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Evaluating LLMs Through Multi-Turn Legal Consultation
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Legal consultation is not legal QA over complete facts. The best LLM reaches only 0.562 on consultation-grounded legal
reasoning, and models get worse when clients need guidance most.

461 5,532 6,759 4 26

_real cases paired client-belief / expert rubrics client narrative LLMs evaluated
Chinese & U.S. law court-record facts (3,411 inquiry + 3,348 issue) styles e Pe seselems

1 Why multi-turn legal consultation? 3 Evaluation setup

» Clients tell fragmented, misframed stories, not clean fact patterns. Task. The lawyer LLM sees only the client’s opening statement, then chooses Ask CLIENT or

» A lawyer must elicit missing facts and test the client’s theory. SUBMIT MEMO for up to 10 turns.

» LegalBench, LawBench, LEXam, ... hand the model pre-assembled facts. Same facts, four client narrative styles

Example failure E

| 1 told you
what happened.
Why do you
keep asking?

I want to

I'm not sure

solve this what’s important.

You tell me
what to do.

| sighed the settlement. They paid me only RMB 4,000.
| think the agreement is invalid because they
pressured me and paid too little.

| Cooperative Dependent Withdrawn Adversarial
!f the|¥di?:es'suredby0|:| a?ﬁ pa::d only F\;MB 4’000’tthen — volunteers facts defers to lawyer short, evasive challenges lawyer
invalidity is probably the strongest argument. |@! o . .
(client-side anchoring) Let’s focus on proving = Three abilities, scored with expert rubrics

that...(confirmation-seeking reasoning) —
LLM Lawyer ; .
' had iust left the h ol that d Th o th Information gathering Legal reasoning Claim support
dd Just |e € NOoSpPItal that aday. ey Sal e e o o e e .
J P y. NSy Elicitation Resolution Fidelity
money was enough and that everything would be
finished after | Signed Fact Coverage + Inquiry Fact Res. + |ssue Res. memo claims supported?
Client . :
Judge panel: GPT-5.1, Claude Opus-4.6, Gemini-3.1-Pro, with same-vendor recusal.
That is enough to show the agreement was unfair D — Human checks: judge-expert agreement 95.5% (x =0.848); client style recovered 96.9% (x =0.917).
and invalid. (insufficient fact elicitation) Did the |@!
agreement say you could not ask for more money =T
later? —
LLM Lawyer
4 Leaderboard: 26 LLMs
—\| [Writing legal memo] The settlement should be treated
g@l as invalid (unsupported invalidity conclusion) because o . o
| e—— |
LLM Lawyer 4,000... [Continuing to write legal memo] 1 @ GPT-5.5 D 0.71 WD 0.56 D 0.93
2 & GPT-5.4 D) .65 D 0.55 I ©.94
c . . e : — : : . 3 ® GPT-5.2 D 0.68 D 0.50 D 0.94
The LLM lawyeroadopts the cl.lent S |nval|d|.ty theory, asks confirmation-seeking questions, and carries it 4 4 Gemini-3.1-Pro S 0.57 D 0.47 —
into the memo instead of testing and reframing it. 5 % Claude-Opus-4.7 D 0.54 ™ 0.44 WD 0.57
6 2 Qwen3.6-Max-Preview D 0.56 BD 0.44 D 0.87
7 3 Claude-Opus-4.6 D 0.57 D 0.43 D 0.38
8 & Kimi-K2.6 D 0.55 D 0.42 D 0.87
I .. 9 @ GLM-5.1 D) 0.56 D 0.42 D .55
2 Building DLawBench from court opinions 10 v DeepSeek-V4-Pro — 0 0.42 —r
11 & Kimi-K2.5 D 0.54 D 0.40 D 0.33
12 3¢ Claude-Sonnet-4.6 D 0.50 D 0.38 D 0.89
13 2 Qwen3.6-Plus D 0.52 D 0.37 D 0.37
14 @ GLM-5 D 0.52 D 0.37 D 0.35
Real cases Separate Pair views Rubrics 15 ¢4 Grok-4.1-Fast D 0.50 D 0.35 D 0.74
N o) g 16 (» Doubao-Seed-2.0-Pro D 0.57 D 0.34 D 0.88
1 ! | '|'|"' a%s a 17 & DeepSeek-V3.2-Thinking D 0.51 D 0.32 D 0.90
— -‘_‘ — ERIENY — » 18 4l MiniMax-M2.7 D 0.50 D 0.32 D 0.84
461 public opinions party account client belief (visible) what to ask 19 €2 Qwen3.5-Plus D 0.49 D 0.32 D 0.86
264 CN - 197 U.S. . 20 4 Gemini-3.1-Flash-Lite D 0.41 P 0.31 D 0.34
0 domaie vs. court findings & VS. co.urt record what to resolve )1 ¥ Owen3.6-Flash 0.44 m—— 0.83
reasoning (hidden) 22 & DeepSeek-R1 D 0.48 D 0.27 D 0.84
23 4lh MiniMax-M2.5 D 0.42 D 0.26 D 0.79
» 25 legal experts rewrite each case; a second expert cross-reviews. 24 4% Olmo-3-32B-Think D 035 ) 0.14 D) 0.62
: . , , , , , 25 4% 0Olmo-3.1-32B-Instruct D 0.30 ) 0.13 D 0.62
> 68.5% of fact pairs are disputed: the client’s belief differs from the court record, but is 6 @ LegalOne-8B B 0.15 ) 0.08 D 0.27
discoverable by good questioning.
5 Key findings
1 Large headroom 3 Weakest when needed most 4 Legal sycophancy
Best model GPT-5.5 reaches only 0.562 Resolution. Scores drop most with Dependent & Withdrawn clients, exactly Models turn unverified client framing into
» Closed APl models lead: GPT-5.5/ 5.4/ 5.2 take the top 3. when guidance should matter most. client-favorable legal support: professionally packaged
» Open-weight models are competitive mid-pack: Kimi-K2.6 and ,, [nformation Gathering Legal Reasoning Claim Support error.
GLM-5.1 at 0.42. o ® Dependent -~ With‘iawn A idversarial High coverage, wrong legal route
» Legal-domain LegalOne-8B ranks last at 0.08: domain tuning ° ! A | B = Claude-Opus-4.6 - Dependent client
: g= A T
alone is not enough. 5 2 “ = . N 0.95 Fact Coverage, 1.00 Fidelity, yet 0.10 Fact Res. and 0 Issue
S PS | | Res.: it argued the client’s wage-underpayment theory instead
: il of testing it.
2 Coverage # reasoning 5 6 m m
GLM-5.1 gets facts into the memo, but not into correct 2 Withdrawn-client gap filling
legal analysis: = 0 Kimi-K2.6 - Withdrawn client
: -10 |
Fact C e 0.82 Fact Coverage, but 0 Fact & Issue Res.: short, evasive
act Loverase Colizzge Inquiry o 1 U Fidelity answers were filled in as a stronger infringement story.
Inquiry O 0.36
Issue Resolution cummmms» 0.33 Safe consultation needs independent legal judgment,

Adversarial clients who challenge the lawyer hurt far less.

Abilities are linked but separable (Elicitation-Resolution 1 =0.94). Cooperative-only evaluation would overestimate consultation quality. hot just attentive listening.



