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WHERE WE ARE TODAY

legal education has broken from tradition over the past 50 years in admitting more diverse students
U ] S sand adopting new teaching methods. While law schools still have far to go on both access and curricular
reform, schools have even further to go on law school affordability. What compounds that challenge is that the vast
majority of law schools struggle under the weight of an unsustainable business model. The resultant price of legal
education affects both the justice gap and diversity in the legal profession. Each day we fail to address the price of
legal education is another day we fail our promise to society that lawyers can steward the legal system.

‘ Law school tuition has exceeded inflation for decades. Private and public law school tuition
is 2.8 and 5.9 times as expensive as it was in 1985—after accounting for inflation. In 2019,
tuition topped out at $72,360. The average tuition at top-performing law schools is much
higher than the rest. But prices do not scale with job outcomes. The average tuition at the
lowest-performing schools is similar to the average for mid-range schools.

While law schools typically discount the sticker tuition price for a portion of the class, 25% of
].D. students paid full price in 2018-19. Students who pay full price or close to it are more likely
to come from lower socioeconomic backgrounds or be underrepresented racial minorities.
Their tuition dollars subsidize the scholarships that their more advantaged classmates receive.
These disparities enhance persistent inequity in law practice.l

o Students borrow to pay these high prices. Three in four graduates borrow for law school
at high interest rates. Among borrowers, the average 2018 graduate borrowed $115,481.
This person is likely to have roughly $130,000 in debt from law school alone when they start
repayment six months after graduation because interest accrues immediately on law school
loans. As with scholarships, underrepresented racial minorities—not to mention women—
borrow more on average for law school.2

o When factoring in graduate salaries, students borrow excessively for law school. One
common-sense rule in student lending provides that students should not borrow more than
they expect to earn after their first year. At 94% of law schools, the median amount borrowed
exceeds the median earnings in the first full year after graduation. The median debt-to-income
ratio is 1.86. One in six law schools have a ratio of 3.0 or higher, which means that the median
amount borrowed exceeds the median earnings by 200%.

1 | aw School Transparency Data Dashboard: National Tuition Report, https://data.lawschooltransparency.com/costs/tuition/?y1=1985&y2=2019; School
Tuition Report, https://data.lawschooltransparency.com/costs/tuition/?y1=2015&y2=20198&scope=schools; Tuition by Job Outcomes, https://data.
lawschooltransparency.com/costs/tuition/?y2=2019&scope=jobs; National Net Tuition Report, https://data.lawschooltransparency.com/costs/net-tuition/
(last visited Jan. 22, 2020). Law School Survey of Student Engagement (LSSSE), Law School Scholarship Policies: Engines of Inequity (2016), http://Issse.
indiana.edu/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/LSSSE-2016-Annual-Report-1.pdf (hereinafter “2016 LSSSE Report”).

2 LST Data Dashboard, National Debt Report, https://data.lawschooltransparency.com/costs/debt/ (last visited Jan. 22, 2020); 2016 LSSSE Report,

supra note 1; LSSSE, The Cost of Women’s Success (2020), http://Issse.indiana.edu/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/LSSSE-AnnualSurvey-Gender-Final.pdf
(hereinafter “2020 LSSSE Report”).
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Another common sense-rule in student lending recommends that a graduate should not
devote more than 10 or 15% of income to monthly student loan obligations. The median
borrower across all law schools ranges from 10.7% to 78.7% using the standard loan ten-year
repayment term and the median income. The median percentage of pre-tax income devoted to
debt service is 29%.3

A graduate who owes $130,000 at first payment has a monthly payment of about $1,450 on
the standard plan—nearly 50% higher than the median mortgage in the United States.* To
remain in range of the recommendation the graduate must make between $116,000 (for 15%)
and $174,000 (for 10%). The median entry-level salary for 2018 graduates was $70,000. That
average is generous due to non-responses and nearly double-digit unemployment.>

o Changes to the federal student loan program would devastate many law schools. Law
schools depend on tuition to meet their budgets. Across all law schools, 69% of revenue
comes from tuition. A quarter of law schools receive at least 88% of revenue from tuition.®
With so many students borrowing, law school tuition dependency is really federal student
loan dependency. Major changes to the loan program spells major problems for law schools.

Both President Obama and President Trump proposed significant changes to the federal loan
program that would be less generous and thus more likely to make students stay away from
law school.” This might sound good in theory, but the reality is that it would make our
profession less racially and socioeconomically diverse. We also happen to need new lawyers.

() But even if the federal student loan program does not change, the cost of law school is
indefensible. Law school is expensive and it is insufficient to return to prices and borrowing
levels from a decade ago. The status quo threatens the long-term health of the legal
profession and the legal system.

When law schools price potential contributors out of the profession, they jeopardize the pipeline of students who
want and can afford to protect the rule of law, deliver quality legal services, and narrow the justice gap. Myriad
factors stand between good intentions and meaningful reform, but more accessible, affordable, and innovative
law schools can become the new normal if we devote additional energy to changing the structural barriers that
hold schools back.

3 |ST Data Dashboard: National Debt-to-Income Ratio Report, https://data.lawschooltransparency.com/costs/debt-income/; National Debt-Service Ratio
Report, https://data.lawschooltransparency.com/costs/debt-income/?scope=repayment (last visited Jan. 22, 2020).

4 value Penguin, Average Monthly Mortgage Payment, May 15, 2019, https://www.valuepenguin.com/mortgages/average-monthly-mortgage-payment
(citing the U.S, Census Bureau’s 2015 American Housing Survey, which found a median monthly mortgage payment of $1030 in the United States.)

5 ST Data Dashboard, National Salary Report, https://data.lawschooltransparency.com/jobs/salaries/ (last visited Jan. 22, 2020).

6 American Bar Association (ABA) Task Force on Financing Legal Education, Report (2015), https://www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/administrative/
legal_education_and_admissions_to_the_bar/reports/2015_june_report_of_the_aba_task_force_on_the_financing_of_legal_education.pdf (hereinafter
“2015 Legal Ed ABA Finance Report”).

7 n his 2015 budget, President Obama proposed capping Public Student Loan Forgiveness (PSLF) at $57,500 for new borrowers. In 2018, President Trump
proposed eliminating PSLF entirely. He also proposed extending the repayment period for Income-Based Repayment to 30 years with a requirement that
you pay 12.5% of discretionary income instead of 10%, which is the most common percentage now.
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On the one hand, the regulatory landscape needs change. The law school accreditation standards need to be
stricter in some places and less restrictive in many others. On the other hand, the incentives landscape must also
change. Schools and students alike rely on the U.S. News & World Report law school

rankings as the pinnacle benchmark for quality and prestige. Students use

these rankings to make decisions about where to apply and attend; schools
use them to decide how to allocate limited resources. Students that rely
on U.S. News make less informed decisions, increasing their debt and
expanding the mismatch between debt loads and career outcomes. Q¢

Schools, meanwhile, drain their resources and creative spirit to We envision

compete. The incentives the U.S. News ranking system creates and IOwer tu |t|0n, IESS

the hierarchy it reinforces complicate even the most basic reform . .
conversations within law schools. Decision-makers want and need ﬁ nancia I Iy Stressed
new systems of measurement that produce better incentives, yet g ra d uate S, an d a

still offer consumers valuable information as they decide where to p rOfe55i0 n that IOO kS
more like our diverse

attend law school.

We can talk endlessly about who or what is to blame for the
exorbitant price of law school, but it’s far more productive to focus SOCiety.
on changing what needs to change. Law School Transparency (LST), in
partnership with state bar associations and nonprofits like the Stanford
Center on the Legal Profession, is undertaking an array of projects related
to accreditation and the U.S. News law school rankings. We envision lower
tuition, less financially-stressed graduates, and a profession that looks more
like our diverse society. Together, these projects will create the necessary
conditions for affordable, accessible, and innovative legal education and

cause faster positive change. The incentives the
When we collectively fail to address serious problems with law U.S. News rankin g
school access, affordability, and innovation, the legal profession System Creates an d
loses out on people who could positively impact clients and . !
diversify our profession. It also worsens our access to justice the hierarc hy it

problem, whether because people take fewer entrepreneurial
risks, cannot go into public service, or never enter at all.

reinforces complicate

even the most basic

We don’t quite know what the future holds for law schools. Who .
will they educate? How? When? What we do know is that we are not refo rm conve rsatlo ns

satisfied with the current path. We can diverge, however, if people With i n IaW SCh 00 I S
throughout our profession work together on systemic change. It won’t .

happen on its own.
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LST'S 2023 VISION:

A GUIDE TO OUR WAY FORWARD

he challenges facing legal education in 2020 run deep and, in some cases,

will take several decades to address. Our vision for lower tuition, less-
financially stressed graduates, and a more diverse profession requires
that we change the environment in which law schools operate. Over

Over the next five

the next five years, we believe it is possible to create the conditions

necessary to achieve both rapid and long-term positive change. yea rS' we believe |t
Our plans and proposals are intricate and thorough, making this IS POSS' ble tO Create
report lengthy and dense. The next few pages will serve as a guide the cond itions

to the report’s two main parts. The first part of the report looks at

how LST plans to remake law school incentives. This part begins necessa I'Y to

with a section on the U.S. News law school rankings methodology aCh ieve both ra pld
and how the rankings negatively impact students, schools, our

profession, and more. The next section estimates the cost to buy and lon g -term

or license the rankings—a thought experiment that demonstrat.es positive Cha n ge.
the absurd power U.S. News has over law schools. The next section

examines two projects from LST aimed at fostering competition with U.S.
News as part of an effort to mitigate its influence on law school operations.
The last section describes a change to the rankings methodology that LST is

encouraging U.S. News to adopt.

The second part of the report looks at modernizing the law school accreditation standards. The first section
examines the overly prescriptive nature of the current standards. The second section contemplates how the
standards can better protect consumers. The final section details several transparency proposals related to costs,
diversity, and innovation.

Our plans and proposals found in this report are summarized below. The full report provides more details on

these plans and proposals. You can learn more about how to support the projects related to LST’s 2025
vision at www.LawSchoolTransparency.com/progress/.
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LST'S 2025 VISION:

A GUIDE TO OUR WAY FORWARD

Remaking Law School Incentives

The incentives landscape paralyzes legal educators at a time when rapid change is
essential. We do not need to eliminate the U.S. News rankings to positively impact
legal education, but the system of incentives facing law schools will not change

The incentives

without concerted effort. LST and its partners are leading the charge.

o o _ landscape

LST will provide market-based incentives for law schools that strive

to offer accessible, affordable, and innovative legal education. pa rFa |yzeS Iegal

i. The LST Reports will continue to help prelaw students decide ed ucators at
whether and where to go to law school using high-quality data a ti me When
about employment, salaries, admissions, costs, and bar exam . .
outcomes. Law school applicants act differently when they have ra p I d Cha n ge IS
well-organized and trustworthy information to act upon. Among esse ntia I .

certain segments of applicants, the narrative related to U.S. News

has begun to shift, but there remain significant opportunities for LST
to do more. Reaching everyone earlier—and reaching more people who
ultimately attend local and regional schools—requires boots on the ground at

colleges across the country, a refreshed site design, and more visibility on the social

media platforms that today’s applicants use daily. The LST Reports now function as an intermediate-to-
expert level tool. While the process can never be completely personal, it should take would-be students
of all levels through the process more empathetically.

ii. The LST Index will be a deliberate, thoughtful, and transparent assessment tool that will reward
law schools for valuable societal contributions on a range of measures that U.S. News does not
reward. Through a free certification overseen by an independent standards council, schools will be able
to showcase how they devote more than words to meaningful objectives. While the Index will be clear
in its vision for legal education, schools will retain flexibility in how they achieve their certification. The
Index will create the necessary conditions for affordable, accessible, and innovative legal education—and
cause faster positive change.

e LST will encourage U.S. News to update its methodology to redefine quality.

i. LST will continue to encourage U.S. News to swap its expenditures per student metric for an
efficiency metric. The expenditures metric, which U.S. News uses to proxy educational quality, rewards
schools that spend money. The proposed efficiency metric will reward schools that charge students less
tuition and manage enrollment relative to the job markets a school serves.
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LST'S 2023 VISION:

A GUIDE TO OUR WAY FORWARD

Modernize Law School Regulation

As accreditor of U.S. law schools, the American Bar Association Section
of Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar, plays a critical role in
protecting consumers, whether students or the public. The balance Th e ba I ance

between regulation and flexibility should be intentional and thoughtful, .

and the ABA should rethink its accreditation standards according between reg u |atI0n
tco three. themes. Smart regulation w.111 lead to m.ore effective and . a nd ﬂeXi bi I ity
innovative programs of legal education—potentially at a substantially

lower price. ShOUld be

intentional and
Fewer Limits on Innovation: remove barriers to help schools
meet societal needs. The accreditation standards are overly th ou g htfu I-
prescriptive and reflect decades of gamesmanship between
stakeholders and an era where conformity constituted quality. Instead,
the accreditation standards should include only the standards necessary
for a quality legal education. The Council should:

i. Allow more flexibility in how law schools deliver learning outcomes
= Implicated Standards: Standard 311; Interpretation 311-1

ii. Undertake a comprehensive review of what a full-time faculty member must do and what is necessary
(and why) to the provision of a quality legal education

= Implicated Standards: Standards 107, 201, 203, 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, 601, 603, 605, 606;
Interpretations 402-1, 701-1

iii. Continue to liberalize distance education standards
= Implicated Standard: Standard 306
iv. Allow more flexibility in how law schools structure operations
= Implicated Standards: Standards 106, 201, 306, 311, 312, 403; Interpretations 311-1, 402-1
v. Reconsider the library standards in light of the library’s evolution to a learning commons
= Implicated Standards: Standards 601, 602, 603, 604, 605, 606; Interpretation 606-1
vi. Eliminate restraints that toughen the road for new law schools
= Implicated Standards: Standards 102, 107, 311

vii. Refine the variance system

= Implicated Standard: Standards 107

SUMMARY | 10



LST'S 2025 VISION:

A GUIDE TO OUR WAY FORWARD

9 More Consumer Protection: thoughtful accreditation enhancements to ensure the seal of ABA
approval continues to mean something to the public. The accreditation standards have improved greatly
over the past decade, but it remains necessary to continue to improve consumer protection. The Council
should convene a series of working groups to consider how it can use its regulatory authority to improve
the state of legal education with consideration the most significant challenges in 2020.

i. Law schools remain significantly behind other graduate degree programs in developing learning
outcomes and assessment tools. Where the market fails to hold schools accountable, the Council should
fill the gap through narrow regulation.

ii. Law school pricing is not equitable. People of color and women should not pay more for law school
than their majority peers. Law schools should not take advantage of known student mindsets related to
conditional scholarships.

iii. Law school costs too much for everyone. The legal profession needs a pipeline of students who want and
can afford to join.

More Transparency: more data to serve as the foundation for reform and as an impetus for change.
Transparency exposes blind spots and signals opportunities for change. The Council should adopt a series
of proposals that shed light on law school debt, inequitable pricing, and last inequality. It can do so without
modifying the accreditation standards. The resultant data will allow legal educators and policymakers

to confront difficult realities and to direct resources in a manner that strengthens and stabilizes the law
school pipeline.

i. Expand data on student borrowing. While averages tell the public something about entire populations,
policymakers, faculty, and administrators will think more clearly about the high price of legal education
when the disclosures peer underneath average student debt figures.

ii. Expand data on tuition prices and discounting. Schools engage in significant discounting through
scholarships. Those with the largest scholarships are the students who are most likely to complete school,
pass the bar, and get a job that helps them to repay their debts. More public information will highlight this
disparity and hold schools accountable for claims about their generosity towards students.

iii. Expand data on diversity. Data on student borrowing and tuition discounting should also be made public by
gender and race given the demographic differences in how much people pay and borrow for law school.

11 | SUMMARY
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THE IMPACT OF U.S. NEWS

ON LAW SCHOOL OPERATIONS

he 203 law schools accredited by the American Bar Association (ABA) share considerable similarities with one

another. There are, however, considerable differences in size, location, culture, priorities, selectivity, and, most
notably, job outcomes and reputation at the local, regional, and national levels. ABA accreditation only signals that a
school meets minimum standards. The ABA does not rank or otherwise pass judgment on the quality of accredited law
schools. Tens of thousands of people considering law school each year must seek other means to compare programs
and decide where to apply and attend.

The most popular tool belongs to U.S. News, which supplies an annual list of the “Best Law
Schools.” Although U.S. News does not say what these schools are best at, it enjoys immense

power by claiming that a higher-ranked school is better than a lower-ranked school.

The simplicity makes the rankings appear authoritative and valuable. Each year, the

law school world overreacts to slightly-shuffled U.S. News rankings, haphazardly
justifying the ranking’s authority and value (albeit in a backward sort of way).

ABA accreditation

on |y Slg nals students voice concerns. Provosts threaten jobs. Prospective students confuse

Faculty circulate leaked copies of the rankings. Proud alumni and worried

the annual shuffle with genuine reputational change.

that a school

meets minim um They articulate methodological flaws and lament negative externalities, but
Sta n da rd S. nevertheless commit to the rankings rat race through their statements, press
releases, actions, and inaction. Assuring stakeholders who bear pitchforks has

Law school administrators react predictably with obsession and derision.

become part of any dean’s job description. The reactions cement the outsized impact
of U.S. News on law school operations. As a result, these rankings play a direct role

in increasing legal education costs and decreasing the commitment schools can have to
access, affordability, and innovation.

U.S. News Mechanics and Methodology

Since 1987, U.S. News has published its annual ranking of law schools. Currently, the methodology includes 12
metrics that fall into four categories: reputation, selectivity, outcomes, and faculty resources.® Each metric is
standardized and then weighted, totaled, and rescaled to produce a list of schools that U.S. News ranks ordinally. In an
ordinal ranking system, the schools are listed in descending order from #1, with each school ostensibly better than
all others below it.

The reputational metrics target perception. A school’s peer assessment score (weighted at 25%) represents its
reputation among surveyed faculty at other ABA-approved law schools. A school’s lawyer/judge score (15%) represents
its reputation among the bench and bar surveyed throughout the country. The selectivity metrics target preference
among applicants. These include a school’s 1L class median entrance exam scores (12.5%), median undergraduate GPA
(10%), and acceptance rate (2.5%). The outcomes metrics target graduate performance. These include job placement at
graduation (4%), job placement 10 months after graduation (14%), and the bar passage rate (2%).

8 Robert Morse, U.S. News Methodology: 2021 Best Law Schools Rankings, Morse Code Blog, https://www.usnews.com/education/best-graduate-schools/
articles/law-schools-methodology (last visited March 18, 2020)
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THE IMPACT OF U.S. NEWS

ON LAW SCHOOL OPERATIONS

The faculty resources metrics target the quality of legal education. These include:

Expenditures per Student (9.75%): The amount spent on instruction, library, and supporting
services divided into total ].D. student enrollment.

Modified Expenditures per Student (1.5%): The amount spent on instruction, library, and support
services, plus financial aid, divided into total ].D. student enrollment.

Student-Faculty Ratio (3%): The ratio of students to faculty members, according to a modified
version of the Common Data Set definition.

Library Resources (0.75%): The total number of volumes and titles in the school’s law library.

This methodology is the cheese for this rat race, which would be easier to stomach if the rankings effectively
measured anything meaningful. The trouble is that the rankings are neither meaningful nor effective.

U.S. News generally relies on the ABA approval process to determine inclusion as part of the “best law school”
picture. The unspoken message is that one of these choices is the right one for you (although some may be more
right than others). In further support of that message, U.S. News excludes provisionally-accredited schools,
schools on probation, schools that reported false data, and the three law schools in Puerto Rico. But this message
breaks down if we reject the premise that ABA approval renders every school a sound pursuit of time and money
because individual students have different career goals and price sensitivity..

One frequent consequence of a single list of law schools is that prospective students choose between schools that
are insufficiently comparable. A single list of law schools implies that a head-to-head comparison of a regional
California school and a regional Pennsylvania school matters. Graduates from these schools do not compete with
one another for jobs; only a handful of schools have a truly national reach in job placement and merit head-to-
head comparison despite no geographically proximity. The rest have a regional, in-state, or even just local reach.
It turns out that 80.5% of schools place at least half of their employed class of 2018 graduates in one state.

The top state destination for each school accounts for 68.7% of employed graduates. A much smaller 8.5% of
employed graduates go to a school’s second most popular destination, with just 4.4% of employed graduates
working in the third most popular destination. Only 18.4% of employed graduates end up in a state other than
the top three (see Figure 1 on the next page). The lack of transparency and meaningful analysis of school-specific
job outcomes, despite recent progress, has propagated the myth that a national list of schools serves prospective
law students in their pursuit of an informed decision.

Rankings are not inherently bad. In fact, they are conceptually quite useful. They order comparable things to help
people sort through more information than they know how to or can weigh. However, ranking credibility is lost
when methodologies are unsound, through irrational weighting or meaningless metrics, or when the scope is too
broad. The legal profession is worse for elevating the importance of a publication that falls victim to these flaws
each and every year.
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THE IMPACT OF U.S. NEWS

ON LAW SCHOOL OPERATIONS

Figure 1
PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYED GRADUATES WORKING BY STATE
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The Commitment to Access, Affordability, and Innovation

The U.S. News rat race is a story of incentives. These rankings persistently affect decisions made at law schools
and by prospective students despite significant changes to the kind and quality of consumer information
available to the public because so many stakeholders care so much. Rank jockeying costs not only time and
money, but creative spirit. Explicit or implicit, these particular rankings are an X factor in decision-making. Want
to make a program or curricular change? Assessing the impact on the school’s U.S. News ranking (and accordingly
the dean’s job) plays a part.

One law school dean, as part of an interview for a 2004 qualitative study on the pressures caused by the U.S. News
rankings, lamented the choice between “what is good for the law school and what is good for rankings.”® This has
not improved in the intervening years, and has likely worsened. Law schools’ data operations have significantly
matured, helping schools put data analytics to work beyond cursory rankings studies and attempts by faculty
committees to identify areas of improvement. Faculty committees still exist, of course, but often work with

teams from other university departments to conduct sophisticated assessments to isolate and explain rankings
performance. A cottage industry of ranking consultants has also emerged and earns handsome sums to analyze
how schools can make efficient gains. U.S. News even encourages schools to game the rankings with Academic
Insights, its $15,000 per-year tool to help schools “validate strategic decision making” and “enable data-driven
decisions.”10

9 Andrew P. Morriss and William D. Henderson, Measuring Outcomes: Post-Graduation Measures of Success in the U.S. News & World Report Law School Rankings, 83
Ind. L.J. 791, available at https://www.repository.law.indiana.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1234&context=ilj.
10 pcademic Insight marketing materials from U.S. News on file with Law School Transparency.
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THE IMPACT OF U.S. NEWS

ON LAW SCHOOL OPERATIONS

While ranking concerns can be abstract, these concerns also drive policies that target key metrics.1! This is
not always a negative. The incentive to perform in the rankings as a whole, as well as on specific metrics, can
positively impact a law school and its students. A dean interviewed for a 2009 study from the Law School
Admission Council (LSAC) explained this well:

You could argue that making us all a lot more conscious of the consumer and worrying

about how many graduates are employed nine months after graduation is a good thing.
We all spend much more time now keeping track of our students, and that’s a good thing;
bar passage rate is a good example of this. If the stakes weren’t so high, the rankings
wouldn’t be so bad. We ought to have been asking some of the questions that USN has
forced us to ask. We ought to have been asking who is in our pool of students and why.
We ought to have been asking where do our graduates go, how successful are we at
getting them jobs when they walk out the door. And if we would have been having bar
passage problems, presumably we would have been asking questions about that. On all
of that kind of stuff, it does serve as a benchmark, and if you are out of line with your
peers, it makes you ask why you are out of line. And that really is helpful.12

U.S. News also exerts downward pressure on law school enrollment.13 In 2011 and subsequent years, fewer high
LSAT and GPA students enrolled in law school.14 Because schools care about their GPA and LSAT medians (for
U.S. News and other reasons), many schools reduced enrollment.15 With the number of entry-level lawyer jobs
relatively flat, lower enrollment translated to fewer unemployed graduates.1®

Today, however, various forces meaningfully hold law schools accountable, including the ABA, watchdogs,
and the press. The considerable harm caused by the ranking rat race today significantly outweighs whatever
accountability U.S. News provided in the past. For example, the focus on LSAT and GPA medians has distorted how

11 Schools also hire outside consultants for other purposes, including but not limited to efforts to maximize how much tuition revenue a school can collect from
students without triggering additional problems.

12 \jichael Sauder and Wendy Espeland, Fear of Falling: The Effects of U.S. News & World Report Rankings on U.S. Law Schools, available at https://www.
lawschooltransparency.com/documents/cites/fearfailing_Isac_2007.pdf (hereinafter “2009 LSAC Report”).

13 Jerry Organ, et al., Competitive Coping Strategies in the American Legal Academy: An Emp