
Designing an annotation scheme for summarizing
Japanese judgment documents

Hiroaki Yamada∗, Simone Teufel∗†, Takenobu Tokunaga∗
∗School of Computing, Tokyo Institute of Technology, Tokyo, Japan

Email: yamada.h.ax@m.titech.ac.jp, take@c.titech.ac.jp
†Computer Laboratory, University of Cambridge, Cambridge, United Kingdom

Email: simone.teufel@cl.cam.ac.uk

Abstract—We propose an annotation scheme for the summa-
rization of Japanese judgment documents. This paper reports
the details of the development of our annotation scheme for this
task. We also conduct a human study where we compare the
annotation of independent annotators. The end goal of our work
is summarization, and our categories and the link system is a
consequence of this. We propose three types of generic summaries
which are focused on specific legal issues relevant to a given legal
case.

I. INTRODUCTION

The task of automatic summarization has become more and
more crucial for dealing with the information overload in many
aspects of society. This is no different in the legal domain.
The legal professions, including lawyers and judges, are at
risk of becoming overwhelmed by too many documents that
are relevant to their specific task.

One of the most important types of legal document in the
Japanese legal system is the judgment document, a direct
output from court trials. The Japanese Code of Civil Procedure
demands that “the court renders its judgment based on the
original judgment document.” [1] During the construction and
analysis of their cases, the legal professions rely heavily on
judgment documents, yet they are far too long and linguisti-
cally complex to read every document in detail. Well-formed
summaries of judgment documents would provide a solid
solution to the problem, as they would enable a decision of
which documents to read with full attention.

Manual summaries of judgment documents are expensive
and time-consuming to produce and thus not universally avail-
able. There is, therefore, a significant need for the automatic
and on-demand summarization of judgment documents. Our
final goal is to develop methods for generating these. Our main
observation is that the structure of the legal argument can guide
summarization. To achieve this goal, we start by designing an
annotation scheme for summarizing Japanese judgment docu-
ments. Based on an initial adaptation of an existing scheme for
legal documents, we conducted an initial pilot study with two
annotators. The results were encouraging but indicated that
more detailed modeling of the document structure was needed.
After introducing these new developments, we conducted a
second study.

In this paper, we will describe the process of arriving at our
annotation scheme. We will also outline how our annotation

scheme can contribute to the final output, summaries of various
granularities.

II. RELATED WORK

In legal text processing, there is a tradition of using rhetori-
cal analysis for summarization, an approach initially proposed
by Teufel and Moens [2] for scientific articles. Hachey and
Grover [3] were the first to apply it to legal texts in the context
of English law; in their system, a sentence is labeled according
to its rhetorical role in the overall judgment document. Table
I shows Hachey and Grover’s rhetorical labels.

There are only a few studies on the summarization of
Japanese judgment documents, e.g., Banno et al. [4]. They
used Support Vector Machines to extract important sentences
for the summarization of Japanese Supreme Court judgments.

Several studies process legal texts from a perspective of
argument mining. Mochales and Moens presented an argu-
mentation detection algorithm using state-of-the-art machine
learning techniques [5]. They report inter-annotator agreement
of K=0.75 (Cohen’s kappa) on the task of finding argumen-
tation units in texts from the European Court of Human
Rights. There are also studies on the relationships between
arguments. Faulkner conducted an annotation of student essays
concerning whether the arguments were supported and found
agreement to reach K=0.70 (Cohen’s kappa) [6]. Stab and
Gurevych reported an inter-annotator agreement of K=0.8
(Fleiss’s kappa [7]) for argumentative relations (support and
attack) in essays [8] .

We combine aspects of argumentation mining and relation
extraction on our annotation scheme. However, the novelty of
our scheme is that it fully covers the hierarchical structure
of judgment documents. Our scheme also focuses on entities
called “Issue Topics,” as we will explain below.

III. SCHEME ONE AND PILOT STUDY

In this section, we propose an adaptation of an existing
annotation scheme for judgment documents to the Japanese
legal system.

A. Annotation scheme

The texts we process, Japanese Civil Case judgment doc-
uments, share a common textual structure. This is a result
of judges’ voluntary compliance with a guideline document



TABLE I
HACHEY AND GROVER’S LABELS FOR LEGAL TEXT

Label Description
FACT A recounting of the events or circumstances which

gave rise to legal proceedings.
PROCEEDINGS A description of legal proceedings taken in the

lower courts.
BACKGROUND A direct quotation or citation of the source of law

material.
FRAMING Part of the law lord’s argumentation.
DISPOSAL Either credits or discredits a claim or previous

ruling.
TEXTUAL A sentence which has to do with the structure of

the document or with things unrelated to a case.
OTHER A sentence which does not fit any of the above

categories.

TABLE II
OUR LABELS FOR LEGAL JUDGMENT DOCUMENTS

Label Description
IDENTIFYING The text unit identifies a discussion topic.
CONCLUSION The text unit clearly states the conclusion from argu-

mentation or discussion.
FACT The text unit describes a fact.
BACKGROUND The text unit gives a direct quotation or reference to

law materials (law or precedent) and applies them to
the present case.

FRAMING-main The text unit consists of argumentative material that
directly supports a CONCLUSION unit.

FRAMING-sub The text unit consists of argumentative material that
indirectly supports a CONCLUSION unit or that
directly supports a FRAMING-main unit.

OTHER The text unit does not satisfy any of the requirements
above.

for judgment documents of civil cases [9], in particular, the
“new format,” which introduced issue-focused judgment in
1990 [10].

Our target for annotation and summarization is the second
section of judgment documents, “Facts and Reasons,” which
occupies the biggest portion of the document. It consists of
the main claim of the case, the facts agreed by the interested
parties in advance, the issues to be argued intensively during
trial, and the judicial decision.

Hachey and Grover use the sentence as the annotation
unit, and in their scheme, each sentence receives exactly
one rhetorical label. We also use exclusive labeling, but our
definition of the smallest annotation unit is a comma-separated
(and sentence final punctuation-separated) text fragment. In
Japanese, such units typically correspond to linguistic clauses.
This decision was necessary because in many long sentences,
there are subcomponents which play different rhetorical roles
from each other. It still often happens in practice that an entire
sentence is tagged with only one rhetorical role, as multiple
consecutive comma-separated text units can be merged in our
system if they fulfill the same rhetorical function.

The adaptations we made to Hachey and Grover’s scheme
are as follows: We introduced a new label called IDENTI-
FYING, which applies to text stating a discussion topic that
marks the start of argumentation, in an attempt to capture an

The unit refers to laws or
precedents and applies
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Fig. 1. Decision tree of rhetorical status

important aspect of the legal argumentation. We expanded the
definition of Hachey and Grover’s DISPOSAL, which only
concerns the Law Lord’s agreement or disagreement with the
previous ruling, to any conclusions or arguments in judgment
documents, and renamed it CONCLUSION. TEXTUAL is
omitted in our annotation scheme since it is not crucial in
our texts. The labels we left untouched were FACT and
BACKGROUND.

Our main modification was to split Hachey and Grover’s
FRAMING into FRAMING-main and FRAMING-sub. We
define the higher levels of the argumentation structure as
FRAMING-main and the supporting levels as FRAMING-sub.
The split allows us to distinguish between different levels of
importance of the supporting material covered by FRAMING.
It was necessary because too much textual material would be
covered by this category otherwise1, conflicting with our goal
of creating short summaries.

These adaptations resulted in the labels shown in Table II.
We also supply the decision tree in Fig. 1 to facilitate our
annotators’ decision process.

B. Pilot Study

We conducted a pilot study to measure the inter-annotator
agreement of our scheme. Two annotators participated in the
experiment, the first author of this paper (who has a Bachelor
of Laws degree in Japanese Law) and a Ph.D. candidate in
a graduate school of Japanese Law. The legal language used
in the documents is marked by extremely complex sentence
structure and specialized technical terminology. The use of
expert annotators is therefore essential.

We use Japanese Civil Case judgment documents written in
district courts, which are available publicly from a Japanese

1We estimated from initial annotation that 78% of our text falls into the
FRAMING role.
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Court website (http://www.courts.go.jp/). In the first experi-
ment, we use two documents, which consist of 1,517 units
(30,497 characters). The annotators use the browser GUI-based
annotation tool “Slate” [11].

We measure agreement using Cohen’s kappa [12], a stan-
dard metric of inter-annotator agreement for categorical de-
cisions. Kappa is a chance controlled metric that ranges
between -1 and 1. The inter-annotator agreement was K=0.81
(N=1,517, n=7, k=2), where N is the number of text units, n
is the number of categories and k is the number of annotators.

This level of inter-annotator agreement can be considered
high; it indicates that our adaptation of Hachey and Grover’s
scheme for Japanese judgment documents was successful. This
is not too surprising, as at least one other previous study
also found good agreement in a legal system other than the
English one (K=0.84 (N=16,000; n=7, k=2) for the Indian
legal system [13]).

Despite this, when considering both the measured results
and informal annotator feedback, we identified several points
of note. Firstly, the annotators reported that the flow of the
argument structure was an essential element during the anno-
tation of rhetorical status, and formally tracking it would make
their task clearer and easier. For example, in order to arrive at
the correct labels, the annotators first had to find the conclusion
of the overall document, second the conclusion of some
important points of the judgment, which then allowed them to
arrive at the FRAMING and FACT units. This feedback gave
us valuable information concerning how legal documents can
be best understood, and we were keen to integrate this insight
into our annotation scheme.

We conclude that rhetorical status annotation alone is not
sufficient to represent the information in the document. The
judgment document has a complex argumentation structure,
and extracting it at a more fine-grained level will enable us
to generate more useful summaries, i.e., summaries focusing
on the most prominent issues contained in the document.
Although the rhetorical status provides useful information for
the extraction and recognition of the conclusion and legal
citations, in order to model the argument structure as well,
we need to annotate the argumentative relations between the
text units.

IV. INTEGRATING ARGUMENT STRUCTURE

We revised our annotation scheme by introducing the argu-
ment structure of texts on top of rhetorical status. We observe

that the original documents follow a well-defined argumenta-
tion pattern, which is illustrated in Fig. 2. A Japanese Civil
Case judgment document forms one big argument, which
connects the judicial decision to the plaintiff’s accusation. We
call this the “level 0” argument. The level 0 argument breaks
down into several sub-arguments, each of which usually covers
one issue topic to be challenged. We call this the “level 1”
argument. Moreover, each sub-argument might itself consist
of sub-arguments at lower levels (level 2,3,4...). The purpose
of each sub-argument is to support the argument above it.
Ultimately, at the bottom of the argument structure, facts
provide the lowest level of support.

A. Issue Topic linking

The structure of the judgment document is centered around
the topics of each of the strands of argumentation. This
structure is a direct outcome of the Japanese judicial system,
where most civil cases start with “preparatory proceedings.”
The goal of this procedure, which is carried out ahead of
the trial under participation of all parties, is to define the
issues to be tried (Preparatory Proceedings, Japanese Code
of Civil Procedure [1]). These are called the Issue Topics.
The very plausible assumption behind this is that trials which
are logically organized around Issue Topics proceed more
smoothly and efficiently, particularly if the Issue Topics are
well-specified.

It is our working hypothesis that Issue Topics (which
correspond to the level 1 arguments in our parlance) are also
extremely important in generating meaningful, coherent and
useful summaries. Most legal cases consist of several Issue
Topics, but in the best summaries the logical flow is organized
in such a way that the final judicial decision can be traced
back through each Issue Topic’s connections. Minimally, this
requires recognizing which sentence refers to which Issue
Topic.

We introduce a new task called Issue Topic linking, which
defines the relation between each textual unit and its con-
cerning Issue Topic. Annotators are instructed to indicate the
Issue Topics in the text and to assign them identifiers. The
annotators are asked to find the first continuous text span
that explaining the Issue Topic best (defined as “in the most
straightforward way”). The span must be continuous but can
consist of multiple text units.

However, not all text units are related to specific Issue
Topics. Some text units concern matters of the trial itself, for
example, the overall conclusion or introduction. We define a
special Issue Topic ID of value 0 to cover such cases. Overall,
we expect this task to be relatively uncontroversial because the
documents are created in a manner which is organized around
Issue Topics.

B. FRAMING linking

The more detailed argument structure below level 2 can
provide additional useful information for summarization. Our
second new task (or annotation level) is called FRAMING
linking. Our rhetorical status annotation partially models this
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lower level argument structure by defining level 2 text units
as FRAMING-main, and text units at level 3 and lower
as FRAMING-sub. We further annotate relations between
the level 2 and level 3 (and below) argument structure by
introducing “support” links in the form of FRAMING linking
between them.

Text units labeled with BACKGROUND and FRAMING-
sub can optionally be linked to the FRAMING-main unit if the
annotator considers that the BACKGROUND or FRAMING-
sub units argumentatively supports the FRAMING-main. The
annotators signal that there is a relation between FRAMING-
sub/BACKGROUND and FRAMING-main by drawing a link
in the annotation tool. The semantics of link is that the
origin (BACKGROUND and FRAMING-sub) supports the
destination (FRAMING-main).

Fig. 3 shows a sample of annotation with our proposed
scheme. Each box corresponds to a unit with its rhetorical
status.

C. Agreement metrics
1) Issue Topic identification and linking: For measuring

agreement on the identification of Issue Topics, we consider
two spans as agreed if more than 60% of their characters
agree, assuming that those spans principally represent the same
content. This criterion enables us to disregard the differences
in the locations in the text and that in superficial linguistic
expressions. Although we instructed the annotators to mark
the first appearance of an Issue Topic when multiple spans
in different locations represented the same Issue Topic, the
annotators sometimes mistakenly marked the second or later
spans. We initially set the threshold to 80%, but a manual
inspection revealed that this resulted in many non-matching
spans despite the fact that they represented the same Issue
Topic. We confirmed that the 60% threshold identifies spans
representing the same Issue Topic as agreed without incurring
any false positives.

As the annotators may disagree on the number of Issue
Topics they recognize, we report an average of two annotation

metrics. AnnotatorSet is a set of annotators, and i corre-
sponds to an annotator. We first calculate an agreement score
for each annotator, taking each annotator in turn as the “gold
standard.” In Equation (1) as(i) is the number of spans agreed
between annotator i and others, and spans(i) is the number
of spans annotated by annotator i. As the overall agreement
score, we report the average of the two as given in (2):

agreementITI(i) =
as(i)

spans(i)
, (1)

agreementITI =

∑
i agreementITI(i)

|AnnotatorSet| , (2)

where i ∈ AnnotatorSet.

For Issue Topic linking, the annotators assign an Issue Topic
ID to a supporting text unit (the link source) to establish a link
from the text unit to the Issue Topic (the link destination). As
far as the number of sources involved in Issue Topic linking
is concerned, the previous experiment showed that they are
almost identical across annotators. Our overall agreement ratio
is, therefore, a simple average of the two annotator’s ratios.
Again, we calculate agreement ratio for each annotator as
in (3), and average them as defined in (4). au(i) is the number
of units agreed between annotator i and others and units(i)
is the number of units annotated by annotator i:

agreementITL(i) =
au(i)

units(i)
, (3)

agreementITL =

∑
i agreementITL(i)

|AnnotatorSet| . (4)

2) FRAMING linking: FRAMING linking is the most diffi-
cult task in our scheme. FRAMING links can hold from either
BACKGROUND or FRAMING-sub to FRAMING-main, but
they are optional. In contrast to Issue Topic linking, there is
more possibility for disagreement (on destinations as well as
sources).

We define the agreed source spans as two spans (location
identity, not just textual identity), sharing more than 80% 2 of
their characters. The source span agreement is calculated as
the ratio of the number of agreed spans with an outgoing link,
to the number of source spans with an outgoing link, as given
in (5).

agreementsrc =
# of agreed source spans with link

# of source spans with link
. (5)

The FRAMING linking agreement is calculated as the ratio
of the number of agreed links to the number of agreed source
spans with an outgoing link, as shown in (6). We consider
two links as agreed when they agree on both source and
destination.

agreementfl =
# of agreed links

# of agreed source spans with link
. (6)

D. Experiment

In the annotation with the revised annotation scheme, in
addition to the rhetorical status classification, we newly intro-

2The reason for setting this threshold is that we wanted to allow only short
and relatively meaningless adverbial modification and such at the beginning
or end of spans. As the location now has to be identical, we do not have to
worry about paraphrases.



duced the following two tasks: 1. Issue Topic linking – the
Issue Topics are identified, and a unique identifier is given to
each Issue Topic. All textual units labeled with a rhetorical
status in the previous stage are assigned an Issue Topic ID
which they support; and 2. FRAMING linking – those textual
units that support a FRAMING-main span are linked to the
FRAMING-main span.

The same annotators as in the pilot study annotated eight
documents, which consisted of 201,869 characters (9,879
units) in total. We provided the annotators with a guideline
document of eight pages detailing the procedure. Annotators
were instructed to read the target document to roughly under-
stand its general structure and flow of discussion and to pay
particular attention to Issue Topics, choosing one textual span
for each Issue Topic.

In response to our earlier observations, we changed the
annotation procedure by asking annotators to trace back the
legal argument structure of the case during the annotation
of rhetorical status. They first search for the general CON-
CLUSIONs of the case. They then find the CONCLUSION
of each Issue Topic; next, they find the FRAMING-main
which supports the CONCLUSION. Finally, they look for the
FRAMING-sub elements that support the FRAMING-main.
Therefore, the annotators simultaneously recover the argument
structure while making decisions about the rhetorical status.

E. Result and Discussion

1) Rhetorical status classification: The inter-annotator
agreement of the rhetorical classification was K=0.70
(N=9,879, n=7, k=2), noticeably lower than in our pilot
experiment. This is likely to be due to variation in the data
and no cause for worry, as it is still within Krippendorff’s
range of marginal agreement [14]. Looking at the results in
detail, we observed certain systematic classification errors.
Particularly, FRAMING-main and FRAMING-sub are often
confused, indicating that our current annotation guidelines
should be improved in this respect.

2) Issue Topic linking: The overall agreement ratio of Issue
Topic Identification was agreementITI=0.79. A post hoc
analysis showed that the two main causes of errors were
discrepancies in identifying Issue Topic spans and differing
opinions about how to treat compensation calculations.

In Issue Topic linking, we observe an agreement ratio
of agreementITL=0.87. This means that the annotators had
little difficulty in determining the text units supporting an
Issue Topic. In combination with the result of Issue Topic
identification above, capturing the argument structure at the
Issue Topic level seems to be a well-defined task. This is
probably a sign that the surface structure of the text sufficiently
reflects the argument structure at this level in the judgment
documents.

3) FRAMING linking: The agreement in source spans was
measured at agreementsrc=0.67 (average of 0.72　 and 0.63),
whereas full FRAMING linking agreement (source and desti-
nation agreement) was agreementfl=0.66. Trying to explain
the relatively low human agreement, we performed a second

post-hoc analysis of the linking errors. We manually analyzed
overlap of non-agreed destination spans (i.e., those which had
overlap lower than 80%), in order to establish whether the
overlap is meaningful (e.g. a reformulation). We found that
in 48 cases out of 128 errors, there was meaningful overlap
in the destination spans. This result shows the 80% threshold
was too strict for the task, similar to the effect observed earlier
during Issue Topic identification (Section IV-C1). If we were
to consider the manually checked links with identical meaning
but less than 80% character overlap as agreed, FRAMING
linking agreement would rise to agreementfl=0.79. This is
an encouraging result: annotators potentially agree to a high
degree on FRAMING linking, even though we cannot yet
determine all of this agreement automatically.

The task we presented here captures much of the infor-
mation contained in judgment documents, but due to its
complexity, many aspects have to be considered to see the
entire picture. Our annotation experiment showed particularly
good agreement for the rhetorical status classification task,
suggesting that our adaptation of Hachey and Grover’s scheme
to the Japanese legal system was successful. The agreement on
Issue Topic linking was also high. In contrast, the FRAMING
linking suffered from the difficulty of identifying destination
spans in particular. By refining our guidelines, we hope to be
able to improve the agreement of the FRAMING linking task.
A more detailed error analysis and a discussion of metrics are
reported in Yamada et al. [15].

V. SUMMARY DESIGN

Our aim is to reduce the cost of legal professions’ investiga-
tion during their preparation for a case. In this phase of their
work, the legal professions need access to the results of past
trials and access to similar cases to the ones they currently
work on. What would be of value in this situation is a sum-
mary which provides information of the judge’s decisions in
trials, including the argumentation that supports the decision.
We propose to generate informative summaries of Japanese
judgment documents based on an automatic annotation along
the lines of this paper. We designed three basic archetypes
of such summaries that could be realized with our proposed
scheme:

Type A: The simplest summary consists of only the final
conclusion and the major supporting argument. Determination
of the rhetorical status is sufficient for this; we would simply
choose only those text units labeled with CONCLUSION and
FRAMING-main.

Type B: This type of summary additionally incorporates
Issue Topic information, i.e. the Issue Topic text itself, and
other text supporting it. This can be recovered fully from our
Issue Topic links. A type B summary would thus be able to
cover multiple Issue Topics mentioned in the original judgment
document.

Type C: This type of summary would be structured and built
like a Type B summary, but would provide readers with further
information focused on a specific issue topic. In addition to
the conclusions for Issue Topics, the summary would provide



The plaintiff insists that the court executing officer was negligent in that the officer
didn’t notice that a person had committed suicide in the real estate when he
performed an investigation of the current condition of the real estate, and also
insists that the execution court was negligent in that the court failed to prescribe the
matter to be examined on the examination order. As a result, the plaintiff won a
successful bid for the estate with a higher price than the actual value of the estate
given that the plaintiff did not have the information that the property was
stigmatized. The plaintiff claims compensation for damage and delay from the
defendant.

[Issue Topic 2]: Whether the execution officer D was negligent or not.
The measures performed by the officer were those that are normally implemented
for examination. From the circumstances which the execution officer D perceived,
he could not have realized that the estate was stigmatized. The officer cannot be
regarded as negligent in that negligence would imply a dereliction of duty of
inspection, which, given that there were sufficient checks, did not happen.
Concerning the question whether the officer had the duty to check whether the
estate was stigmatized, we can observe various matters -- in actuality, the person
who killed himself happened to be the owner of the estate and the legal
representative of the Revolving Credit Mortgage concerned, the house then became
vacant and was offered for auction, but we can also observe the following: other
persons but the owner himself could have committed suicide in the estate, for
instance friends and family; there was a long time frame during which the suicide
could have happened; the neighbors might not have answered the officer's
questions in a forthcoming manner, even if they were aware of the fact that the
estate was stigmatized; there are several factors to affect the value of the estate
beyond the fact that the estate was stigmatized, and it is not realistic neither from a
time perspective nor an economic perspective to examine all such factors
specifically; and the bidders in the auction were in a position to examine the estate
personally as the location of the estate was known -- taking these relevant matters
into consideration, it is a justified statement that the officer didn’t have the duty to
check in a proactive manner whether the estate was stigmatized.
Therefore, the plaintiff’s claim is unreasonable since it is hard to say that the officer
was negligent.

[Issue Topic 3]: Whether the examination court was negligent or not.
The plaintiff’s claim is unreasonable for the additional reason that it is hard to say
that the examination court was negligent.

Given what has been said above, it is not necessary to judge the other points; the
plaintiff’s claim is unreasonable so the judgment returns to the main text.

Fig. 4. Sample summary text (Type C, Issue Topic 2)

an Issue Topic together with supporting claims, facts and the
application of the law. It would be more fine-grained than
Type B because it captures all levels of the argumentation,
including subordinate information of each FRAMING-main,
such as BACKGROUND and FRAMING-sub. Fig. 4 shows
our translation of an ideal sample of a Type C summary, which
is manually extracted from an actual judgment document. The
sample is focused on a specific issue topic of the case (“[Issue
Topic 2]”). It consists of three parts: the description of the
case, the argumentative part of Issue Topic 2 and 3 (material
under the bold text headers), and the final conclusion of the
case. Such a detailed and high-quality summary would not
be possible without the issue topic-based argument structure
captured in our scheme.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we described the development of our an-
notation scheme, which is based on our observations of the
Japanese legal system. Our annotation scheme showed fair
inter-annotator agreement in rhetorical status classification,
Issue Topic linking, and FRAMING linking, although some
problems in the FRAMING linking task remain.

The next stage of our work is to revisit the annotation guide-
lines and scheme considering the result of our experiments and

to automate the annotation.
We will start with the automation of the tasks of rhetorical

status classification and Issue Topic identification as sequential
labeling tasks. We consider taking an SVM or conditional
random field approach with features such as positions of units,
unit length, cue phrases, legal citations, named entities and
neighbor units’ labels. As for linking tasks, we will classify
in a pair-wise manner whether there is a link between a pair
of units or not. Eventually, we will automatically generate
summaries using the automatically extracted information. An
Integer Linear Programming based approach seems partic-
ularly suited to combine the often conflicting demands of
importance and argumentative support.
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