
Perspectives on Fall 2001 
Law Student Recruiting

Introduction
Fall recruiting experiences are a topic of great importance both to law schools and to legal
employers, particularly as activity in the employment market for entry-level and summer
associates is affected by the weakening economy of 2001 and the disruptions caused by
September 11. As a service to members and the legal profession, NALP reports on:

the level of employer activity on campus,

employer and school participation in job fairs, and

outcomes of summer programs and of fall recruiting.

The first part of this report details recruitment activity on campus and at job fairs, providing
comparisons with fall 2000 from the perspective of both schools and employers. This informa-
tion was gathered in surveys entitled “What’s Happening This Fall” and “Three Quick Ques-
tions” sent to employers and schools, respectively. The second part of the report provides
information on the outcomes of 2001 summer programs and of fall recruiting for both
second-year summer associates and entry-level associates, based on the “Snapshot Survey of
the 2001 Recruiting Season.” As in prior years, therefore, this report does not document every
aspect of recruiting nor include every category of hires. Hiring of first-year (Class of 2004)
students and third-year (Class of 2002) students for summer associate positions is not included.
Documentation of hires from the Class of 2001 includes only those who participated in a
summer program after graduation. Results of survey questions on lateral hiring were reported
in the March 2002 NALP Bulletin.
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Fall 2001 Recruiting Activity

Law School Perspective

A total of 138 law schools, about 70% of NALP’s law
school members, provided information on the num-
ber of employers participating in on-campus inter-
viewing (OCI), the number of employers for whom
they bundled resumes, and on the number of job fairs
or consortia in which the school participated. Most
were also able to provide comparable figures for fall
2000.

Because schools do not count employers on a
uniform basis, only changes in employer counts were
measured, and not absolute levels of activity. Job fair
participation is measured both in terms of change and
absolute levels.

• The economic realities of 2001 are clearly reflected
in the employer numbers reported by schools. Just
one-quarter of schools — 26.1% — reported an
increase of 5% or more in the number of employers
on campus in fall 2001 compared with fall 2000.
One-quarter reported a change of less than 5%,
and the remainder reported a decrease of 5% or
more. With respect to bundling of resumes, about
half of schools reported an increase of 10% or
more; the remaining schools were evenly split
between those reporting a change of less than 10%
and a decrease of more than 10%.

• Schools in the West were most likely to report a
decrease in employer numbers and least likely to
report an increase of 5% or more. Schools in the
Northeast, Southeast, and Midwest were most
likely to report an increase of 5% or more, while
schools in the Mid-Atlantic region were least likely
to have experienced declines of more than 12%. At
the same time, schools in the Midwest and West
were most likely to have increased bundling activ-
ity by 10% or more, while schools in the Northeast
were most likely to have changed it by less than
10% or decreased the number.

• Analysis by enrollment size shows that the smallest
and largest schools were somewhat more likely to
report an increase of 5% or more in the number
of employers on campus. Schools of more than
750 students were least likely by far to report fewer
employers — about one in six reported a decrease
of more than 12% compared with about one-third
among smaller schools. The smallest schools were
also somewhat more likely to report decreased
bundling activity, but they were also most likely to
report increases of more than 35%.

• Overall, the volume of employers on campus ex-
ceeded the volume of employers for whom re-
sumes were bundled by 2 to 1. This figure was
higher in the Southeast and lower in the North-
east, but varied little by school size. Analyses of
how individual schools are distributed on this
measure show that for two-thirds of the Northeast
schools, the ratio was less than 1.5. In contrast, the
percentage of schools falling into this category was
half that or less in the Southeast and Midwest.

• About 70% of schools participated in four or more
job fairs and almost one-third participated in eight
or more. Regional contrasts are notable. Most
schools reporting from the Northeast and Mid-At-
lantic region participated in four or more job fairs,
and almost half participated in eight or more.
Among schools in the West, in contrast, almost half
participated in less than four job fairs. As was the
case last year, only a few schools reported no job
fair participation.

• Somewhat more than half of schools reported no
change in job fair participation. In the West and
among smaller schools, this was true of most
schools. Schools in the Mid-Atlantic region were
most likely to have increased job fair participation.
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Comparison of Fall 2001 and Fall 2000 On-Campus Recruitment Activity,
As Reported by Schools  (percent or number of schools in each category)
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Comparison of Employers on Campus and Resume Bundling Activity
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Job Fair Participation, Fall 2001, as Reported by Schools
(percent or number of schools in each category)
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Employer Perspective

A total of 564 employers provided infor-
mation on their school visits and job fair
participation. Most of these, about 94%,
were law offices. Although these findings
represent for the most part the experiences
of larger firms, with almost two-thirds of
firm responses from firms of more than 100
attorneys, firms of 50 or fewer attorneys
represented a substantial minority of re-
spondents, about 20%.

Nationwide, the median number of
schools at which employers recruited was
6. Somewhat more than one-quarter of
respondents visited more schools in 2001
compared to 2000; the remainder were
evenly split between those visiting fewer
schools and those visiting the same num-
ber of schools.

• For firms of 50 or fewer attorneys and
51-100 attorneys, the medians were 3
and 5, respectively, compared to 9 to 10
at larger firms. It is also the case that
for small offices, regardless of overall
firm size, the median was 4 or fewer
schools.

• Firms of more than 100 attorneys were
most likely to increase the number of
schools at which they interviewed, with
about one-third reporting an increase.
In contrast, firms of 100 or fewer attor-
neys were most likely to have not
changed the number of schools visited.

Although they were least likely to have
visited more schools, firms of 50 or
fewer attorneys were also least likely to
have visited fewer schools.

• On a regional basis, the median num-
ber of schools ranged from 5 in the
Southeast and Midwest to 10 in the
Northeast. Employers in the Northeast
were also most likely to interview at 11
or more schools. Almost half did so, a
frequency about twice that of employ-
ers in the Southeast, Midwest, and West.
Employers in the Northeast were also
most likely to have interviewed at more
schools in 2001 compared with 2000.
Employers in the Mid-Atlantic region
and West were most likely to have inter-
viewed at fewer schools.

• Regional averages are not necessarily
indicative of activity on the part of em-
ployers in a given city within that re-
gion. For example, employers in Kansas
City and Milwaukee visited far more
schools than average and were more
likely to have increased that number.
Atlanta similarly contrasts the South-
east as a whole. Firms in Orange County
and the San Jose area, while visiting
more schools than average, were also
most likely, along with firms in Phoenix
and Portland, to have decreased the
number of schools visited.
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Fall 2001 On-Campus Interviewing Activity and Comparison with Fall 2000,
As Reported by Employers — By Type and Size

(in percentages except for medians)
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Fall 2001 On-Campus Interviewing Activity and Comparison with Fall 2000,
As Reported by Law Firms — By NALP Region and City

(in percentages except for medians)
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A plurality of responding employers partici-
pated in no job fairs. Just under two-thirds of
employers participated in the same number of
job fairs in 2000 and 2001.

• About three-quarters of firms of 50 or fewer
attorneys and over half of firms of 51-100
attorneys participated in no job fairs. Like-
wise, the majority of small offices, regardless
of firm size, participated in no job fairs.

• The majority of small firms and small offices
participated in the same number of job fairs
in 2000 and 2001. Over half of the largest
firms of 251 or more attorneys likewise par-

ticipated in the same number of job fairs, and
about one-quarter participated in more.

• On a regional basis, firms in the Northeast
and Mid-Atlantic region were most likely to
participate in job fairs. Firms in the Northeast
were most likely to participate in two or more
job fairs. The Northeast also had the highest
percentage by far of firms reporting an in-
crease in the number of job fairs in which
they participated.

• Again, regional norms are not necessarily
indicative of activity within a given city. For
example, nearly all firms reporting from Bos-

ton participated in two or more job fairs, as
did about 60% of firms in Austin, Dallas,
Milwaukee and San Jose. In contrast, most or
all offices in Columbus, St. Louis, and Phoe-
nix participated in no job fairs.

• Firms in Boston and Pittsburgh were most
likely to participate in more job fairs in 2001
compared with 2000. All, or nearly all, of
firms reporting from Hartford, Houston, Mi-
ami, Columbus, Minneapolis, and St. Louis
did not change their level of participation.

Fall 2001 Job Fair Participation and Comparison with Fall 2000,
As Reported by Employers — By Type and Size

(in percentages)

 

Number of
Offices

NUMBER OF JOB FAIRS/CONSORTIA
FALL 2001

COMPARED TO 2000
JOB FAIR PARTICIPATION

None One Two or More Increased Decreased Stayed the Same
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Fall 2001 Job Fair Participation and Comparison with Fall 2000,
As Reported by Law Firms — By NALP Region and City

(in percentages)

 
Number of

Offices

NUMBER OF JOB FAIRS/CONSORTIA FALL 2001 COMPARED TO 2000 JOB FAIR PARTICIPATION

None One Two or More Increased Decreased Stayed the Same
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Outcomes of Summer Programs and Fall Recruiting
A total of 635 employers reported detailed

information on the outcomes of their 2001
summer programs and of fall recruiting. This
response volume represents about a 70% in-
crease over the prior year, and by far the largest
response ever to NALP’s annual request for
recruiting outcomes. All but a few responses
were from law firms; of these law firm re-
sponses, almost three-quarters were firms of
more than 100 attorneys, and 27% of respon-
dents represented firms of 501 or more attor-
neys. Again, however, a substantial minority of
respondents, about 15%, were firms of 50 or
fewer attorneys. About 16% of respondents
were from the Northeast and the Midwest; the
Mid-Atlantic region and the Southeast each
accounted for one in five respondents, and the
remaining one-quarter of respondents were
from the West.

Outcomes of
Summer 2001
Programs

Responding employers reported a total of
7,128 individuals from the Classes of 2001 and
2002 participating in their most recent sum-
mer program, with an average class size of 12.
The median class size was 6. The fact that the
average is considerably above the median, es-
pecially in the larger firms, indicates the pres-
ence of some relatively large programs. About
84% of participants received an offer for an
associate position and 73% of these offers were
accepted. The number of summer associates
reported is an increase over the prior year
corresponding with the increased volume of
survey respondents; the average program size
also compares with the 14 for the prior year.
However, the offer rate of 84% is a decline from
a figure of about 90% in recent years, while the
acceptance rate of 73% is an increase from
about 66% in recent years.

• Measured in terms of both the average and
the median, summer class sizes were
smaller in the West. Some cities with rela-
tively large firms such as Boston, New York,
Dallas, and Houston, are notable for having
summer programs which on average were
far larger than for their respective region

Outcome of Summer Programs
 SIZE OF PROGRAM % of

Participants
Receiving

Offers
% of Offers
Accepted

# of
OfficesMedian Average

�������� 
������������������������������������������� ��� �� ���� ���� ���

:	�$��%�
����>���
��	��2&
�'&(� � � � �

�!��
���'�
�������������������������������������������� ��! � ����  ��� ��

��#�!!��������������������������������������������������� ��! � ���!  ���  �

�!�#��!������������������������������������������������� ��� �! ����  ��� ��!

���#�!!������������������������������������������������� ���! � ����  ��� ���

�!�C������������������������������������������������������ ��! �� ����  ��� ���

:	�$��%�
����>���
��	��&��)��&
� � � � �

����
���'�
�������������������������������������������� ��! �  ���  ��  �

��#�!����������������������������������������������������� ��� �  ��� ���� ��

��#�!!��������������������������������������������������� ��!  ����  ��� ���

�!�C������������������������������������������������������ ���! �� ����  ��! ���

:	�$>-5�+��&�����(��&�	 � � � �

$�
������ ��������������������������������������������������� ��! � ����  �� ��

:�������������������������������������������������������� ���! �� ���� ���� ��

;�
���
(������������������������������������������������� ��! � ���� ���  

$�'�<�
= ����������������������������������������������� ���! �� ���!  ��� ��

.&(#>�����&
 ������������������������������������������������ ��� �� ����  ��� ���

:���&��
������������������������������������������������ ��! �  ��� ���� �

5�&��(����&���
�� ���������������������������������� ���! ��  ��� � �� ��

+&
����(���������������������������������������������� ���! ��  ��� ���� �

?���&�����0�"�����
�� ��������������������������  �! �� ���� ���! ��

@�������� ��������������������������������������������������� ��! ��  �� ���� ���

>��������������������������������������������������������� ��! �� ����  !�� � 

>���&�����������������������������������������������������  �! � ���� � �� ��

"��������������������������������������������������������� � �! ��  ��� ���� ��

;������ ������������������������������������������������ �!�� ��  ��� �!� ��

.&��& ���������������������������������������������������� ��� � ���� ���� �

/����4@���5���
�%�
����������������������������� ��! �  ��! ���� �

?��5����:��
���
�������������������������������� ��! � ����  ��� �

.&('��� ������������������������������������������������������ ��� �� ����  ��� �!�

��&
���������������������������������������������������� ��! �� ����  ��� ��

���*����(���������������������������������������������� ��! �� ����  ���  

�����%������������������������������������������������ ��! �  ���  ��� �

��(&������&�������������������������������������������� �!�! �! ��� ��� �

A�������&�	������������������������������������������� ���� �� ����  ��� �

.&�'��=����������������������������������������������� ��! ��  ���  ��� �

.&�������&�������������������������������������������� ���! �� �!��  ��� �!

@���-��&� ������������������������������������������������ ��� � ���! ���� �

?���4+�
=	�.�����&� �������������������������������� ��! �! ���  ��� ���

"��*�
��
�� ������������������������������������������ ��� � ���� ���� ��

-���>��������
������������������������������������ ��! �� ���� ���� �!

)
����������	0��>������������������������������� ���  ����   �� �!

5����&B������������������������������������������������� ��! � ���! ��� �

5�
����(��
�� ���������������������������������������� ��! �  ���  ��! �

@���"&������������������������������������������������ ���! �  ���  ��� �

@���2
��
&�
� ���������������������������������������  �! �� ���� � �� �!

@��������
�� ������������������������������������������ ��! � �!��  ��� ��

$�����2&��
���
����
����
�&
&���&���%	����(�����&������������������!!����(��!!��(�
&������������
�����!!��

@��������������!!�����(�������	���*����
�&
&����(�(�
&��������
&�
������
���(�
�
�&*�(�����
�������

����
����������&����/������%�
���������	�
��
���
�&����������
��
��
���&�����'��&�����������
�������

����
���&���%	��&7������&
��
����
�����'��&
������	��2&
��������
���
��(�
�

�&�&���
���������
�����&�������&
��

�
���B
��(�(��
�������	����%	����&
���&7���>*�
�����&��
����
��
���(�(�����������
����'��������%�
��/��

5�&��(����&���
���&�
��(���:�����	�'	(���(�;�((���&��(0�$1��/���?���&�����0�"���
���&�
��(���+�����0

D&����0���(�/	�������
��
��/���-���>��������
���&�
��(���5���(������(�-����:��
���)
����������	�

&�
��(���������.���0��
*&��0���(�$�'��
��:��
���/���@��������
���&�
��(���:����*�����(�A&
=���(��

/���@���1�����
���&�
��(���.�����5�
=0�5����>���0�@���1���0���(�@���	*�����/���"��*�
��
���&�
��(��

:
����&��(��/���5�
����(��
���&�
��(���-�=��)�'����

10 Perspectives on Fall 2001 Recruiting © 2002 NALP



as whole. This was not true of Wash-
ington, D.C., however.

• Average class sizes increased with firm
size, as did offer rates. By comparison,
acceptance rates varied little by firm
size. Offer rates were highest in the
Northeast, and in New York specifi-
cally, and lowest in the Southeast, par-
ticularly in Austin, San Antonio, and
the West Palm Beach area.

A different perspective on summer
outcomes is provided by examining the
distribution of acceptance rates for each
of the offices reporting this information.
This procedure, unlike that of the pre-
vious analysis which is based on volumes,
gives equal weight to each office. For ex-
ample, the acceptance rate for a small
firm has equal weight with that of a very
large firm. About one-third each of offices
reported acceptance rates of less than
67%, acceptance rates between 67% and
99.9%, and acceptance rates of 100%. The
median acceptance rate was 80%, but in
smaller firms it was higher.

• On a regional basis, about 40% of
offices in all regions but the Southeast
reported acceptance rates of 100%.
Firms in the Southeast were also most
likely by far to have reported accep-
tance rates of less than 67%. The me-
dian acceptance rate was also lower,
about 67% in the Southeast. 60% or
more of the offices in Richmond,
Austin, Dallas, Houston, and
Tampa/St. Petersburg reported accep-
tance rates of less than 67%. Offices in
Hartford, Baltimore, and Orange
County are among those that contrast
with their region as a whole and with
other cities in their region.

Acceptance Rates from Summer 2001 Program
(percent of offices in each range of acceptance rates)

 ACCEPTANCE RATES Median
Acceptance

Rate
# of

OfficesLess than 67% 67-99.9% 100%
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Hiring for Summer 2002

A total of 567 employers reported issu-
ing an average of 66 callback invitations
each to second-year students, or a total of
37,422 callback invitations. The median
figure was smaller, 36, again indicating
that some employers issued a large number
of callback invitations. The average num-
ber of invitations was highest in the North-
east — and twice the average for the
Mid-Atlantic region and over three times
the average in the Southeast and West.
Nationwide, about three-quarters of these
callback invitations were accepted. Accep-
tance rates were somewhat lower in the
Northeast compared with other regions.
These figures are in contrast to an average
of 95 and a median of 55 last year, suggest-
ing considerable moderation in recruiting
in fall 2001. In fact, the far larger number
of employers reporting this year (up about
70% over the prior year) collectively re-
ported only about 17% more callbacks, and
virtually the same number of offers.

• About half of callback interviews re-
sulted in an offer, with employers aver-
aging 26 offers each. The median
number of offers was 11. The percent-
age of callback interviews resulting in
an offer was considerably lower in firms
of 100 attorneys or less, and somewhat
higher in the largest firms. These per-
centages were also somewhat lower in
the Mid-Atlantic region and somewhat
higher in the Southeast. Employers in
the Southeast and West made the fewest
offers, with medians of 8 and 9, respec-
tively, and averages of 19 and 18, re-
spectively. This compares with figures
about three times higher in the North-
east. It is also worth noting that the offer
rate of 51% is a decline from about 63%
the prior year.

• Some cities departed from their re-
gional norm with respect to offers

made. For example, firms in Atlanta,
Dallas, San Antonio, and Los Angeles
reported relatively high offer rates com-
pared to their regions as a whole,
whereas the opposite was true of Hart-
ford, Baltimore, Miami, Columbus, and
St. Louis. Offer rates were highest in
Dallas and San Antonio — at 65.6%
and 68.6%, respectively — compared
with rates of less than 30% in Hartford,
Baltimore, and Portland.

• Overall, about one-third of offers were
accepted, a figure that trends with re-
cent years. A larger percentage of offers
from firms in the Southeast were ac-
cepted — 46.1% — while acceptance
rates were somewhat lower in the
Northeast — 28.3%. Acceptance rates
were highest at firms of 50 or fewer
attorneys and at offices of 25 or fewer
attorneys.

• At the city level, acceptance rates were
lowest at firms in New York and Boston,
where less than 30% of offers were ac-
cepted. Acceptance rates were highest in
the West Palm Beach and Portland ar-
eas, where about two-thirds of offers
were accepted, followed by Austin, Mi-
ami, and Kansas City, where about half
of offers were accepted.

• Comparing the ratio of callback inter-
views and offer accepted reveals that
employers conducted about 5 callback
interviews for each offers ultimately ac-
cepted. As a point of comparison, NACE
(National Association of Colleges and
Employers) reported in its Year 2000
Employer Benchmark Survey that em-
ployers had to interview 4.5 college can-
didates for each one they hired during
the 1999-2000 recruiting season.
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Outcomes of Callback Invitations to and Interviews of
Class of 2003 Students for Summer 2002 Positions

 NUMBER OF CALLBACK INVITATIONS % of Callback
Invitations

Accepted

% of Callback
Invitations

Resulting in
Offer

NUMBER OF OFFERS EXTENDED
% of Offers
Accepted

# of
OfficesMedian Average Median Average
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Grouping offices according to their
individual acceptance rates, about one-
third each of offices reported accep-
tance rates of less than 33%, acceptance
rates between 33% and 49.9%, and ac-
ceptance rates of 50% or more. The
median acceptance rate was about 40%.

• Small offices and firms more fre-
quently reported acceptance rates in
excess of 50%, as did offices in the
Southeast. At the city level, median
acceptance rates and the percent of
offices reporting acceptance rates of
more than 50% were highest in West
Palm Beach, Austin and Portland. In
contrast, between half and two-
thirds of offices in Boston, New York,
Richmond, Washington, D.C., Chi-
cago, and Columbus reported ac-
ceptance rates of less than 33%.

Acceptance Rates for Summer 2002 Program
(percent of offices in each range of acceptance rates)

 ACCEPTANCE RATES Median
Acceptance

Rate
# of

OfficesLess than 33% 33-49.9% 50% or More
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Outcomes of Callback Invitations to and Interviews of
Class of 2002 Students for Associate Positions

 NUMBER OF CALLBACK
INVITATIONS % of

Callback
Invitations 

Accepted

% of
Callback

Invitations 
Resulting

in Offer

NUMBER OF
OFFERS

EXTENDED % of
Offers

Accepted
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OfficesMedian Average Median Average
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Third-Year
Hiring

Recruiting of third-year students not
previously employed by the employer was
reported by 267 employers, or less than
half — 43% — of survey respondents.
The median number of callback invita-
tions was 4, and the average was 9. Com-
pared with fall 2000, this level of activity
is greatly diminished. For fall 2000, about
one-third of respondents reported no
third-year recruiting, and among those
that did recruit, the level of activity was
much higher, with the median and aver-
age number of callbacks about twice as
high — 8 and 17 respectively.

By either measure, the level of activity
was highest by far in the Northeast — 8.5
and 16, respectively — and lowest in the
Southeast — 2 and 4, respectively. Among
cities, New York, not surprisingly, and Bos-
ton reported the greatest volume. About
three-quarters of these callback invita-
tions were accepted, a figure which was
notably lower in firms of 251-500 attor-
neys. Acceptance rates were highest in the
Southeast, lowest by far in the Northeast.

• About 30% of interviews resulted in an
offer, with a median of 1 and an aver-
age of 2 offers made. By comparison,
the median and average number of
offers was about three times greater for
fall 2000, at 3 and 7, respectively. Offer
rates were highest in the largest firms
and in the Southeast and West. For
example, about 41% of interviews con-
ducted by firms of 251-500 attorneys
resulted in an offer, compared with a
figure of 23.7% in firms of 51-250 at-
torneys. The figure of about 40% in the
Southeast and West contrasts with a
low of 20% in the Mid-Atlantic region.
Offer rates were highest by far in Seat-
tle, followed by Atlanta and Los Ange-
les, and lowest in Hartford and
Portland.

• Just over half of offers made to third-
year students were accepted. On a re-
gional basis, the acceptance rate was a
little higher than average in the South-
east and somewhat lower in the North-
east. For individual cities, acceptance
rates ranged from about 33% in Port-
land to all, or nearly all, in Hartford
and Seattle.
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About one-quarter of offices reported acceptance rates of less than
25%, but over 40% reported that their acceptance rate was 100%. Small
firms were least likely to report acceptance rates of less than 25%, while
firms of 251-500 attorneys were most likely to report 100% acceptance
rates. The median rate was 67%.

• On a regional basis, the percentage of offices in which the accep-
tance rate was 100% ranged from about 35% in the Northeast and
Mid-Atlantic region, to over half in the Southeast and Midwest. Of
the cities reported here, over half of respondents in Chicago and San
Francisco reported 100% acceptance rates. In contrast, almost half
of offices in Washington, D.C. reported acceptance rates of less than
25%, and the median rate was 33%.

Acceptance Rates for Third-Year Hiring
(percent of offices in each range of acceptance rates)

 ACCEPTANCE RATES Median
Acceptance

Rate
# of

OfficesLess than 25% 25-99.9% 100%
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