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Executive Summary

Artificial intelligence has moved from the margins to the mainstream in heritage, 
archival, and legal professions. Archivists, institution professionals, brand managers, 
attorneys, and technology, data, and infrastructure practitioners are no longer debating 
whether AI will arrive—they are grappling with how it is already reshaping their work.

The latest research from History Associates, Incorporated (HAI) reveals these professions at a 
crossroads: enthusiastic about AI’s potential, wary of its risks, and divided on how to manage its 
future. The survey explored professional attitudes and usage patterns surrounding AI tools, the 
current impact of AI integration in heritage, archival, and legal contexts, its potential impact on 
reputation, and the need for evidence of responsible AI use.

In a study commissioned by HAI, respondents report mixed experiences with pressure to adopt AI.
While most have not been forced into premature integration, those who have describe being nudged into 
using AI for administrative tasks, such as writing newsletters and drafting policies.

The overwhelming majority—87 percent—already use AI tools, with productivity platforms like Copilot, 
ChatGPT, and Gemini leading the way. They are excited about AI’s ability to enhance search and discovery 
and free time for strategic or creative work. Yet this optimism coexists with deep anxiety: 40 percent are very 
concerned that premature adoption could erode trust in their institutions.

This paradox—high confidence in AI outputs but fragile confidence in institutional governance—suggests 
that the real risk is not technological failure but reputational collapse. Institutions that rush ahead without 
safeguards risk tumbling off a “trust cliff,” according to survey results.

Survey respondents express strong confidence in AI tools today, particularly in their ability to respect cultural 
sensitivity and historical context. But that trust is conditional. If adoption outpaces safeguards, confidence 
could collapse overnight.

For archivists, historians, and attorneys—professions built on 
credibility—the risk is existential. AI is not just a technical tool; it is a 
reputational gamble.

The research also indicates some differences between the US and the 
UK. US professionals report a slightly faster pace in establishing policies 
and a moderately higher level of trust in AI outputs.
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“As AI reshapes how information is discovered and interpreted,
human expertise remains essential to context, nuance, and truth.
Our Human-guided AI philosophy reflects HAI's responsibility
to safeguard accuracy while embracing innovation.”
BETH MASER
CEO, HAI

UK professionals, by contrast, face greater pressure from funders, limited policy frameworks, and slightly 
greater concern about reduced human oversight. They are more likely to cite unclear institutional strategy 
and lack of funding as barriers to responsible adoption.

This governance gap is meaningful. If UK institutions accelerate adoption without addressing oversight, they 
are concerned about the risk of reputational damage that could undermine public trust in heritage and legal 
organizations. Meanwhile, US institutions, though more confident, worry about this risk too and must also 
guard against complacency.

Perhaps the most provocative finding is the overwhelming demand for accountability. Eighty-five percent of 
professionals support independent audits of AI systems to ensure ethical compliance. This is not a rejection 
of AI; it is a demand for transparency. Professionals want AI, but they want it under watchful scrutiny, with 
clear ethical guidelines, inclusive datasets, and human oversight baked into every deployment.

The message is clear: trust in AI must be earned, not assumed. Independent audits could become the new 
standard of credibility, much like peer review in academia or compliance checks in finance. Institutions that 
embrace this demand will position themselves as leaders in responsible innovation.

The legal sector offers a glimpse of what this future might look like. Nearly half of legal professionals 
anticipate moderate operational efficiencies from AI over the next three years, while a quarter predict 
significant transformation of service offerings and pricing structures. This signals a potential shake-up in legal 
economics, where AI could redefine not just workflows but the very business model of law. For firms that bill 
by the hour, higher efficiency is not just a technical improvement: it is a financial shift.

AI is reframing expertise in heritage and law. It is not replacing professionals but reshaping their roles, freeing 
them to focus on strategy, creativity, and judgment. Yet the path forward is precarious. Institutions must 
balance enthusiasm with caution, optimism with oversight. The demand for independent audits, ethical 
guardrails, and strategic clarity is not a barrier to innovation. Rather, it is the foundation of sustainable trust.

The lesson from this research is simple but urgent: professionals are ready to embrace AI, but they will not 
sacrifice credibility for speed. Institutions that listen will lead. Those who ignore the warning signs risk 
tumbling off the trust cliff.
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Key Findings

Key findings from this survey include professional attitudes, usage patterns,
and concerns surrounding AI tools. The data reveals strong engagement with
AI technologies, tempered by ethical concerns, operational caution, and a demand
for responsible implementation.

1. Challenges in Considering AI Tools

When professionals were asked about the biggest challenges they face when considering AI tools
in their work, data privacy issues (52 percent) and ethical concerns (47 percent) emerged as the most 
frequently cited barriers. These concerns reflect widespread apprehension about the responsible 
implementation of AI and the safeguarding of sensitive and proprietary information.

Beyond ethical and privacy considerations, institutional readiness also plays a critical role. Unclear 
institutional strategy (38 percent) and a lack of technical expertise (38 percent) were equally cited, indicating 
that many organizations may lack internal alignment or the skills necessary to adopt AI effectively.

A quarter of respondents also reported cultural and financial barriers, including resistance from colleagues 
(25 percent) and lack of funding (25 percent). Notably, these challenges were more pronounced among 
professionals in the UK, who were significantly more likely than their US counterparts to cite strategy and 
funding gaps. UK professionals are perhaps being more diligent with strategy formulation and funding 
pursuits than their US counterparts, highlighting a different pace to readiness.

What are the biggest
challenges you face
when considering
AI tools in your
professional practice?

Totals may not equal 100% due to 
multiple-response questions and standard 
rounding.

52%Data privacy issues

Ethical concerns

Unclear institutional strategy

Lack of technical expertise

Resistance from colleagues

Lack of funding

Other

47%

38%

38%

25%

25%

2%

Challenges to Implementing AI Tools
Respondents report data privacy issues and ethical concerns as the biggest challenges.
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2. Concern About AI Replacing Human Expertise

A majority of professionals (62 percent) express moderate to extreme concern that AI could devalue
or replace human expertise in their field. This sentiment underscores a persistent tension between 
technological advancement and the preservation of domain-specific knowledge and judgment.

The remaining respondents fall into the slightly concerned (20 percent) or not concerned (18 percent) 
categories overall, indicating that while concern is widespread, it is not universal.

Regional differences are notable. UK professionals (67 percent) are more likely than their US counterparts 
(59 percent) to report elevated concern levels. Conversely, US respondents are slightly more likely to be not 
or only slightly concerned (41 percent), compared to 33 percent in the UK. This suggests a marginally more 
optimistic outlook among US professionals regarding AI's role in augmenting rather than displacing human 
capabilities.

These findings point to a critical need for sector-specific dialogue around AI integration—one that 
acknowledges professional apprehensions while clarifying the boundaries between automation
and expertise.

How concerned are you about AI replacing or
devaluing human expertise in your field?

Moderately to extremely 
concerned

Slightly concerned

Not concerned

67%62%

20%

18%

TOTAL US UK

59%

21%

18%

15%20%

Moderate to extreme concern among professionals of AI devaluing or replacing
human expertise in their field.
US respondents are more likely to be only slightly or not concerned than those in the UK.
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3. Pressure to Use AI for Human-Centric Tasks

While a slight majority of professionals (52 percent) report no pressure to use AI for tasks they
believe are better suited to human judgment, a notable 45 percent have encountered such pressure, 
highlighting a growing tension between technological adoption and professional discretion.

Those who have faced pressure commonly cite administrative tasks (29  percent), such as drafting newsletters 
or policy documents. Although these are viewed as low-risk areas for AI integration, respondents may still 
prefer human oversight for tone, nuance, and context.

Other areas in which respondents reported pressure include:
• Information gathering (16%) and concerns about AI replacing jobs (16%), suggesting unease around both
 operational efficiency and workforce implications.

• Customer service (11%) and legal/corporate decisions (11%), in which empathy and accountability are critical.

• Data collection (7%).

These findings underscore the importance of aligning AI deployment with professional judgment, ethical 
standards, and sector-specific expectations, particularly in roles in which human expertise remains 
irreplaceable.

Have you encountered any 
pressure to use AI for tasks that 
you believe are better-suited
to human judgment?

Yes

No

Not sure

52%45%

3%

Please describe the tasks in which you have faced pressure
to use AI for tasks better-suited to human judgment

Administrative tasks
(e.g., newsletters, policies)

Getting information

Identity concerns of
AI taking human jobs

Customer service

Legal/corporate decisions

Data collection

Other

29%

16%

16%

11%

11%

7%

13%
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Pressure to Use AI: A Divided Experience Among Professionals
Survey respondents most commonly cited facing pressure to use AI for administrative tasks.

Totals may not equal 100% due to multiple-response 
questions and standard rounding.



4. Policy and Communication

Survey results indicate strong support among professionals for ethical oversight of AI systems. 
A commanding 85 percent agree that AI systems should be subject to independent audits to ensure ethical 
compliance, signaling a broad consensus around the need for external accountability mechanisms in
AI governance.

In terms of organizational readiness, 72 percent of respondents agree that their organization has clear 
policies in place for responsible AI adoption, suggesting that many entities are proactively integrating AI 
technologies within ethical and operational frameworks.

However, perceptions of sector-wide awareness are more tempered. Only 66 percent of responders agree 
that professionals in their sector are adequately informed about the risks of AI misuse, suggesting a 
potential gap in education, training, or communication regarding emerging threats and responsible use.

Together, these findings reflect a community that is largely aligned on the importance of ethical safeguards 
but also recognizes the need for continued investment in policy clarity and professional awareness.

85%

“AI systems should be 
subject to independent 

audits to ensure
ethical compliance.”
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72%

“My organization has
clear policies in place for 
responsible AI adoption.”

66%

“Professionals in my
sector are adequately 
informed about the
risks of AI misuse.”

To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Perspectives on AI Policy and Ethical Oversight
A strong majority of survey respondents express support for independent audits of AI systems for ethical
compliance, though many still believe their organization has clear policies for responsible AI adoption and that 
professionals in their sector are adequately informed about risks of AI misuse.

Totals may not equal 100% due to multiple-response questions and standard rounding.



5. AI Adoption Widespread

AI adoption is widespread among professionals, with 87 percent reporting regular or occasional use
in their work. This reflects a strong shift toward operational integration of AI technologies across sectors.

Regional breakdowns show slight variations:
• US professionals lead in regular usage (54%), with a combined adoption rate of 88%.

• UK professionals report slightly lower regular use (45%) but maintain a strong overall adoption rate
 of 85%.

Across all respondents, only a small share are currently not using AI tools. Of the full sample, 9 percent say 
they plan to begin using AI in the future, while just 4 percent report no intention to use it.  

These findings underscore a clear trajectory: AI tools are no longer experimental. They are embedded in 
professional practice.

Respondents signal a clear need for stronger guidance and skill-building around responsible AI, even as they 
actively explore practical use cases from search and summarization to digitization and workflow support.

AI Adoption: The overwhelming majority of professionals report using AI tools at 
work. Among those who don’t, a significant portion report planning to.
Those in the US report using AI tools slightly more regularly than those in the UK.

Have you personally used AI tools at work?

Yes, regularly

Yes, occasionally

No, but I plan to

No, and I don’t
plan to

TOTAL US UK

45%

40%

10%

5%

54%

34%

8%

4%

50%

37%

9%

4%

85%
88%

11% 15%

87%

13%
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6. Types of AI Tools and Use Cases

Productivity tools dominate among respondents because of their immediate operational value.
• 82% use productivity tools (e.g., ChatGPT, Copilot) for summarizing and drafting

• 18% use research/strategy tools (e.g., Claude, StratNavApp) for planning and calendaring

• 9% use efficiency tools (e.g., Zapier, DocuSign Insight) for data retrieval and virtual signing

Among professionals who use AI tools in their work, AI productivity tools (such as ChatGPT, Microsoft 
Copilot, and Google Gemini) are by far the most prevalent, with 82 percent  of survey respondents relying on 
them. These tools are primarily used for summarizing long-form content (e.g., articles) and drafting reports, 
documents, or correspondence, reflecting their strong alignment with day-to-day operational needs.

In contrast, AI tools for research, strategy, and planning—including platforms like Claude, Perplexity, and 
StratNavApp—are used more selectively, often for general research and calendaring tasks. This suggests
a more exploratory or niche application within strategic workflows.

AI efficiency tools, such as DocuSign Insight and Zapier, are the least utilized, typically supporting data 
retrieval and virtual signing, which may reflect narrower use cases or integration challenges within
existing systems.

These insights reinforce a clear trend: professionals gravitate toward AI tools that deliver immediate, tangible 
value in content creation and communication. While strategic and efficiency-focused AI tools have yet to gain 
the same level of momentum as productivity solutions, the overall outlook remains strongly positive. A solid 
majority of professionals anticipate AI becoming increasingly influential in their field, with 52 percent already 
extremely or very optimistic about its long-term benefits.

7. Optimism About AI’s Long-Term Benefits

A strong majority of professionals express confidence in AI’s future role in their field, with over
half (52 percent) reporting they are either extremely or very optimistic about its long-term benefits. 
An additional 19 percent are moderately optimistic, suggesting broad but varied enthusiasm across the 
professional landscape.

However, 28 percent remain only slightly or not optimistic, indicating that while momentum is high, 
skepticism persists—likely tied to concerns around ethical use, displacement, or sector readiness.

When asked what excites them most about AI’s potential, professionals cited several
high-impact opportunities:
• Enhancing search and discovery (67%). AI’s ability to surface relevant information quickly is seen
 as transformative.

• Freeing up time for strategic or creative work (61%), allowing professionals to shift focus from routine
 tasks to higher-value contributions.
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• Enabling new forms of engagement (51%), such as personalized experiences or interactive tools.

• Accelerating digitization of collections (48%) and automated cataloguing (40%), particularly relevant in
 archival, cultural heritage, and legal contexts.

These findings reflect a forward-looking professional community that sees AI not just as a tool for efficiency 
but as a catalyst for innovation, deeper engagement, and strategic transformation.

Professional Optimism and Excitement Around AI’s Long-Term Potential
The majority of professionals express optimism about the long-term benefits of AI in their profession. Top reasons
for excitement include enhancing search and discovery and freeing up time for strategic or creative work.

Enhancing search and discovery

Freeing up time for
strategic or creative work

Enabling new forms of engagement

Digitizing collections more quickly

Automated cataloguing

Other

How optimistic are you
about the long-term benefits
of AI for your profession?

What excites you most about the potential of AI in your field?

67%

61%

51%

48%

40%

Extremely optimistic

Very optimistic

Moderately optimistic

Slightly optimistic

Not optimistic

52%

28%

20%

33%

19%

16%

12%

1%

Totals may not equal 100% due to multiple-response questions and standard rounding.



8. Responsible AI Policies and Precautions

Survey data reveals that while only 34 percent of professionals report having formal policies or
guidelines in place for responsible AI use, nearly half (48 percent) indicate that such policies are
currently in development.

This signals active institutional engagement but also highlights a transitional phase in AI governance.

Regional differences are notable:
• US institutions are more likely to have established policies (41%), compared to 23% in the UK.

• Conversely, 58% of UK respondents report policies are in progress, suggesting momentum
 toward formalization.

Only 17 percent of respondents report no policy activity, and 2 percent are unsure, underscoring that most
professionals are at least aware of the need for structured AI oversight.

When asked about essential precautions for AI implementation, professionals prioritized:
• Human oversight (59%) and clear ethical guidelines (52%) as foundational safeguards.

• Transparency (38%), community consent (36%), and inclusive datasets (34%), reflecting growing
 attention to equity and accountability.

• Regular audits (34%) reinforcing the importance of ongoing evaluation.

These findings suggest that while policy maturity varies, a strong consensus around core ethical principles 
provides a road map for institutions seeking to operationalize responsible AI practices.

Many institutions are still in progress on developing a policy for responsible
AI use, with human oversight and clear ethical guidelines standing out as top 
essential precautions when implementing AI.
US institutions report the development of AI use policies at a higher level than UK institutions.

Yes

In progress

No

Not sure

Have you or your institution 
developed policies or guidelines
for responsible AI use?

TOTAL

48%

17%

2%

82%

US
2%

82%

16%

41%

41%

UK

81%

3%

23%

58%

18%

34%
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What precautions do you believe are essential when implementing
AI in your professional or institutional setting?

Human oversight

Clear ethical guidelines

Transparent algorithms

Consent from communities

Inclusive databases

Regular audits

59%

52%

38%

36%

34%

34%

9. Risks of AI Without Safeguards

Professionals across both the US and UK identify data privacy concerns (64–65 percent) as the most 
significant risk if AI is adopted without proper safeguards. This reflects a consistent, cross-regional 
emphasis on the need for secure data governance in AI-enabled environments.

Beyond privacy, concerns diverge by region:
• Reduced human oversight and expertise is cited by 60% of UK professionals, significantly higher than the
 36% in the US, suggesting greater concern in the UK about the potential erosion of professional judgment
 and accountability. 

• Risks related to copyright infringement (41%), bias in search algorithms (40%), and inaccurate cataloguing
 or data errors (39%) are broadly recognized, pointing to operational and ethical vulnerabilities in
 AI deployment.

• Image licensing violations (39%) also rank as a notable concern, particularly in sectors handling digital
 assets or archival materials.

Only 1 percent of respondents indicated no foreseeable risks, underscoring near-universal recognition
of the need for robust safeguards.

These findings reinforce the imperative for institutions to implement clear ethical frameworks, technical 
oversight, and legal protections before scaling AI use, especially in fields where human expertise, data 
integrity, and intellectual property are central.
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10. Importance of Data Traceability

Seventy-four percent of professionals rate traceability to verified data sources as very or extremely 
important. This expectation is slightly higher in the UK (78 percent) than in the US (72 percent), emphasizing 
the role of transparency in AI trust.

This reflects a clear demand for transparency and accountability in AI systems, particularly in fields in which 
accuracy, provenance, and trust are critical.

These findings underscore that responsible AI adoption is not just about functionality; it’s about ensuring 
that outputs are grounded in credible evidence, especially in sectors like legal, cultural heritage, and
strategic consulting, where source fidelity directly affects decision-making. 

Data Traceability: A Core Expectation for AI Outputs
The ability of AI outputs to trace back to verified, original data sources is rated highly important.

43%

32%

18%

16% 2%

Extremely 
important

Very 
important

Moderately
important

Slightly 
important

Not 
important

75% combined extremely & very important

Importance of AI Outputs Being Able to Trace Back to Verified Data Sources 
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11. Trust vs. Concern in AI Outputs

While 44 percent report high trust in AI outputs (US: 48 percent, UK: 38 percent), 40 percent are 
concerned that premature adoption could damage institutional trust, suggesting differing levels of 
comfort with current AI performance and reliability.

Despite this trust, concerns remain. Forty percent of respondents feel very or extremely concerned that 
inappropriate or premature AI adoption could damage trust in their company or institution. This concern
is more pronounced among UK professionals (45 percent), compared to US respondents (36 percent), 
indicating heightened concern about reputational risk and institutional credibility.

These findings highlight a critical tension: while AI is gaining trust, professionals remain cautious about
its deployment. Responsible implementation, clear safeguards, and sector-specific oversight will be
essential to maintain institutional trust and avoid reputational harm.

Trust in AI Outputs Used in Their Field
US professionals are slightly more likely to have high trust in AI outputs than UK professionals.

Trust in AI Outputs Used in Their Field
US professionals are slightly more likely to have high trust in AI outputs than UK professionals.

How much trust do you currently have in 
AI-generated outputs used in your field?

(% High/Complete trust)

38%48%44%

Total US UK

How concerned are you that inappropriate
or premature AI output/adoption could

damage trust in your company or institution?
(% Very/Extremely concerned)

40%

Total

36%

US

45%

UK
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12. Cultural Sensitivity and Historical Context

Nearly half of survey respondents (49 percent), excluding legal professionals, express high 
confidence (either extremely or very confident) that current AI tools respect cultural sensitivity 
and historical context. This demonstrates growing trust in AI’s ability to navigate nuanced domains, 
particularly in fields in which context, heritage, and representation are critical.

An additional 25 percent are moderately confident, suggesting cautious optimism and room for 
improvement. However, 26 percent of respondents remain slightly or not confident, highlighting 
persistent concerns about AI’s ability to interpret and honor complex cultural narratives.

These findings underscore the importance of embedding inclusive design principles, context-aware 
training data, and human oversight into AI systems, especially in the cultural heritage sector and archival 
practice, in which historical accuracy and cultural respect are nonnegotiable.
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Confidence in AI Tools Respecting Cultural Sensitivity and Historical Context

Totals may not equal 100% due to multiple-response questions and standard rounding.

How confident are you that current
AI tools respect cultural sensitivity
and historical context?

Extremely confident

Very confident

Moderately confident

Slightly confident

Not confident

20%

30%

24%

13%

13%

49%

26%



13. AI’s Impact on Legal Business Models

Legal professionals anticipate meaningful operational shifts driven by AI over the next
three years. While only 25 percent expect significant transformation in service offerings or pricing 
structures, a much larger share—48 percent—foresee moderate operational efficiencies without major 
changes to their core business models. Together, this 73 percent majority signals a broad expectation 
that AI will enhance productivity and streamline workflows, even if fundamental business structures 
remain intact, and suggests a sector preparing for gradual evolution rather than disruption.

Meanwhile, 20 percent believe AI will have minimal impact, and 7 percent are still evaluating its potential, 
suggesting that a subset of firms remain cautious or unconvinced about AI’s strategic relevance.

These findings reflect a legal sector in transition: embracing AI’s operational benefits while maintaining 
measured expectations about disruptive change. For firms seeking a competitive advantage, the next 
three years represent a critical window to pilot, refine, and scale AI-enabled solutions aligned with client 
needs and regulatory standards.

Legal professionals anticipate operational improvements:
• 25% expect a significant transformation.

• 48% foresee moderate efficiencies.

• 20% expect minimal impact.

• 7% are still evaluating.
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ABOUT THE RESEARCH
This study was commissioned by HAI to explore industry perceptions of 
artificial intelligence among professionals in archival, historical, and legal sectors.
The research aimed to uncover the pressures, possibilities, and precautions 
associated with AI adoption and integration across these domains. The data was  
collected at the end of 2025.

A total of 101 respondents participated in the study, distributed across two geographic markets:
• US: 61 participants
• UK: 40 participants

Respondents were screened to ensure relevance and strategic insight. Inclusion criteria were
as follows:

• Occupying roles such as:
 • Archivist (corporate and noncorporate)
 • Historian, Conservator
 • Brand Manager, CMO
 • Attorney, Partner, Legal Assistant, Paralegal
 • CIO, COO, CTO, Digital Transformation Lead

• Affiliated with organizations of 50+ employees, including:
 • Corporations with 25+ years of brand history
 • Museums, libraries, and historical sites
 • Law firms or legal departments
 • Government agencies, nonprofits
 • Educational institutions, associations, and foundations

• Identified as primary strategic decision-makers or influencers
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ABOUT HAI

HAI is a trusted leader in heritage, archives, and litigation research services— 
helping organizations harness their past to inform strategy, strengthen trust,
and shape the future. For more than four decades, our historians, archivists, 
and researchers have transformed complex records and fragmented data into 
clarity, insight, and narrative power. From activation-ready archives to litigation 
research, corporate anniversaries, museum exhibits, and public history projects, 
we deliver work that is rigorous, human-centered, and built for long-term value.

FOR MORE ON HOW WE APPROACH RESPONSIBLE, HUMAN-GUIDED AI
Please see the official History Associates, Incorporated AI Statement.

STAY CONNECTED
We'd love to continue the conversation and explore how we can collaborate to support
your heritage and research needs.

Connect with us on LinkedIn and Instagram to follow new insights, case studies, and 
behind-the-scenes work. Visit www.historyassociates.com to explore our services, research, 
and thought leadership.

Reach out any time to start a conversation about how we can help you with your AI considerations 
within heritage, research, and archival contexts, or how we can support your next challenge or 
opportunity. Our team is ready to discuss your specific needs and explore tailored solutions to advance 
your projects and goals.

FOR MEDIA QUERIES
Please contact Laura Osburnsen, VP Growth Marketing, HAI at losburnsen@historyassociates.com.

https://www.historyassociates.com/hai-statement-on-the-responsible-use-of-ai-in-historical-archival-and-research-work/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/history-associates-incorporated/
https://www.instagram.com/historyassociates/
https://www.historyassociates.com/
mailto:losburnsen@historyassociates.com

