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Our contributions
Annotation for Legal Judgment Prediction (LJP) with 
rationales.
Extended annotation studies on torts by legal experts.
The first and reliable annotation scheme for the 
Japanese judgment document.

1. Legal Judgment Prediction in Japanese 

• CD describes a judges’ decision on tort. Annotators must find Court Decisions spans from 
the section of the judicial decision. One span identifies one tort. 

• Attributes: @Decision

Court Decisions (CD)

• FC describes important claims from parties, which are relevant to judgment on torts. 
Annotators must find Factual Claims spans from the sections other than the judicial 
decision section. The Factual Claims contain factual allegations, an assertion of opposing 
facts against them, and rebuttals against one’s factual allegations.

• Attributes: @Accepted Claim, @Who

Factual Claims (FC)

• NC describes abstract legal arguments regarding torts. Annotators must find NC spans 
from the sections other than the judicial decision section. This type of span often consists 
of references to past precedents, in particular the Japanese Supreme Court judgments.

• Attributes: @Accepted Claim, @Who

Claims of Norms (NC)

• UF spans describes facts that play important roles in judging torts. The facts covered with 
these spans are undisputed by any parties. The annotators find the spans from the 
sections other than the judicial decision section in principle

• Attributes: N/A

Undisputed Facts (UF)

2. Our annotation scheme

Document screening
• A simple task to filter out non-tort judgments.
• We ask annotators to read through the judicial decision section in a judgment 

and check if the court considers an issue of torts and makes any decisions on it.
• If annotators find a judgment has nothing to do with torts, they are instructed to 

flag the judgment and stop annotating it.

Span Extraction
• Annotators are asked to identify the text span describing the court's conclusion 

on torts from the judicial decision section. And then, they also extract rationales 
from the sections of the parties' claims and facts.

• Steps:
1. Identifying the court's conclusions and rationales as text spans.
2. Assigning attributes

• @Accepted Claim: If the claim is accepted by judges or not?
• @Who: Whose claim?
• @Decision: If the torts are affirmed by judges or not?

Associating spans
• Annotators are instructed to associate all Factual Claims, Major Claims, Claims of 

Norms, and Undisputed Facts spans with their corresponding CD spans. 

3. Annotation example

ID Text (English versions are our translation.) Span 
type @W @D @AC Associated

CD Spans

❶

令和元年７月１２日午後１１時４６分１７秒，インターネット上の電子掲示板「Ｃ」中の
「Ｄ」「Ｅ」に作成された「Ｆ」という標題のスレッド（以下「本件スレッド」という。）に，
「Ｘ１さん金返さないと」という書込み（別紙投稿記事目録記載のもの。以下「本件投稿」と
いう。）が，ＩＰアドレス「○○○．○○○．○○○．○○」を経由して投稿された。 UF ❽
At 11:46:17 PM, July 12, 2019, a posting "Mr X1, you should pay back the money (the attached list of 
submitted articles)" was made in the thread titled "F", which was created in "D" and "E" on the bulletin 
board system "C" on the Internet, via IP address ***.***.***.***.

❷

本件投稿は，一般の閲覧者の普通の注意と閲覧の仕方を基準とすると，Ｂ製作所に勤務する
「Ｘ１」という人物が，特定の個人から金銭を借り入れたがその返済をしていないとの事実を
摘示するものである。

FC Pl. T ❽
This posting, based on a viewer of ordinary prudence and his way of viewing , indicate the fact that a 
person named "X1," who works at factory B, borrowed money from a certain individual but has not 
repaid it.

❸
Ｂ製作所に勤務する「Ｘ１」という姓の人物は，原告とそのいとこの２名のみである。

FC Pl. T ❽
There are only two persons with the surname "X1" who work at factory B: the plaintiff and his cousin.

❹

本件投稿の閲覧者のうち，原告を知っているが原告のいとこを知らない者は本件投稿の対象が
原告と考えるであろう

FC Pl. F ❽
The viewers of this posting, who know the plaintiff but do not know the plaintiff's cousin, would regard 
the plaintiff as the subject of the posting.

❺

原告と原告のいとこを知る者が「Ｘ１」という記載から原告のことを思い浮かべることもある
はずである。

FC Pl. F ❽
Some of people, who knows the plaintiff and the plaintiff's cousin, can recall the plaintiff from the 
mention of "X1".

❻
本件投稿の対象と原告との間に同定可能性はある。

FC Pl. F ❽
It is possible to identify the subject of this posting as the plaintiff.

❼
上記（１）原告の主張は，いずれも争う。

FC Def. T ❽
We dispute all of the above (1) allegations of the plaintiff.

❽

本件投稿の対象が原告であるとはいえないことから，本件投稿が原告の社会的評価を低下させ
て原告の名誉を毀損するものであるということはできない。

CD F
Given that the subject of this posting is not really the plaintiff, we cannot say that the posting is 
defamatory to the plaintiff by diminishing the plaintiff's social reputation.

Annotations on “Span associating”
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4. Annotation study results
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Reliability metrics
• Fleiss’s 𝜅𝜅 (Fleiss, 1971) and agreement ratio for document screening task
• Krippendorff’s 𝛼𝛼𝑈𝑈 (Krippendorff, 1995) for span extraction tasks and associating 

spans task

Annotators
• Study 1: law school graduates and lawyers
• Study 2: undergraduates in law and law school students
• Study 3: lawyers / law school graduate / undergraduate

Statistics

Agreement 
Ratio

Fleiss 
Kappa

Study 1 0.83 -0.09
Study 2 1.00 N/A
Study 3 0.96 0.77

We revised and improved 
annotation guidelines and 
scheme through Study 1 to 3.

Span extraction – Span types

Document Screening

Associating spans

The studies achieved good agreement, particularly for the span 
extraction and the attributes task, suggesting that our 
annotation scheme and training materials were successful.

Although 𝛼𝛼𝑈𝑈 of span 
association task was not 
successful as others, 
improvement through 
three studies suggests 
our revisions has worked 
as intended. 

Document screening 
expectedly shows 
high agreement as 
the task simpler and 
easier.

Aim and Scope
• ML-based LJP is an emerging topic (Katz et al.,2017; Xiao et al., 2018; Chalkidis et 

al., 2021;)
• However, there is no Japanese dataset for LJP; even no annotation study so far.
→ Towards constructing large-scale dataset for the Japanese LJP, we develop an 
annotation scheme.

Target documents
• The first instances of the Civil Code cases in Japan.

• Especially, Torts from disclosure of identification information of the sender
cases, defamation cases, privacy infringement cases

Fact description
Outcome 
Prediction

Rationale

Prediction Model

Accepted arguments

Plaintiffʼs claim 
is accepted…

It is because…

Rejected arguments

Framework of LJP with rationale extraction

Span extraction – Attributes
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