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Abstract—Over the past decade, different domain-specific lan-
guages (DSLs) were proposed to formally specify requirements
stated in legal contracts, mainly for analysis but also for code
generation. SYMBOLEO is a promising language in that area.
However, writing formal specifications from natural-language
contracts is a complex task, especial for legal experts who do
not have formal language expertise. This paper reports on an
exploratory experiment targeting the automated generation of
SYMBOLEO specifications from business contracts in English
using Large Language Models (LLMs). Combinations (38) of
prompt components are investigated (with/without the grammar,
semantics explanations, 0 to 3 examples, and emotional prompts),
mainly on GPT-4o but also to a lesser extent on 4 other LLMs.
The generated specifications are manually assessed against 16
error types grouped into 3 severity levels. Early results on all
LLMs show promising outcomes (even for a little-known DSL)
that will likely accelerate the specification of legal contracts. How-
ever, several observed issues, especially around grammar/syntax
adherence and environment variable identification (49%), suggest
many areas where potential improvements should be investigated.

Index Terms—Code Generation, DSL, Large Language Model,
Legal Contract, Requirements Specification, SYMBOLEO.

I. INTRODUCTION

Legal contracts are agreements between parties that de-
lineate the obligations, rights, and conditions that must be
adhered to. They also specify requirements on parties that must
be monitored for violations and other types of breaches. As
such contracts are most often written in natural language, they
are subject to several types of ambiguities and inconsistencies
that are typically difficult to analyze automatically.

Several Domain-Specific Languages (DSLs) enable the for-
mal specification and analysis of contracts [1]. For exam-
ple, SYMBOLEO was recently proposed as a structured and
machine-readable language for specifying contractual obliga-
tions, powers, and domain concepts, while enabling design-
time verification of logical properties, as well as code gener-
ation of smart contracts that monitor contract executions [2].

This work is funded by the ORF-RE Grant CyPreSS: Software Tech-
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However, writing contract specifications requires skills that
contract authors (e.g., lawyers) and parties (e.g., buyers and
sellers) typically do not master. Even for DSL experts, this
conversion takes time and is prone to errors as it involves
handling complex DSL constructs and legal interpretations.

Several approaches, typically based on Natural Language
Processing (NLP) or Machine Learning (ML), have been
proposed to support the automatic generation of specifications
and code in a given DSL from natural-language documents,
including from contracts (e.g., [1], [3], [4]). For SYMBOLEO
in particular, Soavi et al. [5] have explored tool-supported
semantic annotations without full specification generation,
whereas Meloche et al. [6], [7] have explored full generation,
but limited to specific refinements of contract templates.

In recent years, Large Language Models (LLMs) such
as GPT [8] have also been investigated in the context of
generating specifications in a DSL from natural-language
documents [9]–[12]. In the legal field, where documents are
typically long, intricate, and written using highly technical
terminology, tasks such as legal contract specification and
analysis may be more productive with the use of LLMs [13].

This paper aims to investigate the potential and limitations
of LLMs in automatically generating formal specifications
from natural-language legal business contracts. The focus is
on one particular DSL, SYMBOLEO, as this language supports
downstream software engineering tasks such as verification
through model checking [14] and smart contract code gener-
ation for the Hyperledger Fabric blockchain platform [15].

A key strategy to good LLM performance for such a task
is prompt engineering [16], whereby LLMs can be guided in
generating outputs that reflect the required format and struc-
ture, especially for target DSLs that are typically unknown to
the LLMs involved. Our main research question (RQ) here is:

RQ: What combination of prompting strategies enables
the most accurate generation of SYMBOLEO specifica-
tions from natural-language business legal contracts?

As SYMBOLEO is a new DSL and not yet commonly used,
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this first exploratory experiment will focus on combinations
of four prompt components, namely with/without i) the DSL
grammar, ii) explanations of core DSL semantics, iii) zero,
one, and few shots, and iv) emotional prompting. A total
of 38 combinations are tested on ChatGPT-4o [8], but two
extreme combinations are also tested on other LLMs that have
simple Web-based access, namely Llama 3.2 [17], Claude 3.5
Haiku [18], Mistral 7B [19], and Gemini 1.5 Pro 002 [20].

The evaluation of the resulting specifications involves count-
ing errors in the generated specifications along 16 types
grouped into 3 severity levels. Although we expect all speci-
fications to contain errors, we are interested in characterizing
them so better approaches can mitigate in the future. We also
appreciate that it is usually far simpler and faster to fix an
incorrect specification than it is to create one from scratch,
especially for non-experts.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. Section II
provides necessary background on SYMBOLEO. Section III
presents the experiment in terms of prompt combinations,
while Section IV gives the evaluation results along our error-
related metrics. Sections V, VI, and VII respectively provide
a discussion, related work, and the conclusion.

II. BACKGROUND

SYMBOLEO is an ontology-based formal specification lan-
guage designed to enable the creation of legally accurate and
executable specifications of contracts, reduce ambiguity, and
make contract compliance verifiable and enforceable through
automated smart contract systems [2].

A. SYMBOLEO Ontology

SYMBOLEO is rooted in a strong ontology based on legal
theories, particularly the Unified Foundation Ontology (UFO)
and its legal extension, UFO-L [21]. UFO-L provides basic
legal concepts (e.g., roles, assets, obligations, powers, and
events) essential for defining contractual relationships [2],
[22], which are adapted in SYMBOLEO’s ontology.

Roles: Roles define the participants (e.g., buyer, seller) and
their responsibilities within the contract.

Assets: Assets represent items of value involved in the
contract (e.g., goods or services). They are defined with
specific properties like quality and quantity, ensuring clarity
in what is being exchanged.

Obligations: Obligations indicate duties one role owes
another, triggered by specific conditions. Each obligation has
an antecedent and a consequent legal position. An obligation
can, for instance, mandate that a buyer pay by a particular
date or that a seller provides products on a specific date.

Powers: Powers are rights that allow a role to instantiate,
change, suspend, or terminate obligations when conditions
are met. Powers provide flexibility by enabling parties to
adjust obligations or impose penalties in response to delays
or breaches of the contract.

Event: Event (based on event calculus) occur at a time point
(e.g., a date/time), and cannot change. Events have pre- and
post-state situations. For example, delivered is an event whose

pre-state is ‘being in transit’ and post-state is ‘being at the
point of destination’. Events have typed parameters, some of
which with values that can come from the environment.

The full ontology additionally includes concepts for con-
tracts, parties, situations, time points, and time intervals [2].

B. Grammar

SYMBOLEO’s grammar1 is defined using Xtext [23] and
contains about 70 rules. The first part of a specification
contains the contract’s domain model, which extends the
ontology concepts (mainly assets, roles, and events) describing
contract-specific concepts and their attributes.

A contract signature then defines the name of the contract
together with its typed parameters (e.g., roles, quantities,
deadlines). In essence, a SYMBOLEO specification is a contract
template whose parameters must be provided with specific
values during instantiation.

A specification then describes declarations, which initialize
local variables with initial values. SYMBOLEO supports basic
types (e.g., Boolean, Date, Number, String, enumerations...)
and user-defined types declared in the domain models.

Domain MyDomain
Seller isA Role name: String;
Deliv isAn Event with Env qty: Number; // ...

endDomain
Contract MyContract (s : Seller, name:String, ...)
Declarations
b: Buyer with buyername:=name; // ...

Obligations
delivery: Obligation(seller, buyer, true,

WhappensBefore(deliv, dueDate)); //...
Powers
suspendDelivery : Happens(Violated(obligations
.payment)) -> Power(s, b, true, Suspended(
obligations.delivery)); //...

Constraints
not(IsEqual(s, b)); // seller <> buyer

Optionally, preconditions confirm correct role assignment,
asset definition, and initial parameters, while postconditions
define expected outcomes upon contract termination.

The key legal elements in a specification are obligations
and powers. They are formalized using a syntax that specifies
antecedents and consequents akin to an “if-then” format.
Obligations dictate duties, while powers allow parties to adjust
contract states based on specified conditions. For instance, an
obligation might require “the seller to deliver goods to the
buyer by a set date” whereas a power might allow the buyer
to suspend delivery if payment is not on its way [2].

Finally (and optionally), constraints enforce certain rules
within the contract (e.g., the seller and buyer are different).

III. PROMPT ENGINEERING

This section presents the selected components that can be
assembled to form the prompts used in this experiment. The
prompts, corresponding SYMBOLEO specifications, and anal-
ysis results are freely available online [24]. Our preliminary
experiment exclusively focuses on prompts for out-of-the-box

1SYMBOLEO grammar in Xtext: https://bit.ly/Symboleo-Xtext
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Web-based LLM environments. LLM parameter tuning (e.g.,
temperature) and fine-tuning (which would require many small
code generation examples that we do not have) are particularly
outside the scope of our study.

A. Prompt Components
Sahoo et al. [16] have reviewed many prompt engineering

techniques, including context provision (e.g., DSL grammar
and semantics), few-shot learning, and emotional prompting.
These are the building blocs explored here.

1) Xtext Grammar Explanation (Syntactical Context): We
used the syntax definition of SYMBOLEO’s in Xtext1 to guide
the model to conform to the stringent syntactical grammar
of the DSL. The grammar also provides the model with a
foundational template through this organized syntactic format,
facilitating its understanding of SYMBOLEO’s elements, such
as obligations, roles, powers, and constraints. This grammar
serves as a syntactic framework, which is likely beneficial for
generating compliant specifications in domains that require
precise structural adherence. The prompt is as follows (the
grammar, not shown here, is the one available online1):

Here is Symboleo’s syntax in Xtext format:

2) Modalities and Events (Theoretical Context): Legal con-
tracts encompass intricate modalities in which obligations
and powers are contingent on specific trigger conditions and
outcomes. To the LLM about these aspects, we provided
additional context in select prompts, detailing SYMBOLEO’s
semantics for interpreting obligations, powers, and various
non-trivial functions for observing events. This may enable the
model to more effectively interpret events and triggers within
contract clauses [2], [6].

Also, please note that in Symboleo:
- Obligations have the format "Oid: [trigger ->] O(debtor, creditor,
antecedent, consequent)" where creditor and debtor are roles whereas
the trigger, antecedent, and consequent are legal situations defined by
propositions.
- Surviving obligations are the obligations that remain in effect after the
termination of a contract.
- Powers are specified as "Pid: [trigger ->] P(creditor, debtor,
antecedent, consequent)" are used to create, change or terminate an
obligation or another power.

Regarding Symboleo’s semantics, please note that:
- Happens(e1) is true if event e1 has happened.
- HappensAfter(e1, p1/e2) is true if event e1 happened after time point
p1 or event e2.
- WhappensBefore(e1, p1/e2) is true if event e1 happened before time
point p1 or event e2.
- ShappensBefore(e1, e2) is true if events e1 and e2 have happened
and e1 happened before e2.
- HappensWithin(e1, int1) is true if event e1 happened within interval
int1 (where an interval consists of two time points).
- HappensWithin(e1, sit1) is true if event e1 happened when situation
sit1 was held (e.g., an obligation is in violation state).

3) Emotional Prompting (Motivational Directive): This
study also briefly investigates emotional directives to deter-
mine whether the affective language in prompts affects the

engagement or output quality of the LLM. Although this
method is somewhat unconventional, it is consistent with
findings in prompt engineering research, which indicate that
motivational prompts can occasionally improve the focus and
engagement of outputs [13].

Do a good job as this is the most crucial point in my dream career and
everything is relying upon it.

4) Example Scenarios (Few-Shot Learning): Examples may
also be used in prompt engineering, as the LLM may benefit
from exposure to similar tasks or examples before generat-
ing a response. We provided example scenarios in various
combinations to evaluate their effect on the model’s ability to
generate accurate SYMBOLEO specifications. These scenarios
included legal contract examples with their corresponding
SYMBOLEO specifications. By testing prompts with zero to
three examples, we can investigate the influence of example
presence, diversity, and ordering on enhancing the LLM’s
performance in producing precise contract specifications. Each
prompt may include 0 to 3 examples, for example:

Here is the First example of a legal contract in natural language,
followed by its Symboleo specification:
... [Natural-language contract]
The corresponding Symboleo specification is:
... [Symboleo code]
Second example of a legal contract in natural language, followed by its
Symboleo specification:
... [Natural-language contract]
The corresponding Symboleo specification is:
... [Symboleo code]
Third example of a legal contract in natural language, followed by its
Symboleo specification:
... [Natural-language contract]
The corresponding Symboleo specification is:
... [Symboleo code]

There are 3 specific scenarios, based on existing contracts:
Scenario A: Medical Supply Contract [15]: This contract

(10 clauses) outlines the terms between a medical consor-
tium (MCDC) and Pfizer for the production and delivery
of vaccines. Pfizer must deliver vaccine doses according to
specified timelines, meet dosage requirements, and ensure
appropriate storage conditions, while notifying MCDC of lead
times. Payment is based on actual quantities delivered, with
specific processing timelines. MCDC is restricted from issuing
stop-work orders unless legally required, and Pfizer is exempt
from liability for delays caused by regulatory or manufacturing
hurdles. The corresponding SYMBOLEO specification has 97
lines, with 11 domain elements, 3 obligations, and 3 powers.

Scenario B: Energy Supply Agreement [2]: This agree-
ment (7 clauses) governs the relationship between a Dis-
tributed Energy Resource Provider (DERP) and the California
Independent System Operator (CAISO) for energy delivery
and payments. DERP must fulfill energy delivery obligations
as per agreed bids, while CAISO is required to process
payments within specified timeframes. CAISO can terminate
the agreement for delivery failures or unpaid invoices, and



DERP may terminate with 90 days’ notice. Penalties can be
imposed on DERP for failure to meet energy commitments.
Its SYMBOLEO specification contains 65 lines, including 18
domain elements, 8 obligations, and 2 powers.

Scenario C: Meat Sale Contract [2]: This contract (8
clauses) specifies an international transaction between a seller
and a buyer for the delivery of a specified quantity and
quality of meat. The seller must deliver the meat within a
set period, and the buyer must complete payment by the
agreed date, with penalties for late payment. The buyer is
granted termination rights if delivery is delayed beyond a 10-
day grace period. Both parties are bound by a confidentiality
clause that applies during and after the contract’s execution.
The corresponding SYMBOLEO specification contains 56 lines,
including 10 domain elements, 3 obligations, and 3 powers.

B. Test Cases

To assess the impact of prompt engineering on SYMBOLEO
specification generation, we examine various combinations of
prompt components, each designed to guide the model in a
unique way. The following is a summary of the 38 prompt
test cases, which all start with this initial statement:

Symboleo is a formal language used to specify legal contracts.

1) Xtext Grammar Explanation: can be excluded (used in
only 2 test cases, as early tests showed that the LLMs
do not know Symboleo’s language out of the box) or
included (in the other 36 test cases).

2) Modalities and Events: Included, or excluded.
3) Emotional Prompting: Included, or excluded.
4) Example Scenarios:

• No example.
• Single Scenario: Scenario A.
• Pairwise Combinations: Scenarios A+B, A+C, B+A,

B+C, C+A, C+B (to check the impact of orderings).
• All Scenarios: Scenarios A+B+C.

Finally, each prompt configuration ends with a standardized
query for contract generation, with a 4th natural-language
contract, this time for a Computer Sale [14] that has non-
trivial date/event management and business logic:

Given the above information, please provide a Symboleo specification
(compliant with the language grammar) for the following natural
language contract:

i) The customer orders a computer from a store, to be delivered
within 7 days;
ii) The customer agrees to pay a deposit worth between 15% and 20%
of the computer price, on the same day;
iii) The customer agrees to pay the remaining amount of the computer
price within 10 days of delivery;
iv) If delivery is late, the customer has the option (power) to cancel the
contract or get a 5% reduction on the original price and pay within 10
days of delivery.

IV. EVALUATION

Each prompt configuration was tested using ChatGPT 4o [8]
in ephemeral mode, ensuring that the results from one prompt

configuration did not influence subsequent generations. This
approach allowed us to isolate the performance of each prompt
and configuration independently, preventing data retention
from impacting the accuracy of outputs.

In addition, two test cases (#2 with only scenarios A, B, and
C, and #33 with everything), were repeated across four other
LLMs: Claude 3.5 Haiku [18], Gemini 1.5 Pro 002 [20], Llama
3.2 [17], and Mistral 7B [19]. This cross-model testing allows
to briefly examine consistency and variability in the generation
of SYMBOLEO specifications across different LLMs. Due
to Llama’s word limit, its prompts had to be divided and
processed into three sections, ensuring the entire prompt was
presented accurately despite input constraints.

A. Evaluation Metrics

In our evaluation of the generated SYMBOLEO specifica-
tions, we established a set of criteria to assess the quality of
each output. Each error type was assigned a weight to reflect
its relative impact on the specification’s integrity, guiding the
prioritization of issues. Errors were classified as high-impact,
medium-impact, and low-impact.

High-Impact Errors (Weight: 4)
• Incorrect Elements Identification: Misclassifying roles,

events, assets, or conditions, such as defining a role as
an asset or an event as a role.

• Missing Elements Identification: Omission of essential
roles, assets, or events, such as customer or computer.

• Including Information from Outside the Query: Adding
irrelevant elements not specific to the query, such as
unrelated roles or assets, detracting from the focus of
the specification.

• Missing Conditions in the Contract: Failing to include
necessary preconditions, postconditions, or conditions
within obligations and powers.

• Missing Calculations: Omitting essential calculations,
e.g., total price, from obligations or other contract sec-
tions.

• Missing All Attributes: Omitting defining attributes for an
entity, such as leaving computer without attributes.

• Misunderstanding of Structure Roles: Placing elements in
incorrect sections, e.g., adding a variable in the signature
or misplacing an attribute in the obligation section.

Medium-Impact Errors (Weight: 3)
• Incorrect Data Type Identification: Assigning incorrect

data types to attributes or parameters, such as defining
the price as a String instead of a Number.

• Inconsistency with the Grammar: Using invalid constructs
that deviate from SYMBOLEO’s grammar.

• Misidentified Environment Variables: Using incorrect en-
vironment variables altering the contract’s intended logic.

• Providing Wrong Logic: Implementing incorrect logical
relationships, changing the meaning of obligations or
conditions.

• Incorrect Calculations: Errors in calculations, such as
miscalculating values or failing to account for parameters.



• Including Unnecessary Information: Adding extra details,
such as additional roles or attributes.

• Missing Attributes: Omission of individual attributes
(e.g., who := cust).

Low-Impact Errors (Weight: 2)
• Incorrect Syntax: Minor syntax errors, such as missing

keywords, incorrect delimiters, or misplaced symbols.
• Missing Parameters: Omission of parameters within the

signature.

B. Results

By testing our prompt combinations on ChatGPT, we gen-
erated 38 distinct SYMBOLEO specifications. We then applied
our evaluation metrics, identifying and gathering violations for
each structural element of a SYMBOLEO contract, including
Domain, Declarations, Preconditions, Postconditions, Obliga-
tions, Powers, and Constraints. For each such element, we
calculated the total weight/severity of the identified violations.
Finally, the overall contract violation weight was determined
by summing these total weights across all structural elements.

We calculated the frequency of each error across all gen-
erated contracts. Figure 1 illustrates the distribution of error
counts across different error types. Additionally, Table I shows
the results of applying our evaluation criteria (considering
weights) to each generated SYMBOLEO specification.

Fig. 1. Frequencies of errors across all generated SYMBOLEO specifications

Impact of Context Changes: We examined how different
modifications to the input data or prompt configurations influ-
ence the model’s results.

Impact of Grammar and Examples: To evaluate the impact
of grammar and examples, we analyzed the test cases based
on input categories that either included or omitted grammar
rules and/or theoretical guidance. Without examples (cases 1,
3, 12, 21, and 30), ChatGPT tends to produce many more
errors compared to when examples are included. This trend is
clearly demonstrated in case 1, where the grammar rules and
examples were not provided and the total error weight was
177. However, by providing three examples (case 2), the error
weight dropped substantially to 64. Interestingly, the severity

TABLE I
THE GENERATED TEST CASES AND THE WEIGHT OF THE ERRORS

ACCORDING TO EACH ELEMENT OF SYMBOLEO CONTRACT STRUCTURE.
TEST CASE= CAS, CONTRACT STRUCTURE=CON, DOMAIN=DOM,
PRECONDITION=PRE, POSTCONDITION=POS, SIGNATURE=SIG,

CONSTRAINTS=COS, TOTAL ERROR SEVERITY=TOT

Scenario Cas Cont Dom Dec Pre Pos Sig OP Cos Tot
No. 1 1 67 67 0 0 9 33 0 177
ABC 2 0 14 23 7 0 4 16 0 64
Grammar, no theory, and no prompt
No. 3 1 27 83 4 4 9 17 4 149
A 4 0 9 0 0 0 0 15 0 24
AB 5 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 4 10
ABC 6 0 10 3 6 0 4 12 4 39
AC 7 0 14 6 0 0 7 12 4 43
BC 8 0 14 3 0 0 4 15 4 40
BA 9 0 3 0 0 0 0 5 0 8
CA 10 0 11 3 4 0 4 13 4 39
CB 11 0 10 19 4 0 0 14 4 51
Grammar, no theory, and prompt
No. 12 0 43 83 0 0 0 32 4 162
A 13 0 3 0 0 0 0 15 0 18
AB 14 0 3 5 4 0 0 15 0 27
ABC 15 0 14 3 4 0 4 10 0 35
AC 16 0 14 6 4 0 7 7 4 42
BC 17 0 10 3 4 0 4 7 4 36
BA 18 0 3 9 0 0 0 8 4 24
CA 19 0 14 3 4 0 4 10 0 35
CB 20 0 14 3 4 0 4 10 4 39
Grammar, theory, and no prompt
No. 21 0 43 83 4 4 0 61 4 199
A 22 0 3 0 4 0 0 3 0 10
AB 23 0 3 0 4 0 0 3 0 10
ABC 24 0 14 3 4 0 0 16 4 41
AC 25 0 14 3 4 0 4 14 4 43
BC 26 0 14 3 0 0 4 14 4 39
BA 27 0 3 0 0 0 0 8 4 15
CA 28 0 14 3 4 0 4 12 4 41
CB 29 0 14 7 0 0 4 10 4 39
Grammar, theory, and prompt
No. 30 4 35 83 7 7 0 28 7 171
A 31 0 3 6 0 0 0 7 0 16
AB 32 0 7 0 0 0 0 3 0 10
ABC 33 0 14 3 4 0 4 10 4 39
AC 34 0 6 9 0 0 0 10 4 29
BC 35 0 10 3 0 0 3 10 4 30
BA 36 0 7 2 0 0 0 8 0 17
CA 37 0 14 6 4 0 7 10 4 45
CB 38 0 12 3 4 0 4 14 4 41

Total 6 534 539 92 15 98 510 103

of errors increased when only grammar rules were provided
without examples, as seen in case 21. The error count was
higher than in case 1, where no guidance was given beyond
the initial query. This is because providing the grammar alone
prompted ChatGPT to generate more complex code, leading to
more errors due to incorrect or incomplete application of the
rules. This suggests that while grammar guidance alone can
increase the volume of generated code, it may also elevate the
risk of syntax misunderstandings, grammar misinterpretations,
or logic errors if not accompanied by concrete examples.

Context Sensitivity: When using scenarios A and B together
or just scenario A alone, the resulting SYMBOLEO specifi-
cations had fewer errors. However, including scenario C in
the configuration noticeably increased the number of errors.



This is because scenario C does not include any environment
variables (ENV) in the domain, declaration, obligation, and
power sections, unlike scenarios A and B. Consequently, when
scenario C was introduced, ChatGPT tended to omit environ-
ment variables altogether, even though they had been identified
and utilized in the more detailed examples provided by A and
B. The lack of environment variable references in scenario C
caused ChatGPT to deprioritize or ignore them, leading to an
increase in related errors in the generated specifications. The
model adapts to recent patterns when the context changes, even
at the expense of previously established elements, highlighting
its sensitivity to input context.

Impact of the Prompt: Given ChatGPT’s high sensitivity
to the input context, it is crucial to isolate the effect of
examples on the generated specifications to accurately evaluate
the impact of the prompt itself. This helps avoid generating
varied outputs that could unintentionally introduce or correct
errors. We focus on the grammar and theory with/without emo-
tional prompt categories since the inclusion of theory helps
reduce ChatGPT’s dependence on complex or incomplete
grammar rule applications, instead offering more consistent
and straightforward guidance. In this analysis, cases 21 and 30
serve as ideal comparisons due to their alignment within these
requirements. By disregarding errors that typically arise or
are corrected when testing the same input multiple times (see
upcoming “Variations in Output with Same Input” section), we
can shift our focus to the size of the generated code, the quality
of the solution, and the main issues that are fixed only when
providing examples. Notably, the code size in case 30 (75
lines) is 87% larger than that in case 21 (40 lines). Although
one of the primary issues in case 21 was a misinterpretation
of the environment variable, this problem persisted in case 30.
However, case 30 demonstrated a more complete and refined
logic by incorporating additional variables and conditions, and
resolving incomplete obligations that were present in case 21.

This observation led us to compare cases 3 and 12 to
investigate differences in code size, quality, and the types of
errors generated across these input categories (grammar only,
without theory, with/without emotional prompts). Notably,
case 3 produced a larger code size than case 12 by around
seven code lines, but this was mainly due to unnecessary
additions like unnecessary end markers for sections (e.g.,
endprecondition, endpostcondition). In contrast, case 12 showed
major improvements in code quality. For example, instead of
generic labels like O1, P1, etc., the obligations and powers
were named more descriptively, such as O_PayDeposit and
P_LateDeliveryReduction. This enhanced the clarity and read-
ability of the generated specifications. Moreover, case 12 com-
bined some obligations and included additional conditions and
calculations, showcasing a more comprehensive understanding
of the contract logic. However, similar to the issues observed
in cases 21 and 30, the model still struggled with identifying
and correctly using environmental variables, despite noticeable
overall enhancements in code structure and logic.

Variations in Output with Same Input: When we provided
the same test file to ChatGPT multiple times, it generated

different SYMBOLEO specifications. The variations included
changes such as using constants as parameters or variables and
moving conditions from obligations to the declaration section.
While these adjustments sometimes corrected or introduced
minor errors, the resulting error weight differences could reach
up to 8 points. Therefore, we set a margin of error at 8; any
two specifications with the same design category and a weight
difference of 8 or less are considered equivalent. Applying this
error margin to the cases in Table I, we observed that tests
using the same examples, even when presented in a different
order, generally produced similar SYMBOLEO specifications.
For instance, cases like 5 and 9, 8 and 10, as well as 23 and
27, showed comparable results, indicating that the variations
in example order had minimal impact on the overall structure
and quality of the generated specifications.

Variation of Cases Across Input Categories: In contrast,
when comparing test cases across different input categories,
we found that the newly introduced errors were entirely
distinct from those generated when providing the same cases
without variations. Including theoretical guidance with the
input greatly improved the quality of the generated code,
particularly by reducing grammar-related errors. However, this
approach also introduced a new set of errors associated with
the application of the added theoretical concepts. For instance,
when analyzing cases 15 and 24, we observed that although the
total number of errors was nearly the same, the types of errors
differed. In case 24, complex expressions stemming from
incomplete grammar rule applications were largely eliminated
due to the explicit inclusion of semantic explanations. Yet,
as expected, new errors emerged unrelated to the grammar,
such as issues with the implementation of the theoretical
concepts and incorrect application of domain-specific logic.
This shift highlights the trade-off between reducing syntax
errors and introducing new, semantic-specific errors when
additional information is incorporated into the input.

Error Distribution: In this section, we will discuss how
errors are distributed across various error types within all
input categories. As shown in Fig. 1, the most significant
challenges ChatGPT encounters are adhering to the grammar,
correctly identifying environment variables, and maintaining
correct syntax. They composed 49% of the total number of
violated metrics and are in a range between 70 to 100 errors for
each. An example of inconsistency with the grammar observed
in the generated cases is as follows:

Powers
reducePrice: Happens(Violated(obligations.

delivery)) -> P(customer, store, true, Happens
(priceReduced) and Happens(paidAfterReduction)
);

According to the grammar rules, the consequent of a power
must be a power function (e.g., to suspend or trigger obliga-
tions, or to terminate contracts). Thus, the correction involves
removing the condition from the power and instead triggering
the oReducePrice obligation, which handles price reductions.
The correct code is:



Powers
reducePrice: Happens(Violated(obligations.

delivery))-> P(customer, store, true,
Triggered(obligations.oReducePrice) );

Errors with medium occurrence, ranging from 20 to 40
instances, make up 41% of the total and include missing
attributes, elements, and conditions, as well as incorrect logic,
misidentified structural roles, and incorrect data type detection.
Here is an example of incorrect data type identification:

Declarations
deposit: Number;
remainingPayment: Number;
deliveryDate: Date;
lateDelivery: Boolean := false;

The correction involves updating the data types to events
and eliminating lateDelivery and deliveryDate, which were ini-
tially conditions within obligations and powers. It is important
to note that Paid is a domain data type and should be defined
as an event in the domain section, together with an amount
attribute that will be dynamically provided at runtime as an
environment variable. The corrected code is as follows:

Domain computerPurchaseDomain
Paid: isAn Event with Env amount: Number;
endDomain
Declarations

deposit:Paid;
remainingPayment:Paid;

In contrast, the least frequent errors, representing only 10%
of the total, occur 4 to 13 times and include issues such as
irrelevant information, unnecessary details, incorrect calcula-
tions, missing calculations, incorrect elements identification,
missing parameters, and incorrect document structure. New
information extracted from the examples is often added to the
domain and declarations sections. In the following example,
additional attributes such as name and location were included,
along with a Currency enumeration, even though these details
were not specified in the original contract description.

Domain computerSaleDomain
Customer isA Role with name: String;
Store isA Role with location: String;
Currency isAn Enumeration(USD, EUR, CAD);

The correction involves removing the unnecessary elements.

C. Other LLMs

To compare the performance of other LLMs, two test cases
were reused: one with minimal guidance (case 2) and another
with comprehensive input, including examples, grammar rules,
theory, and an emotional prompt (case 33). Table II summa-
rizes the results, categorizing and weighing errors across con-
tract sections. The Llama model showed high error rates with
minimal input but excelled in case 2 with detailed guidance.
Mistral maintained consistent low error severity across both
scenarios, identifying but failing to declare environment vari-
ables in the domain section. Gemini showed major improve-
ment with more input. From a readability perspective, Llama

TABLE II
METRIC EVALUATION RESULTS FOR FOUR OTHER LLMS.

LLM Cont Dom Dec Pre Pos Sig OP Cos Tot
No Grammar, No theory, and No prompt – Test Case 2
Claude 0 6 9 0 0 0 18 7 40
Gemini 0 0 18 0 0 3 17 8 46
Llama 0 3 14 7 0 3 20 7 54
Mistral 0 0 3 0 0 3 18 7 31
With grammar, theory, and prompt – Test Case 33
Claude 0 3 3 0 0 0 22 7 35
Gemini 0 11 14 0 0 0 9 0 34
Llama 0 7 7 0 0 0 13 0 27
Mistral 0 3 6 0 0 3 11 7 30

and Claude produced poorly organized documents, lacking
proper indentation and comments. ChatGPT’s performance
improved notably with more input, reducing weighted errors
from 64 to 39. Note that, on our metrics, all four LLMs have
scored better than ChatGPT, especially Mistral.

V. DISCUSSION

This study explores the use of LLMs to formalize natural-
language legal contracts by generating SYMBOLEO specifica-
tions. It demonstrates the potential of LLMs to convert legal
documents into machine-readable formats while identifying
areas for further improvement.

A. Implications

• Impact of the context changes: The model’s sensitivity
to context changes can be mitigated in two ways. First,
by revising the provided information dynamically, and
second, by running each test multiple times to gain
a statistically-significant understanding of the primary
considerations, distinguishing major findings from minor
variations that can be overlooked or adjusted.

• Consistency and quality trade-off: For more consistent
results with reduced variability across generated cases,
adjusting the LLM’s temperature parameter could help.
Lowering the temperature decreases a model’s creativity,
possibly making it adhere more strictly to grammar rules.
However, this approach may limit the benefits gained
from concrete examples and detailed input. This could
also lead to overly complex solutions as the model rigidly
applies grammar rules without practical guidance, relying
solely on its interpretation of the grammar instructions.

• Need for guidance: without precise guidance such as clear
grammar rules, detailed descriptions, and accurate con-
crete examples, the model is prone to generating incorrect
specifications. Critical errors like missing elements or
conditions can significantly impact the accuracy of legal
contract monitoring.

• Need for experience: While the model offers considerable
time savings by automatically drafting specifications from
natural language inputs, the involvement of domain ex-
perts remains essential. Given the complexity and volume
of the generated specifications, beginners may struggle



to identify logical flaws or detect missing elements,
underscoring the need for expert oversight in the process.

• Impact of emotional prompting: While such prompts can
add depth and engagement to the result explanations,
the technical quality impact observed was not really
significant and was even at times counterproductive.

B. Limitations

This study has several limitations that impact its findings.
First, the generated SYMBOLEO specifications were not eval-
uated using automated tools or formal validation methods,
instead relying on manual (and possibly biased) evaluation
of the LLM output. This lack of automated evaluation may
have allowed errors in syntax, logic, or compliance to go
unnoticed, affecting the evaluation scores. To mitigate this
threat to validity, the first three authors collaborated on the
assessment of the specifications.

Second, the evaluation metrics used are very specific to
SYMBOLEO, were not validated by others, and are not easily
generalizable to other DSLs.

Third, given that this is a first SYMBOLEO-oriented ex-
periment, very few types of prompt components were used,
fine-tuning was ignored, and the tests themselves were not
systematically repeated multiple times to achieve statistical
significance. Additionally, we used a limited number of con-
tracts (all in English only) as examples, and all our test cases
aimed to generate a specification for the same small contract
description. Addressing these aspects is left to future work.

Lastly, reliance on a few Web-based versions of LLMs
may have negatively affected the quality of the outputs. More
advanced or contract-friendly models could be explored, also
via their APIs, which usually provide more flexibility than
Web-based chat interfaces.

VI. RELATED WORK

There is much recent activity related to the exploration
of LLMs for various model/DSL generation tasks. Lamas et
al. [9] have recently looked into the use of LLMs to support
code generation targeting little-known DSLs. They proposed
the DSL-Xpert tool to provide semantic parsing as a means
to improve code generation reliability. As in our experiment,
they also use the DSL grammar and few-shot learning in
their approach. That tool could be further investigated in
SYMBOLEO’s context. Bassamzadeh and Methani [10] com-
pared LLM fine-tuning and Retrieval Augmented Generation
(RAG [25]) for DSL-oriented code generation, with an empha-
sis on unseen API function names. The simpler RAG approach
is shown to match fine-tuning in avoiding LLM hallucinations
in that context.

Others have also explored the generation of software engi-
neering models from natural-language requirements (e.g., to
UML sequence diagrams [26]), domain descriptions (e.g., to
UML class diagrams [27]), and project descriptions (e.g., to
goal models [12]). Mosthaf et al. [11] have investigated the
use of LLMs as means to generate and evolve grammars and
DSLs themselves, which is different from our objectives (as

SYMBOLEO already exists). Ma et al. [28] have used LLMs for
inferring formal specifications from existing Java programs,
which is the opposite problem.

For smart contracts, Napoli et al. [29] used an LLM-based
pipeline to assist the generation of secure smart contract
code, but not directly from legal contracts. Leite et al. [30]
used ChatGPT for developing design-by-contract specifica-
tions from natural language that can be used to model-check
smart contracts written in Solidity. Their source documents are
however Ethereum standards, not legal contracts.

For SYMBOLEO, Meloche et al.’s work [6], [7], [31] on
a controlled natural language (CNL) empirically constructed
from existing legal contracts is reliable, but limited in scope.
A SYMBOLEO specification must first exist for a contract tem-
plate, and then NLP/CNL-based refinements to the template
at predetermined locations are automatically transformed to
corresponding modifications to the original specification. Our
research offers higher automation capabilities through the use
of LLMs, which can interpret and translate a broader range
of contractual concepts (albeit likely with more errors) into
SYMBOLEO specifications, without initial manual input.

VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

This paper explored how to automate the generation of for-
mal specification from natural-language legal contracts using
LLMs. Targeting the SYMBOLEO DSL, known for its formal
rigor, the research highlights LLMs’ potential to reduce the
manual effort of translating English contracts into machine-
readable formats. Testing 38 prompt configurations across
multiple LLMs revealed promising results, even for a barely
known DSL such as SYMBOLEO and a few relatively naïve
prompting techniques. Our documented results and implica-
tions partially answer our research question (RQ). However,
challenges remain, including syntax inaccuracies, semantic
inconsistencies, and difficulties in capturing the complex logic
of legal contracts, indicating the need for further refinement
and improvement.

Future work aims to address these challenges through auto-
mated validation and error-detection mechanisms to improve
correctness and compliance. Exploiting LLM-level parameters,
using additional and established prompt-engineering tech-
niques (e.g., Chain-of-Thought), and exploring other transla-
tion examples are all options that deserve further investigation.
Fine-tuning LLMs with contractual and SYMBOLEO-specific
datasets could also improve domain-specific understanding.

This preliminary experiment tested GPT-4o with 38 prompt
configurations, but it used only two test cases with the other
LLMs, which were mostly free Web-based versions. A com-
prehensive evaluation of many test cases across diverse LLMs
is necessary to assess effectiveness. Involving real legal experts
in a more complex experiment would also help understand the
efficiency and adoptability of an LLM-based approach.

Advancing the integration of LLMs and formal specification
generation has the potential to revolutionize legal contract
specification, validation, and execution, eventually paving the
way for widespread adoption of smart legal contracts.
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