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Necessary or Unnecessary

by Gregory M, Cole

Senior Honors Thesis
Presented to
Dr. Herbert Stahlke
13 May 1983




b le!

TAC S

~ .
2 plex Oy
~t

i

’

Sy

. 265

)<;ega1 lanpuage has spannec a countless number of generations and, undoubtedly,
will cortinue to do so as long as there are people Lo be governed. A1l organ-
ized societies have agreed upon codes of behavior which people must follow
tc prevent anerchy within their societies.1 But, if laws are neccssary to
maintain a peaceful-coexistence among people, it 1s equally necessary for
people to understand exactly whct those laws éﬁﬁi if tney are pessibty to

g e ¥
follow ther{}T Cormunjcation of the precise linits which laws set to behavior
mist be the fundamental purpose of legal langunge. This communication must
be two~way; in other words, the draftsman rust write what he moans, and
people must understand what he means. The English language, although an

-0
imperfect instrument, is sufficient for this fundamental purpose once drafts-

men understand the intricacy of their most imvortant tool.2

i,
Ae%a&%&g;_iegal language is4§9mewh&%—ef~a—mésnomcr—bee&use—%here~ape
tvo types! lawyers—wno-Tonduct-bett—en—effice praetice—andea—trial-pr-etice

the language of draftsmanship and the
language of advocacy.3 It is the languagie of draftsmanship and its complexity

et
dﬁﬁéh will be deszlt with in this paper., Complexity in legal language wiid
e fudes i pruse feck

be anything i

legal document more difficult to comprehend. any people kave writien on
] ' vsuelly AL e 7 e .

the pitfalls of legal language, but 3d-%

Sone take such a pessimistic view of language in gencral, that it seems a

significant achicvement for pecple to comprehend the law 8%, a1l Geovgo..

-ossrnn ejresced this polrt tiunty-five years ago:
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It is difficult to believe that although the state and

the Federal Govermment, through the enzctient of statutes,
expect the citizen to comply with their commands under
pain of criminal penalty or civil liebility, they write
many of their enactments in such vague phraseclogy that
extensive rules of statutory construction are needed to

4

reveal what is meant.

Other people just joke about the complexity of legal language; nevertheless,

i l'}.'/ i )
few have done it asvpoigaaggly es the Marx Brothers in a sketch from A Nicht

at the Opera:

Groucho: Fay pzrticular attention to this first clause becausec
it's most important, Says the =~ uh-- the party of
the first part shall be known in this indenture as
the party of the first part., HKow do you like that?
That's pretty neat, huh,

Chico: I don't know, I don't even have dentures. Let's
hear it again.

Groucho: The party of the first part should be known in this
contract as the party of the first part,

Chico: That sounds a little better this time,

Groucho: Well, it grows on you. Would you like to hear it
again?

Chico: Just the first part,
Groucho: The party of the first part?
Chico:' No, the first part of the party of the first part.
Groucho: Look! Here's the second party of the second part,
Chico: Hey, why can't the first part of the second party
be the second gart of the first party? Then you've
gou somethingl
It is easy for people to criticize and jogg_gpout the problem of complexity
in legal lanpguage, but few people explain why legal language i3 so complex
and even fewer make the distinction between necessary complexity and unneces-

sary complexity in legal language.
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lepat—tanruEpe- was-defined a8
a ine inherent in_%he%—4aagﬁage—wh&eh—makee_it_mcnamé%££ieuiLw%eoeﬂnp¥eh€qév
n /({‘).1/ /avjw‘,w e vheo b b gras

Necesscry complexity, then, will be wiewed—se complexity which 1dedtner—iry

. '//)‘.\:(1/‘»4 5 ﬁ: s /p<¢‘J'.m1Cc )

un-voidable in drafting a legal document. The

-

. m‘J»‘ I b a ]rjd at o
megor probleme ir legal language-7enly because they can be golved-——s'em

/8
from unneccssary comulexity. Unnecessary complesdty widd—be—viewad—us

P '
teet complexity wiekeh can be eliminated with little inconveniecnce to the
\:S} jw)‘ el 4‘5/4 .
draftsman with nc loss i= accuracx,évffﬁf /

Necessary complexity in legal language stems from the specialized naturz
of this language: it must be precise in naming and reference (definition);
it must prescribe or cescribe complex behaviors whicii resuires complex
language; it must use legal jargon where simpler inglish equivalents would
be inaccurate or very inconvenicnt; and it must succumb to Congiessional
delegation of power through statutory vagueness.7 A1l of the ag;ve reasons
affect the numi.er of multiple modifications of noun phrases--one of the
major indicators of complexity in 1anguage.8 When @ draftsmen attempts
to write rules covering every conceivable eventuality, the language is likely
to be cwrbercome, but to make it unnecessurily so is inexcusable.g’jo

Unnec ssury complexity ctems partly from the unwillingness of drafts-
men to give up their antiquated style of writing, sometimes referred to

as "legalese " It may also stem from the droftsman's lack of knowledge, <1

, AT
lack of care, or-bewhs These-are the 11ls of lepal language wﬂgéh should
. are’
be av01deq at all costs exeept—that—efaccuracy+ overprecision, underprecision,
grammatical deviation, wordiness, and, in many instances, tracitional phrase-
ology.,
Ladd ws

Prefessor Quirk and co-authors in A Grammar of Contemporary finglich

describe
reveatee’ their—work“on noun phrase modification as an indicator of comple:-ity

in language. They studifé four categories of writing: informal, basically
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letters we write to one another; fictiom, self explanatory; serions, Lo sty
wtfH{‘—* A AN fechae ced

non-fiction nei-desling wi-h professie—sd-languages; and scientiric, basheslly

articles found in scientific journalse. They studicd ecach ecateccry by cividing
noun phrase modificotion into “our typest sinple urltanare or pronoun-—

: e P R a7 [P ~
specific reference; girnle purase, articleg, demonstratives, quantitative

modifiers olusﬁkﬁun; comnler cin e, all nouns with a single modificr-—

ither an adjeculve or a prepcsitional phrase;”com;lex ru?f';lg, all other
priediy - _ B
noun phrases. The type of wriling with the highest rotie of complex modifi-

cation t

is gener=1lly ccnsidered to be the rost omplex.11

wfouriting was-the-most—conpleis ab—yhs

c;cnq;§~c~w1th 54, percent 01 its noun phrases having co:plex modificuatlion. 5*‘

&,ko‘—

Scientific writing was followed by serious (34 percent conplex).12
Ahet—hes-stTof-$iisrot—bo—do—with-legil~deafiing? —Plentyl-—I—Hd a

study of variocus legal documents/using the same criteria as Quirk and his

loca b e

colleagues ané found that legnl writing is af comyplex us sclentific writing
if not—mere an, legal writing, in J§s study, wes virtually equivalent to
scientific writing in complexity al the complex-—simple distineticn level
with 53 percent of its noun phrzces having complex modification. IHowever,
of the 47 percent of those n.un phrases having simpie nedification, only 9
pawtd > pleTered,

percent were simgle unit, COVLQF(Q to 21 percent in scientific writing. 13
Tn@sédata reflects two major complervity-causing factors in legal lanpusape
¥i 5 ot the tendency of draftsmen tc rename everything which-is
conueﬁéeggggé;:%ﬂra(Mr. Jones, hereinafter "the seller."), Aud seeendy—this

dats ooia—~s—to the necessary generality in case law and statubory law.

Any‘law wiich is dir :ted at an/}pdividual is most often decluared uncons§i~
' \ N o \
-ije law, are for eve;yboay to,;bllow agd hence, must be\wrftten
I s
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although necessary, cause comulexity in legal language.

: an

udolph Flesch, a—Celumete—triversits prggggéjxuuboaés 2 pioneer in
the rescarch ofA clarity in writing, has devised a test for the 'readability"
of writing.14 This test is used to exanilne the clarity of laws and burecu-
cratic regulétlons mandated by ststute to be readable. The formula it uses
acﬁﬁih%e—éor the document's aversge number of words per sentence and average
nurber of syllables per word. ihe higher theose averages are, the poorer ic
the document's readability score. '}~qnzsi¢cn the validity of this test

oo st _

as it 1s applied to legal documents for 'wo reasons. First, legal jargon
is often more obrcure and less polysyllabic than its possible inglish
equlvdLenQ§A§6r exarple, "res gestae" is much shorter than writing "all of

the things done in the course of =z transac‘ion bsmndmd e —evidenee, "

£ S~ 4 N L G S SN

4 wrike clesrly Qo ks avd Rk

Besides, the draftsman's main concern is t*Fhr*ﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁF*%#%A%#&%4ﬁ}M%&un:QLang
to the sizndards of corumnication prevalent inhis—euddence, The—amddence

s usually the lawyers and their clients--with the lawyers
avaiiable to interpret any necessary jargon.16 Here, the use¢ of %Tglish
equivalents is both unsuitable and inconvenient. Second, thquzgl impliies

that the length of a sentence alone makes it less readablc—-not true. Sentence

length may allow for more confusion, but it does not cause it; writers

alone czuse confusion.

Flesch's remarks from his book 'he Art of Plain ‘alk emprasize this

implication:

seosthere is one professior that thinks it cannot live without
long sentencec the lawyers. They maintain that all possible

ouallflcatlons of an idea have to be gut into a single sentence
or legal documentcs would be no good, 1

Where else would one put the qualifications of an idea? The qualificaticns

have to be there. To split up the qualifications and put them in scparate

2
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b d g8
sentences would cause one to restate the main idea andnausmerable avouat

of-timee—crenting Unbelterobte—corfusiom  One must remember that the

N ‘:e,(\,ky aA Ao R

sentence is the smallest unit in which one can deal with presupposition
and essertion, and that short sentences can be 1lifted out of context with

s corresponding change in reaning.19 Put, if a lons sentence is nandled

Ci

well, length necd not affect clerity. Here 1s a good exumple of a long,

clearly written sentence:

The Courl of Appeals, cr any division therecf, or any
Listrict Court, or jucse Lhereof, or any board, agency

or comrissicn, when exorcising adjudicative power or
~entertaining an individual proceecing under this article,

if the determinetion of any pendinpg matters depends upon as
unsettled question or cucstions of law and important and
urgent reasons exist for imsediate determination, nay

certify such cusstion or ousstions, wilh any facts necessary
to proper determination of the law, together with the roascns
for immediate determination, to the Supreme Court, which,

if it finds the reasons to be sufficient, shall take juris-
diction for the purpcse of deciding the questions of law and
shall trensmit its decision totha tribunal from which the
certification came, which tihereupon shall proceed in accordance
with the decision.1

E]
greatly cfiect—tho-sentencels—tensth—er—elkerity, Big problems sometimes

reqg:ire big sentences.

‘he reason meaning must be, act the very least, resistant to change is

expressed eloquently by Sir Erncst Gowers:

The reason winy certainty of meaning must be the paramount
aim is clear enough.... If anyone is Lo be held irrevocably
to meaniag what he says, he must be very careful to sny
what he means,?2

tnglish words, however, are notorious for having multiple mezanings. Cgden

and ichards, in The Meaning of lieoning, demonsirate that "meaning, "
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used often as an absolute term, is very susceptible to ambiguity because

of its many interpretations. They list sixteen different definitions of
Mpeaning," many of interest to lawyers: the words following deslgnated

words in a dictionary, what the writer intends to be understood by hig
sudience, thnt to which the writer actually refers, that to which the

writer ouzht to be referring, that to which the recipient of the word refers,
and that to which the rceipient believes the wrlter to be referring.21
Of course, ambiguity docs not apply exclusively to writers, tut speakers

are involved in a different context of hand gestures, %eiee intonation ana
other ways of comrmunicating which will not be discussed here,

A draftsman rust be very czreful to be precise in both naning and
referéqgea If the reference is unique, ambiguity is not a problem; if the
reference is not unique, but the context solves the ambiguity, there is
no problem. But, if the reference is not unique and the context does not
solve the ambiguity, the passage suffers from semantic ambiguity. Anmbiguity,
unlike vapgueness, usually produces an either/or question--"The passage either
meanswih;s or that." In the statement, "ilis rights depend on his place of
residence," it is unclear whether his rights depend on place of abode or .mn
legal home-~-if, indeed, they are not one and the same.%? There are other
kinds of ambiguities besides the semantlc ones stemming from multiple
dictionary meanirgs. Syntactic ambigulties are uncertainties of modification
or of wha! tne rodificaticn is to éggg; to. In the statement, "Landlord
shall reguire tenant promptly to pay his rent," does "prom tly" modify
"recuire" or "poyg"? One cinnot tell from the construction of this sentencc.23
Anotiaer type of amblguity arises when there is an intern::1 inconsistency

within a document or statute or when there is an external inconsistency

betwe n two statutes.24 The court mist find in favor of one of the two

L1
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interoretstions; this is easy when one statute is stute 1vw and the obher

b

. FE R b e =P N €
federal, but it is not alvuys & elear--cut cholce lo—sionr TorZXTLRES,

Reed Uickerson addresses the problems of ambipulty in Je, ol Jansunge!

The anbicuous word c-rrics the threat, in specif%o ueo,
of competitive thrusts of neaning that are almo?g neves
desirable or justifiable., Becauce of its potentinl for
decoption and confusicn, the dreftsman should nol use

an ambiguous wora 11 a gontext that coes pot cle}rlgﬂi
resolve the meaning....~5 It is also higily decirabie,
thou~h nob so criticsl, that he sec thubt lhe el fcelivenan
of tﬁe gtatute is not ingaired by unuecesssry uneortointios
of reference that, altn ugh resolvable, risk misreaalng

at “he hands of ungerccotive courts or, at 'ecst, roguire
tire and effort to resolve,2€

Wi

Ambiguity is the unfortunate result of unperceptive draftamen who should
know better.
In an Arksnsas 6ase, a vill stated that @ll of tho reslune of the est: te

should be divided equally between the nephews and the nieces upon the teciator's

wifols sige of She Tandly and his niece. The nephews and thie niecoz cn the

wife's side of the family were twenty-two in number; the husbend only had

one niece. The question was, should the estate be divided into twenty-three
equal parts, or should the wife's nieces and nephews recelve one holf and
the husband's niece the other half? The only key the court could find to
construe thnis will wss the use of the word "between" which implies division
into two parts.‘ The court believed that if divislon into more than tvo prris

had been intended the word "am.ng" would have been used--a potent lesgon for

T¢)
T, ety ceictbs Crom ety o)
choo§Jipg the %xact word to convey the desired meaning.274 It is wasy to see
vse ob be_hu(.%w ‘),Lo N Eav~ .ét.w‘o'»ﬂ e

thqt ambiguity can be the source of innumerable law suits,

Another concept related to ambiguity and vagueness is generality. A

term 1s generrl wnen it is not limited to a unigque referent.?®  Like vague-

ness, generality is often desiruble le-mamyr=insdsnees, The problenm, here,
(s Al

3 =z “ o, . Cectenuries
Lremmwiis: language either bedeg too general or not genersl enoughs, Clasbes
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denoted in a statute or case law should be neither broader nor narrower

than the intcrpretation neede: to carry out the policy-makers objectives.
Draftsmen should be cureful not to say "eriminal" when they mean "fclonies,
and vice versa.?? The re.son generality is so often confused with vagucness
is thnt most general terms -re also vague. Reed Dickers n explicates the
difference between the two concepts:

Tie word "many," for example, is both varue and general.

So also the word "automobile," The generality of tie

latter is exemplified by its cepacity for similtanecusly

covering both Fords and Chevrolets without a tinge of

uncertainty. Its vagueness is exemplified by the un-

certainty whether i. covers three-wheeled Mosserschuitts,

whnich bear a strong resemblance alsot motorcycles,30
Vaguéress and generality arc often wexy beneficial tools of the draftsman
as lcng as they are not misunderstocd or misused, While ambiguity, like
vagueness and generzlity, leaves a‘question in the mind of the readecr,
the cuesticn is usually substantive rather than quantitative and should
be avoided altogether,

People who complain the most about legal language rarely complain
about ambiguity, howcver, They complain about the jargon. Although some
Jargon is necessary in any profession, the lesal profession has more need-
less jargon and traditional phruseoloyy than most. Maury Maverick coined
the term "gobbledygock" for the pedantries and verbosities of legal luiguage
which almost always obscure me:ning,31 Polonius, the Lord Chamberlain in
Hamlet, said it best (if not contrazdlctingly):

ly liege and madam,--to expostulate

What majesty should be, whnt duty 1is,

why day is day, nizht nignt, and time is time,

Fgre nothing but to waste night, day, and time,

snerefore, since brevity is the soul of wit,

And tediousne:zs the limbs and outward flourishes,
I will be brief.,.32
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ok e e

Grie might eveﬂl‘uess that lolonius had taken a few law courscs at the Univer-
5?. (,_,\L?Kw}‘ “‘m)
sity a

Legal language is full of verbose expressions, pedantic references,
and eé;g;;iéig;géy-phrasing. vqeh of thts problem stems f¥fom the traditionsl
phraseology inevitubly passed down through the lav schools themselves.o3
The many "hereinaftery," "theretos," "same and szid" articles, and "where-
ases," not to mention the usunl trinities of verbs--"give, bequeath, and
convey," nouns--"right, title, and claim," and other all-encorpassing
statements do very little to change the legal effectiveness of the document
except to droun it in avoidable redundancy. Traditional phraceology of
this type is directed at a lay audience, not to convey information, but
emd%i@ﬁ&7to scare them into a srudging respect for the law.3% The documents
most affected by traditional phraseology are those of solemity--wills,
contructs, compltints and summonses. This emotion-evoking phraseology may
have had a practical value at one time, but I seriousty—doubt—itt—mes—an_
gs_phnaoenlngy ‘does more to distract the pé%i?a“

from the message to be conveyed than it does to evoke respect. VYerhaps,

people would have a less grudging respect for the law if they understood
it better.

Iraditional phraseology used in a will has been known to be trouble-
some as well as cumbersorie. A lady left her estate to '"my heirs at law
living at the time of ny decease.™ This sounds straightforward enough.

The trouble w:s that she wanted her money to be shared ecually among her
twenty-five cousins., The deceased, however, had an obscure aunt living at the
time, eand she received all of the money.35 One can see vhy traditional
phraccology and its redundzncy is used in contracts and wills— it arises

out of a seuse of insecurity.36 But, tradition did not help those twenty-five
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cousins in the leost. Many lawyers take the ottitude of Byrne Bowman who

believes that redundancy is o necessary evili

_o—

While come poersons may consider this lousy gri?ing, I say

if you have Lo Go it you have to do‘it and it is not lcusy

Lo coise  ou hrere Lo de it if it will put your coat and shoes
on for v;u and nel» you pay for them vhen you are tired and
slecpy and huncry and thirsty and broke :nd do not want to
lcse a client because of some misinterpretztion of the intent
of thne conblrict by some court that can't read let alone under-
stand what bthe pertiec were ecreeing upen cespeclally when
they were jousting wili: ezch other and :och hoping thgt an
crbiguity will be one to their beaefit wnich anybody ‘zows
you can rever degend upon belag fer your Lenefit un}ess you
own the judre wileh 1 don't think you are golng to uo this
year anywayes Tt

A1l one can sty to that is if redundaney is really neéessary, at least do it
cleariy.
Onie reason lawyers usc traditional phraseology and redundancy as a
crutch could be because of the standardized nature of legal language. Standard-
ized language leads Lo ® reliability and predictability of interpretation
by a court. Courts taking-sueh on-appresen pay particular attention to
words and phrases and changes in words and phroses. To depart from a con-
ventional way of sayirg sometling, therefore, is to invite disaster,38
Cn the other hand, the lawycr wio does not know those "Mwzic? words and phraccs
causes requndancy and complexi.y, The lawyzr sees no cost in a few extra
words, but the cost forrleaving out the one or two essential words could
be great. So, the lawyer heaps words on top of words, hoping that one of
them will be "Rurpelstiltskin,"3"
becruce of this standardizetion, I-—seriousty—doubt—tihmt—Ilavyers will
never te out of a job if they cnose to write in a clear style. The easiest

wey to write clearly is to stirt by usilng good gremmar, Rules of grammar are

rules of conveniencc~-not for the wri.er, but for the reader., It is l1ronic



Cole, 12
}/ﬂLa,F”ﬁLuv
that the legal documentj(wogt needed to ee-u;acrqumuitﬁh*ﬂmrfmkﬁﬁn are
the ones in which prammar 1s usually the roorest; contracts sre notorious
R o
for abandoning grammatical rules, as.uei:_as)turning base verbs into nounsga

"Rent to be payed by the first of the month; Failure to do so will result

in penalty of five dollarsi" As one can see from the ;Jc;uding example,
lauyers also nave a scrious tendency to leave out both definite and inde-
finite articles in froni—of-momtwouns (The rent, a penalty), Tuo simpie
gremmaticel rulec should slweys be followedg 1) Every sentence needs both
a subject and & verb: M"rhe rent ig to be payed by the first of the monthy!
adding the verb "is"™ to this statement not only makes it a sentencg, it
makes it more readable, Z)ﬂxﬁ;ns not preceded by adjectives or possessives
should us2=w=ps be prcceaed bJ either a definite or indefinite article.
Qe f‘“”“

Althougn it is not rasmms par—ge, punctuction is probably the most
important device for making things easier to read.40 Functuation is espec-
ially useful in renaming a person or other entity., Instead of saying

"iT. Neumann, hereinafter the 'scller!,®™ it is nuch easier to say "M,
Neumann (the 'seller')," and it is also easier to re d. I—tierc—to—ome
thiﬁgr%h“t—sTU“IH”5‘“‘érfcc%%%ﬂ§h%4L4&¥mk¥%*eiﬁﬂ—%hiﬁ—p&fer, it should be
Q&xu#i/é-s are difficult enough to express in eomprex legal language when
writien wi.h proper grammar and mechanics. To deviate from those rules

generally affects clarity adversely.41

In his essay "Politics and the Inglish Language," George Orwell attempts

to reduce unnccessary conslexity in language while increasing the effrctiv. -

ness of the message. He docs this through the implementation of a few

simple rules:

1) lever use a metaphor, simile, -r other figure of
crecch which you are used to seeing in print.

2) lLever use a long word where a short one will do.



3)
4)

6)
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If it is possible to cut a word out, do so.

Never use the passive when you can use the active.

liever usc a foreign phrace, a scientific word, ov
. . .
a jargon word if you can think of an everyday inglish

equival:int.

Bresk any of these rulcs sconer than say enything

outright barbarous.4?2

I believe the largest part of unnecessiry complexity in legal lanruage

verbose expressions:

Legalece to avoid

vrior to

subsequent to
coanmences

vendee

vendor

covenants, warrants
indenture

estopped

lesses

lessor

please find

shall have the right
herecin, herewith, hereunder
hereinafter

hereinabove

hereinbelow

tiereto, therein, thereof,
thereby, therewith

shall be

shall

caid, some, such, subject

vherein

in the event

upon

please be advised

witnesseth
wiereas

can be eliminated by sirply avoiding a few often-used lepaddsbie words and

Use instecd

before, earlier

after, later

begin, start

buyer

seller

promises, ugrees to
contract, mortgage, will,
agreement, promissory note
prevented from

tenant

landlord

is, are

may

in this agreemont, ectc.
("seller"g

earlier in this agreement
later in the acrecment

to that agreement, in that

is

will, mst, arrees to

the, this, those, that, these,
them, it

where, in which

if

on

This 1s to inform yoa, this is
to let you Mncew

beckground facts

[eliminate without replacing] 42

agreement, of that agrecment, etc.



Verbose or vagle exprescions

and congtructions

Whether or not

"There is! constructions

"Jhat ...is that..."constrvetions
"The,..of" constructions

The foreseeable future

A1l are not

To the extent that

On the part of

In situations wherc

Was a factor that

The usual practice has been to

On the rationale that or
Under tne theory thail
Cf...chnaroccter (or nature)
eeeis the onc (or individual) who
On numerous occasiocns

In scme instances

In many cascs

In the majority of instences
It is not the case that

In those instances where or
In situations where

Chose to

ue to

Proved to be

In the absence of

For the purpose of

With respect to

COJG, 1/'+

Whether
[Flimincte without replacing]
el ~inate without rcplacing
[elininate without replacingg
[¢liminate both explicitly and
implicitly]
ot all...are -
[rewrite using g il
€liminate without replacinéi
When
[eliminate if possiblel
Usually,...; or {(the practice)
usvally
Beceause

[eliminate witiout replacing
[eliminate without replacing
Often

Sometines

Often

Usually

uvid not

When

[eliminate if possible]

Becouse

as

[rewrite using "unlessi]
To .
About or concerning44’45

~ithougl: I have combined both legel language ond staﬁutdry lanpuage

under the somewhat inprecise heading "legal language, " -I-hope my comments

apply to both in riost inctances,

T' - 3 L3 s . N

nese comrents znd constructive criticisms masi—be pertinent to lepgal

Je 5t |

language states weEmTTTot~be passing legislation requiring "plain
knglish" in varions types of lezal documents—-"from consumer contracts to
insurance policies to governrent regulation."46 To stop this trend in the
legislatures, more and riore of tie top law schools are teaching "ncnlepal "

legal drafting.47 This trend is wholesome. If more lavyers and legislators

were willing to write documenis for ease of comprehension as well as
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accuracy, they would not have to vorry about writing under the burden of

specific "plain inglish™ laws, and people would not be nearly as appreien-
;3 fu‘\""";b

sive of ana «+ble abcu e leg ysten,
i L U unkrewkedwble about tl legal syst
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