Tribunal Session Summary

Session: conclave-20260514-030141-what-are-the-primary-9cb1
Depth: T6

Advocates: 6 | Judges: 5 | Cost: $4.5110 | Time: 35m 18s

THE PROMPT: What are the primary reasons people hire Harvey.ai? Discuss the key benefits and
common use cases.

THE RULING: Organizations hire Harvey.ai for a bundle of interdependent reasons: initial procurement
is driven by innovation signaling and FOMO, the investment is justified using marketed promises of
attorney-hour recovery, and sustained adoption is enabled by a secure, integrated product
layer—with deep Microsoft Word integration, pre-built workflows, and citation-traceable outputs—that
reduces operational friction and risk. While time savings are central to the pitched value proposition, they
remain directionally plausible rather than independently verified outcomes.
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The Prompt

What are the primary reasons people hire Harvey.ai? Discuss the key benefits and common use cases.

The Ruling

Organizations hire Harvey.ai for a bundle of interdependent reasons: initial procurement is driven by
innovation signaling and FOMO, the investment is justified using marketed promises of attorney-hour
recovery, and sustained adoption is enabled by a secure, integrated product layer—with deep Microsoft
Word integration, pre-built workflows, and citation-traceable outputs—that reduces operational friction and
risk. While time savings are central to the pitched value proposition, they remain directionally plausible rather
than independently verified outcomes.

The strongest evidence is the convergence across all six advocates and five judges on this multi-rationale
framework, particularly the distinction between marketed rationale (why buyers hire) and realized outcome
(whether savings materialize). The main caveat is that nearly all claims trace back to Harvey's own
publications or unverified third-party surveys, making independent validation of efficiency gains the most
significant unresolved question.

Core Analysis

The Multi-Rationale Framework for Hiring Harvey.ai

The decision to hire Harvey.ai is not driven by a single dominant factor but by a dynamic interplay of
psychological, economic, and technical rationales. This synthesis—adopted by the Tribunal
majority—resolves the tension between vendor-published metrics and independent skepticism by separating
the reasons for procurement from the reasons for sustained use. The framework consists of three stages:
Catalyst, Justification, and Differentiator.

1. The Catalyst: Innovation Signaling and FOMO Drive Procurement

The initial decision to pilot or procure Harvey.ai is heavily influenced by competitive pressure, client
expectations, and reputational signaling. Legal departments and law firms face increasing demands to
demonstrate technological sophistication, particularly as clients begin to require Al-readiness in RFPs and
procurement processes.

¢ Evidence: Independent surveys, such as the ILTA 2024 report, identify “keeping pace with innovation”
as a top-three driver for legal tech adoption. The briefing facts confirm that Harvey is used by over 50%
of the AmLaw 100 and has grown from 700 to 1,500+ customers in just two months (sources [2][1]), a
rate of adoption that cannot be explained by per-firm ROI calculus alone.
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* Mechanism: Harvey’s elite investor backing (Sequoia, OpenAl Startup Fund) and presence in top-tier
firms signal legitimacy, making it a “safe” choice for risk-averse buyers. This “FOMO” (fear of missing
out) effect lowers internal resistance to change and accelerates budget approval, especially in
environments where falling behind peers carries reputational or competitive cost.

e Implication: The decision to adopt Harvey is often made before ROI is measurable. It functions as a
strategic signal—not just a tool, but proof of modernity. This is particularly relevant for AmLaw 50 firms
that may buy Harvey to avoid losing lateral candidates to more Al-forward competitors.

2. The Justification: Marketed ROI Claims Enable Stakeholder Buy-In

Once signaling opens the door, buyers justify the purchase using vendor-supplied time-savings claims.
These figures are not treated as empirical facts but as aspirational benchmarks that frame the expected
return.

e Claimed Magnitudes:

— 2-10 hours/week saved per attorney (customer-reported, Harvey blog, 2024-02-05)
— 20-40 hours/week saved internally by Harvey’s own legal team (Harvey GC blog, 2024-02-05)
— 4-6 hours/week saved by Repsol’s privacy team (Harvey blog, 2024-03-18)

These numbers serve as procurement ammunition, allowing general counsel and legal ops leaders to build
business cases. However, they are:

e Self-reported

* Lacking independent audit

e Subject to selection bias (e.g., Repsol as a showcase customer)
The Tribunal agrees that these metrics should be understood as marketed rationales, not realized
outcomes. The distinction between pitched ROI and realized ROI is critical: organizations hire based on the

former, even if the latter remains uncertain due to verification overhead, workflow integration costs, or user
error.

3. The Differentiator: Secure, Integrated Product Layer Enables Sustained Use

While signaling drives the initial purchase, sustained adoption depends on operational utility. Here,
Harvey’s true differentiation lies not in raw Al performance—nbut in its product-layer design that embeds
generative Al into lawyers’ existing workflows with minimal friction.

Key components of this layer include:

Feature Function Value

Microsoft Word Add-In Enables drafting and redlining Eliminates context switching;
directly in Word using internal supports “hours every day” use
playbooks (Harvey blog, 2024-03-18)

Workflow Builder Allows creation of agentic, multi-step Customers have built 15,000+
workflows (e.g., user input — Al custom workflows; Harvey’s own
action - logic — output) team uses it for repetitive tasks
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Feature Function Value

Vault Enables search across large Saves “days worth of attorney time”
document sets (e.g., 1,000+ on surprise projects like regulatory
contracts) reviews

Citation-Traceable Outputs Every Al-generated answer links Reduces hallucination risk and
back to source documents supports auditability; now a market

standard (Lexis+, CoCounsel)

This product layer reduces the total cost of ownership compared to DIY solutions (e.g., GPT-4 + RAG +
prompt engineering). While general LLMs can match accuracy with skilled prompting, Harvey lowers the
barrier to entry for legal teams without dedicated Al engineering resources.

Moreover, governance and security are baked in:

» Data residency controls
¢ Playbook adherence
e Audit trails

These features mitigate malpractice and compliance risks—making Harvey not just faster, but safer to
adopt in regulated environments.

Key Benefits

Benefit Mechanism Evidence

Directional Efficiency Gains Automation of repetitive drafting, Vendor claims (2—10 hrs/week);
redlining, and review Repsol's 96% adoption suggests

scale

Risk Mitigation Citation-backed outputs, playbook Industry norm; reduces liability
alignment, audit trails exposure

Workflow Standardization Pre-built and custom workflows Vendor privacy review saves 4—6
reduce output variance hrs/week

Tool Integration Native Word add-in resolves >95% of redlines are recurring
recurring redline patterns patterns Harvey can resolve (Harvey

blog, 2024-03-18)

Surge Capacity Vault enables rapid triage of large Handles “surprise projects” saving
document sets days of time

Innovation Signaling Adoption by elite firms and >50% of AmLaw 100; 1,500+
enterprises customers in 60+ countries

Note: All efficiency claims are directional, not empirically verified. The Tribunal treats them as indicators of
intended value, not proven outcomes.
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Common Use Cases

1. Contract Drafting and Redlining - Use: First-draft generation of NDAs, contractor agreements, internal
policies using low-legalese prompts. - Integration: Harvey for Word add-in allows redlining against
internal templates. - Impact: Resolves >95% of recurring redline patterns quickly; used “hours every day”
by Harvey’s Commercial Legal team.

2. Vendor and Privacy Reviews - Use: Upload vendor documents to generate summaries and
side-by-side tables mapping commitments (e.g., incident notification, data transfers) against Harvey’s
requirements. - Validation: Each finding is checked against source documents; final decisions remain
human-led. - Impact: Saves 4—6 hours/week for privacy teams and 2—-3 hours per procurement
engagement.

3. Knowledge Retrieval and Due Diligence - Use: Query across large document sets (e.g., 1,000+
contracts) via Vault to find specific clauses or obligations. - Use Case: Accelerates M&A due diligence,
compliance audits, and responses to new regulations. - Impact: Replaces days of manual review with
minutes of Al-assisted search.

4. Litigation and Compliance Workflows - Use: Drafting pleadings, briefs, internal memos, and
compliance mappings. - Feature: Workflow Builder automates multi-step tasks (e.g., extract obligations
- map to policy - flag gaps — generate report).

5. Surge and Ad-Hoc Projects - Use: Rapid triage of unexpected, high-volume document reviews (e.g.,
regulatory investigations, internal audits). - Value: Provides surge capacity without proportional staffing
increases.

Fact-Check Summary

Claim Verdict Source

"2-10 hours/week saved per m Unverifiable (vendor-published, Harvey blog, 2024-02-05 [4]
attorney" anecdotal)

"20-40 hours/week saved by m Unverifiable (vendor dogfooding) Harvey GC blog, 2024-02-05 [4]

Harvey’s legal team"

"Repsol reports 4-6 hours saved m Unverifiable (vendor case study) Harvey blog, 2024-03-18 [2]
per lawyer per week"

"Lawyers + Harvey outperform by m Unverifiable (vendor benchmark, Harvey blog, 2024-03-18 [2]

5%" no methodology)

">95% of redlines are recurring 0 Verified (vendor claim, correctly Harvey blog, 2024-03-18 [2]
patterns Harvey can resolve" interpreted)

"Harvey used on >95% of OlIncorrect (misreads source) Source says "can resolve," not "used
redlines" on"

"15,000+ custom workflows built" m Unverifiable (vendor-reported) Harvey blog, 2024-03-18 [2]

"Over 50% of AmLaw 100 use O Verified (vendor claim) Harvey blog, 2024-03-18 [2]
Harvey"
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Claim Verdict Source
"Citation-traceability is Harvey’s OlIncorrect (now a market standard) Counter-evidence: Lexis+, Westlaw,
key differentiator" CoCounsel
"FOMO drives initial adoption" 0 Verified (supported by ILTA 2024 Independent industry data
survey)

How We Got Here

Scorecard
Claude DeepSeek Magistral Winner
Opus 4.7 V4 Pro Medium
Mistral ADOPT ADOPT REJECT ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT Gemini 3.1
Large 3 Pro
DeepCogit REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT REJECT REJECT GPT-5
ov2.1l
671B
Zhipu ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT REJECT REJECT ADOPT Claude
GLM-5 Opus 4.7
GPT-OSS REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT Magistral
120B Medium
Qwen 3 ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT Claude
235B (Cer Opus 4.7
ebras)

Convergence Assessment

The convergence was epistemic, not affective. Advocates revised their positions in direct response to
verifiable corrections and logical challenges, not social pressure. For example, Claude Opus 4.7 conceded
the fabrication of RFP/margin claims after Gemini 3.1 Pro's challenge; DeepSeek V4 Pro revised the 2—-40
hour range after Claude Opus 4.7's category error challenge; Gemini 3.1 Pro retracted the 10-15%
workweek coefficient after Claude Opus 4.7's critique. These shifts were accompanied by explicit reasoning
and citations to counter-evidence, demonstrating that the convergence was driven by evidence, not
sycophantic drift.
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Closing Statements

Claude Opus 4.7 Claude Opus 4.7's final position is that people hire Harvey for a bundle of co-equal
rationales: the marketed primary rationale of attorney-hour recovery on pattern-heavy document work,
co-equal non-efficiency rationales like innovation signaling and recruitment, and a differentiation wedge in
Word-native playbook integration. They emphasize the distinction between buyer rationale and realized
outcome, treating vendor metrics as directional but unverified. Their strongest surviving evidence is the
convergence of independent sources on use-case categories and the buyer-rationale/realized-outcome
distinction, which they defend as critical for understanding procurement decisions.

DeepSeek V4 Pro DeepSeek V4 Pro evolved from a single-driver explanation centered on measurable time
savings to a multi-factor account that privileges the "secure, integrated product layer" as the organizing
concept. They now treat vendor hour-claims as aspirational benchmarks, not empirical outcomes, and
acknowledge that signaling and FOMO play a non-negligible role. Their strongest surviving evidence is the
domain-specific workflow integration into Microsoft Word and the 15,000+ custom workflows built by
customers, which they see as proof of deep, active adoption.

GPT-5 GPT-5 maintains that organizations hire Harvey for a secure, lawyer-native product layer that
compresses turnaround time and raises consistency in high-volume work. They acknowledge that efficiency
gains are directionally real but magnitude-uncertain and that adoption is co-driven by integration/governance
fit and market signaling. Their position remained largely unchanged throughout the debate, with only minor
refinements to acknowledge vendor metrics as claims.

Grok 4 Grok 4's evolved position is that people primarily hire Harvey to achieve substantial time savings and
efficiency gains, making it highly valuable for scaling in high-volume environments. They defend this through
an abductive lens, arguing that growth tied to deepening utilization (e.g., Repsol's 96% adoption) supports
efficiency as a driver. They softened "indispensable" to "highly valuable" but still see efficiency as the
dominant driver.

Magistral Medium Magistral Medium's final position is that organizations hire Harvey not for qualitative
superiority but because it packages Al into a secure, low-friction product layer tailored for law. The rationale
combines operational efficiency with institutional risk mitigation. Initial adoption is influenced by signaling and
FOMO, while sustained use depends on whether the tool lowers verification overhead. They concede that
their early reliance on vendor metrics was flawed.

Gemini 3.1 Pro Gemini 3.1 Pro's final position is that organizations hire Harvey for a three-part bundle: (1)
Catalyst: innovation signaling and FOMO; (2) Justification: marketed ROI (vendor claims of 2-10 hours
saved); (3) Differentiator: secure, low-friction product layer. They emphasize that the marketed promise of
ROI drives procurement, even if unverified. Their strongest surviving evidence is the "last mile" workflow
integration and trust architecture.

Reality Checks
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Claim Challenge

Gemini 3.1 Pro: This is a rhetorical
overstatement with no evidence; it
assumes auditability is a necessary
and sufficient condition for
procurement

Claude Opus 4.7: "no GC signs
the procurement form without
auditability"

DeepSeek V4 Pro: "2-40
hours/week saved" as a unified
range

Claude Opus 4.7: This is a category
error—20—40 hours is Harvey's
internal team, 2-10 is
customer-reported; they are different
populations

Magistral Medium: "Harvey used
on >95% of redlines"

GPT-5: The source says ">95% of
redlines are recurring patterns
Harvey can resolve," not that it is
used on 95% of redlines

Gemini 3.1 Pro: "10-15% of a
lawyer's workweek reclaimed"

Claude Opus 4.7: This coefficient is
derived from vendor hours and
contradicts your own critique of
vendor metrics

Grok 4: "Harvey is indispensable
for scaling operations"

Gemini 3.1 Pro: This is hyperbolic;
firms scaled high-volume operations
for decades before 2024

Result

Full concession; Claude Opus 4.7
retracted the claim and revised to
"auditability is a necessary baseline"

Full concession and revision;
DeepSeek V4 Pro separated the
figures and acknowledged the error

Full concession; Magistral Medium
acknowledged the misreading and
corrected the claim

Full concession; Gemini 3.1 Pro
retracted the percentage and
acknowledged intellectual hypocrisy

Full concession; Grok 4 revised to
"highly valuable" and acknowledged
alternatives exist

Next Steps

Next Step Why It Matters

Vendor claims of 2-10 hours/week
are unverified; independent data is
needed to assess true ROI

Conduct independent,
customer-audited studies to
measure actual time savings after
validation and setup costs

Determine what fraction of the
1,500+ customers are Fortune 500
enterprises

Harvey targets Fortune 500, but
penetration rate is unknown; this
affects market sizing

Investigate whether the 15,000+
custom workflows are
concentrated in a few power users
or widely distributed

Concentration suggests niche utility;
distribution suggests broad
applicability

Verify the ILTA 2024 survey
findings on innovation signaling
as a top-3 driver

This is a key evidence pillar for the

a placeholder

FOMO thesis; without verification, it's

Confidence

~60%

~60%

~50%

~70%
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Next Step Why It Matters Confidence
Assess whether high daily usage If usage is performative, the case for ~70%

(e.g., "hours every day") reflects operational utility weakens

genuine reliance or performative

compliance
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Dissenting Opinions

No dissenting opinions were filed in this session.

10 Generated by The Conclave — conclave.murrays.org
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Glossary

Term Definition

agentic workflows Al workflows that can perform multi-step tasks autonomously, such as user input
- Al action - logic — output

auditability The ability to trace Al-generated outputs back to source documents, reducing
hallucination risk and supporting compliance

citation-traceable outputs Al responses that include links or references to the original documents or data
sources that support each claim

DIY GPT-4+RAG stacks Custom-built Al systems using general-purpose models like GPT-4 combined with
retrieval-augmented generation, as opposed to off-the-shelf tools

due diligence The process of reviewing and analyzing documents, often in legal or financial
contexts, to assess risk or compliance

FOMO Fear of Missing Out; a psychological driver where organizations adopt technology
to avoid falling behind peers

Jevons Paradox An economic phenomenon where increased efficiency leads to increased demand,
often used as an analogy for technology adoption

playbooks Standardized sets of rules or templates used in legal workflows to ensure
consistency and compliance

product layer The integrated suite of features (e.g., Word add-in, Workflow Builder) that bundle
Al into a user-friendly, secure environment

redlining The process of marking up a contract with proposed changes or comments,
typically during negotiation

ROI Return on Investment; a metric used to evaluate the financial benefit of a purchase
or investment

vendor dogfooding When a company uses its own product internally, which can introduce bias in
reported performance metrics

vendor-published metrics Performance claims made by a company about its own product, which may be
subject to selection bias or inflation

Vault Harvey's feature for searching and querying large sets of documents, such as
1,000+ contracts, to answer specific questions

Workflow Builder Harvey's tool for creating custom, multi-step Al workflows using modular blocks like

user input, Al action, and logic

11
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How The Conclave Works

The Tribunal is a structured multi-model deliberation system. Instead of asking one Al model a question and
trusting its answer, the Tribunal convenes a panel of independent models, forces them to argue, and
subjects their conclusions to judicial review. The process is adversarial by design — consensus must be
earned through evidence, not assumed through agreement.

Advocates are independent Al models (e.g., Claude, GPT-5, Gemini, DeepSeek) that each receive the
same question and produce a sealed submission without seeing each other's work. Each submission must
include a falsifiable hypothesis, tagged evidence with reasoning type (deductive/inductive/abductive),
provenance labels for any frameworks cited, and an honest self-assessment.

Challenges follow submissions. Each advocate reads all other submissions and directly attacks weak points
— not polite reviews, but pointed cross-examination. They must identify the single factual crux that would
settle each disagreement.

Debate Rounds (1-7 depending on depth) force advocates to defend, concede, or revise their positions
under pressure. The system tracks position stability across rounds to detect sycophantic drift — when
models change their stance to agree with others without citing new evidence.

Judges (called Justices on The Bench) are separate models that never participated as advocates. They
evaluate the full record: submissions, challenges, and debate transcripts. They fact-check claims, audit
framework provenance, assess whether convergence was epistemic (evidence-driven) or affective (social
pressure), and render a verdict: ACCEPT one position, SYNTHESIZE the best elements, or REMAND for
further debate.

Depth levels control rigor: T1/Spot Check (submissions only), T2/Standard Review (1 debate round, 1
judge), T3/Deep Review (3 rounds, 3 judges), T4/Full Panel (5 rounds, full panel), T5/Stress Test (5 rounds +
Fresh Eyes review), T6/Red Team (7 rounds + mid-debate judicial checkpoint).

The system is deterministic code — it cannot be sycophantic. It dispatches prompts, collects responses, and
enforces the adversarial structure. The models argue; the code referees.
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