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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) enable a future in which certain types of legal
documents may be generated automatically. This has a great potential to stream-
line legal processes, lower the cost of legal services, and dramatically increase
access to justice. While many researchers focus their efforts on proposing and
evaluating LLM-based applications supporting tasks in the legal domain, there
is a notable lack of investigations into how legal professionals perceive content if
they believe it has been generated by an LLM. Yet, this is a critical point as over-
reliance or unfounded skepticism may influence whether such documents bring
about appropriate legal consequences. This study is the necessary analysis in the
context of the ongoing transition towards mature generative AI systems. Specifi-
cally, we examined whether the perception of legal documents’ by lawyers (n=75)
varies based on their assumed origin (human-crafted vs AI-generated). The par-
ticipants evaluated the documents focusing on their correctness and language
quality. Our analysis revealed a clear preference for documents perceived as
crafted by a human over those believed to be generated by AI. At the same time,
most of the participants are expecting the future in which documents will be gen-
erated automatically. These findings could be leveraged by legal practitioners,
policy makers and legislators to implement and adopt legal document genera-
tion technology responsibly, and to fuel the necessary discussions into how legal
processes should be updated to reflect the recent technological developments.

Keywords: Generative AI, GenAI, Large Language Model, LLM, Automatic Text
Generation, Legal Document, Perception of AI-generated Content
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1 Introduction

This paper analyzes the differences in lawyers’ perceptions of documents believed to
be either generated by AI or authored by humans. The aim of this study is to react
to the revolution brought about by the recent advances in Large Language Models
(LLMs), and provide crucial insights necessary for responsible design, development,
and adoption of LLM-powered applications focused on automated generation of legal
documents. Should it be known it is LLM-generated, potential distortions in the per-
ception of a legal document present a serious ethical concern. For example, it would
be highly undesirable if a judge denies a rightful claim because they perceive the argu-
ments in a complaint as less persuasive, knowing the document has been automatically
generated. To investigate this pressing concern, we had a large group of lawyers (n=75)
evaluate documents marked as AI-generated or human-crafted in terms of their cor-
rectness and language quality. Further, we surveyed the participants on their beliefs
on the ability of LLMs generating legal documents in the future.

ChatGPT1 was launched on November 30, 2022, and it immediately sensitised the
general public to the capabilities of LLMs to write fluent texts and lead conversations
in natural language. While the foundational GPT-3 model has been available since
2020 (Brown et al, 2020), it was the accessibility of the ChatGPT service that made
legal practitioners, educators, and scholars alike engage in heated discussions as to
how the legal profession may change in the near future. There have been numerous
examples of applications of the technology to tasks traditionally reserved exclusively
for legal experts. For example, Perlman (2022) claims that ChatGPT requires re-
imagining how to obtain legal services and prepare lawyers for their careers—he does
so in a human-authored abstract to a scholarly article automatically generated with
ChatGPT. Katz et al (2024) tested GPT-4 on the Uniform Bar Examination (UBE),
reporting the system passed the exam. Blair-Stanek et al (2024) show how even smaller
LLMs can achieve near perfect performance on basic tasks involving legal texts, if they
are fine-tuned. Such use cases hint at future applications of LLMs in providing legal
services and increasing access to justice, namely answering legal questions, providing
legal information, and importantly drafting legal documents.

The potential for automation, enhancement or support through LLMs is grow-
ing. Due to user-friendly access to LLMs through applications and interfaces (e.g.,
ChatGPT, Bard, Copilot), the experimentation with AI-based tools is available to
masses desiring to become early adopters of the disruptive technology. However, the
challenge of the wide use of LLMs lies in more than just its ability to achieve high
(even human-like) accuracy when engaging in various tasks. If the output of LLMs
is not acknowledged or perceived as accurate by the relevant actors, it may become
inconsequential even if objectively accurate. The reception and perception of LLMs’
output, which is tied to various societal and psychological aspects of communication,
is a pressing and understudied issue.

Existing interdisciplinary research suggests generally negative sentiment towards
technology, ranging from hesitancy (von Eschenbach, 2021) to aversion (Jussupow
et al, 2020; Castelo and Ward, 2021). Studies focusing on technology acceptance in

1OpenAI: ChatGPT. Available at: https://chat.openai.com/ [Accessed 2024-03-16]
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the legal domain are scarce (Xu et al, 2022; Barysė, 2022; Nguyen et al, 2024). To
our knowledge, no study directly focuses on examining lawyers’ preferences towards
documents perceived as generated by AI (specifically by ChatGPT).

To investigate if and how lawyers’ perception of a legal document changes depend-
ing on whether it is believed to be human-crafted as opposed to AI-generated, we
analyzed the following research questions:

1. How is the perception of a document’s correctness and language quality different
depending on its believed origin (human vs AI)?

2. To what degree does experience (a law student vs a lawyer) influence the changes
in perception?

3. What are lawyers’ attitudes and beliefs regarding the potential of LLMs to generate
documents automatically in the future?

Our work contributes to AI & Law research in the following ways. To our knowledge,
this is the first comprehensive study that investigates differences in lawyers’ percep-
tions of documents believed to be crafted by a human as opposed to LLM-generated.
It focuses on the correctness of the documents, i.e., their potential to emulate the
desired legal outcomes, and their language properties, i.e., readability or absence of
grammatical/stylistic errors.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. Section 2 contains an overview
of the related work focused on the perception of AI-generated documents, and on
applications of LLMs in the legal domain. Section 3 presents the experimental design,
focusing on the documents and the survey used in this study, and the participating
subjects. In Section 4, we present the results of quantitative and qualitative analysis
of the data collected from the participants. Section 5 engages in a discussion of our
findings. In Section 6, we draw implications of our research for legal practice. Section
7 focuses on the limitation of the study. Finally, Section 8 summarizes the article and
outlines the potential paths for future work.

2 Related Work

Experiments by Bubeck et al (2023) and a survey by Naveed et al (2024) have shown
that LLMs offer possibilities and promises in various domains, including law. Law is
based mainly on written language and is often lauded for its overwhelming production
of information and documents. With the ever-increasing interest in NLP in the legal
domain noted by Katz et al (2023), significant advances in law-related NLP research
were brought by pre-trained Transformed-based Language Models (TLMs) reviewed
by Greco and Tagarelli (2023). The subsequent introduction of LLMs to the public
fueled significant interest in its law-related applications noted by Lai et al (2023).

We present an overview of the related work in three broadly defined areas:

1. Perception of AI-generated Content in Various Domains (Subsection 2.1) is focused
on the crucial underlying issue of the perception of AI-generated content by pub-
lic and other relevant actors. The issue must be separated from the performance
demonstrated by LLMs when engaging in various tasks.
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2. Automated Content Generation by LLMs in the Legal Domain (Subsection 2.2)
focuses on related work reporting the use of LLMs to create summaries, translations
and answers to legal questions.

3. The Use of LLMs in the Legal Domain (Subsection 2.3) summarizes related work
reporting the use of LLMs for various tasks, such as legal reasoning, legal research,
access to justice, annotation, and legal judgment prediction.

The related work clearly demonstrates a need for empirical studies regarding the
perception of AI-generated documents in the legal domain. The overview below con-
tains dozens of papers on supporting, enhancing or automating a plethora of tasks
inherently perceived as requiring human attention. While the authors often report
lower-than-human performance, GPT-4 significantly improves the already impressive
capabilities. As a result, the use of LLMs is likely to penetrate every aspect of law. The
remarkable breadth of the research conducted in the short time since November 2022
demonstrates the inevitability of AI, even in the legal domain. As such, the issue of the
perception of AI-generated content in the legal domain becomes even more pressing.

2.1 Perception of AI-generated Content in Various Domains

Research on attitudes toward AI spans various contexts. Hancock et al (2020) concep-
tualized AI-mediated communication, highlighting risks, such as undermining trust,
and opportunities, such as augmenting natural communication abilities. von Eschen-
bach (2021) observed a general hesitancy to trust AI, while Castelo and Ward (2021)
noted aversion toward AI echoing algorithm-related concerns raised by Jussupow et al
(2020). These risks and opportunities are also expected to arise in the legal domain.

Increased aversion is reported when algorithms are involved in moral decision-
making, particularly in domains deemed morally significant such as medicine and
law Bigman and Gray (2018). Laakasuo et al (2021) demonstrated that decisions
made by human-like robots are perceived as less moral compared to robots without
resemblance to humans. Interestingly, AI-mediated communication provides flexibility
in interpersonal interactions, as users are inclined to attribute part of the responsibility
for negative feelings to the AI (Hohenstein and Jung, 2020).

Lower evaluations of AI-generated content have been reported across various
domains, including Airbnb profiles (Jakesch et al, 2019), emails (Liu et al, 2022),
artworks (Ragot et al, 2020), music (Shank et al, 2023), translations (Asscher and
Glikson, 2023), news articles (Waddell, 2018) or health prevention messages (Lim and
Schmälzle, 2024). The level of aversion to algorithms differs between tasks perceived
as subjective and objective, with perceived task objectivity leading to greater accep-
tance (Castelo et al, 2019). In healthcare, people tend to prefer human practitioners
over AI-based technologies (Miles et al, 2021), expressing concerns over insufficient
personalization of care and incompetence (Longoni et al, 2019). Wang et al (2023b)
emphasized the necessity of incorporating essential soft skills and core principles, such
as professionalism, explainability, and empathy, into GPT-based tools for medical
consultations to overcome the aversion. Understanding the impact of AI-generated
content on interactions within the legal domain is of utmost importance to ensure safe
deployment of AI-based tools and applications.
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While the algorithms may outperform humans in specific tasks, the post-error
dynamic differs significantly. Dietvorst et al (2015) found that people lost confidence
more quickly in algorithms after witnessing the same error made by both algorithmic
and human forecasters. Given the inevitability of mistakes and errors, the aspect is
particularly significant especially in the legal domain, where mistakes and errors carry
serious consequences for welfare or even freedom.

Surveys have highlighted issues with the factuality of generated messages (Wang
et al, 2023a). LLMs are susceptible to hallucinations, which poses a significant chal-
lenge for further deployment in the legal (Cheong et al, 2024) or financial domains
(Kang and Liu, 2023). Information asymmetry is crucial, as those who stand to gain
the most are also exposed to the most significant risks associated with hallucinations
(Dahl et al, 2024). Individuals with lower literacy and education levels are at a higher
risk of consuming unreliable content (Oviedo-Trespalacios et al, 2023). Dahlkemper
et al (2023) reported that even university students with limited prior knowledge of
specific issues related to their domain of expertise find evaluating the factuality of
ChatGPT-generated answers challenging. These findings may manifest themselves in
the legal domain as more AI-based tools are deployed to support various legal tasks
without properly understanding the related risks.

In specific instances, the origin of the AI-generated message or advice does not
have a negative effect. Logg et al (2019) noted a preference for algorithmic advice
when presented as an estimate based on the input of many individuals over human
advice from a single individual. Furthermore, Leib et al (2023) observed that advice
promoting dishonesty increases dishonest behaviour, while honesty-promoting advice
does not enhance honesty. The effect holds for both AI-generated and human-provided
advice.

2.2 Automated Content Generation by LLMs in Legal Domain

Summarization Fine-tuning summarization models for niche domains may be pro-
hibitively costly, which makes the use of LLMs (especially ChatGPT) appealing,
particularly in the health domain (Shaib et al, 2023; Tang et al, 2023), and will most
probably extend to the law as well. LLMs perform on par with human written sum-
maries in news summarization (Zhang et al, 2023; Goyal et al, 2023). Deroy et al (2023)
explored using pre-trained abstractive summarization models and LLMs for summa-
rization in the legal domain. They acknowledged the limitations of fully automatic
approaches and proposed a human-in-the-loop approach with legal experts monitoring
the quality of outcomes. LLMs have been utilized to create court decision summaries,
contributing to enhanced public trust in judicial outcomes (Ash et al, 2024). AI-
generated summaries offer increased accessibility and lower the cognitive effort needed
for understanding, especially for non-experts. The logical progression includes sum-
marising legal and regulatory documents akin to transformer-based summarization
methods (Klaus et al, 2022). Ramprasad et al (2024) have reported efforts in this
direction, focusing on the factuality of zero-shot summaries across three domains,
including legal bills. Additionally, Gesnouin et al (2024) introduced LLaMandement,
a fine-tuned model for generating neutral summaries of legislative proposals. The per-
formance of LLM-based summarization models presents a significant potential benefit

5



to the legal community. However, the perception of its intended recipients remains
largely unaddressed.

Translation ChatGPT demonstrated good translation quality when powered by
GPT-3.5 (Karpinska and Iyyer, 2023) or GPT-4 (Jiao et al, 2023). Vieira et al (2021)
warned about the influence of machine translation in the legal domain, highlighting
its under-researched impact on decision-making in critical legal situations. Studies on
the use of LLMs for legal translation are limited. Mahapatra et al (2023) developed
a parallel corpus of legislation in Indian languages and evaluated various machine
translation methods, including LLMs. They noted the mediocre performance of LLMs
compared to other methods. Additionally, Briva-Iglesias et al (2024) found that Google
Translate outperforms LLMs, but GPT-4 is rated higher by evaluators for contextual
adequacy and translation fluency. Reported performance hints at significant potential
for future development and deployment. However, the translation of legal texts adds
the language barrier on top of challenges associated with (lack of) legal knowledge.
The understudied perception of accuracy may play a significant role.

Legal Question Answering Given the awareness of ChatGPT among both the
general and professional public, its use to generate answers to domain-specific ques-
tions is obvious. Before the introduction of ChatGPT, Metzler et al (2021) proposed
a combination of multi-task learning and zero- and few-shot learning to enhance
question-answering capabilities. The performance of LLMs in domain-specific exams
attracts significant research attention. In the health domain, Kung et al (2023)
reported ChatGPT achieving or surpassing the passing threshold in three exams with-
out fine-tuning the general model. These findings show promise in using ChatGPT in
medical education and potentially clinical decision-making. Bommarito et al (2023)
analyzed LLMs’ performance in an examination developed by the American Insti-
tute of Certified Public Accountants containing questions related to law, finance,
accounting, technology, and ethics. The research showed that GPT-3.5 is approach-
ing human-level performance in Remembering & Understanding, and Application skill
portions of the exam. These results led the authors to conclude that LLMs have
transformative potential in the future of knowledge work. However, Shen et al (2023)
observed varying levels of ability of ChatGPT across different domains with significant
underperformance in legal and science-related questions. Choi et al (2022) investi-
gated the use of GPT-3.5 in answering final exams in four law school courses at
the University of Minnesota, noting promising but uneven performance. Overall, its
question-answering performance was deemed mediocre but sufficient to earn a J.D.
degree eventually. Katz et al (2024) reported significant improvement with GPT-4,
outperforming prior models and even humans in five out of seven categories of ques-
tions. Similarly Nay et al (2024) noted improved accuracy of GPT-4 over previous
models in answering multiple-choice questions about US tax law. On the other hand,
Mart́ınez (2024) evaluated GPT-4’s UBE performance, and criticized the reported
values as potentially harmful in misrepresenting the actual capability of LLMs to
truthfully and accurately answer legal questions. Tan et al (2023) compared answers
generated by JusticeBot, an expert tool focused on landlord-tenant disputes, and Chat-
GPT. They noted ChatGPT’s lack of precision in providing legal information directly
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to laypeople. However, they suggested that combining its capabilities with expert sys-
tems may enhance question-answering performance and improve the accessibility of
legal information.

2.3 Use of LLMs in Legal Domain

Legal Reasoning The survey by Huang and Chang (2023) notes the significant
progress in NLP caused by the introduction of LLMs. However, the authors point out
that the extent to which LLMs can properly reason remains unclear. Blair-Stanek et al
(2023) evaluated GPT-3 on the statutory-reasoning dataset SARA. The authors noted
apparent limitations due to imperfect prior knowledge of U.S. statutes and poor per-
formance on synthetic statutes not encountered during training. Studies by Nguyen
et al (2023a,c,d) reported further limitations of using LLMs for legal reasoning. Addi-
tionally, Nguyen et al (2023b) analysed the performance of GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 on
the COLIEE Task 4 dataset. The authors raised concerns about the GPT models’
ability to generalize and learn adaptable rules for unknown cases. During the prelim-
inary exploration of the ability of GPT-3.5 for reasoning about the FOIA requests,
Baron et al (2023) reported ChatGPT performing below the level of an experienced
FOIA reviewer. On the other hand, ChatGPT exhibited the ability to bring valuable
recommendations accompanied by legal reasoning. Yu et al (2023) suggested that the
reasoning capabilities of LLMs can be significantly improved by Chain-of-Thought
prompting and fine-tuning with explanations. The research indicates that the best
results are achieved using prompts directly derived from specific legal reasoning tech-
niques (e.g., IRAC). Guha et al (2023) prepared a robust typology for organizing legal
tasks and evaluating 20 LLMs from 11 different families to provide a benchmark for
the legal reasoning capabilities of LLMs. Following the modified IRAC structure, the
evaluation revealed diverging performance levels, with GPT-4 emerging as the most
successful model. Generally, LLMs perform better on classification tasks than those
focused on application. Kang et al (2023) evaluated GPT-3.5’s ability to conduct IRAC
analysis. The research found that powerful LLMs can provide reasonable answers but
mostly fail to yield correct reasoning paths. Finally, Janatian et al (2023) suggest using
GPT-4 to extract pathways from real-world legislation to support the development
of legal expert systems. Their evaluation yielded that 60% of the generated pathways
were equivalent or superior to manually created ones.

Support for Legal Research and eDiscovery Various tasks related to legal
research, legal information retrieval or eDiscovery can be supported by LLMs. Savelka
et al (2023b) demonstrated the effectiveness of GPT-4 augmented with a legal infor-
mation retrieval module, which significantly improved the accuracy of explanations
of legal concepts. These findings correspond with Blair-Stanek et al (2024), who used
non-augmented models. The authors reported poor performance of most state-of-the-
art LLMs (including GPT-4) in basic legal text-handling tasks, referring to them as
’sloppy paralegals’. Integrating LLMs with knowledge bases (Cui et al, 2023) and
other tools allowing, e.g., factual lookups (Schick et al, 2023) and gathering refer-
ences (Nakano et al, 2022) can boost performance. However, the existing research is
focused on domains outside of law. Huang et al (2023) emphasized the importance
of domain-specific knowledge over the general experiences distilled from ChatGPT,
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as demonstrated through supervised fine-tuning tasks. Henseler and van Beek (2023)
used GPT-4 as a supportive tool for handling data in digital investigation, entrust-
ing it with tasks like summarization, evaluation and visualization of chat messages.
Their work showcased the potential of LLMs in eDiscovery processes. Ioannidis et al
(2023) utilized LLMs for regulatory compliance, providing identification, summariza-
tion and the impact level assessment of legal rules impacting businesses. Lam et al
(2023) employed LLMs to streamline contract drafting processes, facilitating tasks
such as template selection or clause modification to suit specific contexts agreed upon
by parties.

Access to Justice/Law Pre-trained language models offer a significant potential
for increasing the accessibility of domain-specific knowledge to laypeople. Classical
information retrieval can be paired with pre-trained models to substantially improve
domain expert advice. Metzler et al (2021) introduced a consolidated model combining
multi-task learning and zero- or few-shot learning, which may serve as a foundation
for including ChatGPT into various pipelines for improved question-answering capa-
bilities. Addressing the procedural and financial barriers to legal services, LLMs have
the potential to improve access to justice and government services (Bommasani et al,
2022). Research has explored various avenues for utilizing LLMs, including support
to lobbying activities (Nay, 2023), mediation support (Westermann et al, 2023b), and
mapping laypeople’s fact-based narrative to legal issues (Westermann et al, 2023a).
Chien et al (2024) highlighted the deployment of GPT-powered chatbots in the judi-
ciary, improving efficiency in addressing the legal needs of low-income groups. Goodson
and Lu (2023) reported a proof-of-concept utilization of LLMs to streamline the legal
aid intake process and support the initial legal triage. Such use addresses a known bot-
tleneck in legal aid delivery. Laypeople often utilize LLM-based tools for self-help in
legal issues. They mainly seek statements about applicable laws, procedural guidance
and directories of potential services or webpages delivering further assistance (Hagan,
2024).

Legal Judgment Prediction Legal judgment prediction aims to predict judg-
ment results automatically. Experiments showcase the potential of LLMs for this
task. Hamilton (2023) demonstrated GPT-2’s ability to achieve better-than-random
accuracy in simulating judicial rulings of the US Supreme Court from 2010 to 2016.
Similarly, zero-shot prediction on the Chinese criminal case dataset using GPT-3
reported by Jiang and Yang (2023) outperformed the baseline. The investigation by
Trautmann et al (2022) focused on the prediction of judgments of the European Court
of Human Rights and the Federal Supreme Court of Switzerland. The study found
that the LLMs exhibited superior zero-shot predictive capabilities compared to base-
line models. However, the reported results fell short of existing supervised approaches.
Wu et al (2023) demonstrated the possibility for improved performance by combining
LLMs with domain models. The introduction of GPT-4 presented a significant devel-
opment, yielding remarkably superior prediction results compared to previous models
and existing approaches (Shui et al, 2023).

Annotation LLMs can automatically annotate textual elements, significantly
reducing effort and costs associated with empirical analysis and legal review. Drapal
et al (2023) proposed using GPT-4 to support thematic analysis in empirical legal
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studies with promising results in zero-shot classification and the potential for further
improvement with expert feedback. Savelka (2023) and Savelka and Ashley (2023)
evaluated GPT-3.5’s effectiveness in contract review, statutory and regulatory pro-
visions investigation, and case-law analysis. Gray et al (2024) utilized GPT-4 and
GPT-4-Turbo to create sentence-level annotations for factor analysis. Savelka et al
(2023a) found GPT-4 comparable to well-trained student annotators in analyzing
textual data. Oliveira et al (2024) explored the use of GPT-3 in a pipeline integrat-
ing LLMs and weak supervision for named entity recognition tasks. They observed
comparable performance to traditional manual text labelling methods at a lower cost.

3 Evaluation Experiment

We conducted an evaluation experiment of two documents (Brief and Verbose) detailed
in Subsection 3.1 and two groups of evaluators described in Subsection 3.2. Group A
received the Brief document labelled as AI-generated and the Verbose one labelled
Human-crafted. Group B received the documents with opposite labelling. Participants
were instructed to evaluate the language quality and correctness of the documents
through a survey. They were allowed to provide open-ended comments to their
evaluation. Details about the survey can be found in Subsection 3.3.

3.1 Documents

We prepared two written acknowledgements of debt. Both documents were drafted to
fit on one page. One document was prepared to be as brief as possible (Brief), while the
other was drafted to contain some additional information (Verbose). Both documents
were prepared to comply with standard practices (e.g., designation of parties, legal
jargon used).

The Brief document contained the headline ’Acknowledgement of Debt’ followed
by the designation of both the debtor and the creditor (name, surname, date of birth,
address). The following part outlined the origin of the debt (failure to pay the lease).
Subsequently, the document contained an explicit acknowledgement of debt required
by law and the due date. Finally, there was a confirmation that the acknowledgement
was not written under duress. The brief document was approximately 200 words in
length.

The Verbose document contained the structured designation of the debtor and
the creditor (name, surname, date of birth, address) followed by the headline ’Acknowl-
edgment of Debt’. The document contained an explicit acknowledgement of debt
required by law. Subsequently, the document outlined the origin of the debt (failure
to pay the lease) in a structured and more detailed manner. Finally, the document
contained the due date and the confirmation that it was not written under duress.
The verbose document was approximately 250 words in length.

Further, each document was modified into two versions. One version was labelled
’AI-GENERATED DOCUMENT’ in both the header and the footer in blue high-
light. The other version was labelled ’HUMAN-CRAFTED DOCUMENT’ in both the
header and the footer in yellow highlight. We avoided using green and red highlights
for their well-known associations to correct and incorrect options.

9



ORIGIN 

ORIGIN 
   

Uznání dluhu Dlužníkem 
Dlužník, [JMÉNO] [PŘÍJMENÍ], nar. [DD].[MM].[RRRR], bytem [ULICE] [ČÍSLO], [PSČ] 

[MĚSTO], tímto uznává svůj dluh vůči věřiteli, [JMÉNO] [PŘÍJMENÍ], nar. [DD].[MM].[RRRR], bytem 

[ULICE] [ČÍSLO], [PSČ] [MĚSTO].  

Dluh vznikl jako dlužné nájemné ze smlouvy o pronájmu bytu uzavřené mezi věřitelem a 

dlužníkem ze dne 15. 1. 2015. Dluh dosahuje výše 25 000,- Kč (slovy: DVACET PĚT TISÍC KORUN 

ČESKÝCH). Dlužník je dle smlouvy povinen platit nájemné věřiteli v této výši vždy k 21. dni měsíce 

na měsíc následující s tím, že v měsíci prosinci 2023 dlužník nájemné za měsíc leden 2024 

neuhradil. 

Tímto uznáním je dluh uznán co do důvodu a výše ke dni podpisu tohoto prohlášení, 

v souladu s ustanovením § 2053 zákona č. 89/2012 Sb., občanského zákoníku ve znění pozdějších 

předpisů. 

Dlužník se dlužnou částku se zavazuje splatit nejpozději 29. 2. 2024. Částka 

bude uhrazena v souladu s platebními podmínkami uvedenými ve smlouvě mezi věřitelem a 

dlužníkem. 

Dlužník výslovně prohlašuje, že řádně zvážil právní následky s tímto uznáním spojené. 

Dlužník prohlašuje, že uznání sepsal na základě svobodné a vážné vůle. Dlužník prohlašuje, že 

uznání nesepsal v tísni. Dlužník souhlasí s obsahem uznání, což je stvrzeno níže jeho 

vlastnoručním podpisem. 

 

 

In [CITY], [DD]. [MM]. [YYYY] 

 

___________________________________ 

 SIGNATURE 

 

 

ORIGIN 

ORIGIN 

Věřitel: [JMÉNO] [PŘÍJMENÍ], nar. [DD].[MM].[RRRR], bytem [ULICE] [ČÍSLO], [PSČ] [MĚSTO] 

(dále jen „Věřitel“) 

Dlužník: [JMÉNO] [PŘÍJMENÍ], nar. [DD].[MM].[RRRR], bytem [ULICE] [ČÍSLO], [PSČ] [MĚSTO] 

(dále jen “Dlužník”) 

 

Uznání dluhu Věřitele Dlužníkem 
Dlužník tímto uznává ke dni podpisu tohoto uznání svůj dluh vůči Věřiteli co do důvodu a 

jeho výše tak, jak jej Dlužník níže podrobněji vymezuje, dle ustanovení § 2053 zákona č. 89/2012 

Sb., občanského zákoníku, v aktuálně účinném znění. 

Důvod: Dluh vznikl na základě Smlouvy o nájmu bytu (dále jen „Smlouvy“) uzavřené mezi 

Věřitelem (jako pronajímatelem) a Dlužníkem (jako nájemníkem) dne 15. ledna 2015. Dle čl. 7 této 

Smlouvy je Dlužník povinen platit nájemné ve výši 25 000,- Kč (slovy: DVACET PĚT TISÍC KORUN 

ČESKÝCH) měsíčně se splatností vždy k 21. dni měsíce předcházejícího tomu, za který je nájemné 

hrazeno. Věřitel neobdržel od Dlužníka nájemné za měsíc leden 2024, které bylo splatné dne 21. 

12. 2023, čímž vznikl Dlužníkovi vůči Věřiteli dluh. 

Výše: Jde o dluh ve výši 25 000,- Kč (slovy: DVACET PĚT TISÍC KORUN ČESKÝCH).  

Dlužník výslovně prohlašuje, že Věřiteli dluží výše uvedenou částku. Dlužnou částku se 

zavazuje splatit nejpozději 29. února 2024 na bankovní účet Věřitele uvedený v čl. 1 Smlouvy.  

Částka se považuje za uhrazenou připsáním částky na bankovní účet Věřitele. 

Dlužník výslovně prohlašuje, že právní následky spojené s tímto uznáním řádně zvážil. 

Uznání bylo sepsáno na základě jeho svobodné a vážné vůle. Dlužník souhlasí s obsahem uznání, 

což stvrzuje níže svým vlastnoručním podpisem.  

 

 

In [CITY], [DD]. [MM]. [YYYY] 

 

___________________________________ 

 SIGNATURE 

 

 

Fig. 1 The figure outlines the structure of the Brief (left) and the Verbose (right) documents.

Structure contains designation of parties , headline , acknowledgement of debt , origin of debt ,

due date and confirmation of absence of duress .

Fig. 2 The figure contains snippets of two variants of the Verbose document. One is designated
as ’AI-GENERATED DOCUMENT’ (left) in its header, and the other as ’HUMAN-CRAFTED
DOCUMENT’ (right). The same designation appears also in the footer of every document.

The structure of both documents and the relative length of their parts are outlined
in Figure 1. The designation distinguishing between two variants of the same document
is shown in Figure 2.
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3.2 Participants

We recruited participants through a mailing campaign at an R1 university in Europe,
and calls for participants distributed via Facebook and Twitter, reaching approxi-
mately 1,200 people. A total of 89 prospective subjects expressed their interest in
participating. Of the 89 participants, 53 were law students enrolled in a law degree
granting program, and 36 were lawyers. We used stratified random sampling to divide
participants into two groups: Group A and Group B.

Group A comprised 26 law students and 18 lawyers, totaling 44 participants. We
received completed surveys from 39 participants (88.6%) – 22 law students (84.6%)
and 17 lawyers (94.4%). Five participants failed to complete the survey.

Group B comprised 27 law students and 18 lawyers, totalling 45 participants. We
received completed surveys from 36 participants (80%) – 20 law students (74.1%) and
16 lawyers (88.9%). Nine participants failed to complete the survey.

Originally, we planned to discard the answers from participants who completed the
survey in under ten minutes. We did not discard any answers for this reason as all of
the participants took longer to finish the survey.

3.3 Survey

The evaluation was conducted online via Microsoft Forms. Group A was presented with
the Brief document labelled as AI-generated and the Verbose document labelled as
Human-crafted. Group B was presented with the Brief document labelled as Human-
crafted and the Verbose document labelled as AI-generated. Participants were not
made aware that both documents were Human-crafted. Survey was distributed to
all the participants on January 30, 2024. Participants were requested to finish their
evaluation by February 11, 2024.

Participants were to score the documents on a scale of 1 (worst) to 5 (best) in
terms of the following categories:

1. Language Quality : The degree to which the document conforms with the language
expectations associated with legally binding documents. The participants were
tasked to check for grammatical and stylistic errors or the use of inappropriate
words within a given context.

2. Correctness: The degree to which the document is correct. The participants were
tasked to consider the fulfilment of legally required conditions and factual and
formal coherence.

Participants were also asked to provide short explanations (100 words suggested)
for each scoring question. Finally, the evaluation included an open-ended question to
collect participants’ opinions on the possibility of generating debt acknowledgement
automatically and achieving output quality comparable to humans.

In summary, the participants encountered the following questions:

• Question 1: Score the language quality of the AI-generated document
• Question 2: Briefly explain the score given in Question 1
• Question 3: Score the correctness of the AI-generated document
• Question 4: Briefly explain the score given in Question 3
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• Question 5: Score the language quality of the Human-crafted document
• Question 6: Briefly explain the score given in Question 5
• Question 7: Score the correctness of the Human-crafted document
• Question 8: Briefly explain the score given in Question 7
• Question 9: After comparing the AI-generated and Human-crafted documents,
assess to what extent full automation is possible and the human-level performance
achievable

Participants were required to answer all four scoring questions (Questions 1, 3,
5, and 7) before the survey could be submitted. Answering open-ended questions
(Questions 2, 4, 6, 8, and 9) was not mandatory.

The evaluation of the survey was done at the level of scoring and open-ended
questions. The scoring questions were evaluated quantitatively, and in particular in
terms of average scores and in terms of preference for human-crafted or AI-generated
documents with respect to the brief or verbose nature of the documents.

The responses to the open-ended questions were subjected to a qualitative the-
matic analysis methodologically following Braun and Clarke (2006) and applied, for
instance, in Liffiton et al (2023). The thematic analysis was conducted by grouping
responses to open-ended questions according to the characteristics assessed - language
and correctness - across documents (human-crafted, AI-generated) and groups (A and
B). As a result, two sets of responses were created: one consisting of responses to
the language quality and the other to responses to the correctness. These two sets of
responses were thematically coded, i.e. we were looking for similar elements across the
set of responses. These elements were then assigned a sentiment, i.e., whether they
were mentioned positively or negatively. The elements were then grouped into meta-
categories, called themes, according to their situational and semantic proximity. Thus,
a schema of themes emerged, defined by their sub-elements. In addition, each theme
can have a positive or negative attribute.

4 Results

4.1 Document Preference

While both documents were authored to be of comparable quality it appears that the
verbose one was preferred by the participants, especially in terms of correctness. The
mean overall correctness rating of the brief document was 4.24 (39× presented as AI-
generated and 36× as human-authored) compared to the 4.67 of the verbose one (36×
AI and 39× human). Seen side-by-side, the participants judged the verbose document
as more correct than the brief one 34 times (out of 75). The brief document was
deemed as more correct only 9 times. In the remaining 32 times the documents were
evaluated as comparable. In terms of language, the trend was still there (4.39 verbose
versus 4.13 brief) where the verbose document was preferred 26 times compared to
12 preferences for the brief one (37 neither). Figure 3 provides additional detail into
how the two documents were rated by the participants. While the comparison of the
documents is not the subject of this study it presents an important aspect that needs
to be considered when interpreting the results below.
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Fig. 3 The figure summarizes the participants’ preferences between the two documents (Brief and
Verbose). The top two charts show the distribution of scores awarded to each document in terms
of their Correctness and Language (1–worst; 5–best). The bottom two charts present the results of
the side-by side comparisons, showing how many times each of the documents was preferred (if any).
Overall, a clear preference for the Verbose document over the Brief one can be observed.

4.2 Correctness

Figure 4 shows the overall evaluation of the documents in terms of correctness, focusing
on whether a document was labeled as human-crafted or AI-generated. It appears that
the participants clearly preferred a document when it was presented as human-crafted
over a document labeled as AI-generated. Specifically, the mean evaluation of the two
documents when labeled as human-crafted was 4.69 as compared to 4.21 when the
same documents were marked as AI-generated. The side-by-side comparison presents
a clear message when the human-crafted designation yielded 35 preferences over the
mere 7 of the documents perceived as generated by AI (33 neither). This difference is
statistically significant by Fisher exact test (p < 10−5).

Figure 5 provides insight into the interaction between the AI/human-authored
designation and the individual documents. While the verbose document appears to
be clearly preferred by the participants overall (Figure 3), the effect is negated if it
is marked as AI-generated, and the brief document as authored by a human. In that
case, we can even observe that the brief document was deemed as slightly more correct
on average (4.5 brief versus 4.44 verbose). In terms of the side-by-side comparisons,

13



Fig. 4 The figure summarizes the participants’ preferences between the documents when labeled
as AI-generated versus human-crafted in terms of their Correctness. The top two charts show the
distribution of scores awarded to the documents carrying the “AI“ (green) or “human“ (blue) labels
(1–worst; 5–best). The bottom chart presents the results of the side-by side comparison, showing how
many times each of the labels was preferred (if any). Overall, a clear preference for the documents
labeled as human-crafted over those labeled as AI-generated can be observed.

the verbose document (labeled as AI-generated) was preferred 7 times whereas the
one marked as authored by a human was deemed more correct 9 times (20 neither).
The overall preference for the verbose document was greatly boosted when this one
was labeled as produced by a human. Specifically, the mean correctness rating of the
verbose document marked as coming from a human was 4.87 compared to the mere 4.0
of the brief document presented as AI-generated. The verbose document was preferred
in 26 out of 39 instances while the brief document was not preferred a single time (i.e.,
13 neither).

Figure 6 focuses on the interaction between the participants’ background (i.e., law
student versus lawyer) and the AI/human designation of a document. It appears that
law students were heavily influenced by the designation, preferring a document marked
as human-authored (4.81 labeled as human versus 4.19 for AI). Specifically, the law
students preferred the document marked as coming from a human in 21 instances
compared to only 2 preferences for a document presented as generated by AI (19
neither). Lawyers were less susceptible to the AI/human designation while still prefer-
ring a document when perceived as coming from a human (4.55 human vs 4.24 AI).
They expressed preference for a human-authored document in 14 cases compared to 5
instances when a document marked as AI-generated was preferred (14 neither). Note
that the result is not statistically significant by Fisher exact test (p = 0.2221).

To further understand the participants’ preferences, we conducted a thematic
analysis of their explanations of the submitted document scores according to the
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Fig. 5 The figure summarizes the participants’ preferences between the documents when labeled
as AI-generated versus human-crafted in terms of their Correctness when the document is taken
into account (Brief and Verbose). The top two charts show the distribution of scores awarded to
the documents carrying the “AI“ (green) or “human“ (blue) labels (1–worst; 5–best). The bottom
charts present the results of the side-by side comparisons, showing how many times each of the labels
was preferred (if any) per document. While the Verbose document is clearly preferred overall, the
AI-generated label appears to largely mitigate the effect in case of when attached to the Verbose
document and largely amplify it when put on the Brief document.

methodology described in Subsection 3.3. We identified five prominent themes in the
explanations of scores regarding the correctness of the documents:

• Legal requirements – whether the document meets legal standards and requirements.
• Coherence and logical structure – references to relevant parts of the document,
accuracy of internal references, formal structure of the document, redundancy.

• Formal correctness – accurate dating, establishment of terms and conditions,
identification of parties and contracts (external references).

• Expected legal consequences – whether it is clear from the document what legal
consequences may be drawn from it.

• Wording and conventions – whether the document follows common legal conventions
and legal terms.

All the themes were either mentioned in a positive or a negative sense. Examples
of positive mentions are, e.g., “fulfils legal requirements,” or “correctly identifies the
parties, the related documents (contract) and the correct Act and Section”. Examples

15



Fig. 6 The figure summarizes the participants’ preferences between the documents when labeled as
AI-generated versus human-crafted in terms of their Correctness when the participants’ background
is taken into account (a law student and a lawyer). The top two charts show the distribution of scores
awarded to the documents carrying the “AI“ (green) or “human“ (blue) labels (1–worst; 5–best). The
bottom charts present the results of the side-by side comparisons, showing how many times each of
the labels was preferred (if any) per participants’ background. It appears the AI-generated label has
much larger effect on the law students as compared to the lawyers.

of negative mentions are, e.g., “document does not contain the specific provisions of
the referenced contract” or “paragraphs appear inconsistent and information is not
conveyed smoothly”.

We see the following if we take a closer look at the individual occurrences of
these thematic categories. Compliance with legal requirements is mentioned exclusively
positively. This is because both documents objectively and deliberately meet the legal
requirements. This topic is often mentioned in the context of the relevant Section
2053 of the Czech Civil Code, which sets out the conditions for the acknowledgement
of the debt, i.e. as ”the document contains what it should contain according to the
relevant provision [of Civil Code]” or ”it fulfils the conditions in Section 2053 of the
Civil Code”. Often this theme is mentioned in the context of the theme of expected
legal consequences, i.e. as ”the document I consider to meet the requirements of Section
2053 and I consider that the document should trigger the expected legal consequences
of debt acknowledgement, as set out in the document” or ”the document meets the
requirements of debt acknowledgement, i.e. it contains (i) the reason for the debt (debt
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from the lease agreement) and (ii) the amount owed (CZK 25,000). The document
contains placeholders for identifying the debtor and the creditor, the completion of
which will produce the desired legal consequences when the document is signed”.

Similarly, this theme also appears frequently in combination with the theme of
formal correctness in a positive sense, i.e., as, for example, ”the debt is acknowledged
by the document to the extent and in the amount required by Section 2053 of the Civil
Code, and this is done with sufficient precision” or ”I consider the requirements of
Section 2053 of the Civil Code to have been fulfilled. The document is materially and
formally coherent.” In general, answers have shown that there is broad agreement
amongst evaluators this requirement is met and accordingly this theme is consistently
mentioned.

The theme of coherence and logical structure contains negative comments on redun-
dancy, e.g. ”[...] the terminology is followed, although some of the wording seems
redundant”, or i.e. comments on reduced clarity, e.g. ”I had to think about which
rent for which month is due” or ”in the introduction of the document we learn that
the debt was incurred as rent due on 15th January 2015 and then we learn that the
debtor did not pay the rent until 2023, the document then appears less consistent”. In
a positive sense, the document is commented on as ”it is written in a very clear and
well-organised manner” or ”the document proceeds logically and clearly, emphasising
the important facts (reason and amount of the debt), [...]”.

Formal correctness is the most frequently mentioned theme. In general, this
includes correct dates and times, correct terms and conditions, identification of parties
and related documents (contracts) or other external references. Formal correctness also
reflects comments on the completeness or incompleteness of the information included,
not only those required by the legal regulation - thus, compared to the theme of legal
requirements, formal correctness is more general and broader, e.g. in a positive sense,
”the document contains all relevant information (although it does not explicitly state
that the debtor is the lessee, but the content makes this clear)” or similarly in a nega-
tive sense, such as ”the document does not identify who is the creditor and who is the
debtor with respect to the lease agreement” or ”it does not refer directly to the article
of the agreement, where the obligation to pay rent is contained” or the more complex
formulation ”it seems to me that the document correctly and consistently identifies the
relevant statutory provision, the parties to the contract, and sufficiently defines the
reason and the amount of the acknowledged debt”.

Formal correctness was also assessed in terms of inaccuracies or inconsistencies,
e.g. ”again, I did not notice any inaccuracies, no inconsistencies either”, but also in
negative terms such as ”the document is inconsistent - it does not refer to the parties
and legal provisions wherever necessary” or ”the wording ’the amount will be paid in
accordance with the payment terms set out in the contract’ is perhaps unnecessarily
imprecise, it could be written in what specific way it will be paid”.

As mentioned above, the expected legal consequences are often mentioned in the
context of compliance with legal requirements, as in practice these two situations are
logically linked. As with legal requirements, this is only mentioned positively, because
if documents objectively meet the legal requirements, there must be expected legal
consequences. Included in this theme are comments on whether the legal consequences
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are apparent from the document, as well as comments on the possible use of the doc-
uments in practice. Comments such as ”[...] and it is also obvious what legal effects it
is intended to produce”, or ”it could probably be used in practice after minor modifi-
cations” or ”[...] although the intended legal consequences are deducible from the legal
action” and ”applicable in practice”.

The final topic concerning the legal correctness of the document is that of wording
and conventions. This is defined simply as the document follows the usual conventions
in wording and use of legal language (in general). This is a theme that is mentioned
mostly negatively, with a few positive exceptions. It is only mentioned positively when
a human-crafted document is labeled as Verbose, and it is described as ”more expertly
worded than an automated document” and ”the wording is concise, spare but consistent
in a way that leaves no room for doubt”. In a negative sense, the specific comments
regarding wording and convention are as follows: ”the phrase ’to repay’ may evoke
payment in instalments - rather, to reimburse” or more general criticisms such as ”the
form is skeletal” or ”the sentence ’Above: This is a debt of 25 000 CZK’ does not
appear professional” and ”the sentences are oddly worded to make it clear what the
document is saying” or ”the last paragraph appears ’artificial’ but contains identical
information to a human-written document”.

From Figure 7, it can be seen that the AI-generated document has a lower ratio
of positive mentions and much higher ratio of negative ones. This is in line with the
outcome of the quantitative evaluation presented above. Furthermore, there is a clear
trend in Figure 7 where the negative mentions of themes for documents labeled as AI-
generated outnumber the negative mentions of the themes for documents labeled as
human-crafted. Conversely, the positive mentions are less common for the documents
when labeled as AI-generated. Interestingly, when the brief document was labeled as
generated by AI there were numerous positive mentions of the legal requirements and
the expected legal consequences themes. We found that the themes are often mentioned
in conjunction with a negative comment. Although, the evaluator had reservations
about a document, in their opinion it met the legal requirements and would have
caused the expected legal consequences.

4.3 Language

Figure 8 presents the overall evaluation of the documents in terms of their language
quality, focusing on whether a document was labeled as human-crafted or generated
by AI. It appears that the participants clearly preferred a document when it was
presented as human-crafted over a document labeled as AI-generated. Specifically,
the mean evaluation of the two documents when labeled as human-crafted was 4.55
as compared to 3.97 when the same documents were marked as AI-generated. The
side-by-side comparison presents a clear message when the human-crafted designation
yielded 43 preferences over the mere 6 of the documents perceived as generated by AI
(26 neither). This difference is statistically significant by Fisher exact test (p < 10−5).

Figure 9 provides insight into the interaction between the AI/human-authored des-
ignation and the individual documents. Both documents appear to be clearly preferred
by the participants when labeled as human-crafted over AI-generated. On average, the
brief document was rated at 4.44 when labeled as coming from a human and at 4.11
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Fig. 7 Thematic analysis: Correctness, individual themes

when labeled as coming from an AI. For the verbose document, the difference was
even more pronounced (4.64 human versus 3.85 AI). In terms of the side-by-side com-
parisons, the verbose document (labeled as AI-generated) was preferred only 1 time
whereas the brief document marked as authored by a human was deemed of higher
language quality 27 times (11 neither). When the brief document was marked as pro-
duced by AI it was preferred in 5 instances while the verbose document was preferred
16 times (i.e., 15 neither).

Figure 10 focuses on the interaction between the participants’ background (i.e., law
student versus lawyer) and the AI/human designation of a document. The law students
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Fig. 8 The figure summarizes the participants’ preferences between the documents when labeled
as AI-generated versus human-crafted in terms of their Language. The top two charts show the
distribution of scores awarded to the documents carrying the “AI“ (green) or “human“ (blue) labels
(1–worst; 5–best). The bottom chart presents the results of the side-by side comparison, showing how
many times each of the labels was preferred (if any). Overall, a clear preference for the documents
labeled as human-crafted over those labeled as AI-generated can be observed.

clearly favored a document marked as human-authored (4.71 labeled as human versus
4.05 for AI). Further, the law students preferred the document marked as coming from
a human in 25 instances compared to only 2 preferences for a document presented
as generated by AI (15 neither). As in the case of correctness criterion, the lawyers
were less susceptible to the AI/human designation while still preferring a document
when perceived as coming from a human (4.33 human vs 3.88 AI). They expressed
preference for a human-authored document in 18 cases compared to 4 instances when
a document marked as AI-generated was preferred (11 neither). Note that the result
is not statistically significant by Fisher exact test (p = 0.388).

To further understand the participants’ preferences, we again conducted a thematic
analysis of their explanations of the submitted document scores in terms of their
language qualities. The methodology is described in Subsection 3.3. We identified four
prominent themes in the explanations:

• Grammar – comments on whether the whole document is grammatically correct or
whether it contains grammatical errors, such as a repetition of the reflexive pronoun
in the brief document.

• Stylistics – comments on the use of correct terminology and comments on the
professionalism of the terms used.

• Structure – comments about whether the document contained all necessary struc-
tural parts (e.g., the header), whether the paragraphs were logically linked, whether
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Fig. 9 The figure summarizes the participants’ preferences between the documents when labeled
as AI-generated versus human-crafted in terms of their Language when the document is taken into
account (Brief and Verbose). The top two charts show the distribution of scores awarded to the
documents carrying the “AI“ (green) or “human“ (blue) labels (1–worst; 5–best). The bottom charts
present the results of the side-by side comparisons, showing how many times each of the labels was
preferred (if any) per document.

the sentences were of adequate length and whether the document was formatted
correctly.

• Clarity – comments about the accuracy of expressions and overall comprehensibility
of the document.

Each theme could further be mentioned in a positive (e.g., “I found no grammatical
errors,” or “stylistically the document is fine”) or a negative (“I do not find the sen-
tences easy to understand” or “the header should appear above the first paragraph of
the document”) sense.

Grammar is a theme containing exclusively comments on grammatical correctness
or grammatical errors. In this respect, it is important to note that the Brief document
intentionally contained a single grammatical error - the double reversible pronoun ’se’,
specificity of the Czech language. Thus, in the case of a negative comment on grammar,
the comments exclusively pointed out this error, in wording such as ”repeating ’se’ in
the sentence (last paragraph)” or ”double use of the word ’se’”.

In other cases, the grammar was commented on positively as being faultless, such
as ”I did not notice any grammatical or stylistic errors” or ”the document contains
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Fig. 10 Correctness per background

basically no grammatical or linguistic errors” or ”the spelling of the text is absolutely
faultless’ and ’there are no spelling errors in the text”.

The theme of stylistics includes references to terminology and, most often, to the
expertise of legal language. Such comments are, for example, in the positive sense
of ”no colloquial expressions are used (on the contrary, professional legal language is
used)” or ”the text is stylistically correct and professional legal language is used” or
”stylistically, the text is perfectly fine, in terms of professionalism, the text is also
fine”.

From a negative point of view, comments are, for example, ”stylistically, I would
modify the document so that the line does not end with a conjunction, some sen-
tences repeat words that could be replaced by others” or ”stylistically, there are some
distracting elements, such as the excessive use of parentheses or repetitive words”
and ”I consider it stylistically superfluous to use the demonstrative pronoun ’of this
Agreement’ if the Agreement is previously defined as an abbreviation”.

The document structure theme includes comments on missing structural parts of
documents (such as headers), logical continuity of individual parts, sentence length
and flow of text, document formatting and clarity (e.g. indentation). The theme of
structure in a positive sense appears much more frequently in the Verbose document
than in the Brief one. Specifically, these comments include, for example, ”sentences
were not unnecessarily long and the complexity of the sentences did not exceed that of
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a standard legal text in difficulty” or ”this document is clearer and in some aspects
more detailed” or ”the structure of the text is clear” and ”the structure and formatting
further facilitate understanding of the text”.

From a negative point of view, the structure is mentioned, for example, as ”the
sequence of the text, where only in the 3rd paragraph it is mentioned that the debtor
acknowledges his debt, seems illogical to me” or ”there is a lack of a header for better
orientation as regards the pages of the acknowledgement in the text, some sentences
are too long” or ”for the sake of clarity, I would have placed the heading at the head
of the document, not in the text”. It is also commented as ”slightly distracting to me,
however, is the way the text is indented (first line of all paragraphs)” and ”not quite
standard formatting”.

The topic of clarity is more often mentioned in a positive sense for a document
labeled as human-crafted, while AI-generated is more often rated negatively in terms of
clarity. In general, clarity comments refer to the accuracy and comprehensibility of the
expression. These include e.g. ”the document is completely and totally comprehensible”
or ”the text is much more readable” or simple ”it is comprehensible”. In negative
terms, the comments relate to the excessive complexity of the text to e.g. ”I find the
text of the document unnecessarily complex” or ”the document could be edited to make
it simpler and easier to understand” or ”it is, for a ’normal reading’, a complex text”.

The ratio of positive versus negative mentions confirms the results of the quanti-
tative analysis. The detailed results of the thematic analysis are shown in Figure 11.
There, we can see the high prevalence of negative mentions for the documents when
labeled as AI-generated (both verbose and brief), across all the themes. When the doc-
uments are labeled as human-crafted positive mentions prevail. We also find a notable
difference in the ratings for the brief document. When labeled as AI-generated it con-
tains a significantly higher number of negative comments on language quality in each
category.

4.4 Beliefs in the Possibility of Automatic Generation

After evaluating the documents, the participants were asked to answer an open-ended
question on the possibility of the fully automated generation of the documents similar
to those they have just seen. The overwhelming majority of 93% of the participants
answered that they believed this is going to be possible. Only 5% remained uncertain,
and merely 2% believed this to be impossible. We further explored the reasons that
led the evaluators to believe in the possibility of future automation. Responses to this
question were thematically coded following the methodology described in Subsections
3.3. The codes were then collated into five higher-level themes as follows:

• Documents Indistinguishable – the evaluators claimed that they found human-
crafted and AI-generated documents practically indistinguishable and thus full
automation was possible.

• Expected Legal Consequences – the evaluators argued that if, despite some reserva-
tions, the document is capable of producing the expected legal consequences, then
it is very likely that full automation of such documents is possible.
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Fig. 11 Thematic analysis: Language, individual themes

• Similar to Forms – the evaluators argued that it is already possible to mecha-
nize some legal actions by using form legal documents (e.g. contracts) and this is
essentially more advanced work with such forms.

• Sufficient Content – the evaluators commented that they found the content of the
document sufficient and so did not see a problem with full automation.

• Lower Cost – the evaluators commented on the cost/benefit by comparing the time
and money saved by automatic generation even at the cost of the document not
being perfect.

As can be observed from Figure 12, the most common reasons were the indistinguisha-
bility of the two documents (human-crafted and AI-generated), then the fact that
both documents were capable of producing the expected legal consequences, and then
the argument stating that this is just a natural evolution of form-based document
automation.

A general conclusion in the context of the negative evaluation of both the language
and the correctness of the document, which was labeled AI-generated, is that even
though the participants evaluated such a document more negatively, they believe that
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Fig. 12 Thematic analysis: Reasons for possibility of future automation

it would still hold up in practice and therefore consider the automation of legal doc-
uments to be very realistic. Despite the evaluators’ reservations about the linguistic
and legal quality of a document labeled as AI-generated, it can be assumed from their
answers that the document is in their opinion sound and can be fully automated.

5 Discussion

The results of our study reveal several significant trends that are of utmost importance
to the legal profession and researchers in AI and law.

Before we approach individual issues, we must address the overarching trend,
which, while not the subject of our study, is noteworthy. The documents were
prepared to be of comparable quality, terminology, and structure, established via
cross-validation within the authors’ team and by approaching an experienced attorney
outside the authors’ team. However, the Verbose document, on average, outperformed
the Brief document in the evaluation, both in terms of correctness and language qual-
ity. Detailed investigation of the trend reveals though that, e.g., a Brief document
labelled as Human-crafted outperforms Verbose documents labelled as AI-generated.
However, the difference is not significant enough to overcome the general preference
of the Verbose document by both lawyers and law students. Such a preference may be
rooted in the tendency of legal professionals to associate length with precision.

Additionally, it reflects the tacit nature of legal knowledge. Civil law, of which the
acknowledgement of debt we used in the study is the prime example, uses dispositive
norms. Unlike cogent norms, dispositive norms allow contracting parties to reach an
agreement which is, in detail, different from the law. It might be that lawyers preferred
the Verbose document in their expectation that it captures the will of the parties
expressly and fully and does not leave any part of the contract tacitly bound to the
Civil Code. While we noted the general preference for the Verbose document over
the Brief one, the AI-generated Verbose document was rated worse than the Brief
document labelled Human-crafted. Lawyers expect longer Human-crafted documents
to be a sign of eloquence, while longer AI-generated documents indicate uncertainty
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and an inability to operate in the legal domain. The preference for Verbose documents
should be investigated further in terms of underlying motivations.

In terms of individual trends within the scope of this study, participants were more
critical when scoring and commenting on language quality over correctness. Negative
comments about language were significantly more prevalent for both Brief and Verbose
documents when presented as AI-generated. The risks of LLMs, associated mainly with
the prevalent hallucinations, are well-known among both lawyers and law students. As
such, participants may have entered the survey expecting to see these issues manifest
when dealing with AI-generated documents. Since both documents were prepared to
meet legal requirements, and the acknowledgement of debt is straightforward, partic-
ipants may have focused on language-related issues instead of correctness. Specialized
legal jargon is not known for its brevity and conciseness. As a result, most partici-
pants can point out weaknesses based on individual stylistic preferences. Castelo et al
(2019) identified the aversion to algorithms as higher in tasks perceived as subjective.

The correctness is objective, while language issues are affected by individual pref-
erences, such as using specific phrases. Such an aversion to distinguishing between
specific and objective tasks may be another explanation for negative comments
directed at the documents’ language quality when presented as AI-generated. Our
interpretation is further supported by the heightened occurrence of negative comments
tied to more subjective aspects of correctness. For example, the ’formal correctness’
of the documents presented as AI-generated drew a lot of negative comments, as it is
again a subjective category where individual preferences matter.

In support of this interpretation, we noted that none of the documents, either
Brief or Verbose, whether labelled as AI-generated or Human-crafted, received a neg-
ative comment regarding legal requirements and expected legal consequences. While
individual preferences may influence other properties, these are the most objective,
as they are directly based on the law. Lawyers may object to subjective properties,
but it is difficult to dispute the ability of documents to give rise to specific legal con-
sequences. The interpretation may serve as a stepping stone for other studies with a
more nuanced approach towards evaluating documents’ properties. We focused on cor-
rectness and language quality, but both broadly defined categories contain subjective
sub-categories. Mapping the impact of these variables would have a profound impact
on the further use of LLMs within the legal domain.

Documents labelled as Human-crafted were consistently rated better than AI-
generated documents in terms of correctness. However, there is nuance to these results,
which warrants further attention. Thematic analysis has shown lawyers criticizing
the AI-generated Brief document in terms of its coherence and logical structure, and
formal correctness. The prevalence of negative comments in these areas was lower
in the AI-generated Verbose document. Inherent negative expectations regarding the
language capabilities of LLMs may cause this. The legal jargon often contains com-
plicated sentences with conditions and caveats. The lawyers seem to expect AI to be
unable to use the language proficiently enough to structure a legal text and perceive
the AI-generated Brief document as supportive evidence for their stance.
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On the other hand, and quite surprisingly, the AI-generated Brief document
attracted more positive comments on legal requirements and expected legal conse-
quences than its Human-crafted Brief counterpart. Well aware of risks related to
hallucinations of factual information, lawyers were probably surprised by the fac-
tuality of the Brief Document presented as AI-generated. Lawyers are prepared to
encounter imperfect or faulty AI-generated documents. As a result, they felt the urge
to comment positively on what they otherwise perceived as ’normal’ or ’expected’
within human-crafted documents. The aspect of expectation was presented even in
the Human-crafted Verbose document, receiving more negative comments in terms
of coherence and logical structure than the AI-generated Verbose document. Lawyers
seem to have low expectations of AI-generated documents. On the other hand, their
opinion of Human-crafted documents may be affected by the projection of how the doc-
ument would have looked should they have been the ones drafting it. Such a projection
can carry with it a negative sentiment.

Additionally, documents labelled as Human-crafted received better overall scores
and more positive and less negative comments. These findings are in line with the
existing literature on algorithmic aversion. While the previous research reported lower
evaluation of AI-generated content in case of Airbnb profiles (Jakesch et al, 2019),
emails (Liu et al, 2022), artworks (Ragot et al, 2020), music (Shank et al, 2023),
translations (Asscher and Glikson, 2023), news articles (Waddell, 2018) or health
prevention messages (Lim and Schmälzle, 2024), we identified the lower evaluation
of AI-generated legal content. Automated legal content generation may also lack the
required level of personalized care about one’s legal issues. Such an outcome aligns
with concerns about insufficient personalization of cases observed by Longoni et al
(2019) within the healthcare sector.

Although documents labelled as AI-generated were consistently rated worse, and
the thematic analysis yielded more negative comments on both their linguistic and
legal quality, the results of the open-ended question about possible future automation
reveal that practitioners certainly envisage full automation of (at least) simple legal
documents such as the acknowledgement of debt in this experiment. While there is
a noticeable scepticism towards AI-generated legal documents, lawyers consider full
automation in the future almost certain. The interpretation holds regardless of the
lower rating of documents labelled as AI-generated in both correctness and language
quality.

6 Implications for Legal Practice

The disruptive potential of LLMs is immense. The most often appearing opportunities
are decreasing costs associated with legal services and increasing access to justice.
ChatGPT’s appeal partly lies in the democratization of legal services. Lawyers’ services
are often perceived as prohibitively costly. Laymen already use LLMs to address their
legal needs (Hagan, 2024), and the trend is likely to grow.

Two major issues stand in the way:

1. the accuracy of the provided information and generated documents, and
2. perceptions and attitudes towards AI-generated content.
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These two are communicating vessels. Inaccuracies, either real or perceived, can
hamper the use of LLMs in the legal domain. As our study shows, the perception
of AI-generated documents must be studied separately from their objective accuracy.
The performance of LLMs in individual tasks, either low-level or complex, is just one
part of the story. Even objectively accurate documents can be perceived negatively
when their recipients believe the documents were AI-generated.

With legal services prohibitively expensive, lower-income groups are likely to be
excluded from reaching human legal assistance. Such people may often turn to legal
aid, where LLMs will be used to address the known bottlenecks, or to self-help with
LLMs augmenting the knowledge. In both instances, the under performance of LLMs
can hamper their chances of success.

However, even if appropriately used, the perception of lower-quality of AI-
generated content harms the chances as well. Additionally, people from lower-income
groups may not have to approach government agencies or courts with AI-generated
content to be negatively affected. The mere perception that a person is using AI-
generated content can lower their chances of addressing their legal needs. In a broader
context, unequal viewing of similar legal documents with different origins (AI, human)
may in turn contribute to increased social inequalities.

Our results have shown that the label of AI-generated content carries with it neg-
ative associations, such as broad indication of the lower quality or general inadequacy
of a legal document.

As a result, mandatory disclosure of using LLMs may manifest as a conflict between
fairness and transparency. Algorithmic aversion may become another bias, which will
require practical measures to address its detrimental impact. The high-level require-
ments for fair and just trial may not be enough to address implicit biases, whether
racial, gender, or AI-related. Instead of better access to justice aided by ChatGPT,
LLMs, and AI in general, we may be left with constraints placed upon those needing
legal assistance the most.

7 Limitations

While our study provides valuable insight into preferences and perceptions regarding
AI-generated legal documents, limitations must be acknowledged.

The participants of our study, law students and lawyers, are a relevant demographic
for evaluating legal documents. However, it is important to note that the results may
not generalize well in other contexts, such as among officials, judges, prosecutors, or
the general population. These groups may perceive AI-generated documents differently
due to their varying levels of prior knowledge and different encounters with legal issues.

Our study’s limited number of participants may have introduced some bias to
the results. As a result, some of the reported results, particularly those related to
’correctness’ and ’language quality’, may not be statistically significant. This limited
evaluation does not provide a sufficiently detailed look at the various properties of
the documents. A more comprehensive thematic analysis is a necessity to address this
limitation.
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Our study evaluated the acknowledgement of debt documents. While the document
is commonly used and is a relevant case study, our findings may not extend to other
legal documents. Additionally, acknowledgement of debt is simple. Different document
types have more complex legal requirements or linguistic and structural properties.
Exploring a more comprehensive range of legal documents would lead to more robust
data.

We did not address the issue of prior use or exposure to AI when recruiting the par-
ticipants. Such a variable may prove significant regarding expectations and perceptions
of AI-generated documents.

Finally, we evaluated the documents in the Czech language. As a demographic,
Czech lawyers and law students may have been less exposed to LLMs and less accus-
tomed to their use than other nationalities. Additionally, Manvi et al (2024) reported
LLMs to be geographically biased because of used training corpora and demonstrated
language capabilities. Expectations tied to AI-generated documents in Czech - as one
of the minor languages - may have influenced the results reported above.

Addressing these limitations in future research will be crucial to achieving more
generalizable and potentially practical results.

8 Conclusions and Future Work

Our study shed light on how lawyers perceive AI-generated legal documents compared
to Human-crafted documents. Participants rated the AI-generated documents worse
than their Human-crafted counterparts.

Participants were more critical of language quality than correctness, with AI-
generated documents receiving significantly more negative comments. The aversion
to AI-generated legal content aligns with existing research on algorithmic aversion in
other domains. Documents labelled as human-crafted received higher overall scores and
more positive comments, reflecting a possible general preference for the involvement
of human experts in producing legal content.

Despite the prevalent negative perception, our study reveals significant optimism
among the participants about the future of automating legal content production.
They highlighted factors such as the indistinguishability between Human-crafted
and AI-generated content and the ability of AI-generated content to produce legal
consequences, indicating a potential shift in perception in the future.

Our study is the first effort to understand the perception of AI-generated content
on its recipients in the legal domain. Our study confirms the negative perception of
AI-generated content and the general preference for Human-crafted documents.

While our findings are significant, they should be a starting point for further
research. The potential repercussions for providing legal services, particularly for
lower-income groups and the mandatory designation of AI-generated documents,
require careful evaluation. Further research must focus on other populations, larger
samples, and more complex documents, as well as a nuanced understanding of doc-
uments’ objective and subjective properties and the prior knowledge of intended
recipients.
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The perception of AI-generated documents still needs to be studied, both regarding
the variables and their subsequent impact on legal practice.
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