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How to Build a Legal-specific Corpus for

Facticity Expression Research
Yuan Yulin Cui Yuzhen Sun Jing & You Hao

Abstract: This paper discusses how to build a legal-specific corpus for probing facticity expression based on real
courtroom trial data. For establishing a complete annotation system and annotation standard it proposes that the
annotation of such a corpus should focus on the following three basic categories of facticity: factual non-factual and
counterfactual and should specify those categories with formal features from three levels: construction paragraph and
vocabulary. By adopting the BMES quadratic sequence annotation method the data is well annotated with facticity
information. Finally the paper demonstrates the further applications of this legal-specific corpus with examples.
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