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necessitates a research program that is highly inter-
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An interdisciplinary perspective is essential, as
Abstract: In our article, we share the lessons we research concerning severe brain injury implicates
have learned after creating and running a suc- questions that run the gamut from mathematics, bio-
cessful legal laboratory over the past seven years physics, and engineering, to ethics, law, sociology, and
at Yale Law School. Our legal laboratory, which biomedicine.? Despite the complexity, scholarship
focuses on the intersection of law and severe brain concerning severe brain injury is vital, as this patient
injury, represents a unique pedagogical model for population has long been marked by societal and
legal academia, and is closely influenced by the medical neglect.
biomedical laboratory. Given this realization about our chosen problem

space, one of us (JJF) co-established the Consortium
omplicated problems require thoughtful inter- fqr the Advancefi Study of Bra.ln Injur}‘l ("CASBI") Wlt.h
disciplinary solutions. This has become evident his colleague, Nicholas D. Schiff at Weill Cornell Medi-
after working for man.y years at the intersection cal College. CASBI is a multidisciplinary consortium
of brain injury, neuroscience, medicine, and the law.! that studies the diagnosis and treatment of severe brain
Developing tre;nslational apl;roaches f(;r the diagno.— injury, mechanisms of recovery, novel therapeutics, and
sis and treatment of severe brain inturv. while also the ethical, legal and social implications of this work. A
addressing societal consequences 0%. sg’::h iniuries specific focus has been to use the law to advance disabil-
8 4 J > | ity rights for this historically underserved population.*
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As the work of CASBI continued, it became increas-
ingly clear that any comprehensive effort to assist
those recovering from severe brain injury would
require a deep understanding of, and engagement
with, the legal apparatus that governs daily life in the
United States.® It was with this understanding that,
in 2014, CASBI partnered with the Solomon Center
for Health Law and Policy at Yale Law School (“YLS”),
to start CASBI@YLS, an interdisciplinary program
under the direction of Professor Fins and Solomon
Center leadership.

The traditional scholarship method employed in
legal academia consists mainly of solo or single co-
author writing and investigation.® This model has

collaborative workflow that is quite unique amongst
legal programs. While there has been a growing rec-
ognition of the benefits of studying law at its intersec-
tions with social science and humanities (e.g., law and
economics or law and philosophy), multidisciplinary
programs invoking a broader range of disciplines
remain less common in the legal academy, limiting
pedagogical options for law students who want to
tackle a complex array of problems.?

These differences in academic approach result from
a multitude of factors.”® No one can deny that there
are quite differing pedagogical styles between law and
medicine." There are also different philosophical atti-
tudes in the academies of both disciplines, with law

However, as we engaged with the academy and apparatus of law at
a top law school, it became clear that legal academia more generally looked
upon collaborative investigation with skepticism. Indeed, multidisciplinary
academic programs, such as CASBI@YLS, are few and far between,
and operated using a collaborative workflow that is quite different from
traditional legal scholarship. While there has been a growing recognition
of the benefits of studying law at its intersections with social science and
humanities (e.g., law and economics or law and philosophy),
multidisciplinary programs invoking a broader range of disciplines remain
less common in the legal academy, limiting pedagogical options for
law students who want to tackle a complex array of problems.

long served law well, especially in regard to some of
the most complicated questions concerning individ-
ual fields of law, such as constitutional law or crimi-
nal law, which benefit from deeply focused academic
consideration.

The solo or single co-author model of legal scholar-
ship contrasts with that which predominates in aca-
demic medicine. The biomedical laboratory involves
working closely with a large team, possessing diverse
training and expertise, producing scholarship with
many co-authors.” While individual members of a lab
may be exploring different projects, all of the work
streams relate to a common theme and collaboration
is not only rewarded, but also required.®

However, as we engaged with the academy and
apparatus of law at a top law school, it became clear
that legal academia more generally looked upon col-
laborative investigation with skepticism. Indeed, mul-
tidisciplinary academic programs, such as CASBI@
YLS, are few and far between, and operated using a

placing more value on solitary models of scholarship
and advancement, while science and medicine pri-
oritize co-authorship and laboratory collaboration.!
Interestingly, some argue that law not only fails to
foster collaboration, but also actively discourages it,
as co-authored articles generally receive less consider-
ation from law journals and are under-valued by law
school tenure committees.'® The result of this skepti-
cism towards collaborative investigation is that most
law articles are solo-authored.”* Unlike academic med-
icine and biomedical laboratories, where students and
trainees work with established scholars, law’s model
limits the pedagogical opportunities for law students
to work collaboratively with law professors and their
peers at other graduate schools.

Through our 9-year history, CASBI@YLS has been
confronted with the question of what should be done
when legal scholarship focuses on problems that
implicate, but also transcend, the discipline of the
law, such as how best to vindicate the legal rights and
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promote the wellbeing of patients with severe brain
injuries. CASBI@YLS has allowed us to develop a
model to address such difficult problem spaces, by
assembling an interdisciplinary team, not just of
medical professionals, researchers, and neuroscien-
tists, but also lawyers, law students, engineers, and
social scientists. CASBI@YLS models a dynamic
partnership, where law students and legal academ-
ics work closely with academic physicians, research-
ers, sociologists, and engineers, to address legal and
social issues related to severe brain injury. ' While the
work of CASBI@YLS is multifaceted, over the past 9
years, the group has produced more than 10 academic
articles, with student co-authorship, which have been
published in major law reviews, and medical and bio-
ethics journals."”

While CASBTI’s horizons have certainly been broad-
ened by its engagement with the Yale Law School, we
write today because we realize that CASBI@YLS has
also contributed to the scholarly climate at Yale. It has
fostered a process for work and writing that is com-
mon at medical institutions and which could be ben-
eficial to the legal academy more generally. We specifi-
cally advance the concept of the biomedical laboratory
model for collaboration and scholarship concerning
complex problems. To that end, we present CASBI@
YLS as a “legal laboratory” model that shares many
key similarities with biomedical laboratories in aca-
demic medicine.

In this Article, we will discuss our legal laboratory
model, highlighting what we have learned over 9 years
of collaboration, while teaching upwards of 40 law stu-
dents. We will first describe the traditional approach
legal academia has taken when considering interdis-
ciplinary problems facing the law. We will then dis-
cuss the legal laboratory that governs our scholarship,
while highlighting how this model helps us address
some of the limitations of traditional legal scholar-
ship. We will continue to highlight the advantages of
the legal laboratory model, discussing how the model
not only strengthens scholarship, but also results in an
improved pedagogical experience for participating law
students who wish to produce scholarship. Because it
is our hope that CASBI@YLS can serve as a case study
for a specific laboratory model that can be employed
by other interdisciplinary legal programs, we will end
with recommendations geared towards fostering the
growth of other legal laboratories. To be as instru-
mental as possible with our recommendations we will
highlight challenges that CASBI@YLS has faced and
overcome, while offering modest suggestions to fos-
ter improved interdisciplinary collaborations in legal
academia.
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We believe there is an opportunity for law schools to
follow CASBI@YLS’s example and implement novel
legal laboratories to help foster the type of pedagogy
that is best suited to collaboratively write academic
articles on some of the most complicated legal prob-
lems, especially when those problems demand a spe-
cialized base of technical or system knowledge and
expertise.

I. Traditional Legal Pedagogy

Legal education has always had a unique academic
culture, especially when contrasted with the other
“priestly professions” in the United States.’® Law’s
traditional academic model consists of a solo-scholar,
performing deep research into a topic. The goal
of this exploration is to compose and publish legal
scholarship, which can help influence and change
legal practice and policy by diffusion and dissemina-
tion to policy-makers, judges, and elected officials.
While some law articles have one or two co-authors,
more than that is rare, although many scholars ben-
efit from opportunities to workshop their ideas with
colleagues.20

To this end, an author, especially when the author
is a law professor, will usually employ several law
student research assistants to assist with focused
research.?! Students can be compensated for this work
with salary, class credit, or through attribution in the
final manuscript, but rarely do students serve as co-
authors on the final paper, and they rarely write text
for the article itself. Rather, the experience serving as
a research assistant and the ensuing relationship with
the professor are often incentive enough for students
to seek out research assistant opportunities through-
out their time at law school. This contrasts with bio-
medical laboratories where medical and graduate
students often have many opportunities to publish
and co-author case reports and scientific papers with
medical school faculty.

While this style of investigation has long served law
well,?2 one of its biggest weaknesses is its lack of ability
to foster multidisciplinary and collaborative scholar-
ship and teaching.2? We distinguish multidisciplinary
scholarship from interdisciplinary scholarship, as the
latter could be within the provenance of an individual
scholar with legal and PhD training or a close partner-
ship between a legal scholar and a PhD colleague. Mul-
tidisciplinary scholarship involves a team of experts
with a broader range of expertise, often creating new
synergisms and scholarly outputs. This team approach
leads directly to a collaborative model of engagement
where the laboring together involves students, fellows,
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and teachers operating together much like a biomedi-
cal laboratory.2*

For topics that inherently require multidisciplinary
expertise and training, the traditional legal approach
may have serious limitations.2’ To help address this
need, there are of course many dual-degree law profes-
sors, who possess disciplinary PhDs, or other degrees,
in addition to their JDs. While this does broaden the
reach of scholars, as do collaborations between law
scholars and co-authors from other disciplines, the
model for the most part has remained solitary, or
pairwise, limiting additional collaboration with many
other academics with differing training.26 While dual
degrees are an important step towards interdisciplin-
ary work, this may not be sufficient for certain com-
plicated topics, which require a multidisciplinary
approach.

To that end, we applaud the uptick in academic
centers and other “policy labs” at law schools, which
highlight the importance of interdisciplinary and
multidisciplinary work.2” These are moves in the right
direction for law’s investigation into complex problem
spaces.?8

I1. The Legal Laboratory
Law’s work process contrasts with the biomedical
laboratory model, widespread in the medical and sci-
entific academies. In a biomedical laboratory, a team
of researchers works on a research agenda set princi-
pally by the senior investigator, the head of the labo-
ratory. Individual researchers may work on their own
research that supports the overall focus of the lab,
or collaborate to tackle unique problems facing the
workgroup. Throughout, while individual academic
freedom is supported, every researcher’s work func-
tions to support the team, which is often funded by
large grants that support a lab and its members.2?
While academic offerings terming themselves “legal
laboratories” exist at other law schools, they take a dif-
ferent approach and focus than our effort at CASBI@
YLS. These law labs similarly honor the model of
multidisciplinary teamwork to address complex prob-
lems, yet do so in ways that are quite different from
our work at YLS. For instance, there is a legal labora-
tory designed to foster lawyering opportunities at the
University of Michigan Law School called the Trans-
actional Lab & Clinic. The Michigan program blends
classroom instruction, focused small group explora-
tion, and practice simulation, as well as live-client
experience, to offer unique pedagogical and practi-
cal opportunities for law students. At Columbia Law
School, there are several different policy labs offered to
students who seek to collaborate “. . . with profession-

als and stakeholders from many different disciplines
and communities and to link traditional lawyering
skills with other forms of knowledge and expertise.”s®

These are just two examples of programs at law
schools that we consider variations of a “legal labora-
tory.” However, while these laboratories do outstand-
ing and often important work, they do not generally
focus on producing high quality scholarship for pub-
lication in academic journals in law, medicine and
public policy. Rather, these labs focus on the practice
of lawyering, or producing freestanding white papers
or other tailored work products (for example, specific
games or websites) designed to address a particular
problem that has a legal dimension.

CASBI@YLS’s focus on interacting primarily with
the broader academic community in medicine, bio-
ethics and the law, and using the apparatus of legal
scholarship to offer multidisciplinary ideas and solu-
tions for individuals with brain injuries, makes our
effort distinct within the aforementioned landscape.
So too does our focus on utilizing teams of faculty, fel-
lows and students to co-author our scholarly products.
Another important distinction is how closely CASBI @
YLS focuses on taking our cues from the work flow
and culture of biomedical developments and the work
of affiliated scientists.

Indeed, our legal laboratory has been designed to
work in quite a similar fashion to a biomedical one.
There is a focused and sustained agenda of inquiry
for the laboratory as set by the senior researcher. But
instead of conducting experiments, we conduct longi-
tudinal legal research that builds on earlier work and
hypothesis generation.

While legal laboratories have been written about
in the past,? the actual practice and function of one
has generally been underexplored in legal pedagogi-
cal scholarship. In many ways, our legal laboratory is
distinguished from a legal clinic (as well as other pro-
grams described as legal laboratories), because our
legal lab focuses on producing academic scholarship
and follows closely the model of a biomedical labora-
tory, given CASBI’s physician leadership. To amplify
the possible benefits of the legal lab concept, we will
highlight how CASBI@YLS functions, starting with
its history.

A. CASBI@YLS: A Case History

CASBI@YLS is alaw school program that employs the
biomedical laboratory model of work, to focus exclu-
sively on the problem space of law, ethics, and brain
injury. CASBI began in 2006 at Weill Cornell Medical
College and Rockefeller University. It originally grew
out of the collaboration between Dr. Joseph J. Fins,
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a physician and medical ethicist, and Dr. Nicholas D.
Schiff, a neurologist, both colleagues at Weill Cornell
Medical College.?> From the outset CASBI blended a
medical focus with broader normative and legal con-
cerns about patients and human subjects with severe
brain injury. The program began at Weill Cornell Med-
ical College and expanded to include The Rockefeller
University and the Rockefeller University Hospital.?3

While the problem space of severe brain injury had
clear implications for fields such as experimental neu-
rophysiology and clinical neurology, Dr. Fins became
increasingly concerned about the legal and ethical
dimensions of medical care as it related to this popu-
lation.?* As there was a substantive need to address
growing legal problems faced by individuals with
brain injuries,?” Dr. Fins started CASBI@YLS through
a partnership with Professor Abbe Gluck, Alfred M.
Rankin Professor of Law and Faculty Director of The
Solomon Center for Health Law and Policy at Yale
Law School. Dr. Fins and Professor Gluck conceptual-
ized CASBI@YLS while he was the Dwight H. Terry
Visiting Scholar in Bioethics at Yale University while
on sabbatical from Weill Cornell Medical College.?¢

Because CASBI@YLS’s workflow is based on the
biomedical laboratory model, we call this system a
legal laboratory. In writing about severe brain injury
and the law, CASBI@YLS has addressed problems
that require an intimate knowledge of the latest state
of brain science,?” medical understanding of recov-
ery, rehabilitation, and emerging treatment for this
population, an understanding of the engineering and
biophysics of neuroprosthetics like brain-computer
implants,?® as well as familiarity with the legal issues
ranging from Medicare reimbursement to Olmstead
claims under the Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990, to questions of constitutional and civil law.3?
These questions are supplemented by input from
the social sciences, considering disability critiques of
existing policies and by drawing on sociology to recog-
nize and address problematic areas.*°

B. CASBI@YLS: A Model Legal Laboratory

B.1 Methods

In our legal laboratory, the senior medical researcher
is Dr. Fins, a tenured faculty member at Weill Cornell
Medical College and now a visiting professor at Yale
Law School, who works in close collaboration with
the Faculty Director of the Solomon Center for Health
Law and Policy, other center staff, as well as a senior
fellow. The senior fellow is a law school graduate, early
in their career, possessing strong academic creden-
tials, with a deep interest in scholarship, brain injury,
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social science, and bioethics. The senior researcher
sets CASBI@YLS’s specific theme, usually a focused
topic at the intersection of brain injury, ethics, and
law, in effect setting the short-term research agenda
for the laboratory as part of a longitudinal approach
to inquiry. This short-term agenda, like in a biomedi-
cal laboratory, advances the long-standing mission of
the lab, and, just like science builds upon previous dis-
coveries, so too does CASBI@YLS’s legal scholarship
move forward the work undertaken and published in
previous years with prior groups of students.

The senior researcher, senior fellow and Center staff
are responsible for helping to recruit law students to
join CASBI@YLS through a course offering. Students
enroll and receive credits for participating, which
count towards their overall graduation requirement.
Credits emphasize the institutional value placed on
the work of the legal laboratory, and highlight the ped-
agogical contribution of this approach to the forma-
tion of legal scholarship, while ensuring that students
are able to devote appropriate focus and time to this
important work.

At YLS, student recruiting is also facilitated by The
Solomon Center for Health Law and Policy. The Solo-
mon Center is the home of health law and related fields
at YLS.* The Center brings together practitioners and
leading experts to tackle difficult questions concern-
ing health law and policy, focusing on the intersection
of law and the health care system.*> At YLS, the Cen-
ter serves as an academic hub for professors, fellows,
and students who are interested in the intersection of
law and science, medicine, and healthcare, and allows
CASBI@YLS to recruit student researchers who have
particular interest in the problem space of law, neuro-
science, and disability and civil rights.

Over the years, CASBI@YLS has developed a work
template that allows each group of students, fellows,
Center Directors, and professors to collaborate con-
structively and produce high-quality legal scholar-
ship. Once a topic has been chosen, Dr. Fins and the
senior fellow work to refine the theme and develop
an idea for a focused, publishable academic paper on
an important topic concerning severe brain injury
and the law. Each fall, a new group of students joins
CASBI@YLS and are integrated into an ongoing
project, or begin the work of starting a new academic
paper. Every semester starts with an introductory lec-
ture by Dr. Fins, who provides background on the field
of brain injury and disability rights. This lecture also
serves the purpose of situating the upcoming work
of the semester into the history and trajectory of the
laboratory itself, highlighting how our next project
will build upon previous scholarship, all with an eye
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towards vindicating the rights of those with severe
brain injury. After this lecture, the group will meet as
a whole to ask questions and discuss the topic.

The team then outlines the paper, identifying com-
ponents of the legal argument and charting sections
for an eventual group law review submission. Along
the way, care is taken to be sure there is a concrete
thesis and research agenda. This helps the leader-
ship team develop specific assignable work streams to
student scholars who will independently pursue their
own subsidiary areas of research. This division of labor
enables different members of the legal laboratory to
concurrently contribute to the final product, which
generally takes the form of academic legal scholarship.
Once assigned, students perform extensive research,
and create an even more detailed and focused outline
of their own topic, which provides the scaffolding for
their future writing. These components of work even-
tually become sections of the group paper.

After receiving feedback from the senior fellow,
students make a presentation of their research to the
entire legal lab. This allows the whole group to offer
suggestions on the research, while ensuring that every
individual has an appreciable understanding, not only
of their own topic, but also of the overarching theme
and direction of the research. Crucially, by engaging
with each other’s research at multiple intervals, stu-
dents are able to understand how their work fits in
with the efforts of their peers. This enables students
to pursue individual work on a topic that is particu-
larly interesting to them, while giving them a sense
of teamwork and responsibility to each other that
can often be missing when engaging in solo-authored
legal research and writing. In this way, the students
and leaders have a scholarly dependency on each
other that is quite similar to a biomedical research
laboratory.

With feedback from their student colleagues and
mentoring from the senior researcher and fellow,
students then convert their research into more for-
mal academic legal writing. These individual papers,
which can range from 4000 to more than 8000 words,
eventually inform sections of the group paper.

After this initial drafting, faculty and the senior fel-
low give detailed edits and feedback, while the rest
of the students read their peers’ work and offer addi-
tional edits and suggestions. This feedback is shared
via group meetings, further allowing individuals to
engage with others’ scholarship and understand how
to improve their papers. Crucially, by reading other
papers, students grasp how each piece fits into the
overall group effort. This feedback is then incorpo-
rated into another set of revisions.

After more revising, every student’s work is sent to
the senior leadership team, which begins the laborious
task of editing, synthesizing, and compiling the mul-
tiple different papers into one (or two) cohesive law
review journal articles. This work is the responsibil-
ity of the senior legal fellow and Dr. Fins, and ranges
from creating transitions, to harmonizing the writing
style, to wholesale rewriting and restructuring, so that
the work and voices of multiple authors coalesce into
a cohesive single paper. The senior fellow, assisted by
Dr. Fins, will also write multiple sections of the paper
de novo, as we only assign a small portion of the neces-
sary writing to the students. This helps ensure that the
vast majority of the work and the final writing will be
performed by the senior legal fellow, who often serves
as the first author of the final manuscript.

Once there is a cohesive master paper, this single
paper will go through additional rounds of edits by the
professor and fellow. This is arduous work, and it is
not uncommon for papers to go through many drafts,
as the team musters its expertise to refine and improve
the manuscript. After many rounds of edits, the lead-
ership team is left with a single academic manuscript,
representing the work not only of the students and the
senior fellow, but also of the entire CASBI@YLS team.

Eventually this manuscript is presented back to the
students, who, over the course of another semester,
take time to painstakingly read, engage with, and edit
the final product. Depending on need, individual stu-
dents may work further on expanding their research,
editing each other’s sections, bluebooking parts of
the paper, or undertaking other tasks. Based on this
engagement and feedback, the paper will go through
multiple iterations again, due to the extensive editing
throughout this process. After each revision, every stu-
dent is expected to read and edit the new product. At
the end, the group is left with one paper, which, while
authored by multiple individuals, reads cohesively and
coherently, with one united voice, representing the
efforts of the entire team of authors.

Ultimately, every team member who has contrib-
uted actual writing work represented in the final
paper, in addition to editing and engagement with
other sections, gets the opportunity to serve as a co-
author on the paper. The fellow will generally be the
first author, with Dr. Fins serving as the last-named
author, a designation of senior status in most bio-
medical publications. On occasion a student has been
a first author.*? This paper will then be submitted to
law reviews or biomedical journals via the traditional
submission process.
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B2. Results

Our legal laboratory has found tremendous success
with this model. As a group, we have published high
quality scholarship in multiple law reviews ranked in
the top 50 of their field. We have been able to pub-
lish articles, most with student co-authors, in journals
such as the Boston College Law Review, the Indiana
Law Journal, North Carolina Law Review, the Tulane
Law Review, the Harvard Journal of Law and Tech-
nology, the Journal of Law, Medicine, and Ethics, the
Stanford Technology Law Review, the Yale Journal
of Health Policy, Law, and Ethics, and the Florida
State University Law Review.** For some of these
law reviews, our articles were the first ones published
where a student from another law school served as a
full author.

These articles have made important contribu-
tions to the scholarship and discourse concerning
severe brain injury and the law, advancing the work
of vindicating the rights of patients with brain inju-
ries, which Dr. Fins first articulated with his book,
Rights Come to Mind.*> CASBI@YLS began by writ-
ing about how the improvement standard for reha-
bilitation reimbursement may unfairly discriminate
against those with severe brain injury,*¢ and why
those with brain injuries might have a legal right to
demand rehabilitation services, so that they can be
reintegrated back into their communities.*” Next,
CASBI@YLS built upon this legal foundation, and
investigated federal, state, and international human
rights law, along with the Americans with Disabili-
ties Act (“ADA”), in order to advocate for and protect
the rights of individuals with severe brain injury.*
Along the way, CASBI@YLS produced scholarship to
help evaluate the success of neuropsychiatric devices
for treatment of disorders of consciousness,*® expand
the growth of generic medical devices,” and discuss
ethical, medical, and legal issues related to brain
computer interfaces, which will one day be used by
those with brain injury to help communication.”
Over the past two years, we built upon our previous
arguments concerning the ADA, and conducted an
in-depth exploration of how Olmstead enforcement
actions can be mustered in order to demand services
for this population.52

Each paper and project forwards a different aspect of
CASBI@YLS’s mission to advance the rights of those
with brain injuries, just like a biomedical laboratory
builds upon previous experiments and scholarship. In
this way, the legal laboratory has a concrete mission
and agenda, and every “experiment,” which takes the
form of legal research and scholarship, advances the
overall lab agenda, while building the foundation for
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future projects. In this way, the legal laboratory has a
translational goal, aimed at turning scholarly research
and academic papers into legal activism that improves
the lives of those with severe brain injury.

II1. Advantages of the Legal Laboratory
CASBI@YLS’s legal laboratory is a model of academic
scholarship that could be catalytic in various settings.
Other legal laboratories could begin to address com-
plicated legal challenges and help foster the multidis-
ciplinary problem solving that is needed to address
fields of law which demand a specialized base of
knowledge and expertise. Legal laboratories represent
a path forward to address some of the major problems
facing interdisciplinary scholarship in legal academia,
as they address some of the key shortcomings in law’s
traditional method of solitary scholarly investigation.

Our legal laboratory has resulted in an improvement
to the quality and depth of analysis. This is particularly
noticeable for the complex topics which exist across
multiple disciplinary platforms, and implicate special-
ized scientific or biomedical knowledge. With some
exceptions,™ it is unrealistic to expect one individual to
have the requisite medical and scientific understand-
ing, legal expertise, and grounding in the sciences or
social sciences to address such complicated (and rich)
topics as a solo-scholar. However, this inquiry becomes
possible by building a diverse team and engaging with
students with different backgrounds.

Our legal laboratory has been able to recruit stu-
dents with a variety of intellectual interests and tal-
ents, fostering the ability of these students to work
together as a cohesive team. Over our first 9 years,
CASBI@YLS has included law students with PhDs in
humanities, social sciences, and biomedical engineer-
ing; extensive medical expertise; deep groundings in
disability advocacy; significant legal writing experi-
ence; and experience working in biomedical labora-
tories. Student diversity is a key strength of the legal
laboratory model, as it allows the students to contrib-
ute different aspects to the final work product, while
also offering something to their team-members, who
might not be exposed to their colleagues’ expertise in
other academic settings.

Legal laboratory collaboration results in improved
quality of scholarship about complex topics, especially
relating to the sciences. This is not just a speculation
based on our experience, as independent study has
shown that interdisciplinary legal research produces
the best content concerning complex fields.’* Indeed,
in the science context, team research is on average
more frequently cited than individual scholarship,
and research has shown that academic teams are more
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likely than individuals to produce exceptionally high
impact publications.? The legal field should move
toward the same conclusions, at least in complex mul-
tidisciplinary fields.

Beyond enhancing scholarship, the legal laboratory
model brings important pedagogical advantages that
could widely benefit law student education, whether
or not they pursue an academic career. Crucially, law
students in a legal laboratory obtain significant writ-
ing and editing experience, as they get to be a part of a
diverse academic team, employing a laboratory model,
a widespread mechanism for collaborative writing
and research.”® In the legal laboratory, students are

cator’s dream, as it truly allows students to enjoy the
experience of working together, while producing high
quality, interdisciplinary, legal scholarship. We have
witnessed this firsthand, as CASBI@YLS often works
with students for multiple years, allowing novice stu-
dents to eventually become the mentors and leaders of
the next group of CASBI@YLS student scholars.
With respect to their academic formation, legal
lab students get a more holistic work experience
engaging with a co-authored paper than that offered
through traditional research assistant opportunities.
Our students get to work on a manuscript from start
to finish and gain an appreciation of every stage of

In sum, the legal laboratory model is replete with genuine pedagogical
and personal benefits for our students. The teaching experience enriches
the student experience, because they have the opportunity to learn from

the entire team, and eventually become full authors on a final paper.
These are benefits that could be realized by other law schools equally
committed to interdisciplinary scholarship and novel pedagogy.

exposed to peers with different backgrounds, train-
ing, and expertise, allowing them to learn from each
other, while fostering a uniquely supportive, collab-
orative, and congenial atmosphere. A further benefit
(one that extends throughout coursework at Yale) is
that students mix from different class years, allowing
more experienced second and third year law students
to mentor and form relationships with more junior
students.5”

Student engagement in our legal lab has tran-
scended the confines of the law school. While the vast
majority of students have been from YLS, we have also
hosted Yale School of Medicine and public health stu-
dents on our team, benefiting the broader university
community. They have strengthened the interdisci-
plinary nature of our work and have created another
unique opportunity for cross-disciplinary collabora-
tion, as law students rarely get the chance to work
so directly with students from other disciplines. The
interaction of law students with their medical peers
presents excellent opportunities for learning and
growth, fostering cross-discipline collaboration and
thought. In the past, we have also invited exceptional
Yale undergraduates to join us.

With such diverse membership, the legal lab pro-
motes a sense of teamwork and responsibility, both to
the overall project, and their lab-mates. This collegial
atmosphere and high level of engagement is an edu-

the editorial process enroute to producing high qual-
ity scholarship.

In addition, the process also serves as an excellent
way to get significant legal writing, editing and blue-
booking experience, skills that are useful in legal aca-
demia and beyond.’® Indeed, the collaborative writing
model employed by legal laboratories should be help-
ful for many of the jobs that the average law student
considers. In our legal laboratory, CASBI@YLS stu-
dents gain new skills, while refining their writing pro-
cess, which improves their writing for the rest of their
legal careers.

Students also realize the concrete benefit of being
recognized as full authors of a published manuscript.
Authorship is much more valuable to a prospective
academic’s curriculum vitae than simple acknowl-
edgement.’¥ The prospect of authorship on a law
review publication is a powerful incentive for our stu-
dents and helps promote engagement over multiple
years. This model of authorship is much more similar
to the biomedical laboratory, where papers are often
co-authored by many members of the lab, who each
receive attribution as full co-authors.%°

In sum, the legal laboratory model is replete with
genuine pedagogical and personal benefits for our
students. The teaching method enriches the student
experience, because students have the opportunity to
learn from the entire team, and eventually become full
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authors on a final paper. These are benefits that could
be realized by other law schools equally committed to
interdisciplinary scholarship and novel pedagogy. ¢!

IV. Challenges

While we believe that the legal laboratory model,
exemplified by CASBI@YLS, could benefit other law
schools, we have encountered challenges that should
be addressed in order to foster broader adoption of
this pedagogical model.

We needed to overcome several logistical challenges
to set up CASBI@YLS. We were helped by the fact
that the Solomon Center was a natural conceptual fit.
Through this relationship with established faculty,
CASBI@YLS was able to offer law students credit
and provide visibility and legitimacy to the program.
Early support from the Terry Scholarship for Dr. Fins
provided funding during a sabbatical and additional
extramural funding has helped to sustain involve-
ment, although we acknowledge that this is a labor-
intensive model.

We have also run into barriers that other nascent
programs might encounter. A major challenge has
been an editorial bias against law review articles that
have multiple authors, some of whom are students. In
fact, many of the best law journals in the country have
a stated policy that they will not publish the work of
student authors from other law schools.’? While we
respect and understand these policies, which serve
as a mechanism to ensure that students can publish
notes and scholarship in the law review of the school
they attend, we would urge a liberalization of this pol-
icy that would allow publication of articles that are co-
written by students from other law schools.

Policies banning student authors are normatively
problematic. They create a powerful incentive for pro-
fessors to omit worthy students as co-authors. This
results in a situation where students may not receive
proper credit as authors, even when their contribu-
tions would merit that recognition. Such exclusion
would be anathema in a scientific publishing context
as it defies the consortium agreement of the Interna-
tional Committee of Medical Journal Editors.®? Simi-
lar norms should inform legal scholarship consistent
with the publishing exigencies of law schools and their
eponymous journals.

With these constraints in mind, we suggest that stu-
dent authorship guidelines be revisited. For instance,
law reviews could prospectively slot one article per
year, or volume, to students from their own institu-
tion, but still be receptive to articles co-authored by
students from other schools. Alternatively, the student
note processes could be expanded or reserved exclu-
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sively for local students, as many leading law reviews
already do. This would help ensure that home insti-
tution students are not unfairly disadvantaged. While
these are just a few options, the core of our call is to
eliminate categorical bans on student co-authorship.
They make little academic sense and create editorial
barriers to collaborative scholarship limiting genuine
academic and pedagogical benefit.

Even before these editorial reforms are in place,
we also believe that law school faculty need to better
appreciate the value of multidisciplinary scholarship
and give appropriate credit for such projects.t* Regret-
tably law school hiring and tenure committees often
discount co-authored work products and the peda-
gogical skills that make this kind of writing possible.>
For example, CASBI@YLS legal fellows get signifi-
cant professional experience that might suggest their
suitability for subsequent tenure track jobs. They help
instruct students with their academic legal writing,
develop classroom management skills, and steward
students into a cohesive team. They also develop edit-
ing and writing skills that they can bring with them
into their future collaborations as prospective faculty
members.56

V. Conclusion

C.P. Snow famously wrote of the two culture prob-
lem diving the sciences and the humanities.®” A simi-
lar problem currently affects legal pedagogy, which
has made great strides in recent years but needs to
embrace more interdisciplinary cross-talk to tackle
the most complex problems in law and society. Indeed,
to invoke Snow’s framework, it could be said that the
most pressing — and interesting questions — impli-
cate more than a single culture.’® And these problems
are best tackled by those working to bridge these two
cultures, with scholarship that draws on interdisci-
plinary expertise.

Nowhere is this more true than in legal scholar-
ship at the intersection of science, medicine, and law.
This type of scholarship is far from theoretical. It has
significant impact on legal practice, regulation, and
legislation; impact that can translate into concrete
changes in both society and the practice of medicine.®
Indeed, because law governs many domains of life
and practice, certain areas of law, which inherently
cross the disciplines, demand a deep understanding
and engagement with other intellectual fields. Only
by drawing on multidisciplinary experience can chal-
lenges be addressed holistically and the best possible
solutions envisioned and then devised. This makes
collaboration between the law and other disciplines
a pressing academic and social imperative, and we
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applaud other policy centers, legal laboratories, and
efforts, such as Yale Law’s Medical-Legal Partnership
and Fordham Law School’s Clinic on Presidential Suc-
cession that work towards this goal, even as they do
so in ways that are distinguished from our efforts at
CASBI@YLS. We also applaud and certainly do not
discount the growing number of writing collabora-
tions between faculty in law and medicine, including
colleagues at Yale. 7

The legal laboratory model offers one possible
method to pursue our goal. While we have focused our
legal laboratory on the intersection of brain injury and
the law, CASBI@YLS is but one example of a model
that can be widely disseminated in the service of solv-
ing complicated problems, such as those related to law
and economics, law and philosophy, criminal law, pat-
ent law, environmental law, and other intersectional
topics. It is our hope that other legal academics will
view the legal laboratory as a vehicle for multidisci-
plinary pedagogy and investigation for the public
good.
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