
 

Most Law Firms Don’t Realize 
How Outdated They Sound—
Or What It’s Costing Them 
If a firm still sounds like it belongs to another era, clients notice. And in a market where firms already have to 
overcome hesitation and skepticism, outdated signals become one more reason not to engage. 
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Law firms spend enormous amounts of time trying to project credibility. 

And yet many of them are quietly undermining it through a collection of small, 
outdated habits that make the firm feel distant, overly formal, and 
disconnected from how modern business communication actually works. 

The damage usually is not dramatic. It happens subtly. 

• A bio that says nothing specific.  
• A website filled with dense, formal language. 
• Random capital letters pulled from legal drafting conventions. 
• Honorifics that make attorneys feel antiquated and distant instead of 

current and accessible. 

Individually, these things may seem minor. 

Collectively, they create friction and doubt before a client conversation even 
begins. 

That matters because modern buyers are not comparing law firms only to 
other law firms. They are comparing them to every other sophisticated adviser 
they work with—consultants, operators, financial professionals, and 
strategists who communicate with clarity, confidence, and relevance. 

If a firm still sounds like it belongs to another era, clients notice. 

And in a market where firms already have to overcome hesitation and 
skepticism, outdated signals become one more reason not to engage. 



Honorifics: The Fastest Way for a Firm to Sound 
Like a Legal Dinosaur 
 
“Mr.” 
“Ms.” 
“Mrs.” 

These words create distance immediately. 

They signal hierarchy, formality, and old institutional thinking at the exact 
moment modern buyers are trying to determine whether a lawyer feels 
accessible, aligned, and easy to work with. 

That may have once reinforced professionalism. 

Today, it often does the opposite. 

No modern business leader expects honorifics in professional bios anymore. 
You do not see them used in consulting, private equity, investment banking, or 
high-level advisory businesses because those industries already moved on 
from the idea that ceremonial language creates credibility. 

Law firms largely have not. 

So, when a firm insists on “Mr. John Smith” or “Ms. Jane Doe,” it does not 
read as polished. It reads as performative, like the firm is clinging to an 
outdated version of professionalism that no longer reflects how business 
relationships actually function. 

Then there is “Mrs.” 

The moment a firm uses it, marital status enters a professional evaluation 
where it has absolutely no relevance. 

No one is scanning a male attorney’s bio wondering whether he is married. 
But “Mrs.” subtly invites that consideration for women. 

That is not neutral. It is historical baggage. 

And in a profession where authority and perceived capability matter, there is 
no upside to introducing language that shifts attention away from 
professional competence. 



More broadly, honorifics reinforce a model of client relationships that feels 
increasingly outdated. They suggest distance instead of partnership and 
hierarchy instead of alignment. 

Modern buyers are not looking for ceremony. 

They are looking for advisers who understand their business, communicate 
clearly, and operate in the real world. 

Dropping honorifics does not make a firm less professional. 

It makes the firm feel more current, more confident, and more self-aware. 

Because truly confident firms do not need tiny linguistic status symbols to 
reinforce authority. 

Ye Olde English, Legal Formalism, & Other Signs 
the Firm Is Stuck 
 
Capitalizing the “F” in “Firm.” 

Referring to “the Client,” “the Company,” or “the Transaction” as if they carry 
formal weight. 

There is a reason firms do this, and it is not entirely unfounded. 

Traditional English usage, particularly in British and early American formal 
writing, allowed for capitalization of important nouns to convey emphasis. 
Legal drafting adopted that convention and refined it, using capitalization to 
define terms and ensure precision. 

In a contract, that still serves a purpose. 

But marketing is not contract drafting. 

Your audience is not reading your website, bio, or any other marketing 
communication the way you read a legal document. 

When firms carry these conventions into outward-facing communication, they 
are not demonstrating precision. They are revealing that they have not 
adjusted their language to fit the context. 

To a modern business reader, this does not feel careful. It feels archaic, like 
the firm is operating according to rules that only make sense internally. 

More importantly, it signals misalignment. 



No CEO or general counsel speaks this way. When your language does, it 
creates a gap between how you communicate and how your audience thinks. 

And in that gap, perception forms. 

Are these people going to make things clearer, or more complicated? 

There is also a control issue here. Firms that default to these conventions 
rarely do so intentionally. They do it because it has always been done that 
way. 

When your communication is driven by habit rather than strategy, it suggests 
something broader about how the organization operates. 

Capitalizing “Firm” may be defensible grammatically. 

It fails a more important test. Does it make you more relevant, more 
accessible, and easier to trust? 

In 2026, that is the only test that matters. 

Vague Language: How Firms Instantly Lose 
Credibility 
 
“Represents clients in a wide range of matters…” 
“Advises on complex issues…” 
“Highly regarded.” 
“Leading.” 
“Top-tier.” 

This is the default language of law firm bios. 

And it is remarkably ineffective. 

That matters because attorney bios remain the single most visited page on 
most law firm websites outside the homepage itself. Clients may glance at a 
firm overview, but when they are seriously evaluating whether to hire a lawyer, 
they go straight to the attorney bio. 

That is where decisions start forming. 

And too many firms are treating those pages like placeholders. 

The problem is not just that the language is vague. It is that the vagueness 
signals something much larger: a lack of intention. 



The moment a firm gets specific about what it actually does best, who it 
actually helps, and what kinds of problems it consistently solves, it becomes 
easier to evaluate. 

Evaluation introduces risk. 

So instead, many firms default to broad descriptions, elevated tone, and 
prestige language that sounds polished but communicates almost nothing. 

On the surface, it feels safe. 

To a modern buyer, it feels evasive. 

Because when language avoids specifics, the reader is forced to fill in the 
gaps. And when people have to guess, they default to skepticism. 

Instead of thinking this lawyer or firm must be excellent, they think: “I still do 
not know what these people are actually known for.” 

That is where credibility starts breaking down. 

This becomes even more damaging when firms use attorney bios as resume 
summaries instead of client-facing marketing assets. 

Clients are not reading bios to admire how intelligent a lawyer is. They are 
reading them to determine whether the attorney understands their problem. 

Those are two very different things. 

The strongest bios are not the ones that sound the most impressive internally. 
They are the ones that most clearly answer: 

• What kinds of clients does this attorney help? 
• What kinds of problems do they solve repeatedly?  
• Why would I trust this person with my issue specifically? 

That requires specificity. 

It also requires writing with the client’s perspective in mind instead of the 
lawyer’s ego. 

Too many bios are written to impress colleagues, ranking organizations, or 
other attorneys. That is not the audience. 

The audience is a business decision maker trying to reduce risk and make a 
smart hiring decision quickly. 



There is also a confidence issue embedded in vague language. 

Firms that truly understand their strengths tend to articulate them directly. 
Firms that rely heavily on abstract prestige terms often do so because 
specificity feels limiting. 

But to the outside world, that does not read as strategic. 

It reads as hesitation. 

And hesitation is not a quality anyone looks for in counsel. 

Then there is the maintenance problem. 

Many attorneys have not meaningfully reviewed their bio or LinkedIn profile in 
years. They assume minor updates are enough. Meanwhile, their experience 
evolves, their client mix changes, their focus sharpens, and none of it is 
reflected publicly. 

If attorneys are not reviewing and updating their bio and LinkedIn profile at 
least quarterly, they probably have no idea how stale their positioning has 
become. 

And stale positioning creates stale perception. 

Finally, there is the issue of sameness. 

Strip the names off most attorney bios and they become interchangeable. Not 
because the lawyers themselves lack differentiation, but because the 
language removes it. 

That is not a writing problem. 

It is a business problem. 

Clients do not hire “experienced attorneys with broad practices.” 

They hire people they believe are specifically equipped to solve their problem 
better than someone else. 

If a firm’s language obscures that, it is not protecting professionalism. 

It is making the firm forgettable. 

Dense Writing: Why Some Firms Immediately 
Feel Difficult to Work With 
 



Dense sentences. Passive voice. Layered clauses. Endless lists of industries, 
capabilities, and case types awkwardly stitched together with “including,” “as 
well as,” and “among others.” 

Law firms often mistake accumulation for clarity. 

The assumption seems to be that the more capabilities a firm lists, the more 
impressive it appears. 

In reality, the opposite often happens. 

The reader stops absorbing information. 

This is one of the most common problems in legal marketing copy. Firms try 
so hard to sound comprehensive that they overwhelm the reader with 
information that feels dense, repetitive, and difficult to process. 

And clients notice that feeling immediately. 

Not consciously, perhaps. But psychologically. 

Because clients do not separate the experience of reading your content from 
the experience of working with you. They assume continuity between how a 
firm communicates, how it thinks, and how it operates. 

If the writing feels exhausting, the assumption is simple: working with the 
firm may feel exhausting, too. 

That is the hidden danger of dense legal marketing language. 

A paragraph packed with every conceivable industry served, every imaginable 
matter type, and every adjacent capability does not signal sophistication. It 
signals a lack of prioritization. 

More importantly, it creates cognitive overload. 

Modern buyers scan before they read. They are trying to quickly determine: 

• Does this firm understand my problem?  
• Is this firm relevant to my business?  
• Can these people help me solve this efficiently? 

Long, bloated copy makes those answers harder to find. 

And difficulty changes behavior. 

Attention drops. Retention drops. Engagement drops. 



The irony is that most of the information firms are trying to communicate is 
actually valuable. Industries served matter. Experience matters. Breadth 
matters. 

But dumping information into oversized paragraphs without hierarchy or 
narrative turns useful information into friction. 

Strong legal marketing writing does not just list capabilities. 

It translates expertise into client relevance. 

Instead of overwhelming readers with exhaustive inventories of practice areas 
and industries, firms should emphasize the problems they solve, the 
situations they navigate repeatedly, and the outcomes clients are trying to 
avoid or achieve. 

That is the language clients actually absorb. 

Whether they realize it or not, clients are hoping to see themselves in a firm’s 
material. 

They are quietly scanning for signals that tell them: 

• this firm understands companies like mine  
• these attorneys handle problems like ours 
• these people operate in our world 

And when that recognition happens—sometimes through nothing more than a 
well-written bio or a single page in a pitch deck—it creates an immediate 
sense of relief. 

The client stops searching. 

Because the firm suddenly feels relevant, familiar, and aligned with what they 
need. 

That is the moment firms become memorable. 

Not when they list every possible capability. 

When the client can finally see themselves in the story being told. 

Because clients are not reading law firm websites the way lawyers read legal 
briefs. 

They are reading them under time pressure, with partial attention, while trying 
to reduce uncertainty and make decisions quickly. 



The firms that communicate clearly feel easier to work with. 

The firms that bury readers in dense, overextended language feel harder. 

And in a competitive market, “harder” is often enough to lose the opportunity 
before the conversation even begins. 

The Real Risk Isn’t Looking Outdated. It’s 
Becoming Irrelevant. 
 
All of these choices stem from the same belief: that traditional signals of 
professionalism still reinforce credibility. 

They do not. 

The definition of professionalism has changed. 

Today, credibility is assessed differently. Can you communicate clearly? Do 
you understand my business? Are you easy to work with? Do you feel current? 

If the answer to those questions is unclear, no amount of tradition will 
compensate. 

There is also a new pressure. 

Artificial intelligence is rapidly standardizing the baseline. It is making 
competent, technically correct, professionally worded content easier than ever 
to produce. 

That means the old signals—formality, polish, structure—are no longer 
differentiators. 

They are the default. 

In that environment, firms will not stand out by looking more traditional. 

They will stand out by being more intentional. More specific. More relevant. 
Easier to understand and engage with. 

The irony is that many of these firms are exceptionally capable. 

That is what makes this problem so costly. 

They are not losing credibility because they lack expertise. 

They are losing credibility because their communication signals something 
entirely different from what they actually are. 



• Outdated.  
• Distant. 
• Difficult. 
• Overly formal. 
• Hard to read. 
• Harder to relate to. 

And in a competitive market, perception closes opportunities long before 
credentials have a chance to matter. 

The good news is that none of these problems require a complete reinvention. 

Most are the result of habit, not strategy. 

And firms willing to communicate with more clarity, specificity, and self-
awareness will create stronger connections, faster trust, and far more 
relevance with the people they actually want to serve. 

Steph Maher, senior vice president of marketing & social media with Jaffe PR, 
based in Austin, has spent more than 20 years helping law firms stop sounding 
like law firms online. A legal marketing strategist and LinkedIn whisperer, she 
helps attorneys turn expertise into visibility—with less jargon, more personality, 
and zero tolerance for boring content. 
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