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PACS –

Abstract – While “complexity science” has achieved significant successes in several interdisci-
plinary fields such as economics and biology, it is only a very recent observation that legal systems
– from the way legal texts are drafted and connected to the rest of the corpus, up to the level of
how judges and courts reach decisions under a variety of conflicting inputs – share several features
with standard Complex Adaptive Systems. This review is meant as a gentle introduction to the
use of quantitative tools and techniques of complexity science to describe, analyse, and tame the
complex web of human interactions that the Law is supposed to regulate. We offer an overview
of the main directions of research undertaken so far as well as an outlook for future research, and
we argue that statistical physicists and complexity scientists should not ignore the opportunities
offered by the cross-fertilisation between legal scholarship and complex-systems modelling.

Introduction. – “Complexity science” [1–4] – a rel-
atively recent incarnation of Statistical Physics – has
achieved significant successes in characterising diverse sys-
tems such as economic markets [5–7], ecological and bio-
logical systems [8–10] and the structure and dynamics of
human societies [11–13]. Such efforts vary but typically in-
volve both formal models and the empirical evaluation of
common trends of behaviour, resilience and critical points
as well as multi-scale dynamic interaction between various
system components.

Although a one-size-fits-all definition of what a complex
system is still escapes us, there is a general consensus that
(i) it is generally formed of a large number of elemen-
tary constituents, (ii) such constituents interact with each
other, typically by local (short-range) rules, (iii) some of
the macroscopic (collective) features and behaviour should
emerge at larger scale without being hard-coded in the
local rules, and (iv) there is an element of randomness,
which makes a probabilistic description usually more suit-
able than a deterministic one.

Legal theorists, working largely in qualitative terms,1

have highlighted some “complex systems”-type properties
present in legal systems [15–19] including the potential for

1Asked to define the complexity of the Law more precisely, a legal
scholar famously suggested “I know it when I read it” [14].

emergent system level behaviour [19]. While physicists
and applied mathematicians have expanded their tradi-
tional mandate to consider a range of adjacent topics such
as social physics and econophysics [20–24], less techni-
cal attention has historically been paid to modeling legal
systems within the complex systems paradigm. Indeed,
it was only very recently that scholars have attempted
to more rigorously characterise the underlying dynamics
using modern quantitative and mathematically oriented
methods [25–35].

Collectively, legal systems typically comprise multiple
heterogeneous components that interact in intricate ways,
including various governing bodies, key participants, reg-
ulatory tools and even ethical principles, which form the
basis on which law and politics aim to govern the complex
web of values, perspectives and weights over competing
priorities that are typical of human societies [36–38].

Building upon the initial work [25–35], the purpose of
this Perspective paper is to highlight a selection of exist-
ing questions and issues in the legal domain that physicists
and applied mathematicians might tackle using quantita-
tive tools and techniques of complexity science. To begin,
we will highlight some typical properties of “complex” le-
gal systems and the wide variety of formal methods de-
vised to tackle their underlying structure and dynamics.
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Properties of Legal Systems. – Some of the com-
mon properties present in many legal systems that con-
tribute to the “complexity” dimension are summarised in
the table below.

Common Properties of Legal Systems

Sources of Legal Rules
Internal Actors & Institutions
External Actors & Institutions
Decisions & Outputs
Implicit & Explicit Feedback Systems

Sources of Legal Rules. Modern legal systems create
large bodies of written rules influencing the behaviour of
individuals and institutions. Source of rules can include
narrow municipal law, grand sweeping legislation passed
by a national legislature, and in certain instances can con-
tain laws promulgated by super-national bodies such as
the European Union. Legal rules can also emanate from
regulatory authorities who produce regulations that ex-
plicate the application of existing laws to various factual
and concrete scenarios. Moreover, both judge-made rules
in common law systems and the intricate jurisdictional
protocols and processes associated with judicial decision
making can also play an important role in the production
and shaping of substantive rules [39]. In all, this growing
web of interconnected sources of law [27, 40] can be dif-
ficult for both lay end users and professional practition-
ers to easily decipher and navigate,2 leading to practical
and theoretical issues like internal inconsistencies and con-
tradictions in the law and increased costs for the society
[19,43,44].

Internal Actors & Institutions. Abstract legal rules
must be interpreted and applied to the facts and circum-
stances of a given case. Does a given rule implicate the
particular conduct in question? The initial determination
of that question falls to a designated actor operating inter-
nally within a given legal system, be it a law enforcement
officer, a regulator, or ultimately one or more members of
the judiciary. The internal psychology of these decision
makers [45, 46] and the institutional conditions surround-
ing the choices they make [47–49] – including the famous
statement that ‘justice is what the judge ate for breakfast’
[50] – all contribute to a certain level of unwanted indeter-
minacy and “fuzziness” of legal outcomes and in turn to
increased complexity. Among the most challenging issues
facing modern societies and the handling of controversies
lies also the technical and scientific competence (or lack

2The U.K. Office of the Parliamentary Counsel (OPC) - a team of
government lawyers who specialise in drafting legislation - launched
the “Good law” initiative in 2013 [41] “with a shared objective of
making legislation work well for the users of today and tomorrow”.
Notably, there are perhaps 50, 000, 000 words of law currently in
force in the U.K. - even if nobody knows for sure - and ∼ 100, 000
new words of law are produced every month [42].

thereof) of the internal agents, and their ability to cor-
rectly apply and understand the scientific method in the
assessment of evidence and the balancing of arguments in
concrete cases [51–53].

External Actors & Institutions. Legal systems do not
operate in a vacuum and are not merely the byproduct
of some sort of technocratic rule optimisation problem.
Rather, they govern the behaviour of individuals and or-
ganisations that in turn seek to influence the rule mak-
ing and rule interpretation processes [54, 55] via public
opinion movements, and lobbying from business leaders,
trade groups, and other influential organisations. This
co-evolutionary perspective – characterised by feedback
and bottom-up pressure by the people (e.g. towards their
elected representatives) is important for complexity scien-
tists seeking to understand the behaviour of a legal system
over time.

Decisions & Outputs. Legal systems decide things,
and attempt to resolve not only broad societal controver-
sies but also more mundane disputes between individual
parties. One question which looms over such decisions is
the extent to which actors are actually constrained by legal
rules. Namely, an often debated and complex question is
the extent to which judges engage in post hoc rationalisa-
tion for their pure policy preferences as opposed to simply
following existing precedents or statutory rules [48, 56].
To evaluate such questions, researchers often study deci-
sions made by actors with decisions serving as a dependent
variable whose outcomes are a function of a set of inputs
including but not limited to the relevant set of legal rules
[48,50,56].

Implicit & Explicit Feedback Systems. All of these
constitutive elements are linked – horizontally and ver-
tically – through procedures and mechanisms involving a
non-trivial degree of randomness such as legal proceed-
ings, diplomatic discussions, and policy formulation pro-
cesses. These mechanisms incorporate feedback loops, in-
cluding the direct appeals process and the interaction be-
tween public opinion and the outputs of legal and politi-
cal systems [17, 19, 57]. Legal and political systems often
exhibit self-regulating characteristics, as seen in the evo-
lution of judicial precedents or the codification of laws,
whose dynamics can be non-linear [29, 34, 35, 58] and
highly contingent on specific geographic and historic con-
ditions. The individuals within this system typically op-
erate under limited cognitive capacity and incomplete in-
formation and control over its dynamics.

Formal Methods to Evaluate Legal Systems. –
There are various methodological techniques that schol-
ars have used to measure and model the behaviour and
dynamics of legal systems. As summarised in the ta-
ble below, these approaches operate at different scales
(macro/micro) and focus on different units of analysis (le-
gal rules, actors, and outcomes). For completeness, we
include not only traditional complexity science methods
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but also a range of other quantitative, mathematical, or
computational techniques.

Formal Methods to Evaluate Legal Systems

Complex Networks
Stat-Phys Models
Game Theoretic Models
Empirical Evaluation of Legal Rules
NLP & Machine Learning Models

Complex Networks. Complex networks have
been widely used to represent interactions between
agents/constituents in legal settings. Two prominent
incarnations come immediately to mind, both inspired
by the seminal work of [59]: (i) information networks –
notably judicial citation networks [58,60–63] or legislation
networks [27, 64] – where judicial decisions or pieces
of legislation are connected if one cites or refers to
the other giving rise to a hierarchy of precedents that
may be legally binding, and (ii) social networks formed
among agents operating in a legal environment, such
as judges sitting on the same Court, or Courts dealing
with the same case(s), or again members of Parliament
or committees working on the same issue [32, 65]. Past
research has focused on individual countries [66–68] or
comparisons between several countries [69], while there
are also studies of networks at the European [70–73] or
the international level [74–77]. By studying the citations
between court decisions, researchers can potentially
discern the content of cases, the connections between
them, evolving trends in case law, and identify landmark
cases that occupy central positions in the network [78–83].
Similarly, patents are legal documents that require an
inventor to situate their new innovation in relation to all
prior patented inventions. These “prior art” references
constitute a dynamic directed acyclic graph (d-dag),
whose properties can be explored using various graph
mining techniques [63, 84–86]. Mapping citations to
already existing technology onto a network structure, it
is possible to identify the most cited patents, the most
innovative and the most cited companies (innovation
engines), as well as social properties such as homophily
(the inclination to cite patents from the same country or
in the same language) and transitivity (the inclination to
cite references’ references).

Notable in this sphere is also the introduction of tem-
poral hypergraphs as a powerful tool for studying legal ci-
tation and collaboration networks [87]. Temporal hyper-
graphs generalise static graphs by (i) allowing any number
of nodes to participate in an edge [88–93], and (ii) permit-
ting nodes or edges to be added, modified, or deleted in
time [94,95] (see Fig. 1 for an example from [87]).

More recently, complex network analysis has been em-
ployed in the emerging field of corruptomics, a multi-
disciplinary enterprise aimed to characterise and identify

Fig. 1: Three prominent decisions from Germany’s Federal Constitu-
tional Court (GFCC) corpus depicted as hypergraphs (labeled volume,
page). The decisions concern data privacy (a), European integration (b)
and religious freedom (c), respectively. In each panel, nodes represent
decisions cited at least once by the visualised decision, and (hyper)edges
indicate unique citation blocks. Hyperedge colours progress, by increas-
ing cardinality, from light yellow to dark blue and then red, with binary
edges (indicating that exactly two decisions share a citation block) drawn
in black. Figure taken from [87] and reproduced by virtue of CC BY li-
cense.

corruption schemes and cartels [96], with important im-
plications on public policies. Social network analysis pro-
vides insights also in criminology, from the identification
of latent clusters of terrorist groups [97] to the analysis
of criminal groups [98], including prediction of links with
affiliates not yet discovered [99,100].

Network analysis has also proven useful to identify piv-
otal components in complex settings like political voting,
finance, and social media [101], namely those few agents
whose behaviour is most representative or indicative of
the collective outcome of a process, as well as to represent
rights and other legal relations between individual legal
actors [102].

Another strand of research looks at network represen-
tation of legal texts (say, acts of parliaments), where legal
provisions are organised in the form of a hierarchical tree
(with Parts, Chapters, Paragraphs, Articles etc.), and dif-
ferent provisions within the same act (or across different
acts) are further linked if they are connected via a citation
or amendment. Network representations of legal texts al-
low us to define structural complexity metrics, for instance
based on the mean time a ‘random reader’ may take to re-
trieve a piece of information (see Fig. 2 for an example)
planted on a leaf node of the tree (see [103] and references
therein) as well as to provide improved visualisation tools
for legal texts that offer a better user experience allow-
ing faster browsing and more efficient search capabilities
[83,104,105].

Political science has also benefitted from a “complexity
science” approach to e.g. representative democracy and its
stability, including policy recommendations [106]. Among
the most interesting questions in the political domain that
can be tackled using complex network tools we mention
the problem of optimal size of parliament of democratic
countries, which are empirically known to scale as ∼ Nα

with the country population N , with an exponent α be-
tween 1/3 and 1/2 – see [107–109] for theoretical models
and quantitative predictions of the exponent α.

Stat-Phys models. More generally, models and con-
cepts borrowed from classical Statistical Physics have been
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Fig. 2: Example from an excerpt of the UK Housing Act 1985, c.68,
to be found at [110]. The nodes of the tree represent structural items
of the text such as the Act itself, its Parts, Sections, etc, and two items
are linked if one is contained in the other. The dashed edges label the
ideal path of a reader researching the question ‘What is the maximum
number of tenants that a UK landlord may let a property with a given
number of rooms to without incurring in penalties?’. Figure taken from
[103] and reproduced by virtue of a CC BY license.

used in the legal context. In [111, 112], the opinions cast
by the 9 US Supreme Court Justices (encoded in a vec-
tor σ of binary spin variables σi = ±1, with i = 1, . . . , 9)
and their empirically measured correlations Cij = ⟨σiσj⟩
(i.e. justices casting their votes on the same or oppo-
site sides) over the span of many years are used to cali-
brate a Maximum Entropy model yielding a Boltzmann-
like distribution P (σ) = exp(−E(σ))/Z. Here, E(σ) =
−(1/2)

∑
i ̸=j Jijσiσj , with the “Curie-Weiss” couplings

Jij tuned to reproduce the empirically observed correla-
tions. Considering also the empirically measured expec-
tation values of the votes from individual justices ⟨σi⟩,
the energy function E(σ) can be corrected including an
“external field” term −

∑
i hiσi accounting for external

ideological biases. The model allows us to predict the
probability of specific outcomes (say, 5− 4 on particularly
contentious issues) as well as to dispel some myths about
the “political” root of some decisions3 (see Fig. 3 for re-
sults from [112] for the Roberts Court).

The classical concept of (informational) entropy has
found its way in legal studies as well. In [114] the lan-
guage of legal codes from different countries and legal
traditions was studied from the point of view of vocabu-
lary entropy, which measures the diversity of the author’s
choice of words, in combination with the compression fac-

3Contrary to popular beliefs, roughly ∼ 50% of US Supreme
Court decisions are unanimous, and less than ∼ 20% are split across
the “obvious” ideological lines [113].

Fig. 3: Model fits for the Roberts Court. (a) The expected vote of each
judge, when the signs of H and h are aligned and when they are not. This
corresponds to a near-unanimous behaviour and a 6-3 split. (b) Inferred
most-likely values for the bias parameters, h. (c) Inferred most-likely
values for the couplings, J. Interestingly, the strongest coupling by far is
between Kavanaugh and Roberts. Judge initials SS for Sonia Sotomayor;
SB, Stephen Breyer; EK, Elena Kagan; BK, Brett Kavanaugh; JR, John
Roberts; AB, Amy Barrett; NG, Neil Gorsuch; CT, Clarence Thomas
and SA, Samuel Alito. Error bars show one standard deviation in the
posterior distribution. Figure taken from [112] and reproduced by virtue
of a CC BY license.

tor, linked to the redundancy present in a text. In [115], a
quantitative formalisation of entropy in the legal context is
proposed, where it is argued that much of the “work” per-
formed by the legal system is to reduce legal uncertainty
by delineating, interpreting, and applying the law, a pro-
cess that can in principle be quantified. The introduction
of a “randomised” selection process for elected representa-
tives in a large democratic house has proven beneficial in
terms of quality and quantity of bills passed [116], a find-
ing in line with the observed slackness of many complex
systems, which tend to work more efficiently and flexibly
when some (small) sub-part does not strictly follow the
overarching rules but rather adds noise and uncertainty
[117, 118]. Classical Stat-Phys models such as the Potts
model [119] have proven useful in the redistricting problem
[120], namely the procedure by which the political power
draws electoral districts to ensure that certain constitu-
tional or statutory prescriptions are fulfilled – including
its distortions (e.g. gerrymandering), where the districts
are drawn to ensure maximal political advantage for the
incumbent administration [120].

Fig. 4: Network of voting precincts as developed in [120] (a) A district of
10 precincts in their model; (b) each red dot represents one precinct; (c)
a network of precincts connected by green arcs; and (d) the underlying
network extracted. Figure reproduced from [120] with permission from
Elsevier.

Game theoretic models. Lawyers and judges operate
in strategic environments where the tools of game theory
can help formalise how individuals craft strategies and
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make decisions [121]. Thus, it is perhaps not surprising
that game-theoretical concepts and frameworks have been
adopted and translated into the legal domain quite early
on. While the vast majority of this work focused upon
the application of simple “prisoner’s dilemma”-style mod-
els [122], there has also been more sophisticated work ap-
plying game theoretic models to a range of legal topics
including tort law [123–125], contract law [126–128], the
selection of disputes in civil litigation [129–131] and the
overall law making process [132]. In addition, scholars
have attempted to model how judges and courts operate
in their own strategic environment. Early applications of
game theory to judicial behaviour concentrated on the in-
teractions between courts and the other branches of power
[133,134]. More recently, the focus has shifted on charac-
terising how judges on the same court may engage in ‘bar-
gaining’ strategies with each others to push the final out-
come as close as possible to their ideal position [135,136],
while deciding a case on narrower grounds if this may
help reach a wider consensus. Other works have modelled
the interactions among judges sitting on higher and lower
courts and the degree to which lower courts may conform
to the doctrine of precedent within the respective hierar-
chical structure [137, 138]. Finally, the marriage between
game theory and optimal stopping methods has achieved
some progress in modelling the process of jury selection
for criminal and civil trials in Common Law jurisdictions,
and the strategic use of peremptory challenges by Defense
and Prosecution to strike down a pre-determined number
of prospective jurors without any compulsory legal ground
[139,140].

Empirical Evaluation of Legal Rules. Legal rules, of
course, have real world consequences for individuals and
organisations. As such, scholars have become increasingly
interested in understanding whether legal rules actually
achieved their desired ends. For example, does the pres-
ence of a death penalty statute lead to fewer murders?
What are impacts of various corporate governance rules on
long term firm performance? Which types of intellectual
property rules favour innovation? Over the past several
decades, the credibility revolution which swept through
empirical economics [141] has also made its way into le-
gal studies [142]. In a manner akin to evidence based
medicine, the use of empirical models and methods has
increasingly become part of mainstream legal scholarship.

The dynamics underlying many phenomena are com-
plex and the underlying complexity can make it difficult to
disentangle cause and effect [143]. Econometricians have
developed a number of sophisticated techniques to help
tease out core underlying causal relationships [143] and
these techniques are on display in a wide range of leading
empirically oriented legal studies [142]. However, there is
still plenty of opportunity for future work.

Namely, linking cause and effect from retrospective data
snapshots does not fully address the challenge of gen-
erating robust forward predictions (particularly in non-

stationary environments) [144,145]. Ultimately, it is these
forward predictions that are important to guide policy
makers as they help shape empirically informed public pol-
icy.

NLP & Machine Learning Models. The complexity of
legal language is challenging for both laypersons and ex-
perts alike [43,114,146]. Indeed, members of the public of-
ten use terms such as ‘legalese’ and ‘legal gobbledygook’ to
characterise the specialised vocabulary and intricate con-
cepts contained in legal language. To better understand
the underlying dynamics and to help support the more
thorough exploration of various legal systems, a range of
scholars studying legal systems have utilised methods from
Natural Language Processing (NLP) and machine learning
[147]. Such methods have also been leveraged to help sup-
port both compliance with existing legal rules [148] and to
improve users ability to access legal information [149,150].

Most recently, Large Language Models [151] – pre-
trained transformer-based models optimised for purpose-
built, distributed GPU/TPU infrastructure – have already
demonstrated significant initial promise on both research
and substantive tasks [152, 153]. Notwithstanding, it is
important that oversight and caution be paid as there is
still the potential for models to hallucinate. At the same
time, the performance of such foundational models will
likely improve particularly when connected to additional
engineering enhancements such as agentic capabilities.

Conclusion. – In this Perspective, we have provided
an overview of how concepts and methods from complexity
science and statistical physics can be applied to study legal
systems. We have highlighted various approaches, ranging
from network analysis of legal citations to game theoretic
models of judicial decision-making and empirical evalua-
tions of legal rules. These diverse methods offer powerful
tools to analyse the intricate web of interactions, feedback
loops, and emergent behaviours that characterise modern
legal systems. Looking ahead, several promising avenues
for future research emerge. First, there is significant po-
tential to leverage Large Language Models to analyse vast
corpora of legal texts at scale, potentially uncovering hid-
den patterns and relationships. Second, the development
of more sophisticated agent-based models incorporating
realistic cognitive and institutional constraints could shed
light on the emergence of legal norms, the impact of policy
interventions, and the much debated problem of “auto-
mated” (AI-assisted) trial decisions that forego (or make
less relevant) the “human” factor. Interdisciplinary collab-
orations bringing together legal scholars, complexity scien-
tists, and domain experts and practitioners will be crucial
to ensure that quantitative models remain grounded in le-
gal reality and adhere to long-standing constitutional and
statutory principles.
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[60] DERLÉN M. and LINDHOLM J., Eur. Law J., 20 (2014)

667.
[61] ALSCHNER W. and CHARLOTIN D., Eur. J. Int. Law,

29 (2018) 83.
[62] BOMMARITO II M. J. et al., Physica A, 389 (2010) 4201.
[63] SCHMID C. S. et al., Polit. Anal., 30 (2022) 515.
[64] LI W. et al., J. Bus. Tech. L., 10 (2015) 297.
[65] TAM CHO W. K. and FOWLER J. H., J. Polit., 72 (2010)

124.
[66] BOMMARITO II M. J. and KATZ D. M., Physica A, 389

(2010) 4195.
[67] BOULET R. et al., Artif. Intell. Law, 26 (2018) 23.
[68] ROBALDO L. et al., in Proc. of the Ninth Int. Conf. on

Language Resources and Evaluation (ELRA, Luxemburg)
2014.

[69] ALSCHNER W., in Oxford handbook of comparative judi-
cial behaviour (Oxford University Press) 2023.
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