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Summary of judicial case modeling methods
GUO Xiaoding, ZHANG Hongli
(School of Computer Science and Technology, Harbin Institute of Technology, Harbin 150001, China)

[ Abstract] In recent years, the Ministry of Science and Technology and the Ministry of Justice comprehensively implement Xi
jinping’s innovation—driven development strategy, promote the " digital rule of law, smart justice" project. Judicial case modeling
technology is one of the important projects. Judicial case modeling refers to the digitization of judicial cases. It represents judicial
cases as structures that can be processed by computers. Judicial case modeling is the foundation of legal services and provides data
support for them. At present, modeling methods of judicial cases mainly focus on feature models and matrix decomposition models.
This paper introduces current modeling methods from the above two perspectives and summarizes present research to provide
guidance and reference for researchers.

[ Key words] Judicial case modeling; Feature models; Matrix decomposition

TR ik 14 IR SR A AR T 1 R R I A4

0 5l 7 B G R SRR B, T 400 ) S

FIE RIS ik B 7wk S0 37 o 401
FROC T S35 R AL PR ) B0 254, 80 45 4 1 B
JEL iR s T A IR R, REROURAR B b Hx e
SR A7 o WA R 0§ R el W s e
Hie 55 Al D FLAR I R He SO A A R S 41
IR BE AT S5 R o T A 0 ) AR R, B AR LT3R
AR,

et FIVE SRRy 1 32 B AL TR AR L A
B3t o PR R R AR ) S AR S A O
FIRE SRS —HERERE  QnlET 1 B AR, 2
EFN G GURBLALII , Ap A AR B S K A K40 i
FNAEPEHRNE o BEXF LA [ R, 5 50 e i 1) ) 325
SRR T OB R IR B AT A4 S0 R I R AT 0
fifg , FERNHIRT A RE R R AL S, R R o0 M S0k
SO R | 3RS S B A5 Y RE SR R
AAEA—E R AE R, AnaRC AR R | R
(IREES: S

BEE£WH . BERELSUATH (2018YFC0830900) ,

SARMERR R, (I T IE S THRIE Y 77 a4
TERE L PR IR | ok A 2 A= TR 241, XfE LA
AR SR IR A A SR B, BRI AR T
B ey i S T R0 B MR R

:

B o B 0188
= @/ (B :
1 L
| T AR I TS i l

B1 BETFHEERURERESBHRERGIEESE
Fig. 1 Judicial case modeling method based on feature models and

matrix decomposition
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