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With five generations working together in today’s workforce, it is more important than ever to 

understand and appreciate the unique contributions of each generation and lean into bridging 

generational gaps in values, communication, and expectations, to build a cohesive and thriving 

workforce. Effectively understanding the differences between Traditionalists, Baby Boomers, 

Generation X, Millennials, and Generation Z is key to fostering a more respectful, inclusive, and 

productive workplace, and will help organizations reduce the risk of negative stereotypes, bias 

incidents, and avoid age-related discrimination and harassment lawsuits. This program will also 

include important data trends specific to law firms and the legal profession that is valuable for law 

firm leaders and managing partners. 
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3:35-3:55   – Understanding What Shapes Generations and How That Impacts the Way 

3:55-4:10   – Recognizing Current Data and Trends in the Legal Profession  

4:10-4:30   –   Appreciating the Benefits of Multigenerational Teams & Identifying Challenges & 

Avoiding Negative Stereotypes 

4:30-4:40   – Avoiding Age-Based Legal Claims 

4:40-4:45   – Questions & Answers 

Materials 

• KSBranigan Law Legal Alert on Managing a Multigenerational Workforce – May 7, 2026

• “Law Firms Embrace Return-to-Office – Key Insights Into Am Law 200 Return-to-Office 
Policies,” July 2025 Report, Savills Research & Data Services
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• “Gen Z: Now Influencing Today’s Law Firm Culture,” 2023 Report conducted by Major,

Lindsey & Africa

• “Making Their Mark: How Millennial Lawyers Could Reshape the Industry – Findings

from the 2021 Major, Lindsey & Africa and Above the Law Millennial Survey,” Major

Lindsey & Africa and Above the Law

• “Multiple Generations in Law Firms Working Together,” National Association for Law

Placement, Inc. (NALP) and PP&C Consulting, Yolanda Cartusciello, Aric Press, and

Danielle A. Taylor, March 2020



LEGAL ALERT 

May 7, 2026 

Managing a Multigenerational Workforce: Maximizing Differences & 

Avoiding Legal Liability 

In today’s evolving labor market, it is essential for employers and organizations to recognize 

the value and strengths of a multigenerational workforce. Embracing age diversity not only 

brings a range of experiences and perspectives, but also supports innovation, collaboration, and 

a stronger talent pipeline. 

Understanding the Generations in the Workforce 

Currently, there are five generations active in the American workforce. While the year 

demarcations vary depending upon the sources, the following years are used, as cited by Purdue 

Global. 

• Traditionalists: Born 1925–1945

• Baby Boomers: Born 1946–1964

• Generation X: Born 1965–1980

• Millennials: Born 1981–2000

• Generation Z: Born 2001–2012

These generations vary by size and workforce participation. 

According to the U.S. Department of Labor, in Q3 2023, Gen Z workers surpassed Baby 

Boomers in labor force share for the first time. By Q2 2024: 

• Millennials led with 36%;

• Gen X followed with 31%;

• Gen Z made up 18% of the workforce;

• Baby Boomers comprised 15%; and

https://www.purdueglobal.edu/education-partnerships/generational-workforce-differences-infographic/
https://www.purdueglobal.edu/education-partnerships/generational-workforce-differences-infographic/
https://www.dol.gov/sites/dolgov/files/ETA/opder/DASP/Trendlines/posts/2024_08/Trendlines_August_2024.html
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• Traditionalists (Silent Generation) had largely retired, making up just 1%. 

Additional insights from Purdue Global include: 

• 10,000 Baby Boomers reach retirement age daily. 

• 49% of Baby Boomers plan to or are already working past age 70. 

• Gen X will outnumber Boomers by 2028. 

• It was expected, as of 2025, that Millennials would make up 75% of the global 

workforce. 

• 40% of Gen Z workers prefer daily or more frequent interaction with their managers. 

Demographic Shifts with an Aging Workforce  

Despite the rise of younger generations, the American workforce is aging — and quickly. 

According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, the labor force participation rate for those 

aged 75 and older is projected to grow from 8.9% in 2020 to 11.7% by 2030, a staggering 

96.5% increase in the number of working seniors. 

Additionally, population growth is expected to slow to an annual rate of 0.8 percent, the slowest 

rate of any  10-year period over the past 50 years. For this reason, the highest population growth 

through 2030 is expected to be driven by the oldest age groups. The population is projected to 

grow by 20.8 million over the 2020–2030 decade, but more than 80 percent of that growth is 

accounted for by people aged 65 and older, which will result in an older workforce. 

In 2023, the Pew Research Center also reported that: 

• The percentage of workers aged 65+ has nearly doubled in the last 35 years — from 

11% in 1987 to 19% in 2023. 

• 62% of older workers now work full time, up from 47% in 1987. 

This data reflects a clear trend that as the U.S. population ages, many individuals are choosing 

to stay in the workforce longer. 

With Shrinking Talent Pools, Employers Must Work Hard to Retain Workers and 

Remain Competitive  

According to “The Mystery of the Declining U.S. Birth Rate,” since the Great Recession in 

2007, the U.S. birth rate has fallen swiftly (by 20%) “with no signs of reversing.” However, the 

decline in the U.S. birth rates “cannot be explained by [any obvious] demographic, economic, 

https://www.purdueglobal.edu/education-partnerships/generational-workforce-differences-infographic/
https://www.bls.gov/opub/mlr/2021/article/projections-overview-and-highlights-2020-30.htm
https://www.pewresearch.org/social-trends/2023/12/14/the-annual-earnings-of-older-workers/
https://econofact.org/the-mystery-of-the-declining-u-s-birth-rate
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or policy changes.” Although there are some suggested reasons for this that include increased 

use of effective contraception, improved job opportunities for women, and high levels of 

student debt, evidence is lacking to back up these theories. A sustained decline in birth rates in 

the U.S. will lead to a smaller workforce and older population. Generally, this has “negative 

implications for economic productivity and per capita income growth,” and puts increased 

fiscal pressure on federal programs such as Social Security, because there are fewer workers 

contributing to society. 

Moreover, the article “Do Fewer Babies in the U.S. Now Mean Fewer Workers in the Future?” 

concludes that this shortage of workers in the upcoming years will lead to more competition 

among employers as recruitment will need to become more competitive regarding pay and 

benefits. Keeping workers engaged and loyal to the company, as well as providing a superior 

working environment will be imperative. 

There is also a global population decline, and it is happening faster than expected – fertility and 

birth rates are falling, and populations are aging. The global birth rate crisis is explored in the 

article “The Birth-Rate Crisis Isn’t as Bad as You’ve Heard—It’s Worse,” which explains that 

as poorer countries develop, and advanced countries continue progressing, people tend to move 

from rural spaces to cities, education and access to contraception increases, and there are greater 

economic opportunities, thus women are reproducing at a far lesser rate. On average, the birth 

rate, due to these factors, among others, decreases familial birth rates from six to two children. 

This means that older generations, and in turn the economy, is supported by fewer younger 

workers who will face higher taxes, greater economic burden, and longer years in the 

workforce. 

Navigating Multigenerational Teams 

There are a number of benefits with a multigenerational workforce, such as: 

• Diverse perspectives 

• Enhanced problem-solving 

• Broader skill sets 

 

However, with each generation, there are different ways of working and expectations, 

including:  

• Different ways of communicating  

• Differing expectations of success  

https://www.shrm.org/topics-tools/news/employee-relations/fewer-babies-u-s-now-mean-fewer-workers-future
https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2025/06/birth-rate-population-decline/683333/
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• Varied work styles 

Age Discrimination & Harassment Legal Protections: Federal vs. State  

Both federal and state laws prohibit age-based discrimination in the workplace, but state laws 

often provide broader protection. 

Under the New Jersey Law Against Discrimination (NJ LAD), all employers, regardless of size, 

are covered, and a broader number of remedies are potentially available to prevailing plaintiffs. 

NJ LAD protections apply to individuals 18 and older. As such, this protects younger 

employees as well. The New Jersey Supreme Court confirmed this decades ago in Bergen 

Commercial Bank v. Sisler, 7 N.J. 188 (1999). 

In Bergen Commercial Bank v. Sisler, Sisler alleged he was wrongfully terminated in violation 

of the NJ LAD because of his employer’s belief that he was too young for the job. Sisler was 

25 years old when he was hired for a Vice President position. Shortly before beginning his 

employment, he met with his employer’s President/CEO and Chairman/Co-Founder who were 

“shocked” to learn that Sisler was only 25 years old and requested that he not share his age with 

anyone else because it might be “embarrassing.” A week after Sisler began his employment, he 

again met with the President/CEO and Chairman/Co-Founder who expressed dissatisfaction 

with Sisler's work and indicated that he might be terminated. At the same time, they suggested 

that Sisler relinquish his position and become a consultant. Sisler refused, and thereafter he was 

demoted. Following a meeting on January 21, 1994, in which Sisler's poor job performance 

was discussed, the Bank fired Sisler after less than five months' employment and replaced him 

with an employee in his 30s. The New Jersey Supreme Court found the NJ LAD affords 

protection to any employee who suffers an adverse employment action because of age 

regardless of their age. 

Under federal law, the Age Discrimination in Employment Act (ADEA) protects employees 

who are 40 years of age or older who work at employers with 20 or more employees. While 

many states have age discrimination laws that mirror the federal law in only protecting 

employees who are 40 years old and older, there are a number of states that protect against age 

discrimination and harassment regardless of age.  

 

 



  
Page 5 of 7 

 

 
4896-4917-5977, v. 1 
 

Age Discrimination & Harassment Cases & Liability 

Despite the increasing presence of older workers, age discrimination remains a persistent issue 

in New Jersey and across the country.  

And it is not just discriminatory decisions based on age, but age-related comments and 

stereotypes that may create a hostile work environment. 

New Jersey courts have these issues in both Kelly v. Bally’s Grand, Inc., 285 N.J. Super. 422 

(App. Div. 1995) and Farrell v. Toys R’ Us, 2012 N.J. Super. Unpub. LEXIS 2138 (App. Div. 

Sept. 18, 2012). 

In Kelly v. Bally’s Grand, Inc., the plaintiff, a 56-year-old casino floor person, alleged age-

based harassment and discrimination in violation of NJ LAD. The plaintiff also alleged 

supervisors made repeated derogatory remarks about her age and that younger employees were 

treated more favorably. According to the plaintiff, the manager made comments that the 

company wanted to "get rid of [plaintiff] and get some young people in here." The trial court 

granted summary judgment for the employer, finding that the plaintiff failed to establish a 

sufficiently hostile work environment. The Appellate Division reversed and held that persistent 

age-related comments and ridicule could create a hostile work environment under the NJ LAD. 

Harassment based on age is just as unlawful as harassment based on sex or race.   

In Farrell v. Toys R’ Us, an assistant store manager alleged he was subject to an age-based 

hostile work environment in violation of the NJ LAD because his supervisor referred to him on 

a number of occasions as the “old man,” often in front of other employees. The Appellate 

Division reversed summary judgment, holding that this evidence alone satisfied the test for a 

prima facie case of hostile work environment. Other co-workers allegedly joined in on the 

name-calling, and presumably “could have been encouraged to follow suit” because of the 

supervisor’s use of the term. 

Out of state courts have found that pervasive comments based on age, such as "Oh, you're still 

here, you haven't retired yet," and "what's up OG?" may create a hostile work environment. See 

Treadwell v. District of Columbia, 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 225197 (D.D.C. 2023). In Dediol v. 

Best Chevrolet, Inc., 655 F.3d 435, 441 (5th Cir. 2011), the Fifth Circuit reversed a lower court's 

grant of summary judgment on an ADEA hostile work environment claim where the plaintiff 

had offered evidence that, "a half-dozen times daily," he was called "names like 'old 

mother******,' 'old man,' and 'pops.'" In Hoglund v. Sierra Nevada-Miners Hospital, 102 Cal. 

App. 5th 56 (Cal. Ct. App. 3d Dist. 2024), the Appellate Court affirmed the trial court’s award 

in favor of the plaintiff, finding that the plaintiff’s supervisor’s age-based derogatory comments 
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towards the plaintiff, including but not limited to that she looked “sloppy,” thought she was 

“old fashioned,” “wanted to hire babies” because they were “easier to train,” and that the 

plaintiff had been there “since the dark ages,” constituted age discrimination, age-based 

harassment, and wrongful termination.     

Claims can arise when employees openly make negative or derogatory comments about co-

workers based upon their generation and age and engage in generational shaming (i.e., labeling 

Millennials as lazy, Baby Boomers as out-of-touch, or Gen Z as entitled), as this may contribute 

to a toxic workplace environment that may be perceived as abusive or hostile. If left unchecked, 

this may lead to complaints of discrimination or harassment.  

Claims related to generational bias and harassment may result in costly lawsuits and damage to 

the organization’s public image and business reputation. Further, generational shaming creates 

division among employees and may have a negative impact on workplace morale, teamwork, 

engagement, and productivity. 

Recommendations for Employers 

To create an inclusive, high-functioning, multigenerational workplace, employers should: 

• Customize communication strategies for different age groups 

• Encourage intergenerational collaboration 

• Consider mentoring programs (with mentoring from not only senior employees 

mentoring junior employees, but also mentoring from junior employees of senior 

employees) 

• Provide training on avoiding age-related harassment and discrimination and 

unconscious bias awareness 

• Offer reasonable accommodations tailored to generational needs 

• Reinforce shared values through team-building initiatives 

• Cultivate an inclusive workplace culture rooted in respect and understanding 

• Prioritize transparency and engage in meaningful career development 

• Focus on mental health and well-being for all generations 

Final Thoughts 

Recognizing and valuing generational diversity is not only the right thing to do, but it is also 

good business practice and imperative given the demographics of today’s workplace. As the 

workforce continues to evolve, the organizations that thrive will be those that embrace 

multigenerational inclusion across age, experience, and perspective. 

https://www.bbc.com/worklife/article/20220218-are-younger-generations-truly-weaker-than-older-ones
https://www.bbc.com/worklife/article/20220218-are-younger-generations-truly-weaker-than-older-ones
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Dear Friends and Colleagues,

We are thrilled to present our 2023 survey, Gen-Z: Now Influencing Today’s Law Firm Culture. 

The Gen-Z population was born between the years of 1995 and 2012, and the oldest members 

of this generation are now joining law firm ranks as associates. Our survey aims to capture the 

perspectives, attitudes and thoughts of the Gen-Z population on law firm life. 

The global pandemic has had a profound impact on the world, and the legal industry is no exception. 

The way we work, interact and think about our careers has been completely transformed, and we 

believe it is important to understand how this has affected the attitudes and motivations of the 

Gen-Z cohort.

Our previous survey, conducted in 2020, provided valuable insights into what drives Gen-Z 

lawyers, and we are excited to explore how this has changed in the wake of the pandemic and 

the new normal. We anticipate that the data from this survey will help law firms navigate the new 

challenges and opportunities that have arisen in the legal industry.

As the first generation of digital natives, Gen-Z lawyers will play a pivotal role in shaping the future 

of the legal industry. By understanding their perspectives, law firms can attract and retain the best 

talent and adapt to the new realities of our post-pandemic world.

We are excited about sharing the results of this survey with you and continuing the conversation 

about the future of the legal industry.

Sincerely,

Nathan Peart & Jacqueline Bokser LeFebvre

Major, Lindsey & Africa | Associate Practice Group

Nathan Peart
Managing Director & Practice Lead

npeart@mlaglobal.com

Jacqueline Bokser LeFebvre
Managing Director 

jbokser@mlaglobal.com
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Introduction
As the legal profession continues to navigate the changing landscape brought about by the global pandemic, Major, Lindsey 

& Africa sought to explore how Gen-Z members view their professional lives and future legal selves on a global scale. In this 

new survey, we expanded our target respondent pool to include law students and young lawyers from around the world, with 

a particular focus on those attending the top 100 law schools as ranked by U.S. News & World Report. Our questionnaire 

centered around culture, development, and career expectations and was distributed through a variety of channels, including 

emails to law school career services offices and direct messaging through LinkedIn and Instagram. By examining the trends 

and changes since our 2020 survey, we hope to provide valuable insights for law firms seeking to attract and retain the best 

talent from this rising generation.

Who Responded 

In this iteration of the survey, we wanted to include a wider and more diverse pool of Gen-Z students and young lawyers and 

took steps to include a global element to our outreach. While 91% of our responses came from U.S. residents, our survey was 

answered by Gen-Zers in Croatia, Chile, Germany, UK, Qatar and Malaysia.
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Employment After Law School
Respondents were asked a series of questions about their plans after law school. 
Key findings:

What size law firm do you plan to join after completing law school?

Over 70% of respondents who were current law students said they planned to begin working for a law firm after graduation; 

however, priorities seem to be shifting as to the type of firm. Thirty-nine percent of law students would like to join a BigLaw 

firm (e.g., AmLaw 200), in contrast with 59% in our 2020 survey. Twenty-three percent would like to go to a midsize firm and 

9% would like to go to a boutique. 

Interestingly, 16% would like to go into government and 6% would like to join a nonprofit. The fact that the majority of 

respondents are interested in joining a law firm after graduation is likely attributed to a desire for higher compensation 

and to pay off their student debt. The students who are interested in going into the government or a nonprofit are likely 

motivated by altruistic factors as well as job security. 
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If you are currently working as a lawyer/clerk, which employer are you most 
attracted to for your next legal job?

When asked about the size of the firm where they hoped to work next, 30% of current lawyers/clerks want to be at a large 

law firm, 17% would like to be at a midsize firm, and 6% would like to be at a boutique. Each category related to law firms 

saw a drop in interest from existing lawyers and clerks, whereas the desire to go in-house rose significantly to 14% and the 

interest to go into government stayed consistent at around 16%. This data set shows that once practicing at a firm, many 

clerks and associates are interested in practicing law in a different, non-law-firm environment.

What is your long-term career goal? 

Based on survey responses, Gen-Zers’ long-term career objectives are veering away from traditional law firm paths. Twenty-nine 

percent of respondents were interested in transitioning to an in-house role long term, followed by 24% who were interested in 

transitioning into the government or a nonprofit. There are perceptions among Gen-Z respondents that in-house opportunities and 

government positions offer a better work-life balance than do law firms. Gen-Zers are highly motivated to achieve work-life balance, 

so their answers are not surprising. We also see altruism and the pursuit of meaningful work as a strong motivator for Gen-Z’s desire 

to work in the nonprofit sector or government long term. Only 23% of Gen-Z survey participants seek to pursue law firm partnership 

as a long-term career goal; this percentage speaks to the challenges associated with retaining talent and high attrition at law firms.
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What do you think the path to partnership looks like?

There was a wide range of responses to the question regarding how long it will take individuals to make partner, but some 

patterns and trends emerged. The most common response was 10 years, followed by 8–10 years, and 5–10 years. There were 

also a substantial number of individuals who were unsure or did not have a frame of reference for how long it would take to 

make partner. Some individuals mentioned factors that may influence the timeline for making partner, such as the size of the 

firm and the partner track. There were also a few individuals who expressed a desire for flexibility and remote work in the 

partner track. Overall, there was a general expectation that making partner would take a significant amount of time and effort, 

but there was also a desire for transparency and clarity around the partner track and the factors that influence the timeline. 

Employers may need to focus on providing clear and realistic expectations around the partner track to attract and retain top 

talent in this demographic.

How long do you plan to stay at your first job?

When asked how long someone would stay at their first job, the most common response was “as long as possible”, followed 

by 3-5 years, and then 5 years. There were also a substantial number of individuals who were unsure or undecided about how 

long they plan to stay, as well as those who expressed a willingness to stay as long as they are happy and productive. Some 

individuals mentioned factors that may influence their decision to stay, such as the opportunity for growth and development, 

compensation, and work-life balance. However, there were also individuals who expressed a willingness to leave if they find 

a better job or if their current job is unsatisfactory. Overall, many Gen-Z lawyers are looking for opportunities to grow and 

develop professionally, but they are also open to exploring new opportunities if they arise. Employers may need to focus on 

providing opportunities for growth and development to retain top talent in this demographic.

What would make you stay in BigLaw long term? Select the one(s) that apply.

Gen-Z respondents had two clear front-runners for this question: (1) opportunities for advancement and (2) highest market 

salary. Being promoted to partnership ranks is an honor bestowed on a select few lawyers. This understanding may contribute 

to attrition from BigLaw. Gen-Z desires opportunities for advancement within BigLaw. Moreover, Gen-Zers are consistent in their 

motivation stemming from financial stability. This is a core motivator for them and may contribute to longer tenure within BigLaw, 

especially given their student debt. In fact, the third-highest selected factor was student loan assistance. This is not  

currently a benefit we see afforded within BigLaw, but it may be one that curbs attrition. 
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What would make you leave your law firm job? Select the one(s) that apply.

The clear front-runners were high hours and working nights/weekends as motivators for leaving a law firm job. This correlates 

with Gen-Z’s desire for work-life balance as a key motivator. The second most common answer for why they would leave their law 

firm job is that the practice was not aligned with their interest/long-term goals, and the third most frequent response was that the 

practice was not aligned with their values. Gen-Z has been characterized as a generation whose members are motivated deeply 

by their intrinsic values and seek work that aligns with these values. Offering more pro bono work that aligns with Gen-Z’s social 

and moral values could curb attrition related to this factor.

Perceptions About Law Firm Culture
Diversity is important to Gen-Z, but only half of the respondents felt that law firms genuinely care about diversity. There are still 

a sizeable number of future lawyers in this generational group who feel diversity messaging at law firms does not match the 

reality of practice.

Do law firms and partners care about associates?

The responses of Gen-Z students to the question of whether law firms and partners care about associates were divided 

nearly equally, with 53% of respondents disagreeing with that statement and 47% agreeing. This data suggests a perception 

among future lawyers that law firms and partners may not prioritize the well-being and development of their associates. The 

legal industry is known for its long hours and demanding workload, and it is important for law firms to provide resources 

and support to associates to prevent burnout and promote a healthy work-life balance. Acknowledging these challenges, 

particularly during the recruiting process, can help win prospective talent. 
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Is the legal industry changing for the better?

The data suggests a perception that the legal industry is undergoing positive changes. This could be attributed to the increased 

focus on diversity and inclusion (D&I) in the legal industry, as well as the adoption of new technologies and work-life balance 

initiatives. Overall, the data suggests that this generation is optimistic about the direction of the legal industry, but there is still 

room for improvement and growth. As future lawyers, it is essential for Gen-Z students to stay informed about these changes 

and to actively work toward creating a more inclusive and equitable legal industry themselves.

For which of the following, if any, 
would you trade a portion of your 
compensation? Pick your top three.

The clear top answers were more time off (62%), flexible 

work schedule (60%), and an almost tie between 

student loan assistance and reduction in billable hours 

(44% and 41%, respectively). This shows us that Gen-Z is 

motivated by work-life balance and values that balance 

above all else. Student loan assistance is likely attractive 

to respondents because they are the most indebted 

generation to date and value employers that are willing 

to help them address these financial concerns.

9GE N Z N OW I N F LU E N C I N G TO DAY ’ S L AW F I R M C U LT U R E
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Important Factors When Evaluating  
a Potential Employer
When selecting an employer, most respondents consider an employer’s racial, ethnic, religious, and gender composition to 

be somewhat or very important in their choice. This indicates that Gen-Z is increasingly aware of the importance of diversity 

in the workplace when considering which firms to apply to and where to accept offers. Employers that prioritize diversity 

and inclusion and openly demonstrate these values will not only attract a diverse pool of candidates but will also provide an 

attractive work environment to this up-and-coming generation of lawyers.

According to the survey results, the most important diversity benchmarks to look for in a potential employer are employees of 

various races, genders, and socioeconomic backgrounds. This highlights the need for law firms to actively recruit and retain 

diverse candidates from various backgrounds and sources. 

How important is a firm’s racial, ethnic, religious and gender composition when 
selecting an employer? 

The survey also highlights the presence of a sexist culture at law firms, with 79% of respondents agreeing that this is a problem. 

Law firms need to actively address and eliminate sexism in the legal industry and increase dialogue around these issues, as it is a 

key part of Gen-Z’s view of law firm life.

Ranking of factors when choosing an employer

The No. 1 factor in selecting an employer was tied between two categories: (1) formal mentorship and training and (2) highest 

compensation and bonus for geographic location.  Other important factors included billable hours, diversity and remote work.

Very surprisingly, rotational programs and law firm prestige were not compelling reasons for Gen-Z respondents to choose 

an employer. Highlighting mentorship, training, market compensation, and bonus during on-campus interviews (OCI) and 

recruitment efforts is likely to capture the attention of Gen-Z talent. 
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Law firm corporate social responsibility programs are authentic and valued.

Sixty percent of Gen-Z respondents did not agree with this statement. Given that this is a core motivator for this generation of 

talent, law firm employers should emphasize social responsibility programs during OCI and recruiting, which will resonate with 

potential candidates. Highlighting how Gen-Z participates in these programs may create the personal connection that may 

move the needle so more Gen-Zers feel these programs are authentic. 

How important is a potential employer’s pro bono program to you in selecting an 
employer?

Cumulatively, 61% of respondents said that an employer’s pro bono program was either very important or somewhat important. 

This generation is motivated by their core values. Having a pro bono program that resonates with their value set will help attract 

and retain this generation of talent.

How important is a potential employer’s corporate responsibility program to you 
in selecting an employer?

Cumulatively, 60% of Gen-Z respondents shared that a potential employer’s corporate responsibility was either very important 

(22%) or somewhat important (38%) in selecting an employer. Employers emphasizing their corporate responsibility programs in 

an authentic manner during OCI and interviewing may resonate with Gen-Z talent and help differentiate your platform. 

How important are a potential employer’s social justice initiatives to you in selecting 
an employer?

For 63% of Gen-Z respondents, a potential employer’s social justice initiatives were either very important or somewhat important 

when selecting an employer. Social justice initiatives related to environment, gender equality, racial equity, LGBTQ+ rights and 

many others strike a chord with this generation. Highlighting your social justice initiatives will make your platform stand out to this 

generation. Furthermore, communicating how Gen-Z members could potentially be involved in social justice initiatives should 

they join your firm will be an even more compelling recruitment tool. 

What mental health initiatives from a prospective employer are most attractive 
to you? Pick your top two.

The clear front-runner — with 58% of the vote — was optional reduced hours or part-time policies, which is not surprising given 

that we know this generation is seeking work-life balance. Given the demands of the legal profession and the high burnout rate, 

offering these mental health initiatives may improve overall mental health and reduce the high levels of attrition in the profession. 
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Then, 39% of Gen-Z respondents ranked, each, (1) mental health leave and (2) free subsidized gym membership as the 

second most compelling mental health initiatives. There is a stigma associated with taking mental health leave, but talking 

about the high burnout rate in the profession and normalizing mental health leave as an acceptable choice that is not 

stigmatized may reduce attrition and would certainly help avoid burnout. Gen-Z seems similarly motivated by going to the 

gym as a mental health benefit, and this is certainly one to encourage.

Expectations for Work Life
What are the top three challenges you see facing the legal industry/legal practice?

There were two clear front-runners to this question: (1) long hours and lack of work-life balance and (2) mental health/burnout. 

This is a core motivator for Gen-Zers— they are seeking a life that has strong boundaries between their personal and professional 

lives. Lack of diversity in the profession and working for firms/clients that do not align with personal ethics were also high on the 

list of challenges noted by the respondents. 

Gen-Z is the most diverse generation to date, and its members want to see professional environments that mirror that 

diversity. Members of this generation are motivated by meaningful work that aligns with their personal ethics, and investing 

in initiatives such as days of service and pro bono opportunities may well address some of these problems.

What kind of mentorship or training program are you seeking at your firm?  
Select the one(s) that apply.

Gen-Z is most motivated by an open-door environment and informal training that provides consistent constructive feedback 

on assignments. Although some respondents were also motivated by formal mentorship programs and assigned mentors, 

the informal day-to-day training was most important to them. Earlier in this report, we presented data related to which factors 

are most important in selecting an employer, and mentorship and training are the most important factors. Given this insight, 

emphasizing both formal and informal training to attract this generation of talent is key.
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On a scale of 1-5 (1 being not important at all and 5 being extremely important), 
how would you rate the importance of work-life balance in your career?

The majority of respondents (74%) expect to work an occasional night or weekend, while 26% of respondents expect to work 

many nights and weekends. This indicates that Gen-Zers are willing to make some sacrifices in terms of their work schedule 

when entering the workforce. Additionally, the majority of respondents (53%) expect to work a set number of hours each 

week, highlighting the importance of work-life balance for them. 

In addition, most respondents (92%) rate the importance of work-life balance in their career as important or very important. 

This reflects a growing trend among Gen-Z members, who prioritize a healthy work-life balance and value flexible work ar-

rangements. This is supported by the responses to the question on work location, where 86% of respondents expect to have 

the flexibility to work remotely as they desire or on occasion.

Overall, the survey results suggest that Gen-Z members prioritize work-life balance and value flexible work arrangements. 

Employers in the legal industry must be aware of these trends and adapt their work policies and culture to attract and retain 

the best talent.

What type of technology do you expect from your employer?

There is a consistent expectation for employers to provide necessary technology for employees to perform their duties 

effectively. From our data, this includes computers; laptops; cloud storage; automated billing software; access to legal 

research databases, such as Westlaw and LexisNexis; and remote work capabilities. Some respondents also expect their 

employer to provide multiple screens, ergonomic furniture and cutting-edge technology, such as AI-powered  drafting 

software, pointing to the digital native status of this generation. There is also a preference for using MacBook laptops and 

Apple products, and there were a few respondents who expressed frustration with inefficient or outdated technology. 

It is clear that technology is a crucial aspect of the workplace for Gen-Z lawyers, and employers will need to prioritize 

providing adequate and up-to-date technology in the workplace to attract and retain top talent.

Effects of the Global Pandemic
The pandemic has had a significant impact on the legal industry and the next generation of lawyers. The survey results indicate 

that the pandemic has influenced what Gen-Z students value in an employer, with 69% of respondents answering that it was 

impactful in some way. Additionally, 65% of respondents answered yes when asked whether the pandemic has influenced 

their work style, indicating that young lawyers will be trailblazers when it comes to new ways of working. Furthermore, 63% 

respondents answered yes to the question of whether the pandemic has impacted their desire to work in the office versus 

remotely, highlighting the shift toward more flexible work arrangements as the norm and expectation among this group. 

Many respondents expressed a desire for more flexibility in terms of remote and hybrid work options. Some mentioned 

valuing employers that prioritize the health and well-being of their employees, offer sick leave, and have a supportive culture. 
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Others mentioned valuing clearly defined expectations around in-office versus remote work and not wanting to work for 

employers that put profits ahead of employee safety.

Some respondents said they now work from home more often or prefer hybrid work options. Some also mentioned that they 

have become more comfortable with virtual meetings and working remotely, while others enjoy the ability to work longer 

hours at home when they are most productive. 

One benefit seen by this group of the pandemic and its effect on work is that they are more forgiving of themselves when 

they can’t get work done. Others said they are more self-reliant, organized, and able to handle unexpected tasks. It is 

worthwhile noting that there were also some respondents who mentioned that the pandemic did not influence their work 

style or that they still prefer in-person work. Other reasons for preferring remote work included avoiding office politics or 

wanting to save time and money on commuting, although it was noted that there was value in in-person interaction and in 

being around colleagues. 

Did the Global Pandemic Influence…

The pandemic has also impacted the quality of legal education and work experience for law students, with 39% of respondents 

stating that the summer associate program was most impacted, and 49% respondents stating that mentorship from professors 

and other legal professionals was most impacted. This indicates that the pandemic has disrupted traditional interactions between 

legal education and work experience, and law schools and law firms must adapt to provide students with the necessary skills and 

mentorship opportunities but deliver them in a different way.

The pandemic has had a significant impact on the legal industry and the next generation of lawyers. Employers in the legal 

industry must adapt to these changes and provide more flexible work arrangements and mentorship opportunities to attract 

and retain the best talent, while also helping them grow their practice and capitalize on opportunities in the market. Law 

schools must also adapt to provide students with the necessary skills and mentorship opportunities in a post-pandemic world 

through catch-up and focused development sessions, along with new education delivery formats.
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Conclusion
Gen-Z students are interested in a diverse range of career paths even though the majority are expecting to move into a 

law firm after graduation. That being said, the pandemic has had a significant impact on Gen-Z’s values, career goals and 

workplace preferences. 

Respondents have high expectations around work-life balance and flexibility to choose when to work set hours. While they 

anticipate occasional night or weekend work, Gen-Zers want strict boundaries between work and nonwork life and expect 

remote work to be an option to some degree. Mental health initiatives, such as optional reduced hours or part-time policies, 

free/subsidized gym memberships and mental health leave, will be attractive benefits to Gen-Z lawyers. They also expect their 

employers to support their work with tools like access to legal research databases and up-to-date technology.

In summary, law firms that prioritize Gen Z’s preferences and ideas are more likely to win the talent war in the long run and 

cement their longevity in the market.
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HOW MILLENNIAL LAWYERS 
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As the oldest millennials turn 40 this year and 
increasingly move into the partnership ranks, this 
generation’s influence is being felt in the legal 
industry more than ever before. Many of these 
lawyers graduated amid the Great Recession, and 
they formed the industry’s largest cohort during 
the COVID-era remotening of 2020. Now, they 
are poised to play a key role in reshaping the 
operations of the industry as it emerges from the 
pandemic lockdown. 

To help law firms better understand these evolving 
workplace dynamics, we have partnered with our 
friends at Major, Lindsey & Africa for the third time to 
dig deep into the cultural changes that this generation 
has brought to law firms. Between March and April 
2021, we surveyed the Above the Law audience to 
find out about the priorities and goals of millennial 
lawyers as well as generational differences that may 
exist between this group and its older counterparts. 

Notably, we learned this year that millennials are 
becoming increasingly open to leaving their current 

firm. Our 2019 survey found that the largest group 
of respondents had the goal of making partner 
where they work, but this time, the largest cohort 
expected to leave in just a few years. Their top 
reason? Dissatisfaction with work-life balance — 
perhaps an unsurprising result following a year 
characterized by a spike in workloads combined 
with pandemic-era stress. 

This generation also is increasingly taking on the 
long-standing problems of racial, gender, and other 
forms of bias in the legal industry. For instance, less 
than a third of respondents strongly agreed that 
their firms treat minority and non-minority attorneys 
equally when it comes to staffing matters. 

In today’s environment of salary wars and ever-
growing lawyer demand, law firms must intensify 
their focus on attracting and retaining millennial 
talent. Those hoping to stay at the top of the market 
would be well-advised to consider the factors 
revealed in this report. 
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DEMOGRAPHICS Total Respondents: 1,471

Positions

0% 10% 20% 30%

Junior Associate 20.5%

29.7%

20.9%

11.6%

6.3%

3.4%

7.6%

Mid-level Associate

Senior Associate

Equity Partner

Non-equity Partner

Of Counsel

Other

Gender Breakdown by Position

48.9%

55.6%

48.1%

41.5%

0.5%

0.7%

0.2%

0%

2.1%

2.2%

Male

Male

Female

Female

Nonbinary/
third gender 

Nonbinary/
third gender 

Prefer to 
self-describe 

Prefer to 
self-describe 

Prefer not 
to say 

Prefer not 
to say 

Gender

48.4% 48.6%

0.6%

2.2%
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Nonbinary/
third gender

Prefer not 
to say0.2%

Prefer to 
self-describe

Associates

Partner/Counsel
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DEMOGRAPHICS

Practice Area “Other” responses 
  included (but not limited to):

Location (Top 6 Overall)

23.2% 14.1% 7.1% 4.8% 6.5% 4.1%
New York California Illinois Massachusetts Texas Outside 

of U.S. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

35.4%Litigation

5.0%Real Estate

3.4%Tax

4.7%IP

1.7%Bankruptcy

2.8%Healthcare

24.9%Corporate

1.3% Energy

 

5.3%Employment

14.6%Other

• Trusts & Estates
• Environmental
• Banking/Finance/Securities
• Family Law
•   International Trade
• Policy/Regulatory
• Workers’ Comp./Employee 

Benefits
• Immigration
• Education
• Government
• Privacy
• Administrative
• ADA
• Antitrust
• Technology 

0.9%Insurance
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> 50% of respondents report they want to make partner 
(either at their current firm or another firm).

> Respondents in this year’s survey value the firm’s 
compensation package over all other factors when 
evaluating potential employers. This was a change from 
our most recent survey, completed in 2019, in which 
respondents primarily valued work/life balance.

> The largest cohort of respondents (30.86%) reported that, 
ideally, they would like to work at their firm between 3 and 5 
years. This is a shift from our earlier survey, where the largest 
cohort (31%) indicated they would like to make partner.

> The largest cohort of respondents (25.64%) rated their level 
of formal mentorship as moderate. This signals an uptick from 
our 2019 findings, where the largest cohort of respondents 
rate their level of formal mentorship as weak.

> A plurality of respondents (58.19%) reported that they either 
somewhat or strongly agree that their firm treats minority 
attorneys and non-minority attorneys equally when it comes 
to staffing matters.

> Consistent with our 2019 survey, loyalty and partnership 
aspirations were found to be correlated.

> Informal mentorship continues to play a larger role in the 
careers of respondents than formal mentorship.

> About 60% of respondents reported that their access 
to meaningful work is either strong or very strong.

> A plurality of respondents (48.15%) reported that they 
either somewhat or absolutely disagree that associate 
development is not hampered in a work from home model. 

> Since our 2019 survey, the number of respondents who said 
they would like to be running their own firm or practice dropped 
substantially (from 12.34% in 2019 to 4.47% this year).

> Dissatisfaction with work/life balance was the most 
important reason for openness to a new job opportunity 
(47.46%). This was a shift from the last survey, in which 
dissatisfaction with compensation was the top reason.

> Associates agree more than partners that the Millennial generation 
is changing law firm policies and culture for the better, which 
makes sense. Notably though, women “somewhat agree” more 
than men, but men “strongly agree” more than women.

> Respondents who identified as male indicated that the firm’s 
compensation package was the most important factor when 
evaluating a potential employer, consistent with overall 
results. Respondents who identified as female indicated 
that the firm’s commitment to fostering work/life balance for 
employees was the most important factor when evaluating a 
potential employer.

> The majority of respondents (57.32%) reported that they 
strongly agree that it is important for their firm to have a 
flexible work from home policy.

> Significant majorities of associates agree that their colleagues 
work collaboratively and genuinely enjoy one another’s company, 
suggesting a working environment that is more positive than 
conventional wisdom about large law firms suggests.

KEY FINDINGS
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PRIORITIES

How important are the following to you in evaluating a potential employer? 
Respondents assigned a value from 0 (not important)  to 10 (very important) to each factor. 

Longitudinal Priorities Comparisons

0

Commitment to 
corporate social 
responsibility

Commitment to 
diverse and inclusive 
workforce

6.5

Prestige of firm

Firm’s 
compensation 
package

Commitment to 
fostering work/
life balance for 
employees

Commitment to 
progressive family-
friendly policies

Commitment 
to training and 
professional 
development

5.84

7.46

8.1

8.04

5.89

8.28

7.26

5.19

7.13

Strength of firm in a 
specific practice 

Commitment to pro 
bono work

Commitment to 
employee wellness 
and mental health

2 4 6 8
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2019 Rank by Mean
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2021 Ranked by Mean (italicized text include new options for this year)

Respondents in this year’s survey value the firm’s compensation package 
over all other factors when evaluating potential employers. This was 
a change from our most recent survey, completed in 2019, in which 
respondents primarily valued work/life balance.

Compared to our 2019 survey, there was a slight uptick in mean regarding 
how important respondents found potential employers’ commitment to 
training and professional development (8.01 to 8.04)  and commitment to a 
diverse and inclusive workforce (6.17 to 6.50).

Compared with our previous findings, variances have widened for the 
following considerations:
• Commitment to a diverse and inclusive workplace (8.46 to 9.34)
• Commitment to fostering work/life balance for employees (4.03 to 5.40)
• Strength of firm in a specific practice area (6.64 to 5.49)
• Commitment to corporate social responsibility (7.36 to 8.45)

This suggests that for the people for whom these are 
a priority, the factors are even more important this 
year; for those for whom they are not, the factors 
remain lower on the list. 
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PRIORITIES
2021 Ranked by Variance 
(Variance measures how far a set of numbers are spread out from their average value) (italicized text include new options for this year)
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2019 Ranked by Variance 
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2021 Mean by Gender
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Respondents who identified as male indicated that the firm’s compensation package was the most important factor when evaluating a 
potential employer, consistent with overall results. This was a shift from the 2019 results, in which they valued commitment to training and 
professional development the most.

Respondents who identified as female indicated that the firm’s commitment to fostering work/life balance for employees was the most 
important factor when evaluating a potential employer. This is consistent with the results from 2019.

2019 Mean by Gender
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PRIORITIES
Which of the following, if any, would you trade a portion of your compensation for? 
(Multiple selections allowed)

How important is it that your firm’s 
clients’ values align with your own?

How would you rate the level of formal (i.e., assigned by the firm) mentorship that you receive?

More time off was the primary factor that respondents 
indicated that they would trade a portion of their 
compensation for (29.05%). This was followed by a flexible 
work schedule (24.82%).

Respondents were least likely to trade compensation for 
more pro bono hours (2.29%), consistent with results from 
the previous survey.

Both men (29.05%) and women (29.03%) indicated that 
they would trade a portion of their compensation for more 
time off at nearly identical rates.

“Other” responses included:

• Permanent work from home arrangements

• Long-term sustainability and prospects for firm success, 
including profitability and prestige

• Would not trade a portion of compensation

• Client development

• Flexibility to hire an associate or paralegal to work under me

• Working remotely from abroad

• Certainty of hours/more predictable hours

• Support for taking time off

• Pay equity among similarly-situated employees 

Compared with our earlier survey, there was a slight 
increase, from 5.2 to 5.37, in the importance of a firm’s 
clients’ values aligning with those of respondents.

Women found it more important that their firm’s clients’ 
values aligned with their own (5.78 as opposed to 4.8 
reported by males). This was consistent with findings from 
our previous survey.

The largest cohort of respondents (25.64%) rated their 
level of formal mentorship as moderate. This signals an 
uptick from our 2019 findings, where the largest cohort of 
respondents rate their level of formal mentorship as weak.

29.05%

24.82%26.23%

7.39%

2.29%

7.75%

2.46%

More time off

Flexible work 
schedule

A cut in 
billable hours

Better 
health 
benefits

More pro 
bono hours

More time 
for career 
training and 
development

Other

5.37 Mean

Average Score

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Very Strong

Strong

Moderate

Neutral

Weak 19.41%

17.22%

25.64%

13.92%

7.33%

Nonexistent 16.48%
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How important a role does or has a formal mentor played in your career?

The largest cohort of respondents (28.68%) were neutral in 
regards to the role a formal mentor has played in their career. 
The next largest cohort (25.37%) reported that a formal 
mentor has played a significant role in their career. In our 
earlier survey, an almost equal percentage (28.34%) reported 
that a formal mentor was irrelevant.

The largest cohort of male respondents (27.12%) reported 
that a formal mentor has played a significant role in their 
career, whereas the largest cohort of female respondents 
(32.65%) reported being neutral.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Irrelevant

Slight

Neutral

Significant

Crucial 8.09%

25.37%

28.68%

18.38%

19.49%

How important a role does or has an informal mentor played in your career?

Almost 72% of respondents reported that an informal mentor 
has played either a significant or crucial role in their career.

Informal mentorship continues to play a larger role in the 
careers of respondents than formal mentorship.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Irrelevant

Slight

Neutral

Significant

Crucial 30.15%

41.54%

14.71%

8.46%

5.15%

How would you rate the level of informal (i.e., personally developed) mentorship that you receive?

The majority of respondents (61.48%)
reported that the level of informal mentorship 
they receive is strong. This is consistent with 
the results from our earlier surveys.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Weak

Neutral

Strong

I dd not have an 
informal mentor 7.78%

61.48%

22.96%

7.78%

60% 70%
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Approximately how much time do you spend on business development?

Do you have a business development budget?

Which best describes your 
business development budget?

The largest cohort of respondents (32.46%) reported that they
spend less than 5% of their time on business development. 

• Compared with our 2019 survey, there was a notable 
decrease in the percentage of respondents who stated 
that they spend less than 5% of their time on business 
development (44.81% to 32.46%).

• The percentage of respondents who marked that they spend 
more than 50% of their time on business development 
increased from 1.42% to 2.61%, so progress!

The majority of respondents reported that they did not have a 
business development budget. This was a small decrease from 
our previous survey (66% to 62%).

10.82%

23.13%

30.97%

32.46%

2.61%

Between 
26-50%

Between 
11-25%

5-10%

Less than 5%

More than 50% 
of my time

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

$1-999

$1,000-4,999

$5,000-9,999

$10,000-19,999

$20,000+ 10%

11%

18%

40%

21%

38%
YES

62%
NO
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Which of the following does your business development activity entail? (Multiple selections allowed)

Consistent with findings from our 2019 survey, the 
largest cohort of respondents (28.24%) reported 
that their business development activity consisted 
of networking events. This was followed by 
content creation.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Client pitches

Speaking or presenting 
at conferences

Content creation 
(e.g., writing articles)

Networking events

Other (please specify) 5.09%

28.24%

26.11%

19.87%

20.69%

•  Market research, preparing for 
client events

•   Work on court and community legal 
initiatives

•   Acceptance of client referrals with quick 
follow up and good work

•   Civic commitment/involvement, 
partnering with clients and client 
prospects on various initiatives

•  Meals

•   Networking on social media, responding 
to posts by lawyers, print advertising, 
speaking to referral sources such as agents 
and title companies

•  Recruiting events

•  Community involvement

•  One-on-one outings

•  Event sponsorships

•  Informal networking

•  Internal promotion materials 

“Other” responses included:



13

PRIORITIES
How satisfied are you with the amount of time you spend on business development?

Almost half of respondents (46.92%) reported that they were neutral about the amount of time they spend on business development. 
This was followed by those who reported they were dissatisfied (23.46%).

Respondents who described themselves as “neutral” about the amount of time spent on business development increased by over 10% 
from our previous survey (36.15% to 46.92%). 

The percentage of those who described themselves as being “very satisfied” roughly halved, from 6.63% in 2019 to 3.85%, in 2021. 

20.77%

46.92%

23.46%

5.00%

3.85%

Satisfied

Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very 
dissatisfied

Very satisfied
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NEW QUESTIONS ABOUT PRIORITIES
How would you rate your access to meaningful work, such as litigation speaking 
roles or leadership in dealmaking?

It is important for my firm to have a flexible work from home policy.

By Role

About 60% of respondents reported that their access to 
meaningful work is either strong or very strong.

The majority of respondents (57.32%) reported that they 
strongly agree that it is important for their firm to have a 
flexible work from home policy.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Very Strong

Strong

Moderate

Neutral

Weak 5.13%

6.96%

24.91%

31.50%

28.57%

Nonexistent 2.93%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Absolutely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree 57.32%

25.61%

7.32%

5.28%

4.47%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Jr. Associate
(1-2 years practicing) 

2.17%

23.91%

45.65%

13.04%
10.87%

4.35%

Sr. Associate
(6+ years) 

28.07%

35.09%
29.82%

5.26%
1.75%

Mid-level Associate
(3-5 years) 

16.46%

37.97%

25.32%

10.13%

3.80%
6.33%

Very Strong Strong Moderate WeakNeutral Nonexistent

63.16% of senior associates rated their access to meaningful 
work as strong to very strong. 54.43% of mid-level 
associates reported the same, while only 26.08% of junior 
associates maintained this rating.
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NEW QUESTIONS ABOUT PRIORITIES
I am happy with my firm’s work from home policy.

Associate development is not hampered in a work from home model.

29.10% of respondents reported that they somewhat 
agree that they are happy with their firm’s work from 
home policy.

A plurality of respondents (48.15%) reported that 
they either somewhat or absolutely disagree that 
associate development is not hampered in a work 
from home model. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Absolutely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree 26.23%

29.10%

22.13%

13.11%

9.43%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Absolutely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree 22.22%

18.93%

10.70%

31.69%

16.46%

By Gender

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Male

19.82%

27.93%

12.61%

22.52%

17.12%

Female

14.29%

34.92%

9.52%

25.40%

15.87%

Absolutely 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Somewhat 
disagree

Strongly 
agree

While the largest cohorts of both male and female 
respondents somewhat disagreed that associate 
development is not hampered in a work from home 
model, a larger portion of female respondents (34.92% vs. 
27.93%) reported this. Additionally, there was a nearly 10% 
difference between men (17.12%) and women (25.40%) 
who strongly agreed with this statement.
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NEW QUESTIONS ABOUT PRIORITIES
By Role

My firm has a distinct culture/personality despite the work from home model.

Partners at my firm work collaboratively with each other.

The largest cohort of respondents (32.24%) reported that 
they somewhat agree that their firm has a distinct culture/
personality despite the work from home model.

Slightly over 70% of respondents agreed that the partners 
at their firm work collaboratively with each other.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Absolutely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree 28.16%

32.24%

24.08%

9.39%

6.12%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Absolutely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree 31.97%

38.93%

12.30%

12.70%

4.10%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Jr. Associate
(1-2 years practicing) 

14.29%

25.71%

5.71%

20.00%

34.29%

Sr. Associate
(6+ years) 

12.96%

33.33%

7.41%

18.52%

27.78%

Mid-level Associate
(3-5 years) 

6.94%

30.56%

13.89%

26.39%
22.22%

While the largest cohort of junior associates (34.29%) 
reported that they strongly agreed that associate 
development is not hampered in a work from home model, 
almost half of senior associates (46.29%) either absolutely 
or somewhat disagreed with the statement. 

Absolutely 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Somewhat 
disagree

Strongly 
agree
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NEW QUESTIONS ABOUT PRIORITIES
Associates at my firm work collaboratively with each other.

The attorneys at my firm genuinely like spending time with each other.

The partners in my firm are appreciative and value when I work hard.

Almost 80% of respondents agreed that the 
associates at their firm work collaboratively with 
each other.

75.72% of respondents agreed that attorneys at their 
firm genuinely like spending time with each other.

71.61% of respondents agreed that the partners at their 
firm are appreciative and value when they work hard.

To summarize, significant majorities of associates agree 
that their colleagues—partners and associates alike—
work collaboratively and genuinely enjoy one another’s 
company. Plus, their bosses are appreciative of and 
value their work! This suggests a working environment 
that is more positive than conventional wisdom about 
large law firms suggests.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Absolutely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree 35.80%

41.98%

13.17%

7.00%

2.06%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Absolutely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree 30.04%

45.68%

16.05%

5.76%

2.47%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Absolutely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree 29.22%

42.39%

12.35%

11.93%

4.12%
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NEW QUESTIONS ABOUT PRIORITIES
My firm’s assignment system is fair.

Respondents were asked to rate their 
level of agreement with the following 
series of statements. 

Half of respondents (50.83%) agreed that their 
firm’s assignment system is fair, and roughly half 
did not. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Absolutely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree 16.12%

34.71%

26.45%

14.88%

7.85%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

My firm has an authentic commitment to racial diversity in hiring. 8.38% 12.29% 22.35% 34.64% 22.35%

My firm treats minority attorneys and non-minority attorneys 
equally when it comes to staffing matters. 5.08% 14.69% 22.03% 26.55% 31.64%

My firm is dedicated to the training and development of minority attorneys. 10.80% 8.52% 25.57% 28.41% 26.70%

Minority attorneys have equal access to quality matters through our 
assignment system. 5.65% 7.91% 28.25% 25.42% 32.77%

My firm has an authentic commitment to gender diversity in hiring. 5.65% 8.47% 16.38% 31.07% 38.42%

My firm treats female and male attorneys equally when it comes to 
staffing matters. 7.34% 11.86% 14.12% 25.42% 41.24%

My firm is dedicated to the training and development of female attorneys. 6.25% 8.52% 20.45% 22.73% 42.05%

Female attorneys have equal access to quality matters through 
our assignment system. 5.65% 7.91% 15.82% 26.55% 44.07%

My firm has an authentic commitment to LGBTQIA+ diversity in hiring. 6.86% 8.57% 34.86% 25.71% 24.00%

My firm treats LGBTQIA+ and non-LGBTQIA+ attorneys equally when it comes 
to staffing matters. 6.32% 5.17% 30.46% 21.26% 36.78%

My firm is dedicated to the training and development of 
LGBTQIA+ attorneys. 6.90% 6.32% 38.51% 20.69% 27.59%

LGBTQIA+ attorneys have equal access to quality matters through our 
assignment system. 5.75% 5.17% 33.91% 20.11% 35.06%

My firm has an authentic commitment to disability diversity in hiring. 12.00% 12.57% 48.00% 13.71% 13.71%

My firm treats disabled attorneys and non-disabled attorneys equally when it 
comes to staffing matters. 8.05% 6.32% 50.57% 12.64% 22.41%

My firm is dedicated to the training and development of disabled attorneys. 11.49% 6.32% 51.72% 13.22% 17.24%

Disabled attorneys have equal access to quality matters through our 
assignment system. 9.20% 5.17% 49.43% 14.37% 21.84%
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DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWNS 
My firm treats minority attorneys and non-minority attorneys equally 
when it comes to staffing matters.

Minority attorneys have equal access to quality matters through our 
assignment system.

My firm has an authentic commitment to gender diversity in hiring.

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ASSOCIATES 5.26% 18.42% 22.81% 29.82% 23.68%

PARTNERS 3.70% 9.26% 20.37% 20.37% 46.30%

MALES 2.50% 8.75% 21.25% 28.75% 38.75%

FEMALES 6.45% 19.35% 23.66% 24.73% 25.81%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ASSOCIATES 7.02% 11.40% 29.82% 27.19% 24.56%

PARTNERS 3.70% 1.85% 24.07% 24.07% 46.30%

MALES 2.50% 5.00% 26.25% 25.00% 41.25%

FEMALES 6.45% 10.75% 31.18% 25.81% 25.81%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ASSOCIATES 4.39% 10.53% 16.67% 36.84% 31.58%

PARTNERS 7.41% 5.56% 16.67% 22.22% 48.15%

MALES 2.50% 6.25% 13.75% 27.50% 50.00%

FEMALES 7.53% 9.68% 17.20% 35.48% 30.11

While 46.30% of partners strongly agreed 
that their firm treats minority and non-
minority attorneys equally when it comes to 
staffing matters, only 23.68% of associates 
strongly agreed. 38.75% of males strongly 
agreed with this statement, whereas only 
25.81% of women strongly agreed.

24.56% of associates strongly agreed 
that minority attorneys have equal access 
to quality matters through their firm’s 
assignment system. This number was 
notably higher for partners, at 46.30%. 
Additionally, while 41.25% of males 
strongly agreed with this statement, only 
25.81% of women felt the same.

An almost equal percentage of associates 
(31.58%) and women (30.11%) strongly 
agreed that their firm has an authentic 
commitment to gender diversity in hiring. 
This percentage was notably higher for 
partners and men, at 48.15% and 50% 
respectively.
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DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWNS 
My firm treats female and male attorneys equally when it comes to 
staffing matters.

My firm is dedicated to the training and development of 
female attorneys.

Female attorneys have equal access to quality matters through our 
assignment system.

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ASSOCIATES 8.77% 13.16% 15.79% 29.82% 32.46%

PARTNERS 3.70% 11.11% 12.96% 18.52% 53.70%

MALES 2.50% 10.00% 13.75% 20.00% 53.75%

FEMALES 10.75% 13.98% 13.98% 30.11% 31.18%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ASSOCIATES 7.08% 7.96% 23.89% 26.55% 34.51%

PARTNERS 3.70% 11.11% 12.96% 18.52% 53.70%

MALES 2.50% 5.00% 15.00% 25.00% 52.50%

FEMALES 8.70% 11.96% 25.00% 19.57% 34.78%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ASSOCIATES 7.02% 8.77% 18.42% 29.82% 35.96%

PARTNERS 1.85% 7.41% 11.11% 24.07% 55.56%

MALES 2.50% 6.25% 13.75% 22.50% 55.00%

FEMALES 7.53% 9.68% 18.28% 30.11% 34.41%

The disparity between males and females 
who felt their firm treats them equally when 
it comes to staffing matters was notable. 
53.75% of males strongly agreed that 
their firm treats men and women equally 
in staffing matters, while only 31.18% of 
women strongly agreed.

While over half of partners (53.70%) 
strongly agreed that their firm is dedicated 
to the training and development of female 
attorneys, only 34.51% of associates 
felt this way. Similarly, 52.50% of males 
strongly agreed, while only 34.78% of 
women respondents felt the same.

While the largest cohorts of men and 
women both strongly agreed that female 
attorneys have equal access to quality 
matters through their firm’s assignment 
system, there was a significant disparity 
in the percentages. Over half of male 
respondents strongly agreed (55%), while 
only 34.41% of women felt the same. 
Additionally, 55.56% of partners felt this 
way, while only 35.96% of associates 
strongly agreed. 
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GOALS

Ideally, how long would you like to work at your firm?

The largest cohort of respondents (30.86%) reported that 
ideally, they would like to work at their firm between 3 and 5 
years. This is a shift from our earlier survey, where the largest 
cohort (31%) indicated they would like to make partner.

22%
1-2 years

31%
3-5 years

23%
5-7 years

23%
I want to 

make partner

Longitudinal Priorities Comparisons

By Position
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44.07%

30.51%

15.25%
10.17%

Sr. Associate

15.25%

25.42%

44.07%

Midlevel Associate

18.60%

45.35%

24.42%

11.63%

1-2 years 3-5 years 5-7 years I want to make partner

1-2 years 3-5 years 5-7 years I want to make partner

15.25%

By Gender
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21.80%

31.58%

21.05%
25.56%

Female

23.08%

30.77%
25.96%

20.19%
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GOALS

How “loyal” are you to your firm?

Half of respondents (50.38%) 
indicated that they are moderately 
loyal to their firm. This is consistent 
with findings from our earlier survey.

19.17%
Highly loyal

50.38%
Moderately loyal

19.55%
Neither loyal 
nor disloyal

10.90%
“Loyalty” is 

irrelevant in a law 
firm context

We isolated the responses from individuals 
who self-described as “highly” or 
“moderately” loyal and found that they 
were more likely to have aspirations to 
partnership, at a rate of almost 30%—about 
7% higher than the overall population.

We also looked at individuals who described 
themselves as “highly” loyal and found that 
this cohort was even more likely to aspire to 
partnership, at a rate of over 50%.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

1-2 years

3-5 years

5-7 years

I want to make partner 29.70%

27.27%

28.48%

14.55%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

1-2 years

3-5 years

5-7 years

I want to make partner 51.11%

22.22%

22.22%

4.44%



23

GOALS

• 14.23% of respondents indicated that in 10 years they would like to 
have left legal practice. This was an almost 2% increase from our 
2019 survey.

• Since our 2019 survey, the number of respondents who said they 
would like to be running their own firm or practice dropped substantially 
(from 12.34% in 2019 to 4.47% this year).

• The largest cohort of respondents, at 28.86%, indicated that they 
would like to be working as in-house counsel within the next 10 years.

• 28.79% of male respondents reported that in 10 years they would like 
to be in-house counsel; the next largest cohort (21.97%) reported that 
they would like to be a partner at their current firm.

• 30.19% of female respondents reported that they would like to be 
in-house counsel in 10 years; the next largest group (20.75%) 
reported that they would like to be working for a government or 
non-profit in 10 years—this finding was consistent with the last survey.

• Writer

• Consulting

• Investor/Entrepreneur

• Run a legal tech startup

• More public service

• Therapist

• Policy analyst for state 
government or working as 
a lobbyist

• Owning my own business

• Legal recruitment, career 
adviser at law school

• Finance/management

• Information technology

• Retirement 

Future career goals outside legal practice included:

What do you see yourself doing in 10 years?

28.86%

6.50%
Partner at 
another firm

In-house counsel

15.85%
Government 
or non-profit

2.44%
Legal 
academia

4.47%
Running my 
own firm or 
practice

4.07%
At a boutique 
or small firm

14.23%
NOT 
practicing law

2.03%
Legal 
operations 21.14%

Partner at my 
current firm
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GOALS

Almost 60% of respondents indicated they were either 
confident or very confident that they would reach their goal 
within 10 years. This is an almost 10% drop from our earlier 
survey, where almost 70% of respondents reported the same.

The largest cohort of respondents (38.82%) indicated that 
they wanted to go in-house for a better work/life balance. 
This is consistent with findings from our 2019 survey. There 
was a small increase in those who reported this (from 34.12% 
in 2019). Additionally, there was a drop in the number 
of those who indicated they’d like to go in-house for the 
opportunity to become a business decision-maker (from 
24.71% in 2019 to 18.42% this year).

How confident are you that you will achieve your goal in 10 years?

Why are you interested in going in-house? 
(Multiple selections allowed)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Very confident

Confident

Unsure

Doubtful

Very doubtful 1.84%

5.07%

33.18%

32.72%

27.19%

20.39%
As an alternative to 
law firm practice

7.89%
More financial 
opportunity

18.42%
Opportunity to 
become a business 
decision-maker

3.29%
Other 38.82%

Better work/
life balance

11.18%
It’s the only viable 
alternative career path
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GOALS

Almost 50% of respondents reported that their firms are 
a little transparent regarding associate career paths. 
This is also what the largest cohort of respondents 
indicated in the 2019 survey.

Almost 95% of respondents indicated that firm 
transparency regarding associate career paths is 
some level of important. 

The largest cohort of respondents (31.10%) reported they 
would like to be doing more business development. 
This was a slight drop from our 2019 survey, which had 
this at 33.17%.

How would you describe your firm’s level of transparency regarding associate career paths (including feed-
back on whether an associate is on track for partnership)?

How important to you is your firm’s transparency regarding associate career paths?

What would you like to spend more time doing?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Not at all transparent

A little transparent

Very transparent 29.17%

46.30%

24.54%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Unimportant

Somewhat important

Important

Very Important

Cruciat 24.42%

26.27%

28.57%

15.67%

5.07%

11.96%
Pro bono

10.05%
Work outside your 
practice group

5.74%
Firm social 
events

23.44%
Mentorship

17.70%
Training 31.10%

Business 
development
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GOALS

Over half of respondents reported that they are 
open to new opportunities. This is consistent 
with findings from our earlier survey.

The majority of respondents (65.45%) indicated 
that they would not consider working on a short-
term assignment or contract basis unless they 
had no other options.

Dissatisfaction with work/life balance was 
the most important reason for openness to a 
new job opportunity (47.46%). This was a shift 
from the last survey, in which dissatisfaction 
with compensation was the top reason. 
Dissatisfaction with diversity (0.56%) was the 
lowest ranking reason.

How open are you to new job opportunities?

Would you consider working on a short-term assignment or contract basis?

Please indicate the most important reason for your openness to a new job opportunity. Dissatisfaction with:

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Currently seeking

Open to new 
opportunities

Not interested 28.62%

56.88%

14.50%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Yes

No, unless I had no 
other options

Under no 
circumstances

18.70%

65.45%

15.85%
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TrainingLevel of 
Responsibility

6.78%

Continuing 
along the law 

firm career 
path, e.g., 
a desire to 

join in-house 
counsel

Work/Life 
Balance

DiversityManagement/
Firm Culture

Compensation

1.69%

8.47%

0.56%

16.38%
18.62%

47.46%
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NEW QUESTIONS ABOUT GOALS

Despite what we hear in all the analysis and commentary about the direction of the legal industry, law 
firm associates seem either unaware or uninterested in career paths available in the emerging ALSP 
sector. There was a similarly noteworthy negligible interest in careers in legal operations, with questions 
about these two fields garnering little response from participants.

We asked respondents why they aspire to work at an ALSP and why 
they aspire to work in legal ops.
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GENERATIONAL DIFFERENCES

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 8.68% 18.06% 18.06% 38.54% 16.67%

ASSOCIATES 7.87% 14.81% 19.44% 39.81% 18.06%

PARTNERS 13.79% 27.59% 13.79% 36.21% 8.62%

MALES 12.84% 22.97% 18.24% 33.11% 12.84%

FEMALES 4.58% 13.74% 17.56% 45.04% 19.08%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 3.82% 16.67% 25.35% 35.42% 18.75%

ASSOCIATES 2.78% 12.50% 23.15% 39.81% 21.76%

PARTNERS 5.17% 29.31% 36.21% 20.69% 8.62%

MALES 5.41% 16.22% 25.68% 31.08% 21.62%

FEMALES 1.53% 17.56% 22.90% 41.22% 16.79%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 11.46% 23.26% 14.58% 27.08% 23.61%

ASSOCIATES 12.96% 20.37% 11.11% 27.78% 27.78%

PARTNERS 6.90% 31.03% 25.86% 25.86% 10.34%

MALES 13.51% 15.54% 15.54% 29.05% 26.35%

FEMALES 9.16% 32.06% 12.21% 25.95% 20.61%

The current generation of law firm leadership has outstayed their effectiveness.

The Millennial generation of lawyers is transforming law firm policies and culture for the better.

Compensation increases (including special bonuses) at many law firms are a fair reflection of associate 
contributions to firm profitability.

Longitudinal Priorities Comparisons

Associates agree more than partners that the 
Millennial generation is changing law firm 
policies and culture for the better, which makes 
sense. Notably though, women “somewhat 
agree” more than men, but men “strongly 
agree” more than women.

Almost 30% of associates (27.78%) strongly 
agreed that compensation increases are a fair 
reflection of associate contributions to firm 
profitability. Only 10.34% of partners felt this way. 

Notably, 32.06% of women somewhat 
disagreed with this statement, while only 
15.54% of men reported the same.
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GENERATIONAL DIFFERENCES

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 2.44% 8.71% 26.83% 33.10% 28.92%

ASSOCIATES 1.40% 6.98% 26.05% 31.63% 33.95%

PARTNERS 6.90% 13.79% 29.31% 39.66% 10.34%

MALES 3.38% 9.46% 28.38% 32.43% 26.35%

FEMALES 1.54% 8.46% 25.38% 34.62% 30.00%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 21.95% 34.15% 25.09% 14.98% 3.83%

ASSOCIATES 26.05% 34.88% 23.26% 12.56% 3.26%

PARTNERS 12.07% 32.76% 27.59% 22.41% 5.17%

MALES 23.65% 27.03% 27.70% 18.24% 3.38%

FEMALES 20.00% 41.54% 22.31% 12.31% 3.85%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 3.13% 3.82% 7.99% 20.14% 64.93%

ASSOCIATES 3.24% 1.39% 5.56% 18.06% 71.76%

PARTNERS 3.45% 12.07% 12.07% 25.86% 46.55%

MALES 3.38% 3.38% 8.78% 13.51% 70.95%

FEMALES 2.29% 4.58% 6.11% 28.24% 58.78%

Associate workloads have increased since compensation increases.

Increased associate workloads are justified by the recent salary (and special bonus) increases.

Law firms should strive for maximum transparency with regard to compensation.

26.05% of associates absolutely disagreed 
that increased associate workloads are justified 
by recent salary increases, while only 12.07% 
of partners felt the same. Notably, while 
27.03% of males somewhat disagreed with 
this statement, over 40% of women (41.54%) 
somewhat disagreed.

While there were no strong discrepancies 
among gender, 33.95% of associates strongly 
agreed that associate workloads have increased 
since compensation increases, while only 
10.34% of partners reported the same.

One of the largest discrepancies was among 
positions related to compensation transparency. 
While 71.76% of associates strongly agreed 
that law firms should strive for maximum 
transparency with regard to compensation, only 
46.55% of partners felt this way. 

Interestingly, 70.95% of men strongly agreed 
that maximum transparency should be the goal, 
while only 58.78% of women felt the same.
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GENERATIONAL DIFFERENCES

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 5.21% 9.03% 9.72% 31.25% 44.79%

ASSOCIATES 3.70% 6.94% 9.72% 30.56% 49.07%

PARTNERS 10.34% 18.97% 6.90% 32.76% 31.03%

MALES 6.08% 10.14% 9.46% 29.73% 44.59%

FEMALES 4.58% 8.40% 9.16% 33.59% 44.27%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 13.54% 26.04% 14.24% 31.60% 14.58%

ASSOCIATES 15.74% 28.24% 14.81% 27.78% 13.43%

PARTNERS 5.17% 17.24% 10.34% 48.28% 18.97%

MALES 14.86% 24.32% 12.16% 31.08% 17.57%

FEMALES 11.45% 28.24% 14.50% 33.59% 12.21%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 2.80% 5.59% 11.54% 27.62% 52.45%

ASSOCIATES 2.80% 5.14% 10.28% 26.17% 55.61%

PARTNERS 3.45% 8.62% 10.34% 32.76% 44.83%

MALES 3.40% 7.48% 14.97% 25.85% 48.30%

FEMALES 1.54% 3.85% 6.15% 30.77% 57.69%

Law firm partnership is much less desirable than it was a generation ago.

The partners at my firm genuinely care about associate professional development.

A diverse and inclusive workforce should be a priority for law firms.

Almost 50% of associates strongly agreed that 
law firm partnership is much less desirable than 
it was a generation ago, compared with the 
31.03% of partners that felt the same.

While the largest cohorts all strongly agreed 
that a diverse and inclusive workforce should be 
a priority for law firms, the disparities between 
genders and positions is notable. 
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GENERATIONAL DIFFERENCES

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 5.56% 15.97% 14.93% 32.29% 31.25%

ASSOCIATES 3.70% 13.43% 14.81% 32.41% 35.65%

PARTNERS 8.62% 25.86% 10.34% 37.93% 17.24%

MALES 8.11% 25.00% 18.24% 29.05% 19.59%

FEMALES 2.29% 6.11% 11.45% 35.88% 44.27%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 8.45% 14.08% 15.14% 27.46% 34.86%

ASSOCIATES 6.54% 12.15% 14.49% 26.64% 40.19%

PARTNERS 12.50% 23.21% 14.29% 33.93% 16.07%

MALES 12.33% 21.23% 15.75% 23.97% 26.71%

FEMALES 3.88% 6.98% 13.95% 31.01% 44.19%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 4.88% 10.10% 17.07% 32.40% 35.54%

ASSOCIATES 4.63% 8.80% 16.67% 32.41% 37.50%

PARTNERS 5.26% 15.79% 15.79% 33.33% 29.82%

MALES 6.08% 10.81% 14.86% 32.43% 35.81%

FEMALES 3.05% 9.92% 17.56% 32.82% 36.64%

U.S. law firm culture is inherently biased against women.

U.S. law firm culture is inherently biased against racially diverse lawyers.

Diminished associate loyalty to firms is an inevitable consequence of fundamental changes in the law firm 
business model.

While the disparity between genders is 
somewhat expected here, it is still notable, with 
over 80% of female respondents somewhat 
or strongly agreeing that U.S. law firm culture 
is inherently biased against women, and only 
48.64% of men reporting the same. 

Also notable is the difference in perception 
between positions. 35.65% of associates 
strongly agreed with the statement, while only 
17.24% of partners felt the same.

While there are disparities with both gender 
and position here, the difference between 
partners and associates is particularly notable. 
40.19% of associates strongly agreed that U.S. 
law firm culture is inherently biased against 
racially diverse lawyers, whereas only 16.07% of 
partners reported the same.

Additionally, while 44.19% of women strongly 
agreed with this statement, only 26.71% of men 
reported the same.
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GENERATIONAL DIFFERENCES

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 25.78% 21.95% 26.48% 16.72% 9.06%

ASSOCIATES 23.26% 20.93% 29.30% 17.67% 8.84%

PARTNERS 36.21% 27.59% 17.24% 10.34% 8.62%

MALES 34.46% 20.95% 18.92% 16.22% 9.46%

FEMALES 17.69% 23.85% 33.08% 17.69% 7.69%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 9.72% 13.89% 24.65% 29.51% 22.22%

ASSOCIATES 9.72% 13.43% 23.15% 31.48% 22.22%

PARTNERS 10.34% 17.24% 27.59% 22.41% 22.41%

MALES 14.86% 20.95% 30.41% 22.97% 10.81%

FEMALES 3.82% 6.87% 18.32% 35.88% 35.11%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 11.23% 19.65% 32.98% 29.47% 6.67%

ASSOCIATES 12.09% 21.86% 33.49% 26.98% 5.58%

PARTNERS 5.36% 12.50% 30.36% 42.86% 8.93%

MALES 6.12% 14.97% 36.05% 32.65% 10.20%

FEMALES 16.15% 24.62% 29.23% 26.92% 3.08%

Some form of non-attorney ownership of U.S. law firms would benefit the legal profession.

There is a persistent gender pay gap at law firms.

My law firm has made strides in the past year to address workplace gender issues.

35.11% of women strongly agreed that there is 
a persistent gender pay gap at law firms, while 
only 10.81% of males strongly agreed. Notably, 
there were no significant disparities among 
associates and partners.

Interestingly, while 42.86% of partners somewhat 
agreed that their law firm has made strides in the 
past year to address workplace gender issues, only 
26.98% of associates felt the same. 

16.15% of women strongly disagreed with this 
statement, while only 6.12% of men strongly 
disagreed.
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Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 12.68% 14.44% 26.06% 35.92% 10.92%

ASSOCIATES 13.55% 14.49% 22.90% 38.79% 10.28%

PARTNERS 7.14% 14.29% 37.50% 28.57% 12.50%

MALES 11.49% 11.49% 26.35% 35.81% 14.86%

FEMALES 13.28% 17.19% 25.78% 36.72% 7.02%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 5.24% 8.74% 20.98% 27.27% 37.76%

ASSOCIATES 2.78% 5.56% 20.37% 27.31% 43.98%

PARTNERS 16.07% 21.43% 19.64% 26.79% 16.07%

MALES 7.43% 12.16% 17.57% 25.68% 37.16%

FEMALES 2.31% 5.38% 24.62% 28.46% 39.23%

Absolutely 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree

ALL 22.03% 29.72% 24.48% 17.48% 6.29%

ASSOCIATES 22.22% 31.48% 24.07% 16.67% 5.56%

PARTNERS 21.43% 25.00% 23.21% 21.43% 8.93%

MALES 25.00% 27.03% 24.32% 19.59% 4.05%

FEMALES 17.69% 32.31% 24.62% 16.15% 9.23%

My law firm has made strides in the past year to combat racial discrimination.

The pandemic has revealed how law firm leverage models favor partners at the expense of associates.

The legal industry is more of a profession than a business.

There was a large gap between associates and 
partners who strongly agreed that the pandemic 
has revealed how law firm leverage models 
favor partners at the expense of associates. 
43.98% of associates strongly agreed, while 
only 16.07% of partners reported the same.

Associates somewhat agreed more than 
partners (38.92% vs. 28.57%) that their firm has 
made strides in the past year to combat racial 
discrimination.
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PREFACE
NALP is pleased to present this new research report, Multiple Generations in Law 
Firms: Working Together, a study that we believe will be helpful to our members and 
others in the industry as it provides insights into some of the generational dynam-
ics at play in the current law firm work setting. Produced in partnership with PP&C 
Consulting principals Aric Press and Yolanda Cartusciello, and with the guidance of 
an advisory group of NALP members that consisted of Jeff Becherer, Lois Casaleggi, 
Michael Gotham, Georgia Emery Gray, Ramji Kaul, Benson Lee, Amy Jones Mattock, 
Jessica Sisco, and outside advisor Dr. Larry Richard, this work was begun more than 
two years ago with the goal of testing some of the conventional wisdom about the 
various generations in the workplace by building a data-based understanding of 
the current generation of junior lawyers that will inherit and lead the law firms of the 
future.  

With members of the Baby Boomer, Gen X, and Millennial generations all working 
together in today’s law firms (with members of Gen Z waiting in the wings) and 
popular culture providing us with so many tropes and stereotypes for each of these 
distinct generations, the study’s designers felt it was important to measure some of 
the similarities and differences in the opinions and attitudes held by partners and 
associates of a variety of ages. Not surprisingly, perhaps, as the authors point out, 
law firm lawyers from multiple generations are more similar than they are different, 
though some significant differences emerge. The most surprising finding for me, and 
certainly among the most important findings, is the finding that Black and Latinx  
associates are more likely than White associates to aspire to become partners at 
their current firms.

We are grateful to the law firms and lawyers who agreed to participate in this 
research project. The survey design included two separate surveys — one for 
associates and one for partners — and in the end nearly 2,500 lawyers completed 
surveys, 1,394 law firm partners and 1,079 associates, providing a rich data set that 
has yielded many insights. We are also grateful for the hours spent by NALP staff 
supporting this project and the publication of this report, particularly co-author 
Danielle A. Taylor, Director of Research, Lisa Quirk, Director of Technology and 
Electronic Information Resources, Andrew D. Parker, Editor-in-Chief and Staff Writer, 
and Annette M. Headley, Publications Manager. We hope that the findings contained 
here will be useful to partners and associates alike, to law firm leaders and 
managers, and to NALP members of every sort as they continue their work to support 
the career development of law students and lawyers of every age.

James G. Leipold
Executive Director

March 2020
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Large law firms, by their nature, house several generations at a time. Broadly speak-
ing, the oldest generation — the senior partners — sit at the top of the pyramid, 
finishing their time running the place and beginning to ponder, often reluctantly, the 
uncertain joys of retirement. The next generation — the mid-career partners — per-
form much of the heavy lifting, inherit or develop a set of clients, and plan for the day 
when they will manage the place more effectively. And the youngest generation — the 
associate classes and a smaller group of junior partners — try to master their craft 
and sort through the life and career choices that confront all young professionals.

These are intense institutions. For at least a half century, even as they have grown in 
an unprecedented manner, law firms have succeeded both by solving the problems 
of their demanding clientele and molding a select group of their juniors into formi-
dable copies of their elders. Call it culture, or shared values, or a professional ethos, 
the firm’s future has depended on reproducing the best characteristics of its past, 
including, perhaps paradoxically, a commitment to keeping pace with the changing 
business climates in which they operate.

Will that inter-generational process continue? Despite a great deal of hand-wringing 
and nervous speculation about the real and imagined foibles of the Millennial gener-
ation, the answer appears to be an unequivocal yes. 

The oldest members of the Millennial generation have become partners at major U.S. 
law firms. It turns out that these new partners share most of the attitudes and hab-
its of the partners they are replacing or joining. They prefer to work more often from 
home and they have a somewhat higher opinion of their associates than their elders 
express, but in terms of their commitment to their work, their overall satisfaction, 
and how closely their values align with their firms and clients, the Millennials appear 
to be cut from the same patterns as their predecessors. 

This is a central finding of a new study of generational differences within large U.S. 
firms, Multiple Generations in Law Firms: Working Together. NALP, in partnership 
with PP&C Consulting principals Aric Press and Yolanda Cartusciello, surveyed 2,473 
lawyers — 1,394 partners and 1,079 associates during 2019. They worked at a broad 
cross-section of firms — 25% were regional firms, 50% were national firms, and 25% 
were law firms that were identified as among the economic elite on the most recent 
rankings of the Am Law 100 and 200 by The American Lawyer magazine. (Many of 
these firms maintain offices around the world, but with only a few exceptions, the 
participants work in U.S.-based offices.) Copies of the survey instruments are avail-
able for reference in Appendix A and Appendix B. 

INTRODUCTION
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Virtually all the associates surveyed were members of the Millennial generation, 
defined as those born between 1981 and 1996. The partners spanned generations: 
41% were members of the Baby Boomer cohort (born between 1946 and 1964); 48% 
were part of Generation X (born between 1965 and 1980); 9% were Millennials (born 
between 1981 and 1996); and a small number of partners were born prior to 1946. 
These percentages reflect today’s up-and-out law firm system. The Baby Boomer 
generation — the largest in U.S. history, according to Pew analysis of peak projection 
levels — has started to retire. Gen Xers are replacing them in law firm leadership and 
partnership roles. And the first wave of Millennials is now moving out of the associ-
ate ranks and into partnerships. 

As the survey results make clear, the lawyers in these law firms are not monolithic. 
There are differences within and between generations, genders, and racial groups. 
However, it is also the case that the lawyers in the survey have more in common with 
each other than areas in which they differ. This reflects, among other factors, self-se-
lection — those lawyers who choose to practice in large corporate firms — as well as 
the socialization process that these firms apply.  While this survey focused on larger 
firms, the findings and conclusions may be useful to lawyers practicing at firms of all 
sizes.  

The survey also reflects significant demographic changes at the firms. Among part-
ners, 92% of those responding were White and 70% were men. Among associates 
who disclosed their race/ethnicity, 78% were White and 50% were men. Some 
demographic characteristics are changing faster than others. Among the Millennial 
partners who disclosed their gender, a greater percentage were women — 40% — 
than within previous generations. But, with both men and women who disclosed 
their race/ethnicity, the Millennial partners were still overwhelmingly White — 88% 
overall. 
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KEY FINDINGS

Millennials: Turns Out, They’re Not So Different

For all the reporting on Millennials’ supposed differences from prior generations, the 
reasons they were drawn to their current firms were remarkably consistent. Firm at-
mosphere and culture received the highest percentage of responses from all lawyers 
across all groups as an important factor in selecting their current firm. (70% of asso-
ciates, 82% of Millennial partners, 73% of Gen X partners and 74% of Baby Boomer 
partners indicated it was a leading reason.) Additionally, the responses of Millennial 
partners matched closely with those of Gen X and Baby Boomer partners in many 
important areas, including commitment to work, overall satisfaction and values 
consistent with those of their firm and their clients. Seventy-two percent of Millennial 
partners, 73% of Gen X partners, and 77% of Baby Boomer partners agreed or strong-
ly agreed that work is a central part of their lives and a significant majority of all three 
generations believe finding meaning in their work to be important (79% of Millennial 
partners; 79% of Gen X partners; 85% of Baby Boomer partners). Meaningful differ-
ences were found when comparing different roles within the firm (i.e., partners to 
associates rather than generation to generation). Those differences become even 
more apparent when looking at associates who indicated they were not interested in 
becoming partner at their current firm. 

Common Ground

Irrespective of date of birth, title, gender, or race, there are some components of law 
firm life that were universally liked and some that were universally disliked. Billing 
and collections ranked first across all partner groups as the most disliked aspect 
of firm life. For associates, the least liked component was lack of schedule control. 
Across most groups of partners and associates, hours and firm politics scored as 
either the second- or third-least liked with only slight variations among the cohorts. 
On the positive side, all the groups valued and liked the intellectual challenge of 
the work, ranking second for associates and Millennial partners, and first for Gen X 
and Baby Boomer partners. Pay and benefits ranked first for associates and fifth for 
partners overall. Millennial partners ranked relationships with their colleagues as 
their favorite characteristic; Gen X and Baby Boomer partners placed colleagues as 
second and third, respectively. For associates, relationships with partners and other 
associates scored in fourth and fifth place, respectively.
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Chasing Partner   

Most associates (59%) do not aspire to become partners at their current firms. Men 
were more likely to aspire to partnership (46%) than women (39%). And a signifi-
cantly higher percentage of associates at regional firms (58%) said they wanted to 
be partners than those practicing at national firms (40%) or at economic elite firms 
(34%). The survey also found a significant geographical difference. Associates work-
ing in New York City (27%) were far less likely to want to become partners than those 
working elsewhere (45%).

Diversity Matters   

A higher percentage of both Black (46%) and Latinx (60%) associates than White 
(42%) associates aspired to becoming partners at their current firms. But Black asso-
ciates (11%) were less likely to see their values as closely aligned with the firm, com-
pared to Latinx (48%) and White (41%) associates. And among factors they disliked 
the most at their firms, Black (64%) associates were far more likely to cite a lack of 
diversity than White (13%) or Latinx (26%) associates. (“Hispanic or Latino” was the 
racial/ethnicity response option provided within survey; however, the term “Latinx”, 
a gender-neutral term for people of Latin American descent, is used within this report 
when referring to the Hispanic or Latino population.)

Participating Associates by Race/Ethnicity (In percentages)

White or 
Caucasian, 78%

Black or African 
American, 3%

Asian or Asian 
American, 8%

Latinx, 6%

Two or more 
races, 4%

# of Associates for 
Whom Race/Ethnicity 

was Reported

=  816

Notes: One-quarter (25%) of participating associates did not report their race/ethnicity. 
American Indian or Alaska Native associates account for an additional 0.2% of associates, but 
are not shown in the chart. 'Hispanic or Latino' was used as the racial/ethnicity category within 
survey; however, the term 'Latinx', a gender-neutral term for people of Latin American descent, is 
used within this report when referring to the Hispanic or Latino population. 
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Partner Attrition and Gender Differences

Compared to men, fewer women associates said they want to become partners at 
their current firms and, once promoted, it appears that fewer want to stay in that role. 
Among Generation X partners, 73% of men and 60% of women said they still wanted 
to be partners at their firms in 10 years. Among Millennial partners, the percentages 
were higher: 79% of men and 69% of women partners said they wanted to be part-
ners at their firms in 10 years. 

Why Can’t They Be Like We Were?  

The partners have serious doubts about the work ethic and skills of their associates. 
Across all three generations, partners said that their associates did not work as hard 
as they did when they were young lawyers. And only a bare majority (56%) of part-
ners thought the associates were just as good at their jobs as they had been. Gen 
X partners were particularly critical. Only 29% strongly agreed or agreed that their 
associates worked as hard as they had, and just 50% thought the associates were as 
good at their jobs.

Mentoring, Feedback, and Training

Formal institutionalized mentoring has become a cornerstone of most firms, with 
77% of associates reporting that they have a mentor or sponsor looking out for their 
careers. A whopping 90% of Millennial partners reported they had mentors while 
they were associates. Those percentages drop to 72% for Generation X and 53% for 
Baby Boomer partners. It can be inferred from this that the formalization of mento-

Percentage of Associates Aspiring to Be Partners at Current Firm in 
10 Years by Race/Ethnicity

60%

46%
42% 40%

36%

Latinx Black or African
American

White or
Caucasian

Asian or Asian
American

Two or more
races

Note: 'Hispanic or Latino' was used as the racial/ethnicity category within survey; however, the term 
'Latinx', a gender-neutral term for people of Latin American descent, is used within this report when 
referring to the Hispanic or Latino population. 
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It is important to me to find meaning in my work.

ring has increased significantly in the past 30 years, but that those who succeed in 
becoming partner today, either had, or believed they had mentorship in higher per-
centages than the overall associate population. A total of 84% of associates report 
their firms offer formalized training and 71% believe they receive adequate feedback. 
Nearly 67% of associates have received some business and client development train-
ing, yet over half (54%) of associates wish they had received such training earlier in 
their careers.  

The Importance of Meaningful Work  

Baby Boomer partners (50%), women partners (47%), women associates (55%), and 
men associates (47%) were the most likely to strongly agree with the statement: “It 
is important to me to find meaning in my work.” In fact, meaningful work is important 
to the vast majority of the lawyers in the survey as demonstrated by adding together 
the strongly agree and agree responses. (See accompanying chart.) Finding meaning 
in their work appears to be somewhat more important to women than to men. The 
combined scores for women partners was 85% and for men partners 80%. The com-
bined scores for women associates was 87% and for men associates 79%.

32% 47% 16% 4% 1%
Millennial
Partners

79% AGREE

47%

40%

55%

47%

38%

40%

32%

31%

13%

15%

8%

13%

2%

3%

4%

6%

0%

1%

1%

2%

Women
Partners

Men
Partners

Women
Associates

Men
Associates

85% AGREE

79% AGREE

80% AGREE

87% AGREE

36% 43% 17% 3% 1%
Gen X

Partners

79% AGREE

50% 35% 12% 2%1%
Baby

Boomer
Partners

85% AGREE

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement 

Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Neutral Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree
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The Pursuit of Happiness

The happiest partners in the study were the oldest ones, the Baby Boomer partners. 
The least happy partners were their successors, the Generation X partners. The least 
content group were the associates, with women associates scoring lower than men 
on these quality-of-life questions. 

In most ways, my life is close to my ideal.

12%

9%

9%

6%

40%

43%

30%

37%

22%

25%

31%

29%

10%

10%

9%

7%

7%

7%

9%

9%

7%

5%

9%

10%

2%

1%

3%

3%

Women
Partners

Men
Partners

Women
Associates

Men
Associates

74% AGREE

70% AGREE

72% AGREE

77% AGREE

11% 32% 28% 13% 10% 6% 1%
Millennial
Partners

71% AGREE

5% 38% 27% 11% 9% 8% 2%
Gen X

Partners

71% AGREE

14% 47% 19% 8% 6% 4% 1%
Baby

Boomer
Partners

81% AGREE

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement 

Strongly Agree Agree Slightly Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Slightly Disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree
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22% 41% 22% 3% 6% 6% 1%Millennial
Partners

85% AGREE

25%

19%

14%

14%

48%

52%

36%

41%

15%

17%

26%

22%

4%

6%

9%

9%

4%

4%

7%

6%

3%

2%

6%

6%

1%

1%

2%

1%

Women
Partners

Men Partners

Women
Associates

Men Associates

88% AGREE

78% AGREE

88% AGREE

76% AGREE

So far I have gotten the most important things I want in life.

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement 

15% 50% 20% 7% 4% 4% 1%Gen X Partners

84% AGREE

28% 53% 11% 4% 3% 1% 0%Baby Boomer
Partners

91% AGREE

Strongly Agree Agree Slightly Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Slightly Disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree
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FOR ASSOCIATES, THERE’S ONE 

GREAT DIVIDING LINE

The most telling question asked on the survey of associates involved what job they 
want in 10 years. The answers to that question revealed two groups of associates: 
those who aspire to be partners at their current firm (41%) and those who do not 
(59%). Those groups report significant differences in job satisfaction, on the progress 
of their careers, their alignment with firm and client values, their eagerness to leave, 
and their ability to maintain their current work schedules. 

On the surface, these groups appeared similar. They chose their jobs because of the 
atmosphere and culture at the firms, their excellent salaries, and the promise of in-
teresting work. Among those who aspire to partnerships and disclosed their gender, 
54% were men and 46% were women. Among those who do not, 46% were men and 
53% were women. In addition, 47% of associates aspiring to partnership at their 
current firm were laterals compared to 35% of those not aspiring to partnership.

These groups are having very different experiences. As part of the survey, we invited 
participants to answer open-ended questions about their careers. Two examples 
drawn from hundreds of responses demonstrate the gap within the Millennial 
generation:

Wants to be partner:
“I would not change anything 
about my career, so long as 
it continues along the same 
trajectory toward intellectual 
stimulation, financial suc-
cess, and positive community 
support within the workplace. 
Because my firm excels in each 
of these areas, I am extreme-
ly satisfied with my career 
prospects in the firm where I 
currently work.” 

Doesn’t want to be partner:

“If I could change one thing 
in my career, I would work in 
a constructive environment 
where I felt like success was 
even a possibility and that 
the people around me wanted 
me to succeed, rather than 
one that is passive aggressive 
where I feel cut down and belit-
tled on a daily basis.”
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Virtually all large law firms do not expect or have room 
to promote to partnership all the associates that they 
hire. So, in the national and economic elite firms, it 
may come as relief that only a minority hope to follow 
in their footsteps. What may come as a surprise, how-
ever, is the fact that partnership appears to be unat-
tractive to associates from the beginning of their law 
firm careers. Among first- through third-year associ-
ates, only 33% said they aimed to be partners at their 
current firms. Among fourth- through sixth-year asso-
ciates, 43% aspired to become partners. Even among 
senior associates, in years seven through 11, only a 
slight majority, 52%, said they hoped to be partners at 
their current firms in 10 years. This suggests that law 
firms may want to increase their efforts to identify the 
associates they want to keep and, just as importantly, 
who want to stay. They are the future of the firms and 
they need to be treated carefully. 

One question to consider, and one this survey does 
not answer, is what the right percentage of “part-
ner-aspirational” associates in any given class might 
be. Much like an incoming university freshman class, 
firms should rightly expect some of the new associates 
to change their minds about what they want to do, but 
the question is how much is healthy for a firm. To the 
extent that firms are attracting a majority of associates 
who are not interested in partnership, what effect is 
that having on the work itself, and possibly, the views 
of partners who rely on those associates to develop 
their skills and service the clients? Earlier it was men-
tioned that partners have serious doubts about the 
work ethic and skills of their associates. Might this be 
because most of the associates with whom they work 
are uninterested in becoming partner, and therefore 
may affect the dynamic between them?  

This may be an opportune moment to seriously con-
sider structures that allow firms to focus more de-
velopment effort on those interested in partnership, 
while providing alternative career paths within the firm 
for talented, valuable lawyers who don’t wish for the 

partnership life. These structures, such as permanent 
associates, temporary associate pools, or stronger 
reliance on paralegals and technology are not new. 
However, a reevaluation and engagement with such 
variations may allow firms to reduce the overall size 
of the incoming classes, screening more carefully 
for those who wish to be partners and placing their 
resources where it might benefit the firms most.  

The unstated assumption about law firm life is that the 
associates are engaged in a multi-year “tournament” 
and that the winners will emerge as partners. It’s a 
nice metaphor but the survey results suggest that from 
the outset the majority of associates aren’t interested 
in participating in the joust. They’re not interested, 
and the law firm economic model doesn’t have room 
for them anyway. Perhaps then it’s time to redefine 
what it means to win and what the actual social 
contract is between firms and their associates. This 
may be a question firms want to take up in their own 
internal surveys and fact-gathering as another means 
of measuring the success of their recruiting efforts.  

Of those who expect to leave, one-fifth say they want 
to go in-house. These lawyers are also part of the 
future of the firm, as they represent potential clients 
who will be in a position to send work to firms to which 
they feel a sense of loyalty and gratitude. Many of the 
most successful law firms have long had elaborate — 
formal and informal — alumni programs. And more 
appear to come online each year. Proactive firms are 
working diligently to help “place” associates into posi-
tions outside the firm when appropriate and have tied 
those efforts into some of their alumni programs.

The most difficult group to gauge is the 35% who say 
they don’t know what they want to be doing in 10 
years. There aren’t comparable numbers available 
for earlier generations of lawyers. Undoubtedly each 
cohort has been home to those uncertain about their 
career goals — but one-third of the sample size seems 
like a significant number. Of those that disclosed their 
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gender, there are more women (57%) than men (43%) 
in this group. The majority (60%) work at national 
firms and 30% at the economic elite. For the most 
part, these lawyers are not ignored at their firms — 
74% have mentors, 69% have role models, and 65% 
get adequate feedback. Nor do they appear to be 
disengaged — 86% seek to find meaning in their work. 
Clearly, they need some help in finding their way. In 
one sense, the firms do not owe anything to these 
young lawyers who already achieved a modicum of 
professional success just by getting hired at these top-
shelf firms. But that’s a churlish, ungenerous attitude. 
It’s a moment to remind all the lawyers involved of the 
quaint notion that they all are members of the same 
“learned” profession. 

There is a problem lurking in the ambition of the 
associates working at regional firms. To repeat, a re-
markable 58% of those lawyers said they hoped to be 
partners at their current firms in 10 years. It is unlikely 
that their firms will be able to absorb all of them. How 
the firms handle the selections and how the lawyers 
handle the inevitable disappointments will influence 
the mood and allure of lawyering for the next two 
decades.  

What follows are highlights of the responses from the 
two groups discussed, those who said they wanted to 
be a partner at their current firm in 10 years and those 
who said they do not:

Which of the following factors were the most important  
in deciding to accept your current job?
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I am satisfied with the progress of my career.

41% 48% 8% 2% 1%
Partner at

Current Firm in
10 Years

89% AGREE

89%

70%

Partner at Current Firm in 10 Years Not Partner at Current Firm in 10 Years

 Do you have a mentor or a sponsor at the firm whom you think is looking out for your career?  
(Percent Responding 'Yes')

21% 42% 27% 8% 3%
Not Partner at
Current Firm in

10 Years

Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Neutral Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree

63% AGREE

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, the 
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At your firm, are you aware of partners whose careers and lives you would like to emulate? 
In other words, do you see viable role models? (Percent Responding 'Yes')

90%

61%

Partner at Current Firm in 10 Years Not Partner at Current Firm in 10 Years

33% 64% 3%
Partner at

Current Firm in
10 Years

97% ALIGNED

In your experience how aligned have your personal values been  
with the legal and business values of your clients?

15% 73% 11%
Not Partner at
Current Firm in

10 Years

Closely aligned Somewhat aligned Not aligned at all

89% ALIGNED

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is 
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How often does your work schedule permit you to spend a satisfactory amount of time 
with your spouse, significant other, family and/or friends?

54% 45% 1%
Partner at

Current Firm in
10 Years

99% ALIGNED

In your experience how aligned have your personal values been with the values of your firm?

26% 66% 8%
Not Partner at
Current Firm in

10 Years

Closely aligned Somewhat aligned Not aligned at all

92% ALIGNED

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, 



19 Multiple Generations in Law Firms: Working Together

How long do you plan to remain at your current firm?

What do you like most about your job?
The intellectual challenge

The pay and benefits

The partners or partners for  
whom I work

My practice area

The associates with whom I work

The prestige of this firm

The opportunities for advancement

The diversity of my colleagues

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could select up to four answer choices. Only 
selected response options are shown in the chart. See Appendix D for the full list of response options and results.
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What do you dislike the most about your job?

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could select up to four answer choices. Only 
selected response options are shown in the chart. See Appendix D for the full list of response options and results.

Thinking about lawyers with whom you started who have left the firm,  
why do you think they went elsewhere?

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could select up to four answer choices. Only 
selected response options are shown in the chart. See Appendix D for the full list of response options and results.
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59%

Partner at Current Firm in 10 Years

Would you consider accepting a lower paying job  
if you were permitted to work substantially fewer hours? (Percent Responding ‘Yes’)

84%

Not Partner at Current Firm in 10 Years

If yes, how big a pay cut would you accept?
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Do you receive an adequate amount of feedback on your performance?  
(Percent Responding ‘Yes’)

80%

64%

Partner at Current Firm in 10 Years Not Partner at Current Firm in 10 Years

In most ways, my life is close to my ideal.

11% 43% 30% 7% 4% 4% 1%
Partner at

Current Firm in
10 Years

85% AGREE

5% 26% 29% 9% 13% 14% 4%
Not Partner at
Current Firm in

10 Years

59% AGREE

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, the 

Strongly Agree Agree Slightly Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Slightly Disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree
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19%

11%

43%

35%

26%

23%

5%

13%

5%

7%

3%

8%

0%

3%

Partner at
Current Firm in

10 Years

Not Partner at
Current Firm in

10 Years

87% AGREE

68% AGREE

So far I have gotten the most important things I want in life.

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, the 

Strongly Agree Agree Slightly Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Slightly Disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree
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INTERGENERATIONAL 

ATTITUDES

From the survey of associates, it can be inferred that many of the young lawyers think 
well of the partners they work with and observe. When asked what they liked least 
about their firms, only 9% mentioned the partners for whom they work. When asked 
what they liked best, 45% included the firm’s partners among their top four choices. 
Furthermore, almost three-quarters (73%) of associates answered positively when 
asked, “At your firm, are you aware of partners whose careers and lives you would 
like to emulate? In other words, do you see viable role models?” The lowest respons-
es to that question came from associates who did not aspire to become partners. But 
even among them, 61% said they could find good examples among the partners at 
their firms.

The partners had less rosy views of their associates. While a majority of partners re-
garded the associates as talented lawyers, an even larger majority declared that their 
associates did not work as hard as they had when they were coming up through the 
ranks. (As mentioned previously, only a bare majority, at 56%, of partners thought 
the associates were just as good at their jobs as they had been. Gen X partners were 
particularly critical. Only 29% strongly agreed or agreed that their associates worked 
as hard as they had, and just 50% thought they were just as good at their jobs as 
young lawyers.) Also, a substantial minority of partners felt that their associates ex-
pected too much from the firms and put their own needs ahead of their work. 

Partners also had different views of why associates left the firm than their associates 
did. Both groups pointed to lawyers seeking better opportunities or an improved 
work/life balance as the main reasons for departures. Only 15% of associates said 
that their former colleagues had left because of performance-related issues, but 44% 
of partners pointed to performance-related issues. At the economic elite firms, that 
number was far higher — 72% of Millennial partners, 59% of Gen X partners, and 
54% of Baby Boomer partners cited performance-related issues as a main reason for 
departure. 
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To understand the attitudes of the partners, the survey 
asked them to compare the current associates to their 
own experience as young lawyers. Our hypothesis was 
that law firm partners, like other humans, have selec-
tive memories. There was never a doubt that partners 
would recall vividly their own Herculean efforts to 
succeed, but we suspected that they might not re-

call their peers who failed to make partner, or never 
wanted to make partner, or left quickly after making 
a dent in their student loans. To that end, the survey 
asked whether they agreed or disagreed with a series 
of statements including: “The younger lawyers in my 
firm work as hard as my classmates did.” Here are the 
results:

11%

17%

10%

11%

20%

24%

19%

22%

22%

22%

24%

18%

31%

25%

30%

34%

16%

11%

17%

15%

All Partners

Millennial
Partners

Gen X Partners

Baby Boomer
Partners

Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Neutral Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree

31% AGREE

29% AGREE

33% AGREE

41% AGREE

The younger lawyers in my firm work as hard as my classmates did.

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, the 
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The partners were more generous in assessing the 
skills of the associates that they had hired. The survey 
asked whether they agreed with the statement, “The 

younger lawyers in my firm are just as good at their 
jobs as my classmates were.” Here are the results:

22%

23%

20%

24%

34%

37%

31%

38%

26%

18%

30%

23%

13%

17%

14%

11%

5%

6%

5%

4%

All Partners

Millennial
Partners

Gen X Partners

Baby Boomer
Partners

Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Neutral Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree

56% AGREE

50% AGREE

62% AGREE

59% AGREE

The younger lawyers in my firm are just as good at their jobs as my classmates were.

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, the 
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The less generous view of course is that 44% of the 
partners thought the younger lawyers in their firms 
were not as good as they had been, back in their day. 
This can be read as a neutral assessment of the young-
er generation’s skills or, perhaps, an indictment of the 
recruiting efforts of the firms. (Or, as a sign of a gener-
al dyspeptic attitude toward the disappointing world 
that they confront.)

Millennials are often accused of exhibiting a count-
er-productive sense of entitlement about their working 
conditions and approach to life. To assess what the 
partners thought, the survey asked two questions. The 
first: “The younger lawyers in my firm expect too much 
from the firm.” And the second: “The younger lawyers 
in my firm put their own needs and interests ahead of 
those of the firm and our clients.”

 

10%

6%

12%

9%

30%

27%

31%

31%

35%

40%

32%

37%

19%

21%

18%

18%

6%

6%

6%

6%

All Partners

Millennial
Partners

Gen X Partners

Baby Boomer
Partners

Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Neutral Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree

40% AGREE

44% AGREE

40% AGREE

33% AGREE

The younger lawyers in my firm expect too much from the firm.

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, the 
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9%

9%

9%

9%

27%

28%

29%

24%

36%

35%

36%

35%

22%

22%

20%

25%

7%

8%

7%

7%

All Partners

Millennial
Partners

Gen X Partners

Baby Boomer
Partners

Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Neutral Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree

36% AGREE

38% AGREE

33% AGREE

36% AGREE

The younger lawyers in my firm put their own needs and interests ahead of  
those of the firm and our clients.

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, the 
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7%

3%

9%

7%

15%

8%

16%

14%

33%

35%

36%

29%

31%

36%

27%

35%

14%

19%

12%

14%

All Partners

Millennial
Partners

Gen X Partners

Baby Boomer
Partners

Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Neutral Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree

22% AGREE

25% AGREE

22% AGREE

10% AGREE

Our firm worries too much about what our younger lawyers think.

Overall, these are positive responses in that a clear 
majority of partners did not view their younger lawyers 
as too demanding or too selfish. But it’s hard to ignore 
the fact that at least one-third of the partners saw the 
associates in a negative light. Whether their behavior 
warrants that conclusion is not the issue. In this case, 

perception is what is being judged and the perception 
of at least a portion of the partners is harsh. 

Finally, the survey asked the partners to agree or dis-
agree with this statement: “Our firm worries too much 
about what our younger lawyers think.” Here is the 
response:

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, the 
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We read these responses as a recognition by the part-
ners that their firms need to be concerned about the 
care and development of their associates. It is unclear 
whether the motivation is their self-interest, their pro-
fessional interest, or both. 

To further analyze these responses, we separated the 
data for equity partners from partners who identified 
as income or non-equity partners only to find slight 
variations in the responses, and therefore not bearing 
statistical significance. This also held true when sepa-
rating the partner data by gender.  

To review, a substantial percentage of partners appear 
to be disappointed in their associates. A majority 
don’t think today’s young lawyers work as hard as they 
did. A substantial minority think young lawyers are not 
as skilled as they were. And about a third find their as-
sociates selfish. They are speaking broadly, of course. 
And in practice they allow for exceptions — every firm 
in the survey promotes new partners each year, young 
lawyers who, by definition, have not disappointed 
their senior partners, at least not yet. 

It is striking that the group most consistently critical 
of the Millennial associates were the Gen X partners. 
Why? Any answer would only be speculation. Across 
the firms, the Gen Xers are the workhorse generation 
and they may have less patience or time for those 
coming behind them, especially the substantial group 
of young lawyers who have no desire to stay on and 
replicate the careers of their elders. Also, the firms are 
much bigger. Arguably, the partners may barely know 
one another, let alone the associates. Can this growth 
spurt and the inevitable alienation it produced reduce 
the intergenerational empathy and increase the nega-
tivity in the Gen X partners’ perceptions? 
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DIVERSITY AND  

INCLUSION MATTERS

As reflects the law firm population, the Millennial associates who participated in this 
survey were mostly White. Of the 75% of the sample who identified their race, 78% 
were White, 3% were Black, 8% were Asian-American, 6% were Latinx, and 4% were 
of two or more races.

While there was substantial overlap in their responses, these groups differed in their 
ambitions, attitudes, and reactions. Other than the White associates, these sam-
ple sizes are small, and we are reluctant to generalize from them. Nonetheless, the 
results are provocative and deserve highlighting.

For example, Black and Latinx associates are more likely than White associates to 
aspire to become partners at their current firms. Both groups are less likely to leave 
their firms over the next two years than White associates; both are more likely to 
have mentor relationships; and both say they are less likely than their White col-
leagues to consider taking a pay cut in return for working fewer hours. 

However, the Black and Latinx associates are not in lockstep. Black associates are 
much less likely than Latinx associates to feel closely aligned with either the values 
of the firm or the values of the clients they represent. And Latinx associates are more 
likely to be satisfied with the progress of their careers than Black associates. Finally, 
Black associates are far more likely than any other group to cite a lack of diversity as 
one of the main factors they do not like about their firms. Sixty-four percent of Black 
associates cited a lack of diversity compared to 26% of Latinx and 13% of White 
associates.
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22%

11%

20%

36%

36%

71%

75%

72%

54%

61%

7%

14%

8%

10%

3%

White or
Caucasian

Black or
African

American

Asian or Asian
American

Latinx

Two or more
races

Closely aligned Somewhat aligned Not aligned at all

93% ALIGNED

97% ALIGNED

86% ALIGNED

92% ALIGNED

90% ALIGNED

In your experience how aligned have your personal values  
been with the legal and business values of your clients?

In your experience how aligned have your personal values been with the values of your firm?

41%

11%

30%

48%

52%

54%

86%

67%

50%

45%

5%

4%

3%

2%

3%

White or
Caucasian

Black or
African

American

Asian or Asian
American

Latinx

Two or more
races

Closely aligned Somewhat aligned Not aligned at all

95% ALIGNED

97% ALIGNED

96% ALIGNED

97% ALIGNED

98% ALIGNED

Notes: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is 

Notes: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is 
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32%

29%

25%

35%

36%

45%

46%

49%

45%

36%

17%

21%

20%

14%

16%

6%

4%

5%

4%

7%

1%

0%

2%

2%

7%

White or
Caucasian

Black or
African

American

Asian or Asian
American

Latinx

Two or more
races

Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Neutral Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree

76% AGREE

71% AGREE

75% AGREE

74% AGREE

80% AGREE

I am satisfied with the progress of my career.

These numbers suggest a disconnect between the 
firms and Black associates. There is no lack of ambi-
tion — 46% of Black associates aspire to partnership 
at their current firms, which is 4 percentage points 
higher than White associates. However, there appears 
to be some inferable alienation present in the work-
place. Black associates report that their values do not 
closely align with those of their firms or their clients. 
Indeed, of those Black associates aspiring to part-
nership, only 8% say their values are closely aligned 
with their clients and firms. By contrast, among White 
associates aspiring to partnership, 31% say they are 
closely aligned with their clients and 58% say they are 
closely aligned with the values of their firms.

Some Asian-American associates are also finding that 
they are not perfect fits in their law firms. They are 
slightly more likely to leave within two years than their 
White colleagues, hold less ambition to become part-
ner than their Black or Latinx colleagues, and report 
that their values do not closely align with either their 
clients or their firm as White associates. 

Simply put, these results are another reminder of the 
often unstated or unexamined burdens that some 
professionals of color carry. Young lawyers of color 
at elite law firms are trying to succeed in institutions 
where many do not feel as comfortable as their White 
colleagues. These are not easy places for anyone of 

Notes: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, 



34 Multiple Generations in Law Firms: Working Together

any background. It seems obvious that they are more 
difficult for those who are not well aligned with the 
firm’s zeitgeist. The challenge then for firms is to 
retain their core values and operational styles even as 
they work to be more inclusive and mindful of uncon-

scious biases. This survey suggests that the pipeline 
of associates of color is neither robust nor empty. It’s 
an open question whether firms will try to maximize 
their diversity possibilities or continue to limp along, 
content with expressing the best of intentions.

Participating Associates by Race/Ethnicity (In percentages)

White or 
Caucasian, 78%

Black or African 
American, 3%

Asian or Asian 
American, 8%

Latinx, 6%

Two or more 
races, 4%

# of Associates for 
Whom Race/Ethnicity 

was Reported

=  816

Graduates, Class of 2018 were people of color.
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Which of the following factors were the most important 
in deciding to accept your current job?

Do you have a mentor or a sponsor at the firm 
whom you think is looking out for your career?  (Percent responding ‘Yes’)

94% 93%
87%

79% 78%

Latinx Black or African
American

Two or
more races

Asian or
Asian American

White or
Caucasian
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Percentage of Associates Aspiring to Be Partners at  
Current Firm in 10 Years by Race/Ethnicity

60%

46%
42% 40%

36%

Latinx Black or African
American

White or 
Caucasian

Asian or 
Asian American

Two or 
more races

At your firm, are you aware of partners whose careers and lives you would like to emulate? 
In other words, do you see viable role models?  (Percent responding ‘Yes’)

82%
81%

76%

71% 71%

Latinx Two or 
more races

White or 
Caucasian

Black or African
American

Asian or 
Asian American

population. 
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How long do you plan to remain at your current firm?

What do you like most about your job?
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What do you dislike the most about your job?

Thinking about lawyers with whom you started who have left the firm, 
why do you think they went elsewhere? 

(By Race/Ethnicity of the Respondent)
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Would you consider accepting a lower paying job  if you were permitted to work 
substantially fewer hours?  (Percent Responding ‘Yes’)

75%
74%

70%

68%

63%

White or 
Caucasian

Asian or 
Asian American

Latinx Two or 
more races

Black or African
American

If yes, how big a pay cut would you accept?

24%

54%

22%
18%

59%

24%

29%

47%

25%

36% 36%

28%

23%

59%

18%

Less than 10 percent 10 to 25 percent More than 25 percent

White or Caucasian Black or African American Asian or Asian American Latinx Two or more races
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Do you receive an adequate amount of feedback on your performance?  (Percent Responding ‘Yes’)

76%

74% 74%

71%

64%

Latinx Two or 
more races

Asian or 
Asian American

White or 
Caucasian

Black or African
American

In most ways, my life is close to my ideal.

9%

0%

5%

6%

7%

34%

36%

31%

48%

32%

30%

43%

34%

26%

23%

8%

11%

11%

2%

13%

9%

4%

9%

6%

13%

9%

7%

8%

12%

7%

2%

0%

3%

0%

7%

White or
Caucasian

Black or
African

American

Asian or Asian
American

Latinx

Two or more
races

79% AGREE

61% AGREE

72% AGREE

69% AGREE

80% AGREE

Notes: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, 

Strongly Agree Agree Slightly Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Slightly Disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree
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So far I have gotten the most important things I want in life.
15%

11%

5%

20%

7%

40%

36%

39%

34%

45%

24%

36%

32%

22%

13%

9%

7%

14%

8%

16%

6%

7%

5%

8%

10%

5%

4%

3%

8%

3%

1%

0%

3%

0%

7%

White or
Caucasian

Black or African
American

Asian or Asian
American

Latinx

Two or more
races

82% AGREE

65% AGREE

79% AGREE

75% AGREE

76% AGREE

Notes: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, the non-

Strongly Agree Agree Slightly Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Slightly Disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree



42

Attitudes Toward Work

There may be good reason to think that partners — and those who want to be part-
ners — are different from other lawyers, at least with respect to their attitudes toward 
work. The survey asked both partners and associates to agree or disagree with the 
statement, “I expect my work to be a central part of my life.” Here are the results:

Given the pressures on partners — both to achieve the rank and then retain the po-
sition — this obsession with work is not a surprise. This is true for men (74% com-
bined) and women partners (76% combined), for economic elite firm partners (75% 
combined) and regional firm partners (76% combined), and for those practicing in 
Washington, D.C. (69% combined), Chicago (71% combined), and particularly in New 
York City (78% combined). In fact, the anomalous result may be that nearly 30% of 
partners or aspiring partners do not view work as a central part of their lives. 

Gauging the centrality of work is not the same as assessing whether they care about 
what they do. When asked to agree or disagree with the statement, “It is important 
to me to find meaning in my work,” an overwhelming majority of the lawyers agreed. 
Here are the results:

I expect my work to be a central part of my life.
18%

29%

32%

29%

17%

54%

43%

45%

42%

36%

21%

22%

17%

20%

30%

7%

5%

5%

7%

13%

0%

1%

1%

2%

5%

Millennial
Partners

Gen X Partners

Baby Boomer
Partners

Associates
Aiming for
Partner at

Current Firm

Associates Not
Aiming for
Partner at

Current Firm

Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Neutral Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree

73% AGREE

53% AGREE

72% AGREE

77% 

72% AGREE

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate 
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The explanation here may be no more complicated 
than the bromide that some people live to work and 
others work to live. Most big firm partners, the survey 
responses suggest, live to work. Is it possible to 
succeed with a different attitude? Yes. Does it seem 
likely? No.

Is Partnership Forever?

Not for all. A substantial majority of partners (62%) 
expect to remain at their firms for more than five years. 
The percentage varies by group.

32%

36%

50%

52%

50%

47%

43%

35%

32%

33%

16%

17%

12%

10%

11%

4%

3%

2%

5%

5%

1%

1%

1%

2%

1%

Millennial Partners

Gen X Partners

Baby Boomer
Partners

Associates Aiming
for Partner at
Current Firm

Associates Not
Aiming for Partner

at Current Firm

Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree Neutral Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree

79% AGREE

83% AGREE

79% AGREE

85% AGREE

84% AGREE

It is important to me to find meaning in my work.

How long do you plan to remain at your firm?

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, the 
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It is worth noting that among the Millennial and Gen-
eration X partners, most were not planning to depart 
immediately. Indeed, the largest group said they did 
not know how long they would stay. For the undecid-
eds, the percentages were:

• Millennial partners — 28%
• Gen X partners — 22%
• Baby Boomer partners — 16%

One problem the partners face is the pace of their 
activity. When asked, “how long will you be able to 
sustain your current work schedule?” 44% said their 
entire careers. Again, the percentage varied by group.

There was some differences between genders in re-
sponse to that question.

How long will you be able to sustain your current work schedule?

How long will you be able to sustain your current work schedule?
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IS LIFE AT THE ECONOMIC 

ELITE FIRMS DIFFERENT?

Lawyers in this survey were drawn from regional firms, national firms, and firms that 
were identified as among the “economic elite” on the most recent rankings of the Am 
Law 100 and 200. Not surprisingly, across the firms, these lawyers were more alike 
than different. However, there were some anomalies that seemed worth highlighting. 
They include:

• Among the factors that influenced the decision of where they worked, firm at-
mosphere and culture mattered more to the associates at the economic elite 
firms (76%) than it did to either the associates at the national firms (67%) or 
regional firms (71%).

• Promise of a healthy work/life balance mattered far less in that decision to 
the associates at the economic elite firms (18%) than it did to associates at 
either the national firms (41%) or regional firms (48%). Their actual expe-
rience was not as disparate, however. At the economic elite firms, 24% of 
associates said they never or rarely spent adequate amounts of time with 
their family and friends and 42% said they always or nearly always did. At 
the regional firms, 19% of associates answered never or rarely and 51% said 
always or nearly always.

• Most associates said they had mentors, but it was a considerably higher 
percentage at regional firms (86%) than at national (78%) or economic elite 
firms (73%). Similarly, 73% of the associates at regional firms and 72% at na-
tional firms judge the feedback they received as adequate, somewhat higher 
than the 66% at the economic elite firms.

• A much higher percentage of associates at regional firms (58%) aspired to be 
partners at their current firms than at national (40%) or economic elite firms 
(34%). At least some of the difference in ambition can be explained by the 
different realities these associates face. In general, the leverage ratio of asso-
ciates to partners is much higher at the economic elite firm. At all these firms, 
the promotion funnel narrows sharply but that is particularly the case at the 
economic-elite firms. Many of those associates may choose not to compete 
for partnership because they know the odds of success are very long. 
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• Consistent with their different ambitions, the 
economic elite firm associates plan to leave 
sooner than their peers at the other firms.

When looking at the same data for the economic elite 
firms by partner generations, the study found marked 
differences from their counterparts at other firms, 
which may be contributing to the disparity in percep-
tions. For example, economic elite Millennial partners 
find the lack of schedule control (83%) by far the 
aspect of their firm and life they most disliked, with 

number of hours ranking second at 61%. Since the Mil-
lennial partners are closest in age and seniority to as-
sociates, it is little wonder that associates at economic 
elite firms looking at their example of punishing hours, 
no schedule control and no end in sight, may decide to 
leave more quickly than those at national and regional 
firms. Interestingly, 44% of economic-elite Millennial 
partners report that they believe associates leave be-
cause the workload was too heavy.  That percentage is 
significantly higher than their counterparts at national 
firms (27%) and regional firms (38%) reported. 

Associates: How long do you plan to remain at your current firm?

What do you dislike the most about your job?

(continued)
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What do you dislike the most about your job? (continued from previous page)
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BUT ARE THEY HAPPY?

This is a population of high-achieving people who, across generations, share many 
of the same likes and dislikes about their careers. Their lives are busy, complicated, 
and often stressful. Across all categories at least half express real satisfaction with 
what they have experienced and how their lives have developed. 

As noted earlier in the report, the happiest partners are the oldest ones, the Baby 
Boomer partners. The least happy partners are their successors, the Generation X 
partners. The least content group were the associates, with women associates scor-
ing lower than their male colleagues on these quality-of-life questions. 

In most ways, my life is close to my ideal.

12%

9%

9%

6%

40%

43%

30%

37%

22%

25%

31%

29%

10%

10%

9%

7%

7%

7%

9%

9%

7%

5%

9%

10%

2%

1%

3%

3%

Women
Partners

Men
Partners

Women
Associates

Men
Associates

74% AGREE

70% AGREE

72% AGREE

77% AGREE

11% 32% 28% 13% 10% 6% 1%
Millennial
Partners

71% AGREE

5% 38% 27% 11% 9% 8% 2%
Gen X

Partners

71% AGREE

14% 47% 19% 8% 6% 4% 1%
Baby

Boomer
Partners

81% AGREE

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is indicated, 

Strongly Agree Agree Slightly Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Slightly Disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree
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So far I have gotten the most important things I want in life.

22%

15%

28%

41%

50%

53%

22%

20%

11%

3%

7%

4%

6%

4%

3%

6%

4%

1%

1%

1%

0%

Millennial
Partners

Gen X Partners

Baby Boomer
Partners

85% AGREE

84% AGREE

91% AGREE

25%

19%

14%

14%

48%

52%

36%

41%

15%

17%

26%

22%

4%

6%

9%

9%

4%

4%

7%

6%

3%

2%

6%

6%

1%

1%

2%

1%

Women
Partners

Men Partners

Women
Associates

Men Associates

88% AGREE

78% AGREE

88% AGREE

76% AGREE

Note: Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole percent in the chart. When an aggregate agreement measure is 

Strongly Agree Agree Slightly Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Slightly Disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree
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As important, on these two questions only a small 
percentage of partners and associates expressed real 
unhappiness with their lives. Among all partners, just 
7% strongly disagreed or disagreed with the question 
about whether their lives were ideal. And in terms of 
whether they had gotten the important things in life, 
only 4% disagreed or strongly disagreed. The num-
bers were a little higher for associates: 13% disagreed 
with the statement that their lives were ideal and 8% 
disagreed with the statement that they had gotten the 
important things in life. 

The survey also asked them to agree or disagree with 
the following statement: I am satisfied with the prog-
ress of my career. Among partners 77% strongly agreed 
or agreed and 7% strongly disagreed or disagreed. 
Among associates, 72% agreed or strongly agreed 
and 8% disagreed or strongly disagreed. To put it a 
little differently, about one-quarter of these lawyers 
who are practicing at the top of their profession were 
not satisfied with the progress of their careers. They 
weren’t rending their garments but something was 
clearly lacking.

When the partners and associates were asked about 
what they would change, the answers from both 
groups were similar and familiar to regular observers 
of the legal market. They wish they could spend less 
time working, have more time with their families, have 
more predictable schedules, and feel less pressure 
to bill hours. They want fairer compensation systems, 
less emphasis on profitability, relief from administra-
tive burdens, and support for parents of all genera-
tions. 

But as the character Hyman Roth from The Godfather 
Part II might remind them, this is the life they’ve cho-
sen. The changes that they desire are completely rea-
sonable and understandable but, in a high-pressure, 
highly competitive professional services organization, 
unrealistic. Lawyers can stay or they can go. The firms 
and their customers seem unlikely to fundamentally 
change. 

Let’s be clear: It’s not that lawyers don’t like their 
work. Many would just like a little less of it. As one 
partner put it, “If my job was 8-to-5, I would work until 
the day I died. I love it. But I work 24/7. Even if I am not 
billing, I am developing business, attending events, 
mentoring, managing, reviewing bills, etc. Feels like 
all I do is ‘work’. It is not sustainable.” And yet he has 
no immediate plan to leave and instead will beat on, a 
boat against the current.
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Appendices A – D contain copies of the survey instruments referenced within this 
report, along with detailed summaries of the survey results by various partner and 
associate subgroups. Survey results are not presented for open-ended response 
questions. All of the survey items were optional; therefore, the number of responses 
may vary by question throughout the partner and associate subgroups. 

For some survey items, such as those for gender and race/ethnicity, a “prefer not to 
respond” option was available to respondents. Within the report, figures may have 
been recalculated to exclude those “prefer not to respond” responses; however, they 
are still reported within the appendices. There are also some instances within the 
report where only the most frequently reported response options were referenced 
for a survey item; however, the appendices contain data for the full set of response 
options. Additionally, some survey items were designed to allow for respondents to 
select multiple options; therefore, percentages may not add up to 100%. In these 
cases, the ability to select multiple response options is noted within the text of the 
question.

Appendices:
Appendix A: Partner Survey Instrument

Appendix B: Associate Survey Instrument

Appendix C: Detailed Summary of Partner Survey Results

Appendix D: Detailed Summary of Associate Survey Results

APPENDICES
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APPENDIX A:  

PARTNER SURVEY 

INSTRUMENT
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APPENDIX B:  

ASSOCIATE  

SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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APPENDIX C:  

DETAILED SUMMARY 

OF PARTNER SURVEY 

REPORTS
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Question 1. In 10 years, what job would you like to have?

Partner Subset
Partner at  

 
(%)

Partner at  
 

(%)

Counsel at  Solo practitioner  
(%)

General counsel  
or other senior  

in-house position 
(%)

Non-legal 
(business)  

position at a 
 

(%)

service including 
prosecutor, 

regulator, or aide to 
 

(%)

Partners – All 52.0% 0.7% 2.0% 0.3% 3.6% 1.2% 0.7%

Men Partners 53.1% 0.5% 2.0% 0.2% 2.7% 1.0% 0.5%

51.2% 1.1% 1.4% 0.3% 4.9% 1.6% 1.1%

Millennial Partners – All 73.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.0% 6.1% 2.6% 2.6%

Millennial Partners – Men 79.1% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 4.5% 1.5% 1.5%

68.9% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 4.4% 4.4%

Gen X Partners – All 67.5% 0.8% 1.3% 0.7% 4.9% 1.6% 0.3%

Gen X Partners – Men 72.7% 0.5% 0.8% 0.5% 4.8% 2.1% 0.3%

60.1% 1.4% 1.9% 0.5% 5.2% 0.9% 0.5%

30.8% 0.4% 2.7% 0.0% 1.2% 0.4% 0.4%

31.6% 0.5% 3.3% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.3%

26.2% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 3.7% 1.9% 0.9%

 47.9% 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% 2.4% 1.2% 2.4%

51.9% 0.9% 1.6% 0.4% 3.9% 1.3% 0.5%

55.6% 0.5% 3.2% 0.0% 2.8% 0.9% 0.5%

New York City Partners 56.9% 0.0% 2.4% 0.0% 1.2% 0.6% 0.6%

Non-New York City Partners 51.8% 0.7% 1.7% 0.4% 3.7% 1.3% 0.6%

(continued)

Partner Subset Teaching law  
(%)

Lawyer at a  
 

(%)

Judge  
(%)

 
 

(%)

Retired  
(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 1.2% 0.7% 2.2% 1.7% 29.0% 4.7% 1,382
Men Partners 1.0% 0.4% 2.2% 1.7% 31.1% 3.7% 865

1.1% 0.8% 3.0% 1.9% 25.6% 6.0% 367
Millennial Partners – All 2.6% 0.9% 5.2% 2.6% 0.0% 1.7% 115
Millennial Partners – Men 3.0% 0.0% 6.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 67

2.2% 0.0% 4.4% 2.2% 0.0% 4.4% 45
Gen X Partners – All 0.7% 0.7% 3.6% 2.8% 10.2% 5.0% 615
Gen X Partners – Men 0.8% 0.3% 3.5% 2.7% 7.8% 3.2% 374

0.5% 1.4% 4.2% 2.8% 13.6% 7.0% 213
1.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.6% 56.7% 5.0% 517
1.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.8% 56.4% 4.8% 399

1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 59.8% 4.7% 107

0.0% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0% 34.9% 7.1% 169

1.3% 0.6% 2.5% 2.0% 28.6% 4.5% 997
1.4% 0.9% 2.3% 1.9% 26.4% 3.7% 216

New York City Partners 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 2.4% 30.5% 4.2% 167
Non-New York City Partners 1.2% 0.6% 2.5% 1.7% 29.0% 4.8% 1,107
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Partner Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Partners — All 47.5% 52.5% 1,387

Men Partners 52.1% 47.9% 867
40.7% 59.3% 366

Millennial Partners — All 12.1% 87.9% 116
Millennial Partners — Men 11.8% 88.2% 68

13.3% 86.7% 45
Gen X Partners — All 39.4% 60.6% 617
Gen X Partners — Men 41.6% 58.4% 375

38.3% 61.7% 214
64.1% 35.9% 515
66.7% 33.3% 399
56.2% 43.8% 105
28.8% 71.2% 170
54.2% 45.9% 1,001
31.5% 68.5% 216

New York City Partners 55.2% 44.9% 165
Non-New York City Partners 46.9% 53.2% 1,110

Partner Subset where you were  
a partner  

(%)

where you were 
an associate  

(%)

where you were  
a counsel  

(%)

An in-house 
counsel position  

(%)

A business 
position  

(%)
position  

(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 78.7% 6.6% 5.7% 3.4% 0.3% 3.0% 2.3% 700
Men Partners 82.1% 5.9% 4.4% 2.9% 0.2% 2.1% 2.3% 476

70.4% 6.9% 10.1% 4.4% 0.6% 5.7% 1.9% 159
Millennial Partners – All 41.2% 35.3% 11.8% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 5.9% 17
Millennial Partners – Men 30.0% 50.0% 10.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10

57.1% 14.3% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 7
Gen X Partners – All 76.4% 8.8% 6.8% 4.6% 0.4% 2.3% 0.8% 263
Gen X Partners – Men 77.9% 9.3% 4.7% 4.1% 0.6% 2.3% 1.2% 172

72.1% 8.1% 11.6% 5.8% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 86
83.3% 2.9% 5.0% 2.4% 0.0% 3.8% 2.6% 341
86.4% 2.2% 4.4% 2.2% 0.0% 2.2% 2.6% 272
70.3% 4.7% 7.8% 3.1% 0.0% 10.9% 3.1% 64
75.0% 5.8% 3.9% 9.6% 0.0% 5.8% 0.0% 52
78.8% 6.6% 5.9% 3.0% 0.4% 3.1% 2.3% 576
80.6% 6.9% 5.6% 2.8% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 72

New York City Partners 76.5% 5.1% 10.2% 7.1% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 98
Non-New York City Partners 79.9% 6.4% 4.9% 2.6% 0.4% 3.3% 2.6% 547
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Partner Subset
Directly after 

working here as a 

(%)

After a judicial 
clerkship  

(%)

school but not  

associate here 
(%)

After lateraling 
here as an 

 
(%)

After working 
as an in-house 

counsel  
(%)

After working in 

position  
(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 33.2% 8.6% 8.6% 37.3% 2.4% 4.0% 6.0% 721
Men Partners 29.3% 8.8% 10.2% 38.3% 2.4% 4.4% 6.6% 410

37.8% 9.5% 7.7% 32.4% 2.7% 4.5% 5.4% 222
Millennial Partners – All 40.6% 11.9% 4.0% 40.6% 1.0% 0.0% 2.0% 101
Millennial Partners – Men 35.6% 13.6% 6.8% 40.7% 0.0% 0.0% 3.4% 59

46.2% 10.3% 0.0% 41.0% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 39
Gen X Partners – All 31.9% 8.1% 7.3% 41.9% 1.9% 4.3% 4.6% 370
Gen X Partners – Men 30.2% 7.6% 7.1% 42.9% 1.9% 4.7% 5.7% 212

35.6% 9.6% 8.2% 36.3% 2.2% 4.4% 3.7% 135
28.7% 8.5% 16.0% 27.1% 4.3% 6.4% 9.0% 188
25.4% 9.0% 17.2% 30.6% 4.5% 6.0% 7.5% 134

37.5% 8.3% 12.5% 14.6% 4.2% 8.3% 14.6% 48

43.7% 14.3% 11.8% 21.9% 0.8% 4.2% 3.4% 119

26.9% 7.5% 7.7% 43.1% 3.3% 4.0% 7.5% 453
43.6% 7.4% 8.7% 32.2% 0.7% 4.0% 3.4% 149

New York City Partners 16.4% 11.0% 6.8% 50.7% 2.7% 6.8% 5.5% 73
Non-New York City Partners 34.2% 8.5% 9.5% 35.7% 2.4% 3.9% 5.9% 591

 
(Please select up to four.)

Partner Subset  
(%)

Interesting or 
challenging work  

(%)

 
and culture  

(%)

Pro bono 
opportunities  

(%)

practice, including 
 

(%)

 
(%)

Partners – All 48.7% 51.1% 73.5% 2.3% 33.2% 55.0%
Men Partners 51.9% 49.9% 74.6% 2.2% 36.3% 54.9%

40.0% 56.3% 72.8% 2.5% 28.8% 56.8%
Millennial Partners – All 65.5% 58.6% 81.9% 4.3% 19.0% 68.1%
Millennial Partners – Men 72.1% 54.4% 85.3% 5.9% 16.2% 67.7%

57.8% 66.7% 75.6% 2.2% 22.2% 68.9%
Gen X Partners – All 50.8% 55.8% 73.1% 2.3% 33.5% 54.5%
Gen X Partners – Men 54.8% 54.8% 73.4% 2.1% 37.8% 54.5%

44.4% 57.9% 71.5% 2.3% 28.0% 54.2%
42.5% 46.3% 73.6% 1.9% 36.1% 54.3%
47.0% 45.5% 73.5% 1.8% 36.8% 53.8%
24.3% 47.7% 74.8% 2.8% 33.6% 57.0%
46.5% 69.4% 86.5% 5.9% 30.6% 63.5%
48.8% 47.1% 70.6% 2.0% 36.1% 52.5%
50.0% 55.1% 76.6% 0.9% 22.0% 59.6%

New York City Partners 41.3% 47.9% 73.1% 4.2% 40.7% 41.9%
Non-New York City Partners 49.4% 52.5% 74.4% 2.0% 32.6% 57.5%

(continued)
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(Please select up to four.)

Partner Subset lawyers  
(%)

work-life balance  
(%) work schedule, 

parental leave, etc.  
(%)

Financial stability  
 

(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 5.6% 18.7% 1.6% 38.7% 9.2% 1,386
Men Partners 3.8% 17.3% 0.7% 40.4% 9.4% 869

8.4% 21.7% 3.0% 35.1% 9.2% 368
Millennial Partners – All 4.3% 31.9% 3.5% 31.0% 7.8% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 4.4% 33.8% 4.4% 33.8% 8.8% 68

4.4% 26.7% 2.2% 24.4% 6.7% 45
Gen X Partners – All 6.8% 21.5% 1.6% 35.3% 8.6% 618
Gen X Partners – Men 4.5% 20.0% 0.5% 35.6% 8.0% 376

9.8% 23.4% 3.7% 34.1% 9.8% 214
4.1% 13.5% 0.6% 45.0% 9.9% 518
3.0% 12.8% 0.3% 46.3% 10.3% 400
7.5% 16.8% 1.9% 41.1% 9.4% 107
5.3% 6.5% 1.8% 35.3% 8.8% 170
6.2% 19.0% 1.7% 39.4% 9.8% 998
3.2% 26.6% 0.9% 38.5% 6.9% 218

New York City Partners 4.2% 15.0% 0.6% 34.1% 12.6% 167
Non-New York City Partners 5.6% 19.4% 1.4% 39.6% 8.7% 1,112

(continued from previous page)

 
out for your career?

Partner Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 64.1% 36.0% 1,324
Men Partners 60.6% 39.4% 843

74.9% 25.1% 358
Millennial Partners – All 90.4% 9.7% 114
Millennial Partners – Men 91.0% 9.0% 67

88.6% 11.4% 44
Gen X Partners – All 71.7% 28.3% 607
Gen X Partners – Men 67.8% 32.3% 369

77.3% 22.8% 211
53.4% 46.6% 500
50.5% 49.5% 388
65.4% 34.7% 101
76.1% 23.9% 163
61.8% 38.2% 963
65.2% 34.9% 198

New York City Partners 65.2% 34.8% 161
Non-New York City Partners 65.1% 34.9% 1,081
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Partner Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 80.8% 19.2% 1,357
Men Partners 80.7% 19.3% 865

84.4% 15.6% 365
Millennial Partners – All 83.3% 16.7% 114
Millennial Partners – Men 83.6% 16.4% 67

84.1% 15.9% 44
Gen X Partners – All 83.4% 16.6% 615
Gen X Partners – Men 82.9% 17.1% 375

84.4% 15.6% 212
80.6% 19.4% 516
79.2% 20.9% 398
86.0% 14.0% 107
88.5% 11.5% 165
79.2% 20.9% 988
82.4% 17.7% 204

New York City Partners 77.1% 22.9% 166
Non-New York City Partners 82.5% 17.5% 1,106

Partner Subset 1  
(%)

2–4  
(%)

More than 4  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 22.9% 64.0% 13.1% 1,101
Men Partners 23.8% 65.6% 10.6% 701

21.7% 58.9% 19.4% 309
Millennial Partners – All 19.8% 60.4% 19.8% 96
Millennial Partners – Men 14.3% 71.4% 14.3% 56

29.0% 42.1% 29.0% 38
Gen X Partners – All 19.8% 65.8% 14.4% 515
Gen X Partners – Men 21.1% 67.7% 11.2% 313

18.4% 61.5% 20.1% 179
27.2% 62.5% 10.3% 416
28.3% 62.2% 9.5% 315
25.0% 60.9% 14.1% 92
6.2% 65.8% 28.1% 146

24.4% 64.1% 11.5% 786
30.2% 62.1% 7.7% 169

New York City Partners 17.7% 70.0% 12.3% 130
Non-New York City Partners 23.5% 63.2% 13.2% 914
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Partner Subset  
(%)

The relationships  
developed naturally  

out of our work  
(%)

developed naturally  
(%)

Total N

Partners – All 8.2% 55.4% 36.5% 1,102
Men Partners 8.3% 57.6% 34.1% 703

8.4% 50.6% 41.0% 310
Millennial Partners – All 15.6% 40.6% 43.8% 96
Millennial Partners – Men 10.7% 41.1% 48.2% 56

23.7% 36.8% 39.5% 38
Gen X Partners – All 7.6% 52.7% 39.7% 516
Gen X Partners – Men 8.0% 55.6% 36.4% 313

7.2% 48.9% 43.9% 180
7.7% 60.3% 32.1% 418
8.5% 60.6% 30.9% 317
4.4% 59.8% 35.9% 92
2.8% 53.1% 44.1% 145
8.8% 57.7% 33.6% 787
10.0% 46.5% 43.5% 170

New York City Partners 6.9% 63.9% 29.2% 130
Non-New York City Partners 8.4% 54.1% 37.5% 917

Partner Subset Always  
(%)

2  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

4  
(%)

Never  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 18.0% 38.6% 26.1% 15.2% 2.1% 1,359
Men Partners 19.4% 38.0% 25.8% 14.8% 2.1% 867

15.3% 42.8% 23.7% 15.8% 2.5% 367
Millennial Partners – All 8.6% 48.3% 30.2% 12.1% 0.9% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 7.4% 57.4% 27.9% 5.9% 1.5% 68

11.1% 33.3% 33.3% 22.2% 0.0% 45
Gen X Partners – All 15.6% 40.1% 25.8% 15.3% 3.3% 616
Gen X Partners – Men 15.7% 37.9% 27.2% 15.7% 3.5% 375

16.4% 45.1% 22.1% 13.6% 2.8% 213
20.7% 37.3% 25.0% 15.7% 1.4% 517
22.3% 35.6% 25.6% 15.5% 1.0% 399
15.0% 41.1% 23.4% 17.8% 2.8% 107
10.2% 38.0% 28.3% 21.1% 2.4% 166
18.4% 38.6% 26.6% 14.5% 1.8% 984
22.5% 39.2% 22.0% 13.4% 2.9% 209

New York City Partners 19.8% 37.1% 21.0% 18.6% 3.6% 167
Non-New York City Partners 17.6% 39.9% 26.1% 14.5% 2.0% 1,109
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Partner Subset
Strongly  

agree  
(%)

 
agree  

(%)

Neutral  
(%)

 
disagree  

(%)

Strongly  
disagree  

(%)
Total N

Partners – All 42.0% 39.8% 14.6% 2.7% 1.0% 1,361
Men Partners 40.0% 40.4% 15.2% 3.1% 1.3% 868

46.7% 37.8% 13.3% 2.2% 0.0% 368
Millennial Partners – All 31.9% 47.4% 15.5% 4.3% 0.9% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 26.5% 45.6% 22.1% 4.4% 1.5% 68

42.2% 46.7% 6.7% 4.4% 0.0% 45
Gen X Partners – All 36.0% 42.5% 17.2% 3.2% 1.1% 617
Gen X Partners – Men 32.0% 42.7% 18.9% 4.5% 1.9% 375

42.1% 42.5% 14.0% 1.4% 0.0% 214
49.8% 35.3% 12.0% 2.1% 0.8% 518
47.8% 38.5% 11.3% 1.8% 0.8% 400
57.0% 25.2% 15.0% 2.8% 0.0% 107
29.3% 51.5% 15.0% 3.6% 0.6% 167
44.2% 38.9% 13.8% 2.2% 0.8% 984
41.9% 34.3% 17.6% 4.3% 1.9% 210

New York City Partners 47.3% 32.9% 15.0% 3.0% 1.8% 167
Non-New York City Partners 41.2% 40.6% 14.6% 2.8% 0.8% 1,111

 
values of your clients?

Partner Subset Closely aligned  
(%)

 
(%)

Not aligned at all  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 45.3% 52.9% 1.8% 1,360
Men Partners 46.1% 52.2% 1.7% 868

45.8% 52.9% 1.4% 367
Millennial Partners – All 31.9% 65.5% 2.6% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 29.4% 67.7% 2.9% 68

31.1% 66.7% 2.2% 45
Gen X Partners – All 40.8% 57.0% 2.3% 616
Gen X Partners – Men 40.0% 57.3% 2.7% 375

42.7% 56.3% 0.9% 213
53.7% 45.4% 1.0% 518
53.0% 46.3% 0.8% 400
57.0% 41.1% 1.9% 107
43.1% 53.3% 3.6% 167
44.4% 54.0% 1.6% 983
51.4% 47.6% 1.0% 210

New York City Partners 36.5% 59.9% 3.6% 167
Non-New York City Partners 47.3% 51.3% 1.4% 1,110
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Partner Subset Closely aligned  
(%)

 
(%)

Not aligned at all  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 51.5% 45.7% 2.8% 1,357
Men Partners 54.3% 43.5% 2.2% 867

49.2% 47.8% 3.0% 366
Millennial Partners – All 44.0% 52.6% 3.5% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 39.7% 55.9% 4.4% 68

48.9% 48.9% 2.2% 45
Gen X Partners – All 48.8% 47.8% 3.4% 615
Gen X Partners – Men 50.9% 45.9% 3.2% 375

47.6% 49.1% 3.3% 212
57.3% 41.6% 1.2% 517
58.7% 40.4% 1.0% 399
52.3% 45.8% 1.9% 107
48.2% 47.6% 4.2% 166
50.5% 46.6% 3.0% 981
59.1% 40.0% 1.0% 210

New York City Partners 52.1% 46.1% 1.8% 167
Non-New York City Partners 52.4% 45.0% 2.6% 1,108

Partner Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 80.0% 20.0% 1,358
Men Partners 79.2% 20.8% 866

83.9% 16.1% 367
Millennial Partners – All 86.1% 13.9% 115
Millennial Partners – Men 88.1% 11.9% 67

82.2% 17.8% 45
Gen X Partners – All 79.6% 20.5% 616
Gen X Partners – Men 77.6% 22.4% 375

85.0% 15.0% 213
80.5% 19.5% 517
80.0% 20.1% 399
82.2% 17.8% 107
82.5% 17.5% 166
79.7% 20.4% 983
79.9% 20.1% 209

New York City Partners 75.5% 24.6% 167
Non-New York City Partners 81.1% 19.0% 1,108



84 Multiple Generations in Law Firms: Working Together

Partner Subset  
(%)

2  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

4  
(%)

 
(%) Total N

Partners – All 2.0% 6.4% 11.8% 41.9% 37.9% 1,352
Men Partners 2.2% 7.4% 12.3% 43.7% 34.4% 863

1.9% 4.1% 10.4% 36.2% 47.4% 365
Millennial Partners – All 0.9% 3.5% 12.9% 41.4% 41.4% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 0.0% 4.4% 16.2% 48.5% 30.9% 68

2.2% 2.2% 8.9% 26.7% 60.0% 45
Gen X Partners – All 1.3% 5.7% 12.7% 41.8% 38.5% 613
Gen X Partners – Men 1.3% 7.2% 14.2% 43.3% 34.0% 374

1.4% 3.3% 10.9% 38.2% 46.2% 212
2.9% 7.4% 9.9% 42.5% 37.2% 513
3.0% 7.8% 9.6% 44.4% 35.1% 396
2.8% 5.7% 10.4% 36.8% 44.3% 106
1.2% 6.6% 13.8% 49.1% 29.3% 167
2.1% 7.0% 11.8% 40.7% 38.5% 976
2.4% 3.8% 10.1% 41.6% 42.1% 209

New York City Partners 3.6% 8.4% 15.1% 41.0% 31.9% 166
Non-New York City Partners 1.8% 6.1% 11.2% 41.7% 39.3% 1,103

Partner Subset Less than 1 year  
(%)

1–2 years  
(%)

3–5 years  
(%)

More than 5 years  
(%)

I don’t know  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 1.6% 4.2% 11.0% 61.8% 21.4% 1,359
Men Partners 1.5% 5.0% 12.6% 62.7% 18.2% 866

1.9% 3.0% 9.0% 62.0% 24.2% 368
Millennial Partners – All 1.7% 0.9% 1.7% 67.2% 28.5% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 69.1% 26.5% 68

2.2% 0.0% 2.2% 66.7% 28.9% 45
Gen X Partners – All 1.3% 2.0% 2.4% 72.7% 21.6% 616
Gen X Partners – Men 0.8% 2.1% 1.9% 76.2% 19.0% 374

1.9% 1.9% 3.3% 69.2% 23.8% 214
2.1% 7.5% 23.2% 50.9% 16.3% 517
2.3% 7.8% 23.6% 51.9% 14.5% 399
1.9% 6.5% 22.4% 46.7% 22.4% 107
2.4% 3.0% 12.6% 65.9% 16.2% 167
1.6% 4.2% 11.1% 60.5% 22.6% 982
1.0% 5.2% 9.1% 64.8% 20.0% 210

New York City Partners 1.8% 3.0% 12.6% 66.5% 16.2% 167
Non-New York City Partners 1.6% 4.5% 11.2% 61.5% 21.2% 1,109
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Partner Subset Always  
(%)

 
(%)

 
(%)

Occasionally  
(%)

Never  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 9.0% 42.3% 32.4% 14.2% 2.2% 1,285
Men Partners 10.1% 43.9% 31.7% 12.4% 2.0% 821

7.8% 37.9% 33.1% 17.8% 3.5% 348
Millennial Partners – All 0.9% 45.1% 38.7% 13.5% 1.8% 111
Millennial Partners – Men 1.5% 45.5% 40.9% 10.6% 1.5% 66

0.0% 42.9% 35.7% 19.1% 2.4% 42
Gen X Partners – All 7.6% 38.6% 34.1% 17.0% 2.8% 581
Gen X Partners – Men 7.1% 39.9% 35.3% 15.4% 2.3% 351

9.4% 37.9% 30.1% 18.7% 3.9% 203
12.2% 45.1% 28.9% 11.8% 2.0% 492
13.4% 47.4% 26.8% 10.5% 1.8% 380
6.9% 36.6% 37.6% 15.8% 3.0% 101
6.9% 37.7% 37.1% 17.0% 1.3% 159
8.9% 42.5% 32.4% 13.9% 2.3% 922
11.3% 44.6% 28.4% 13.2% 2.5% 204

New York City Partners 12.8% 31.4% 35.3% 18.6% 1.9% 156
Non-New York City Partners 8.7% 43.4% 31.9% 13.7% 2.4% 1,054

Question 18. How long will you be able to sustain your current work schedule?

Partner Subset
Less than  
one year  

(%)

1–3 years  
(%)

3–7 years  
(%)

My entire  
career  

(%)

I don’t know  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 2.4% 13.3% 20.2% 43.8% 20.4% 1,353
Men Partners 2.1% 13.5% 21.5% 45.3% 17.6% 868

2.7% 12.3% 19.4% 41.4% 24.3% 367
Millennial Partners – All 4.3% 15.5% 12.1% 36.2% 31.9% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 4.4% 14.7% 17.7% 35.3% 27.9% 68

4.4% 17.8% 4.4% 37.8% 35.6% 45
Gen X Partners – All 1.6% 7.3% 16.2% 49.8% 25.0% 616
Gen X Partners – Men 0.5% 6.7% 14.7% 55.2% 22.9% 375

2.3% 8.4% 19.2% 43.5% 26.6% 214
2.9% 18.4% 28.2% 39.5% 11.0% 517
3.0% 18.5% 29.0% 39.3% 10.3% 400
2.8% 17.9% 25.5% 38.7% 15.1% 106
0.6% 13.2% 20.4% 47.9% 18.0% 167
2.8% 13.0% 20.4% 43.7% 20.3% 978
1.9% 14.9% 19.2% 40.9% 23.1% 208

New York City Partners 3.0% 11.4% 19.8% 49.7% 16.2% 167
Non-New York City Partners 2.3% 13.3% 20.9% 42.9% 20.6% 1,109
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Partner Subset
Strongly  

agree  
(%)

 
agree  

(%)

Neutral  
(%)

 
disagree  

(%)

Strongly  
disagree  

(%)
Total N

Partners – All 29.1% 44.3% 20.7% 5.1% 0.8% 1,355
Men Partners 27.9% 45.9% 20.4% 5.2% 0.7% 868

32.3% 43.5% 19.0% 4.6% 0.5% 368
Millennial Partners – All 18.1% 54.3% 20.7% 6.9% 0.0% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 17.7% 52.9% 22.1% 7.4% 0.0% 68

20.0% 57.8% 15.6% 6.7% 0.0% 45
Gen X Partners – All 29.2% 43.4% 21.9% 4.9% 0.7% 617
Gen X Partners – Men 28.5% 45.6% 20.8% 4.5% 0.5% 375

30.8% 41.1% 22.4% 4.7% 0.9% 214
31.9% 45.2% 17.4% 4.8% 0.8% 518
29.0% 46.3% 18.5% 5.3% 1.0% 400
40.2% 42.1% 14.0% 3.7% 0.0% 107
25.2% 50.3% 18.6% 5.4% 0.6% 167
30.7% 41.7% 21.5% 5.2% 0.8% 980
24.5% 51.4% 18.8% 4.3% 1.0% 208

New York City Partners 35.9% 42.5% 15.0% 5.4% 1.2% 167
Non-New York City Partners 28.3% 45.1% 21.1% 5.0% 0.5% 1,111

Partner Subset Strongly agree  
(%)

Agree  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

Disagree  
(%)

Strongly disagree 
(%) Total N

Partners – All 35.1% 42.0% 15.8% 5.7% 1.4% 1,354
Men Partners 35.6% 44.1% 14.2% 5.0% 1.2% 867

38.0% 37.2% 17.9% 5.2% 1.6% 368
Millennial Partners – All 32.8% 47.4% 11.2% 6.0% 2.6% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 23.5% 55.9% 8.8% 8.8% 2.9% 68

42.2% 37.8% 15.6% 2.2% 2.2% 45
Gen X Partners – All 27.4% 43.3% 20.6% 6.7% 2.0% 616
Gen X Partners – Men 27.0% 46.5% 18.5% 6.4% 1.6% 374

30.4% 39.3% 22.0% 6.1% 2.3% 214
44.6% 39.6% 12.2% 3.3% 0.4% 518
43.8% 41.3% 11.5% 3.0% 0.5% 400
50.5% 33.6% 11.2% 4.7% 0.0% 107
39.2% 40.4% 12.1% 5.4% 3.0% 166
33.9% 43.1% 15.9% 6.0% 1.1% 980
37.5% 38.5% 18.3% 4.3% 1.4% 208

New York City Partners 31.7% 47.9% 13.2% 4.8% 2.4% 167
Non-New York City Partners 36.4% 40.7% 16.5% 5.2% 1.2% 1,110
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Question 23. How often are you bored with your work?

Partner Subset Always  
(%)

2  
(%)

3  
(%)

4  
(%)

Never  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 0.3% 7.2% 24.7% 43.6% 24.2% 1,303
Men Partners 0.4% 7.1% 26.1% 44.9% 21.7% 836

0.0% 7.3% 19.0% 43.3% 30.5% 358
Millennial Partners – All 0.0% 6.5% 30.8% 48.6% 14.0% 107
Millennial Partners – Men 0.0% 8.1% 37.1% 43.6% 11.3% 62

0.0% 4.8% 21.4% 57.1% 16.7% 42
Gen X Partners – All 0.5% 9.7% 25.0% 44.2% 20.6% 597
Gen X Partners – Men 0.6% 9.4% 27.8% 45.8% 16.4% 360

0.0% 8.1% 18.6% 44.8% 28.6% 210
0.2% 5.5% 22.0% 42.8% 29.5% 505
0.3% 5.1% 22.3% 44.6% 27.7% 390
0.0% 6.7% 19.2% 35.6% 38.5% 104
0.6% 5.7% 21.5% 50.6% 21.5% 158
0.3% 7.5% 25.1% 42.2% 24.9% 940
0.0% 7.3% 25.4% 44.4% 22.9% 205

New York City Partners 0.0% 5.0% 29.6% 40.9% 24.5% 159
Non-New York City Partners 0.4% 7.9% 23.6% 44.2% 23.9% 1,076

Partner Subset

They found better 
opportunities 

elsewhere  
(%)

do the kind of 
work they wanted 

to pursue  
(%)

The workload  
was too heavy  

(%)

personal 
obligations led 

 
(%)

They had 

related issues  
(%)

They did not 
receive adequate 

training or 
 

(%)

They wanted  
to live 

 elsewhere  
(%)

They did not bill 

to succeed  
(%)

They did not like 
 

(%)

Partners – All 51.1% 10.5% 19.0% 26.6% 44.3% 8.8% 13.5% 12.9% 5.9%

Men Partners 53.4% 11.4% 17.0% 26.9% 45.2% 6.7% 16.2% 13.1% 4.6%

47.8% 8.7% 24.3% 27.1% 43.4% 13.1% 8.5% 12.3% 6.6%

Millennial Partners – All 39.7% 13.8% 31.0% 27.6% 38.8% 10.3% 19.0% 11.2% 8.6%

Millennial Partners – Men 41.2% 16.2% 25.0% 26.5% 41.2% 7.4% 23.5% 8.8% 7.4%

37.8% 11.1% 40.0% 28.9% 35.6% 15.6% 11.1% 15.6% 8.9%

Gen X Partners – All 51.9% 8.7% 22.0% 27.1% 46.2% 9.1% 13.1% 16.0% 5.9%

Gen X Partners – Men 54.2% 8.3% 20.6% 27.4% 44.2% 6.7% 15.8% 16.9% 5.1%

48.6% 8.5% 25.5% 28.3% 47.6% 12.7% 7.6% 13.2% 6.6%

53.5% 12.4% 13.3% 26.6% 44.4% 7.9% 13.9% 9.7% 4.1%

54.3% 13.5% 12.8% 27.0% 46.3% 6.8% 15.5% 9.5% 3.5%

50.5% 8.4% 15.9% 24.3% 38.3% 12.2% 9.4% 9.4% 5.6%

36.8% 13.5% 38.0% 34.4% 57.7% 7.4% 22.7% 4.9% 1.8%

54.2% 11.6% 16.3% 23.8% 42.7% 9.4% 10.7% 13.3% 6.9%

47.8% 3.4% 16.6% 33.2% 41.5% 7.3% 19.5% 17.1% 4.4%

New York City Partners 54.6% 13.9% 15.2% 24.9% 44.2% 6.7% 23.0% 12.7% 3.6%

Non-New York City Partners 51.1% 10.2% 19.6% 27.1% 45.0% 9.0% 12.5% 13.2% 5.7%

(continued)
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Partner Subset
They did not  
like the work  

(%)

They wanted a 
 

life balance  
(%)

They wanted a 
workplace with 

 
(%)

They no longer 
wanted to 

practice law 
 (%)

-
atic relationships 
with other lawyers 

 
(%)

They lacked the 
drive necessary 

to succeed 
(%)

I don’t know or 
have an opinion 

(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 9.6% 47.5% 2.2% 7.5% 9.9% 17.1% 13.3% 8.4% 1,329

Men Partners 10.6% 46.2% 0.9% 8.3% 9.4% 18.5% 12.8% 7.3% 866

7.4% 51.9% 4.6% 5.7% 10.1% 13.9% 13.1% 10.1% 366

Millennial Partners – All 10.3% 52.6% 4.3% 6.0% 11.2% 16.4% 9.5% 12.1% 116

Millennial Partners – Men 11.8% 50.0% 1.5% 5.9% 10.3% 19.1% 11.8% 13.2% 68

8.9% 55.6% 8.9% 6.7% 11.1% 13.3% 6.7% 11.1% 45

Gen X Partners – All 9.8% 48.5% 2.5% 8.3% 11.3% 20.4% 11.9% 8.7% 613

Gen X Partners – Men 11.0% 47.2% 1.3% 9.7% 11.3% 22.5% 12.3% 6.4% 373

8.0% 52.8% 3.8% 6.6% 11.3% 16.5% 11.8% 10.9% 212

9.5% 46.1% 1.4% 7.1% 7.1% 13.9% 14.3% 7.5% 518

10.5% 45.3% 0.5% 8.0% 7.0% 15.0% 13.0% 7.3% 400

5.6% 49.5% 4.7% 3.7% 7.5% 8.4% 17.8% 8.4% 107

13.5% 64.4% 0.0% 11.7% 3.7% 19.6% 7.4% 4.9% 163

10.0% 44.4% 2.6% 6.9% 10.5% 16.1% 14.7% 8.2% 961

4.9% 48.3% 2.0% 7.3% 12.2% 19.5% 11.7% 11.7% 205

New York City Partners 6.7% 42.4% 0.6% 10.3% 6.1% 17.6% 11.5% 9.7% 165

Non-New York City Partners 10.0% 48.3% 2.3% 7.0% 10.2% 17.2% 13.1% 8.2% 1,109

(continued from previous page)
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Partner Subset Strongly agree  
(%)

Agree  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

Disagree  
(%)

Strongly disagree 
(%) Total N

Partners – All 10.8% 20.4% 21.6% 31.2% 16.0% 1,322
Men Partners 9.3% 20.1% 22.6% 31.9% 16.1% 864

14.0% 21.9% 18.6% 30.4% 15.1% 365
Millennial Partners – All 17.2% 24.1% 22.4% 25.0% 11.2% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 19.1% 22.1% 22.1% 22.1% 14.7% 68

11.1% 26.7% 24.4% 31.1% 6.7% 45
Gen X Partners – All 9.8% 18.9% 24.3% 29.8% 17.3% 614
Gen X Partners – Men 8.6% 18.2% 26.7% 30.0% 16.6% 374

12.3% 20.3% 19.3% 30.7% 17.5% 212
11.1% 22.0% 17.7% 33.9% 15.2% 513
8.6% 22.2% 18.4% 35.0% 15.9% 397
18.9% 22.6% 14.2% 30.2% 14.2% 106
14.2% 18.5% 19.8% 38.3% 9.3% 162
9.7% 20.6% 22.2% 29.3% 18.3% 957
13.3% 21.2% 20.7% 34.5% 10.3% 203

New York City Partners 7.8% 18.1% 24.7% 34.3% 15.1% 166
Non-New York City Partners 11.3% 20.9% 21.1% 30.7% 15.9% 1,104

Partner Subset Strongly agree  
(%)

Agree  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

Disagree  
(%)

Strongly disagree 
(%) Total N

Partners – All 21.7% 34.3% 26.1% 13.1% 4.9% 1,319
Men Partners 20.5% 34.2% 25.8% 14.3% 5.2% 862

24.5% 35.4% 25.6% 11.0% 3.6% 364
Millennial Partners – All 22.6% 36.5% 18.3% 16.5% 6.1% 115
Millennial Partners – Men 23.5% 36.8% 14.7% 16.2% 8.8% 68

18.2% 38.6% 22.7% 18.2% 2.3% 44
Gen X Partners – All 19.5% 30.6% 30.2% 14.3% 5.4% 615
Gen X Partners – Men 16.8% 29.4% 31.6% 16.8% 5.4% 374

24.4% 33.8% 27.2% 10.3% 4.2% 213
23.9% 38.0% 22.7% 11.4% 4.1% 511
22.5% 38.6% 23.0% 11.4% 4.6% 396
27.6% 37.1% 22.9% 9.5% 2.9% 105
21.6% 36.4% 25.3% 16.1% 0.6% 162
20.1% 33.2% 27.3% 13.5% 5.9% 954
29.1% 37.4% 21.2% 8.9% 3.5% 203

New York City Partners 14.5% 33.7% 33.1% 15.1% 3.6% 166
Non-New York City Partners 23.0% 34.2% 24.7% 13.1% 5.1% 1,101
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Partner Subset Strongly agree  
(%)

Agree  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

Disagree  
(%)

Strongly disagree 
(%) Total N

Partners – All 10.3% 31.1% 28.9% 21.0% 8.7% 1,317
Men Partners 10.2% 32.9% 27.7% 22.1% 7.1% 860

10.2% 28.0% 31.3% 19.0% 11.5% 364
Millennial Partners – All 6.9% 26.7% 26.7% 26.7% 12.9% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 7.4% 27.9% 22.1% 29.4% 13.2% 68

6.7% 26.7% 33.3% 24.4% 8.9% 45
Gen X Partners – All 10.1% 31.9% 28.8% 20.8% 8.5% 612
Gen X Partners – Men 10.0% 35.5% 26.6% 21.2% 6.7% 372

9.4% 26.9% 32.6% 19.3% 11.8% 212
11.0% 31.2% 28.8% 20.8% 8.2% 510
10.6% 31.4% 29.1% 22.0% 6.8% 395
13.3% 29.5% 28.6% 16.2% 12.4% 105
6.8% 30.9% 34.0% 19.8% 8.6% 162
11.6% 31.3% 27.9% 20.8% 8.4% 952
7.4% 30.1% 29.6% 23.2% 9.9% 203

New York City Partners 6.6% 29.5% 31.3% 26.5% 6.0% 166
Non-New York City Partners 10.8% 31.5% 28.3% 20.4% 9.0% 1,099

Partner Subset Strongly agree  
(%)

Agree  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

Disagree  
(%)

Strongly disagree 
(%) Total N

Partners – All 10.0% 30.3% 35.3% 18.5% 5.9% 1,317
Men Partners 9.9% 32.1% 34.6% 18.3% 5.1% 862

11.1% 27.4% 36.2% 18.0% 7.5% 362
Millennial Partners – All 6.1% 27.0% 40.0% 20.9% 6.1% 115
Millennial Partners – Men 7.5% 25.4% 38.8% 22.4% 6.0% 67

4.4% 28.9% 42.2% 17.8% 6.7% 45
Gen X Partners – All 12.3% 31.2% 32.0% 18.3% 6.2% 612
Gen X Partners – Men 12.3% 34.5% 30.0% 17.9% 5.4% 374

12.4% 26.2% 34.3% 19.1% 8.1% 210
9.0% 30.9% 36.8% 17.8% 5.5% 511
8.6% 30.8% 37.4% 18.2% 5.1% 396
11.4% 27.6% 38.1% 16.2% 6.7% 105
9.3% 31.1% 28.6% 24.8% 6.2% 161

10.5% 31.2% 35.5% 17.1% 5.7% 954
7.9% 25.3% 39.6% 20.3% 6.9% 202

New York City Partners 8.5% 27.9% 35.8% 20.6% 7.3% 165
Non-New York City Partners 10.4% 31.4% 34.8% 17.9% 5.6% 1,100
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Partner Subset Strongly agree  
(%)

Agree  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

Disagree  
(%)

Strongly disagree 
(%) Total N

Partners – All 8.5% 27.4% 35.8% 21.5% 6.8% 1,318
Men Partners 9.3% 26.5% 35.4% 21.8% 7.0% 861

6.8% 28.2% 35.9% 22.2% 6.8% 365
Millennial Partners – All 8.6% 27.6% 34.5% 21.6% 7.8% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 14.7% 26.5% 32.4% 16.2% 10.3% 68

0.0% 31.1% 37.8% 28.9% 2.2% 45
Gen X Partners – All 8.7% 28.9% 35.7% 20.1% 6.7% 613
Gen X Partners – Men 9.1% 28.4% 37.3% 19.8% 5.4% 373

6.6% 29.7% 33.5% 20.8% 9.4% 212
9.0% 24.1% 35.4% 24.7% 6.8% 511
8.9% 24.1% 34.2% 25.3% 7.6% 395
10.4% 24.5% 39.6% 21.7% 3.8% 106
6.8% 23.0% 34.2% 28.0% 8.1% 161
9.2% 27.5% 36.2% 20.7% 6.5% 954
6.4% 30.5% 35.5% 20.2% 7.4% 203

New York City Partners 6.6% 23.5% 35.5% 27.7% 6.6% 166
Non-New York City Partners 9.0% 27.4% 35.5% 21.1% 7.0% 1,101

 
younger lawyers think.

Partner Subset Strongly agree  
(%)

Agree  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

Disagree  
(%)

Strongly disagree 
(%) Total N

Partners – All 7.4% 14.6% 33.2% 31.2% 13.7% 1,318
Men Partners 8.1% 14.4% 32.6% 32.3% 12.7% 862

6.1% 13.5% 34.2% 30.6% 15.7% 363
Millennial Partners – All 2.6% 7.8% 34.8% 35.7% 19.1% 115
Millennial Partners – Men 4.4% 7.4% 36.8% 35.3% 16.2% 68

0.0% 6.8% 34.1% 36.4% 22.7% 44
Gen X Partners – All 8.5% 16.3% 36.1% 27.3% 11.8% 612
Gen X Partners – Men 10.2% 16.6% 35.9% 26.3% 11.0% 373

5.7% 14.7% 37.0% 28.9% 13.7% 211
7.4% 14.2% 29.2% 35.3% 13.8% 513
7.0% 13.6% 29.2% 37.3% 12.9% 397
9.4% 14.2% 29.3% 30.2% 17.0% 106
3.7% 14.2% 33.3% 37.7% 11.1% 162
8.0% 14.2% 33.8% 30.2% 13.9% 954
7.4% 16.8% 30.2% 30.7% 14.9% 202

New York City Partners 5.4% 15.1% 34.3% 31.3% 13.9% 166
Non-New York City Partners 7.7% 14.6% 32.7% 31.6% 13.5% 1,100
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Partner Subset Annually  
(%) (%)

Quarterly  
(%)

Monthly  
(%)

Weekly  
(%)

At the 
conclusion 

of every 
 

(%)

does not need 
to change  

(%)

Total N

Partners – All 16.6% 34.2% 15.8% 5.6% 1.9% 18.9% 7.0% 1,326
Men Partners 16.4% 34.1% 16.7% 5.4% 2.4% 17.7% 7.3% 865

17.1% 34.5% 14.4% 5.7% 0.8% 22.0% 5.4% 368
Millennial Partners – All 15.5% 32.8% 24.1% 7.8% 1.7% 12.1% 6.0% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 13.2% 36.8% 26.5% 7.4% 2.9% 7.4% 5.9% 68

20.0% 26.7% 20.0% 8.9% 0.0% 20.0% 4.4% 45
Gen X Partners – All 17.6% 35.0% 15.1% 4.9% 2.1% 17.9% 7.5% 615
Gen X Partners – Men 19.0% 33.2% 16.1% 4.6% 3.2% 15.8% 8.0% 373

15.4% 38.3% 14.5% 4.7% 0.5% 20.1% 6.5% 214
16.1% 33.9% 14.7% 6.0% 1.7% 21.3% 6.4% 517
15.5% 34.6% 15.3% 5.8% 1.8% 20.1% 7.0% 399
19.6% 30.8% 12.2% 6.5% 1.9% 26.2% 2.8% 107
20.6% 45.0% 11.9% 1.3% 0.0% 15.0% 6.3% 160
16.8% 31.5% 16.5% 6.0% 2.0% 20.9% 6.2% 962
12.3% 38.2% 15.7% 6.9% 2.9% 12.8% 11.3% 204

New York City Partners 19.3% 40.4% 14.5% 1.8% 1.8% 19.9% 2.4% 166
Non-New York City Partners 16.0% 33.3% 16.1% 6.2% 1.9% 19.0% 7.6% 1,109

Partner Subset About as satisfying 
(%)

Less satisfying  
(%)

More satisfying  
(%)

No opinion  
(%)

I have not  
worked on any pro 

 
(%)

Total N

Partners – All 35.8% 12.2% 10.6% 10.9% 30.5% 1,297
Men Partners 36.3% 12.8% 10.7% 11.1% 29.2% 847

35.8% 11.7% 11.2% 9.5% 31.8% 358
Millennial Partners – All 32.2% 14.8% 15.7% 7.8% 29.6% 115
Millennial Partners – Men 32.4% 16.2% 13.2% 4.4% 33.8% 68

31.8% 13.6% 18.2% 13.6% 22.7% 44
Gen X Partners – All 33.8% 13.5% 11.5% 11.7% 29.6% 601
Gen X Partners – Men 34.0% 14.0% 12.1% 12.6% 27.4% 365

34.1% 13.5% 11.1% 10.1% 31.3% 208
39.1% 10.5% 9.3% 9.5% 31.6% 504
38.6% 11.1% 9.5% 10.5% 30.3% 389
40.4% 7.7% 8.7% 5.8% 37.5% 104
44.4% 15.6% 12.5% 7.5% 20.0% 160
35.0% 11.9% 10.7% 10.1% 32.3% 938
32.7% 10.6% 9.1% 17.1% 30.7% 199

New York City Partners 39.0% 14.5% 11.3% 10.1% 25.2% 159
Non-New York City Partners 35.6% 12.0% 10.8% 10.7% 31.0% 1,088
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Partner Subset
One day  

each week  
(%)

2-3 days  
each week  

(%)

One night  
each week  

(%)

2-3 nights  
each week  

(%)

Part of each 
weekend  

(%)

Never  
(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 21.8% 12.6% 14.7% 32.1% 47.3% 7.7% 15.1% 1,331
Men Partners 21.5% 11.3% 14.5% 30.5% 46.6% 9.0% 12.7% 867

22.8% 14.7% 15.0% 36.1% 48.6% 3.8% 20.1% 368
Millennial Partners – All 30.2% 13.8% 21.6% 50.0% 53.5% 5.2% 6.0% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 30.9% 11.8% 17.7% 52.9% 50.0% 5.9% 5.9% 68

26.7% 13.3% 22.2% 46.7% 55.6% 4.4% 6.7% 45
Gen X Partners – All 24.0% 12.2% 15.6% 35.6% 48.5% 5.0% 15.1% 616
Gen X Partners – Men 25.9% 9.4% 15.2% 35.3% 49.7% 6.2% 10.7% 374

20.6% 16.4% 15.9% 35.5% 46.3% 3.3% 22.4% 214
18.2% 11.8% 13.1% 25.1% 46.0% 10.0% 17.2% 518
16.3% 11.8% 14.0% 22.8% 44.5% 11.3% 16.0% 400
26.2% 12.2% 10.3% 32.7% 50.5% 4.7% 21.5% 107
17.8% 14.1% 11.7% 38.7% 58.3% 6.1% 15.3% 163
21.9% 12.7% 13.2% 32.0% 45.9% 8.3% 14.8% 964
24.5% 10.8% 24.0% 27.5% 45.6% 5.9% 16.2% 204

New York City Partners 22.8% 13.2% 10.8% 37.7% 49.7% 4.8% 15.6% 167
Non-New York City Partners 21.8% 12.4% 15.5% 31.5% 47.1% 7.8% 14.9% 1,110

Partner Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%)

I don’t know  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 77.6% 4.3% 18.2% 1,328
Men Partners 79.5% 4.6% 15.9% 864

74.7% 3.5% 21.7% 368
Millennial Partners – All 73.3% 1.7% 25.0% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 76.5% 2.9% 20.6% 68

66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 45
Gen X Partners – All 76.9% 5.5% 17.6% 615
Gen X Partners – Men 77.2% 6.2% 16.6% 373

77.1% 3.7% 19.2% 214
80.0% 3.9% 16.1% 516
81.9% 3.8% 14.3% 398
72.9% 4.7% 22.4% 107
76.1% 5.5% 18.4% 163
77.8% 4.5% 17.8% 962
77.8% 2.5% 19.7% 203

New York City Partners 71.3% 6.0% 22.8% 167
Non-New York City Partners 79.0% 4.2% 16.8% 1,107
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Partner Subset Yes 
 (%)

No  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 57.8% 42.2% 1,283
Men Partners 57.0% 43.0% 848

58.6% 41.5% 345
Millennial Partners – All 58.0% 42.0% 112
Millennial Partners – Men 59.7% 40.3% 67

54.8% 45.2% 42
Gen X Partners – All 60.8% 39.2% 594
Gen X Partners – Men 61.0% 39.0% 367

59.8% 40.2% 199
54.5% 45.5% 501
53.6% 46.4% 390
57.8% 42.2% 102
50.6% 49.4% 154
58.5% 41.5% 937
59.9% 40.1% 192

New York City Partners 52.2% 47.8% 161
Non-New York City Partners 58.4% 41.6% 1,072
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Partner Subset Strongly agree 
(%)

Agree  
(%)

Slightly agree 
(%)

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

(%)

Slightly 
disagree  

(%)

Disagree  
(%)

Strongly 
disagree  

(%)
Total N

Partners – All 9.6% 41.2% 23.9% 9.9% 7.8% 6.2% 1.4% 1,318
Men Partners 9.1% 43.2% 24.7% 9.5% 7.3% 5.1% 1.2% 864

11.8% 40.4% 22.1% 9.6% 7.1% 7.4% 1.6% 366
Millennial Partners – All 11.2% 31.9% 27.6% 12.9% 9.5% 6.0% 0.9% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 5.9% 33.8% 32.4% 8.8% 13.2% 5.9% 0.0% 68

17.8% 31.1% 17.8% 20.0% 4.4% 6.7% 2.2% 45
Gen X Partners – All 5.4% 37.8% 27.4% 10.6% 8.8% 7.8% 2.3% 614
Gen X Partners – Men 3.2% 38.9% 29.5% 11.8% 7.8% 6.7% 2.1% 373

9.9% 39.9% 23.5% 7.5% 9.4% 8.0% 1.9% 213
14.2% 47.4% 19.4% 8.4% 5.8% 4.3% 0.6% 515
14.1% 48.7% 19.4% 7.8% 6.3% 3.3% 0.5% 398
13.2% 45.3% 21.7% 8.5% 3.8% 6.6% 0.9% 106
9.4% 46.3% 21.9% 7.5% 8.8% 5.0% 1.3% 160
10.0% 38.8% 24.2% 11.4% 7.3% 6.7% 1.6% 954
8.3% 48.5% 24.0% 4.9% 9.3% 4.4% 0.5% 204

New York City Partners 11.5% 40.4% 21.1% 10.8% 6.0% 8.4% 1.8% 166

Non-New York City Partners 9.7% 41.4% 24.3% 9.7% 7.7% 5.9% 1.4% 1,106

Partner Subset Strongly agree 
(%)

Agree  
(%)

Slightly agree 
(%)

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

(%)

Slightly 
disagree  

(%)

Disagree  
(%)

Strongly 
disagree  

(%)
Total N

Partners – All 20.6% 50.0% 16.6% 5.4% 4.0% 2.9% 0.7% 1,317
Men Partners 19.1% 52.1% 17.1% 5.5% 3.5% 2.2% 0.6% 862

24.9% 48.1% 14.5% 4.1% 4.1% 3.3% 1.1% 366
Millennial Partners – All 21.6% 40.5% 22.4% 2.6% 6.0% 6.0% 0.9% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 17.7% 41.2% 27.9% 1.5% 7.4% 4.4% 0.0% 68

24.4% 40.0% 15.6% 4.4% 4.4% 8.9% 2.2% 45
Gen X Partners – All 14.5% 50.0% 19.7% 6.8% 4.1% 3.8% 1.1% 614
Gen X Partners – Men 11.3% 52.2% 21.5% 7.0% 3.5% 3.5% 1.1% 372

20.6% 49.5% 16.4% 5.1% 4.7% 2.3% 1.4% 214
27.8% 52.9% 10.5% 4.3% 3.1% 1.2% 0.2% 514
26.1% 54.5% 10.6% 4.8% 3.0% 0.8% 0.3% 398
34.3% 47.6% 10.5% 1.9% 2.9% 2.9% 0.0% 105
19.4% 51.3% 18.1% 3.1% 4.4% 3.8% 0.0% 160
21.4% 48.9% 16.3% 5.7% 4.0% 2.8% 0.9% 953
17.7% 53.9% 16.7% 5.9% 3.4% 2.5% 0.0% 204

New York City Partners 25.0% 43.9% 16.5% 6.1% 3.7% 4.3% 0.6% 164
Non-New York City Partners 20.2% 51.2% 16.3% 5.2% 3.8% 2.6% 0.7% 1,106
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Question 36. Gender

Partner Subset Male  
(%)

 
(%)

I do not identify as 
 

(%)

I identify as 
transgender  

(%)

I prefer not to 
respond  

(%)
Total N

Partners – All 68.0% 28.8% 0.0% 0.1% 3.2% 1,280
Men Partners 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 870

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 368
Millennial Partners – All 58.6% 38.8% 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 68

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 45
Gen X Partners – All 60.8% 34.6% 0.0% 0.0% 4.5% 618
Gen X Partners – Men 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 376

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 214
77.3% 20.6% 0.0% 0.2% 1.9% 519

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 401
0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 107
68.0% 29.5% 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 156
67.2% 29.3% 0.0% 0.0% 3.4% 931
71.5% 25.4% 0.0% 0.5% 2.6% 193

New York City Partners 66.5% 30.5% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 167
Non-New York City Partners 68.2% 28.5% 0.0% 0.1% 3.2% 1,113

Partner Subset Counsel  
(%)

Non-equity partner  
(%)

Equity partner  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 3.4% 35.0% 61.6% 1,280
Men Partners 3.1% 31.7% 65.2% 870

3.3% 42.9% 53.8% 368
Millennial Partners – All 5.2% 78.5% 16.4% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 7.4% 79.4% 13.2% 68

2.2% 77.8% 20.0% 45
Gen X Partners – All 3.4% 36.6% 60.0% 618
Gen X Partners – Men 2.9% 33.8% 63.3% 376

4.2% 41.6% 54.2% 214
2.7% 22.7% 74.6% 519
2.2% 21.0% 76.8% 401
1.9% 29.9% 68.2% 107
9.6% 16.0% 74.4% 156
2.8% 36.6% 60.6% 931
1.0% 42.5% 56.5% 193

New York City Partners 3.0% 32.9% 64.1% 167
Non-New York City Partners 3.4% 35.3% 61.3% 1,113
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Partner Subset
White or 

Caucasian  
(%)

Black or 
African 

 
 (%)

Hispanic or 
Latino  

(%)

Asian or Asian 
 

(%)

Indian or 
Alaska Native 

(%)

Native 
Hawaiian or 

Islander (%)

races  
(%)

I prefer not to 
respond  

(%)
Total N

Partners – All 86.8% 0.9% 2.8% 2.7% 0.1% 0.0% 1.3% 5.4% 1,280
Men Partners 91.0% 0.2% 2.4% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 3.2% 870

84.0% 2.7% 4.1% 4.9% 0.3% 0.0% 1.4% 2.7% 368
Millennial Partners – All 85.3% 3.5% 0.9% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 3.5% 3.5% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 91.2% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 4.4% 1.5% 68

82.2% 8.9% 2.2% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 45
Gen X Partners – All 82.2% 1.1% 4.5% 3.6% 0.2% 0.0% 1.6% 6.8% 618
Gen X Partners – Men 87.8% 0.5% 4.3% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 4.0% 376

79.0% 2.3% 5.6% 6.5% 0.5% 0.0% 1.9% 4.2% 214
92.1% 0.2% 1.4% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 4.2% 519

Men 93.8% 0.0% 1.3% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 2.7% 401

94.4% 0.9% 1.9% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 107

85.9% 2.6% 0.6% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 4.5% 156

86.9% 0.5% 3.0% 2.6% 0.1% 0.0% 0.9% 6.0% 931
87.1% 1.6% 3.6% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 3.1% 193

New York City Partners 84.4% 1.2% 1.8% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 6.6% 167
Non-New York City Partners 87.2% 0.9% 3.0% 2.3% 0.1% 0.0% 1.4% 5.2% 1,113

Question 40. Marital status

Partner Subset Married  
(%)

 
 

(%)
divorced 

(%)
with a partner  

(%)

I prefer not to 
respond  

(%)
Total N

Partners – All 87.4% 3.1% 4.6% 1.3% 3.5% 1,272
Men Partners 92.3% 1.7% 3.8% 0.8% 1.4% 866

80.8% 6.9% 6.9% 2.8% 2.8% 364
Millennial Partners – All 85.3% 8.6% 1.7% 0.9% 3.5% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 91.2% 5.9% 1.5% 0.0% 1.5% 68

80.0% 13.3% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 45
Gen X Partners – All 87.3% 3.6% 4.4% 1.1% 3.6% 614
Gen X Partners – Men 91.7% 2.1% 4.0% 0.5% 1.6% 373

83.6% 6.6% 5.6% 2.4% 1.9% 213
87.8% 1.6% 5.4% 1.6% 3.7% 516
93.0% 0.8% 4.0% 1.0% 1.3% 401
75.0% 4.8% 11.5% 3.9% 4.8% 104
87.2% 4.5% 3.9% 1.3% 3.2% 156
86.9% 3.1% 4.8% 1.3% 3.9% 923
90.2% 2.1% 4.2% 1.6% 2.1% 193

New York City Partners 83.2% 5.4% 5.4% 0.6% 5.4% 167
Non-New York City Partners 88.1% 2.8% 4.4% 1.5% 3.3% 1,105
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Question 41. Children

Partner Subset None  
(%)

One  
(%)

Two  
(%)

More than two  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 11.1% 10.7% 46.7% 31.6% 1,255
Men Partners 6.5% 8.7% 47.9% 36.9% 862

22.0% 15.2% 43.0% 19.8% 363
Millennial Partners – All 25.7% 23.0% 34.5% 16.8% 113
Millennial Partners – Men 19.4% 16.4% 41.8% 22.4% 67

36.4% 31.8% 22.7% 9.1% 44
Gen X Partners – All 13.1% 9.5% 48.9% 28.5% 603
Gen X Partners – Men 7.8% 8.4% 50.3% 33.5% 370

22.2% 10.9% 46.2% 20.8% 212
5.7% 9.4% 47.1% 37.9% 512
3.0% 7.8% 47.0% 42.3% 400

16.2% 16.2% 45.7% 21.9% 105
11.6% 11.0% 46.5% 31.0% 155
11.4% 11.0% 46.9% 30.7% 909
8.9% 8.9% 46.1% 36.1% 191

New York City Partners 15.7% 10.2% 49.4% 24.7% 166
Non-New York City Partners 10.4% 10.7% 46.3% 32.6% 1,089

Question 42. City where you practice

Partner Subset New York City   
(%)

Non-New York City  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 13.1% 86.9% 1,280
Men Partners 12.8% 87.2% 870

13.9% 86.1% 368
Millennial Partners – All 10.3% 89.7% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 7.4% 92.7% 68

15.6% 84.4% 45
Gen X Partners – All 11.5% 88.5% 618
Gen X Partners – Men 11.2% 88.8% 376

11.7% 88.3% 214
15.4% 84.6% 519
15.2% 84.8% 401
16.8% 83.2% 107
30.8% 69.2% 156
12.1% 87.9% 931
3.1% 96.9% 193

New York City Partners 100.0% 0.0% 167
Non-New York City Partners 0.0% 100.0% 1,113



101 Multiple Generations in Law Firms: Working Together

Partner Subset Less than 100  
(%)

101–250  
(%)

251–500  
(%)

501–1000  
(%)

1001–1500  
(%)

More than 1500 
(%) Total N

Partners – All 1.1% 6.9% 28.2% 51.5% 2.5% 9.8% 1,280
Men Partners 0.8% 6.7% 29.0% 51.3% 2.3% 10.0% 870

1.9% 7.6% 26.1% 51.1% 3.3% 10.1% 368
Millennial Partners – All 0.0% 5.2% 23.3% 57.8% 2.6% 11.2% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 0.0% 5.9% 23.5% 52.9% 4.4% 13.2% 68

0.0% 4.4% 20.0% 66.7% 0.0% 8.9% 45
Gen X Partners – All 1.3% 7.3% 27.4% 51.3% 2.4% 10.4% 618
Gen X Partners – Men 1.6% 7.2% 27.1% 50.8% 2.1% 11.2% 376

0.9% 7.5% 28.0% 50.9% 3.3% 9.4% 214
1.2% 6.7% 29.7% 50.7% 2.7% 9.1% 519
0.3% 6.2% 30.9% 51.9% 2.2% 8.5% 401
4.7% 9.4% 24.3% 44.9% 4.7% 12.2% 107
0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 46.2% 6.4% 22.4% 156
0.6% 0.3% 23.9% 63.1% 2.4% 9.8% 931
4.2% 44.0% 51.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 193

New York City Partners 0.6% 4.8% 28.1% 41.3% 10.2% 15.0% 167
Non-New York City Partners 1.2% 7.2% 28.2% 53.0% 1.4% 9.1% 1,113

Partner Subset Less than 50  
(%)

51–100  
(%)

101–250  
(%)

More than 250  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 30.5% 31.3% 26.0% 12.2% 1,280

Men Partners 29.7% 31.3% 27.1% 12.0% 870

31.5% 32.3% 22.8% 13.3% 368
Millennial Partners – All 24.1% 39.7% 19.8% 16.4% 116
Millennial Partners – Men 32.4% 35.3% 16.2% 16.2% 68

13.3% 44.4% 24.4% 17.8% 45
Gen X Partners – All 33.8% 31.7% 23.6% 10.8% 618
Gen X Partners – Men 31.7% 31.9% 24.5% 12.0% 376

36.5% 31.8% 22.4% 9.4% 214
27.6% 29.1% 30.8% 12.5% 519
26.7% 30.2% 32.2% 11.0% 401
29.9% 28.0% 23.4% 18.7% 107
14.1% 26.9% 14.7% 44.2% 156
34.4% 33.9% 22.3% 9.3% 931
24.9% 22.3% 52.9% 0.0% 193

New York City Partners 4.2% 28.7% 39.5% 27.5% 167
Non-New York City Partners 34.4% 31.7% 24.0% 9.9% 1,113
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Question 48. Main practice area

Partner Subset Aviation  
(%)

Appellate  
Law  
(%)

Dispute 
Resolution  

(%)

Finance  
(%)

Bankruptcy 
(%) Corporate  

(%) Constitutional 
(%)

Energy  
(%)

 
(%)

General 
Practice  

(%)

Partners – All 0.0% 1.8% 0.3% 5.7% 2.2% 15.8% 0.0% 1.7% 0.3% 0.5%
Men Partners 0.0% 1.3% 0.1% 5.3% 2.8% 17.2% 0.0% 1.6% 0.4% 0.5%

0.0% 3.2% 0.6% 7.3% 1.2% 11.3% 0.0% 1.5% 0.3% 0.6%
Millennial Partners – All 0.0% 3.7% 0.0% 9.2% 0.9% 13.8% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Millennial Partners – Men 0.0% 4.6% 0.0% 10.8% 1.5% 15.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Millennial Partners – 0.0% 2.4% 0.0% 7.1% 0.0% 11.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Gen X Partners – All 0.0% 2.1% 0.5% 5.6% 2.4% 16.0% 0.0% 1.6% 0.5% 0.4%
Gen X Partners – Men 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 5.9% 2.8% 17.7% 0.0% 1.1% 0.6% 0.0%

0.0% 2.0% 1.0% 5.5% 2.0% 10.9% 0.0% 2.5% 0.5% 1.0%

– All 0.0% 1.2% 0.2% 5.2% 2.4% 15.9% 0.0% 1.8% 0.2% 0.8%

– Men 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 3.9% 3.1% 16.9% 0.0% 2.1% 0.3% 1.0%

0.0% 6.1% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 12.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

0.0% 2.0% 0.7% 8.8% 1.4% 17.0% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 1.4%

Partners at National 0.0% 2.1% 0.3% 5.7% 2.5% 15.8% 0.0% 1.5% 0.5% 0.3%

Partners at Regional 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 3.3% 1.6% 14.8% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 0.6%

New York City Partners 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.7% 2.0% 20.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.7%
Non-New York City 
Partners 0.0% 2.1% 0.4% 4.9% 2.3% 15.1% 0.0% 1.9% 0.3% 0.5%

(continued)
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Question 48. Main practice area

Partner Subset

(%)

Intellectual 
Property  

(%)

International 
Law  
(%)

Labor and 

(%)

Litigation  
(%) Land Use  

(%)

 
(%) Estates  

(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Partners – All 6.5% 9.3% 0.6% 5.4% 28.8% 10.3% 3.2% 2.4% 5.0% 1,203
Men Partners 5.8% 9.3% 0.6% 5.1% 29.6% 10.1% 3.4% 2.3% 4.8% 831

8.4% 9.3% 0.6% 6.1% 26.7% 11.6% 3.2% 2.6% 5.8% 345
Millennial Partners – All 5.5% 9.2% 0.0% 4.6% 38.5% 9.2% 2.8% 0.9% 0.9% 109
Millennial Partners – Men 6.2% 10.8% 0.0% 1.5% 40.0% 6.2% 1.5% 1.5% 0.0% 65
Millennial Partners – 4.8% 7.1% 0.0% 7.1% 38.1% 14.3% 4.8% 0.0% 2.4% 42

Gen X Partners – All 5.9% 11.1% 0.7% 4.7% 29.6% 8.9% 3.1% 1.9% 5.0% 575
Gen X Partners – Men 5.9% 10.7% 0.6% 4.5% 30.1% 8.2% 2.8% 1.7% 5.3% 356

5.9% 11.4% 1.0% 5.5% 28.7% 10.9% 4.0% 2.5% 5.0% 202

– All 7.0% 7.2% 0.6% 6.2% 26.6% 12.7% 3.4% 3.0% 5.4% 497

– Men 5.4% 7.7% 0.8% 5.9% 28.2% 13.1% 4.1% 2.6% 4.9% 390

14.1% 6.1% 0.0% 7.1% 18.2% 12.1% 1.0% 4.0% 8.1% 99

4.1% 17.7% 0.0% 2.0% 25.2% 5.4% 7.5% 0.0% 4.8% 147

Partners at National 6.0% 9.1% 0.8% 5.7% 28.3% 10.9% 2.9% 2.9% 4.8% 873

Partners at Regional 10.9% 3.8% 0.0% 6.6% 34.4% 11.5% 1.6% 2.2% 6.0% 183

New York City Partners 4.6% 12.3% 0.0% 2.0% 20.8% 12.3% 6.5% 0.0% 5.8% 154
Non-New York City 
Partners 6.8% 8.9% 0.7% 5.9% 30.0% 10.0% 2.8% 2.8% 4.9% 1,049

(continued from previous page)
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Associate Subset Salary  
(%)

Interesting  
work  
(%)

 
(%)

Pro bono 
opportunities  

(%)
 

(%)
working for  

prestigious law 

Possibility for 
 

(%)

Diversity  
 

(%)

Associates – All 68.0% 58.8% 70.1% 11.0% 9.3% 25.3% 27.6% 10.0%
Men Associates 72.8% 62.6% 71.6% 8.8% 8.3% 29.8% 28.4% 6.2%

65.3% 57.1% 71.4% 13.4% 9.8% 24.1% 27.2% 11.7%
White or Caucasian Associates 71.1% 60.6% 70.9% 12.0% 8.4% 28.4% 26.7% 5.8%

Associates 50.0% 64.3% 75.0% 0.0% 14.3% 17.9% 17.9% 32.1%

72.0% 48.0% 78.0% 10.0% 14.0% 18.0% 38.0% 22.0%

Associates 66.2% 52.3% 78.5% 7.7% 6.2% 26.2% 36.9% 13.9%

Two or More Races Associates 71.0% 58.1% 67.7% 0.0% 16.1% 32.3% 22.6% 12.9%
Associates Aspiring to Partner 70.5% 61.4% 72.7% 5.1% 7.3% 20.7% 40.9% 9.9%

Associates Not Aspiring to 

Years
66.8% 56.9% 69.2% 14.8% 10.5% 29.2% 18.4% 9.8%

67.9% 69.1% 75.9% 15.5% 11.9% 34.2% 19.9% 7.1%

68.7% 54.4% 66.8% 9.9% 7.3% 23.0% 29.5% 11.4%
64.8% 53.1% 71.1% 3.9% 11.7% 13.3% 39.1% 10.9%

New York City Associates 62.1% 64.1% 75.8% 20.2% 9.6% 26.8% 25.8% 8.1%
Non-New York City Associates 70.8% 58.1% 70.1% 8.6% 9.2% 26.4% 28.2% 10.2%

(continued)

Associate Subset
Geographic  

location  
(%)

work-life balance 
(%)

 

parental leave, etc.  
(%)

Financial stability 
 

(%)
 

(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 42.8% 34.5% 9.6% 20.1% 0.6% 4.5% 1,078
Men Associates 46.6% 29.1% 5.9% 22.7% 0.7% 4.0% 423

39.6% 39.1% 14.1% 18.3% 0.7% 4.7% 427
White or Caucasian Associates 43.1% 35.6% 9.7% 20.9% 0.8% 4.2% 640

Associates 32.1% 14.3% 14.3% 14.3% 0.0% 10.7% 28

38.0% 40.0% 10.0% 22.0% 0.0% 2.0% 50

Associates 44.6% 36.9% 15.4% 21.5% 1.5% 3.1% 65

Two or More Races Associates 45.2% 22.6% 3.2% 12.9% 0.0% 6.5% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner 40.7% 32.3% 9.3% 24.8% 0.5% 4.0% 396

Associates Not Aspiring to 

Years
45.4% 36.8% 9.8% 18.0% 0.5% 4.5% 582

39.3% 17.6% 8.0% 21.1% 1.2% 3.3% 336

41.2% 41.0% 9.8% 18.6% 0.3% 5.9% 614
59.4% 47.7% 12.5% 25.0% 0.0% 0.8% 128

New York City Associates 32.3% 34.3% 7.6% 18.7% 1.0% 3.5% 198
Non-New York City Associates 46.0% 34.8% 10.3% 20.5% 0.6% 4.5% 706
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Associate Subset Strongly agree  
(%)

 
(%)

Neutral  
(%) (%)

Strongly disagree 
(%) Total N

Associates – All 29.2% 43.3% 19.2% 6.4% 2.0% 1,059
Men Associates 34.3% 45.6% 13.9% 5.0% 1.2% 417

27.5% 42.5% 21.5% 6.4% 2.2% 419
White or Caucasian Associates 31.6% 44.6% 16.8% 5.9% 1.1% 626

28.6% 46.4% 21.4% 3.6% 0.0% 28
34.7% 44.9% 14.3% 4.1% 2.0% 49
24.6% 49.2% 20.0% 4.6% 1.5% 65

Two or More Races Associates 35.5% 35.5% 16.1% 6.5% 6.5% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 41.4% 47.6% 8.2% 1.8% 1.0% 391

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 20.9% 41.7% 26.5% 8.3% 2.6% 569

31.6% 44.5% 16.3% 6.4% 1.2% 326
28.3% 42.5% 20.8% 6.3% 2.1% 607
27.0% 43.7% 19.1% 7.1% 3.2% 126

New York City Associates 23.7% 43.8% 21.1% 9.8% 1.6% 194
Non-New York City Associates 31.4% 44.0% 18.0% 4.6% 2.0% 694

Associate Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 83.5% 16.5% 1,058
Men Associates 87.9% 12.1% 422

82.9% 17.1% 426
White or Caucasian Associates 85.5% 14.6% 639

85.7% 14.3% 28
92.0% 8.0% 50
81.3% 18.8% 64

Two or More Races Associates 80.7% 19.4% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 86.3% 13.7% 395

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 82.1% 17.9% 580

92.5% 7.6% 331
81.1% 18.9% 603
71.0% 29.0% 124

New York City Associates 84.8% 15.2% 197
Non-New York City Associates 84.1% 15.9% 705
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Question 4.  If yes, how valuable is the training?

Associate Subset Not at all valuable 
(%)

2  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

4  
(%) (%) Total N

Associates – All 2.3% 10.2% 32.0% 39.7% 15.9% 925
Men Associates 1.6% 11.3% 32.1% 40.5% 14.5% 380

2.4% 8.0% 32.3% 38.9% 18.4% 375
White or Caucasian Associates 2.1% 9.6% 31.3% 40.7% 16.3% 572

0.0% 8.0% 36.0% 48.0% 8.0% 25
2.2% 8.7% 34.8% 37.0% 17.4% 46
1.9% 5.6% 27.8% 44.4% 20.4% 54

Two or More Races Associates 0.0% 11.1% 44.4% 25.9% 18.5% 27
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 1.7% 6.5% 31.4% 39.7% 20.7% 353

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 2.8% 13.3% 33.3% 38.4% 12.3% 505

0.3% 9.3% 29.5% 44.9% 16.0% 312
3.5% 11.7% 34.2% 35.1% 15.6% 521
2.2% 4.4% 28.3% 47.8% 17.4% 92

New York City Associates 0.0% 11.6% 35.3% 41.0% 12.1% 173
Non-New York City Associates 2.9% 9.9% 31.7% 38.8% 16.7% 624

Associate Subset Yes  
(%)

No 
(%) Total N

Associates – All 66.6% 33.4% 1,029
Men Associates 68.7% 31.3% 419

67.1% 32.9% 423
White or Caucasian Associates 68.0% 32.0% 631

71.4% 28.6% 28
74.0% 26.0% 50
64.6% 35.4% 65

Two or More Races Associates 67.7% 32.3% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 77.2% 22.8% 391

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 59.3% 40.7% 577

58.4% 41.6% 322
68.6% 31.4% 586
78.5% 21.5% 121

New York City Associates 53.1% 46.9% 196
Non-New York City Associates 70.8% 29.2% 698
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Question 6.  If yes, how valuable is the training?

Associate Subset Not at all valuable 
(%)

2  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

4  
(%) (%) Total N

Associates – All 6.0% 13.0% 43.2% 28.2% 9.6% 748
Men Associates 5.5% 13.3% 41.8% 29.5% 10.0% 309

5.5% 11.6% 45.5% 27.1% 10.3% 310
White or Caucasian Associates 6.0% 12.0% 43.4% 29.5% 9.0% 465

0.0% 13.0% 34.8% 39.1% 13.0% 23
2.6% 15.4% 43.6% 23.1% 15.4% 39
8.7% 10.9% 41.3% 30.4% 8.7% 46

Two or More Races Associates 4.6% 18.2% 50.0% 9.1% 18.2% 22
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 2.2% 7.8% 43.3% 32.9% 13.8% 319

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 9.1% 16.9% 43.5% 24.5% 6.0% 384

8.2% 15.9% 41.1% 29.5% 5.3% 207
6.1% 11.8% 45.9% 26.6% 9.6% 440
1.0% 11.9% 35.6% 32.7% 18.8% 101

New York City Associates 8.7% 13.0% 43.5% 28.7% 6.1% 115
Non-New York City Associates 5.4% 13.1% 42.7% 27.9% 10.9% 534

Associate Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 37.1% 62.9% 1,002
Men Associates 45.8% 54.2% 413

31.8% 68.2% 418
White or Caucasian Associates 39.6% 60.4% 626

25.0% 75.0% 28
43.8% 56.3% 48
42.2% 57.8% 64

Two or More Races Associates 24.1% 75.9% 29
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 44.3% 55.7% 388

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 32.6% 67.4% 567

49.0% 51.0% 312
32.1% 67.9% 574
30.2% 69.8% 116

New York City Associates 41.5% 58.6% 193
Non-New York City Associates 36.8% 63.2% 690
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Question 8.  If yes, how valuable is the training?

Associate Subset Not at all valuable 
(%)

2  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

4  
(%) (%) Total N

Associates – All 11.2% 10.1% 41.5% 29.7% 7.6% 475
Men Associates 7.5% 10.2% 46.5% 27.9% 8.0% 226

13.0% 8.5% 37.9% 33.3% 7.3% 177
White or Caucasian Associates 9.2% 7.9% 43.6% 32.5% 6.9% 305

0.0% 22.2% 44.4% 33.3% 0.0% 9
14.8% 14.8% 40.7% 18.5% 11.1% 27
8.6% 8.6% 42.9% 31.4% 8.6% 35

Two or More Races Associates 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 20.0% 20.0% 10
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 6.2% 10.1% 40.2% 33.0% 10.5% 209

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 14.7% 10.6% 43.3% 26.5% 4.9% 245

6.4% 10.4% 43.4% 31.2% 8.7% 173
15.1% 9.7% 39.5% 29.1% 6.6% 258
6.8% 11.4% 45.5% 27.3% 9.1% 44

New York City Associates 6.6% 9.9% 47.3% 28.6% 7.7% 91
Non-New York City Associates 11.8% 9.7% 41.7% 29.6% 7.3% 331

Question 9.  In what areas do you wish you had been trained early in your career? (Select all that apply.)

Associate Subset

Basic 
technology  
(Excel, Power-

Point, etc.)  
(%)

Business 

(%) (%)

Financial 
literacy  

(%)

Legal  
technology skills 
(e-discovery, contract 

analysis, etc.)  
(%)

Managing  
 

(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 17.0% 53.7% 28.1% 42.0% 33.5% 34.9% 6.8% 929
Men Associates 15.5% 56.5% 26.7% 39.1% 33.2% 34.7% 7.3% 386

18.2% 50.0% 29.6% 45.4% 35.2% 35.2% 6.6% 412
White or Caucasian Associates 17.3% 51.9% 26.7% 42.1% 34.5% 34.7% 6.8% 603

Associates 7.7% 69.2% 26.9% 34.6% 26.9% 46.2% 15.4% 26

14.6% 43.8% 18.8% 50.0% 33.3% 29.2% 10.4% 48
21.7% 55.0% 48.3% 50.0% 35.0% 33.3% 6.7% 60

Two or More Races Associates 10.7% 57.1% 35.7% 35.7% 35.7% 35.7% 0.0% 28
Associates Aspiring to Partner at 12.9% 57.3% 23.9% 39.0% 29.8% 34.7% 5.7% 372

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 19.9% 51.0% 31.0% 44.4% 36.3% 35.2% 7.7% 549

19.7% 48.8% 27.7% 48.4% 31.9% 38.3% 4.2% 285
16.7% 56.3% 29.5% 38.8% 35.3% 32.7% 8.1% 533
11.7% 54.1% 22.5% 40.5% 28.8% 36.9% 7.2% 111

New York City Associates 22.3% 51.1% 33.0% 57.5% 30.3% 38.8% 3.7% 188
Non-New York City Associates 15.2% 54.5% 26.9% 38.3% 35.6% 34.5% 7.8% 663
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Associate Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 77.3% 22.7% 982
Men Associates 77.3% 22.7% 423

80.4% 19.6% 424
White or Caucasian Associates 77.6% 22.5% 637

92.9% 7.1% 28
94.0% 6.0% 50
78.5% 21.5% 65

Two or More Races Associates 87.1% 12.9% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 88.6% 11.5% 393

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 69.7% 30.3% 581

72.8% 27.2% 305
77.9% 22.1% 561
86.2% 13.8% 116

New York City Associates 68.2% 31.8% 198
Non-New York City Associates 80.2% 19.8% 703

Associate Subset  
(%)

The relationship 
developed out of 
working together  

(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 34.4% 58.9% 6.8% 814
Men Associates 35.2% 59.9% 4.9% 349

33.6% 57.7% 8.7% 366
White or Caucasian Associates 35.1% 58.1% 6.7% 535

32.0% 48.0% 20.0% 25
40.4% 55.3% 4.3% 47
25.9% 72.2% 1.9% 54

Two or More Races Associates 32.1% 53.6% 14.3% 28
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 33.1% 61.7% 5.2% 363

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 35.7% 56.4% 7.9% 445

34.3% 59.3% 6.5% 248
30.9% 61.8% 7.3% 463
50.5% 44.7% 4.8% 103

New York City Associates 33.1% 58.3% 8.6% 151
Non-New York City Associates 34.8% 58.8% 6.3% 600
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Question 13. In 10 years, what job would you like to have?

Associate Subset
Partner at 

 
(%)

Partner at 
 

(%)

associate or 
counsel at  

 
(%)

Solo practitioner 
(%)

In-house  
counsel  

(%)

Non-legal 
(business) 

position at a 
 

(%)

service 
(prosecutor, 

regulator, or aide to 
 

(%)

Teaching law  
(%)

Associates – All 40.5% 3.5% 3.2% 0.1% 12.3% 3.6% 4.5% 1.6%
Men Associates 46.2% 3.8% 2.9% 0.2% 10.0% 3.1% 5.7% 1.0%

38.6% 2.6% 4.0% 0.0% 14.1% 3.5% 3.5% 2.1%
White or Caucasian Associates 42.1% 3.0% 3.2% 0.0% 12.0% 3.2% 5.5% 1.9%

Associates 46.4% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0% 10.7% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0%

60.0% 2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 8.0% 2.0% 0.0% 4.0%

Associates 40.0% 4.6% 4.6% 0.0% 12.3% 6.2% 1.5% 0.0%

Two or More Races Associates 35.5% 0.0% 6.5% 0.0% 12.9% 3.2% 3.2% 0.0%
Associates Aspiring to Partner 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Associates Not Aspiring to 

Years
0.0% 5.8% 5.3% 0.2% 20.6% 6.0% 7.6% 2.8%

33.9% 2.3% 4.0% 0.0% 13.5% 5.3% 7.9% 2.0%

40.4% 4.1% 3.2% 0.2% 12.5% 2.9% 3.4% 1.6%
58.3% 3.5% 0.9% 0.0% 7.8% 2.6% 0.9% 0.9%

New York City Associates 26.9% 4.1% 3.1% 0.0% 15.2% 5.6% 8.6% 2.5%
Non-New York City Associates 45.2% 3.3% 3.3% 0.1% 10.8% 3.0% 3.7% 1.6%

(continued)

Associate Subset
Lawyer at a  

 
(%)

Judge  
(%)

 
 

(%)

Retired  
(%)

I don’t know  
(%)

Other 
 (%) Total N

Associates – All 1.8% 2.4% 3.0% 1.3% 21.1% 1.2% 978
Men Associates 0.7% 2.6% 4.3% 1.2% 17.1% 1.2% 420

3.1% 2.4% 1.7% 0.9% 22.1% 1.4% 425
White or Caucasian Associates 1.4% 2.8% 3.3% 1.4% 19.2% 1.1% 635

Associates 0.0% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0% 17.9% 3.6% 28

0.0% 2.0% 6.0% 0.0% 14.0% 0.0% 50

Associates 7.7% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 1.5% 65

Two or More Races Associates 0.0% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 32.3% 3.2% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 396

Associates Not Aspiring to 

Years
3.1% 4.0% 5.0% 2.2% 35.4% 2.1% 582

2.6% 3.0% 2.6% 1.3% 20.4% 1.3% 304

1.6% 2.3% 3.0% 1.3% 22.2% 1.3% 559
0.9% 0.9% 3.5% 1.7% 17.4% 0.9% 115

New York City Associates 4.1% 2.0% 1.5% 0.5% 24.4% 1.5% 197
Non-New York City Associates 1.3% 2.7% 3.4% 1.1% 19.3% 1.1% 701
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Associate Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 72.8% 27.2% 966
Men Associates 80.2% 19.8% 420

70.0% 30.0% 423
White or Caucasian Associates 75.5% 24.5% 632

71.4% 28.6% 28
82.0% 18.0% 50
70.8% 29.2% 65

Two or More Races Associates 80.7% 19.4% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 90.1% 9.9% 393

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 60.8% 39.2% 566

71.0% 29.0% 300
71.3% 28.7% 551
84.4% 15.7% 115

New York City Associates 69.4% 30.6% 196
Non-New York City Associates 74.5% 25.5% 699

Associate Subset Strongly agree  
(%)

 
(%)

Neutral  
(%) (%)

Strongly disagree 
(%) Total N

Associates – All 50.7% 32.3% 10.5% 5.0% 1.6% 970
Men Associates 47.1% 31.4% 13.3% 6.0% 2.1% 420

55.1% 31.8% 8.2% 3.8% 1.2% 425
White or Caucasian Associates 49.8% 32.6% 10.9% 4.9% 1.9% 635

50.0% 39.3% 10.7% 0.0% 0.0% 28
60.0% 26.0% 6.0% 4.0% 4.0% 50
56.9% 26.2% 12.3% 4.6% 0.0% 65

Two or More Races Associates 51.6% 22.6% 12.9% 12.9% 0.0% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 51.9% 31.7% 9.7% 4.9% 1.8% 391

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 50.0% 32.6% 11.2% 4.7% 1.4% 570

45.9% 34.6% 11.6% 6.3% 1.7% 301
53.7% 31.1% 9.8% 4.0% 1.5% 553
49.1% 31.9% 11.2% 6.0% 1.7% 116

New York City Associates 53.1% 28.6% 11.7% 4.1% 2.6% 196
Non-New York City Associates 50.9% 32.6% 10.1% 5.1% 1.3% 703
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business values of your clients?

Associate Subset
Closely  
aligned  

(%)

 
aligned  

(%)

Not aligned  
at all  
(%)

Total N

Associates – All 22.4% 69.6% 8.0% 972
Men Associates 27.1% 65.6% 7.4% 421

18.5% 74.2% 7.3% 426
White or Caucasian Associates 21.9% 71.2% 6.9% 638

10.7% 75.0% 14.3% 28
36.0% 54.0% 10.0% 50
20.3% 71.9% 7.8% 64

Two or More Races Associates 35.5% 61.3% 3.2% 31

Years 32.8% 63.9% 3.3% 393

10 Years 15.2% 73.4% 11.4% 571

19.6% 67.4% 13.0% 301
21.8% 72.3% 6.0% 555
32.8% 62.1% 5.2% 116

New York City Associates 20.7% 68.7% 10.6% 198
Non-New York City Associates 22.8% 69.6% 7.7% 703

Associate Subset
Closely  
aligned  

(%)

 
aligned  

(%)

Not aligned  
at all  
(%)

Total N

Associates - All 37.5% 57.4% 5.0% 972
Men Associates 43.5% 51.8% 4.8% 421

34.6% 61.6% 3.8% 425
White or Caucasian Associates 40.9% 54.2% 4.9% 638

10.7% 85.7% 3.6% 28
48.0% 50.0% 2.0% 50
30.2% 66.7% 3.2% 63

Two or More Races Associates 51.6% 45.2% 3.2% 31

Years 54.2% 45.0% 0.8% 393

10 Years 26.3% 65.9% 7.9% 571

39.3% 55.0% 5.7% 300
34.5% 61.0% 4.5% 556
47.4% 46.6% 6.0% 116

New York City Associates 37.1% 60.4% 2.5% 197
Non-New York City Associates 38.3% 56.1% 5.7% 703
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Associate Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 74.3% 25.7% 969
Men Associates 71.8% 28.2% 419

78.8% 21.2% 425
White or Caucasian Associates 75.9% 24.1% 634

67.9% 32.1% 28
76.0% 24.0% 50
80.0% 20.0% 65

Two or More Races Associates 74.2% 25.8% 31

Years 76.7% 23.3% 390

10 Years 72.6% 27.4% 573

78.9% 21.1% 299
73.1% 26.9% 554
68.1% 31.9% 116

New York City Associates 72.6% 27.4% 197
Non-New York City Associates 75.3% 24.7% 701

Associate Subset  
(%)

2  
(%)

Neutral  
(%)

4  
(%)

 
(%) Total N

Associates – All 1.0% 2.8% 11.1% 40.1% 45.0% 977
Men Associates 1.4% 2.6% 13.0% 47.0% 35.9% 423

0.2% 1.6% 8.0% 34.0% 56.2% 427
White or Caucasian Associates 0.6% 2.0% 10.3% 42.8% 44.2% 640

0.0% 3.6% 14.3% 32.1% 50.0% 28
0.0% 4.0% 8.0% 26.0% 62.0% 50
0.0% 1.5% 9.2% 33.9% 55.4% 65

Two or More Races Associates 3.2% 6.5% 9.7% 38.7% 41.9% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 0.8% 2.5% 9.9% 40.3% 46.6% 395

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 1.2% 3.0% 11.9% 40.0% 44.0% 573

1.3% 2.7% 11.3% 39.1% 45.7% 302
1.1% 2.7% 11.3% 41.0% 43.9% 558
0.0% 3.4% 9.4% 38.5% 48.7% 117

New York City Associates 1.5% 1.5% 12.1% 41.4% 43.4% 198
Non-New York City Associates 0.7% 2.8% 10.5% 39.7% 46.3% 706



116 Multiple Generations in Law Firms: Working Together

Associate Subset Never  
(%)

Occasionally  
(%)

 
(%)

 
(%)

Always  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 2.3% 21.4% 34.8% 37.3% 4.3% 888
Men Associates 2.3% 21.9% 32.0% 38.7% 5.2% 388

2.0% 20.7% 36.9% 37.1% 3.3% 396
White or Caucasian Associates 1.9% 21.0% 33.9% 38.8% 4.4% 587

4.0% 16.0% 56.0% 20.0% 4.0% 25
0.0% 19.2% 31.9% 46.8% 2.1% 47
3.3% 25.0% 31.7% 38.3% 1.7% 60

Two or More Races Associates 0.0% 17.2% 41.4% 31.0% 10.3% 29
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 0.8% 13.7% 37.0% 43.8% 4.7% 365

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 3.3% 26.7% 33.5% 32.4% 4.1% 516

2.2% 22.2% 33.3% 38.7% 3.6% 279
2.4% 21.8% 36.6% 34.6% 4.6% 500
1.8% 17.4% 30.3% 45.9% 4.6% 109

New York City Associates 2.2% 29.1% 31.9% 32.4% 4.4% 182
Non-New York City Associates 2.3% 19.4% 35.7% 38.6% 4.0% 650

Question 21. How long will you be able to sustain your current work schedule?

Associate Subset Less than one year  
(%)

1–3 years  
(%)

3–7 years  
(%)

My entire career  
(%)

I don’t know  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 6.0% 26.1% 17.2% 24.4% 26.4% 967
Men Associates 5.0% 22.3% 18.1% 29.7% 24.9% 421

6.8% 30.3% 16.9% 19.5% 26.5% 426
White or Caucasian Associates 6.1% 26.2% 16.9% 25.2% 25.6% 638

3.6% 25.0% 28.6% 14.3% 28.6% 28
6.0% 16.0% 24.0% 26.0% 28.0% 50
6.3% 28.1% 17.2% 25.0% 23.4% 64

Two or More Races Associates 9.7% 19.4% 19.4% 25.8% 25.8% 31

Years 1.8% 16.0% 17.3% 35.8% 29.2% 394

10 Years 9.0% 33.1% 17.1% 16.4% 24.5% 568

5.4% 28.2% 15.8% 26.2% 24.5% 298
6.5% 25.7% 17.0% 23.0% 27.9% 553
5.2% 22.4% 21.6% 26.7% 24.1% 116

New York City Associates 5.6% 30.5% 12.7% 20.3% 31.0% 197
Non-New York City Associates 6.4% 25.0% 18.8% 25.0% 24.9% 704
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Associate Subset Less than 1 year  
(%)

1–2 years  
(%)

3–5 years  
(%)

More than 5 years  
(%)

I don’t know  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 5.3% 9.1% 11.1% 38.9% 35.6% 964
Men Associates 5.7% 9.3% 10.3% 43.4% 31.3% 419

3.8% 9.2% 14.3% 36.6% 36.2% 426
White or Caucasian Associates 5.2% 9.3% 12.0% 39.3% 34.3% 636

0.0% 10.7% 17.9% 42.9% 28.6% 28
2.0% 2.0% 10.0% 62.0% 24.0% 50
7.8% 7.8% 12.5% 35.9% 35.9% 64

Two or More Races Associates 6.5% 9.7% 12.9% 35.5% 35.5% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current  0.0% 0.5% 2.8% 75.0% 21.7% 392

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at Current  9.0% 15.1% 16.9% 14.1% 44.9% 568

7.0% 14.1% 14.4% 33.9% 30.5% 298
4.6% 8.0% 10.9% 38.4% 38.2% 550
4.3% 1.7% 3.5% 54.3% 36.2% 116

New York City Associates 9.2% 14.3% 15.8% 26.5% 34.2% 196
Non-New York City Associates 4.0% 7.8% 10.7% 42.0% 35.6% 703

Associate Subset Strongly agree  
(%)

 
(%)

Neutral  
(%) disagree  

(%)

Strongly disagree  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 31.8% 25.3% 17.5% 13.9% 11.5% 965
Men Associates 34.7% 25.4% 18.1% 13.1% 8.8% 421

28.5% 25.7% 17.2% 15.1% 13.4% 424
White or Caucasian Associates 30.2% 26.1% 18.1% 14.7% 10.9% 635

35.7% 39.3% 10.7% 14.3% 0.0% 28
46.0% 24.0% 14.0% 4.0% 12.0% 50
33.9% 21.5% 10.8% 18.5% 15.4% 65

Two or More Races Associates 29.0% 22.6% 29.0% 6.5% 12.9% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current  60.3% 30.3% 4.8% 3.6% 1.0% 393

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at Current  12.4% 21.6% 26.3% 21.0% 18.7% 566

26.9% 21.9% 17.9% 18.9% 14.5% 297
33.7% 25.0% 17.2% 13.0% 11.1% 552
35.3% 35.3% 18.1% 5.2% 6.0% 116

New York City Associates 23.5% 20.9% 21.4% 17.4% 16.8% 196
Non-New York City Associates 33.7% 26.2% 16.6% 13.2% 10.4% 703
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Associate Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%)

I don’t know  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 24.1% 35.5% 40.4% 963
Men Associates 18.8% 38.6% 42.6% 420

30.4% 31.8% 37.7% 424
White or Caucasian Associates 24.1% 35.0% 40.9% 635

14.3% 57.1% 28.6% 28
32.0% 34.0% 34.0% 50
29.7% 23.4% 46.9% 64

Two or More Races Associates 25.8% 38.7% 35.5% 31

Years 22.8% 34.5% 42.6% 394

10 Years 24.8% 36.4% 38.8% 564

22.0% 37.8% 40.2% 296
25.6% 34.3% 40.1% 551
22.4% 35.3% 42.2% 116

New York City Associates 17.9% 41.8% 40.3% 196
Non-New York City Associates 25.6% 33.9% 40.5% 702

Associate Subset Strongly agree  
(%)

 
(%)

Neutral  
(%) disagree  

(%)

Strongly disagree  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 21.9% 38.5% 25.7% 10.4% 3.5% 969
Men Associates 22.1% 40.6% 24.0% 10.2% 3.1% 421

20.8% 38.9% 26.2% 11.0% 3.0% 427
White or Caucasian Associates 22.4% 41.3% 23.6% 10.0% 2.7% 639

10.7% 28.6% 39.3% 14.3% 7.1% 28
28.0% 38.0% 18.0% 12.0% 4.0% 50
17.2% 39.1% 28.1% 9.4% 6.3% 64

Two or More Races Associates 22.6% 29.0% 32.3% 12.9% 3.2% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current  29.4% 42.4% 19.8% 6.6% 1.8% 394

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at Current  16.7% 36.1% 29.6% 12.9% 4.8% 568

25.6% 40.4% 23.6% 7.7% 2.7% 297
20.5% 38.0% 25.9% 11.9% 3.8% 556
19.0% 36.2% 30.2% 10.3% 4.3% 116

New York City Associates 24.9% 36.6% 21.3% 12.2% 5.1% 197
Non-New York City Associates 21.0% 39.0% 26.4% 10.6% 3.0% 705
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Associate Subset
The intellectual 

challenge  
(%)

My practice area  
(%)

Associates with 
 

(%)

The pay and 
 

(%)

My work  
schedule  

(%)

Partner or 
partners for 

 
(%)

Prestige of  
 

(%)

Associates – All 62.5% 48.8% 43.2% 65.6% 17.7% 44.9% 27.2%
Men Associates 62.3% 48.1% 41.7% 69.9% 16.1% 45.5% 28.4%

63.9% 50.4% 45.9% 63.7% 19.4% 46.4% 27.4%
White or Caucasian Associates 65.3% 48.1% 44.5% 68.9% 18.0% 46.6% 28.0%

50.0% 57.1% 35.7% 53.6% 10.7% 46.4% 25.0%
52.0% 40.0% 38.0% 66.0% 26.0% 50.0% 28.0%
55.4% 53.9% 43.1% 58.5% 21.5% 52.3% 30.8%

Two or More Races Associates 70.0% 50.0% 56.7% 80.0% 6.7% 30.0% 30.0%
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 66.8% 56.8% 40.1% 61.4% 19.5% 57.8% 26.5%

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 59.4% 43.1% 45.3% 68.5% 16.4% 36.0% 27.8%

67.7% 42.8% 51.5% 78.1% 10.4% 38.0% 36.4%
60.4% 50.9% 39.9% 62.1% 19.2% 46.5% 22.0%
58.8% 54.4% 36.8% 50.0% 29.0% 55.3% 28.1%

New York City Associates 64.1% 46.5% 47.5% 74.2% 17.7% 39.4% 27.3%
Non-New York City Associates 62.4% 49.2% 42.1% 64.4% 17.9% 46.9% 27.6%

(continued)

Associate Subset colleagues  
(%)

Recognition I  
receive for doing a 

good job  
(%)

Opportunities for 
 

(%)

Clients with  
 

(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 4.5% 16.5% 17.2% 18.2% 2.7% 957
Men Associates 4.0% 16.8% 19.2% 17.8% 2.8% 422

4.7% 17.6% 15.7% 17.3% 2.8% 427
White or Caucasian Associates 3.1% 16.6% 15.5% 16.1% 2.7% 640

10.7% 14.3% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 28
6.0% 14.0% 30.0% 30.0% 2.0% 50
12.3% 21.5% 27.7% 16.9% 3.1% 65

Two or More Races Associates 6.7% 20.0% 23.3% 16.7% 0.0% 30
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 5.7% 17.5% 26.2% 22.9% 2.3% 389

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 3.7% 15.7% 11.2% 15.0% 3.0% 561

2.4% 12.1% 15.8% 13.5% 3.0% 297
5.5% 18.1% 16.7% 20.2% 2.4% 546
5.3% 20.2% 23.7% 21.1% 3.5% 114

New York City Associates 5.1% 14.1% 13.6% 12.1% 3.0% 198
Non-New York City Associates 4.4% 17.3% 18.0% 19.7% 2.7% 704
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Associate Subset  
(%)

My practice area  
(%)

Lack of control 

schedule  
(%)

Lack of control 

 
(%)

Associates with 
 

(%)

Partner or partners 

(%)

Lack of diversity of 
 

(%)

Associates – All 53.4% 4.0% 56.8% 31.0% 2.0% 9.1% 16.8%
Men Associates 56.8% 4.1% 56.6% 30.9% 1.0% 9.8% 9.1%

53.0% 3.3% 58.6% 29.6% 2.8% 8.3% 25.3%
White or Caucasian Associates 55.3% 3.0% 57.7% 32.0% 1.7% 8.9% 13.0%

Associates 57.1% 10.7% 46.4% 17.9% 3.6% 3.6% 64.3%

50.0% 4.0% 54.0% 22.0% 2.0% 6.0% 26.0%

Associates 47.7% 4.6% 53.9% 29.2% 4.6% 12.3% 24.6%

Two or More Races Associates 51.6% 6.5% 67.7% 22.6% 0.0% 6.5% 25.8%
Associates Aspiring to Partner 53.7% 1.0% 49.0% 21.6% 1.3% 3.9% 14.3%

Associates Not Aspiring to 

Years
53.3% 6.1% 61.9% 37.6% 2.5% 12.7% 18.3%

58.8% 2.0% 67.9% 31.1% 2.7% 6.8% 17.2%

50.8% 5.4% 52.7% 30.9% 1.9% 10.7% 18.1%
51.4% 2.7% 46.9% 31.5% 0.9% 7.2% 9.0%

New York City Associates 55.6% 3.0% 68.7% 34.9% 2.0% 8.1% 19.2%
Non-New York City Associates 54.0% 4.2% 54.2% 30.3% 2.0% 9.6% 16.0%

(continued)

Associate Subset  
(%)

 
(%)

Business 

 
(%)

Clients with 
 

(%)

Nothing  
(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 37.7% 11.2% 15.2% 5.1% 5.4% 7.5% 948
Men Associates 32.6% 8.6% 16.1% 5.3% 6.5% 8.6% 417

42.6% 12.1% 16.1% 4.5% 4.3% 6.4% 423
White or Caucasian Associates 38.0% 9.4% 16.6% 5.1% 4.8% 7.8% 631

57.1% 17.9% 3.6% 0.0% 7.1% 3.6% 28
38.0% 8.0% 12.0% 4.0% 8.0% 8.0% 50
26.2% 16.9% 18.5% 9.2% 6.2% 4.6% 65

Two or More Races Associates 29.0% 3.2% 19.4% 0.0% 6.5% 6.5% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 33.3% 9.1% 16.2% 2.1% 9.6% 6.0% 384

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 40.8% 12.7% 14.5% 7.2% 2.5% 8.4% 559

39.2% 1.4% 13.2% 8.5% 4.7% 5.7% 296
37.9% 12.9% 16.3% 3.3% 5.4% 8.5% 541
32.4% 28.8% 15.3% 4.5% 7.2% 7.2% 111

New York City Associates 37.9% 6.1% 13.6% 7.1% 2.5% 9.1% 198
Non-New York City Associates 38.1% 11.9% 15.8% 4.6% 5.9% 7.0% 696
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Associate Subset Never  
(%)

2  
(%)

3 
(%)

4  
(%)

Frequently  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 14.9% 40.9% 29.3% 9.9% 5.1% 929
Men Associates 14.4% 42.3% 29.2% 9.0% 5.1% 411

16.1% 39.8% 31.1% 9.6% 3.4% 415
White or Caucasian Associates 14.2% 41.5% 31.0% 9.2% 4.2% 622

22.2% 29.6% 29.6% 14.8% 3.7% 27
18.4% 49.0% 24.5% 6.1% 2.0% 49
17.2% 40.6% 28.1% 10.9% 3.1% 64

Two or More Races Associates 20.7% 34.5% 20.7% 17.2% 6.9% 29
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 21.5% 49.2% 22.6% 5.3% 1.3% 376

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 10.4% 34.7% 34.2% 13.0% 7.7% 547

14.8% 40.3% 27.6% 11.7% 5.5% 290
15.2% 40.2% 31.1% 8.8% 4.8% 525
13.2% 45.6% 25.4% 10.5% 5.3% 114

New York City Associates 10.9% 38.5% 33.9% 12.0% 4.7% 192
Non-New York City Associates 16.3% 41.0% 28.6% 9.3% 4.8% 686
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select up to four.)

Associate Subset

They found 
better 

opportunities 
elsewhere  

(%)

not do the 
kind of work 

they wanted to 
pursue  

(%)

The workload 
was too heavy 

(%)

personal 
obligations led 

(%)

They had 

related issues 
(%)

They did 
not receive 
adequate 
training or 

 
(%)

They wanted to 
live elsewhere 

(%)

They did not bill 

to succeed  
(%)

They did not 
 

(%)

Associates – All 51.7% 20.2% 30.7% 25.7% 15.4% 11.9% 17.6% 9.1% 14.6%
Men Associates 52.3% 19.0% 31.8% 29.4% 15.9% 8.7% 20.2% 9.2% 13.3%

48.6% 20.8% 30.0% 23.1% 15.6% 14.6% 15.8% 10.4% 14.2%
White or Caucasian 
Associates 50.4% 19.0% 32.0% 26.0% 16.3% 10.6% 18.4% 8.6% 13.5%

Black or African 53.6% 25.0% 14.3% 28.6% 7.1% 25.0% 14.3% 3.6% 17.9%

56.0% 20.0% 20.0% 28.0% 18.0% 12.0% 12.0% 20.0% 16.0%

Associates 60.0% 21.5% 27.7% 29.2% 10.8% 12.3% 16.9% 12.3% 10.8%

Two or More Races 
Associates 32.3% 32.3% 35.5% 25.8% 19.4% 9.7% 16.1% 9.7% 9.7%

Associates Aspiring to 

10 Years
44.0% 18.8% 26.6% 26.8% 18.0% 8.9% 15.6% 11.7% 9.9%

Associates Not Aspiring 

in 10 Years
57.4% 21.0% 33.3% 24.9% 13.6% 13.8% 19.0% 7.4% 17.7%

41.6% 24.2% 41.0% 30.0% 17.8% 11.3% 25.3% 7.2% 12.6%

Associates at National 54.6% 19.6% 27.4% 23.0% 15.2% 13.5% 12.6% 10.6% 15.7%

Associates at Regional 64.0% 12.3% 20.2% 27.2% 10.5% 6.1% 21.9% 7.0% 14.0%

New York City Associates 48.2% 25.9% 32.5% 27.4% 12.7% 14.2% 22.8% 8.1% 13.7%
Non-New York City 
Associates 52.7% 18.3% 30.6% 25.4% 16.5% 11.1% 16.5% 9.6% 14.5%

(continued)
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(Please select up to four.)

Associate Subset
They did not 
like the work 

(%)

They wanted a 

life balance 
 (%)

They wanted a 
workplace with 

 
(%)

They no longer 
wanted to 

practice law  
(%)

They had 

relationships 
with other 

lawyers at the 
 

(%)

They lacked 
the drive 

necessary to 
succeed  

(%)

I don’t know 
or have an 

opinion  
(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 13.7% 52.1% 4.9% 7.8% 14.5% 6.1% 11.1% 6.1% 947
Men Associates 13.5% 51.3% 2.2% 8.4% 14.2% 8.7% 11.3% 5.8% 415

13.7% 54.5% 7.1% 6.8% 14.4% 4.5% 11.8% 5.7% 424
White or Caucasian 
Associates 13.0% 54.0% 3.3% 6.8% 15.4% 7.0% 10.9% 5.2% 631

Associates 14.3% 42.9% 21.4% 14.3% 17.9% 3.6% 17.9% 3.6% 28

8.0% 44.0% 4.0% 8.0% 6.0% 10.0% 14.0% 14.0% 50

Associates 21.5% 61.5% 9.2% 12.3% 7.7% 3.1% 9.2% 10.8% 65

Two or More Races 
Associates 16.1% 38.7% 9.7% 12.9% 9.7% 6.5% 16.1% 6.5% 31

Associates Aspiring to 

10 Years
10.9% 42.2% 3.1% 8.6% 13.3% 10.2% 15.1% 7.3% 384

Associates Not Aspiring to 

10 Years
15.8% 58.8% 6.1% 7.2% 15.4% 3.4% 8.4% 5.4% 558

18.4% 63.5% 6.5% 8.2% 11.6% 9.6% 8.2% 2.7% 293

12.2% 48.7% 4.8% 7.4% 15.0% 5.0% 12.0% 5.7% 540
Associates at Regional 8.8% 38.6% 0.9% 8.8% 19.3% 2.6% 14.0% 16.7% 114

New York City Associates 19.3% 58.4% 5.6% 8.1% 12.7% 5.1% 9.1% 5.1% 197
Non-New York City 
Associates 11.8% 51.0% 4.6% 7.2% 15.2% 6.6% 11.9% 6.3% 696

(continued from previous page)
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Associate Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 73.5% 26.5% 950
Men Associates 72.2% 27.8% 421

75.7% 24.4% 423
White or Caucasian Associates 74.8% 25.2% 635

63.0% 37.0% 27
70.0% 30.0% 50
73.9% 26.2% 65

Two or More Races Associates 67.7% 32.3% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 58.8% 41.2% 386

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 83.6% 16.4% 560

76.6% 23.4% 295
73.8% 26.3% 541
64.0% 36.0% 114

New York City Associates 77.2% 22.8% 197
Non-New York City Associates 73.3% 26.7% 700

Question 31. If yes, how big a pay cut would you accept?

Associate Subset
Less than  
10 percent  

(%)

10–25 percent  
(%)

More than  
25 percent  

(%)
Total N

Associates – All 25.0% 51.9% 23.1% 709
Men Associates 23.9% 54.2% 21.9% 310

25.2% 52.3% 22.5% 325
White or Caucasian Associates 24.4% 53.6% 22.0% 483

17.7% 58.8% 23.5% 17
36.1% 36.1% 27.8% 36
28.6% 46.9% 24.5% 49

Two or More Races Associates 22.7% 59.1% 18.2% 22
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 37.5% 50.2% 12.2% 237

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 18.8% 52.9% 28.4% 469

21.2% 50.2% 28.6% 227
25.5% 51.2% 23.3% 408
33.8% 60.8% 5.4% 74

New York City Associates 23.0% 46.7% 30.3% 152
Non-New York City Associates 25.6% 53.4% 21.0% 524
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Associate Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 70.7% 29.3% 944
Men Associates 72.0% 28.0% 422

72.2% 27.8% 424
White or Caucasian Associates 71.3% 28.7% 637

64.3% 35.7% 28
76.0% 24.0% 50
73.9% 26.2% 65

Two or More Races Associates 74.2% 25.8% 31

Years 79.8% 20.2% 382

10 Years 64.4% 35.6% 556

66.0% 34.0% 294
72.7% 27.3% 538
73.2% 26.8% 112

New York City Associates 60.4% 39.6% 197
Non-New York City Associates 73.3% 26.7% 701

Associate Subset Annually  
(%)

 
(%)

Quarterly  
(%)

Monthly  
(%)

Weekly  
(%)

At the 
conclusion 

of every 
 

(%)

No need to 
change the 

 
(%)

Total N

Associates – All 6.1% 21.9% 22.1% 6.3% 0.9% 9.6% 33.1% 935
Men Associates 9.1% 23.6% 23.1% 5.1% 1.0% 6.7% 31.5% 416

3.1% 22.8% 20.7% 6.7% 1.0% 11.6% 34.2% 421
White or Caucasian Associates 5.3% 22.6% 22.4% 6.2% 1.1% 9.1% 33.4% 629

Associates 0.0% 21.4% 14.3% 17.9% 0.0% 7.1% 39.3% 28

8.0% 22.0% 20.0% 8.0% 0.0% 12.0% 30.0% 50

Associates 4.7% 29.7% 20.3% 1.6% 0.0% 15.6% 28.1% 64

Two or More Races Associates 10.0% 13.3% 26.7% 3.3% 0.0% 10.0% 36.7% 30
Associates Aspiring to Partner 7.6% 24.6% 20.2% 5.2% 0.5% 7.1% 34.8% 382

Associates Not Aspiring to 

Years
5.1% 20.2% 23.7% 6.9% 1.1% 11.3% 31.7% 549

4.1% 20.6% 26.8% 8.3% 0.7% 11.3% 28.2% 291

6.4% 22.9% 21.2% 6.0% 1.1% 9.4% 32.9% 532
9.8% 20.5% 14.3% 2.7% 0.0% 6.3% 46.4% 112

New York City Associates 6.1% 26.0% 27.0% 6.1% 0.5% 12.8% 21.4% 196
Non-New York City Associates 6.1% 21.3% 20.6% 6.3% 1.0% 8.7% 36.0% 694
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Associate Subset About as satisfying 
(%)

Less satisfying  
(%)

More satisfying  
(%)

No opinion  
(%)

I have not worked 
on any pro bono 

 
 (%)

Total N

Associates – All 31.7% 9.8% 29.2% 7.8% 21.6% 922
Men Associates 30.7% 12.1% 26.1% 9.7% 21.5% 414

32.2% 8.2% 31.7% 6.3% 21.6% 416
White or Caucasian Associates 30.5% 10.6% 29.4% 7.7% 21.8% 623

42.9% 3.6% 21.4% 3.6% 28.6% 28
32.7% 8.2% 32.7% 6.1% 20.4% 49
39.1% 6.3% 23.4% 7.8% 23.4% 64

Two or More Races Associates 37.9% 13.8% 34.5% 6.9% 6.9% 29

in 10 Years 37.3% 11.5% 16.9% 9.1% 25.2% 373

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at Current 28.0% 8.7% 37.0% 7.0% 19.3% 543

29.9% 10.7% 35.4% 5.2% 18.9% 291
33.3% 9.8% 28.9% 8.4% 19.5% 522
28.4% 7.3% 13.8% 11.9% 38.5% 109

New York City Associates 27.9% 7.1% 39.1% 5.1% 20.8% 197
Non-New York City Associates 32.3% 10.8% 26.8% 8.5% 21.6% 684

 
(Please check all that apply)

Associate Subset
One day each 

week  
(%)

2–3 days  
each week  

(%)

One night  
each week  

(%)

2–3 nights  
each week  

(%)

Part of each 
weekend  

(%)

Never  
(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 20.8% 13.2% 15.7% 40.9% 46.8% 4.3% 13.5% 941
Men Associates 20.4% 14.5% 14.7% 40.9% 43.2% 4.8% 12.1% 421

20.5% 12.7% 16.0% 42.0% 50.2% 3.3% 16.0% 424
White or Caucasian Associates 20.6% 12.6% 16.2% 41.0% 49.5% 3.1% 14.0% 636

Associates 15.4% 23.1% 3.9% 46.2% 38.5% 11.5% 15.4% 26

18.0% 16.0% 18.0% 40.0% 46.0% 4.0% 12.0% 50

Associates 24.6% 16.9% 12.3% 41.5% 30.8% 9.2% 10.8% 65

Two or More Races Associates 22.6% 12.9% 6.5% 35.5% 38.7% 3.2% 12.9% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner 19.3% 12.8% 14.6% 41.2% 49.7% 5.0% 12.2% 384

Associates Not Aspiring to 

Years
21.8% 13.4% 16.7% 40.8% 45.0% 3.6% 14.5% 551

21.9% 15.1% 12.3% 49.0% 50.7% 2.1% 12.0% 292

20.5% 12.5% 17.3% 38.2% 45.8% 3.7% 15.1% 537
19.6% 11.6% 17.0% 33.0% 41.1% 12.5% 9.8% 112

New York City Associates 17.4% 9.2% 13.3% 45.4% 51.5% 1.0% 15.8% 196
Non-New York City Associates 22.0% 14.7% 16.9% 39.4% 45.3% 5.0% 13.3% 700
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Associate Subset  
(%)

I would prefer to spend  

 
(%)

right  
(%)

Total N

Associates – All 11.5% 38.7% 49.7% 937
Men Associates 12.0% 35.4% 52.6% 418

11.1% 39.2% 49.8% 424
White or Caucasian Associates 11.0% 37.4% 51.6% 634

25.0% 17.9% 57.1% 28
10.0% 46.0% 44.0% 50
3.1% 45.3% 51.6% 64

Two or More Races Associates 16.1% 35.5% 48.4% 31

Years 10.2% 33.3% 56.5% 382

10 Years 12.6% 42.4% 45.0% 549

8.2% 42.2% 49.7% 294
13.4% 37.9% 48.8% 531
11.6% 33.9% 54.5% 112

New York City Associates 10.2% 47.2% 42.6% 197
Non-New York City Associates 11.8% 36.4% 51.8% 697

Associate Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 68.3% 31.7% 947
Men Associates 68.9% 31.1% 421

69.3% 30.7% 427
White or Caucasian Associates 71.0% 29.0% 638

64.3% 35.7% 28
68.0% 32.0% 50
63.1% 36.9% 65

Two or More Races Associates 61.3% 38.7% 31

Years 73.6% 26.4% 386

10 Years 64.8% 35.3% 556

67.5% 32.5% 295
67.4% 32.7% 539
75.2% 24.8% 113

New York City Associates 63.1% 36.9% 198
Non-New York City Associates 69.6% 30.4% 704
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Associate Subset Yes  
(%)

No  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 50.6% 49.4% 893
Men Associates 49.6% 50.4% 409

50.6% 49.4% 395
White or Caucasian Associates 50.0% 50.0% 602

61.5% 38.5% 26
48.0% 52.0% 50
47.5% 52.5% 61

Two or More Races Associates 55.2% 44.8% 29

Years 53.0% 47.0% 366

10 Years 48.9% 51.1% 526

51.4% 48.6% 280
49.7% 50.3% 505
52.8% 47.2% 108

New York City Associates 50.3% 49.7% 189
Non-New York City Associates 50.2% 49.8% 663
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Associate Subset Strongly agree 
(%)

Agree  
(%)

Slightly agree 
(%)

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

(%)

Slightly 
disagree  

(%)

Disagree  
(%)

Strongly 
disagree  

(%)
Total N

Associates – All 7.2% 33.2% 29.4% 8.5% 9.2% 9.8% 2.8% 935
Men Associates 6.2% 37.4% 28.7% 7.1% 8.5% 9.5% 2.6% 422

9.0% 29.7% 31.1% 8.7% 9.2% 9.2% 3.1% 424
White or Caucasian Associates 8.5% 33.7% 29.8% 7.9% 9.0% 8.8% 2.4% 635

0.0% 35.7% 42.9% 10.7% 3.6% 7.1% 0.0% 28
6.0% 48.0% 26.0% 2.0% 6.0% 12.0% 0.0% 50
4.6% 30.8% 33.9% 10.8% 9.2% 7.7% 3.1% 65

Two or More Races Associates 6.5% 32.3% 22.6% 12.9% 12.9% 6.5% 6.5% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 11.1% 43.3% 30.3% 7.1% 3.7% 4.0% 0.5% 379

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 4.6% 26.0% 28.9% 9.3% 13.1% 13.8% 4.4% 550

5.9% 34.8% 26.9% 8.6% 12.1% 9.0% 2.8% 290
7.9% 31.3% 30.0% 8.1% 8.3% 11.4% 3.0% 533
7.1% 37.5% 33.0% 9.8% 6.3% 4.5% 1.8% 112

New York City Associates 5.1% 29.4% 29.4% 11.2% 9.6% 12.2% 3.1% 197
Non-New York City Associates 7.8% 34.5% 29.5% 7.1% 9.3% 9.0% 2.9% 702

Associate Subset Strongly agree 
(%)

Agree  
(%)

Slightly agree 
(%)

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

(%)

Slightly 
disagree  

(%)

Disagree  
(%)

Strongly 
disagree  

(%)
Total N

Associates – All 13.8% 38.5% 23.8% 9.9% 6.1% 6.0% 1.9% 933
Men Associates 14.3% 41.3% 22.3% 8.8% 6.2% 5.9% 1.2% 421

14.4% 36.3% 25.5% 9.0% 6.8% 5.7% 2.4% 424
White or Caucasian Associates 14.9% 40.4% 23.7% 8.7% 6.3% 5.1% 1.0% 633

10.7% 35.7% 35.7% 7.1% 7.1% 3.6% 0.0% 28
20.0% 34.0% 22.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 0.0% 50
4.6% 38.5% 32.3% 13.9% 4.6% 3.1% 3.1% 65

Two or More Races Associates 6.5% 45.2% 12.9% 16.1% 9.7% 3.2% 6.5% 31
Associates Aspiring to Partner at Current 18.5% 43.0% 25.6% 5.3% 4.8% 2.6% 0.3% 379

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 10.6% 35.2% 22.6% 13.1% 7.1% 8.2% 3.1% 548

13.1% 39.2% 21.7% 10.7% 7.6% 5.8% 2.1% 291
13.8% 38.4% 24.1% 9.2% 5.3% 7.0% 2.3% 531
16.2% 36.9% 27.9% 10.8% 6.3% 1.8% 0.0% 111

New York City Associates 9.1% 39.1% 23.9% 12.2% 8.1% 6.1% 1.5% 197
Non-New York City Associates 15.4% 38.4% 23.7% 8.9% 5.9% 5.9% 1.9% 700
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Question 45. Gender

Associate Subset Male  
(%)

 
 (%)

I do not  
identify as  

 
(%)

I identify as 
transgender  

(%)

I prefer not to 
respond  

(%)
Total N

Associates – All 46.8% 47.2% 0.0% 0.1% 5.9% 904
Men Associates 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 423

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 427
White or Caucasian Associates 50.8% 47.5% 0.0% 0.2% 1.6% 640

35.7% 64.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 28
50.0% 46.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% 50
32.3% 67.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 65

Two or More Races Associates 54.8% 45.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31

Years 52.4% 44.3% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 370

10 Years 42.8% 49.4% 0.0% 0.2% 7.6% 528

51.6% 43.5% 0.0% 0.4% 4.6% 283
42.8% 51.6% 0.0% 0.0% 5.6% 516
53.3% 36.2% 0.0% 0.0% 10.5% 105

New York City Associates 48.0% 47.0% 0.0% 0.5% 4.6% 198
Non-New York City Associates 46.5% 47.3% 0.0% 0.0% 6.2% 706

Associate Subset Associate  
(%)

Counsel  
(%)

Staff Attorney  
(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 95.1% 3.3% 0.7% 0.9% 904
Men Associates 95.7% 3.1% 0.5% 0.7% 423

94.2% 4.0% 0.9% 0.9% 427
White or Caucasian Associates 94.7% 3.8% 0.8% 0.8% 640

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 28
98.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50
93.9% 4.6% 0.0% 1.5% 65

Two or More Races Associates 93.6% 0.0% 3.2% 3.2% 31

Years 95.7% 3.2% 0.0% 1.1% 370

10 Years 94.9% 3.2% 1.1% 0.8% 528

96.5% 2.8% 0.7% 0.0% 283
94.2% 3.7% 0.6% 1.6% 516
96.2% 2.9% 1.0% 0.0% 105

New York City Associates 95.0% 4.6% 0.0% 0.5% 198
Non-New York City Associates 95.2% 3.0% 0.9% 1.0% 706
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Associate Subset
White or 

Caucasian 
 (%)

Black or 
African 

 
(%)

Hispanic or 
Latino  

(%)

Asian or Asian 
 

(%)

Indian or 
Alaska Native  

(%)

Native 
Hawaiian or 

Islander 
 (%)

races  
(%)

I prefer not to 
respond  

(%)
Total N

Associates – All 70.8% 3.1% 5.5% 7.2% 0.2% 0.0% 3.4% 9.7% 904

Men Associates 76.8% 2.4% 5.9% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% 5.9% 423

71.2% 4.2% 5.4% 10.3% 0.5% 0.0% 3.3% 5.2% 427

White or Caucasian Associates 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 640

0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 28

0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 65

Two or More Races Associates 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 31

Associates Aspiring to Partner at 72.2% 3.5% 8.1% 7.0% 0.3% 0.0% 3.0% 6.0% 370

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 69.7% 2.8% 3.8% 7.4% 0.2% 0.0% 3.8% 12.3% 528

72.8% 2.8% 3.5% 8.5% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 8.1% 283

69.8% 3.3% 6.2% 7.0% 0.4% 0.0% 3.3% 10.1% 516

70.5% 2.9% 7.6% 4.8% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 12.4% 105

New York City Associates 73.7% 3.0% 3.5% 9.6% 0.0% 0.0% 3.5% 6.6% 198

Non-New York City Associates 70.0% 3.1% 6.1% 6.5% 0.3% 0.0% 3.4% 10.6% 706

Question 49. Marital status

Associate Subset Married  
(%)  

(%)
divorced  

(%)
with a partner  

(%)

I prefer not to 
respond  

(%)
Total N

Associates – All 56.8% 24.2% 2.0% 9.8% 7.1% 884
Men Associates 65.2% 21.1% 1.9% 9.4% 2.4% 417

53.1% 29.2% 2.4% 11.0% 4.3% 418
White or Caucasian Associates 62.6% 22.8% 2.2% 10.5% 1.9% 628

Associates 42.3% 42.3% 0.0% 11.5% 3.9% 26

44.0% 36.0% 4.0% 12.0% 4.0% 50
64.1% 28.1% 1.6% 4.7% 1.6% 64

Two or More Races Associates 43.3% 43.3% 3.3% 10.0% 0.0% 30
Associates Aspiring to Partner at 68.6% 17.8% 2.5% 7.1% 4.1% 366

Associates Not Aspiring to Partner at 48.3% 29.0% 1.8% 11.7% 9.2% 513

50.5% 30.0% 2.5% 11.6% 5.4% 277
59.2% 22.6% 2.0% 8.5% 7.7% 505
61.8% 16.7% 1.0% 11.8% 8.8% 102

New York City Associates 50.3% 27.2% 2.6% 13.3% 6.7% 195
Non-New York City Associates 58.6% 23.4% 1.9% 8.9% 7.3% 689
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Question 50. Children

Associate Subset None  
(%)

One  
(%)

Two  
(%)

More than two  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 62.0% 16.5% 16.3% 5.2% 865
Men Associates 56.6% 16.6% 19.8% 7.0% 415

66.4% 17.3% 13.4% 2.9% 411
White or Caucasian Associates 60.0% 15.7% 19.1% 5.1% 623

76.9% 11.5% 3.9% 7.7% 26
72.0% 20.0% 4.0% 4.0% 50
60.9% 20.3% 15.6% 3.1% 64

Two or More Races Associates 80.0% 16.7% 3.3% 0.0% 30

Years 53.9% 21.5% 19.0% 5.6% 358

10 Years 67.8% 13.1% 14.1% 5.0% 503

69.0% 11.4% 16.2% 3.3% 271
59.3% 17.9% 16.3% 6.5% 496
56.1% 23.5% 16.3% 4.1% 98

New York City Associates 71.7% 11.5% 13.6% 3.1% 191
Non-New York City Associates 59.2% 18.0% 17.1% 5.8% 674

Associate Subset New York City   
(%)

Non-New York City  
(%) Total N

Associates – All 21.9% 78.1% 904
Men Associates 22.5% 77.5% 423

21.8% 78.2% 427
White or Caucasian Associates 22.8% 77.2% 640

21.4% 78.6% 28
14.0% 86.0% 50
29.2% 70.8% 65

Two or More Races Associates 22.6% 77.4% 31

Years 14.3% 85.7% 370

10 Years 27.3% 72.7% 528

45.9% 54.1% 283
12.4% 87.6% 516
3.8% 96.2% 105

New York City Associates 100.0% 0.0% 198
Non-New York City Associates 0.0% 100.0% 706
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Associate Subset Less than 100 
(%)

101–250  
(%)

251–500  
(%)

501–1000  
(%)

1001–1500  
(%)

More than 1500  
(%) Total N

Associates - All 1.4% 9.5% 23.1% 40.9% 7.2% 17.8% 904
Men Associates 1.2% 9.2% 23.2% 43.0% 5.9% 17.5% 423

1.2% 8.7% 23.7% 39.1% 8.7% 18.7% 427
White or Caucasian Associates 0.9% 9.4% 23.0% 40.2% 7.0% 19.5% 640

0.0% 10.7% 17.9% 46.4% 10.7% 14.3% 28
0.0% 12.0% 18.0% 54.0% 4.0% 12.0% 50
3.1% 6.2% 30.8% 36.9% 15.4% 7.7% 65

Two or More Races Associates 3.2% 3.2% 32.3% 32.3% 6.5% 22.6% 31

Years 1.1% 12.7% 27.3% 41.4% 3.5% 14.1% 370

10 Years 1.5% 7.4% 20.1% 40.9% 9.7% 20.5% 528

0.7% 1.4% 28.6% 40.6% 11.0% 17.7% 283
0.4% 1.9% 20.2% 49.4% 6.6% 21.5% 516
8.6% 68.6% 22.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 105

New York City Associates 0.5% 4.0% 29.3% 40.9% 11.6% 13.6% 198
Non-New York City Associates 1.7% 11.1% 21.4% 40.9% 6.0% 19.0% 706

Associate Subset Less than 50  
(%)

51–100  
(%)

101–250  
(%)

More than 250  
(%) Total N

Associates - All 23.3% 27.0% 24.0% 25.7% 904
Men Associates 22.9% 25.5% 22.9% 28.6% 423

23.4% 28.1% 25.1% 23.4% 427
White or Caucasian Associates 21.4% 27.2% 23.8% 27.7% 640

7.1% 32.1% 50.0% 10.7% 28
26.0% 28.0% 26.0% 20.0% 50
36.9% 21.5% 15.4% 26.2% 65

Two or More Races Associates 16.1% 35.5% 19.4% 29.0% 31

Years 26.2% 28.4% 28.1% 17.3% 370

10 Years 21.2% 26.0% 21.2% 31.6% 528

10.3% 24.7% 14.1% 50.9% 283
28.5% 28.7% 26.0% 16.9% 516
33.3% 24.8% 41.0% 1.0% 105

New York City Associates 5.1% 19.7% 18.7% 56.6% 198
Non-New York City Associates 28.5% 29.0% 25.5% 17.0% 706
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Question 57. Main practice area

Associate Subset Aviation  
(%)

Appellate Law  
(%) Dispute 

Resolution  
(%)

Finance  
(%)

Bankruptcy 
(%) Corporate  

(%) Constitutional  
(%)

Energy  
(%)

 
(%)

General 
Practice  

(%)

Associates - All 0.0% 1.5% 0.1% 5.3% 0.8% 23.1% 0.1% 2.3% 0.1% 0.4%
Men Associates 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 7.9% 1.1% 22.1% 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 0.3%

0.0% 0.5% 0.3% 3.2% 0.5% 23.9% 0.3% 1.9% 0.3% 0.5%
White or Caucasian 
Associates 0.0% 2.1% 0.2% 5.2% 0.9% 21.5% 0.0% 2.3% 0.2% 0.4%

Black or African 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.9% 0.0% 30.8% 0.0% 3.9% 0.0% 0.0%

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.5% 2.1% 23.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Asian or Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.1% 0.0% 30.5% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Two or More Races 
Associates 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.9% 0.0% 24.1% 0.0% 6.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Associates Aspiring to 

in 10 Years
0.0% 1.2% 0.3% 7.8% 0.3% 23.1% 0.0% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0%

Associates Not 
Aspiring to Partner 

Years

0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 3.6% 1.1% 23.1% 0.2% 2.2% 0.2% 0.7%

Associates at 0.0% 1.2% 0.4% 6.8% 1.2% 29.0% 0.0% 2.8% 0.0% 0.4%

Associates at National 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 4.2% 0.7% 19.2% 0.2% 2.5% 0.2% 0.5%

Associates at Regional 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.6% 0.0% 26.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

New York City 
Associates 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.6% 1.8% 23.5% 0.0% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%

Non-New York City 
Associates 0.0% 1.9% 0.2% 3.9% 0.5% 23.0% 0.2% 2.8% 0.0% 0.3%

(continued)
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Question 57. Main practice area

Associate Subset

(%)

Intellectual 
Property  

(%)

International 
Law  
(%)

Labor and 
 

(%)

Litigation  
(%) Land Use  

(%)

 
(%) Estates  

(%)

Other  
(%) Total N

Associates - All 5.1% 11.2% 0.8% 4.2% 31.0% 7.4% 1.9% 1.0% 3.8% 788
Men Associates 4.7% 10.5% 1.1% 4.2% 28.9% 7.4% 1.3% 0.0% 5.5% 381

5.3% 11.2% 0.5% 4.5% 32.7% 7.7% 2.4% 2.1% 2.1% 376
White or Caucasian 
Associates 4.9% 9.8% 0.7% 3.9% 33.4% 7.7% 2.1% 1.2% 3.7% 572

Black or African 0.0% 7.7% 0.0% 15.4% 23.1% 11.5% 0.0% 0.0% 3.9% 26

10.6% 4.3% 4.3% 6.4% 27.7% 8.5% 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 47
Asian or Asian 5.1% 20.3% 0.0% 3.4% 20.3% 10.2% 1.7% 0.0% 1.7% 59

Two or More Races 
Associates 3.5% 17.2% 0.0% 6.9% 24.1% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 6.9% 29

Associates Aspiring to 

in 10 Years
5.4% 11.1% 0.9% 5.4% 27.0% 7.8% 1.8% 2.1% 3.6% 334

Associates Not 
Aspiring to Partner 

Years

4.9% 11.3% 0.7% 3.3% 34.2% 6.9% 2.0% 0.2% 3.8% 451

Associates at 1.6% 13.7% 0.4% 0.8% 32.3% 3.2% 2.8% 0.0% 3.2% 248

Associates at National 5.4% 11.4% 1.1% 6.2% 31.4% 9.1% 1.6% 1.1% 3.3% 449

Associates at Regional 13.2% 3.3% 0.0% 3.3% 25.3% 9.9% 1.1% 3.3% 7.7% 91

New York City 
Associates 1.2% 4.7% 0.0% 3.5% 40.0% 9.4% 1.8% 0.0% 1.8% 170

Non-New York City 
Associates 6.2% 12.9% 1.0% 4.4% 28.5% 6.8% 1.9% 1.3% 4.4% 618

(continued from previous page)
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Kirsten Scheurer Branigan, Esq. 

Ms. Branigan is the Founder and Managing Partner of KSBranigan Law P.C., a boutique woman-

owned law firm that provides legal and neutral services, primarily in the areas of employment law 

and alternative dispute resolution. The firm is a WBENC-Certified business and a Law Firm Member 

of the National Association of Minority & Women Owned Law Firms (NAMWOLF).  

Ms. Branigan founded the firm in 2006 after practicing for 10 years at a prestigious New Jersey 

firm. The advancement and retention of women lawyers have been a core principle of the Firm since 

its inception and remains integral to its mission today. The Firm helps women lawyers remain in, 

and transition back into, the practice of law.  

Having exclusively practiced employment law for 30 years, she currently assists organizations in 

preventing and resolving workplace conflicts, fostering positive environments, mitigating bias, and 

minimizing legal risk through a comprehensive range of training programs, workplace 

investigations, equal pay audits, and culture assessments.  

Ms. Branigan has exclusively practiced employment law for 30 years. She is an experienced neutral, 

serving as an arbitrator, mediator, trainer, and investigator. She developed a comprehensive 

investigation training program, entitled, “HR on Trial: Conducting Effective Investigations” that she 

conducts for internal teams. 

For the past 18 years, Ms. Branigan has served as an employment arbitrator and mediator on a broad 

array of employment matters, including complex and multi-party matters. She serves on the 

Employment Arbitration Panel and the Mediation Panel of the American Arbitration Association 

(AAA). She mediates cases pending in courts, in arbitration forums, as well as pre-litigation matters, 

such as workplace mediations. 

Ms. Branigan supports law firms, legal departments, and organizations with training, compliance, 

and remedial efforts. She is passionate about helping employers foster civility and build cohesive 

teams. Ms. Branigan conducts a wide array of group training and one-on-one coaching. One of the 

training workshops that Ms. Branigan conducts is entitled, “Managing Multigenerational 

Workforces,” which assists organizations in navigating intergenerational conflict and bridging 

differences. Other training topics include: 

▪ Neurodiversity in the Workplace 

▪ Harassment, Discrimination, and Retaliation Prevention 

▪ Civility/Bystander Intervention 

▪ Implicit Bias & Cultural Awareness & Competence 

▪ Employment Law 101 for Managers 

▪ Leaves of Absence & Accommodations 

▪ Well-Being & Mindfulness 

Ms. Branigan is a recognized champion for the advancement and retention of women and 

underrepresented lawyers. In 2006, Ms. Branigan led efforts to revitalize the then-defunct New 

Jersey Women Lawyers Association (NJWLA), an organization that currently has thousands of 

members. Serving as the NJWLA President from 2006-2008, she helped create the inaugural 
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Women’s Initiative & Leaders in Law (WILL) Gala, now a signature annual event attended by 

hundreds of members of the New Jersey legal community. NJWLA created the Kirsten Scheurer 

Branigan Presidential Award in her name which is bestowed annually at the WILL Gala. She 

continues to sit on the NJWLA Board of Directors as a Co-Chair of the Reproductive Rights 

Committee. She previously served on the New Jersey Supreme Court Committee on Women in the 

Courts and has received several recognitions for her women’s leadership work, including the Alice 

Paul Equality Award in 2008 and the NJWLA Women’s Initiative & Leaders Award in 2016. 

In 2023, Ms. Branigan helped launch “The Gender Equity Project: New Jersey Women in Law 

Study,” a cutting-edge study aimed at addressing challenges still faced by women lawyers through 

the International Human Rights Clinic, Rutgers Law School-Newark. In 2022, she contributed to 

the Rutgers University Center for Women and Work (CWW) Report, “Women In Private Law Firms: 

Slow Progress on Equality of Promotion and Compensation.” In 2007, she was a Founding Partner 

and was instrumental in completing the 2009 “Legal Talent at the Crossroads Study: Why New 

Jersey Women Lawyers Leave Their Firms, and Why They Choose to Stay,” by the Rutgers CWW 

and the New Jersey Gender Parity Council. In 2022, Ms. Branigan contributed to a project and 

educational video developed by the YWCA of Northern New Jersey entitled “Safe Workplaces in New 

Jersey Politics” which covered topics such as sexual assault, harassment, and bias prevention, with a 

goal was to raise awareness on these important topics and protecting women and marginalized 

individuals in the political arena.  

Ms. Branigan is also an advocate for improved management and visibility about the growing mental 

health crisis in the legal profession. In 2021, she was appointed by the New Jersey Supreme Court 

to the Board of Trustees of the New Jersey Lawyers Assistance Program, where she focuses on 

efforts to remove stigmas associated with mental health and substance use and encourage lawyers 

to seek treatment.  

Ms. Branigan is licensed to practice law in NJ and before the United States Supreme Court. She 

received her J.D. from Rutgers Law School, Rutgers University, Newark, and is a proud Minority 

Student Program Alumna. She obtained her B.A. from Rutgers University, New Brunswick, with 

High Honors and was a Henry Rutgers Scholar. She attended Saint Dominic Academy in Jersey 

City. She mentors students interested in the legal profession, law students and junior lawyers.  
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Saad Admani 

Link: https://www.admanilaw.com/about-us/ 

 

Saad Admani is a Partner at Admani Law. Saad concentrates his practice on business, real 
estate, nonprofit and tax matters. Prior to founding the firm, he worked at prominent law 
firms in New Jersey and New York litigating matters across the country. Saad serves as 
President of the New Jersey Muslim Lawyers Association and Trustee of the New Jersey 
State Bar Association. 



 



 

MAUREEN S. BINETTI, ESQ.            

BINETTI DISPUTE SOLUTIONS 

maureenbinetti@gmail.com 

732-735-8959 

  

  

 

 

           Maureen S. Binetti exclusively handles mediations and arbitrations through her own firm, Binetti Dispute 
Solutions LLC.  Ms. Binetti recently retired, after more than 43 years as Shareholder and Co-Chair of the 
Employment Law Department, from the Woodbridge, New Jersey law firm of Wilentz, Goldman & Spitzer, 

 Certified by the New Jersey Supreme Court as a Civil Trial Attorney for many years, Ms. Binetti has 
extensive experience in all aspects of employment law, particularly the litigation of sexual harassment, sex, 
age, race, and disability discrimination, wrongful discharge, whistleblower, and restrictive covenant claims, in 
both the state and federal courts, as well as wage and hour and other class actions.  

 In addition to her extensive litigation practice, Ms. Binetti often has served as an independent 
investigator of internal employee complaints, and as a state-approved mediator of employment claims.  Her 
mediation work over more than 25 years has involved more than 1,700 employment law cases, almost all of 
which were mediated and settled at an early stage. She is on the American Arbitration Association (mediation 
and arbitration) rosters. 

 Ms. Binetti is a long-time member of numerous bar associations, including the ABA and NJSBA Labor 
and Employment Sections, formerly serving as Co-Chair of the Employment Rights and Responsibilities 
(“ERR”) Committee of the ABA Section, as well as its Workplace Investigations Subcommittee.  She currently 
serves on the Executive Committee of the NJSBA Section, and is the 2025 recipient of the Section’s Sidney 
H. Lehmann Award.  She is a Fellow of the College of Labor and Employment Lawyers and the American Bar 
Foundation, and a member of the New Jersey Chapter of the National Academy of Distinguished 
Neutrals.  She is a member of the Trial Attorneys of New Jersey, and a 2018 recipient of its Trial Bar 
Award.  She serves as a Bencher for the Sidney Reitman Employment Law Inn of Court, and is a member of 
the Justice Marie L. Garibaldi Inn of Court for Alternative Dispute Resolution.  She consistently has been 
selected for inclusion in The Best Lawyers in America® in the practice areas of Employment Law – Individuals 
and Litigation – Labor & Employment since 2007, including “Lawyer of the Year”, Employment-Individuals 
(2020, 2022 and 2025) and Litigation-Labor Employment (2024) and in New Jersey Super Lawyers® since 
2005 (Top 10 List 2021-22; Top 50 Female List 2008-16, 2020-25; Top 100 List 2009-12, 2014-15,and 2020-
25).*  

*The National Academy of Distinguished Neutrals (https://www.nadn.org) is an invitation only membership limited to professional mediators and 
arbitrators. See the membership criteria and requirements at: https://nadn.org/membership.  Super Lawyers® 
(http://www.superlawyers.com/about/selection_process_detail.html) is published by Thomson Reuters. Best Lawyers in America® 
(https://www.bestlawyers.com/methodology) is published by Best Lawyers in partnership with U.S. News & World Report. A description of the selection 
processes may be accessed via the above links. The aforementioned organizations are private peer review organizations, not court-specific, public 
certification vehicles. No aspect of this advertisement has been submitted to or approved by the Supreme Court of New Jersey 
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Lori Ann Buza, Esq. 
Attorney |  Counsel |  Professor |  Trainer |  Arbitrator 
 
Lori Ann Buza is Counsel to KSBranigan Law P.C., a woman-owned law firm 
and has intermittently ser ved the firm for 19 years. The firm provides 
services including Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR), Commercial and 
Business Law, Employment Law, Employment Compliance and Training and 
Workplace Investigations.  
 
Ms. Buza  is an experienced  lawyer, arbitrator,  and professor with 
experience in employment law, education law, real estate law, and business 
law. She has been an attorney for 25+ years and has taught legal studies for 
20+ years.  Ms. Buza has handled employment matters on behalf of both 
employees and employers and is an appointed Arbitrator with the 
American Arbitration Association.   

 
In addition to serving as an Arbitrator on employment, labor-management disputes, Ms. Buza provides 
counseling and negotiations services on various types of employment claims. She performs employment 
training on the prevention of harassment, discrimination, and retaliation as well as providing trainings 
on well-being, mindfulness and implicit bias. She also drafts and reviews employment handbooks, 
policies and procedures, employment and severance agreements and restrictive covenants, such as non-
competes and non-disclosure agreements. Ms. Buza assists on commercial and business law matters 
including contract review.  
 
Ms. Buza began practicing law with the law firm of Wilentz, Goldman & Spitzer, PA, in Woodbridge, NJ. 
While at Wilentz, she gained extensive experience as both general and special construction counsel to 
several boards of education. In her function as a school board attorney, she developed broad experience 
in school policy development and implementation, employment negotiations and contracts, public 
hearings and meetings, construction matters, special education, tenure matters, disciplinary hearings, 
and litigation. Ms. Buza also developed a specialty in both residential and commercial real estate cases 
including the representation of many lending institutions, private entrepreneurs, small businesses, and 
corporations. She was the loan review and closing attorney for several banks and has handled numerous 
residential and commercial real estate negotiations, contracts, and closings.  
 
Ms. Buza is also an Adjunct Professor at Rutgers Law School �� Camden, instructing Alternative Dispute 
Resolution and Lawyer Well-Being/Wellness for the Legal Community.  Further, from 2000 to the present, 
Ms. Buza has instructed legal studies courses (undergraduate and graduate) for the Guarini Business 
School at Saint Peter's University (SPU) in Jersey City, NJ.  As a tenured Full Professor of Law at SPU, she 
also Chairs its Law and Accountancy Department. The courses she teaches on a regular basis include 
Employment Law, General Survey of the Law & Contracts, Business Organizations & Agency, The Uniform 













Anna Maria Giblin
Associate

Anna Maria Giblin represents individuals, private companies, and public entities in high-stakes complex commercial litigation, white collar defense matters, and
bankruptcy litigation.

Anna has experience with both state and federal litigation involving issues such as breach of contract, breach of fiduciary duty, and data privacy. She has
supported teams in high-profile matters, including the firm’s investigations of New Jersey’s Edna Mahan Correctional Facility for Women and a Rutgers
University’s sports team as well as the Chapter 11 bankruptcies of the Roman Catholic Bishop of Oakland and TPI Composites, Inc.

Committed to maintaining a robust pro bono practice, Anna works on matters with the New Jersey Innocence Project and Partners for Women & Justice.

EXPERIENCE
Represented the Official Committee of Unsecured Creditors in the Chapter 11 proceedings of TPI Composites, Inc., a wind turbine blade company. The
Committee commenced a lawsuit against TPI’s lender, Oaktree Capital Management L.P., to challenge an up-tier transaction between TPI and Oaktree,
which exchanged preferred equity for a senior secured term loan and common equity, just two years before TPI filed for bankruptcy. Following expedited
discovery and an evidentiary hearing, the court approved a settlement enabling unsecured creditors to share in recoveries of up to $18 million.

Represented Rutgers University in conducting a highly publicized investigation involving allegations of abuse by a coach of one of the university’s sports
teams.

Represented the Official Committee of Unsecured Creditors in the Roman Catholic Bishop of Oakland Chapter 11 Bankruptcy.

Represented the Official Committee of Unsecured Creditors in the Chapter 11 bankruptcy proceedings of DRF Logistics, LLC and affiliate DRF, LLC, former
subsidiaries of Pitney Bowes, that provided domestic e-commerce parcel services and cross-border logistics services. The Committee conducted an
extensive contract privity investigation to determine if certain creditors of the Debtors were in fact creditors of Pitney Bowes.

Represented LexisNexis Risk Solutions in an alleged violation of Daniel’s Law litigation and related improper credit freezes.

Represented a digital advertising company against two employees that started a competing business while still employed at the company, in a three-day trial
in the Southern District of New York.

SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS
Speaker, New Jersey State Bar Association Annual Meeting & Convention, New Jersey State Bar Association,Atlantic City, NJ, May 13-15, 2026
Speaker, 2025 NJSBA Mid-Year Meeting, New Jersey State Bar Association,Sorrento, Italy, October 13-17, 2025
Speaker, New Jersey State Bar Association 2024 Mid-Year Meeting, New Jersey State Bar Association,Dublin, Ireland, November 4, 2024

EDUCATION
• Rutgers Law School (J.D. 2023), summa cum laude, Order of the Coif; Anthony Angelbrecht Prize; A. Harry Moore Prize; Justice Marie L. Garibaldi Scholar;
John J. Barry Scholar; Saul Tischler Memorial Scholar; senior commentaries editor, Rutgers Law Review; Phi Alpha Delta

• The University of Scranton (B.A. 2020), summa cum laude; Charles Sabatino Scholarship; Frank O’Hara Awards; Frank C. Brown Award; Phi Alpha Theta

ADMISSIONS
New Jersey

Roseland
T: +1 862.926.6559 | F: +1 973.597.2400
agiblin@lowenstein.com



New York
U.S. District Court for the District of New Jersey
U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of New York
U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York



 

26 Main  Street ,  Sui te  202 ￭  Chatham,  NJ 07928    |    550 West C Street ,  Sui te  910  ￭  San Diego,  CA 92101  

Phone 973 .665.9100   |    nfc legal .com   |    Phone  619 .292 .0515 

 
 
AMY VALENTINE MCCLELLAND, ESQ.                   amcclelland@nfclegal.com 
 
Counsel   
                       

Amy Valentine McClelland brings extensive experience in complex 
civil litigation, white-collar defense, and employment law to NFC. A 
skilled litigator and trusted advisor, she has represented businesses, 
municipalities, and elected officials in high-stakes matters, from 
litigation avoidance strategies to defending against claims under Title 
VII, CEPA, and vicarious liability. In addition to acting as in-house 
employment counsel for small businesses -- developing policies, 
ensuring compliance, and resolving workplace disputes -- Amy has 
handled sensitive internal investigations, federal and state inquiries, 
and appearances before legislative bodies. 

 

With a strong background in commercial litigation, products liability, and tort matters, Amy is 
adept at guiding cases from inception through appeals, including before the Third Circuit 
and New Jersey Appellate Division. She also has notable experience in ERISA-related benefit 
disputes and federal investigations into union practices. A dedicated advocate both in and 
out of the courtroom, Amy has successfully represented clients in state and federal courts 
and has provided pro bono representation in asylum proceedings. 
 

When Amy is not advocating for her clients, you can often find her playing pickleball or 
reading a good book. She has been an active volunteer in educational initiatives in her local 
community.  
 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE: 
• New Jersey Election Law Enforcement Commission, Trenton, NJ – Assistant Legal Counsel 

(June 2024 – August 2025)  
• Whipple Azzarello LLC, Morristown, NJ – Of Counsel (May 2015 – May 2024)  
• Day Pitney LLP, Parsippany, NJ – Associate (September 2006 –  May 2015)  
• Quinn Gillespie, Washington, DC – Intern (May 2004 – August 2004) 
• Congressmen Jim Turner, 2nd Congressional District, TX, Legislative Aide (May 2000 – August 

2003) 
 
EDUCATION: 
• The Ohio State University Mortiz College of Law, JD (2006) 
•  Gettysburg College, Bachelor of Arts (1999) 
 
BAR ADMISSIONS: 
• State of New Jersey (2006) 
• United States District Court for the District of New Jersey (2006) 

 
PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES: 
• Association of the Federal Bar of New Jersey, Member 
• Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers of New Jersey, Member  
• Morris County Bar Association, Member 
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