabi. courses, or undergraduate| master degree | doctoral degree|  available

extracurricular/informal training opportunities? (check all that apply) curriculum curriculum curiculum opportunities
) new Al & Law courses/modules (policy, practice, ethics, problems) 8.3%(2) 50% (12) 8.3%(2) 41.6%(10)

b) practical (hands-on) training on Al tools for academic (research) |8.3%(2) 12.5%(3) 0 79% (19)

¢) practical training on Al tools for professional/legal purposes 8.3%(2) 16.6%(4) 0 75% (18)

d) pedagogy-related training on AT use in the classtoom 0 12.5%(3) 0 83% (20)

e) informal/optional training in Al literacy and related skills 8.3%(2) 4.2%(1) 0 83% (20)

f) recommended self-study online to develop Al literacy/skills 8.3%(2) 8.3%(2) 8.3%(2) 75% (18)

) some Al-related units/lessons and topics in the course syllabus 12.5%(3) 29.2%(7) 0 66.6% (16)
h) extracurricular activities (courses, clinics, projects) 12.5%(3) 16.6% (4) 8.3%(2) 70% (17)

1) LF considers introducing new modules/courses on Al literacy/skills [ 4.2% (1) 20.8% (5) 0 70% (17)

Total: Average| 7.85% 18.9% 2.76% 71.46%

ource: LF Nis Teacher Survey: Al in Education (prepared by author based on Google form calculations. 10.11.2024).

Overall, at the institutional level, the results show insufficient institutional
agency’ in addressing Al integration issues for educational, scientific and
administrative purposes. The high averages on the lack of Al learning oppor-
tunities at the Uni Nis (80%) and at the LF Nis (74.4%) are supported by the
low averages of available opportunities for all groups (teachers, students
and administrative staff) both at the Uni Nis and at the LF Nis (9% each)
(Q6-Q7). It seems that neither Uni NiS nor LF Ni$ has even started tackling Al
issues, which are the cornerstone for Al integration in the teaching/learning
process. Similarly, most LF teachers (71.46%) report on a lack of learning
opportunities in the LF Nis curricula, while the available opportunities in
the undergraduate, master and doctoral degree curricula are low (9.8%
on average) (Q8). The available opportunities in a master program (18.9%)
indicate that there is some education about and for Al but education with Al
is non-existentacross the LF Ni$ curricula. The high averages on insufficient
learning opportunities and the low figures on available opportunities indicate
the need to provide relevant Al literacy/skill and pedagogy-training courses,
revise the institutional curricula, and explore opportunities for incorporat-
ing Al-and-law content in subject-specific instruction.

To examine the current teaching staff activities, the next part of the survey
examined the actual Al use, experimentation with Al tools, consideration and
intention to use Al in educational contexts (Q9). The overall average results
(in Table 4) show that 10.98% of respondents use Al for some teaching pur-
poses, 10.2% experiment with Al tools, 40.1% still consider Al use, and
40.5% have no intention to use Al. Some teachers (10.98%) report on using
Al to incorporate Al topics (20.8%), research/collect and generate teaching
material (12.5% each), instruct on Al use for legal purposes (12.5%), research

16 Collective agency includes collaboration, joint action and shared responsibility on a
macro-scale (by society, competent authorities, departments, institutions, community)
aimed at achieving common goals and general welfare (OECD, 2019:9).
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and recommend self-study resources (8.3% each), while some (6.25%) are
still learning about Al use. Some teachers (10.2%) report on experimenting
with Al tools: to research/collect and generate material (16.6% each), develop
students’ Al literacy/skills, incorporate Al topics, introduce Al administra-
tive routines, recommend self-study resources (12.5% each), and introduce
new summative/formative assessment forms (8.3%), but some (16.6%) need
more experimentation. Many teachers (40.1%) report on considering Al use:
to promote ethical/critical Al use (54.3%), research/collect and generate
material (45.8% each), introduce Al routines, instruct on Al use for legal
research, Al literacy/skills, introduce new assessment forms (41.6% each),
recommend self-study resources (29.1%), and incorporate Al topics (25%),
while 33.3% of teachers are still considering Al opportunities. On the other
hand, 40.5% of teachers (on average) report that they do not intend to use Al
in instruction, which clearly indicates the prevalent respondents’ mindset:
skepticism, reluctance, strong resistance and disinterest. Notably, 25% of
teachers from this group noted the need for further learning, experimenta-
tion and consideration; their replies per several educational purposes reflect
critical assessment and recognition that Al tools may be useful for some goals:
to instruct on academic research and recommend self-study resources (50%
each), introduce new assessment forms (45.8%), Al administrative routines,
develop students’ Al literacy/skills, incorporate Al topics and instruct on Al
legal drafting (41.6% each), promote ethical Al use (37.5%), and research/
collect (33.3%) and generate teaching material (37.5%). Notably, respondents
from all groups (25% using, 16.6% experimenting, 33.3% considering, and
25% non-users) express the need for further learning, experimentation and
consideration before reaching an informed decision on Al integration (LF
Nis Teacher Survey: Al in Legal Edu, 2024).

Table 4. LF Nis Teacher Survey Q9: Teachers’ use of Al in instruction (for teaching/learning purposes)
by
g 9. Al ‘m lnslﬁl({tlo_n (f(n: teacl}ulg/lleal.lllujli pulg)(;s#f): i s USE Experiment | Consider NO intention to use
0 you 115.3. consider usmg, or ex_peumen ‘with tools for teac! hing/learning with USil)g Al in instruction
purposes in your classes? For which purposes? (check all that apply)
a) research and collect relevant teaching/learning material 12.5%(3) |16.6%(4) [45.8%(11 33.3%(8
) 2 (€] “@ an ®)
enerate relevant teaching/learning material, activities, tasks 12.5%(3) |16.6% (4 45.8% (11 37.5% (9
) & 2 5 3 @ an [©]
c) develop students' Al literacy and skills 42%(1) [12.5%(3) |41.6%(10) 41.6%(10)
) promote ethical/responsible Al use, fact-checking, problem solving |4.2% (1)  |4.2%(1) 54.1%(13) 37.5% (9)
e) incorporate Al-related topicin class activities 20.8% (5) [12.5%(3) [25% (6) 41.6%(10)
introduce Al-based course administration of (papers/ tasks/projects) |8.3% (2 12.5%(3) |41.6% (10 41.6% (10
f) D proj @ ® a0 10
o) instruct Sts on Al use in academic research 83%(Q2) |0 41.6% (10) 50% (12)
h) instruct Sts on Al use for legal purposes (drafting legal docs) 12.5%(@(3) |0 41.6%(10) 41.6% (10)
1) introduce new Al-based forms of summative/formative assessment  |4.2%(1)  |8.3%(2) 41.6% (10) 45.8% (11)
j) recommend Al-based tools/platforms/courses) for students' self-study| 8.3% (2) 12.5%(3) 29.2% (7) 50% (12)
k) I'm still learning to use/experimenting with/considering Al use. 25% (6) 16.6% (4) [33.3%(8) 25% (6)
Total: Average|10.98% 10.2% 40.1% 40.5%

ource: LF Ni8 Teacher Survey: Al in Education, (prepared by author based on Google form calculations, 10.11.2024).
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The teaching staff activities reflect the current teacher agency.”’” Considering
that the teachers’ actual use of Al tools (10.9%) and experimentation with Al
tools (10.2%) are quite low, that many teachers are still considering Al use
(40.1%), and that 40.5% of surveyed teachers have no intention to use Al
(Q9), these results reveal a significant lack of proactive approach to explor-
ing available Al opportunities for instructional design and teaching/learn-
ing purposes. Despite the prevalent negative mindset (40.5%), a sub-group
of respondents (25%) within that group critically assessed that Al may be
useful for some educational purposes. It also seems promising that teach-
ers from all groups (including 25% of non-users) note the need for further
learning, experimentation and consideration, which is confirmed in their
comments on the lack of Al literacy/skills courses and teacher training on
Al integration (Q14).

The survey further explored the actual integration of Al-related content in
subject-specific contexts (Q10). In the open-ended prompt, respondents were
asked to specify Al-and-law content, legal contexts and activities used in LF
Nis$ classes. The results show that 62.5% (15) teachers have not included
any Al content, while 37.5% (9) provided subject-specific examples of con-
tent, contexts and tasks: a) Al and law (4): discussions on Al in legal/judicial
practice (videos, documents); b) Al in criminal law (1): predictive justice; c)
Al in civil law (2): tort liability (lectures, cases, discussion); d) Al in consti-
tutional law (2): constitutional process, elections, Al/digital transformation
and human rights; f) Al in master Law&ICT courses (2): law&programming,
blockchain; international law) (LF Nis Teacher Survey: Al in LE, 2024). These
findings indicate that some teachers have recognized the importance of Al
inlegal discourse and exerted efforts to provide new insights by integrating
Alissues in their course syllabi. Thus, they have demonstrated some teacher
agency, proactive approach to facilitating new learning opportunities. To
promote their agency, teachers should revise and update their syllabi, con-
sider more extensive integration of subject-specific Al-and-law issues, and
thus facilitate students’ learning about Al and for Al. The new insights may
contribute to promoting learning with Al in legal education, research and
practice. Yet, these individual efforts hardly suffice in terms of a structured
Al integration across the LF NiS curricula.

17Generally, teacher agency the capacity to design and facilitate supportive learning, act
purposefully and effectively, contribute to student/institutional growth, and direct one’s
own professional development. (OECD, 2019:8).
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The next question (Q13) surveyed the teaching staff attitudes on whether
Al-powered technologies should be integrated in legal education at the LF Ni$
(assessed on the 5-point Likert scale). Table 5 shows divided opinions: 25%
of respondents strongly agreed, 29.2% agreed, 29.2% had mixed opinions,
12.5% disagreed, and 4.2% strongly disagreed. Overall, the results show
that the largest number of respondents 54.2% respondents are positive
about Al, 29.2% have mixed opinions, while 16.7% have a negative stance
on Al integration in legal education at the LF Ni$ (LF Ni$ Teacher Survey: Al
in Legal Edu, 2024).

Table 5. LF Ni§ Teacher Survey Q13: LF Teachers’ attitudes to Al mtegration in legal education at LF Ni§

‘Q 13. Do you think Al-powered technologies should be part of legal education at LF Nis? (scale 1-5) 24 responses

‘ Strongly agree ‘ Agree ‘ Neither agree not disagree | Disagree | Strongly Disagree
25% (6) \ 29.2%(7) | 292% (7) | 12.5% (3) | 142%(1)

Total: 54.2% (13) | 29.2% (7) | 16.7 % (4)

ource: LF Nis Teacher Survey: AI in Education (prepared by author based on Google form calculations, 10.11. 2024).

To cast more light on the respondents’ mindset, the next two open-ended
prompts examined the respondents’ attitudes on advantages (Q11) and dis-
advantage (Q11) of Al integration in legal education.

The teachers’ responses on advantages, benefits and opportunities(Q11) may
be grouped as follows:!?

a) pragmatic goal-oriented benefits (11): Al tools provide quick, time-efficient
and cost-effective access to data, enable search for up-to-date material in
subject-specific areas, summarize and analyze data and provide process/
performance/product-driven results (lectures, presentations, documents,
papers, etc.);

b) instruction-oriented benefits (10): interesting content and interactive
classes enhance motivation, engagement, interaction, personalized learning
for academic/professional and self-study purposes; Al tools connect students
and promote alignment of syllabi at the national/international level;

c) pedagogy-oriented benefits (6): Al tools may save time and assist teachersin
preparing classes, lectures, teaching material, generating ideas; they facilitate
experiential learning and professional development; their integration across
the curricula may promote interdisciplinary education;

8The responses were provided by 18 respondents (75%), 2 respondents (8.3%) stressed
the need for caution, 2 respondents (8.3%) provided no reply, 1 respondent (4.2%) had no
specific opinion, and 1 respondent (4.2%) found no benefits.
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d) scientific research-oriented benefits (6): Al tools facilitate research on
subject-specific topics, offer new ideas for consideration, compare legal solu-
tions, save time in drafting scientific papers, provide better structure of
the final product and valuable assistance in writing (grammar/spelling/
plagiarism check);

e) competence/skills-oriented benefits (5): Al tools promote teacher research,
critical material selection, lesson planning and material development skills;
they promote students’ legal research, analysis, problem-solving and writing
skills (LF Ni$ Teacher Survey: Al in Legal Edu, 2024).

The responses on disadvantages, challenges, concerns and risks (Q12) may
be grouped as follows:"?

a) overreliance (7): dependence on quick-and-easy Al-generated outputs
raises concerns: plagiarism and copyright issues; less thinking, no individual-
ity, lack of intellectual vigour; recursive Al use without critical consideration;
Al addiction: inability to work on one’s own; stagnation of cognitive func-
tions or “mind-dumbing” while “students should be encourage to think for
themselves and express their own opinions without heavily relying on Al”;

b) bias, inaccuracies and hallucinations (5): there are concerns about reli-
ability and inaccuracies in Al outputs “based on input data whose quality
and accuracy are not verified”; Al may misinterpret data, provide inaccu-
rate conclusions; students may use Al-generated content “without critical
assessment” and without using their own knowledge, argumentation, legal
reasoning and creativity in problem-solving;

¢) privacy and security risks (3): we should consider “possible costs” (risks
and effects) of Al use on privacy, data protection, security; there is “a lack of
information on dangers of using Al”;

d) ethical and professional issues (3): there are concerns about plagiarism,
unethical, irresponsible use and abuse; there is a need for plagiarism-detec-
tion tools and training “to identify bias and check facts”;

e) inadequate legal framework, information and education (3): there is a lack
of Al strategies, policies, regulations, guidelines for institutions, teachers
and students; there is a lack of Al literacy/competence training, and a lack
of information on risks of using Al in legal education;

f) Al limitations and drawbacks (4): Al integration should be explored and
addressed with caution: “Al cannot understand the complexities of human

YThe responses were provided by 19 respondents (79.1%); 4 (16.6%) provided no response,
and 1 had no opinion (4.2%).
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language and conduct”; Al can be used for research and statistics but “it is
unsuitable for complex interpretation tasks and conclusions, which should be
handled by traditional legal methods”; “Al is still unable to implement legal
norms in daily situations; it should not to be used as a panacea for (resolving)
legal issues, nor should it serve as a substitute for addressing matters which
shall stay out of its reach” (LF Nis Teacher Survey: Al in Legal Edu, 2024).

In the final open-ended prompt (Q14), respondents were invited to share
opinions on Al issues that may not have been covered in the questionnaire.
In their comments, the teachers (12) reiterated their prior positions: one
respondent had no dilemma about Al integration in legal education, hop-
ing that the survey findings may be an incentive for Al integration at the
institutional level; two respondents expressed intention to increase Al use
for educational purposes. Some teachers (3) urged for caution due to risks,
called for “proper regulation, ethical and responsible use”, and warned about
possible abusive practices. Some teachers (3) noted that "Al cannot replace
human creativity”, emphasizing that students should exercise critical think-
ing “without heavily relying on Al for quick solutions” and warning about the
“mind-dumbing” effects.?° One teacher outlined the future course of action:
“successful Al use in education requires careful planning, teacher training,
good infrastructure, and constant evaluation; HE institutions need to set
clear goals how they want to use Al: for personalized learning, automating
administrative tasks, or enhancing engagement”. One teacher noted the need
for “a balanced, human-centered and pedagogy-driven approach, aligned with
ethical standards, legal framework, good practices, institutional needs and
educational goals” (LF Ni$ Teacher Survey: Al in Legal Edu, 2024).

Overall, the presented survey results clearly indicate divided opinions of
the teaching staff at LF Ni$ on Al use in legal education, ranging from full
rejection and reluctance to full acceptance (Q13). On the one hand, more
than half of respondents (54.2%) are positive about Al integration in legal
education, recognizing the increasing need for Al as a practical assistive tool
which may improve some aspects of legal education. This stance is substan-
tiated by responses on observed advantages of Al use in legal education:
pragmatic goal-oriented, instruction-oriented, pedagogy-oriented, scientific

2In recent literature, there is a term “brain rot”, announced as the OUP word of the year
2024 and defined as follows: “brain rot” (n.): the supposed deterioration of a person’s mental or
intellectual state, especially viewed as the result of overconsumption of material (particularly
online content) considered to be trivial or unchallenging; or something characterized as
likely to lead to such deterioration” (OUP, 2024). In the context of Al technologies, “brain rot”
entails deterioration of the human mind under the detrimental impact of the latest GenAl
technologies (Forbes, 2024).
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research-oriented and competence/skills-oriented benefits (Q11). Due to
observed limitations, drawbacks and concerns, some teachers (29.2%)
have mixed feelings, emphasizing the need for a cautious, well-structured
and responsible approach to Al integration, more Al learning opportunities
and relevant safeguards to address risks. On the other hand, some respon-
dents (16.7%) have a negative attitude to Al integration in legal education,
illustrated in the observed disadvantages: overreliance; bias, inaccuracies,
hallucinations; ethical and professional concerns, privacy/security risks;
inadequate legal framework, information on Al integration, and Al literacy/
skills training (Q12). However, we may not disregard a large group of teachers
(48%) who opted out of the survey but whose “silence” may be interpreted
as strong rejections, skepticism, disagreement or indifference. These distinc-
tive perspectives should be properly considered in the Al decision-making
processes as a valuable source of constructive criticism on issues that have
to be addressed in the Al decision-making and integration processes.

2.2. LF Nis Student Survey on Al in Legal Education: Summary and analysis
results

In order to explore the perceptions of LF Ni$ students’ on Al integration in
legal education and their actual use of Al technologies, the author conducted
a small-scale (pilot) student survey, titled LF Nis Students’ Survey on Al in
Legal Educations (2024),?! including a sample of law students who attended
ELP/Legal English courses at the LF Ni$.?? The survey was forwarded to a
total of 45 ELP/LE students and responses were submitted by 10 students
(22%).% The research sample is by no means representative, which is cer-
tainly a limiting factor that may make the quantitative results tentative and
generate certain reservations, but it does not diminish the value of students’
qualitative (narrative) responses. The pilot survey results are indicative of
the students’ attitudes and actual Al use for different purposes, which may

1 The survey included 14 questions: Q1. Name 5 Al tools; Q2. Do you use Al tools? For
which purposes?; Q3. Al tools in private life; Q4. Al tools in academic/professional life; Q5.
Al tools in the learning process; Q6. Al at the Uni Nis; Q7. Al at the LF Nis; Q8. Al in the LF
curricula; Q9. Al use in LF instruction; Q10. Al-related content in class; Q11. Al advantages
in legal education; Q12. Al disadvantages in legal education; Q13. Al integration at LF Nis;
Q14. Further comments (LF Ni$ Students Survey, 2024).

22For the lack of direct contact with students in the autumn term 2024, the survey focused
on students who had attended the first-year ELP course and the third/fourth-year LE courses
in the spring term 2024.

#n addition to equal gender representation: 5 female and 5 male respondents (50% each),

there was an even distribution across courses: 5 first-year ELP students, 4 student from the
3rd /4 year LE courses and 1 PhD student (LF Ni$ Students’ Survey, 2024).
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serve as a stepping stone for further research and consideration at both
institutional and individual level.

In response to the open-ended prompt on Al tools (Q1), students’ replies
indicate their awareness of the common Al-based platforms/tools and many
purpose-specific applications.?* As for the frequency of using Al tools for dif-
ferent personal purposes (Q2), the overall average results show that 38.33%
of students never use Al, 45% occasionally use Al, and 16,66% use Al on a
daily basis, but percentages vary per specific usage (Table 6).?° The three
personal education-related purposes (b/c/d) show that most students use
Altools occasionally (50%), some students (23.3%) use them daily, and some
students (26.6%) never use them for these purposes (LF Ni$ Students’ Survey:
Alin Legal Edu, 2024).

. Table 6. LF Ni§ Students’ Survey: Q2. Personal use of Al tools for different purposes

‘QZ: Do you use Al-powered platforms/tools? For what purposes? How often? H Never H Occasionally ‘ Daily
‘a) personal use of practical Al-powered apps in private life 10% (1) 70% (7) 20% (2)
b) academic/professional purposes (data research, writing, summarizing, etc.) 30% (3) 50% (5) 20% (2)
c) professional development/learning purposes 20% (2) 60% (6) 20%(2)
d) educational purposes (teaching and learning, training others, etc.) 30% (3) 40% (4) 30% (3)
¢) workplace-related purposes (time/work-management, automating paperwork 60% (6) 30% (3) 10% (1)
) financial, commercial, business transaction purposes 80% (8) 20% (2) 0

Total: Average |38.33% 45% 16.66%
ource: LF Ni§ Students’ Survey: Al in Legal Education. 2024 (prepared by author based on Google form calculations, 5.3. 2025).

As for personal use of Al tools in private life (Q3), 61% of students (on average)
reported using Al, largely on the occasional basis (45%) (Q2), for different
practical purposes.?® Considering Al use for personal academic/scientific/
professional purposes (Q4), 32.85% use Al tools for: reviewing/revising
data (80%) and scientific research (60%), while other uses are much lower:
writing, administrative tasks (20% each); predicative analysis, drafting
documents, visualizing content (10% each); one student (10%) reported not

24In response to Q1, students noted: Open Al ChartGPT (10), Google Maps (8), Translate
(8), Lens (5), Earth (4), Grammarly (3), MS Bing/Copilot (4), Gemini (2), G-Assistant (2);
Pinterest, Duoligo, Craiyon, Quilbo, MyAl, Apple Intelligence, InferKit (1 each).

25 Most student occasionally use Al purposes (20%). The daily use is much lower: educational
(30%), personal/ needs, research, prof. development (20% each), and work-related purposes
(10%). Most students never use Al for financial (80%), work-related (60%), academic/
professional/educational purposes (30% each), and prof. development (20%) (LF Nis
Students’ Survey, 2024).).

26 As for personal use in private life (Q3), most students use Al for: information/direction
(90%), translation/revising (90%), image recognition (80%), chatbots (70%), grammar/
plagiarism check, speech/text/image recognition (60% each), entertainment/leisure, learning
languages/skills, Al assistants (50% each), artistic content (40%), and payment (30%).
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using Al. In terms of using Al for personal educational purposes (Q5), 40% of
students do not use Al tools while 20% use Al to gather resources (50%) and
generate material (20% each), for extracurricular activities (30%), to visu-
alize content, draft documents, assessment, predictive analysis (10% each)
(LF Nis Students’ Survey: Al in LE, 2024). Although the LF students’ results
on using Al tools for personal needs are higher than the LF teachers’ results
across several factors?’, they raise the issues of students’ motivation, willing-
ness and perhaps competencies to use Al in formal legal education settings.

The next part of the survey examined the students’ perceptions on the institu-
tional approach to Al integration in terms of available learning opportunities
provided for students and teachers at the university level (Uni Ni§) (Q6) and
at the LF NiS level (Q7). The collected data are shown in Table 7.

. Table 7. LF Nis Students’ Survey: Q6: Al technology at UNI Ni§; and Q7: AI technology at LF Ni§
Q6. Al technology at UNI Nis ‘ Q6. Al technology at UNI Nis Q7. Al technology at LF Ni$
Q7. Al technology at LF Nis for for
Does the UNI Nis/ LF Nis provide any of the teaching . No/ Idon't | teacnine for No/ Ldon't
following opportunities to teachers/students? staff | Sudents | notavailable Imow; suff | Students | notavailablel - know
a) formal/informal Al introductory courses 0 20% (2) |60% (6) 40% (4) 0 20%(2) |70% (7) 10% (1)
b) formal/informal training on Al literacy 0 0 70% (7) 30% (3) 0 0 80%(8) 20% (2)
c) prof. development for scientific purposes | 10% (1) |20% (2) |60% (6) 30% (3) 10%(1) |10% (1) |80%(8) 10% (1)
) prof. development for educational process |0 10% (1) |50% (5) 40% (4) 0 0 80%(8) 20% (2)
Fimision egttion frcousevesams [0 2@ [P Jo o Jsme oy
) Al tools training for administrative purposeq 0 0 50% (5) 50% (5) 0 0 70%(7)  |20%(2)
) legal regulation for Al use in education 20% (2) [20%(2) |40% (4) 30% (3) 0 0 60% (6)  |30%(3)
h) Al-development strategy, policy in edu 0 0 50% (5) 50% (5) 0 0 70% (7) 30% (3)
1) academic integrity policy on ethical AT use |0 0 50% (5) 50% (5) 0 10%(1) |70% (7) 20% (2)
j) relevant infrastructure for using AI 0 10% (1) |50% (5) 40% (4) 0 0 80% (8) 20% (2)
Total: Average| 3% 8% 54% 39% 1% 4% 74% 20%
ource: LF Ni% Students’ Survey: Al in Education, 2024 (prepared by author based on Google forms calculations. 5.3. 2025).

In terms of Al learning opportunities at the University Nis level (Q6), 54% of
students (on average) think that there are no opportunities in terms of: Al
literacy training (70%), Al introductory courses (60%), training on Al use
for scientific (60%) and educational purposes (50%), Al strategy/policies,
academic integrity policy, Al infrastructure (50% each), training for admin-
istration (60%) and administrative purposes (50%), and Al legal framework
(40%). Many students (39%) are unaware or barely aware of such oppor-
tunities for students (8%) and teachers (3%) (LF Ni$ Students’ Survey: Al
in Legal Edu, 2024).

27E.g.in Q3, students’ results are 35-45% higher for image/speech/text recognition; 23-
25% for chatbots/Al assistants, leisure/art purposes; 7-10% higher for translation/ text
revising, information/directions; but 16% lower for personal learning.
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As for Al learning opportunities at the LF Nis$ level (Q7), 74% of students (on
average) think that there are no opportunities in terms of: Al infrastructure
(80%), Al literacy/skills training (80%), Al courses (70%), Al policies and
academic integrity policy (70% each), Al legal framework (60%), profes-
sional development for scientific, educational, administration (80% each)
and administrative purposes (70%). On average, 20% have no knowledge
about this matter while very few students are aware of some opportunities
for students (4%) and teachers (1%) (LF Ni$ Students’ Survey: Al in Legal
Edu, 2024).

Overall, at the institutional level, the survey results on the Al learning oppor-
tunities at the Uni Ni$ and at the LF Ni§ (Q6-Q7) indicate insufficient institu-
tional agency to provide relevant conditions for Al integration. Most students
report on the lack of opportunities at the Uni Nis (54%) and at LF Nis level
(74%); some students have no knowledge about such opportunities (39%
for Uni Nis, and 20% for LF Nis), but very few are aware of some opportuni-
ties for students and teachers (11% at UNI Nis, 5% at LF Nis).?® Considering
the high figures on insufficient opportunities and lack of knowledge about
them, students’ perceptions indicate not only the need for more Al learning
opportunities for both groups (at both levels) but also the need to provide
transparent information on such opportunities (if any).

As for the Al learning opportunities in the LF Nis curricula (Q8), Table 8 shows
to what extent Al contents are available in the undergraduate, master, and
doctoral degree curricula. On average, 78.88% of students think that there
are no opportunities for: Al training for academic/professional and educa-
tional purposes (100% each), Al literacy/skills training (90%), Al contents
(80%), recommended self-study resources (70%), Al modules/course (50%),
and extracurricular activities (40%). While 80% of students think that new
Al'modules/courses are not under consideration, 20% think they are part of
the master degree curriculum. They note some opportunities in the master
degree (15.55%), the undergraduate degree (12.22%), and the doctoral
degree (5.5%) curricula (LF Ni$ Students’ Survey, 2024).2° Overall, these

28Notably, LF teachers’ responses on lacking opportunities are higher: at the Uni Nis (80%)
and at the LF Nis (74.4%), while available opportunities for teachers and students at both
institutions are similar (9.5% on average) (LF Nis Teacher Survey, 2024).

29 At the LF Ni$ master degree level, students note some learning opportunities in Al
courses/modules (50%), extracurricular activities (30%), Al-related classes/topics and
recommended self-study resources (20% each). At the LF Ni$ undergraduate level, students
note extracurricular activities (50%), recommended self-study resources (20%), informal Al
literacy/skills training, and Al-related content (10% each). At the LF Nis$ doctoral degree level,
very few students note new Al courses/modules (20%), recommended self-study resources,
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results indicate a general lack of Al learning opportunities across the LF Ni$
curricula (78.88%); while most opportunities are available at the master
degree (15.55%), the overall average of available opportunities in the under-
graduate, master and doctoral degree curricula is low (11%) (Q8).3° Thus,
students’ perceptions confirm the insufficient institutional agency to explore
Al opportunities, revise and update the curricula, and more substantially
include Al content in curricular and extracurricular activities. As Al tools
are not formally used in instruction, teachers/students may be lacking Al
competencies. Thus, LF Ni$ may institute an extensive needs analysis on the
teachers/students stance on Al use in legal contexts, provide Al literacy/
skills training for all interested parties, introduce (risk-free) Al tools for
experimentation and instruction, and gradually promote Al use for legal
education purposes.

= Table 8. Question 8: LF Nis Students’ Survey: Al in the LF Nis curricula/sillabi/courses
Q8. Al in the LF Nis curricula/sillabi/courses: LF Ni§ LF Ni§ LF Ni§ NO/mo
Are any of these offered within the LF Nis curricula, course syllabuses, undergraduate | master degree | doctoral degree | opportunities
individual courses. or informal training opportunities? (check all that apply) curriculum curriculum curiculum available
a) new Al and Law courses/modules (policy, practice, ethics, risks) | 10% (1) 50% (5) 20% (2) 50% (5)
) practical (hands-on) training on Al tools for academic (research) |0 0 0 100 % (10)
c) practical training on Al tools for professional/legal purposes 0 0 0 100 % (10)
) pedagogy-related training on Al use in the classroom 0 0 0 100 % (10)
e) informal/optional training in Al literacy and related skills 10% (1) 0 0 90% (9)
) recommended online resources for self-study for AT literacy/skills |20% (2) 20% (2) 10% (1) 70% (7)
2) some Al-related units/lessons and topics in the course syllabus 10% (1) 20% (2) 0 80% (8)
h) extracurricular activities (courses, clinics, projects) 50% (5) 30% (3) 10% (1) 40% (4)
i) LF considers introducing new modules/courses on Al literacy/skills | 10% (1) 20% (2) 10% (1) 80% (8)
Total: Average| 12.22% 15.55% 5.55% 78.88%
Source: LF Ni§ students’ Survey: Al in Education, 2024 (prepared by author based on Google forms calculations, 5.3.2025).

The next part surveyed the students’ perceptions on the teachers’ current
use, experimentation with, and consideration/intention to use Al tools in the
educational process (Q9). The results in Table 9 show that 32% (on average)
consider that teachers have no intention to use Al tools in the educational
process, 58% report having no knowledge about it, while very few students
report on teachers’ actual Al use (1%), experimentation with Al (4%), and
consideration to use Al (7%)3?' (LF NiS Students’ Survey: Al in LE, 2024). The

and extracurricular activities (10% each) (LF Ni$ Students’ Survey, 2024).

30By comparison, most LF teachers (71.46%) noted a general lack of Al opportunities at LF
Ni$, while available opportunities at the undergraduate, master and doctoral degree levels
are low (9.8% average) (LF Nis Teacher Survey, 2024).

31By comparison, 40.5% of teachers reported having no intention to use Al for educational/
scientific/professional purposes, while 10.9% actually use, 10.2% experiment with, and 40.1%
consider using Al for these purposes (LF Nis Teacher Survey, 2024, Q9).
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results indicate insufficient teacher agency in exploring subject-specific Al
learning opportunities and the need to transparently address the listed
educational goals to enhance the student agency.*?

Table 9. Question 9: LF Ni$ Students’ Survey: Al in the classroom (for teaching/learning purposes)
Do your eachers e, experiment i or donsdel wing A1 took? | US| Experiment| Consider | NO intention to wse| T dow'
For which teaching/leaming purposes? with using Alin instruction Lnow
) research and collect relevant teaching/learning material 0 20% (2) 10% (1) 20%(2) 60% (6)
b) generate relevant teaching/learning material, activities, tasks |0 10% (1) 10% (1) 30%(3) 50% (5)
c) develop students' Al literacy and skills 0 0 0 50% (5) 50% (5)
d) promote ethical AT use, fact-checking, problem solving 0 0 10% (1) 40% (4) 50% (5)
e) incorporate Al-related topic in class activities 0 0 10% (1) 20% (2) 70% (7)
f) introduce AI course administration (papers, tasks/projects). 0 0 10% (1) 30% (3) 60% (6)
o) instruct Sts on Al use in academic research 10% (1) |0 10% (1) 20% (2) 60% (6)
h) instruct Sts on AT use for legal purposes (drafting legal docs) |0 10% (1) 10% (1) 40% (4) 50% (5)
1) introduce Al-based forms of summative/formative assessment |0 0 0 30%(3) 70% (7)
j) recommend Al tools/platforms/courses for students' self-study |0 0 0 40% (4) 60% (6)
Total: Average| 1% 4% 7% 32% 58%
ource: LF Ni§ Students’ Survey: AT in Education, 2024 (prepared by author based on Google forms calculations, 5.3.2025).

The survey further explored the actual integration of Al-related content in
subject-specific contexts (Q10). In the open-ended prompt, students were
asked to specify Al-related content, legal contexts and types of activities
used in LF NiS classes. Notably, 80% of students did not have any Al-related
content and 20% provided examples of Al-and-law content in curricular or
extracurricular activities.®® Two students (20%) had class discussions on
Al use in legal and judicial practice, and two students (20%) participated
in extracurricular courses/conference on Al use in legal research, drafting
documents, crime monitoring and prevention (LF Ni$ Students’ Survey: Al in
Legal Education, 2024). Overall, as the students’ views reflect a very limited
scope of integration of Al-and-law contents in LF Ni$ courses, the findings
confirm the insufficient teacher agency in facilitating students’ learning about
Al and for Al, while students comments (Q14) indicate thatlearning with Al is
formally unavailable. Thus, in order to enhance enhancing students’ agency,
trust and collaboration in the Al integration process, LF teachers have to
take a more proactive approach: revise and update the syllabi, incorporate
Al-related legal issues in subject-specific courses, promote students’ learning

32 Student agency is the capacity to actively participate in shaping one’s learning, make
responsible choices, develop a autonomy and a growth mindset, i.e. to have a voice, choice
and take ownership of one’s learning (OECD, 2019:2,5).

33 By comparison, LF teachers’ responses on actual integration of Al-related content in
subject-specific contexts (Q10) show that 37.5% included Al-and-law content while 62.5%
did not include such content in their classes (LF Nis Teacher Survey, 2024).
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about and for Al, raise students’ awareness about Al competencies for specific
legal purposes, and eventually enhance learning with Al.

The next question surveyed the students’ attitudes on whether Al tech-
nologies should be integrated in legal instruction at the LF Ni$ (Q13). The
overall results (Table 10) show that half of the students (50%) are positive
about Al integration, some (30%) have mixed opinions, while some (20%)
have a negative opinion about Al use in legal education (LF Ni§ Students’
Survey: Al in Legal Education, 2024). Although these results are similar to
the LF teachers’ results, students have a slightly more negative attitude than
their teachers.?* Based on the students’ narrative responses (Q14), it may be
explained by uncertainty and observed lack of knowledge and transparent
information about the Al integration.

Table 10. Question 13: Students’ attitudes to Al integration in legal education at LF Ni§

Q 13. Do you think AI-powered technologies should be part of legal education at LF Nis? (scale 1-5 ) 24 responses
Strongly agree ‘ Agree ‘ Neither agree nor disagree (mixed) ‘ Disagree ‘ Strongly Disagree
10% (1) | 40%(4) 30% (3) 20%@2) | 0%
Total: 50% (5) 30% (3) 20% (2)

Source:: LF Ni§ Students’ Survey: Al in Education, 2024 (prepared by author based on Google forms calculations5.3. 2025).

To cast more light on the students’ opinions, the survey next explored their
perceptions on the advantages (Q11) and disadvantages (Q12) of using Al
technologies in legal education.

In response to the open-ended question on the advantages, benefits and oppor-
tunities of integrating Al in legal education (Q11), the students’ responses
(10) may be grouped as follows:

a) pragmatic goal-oriented benefits (9): Al tools provide quick and easy access
to data, facilitate research, recommend references, locate sources in specific
legal areas, simplify and summarize complex topics, provide process/perfor-
mance/product-driven support (synonyms, rephrasing, rewriting, proofread-
ing, spelling/grammar and plagiarism check), speed up text analysis, save
time and enhance efficiency in task-completion, provide better structure and
“boost precision” of the final product, facilitate immediate communication,
guidance and help via virtual assistants that address “every single detail”;

b) competence/skills-oriented benefits (6): Al tools may facilitate and promote
students’ research skills, gathering/selecting relevant material, generating

34 The LF Ni$ teachers’ opinions (Q13): positive (54.3%), mixed (29.2%) and negative
(16.7%) (LF Nis Teacher Survey, 2024).
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and drafting legal documents; they may enhance students’ legal skills: legal
analysis, problem-solving skills, task organization and management skills,
efficiency in task-completion; they may promote critical thinking, attention
to detail, precision, careful wording and structure, academic/scientific writ-
ing skills, proofreading, etc.;

c) learning-oriented benefits (6): Al tools save time, quickly find answers, gen-
erate ideas, resources and educational material, simplify legal texts, organize
written work, rephrase/rewrite and provide writing assistance (grammar/
spell check, synonyms), generate text/visuals; they may modernize legal
education and promote research in Al technologies for legal purpose.®

In terms of disadvantages, challenges, concerns and risks of using Al in legal
education (Q12), the students’ responses (10) may be grouped as follows:

a) Al technology and legal/professional issues (7): there is a lack of legal Al
tools in Serbian, trained on Serbian legal sources; legal Al tools may be costly
and inaccessible; there are modernization costs, potential risks and difficul-
ties in introducing new technologies; Al use is unregulated: there are safety,
data protection and privacy issues; Al tools are prone to malfunctioning (e.g.
plagiarism, grammar and spell-checkers); humans are currently competing
with Al which may soon replace humans in legal jobs;

b) overreliance on Al (6): overuse and abuse of easily accessible Al tools gen-
erates overdependence on Al-generated results, less effort to do the inde-
pendent “manual work” and less thinking as “the robot does all the work for
you”; no critical thinking, lack of individuality, creativity and authenticity; it
is “risky’ in legal contexts as it may cause serious mistakes, misunderstand-
ing, misuse/abuse and violations of law;

¢) unreliability, inaccuracies and malfunctions (5): Al use raises concerns
about reliability and accuracy of Al-generated data: outdated information
(legislation no longer in force), “shallow approach to legal tasks”, limited
scope of applicable law, wrong sources, imprecise citation, missing references,
inaccuracies in legal texts, which makes them “useless” because one has to
“double-check everything”; it particularly refers to Serbian legal sources
where the Al-generated results may be oversimplified, oversummarized,
misinterpreted or manipulated to such an extent that the essential meaning
is lost;

%5 In comparison to teachers’ responses, LF students focus on practical goal-oriented,
competence/skills-oriented and learning-based benefits, while LF teachers note a wider
range of practical, educational, academic/scientific and professional purposes (practical
goal-oriented, instruction-oriented, pedagogy-oriented, research-oriented, and competence/
skills-oriented advantages).
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d) Al integration in legal education (2): it takes time and money to adopt and
integrate new technologies, address risks, “think outside the box”, set “foun-
dations” for future Al use, and “keep up with the Al evolution”; students need
training on effective use of Al tools for legal purposes;

e) Al limitations and shortcomings(4): Al can assist lawyers in certain “manual”
tasks but the results may be superficial, misleading or mistaken; GenAls
“give an impression” of assistance but cannot be fully trusted as they do not
provide relevant legal assistance in Serbian contexts; Al tools cannot replace
human lawyers and outperform human creativity (LF Ni$ Students’ Survey:
Alin Legal Edu, 2024).3¢

In the final open-ended prompt (Q14), respondents were invited to share
opinions on Al-related issues that may not have been covered in the survey.
In addition to previously presented positions, two students stressed that Al
should not be used in legal education and expressed preference for “classi-
cal” forms of learning and research. One student noted that “legal profes-
sion is not about knowing a solution to every problem in advance but about
knowing where to find possible answers and how to use them creatively”.
One student noted that legal education should be modernized but Al tools
should be carefully assessed, pre-tested and integrated due to observed
risks, which have to be kept under control. Based on the experiential learn-
ing activities, some students noted that distinctive lawyer skills are needed
to address highly complex legal issues which cannot be adequately resolved
by Al tools, particularly in Serbian contexts due to the lack of legal Al tools,
which are inaccessible.?” In view of prospective human redundancy (being
replaced by intelligent machines), one student noted that human-AlI collabora-
tion would be “a winning combination”: combining Al and humans who can
provide expert guidance on legal issues that cannot be properly addressed
by Al alone (LF Ni$ Students’ Survey: Al in LE, 2024).

Overall, comparing the LF students and teachers’ response on advantages
of Al integration (Q11), there is an obvious difference in priorities: LF stu-
dents focus on major practical goal-oriented, competence/skills-oriented and
learning-based benefits; LF teachers’ priorities are more versatile, covering a
range of practical, educational, academic/scientific research, and professional

3By comparison, we may note that LF teachers cover a wider range of issues (overreliance,
unreliability, ethical/professional issues, legal framework, privacy/security, and social/legal
limitations) but students have raised new important issues: lack of legal Al tools, human
redundancy, human-AlI collaboration, and structured Al integration in legal education.

37This stance is in line with the opinions of Serbian legal practitioners; for more, see:
Ignjatovi¢, 2025:298.
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development purposes (practical goal-oriented, instruction-oriented, peda-
gogy-oriented, research-oriented, and competence/skills-oriented benefit).
While both students and teachers recognize the practical (applicative) use
of Al technologies as supplementary and assistive tools, both groups stress
the need for more learning opportunities, practical Al literacy/skills train-
ing, safeguards to counter observed risks, and a cautious, structured and
ethical approach to Al integration in educational and legal contexts. As for
observed disadvantages (Q12), teachers’ responses cover a wider range of
issues (overreliance, unreliability, legal framework, privacy/security, ethi-
cal/professional issues, and social/legal limitations). However, students’
replies raise new practical issues: the lack of legal Al tools in Serbia, lack
of structured Al integration, redundancy and loss of legal job, and human-
Al collaboration as a prerequisite for preserving human agency, creativity
and supervision. Some students raised the issue of adequate approach to Al
integration, which should take into account the major features of legal edu-
cation: a complex set of lawyer (discursive) competencies, legal conventions
(managing documents, data, oral/written communication), communicative
and interpersonal (soft) skills.?® The negative attitudes to Al integration are
based on critical assessment of disadvantages and risks (Q12), which gener-
ate criticisms, distrust, skepticism, hesitation or reluctance to use Al in legal
education.?® These diverse perspectives should be properly addressed in the
prospective Al integration process.

On the whole, the empirical research results seem to confirm many conclu-
sions of the author’s prior theoretical research on this matter.*® In the next
part, we will consider the major issues raised by the survey participants
and possible courses of action in prospective Al integration in Serbian legal
education.

3. Agency-based Considerations for prospective Al integration at LF
Nis
Based on the presented analysis, we may revisit the major issues raised in

the two surveys from the perspective of agency in education, by focusing to
the prospective roles and actions of key participants.

38Some legal scholars in developed countries have similar opinions; see: Ignjatovi¢, 2025:
292,303.

39In developed countries, legal scholars/practitioners have similar critical attitudes; see:
Ignjatovi¢, 2025: 292.

“For more, see: Ignjatovi¢, 2025: 304-306.
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First, the survey results indicate insufficient institutional agency in view of
providing relevant Al learning opportunities at the Uni Ni$ and LF Nis. Con-
sidering the reported lacks (infrastructure, resources, Al policies, guidelines,
tech support, Al literacy/skills training) and students’ insufficient awareness
of such opportunities, both institutions should more substantially invest in
material and human resources, provide and learning opportunities for teach-
ers, students and administration staff, as well as transparent information
about such opportunities. At the Uni Nis level, it is essential to cater for the
needs of the non-tech faculty (in social sciences and humanities) by providing
safe experimentation hubs, Al literacy/skills and pedagogy training courses,
and opportunities for experiential learning about, for and with Al. At the LF
Nis level, although there are some forms of learning about and for Al (in a
master program), there are no formal/informal opportunities for learning
with Al It hardly suffices in terms of an extensive Al integration across the
LF NiS$ curricula and taking advantage of the observed Al benefits in legal
education and practice.”! Although prior research demonstrated some insti-
tutional agency at the Uni Ni$ and LF Nis,*? both institutions should take a
more proactive approach by assessing the needs of all stakeholders, providing
Al literacy/skills training, safe experimentation spaces (hubs, sandboxes)
and experiential learning opportunities, promoting the use of risk-free Al
tools (MS Notebook), providing Al integration resources, guidelines and
pedagogy training in subject-specific contexts. It may contribute to raising
awareness about the relevance of using Al technologies in different legal
education contexts, promote constructive dialogue and promote the actual
learning about, for and with Al. To that end, law schools may refer to good
comparative practices in developed countries which provide an extensive
range of curricular and extracurricular opportunities for safe, critical and
creative Al use in education.®®

Second, the survey results indicate insufficient teacher agency, reflected
in modest use of Al tools for legal education purposes and sporadic integra-
tion of Al-and-law content across the LF Ni$ curricula. It is likely caused by
the passive institutional approach to Al integration, the lack of Al literacy/
skills training, Al integration guidelines and pedagogy training, which ulti-
mately generate uncertainty and affect the teachers’ mindset on Al use in

“For more, see: Ignjatovic, 2025: 287, 290-292

“2Uni Nis participated in the Applied Al Erasmus project, LF Nis introduced Al courses
in the Law&ICT master degree program and is currently involved in the DigiRights project,
see: Ignjatovic, 2025: 296 (fn 76, 77), 297 (fn 85)

“For examples of available Al opportunities at law schools in developed countries, see:
Ignjatovi¢, 2025: 286-287, 293-294.
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legal education. The diverse attitudes (ranging from full acceptance to overt
rejection and indifference) and distinctive shades of perception (hesita-
tion, skepticism, reluctance, resistance, indifference) indicate the need to
properly address the teachers’ mindset issues. Although some teachers have
recognized the relevance of integrating Al-and-law content in their subject-
specific contexts and resorted to self-study, it hardly suffices in terms of
Al integration across the LF Ni$ curricula. The comparative practices in
developed countries may serve as a good starting point for addressing these
issues, developing strategies to counter the negative mindset, providing
incentives for professional development, and enhancing Al competencies
for legal purposes.** To enhance their agency, teachers should take a more
proactive approach: assess students’ opinions on Al integration in subject-
specific contexts, revise and update the syllabi, carefully plan and incorpo-
rate Al-and-law content in their courses, raise students’ awareness about
Al tools and competencies for legal purposes, facilitate learning about and
for Al, and learning with risk-free Al-powered tools (PDF Gear, NoteBook).
The key prerequisites are continuous education, training, experimentation
and gradual integration in line with the learners’ and subject-specific needs,
institutional resources, transparent Al integration policies and procedures,
academic integrity policies, ethical standards and pedagogical goals. The
flexible and proactive approach will contribute to enhancing student agency,
trust and collaboration in the Al integration process.

Third, the survey results indicate insufficient student agency considering
the sporadic and quite low use of Al tools for educational, academic/scien-
tific research and professional development purposes. Notably, LF students’
attitudes to Al use in legal education are slightly more negative than their
teachers’. It may be explained by the observed lack of knowledge and trans-
parent information about the Al integration, the lack of Al literacy/skills
training for educational purposes, unavailability of reliable Al tools in formal
legal education, and sporadic integration of Al-related content in curricular/
extracurricular activities. Thus, the student agency may be enhanced by
addressing these observed issues, introducing risk-free (assistive) Al tools
in instruction, raising students’ awareness about the relevance of Al tools in
legal education and practice, and providing meaningful experiential learn-
ing which promotes critical thinking, creativity and responsible Al use in
line with the highest academic integrity standards and envisaged pedagogi-
cal goals. In addition, some students urge for an adequate approach to Al
integration, which should cater for the essential discursive (lawyer) skills
and the human nature of the legal profession reflected in communication,

“For more on good practices in developed countries, see: Ignjatovic 2025: 293-294, 300-302.

33



[TPABHU XOPU30HTH | l'oguHA VIII | Bpoj 10 | 2025

interpersonal and life skills, which cannot be replaced by Al tools.* Students’
critical assessment and experiential learning show that available (open) Al
tools are rather unreliable and ineffective in Serbian legal contexts. It indi-
cates the need for procuring trustworthy legal Al tools in Serbian language,
which are currently in short supply because Al tools have not been trained
on Serbian legal sources, which are either inaccessible or incomprehensively
consolidated.*® As a solution for precluding human redundancy, some stu-
dents propose an approach based on human-AlI collaboration in resolving
issues that cannot be properly addressed by Al tools. These observations
are in line with the contemporary human-centric literature on interactive
learning environments where the Al analytical and assistive capacities are
combined with the human touch in order to create engaging learning oppor-
tunities (Chiu & Pericles, 2025: 923) and keep human intelligence “in the loop”
by preserving human creativity, critical thinking and supervision over Al at
all times (Ignjatovi¢, 2025: 292, 306).

Fourth, the survey results clearly indicate the need for collective agency of
all stakeholders involved in the Al integration process (competent adminis-
trations, tech and legal sectors, institutions, teachers, students, employers).
While each participant plays a specific role in the process, their activities
are correlated, interdependent and complementary; thus, the efficiency
and final outcomes of Al integration largely depend on their constructive
dialogue, collaboration, joint decision-making and joint efforts to create a
sustainable Al integration framework, including investments and funding,
structure and organization, institutional/curricular design, instructional
design, integration in the educational process, continuous assessment and
supervision to address emerging impediments, risks and concerns.*” The
stakeholders’ collective agency may significantly contribute to assessing
Al issues in specific educational contexts from different perspectives in Al
decision-making processes, as well as to building trust, responsibility and
ownership of the process, which will gradually counter the negative stance
to Al integration (hesitation, reluctance, skepticism, distrust and indiffer-
ence). The collaborative approach should also include human-Al collaboration,
embodied in teacher-Al collaboration and student-Al collaboration in creating
engaging interactive learning environments (Chiu & Pericles, 2025:921-922)
focusing on developing the participants’ critical thinking, creativity, multiple
intelligences and wellbeing.

*In comparative literature, there is a similar stance; see: Ignjatovi¢, 2025: 292, 297-298.
*For more on, see: Ignjatovic, 2025: 297-298.
“7For more, see: Ignjatovic, 2025: 305-306.
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4. Concluding remarks: Considerations for future action

The swift evolution of Al technologies has generated ample technical, legal,
ethical, socio-economic and educational dilemmas, which are even more
prominentin fairly traditional legal education settings, particularly in terms
of establishing a relevant pedagogical framework for Al integration. The
conducted empirical research aimed to assess the views of the teaching
staff and students at the Law Faculty in NiS on Al integration in legal educa-
tion. As expected, the survey results yielded a full scale of diverse opinions
and distinctive perspectives to an almost equal extent among LF teachers
and students alike.”® The findings reflect common attitudes, dilemmas and
concerns observed worldwide:*® some people are instantly trilled to try out
the latest high-tech “thingamajigs”, while others are intrigued but cautious,
carefully selecting, assessing and learning about new tools before using
them for specific purposes; some are distrustful, skeptical and reluctant
to use the “fancy toys” due to many unknowns, concerns or unease, while
others are expressly opposed due to observed risks, inadequate safeguards
or ethical issues; some are indifferent or disinterested in using Al for any
purpose. While respondents with positive attitudes may be intrinsically
motivated to use Al for different purposes, it is more important to properly
address the issues raised by respondents who may have mixed or negative
opinions about Al integration, and the “silent” stance of those who may be
indifferent or disinterested.

These diverse perspectives are by no means negligible. First, the respon-
dents’ careful consideration of benefits and critical comments on observed
drawbacks should be considered with utmost care as they may be a valuable
source of valuable information and constructive criticism on ample techni-
cal, social, legal, ethical and pedagogical issues which have to be carefully
assessed and properly addressed in complex Al decision-making and integra-
tion processes.*® They may also serve as guidelines in devising an acceptable
blended learning approach to Al integration or integrating some alternative
(digital) learning solutions in Serbian in legal education. Second, the unavoid-
able issues of skepticism, resistance and reluctance should be addressed by
providing transparent information on available learning opportunities, infra-
structure and resources, practical Al literacy/skills training, experimentation

*LF teachers: positive (54.3%), mixed (29.2%), negative (16.7%); LF students: positive
(50%), mixed (302%), negative (20%)

*For more on attitudes to Al integration in differentlegal contexts in developed countries,
see: Ignjatovi¢, 2025: 289-292.

S0For more on some Al integration issues and how they are addressed in developed countries,
see: Ignjatovi¢, 2025: 300-303.
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opportunities in subject-specific contexts, integration guidelines, technical
and pedagogical supportin developing teaching/learning resources, assess-
ment, risk-management, monitoring, supervision, etc. The gradual integration
of assistive (risk-free) Al-powered tools and balanced integration of Al-and-
law contents in subject-specific contexts may eventually promote learning
with Al for legal purposes. Third, in terms of the observed overreliance on
Al and abusive practices which may hinder intellectual growth, undermine
critical thinking and creativity, it is essential to consider a balanced blended
learning approach to Al integration in legal education. Such an approach
may promote a holistic human-centered, pedagogy-driven and competency-
based learning in legal contexts, which would promote ethical/responsible
use, critical thinking and creativity at all stages of the educational process.
Fourth, Al integration cannot be forced on institutions, teachers or students.
It should be a matter of voluntary choice and voice of all participants, con-
structive dialogue and collaborative efforts of all stakeholders and joint
agreement of direct participants on the most appropriate approach to Al
integration. It should be based on voluntary and informed consent, preceded
by strategic planning, infrastructure, support, guidance, training and, above
all, a gradual and balanced integration in the curricula in line with ethical
and professional principles, academic integrity standards, and envisaged
educational and professional goals. Above all, the integration framework
should be flexible and adaptable enough to provide sufficient latitude for the
selection and pre-testing of Al tools, safe experimentation, modification and
constant updating of Al tools and safeguards. Fifth, in order not to remain
stuck in the rut amidst the fast-changing Al-powered world, it is essential to
keep learning, experimenting and gradually introducing carefully selected
tools and acceptable (automated and assistive) forms of Al integration. In that
process, there is no doubt that each teacher may find a comfortable scope
and form of using Al technologies for legal education purposes. Sixth, given
the lack of normative framework, guidance and support from competent
national authorities and insufficient opportunities at the institutional level,
interested parties may take alternative pathways to Al integration. Instead
of waiting for the top-down intervention, the key participants (institutions,
teachers, students) may exercise their collective and individual agencies and
take a proactive bottom-up approach: develop the institutional or individual
Alintegration frameworks (policies, strategies, guidelines, resources) based
on existing good practices; enhance cooperation with Al industry (legal tech
sector), practitioners specializing in Al and other entities in instituting joint
educational programs; and provide extensive learning opportunities for the
administration, teaching staff and students in line with the institutional,
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curricular and subject-specific needs. Seventh, considering the increasing
application of Al tools in many sectors, Al technologies cannot be ignored.
Thus, humans have to learn to coexist and collaborate with Al technologies,
put them to good use, and constantly keep them under human scrutiny. These
activities will empower the participants, enhance their motivation, facili-
tate their constructive dialogue and collaboration, actively involve them in
decision-making processes, gradually contribute to changing their mindset,
and promote their agency in the prospective Al integration for legal educa-
tion purposes.

On the whole, the empirical research findings confirm the need for a more
strategic, comprehensive and well-balanced approach to Al integration in
Serbian legal education in order to keep pace with the latest technological
developments for legal education purposes. In order to promote positive use
of Al and not keep lagging behind, the stakeholders in legal education should
not rule out viable alternative options and should remain vigilant in terms
of current and future Al integration opportunities. As the ultimate goal of Al
integration is ethical, critical and creative Al use in subject-specific contexts,
all stakeholders should exercise their individual and collective agency by par-
ticipating in all decision-making and integration processes aimed at devising
the relevant institutional and subject-specific Al integration solutions. In that
context, the presented analysis of the empirical research results is a mod-
est contribution to raising the stakeholders’ awareness about the observed
Al integration issues, ensuring better understanding of the impediments
and concerns, encouraging cooperation in exploring learning opportunities,
and promoting the stakeholders’ collective agency in instituting viable Al
integration solutions. As Al technologies keep evolving, there is a need for
regular assessment of key participants’ opinions on Al-related issues, par-
ticularly in terms of instituting a relevant pedagogical framework. The Al
pedagogy-related issues will be the subject matter of subsequent research
on Al integration in legal education.
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I'opdana Hervvamosuh,
IIpedasay Eneneckoe je3uka npasHe cmpyke,
IIpasHu pakyamem YHueepsumema y Huuy

BEIITAYKA UHTE/IUTEHIIHJA Y IPABHOM OBPA30BAIY:
CTABOBH HACTABHUKA H CTYJJEHATA IIPABHOI PAKYJITETA Y HUIIIY

SazZetak

Cee seha npumeHa sewmauke unmeauzenyuje (Artificial Intelligence) y MHo2um
cekmopuma doHOCU 3Ha4djHe mpaHchopmamueHe npoMeHe au 6pojHe duieme
U pasauduma Mull/berod 0 MHO2UM HepeuwleHUM numarbumd. Pazauyumu
€masosu 0 8eWMAYKoj UHMe/AU2eHYUju Cy jow U3PAXNCEeHUjUu y CeKmopy
06pasosarba 2de eHa ynompeba obyxeama dodamHu Kopnyc nedazouko-
Memodo0wKUX numarsa. [llpumena eewmayke uHmeau2eHyuje y npasHoM
06pasosarby OHOCU Hoge duJjemMe 3602 KapakmepucmuyHe npupode npasHe
npodecuje Koja noyuea Ha NPABHUM KOHEEHYUjaMd Y PA3HUM 06AuyuUMa
YCMeHe U nucaHe KOMYHUKayuje, mako 0a cy MUll/oekad 0 ynompebu seimavke
UHmMeuzeHyuje y NpagHU4KoM 06pas08arby U NPakcu NPuAUYHO nodesbeHa.
Y nacmojary da ce npukasce mpeHymHa cumyayuja u Mull/oerbd K/bYyUYHUX
akmepa y 06pas08HOM npoyecy o ynompebu gewimavke uHmeuzeHyuje
Y npasHuukoMm obpasoearsy y Cpbuju, osaj pad npedcmassba pe3ysamame
eMNupujcko2 UCmpax;cugarbd 0 CmagosuMa HACMA8HO2 0CO6/6a U cmydeHama
IlpasHoe pakyamema, YHueepsumema y Huwy. Y npeom desy pada daje ce
npez/ed pe3y/imama ucmpaxcosarbd (aHKema) U aHaAu3upajy K/ey4Ha numarea
0 ynompebu/npumeHu gewimayke uHmeau2eHyuje Ha JUYHOM, akademckom/
HAY4YHOUCMPAXCUBAYKOM, 0OPA308HOM U UHCMUMYYUOHAAHOM Hugoy. Ha
0CHO8Y NPUKA3AHUX pe3yamama, y dpyzom desy pada ce pazmampajy y/zoze u
aKMUBHOCMU K/BYYHUX aKmepa (8UCOKOWKO/ACKUX UHCMUMyyuja, HaCmasHuKka
u cmydenama) y npedcmojehem npoyecy ygohera sewimayke UHmeu2eHyuje
y 06pazosarbe NPasHUKd, ca NOCE6HUM 0C8PMOM HA NPOAKMUBHO de/108aHse
K/bYUHUX akmepa y mom npoyecy. Ha ocHogy dame aHa/u3e, aymop pazmapma
K/byYHA NUmMarba HA Koje Cy aHKeme yKasaJie u npedsaxce hpasye dasvez
desi08arba y npoyecy uHmezpayuje sewimavke uHmesiueeHyuje y npagHu4yKko
obpasosarse y Cpouju.

KyuHe peuu: gewimavka uHme.iuzeHyuja, 06pazosarbe NpagHUKa, eMnUpujcKo
ucmpaxcusarse [19 Huw, Cpbuja.
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