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Legal documents are often difficult for laypeople to understand due to the persistent use of
complex and archaic language, commonly referred to as legalese. This limited
comprehensibility restricts individuals to interpret contractual obligations and effectively
access justice or legal compliance. Following previous work in the literature [1,2,3,4], we
investigate the copy-paste hypothesis, which proposes that legal professionals continue
producing or writing complex registers either out of laziness or convenience or respect for
tradition or extensive re-use of older legal templates that already contain convoluted terms.
We further examine the extent to which the complexity in the legal texts can be explained
through psycholinguistic features[5] viz., (i) usage of non-standard capitalization, (ii) low
frequency jargons, (iii) passive voice, and (iv) center embedded words.

Method: We first extracted a set of legal archaic expressions comprising compound deictic
and pronominal adverbs (viz., herein, thereof, whereby, aforementioned; see Table 1) from
publicly available legal contract templates (https:/lawrato.com/legal-documents) obtained
from the Indian Judiciary System. The database consists of 56 contract templates with
76,155 tokens, 60,399 total words and 3,087 total sentences. We then compared archaic set
frequency distributions across two historical corpora: (i) Corpus of Old English (OE; 650-1150
AD) originally sourced from Universal Dependency Treebank [6], (ii) Corpus of Late Modern
English (CLMET-3.1) [7] spanning approximately 15-19th century. For psycholinguistic
analysis, we quantified the four aforementioned features in our contract template dataset and
subsequently performed count analyses.

Results: Our analysis on the Indian Judiciary System revealed that the identified archaic
expressions were virtually absent in the OE corpus. Instead, their usage emerged
prominently in the Late Modern English period, with peak frequencies observed around the
1760s and trend continued in the 19th century [Fig. 1]. These constructions continue to
persist extensively within contemporary Indian legal contract templates from where our
Archaic words are sourced. This persistence provides corpus evidence for the copy-paste
hypothesis, suggesting that legal drafting practices inherit linguistic structures from earlier
legal traditions through template reuse and institutional standardization. From a linguistic
point of view, many of these archaic expressions (e.g., herein, thereof, whereunder) function
as discourse-deictic expressions or pronominal adverbs within Pragmatics. They do not refer
to physical locations in space but rather to parts of the document itself. As a result, this helps
in co-reference resolution or reducing ambiguity and avoiding repeated usage of noun
phrases in the legal texts. This also signifies the efficiency-driven tradeoff between linguistic
accessibility and legal specificity.The percentage of non-standardized capitalization counted
as 2.95% [Table 2] and archaic words as 1.93% of total words [Table 3]. Passive
constructions accounted for 32.6% of the analyzed words compared to 67.4% active
construction [Fig. 2]. Additionally, center embedded words accounted for 10.46% of the
analyzed words [Fig. 3] suggesting potentially higher working-memory demands in legalese.
Conclusion: Our findings suggest that legal complexity emerges from an interaction between
historical inheritance, institutional standardization, and psycholinguistic efficiency principles.
The continued reuse of archaic expressions supports the copy-paste hypothesis while
simultaneously revealing certain functional roles such as referential precision and ambiguity
resolution in legal discourse. At the same time, psycholinguistic features viz.,
non-standardized capitalization, passive voice, low frequency jargons and center embedded
words likely increase cognitive difficulty for non-expert readers. Future work will extend this
analysis to large-scale Indian legal corpora such as English [8] and Hindi [9] Legal
Documents Corpus, with a goal of developing a cognitively informed paraphrasing system
that transforms complex legal sentences into simplified sentences.
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Figure: Figure 1: Evolution of Legal Archaisms
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Figure 2: Passive & active voice
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Figure 3: Center embedded percentage
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Table
Table 1: Archasc Set
AFORE- afaresnid, aforernentionad, aforegoing
FOR-/ FORE-  |forthwith, foregoing, forasmuch
HERE- hereafter, hereby, Merewsno
THERE- thred Mer, thisreat, thereby
'WHERE- whareabout, whareabouts, whareas,
Others witnesseth, notwithatanding
Table 2 Top 10 Table 3 Top 10
Captialzation MAechaics

(Total Capdal 2 95%) (Total Archaic 1.93%)
|Capitalization |Freq | % | huchaic L]
AND "2 |01 heete 162 |02
WHEREAS 0 [0.15 [therect 128 [0
OF B [0.13 hereinafer |126 021
AGREEMENT |58 |01 heslry 120 |02
THE a8 0.08 [whereas |102 |07
L]l a7 0.08 haren 86 [0
VWATHNESS 41 0.07 hoieiid |66 on
'WHEREOQF 38 0.06 hereunder |55  [0.09
THIS 37 0.06 [whrecs 143 oor
HOW 3 0.05 [thérdon k] 0.06
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