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Abstract

As large language models (LLMs) are increas-
ingly applied to legal domain-specific tasks,
evaluating their ability to perform legal work in
real-world settings has become essential. How-
ever, existing legal benchmarks rely on simpli-
fied and highly standardized tasks, failing to
capture the ambiguity, complexity, and reason-
ing demands of real legal practice. Moreover,
prior evaluations often adopt coarse, single-
dimensional metrics and do not explicitly as-
sess fine-grained legal reasoning. To address
these limitations, we introduce PLAWBENCH,
a Practical Law Benchmark designed to eval-
uate LLMs in realistic legal practice scenar-
ios. Grounded in real-world legal workflows,
PLAWBENCH models the core processes of le-
gal practitioners through three task categories:
public legal consultation, practical case anal-
ysis, and legal document generation. These
tasks assess a model’s ability to identify legal
issues and key facts, perform structured legal
reasoning, and generate legally coherent doc-
uments. PLAWBENCH comprises 850 ques-
tions across 13 practical legal scenarios, with
each question accompanied by expert-designed
evaluation rubrics, resulting in approximately
12,500 rubric items for fine-grained assessment.
Using an LLM-based evaluator aligned with hu-
man expert judgments, we evaluate 27 state-of-
the-art LLMs. Experimental results show that
none achieves strong performance on PLAW-
BENCH, revealing substantial limitations in the
fine-grained legal reasoning capabilities of cur-
rent LLMs and highlighting important direc-
tions for future evaluation and development
of legal LLMs. Data is available at: https:
//github.com/skylenage/PLawbench.

1 Introduction

With the rapid advancement of Al technologies,
large language models (LLMs) have been increas-
ingly applied to a wide range of domain-specific
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applications, such as legal (Chen et al., 2024b;
Padiu et al., 2024), medical (Zhou et al., 2023),
and finance (Li et al., 2023). In these knowledge-
intensive fields, real-world problems often require
the integration of extensive prior knowledge to-
gether with complex logical reasoning. Enabling
LLMs to handle professional tasks in such do-
mains, therefore, necessitates the coordinated use
of multiple capabilities, including knowledge re-
trieval (Pipitone and Alami, 2024), reasoning (Yao
et al., 2025), planning (Li et al., 2025a), and deci-
sion making (Chen et al., 2024a).

In the legal domain, LLMs have been explored
as tools to assist with real-world legal tasks tradi-
tionally performed by legal practitioners. Practical
legal scenarios are highly diverse and complex,
requiring the ability to retrieve and apply legal
knowledge, identify and clarify legally relevant
facts, plan multi-step problem-solving strategies,
conduct structured legal reasoning (Shi et al., 2025),
and verify and analyze conclusions (American Bar
Association, 1992; Doyle and Tucker, 2025). This
raises a fundamental question: To what extent can
LLMs handle complex legal tasks and reason
like human practitioners?

Prior research has attempted to evaluate LLMs
on legal tasks (Hu et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025b;
Fei et al., 2024; Li et al., 2025b). However, the
construction of these benchmarks often fails to re-
flect the practical demands of realistic legal work-
flows(Hu et al., 2026). Specifically, existing work
suffers from the following three limitations:

@ Lack of Realistic Task Construction. Some
previous benchmarks are directly derived from judi-
cial or bar examination questions (e.g., LAIW (Dai
et al., 2025), LEXAM (Fan et al., 2025)), while
others contain tasks that are deliberately simplified
(e.g., LegalAgentBench (Li et al., 2025a), Legal-
bench (Guha et al., 2023)). In real-world legal
settings, user queries are frequently ambiguous, in-
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Figure 1: Overall framework of PLAWBENCH illustrates a four-step pipeline: collecting multi-source legal data,
expert annotation into three task types, LLM-based inference on these tasks, and rubric-based evaluation of the

LLM outputs by a judge model.

complete, or strategically framed, with key facts
omitted or obscured. Only by incorporating such
characteristics can evaluations more accurately cap-
ture LLM performance when acting as legal practi-
tioners.

@ Insufficient Modeling of Legal Reasoning.
Logical and structured legal reasoning steps are
essential when LLMs handle legal problems. Prior
benchmarks claim to assess reasoning abilities.
LexEval (Li et al., 2024a) evaluates “Logic In-
ference” capability while their designs overlook
the distinctive nature of legal reasoning. Sim-
ple syllogistic reasoning (Deng et al., 2023a) or
IRAC (Issue, Rule, Application, and Conclusion)-
style (Jang et al., 2025) evaluations primarily cap-
ture surface structure rather than substantive le-
gal inference (Zhang et al., 2025a). Even recent
benchmarks, such as PRBENCH (Akyiirek et al.,
2025), rely on general-purpose scoring frameworks
that are not tailored to the unique reasoning mech-
anisms of the legal domain. As a result, these
approaches fail to adequately assess the complex,
context-dependent reasoning required in real legal
practice.

® Coarse and Uniform Evaluation Metrics.
Moreover, existing evaluations typically rely on
coarse criteria such as whether the final conclu-
sion is correct, whether relevant statutes are cited,
or whether a syllogistic structure is followed (Fei
etal., 2024; Li et al., 2024a; Wald, 2018). However,
such uniform evaluation metrics fail to capture the
diversity and complexity of legal practice across
different scenarios. Fine-grained and case-specific
evaluation rubrics are essential for realistically as-
sessing legal practitioner LLMs.

Due to these limitations, existing benchmarks

have not achieved a comprehensive, in-depth, or
a realistic assessment of LLM capabilities in le-
gal practice. To address this gap, we propose a
Practical Law Benchmark (PLAWBENCH) de-
signed to evaluate LLMs acting as legal practi-
tioners under realistic, knowledge-intensive, and
reasoning-driven conditions. This work has three
main contributions:

@ Authentic Simulation of Legal Practice. We
evaluate LLMs using a hierarchical framework
adapted from authentic legal workflows, compris-
ing three levels: Public Legal Consultation, Practi-
cal Case Analysis, and Legal Document Generation
(see Figure 1) '. To mirror the cognitive challenges
of real-world practice, we adapt tasks from actual
cases and deliberately incorporate realistic noise —
such as vague queries, emotional narratives, and
omitted facts. This design moves beyond ideal-
ized benchmarks to rigorously test whether models
can distill relevant legal facts from the ambiguity
inherent in professional environments.

® Fine-Grained Reasoning Steps. Beyond eval-
uating the final conclusions, our benchmark explic-
itly incorporates fine-grained legal reasoning steps
into task design and evaluation. This allows us to
examine whether LLMs can perform multi-stage
legal reasoning, including issue identification, fact
clarification, legal analysis, and conclusion valida-
tion, rather than relying on shallow pattern match-
ing or surface-level reasoning.

® Task-Specific Rubric. Our framework em-
ploys personalized, task-specific rubrics to assess

! Adapted from Maughan and Webb (Maughan and Webb,
2005): Consultation corresponds to "Interviewing" (Ch.5),
Case Analysis to "Case Management" (Ch.10), and Document
Generation to "Drafting" (Ch.7-8).
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substantive legal reasoning beyond mere outcomes.
Legal experts follow a two-stage annotation pro-
cess: first defining a reasoning-oriented framework
for each task type, then tailoring specific criteria to
individual case scenarios. This approach ensures
evaluation is both principled and context-sensitive,
enabling a fine-grained and realistic assessment of
LLM performance in practical settings.

2 Related Work

Existing research has proposed a variety of bench-
marks to evaluate Al systems in legal domains,
primarily focusing on models’ ability to under-
stand and apply legal knowledge. Early efforts
assess legal Al systems through tasks such as legal
information extraction and legal reasoning. Rep-
resentative benchmarks include JEC-QA (Zhong
et al., 2020), which evaluates multi-hop reason-
ing based on Chinese bar examination questions;
CaseHOLD (Zheng et al., 2024), which focuses on
identifying legal holdings in U.S. appellate deci-
sions; (Zhang et al., 2025b), which evaluates the
identification of overruling relationships in U.S.
Supreme Court cases; and SARA (Blair-Stanek
et al., 2023), which examines statutory reasoning in
U.S. tax law. Many of these benchmarks adopt syl-
logistic reasoning structures or legal writing frame-
works such as IRAC.

More recently, comprehensive benchmarks have
been introduced to provide multi-dimensional eval-
uations of legal Al systems. For example, Law-
Bench (Fei et al., 2024) evaluates legal LLMs
across cognitive levels, including memorization,
understanding, and application; LegalBench (Guha
et al., 2023) comprises a wide range of tasks span-
ning multiple forms of legal reasoning; LexEval (Li
et al., 2024a), the largest Chinese legal benchmark
to date, covers diverse legal tasks at scale; and
LAiW (Dai et al., 2025) explicitly structures legal
reasoning into layered components aligned with
legal practice logic.

Despite their contributions, existing benchmarks
often fail to reflect the complexities of real-world
legal practice. First, tasks like statutory memo-
rization or exam-based QA (e.g., LawBench (Fei
et al., 2024)) diverge significantly from authentic
scenarios where practitioners must distill relevant
facts from ambiguous, incomplete client narratives.
Second, current benchmarks typically isolate in-
terdependent tasks — such as separating statutory
retrieval from judgment prediction — ignoring the

holistic reasoning chain required in practice. Fur-
thermore, evaluation metrics for document genera-
tion (e.g., ROUGE-L) fail to capture professional
legal standards. In contrast, our benchmark inte-
grates three representative authentic tasks with fine-
grained, expert-designed rubrics, ensuring compre-
hensive and practically relevant evaluation.

3 PLAWBENCH

3.1 Framework

Overall Framework As illustrated in Figure 1,
we organize legal tasks into three hierarchical levels
based on the real-world workflow of legal practi-
tioners: public legal consultation, practical case
analysis, and legal document generation. These
three tasks are designed to evaluate distinct but
complementary capabilities of LLM-based agents:
identifying legal issues and clarifying key facts,
analyzing disputes through legal reasoning, and
summarizing and presenting legal claims in a struc-
tured and formalized manner, respectively.

Rubric Construction Our rubric design adopts a
risk-tiered perspective. It is grounded in principles
emphasized by the EU Al Act’s (Act, 2024) risk
classification framework, Al auditing standards,
and legal risk management practices: the risks
posed by Al systems must be evaluated in relation
to specific tasks, concrete contexts, and affected
stakeholders, rather than relying solely on abstract
accuracy metrics (Hagan, 2024; Calloway, 2025).
In legal settings, traditional notions of “accu-
racy” are insufficient to capture task complexity.
In many scenarios, information may be factually
correct yet operationally unusable, legally accurate
but high-risk in terms of rights implications, or cor-
rect but lacking essential procedural guidance —
all of which can result in substantial harm to users.
Accordingly, we abstract task-level rubric items
into six unified evaluation dimensions, each cor-
responding to a fundamental component of legal
practice: (1) Issue and Fact Identification, (2) Legal
Reasoning, (3) Legal Knowledge Application, (4)
Procedural and Strategic Awareness, (5) Claim and
Outcome Construction, and (6) Professional Norms
and Compliance as shown in Table 1. These dimen-
sions are designed to capture both substantive le-
gal reasoning and practical decision-making, rather
than surface-level task performance. Building on
the six unified evaluation dimensions, we map them
onto specific legal task settings and integrate them
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Dimension

What It Evaluates

Issue & Fact Identification

Legal Reasoning

Legal Knowledge Application
Procedural & Strategic Awareness
Claim & Outcome Construction

Identification of legal issues and material facts
Logical inference connecting facts and legal rules
Context-aware application of legal provisions
Procedural compliance and litigation strategy
Formulation of claims, defenses, and remedies

Professional Norms & Compliance

Adherence to legal and ethical standards

Table 1: Rubric dimensions defined based on practical legal tasks.

Input: LLM’s Output

Conclusion: In this case, Party A and Party B continued to live together as a couple even after their divorce, thus constituting a cohabitation relationship...
Fact: Party A and Party B agreed to divorce in 2025. The divorce agreement merely stated "no property division, no debts or credits".

Analysis: 1. Legal relationship determination: The cohabitation relationship after divorce does not fall under the marital joint property system... 2. Principles
for dividing marital property: Treat as general jointly-owned property...

Statutes: Article 148 of the Civil Code of the People’s Republic of China stipulates...

Evaluation A: Judge without Rubric Evaluation B: Judge with Rubric (Fine-grained Assessment)
(General Scoring)

Although Party A and Party B signed a ‘Di-
vorce Agreement’... there is no concept of
‘fake divorce’ in law (48.5 points)... From
then on, both parties no longer have a mar-
ital relationship but form a cohabitation
relationship (+8 points). Therefore, the
property acquired during this period does
not apply to the marital joint property sys-
tem and should be handled in accordance
with the general joint property rules stipu-
lated in Article 308 and Article 309 of the
Civil Code (+9.5 points)...

Total Score: 76.5/80

Conclusion (10/10): Key point 1: /Clearly assert that "the lottery winnings are regarded as jointly
owned property by both parties, with each party holding a 50% share." Key point 2: «Clearly assert that
""250,000 yuan is compensation for the property rights of the commercial housing and does not offset the
bonus distribution"...

Case (10/20): Key point 1: XDid not answer "for the purpose of obtaining the purchase qualification and
retaining the public rental housing" (the case summary only mentioned "divorce through agreement", but
did not explain the motive) — Deduct 2 points...

Analysis (24/30): Step 1: v/Legal relationship between the two parties and property division rules (1)
Mentioned "formally legally divorced, but no longer applicable to the rules of joint marital property"...
Step 3: XValidity of the receipt (1) Did not analyze the major misunderstanding: The original answer only
argued with "fraud" (citing Article 148 of the Civil Code), but did not mention "major misunderstanding"
— Deduct 6 points...

Statutes (5/20): Key point 1: v/ Article 308 of the Civil Code (presumption of joint ownership) — Original
answer cited — 5 points; Key point 2: XArticle 303 of the Civil Code (rules for dividing jointly-owned
property) — Not cited — 0 points...

Total Score: 49/80

Figure 2: A contrasting example: rubric-based approach (Evaluation B) can identify situations that appear accurate
on the surface but are actually flawed in the reasoning process, while rubric-free approach (Evaluation A) cannot
do this, potentially exposing users to significant legal risks in practice.

into rubric design to ensure that risk assessment
aligns with task-specific legal risk points.

As shown in Figure 2, this unified rubric design
allows PLAWBENCH to move beyond fragmented
task evaluations and provides a principled frame-
work for assessing whether LLMs exhibit the core
competencies required in real-world legal practice.

3.1.1 Public Legal Consultation Task

Task Definition The public legal consultation
tasks primarily evaluate a model’s ability to iden-
tify legal issues and clarify key facts. In real-world
consultations, users often describe their situations
ambiguously, omit critical information, or inten-
tionally conceal unfavorable details. In some cases,
emotional expressions overlap with criminal law
terminology, for example, users may claim that
they were “defrauded”, even when the statutory
elements of fraud under criminal law are not sat-
isfied. In other scenarios, users’ subjective per-
ceptions diverge substantially from legally accu-

rate classifications; for instance, in cases involving
illegal fundraising, users may believe they were
“scammed”, while the applicable criminal offense
is illegal fundraising rather than fraud.

Consequently, effective legal consultation relies
on iterative questioning to clarify the user’s intent
and reconstruct legally relevant facts. This requires
models to demonstrate the ability to actively elicit
key information by posing appropriate follow-up
questions, gradually identifying the facts that mate-
rially affect legal outcomes.

Rubric Compared to traditional legal QA tasks,
which are based on pre-structured, exam-style ques-
tions and primarily emphasize answer correctness,
the public legal consultation task is designed to
assess a model’s ability to identify legal risks that
emerge in real-world practice. Such risks must
be inferred from the model’s performance in issue
and fact identification, legal reasoning, and legal
knowledge application when responding to user
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Fact:

In Sep. 2021, Party A reached a contract/with Party B,
stipulating that Party B would replace the screen for the
phone. After mailing the phone and paying the fee, Party
B failed to complete the screen replacement work ......
Question:

Should the court accept Party A's lawsuit?

Point 1.
With a direct interest.

If match, +10

Point I

Within the scope of civil
actions and under the

Point Il

Specific claims, facts

and reasons. Point IV,

Clear defendant.

d If match, +10°
jurisdiction,
If match, +10 fimatchiZ108

lg

Step 1. Analyze whether the novel text
constitutes a “work” protected by the
“Copyright Law”.

“Obviously, a Clear-out Case, judge in
POINTs is enough...... "

Fact:

The defendant used a crawler program to batch crawl
all the text content of the involved works on the online
literature platform and use them for model training
without per-mission ......

Question:

Did the defendant infringe upon the plaintiff's copyright?

~The field of literature, art and science;
- Independent creation and creativity;
- Certain forms of expression;

- Intellectual achievements;

“ A Sophisticated Case, | will judge LLM If pass, +10*
with reasoning STEPs ”

)|

Step 2. Analyze whether the defendant has engaged in the
acts within the scope of the exclusive rights.

Clear-out Cases (without reasoning steps)

- The scope of the right of reproduction;
- The scope of the right of information network dissemination; »
- The defendant scraped and processed text data of plaintiff;

-The r
services ta the pghllc; value of

Step 3. Analyze whether the defendant can
assert the defense of fair use.
- The purpose and nature of the use;
- The nature of the used work;
- The quantity and importance of the
used part;
ovided ive artificial i

- The potential Impact on the market or

e work;

If pass, +10 If pass, +10”

Sophisticated Cases (with reasoning steps)

Figure 3: Two legal reasoning modes: clear-cut cases judged directly by matching key points (top), and sophisticated
cases evaluated through step-by-step legal reasoning over intermediate questions (bottom).

narratives that are ambiguous, emotionally charged,
or incomplete. These deliberately omitted facts rep-
resent the core legal risk points in real consultation
scenarios, and the model must identify and clarify
them to detect and manage such risks.

To enable systematic evaluation, we design task-
specific rubrics focusing on these critical aspects.
Each rubric targets a indispensable fact that is not
explicitly stated in the prompt, must be clarified
through inquiry, and plays a decisive role in legal
qualification or the allocation of rights and obliga-
tions. A detailed description of the rubric design
and examples is provided in the Appendix C.1.

3.1.2 Practical Case Analysis Task

Task Definition The practical case analysis tasks
focus on evaluating LLMs’ capabilities of analyz-
ing disputes through legal reasoning. We assess
LLMs from two perspectives.

First, all questions in this task are simulated with
scenarios that users are likely to encounter in prac-
tice. To ensure comprehensive coverage, we con-
struct a legal knowledge framework spanning multi-
ple legal domains. Second, given the importance of
statutes of limitations and legal theory application
in practice, we introduce two dedicated scenarios to
explicitly evaluate models’ capabilities in handling
temporal legal constraints and doctrinal reasoning.

Recognizing the diversity and complexity of
real-world legal consultation demands, we adopt
a practice-oriented classification system. We sys-
tematically analyze multiple layers of reference
materials, including official business classification
systems of top-tier law firms in China, categoriza-
tion standards from global legal service rankings,
and business structures used by consumer-facing

legal consultation platforms (e.g., China Legal Ser-
vice Network?).

Rubric Unlike law-retrieval tasks that merely re-
state statutory provisions or legal judgment pre-
diction tasks that output opaque conclusions, le-
gal case analysis requires coherent integration of
Legal Reasoning, Legal Knowledge Application,
and Claim & Outcome Construction. In real legal
practice, the factual background of a case is often
relatively clear, yet the application of legal rules,
element assessment, allocation of rights and obliga-
tions, and procedural requirements remains highly
complex.

In designing the rubrics, we require models to
grasp the conditions under which legal rules ap-
ply, identify the facts that are legally determinative,
and preserve both logical and doctrinal coherence
throughout the reasoning process.

To move beyond overly formalistic legal rea-
soning evaluation, we revise our rubric design to
emphasize substantive legal reasoning. Recogniz-
ing that law is fundamentally a reasoning-driven
practice, we adapt classical legal syllogism into
a framework consisting of Legal Statutes, Case
Facts, Reasoning, and Conclusion. While Legal
Statutes and Case Facts function as the major and
minor premises, respectively, we highlight the crit-
ical role of the reasoning step that bridges abstract
legal concepts and concrete factual descriptions.

In practice, legal premises rarely align directly
with case facts, requiring explicit deductive justi-
fication to subsume specific facts under legal con-
cepts. This deductive reasoning step is therefore
treated as a core evaluative component and as-

2https ://www.12348.gov.cn/#/homepage
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signed a higher weight than traditional elements.
As shown in Figure 3, scoring strictly enforces
logical coherence: credit for reasoning is granted
only when the response follows a correct logical
sequence. In contrast, conclusions, facts, and legal
provisions are evaluated with lower weights.

Finally, to better serve lay users, we adopt an
output structure that presents the claim first, fol-
lowed by the complete reasoning process, ensuring
transparency and persuasive clarity. A detailed ex-
planation of the reasoning framework and scoring
criteria is provided in the Appendix C.2.

3.1.3 Legal Document Generation Task

Task Definition The legal document generation
tasks evaluate the ability to summarize and present
legal claims in a structured legal format. Unlike
prior benchmarks(Xiao et al., 2018) that provide
structured case descriptions and directly request
document drafting, our dataset emphasizes simula-
tion of the full real-world legal workflow.
Specifically, we intentionally increase the com-
plexity of legal elements by introducing multiple
related parties, ambiguous responsibility bound-
aries, layered rights and obligations, and scenar-
ios involving the application of both legacy and
newly enacted laws. In addition, we innovate in
prompt presentation by replacing standardized case
descriptions with disorganized narratives from the
client’s perspective. These narratives incorporate
unreasonable demands, incorrect legal terminol-
ogy, and redundant or misleading information to
approximate real-world lawyer-client interactions.
Under this setting, evaluation extends beyond
document drafting. Models are required to com-
plete the entire workflow of information filtering,
legal relationship analysis, litigation strategy for-
mulation, and document drafting. This enables a
comprehensive assessment of the model’s problem-
solving ability in realistic legal practice scenarios.

Rubric The legal document generation task pri-
marily corresponds to the dimensions of Claim
& Outcome Construction, Procedural & Strate-
gic Awareness, and Normative Compliance in our
framework.

In designing the rubrics, the model must iden-
tify legally relevant facts and claims, make sound
procedural and strategic judgments, construct struc-
tured and persuasive legal claims, and ensure that
the document adheres to required formal and nor-
mative standards.

A detailed specification of rubric components
and penalty rules is provided in the Appendix C.3.
Moreover, see Appendix C.4 for the detailed scor-
ing criteria of Task 1 and 3.

3.2 Dataset

3.2.1 Data Procurement and Filtering

We present a fine-grained annotated dataset de-
rived from three primary sources: expert-edited
judgment documents from China Judgments On-
line?, individual consultation records, and com-
plex cases curated by leading Chinese law firms.
These open-ended cases represent more intricate
disputes that exceed the complexity of standard
exam-based questions. Following initial collection,
we performed a rigorous screening and anonymiza-
tion process to finalize 850 representative cases
covering diverse legal scenarios.

We recruited a total of 39 legal experts as annota-
tors to construct high-quality queries and reference
answers. These experts include legal practition-
ers from law firms and Ph.D. candidates from top-
tier universities. All annotators have passed the
National Uniform Legal Profession Qualification
Examination.

To bridge the gap between research objectives
and practical execution, we implemented a rigorous
selection and cross-validation process. From the
initial pool, we identified 17 senior annotators who
demonstrated the highest level of alignment with
the researchers’ specific annotation requirements
and logical frameworks. This selected group led the
validation phase to ensure consistency across the
dataset. Given that legal reasoning seldom admit a
single correct answer, we prioritized the soundness
of the analytical process and adherence to legal
logic over traditional redundant labeling schemes.
This high-intensity process requires an average of
three hours per data instance. Detailed informa-
tion regarding the annotation process is provided
in Appendix B.1.

3.2.2 Dataset Statistics

The benchmark comprises 850 questions covering
a wide range of legal functions. Table 2 presents
a summary of key statistics across the three le-
gal tasks, including the number of questions, aver-
age prompt length, and the distribution of rubric
items. As shown in the table, the dataset scale
varies across tasks, with 750 cases for PCA and a

Shttps://wenshu.court.gov.cn/
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more concentrated subset for PLC and LDG. This
specific distribution reflects the distinct annotation
requirements of each task. While PCA primar-
ily relies on existing legal materials, PLC requires
experts to reconstruct consultation scenarios with
concealed facts, logical traps, and emotional dis-
tractions, whereas LDG demands expert-authored
drafting targets and fine-grained rubric design for
formal legal writing. Furthermore, to ensure the
reliability of our evaluation, given the concentrated
scale of the PLC and LDG tasks, we conducted sta-
tistical significance testing using Bootstrap resam-
pling (K = 1000). The bootstrap analysis shows
that performance gaps between frontier models and
substantially weaker baselines remain stable under
sampling variation, even though confidence inter-
vals are wider for PLC and LDG due to smaller
sample sizes. A detailed description of the dataset
composition, annotation examples, and compre-
hensive significance testing results is provided in
Appendix B.

Metric Task 1 PLC Task 2 PCA Task 3 LDG
Total Question Num. 60 750 40

Avg. Prompt Length 1171 692 2574

Total Rubrics Num. 550 11000 900

Avg. Rubrics Num. 9.83 14.1 25

- All data has been annotated by human experts.

Table 2: Dataset Statistics.

4 Experiment

4.1 Experimental Setup

We conduct experiments across all three tasks:
Public Legal Consultation (PLC), Practical Case
Analysis (PCA), and Legal Document Genera-
tion (LDG). Following previous work (Li et al.,
2025a), we select 24 representative LLMs, cover-
ing the GPT (Achiam et al., 2023) , Gemini (Co-
manici et al., 2025), Claude (Anthropic, 2025),
Qwen (Yang et al., 2025), DeepSeek (Liu et al.,
2025a) , Kimi (Team et al., 2025), doubao (Seed
et al., 2025), Ernie (Wang et al., 2026), GLM (GIm
et al., 2024), Grok* series. We also evaluate 3 legal-
domain specialized models: SaulLM (Colombo
et al., 2024), a Mixtral-based model adapted for
the legal domain through continued pretraining on
legal corpora followed by instruction tuning and
human preference alignment; Shuimuzhifa’, an on-
line legal consultation system developed by the

4https://grok.com/
Shttps://www.shuimuzhifa.com

Tsinghua Al+Law team that provides advisory ser-
vices across common civil legal issues; and Lega-
10ne (Li et al., 2026), a family of Chinese legal
foundation models trained through a three-phase
pipeline of plasticity-adjusted mid-training, agen-
tic CoT distillation, and curriculum reinforcement
learning. Except for the smaller Qwen variants
(4B and 8B), LegalOne, and SaulLM, which are de-
ployed locally, all other LLMs are accessed through
API calls. We utilize default hyperparameters for
reproducibility, solely adjusting the max_token
limit to 16k / 32k to ensure response complete-
ness. To ensure structured reasoning, we design
task-specific prompts for each task, with full model
and experimental details provided in Appendix D
and E.

4.2 Judge Model Selection

Given the high complexity of manual evaluation,
we adopt an LLM-as-a-Judge approach. To ensure
reliability, we conduct a pilot study to identify the
optimal evaluator.

We sample at least 10% of the questions from
each legal domain. To establish a rigorous ground
truth, each response was graded by three human le-
gal experts. We then calculate the alignment (Pear-
son and Spearman correlations) between human
scores and candidate LLM judges (Gemini-3.0-Pro-
Preview, GPT-5.1, and Qwen3-Max). As shown
in Table 4, Gemini-3.0-Pro-Preview was selected
as the final judge because it achieved the most bal-
anced and consistently strong alignment with hu-
man experts across tasks. Details of the pilot study
and scoring prompts are provided in Appendix F
and E.2.

4.3 Evaluation Metrics

We adopt a fine-grained evaluation approach based
on specific rubrics. For Task 2 PCA, we evaluate
performance across four dimensions: Conclusion,
Case Facts, Reasoning, and Legal Statutes. For
Task 3 LDG, we distinguish between Plaintiff and
Defendant documents. To normalize performance
across questions with varying difficulty, we report
the Scoring Rate, calculated as the aggregate of
item-level scores:

N
Smodel - Zizl Si
= == )

Stotal Zi:l m;
where N is the number of rubric items, s; is the

score obtained for the i-th item, and m; is its maxi-
mum possible score.

Scoring Rate =

ey
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Family

Models

Overall

Task2: Case Analysis

Task1: Public

Task3: Legal Document Generation

Average Conclusion Facts Reasoning Statute Legal o Average Plaintiff Defendant
Claude-sonnet-4-20250514 53.55 5591 62.57 79.75 49.54 35.66 58.24 46.48 39.60 53.35
Claude Claude-sonnet-4-5-20250929 65.88 67.57 67.61 88.32 64.05 47.22 70.98 59.67 52.05 67.29
Claude-opus-4-5-20251101 66.47 68.00 69.82 83.61 65.49 53.61 68.92 62.27 56.54 68.01
DeenSeek DeepSeek-V3.2 57.97 64.01 65.56 82.89 61.64 43.27 60.12 46.48 44.43 48.52
p DeepSeek-V3.2-thinking-inner 63.23 64.11 63.91 86.35 60.24 44.19 72.09 55.87 46.13 65.61
Doubao  Doubao-seed-1-6-250615 63.88 61.79 64.53 83.12 56.87 43.69 75.02 59.95 48.59 71.32
Ernie Ernie-5.0-thinking-preview 51.39 62.89 64.17 85.84 58.33 40.96 27.79 47.94 46.70 49.18
Gemini-2.5-flash 62.07 63.85 64.94 88.95 60.64 37.00 68.77 54.65 46.44 62.87
Gemini Gemini-2.5-pro 64.05 64.14 68.12 78.48 64.49 43.15 70.31 59.73 55.35 64.11
Gemini-3.0-pro-preview 66.35 64.95 72.03 7179 65.00 46.42 70.17 66.13 63.84 68.42
GLM Glm-4.6 60.49 61.37 66.34 71.05 60.00 4226 63.19 57.21 51.65 62.77
GPT-40-20240806 35.76 41.66 54.79 67.90 34.46 15.82 47.86 17.86 17.81 17.92
GPT GPT-5-0807-global 67.76 62.92 66.77 86.21 60.27 34.18 78.71 68.54 61.05 76.03
GPT-5.2-1211-global 69.67 66.37 69.93 88.26 60.38 48.59 79.57 68.58 58.25 63.42
Grok Grok-4.1-fast 52.67 58.17 63.32 89.94 53.37 21.55 59.07 39.23 30.25 48.22
Kimi Kimi-k2 57.27 60.26 64.62 80.96 56.66 40.27 62.73 48.66 41.78 55.54
Qwen3-4b-instruct-2507 50.53 53.72 52.61 89.98 44.71 23.76 58.49 39.37 31.08 47.66
Qwen3-4b-thinking-2507 44.80 52.70 56.61 89.97 45.97 26.73 41.88 39.83 30.22 49.44
Qwen3-8b 43.11 49.91 53.65 71.92 42.72 27.62 48.96 30.46 31.27 29.64
Qwen Qwen3-30b-a3b-instruct-2507 55.73 59.81 59.65 90.13 53.44 32.60 61.19 45.30 3221 58.39
Qwen3-30b-a3b-thinking-2507 50.29 5119 57.74 75.43 44.77 30.60 52.01 47.63 39.61 55.65
Qwen3-235b-a22b-instruct-2507  63.08 65.57 64.34 91.90 60.07 42.52 67.79 55.78 42.04 69.51
Qwen3-235b-a22b-thinking-2507  62.82 64.26 64.39 88.68 59.93 41.97 61.32 61.41 51.95 70.86
Qwen3-max 64.75 67.17 67.52 90.97 62.75 45.10 75.76 53.38 49.33 57.43
Leeal Saul-141B-Instruct 25.07 33.43 51.59 7277 18.23 341 2823 9.02 6.88 11.16
€ Shuimuzhifa 52.61 58.01 61.20 79.73 54.24 35.00 46.12 47.95 46.39 49.51
LegalOne-8b 60.99 65.55 65.24 91.11 60.49 43.66 61.45 53.09 42.74 63.44

Table 3: Overall performance(%) of evaluated models across three primary tasks. Task 2 Average denotes the
aggregate scoring rate derived from the specific rubrics of all four sub-dimensions. The Overall score is calculated
as a weighted mean of Tasks 1, 2, and 3 (with weights 2:5:3). Best results in each category are bolded.

Evaluator Model Pearson (Anal./Draft./Cons.) Spearman (Anal./Draft./Cons.)
GPT-5.1-1113-Global 0.814/0.710/0.469 0.779/0.708 / 0.379
Qwen3-Max 0.614/0.749 / 0.847 0.573/0.747 / 0.822
Gemini-3.0-Pro-Preview 0.809/0.715/0.861 0.750/0.687 / 0.862

Table 4: Alignment between LLM judges and human experts. Gemini-3.0-Pro-Preview was selected as the final
judge because it achieved the most balanced and consistently strong alignment with human experts across tasks.

4.4 Experimental Results

4.4.1 Overall Performance

Table 3 summarizes the overall performance of the
evaluated models. We find that:

1) Task-Dependent Capability Profiles. Model
rankings fluctuate significantly across tasks, indi-
cating that no single model currently achieves uni-
versal superiority. While GPT-5.2 and Claude-4.5
demonstrate superior instruction adherence and sta-
bility in procedural tasks, they are outperformed by
the Gemini series and Qwen3-Max in tasks requir-
ing deep logical deduction, suggesting a trade-off
between “safe generation” and “reasoning depth".

2) Distinct Family Characteristics & Hallu-
cinations. We observe distinct error patterns:
Gemini models perform strongly on reasoning-
intensive dimensions, but still exhibit weaknesses
in evidence-oriented consultation subtasks. Con-
versely, the GPT series showed exceptional sum-
marization skills but exhibited a specific type of

hallucination: citing repealed or outdated statutes
(as detailed in Table 25), likely due to temporal
misalignment in pre-training data.

3) Scaling and Generational Effects. Perfor-
mance correlates positively with model scale and
iteration. For instance, Qwen3-Max consistently
surpasses smaller models in the same series. No-
tably, GPT-40 performs substantially worse than
the GPT-5 series and ranks near the bottom among
the major general-purpose models in our evaluation,
indicating a marked generational improvement in
legal reasoning performance on this benchmark.

4.4.2 Task-Specific Analysis

To diagnose the root causes of performance gaps,
we conduct a comprehensive error analysis on low-
scoring responses(see Appendix G for qualitative
details). While frontier models achieve comparable
aggregate scores, this deeper inspection reveals
significant divergences in their failure patterns:

1) The “Fluency-Logic” Gap in Consultation.
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Category Error Type GPT-52 Gemini-3.0 Claude-4.5 Qwen3-Max Kimi-K2 DeepSeek-V3.2
Legal Application ~ Inaccurate legal application (timeliness/relevance) 4 v 4 v v 4
. Subject suitability error (blind compliance) v v
Procedural Review Insufficient sensitivity to jurisdiction rules v v v v v v
Substantive Revie Insufficient judgment of claim reasonableness v v v
Y Ve REVIEW | ack of review on claimed amounts 4 v 4 v 4
. Unclear fact summarization v v
Drafting Standards Failure to respond point-by-point (Defense) v v v v v

Table 5: Distribution of error types in Task 3 (Legal Document Generation) across representative models.

Drop = Non-Sequential - Sequential Performance
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Figure 4: Performance drop in reasoning tasks under sequential constraints.

In Task 1 PLC, while models generated fluent re-
sponses, they suffer from Insufficient Grasp of Fac-
tual Causality (Table 24). They often fail to link
reported events to legal consequences accurately,
missing the necessity of corroborating key facts
before offering advice.

2) Fragility of Legal Reasoning Chains. In
Task 2 PCA, scores on Statute and sometimes Rea-
soning lag behind the task average. Our detailed
analysis reveals that this is not merely an accuracy
issue but a structural one: models frequently fail to
follow the legal syllogism (major premise — minor
premise — conclusion). They often exhibit logical
jumps or omit core statutory provisions, leading
to conclusions that are plausible in text but legally
unsound.

3) “Blind Compliance” in Document Genera-
tion. In Task 3 LDG, scores for Plaintiff drafting
were notably lower than for Defendant drafting.
This disparity stems from a lack of legal judgment.
As shown in error analysis, models, particularly
Qwen3-Max and Kimi-K2, are prone to Subject
Suitability Errors (Table 5). They tend to follow
user instructions blindly (e.g., filing a lawsuit for
a client with no standing or in the wrong jurisdic-
tion) rather than proactively identifying procedural

flaws, a core requirement for the autonomous Plain-
tiff role.

Figure 4 reveals a universal performance drop
in sequential tasks, confirming that ordered, multi-
step logic significantly increases difficulty. This
degradation is most pronounced in the Reasoning
dimension, where top models (e.g., Gemini, GPT-
5) drop over 6-8%, revealing fragility under strict
logical constraints. An exception is GPT-40, which
shows a minimal drop (0.2%). Yet, this likely stems
from a “floor effect” due to its low baseline score
(42.00), rather than genuine adaptability.

5 Conclusion

We present PLAWBENCH, a benchmark evaluat-
ing LLM agents within realistic legal workflows.
Constructed with legal experts, it spans three core
tasks covering 13 scenarios, 850 questions, and ap-
proximately 12,500 fine-grained rubric items. By
integrating legal reasoning into evaluation, PLAW-
BENCH closely aligns with real-world practice. Ex-
periments reveal that current models struggle with
legal reasoning, achieving suboptimal performance.
We believe PLAWBENCH offers valuable guidance
for domain-specific LLMs, and future work will
explore its utility in model training and alignment.
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6 Ethical Considerations

PLAWBENCH introduces a benchmark for evalu-
ating LLMs’ capabilities in the legal domain. We
adhere to strict legal and ethical standards in the
construction and release of our benchmark. All
data used in the benchmark have undergone rig-
orous privacy screening and anonymization pro-
cesses; any personal or sensitive information has
been removed to comply with applicable data pro-
tection laws and ethical research guidelines. The
benchmark excludes discriminatory, explicit, vio-
lent, or offensive content. An ethical review by
legal experts further ensures that the benchmark
minimizes risks related to security, bias, fairness,
and other ethical concerns. During the preparation
of this work, we used Al tools only for language
polishing and editing. Our work aims to provide a
legally compliant and ethically sound foundation
for advancing Al capabilities in law, upholding
the principles of fairness, transparency, and social
responsibility.

7 Limitations

We acknowledge several limitations of this work.
First, PLAWBENCH is grounded in the Chinese
legal system, with all scenarios constructed in Chi-
nese. Legal practice varies significantly across ju-
risdictions, and practitioners in other legal systems
may engage in additional tasks — such as legal
memorandum writing. This design choice reflects
a deliberate trade-off. Legal reasoning and practice
are highly dependent on jurisdiction-specific laws
and procedures; achieving realism and practical rel-
evance often comes at the cost of generalizability.
In future work, we plan to collaborate with Legal
Al researchers from other countries to extend this
benchmark to additional legal systems and explore
cross-jurisdictional legal agent capabilities.

Second, our experiments focus on evaluating
single-model LLM agents rather than complex
multi-agent systems. While sophisticated agent
frameworks may perform well on this benchmark,
their operational complexity and high token con-
sumption make them less practical for everyday
legal practice. We therefore argue that assessing
and improving the core capabilities of individual
LLMs is a more impactful direction for advancing
legal AI applications.

Third, as LLM capabilities continue to improve,
their performance on PLAWBENCH is expected
to increase. To support ongoing evaluation, we

plan to launch an online platform that continuously
benchmarks state-of-the-art models and updates
results accordingly.

Finally, this work focuses on evaluation rather
than model improvement. In future research, we
aim to leverage PLAWBENCH for post-training and
alignment to enhance LLM performance in real-
world legal practice.
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A Survey on Legal Benchmarks

The development of Legal AI benchmarking can
be distinctly categorized into four primary evolu-
tionary stages.

The Era of Early Benchmarking and Classi-
fication Tasks (2014-2020): During this founda-
tional period, research was predominantly centered
on Legal Judgment Prediction (LLJP) and basic in-
formation extraction, with models typically operat-
ing within text classification frameworks to identify
factual features. For instance, the COLIEE compe-
tition (est. 2014) prioritized retrieval and reasoning
within the Japanese Civil Code. This was followed
by the release of CAIL2018, a massive dataset com-
prising 2.6 million criminal cases, which utilized
models such as SVMs, CNNs, and BERT to predict
applicable statutes, charges, and sentencing terms.
Other notable contributions included the ECHR
dataset (focused on the European Court of Human
Rights) and JEC-QA, derived from the National
Unified Legal Professional Qualification Examina-
tion, which presented the first systemic challenge
to the legal common sense and multi-step reasoning
capabilities of AI models.

The Transition to Specialization and Retrieval
Benchmarks (2021-2022): Research subsequently
shifted toward domain-specific skills such as legal
case retrieval and summarization. LeCaRD intro-
duced the first case retrieval benchmark for the
Chinese legal system based on “critical factors”,
while CaseHOLD utilized 53,000 multiple-choice
questions to evaluate a model’s ability to identify
legal holdings. Concurrently, datasets such as IN-
Abs, IN-Ext, and UK-Abs catalyzed the evolution
of legal summarization from rudimentary extrac-
tive methods to complex abstractive and segmented
approaches. Furthermore, benchmarks like ELAM
began exploring interpretability and the extraction
of rationales in legal case matching.

The Period of LLM Reasoning and Compre-
hensive Evaluation (2023-2024): With the rapid
proliferation of LLMs, evaluation dimensions be-
came increasingly stratified and cognitive-oriented.
LegalBench established a collaborative framework
featuring 162 tasks across six reasoning types.
Similarly, LawBench and LAiW drew upon cog-
nitive taxonomies to categorize abilities into hi-
erarchical levels — namely legal knowledge re-
tention, comprehension, and application — to as-
sess whether LLMs could simulate expert-level
logical processes. During this stage, LexEval ex-

panded the evaluation scale and introduced legal
ethics and privacy as independent metrics, while
EQUALS, LLeQA, and CLSum focused on gener-
ating evidence-based legal responses supported by
large-scale knowledge bases.

The Frontier of Logical Process and Rea-
soning Chain Evaluation (2025-Now): The lat-
est benchmarks have transcended simple output
comparison to scrutinize the internal quality of a
model’s reasoning process. PRBench introduced
nearly 20,000 expert-level, fine-grained criteria to
evaluate the transparency, auditability, and due dili-
gence of LLM reasoning in high-risk domains.
LEGIT measures the integrity and correctness
of’reasoning traces” through the construction of
Legal Issue Trees, while MSLR employs the IRAC
(Issue, Rule, Application, Conclusion) framework
to mandate step-by-step reasoning, assessing the
model’s capacity for “rational discourse”. Finally,
LegalReasoner utilizes step-by-step verification
and error-correction mechanisms to further address
the logical fragility of LLMs when analyzing com-
plex legal cases (See More Details in Table 6).

The evaluation of AI's Legal Capabilities has
pivoted from outcome-based metrics toward a rigor-
ous scrutiny of the reasoned elaboration underlying
judicial decisions. While current frameworks pro-
vide rubrics for logical correctness, they reveal a
persistent reasoning gap where models often reach
correct answers using unclear, flawed, or made-up
logic. This highlights a core challenge: current
LLMs struggle to maintain consistent, step-by-step
reasoning across complex legal problems, and in-
stead frequently default to unsupported conclusions
rather than producing professional reasoning.

To evaluate the distinctive contributions of
PLAWBENCH, we select a representative set of
existing legal benchmarks for a comprehensive
comparative analysis, as summarized in Table 7.
These baselines are categorized based on their data
sources, statistical scale, and functional features.
Unlike traditional benchmarks that predominantly
rely on academic textbooks or standardized bar ex-
ams, PLAWBENCH distinguishes itself by focusing
entirely on practical legal scenarios. Furthermore,
while most existing benchmarks emphasize objec-
tive classification or short-form QA, our benchmark
is specifically designed to assess complex reason-
ing capabilities, including the identification of key
facts, sequential logical reasoning, and the genera-
tion of standardized legal documentation.
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Table 6: Overview of Legal Benchmarks and Datasets

Benchmarks Main Tasks Framework  Source of Scale Metric
Data
LawBench (Fei Legal Judg- Bloom’s National legal 20 tasks;  Accuracy,
et al., 2024) ment Prediction  Cognitive database, JEC- 10,000 F1,
(LJP), Legal Taxonomy QA, CAIL samples  Rouge-
QA, Extraction, L
Reasoning
LegalBench (Guha  Issue-spotting, IRAC frame- 36 distinct 162 Bal. Acc,
et al., 2023) Rule-recall, work legal corpora tasks; F1
Application, avg 563
Interpretation
LexEval (Li LJP, Legal QA, LexAbility CAIL, JEC- 23 tasks;  Accuracy,
et al., 2024a) Extraction, Taxonomy QA, LeCaRD, 14,150 Rouge-L
Reasoning exam questions Qs
LAiIW (Dai Retrieval, Foun-  Legal Syllo- CAIL, CJRC, 14 tasks; Acc, F1,
et al., 2025) dation inference, gism JEC-QA, 11,605 ROUGE
complex applica- CrimeKgAssis-  samples
tion tant
MSLR (Yu Reasoning, IRAC- Chinese insider 1,389 IRAC
et al., 2025) Extraction Traces trading deci- cases; Recall
sions 59,771
annos
LEGIT (Lee LJP, Reasoning Legal Issue Korean District 24,406 LEGIT
et al., 2025) Trees court judg- judg- Score
ments ments
PRBench (Akyiirek  Professional Expert- Workflows 1,100 Weighted
et al., 2025) reasoning authored (114 countries)  tasks; Rubric
rubrics 19,356
criteria
SLJA (Deng Retrieval, ele- Syllogistic CAIL-Long 11,239 R@k,
et al., 2023b) ment generation, Reasoning criminal case cases ROUGE
LJP dataset
LeCaRDv2 (Li Legal case Critical Chinese crimi- 55,192 Recall@k
et al., 2024b) retrieval factors nal judgments cases
COLIEE (Goebel IR and entail- Mixed: Canadian case Task de-  F1/F2,
et al., 2023) ment lexical vs. law, Japanese pendent Acc
transformer Bar exam
CAIL2018 (Xiao LIP Text classifi-  China Judg- 2.6M+ Acc,
et al., 2018) cation ments Online cases Macro-
P/R
LEXAM (Fan Legal QA, Rea- Outcome Law school 4,886 Acc,
et al., 2025) soning & Process- exams (UZH) ques- LLM
based tions Judge
ECHR (Chalkidis LIP Hierarchical ~ European 11,500 Macro
et al., 2019) BERT/ Court of Hu- cases P/R, F1
HAN man Rights
LLeQA (Louis Retrieval, Legal  Retrieve- Belgian statu- 1,868 METEOR,
etal., 2024) QA then-read tory articles Q&A F1
pairs
Continued on next page...
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Table 6 — Continued from previous page

Benchmark Main Task Framework  Source of Scale Metric
Data
EQUALS (Chen Retrieval, Legal  Retrieve- Lawtime posts, 6,914 EM, F1
et al., 2023) QA then-MRC Chinese laws triplets
CLSum (Liu Summarization Selection & Canada, Aus- 2,237 ROUGE,
et al., 2024) Abstraction tralia, UK, HK  pairs BARTScore
judgments
SARA (Blair- Legal QA, Rea-  Statutory U.S. Tax Code 376 BLEU
Stanek et al., soning Reasoning cases
2023)
CaseHold (Zheng LJP Citation- Harvard Law 53,000+  F1 score
et al., 2024) context Library MCQs
matching
LegalReasoner (Shi Reasoning, Verification- Hong Kong 58,130 CL-Acc,
et al., 2025) Verification Correction court cases cases CL-Fl1,
mechanism (HKLII Cover-
database) age/Prec
LAiIW (Dai Retrieval, LJP, Legal Syllo- CAIL, CJRC, 14 tasks Acc, F1,
et al., 2025) Legal QA, Rea- gism (BIR, and CrimeK- Mce,
soning LFI, CLA) gAssistant ROUGE
MultiLJP (Lyu LJP, Reasoning Hierarchical ~ Multi- 23,717 Acc, MP,
et al., 2023) Reasoning defendant cases; MR, F1
Chains cases (China 80,477
Judgments On-  defen-
line) dants
Claritin / Me- Summarization Fairness- User tweets 4,037 ROUGE-
Too (Dash preserving (Claritin (Clar- 1/2 (R/F1)
et al., 2019) algorithms effects and itin);
#MeToo) 488
(MeToo)
InLegalNER (Hus-  Information Few-shot Indian court 14 ju- Precision,
sain and Extraction Prompting judgments dicial Recall, F1
Thomas, 2024) entity
types
JointExtraction (Chen Information Seq2Seq Drug-related 1,750 Precision,
et al., 2020) Extraction with legal criminal judg-  fact Recall, F1
feature en- ments (China) descrip-
hancement tions
LEVEN (Yao Information Event Detec- Chinese crim- 8,116 Micro/Macro
et al., 2022) Extraction tion (Charge inal cases docs; F1
& General (China Judg- 150,977
events) ments Online) men-
tions
FSCS (Niklaus LIP Binarized Swiss Fed. 85,000 Micro/Macro
et al., 2021) prediction Supreme Court  cases F1
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B Details of Dataset

The three tasks in this study diverge significantly in their
objectives and evaluative focus. Consequently, we have in-
dependently developed three specialized sub-datasets, each
paired with a bespoke rubric and a scoring framework, which
is introduced in the following sections.

B.1 Annotation Process

We recruited a total of 39 legal experts as annotators to con-
struct high-quality queries and reference answers. These ex-
perts include legal practitioners from law firms and Ph.D. can-
didates from top-tier universities. All annotators have passed
the National Uniform Legal Profession Qualification Exam-
ination. These experts curated specialized queries based on
authentic legal documents sourced from China Judgments On-
line and professional law firm archives.

To bridge the gap between research objectives and practical
execution, we implemented a rigorous selection and cross-
validation process. From the initial pool, we identified 17
senior annotators who demonstrated the highest level of align-
ment with the researchers’ specific annotation requirements
and logical frameworks. This select group led the validation
phase to ensure consistency across the dataset. Given that
legal reasoning often does not admit a single correct answer,
we prioritized the soundness of the analytical process and
adherence to legal logic over traditional redundant labeling
schemes. This high-intensity process required an average of
three hours per data instance, with an estimated labor cost
exceeding 100 RMB per question. An evaluation of prevailing
market rates confirms that our payment structure is consistent
with current industry standards.

B.2 Construction Methodology

Each simulated case underwent a rigorous “Draft-Review-
Verify” workflow. A primary annotator first drafted the factual
scenario and the corresponding reference answer, which was
subsequently subjected to a blind review by a secondary ex-
pert to identify any logical inconsistencies. Any remaining
disputes were escalated to senior experts to guarantee the
structural and legal integrity of the task. Furthermore, we
conducted a comprehensive manual de-identification process,
systematically removing all personal identifiers and sensi-
tive information to ensure that every case narrative is fully
anonymized and complies with privacy protection standards.

Recognizing that law is inherently an interpretive discipline,
our annotation guidelines prioritized the internal consistency
of the reasoning chain. Annotators were required to provide
step-by-step justifications to ensure that the logic leading to
the final answer remained legally sound and robust, even in
scenarios where alternative legal interpretations might exist.
Upon completion of the entire dataset, a random sample of
20% of the cases was submitted to professors from Tsinghua
University and Shanghai Jiao Tong University for secondary
audit. The audit results yielded positive, confirming the supe-
rior quality and professional depth of the benchmark.

B.3 Annotation Manual

During the annotation process, we provided annotators with
a detailed annotation manual. However, the manual is highly
detailed and task-specific, containing extensive procedural
and operational instructions, also it was specifically designed
around the tasks in this paper, we believe its direct reference
value for other research contexts may be limited. For this
reason, we did not include the full annotation manual in the
original submission. We have uploaded selected portions
of the manual to the anonymous GitHub repository. In this
rebuttal, we provide a structured summary of the annotation

framework, and we warmly welcome reviewer to examine the
full guideline if you are interested.

In the annotation guideline, we developed a comprehen-
sive and systematic framework to guide case-study annotation,
covering question design, rubric construction, and quality
assurance procedures. In terms of question design, we explic-
itly specify required task proportions (court cases, law firm
practice, and complex cases), mandatory formatting elements
(including hierarchical tags, tested knowledge points, and dif-
ficulty levels), strict de-identification standards, and minimum
complexity requirements (e.g., multiple parties, multiple time-
line segments, multiple legal relationships, disputed issues,
and evidentiary uncertainties). We require that all questions be
written in the form of case analysis rather than judicial opin-
ions, prohibit introducing new facts beyond the prompt, and
enforce rigorous adaptation and anonymization rules. Through
these design principles, we ensure realism, legal authenticity,
internal consistency, and compliance with professional stan-
dards.

For evaluation and quality control, we established a struc-
tured, multi-layered scoring framework. Reference answers
and rubrics are required to strictly follow a standardized four-
part format: Conclusion — Case Summary — Analytical
Process — Legal Basis. We defined clear quantitative scor-
ing rules for each section, including step-based reasoning
evaluation (with fixed points per reasoning step), controlled
deduction ranges, and strict one-to-one consistency between
conclusions and questions. We also require citation of com-
plete and currently effective statutory provisions. Furthermore,
we implemented a detailed QA checklist to verify difficulty,
reasoning order, factual completeness, statutory accuracy, and
pass/fail standards. Through explicit modification and re-
jection criteria, we ensure consistency, reproducibility, and
professional rigor throughout the entire annotation process.

Regarding inter-annotator agreement, we have described
our methodology in the paper. Due to the inherent character-
istics of the legal domain, legal causation and reasoning are
complex and dynamic. Legal reasoning does not admit a single
universally correct answer. Different theoretical frameworks
may lead to substantially different reasoning paths. For ex-
ample, in criminal law, the long-standing debate between the
“three-level theory” and the “four-element theory” illustrates
that reasoning under either framework cannot be deemed incor-
rect; rather, each reflects a distinct logical structure grounded
in different doctrinal foundations. Therefore, conventional
inter-annotator agreement measures such as Cohen’s kappa
are not fully appropriate for this setting.

As stated in the paper, we identified 17 senior annotators
who demonstrated the highest level of alignment with the re-
searchers’ specific annotation requirements and logical frame-
works. This select group led the validation phase to ensure
consistency across the dataset. Given that legal reasoning
often does not admit a single correct answer, we prioritized
the soundness of the analytical process and adherence to legal
logic over traditional redundant labeling schemes. This high-
intensity process required an average of three hours per data
instance.

B.4 Dataset Characteristics

Figure 5 provides a comprehensive hierarchical breakdown of
the dataset composition. The inner ring delineates the three
primary task categories, highlighting the dataset’s focus: Prac-
tical Case Analysis (n=750) constitutes the largest portion,
followed by Public Legal Consultation (n=60) and Legal Doc-
ument Generation (n=40). To enable fine-grained assessment,
this bench includes 15 specific sub-tasks, ensuring a compre-
hensive evaluation of the model’s ability.

The outer ring presents a granular distribution of the dataset
across diverse legal domains and functional requirements. It
encompasses core civil and commercial sectors. Additionally,

10085

19



{ Type of sub—tasks

Legal Consultation: 60 [gfusd \

[ Type of sub-tasks

‘ Statement of Defense: 20

( Type of sub—tasks | B

‘ Statement of Claim: 20 J

[ Type of sub-tasks |
l Cross-border Affairs: 80 (CEI]

i

( Type of sub-tasks |
Technology Dispute: 30

[ Type of sub-tasks }
{Environmental Protection: 35 GREZ) J

Type of sub-tasks

Intellectual Property (IP): 45

Type of sub-tasks }

Criminal Litigation: 60 J

( Type of sub-tasks
Corporate Governance: 80 R4

Legal Document Generg

Practical Case Analysis]

Type of sub-tasks
LTimeIiness of Law: 50 J

( Type of sub-tasks )
‘ Jurisprudence Application: 50 X

( Type of sub-tasks
Personal Affairs: 80 (R

Rublic Legal Constiltation

Type of sub-tasks

Matrimonial and Family Matters: 80 i3

( Type of sub—tasks |
{ Labor and Human Resources: 80 R J

\ Type of sub-tasks ]

\

Litigation and Arbitration: 80 J

Figure 5: Dataset Statistics

the dataset incorporates procedural elements like Litigation
and Arbitration and specific drafting tasks such as Statements
of Claim and Defense. This multifaceted structure ensures that
the benchmark provides a robust evaluation of large language
models across varied legal complexities, statutory interpreta-
tions, and professional contexts.

 Task 1: Public Legal Consultation Task
This task focuses on user-centric inquiries, featuring an
average prompt length of 1,171 characters. The evalua-
tion is conducted against approximately 550 total rubric
items, with an average of 21 items per task to ensure
comprehensive coverage of diverse legal queries.

» Task 2: Practical Case Analysis Task
Representing the most extensive category in terms of
evaluation granularity, this task involves an average
prompt length of 692 characters. It is governed by a
vast system of approximately 11,000 rubric items, aver-
aging 14.1 per task, to facilitate deep logical reasoning
assessments.

* Task 3: Legal Document Generation Task
As the most context-heavy category, this task requires
processing extensive prompts averaging 2,574 charac-
ters. The outputs are assessed via approximately 900
total rubric items, with an average of 23 items per task
to ensure high precision in formal legal drafting.

B.5 Rationale for Task Distribution and
Annotation Complexity

As indicated in the dataset characteristics, the number of sam-
ples in the PLC and LDG tasks is smaller compared to the
PCA task. This intentional distribution stems from the sig-
nificantly higher annotation difficulty inherent to PLC and
LDG. While PCA can largely rely on analyzing existing le-
gal documents and consultation data, PLC and LDG require

much more fine-grained and carefully designed annotation
workflows.

During the construction of the PLC task, annotators must
reconstruct real case scenarios based on legal facts. To simu-
late real-world client consultations, they deliberately conceal
key facts, insert misleading details, and incorporate emotional
distractions. Under such conditions, models are tested on
whether they can identify implicit contradictions, detect miss-
ing critical facts, and proactively raise follow-up questions
targeting core elements that affect case characterization and
liability. For instance, a client may conceal the fact that their
social security contributions were paid by a third party, pre-
senting only the favorable narrative of having received the
funds. Similarly, in divorce proceedings, a party might deny
infidelity while maintaining extramarital affairs—concealing
such information significantly affects the division of marital
property.

Table 18 presents an example of such annotation. Unlike
drafting isolated questions, this task requires the creation of
comprehensive and realistic narratives embedded with logi-
cal traps commonly encountered in daily life. This process
demands hands-on experience in client consultation, which
is typically the daily work of senior lawyers, thereby strictly
limiting the volume of cases that can be generated within a
reasonable timeframe.

B.6 Statistical Significance Testing

To address potential concerns regarding evaluation bias caused
by the smaller sample sizes in the PLC and LDG tasks, as
shown in Table 8 , we conducted statistical significance testing
for all experiments.

Methodology: For each model evaluated, we applied the
Bootstrap Resampling method with K = 1000. We resampled
the test instances to estimate the distribution of evaluation
scores, from which we computed the 95% confidence interval
for each metric.

Conclusion: Bootstrap resampling provides an estimate of
uncertainty for each reported metric and helps assess whether
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Table 8: Bootstrap confidence intervals (95%) for model performance on each sub-task. Models marked with |
exhibit minor rounding discrepancies with main results table in individual sub-scores.

‘ Taskl: PLC ‘

Task2: Case Analysis ‘ Task3: Legal Doc. Gen.

Family Models
‘ ‘ Average Conclusion Facts Reasoning Statute ‘ Plaintiff Defendant
Claude-sonnet-4-20250514 58.24 (s121,6532) | 55.91 (5433.57.46)  62.57 (595665511 79.75 (7835,8113]  49.54 14687,5193]  35.66 (33.05,38.43) | 39.60 12871, 49601  53.35 145,50, 60.96]
Claude Claude-sonnet-4-5-20250929 70.98 (6497, 76381 | 67.57 16592,69171  67.61 [64.58,7070] 88.32 87.11,89.37)  64.05 (61.15,66.77)  47.22 [44.46,49.74] | 52.05 [42.09,60.58) 67.29 [58.72,75.50]
Claude-opus-4-5-20251101 68.92 162.34,74.961 | 68.00 [6632,60531  69.82 16693,72721  83.61 82.04,84.961 65.49 (63.02,67.931  53.61 [5092,56311 | 56.54 [4587.66.551 68.01 [58.20, 76971
DeepSeek  DeepSeek-V3.2f ‘ 72.09 16598, 78.031 ‘ 64.11 (625165700 63.91 61.11,66.921  86.35 (84.94,87.581  60.24 [57.53, 62681  44.19 [41.42,4681] ‘ 46.13 362155651 65.61 (57.09,72.661
Doubao Doubao-seed-1-6-250615 ‘ 75.02 169.35,80.911 ‘ 61.79 16026,63491  64.53 1617067381 83.12 (81.60.84.451 56.87 [5438,59.491  43.69 [4124.4621] ‘ 48.59 137.67,59671  71.32 (6215, 80091
Gemini-2.5-flash 68.77 162.18,75.071 | 63.85 [6228.65.301 64.94 (6188, 65001  88.95 187.71,90221  60.64 (58.10,62911  37.00 3444, 30381 | 46.44 135.08,57171  62.87 153.30,7081]
Gemini Gemini-2.5-pro 70.31 (6408, 76511 | 64.14 [6250.65.77)  68.12 [6539.71.061  78.48 1769579971  64.49 (61.67.6699]  43.15 (4068, 45.58) | 55.35 64163011 64.11 (53.56,73.04)
Gemini-3.0-pro-preview 70.17 163.24,76.621 | 64.95 16333, 66591  72.03 169.26,74.941  77.79 176.26,79.411  65.00 62.41,67.551  46.42 143.96,48951 | 63.84 5328, 73271  68.42 56.56,78.21]
GLM Glm-4.6 ‘ 63.19 15632, 69.941 ‘ 61.37 15966,62971  66.34 (6348, 69441 77.05 (7548, 78531 60.00 (5752, 62351  42.26 (39.57,44.84] ‘ 51.65 0.7,61.681  62.77 [54.04, 70.85]
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the observed performance gaps are stable under sampling vari-
ation. Although complex tasks such as LDG yield relatively
wider confidence intervals due to the smaller number of test
cases, the gap between top-performing frontier models and
substantially weaker baselines remains large across multiple
metrics. These results suggest that our benchmark can still
reliably differentiate model capability levels even in settings
with limited sample sizes.

C Details of Rubrics

To ensure a rigorous and standardized evaluation across these
heterogeneous legal tasks, we have established a multi-layered
scoring system. Unlike generic linguistic assessments, our
rubrics are specifically designed to evaluate three core com-
petencies: the ability to reconstruct legal facts and extract
legal points of contention from ambiguous user expressions,
the capacity for practical legal reasoning, and the proficiency
in generating standardized legal documents. These rubrics
serve as a professional benchmark that aligns model outputs
with real-world judicial standards, ensuring that the evaluation
captures both the technical accuracy of legal applications and
the structural integrity required in professional legal practice.
In the following subsections, we delineate the specific dimen-
sions, point distributions, and penalty mechanisms tailored for
each individual task.

C.1 Rubrics of Public Legal Consultation
Task

In the context of public legal consultation, users frequently pro-
vide narratives that are fragmented, emotionally charged, or
legally imprecise, often omitting decisive details. To address
this, LLMs must demonstrate a robust capacity for factual
reconstruction through proactive inquiry.

To rigorously evaluate this capability, we curated a dataset
based on real-world judicial judgments. Legal experts adapted
these cases into simulated consultee prompts, intentionally
embedding informational pitfalls such as latent factual contra-
dictions, misleading subplots, and the tactical concealment of

critical evidence. Through these high-pressure scenarios, we
assess whether the model can:

 Identify latent contradictions or logical inconsisten-
cies within the user’s narrative;

* Detect missing facts that have been intentionally omit-
ted or obscured;

« Strategically formulate follow-up questions that target
the core legal relationships of the case.

Consistent with our overarching evaluation framework, the
rubrics for this task are designed to measure the precision
and efficiency of the model’s inquiry. Each scoring point is
governed by three rigorous criteria (See Table 9):

* Uniqueness of Critical Fact: The inquiry must target a
unique, irreplaceable factual element rather than posing
generalized or redundant questions.

* Necessity of Inquiry: The points of inquiry must be
demonstrably absent from the initial prompt and essen-
tial for filling a specific “informational gap.”

* Impact on Legal Determination: The inquiry must
focus on circumstances that hold a pivotal position in
determining the nature of the legal relationship or the
allocation of liabilities.

For this task, we have developed 60 test cases with an
average length of 1,171 Chinese characters per case. The
evaluation framework is granular, featuring an average of
9.83 rubric items per case and totaling approximately 550
individual rubric scoring points across the entire dataset.
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Table 9: Rubrics of Task 1

Primary Criteria

Secondary Cri-
teria

Points

Examples

Crucial: Decisive Facts (Di-
rectly determine the nature
of the case or whether a legal
relationship is established).

/

+3 Points

Does the I0U/contract for the 50,000 RMB bor-
rowed from Liu Ming in 2018 bear Li Fang’s per-
sonal signature?

Important:  Substantial
Impact (Significantly influ-
ences the proportion of liabil-
ity, the scope of compensa-
tion, or the burden of proof).

+2 Points

How many children do the parents have in total?
(Or, who are the first-order heirs?)

General: Detailed Matters
(Do not determine the core
trajectory of the case but af-
fect the user’s specific rights
and interests).

+1 Points

As Liu’s wife, what role has Zeng played in the
company over the long term?

Beneficence and
Non-maleficence: Whether
the response encourages or
guides actions that result in
real-world harm or illegal
injury (physical,
psychological, economic, or
social).

Low Risk

Moderately
Harmful Sugges-
tion

Severely Harm-
ful or Illegal
Guidance

-1 to -2 Points

-3 to -6 Points

All points for-
feited to zero

(-1 Point) Overly assertive; may mislead the client
into taking unfavorable actions, though not explic-
itly illegal or harmful.

(-1 Point) Inclusion of a few “risk-warning” follow-
up questions in a non-emergency scenario that do
not distract from the main thread (e.g., asking about
physical safety risks after addressing the key liabil-
ity points).

(-3 Points) Safety or non-maleficence inquiries be-
come the main thread: Continuous questioning or
extensive exhortations that result in missing or de-
laying inquiries into critical facts (e.g., focusing
on “will they retaliate/how do you feel” while ne-
glecting contract signing, payment, delivery, or chat
records).

(0 Points) Directing the inquiry toward “how to
evade legal risks, how to conduct safer confronta-
tions, or how to avoid leaving evidence.”

Fairness and Justice:

Whether the output contains
discrimination, bias, hatred,
or unjust suggestions based
on protected characteristics.

Mild Bias or
Stereotyping

Explicit Differen-
tial Treatment or
Discriminatory
Suggestion

Hate Speech or
Incendiary Con-
tent

-1 to -2 Points

-3 to -6 Points

All points for-
feited to zero

(-1 Point) Inquiry into identity information largely
irrelevant to the case, asked only once, and not serv-
ing as a prerequisite for subsequent questions (e.g.,
“Are you male or female?” when gender is irrelevant
to the follow-up).

(-3 Points) Repeatedly questioning or implying “be-
cause you are [category of person], therefore...”;
treating identity characteristics as the basis for lia-
bility judgment; or embedding biased assumptions
in inquiries that interfere with factual reconstruc-
tion.

(0 Points) Explicitly discriminatory or stigmatizing
inquiries (e.g., linking specific groups to criminal
tendencies) or inducing the user to provide sensitive
information.
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Table 9 — Continued from previous page

Primary Criteria

Secondary Cri-
teria

Points

Examples

Truthfulness and Honesty:

The model should seek
confirmation or pose
clarifying questions when
information is uncertain or
contested.

Minor Impreci-
sion

Generalized
Questioning
(-3 points per
instance, capped
at -6 points)

Inducing Fraud

-1 to -2 Points

-3 to -6 Points

All points for-
feited to zero

Contains 1-2 typos in the inquiry, or a date lacks the
year (where only one year exists in the case facts),
provided it does not impede comprehension.

’

(-3 Points) Repeatedly emphasizing “authenticity
or “whether you are concealing information” with-
out pointing to specific contradictions or gaps; re-
placing effective inquiry with vague skepticism,
leading to a failure to locate missing critical facts.

(0 Points) Guiding the falsification of evidence or
evasion of discovery (e.g., “You could backdate a
contract or forge chat records”); or asserting facts
directly when information is insufficient (treating
speculation as fact).
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C.2 Rubrics of Practical Case Analysis Task

The Practical Case Analysis task evaluates a model’s capacity
for complex legal reasoning and statutory application. For
this task, experts curate authentic legal scenarios from judicial
judgments and professional reports, constructing subjective
questions that require a structured response. Each evaluation
is grounded in a reference answer comprising four essential
components: Legal Conclusion, Fact Interpretation, Rea-
soning Process, and Statute Location.

To ensure a high-degree of evaluative rigor, we have es-
tablished a granular scoring system totaling approximately
11,000 rubric items, with an average of 14.1 items per task
(See Details in 10). These rubrics are meticulously categorized
into Sequential Reasoning and Non-sequential Reasoning
dimensions to reflect the inherent logic of legal practice. The
formulation of these rubrics follows four core standards:

* Granularity: Each item represents a single, discrete
scoring point (e.g., identifying a party’s legal standing
based on specific ownership facts).

Precision: Scoring points must be legally accurate and
formulated to eliminate interpretive ambiguity.

Exclusivity: Rubric items are non-redundant and col-
lectively encompass the entire evaluative scope of the
case.

¢ Quantification: Points are allocated according to a
predefined distribution, with the final score determined
by the aggregate of validated rubric items.

Furthermore, we define specific structural requirements
for different reasoning patterns to assess the model’s logical
integrity (See Details in Table 10):

* Non-Sequential Reasoning Requirements: This ap-
plies when the order of argumentation does not affect
the validity of the conclusion. For example, when deter-
mining whether a plaintiff’s lawsuit meets the statutory
filing conditions, the reasoning need only address the
four elements stipulated in Article 122 of the Civil Pro-
cedure Law. There is no mandatory sequence for evalu-
ating these elements. When drafting, do not label steps
(e.g., “Step X”); instead, list them directly as “Analysis
of [Element A],” “Analysis of [Element B],” etc.

* Sequential Reasoning Requirements: This applies to
issues that must follow a strict argumentative progres-
sion to maintain logical integrity. For instance, in copy-
right infringement cases involving images, the initial
step must be to analyze whether the image in question
constitutes a “protected work.” If the image does not
qualify as a work, subsequent discussions regarding
infringement become moot. Analyzing infringement
directly without first establishing the status of the work
fails to meet the sequential requirement. When drafting,
explicitly state: “Step 1: Analysis of [Issue X]”; “Step
2: Analysis of [Issue Y].”

Following the curation of these rubrics, the evaluation is
executed through a standardized pipeline. First, a candidate
model generates a legal response based on the case facts. Sub-
sequently, a high-performance LLM acts as an automated
judge, utilizing the expert-written reference answer as the
ground truth. This evaluator model applies the granular scor-
ing logic defined in the rubrics to objectively assess the candi-
date’s performance across all reasoning dimensions.
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C.3 Rubrics of Legal Document Generation
Task

In rubric design, we reduce the weight assigned to formal
presentation to less than 10% and focus evaluation on substan-
tive content. We emphasize models’ ability to filter incorrect
and irrelevant information and design case-specific rubrics for
each scenario to ensure objective and effective evaluation of
model outputs.

Specifically, the rubric of Plaintiff focuses on:

* Procedures And Jurisdiction: Identify the Applicable
Court, Determine Proper Party, Select the most Favor-
able Cause of Action

» Key Claims and Best Strategy of Claim: Ensuring Rea-
sonableness and Completeness of the Prayer for Relief,
Capability to Accurately Calculate Amounts

* The Construction of Facts by Evidence: Logical Struc-
turing of Facts and Reasoning, Preliminary Organization
of Evidence

The rubric of the Defendant focuses on:
 Selection of Defense Strategies: Restructuring of Legal

Relationships, Determining Core Defense Strategies,
Demonstrates Solid and Coherent Argumentation

Procedural Defenses of Jurisdiction and Admissibility:
Jurisdictional Objections, Challenges to Legal Standing,
Defenses Based on Procedural Timelines, Procedural
Dismissal Motions

Defenses Against Damages and Compensation Claims:
Arguing of causation or intervening factors, Excluding
non-compensable losses such as indirect damages, Chal-
lenging the calculation of plaintiff’s claimed amount

In addition, to ensure compliance with the fundamental
normative requirements of legal documents, a set of uniform
penalty criteria has been designed and shall apply to all types
of assessed documents, such as statements of claim and de-
fense. The uniform penalty criteria follow a cumulative deduc-
tion rule, with deductions accumulating up to the total score
of the question. The specific criteria are as follows:

* Accuracy of Provisions Citation: The serial numbers
and content of legal provisions cited in the document
must be authentic, valid, and accurate. Each error in a
legal provision (e.g., incorrect serial number, misrep-
resentation of content, citation of an invalid provision,
etc.) will result in a 10-point deduction.

* Compliance with Instructions: The document must be
generated strictly in accordance with user instructions
or the template of the specified document type. If the
document type generated does not match the required
type (e.g., a statement of defense is requested but a
statement of claim is produced), a 10-point deduction
will apply.

* Document Standards: The following standards must be
met simultaneously. For each standard not satisfied, a
10-point deduction will apply:

— The format complies with statutory format re-
quirements for the corresponding type of legal
document.

— Wording is precise and standardized, using formal
legal terminology without idiom or ambiguous
expressions.
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— All essential elements of the document are in-
cluded, with no omission of core components
(e.g., absence of party information, or lack of
a clear statement of defense).
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C.4 Detailed Rubric Scoring Criteria

For Task 1 and Task 3, a more explicit explanation is necessary.
In Task 1, our rubric scoring is primarily defined based on
a three-tier classification of factual elements. We categorize
facts into Decisive Facts, Key Facts, and Supporting Facts.
The specific distinctions and rubric definitions are as follows:

Level I: Decisive Facts (3 Points)
This tier addresses facts where a failure to inquire leads
to errors in legal characterization, subject identification,
or a reversal of the final outcome.

» Characterization Threshold: Facts determining
the specific legal relationship or cause of action
(e.g., labor management elements that distinguish
labor relations from service contracts).

* Subject and Liability Threshold: Facts iden-
tifying the eligible subject or the party bearing
primary liability (e.g., authorization, signing par-
ties, or apparent agency).

* Key Defenses and Impediments: Critical factors
establishing or negating liability (e.g., gross neg-
ligence, valid rescission, or exemption clauses).

* Basis of Claim Divergence: Facts dictating the
choice between different claim paths and their
respective burdens of proof (e.g., tort vs. breach
of contract).

* Source of Key Evidence: Facts essential to clos-
ing the evidence chain (e.g., possession of original
contracts or payment vouchers).

Level II: Key Facts (2 Points)
Failure to inquire about these facts does not change
the core characterization but significantly affects the
liability proportion, amounts, remedies, or success prob-
ability.

* Quantification Facts: Factors determining cal-
culation rules and the specific amount to be paid
(e.g., composition of losses).

* Connection Points: Facts that strengthen or
weaken a party’s probative force (e.g., acceptance,
reconciliation, or timely objection during perfor-
mance).

* Procedural and Time-Bar Facts: Issues involv-
ing jurisdiction, arbitration clauses, or statute of
limitations (typically treated as 2 points unless
they act as a "veto" leading to direct loss).

Level III: Supporting Facts (1 Point)
These facts primarily refine details, perfect evidence,
and improve adjudicability without significantly altering
the conclusion.

* Verification and Perfection: Facts used to flesh
out the timeline and details, making evidence
more actionable.

* Credibility and Execution: Information enhanc-
ing the credibility of statements or facilitating the
enforcement of a judgment.

¢ Background Information: Contextual content
that judges typically ask for, though its absence
does not prevent adjudication.
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Table 14: Detailed Rubric Scoring Criteria for Legal Inquiry Tasks (Justified Version)

Primary Cri- Secondary Definition Degree  Score Example
teria Criteria
Decisive / Decisive facts often determine  Critical 43 Points Does the IOU/contract for the
Facts the outcome of a legal dispute, lead- 50,000 RMB borrowed from
ing to different judgments. Liu Ming in 2018 bear Li
Fang’s personal signature?
Key Facts / Key facts that shape the outcome Medium  +2 Points How many children do the
don’t necessarily change the core le- parents have in total? (Or,
gal claim, but they heavily influence who are the first-order heirs?)
practical results like liability alloca-
tion and damage amounts.
Supporting / Supporting facts help verify de- Low +1 Point As Liu’s wife, what role has
Facts tails. They aren’t meant to win the Zeng played in the company
case itself but are essential for prac- over the long term?
tical purposes.
Beneficence Low Risk Improper guidance with minor / -1 to -2 (-1) Overly assertive; may
and Non- potential risks; no substantial harm Points mislead client. (-1) Inclusion
maleficence and not illegal. of redundant risk-warnings.
Moderately Improper guidance with mod- / -3 to -6 (-3) Safety inquiries become
Harmful erate risks; focusing on emotion- Points the main thread, delaying crit-
al/safety issues while neglecting ical fact discovery (e.g., chat
core facts. records).
Severely Directing the inquiry toward / All  for- (0) Directing the inquiry to-
Harmful / evading legal risks, destroying ev- feited ward “how to evade legal
Illegal idence, or illegal acts. risks” or “how to avoid leav-
ing evidence.”
Fairness and Mild Bias / One-sided, label-based descrip- / -1 to -2 (-1) Irrelevant identity in-
Justice Stereotyp- tions; no obvious malice but poten- Points quiries asked only once (e.g.,
ing tially offensive. gender when irrelevant).
Explicit Deliberately excludes or dispar- / -3 to -6 (-3) Repeatedly implying “be-
Discrimina-  ages others; treating identity as the Points cause you are [category],
tion basis for liability. therefore...”; embedding bi-
ased assumptions.
Hate Promotes hatred or incites hostil- / All  for- (0) Explicitly discriminatory
Speech ity; linking specific groups to crimi- feited inquiries or inducing the user
nal tendencies. to provide sensitive informa-
tion.
Truthfulness Minor Im- Vague or insufficiently precise / -1 to -2 Contains 1-2 typos in the in-
and Honesty  precision statements that can easily lead to Points quiry, or a date lacks the year,
misunderstanding or distortion. provided it does not impede
comprehension.
Generalized Doubting or dismissing claims / -3 to -6 (-3) Repeatedly emphasizing
Question- without evidence, leading to misun- Points “authenticity” without point-
ing derstanding and distrust. ing to specific contradictions;
replacing inquiry with vague
skepticism.
Inducing Deliberately making things up, / All for- (0) Guiding the falsification
Fraud concealing facts, or inciting others feited of evidence (e.g., backdating

to falsify information.

contracts) or treating specula-
tion as fact.
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In Task 3, we provided explicit definitions for each eval-
uation dimension and developed detailed scoring rationales.
In addition, we compared each dimension with the level of
importance that practicing lawyers typically assign to it in
real-world legal practice, and allocated higher scores to di-
mensions that carry greater practical significance. The details
are as follows:
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Table 15: Detailed Scoring Rubric for Plaintiff

Dimension Importance  Definition Scoring Rationale Score Range  Rubric Examples

I. Formal & low Objective recitation of  Involves mere tran- +1.0 ~+2.5  Pleading the identities

Descriptive Recita- material facts and pro-  scription of facts or (1), Uniform Social

tion cedural details with- standard procedural Credit Codes (1), and
out legal evaluation. mechanics. Low intel- ID numbers of the par-
Tests basic pleading lectual threshold. ties (1).
formalities.

II. Element Sub- medium Subsuming case facts  Requires precise iden-  +3.0 ~ +5.5 1. Accurately charac-

sumption & Claim under specific legal el- tification of the cause terizing the cause of

Construction ements. Tests the abil-  of action and structur- action (5). 2. Plead-
ity to structure a co- ing prayers for relief ing jurisdictional ba-
herent legal relation- with statutory formu- sis (5). 3. Outlin-
ship. las. ing the chain of as-

signment (5).

III. Substantive Le- high Providing in-depth  Requires refined argu-  +6.0 ~ +7.5 1. Reasoning regard-

gal Reasoning reasoning for core mentation regarding ing the risk of insur-
disputed issues. apportionment of li- ance claim denial (6).
Demonstrating  the ability, characteriza- 2. Arguing the legal
legal inevitability of tion of damages, and basis for 30-50% LPR
the claims. evidence value. surcharge (6).

Iv. Litigation Critical Piercing complex le- Directly determines +8.0 ~+15.0 1. Three-tier liability

Strategy gal relationships to  whether a case can piercing (8). 2. Argu-
break through con- be salvaged from a ing invalidity of juris-
ventional rules. At- weak position or max- dictional agreement
tacking the opposing imized for an absolute (10). 3. Argu-
party by shifting di- victory. ing "mandatory provi-
mensions. sion regarding valid-

ity" (10).

V. Lack of Authen- Critical Cited statutes, regu- Fabricating or miscit- -10.0 Fabricating non-

ticity lations, or interpreta- ing statutes fails to re- existent statutory
tions must be authen-  but the opponent and articles (-10); citing
tic, valid, and accu- exhausts the lawyer’s repealed legal provi-
rate. professional credibil- sions (-10).

ity.

VL. Deviation from Critical Strict adherence to Errors in document -10.0 Failing to generate

Instructions user instructions re- type render the legal a civil complaint as
garding the type of action entirely invalid required; mistakenly
legal instrument re- (e.g., demand letter in- drafting a legal opin-
quired. stead of a complaint). ion (-10).

VII. Formal & Critical Must satisfy:  cor-  Strict adherence to -10.0 Formatting  errors;

Drafting Defects rect formatting, formalities reflects colloquial expres-
standard  terminol- professional compe- sions (e.g., "I'm so
ogy (legalese), and tence. Colloquialisms mad") (-10); omission
complete  essential severely damage of core structures
elements. credibility. (-10).
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Table 16: Detailed Scoring Rubric for Defendant

Dimension Importance  Definition Scoring Rationale Score Range  Rubric Examples
I. Formal Compli- low Precise alignment of Low intellectual  +0.5 ~ +2.0 1. Listing defendant’s
ance & Factual Re- defendant’s informa- threshold involving name, code, and repre-
buttals tion, specific admis- objective verification. sentative (1). 2. Con-
sions or denials of Ensures absolute rigor firming time/place of
plaintiff’s facts, and and compliance in cargo transfer (2). 3.
routine evidentiary ob-  defensive pleadings. Requesting plaintiff’s
jections. operating license (2).
I1. Substantive De- medium Applying legal rules Accurately identify- +2.5~+4.5 1. Rebuttals against
fenses & Element to rebut core claims ing exemption clauses "promoter liability"
Preclusion (exemptions, liability —or statute of limita- (2.5). 2. Assert-
mitigation, set-off, or  tions defenses is a fun- ing failure to meet
inversion of burden of  damental skill for a general average
proof). qualified litigator. requirements (4). 3.
Asserting deduction
of 2 million in debt
offset (4).
III. Strategic Char- high Effecting a fundamen- Rewarding prerequi- +5.0~+7.0 1. Recharacterizing
acterization & Sys- tal recharacterization  site characterizations conduct as private car-
tematic Defense of the legal relation- that sever the plain- pooling (5). 2. Sub-
ship and achieving tiff’s entire basis for mitting full statutory
systematic preclusion.  claims (e.g., "ride- evidence for capital
hailing" as "carpool- reduction procedure
ing"). (7). 3. Resolutely re-
jecting layperson ter-
minology (5).
IV. Lack of Authen- Critical Cited statutory ar- Fabricating or miscit- -10.0 Fabricating fake statu-
ticity ticles or provisions ing statutes fails to re- tory articles; citing re-
must be authentic, but the opponent and pealed statutes; misat-
valid, and accurate. exhausts the lawyer’s tributing legal provi-
professional credibil- sions (-10).
ity.
V. Deviation from Critical Must strictly generate  Detrimetal ~ admis- -10.0 1. Mistakenly draft-
Instructions the correct document  sions or directional ing Statement of De-
type. Defense strategy ~ errors are fatal and fense as a Counter-
must not suffer from cause substantive claim (-10). 2. Se-
fatal deviations. prejudice to  the vere deviation in de-
client’s case. fense direction (-10).
VI. Formal Defi- Critical Must satisfy:  cor-  Strict adherence to -10.0 Formatting  errors;
ciencies rect formatting, formalities reflects colloquial expressions
standard  terminol- professional = com- (e.g., "I'm so mad")
ogy (legalese), and petence. Emotional (-10); omission of
complete  essential language  severely core structures such
elements. damages counsel’s as claims for relief
credibility. (-10).
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D Model Details

In this section, we provide brief introductions to the large
language models evaluated in our experiments. We evaluate
24 general-purpose LLMs across 10 model families, as well
as 3 legal-domain-specialized models.

General-Purpose Models

Claude-sonnet-4-20250514 (Anthropic, 2025) A mid-tier
model in Anthropic’s Claude 4 series, balancing per-
formance and cost-efficiency with solid instruction-
following capabilities.

Claude-sonnet-4-5-20250929 (Anthropic, 2025) An up-
graded Sonnet variant in the Claude 4.5 generation,
demonstrating enhanced capabilities in nuanced instruc-
tion following and complex reasoning tasks.

Claude-opus-4-5-20251101 (Anthropic, 2025) The most ca-
pable model in the Claude 4.5 series, designed for the
most demanding tasks requiring deep reasoning and
comprehensive knowledge.

DeepSeek-V3.2 (Liu et al., 2025a) Developed by DeepSeek,
this model utilizes a Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) archi-
tecture to achieve competitive performance with top-tier
proprietary models while maintaining high inference
efficiency.

DeepSeek-V3.2-thinking-inner (Liu et al., 2025a) The
reasoning-enhanced variant of DeepSeek-V3.2,
equipped with an extended thinking mode for multi-step
deliberation.

Doubao-seed-1-6-250615 (Seed et al., 2025) A large lan-
guage model developed by ByteDance’s Seed team, de-
signed for general-purpose understanding and genera-
tion tasks.

Ernie-5.0-thinking-preview (Wang et al., 2026) Baidu’s
latest Ernie model with an integrated thinking mode,
featuring enhanced reasoning capabilities for complex
analytical tasks.

Gemini-2.5-flash (Comanici et al., 2025) A lightweight and
efficient model in Google’s Gemini 2.5 family, opti-
mized for fast inference while maintaining strong per-
formance across diverse benchmarks.

Gemini-2.5-pro (Comanici et al., 2025) An upgraded ver-
sion of Google’s multimodal model, featuring improved
long-context understanding and more robust perfor-
mance across diverse logic and coding benchmarks.

Gemini-3.0-pro-preview (Pichai et al., 2025) The next-
generation preview model from the Gemini family, de-
signed with advanced native multimodal integration and
superior reasoning depth for complex agentic tasks.

GIlm-4.6 (Glm et al., 2024) The latest iteration of Zhipu
Al’'s GLM series, offering strong bilingual (Chinese-
English) capabilities with competitive performance on
knowledge-intensive tasks.

GPT-40-20240806 (Katz et al., 2024) A highly optimized
snapshot of OpenAI’s GPT-40, known for its rapid in-
ference speed and state-of-the-art performance in multi-
modal processing and structured output generation.

GPT-5-0807-global The foundational version of the GPT-5
series, representing a significant leap in general intelli-
gence, with substantial improvements in world knowl-
edge and reasoning stability compared to its predeces-
SOrS.

GPT-5.2-1211-global An iterated and refined version of the
GPT-5 architecture, offering enhanced instruction adher-
ence and reduced hallucination rates, specifically tuned
for complex problem-solving.

Grok-4.1-fast © A fast-inference variant of XAI's Grok 4.1
model, designed for efficient non-reasoning mode de-
ployment with competitive general capabilities.

Kimi-k2 (Team et al., 2025) The second-generation model
from Moonshot Al, specializing in long-context process-
ing, capable of handling massive information retrieval
and synthesis tasks effectively.

Qwen3-4b-instruct-2507 (Yang et al., 2025) A compact
4-billion-parameter instruction-tuned model from the
Qwen3 family, suitable for resource-constrained deploy-
ments.

Qwen3-4b-thinking-2507 (Yang et al., 2025) The thinking-
mode variant of Qwen3-4B, enabling extended chain-
of-thought reasoning within a small model footprint.

Qwen3-8b (Yang et al., 2025) An 8-billion-parameter base
model from the Qwen3 family, providing a balance
between model size and general task performance.

Qwen3-30b-a3b-instruct-2507 (Yang et al., 2025) A 30-
billion-parameter MoE model with 3 billion active pa-
rameters, instruction-tuned for efficient deployment.

Qwen3-30b-a3b-thinking-2507 (Yang et al., 2025) The
thinking-mode variant of Qwen3-30B-A3B, featuring
extended deliberation for complex multi-step reasoning
tasks.

Qwen3-235b-a22b-instruct-2507 (Yang et al., 2025) A
235-billion-parameter MoE model with 22 billion active
parameters, instruction-tuned as a flagship open-weight
model.

Qwen3-235b-a22b-thinking-2507 (Yang et al., 2025) The
thinking-mode variant of Qwen3-235B-A22B, featur-
ing a unified framework that dynamically allocates a
“thinking budget” to balance latency and performance,
specifically optimized for complex multi-step reason-
ing.

Qwen3-max (Yang et al., 2025) The most capable model in
Alibaba’s Qwen3 lineup, designed to handle the most
demanding tasks with comprehensive knowledge cover-
age and superior complex agent planning abilities.

Legal-Domain Specialized Models

SaulLM-141B-Instruct (Colombo et al., 2024) A 140-
billion-parameter Mixtral-based large language model
tailored for the legal sector. It is developed through
continued pretraining on a legal corpus of over 400 bil-
lion tokens, followed by specialized legal instruction
tuning and alignment with human preferences in legal
interpretations.

®https://grok.com/
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Shuimuzhifa 7 An online legal consultation system devel-
oped by the Tsinghua Al+Law team, providing free and
efficient advisory services across common civil legal
issues including marriage, labor disputes, and contract
disputes.

LegalOne-8B (Li et al., 2026) An 8-billion-parameter Chi-
nese legal foundation model that achieves advanced per-
formance on legal tasks through a three-phase pipeline
of plasticity-adjusted mid-training, agentic CoT distilla-
tion, and curriculum reinforcement learning.

E

We utilized specific prompts to guide the models in generat-
ing responses and to instruct the Judge model for evaluation.
Tables 17, 19, 20,through 21, 22, 23 display the core content
of these prompts.

Prompt Engineering

E.1 Response Generation Prompts

E.1.1 Prompt Design for Task 1: Public Legal
Consultation

The prompt for Task 1 transitions the LLM from a passive in-
formation provider to an active legal interrogator by enforcing
a rigorous fact-finding protocol (As shown in Tables 17). This
design requires the model to reconstruct the full scope of an
event by prioritizing the Seven Elements of Evidence, which
include time, location, parties, actions, amounts, evidence,
and sources. To address the inherent bias in user narratives,
the prompt incorporates a Concealment Detection mechanism
that utilizes adversarial and reciprocal questioning to probe for
latent contradictions or unfavorable facts. Finally, the model is
mandated to maintain a logical hierarchy by addressing high-
stakes issues such as personal safety and property title before
supplementary details. This structured approach ensures pro-
fessional neutrality and provides the granularity necessary for
complex litigation strategy.

This is an example of adapted case (Shown in Table 18).
The adapted case incorporates subtle factual distortions and
selective disclosures to obfuscate the legal nature of the rela-
tionship between the parties. By introducing personal affilia-
tions (the romantic relationship), emphasizing formalistic but
non-determinative evidence (access to the corporate seal and
third-party emails), and detailing a circular financial arrange-
ment for social insurance payments, the narrative creates a
facade of a legitimate labor relationship. These "traps" are de-
signed to test the analyst’s ability to look beyond surface-level
administrative records and identify the absence of substantive
labor elements, such as organizational subordination, actual
wage payment by the employer, and the existence of a bona
fide job position.

E.1.2 Prompt Design for Task 2: Practical
Case Analysis

The prompt for Task 2 evaluates the ability of Large Language
Models to perform systematic legal deconstruction by enforc-
ing a structured cognitive framework aligned with professional
judicial standards (As shown in Tables 19). This design man-
dates a strict “Conclusion First” response order, followed by
factual extraction, logical reasoning, and statutory citations
to mirror the organizational style of professional legal mem-
orandums. This structured reasoning chain creates multiple
points of verification, ensuring granular transparency and al-
lowing practitioners to identify specific points where a model
might diverge from established judicial logic. Furthermore,
the step-by-step requirement necessitates a direct alignment

"https://www.shuimuzhifa.com

between case facts and specific legal provisions, providing
an explicit mapping that allows experts to audit the precision
of the reasoning. This mechanism effectively addresses the
reasoning gap by preventing models from reaching correct
conclusions through flawed or hallucinated legal paths.

E.1.3 Prompt Design for Task 3: Legal

Document Generation

The prompt for Task 3 evaluates the proficiency of Large Lan-
guage Models in professional legal drafting by requiring the
transformation of informal client narratives into formal legal
instruments (As shown in Tables 20). A primary feature of
this design is the requirement for autonomous document clas-
sification, where the model must independently determine the
appropriate document type, such as a Bill of Complaint or a
Statement of Defense, based on the procedural roles identified
within the context. This requires the model to distinguish
between the grievances of a plaintiff and the rebuttals of a
defendant before applying the corresponding legal template.
Furthermore, the prompt mandates a critical analysis of user
input to identify and correct factual inconsistencies or poten-
tial traps resulting from low legal literacy. By filtering out
irrelevant emotional descriptions while retaining legally signif-
icant facts, the model ensures that the final document remains
legally sound and compliant with the statutory standards and
judicial norms of Mainland China.
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Task 1 Prompt: Public Legal Consultation

ROLE

You are a senior attorney with over a decade of practice experience, possessing expert-level knowledge of current Chinese
laws, regulations, and judicial practices. You excel at reconstructing the full scope of an event based on the one-sided facts
provided by a client, identifying potential concealments or biases, and completing the evidentiary chain and timeline to
prepare for subsequent legal analysis and litigation strategy.

CORE REQUIREMENTS

1. Neutrality: Remain objective and non-suggestive. Avoid taking sides or using qualitative/judgmental labels (e.g.,

29 <

“scumbag,” “abuser,” or “certainly”).

2. Verifiability and Evidence-Orientation: Focus inquiries on “Time, Location, Parties, Actions, Amounts, Evidence, and
Sources.”

3. Comprehensive Coverage: Cover all aspects of the event, details of signed agreements, mutual faults, and potential risk
points.

4. Prioritize Critical Issues: Address questions that most significantly impact the case outcome first (e.g., safety, evidence,
property ownership, nature of debt, or custody arrangements) before moving to supplementary details.

5. Multi-Question Output: Provide at least 25 questions per response in a numbered list. Questions must be concise, clear,
and focused on a single point of inquiry.

6. Identify Contradictions or Gaps: You must include clarification questions to address latent contradictions (e.g.,
inconsistent timelines, unclear sources of funds, or questionable authenticity of agreements).

7. Concealment Detection: Proactively inquire about potentially omitted unfavorable facts using “reciprocal questioning”
(e.g., “Was it a mutual physical altercation?”, “Who initiated the physical contact?”, “Are there police records?”, “Was there
an extramarital affair?”, “Was the loan jointly signed?”).

8. Output Format: Provide only the list of questions. Do not include any introductory or concluding text.

RESPONSE EXAMPLE
1. Does [Name] hold a Special Operation Certificate for welding?

2. In the agreement regarding “[Subject]” between [Party A] and [Party B], was the relationship defined as employment or a
dynamic contract for work?

3. After the 2,000 RMB was transferred to [Name]’s personal WeChat account, was there a written agreement stating this was
“collection on behalf of the company” or any subsequent vouchers for company receipts?

4. Does the outer packaging of the tea involved in this case label the entrusting party as [Company X] and the entrusted party
as [Factory Y]?

USER INPUT FORMAT

“You are an attorney. Your client is consulting with you and states: <conversation>. You are now required to raise
follow-up questions to your client to determine the full scope of the event.”

Table 17: System prompt for Legal Consultation task.
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Table 18: Comparison of Case Details

Raw User’s Narrative Version

Bar Exam Version

It all started back in November 2017. At that time, I was
introduced to Hengyuan International Trade Co., Ltd. by
a friend named Lin Tao, who had grown up with me since
childhood (Hidden case detail: Lin Tao and the party in-
volved were in a romantic relationship; this detail has no
impact on the case determination, but adding this infor-
mation makes it easier to identify the fabricated labor
relationship). He and I were extremely close—our parents
were old neighbors—and he was already a shareholder in
the company at that time, holding 30% of the shares, so I
trusted him completely. He told me that the company had
just started and urgently needed a reliable person to help the
general manager handle core affairs, so he had me take the
position of general manager’s assistant.

On my first day, the general manager personally received
me and talked with me in his office for nearly an hour. He
explicitly said: “Your salary will be 16,000 yuan per month.
We’ll settle on it verbally for now, and the contract will be
supplemented next week.” (No such position actually ex-
isted; this was a statement colluded between Lin and
the manager. Adding this case detail makes it easier to
identify the fabricated labor relationship.) I also saw the
company’s business license and official seal on his desk,
which made me feel that everything was very formal and
legitimate. From that day on, I devoted myself wholeheart-
edly to the work, going out early and returning late every
day, helping the general manager organize customer data,
draft meeting minutes, and coordinate with three key foreign
trade customers—these customers even sent me thank-you
emails later! (The so-called ‘coordinating with customers’
was actually business from another company controlled
personally by Lin Tao, unrelated to Hengyuan Trade, but
the case description deliberately blurred this as ‘company
customers.” Adding this case detail makes it easier to
identify the fabricated labor relationship!)

In November 2017, Qiao was introduced by her boyfriend
Lin Tao (who was also a shareholder of Hengyuan Interna-
tional Trade Co., Ltd. [hereinafter “Hengyuan Company™],
holding 30% of shares) to join Hengyuan Company as a gen-
eral manager’s assistant. During her employment, Qiao was
responsible for organizing customer data, drafting meeting
minutes, and coordinating with three foreign trade customers
(which were actually business operations controlled person-
ally by Lin Tao). However, Hengyuan Company did not
implement attendance tracking for Qiao, did not issue her an
employee badge or system account, and did not sign a labor
contract with her.

Continued on next page...
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continued Table 18

Raw User’s Narrative Version

Bar Exam Version

But who could have imagined that not a single penny of
salary was ever paid? At first, Lin Tao comforted me, saying:
“The company’s cash flow is tight, but I will definitely get
your social insurance set up first—don’t worry.” (The social
insurance fees were actually transferred in cash from
Qiao Xiaoli to Lin Tao, who then paid them on behalf of
the company in the company’s name; the company did
not actually bear the costs. Her pregnancy at the time of
employment should be noted for disclosure.) Sure enough,
from November 2017 to June 2018, my social insurance was
normally paid. I checked the system records myself—the
insured unit clearly stated ‘Hengyuan International Trade
Co., Ltd.” Doesn’t this prove that I was their employee?

In early 2018, I found out I was pregnant and immediately
told the general manager. He even congratulated me, saying,
“The company supports you—take your maternity leave ac-
cording to regulations, and your salary will not be reduced
by a single cent.’ I started my maternity leave at the end of
April and gave birth to my baby smoothly in May (I was al-
ready pregnant at the time of employment, in order to qualify
for maternity subsidies and protection). But up to now, not
a single penny of maternity leave salary has been received.
When I asked the finance department, they stammered and
said, “We haven’t received any salary payment instructions.’
(No maternity certificates, maternity leave application
forms, or other required documents were submitted to
the company.)

[Omission due to length]

From November 2017 to June 2018, at Qiao’s request and
with her bearing the social insurance costs herself, Hengyuan
Company normally paid social insurance for Qiao, with the
social insurance system showing Hengyuan Company as the
participating unit. In early 2018, Qiao informed the general
manager about her pregnancy, and she began maternity leave
at the end of April. After giving birth in May, Hengyuan
Company did not pay her maternity leave wages. On July
12, 2018, the general manager notified Qiao via WeChat
to terminate the labor relationship on the grounds of “op-
timizing personnel structure,” without providing a written
termination notice. Thereafter, Hengyuan Company stopped
paying Qiao’s social insurance and refused to process social
insurance reduction procedures, causing Qiao to miss two
job opportunities. Qiao filed claims requesting the company
to pay wages, double salary difference for unsigned contract,
and other amounts totaling 290,000 yuan, and to issue a cer-
tificate of termination.

Question: Based on the above case details, analyze
whether each of Qiao’s litigation claims can be supported,
and explain the reasons.
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Table 19: System prompt for Case Analysis task.

Task 2 Prompt: Practical Case Analysis

ROLE

You are a legal practice expert with over a decade of experience, possessing mastery over current Chinese laws, reg-
ulations, and judicial practices. You specialize in deconstructing complex legal issues into clear logical modules and
providing answers strictly adhering to a professional style characterized by “Conclusion First, Facts as the Foundation,
Rigorous Reasoning, and Statutory Support.”

CORE REQUIREMENTS

1. Strict Sequence: The response must unfold in the following order using the corresponding headings: [Conclusion],
[Case Facts], [Reasoning Process], [Statutory Basis].

2. Content Standards:
e Conclusion: Provide a direct and clear affirmative or negative judgment regarding the core dispute of the inquiry.

e Case Facts: Based on the user’s account, extract the factual elements relevant to the legal judgment concisely and
objectively. Do not add assumptions or conjectures.

e Reasoning Process: Demonstrate step-by-step how the facts link to the statutes to derive the conclusion. Use a
layered or bulleted format.

e Statutory Basis: Cite current and effective laws, judicial interpretations, or administrative regulations of Mainland
China. Specify the issuing authority, title, and specific article, paragraph, or item. Provide the original text of the statute.

TEMPLATE

[Conclusion]

[Provide a clear and definite legal judgment here]

[Case Facts]

(Extract only key facts relevant to the conclusion; remain objective and concise)

[Reasoning Process]

[Statutory Basis]
Article X, Paragraph X of the XXX Law (Issuing Authority: XXX)

(If multiple bases exist, arrange them by hierarchy of authority or relevance)

RESPONSE EXAMPLE

[Conclusion]

1. The matrimonial property relationship shall be governed by the laws of the Macau SAR...
2. Property I (Mainland City A) is identified as joint matrimonial property.

3. Property II (Mainland City B) is identified as the personal property of Party R...

[Case Facts]

e Key Fact 1: Party L (Macau resident) and Party R (Mainland resident) registered marriage in Macau (2013) and di-
vorced (2016)...

o Key Fact 2: Signed “Prenuptial Agreement Record” stipulating Macau as habitual residence and “General Community
of Property”...

e Key Fact 3: Property I purchased by Party L before marriage, registered solely to Party L...

o Key Fact 4: Property II purchased by Party R’s parents via housing reform; Party L consented to registration under Party
R...

[Reasoning Process]

Step 1: Determine applicable law. According to Art. 24 of the Law of the Application of Law for Foreign-related Civil
Relations: parties may choose the law of habitual residence. Parties chose Macau; thus, Macau law applies.

Continued on next page...
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Table 19 — Continued from previous page

Task 2 Prompt: Practical Case Analysis (Continued)

Step 2: Determine property regime. Macau Civil Code Art. 1609: community property consists of all present/future
property unless excluded by law.

Step 3: Ownership of Property I. Under “General Community,” pre-marital purchase (Property I) is not excluded; thus, it
is joint property.

Step 4: Ownership of Property II. Involves seniority welfare. Party L’s waiver indicates recognition of title. Per Macau
Civil Code Art. 1610(1)(a), property gifted with exclusion clauses is personal. Property II is Party R’s personal property.

[Statutory Basis]

o Article 24 of the Law of the Application of Law for Foreign-related Civil Relations of the PRC...
e Article 1609 of the Civil Code of Macau...

e Article 1610 of the Civil Code of Macau...

USER INPUT FORMAT

<questions> Please provide your answer in the following format: [Conclusion]+[Case Facts]+[Reasoning
Process]+[Statutory Basis] <asking>
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Task 3 Prompt: Legal Document Generation

ROLE

You are a legal practice expert familiar with the formal drafting standards for legal instruments. Based on the statements or
information provided by your client (party involved), you are required to generate a legal document.

1. DOCUMENT TYPES

Please generate the appropriate legal document based on the following options (ensure the content meets the specific
requirements of the selected type):

(1) Application (Bill of Complaint)
(2) Defendant (Statement of Defense)

2. DOCUMENT REQUIREMENTS

1. Template Adherence: Drafting must automatically follow the specific template provided for each case. If no specific
template exists for a particular cause of action, use the general standard legal format used in Mainland China.

2. Length Constraint: The generated legal document must be between 2,500 and 3,000 characters in length.

3. Concise Output: Output the document text only. Do not include any “fluff,” such as conversational filler or simulated
lawyer-client dialogue (e.g., “Certainly, here is your document...”).

4. Autonomous Selection: You must independently determine which of the three document types is appropriate based on the
provided prompt and context.

5. Critical Analysis: The client may have low legal literacy, and their statements may not be entirely accurate or may contain
errors. You must identify potential “traps” or factual inconsistencies and draft a document that is legally sound, reasonable,
and compliant.

6. Statutory Citations: You must cite authentic and currently effective laws and regulations in the document.

USER INPUT FORMAT

“You are an attorney. Your client has approached you and described the situation as follows: <conversation>. Based on the
current scenario, please draft a Bill of Complaint/Statement of Defense for your client.”

Table 20: System prompt for Document Generation task.
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E.2 Judge Model Scoring Prompts

E.2.1 Scoring Prompt 1: Public Legal

Consultation

To provide an objective and scalable assessment of model per-
formance, we developed a standardized scoring protocol for
Task 1 that transitions the evaluator into a neutral judge (As
shown is 21). This process is grounded in a strict literal com-
parison between the generated questions and expert-curated
rubrics, ensuring that the final score directly reflects the pres-
ence of specific legal inquiry points rather than subjective
interpretations. The mechanism employs a nuanced match-
ing logic where full credit is awarded for complete semantic
consistency, while partial credit is granted for responses that
capture core themes but lack specific qualifiers. Furthermore,
the protocol enforces strict neutrality and mandates a struc-
tured analysis for every scoring item.

E.2.2 Scoring Prompt 2: Practical Case
Analysis

The evaluation protocol for Task 2 employs a rigorous item-by-
item inspection mechanism to assess the quality of complex
legal case analyses (As shown is 22). This system requires
the evaluator to segment model responses into four distinct
functional components comprising the conclusion, statutory
basis, case facts, and reasoning process. By applying special-
ized rubrics to each section independently, the judge adheres
to a strict literal matching principle that awards points only for
explicitly mentioned information while prohibiting subjective
inferences or supplementary reasoning on behalf of the model.
The scoring workflow follows a structured deconstruction of
the legal syllogism, ensuring that the major premise, minor
premise, and logical application are each validated against
expert criteria. This granular approach is finalized through a
standardized JSON output format that details the breakdown
of points, specific textual mentions, and analytical rationales.

E.2.3 Scoring Prompt 3: Legal Document
Generation

The scoring protocol for Task 3 evaluates the proficiency of
Large Language Models in generating formal legal instru-
ments that adhere to professional drafting standards (As shown
is 23). This evaluation process assesses the model’s ability
to autonomously select the correct document type, such as
a Bill of Complaint or Statement of Defense, based on the
procedural context of the user narrative. The judge measures
the output against stringent formal requirements, including
strict adherence to Mainland China legal templates, authentic
statutory citations, and a specific length constraint of 2,500
to 3,000 characters. Furthermore, the scoring mechanism
accounts for the model’s capacity for critical analysis, specifi-
cally its ability to identify and rectify factual inconsistencies
or legal traps within informal client statements. By comparing
the generated document against expert-curated rubrics, the
evaluator ensures that the final output is not only concise and
devoid of conversational filler but also legally sound and com-
pliant with judicial norms.
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Scoring Prompt 1: Public Legal Consultation

ROLE

You are an evaluator. Your task is to score a model’s output by comparing it against a standard answer containing specific
scoring items to assess the model’s performance.

INPUT AND OUTPUT FORMATS

Input consists of two parts:

1. Agent’s Question List: The list to be evaluated (10-25 numbered items).

2. Standard Rubric: (Total Score: N points; each point is formatted as “(+X points) Point Description”).
Output must follow this fixed format:

The response score is XX points. Total score is XX, with a scoring rate of XX%.

The analysis is as follows:

e Point 1: [Scoring Status], Rationale: .......

e Point 2: [Scoring Status], Rationale: ......

SCORING RULES

1. Literal Comparison: You do not need to judge the accuracy of the answer itself. Your sole task is to strictly follow the
standard answer, determine whether the model’s response contains identical or substantively identical content, and calculate
the final score.

2. Strict Neutrality: Do not suggest new questions, provide legal advice, evaluate the parties involved, or restate lengthy
background information. Provide only the comparison and scoring explanations.

3. Matching Logic: For each “Question Point” in the standard rubric, search for the best match within the agent’s question
list. Award points based on the degree of matching:

0 100% Score: If the response fully covers key elements and is semantically consistent.

o Partial Credit: If the response hits the core theme but lacks key qualifiers. For example, if the standard requires “police
records, hospitalization records, and medical certificates” but the response only asks about “police records,” award partial
credit at your discretion.

0 0% Score: If the response fails to cover the semantic key points.

Summary: Aggregate the scores and calculate the Scoring Rate = Earned Points / Total Points.

USER INPUT

The consultation scenario between the attorney and the client is <conversation>. In this scenario, the scoring rubric for the
attorney’s performance is <rubrics>. Please evaluate the following questions posed by the attorney: <answers>.

Table 21: Judge prompt for scoring Task 1: Public Legal Consultation.
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Scoring Prompt 2: Practical Case Analysis

ROLE

You are a rigorous legal practice evaluation expert, specializing in item-by-item inspection of legal practice responses based
on precise grading criteria. You strictly adhere to the principle of “Award points if mentioned; deduct points if omitted,” and
you must avoid making subjective inferences.

CORE TASK

Evaluate legal practice responses accurately according to the provided detailed scoring rubrics. A response is divided into
four sections: Conclusion, Statutory Basis, Factual Summary, and Reasoning Process. Each section may have its own
independent rubric.

INPUT INFORMATION STRUCTURE

Question Content: A brief case description and the specific inquiry.

Scoring Rubric: Divided into multiple parts. The format for each may follow this example:
e Conclusion Rubric

e Statutory Basis Rubric

o Case Facts Rubric

e Reasoning Process Rubric

e Other Section Rubrics

Response to be Evaluated: The text requiring scoring, clearly labeled with the four sections: “Conclusion,” “Statutory
Basis,” “Case Facts,” and “Reasoning Process.”

SCORING PRINCIPLES

1. Strict Literal Matching: Use the phrasing in the rubric as the standard; check whether the response contains identical or
substantially identical expressions.

2. Independent Evaluation: Each scoring item is calculated independently without considering other items.

3. No Inference or Supplementation: Score based solely on what is explicitly mentioned in the response; do not perform
reasoning or add information on the model’s behalf.

4. Clear Addition/Deduction: Strictly follow the assigned values for adding or deducting points.

5. Discretionary Partial Credit: If the response does not fully cover a scoring point, award partial credit based on the key
elements that were successfully addressed.

SCORING WORKFLOW

Step 1: Segment the Response. Divide the response into four parts: Conclusion, Statutory Basis (Major Premise), Case
Facts (Minor Premise), Reasoning Process.

Step 2: Individual Section Scoring. For each part, use the corresponding rubric. The steps for each section are: (1) Analyze
Rubric: Deconstruct the rubric into scoring items and deduction rules. (2) Content Inspection: Check if each required item
from the rubric is mentioned in the response.

Step 3: Structural Scoring (If applicable). If the rubric includes criteria for overall structure, evaluate the response
accordingly.

Step 4: Summary and Feedback.

OUTPUT FORMAT
Output a detailed evaluation for the following four parts, along with the total score and overall feedback.
{
"score_details": {
"Statutory Basis": {
"total_points”: @, “max_points”: 0,
"breakdown"”: [ {
"rubric_item": “Description...”, “max_points": @, “points_awarded”: @,
"mentions”: ["Relevant snippets..."], “rationale”: “Reasoning...”
Y1
}, ... [Structure repeated for Case Facts, Reasoning Process, Conclusion, Others]
h
"total_score”: { “total_awarded”: @, “total_max": @, “percentage”: “0%” },
"overall_feedback”: { “strengths”: [], “weaknesses”: [], “suggestions”: [] }

}

USER INPUT

The case analysis question is <question><asking> and its scoring rubric is <rubrics>. Please evaluate the following
response: <answers>.

Table 22: Judge prompt for scol‘l%%l”llask 2: Practical Case Analysis.
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Scoring Prompt 3: Legal Document Generation

ROLE

You are a legal practice expert specializing in the formal drafting standards of legal instruments. I will provide you with
statements or other information from your client (the party involved) (${question}). Based on this information, you are
required to generate a formal legal document. The document types and specific requirements are as follows:

1. DOCUMENT TYPES

Generate the appropriate legal document from the following options (ensure the content strictly adheres to the specific
requirements of that type):

(1) Application (Bill of Complaint)
(2) Defendant (Statement of Defense)

2. DOCUMENT REQUIREMENTS

(1) Template Adherence: Automatically draft the document according to the specific template provided for the given case.
If no specific template for the cause of action is available, use the standard universal legal format used in Mainland China.

(2) Length Constraint: The legal document you draft must be between 2,500 and 3,000 characters.

(3) Concise Output: Output the document text only. Do not include any “fluff,” such as conversational filler or simulated
lawyer-client dialogue.

(4) Autonomous Selection: You must independently determine which of the three document types is appropriate based on
the provided prompt and context.

(5) Critical Analysis: Clients may have low legal literacy, and their statements may be inaccurate or contain biases. You must
identify potential “traps” and factual inconsistencies to ensure the final document is legally sound, reasonable, and compliant.

(6) Statutory Citations: You must cite authentic and currently effective laws and regulations in the document.

USER INPUT

This is a scenario for legal document drafting: <conversation>. The evaluation criteria are <rubrics>. Please score the
following legal document: <answers>.

Table 23: Judge prompt for scoring Task 3: Legal Document Generation.
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F Evaluation Methodology Details
F.1 Judge Model Validation Results

To identify the most accurate judge model, we calculated the
alignment between scores from human experts and various
LLMs to determine which model most closely approximates
human judgment. The evaluation dataset consisted of the
following:

1. Case Analysis: A random 10% sample of all items,
paired with responses from a randomly selected model.

. Document Drafting: Ten cases each for Bill of Com-
plaint and Statement of Defense, paired with responses
from a randomly selected model.

. Legal Consultation: Responses to 20 test items gener-
ated by four specific models (Claude 3.5 Sonnet, GPT-5-
0807-Global, Qwen3-Max, and Gemini 3 Pro Preview).

These responses were distributed to both human experts
and LLMs for scoring. To ensure reliability, each response
was evaluated by at least three human experts. We compared
individual expert scores against the group average; the Pearson
correlation coefficients between the three experts’ scores and
the human average ranged from 0.8391 to 0.8841, with a
Mean Absolute Error (MAE) between 5.1937 and 7.9817.
Table 4 presents the alignment results between candidate Judge
models and human experts.

Following current research trends that employ high-
performance models as evaluators, we tested Gemini 3 Pro
Preview, GPT-5.1-1113-Global, and Qwen3-Max as potential
judge models. Based on their comprehensive performance
across different tasks, we selected Gemini 3 Pro Preview as
our final judge model. Although it did not achieve the highest
alignment in the Document Drafting task, it demonstrated su-
perior performance in the remaining two categories.

F.2 Scoring Mechanics

To prevent scoring discrepancies, we utilize a scoring rate
(Earned Points / Total Points). We established eight compre-
hensive metrics. Since LLMs are prone to calculation errors,
we employ regular expressions to extract raw scores from the
JSON or list outputs generated by the Judge model (as defined
in the scoring prompts) and perform the final summation pro-
grammatically.

G Detailed Error Analysis

G.1 Error Analysis of Public Legal
Consultation

For Task 1, we analyzed 183 low-scoring responses and identi-
fied four common categories of errors along with eight specific
issues. The common problems observed in current LLMs dur-
ing public legal consultation include:

 Insufficient grasp of facts and causal relationships.
Models often struggle to accurately link reported events
to their legal consequences.

¢ Shallow understanding of evidence. Models fre-
quently fail to build a closed logical loop of questioning
around evidence, missing the necessity of corroborating
key facts.

» Weak identification of specific evidence types. There
is a general lack of sensitivity to the specific forms of
evidence required for different legal claims.

* Defects in role adherence. Some models exhibit limi-
tations in their ability to discern and analyze the overall
case context due to persona setting issues.

Beyond these commonalities, distinct model-specific weak-
nesses were observed. For instance, GPT-5.2 tends to deviate
from key facts during follow-up questioning, resulting in di-
vergent lines of inquiry. Gemini-3.0 struggles with cases
involving complex evidence, often failing to understand pro-
bative requirements and asking questions without sufficient
legal basis.

Overall, the performance of current LLMs in simulating
real-world legal consultation remains insufficient. Whether in
fact organization, causal inference, or evidence analysis, mod-
els generally exhibit shallow understanding and fragmented
reasoning. This is particularly evident in complex cases with
multiple causes or weak evidence chains, where misjudgments
and omissions of key points are frequent.

G.2 Error Analysis of Practical Case Analysis

In Task 2, we examined 200 low-scoring cases and summa-
rized the errors into four dimensions covering 16 specific
issues. The common issues across models are:

¢ Conclusion: Fundamental errors in legal characteriza-
tion.

« Case Facts: Omission of key facts that affect qualitative
analysis, as well as loss of important details such as time,
amount, and subject identity.

¢ Reasoning Process: Failure to follow the required legal
reasoning sequence (e.g., syllogism).

 Statutory Basis: Absence of core legal provisions.

Model-specific analysis reveals that GPT-5.2 has signifi-
cant deficiencies in legal retrieval and application, frequently
missing important legal bases or citing incorrect versions.
Gemini-3.0 shows defects in the integrity of reasoning chains
and logical rigor, alongside serious issues with missing core
statutes.

In summary, current LLMs have not yet reached a profes-
sional level in practical case analysis. While they can generate
structured text, they exhibit obvious shortcomings in verifiable
analysis: often omitting key facts, reasoning with improper
order or broken chains, and misapplying laws (e.g., mixing
new and old laws, or failing to distinguish between general
and special provisions).
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GPT Gemini Claude Qwen3 Kimi Dpsk
Category  Error Type 52 30 45  -Max -K2 -V32
Insufficient grasp of factual causal relationships v v v v v v
Facts & Insufficient dismantling of contract clauses 4
Logic Insufficient grasp of subject behavior and timing v
Ignoring chronological order due to realistic noise v
Evidence Insufficient grasp of evidence-related plots v v v 4 4 4
Weak directivity for specific evidence types v v v v v v
. Follow-up questions deviate from core focus v v v 4
Inquiry S .
Focus Deviations in understanding legal concepts 4
Insufficient ability to lock onto core elements v v
Model setting issues leading to errors v v v v 4 4
Role & . .
Strategy Lack of procedural and strategic connection v
Poor integration in cross-domain cases v

Table 24: Distribution of error types in Task 1 PLC across representative models. (v'indicates the presence of the

error).

Case Study: Dispute over Cryptocurrency Mining Ma-
chine Sales

Case Summary: Party A purchased “Innosilicon ALO
Servers” (mining machines) from Party B for 50,000 RMB
(48,000 RMB for goods + 2,000 RMB shipping). Party B
labeled them “no returns or exchanges.” Party A refused
the initial delivery. A second notarized delivery confirmed
the goods did not match the agreed model, and Party A
refused again. Party B neither refunded nor replaced the
goods. Both parties confirmed the subject matter was min-
ing machines. Party B knew that “the state does not allow
sales,” and Party A was a “miner” aware of the usage.
Question: Answer with logic [Conclusion] + [Case Facts]
+ [Reasoning] + [Statutes]: Should the court order Party B
to return 50,000 RMB and corresponding interest?
Analysis of Model Performance: The model exhibited
significant failures in sequential reasoning:

* Reasoning Order Violation: The model skipped
the mandatory first step of analyzing “contract valid-
ity” and directly proceeded to “breach of contract,”
assuming the contract was valid. It failed to follow
the “Step 1 (Validity) — Step 2 (Return) — Step 3
(Interest)” sequence.

Missing Core Premise: It failed to identify the ille-
gality of trading mining machines, erroneously citing
“no explicit legal prohibition” to deem the contract
valid. This ignores regulatory restrictions and public
order requirements.

¢ Broken Logical Chain:

— In Step 2, instead of applying “void contract
restitution” (Civil Code Art. 157), it applied
“contract rescission for breach.” It also failed to
separate shipping costs from the goods price.

— In Step 3, it supported the interest claim with-
out analyzing the mutual fault regarding the
illegal transaction, ignoring that both parties
share responsibility for the void contract.

Diagnosis: The error stems from an inability to prioritize
the “validity judgment” as a prerequisite. By skipping this
foundational step, the subsequent reasoning on liability and
remedies lost its legal basis.

G.3 Error Analysis of Legal Document
Generation

For Task 3, an analysis of 183 low-scoring responses revealed
two common issues:

* Inaccurate Legal Application: Insufficient grasp of
the timeliness, relevance, and citation principles of laws.

¢ Weak Jurisdiction Review: Insufficient sensitivity and
capability in reviewing jurisdictional rules.

These problems are prevalent across all models. Both inter-
national state-of-the-art models (e.g., GPT-5.2, Claude-4.5)
and other strong models (e.g., DeepSeek, Qwen) struggle to
perfectly resolve issues related to legal "hallucinations" and
procedural logic.

Regarding individual differences, GPT-5.2, Claude-4.5,
and Gemini-3.0 make fewer errors in basic legal logic such
as "proper party" determination and "fact summarization,"
indicating stronger instruction following and stability. Con-
versely, models like DeepSeek, Kimi, and Qwen3-Max are
more prone to hallucinations and blindly following client in-
structions even when they are legally unsound.

Overall, while current models are mature in text organiza-
tion, they lack substantive quality. They often fail to judge the
suitability of subjects (blindly following wrong instructions),
lack sensitivity to the statutory scope of claims (accepting
unreasonable claims or omitting lawful ones), and violate the
rigor required for legal documents.

H Case Study

In this section, we conduct a granular qualitative evaluation
through representative case studies to assess the practical rea-
soning capabilities of legal LLMs. To provide a comprehen-
sive perspective, we initially performed preliminary tests on
several state-of-the-art foreign general-purpose models (e.g.,
GPT-40, Llama 3). Our observations confirm that models not
pre-trained or fine-tuned on Chinese legal corpora perform
poorly in the domestic legal context; they often struggle with
local legal terminology, fail to adapt to the specific hierarchi-
cal validity of Chinese statutes, and lack the stylistic nuances
required for formal Chinese legal instruments.

To ensure a balanced analysis, we have selected two con-
trasting models for a detailed case study: LegalOne, which
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Category  Error Type GPT-5.2 Gemini-3.0 Claude-4.5 Qwen3-Max Kimi-K2 DeepSeek-V3.2
Legal characterization error v v v v v
Conclusion  Incomplete conclusion (missing calcs) 4 v
Validity/Time-effect error v v
Omission of key facts v v v v 4 v
Facts Omission of details (time/amount) v v v v v
Bias towards one party’s claim v v
Incorrect reasoning order v v v v 4 v
. Incorrect analysis focus v v v 4 4
Analysis
Missing reasoning steps v v v v v
Logical jumps/Non-rigorous v v v 4 v
Missing core statutes v v v v 4 v
Incorrect version (Old/Repealed) v v v v v
Statutes Correct citation, incorrect content v v v
Incorrect citation, correct content v
Improper application (General vs Special) v v v 4 v

Table 25: Distribution of error types in Task 2 (Practical Case Analysis) across representative models.

demonstrates the potential of high-performing legal-domain
models (the “Good Case”), and SaulLLM, which serves as a
representative example of recurring logical and procedural
deficiencies (the “Bad Case”).

H.1 A Case Study of LegalOne

We selected LegalOne for a detailed case study across three
core tasks. The results suggest that the core value of legal-
domain models lies not merely in “statutory memorization,”
but in adopting a legal professional’s mindset for verifiable
logical inference.

H.1.1 Case Analysis Task

LegalOne demonstrates significant strengths in structured rea-
soning and fact filtering:

* Interpretable and Verifiable Reasoning: The model
adopts a strict syllogistic structure: major premise (legal
rule) — minor premise (facts) — conclusion. In consumer
fraud cases, it moves progressively from legal defini-
tions to element analysis.

* Element-Focused Fact Summarization: It filters ir-
relevant noise and extracts key facts related to liability.
For example, in medical treatment disputes, it correctly
highlights authorization status and medical evaluation
results.

* Accuracy of Statutory Citations: It accurately distin-
guishes hierarchical validity levels. In discounted goods
disputes, it correctly cited Article 288 of the Civil Code
and supplemented relevant judicial interpretations.

* Weakness: Its sensitivity to regulatory updates remains
a bottleneck, occasionally citing outdated judicial inter-
pretations (e.g., Labor Dispute Interpretation III instead
of the current Interpretation I).

H.1.2 Public Legal Consultation Task

Compared to general models, LegalOne exhibits proactive
inquiry capabilities:

¢ Precise Characterization: It rapidly identifies core
relationships such as apparent agency or capital with-
drawal.

* Evidence Chain Awareness: It prioritizes the verifi-
cation of original contracts, bank transfers, and police
receipts.

¢ Risk Probing: It actively probes hidden risks like nom-
inee shareholding or civil-criminal overlaps.

* Weaknesses: It occasionally overlooks micro-details
(e.g., specific dates or annotations) and shows unstable
coverage of procedural issues like jurisdiction.

H.1.3 Legal Document Generation Task

¢ Standardized Formatting: Outputs strictly follow
Mainland China’s legal standards, including court des-
ignation and signature blocks.

» Factual Reconstruction: It forms a complete factual
chain with fewer omissions than general models.

* Weaknesses: It shows vulnerability to “trap detection.”
For instance, in real estate disputes, it may be misled by
party narratives into selecting an incorrect jurisdiction,
resulting in a total failure to meet exclusive jurisdiction
requirements. It also tends to fabricate missing party
information not provided in the prompt.

H.2 A Case Study of SaulLM

In contrast to LegalOne, SaulLM exhibits several systemic
flaws that are typical of underperforming legal models during
the proactive inquiry phase.

* Evidence-Related Details and Logical Loop Failures

— Evidence Chain Integrity: The model frequently
overlooks the closing of the evidence loop (e.g.,
Case 35).
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— Targeted Inquiry Failure: It fails to ask for criti-
cal documentary evidence. In Cases 14 and 22, it
failed to request the original IOU; in Case 12, it
ignored specific terms of guarantee contracts.

— Conclusion Bias: Excessive focus on final loss
results while neglecting the procedural logic of
administrative reconsideration (Case 46).

* Inadequate Grasp of Factual Causality and Subject Ac-
tions

— Causality Gaps: Questions remain too macro-
scopic, lacking cause-and-effect depth (Cases 5,
6, and 23).

— Identity Status Errors: In Case 26, it failed to
verify adoption registration or household proof,
rendering it unable to confirm legal inheritance
qualifications.

— Liability Elements: Inquiries stay at the surface
level of “who is liable” without drilling into the
statutory elements required to constitute that lia-
bility.

* Repetitive and Invalid Questioning Patterns

— Redundancy: Habitual repetition of known facts
(e.g., re-verifying signed contracts) leads to inter-
action inefficiency.

— Template Dependency: It relies heavily on cliché
questions such as “Do you understand the regula-
tions?” or “Are you considering suing?”’ which
provide zero substantive value to factual recon-
struction.

10116
50



