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ABSTRACT

With the ever-increasing utilization of natural language processing (NLP), we started to witness over
the past few years a significant transformation in our interaction with legal texts. This technology has
advanced the analysis and enhanced the understanding of complex legal terminology and contexts.
The development of recent large language models (LLMs), particularly ChatGPT, has also introduced
a revolutionary contribution to the way that legal texts can be processed and comprehended. In this
paper, we present our work on a cooperative-legal question-answering LLM-based chatbot, where we
developed a set of legal questions about Palestinian cooperatives, associated with their regulations and
compared the auto-generated answers by the chatbot to their correspondences that are designed by a
legal expert. To evaluate the proposed chatbot, we have used 50 queries generated by the legal expert
and compared the answers produced by the chart to their relevance judgments. Finding demonstrated
that an overall accuracy rate of 82% has been achieved when answering the queries, while exhibiting
an F1 score equivalent to 79%.
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1 Introduction

Natural Language Processing (NLP) has revolutionized the way we interact with legal texts. It has made it easier
to analyze and comprehend complex legal texts (Becerra, 2018} [Dalel 2019). One of the most recent significant
advancements in this field is the development of Large Language Models, and the development of chatbots that are
based on such models (Brown et al.,[2020; Rae et al., |2021)), were ChatGPT is at the forefront of this development
(Lee et al.| [2022). With its vast training data and powerful capabilities, ChatGPT has had a profound impact on global
users. It provides them with intelligent conversational agents capable of understanding and responding to their queries.
The integration of LLMs-powered chatbots has extended beyond the legal domain, finding applications in various
fields. However, it is in the realm of legal discourse where these chatbots truly shine (Omar et al.,[2023). They leverage
their expertise to assist users in navigating complex legal terms and processes (Brooks et al., [ 2020; [Fang et al.| 2023}
Rajendra and S Thuraisingam| 2022).

The huge improvement in LLM-based chatbot technology and the ease of integrating it seamlessly in the context of the
legal domain has encouraged us to build a chatbot to provide answers to legal inquiries and questions about Palestinian



cooperative law. We noticed that there have been numerous inquiries from cooperative societies and cooperative unions
regarding private legal issues. This is mainly because the law is relatively new, having been issued at the end of 2017
(OGB|[2017) . Additionally, there is an urgent need to provide legal answers at all times, especially considering the
need for a labor-intensive effort to answer such queries. Furthermore, considering the large number of cooperative
members, which reached 58,883 at the end of 2021 as reported in (Cooperative Work Agencyl 2021)), there is an urgent
need for a chatbot that is available 24/7 to address their legal inquiries and provide timely assistance. The rest of those
article is organized as follows. In Section[2} we review the literature and discuss the related works. Section [3] introduces
the utilized dataset for testing and evaluating our proposed chatbot. In Section[d] we discuss the proposed methodology.
Section [5]present the experimental evaluation and results. In Section [6] we conclude our work and point to the future
directions of our research work in Section

2 Literature review

The use of machine learning (ML) techniques in the legal domain has long history with it a lot of research has integrated
the two domains in many fields such as Legal document review (Mahoney et all 2019; Wei et al., [2018)), Legal
prediction (Sil and Royl 2020), Legal writing (Phelps and Ashley, |2022) , legal summarization Elaraby and Litman
(2022)), and Legal compliance (Mandal et al., [2017)). Prompting can be used to improve the performance of LLMs
in different criteria and explore the effectiveness of using prompts in legal judgment prediction (LJP). (Trautmann
et al.,|2022)) conduct experiments using data from the European Court of Human Rights and the Federal Supreme Court
of Switzerland, comparing different prompts with multilingual language models (LLMs) such as mGPT, GPT-J-6B,
and GPT-NeoX-20B. The results demonstrate that zero-shot prompt engineering can improve LJP performance with
LLMs, yielding better macro-averaged F1 scores, precision, and recall compared to simple baselines. However, the
performance of zero-shot learning still falls short of current supervised state-of-the-art results in the field. The paper
also highlights the following key findings: prompting can enhance LLM performance in legal judgment prediction,
multilingual LLMs can be effective even with training data in a single language, and while zero-shot learning holds
promise, further improvements are needed to achieve state-of-the-art outcomes. The authors conclude by emphasizing
the potential value of prompting for legal professionals and the accessibility benefits of multilingual LLMs in the field
of legal natural language processing (NLP). In an experiment, (Pettinato Oltz, 2023) built a fictitious law professor who
had a normal week of duties including teaching and community service planned out for her. then they used ChatGPT
prompts for each task to test how well the system worked. For six of the seven tasks given, ChatGPT was able to
produce workable first drafts in just 23 minutes. The most common tasks, including making a practice exam question
or preparing a class handout, showed ChatGPT to be the most proficient. ChatGPT struggled with more complex
tasks, especially those that had to do with education, although it still had the potential to save time in some cases. The
experiment’s findings indicate that ChatGPT, especially service-related jobs, has a lot of promise for reducing some
components of the workload for law faculty. Additionally, ChatGPT may enable law professors to spend less time
on specific teaching responsibilities, giving up more time for them to concentrate on pedagogy and create innovative
teaching strategies. Finally, (Queudot et al.| 2020) design and implementation of two immigration chatbots to advise
their users about immigration legal questions and cases. One answers immigration-related questions, and the other
answers legal questions from NBC employees. Both chatbots use supervised learning to learn embeddings for their
answers.

3 Dataset

In our research work, we used 5 resources to acquire the input for our chatbot. To do this, we used three official
documents which are Law No. 20 of 2017 on Cooperatives, Cooperatives Bylaws, and Housing Cooperatives Bylaws.
Also, we created two sets of questions and answers datasets which we will discuss more in section [3.1]

3.1 Formal Legal Documents

In order to give the Chatbot the legal context that it needs to answer legal questions, we needed to provide it with the
legal documents that the lawyers and Legal advisors depend on and use to answer legal questions but we made some
reformatting for these documents where we only kept the necessary articles and definitions these legal documents are:

1. Law No. 20 of 2017 on Cooperatives: published in 2017 to govern the cooperative work in Palestine, under
which the authority supervising the cooperative work sector in Palestine was established, known as the
Cooperative Work Agency (CWA). It also specially regulates cooperative societies and unions. cooperative
members and the local community.



2. Cooperatives Bylaws: It is the bylaws that govern the cooperative and the union, which regulate their work
and the nature of their activity, based on the provisions of Law Decree No. 20 of 2017.

3. Housing Cooperatives Bylaws: It is the bylaws that govern the housing cooperatives, which regulate their
work and the nature of their activity, based on the provisions of Law Decree No. 20 of 2017.

3.2 Question and Answers Dataset

In order to support the chatbot to better understand the legal questions we created two other data set which contains a
JSON file of questions about the Decree — Law No. (20) Of 2017 On Cooperative cooperatives the two data set are as
following:

3.2.1 Human Generated Question Answer Dataset

We asked the legal advisor on cooperatives to create a dataset containing 40 questions and answers about different
articles from the Decree — Law No. (20) Of 2017 On Cooperative. The questions and answers cover the basic topics of
the definition of a cooperative, the requirements for forming a cooperative, the rights and responsibilities of cooperative
members, and the role of the CWA in regulating cooperatives.

3.2.2 Chatgpt Generated Question and Answers

We used the ChatGPT API to generate 5 questions and their corresponding answers for each article of Law No. (20) of
2017 on Cooperative. However, we needed to customize the answers to simulate the response of a real legal advisor.
This involved starting the answer by referring to the article number in the law. To achieve this, we utilized the following
prompt structure, as shown in Figure[T} we first requested the generation of the question and answer, then provided
the article itself, and finally, to control the output, we asked ChatGPT to create a dictionary with two keys: "question"
and "answer". After ChatGPT generated the dictionary, we appended it to another dictionary to collect the data. This
process resulted in 350 questions and their corresponding answers.

Figure 1: prompt Structure

Write me 5 questions and their answers from the
following paragraph

[ The text of the article in the law

(question,answer) and the values of these keys are

The output should be in dict format that have two keys
the generated question and answer

This prompt helped us to control the output of the ChatGPT as we can see from the following code snippet
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4 Methodology

In our work, we encountered a vast amount of textual data that exceeded ChatGPT GPT-4’s current processing limit
at 8,192 tokens (White et al.,[2023)). In order to take advantage of the ChatGPT API and overcome this obstacle, we
utilized a comprehensive solution by employing Llamalndex(Liu}, [2023). This proved to be a strategic decision as it
enabled us to index large-scale datasets quickly and efficiently through its tailored features created specifically for
Language Models (LLMs). The provided tools excel in generating vectors for every document while keeping them
readily available.

To make the text data compatible with the ChatGPT API, we employed Llamalndex to create an index encompassing all
the legal documents and question-answer data at hand. Subsequently, we generated vectors for each document, ensuring
that the input size did not exceed 8,192 tokens, while employing a chunk size of 600 tokens. The chosen chunk size of
600 tokens aligned with the requirements of the LLM. Moreover, we configured the maximum chunk overlap to be 50
tokens.

We efficiently stored the generated vectors within the index, enabling their swift retrieval whenever necessary. Leverag-
ing the Llamalndex query engine, which harnessed the power of ChatGPT in the background, we successfully addressed
our legal queries and concerns. Figure 2] represents the comprehensive pipeline that we implemented for our case study,
clearly demonstrating the use of Llamalndex with ChatGPT and the subsequent vector generation and indexing of the
legal documents.

Figure 2: ChatGPT-based Chatbot workflow
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5 Experimental Setup and Evaluation Results

After building the chatbot, we asked the legal advisor to write another 50 questions and their answers for testing
purpuses. We then used the written questions to test the chatbot and compared the chatbot’s answers to the legal



advisor’s answers. The chatbot was able to answer 41 questions in general. For example, we asked the chatbot about
membership, financial statements, administrative issues, and how to register a new cooperative. The chatbot not only
answered the right answers but in some cases, it also cited the law number and article (see Table E})

Table 1: Right answers provided by the chatbot

Question Legal advisor answer Chatbot satisfaction score
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Although the chatbot was able to answer 41 questions correctly, not all of them were answered directly. Eight out
of the 41 answers were relevant, but not direct. For example, when we asked the chatbot in Arabic "When does the
management committee meet in the cooperative?", the chatbot gave us the correct answers, but it combined two answers.
The first answer was the meeting of the management committee, and the second answer was the meeting of the general
assembly. We have a lot of cases like this, and this is due to not having enough questions and answers for each article.
Some articles of the law are short, so 5 questions and answers were enough to give the chatbot the context of the article.
However, some articles are long and needed more questions and answers. 5 questions and answers were not enough to
give the chatbot the context it needs to understand the difference, for example, between the meeting of the management

committee and the general assembly. But in general, it gave us the right answer (See table[2).

Table 2: Related answers provided by the chatbot
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Chatbot

satisfaction score

B85 o O ez e

L§ Al Sl Ay ,._'.}._@.J.S ol Ufl e 3
latily socall dyka5 ciay axlall el g

‘:—Eu:\_'l_g'l_l_ﬂl \:JLLIJ-J'L!I LE

e Sy

G oematll pgd 3 pdlls el
cAumasel] Ao ganll Culelaast)

R T Lglﬁsl_ds a1y Bo o z__,..,}. s :-cr_L;_z,j;J _‘_sh ﬂ‘_ua-.c.n_j c;u%a{l 65%

; : Luleall Jgaobl 1383 cdiwdl Olay 2017 diwd (20) a3 GgilE 1,3

LaTEas Byoleall ZalaiNls Liglaall caliazdl

Byo JBYI s matad O oy droganll digg

. . Badoeall ol dﬂidﬂﬁj:&jﬁﬁﬁdﬁd}u

By ] matned e F Rn Byl ] mais | O . e
~ = ,‘f’"; e e B e il Eﬁyl ol 2017 Gl (20) ad) gt 41,3 85%

e dpmanell Byla] dieed ey Aiglanll Silmacdl

Aiwdl () cppade B 8o petad O

. gt lmasl & Leogand! digl

I & cadlusall slagi Gl R G S +

- s ) el (5 e & s oS i o)l elings A

“saganll gl B 0 o (FUaill st 5 dumazdl Jlo @ Oy (al) slasHl ol o) dig! 70%

Finally, when we analyzed the rest of the wrong answers, we found that most of them were due to two reasons. First,
there were not enough questions and answers for long articles, which required more explanation for the chatbot. Second,
some articles had bylaws that needed to be provided to the chatbot. For example, when we asked the chatbot "Is it
permissible to establish more than one general union?", which is illegal, the chatbot answered yes, which is a totally
illegal act. (See table. 3



Table 3: Wrong answers provided by the chatbot

Question Legal advisor answer Chatbot satisfaction score
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To measure the performance of our chatbot, we used the following metrics:

Overall accuracy: This metric is calculated by dividing the total number of correct answers by the total number of
questions asked. The equation for overall accuracy is:

Total number of correct answers
Overall accuracy =

100 1
Total number of questions 8 M

In this case, the chatbot achieved an overall accuracy of 41/50, or 82%. This is a good result, as it means that the model
was able to correctly answer 82% of the questions asked. and if we provided more data for it it will increase its accuracy

Overall satisfaction: Many studies used satisfaction scores with other metrics to evaluate their trained chatbots (Casas
et al.,[2020), but in our case, we used only the satisfaction score. We did this by letting the legal counsel give a mark for
how satisfied they were with the answer. For example, in the case of a right answer, the legal counsel was very satisfied,
so she gave it a score of 100%. For wrong answers, the score was 0%. For related answers, the score was between 60%
and 85%. We calculated this by computing the average of all satisfaction scores and the total number of questions.

Z?:l Si

n

Average satisfaction score =

@

where Si is the satisfaction score for the ith question and n is the total number of questions.
In this case, the chatbot achieved an average satisfaction 78.3%. Which is also a good result for our chatbot.

Confusion matrix: To measure the performance of the chatbot, we used the precision, recall, and F1 score. The
confusion matrix is used to measure classification models and use the actual value and the predicted value of the model
to compute the precision and recall and then the F1 score. However, since we didn’t train the chatbot, we assumed that
all the answers of the legal counselor are correct. This assumption will affect the precision value, as the chatbot will not
be penalized for incorrectly identifying an answer as wrong.

1. Precision: Since we made the assumption that there are no wrong actual answers the precision for class
(wrong) is 0, and the precision for class 1 (right + related ) is 1.0, indicating that our chatbot correctly predicted
all instances as "right" or "related."

2. Recall: The recall for class (wrong) is 0, indicating that our chatbot did not correctly identify any instances
as "wrong." The recall for class (right/related) is 0.79, meaning that our chatbot correctly identified 79% of
instances labeled as "right" or "related."”

3. F1-score: The F1-score for class (wrong) is 0, which aligns with the precision and recall being 0. The F1-score
for class (right/related) is 0.88, indicating a relatively good balance between precision and recall for this class.



4. The accuracy of our chatbot is reported as 0.79, meaning it correctly predicted the label for 79% of the
instances in the questions that we provided.

For more information and details on the developed chatbot, please refer to our GitHub Repository at the
following link: Github

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced our LLM-based legal chatobot that aims to assist Palestinian cooperatives and their members
in finding relevant answers to their legal inquiries. Our objective was to provide accurate and reliable support 24/7
by leveraging the vast amount of publicly-available legal documents that we were able to acquire. After utilizing the
chatbot on this extensive dataset, we achieved an overall accuracy of 82% and an F1 score of 79%.

However, as we encountered an enormous volume of text data, we faced challenges with the chatbot’s processing limit
in terms of the maximum amount of text data that can submitted to through ChatGPT’s API. To overcome this obstacle,
we implemented a technique called ’vectorization’ using Llamalndex. This process converted the text data into a format
that the chatbot could effectively utilize.

Whilst serving as a valuable legal aid for diverse cooperative members, there are certain limitations inherent to the
chatbot that should be acknowledged. Our study uncovered instances where the chatbot provided incorrect answers,
which could potentially lead users to unintentionally violate legal regulations. Consequently, we believe that continuous
development and improvement of the chatbot are necessary to enhance its accuracy and reliability. Furthermore, it is
crucial to be transparent about the chatbot’s limitations and ensure that users have access to comprehensive information.
This will enable them to make informed decisions about utilizing the chatbot’s services. By refining the chatbot and
openly communicating its capabilities, we can harness its potential as an invaluable tool for delivering reliable legal
support to a diverse audience.

7 Future Works

In the future work, we plan to address the challenges highlighted in the previous section through the following steps.
First, we will focus on increasing the size of the used dataset by formalizing additional question, with their relevance
judgments, and also ensuring that the expert questions are close in terms of their number to those generated by the
chatbot. Second, we plan to post-process the answers produced bu the chatbot to further enhance and improve the
overall quality, i.e. accuracy of the answers. This may also require the exploitation of legal domain knowledge and
semantic resources that can be further utilized for reformulating users’ questions in a more legal relevant context.
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