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Abstract

A criminal judicial opinion represents the
judge’s disposition of a case, including the de-
cision rationale and sentencing. Automatically
generating such opinions can assist in analyz-
ing sentencing consistency and provide judges
with references to similar past cases. However,
current research typically approaches this task
by dividing it into two isolated subtasks: legal
reasoning and sentencing prediction. This sep-
aration often leads to inconsistency between
the reasoning and predictions, failing to meet
real-world judicial requirements. Furthermore,
prior studies rely on manually curated knowl-
edge to enhance applicability, yet such methods
remain limited in practical deployment. To ad-
dress these limitations and better align with
legal practice, we propose a new Legal Al task:
Judicial Opinion Generation, which simultane-
ously produces both legal reasoning and sen-
tencing decisions. To achieve this, we intro-
duce LegalChainReasoner, a framework that ap-
plies structured legal chains to guide the model
through comprehensive case assessments. By
integrating factual premises, composite legal
conditions, and sentencing conclusions, our ap-
proach ensures flexible knowledge injection
and end-to-end opinion generation. Experi-
ments on two real-world and open-source Chi-
nese legal case datasets demonstrate that our
method outperforms baseline models'.

1 Introduction

In criminal judicial systems, particularly within
Civil Law jurisdictions, legal judgments inher-
ently integrate two inseparable elements: struc-
tured legal reasoning and consequent sentencing de-
cisions (Cui et al., 2023). This integration reflects
the fundamental nature of judicial decision-making,
where sentencing conclusions must be derived from
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Figure 1: Comparison between traditional approaches
and the real-world practice. In traditional approach,
legal reasoning and sentencing prediction are treated
as separate tasks with independent models. In contrast,
real-world judicial practice jointly consider these into a
unified process, where sentencing decisions are derived
from and justified by reasoning applied to case facts.

and justified by systematic application of statutory
provisions to established facts. Despite this intrin-
sic connection, current Legal Al research artificially
divides this coherent process into isolated tasks.
The legal reasoning task (Ye et al., 2018; Wu et al.,
2020; Li et al., 2024a; Yue et al., 2024) focuses
exclusively on constructing plausible arguments
without addressing sentencing implications, while
the sentencing prediction task (Liu et al., 2022; Wu
et al., 2023; Yue et al., 2021a; Sun et al., 2024) gen-
erates penalty terms without providing necessary
legal justifications. This separation creates two crit-
ical problems: (1) reasoning models may produce
analyses inconsistent with the possible sentencing
outcome, and (2) prediction models generate sen-
tences lacking transparent legal foundations. Such
fragmentation fundamentally contradicts the judi-
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cial principle that sentencing must be grounded in
and justified by proper legal reasoning.

Beyond the task separation, two additional limi-
tations have also occurred in existing approaches.
First, most of the legal knowledge incorporated in
current methods remains manually designed and
relatively simplistic (Gan et al., 2021). Methods
using such knowledge often rely on predefined
rules or direct citations of legal provisions rather
than abstracting essential reasoning patterns. This
surface-level integration fails to capture the deeper
logical structures underlying legal judgments, lim-
iting models’ ability to generalize across cases with
subtle yet legally significant distinctions. Besides,
current approaches lack explainability in both tasks,
particularly in sentence prediction. Some stud-
ies have attempted to introduce manually defined
generation processes to improve explainability in
reasoning generation (Xu et al., 2024). Neverthe-
less, most existing research on sentence prediction
primarily focuses on extracting semantic features
from factual information, often overlooking the
underlying reasoning mechanisms and the inter-
pretability of the predicted outcomes. This limits
the transparency and trustworthiness of these mod-
els, especially in the criminal domains.

To address these fundamental limitations, a
novel Criminal Judicial Opinion Generation task
is proposed in this paper, wherein legal reason-
ing and sentencing prediction are integrated into
one paradigm like human judges, as illustrated in
Figure 1. This task offers two significant advan-
tages: (1) sentencing predictions become explicitly
grounded in legal reasoning, enhancing both in-
terpretability and jurisprudential validity; and (2)
the approach mirrors authentic judicial processes,
where verdicts are derived through structured legal
analysis rather than isolated numerical predictions.

To solve this task, we propose the LegalChain-
Reasoner, a comprehensive framework comprising
two principal components: the Structured Legal
Chain and Chain-Aware encoding method. The
Structured Legal Chains are developed by trans-
forming statutory provisions into premise-situation-
conclusion triplets, based on the Legal Norm the-
ory (Keuth, 1975; Raz, 1980). These chains for-
malize implicit legal inference patterns into explicit
structured representations, enabling the model to
learn step-by-step judicial decision-making pro-
cesses. The Chain-Aware encoding with multi-
linear transformation layers is designed to cap-
ture complex relationships between legal elements

while applying crime-specific reasoning transfor-
mations, resulting in an effective jurisprudential
alignment with established judicial reasoning pat-
terns. The main contributions of this work are:

* We define a criminal judicial opinion gener-
ation task that produces legal reasoning and
sentencing prediction in a single process. The
task ensures the predictions are supported by
judicial analyses.

We reveal the importance of structured legal
chains in supporting interpretable and reli-
able judicial opinion generation. By formaliz-
ing statutory provisions into premise-situation-
conclusion triplets, we propose a chain-aware
encoding method that effectively helps reason-
ing in the judicial decision-making process.

* We evaluate our proposed method on two
open-source, real-world datasets and achieve
improvements in both the quality of generated
judicial opinions and sentencing prediction.

2 Methodology

Task Definition Given a set of criminal legal case
factual descriptions F = {Fy, Fy, -+, Fj,---},
the Criminal Judicial Opinion Generation task is
formulated as the process of generating judicial
opinion O; for each fact Fj, by jointly consid-
ering legal reasoning and sentencing determina-
tion. The task can then be defined as the function
f+ F; — O,. The judicial opinion O; includes the
case reasoning and sentence prediction.

Overall Framework The fundamental principle
of our method lies in mirroring authentic judicial
processes, producing comprehensive judicial opin-
ions that jointly consider both reasoning and sen-
tencing in accordance with established legal prin-
ciples. Figure 2 presents the overall framework of
the proposed method, LegalChainReasoner. The
framework consists of the Legal Chain construc-
tion and the Chain-Aware Encoding modules. The
Legal Chain construction addresses the need for for-
malized legal knowledge representation. By trans-
forming legal provisions into structured premise-
situation-conclusion triplets, complex legal condi-
tions and their relationships are explicitly formal-
ized, enabling the model to learn step-by-step judi-
cial decision-making processes. The Chain-Aware
Encoding module leverages these structured chains
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Figure 2: The overall architecture of LegalChainRea-
soner. In the first module (top), legal chains are con-
structed from statutory provisions. These chains are
then processed in the Chain-Aware Encoding module
(middle). Finally (bottom), the fused legal knowledge
representations are integrated with case fact embeddings
through the LLM to generate judicial opinions.

to guide the opinion generation process. This spe-
cialized mechanisms is integrated with case fact
embeddings before being passed to the language
model. Through this architecture, ensuring the
criminal judicial opinion generation process is ex-
plicitly grounded in proper legal analysis.

2.1 Legal Chain

In criminal law practice, judges typically derive
case outcomes through a structured reasoning pro-
cess. This process traditionally follows a syllogistic
pattern (Dai et al., 2025), where major premises
(statutory provisions) and minor premises (factual
descriptions) are combined to reach judicial de-
cisions, encompassing both legal reasoning and
sentencing. However, judges do not apply statutory
provisions in their raw form, as these provisions of-
ten contain complex structures, including multiple
conditional clauses and nested relationships. To
navigate this complexity, legal norm theory (Keuth,
1975; Raz, 1980) offers a principle that decom-
poses each statutory provision into one or more
triplets, each comprising a premise, a situation,
and a conclusion. In the context of criminal law,
these triplets capture the constitutive elements of a
crime and the conditional factors affecting sentenc-
ing. Judges typically select and apply the most rel-
evant triplet during the reasoning process to reach
a legally sound and context-appropriate judgment.

To align with real-world judicial practice,
we propose using the triplet structure, premise-
situation-conclusion, as a means of integrating le-

HBGER), TS, BTINERZ—RY, AL EEHBER. THBERIaETER. .

Statutory | Article 263 Whoever commits a robbery by taking away public property or private property by |
violence, coercion or any other method shall be sentenced to fixed-term imprisonment of not

| less than 3 years but not more than 10 years, and concurrently, a fine. If there is any of the |

I following circumstances, the offender shall be sentenced to fixed-term imprisonment of not |

| less than 10 years, life imprisonment, or death...... 1

[ [;:E;‘H-Eﬁ LRSS R A ATAMIE, &bEEL‘,lJ:-t—EL‘,l‘FE]
AW
=

Provision

LLMs < R=FLUE+ELUTRIBGER
_ R )
@ Premise : / Fixed-term Imprisonment of not
N No Deemed Especially Seriousy | less than 3 years but not more |
ARSI sSdEd ¢

————————— \ than 10 years ]
é‘? | Rob Property by Violence II\ ANFIEED Conclusion
o \

Situation =0 0 ‘e e e - -

Legal Chains| jome Invasion Robbery |
_______ IFixed-term Imprisonment of not less than 10}
1 years, life imprisonment, or death ]

Figure 3: Legal Chain construction process with the
robbery provisions. The original statutory provision
(top) is decomposed into structured premise-situation-
conclusion triplets (bottom).

gal knowledge into language models for generating
judicial opinions. We refer to this triplet as a Legal
Chain, which aims to formalize the implicit reason-
ing patterns embedded within statutory provisions
into explicit, structured representations, enabling
models to learn the step-by-step judicial decision-
making process. Figure 3 illustrates an example of
the legal chains for robbery.

Formally, for each criminal charge C, all
relevant statutory provisions defined within
the legal domain are denoted as SP =
{SP,SP,,---,SP;,---}. They are systemati-
cally decomposed into a set of legal chains & =
{¢1, ¢2,- - - }, where each legal chain ¢ € ®¢ is
represented as a triplet (p, s, ¢). Here p (premise)
represents a condition derived from legal facts, typ-
ically characterizing a legal element or prerequisite
that must be satisfied; s (situation) captures the
consequences and severity assessments, reflecting
nuanced legal requirements where multiple factors
must be considered simultaneously; and ¢ (con-
clusion) specifies a sentencing recommendation
directly grounded in statutory provisions.

Current works utilize various forms of legal
knowledge, such as legal graphs (Zhong et al.,
2020; Yang et al., 2021), prediction processes (Xu
et al., 2024), and explanations of statutory provi-
sions (Yue et al., 2021a). However, most of these
approaches rely on manually designed structures or
expert annotations (Chalkidis et al., 2019), which
significantly increase the cost of incorporating le-
gal knowledge and may result in unstable model
performance when the knowledge is incorrect or of
low quality. To address this, we propose an auto-
matic extraction process for Legal Chains. This pro-
cess transforms statutory provisions into structured
triplets through a prompt-based extraction method-
ology using large language models. The extraction



prompts are carefully designed with constraints to
ensure that the resulting chains maintain both legal
accuracy and structural consistency. The complete
prompt template and its constraints are provided
in Appendix A. The generated Legal Chains are
subsequently validated by legal experts to ensure
their fidelity to the original statutory provisions.
Then, for a factual description F; and its corre-
sponding criminal charge C}, a set of legal chains
O, = {¢p1,02,...,0n} is constructed, where
each ¢; represents a distinct decision-making path-
way. We did not focus on charge determination,
because recent works demonstrate significant profi-
ciency in determining applicable criminal charges,
with accuracy rates more than 95% in criminal
charge determination (Hu et al., 2018; Zhao et al.,
2022; Le et al., 2020). Based on this established
capability, we focus on more challenging task of
generating cohesive judicial opinions that jointly
consider both reasoning and sentencing. When ap-
plied to the Criminal Judicial Opinion Generation
task, the criminal judicial opinion generation func-
tion can then be expressed as fcjoc(Fi, Ci, Pc,).

2.2 Chain-Aware Encoding

To better make models understand legal chains
®¢,, we propose a Chain-Aware Encoding Module
to leverage these chains for the Criminal Judicial
Opinion Generation task.

For a given criminal charge C;, each chain
¢;j = (pj,S;,c;) in the set ¢, is embedded by
first tokenizing and then averaging the token em-
beddings for each component.

€p; = ﬁ Ztep] Ebase(t) (D)
€s; = ﬁ Ztesj Ebase(t)7 (2)
€c; = ﬁ Zteaj Eba\se(t)7 (3)

where, Ey, . represents the token embedding func-
tion of language models. These component embed-
dings are then concatenated to form a chain repre-
sentation Hy, = [e,; €5 e.,] € R**?, where d
is the model’s hidden dimension.

To capture interactions between the elements of
each legal chain, we apply self-attention mecha-
nism:

Ay, Wy, = MultiHeadAttn(Hy, ), “4)

MultiHeadAttn(H}, ) = Atten(H}; ,H} H} ), (5)

where A, € R3*? is the attended output repre-
sentation, wg, € R**3 represents the attention

weights between chain components, and & means
heads of multi-head Attention.

A residual connection preserves both the original
and attention-weighted information: A’ ¢; = Hgp,+
A, This attended representation is then pooled
to obtain a single vector representation ry; € R?
for each chain.

After obtaining the processed chain represen-
tation ry., as different types of criminal charges
require distinct reasoning patterns based on their
statutory provisions and jurisprudential traditions.
Inspired by the Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) (Ma-
soudnia and Ebrahimpour, 2014; Cai et al., 2024),
we design a crime-specific transformation layer to
capture specific information. In addition, we in-
troduce a general transformation layer to extract
shared, generalizable features. We refer to this
module as the crime transformation block, which
processes the chain representations. The general
transformation first applies to all criminal charges:

TG(r¢J) = WG2 . ReLU(WGl ' r@j + bGl) + bGz? (6)

where Wg,, Wg, € R?*? are weight matrices
and bg, , bg, € R? are bias vectors. Then, for each
criminal charge Cj, a dedicated transformation is
applied to the generally transformed representation:

Tc,(Ta(rg,;) = We, - Ta(rg,) + be;, @)

where W, € R4 and b, € R? are charge-
specific parameters that encode reasoning patterns
unique to each crime type.

These transformations are then combined
through a gating mechanism to determine the appro-
priate balance between general and crime-specific
reasoning:

G(Tg(ry,)) = 0(Wg - Tg(ry,;) + by), (8)

ty;, = G(Tq(ry;)) © Tg,(Ta(ry,))
+ (1 = G(Ta(ry,))) © Ta(ry,),

®

where o is the sigmoid function that produces
content-dependent interpolation weights.

After applying transformations and the gating
mechanism, each chain representation is processed
through a final fusion layer that combines the origi-
nal and transformed representations:

f(t)j = Wiusion - [rqﬁ] ; td)j] + bfusiom (10)
where Wiygion € R42? and byygion € R? are learn-
able parameters.



The final chain representation for all chains is
then constructed:

Ecnin = [£5,:£5,5 -3 5,] € R,

(11
where 7 is the number of chains in ®¢;.

2.3 Judicial Opinion Generation

The factual description F; is embedded using the
same embedding layer of language model, and then
integrated with the chain representations:

. n+lp, )xd
Ecombined = [Echain; Hr] € R(vHr,)xd

(12)

where Hr, € R'%:*? represents the embedded to-
kens of F; and [f, is the sequence length. This
integrated representation is processed by the lan-
guage model to generate the judicial opinion O:

(13)

The entire framework is optimized to jointly con-
sider both sentencing prediction accuracy and rea-
soning quality. The loss function is defined as:

O = fcio6(F, Ci, @c,) = LLM(ECombined)-

[flo[al = aCReasoning + ﬁ»CSemencingy

1 N C
LReasnning = _N Z Z Oi,c log(Oi,c)7 (14)
1=1 c=1

1 N C
»CSenlencing = _N Z Z Si,c log(si,c)7
1=1 c=1

where S and S are the sentencing part of the judi-
cial opinion. C represent the number of words, and
«, [ are weighting parameters.

3 Experiments

3.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets. In the legal Al domain, there is only
one publicly accessible dataset that includes both
judicial reasoning and final decisions. It is con-
structed based on Legal Al Challenge 2021 (LAIC-
2021), which contains Chinese criminal cases fea-
turing factual descriptions, court reasoning, and
sentencing outcomes. To ensure a fair comparison
during training, we select crime types with more
than 500 cases, resulting in approximately 12 dis-
tinct crime categories. The detailed statistics of the
datasets are provided in Appendix B. To further
assess the effectiveness of our proposed approach,
we collect a more complex and up-to-date set of
cases of the same crime types from the People’s
Court Case Database?, denoted as PCCD. The new

Cases on the People’s Court Case Database (https://
rmfyalk.court.gov.cn) are selected and published by the

Supreme People’s Court of China. These cases are intended
to guide lower courts in adjudicating similar cases.

dataset includes 100 representative cases (balanced
across the 12 crime types) and is used for zero-shot
validation, meaning it serves solely to evaluate the
models trained on the LAIC-2021.

Baselines. Considering recent studies, we se-
lect two types of baselines for a fair compari-
son. First, we evaluate several natural language
generation models, including AttS2S (Bahdanau
etal., 2015), BART (Lewis et al., 2020), Llama-3.2-
3B (Grattafiori et al., 2024), DeepSeek-R1-Distill-
Qwen-7B (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2025), and Lawyer-
Llama-13B-V2 (Huang et al., 2023), on the com-
plete judicial opinion generation task. In addition,
we include several widely used and representa-
tive methods in sentencing prediction as baselines,
such as BERT (Devlin et al., 2019), fine-tuned
BERT (BERT-FT), Electra (Clark et al., 2020), R-
Former (Dong and Niu, 2021), NeurJudge (Yue
et al., 2021a), and ML-LJP (Liu et al., 2023). Fur-
ther details are provided in Appendix C.

Evaluation metrics. Since the Criminal Judicial
Opinion Generation task primarily involves gener-
ating text, it can be evaluated using standard and
widely adopted text generation metrics, such as
ROUGE-1/2/L (Lin, 2004), BLEU-1/2/N (Papineni
et al., 2002), BERTScore (Zhang et al., 2020a), and
GPTScore-pairwise (Li et al., 2024b). Addition-
ally, as sentencing prediction involves numerical
outputs, we employ two commonly used regression
evaluation metrics: Mean Absolute Error (MAE)
and Root Mean Square Error (RMSE). Further de-
tails are provided in Appendix D.

Implementation. We apply our LegalChainRea-
soner to Llama-3.2-3B, DeepSeek-R1-Dstill-Qwen-
7B and LawyerLlama-13B-V2. We utilize the Low-
Rank Adaptation (LoRA) (Hu et al., 2022) to fine-
tune these LLMs. The setting of LoRA is the same
as the previous LLM study in Legal Al (Xu et al.,
2024). We set 8 heads for the multi-head atten-
tion mechanism and 0.1 dropout. As the LReasoning
already include the sentence part, to enhance the
sentencing part, we found @ = 5 = 1 is the best.
We apply Adam optimizer with learning rates at
1075 level. All the experiments were conducted on
NVIDIA A100 GPUs with 80GB memory.

3.2 Comparison among Criminal Judicial
Opinion Generation

Tables 1 and 2 present the performance compar-
isons between the proposed method and baseline
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Table 1: Performance comparison on the LAIC-2021 dataset. GPTScore represents the GPTScore-pairwise. And
the GPTScore-pairwise scores for AttS2S and BART reflect their average performance across all comparisons.

Model MAE RMSE ROUGE-1 ROUGE-2 ROUGE-L BLEU-1 BLEU-2 BLEU-N BERTScore GPTScore
AttS2S 20.86  30.96 4293 25.24 39.04 28.25 20.34 19.12 72.72 0.00
BART 28.99  41.68 51.73 35.95 46.72 39.99 32.93 31.35 79.68 20.16
Llama-3.2-3B 17.29 2822 45.38 27.59 40.39 33.05 25.31 23.81 78.14 4.10
+ Statutory provisions 18.88  30.99 50.56 32.25 45.05 35.52 28.28 26.75 79.63 14.90
+ LegalChainReasoner 1541 25.33 52.82 34.91 48.00 37.50 30.42 28.85 80.42 52.05
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B  22.47  32.06 47.64 29.44 42.61 3591 27.90 26.16 78.87 6.61
+ Statutory provisions 18.01 28.92 50.34 31.68 44.71 37.52 29.52 27.87 79.26 20.75
+ LegalChainReasoner 1574  26.17 53.39 34.59 47.71 42.35 33.77 31.94 80.48 50.96
Lawyer-Llama-13B-V2 16.98 27.14 52.53 34.30 47.93 40.05 32.07 30.06 80.53 13.97
+ Statutory provisions 1473 25.11 54.96 36.07 49.95 42.30 34.03 32.03 81.19 25.27
+ LegalChainReasoner 13.54  24.05 55.99 37.28 50.65 44.31 35.89 33.89 81.35 50.88

Table 2: Zero-shot evaluation results on the PCCD dataset. GPTScore represents the GPTScore-pairwise. And the
GPTScore-pairwise scores for AttS2S and BART reflect their average performance across all comparisons.

Model MAE RMSE ROUGE-1 ROUGE-2 ROUGE-L BLEU-1 BLEU-2 BLEU-N BERTScore GPTScore
AttS2S 39.13 5296 27.20 12.54 22.85 19.28 12.17 11.88 67.02 1.33
BART 62.53 77.33 29.54 15.84 23.51 24.12 16.45 15.86 70.10 25.00
Llama-3.2-3B 38.85 52.13 28.45 12.89 21.93 21.16 13.28 12.69 68.50 1.00
+ Statutory provisions 26.53 37.24 32.76 16.13 25.88 24.04 16.22 15.50 70.17 31.00
+ LegalChainReasoner 24.96  36.59 32.96 16.56 26.23 24.25 16.39 15.70 70.18 32.00
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B  40.71  56.41 28.13 11.91 20.60 21.75 13.06 12.47 68.11 8.00
+ Statutory provisions 37.08 50.12 31.26 13.71 22.44 25.97 16.01 15.34 69.37 17.00
+ LegalChainReasoner 3343  46.52 33.95 16.45 25.68 29.09 18.99 18.19 70.24 45.00
Lawyer-Llama-13B-V2 30.57 43.84 31.34 14.97 24.40 26.25 16.86 15.79 69.35 17.00
+ Statutory provisions 27.51  39.50 33.33 16.43 26.01 26.67 17.61 16.57 69.95 27.00
+ LegalChainReasoner 24.96 38.03 33.90 16.84 26.03 27.71 19.39 17.40 70.07 43.00

methods on the LAIC-2021 and PCCD datasets for
the Criminal Judicial Opinion Generation task.

The proposed LegalChainReasoner, when fused
with LLMs, demonstrates superior performance
not only in text generation but also in sentence pre-
diction. Across both datasets, the Lawyer Llama
variants consistently outperform others, likely due
to their pretraining on legal-specific corpora. A
performance gap is observed between LAIC-2021
and PCCD across all methods, characterized by
higher prediction errors and lower generation qual-
ity scores. There are three reasons: (1) PCCD
contains more complex cases, as it is published to
guide judges; (2) it includes a higher proportion of
appellate and final ruling cases involving multiple
legal considerations; and (3) these cases need more
complex legal reasoning.

When comparing different types of legal knowl-
edge incorporated into LLLMs, our proposed legal
chain fusion method outperforms models using
only statutory provisions or vanilla LLMs. Notably,
while fine-tuning a legal-domain LLM can be ben-
eficial, it is not always efficient. By integrating our
legal chain approach with general-purpose LLMs
such as Llama and DeepSeek, we achieve better per-
formance than the entire fine-tuned Lawyer Llama.

Overall, these results demonstrate the robustness

Table 3: Comparison on sentencing prediction.

Method MAE RMSE
NeurJudge 1737  25.57
R-Former 2399 32.06
ML-LJP 20.53  30.85
Electra 2390 32.02
Bert 21.75  31.25
Bert-FT 23.12  31.70
Llama-3.2-3B 17.29 28.22
+ Statutory provisions 18.88  30.99
+ LegalChainReasoner 1541 2533
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B  22.47  32.06
+ Statutory provisions 18.01 28.92
+ LegalChainReasoner 1597 26.80
Lawyer-Llama-13B-V2 1698 27.14
+ Statutory provisions 1473 25.11
+ LegalChainReasoner 13.54  24.05

of the proposed framework across diverse legal
reasoning scenarios and highlight its effectiveness
in formalizing judicial reasoning through premise-
situation-conclusion triplets.

3.3 Comparison among Legal Sentencing
Prediction

Table 3 presents a comparison between the out-
puts of the proposed method—based on the Crimi-
nal Judicial Opinion generation task—and baseline
models focused solely on sentencing prediction.



Table 4: Ablation Study for LegalChainReasoner in Criminal Judicial Opinion Generation. GPTScore represents

the GPTScore-pairwise.

Model MAE RMSE ROUGE-1 ROUGE-2 ROUGE-L BLEU-1 BLEU-2 BLEU-N BERTScore GPTScore
Llama-3.2-3B 1729 2822 4538 27.59 40.39 33.05 25.31 23.81 78.14 8.79
+ Statutory provisions  18.88  30.99 50.56 32.25 45.05 35.52 28.28 26.75 79.63 17.49
+ LegalChain 16.96  29.01 48.14 29.66 42.44 34.49 26.74 25.27 78.53 9.46
+ LegalChainReasoner 15.41  25.33 52.82 34.91 48.00 37.50 30.42 28.85 80.42 64.26

The results indicate that methods based on the
Criminal Judicial Opinion generation task gen-
erally achieve better average performance. This
suggests that treating sentencing prediction in iso-
lation is limited in effectiveness. The proposed
LegalChainReasoner framework, when integrated
with LLMs, achieves the best overall performance
in terms of both MAE and RMSE. This perfor-
mance gap highlights the importance of incorpo-
rating structured legal knowledge for accurate sen-
tencing prediction. Moreover, it demonstrates that
our approach not only provides good quality legal
reasoning but also outperforms models specifically
designed for sentencing prediction.

Among the sentencing prediction models, Neur-
Judge (Yue et al.,, 2021a) demonstrated the
strongest performance, followed by ML-LJP (Liu
et al.,, 2023), while the remaining models per-
formed considerably worse. These results differ
from those reported in the original papers. Since
our formulation treats sentencing prediction as a re-
gression task rather than a classification task, using
discrete ranges to represent numerical outcomes
may obscure finer-grained differences in model
performance and limit the ability to fully assess
each model’s predictive capability.

It is noteworthy that the simple incorporation
of statutory provisions without structured reason-
ing chains produced inconsistent results. In some
cases, such as with Llama-3.2-3B (Grattafiori et al.,
2024), direct addition of statutory provisions actu-
ally degraded sentencing accuracy. This observa-
tion underscores the insufficiency of merely expos-
ing models to legal text without proper structuring
of the reasoning process.

3.4 Ablation Study

Table 4 shows the comparison for different com-
ponents in the proposed method, LegalChainRea-
soner, in Criminal Judicial Opinion Generation task
based on the Llama-3.2-3B.

Overall, only using all components can achieve
better results. Incorporating statutory provisions
alone created "legal knowledge overload," improv-

Table 5: Case Study Evaluation Results for Criminal
Judicial Opinion Generation

Model Defendant Situation Sentencing  Combined
Accuracy Accuracy Accuracy Performance

(%) (%) (%) Score (%)

AttS2S 8.45 42.26 76.15 2.72

BART 99.50 65.27 12.22 7.93

Lawyer-Llama-13B-V2 99.08 56.82 71.30 40.12

+ Statutory provisions 9941 63.18 74.39 46.66

+ LegalChainReasoner 99.41 67.20 78.49 52.39

ing text generation but degrading sentencing pre-
diction due to lack of structured guidance. When
fusing legal chains as plain text, more balanced
performance was achieved as the premise-situation-
conclusion structure provided effective reasoning
pathways. When using the proposed legal chain-
aware encoding method, performance can be fur-
ther enhanced by capturing interdependencies be-
tween legal elements.

3.5 Case Study

Rule-based Screening. To evaluate the quality
of generated judicial opinions, we design a rule-
based screening method that assesses the content
across three critical dimensions: defendant identifi-
cation accuracy, situation description correctness,
and sentencing range appropriateness. More details
are provided in Appendix D.5. Table 5 shows that
while most models achieve high accuracy in de-
fendant identification, significant differences occur
in situation description and sentencing accuracy.
LegalChainReasoner demonstrates better perfor-
mance in situation description while maintaining
strong accuracy in sentencing, resulting in the high-
est overall combined performance score.

Case Demonstration. Figure 4 and Appendix E
present several concise comparisons of outputs
from different models in three types of crimes. Fig-
ure 4 only shows the summarization of the gen-
erated output; the full output is shown in Table 7.
From these cases, we find the AttS2S generated
opinion completely misclassifies the crime as fraud
rather than robbery, incorrectly identifies the de-
fendant as "Li XX," and fails to acknowledge key
elements such as the use of violence or threats, de-



Model Defend R i S

AttS2S Incorrect Misclassified I
Incorrectly Fraud instead of | Sentencing inconsistent
identify robbery with reasoning

BART Correct  Correct Inconsistent
Correctly Used violence and | Sentencing inconsistent
identify threats to rob with reasoning and ac-
tual sentencing range
Lawyer- | Correct  Correct Consistent
Llama- Correctly Used violence and | Sentencing consistent
13B-V2 identify threats to rob with reasoning
+ Statu- | Correct | Correct Inconsistent
tory Correctly Used violence and | Sentencing inconsistent

threats to rob with reasoning and ac-

tual sentencing range

Provisions | identify

+ Correct  Correct Consistent

LegalChain Correctly Used violence and | Sentencing consistent
Reasoner | identify threats to rob with reasoning and most
close

Case Facts: The court ascertained that on January 2, 2012, at approx-
imately 22:30, defendant Fu XX, together with Cui Zhongyu and Ren
Zhenguo (both already sentenced), drove a black Honda sedan to the
Shell gas station in Tangerlizhen, Bazhou City. Wearing masks and
armed with knives and pickaxe handles, they threatened [staff] and
robbed over 300 yuan in cash from the station. At approximately 1:00 on
January 3, the aforementioned individuals drove to the Shell gas station
on East Ring Road in Bazhou City and used the same methods to rob
over 1,000 yuan in cash. The stolen money has been spent.

Figure 4: Case Study Concise Example of Generated
Criminal Judicial Opinions.

spite recommending a sentence (36 months) that
happens to be relatively close to the actual sen-
tence (42 months). The BART (Lewis et al., 2020)
generated opinion correctly identifies the defen-
dant and crime type but recommends a signifi-
cantly lower sentence (30 months) than the statu-
tory minimum (36 months), as Chinese Criminal
Law Article 263 explicitly stipulates that robbery
offenses shall be punished by "fixed-term impris-
onment of not less than three years and not more
than ten years." This legal inconsistency demon-
strates the critical limitations of approaches lacking
legal reasoning for ensuring sentencing determina-
tions comply with basic statutory requirements. In
contrast, the LegalChainReasoner generated opin-
ion demonstrates comprehensive coherence across
all dimensions. It correctly identifies the defen-
dant and crime type, acknowledges the use of vio-
lence and threats, and recommends a sentence (48
months) that, while slightly higher than the actual
sentence, remains proportionate to the case severity
and logically aligned with the presented reasoning.

These findings show that the proposed method
enables the model to maintain consistent alignment
between fact analysis, legal reasoning, and sentenc-
ing determination.

4 Related Work

Legal Reasoning Generation Several studies
have formalized legal reasoning as a text-to-text
natural language generation task, proposing various
approaches to enhance performance. Early work
applys sequence-to-sequence models to generate

legal reasoning (Ye et al., 2018). Subsequent re-
search leveraged pre-trained language models such
as BART (Lewis et al., 2020), including versions
fine-tuned on legal datasets (Yue et al., 2021b), as
well as large language models (Xu et al., 2024; Yue
et al., 2024). Beyond language model applications,
recent studies have incorporated different forms
of legal knowledge, either implicitly or through
explicit processing. This includes multi-step rea-
soning (Wu et al., 2022; Xu et al., 2024) and le-
gal provisions understanding (Li et al., 2024a; Yue
et al., 2024). However, integrating preprocessed
legal knowledge presents several challenges. First,
reliance on human experts for annotation and vali-
dation incurs high costs, limiting scalability. Then,
preprocessing steps may introduce biases or over-
simplifications, reducing the robustness of gener-
ated reasoning, especially using the LLMs.

Legal Sentencing Prediciton Legal sentencing
prediction in criminal domains targets predicting
prison terms. Several types of models are used in
this task, including word-to-embedding methods
like the Word2Vec-based approach combined with
legal corpora (Xia et al., 2019), RNN-variants (Xu
et al., 2020), language models (Zhang et al., 2023;
Sun et al., 2024) and LLMs (Deng et al., 2024). The
knowledge used in this area can also be divided
into explicit and processed categories. The pro-
cessed knowledge includes explanatory statutory
provision (Yue et al., 2021a) and statute embed-
dings (Meng et al., 2025), similar cases retrieved
through Case Triple Modeling (Zhang et al., 2023).

5 Conclusion

This paper introduces the Criminal Judicial Opin-
ion Generation task to bridge the gap between
legal reasoning and sentencing in current works
by aligning them with actual judicial workflows.
To address this and flexibly fuse legal knowledge,
the LegalChainReasoner framework is proposed,
which models statutory provisions as structured
legal chains and applies a chain-aware encoding
method to capture legal logic and charge-specific
reasoning. Experiments on two real-world and
open-source Chinese criminal cases show that
LegalChainReasoner improves both reasoning qual-
ity and sentencing accuracy, whether the complete
judicial opinion generation task or a single task.
This work marks a step forward in building models
that generate judicial opinions with stronger legal
coherence and real-world applicability.



Limitations

While LegalChainReasoner demonstrates signif-
icant improvements in criminal judicial opinion
generation, there are two limitations in evaluation
methodology and temporal considerations.

While our automated evaluation using LLMs
provides scalability, it may not capture all nuances
of legal reasoning that human judges would con-
sider. The combined accuracy metric, though com-
prehensive, treats all three components (defendant
identification, situation description, and sentencing
range) as equally important, which may not reflect
actual judicial priorities.

The dataset used in this study reflects legal prac-
tices and interpretations from a specific time pe-
riod. Legal frameworks evolve over time through
legislative amendments and changing judicial in-
terpretations. The model’s ability to adapt to such
temporal shifts in legal understanding without re-
training remains unexplored.

Ethic Statements

Privacy Statement All cases used in this paper
are publicly accessible and have been published
through China Judgment Online or the People’s
Court Case Database. All personally identifiable
information has been anonymized, as demonstrated
in the case studies.

Usage Statement This work is intended solely
for research purposes. We have no intention of ap-
plying the current version in the real court to judge
or influence people. While our proposed method
outperforms baseline models, it still contains errors
and requires further improvement.
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A Legal Chain Extraction Prompt

T T T T T T T T T T s S S mmm -~ — ~

Article XXX: [Article content]...

Please generate structured legal chains by extracting "premise -> situation ->
conclusion" triplets from the above provisions.

Constraints:

1. All behaviors mentioned in the provisions must be included

2. Situations must not contain behavioral verbs

3. Multiple situations within the same range should be connected using AND/OR,
ensuring each part maintains the relevant verb

4. Pronouns or references should be replaced with specific content

5. Sentencing ranges should not be decomposed using AND/OR

Present only the structures without additional explanation, following this format:
Behavior A -> Situation/Consequence B -> Sentencing Range D
Behavior A -> Situation/Consequence B -> Sentencing Range E
Behavior F -> Situation/Consequence G -> Sentencing Range H

\
~

Figure 5: Legal Chain Extraction Prompt.

Figure 5 illustrates the prompt structure used for
extracting legal chains from statutory provisions.
While the extraction prompts are designed to en-
force five essential constraints:

* Exhaustiveness: All distinct behaviors and
conditions specified in the statutory provision
must be represented in the extracted chains.

* Semantic separation: Premises must capture
behavioral elements, while situations must fo-
cus exclusively on consequential states or cir-
cumstances.

* Logical coherence: Complex conditions are
represented through explicit logical operators
(AND/OR), ensuring preservation of the orig-
inal provision’s inferential structure.

* Referential specificity: Any pronouns or in-
direct references in the statutory text must be
replaced with their specific content to elimi-
nate ambiguity.

* Sentencing specificity: Conclusions must di-
rectly correspond to legally prescribed sen-
tencing ranges without logical decomposition.

We asked legal experts to evaluate the generated
legal chains using the prompt shown in Figure 5.
Across all 12 crime categories, the generated legal
chains achieved an accuracy of 97.68%. This high
accuracy indicates that the proposed prompt effec-
tively generates accurate legal chains. Moreover,
our construction method allows legal knowledge
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Table 6: Statistics of the Datasets

LAIC-Train LAIC-Test PCCD
Total Cases 33,841 1,200 100
Text Length (Characters)
Fact Description
Average 548.6 509.6 394.0
Median 321.0 306.5 321.5
Court Opinion
Average 343.6 366.1 394.0
Median 280.0 299.0 332.0

to be represented more easily and systematically
than in previous studies, which relied on manually
designed rules.

B Datasets

We utilize two open-source, real-world datasets:
the Legal Al Challenge 2021 (LAIC-2021) and
the People’s Court Case Database (PCCD). Both
datasets contain cases published by courts in China.
The key difference is that the PCCD dataset was
curated by the Supreme People’s Court of China in
2023 and is intended to guide judges in handling
similar cases. Therefore, the cases of PCCD are
much more complex, and the number of cases is
much smaller than LAIC-2021. Statistics for the
two datasets are shown in Table 6.

C Baelines

We selected two types of baselines to compare with
our method: Criminal Judicial Opinion Generation
and Sentencing Prediction. Since the legal reason-
ing generation task is a text generation task, the
models used are primarily language models, which
can also be applied to the Criminal Judicial Opin-
ion Generation task.

Criminal Judicial Opinion Generation task.
Based on prior work in legal reasoning gen-
eration, we selected several recent and influ-
ential natural language generation models as
baselines, including AttS2S (Bahdanau et al.,
2015), BART (Lewis et al., 2020), Llama-3.2-
3B (Grattafiori et al., 2024), DeepSeek-R1-Distill-
Qwen-7B (DeepSeek-Al et al., 2025), and Lawyer-
Llama-13B-V2 (Huang et al., 2023).

Sentencing Prediction We selected language
models such as BERT (Devlin et al., 2019), fine-
tuned BERT (BERT-FT), and ELECTRA (Clark
et al., 2020); manually designed knowledge-based
methods like NeurJudge (Yue et al., 2021a) and
ML-LJP (Liu et al., 2023); and case-based methods
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such as R-Former (Dong and Niu, 2021).

D Evaluation Metrics

We select several types of evaluation metrics to as-
sess the quality of the generated judicial opinions.

D.1 Numerical Evaluation

For sentencing prediction, we do not set the task
as a classification problem. Although prior work
has often formulated sentence length prediction as
a classification task by discretizing prison terms
into predefined categories, we argue that this ap-
proach introduces several limitations. First, dis-
cretization can result in the loss of fine-grained
information, especially when sentence lengths vary
continuously across a wide range. This may ob-
scure meaningful differences between cases with
similar but not identical sentence durations. Sec-
ond, the boundaries between categories are often
arbitrary and may not reflect real-world sentencing
practices or legal standards, potentially introducing
bias or reducing interpretability. Finally, treating
the task as regression allows for a more precise,
data-driven estimation of sentence length, which
aligns better with the inherently continuous nature
of the sentencing variable. Therefore, we adopt
a regression-based formulation and evaluate per-
formance using Mean Absolute Error (MAE) and
Root Mean Square Error (RMSE).

D.2 Lexical Evaluation

To assess the quality of legal reasoning genera-
tion from a lexical perspective, we utilize standard
n-gram overlap-based metrics. Specifically, we
use ROUGE-1, ROUGE-2, and ROUGE-L to mea-
sure unigram, bigram, and longest common sub-
sequence overlaps, respectively. Additionally, we
report BLEU-1, BLEU-2, and BLEU-N scores to
evaluate n-gram precision at different levels. These
metrics capture surface-level similarity between
the generated and reference texts.

D.3 Embedding Evaluation

To assess semantic similarity beyond surface-level
lexical overlap, we utilize BERTScore (Zhang
et al., 2020b), which leverages contextualized em-
beddings from pre-trained transformer models to
compare generated and reference judicial opinions.
This metric captures deeper semantic alignment
and is particularly effective in identifying meaning-
preserving variations that traditional n-gram-based
metrics may overlook.



Reference: [Reference content]...
Generate 1: [Generate 1 content]...

Generate 2 : [Generate 2 content]...

———— -

Generate n: [Generate n content]...

Please answer which text is better-generated.

=== -

Figure 6: GPTScore-pairwise Prompt.

D.4 LLM-based Evaluation

To evaluate the logical consistency and legal sound-
ness of the generated content, we adopt an LLM-
based assessment method known as GPTScore (Fu
et al., 2024). This approach leverages large lan-
guage models to assess the overall quality of gen-
erated judicial opinions. Following recent re-
search, we employ the GPTScore-pairwise (Li
et al., 2024b) variant, which has been shown to
be more effective. This method compares multiple
generated texts and selects the best output. Figure 6
illustrates the prompt used for pairwise comparison,
based on prior work.

Table 1 and 2 show the scores of each model
on GPTScore-pairwise. Due to the page limit, we
report the average scores of AttS2S and BART. The
AttS2S and BART scores of Table 1 are 0.0/0.0/0.0
and 9.87/21.68/28.97, respectively. The AttS2S
and BART scores of Table 2 are 2.0/1.0/1.0 and
11/29/35, respectively.

D.5 Rule-based Evaluation

We design a rule-based method to evaluate the in-
formation consistency between the reference and
generated judicial opinions.

This method focuses on three key aspects: defen-
dant, situation, and sentencing. First, we compare
the defendant’s name (e.g., "Li XX") to ensure it is
consistently represented in both the reference and
generated opinions. Second, we assess whether
both opinions describe the same situation, based on
structured legal chains extracted from the statutory
provisions. Finally, given the situation mentioned
in the generated opinion, we verify whether the pre-
dicted sentence aligns with the expected sentencing
level for that situation.

The final consistency score is computed by mul-
tiplying the individual accuracies of the defendant,
situation, and sentencing components.

E Case Study
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Table 7: Case Demonstration Example 1

Component | Content

Case Information

Type

Robbery

Facts

ZWHEH, 2021 H2H220307 ¥, B & AAKFEIB. C (—ACHN) ZH—HEAEHE
EXWYHEIS MG, ZEfFJ) - TR, FHFLUSEMEY, 68 %lIE300R7T - 1H3H &
RNV, BRSNS EEXHZEE2S i, DIFEEETFBIGEINE1000R7C - R EHE
The court ascertained that on January 2, 2012, at approximately 22:30, Defendant A, together with B and
C (both already sentenced), drove a black sedan to Gas Station 1 in Town Y, City X. Wearing masks and
armed with knives and tools, they threatened the staff and robbed over 300 yuan in cash from the station. At
approximately 1:00 on January 3, the aforementioned individuals drove to Gas Station 2 on Road Z in City
X and used the same methods to rob over 1,000 yuan in cash. The stolen money has been spent.

Opinion

AR, W%ENAUTESERHER, UERTBHTFEBHMEAMY ., E7h SRt HE-
MFHLRTEEERIIRA AL, ABEIE T LISCR: - #05 ANAFPEES), EIENELATT - 05 NAZE
BREIAGR, BUEANERALTT - KIE (P NRSCRERE) F-m R T=4%, FTHEFE K,
FAT T4, BAT=FKZHE, HRT: ALEHERM429A -

This court holds that Defendant A, with the purpose of illegal possession, used violence and threats to rob
others’ property. His actions constitute the crime of robbery. The prosecution’s charge is established and
is supported by this court. Defendant A committed armed robbery, which warrants a heavier punishment.
Defendant A voluntarily admitted guilt in court, which warrants a lenient punishment. In accordance with
Articles 263, 25(1), 52, and 53 of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as
follows: 42 months of fixed-term imprisonment.

Evaluation Metrics

Defendant

Defendant A

Reasoning

Robbery (with knives and tools); Multiple instances (two gas stations)

Sentencing

42 months of imprisonment

Generated Opinions

AttS2S

Opinion: This court holds that | Defendant D , with the purpose of illegal possession, used methods of
fabricating facts and concealing the truth to | defraud others’ property , with the amount being huge . These
actions | constitute the crime of fraud . The prosecution’s charge is established. The defendant truthfully
confessed his crimes, which warrants a lenient punishment. Based on the defendant’s criminal facts,

circumstances, and remorseful attitude, a lenient punishment is appropriate. In accordance with Articles
266, 67(1), and 62 of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as follows:

36 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: x Incorrectly identifies defendant as "Defendant D"; x Completely mischaracterizes the crime
as fraud and fails to mention used violence and threats as premise; X Sentencing inconsistent with reasoning

BART

Opinion: This court holds that |Defendant A, with the purpose of illegal possession, to-
gether with others |used violence and threats to  forcibly rob others’ property . These actions

constitute the crime of robbery . The prosecution’s charge is established. The Defendant A played a
minor role in the joint crime and is an accomplice who should receive reduced punishment according to law.
The Defendant A truthfully confessed his crimes after being arrested, which warrants a lenient punishment
according to law. In accordance with Articles 263, 25(1), 27, 67(3), and 64 of the Criminal Law of the
People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as follows: 30 months of fixed-term imprisonment .
Evaluation: v* Correctly identifies defendant; v" Correctly identifies crime as robbery and mention used
violence and threats as premise; x Sentencing inconsistent with reasoning and actual sentencing range

Lawyer-
Llama-13B-
V2

Opinion: This court holds that |Defendant A, together with others, with the purpose of
illegal possession, | used violence and threats to | rob public and private property . His actions

constitute the crime of robbery . The prosecution’s charge is supported by clear facts and sufficient evi-

dence. The Defendant A voluntarily admitted guilt in court, which warrants consideration for leniency.
In accordance with Articles 263(1) and 55(1) of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the

judgment is as follows: |60 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: v Correctly identifies defendant; v* Correctly identifies crime as robbery and mention used
violence and threats as premise; v' Sentencing consistent with reasoning though higher than actual sentence

Lawyer-
Llama-
13B-V2 +
Statutory
Provisions

Opinion: This court holds that |Defendant A, together with others, with the purpose of
illegal possession, | used violence and threats to rob public and private property . His actions

constitute the crime of robbery . The prosecution’s charge is supported by clear facts and sufficient evi-

dence. The Defendant A voluntarily admitted guilt in court, which warrants consideration for leniency. In
accordance with Article 263(4) of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as

follows: 120 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: v Correctly identifies defendant; v* Correctly identifies crime as robbery and mention used
violence and threats as premise; X Sentencing inconsistent with reasoning and actual sentencing range
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Lawyer-
Llama-
13B-V2

+ Legal-
Chain-
Reasoner

Opinion: This court holds that |Defendant A, together with others, with the purpose of
illegal possession, | used violence and threats to | rob public and private property . His actions

constitute the crime of robbery . The prosecution’s charge is supported by clear facts and sufficient evi-
dence. The Defendant A voluntarily admitted guilt in court, which warrants consideration for leniency. In
accordance with Article 263 of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as
follows: 48 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: v Correctly identifies defendant; v* Correctly identifies crime as robbery and mention used
violence and threats as premise; v’ Sentencing consistent with reasoning though higher than actual sentence
but most closed

Table 8: Case Demonstration Example 2

Component | Content

Case Information

Type

Fraud

Facts

EHHEEN, WEAAT20BFIAE4H, UEAREABAE LT FIAL, PRI E
ABARMI677TC - #85 AAT2014F11 A 4y, LIACH LT B TAE A, WINCART247
To- B ANAT201752 75, LIABIDAE R HEE = RIRID A RT225 7T - g8k, #ii AAk
VEgR =, VEOR Rt ARM627 7T -

The court ascertained that from January to April 2013, Defendant A defrauded Victim B by claiming he could
arrange employment at Factory X for Victim B’s son, receiving 160,000 CNY on two occasions. In November
2014, the defendant defrauded Victim C of 240,000 CNY by claiming he could arrange employment for
Victim C’s son. In February 2017, the defendant defrauded Victim D of 220,000 CNY on three occasions
by claiming he could help with certain matters. In total, Defendant A committed three instances of fraud
amounting to 620,000 CNY.

Opinion

EBENT, AFILREERE AADTEE AR ERN, BMEX, RREM, 2RI AT
Y, BRI ERRISESE, B0 E R RSRIEE T LUIESS, ARAT R AVETRTE, AFILRTE
FERVLAR AR A RO - KT ABHRIR, HIAAENCILT A LIE, WEIc24 5 LA E#H, &
TN BVERIERE N, SHEEIH, #FAC IEAE- IEAFIESHIESLATREEACILF I
TAE, cHEaftA24 7T, BIEWIRE (R&) | BUTAMBRABZ T H TE, EEBEIELARE
ACILT AT, ILCERMESE, LRIEREBEAEEIEREES, ELIELARREENC/L
THIAE, EWRC245 TUAIESE, ARIBHIE ANAOL; R TABHENG, HAEDI 7 =IRE2275 70
JFULGEET, BEE, NENERMAVERIERAHTEN, SEHEIh, #FE ADIFRA -
UEAGHTIE S BRESE R 225 T AA, BGHARRERF 225 T E —FH T LI IR CIE R IESE
HCARIBEIRANRL - B ANATERR I E ABRARIHREUS LENEHILRE, RRIL, MANEL
T B ANAISEHERVER B E ABRITRAT, FTRAMERAL] « KIR (R NRILRIERE)
NEAF BATHAEE - BEATERE=FR FAT5% BRT=5 B TUEZM
T, HRIT: FILEIRER 138D A -

This court holds that the prosecution’s charges against Defendant A—that with the purpose of illegal
possession, he fabricated facts, concealed the truth, and repeatedly defrauded others of property in an
especially large amount—are supported by evidence verified during the trial. Defendant A’s actions constitute
the crime of fraud, and the prosecution’s charges regarding the criminal facts and offense are established.
Regarding Defendant A’s defense that he did not promise to arrange employment for Victim C’s son and
that the 240,000 CNY received from Victim C was a loan rather than fraud, the court finds that testimonies
from Victim C, Witness E, and Witness F all confirm that Defendant A falsely claimed he could arrange
employment for Victim C’s son, and Victim C paid Defendant A 240,000 CNY in total. Documentary
evidence including receipts (IOUs) indicate the money was for arranging employment for the payer’s child.
Text message screenshots confirm Defendant A’s false claims about arranging employment and requesting
money from Victim C. This evidence forms a complete chain sufficient to prove that Defendant A defrauded
Victim C of 240,000 CNY by falsely claiming he could arrange employment for Victim C’s son. Therefore,
Defendant A’s defense is not established. Regarding Defendant A’s defense that after receiving 220,000 CNY
from Victim D in three installments, he let Witness G take it away and did not spend the money himself,
thereby not constituting fraud, the court finds that testimonies from Victim D and Witness G confirm that
220,000 CNY was given to Defendant A, and Witness G denies Defendant A’s claim that he borrowed
the 220,000 CNY. There is no evidence to support Defendant A’s claim, so his defense is not established.
The defendant committed the fraud against Victim B after being released from prison for less than five
years, making him a recidivist, which warrants a heavier punishment. The defendant truthfully confessed to
defrauding Victim B, which warrants a lenient punishment. In accordance with Articles 266, 65(1), 67(3), 52,
53, and 64 of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as follows: 138 months
of fixed-term imprisonment.
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Component | Content

Evaluation Metrics

Defendant

Defendant A

Reasoning

Multiple defrauded others of property (three separate victims); Especially large amount (620,000 CNY)

Sentencing

138 months of imprisonment

Generated Opinions

AttS2S

Opinion: The Court holds that | Defendant Z , with the purpose of illegal possession, used methods of
fabricating facts and concealing the truth to ' defraud others’ property , 'with the amount being large . These

actions ' constitute the crime of fraud . The prosecution’s charge is established. The defendant truthfully
confessed his crimes after committing them, which warrants lenient punishment according to law. Based on
the defendant’s criminal facts, circumstances, and remorseful attitude, a lenient punishment is appropriate.
In accordance with Articles 266, 67(1), and 62 of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the

judgment is as follows: | 36 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: x Incorrectly identifies defendant; x Correctly classifies premise as defraud others’ property but
mischaracterizes amount as "large" rather than "especially large"; x Sentencing inconsistent with reasoning
and actual sentencing range

BART

Opinion: The Court holds that ' Defendant A , with the purpose of illegal possession, used methods of fabri-
cating facts and concealing the truth to ' defraud others’ property , with the amount being especially large .

These actions | constitute the crime of fraud . The prosecution’s charge against the defendant for the crime
of fraud is supported by clear facts and sufficient evidence. The charge is established and supported by this
court. The defendant truthfully confessed his crimes after being arrested, which warrants lenient punishment
according to law. In accordance with Articles 266, 67(3), 52, 53, and 64 of the Criminal Law of the People’s

Republic of China, the judgment is as follows: ' 120 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: v Correctly identifies defendant; v* Correctly classifies premise as defraud others’ property
and correctly characterizes amount as "especially large"; v Sentencing consistent with reasoning though
lower than actual sentence

Lawyer-
Llama-13B-
V2

Opinion: The Court holds that ' Defendant A , with the purpose of illegal possession, fabricated facts
and concealed the truth, to repeatedly defraud others’ property , with the amount being especially large .

These actions | constitute the crime of fraud . The prosecution’s charge is supported by evidence and is

established. The defendant truthfully confessed his crimes after being arrested, which constitutes a confession
and warrants lenient punishment according to law. The defendant has actively returned the defrauded property
and obtained forgiveness from the victims, which may warrant lenient punishment. In accordance with

Articles 266 and 67(3) of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as follows:
96 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: v* Correctly identifies defendant; v* Correctly classifies premise as defraud others’ property and
correctly characterizes amount as "especially large"; X Sentencing inconsistent with reasoning and actual
sentencing range

Lawyer-
Llama-
13B-V2 +
Statutory
Provisions

Opinion: The Court holds that 'Defendant A , with the purpose of illegal possession, fabricated facts
and concealed the truth to | defraud others’ property , with the amount being especially large . These ac-

tions | constitute the crime of fraud . The prosecution’s charge is supported by clear facts and sufficient
evidence, and is established. The defendant voluntarily admitted guilt in court, which warrants lenient
punishment. After the case occurred, the defendant’s family actively compensated the victims for eco-
nomic losses and obtained forgiveness, which warrants lenient punishment. The defense counsel’s relevant
defense opinions are consistent with the established facts and are adopted. In accordance with Articles
266, 52, and 64 of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as follows:

120 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: v’ Correctly identifies defendant; v'Correctly classifies premise as defraud others’ property and
correctly characterizes amount as "especially large"; v’ Sentencing consistent with reasoning though lower
than actual sentence

Lawyer-
Llama-
13B-V2

+ Legal-
Chain-
Reasoner

Opinion: The Court holds that ' Defendant A , with the purpose of illegal possession, fabricated facts and
concealed the truth to ' defraud others’ property , with the amount being especially large . These actions
constitute the crime of fraud . The prosecution’s charge is supported by clear facts, sufficient evidence, and

is established. Given that the defendant voluntarily admitted guilt in court, a relatively lenient punishment
may be considered. In accordance with Articles 266, 52, and 53 of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic

of China, the judgment is as follows: | 120 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: v Correctly identifies defendant; v* Correctly classifies premise as defraud others’ property
and correctly characterizes amount as "especially large"; v Sentencing consistent with reasoning though
lower than actual sentence
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Table 9: Case Demonstration Example 3

Component | Content

Case Information

Type

Misappropriation of Funds

Facts

ZEHHEER: 20175350, # &5 KAGBREZE € RAUR AR LTI, 72017537 10H

E3A13H, BED = J0ET RATERIKER ABGE AATKF 1507 TCH)& R, # AARF15075 7T
AL ERAT A - 201754 H21H 25 A9H , BIREX AR YA A K& B 6 A AAlK
F106 57, #E AARE A AL EFFHATIEHEHEFMPAEH - REXAEHAL. AE
B, #EAXAF RXAF YA T FR B S NARE -

Facts as determined by the court: On March 5, 2017, Defendant A signed an equity and debt transfer agree-
ment with Person B. Between March 10-13, 2017, Person B transferred contractual payments totaling 1.5
million yuan to Defendant A’s account in three separate bank transfers, which Defendant A misappropriated
to repay bank loans. From April 21 to May 9, 2017, Person B transferred housing sales proceeds totaling
1.06 million yuan from Branch Y of Company X to Defendant A’s account in six installments. Defendant
A used 850,000 yuan of these funds to repay personal loans and for personal expenses. The funds were
returned before the case was filed. Further investigation revealed that the victims, Company X and its Branch
Y, have both expressed understanding toward Defendant A

Opinion

KRN, WEANAFHIRGS Z B E S, BEEA, LEEXEL, IEREAES . t5, JHiT
NIRRT &R AFPLRIEERIRES R BESLAOL, AR T LI - BE AAZIRJE st
HOMSETT, ATAERALTT - i NAIRTEHE NI, "I NERAb T - ALK B 2RI
SIEEAE, ABET LA » PR THCE AN NSEHA « RGHE NREE - IAFRIATT ] NEEAL
T HIBEP R LT LRGN « AP AR TR 183 5 —Eg0S A 1507 TTA RN E K56 210
FRECIN A4S TTHIBHTE L, BB 5HELANF, N TR RIEwE NLREE . JLRERIE
B BEANTHEREERE, KB (FEARIMERE) FoaL+ 248 FxHmEk.
FATERF=FZE, FRRWN. ALEHERNT A -

This court holds that Defendant A took advantage of his position to misappropriate funds in a relatively large
amount. The facts of the crime are clear and the evidence is reliable and sufficient. His behavior constitutes
the crime of misappropriation of funds. The prosecution’s charge and alleged facts are established and
confirmed by this court. The defendant truthfully confessed his crimes after being arrested, which warrants a
lenient punishment. The defendant obtained the forgiveness of the victims, which also warrants consideration
for leniency. The sentencing recommendation of the prosecution complies with the law and is confirmed by
the court. The defense’s opinion that the defendant truthfully confessed, obtained the victims’ understanding,
and admitted guilt and accepted punishment warranting leniency is adopted. The defense’s opinion regarding
the prosecution’s allegations about the first misappropriation of 1.5 million yuan and that the amount in
the second crime should be 450,000 yuan is not consistent with the facts and is not adopted. Based on the
facts, nature, circumstances, and social harm of the defendant’s crime, in accordance with Articles 272, 64,
and 67(3) of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as follows: 7 months of
fixed-term imprisonment.

Component

Content

Evaluation Metrics

Defendant

Defendant A

Reasoning

Misappropriated funds; Relatively large amounts

Sentencing

7 months of imprisonment

Generated Opinions

AttS2S

Opinion: This court holds that | Defendant Z , with the purpose of illegal possession, used methods of
fabricating facts and concealing the truth to | defraud others’ property |, 'with the amount being large . These
actions | constitute the crime of fraud . The prosecution’s charge is established. The defendant’s criminal

facts and circumstances warrant lenient punishment according to law. Based on the defendant’s criminal facts,
circumstances, and the degree of social harm, in accordance with Articles 266, 67(1), and 60 of the Criminal

Law of the People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as follows: | 36 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: X Incorrectly identifies defendant; X Mischaracterizes crime as fraud rather than misappropri-
ation of funds and incorrectly characterizes amount as "large" rather than "relatively large"; X Sentencing
inconsistent with reasoning and actual sentencing range

BART

Opinion: This court holds that | Defendant A , as a company employee, took advantage of his position
to | misappropriate company funds for personal use, with the amount being large , and not returned for

over three months. His actions ' constitute the crime of misappropriation of funds . The prosecution’s
charge is established and supported by this court. The defendant truthfully confessed his crimes after
being arrested, which warrants lenient punishment according to law. The defendant has obtained the
understanding of the victims, which warrants consideration for leniency. In accordance with Articles
272(1), 67(3), and 64 of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as follows:
36 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: v* Correctly identifies defendant; x Correctly identifies premise as misappropriate company
funds but incorrectly characterizes amount as "large" rather than "relatively large"; x Sentencing inconsistent
with reasoning and actual sentencing range
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Lawyer-
Llama-13B-
V2

Opinion: This court holds that | 'Defendant A took advantage of his position to
misappropriate public funds for profit-making activities, |with the amount being large . His ac-

tions ' constitute the crime of misappropriation of funds . The prosecution’s charge is established with clear

facts and sufficient evidence. The defendant voluntarily surrendered himself after the crime and truthfully
confessed, constituting voluntary surrender, which warrants lenient punishment. The defendant voluntarily
admitted guilt and obtained the victims’ understanding, which also warrants consideration for leniency. In
accordance with Articles 272(1), 67(1), 72(1), 72(3), 73(2), and 73(3) of the Criminal Law of the People’s

Republic of China, the judgment is as follows: | 36 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: v Correctly identifies defendant; x Incorrectly characterizes as "misappropriation of public
funds" rather than "misappropriation of company funds" and incorrectly describes amount as "large" rather
than "relatively large"; x Sentencing inconsistent with reasoning and actual sentencing range

Lawyer-
Llama-
13B-V2 +
Statutory
Provisions

Opinion: This court holds that |Defendant A took advantage of his position to
misappropriate company funds for personal use, with the amount being relatively large and not

returned for over three months. His actions ' constitute the crime of misappropriation of funds . The

prosecution’s charge is established with clear facts and sufficient evidence. Before the case was filed,
the defendant returned most of the misappropriated funds to the victim company and obtained their
understanding, which warrants consideration for leniency. The defendant voluntarily admitted guilt
during the trial, which also warrants leniency. The defense counsel’s opinion that the defendant is a
first-time offender who has actively compensated for the victims’ losses and obtained their understanding,
requesting a suspended sentence, is verified and adopted. In accordance with Articles 272(1), 67(3), 72(1),
73(2), and 73(3) of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as follows:

12 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: v* Correctly identifies defendant; v* Correctly identifies premise as misappropriation of funds
and correctly characterizes amount as "relatively large"; v' Sentencing consistent with reasoning though
higher than actual sentence

Lawyer-
Llama-
13B-V2

+  Legal-
Chain-
Reasoner

Opinion: This court holds that | Defendant A took advantage of his position to
misappropriate company funds for personal use, with the amount being relatively large and not

returned for over three months. His actions ' constitute the crime of misappropriation of funds . The

prosecution’s charge and alleged facts are established and legally supported. Given that the defendant
actively returned all misappropriated funds before the case was filed, voluntarily admitted guilt in court,
and obtained the understanding of the victims, a lenient punishment is warranted. In accordance with
Articles 272(1) and 64 of the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, the judgment is as follows:

12 months of fixed-term imprisonment .

Evaluation: v Correctly identifies defendant; v* Correctly identifies premise as misappropriation of funds
and correctly characterizes amount as "relatively large"; v' Sentencing consistent with reasoning though
higher than actual sentence
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