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Abstract

Mock trial has long served as an important platform for legal
professional training and education. It not only helps students
learn about realistic trial procedures, but also provides prac-
tical value for case analysis and judgment prediction. Tradi-
tional mock trials are difficult to access by the public because
they rely on professional tutors and human participants. For-
tunately, the rise of large language models (LLMs) provides
new opportunities for creating more accessible and scalable
court simulations. While promising, existing research mainly
focuses on agent construction while ignoring the systematic
design and evaluation of court simulations, which are actually
more important for the credibility and usage of court simula-
tion in practice. To this end, we present the first court simu-
lation framework – SimCourt – based on the real-world pro-
cedure structure of Chinese courts. Our framework replicates
all 5 core stages of a Chinese trial and incorporates 5 court-
room roles, faithfully following the procedural definitions in
China. To simulate trial participants with different roles, we
propose and craft legal agents equipped with memory, plan-
ning, and reflection abilities. Experiment on legal judgment
prediction show that our framework can generate simulated
trials that better guide the system to predict the imprisonment,
probation, and fine of each case. Further annotations by hu-
man experts show that agents’ responses under our simula-
tion framework even outperformed judges and lawyers from
the real trials in many scenarios. These further demonstrate
the potential of LLM-based court simulation.

Code — https://github.com/Miracle-2001/SimCourt
Datasets — https://github.com/Miracle-2001/SimCourt

Introduction
Legal education and training play a critical role in cul-
tivating professional skills and fostering a sense of jus-
tice among future legal practitioners. Mock trial, a widely
adopted educational method, enables students and profes-
sionals to simulate trial proceedings, sharpen courtroom
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Input (Case Information)
Defendant's information: Defendant Zhang San, born on January 18, 1999 in City A.
Indictment: At 3:37 on May 8, 2024, the defendant Zhang San drove a small car...
Evidence:1. The documentary evidence: incident process, administrative case
registration form, case filing decision, case filing notice...
2. The verbal evidence: including the testimony of witness Li Si, Wang Wu...
3. The appraisal opinions, judicial appraisal opinions, blood alcohol test notices...

Output (Court Record with Judgment)

Trial 
Investigation

Trial 
Preparation

Evidence 
Presentation

Trial 
Debate

Final 
Statement

Stenographer: The courtroom
rules have been read. Judge, the

court may now proceed.

Judge: The case of Zhang San for the
crime of dangerous driving is now in

session.

 Prosecutor: Were you aware that you were
intoxicated when you were driving vehicle?

Defandant:  I didn’t realize I
was that intoxicated

Prosecutor: The results of three breath
alcohol tests, which are as follows...

Attorney: The breath test
results vary too much — we
question their reliability.

Prosecutor: First, on the facts...
Second, on the charges...

Attorney:  The following key points
about mitigating circumstances

deserve special emphasis...

Judge: Defendant, you have the
right to make a final statement

in court.

Defandant: Judge, I deeply recognize the
wrongfulness of my drunk driving...

Judge: Defendant Zhang San is convicted of dangerous driving, sentenced to
two months’ detention with three months’ probation, and fined 2,000 RMB.

Figure 1: The input of SimCourt consists of 3 components:
defendant’s information, indictment and evidence. Its output
is a complete 5-stage trial proceeding record, culminating in
a final judgment.

reasoning, and gain hands-on legal experience (Issa, Kad-
dumi, and Alwerikat 2023; Tang 2021). However, tradi-
tional mock trials heavily rely on expert participation, proper
venues, and offline human involvement. Additionally, they
are time-consuming, expensive, and lack reproducibility
(Zhang 2021). These limitations constrain the scalability of
the traditional mock trial.

Recent advances on large language models (LLMs) and
LLM-based agents bring new opportunities. LLMs are ca-
pable of instruct following, reasoning, text generation, and
human socialization understanding (Zhao et al. 2023). With
carefully designed modules and external tools, LLM-based
agents can perform as intelligent tools for specific domain
(Xi et al. 2023; Zhang et al. 2024). These capabilities are
highly compatible with the demands of rule adherence,
courtroom debate, long-context response and legal reason-
ing inherent in judicial proceedings. By constructing LLM
agents to simulate different roles in a courtroom, we can
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conduct court simulation automatically, offering valuable
training opportunities and references for legal professionals.

Despite this potential, existing studies on court simula-
tion remain limited in scope. They typically focus on sim-
plified debate segments that fail to cover the full procedu-
ral of a trial, and there isn’t a well-established and rigor-
ous evaluation framework of both the judgment accuracy
and interaction quality in the simulated trials. These limi-
tations severely restrict their applicability in legal education
and decision. In addition to procedural design and rigorous
evaluation, further efforts are also needed in the agent sys-
tem design. While powerful, general-domain LLMs still re-
main limited in maintaining courtroom roles, generating co-
herent arguments and making logical legal reasoning under
courtroom scenarios. Therefore, it is essential to propose a
structured, qualified agent system in which all critical roles
are well simulated.

To address the aforementioned problems, we proposed a
novel mock trial framework– SimCourt – grounded in the
official procedural structure of criminal trials in Chinese
courts. As illustrated in Figure.1, the input of SimCourt con-
sists of basic case materials collected before a trial, includ-
ing the defendant’s information, the indictment and corre-
sponding evidences. The output of the simulation is a full 5-
stage trial record with corresponding judgment documents,
which contains the final sentence and explanations created
by the judge. In order to achieve professional, coherent,
and logical court simulation, we carefully designed different
courtroom agents with three modules: the Profile, Memory,
and Strategy module. The Profile module helps the agent
understand its role and goal, the Memory module tracks
the progression of the trial, and the Strategy module guide
the agent to develop plans and generate responses accord-
ingly. To compensate agents built from general LLMs with
domain-specific knowledge, each agent is equipped with le-
gal retrievers that can retrieve legal articles and relevant
cases. This design helps us to simulate different courtroom
roles under the same agent structure.

To comprehensively evaluate the quality of our LLM-
based mock trial, we develop an evaluation framework as
well as a benchmark based on both the objective goals of
the court and a process evaluation guideline widely used by
Chinese legal professionals1. The framework consists of two
parts, namely the evaluation of judgment prediction and the
evaluation of court simulation process. In judgment predic-
tion, we extract the final sentences from the output of Sim-
Court and compare it with the real sentences recorded for the
same trial. In process evaluation, we summarize 30 aspects
commonly used by legal experts to judge the performance
of a judge or a lawyer, and conduct pairwise annotations to
compare the quality of responses generated by our system
and real human professionals in the trials. For better repro-
ducibility, we construct a benchmark for mock trial based on
the above evaluation framework by randomly sampled 200
criminal case documents and 20 video recordings from the
most common 40 criminals from LeCard2.0 dataset (Li et al.

1http://gongbao.court.gov.cn/Details/
ee6a5b1d20140c38c800c91c728d63.html

2024a) and China Court Trial Online2, respectively. Exper-
iment results show that SimCourt can generate high-quality
trial recordings and agents in our system outperform real hu-
man in court from many perspectives.

The main contributions of our work can be summarized
as followings:

(1) We proposed SimCourt, a Chinese criminal court sim-
ulation framework based on real trial procedures.

(2) We designed a courtroom agent framework with mem-
ory, planning and reflection abilities. Equipped with multiple
modules and external legal tools, agents can simulate pro-
fessional lawyers or judges and generate high-quality trial
records in SimCourt.

(3) We develop a comprehensive evaluation framework
for LLM-based mock trial based on the quality of judgment
prediction and a process evaluation guidelines widely used
by Chinese judges. Experiment results show that our system
and agents can generate responses better than those recorded
in real trials from many perspectives, demonstrating the po-
tential of SimCourt for legal practice and education.

Related Work
Framework of LLM-based agents Agents powered by
LLMs can present human-like actions and has potential op-
portunities in areas such as role-playing, social simulation
and code generation (Guo et al. 2024). Generally, a LLM-
based agent should have a perception and action module
to interact with the environment (Xi et al. 2023). To better
achieve typical goals, agents should also be equipped with
memory module, external knowledge base and planning
ability (Zhang et al. 2024). Approaches including reason-
action combination and tool usage can also enhance the per-
formances of agents on various tasks (Yao et al. 2023; Qin
et al. 2024). Different from internal mechanism design in
single agent system, a multi-agent system emphasizes di-
verse agent profiles, inter-agent communications, and col-
lective decision-making abilities (Guo et al. 2024).

World Simulation with LLM-based agents. Leveraging
the preliminary understanding of the real world of LLMs,
researchers have recently pioneered a new direction: simu-
lating the real world using agents powered by LLMs (Mou
et al. 2024). For instance, Wang et.al.(Wang et al. 2023) ex-
amine the recommendation system via multi-agent commu-
nication on a virtual social media platform. Li et.al. (Li et al.
2024b) construct an entire hospital treatment progress from
registration to doctor consultant with LLM-based agent sys-
tems. Further researches on software development, gaming,
employment consultant and social science area also validate
novel application values of LLM-based agent system on real
world simulation (Qian et al. 2023; Xu et al. 2023; Tang
et al. 2024; Xie et al. 2024; Jin et al. 2024).

For court simulation area, Chen et.al. provides a sim-
plified trial debate simulation framework named Agent-
Court (Chen et al. 2024), in which lawyer agents can evolve
with adversarial debating. He et.al. (He et al. 2024) pro-
posed AgentsCourt, a judicial decision-making agent with
trial debates simulation and legal knowledge augmentation,

2https://tingshen.court.gov.cn/



Trial 
Investigation

Trial 
Preparation

Evidence 
Presentation

Trial 
Debate

Final 
Statement

Court Rules
Announcement

Identity
Verification Recusal Application InquiryRights Advisement

Indictment Reading Objection Inquiry Prosecutior Questioning Attorney Questioning

Prosecution Evidence
Presentation

Defendant
Cross-Examination

Attorney
Cross-Examination

Prosecution Arguments Defense Arguments

Defendant's Final
Statement Judgment Delivery Court Dismissal

Court Session
Commencement

Judge Questioning

Defense Evidence
Presentation 

Prosecutor
Cross-Examination

Debate Guidelines Self-Defense

Court Education

Judge

Stenographer Defendant

Prosecutor

Attorney

Roles
&

Color

Figure 2: The flowchart of the trial procedure in SimCourt, which is grounded on real trial procedures. Colors of the boxes
represent the roles that lead the respective phase. The correspondence between roles and colors can be found at the bottom right
corner of the chart. In the diagram, the dashed arrows represent optional backtracking.

which shows the importance of constructing trial process in
legal judgment prediction (LJP) task. However, comparing
to SimCourt, these works ignored the systematic process de-
sign and evaluation of simulations, resulting in restricted ap-
plication value in legal education and decision support.

Methodology
This section presents the overall structure of SimCourt and
the design of agents for simulating different courtroom roles.

Trial Procedure and Participants The overall procedure
and participants of our simulated court in SimCourt is pre-
sented in Figure.2. SimCourt is grounded in the official pro-
cedural structure of criminal trials in Chinese courts with 5
stages (i.e., Trial Preparation, Trial Investigation, Evidence
Presentation, Trial Debate and Final Statement) and 5 crit-
ical roles (i.e., Judge, Prosecutor, Attorney, Defendant and
Stenographer) involved. The detailed explanations of each
stage are provided below:

Trial Preparation Stage represents the start of a trial.
Here, Stenographer first announces the rules of the court.
Then Judge in turn verifies the identity of parties, advise the
Defendant’s rights and make inquires about recusal.

Trial Investigation Stage focuses on verifying the basic
facts about the case. In this stage, Prosecutor and Attorney in
turn examine the Defendant about the case proceedings, out-
comes, post-case handling and other related aspects. Judge
may also choose to questioning the defendant if necessary.

Presentation of Evidence Stage is the time when Prose-
cutor and Attorney present their evidence in sequence. The
evidence is subject to examination by the opposing party.

Trial Debate Stage is one of the most important part of
a trial. Prosecutor and Attorney engage in a comprehensive
debate based on their respective positions, covering the na-
ture of the case, the application of laws, and sentencing rec-
ommendations. Judge listens to both parties’ viewpoints and
provide guidance at appropriate times.

Final Statement Stage is where Judge grants Defendant
the right to make a final allocution for fairness and justice.
After that, Judge issues the final judgment documents based
on the case details and trial arguments.

To navigate and finish each stage of the courtroom process
smoothly and effectively, each participant of the court must
perform their jobs accurately and professionally. This means
that participants need to not only produce contextually co-
herent, logical, and flexible utterances, but also behave with
certain level of legal proficiency. Specifically,

• Defendant needs to protect his or her own interests
within the scope of the case information.

• Prosecutor should hold a proper questioning strategy,
make logical accusations and effective defense rebuttal.

• Attorney should be aware of the Defendant’s rights, and
propose logical evidence rebuttal and defense arguments.

• Judge must ensure the fairness in the courtroom, neu-
trally control the procedural, and make interventions or
guidance when necessary. Also, he or she must fully in-
vestigate the truth and issue appropriate judgment based
on the case details and trial arguments, typically includ-
ing imprisonment, possible probation, and fines.

• Stenographer should record the trial and participants’
interactions faithfully and correctly.

Agent Structure and Implementation For carrying out
the jobs of the participants, the agent we proposed mainly
consists of 3 modules and 2 external tools, as shown in
Figure.3. Detailed descriptions on modules, tools and other
mechanisms are introduced in this section.

Modules and Tools. Profile, Memory, and Strategy mod-
ules are designed separately to guide the agent to conduct
effective role-playing in the courtroom. The Profile module
consists of the descriptions of basic tasks for courtroom roles
and stage-specific tasks for each specific stage. It guides the
agent to maintain the characteristics of their specific roles
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Figure 3: Agent structure and workflow of SimCourt, which
consists of Profile module, Memory module, Strategy mod-
ule and two external tools. The input-response and reflection
workflow is also illustrated.

and follow the trial procedure accurately. The Memory mod-
ule is constructed with a short-term memory and a long-
term memory. The short-term memory memorizes the lat-
est statements and interactions in the current stage, and the
long-term memory uses LLMs to summarize critical state-
ments of previous stages and then store them for later usage.
Both short-term and long-term memory are fed into LLM
agents to generate the output. The Strategy module is de-
signed to maintain a consistent debate and negotiating strat-
egy for Defendant, Prosecutor, Attorney, and Judge. It assists
the agents to generate structured, logical, and appropriate
statements. Specifically, there are 3 types of strategies im-
plemented in SimCourt, which are Defense strategy, Attack
strategy, and Investigation strategy. The Defense strategy fo-
cuses on maintaining the relevance and probative value of
one’s opinions; the Attack strategy focuses on undermining
the opposing party’s opinions; and the Investigation strat-
egy focuses on clarifying critical issues related to conviction
and sentencing. Each agent create their strategies based on
the case information and their profile at the beginning of the
trial, and use these strategies to guide their behaviors.

To compensate general LLMs with legal domain knowl-
edge, we further include two useful tools, i.e., a legal article
retriever and a legal case retriever, in each courtroom agent.
The legal article retriever can retrieve articles from a law
base consists of 55,347 Chinese laws, including all articles
in the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China. Here
we adopt the simplest yet effective approach by directly re-
trieving the content of legal provisions based on their names
and numbers. The legal case retriever is implemented with
a commercial search service named LegalOne3, which is a
LLM-based search engine that can retrieve and summarize
judicial cases according to natural language queries. Lega-
lOne is built from a large-scale corpus with more than 2 mil-

3https://legalone.com.cn/

lion legal documents and 200,000 representative cases se-
lected by The Supreme People’s Court of China.

Workflow. Before the commencement of the court, each
agent receive their basic courtroom tasks and fill their Profile
module, which would be kept thorough the whole trial pro-
cess. Subsequently, each agent initialize its own strategies.
Prosecutor and Attonery initialize their Attack strategy and
Defense strategy, while Defendant designs his Defense strat-
egy and Judge formulates an Investigation strategy as guid-
ance to investigate the details of the case. Specifically, we
let each agent generate queries related to the application of
law based on the case information, and then submit them to
LegalOne to retrieve similar cases. We then let agents com-
pile a list of relevant legal article titles and obtain their full
content through the legal article retriever. The final Strat-
egy module of an agent is built with the case information,
its courtroom tasks, the retrieved legal provisions and sim-
ilar cases, and the strategy types (i.e., Attack, Defense, and
Investigation) assigned to its role.

As shown in Figure.3, agents take the latest recordings
as input and generate response with their Profile, Memory,
and Strategy modules in prompt context. Then, at the end
of each stage, we require each agent to conduct a reflection
process before proceeding to the next stage, the workflow
of which is also illustrated in Figure.3. Specifically, they
first adjust their Strategy module based on their short-term
memory, long-term memory and retrieval results from tools.
Then they update their long-term memory by summarizing
their long-term memory together with the current short-term
memory. After that, the short-term memory buffer is cleared
and the agent is ready to participate the next stage in the trial.

Evaluation Framework and Benchmark
For a comprehensive evaluation for LLM-based mock trial,
we develop an evaluation framework as well as a benchmark
based on both the objective goals of the court and a widely
used process evaluation guideline. The evaluation frame-
work consists of two parts: judgment prediction evaluation
and simulation process evaluation.

Judgment Prediction Evaluation For judgment predic-
tion, we extract the final judgment made by Judge in the
simulation and compare it with the ground truth recorded in
the original case document on 3 aspects, i.e., imprisonment,
probation and fine, from two perspectives, i.e., categorical
accuracy and quantitative error.

Categorical Accuracy focuses on evaluating whether the
judgment produced by SimCourt fall into the correct cate-
gories supported by law. For imprisonment prediction, in-
spired by the LJP track in CAIL2018 (Xiao et al. 2018),
we examine whether the prediction imprisonment number
is within the same acceptable range with the ground truth
value from the case document, which we define a “hit”.
Specifically, if and only if the predicted imprisonment and
the actual imprisonment both fall within the same statutory
sentencing range, the prediction is considered to be a “hit”.
Accordingly, hit rate is defined as the proportion of cases
where the predicted sentence hits the correct statutory sen-



Method Imprisonment Probation Fine
Relative Error↓ Hit Rate↑ Relative Error↓ Accuracy↑ Relative Error↓ Accuracy↑

Llama-3-8b 1.403±1.573** 0.845 0.834±1.298** 0.385 3.774±6.792** 0.655
GPT-3.5-turbo 1.071±1.181** 0.850 0.856±0.981** 0.440 1.568±3.856* 0.665
Deepseek-v3 0.445±0.442* 0.850 0.494±0.566 0.470 1.055±1.562 0.660
AgentCourt 0.464±0.513* 0.865 0.493±0.496 0.500 1.275±1.923* 0.670
AgentsCourt 0.602±0.748** 0.875 0.601±0.617* 0.700 1.973±5.286* 0.695

PLJP 0.536±0.734** 0.825 0.523±0.605 0.690 1.194±2.366 0.725
SimCourt 0.350±0.367 0.880 0.410±0.435 0.730 0.770±1.210 0.835

Table 1: Legal judgment prediction results comparing with baselines on imprisonment, probation and fine. Relative error (with
standard deviation), hit rate and accuracy relative to the real documents are reported. The best-performing methods are high-
lighted with boldface. */** denotes that SimCourt performs significantly better than baselines at p < 0.05/0.01 level

Method Imprisonment Probation Fine
Relative Error↓ Hit Rate↑ Relative Error↓ Accuracy↑ Relative Error↓ Accuracy↑

SimCourt 0.350±0.367 0.880 0.410±0.435 0.730 0.770±1.210 0.835
w/o Court Simulation 0.413±0.450 0.870 0.443±0.526 0.505 0.937±1.344 0.680
w/o Memory 0.370±0.501 0.850 0.452±0.425 0.695 1.044±2.039 0.830
w/o Strategy 0.424±0.497 0.880 0.426±0.537 0.660 0.860±1.734 0.675

Table 2: Results of ablation study on legal judgment prediction task. Relative error (with standard deviation), hit rate and
accuracy relative to the real documents are reported. The best-performing methods are highlighted with boldface.

tencing interval, which can be calculated as the followings:

HitRate =
1

N

N∑
i=1

1[Li ≤ Pi ≤ Ui], (1)

where N denotes the number of cases. For the ith case, Pi

represents the predicted imprisonment while Li and Ui de-
notes the lower and upper bounds of the sentencing interval
of actual imprisonment, respectively. For probation predic-
tion, we treat it as a binary classification task. A prediction is
considered correct if and only if both the predicted and the
actual judgment agree that probation is applicable, or both
agree that it is not applicable. Fine prediction is evaluated in
the same manner with probation.

Quantitative Error evaluates the relative error between
the predicted judgment by court simulation and the ground
truth from the case document, which provides a different an-
gle to understand the performance of judgment prediction.
For example, let the ground truth imprisonment for the ith
case be Ti. Then the relative error of predicted imprisonment
is computed as

RelativeError =
1

N

N∑
i=1

|Pi − Ti|
Ti

, (2)

The lower the relative error is, the better the imprisonment
prediction is. The relative error for probation and fine is
computed in a similar way. Note that in the above equation,
we explicitly exclude cases where Ti is 0 or where Ti rep-
resents a non-numeric sentence (e.g., the death penalty) to
avoid numerical problems. This exclusion may introduce a
certain bias to the metric. Therefore, a better practice is to
jointly consider both the categorical accuracy and quantita-
tive error for the evaluation of different models or systems.

Trial Process Evaluation Based on the evaluation guide-
line for Chinese legal professionals, we propose a process
evaluation framework which lies on 30 different aspects, as
shown in Table.3. Here we focus the evaluation on three ma-
jor roles and three most important stages in the court, namely
Judge, Prosecutor, Attorney, and Trial Investigation, Evi-
dence Presentation, Trial Debate, respectively. In addition
to the 27 stage-wise evaluation, we also exams the overall
performance of Judge, Prosecutor, and Attorney. In practice,
quantifying the actual performance of each role in each court
stage is usually difficult even for legal experts. Therefore,
we conduct pairwise evaluation instead of pointwise evalu-
ation for better reproducibility. Specifically, we collect real
recording of trials in Chinese court and use the same case
materials to conduct court simulation with SimCourt. Then
we hire human experts to compare the simulated trial with
the real trial and annotate whether the roles in the simulation
outperform, underperform, or perform equally with those in
the real trial on each of the 30 aspects.

Benchmark Construction To ensure the reproducibility
of our work and support future studies, we construct and
release a mock trial benchmark based on our proposed eval-
uation framework. For judgment prediction evaluation, we
need the case description as input and the actual judgment as
ground truth, which can be extracted from case documents
automatically. Thus, we randomly selected 200 cases from
LeCaRDv2 (Li et al. 2024a), a large-scale Chinese legal case
retrieval dataset containing 55,192 cases, from 40 most com-
mon charges (5 per charge). To avoid unnecessary confusion
in case descriptions, all selected cases are first-instance trials
involving a single defendant. We used Deepseek-v3 model
(Liu et al. 2024) to extract the defendant’s information, in-
dictment, and evidence as input, and refined details with hu-



Aspect Sim. Draw Hum.

Trial Investigation-Judge
Clarity of Questioning Structure 0.70 0.30 0.00

Neutrality and Procedural Control 0.85 0.10 0.05
Professional Evidence Examination 0.80 0.15 0.05

Trial Investigation-Prosecutor
Proper Questioning Strategy 0.90 0.05 0.05
Precise Legal Terminology 1.00 0.00 0.00

Lawful Prosecutorial Questioning 0.40 0.45 0.15
Trial Investigation-Attorney

Relevance and Precision in Questioning 1.00 0.00 0.00
Awareness of Procedural Legitimacy 0.95 0.05 0.00

Awareness of Defendant’s Rights 1.00 0.00 0.00

Evidence Presentation-Judge
Normative Conduct 0.85 0.15 0.00

Cross-Exam Legality Control 0.55 0.30 0.15
Awareness of Fair Trial Safeguards 0.65 0.30 0.05

Evidence Presentation-Prosecutor
Accuracy in Evidence Presentation 0.90 0.10 0.00

Moderation in Aggressive Advocacy 0.90 0.10 0.00
Proper Response to Objections 0.95 0.05 0.00

Evidence Presentation-Attorney
Precision in Challenging Key Issues 0.95 0.05 0.00

Rigor in Evidence Analysis 0.95 0.05 0.00
Effectiveness in Evidence Rebuttal 1.00 0.00 0.00

Trial Debate-Judge
Clear Adversarial Framing 0.85 0.10 0.05

Impartial Verbal Interventions 0.65 0.25 0.10
Pace and Order Control 0.85 0.10 0.05

Trial Debate-Prosecutor
Logical Coherence of Accusation 0.95 0.00 0.05

Accuracy in Legal Citation 1.00 0.00 0.00
Effective Defense Rebuttal 0.95 0.05 0.00

Trial Debate-Attorney
Clarity of Defense Arguments 0.95 0.00 0.05

Logical Rigor in Legal Reasoning 0.90 0.05 0.05
Balanced Legal and Emotional Appeal 0.85 0.10 0.05

Overall Performance
Judge 0.95 0.00 0.05

Prosecutor 1.00 0.00 0.00
Attorney 1.00 0.00 0.00

Table 3: The results of trial process evaluation, which repre-
sents annotators’ preferences on 30 aspects across 20 cases.
“Sim.” represents proportions of cases where annotators pre-
fer SimCourt, “Hum.” represents proportions where annota-
tors prefer the real ones created by human, and ‘Draw’ indi-
cates that annotators cannot distinguish which is better.

man legal expert review.
For process evaluation, the input should be the case de-

scriptions and the recordings of real trials in court. To this
end, we downloaded 20 open trial videos with the full trial
records provided on China Court Trial Online and converted
the audio into text (with human proofreading). The sampled
recordings cover 20 distinct charges drawn from the same

40-charge set used in judgment prediction evaluation. The
recordings are 37-minutes long and contain 8,000 words on
average. We manually extracted the indictment, defendant’s
information, and corresponding evidence to serve as input
for court simulation.

Note that none of the selected cases above is included in
the corpus of LegalOne, which means that no model can di-
rectly get the answers from retrieved case documents.

Experiments
Legal Judgment Prediction This section presents experi-
ments on legal judgment prediction (LJP) tasks, focusing on
the effectiveness of imprisonment, probation, and fine deci-
sions in the predicted documents relative to the real ones.

Comparison with Baselines. First, we examine the
performance of different vanilla models, i.e. Llama-3-8b
(Dubey et al. 2024), GPT-3.5-turbo (Brown et al. 2020), and
Deepseek-v3 (Liu et al. 2024), the task of which is directly
predicting the judgment based on the case information. Af-
terwards, we introduce another 3 state-of-the-art baseline
methods: the aforementioned AgentCourt (Chen et al. 2024)
and AgentsCourt (He et al. 2024) as well as PLJP (Wu et al.
2023), which is a LLM-based LJP method via case retrieval
and detailed analysis. For AgentCourt and AgentsCourt, the
debating round is set to 3, which is the same as SimCourt.
Besides, for fair comparison, we choose Deepseek-v3 model
as the base model for SimCourt and the 3 baseline methods.
We also provide all those baselines with the same tools in
SimCourt, i.e. the legal article retriever and LegalOne.

The results are listed in Table.1. SimCourt outperforms
all baselines on every aspect and metric, with the low-
est error rate and standard deviation as well as the high-
est hit rate and accuracy. This results from the adequacy
and rationality of process simulation. Besides, we observe
that other simplified court simulation methods, i.e., Agent-
Court, AgentsCourt, and the non-simulation LJP method,
i.e., PLJP, fail to consistently outperform vanilla methods
across the six metrics. This phenomenon indicates that in-
sufficient court interactions and unprofessional legal agents
can instead confuse the judge, leading to greater numeri-
cal deviations, further highlighting the effectiveness of our
process simulation and agent design. It is also notable that
Deepseek-v3 model performs best among the vanilla mod-
els, demonstrating the fundamental capability of the chosen
base model.

Ablation Study. To further evaluate the effectiveness of
our framework, we implement ablation study on trial pro-
cess and agent modules. Results are listed in Table.2. We
can find that SimCourt performs best among all aspects and
metrics, proving the effectiveness of our framework design.
Without court simulation, the hit rate and accuracy declines,
while the relative error increase, highlighting the necessity
of simulating judicial proceedings. Moreover, removing ei-
ther the Memory module or the Strategy module leads to
performance degradation across most metrics, highlighting
the necessity of both modules in the system design.

Trial Process Evaluation Based on the process evaluation
framework and benchmark, we applied trial process evalua-



SimCourt Human Trial
Judge:The court debate now begins. Both sides shall argue around the facts,
evidence, conviction, sentencing, and application of law. Prosecutor, please present
your opinion.

Judge:The court debate will now begin. The
prosecution may present its opinion. 
Prosecutor: ...According to Article 128(1) of the
Criminal Law, the defendant’s illegal possession of
one firearm constitutes the crime of illegal
possession of firearms. As the defendant
voluntarily brought the firearm to the police, 
constituting a mitigating, the prosecution
recommends a sentence of 10 months of
imprisonment.
Attorney: The attorney does not object to the facts
or the charge against defendant as stated in the
indictment. Regarding sentencing, he has
voluntarily surrendered, pleaded guilty, and has
diminished criminal responsibility.
The attorney respectfully requests the court to
adopt the prosecution’s sentencing
recommendation and grant probation. 

SimCourt Human Trial
Judge:Defendant, did you
voluntarily sign the statement of
guilt and acceptance of
punishment?
Defendant: Yes, I am.
Prosecutor: Defendant, on the
night of June 7, 2022, did you
allow three others to use drugs in
your bedroom?
Defendant: Yes, I did.

(By the end of Evidence
Presentation stage)
Judge: Both the prosecutior and
attorney have fully expressed their
views on the evidence. The
Evidence Presentation stage  is
now concluded. 

Judge:Bailiff, please present the statement of
guilt and acceptance of punishment to the
defendant for verification. Defendant, did you
personally sign this document?
Defendant: Yes, I am.
Prosecutor: Defendant,  are the statements you
made to the investigative and prosecutorial
authorities true?
Defendant: They are true.

(By the end of Evidence Presentation Stage)
Judge: The documentary evidence, witness
testimony, expert opinions have been reviewed
by the collegial panel and found to be lawful,
objective, and relevant. The court affirms their
evidentiary value. The Evidence Presentation
stage is now concluded.

Case B

Attorney: First, the attorney does not dispute the facts but argues that the defendant
voluntarily surrendered with the firearm, constituting a voluntary surrender.
Second, a forensic psychiatric evaluation shows that the defendant had diminished
criminal responsibility at the time of the offense. Given these factors and the
defendant’s guilty plea, the attorney finds the proposed sentence too harsh and
recommends no more than 6 months, with the possibility of probation.

Prosecutor: ...According to Article 128(1) of the Criminal Law of the People’s
Republic of China, the defendant’s conduct constitutes the crime of illegal possession
of firearms.The defendant voluntarily surrendered and confessed, constituting a
voluntary surrender, and may receive a lighter sentence under Article 67(1) of the
Criminal Law. However, firing a gun in a public place poses serious social
danger, under Article 5 of the Supreme People’s Court interpretation on gun-related
crimes, the extent of leniency should be strictly limited. In conclusion, the prosecutor
recommends sentencing the defendant to 10 months of fixed-term imprisonment.

Case A

Figure 4: Records comparison between SimCourt and human trial. Case A showcases typical strengths of SimCourt, with
effective expressions highlighted in blue. Case B illustrates typical weaknesses, where inappropriate statements are highlighted
in green, and well-performed statements from the human trial are highlighted in red.

tion using human preference annotations. Case study is also
applied to directly presents the strengths and weaknesses of
our simulation.

Human Annotation. We invited 3 legal experts to anno-
tate the quality of the simulation process. Each annotator has
passed the National Unified Legal Professional Qualification
Examination. We provided annotators with the 20 pairs of
simulated and real trial records, with the order of the two
records within each pair randomly shuffled to ensure a blind
evaluation setting. For each pair, annotators were asked to
indicate their preference across 30 evaluation aspects by se-
lecting which record (the first or the second) is better, or by
choosing “draw” if the two were indistinguishable. When
annotators judged the simulated record as better or selected
“draw”, it indicated that the simulated record was not in-
ferior to the real one and had reached a satisfactory level.
Under this circumstance, the average Kappa value among
annotators is 0.833, reflecting a high level of agreement and
demonstrating the validity and reliability of the annotation.

Afterwards, for each case, we aggregated the 3 annota-
tions on each aspect to derive a final preference. Specifically,
we excluded “draw” judgments and determined the majority
preference (i.e., simulation or human) for each aspect. If no
majority exists, the result is recorded as a draw. Finally, we
summarized the evaluation result in Table.3.

Results and Analysis. Overall, SimCourt demonstrates
strong performance across the majority of evaluation as-
pects. For Judge, the simulated agents are preferred in most
cases, particularly in procedural control (85%), adversarial
framing (85%), and clarity of questioning structure (70%),
reaching an overall preference rate of 95%. For Prosecu-
tor, the system achieves consistently high scores, with 100%
preference in precise legal terminology and accurate legal ci-
tation, and 95% in both logical coherence of accusations and
effectiveness of rebuttals. The defense attorney also shows
outstanding performance, with over 95% preference rates in
evidence rebuttal, legal reasoning, and rights protection, and
100% preference in rebuttal effectiveness and awareness of
defendant’s rights. These strengths benefit from the well-
structured simulation process and the carefully designed

agent framework. The results further suggest that with ap-
propriate integration of general-domain and legal-domain
knowledge, LLM-based agents can even outperform human
legal practitioners in certain tasks.

However, several limitations remain. For Judge, relatively
lower preference lies in cross-examination legality control
(55%) and impartial verbal interventions (65%). This may
result from limited flexibility in handling adversarial ex-
changes and limited control over rhetorical tone in dynamic
courtroom scenarios. For Prosecutor, this role underper-
forms in lawful questioning, with only 40% of cases rated
better than human performance. This indicates that the agent
may lack nuanced understanding of procedural legitimacy,
such as restrictions on leading questions, adherence to evi-
dence sequence, and safeguarding of defendant rights. At-
torney generally performs well, only with the preference
rate for balanced legal and emotional appeal slightly lower
(85%). This suggests that current LLMs still face challenges
in generating affective, emotionally resonant arguments.

Case Study. To directly present the strengths and weak-
nesses of the simulation process, we selected two typical
cases, as shown in Figure.4. Case A shows typical strengths
of SimCourt while Case B demonstrates typical weaknesses.

In Case A, the simulated judge emphasized that the de-
bate should focus on key issues such as sentencing, offering
a clearer adversarial framing than the human judge. The sim-
ulated prosecutor also demonstrated stronger legal ground-
ing by citing multiple legal articles with detailed explana-
tions, whereas the human prosecutor referenced only one ar-
ticle with minimal elaboration. Additionally, the SimCourt
attorney presented a logical and well-reasoned defense, out-
performing the human attorney who made a relative simpler
defense statement with no sentence recommendation.

In Case B, the human judge instructed the bailiff to re-
turn the statement to the defendant for verification and for-
mally acknowledged the evidentiary validity, demonstrat-
ing proper legal procedure. In contrast, the simulated judge
failed to recognize or apply basic principles of legality con-
trol. Furthermore, the human prosecutor questioned the de-
fendant regarding the authenticity of the statements, whereas



the simulated prosecutor posed leading questions, resulting
in legally flawed prosecutorial conduct. Hopefully, through
training from real courtroom records, simulated agents may
further improve their legal knowledge and procedural aware-
ness, helping to mitigate current limitations.

Conclusion
In this paper, we introduce SimCourt, a court simula-
tion framework based on real Chinese trial procedures. A
specially designed agent framework are proposed, help-
ing agents simulate professional practitioners. Evaluation
framework and benchmark on both legal judgment predic-
tion and simulation process evaluation are developed. Fur-
ther experiments and analysis demonstrate the potential ap-
plication value of our framework and highlight directions for
future improvement.
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