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 ML-based LJP is an emerging topic (Katz et al.,2017; Xiao et al., 2018; Chalkidis et Bt UTBAICAHIRD [X 1 &4 AEEEET SO TESENSE EETERY) .
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* However, there is no Japanese dataset for LIP; even no annotation study so far.
—> Towards constructing large-scale dataset for the Japanese LJP, we develop an

u ext (English versions are our translation.) issg ACSE)OSC;JE:Sd
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Target documents oL - ) B, I P7RLX TOOO, OO0, OO0, OO) ##&#HEL BRI N, UE 0
° The fi rst instances Of the CIVII Code cases in Japan. At 11:46:17 PM, July 12, 2019, a posting "Mr X1, you should pay back the money (the attached list of
] ] ] o ] ] ] submitted articles)" was made in the thread titled "F", which was created in "D" and "E" on the bulletin
* Especially, Torts from disclosure of identification information of the sender board system "C" on the Internet, via IP address *** ##% %% #*
cases, defamation cases, privacy infringement cases AR, —ROBEEOEEDTELHEOAAEEEL T2, BRFRICHET S
[ X 1] WS AHD, BEDEANLEEHEEY ANTAZDREZLTVWERNWEDEEZ
giﬁﬁﬂ‘_\'ﬁ"%%@’é‘%%o o) . o
This posting, based on a viewer of ordinary prudence and his way of viewing, indicate the fact that a
2. Ou r an notation Scheme person named "X1," who works at factory B, borrowed money from a certain individual but has not
repaid it.
o BEMFFFICENH TS [X 1] EWSHDOADIL, REEZDOWEID2HDATH S, o) . 6
Document screening There are only two persons with the surname "X1" who work at factory B: the plaintiff and his cousin. '
: : : FEEB/OBEED YD, REZHM>TVEIHAREDWNE 2o R WE IIRFRBOXIRD
 Asimple task to filter out non-tort Judgrper.mt.s. . o o FEEERBTHS ) p| F o
* \We ask annotators to read th rough the JUdICIa| decision section in a Judgment The viewers of this posting, who know the plaintiff but do not know the plaintiff's cousin, would regard '
and check if the court considers an issue of torts and makes any decisions on it. the plaintiff as the subject of the posting. _ _
: : : : : RECREDOWE ZZMBED [X1] EVWSEBENOREDZEZBWENMNDIELDHD
* [f annotators find a judgment has nothing to do with torts, they are instructed to oiFCh%. = o
: L. Je | P F
flag the Judgment and StOp annotatlng It. Some of people, who knows the plaintiff and the plaintiff's cousin, can recall the plaintiff from the
mention of "X1".
| o FTERONR LR L O METRIERS 5. ) - | e
Span Extraction It is possible to identify the subject of this posting as the plaintiff. '
* Annotators are asked to identify the text span describing the court's conclusion o< (D) REDERE, LWINbFED, Dot . o
on torts from the judicial decision section. And then, they also extract rationales We dispute all of the above (1) allegations of the plaintiff. _ _
. - . AEEIGDRRPRETHD EITWVWAHEWT &L, AEEBRPRSEOLSHNFHmZET St
from the sections of the parties' claims and facts. o (FEOLEERATHLOTHS LS ZEBTERL, F
e Ste pS: 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.

1. Identifying the court's conclusions and rationales as text spans.
2. Assigning attributes .
e @Accepted Claim: If the claim is accepted by judges or not? 4. Annotation StUdy results
e @Who: Whose claim?
« @Decision: If the torts are affirmed by judges or not?

Annotators
* Study 1: law school graduates and lawyers We revised and improved
, annotation guidelines and
* Study 2: undergraduates in law and law school students SRS E R !
* Study 3: lawyers / law school graduate / undergraduate

Court Decisions (CD)

e 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.

Statistics # of Spans (macro-avg. over rators) misc
e Attributes: @Decision FC NC MC UF CD Total | Rators Docs Avg. chars
: Study 1 88.2 277 147 352 395 180.2 6 10 13507.9
Factual Claims (FC) J Study2 440 0 80 166 152 838 5 5 14890.6
e FC describes important claims from parties, which are relevant to judgment on torts. Study 3 2524 68 N/A 702 480 3774 S 25 10763.6

Annotators must find Factual Claims spans from the sections other than the judicial

- . . , , , , Reliability metrics
decision section. The Factual Claims contain factual allegations, an assertion of opposing

facts against them, and rebuttals against one’s factual allegations. * Fleiss’s k (Fleiss, 1971) and agreement ratio for document screening task
e Attributes: @Accepted Claim, @Who * Krippendorff’s ay (Krippendorff, 1995) for span extraction tasks and associating
spans task _
l Claims of Norms (NC) | Span extraction — Attributes o Document Screening

expectedly shows Agreement Fleiss

e NC describes abstract legal arguments regarding torts. Annotators must find NC spans Target Spans: FC, NC, MC FC, NC, MC CD : Ratio  Kappa
. e . : : . : , : .. high agreement as
from the sections other than the judicial decision section. This type of span often consists Attribute types: ~ @Accepted Claim @Who @Decision the task simplerand  BEGE 083  -0.09
of references to past precedents, in particular the Japanese Supreme Court judgments. Study 1 0.521 0.526 0.629 (AT Study 2 1.00 N/A
e Attributes: @Accepted Claim, @Who Study 1 (5 docs) 0.563 0.587 0.428 Study 3 0.96 0.77
Study 2 0.605 0.516 0.438 o
Study 3 0.629 0.641 0.608 Associating spans GEIGLTRGEED

association task was not

_‘

| Undisputed Facts (UF)

ay
: : . : . successful as others,
e UF spans describes facts that play important roles in judging torts. The facts covered with The studies achieved good agreement, particularly for the span [RGEE 0.301 |
these spans are undisputed by any parties. The annotators find the spans from the extraction and the attributes task, suggesting that our Study 1 (5 docs)  0.209 [STRUSRSNNG suggests
sections other than the judicial decision section in principle annotation scheme and training materials were successful. Study 2 WKVAR O cione has worked

o Attributes: N/A Study 3 0.430

as intended.

Span extraction — Span types

Factual Claims  Claims of Norms  Undisputed Facts  Court Decisions ~ Overall

Associating spans

, , _ _ . _ Study 1 0.543 0.076 0.189 0.644 0.427

* Annotators are instructed to associate all Factual Claims, Major Claims, Claims of Study 1 (5 docs) 0.552 -0.007 0.149 0.438 0.344
Norms, and Undisputed Facts spans with their corresponding CD spans. Study 2 0.549 0 0.337 0.457 0.498
Study 3 0.647 0.069 0.520 0.607 0.654
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