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Legal case retrieval (LCR) is a specialised information retrieval task that aims to find relevant cases to a
given query case. LCR holds pivotal significance in facilitating legal practitioners in finding precedents. Most
of existing LCR methods are based on traditional lexical models and language models, which have gained
promising performance in retrieval. However, the domain-specific structural information inherent in legal
documents is yet to be exploited to further improve the performance. Our previous work CaseGNN [57]
successfully harnesses text-attributed graphs and graph neural networks to address the problem of legal
structural information neglect. Nonetheless, there remain two aspects for further investigation: (1) The
underutilization of rich edge information within text-attributed case graphs limits CaseGNN to generate
informative case representation. (2) The inadequacy of labelled data in legal datasets hinders the training of
CaseGNN model. In this paper, CaseGNN++, which is extended from CaseGNN, is proposed to simultaneously
leverage the edge information and additional label data to discover the latent potential of LCR models.
Specifically, an edge feature-based graph attention layer (EUGAT) is proposed to comprehensively update node
and edge features during graph modelling, resulting in a full utilisation of structural information of legal cases.
Moreover, a novel graph contrastive learning objective with graph augmentation is developed in CaseGNN++
to provide additional training signals, thereby enhancing the legal comprehension capabilities of CaseGNN++
model. Extensive experiments on two benchmark datasets from COLIEE 2022 and COLIEE 2023 demonstrate
that CaseGNN++ not only significantly improves CaseGNN but also achieves supreme performance compared
to state-of-the-art LCR methods. Code has been released on https://github.com/yanran-tang/CaseGNN.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Legal case retrieval (LCR), a specialised information retrieval task, refers to the task of finding
relevant case in the large case databases. Given a query case, judges or lawyers need to find relevant
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2 Tang et al.

cases from tens of thousands of case files when there is no retrieval tool. In recent years, LCR tools
have significantly streamlined this process, enabling swift and effective retrieval of relevant cases.
Moreover, LCR tools also provide a convenient way for individuals who have legal consultation
need but lack sufficient money for expensive legal consulting services.

Existing LCRmodels can be classified into two types: lexical retrieval models and languagemodels
(LM). Traditional lexical retrieval models, including BM25 [51], TF-IDF [22] and LMIR [42], calculate
the similarity score between cases with term frequency. Recently, LM [1, 2, 7, 9, 10, 26, 28, 33, 48,
53, 63, 65, 68, 74] rely on pre-trained models to encode a case into case representation for nearest
neighbour search to retrieve its relevant cases. Specifically, considering the complex structure of
legal texts, different case similarity matching strategies such as sentence [73], paragraph [53] and
whole-case [26] are utilised in LCR LMs.

However, important legal structural information is neglected in LM-based LCR models for
only using raw text to generate the high dimensional representation of cases then measuring the
similarity score between them. According to the natural legal relationship between legal cases, the
case structural information refers to the relationships among legal elements within a legal case,
such as parties, crime activities and evidences. Therefore, in our previous work, CaseGNN [57] is
proposed to leverage the informative legal structural relationship to improve the LCR accuracy.
Firstly, the legal structural information of cases is extracted as relation triplets by Named Entity
Recognition and Relation Extraction tools. Then, the extracted relation triplets is encoded by LMs,
which is used to generate the Text-Attributed Case Graph (TACG). With the constructed TACG, a
CaseGNN framework is proposed by employing the Edge Graph Attention Layer (EdgeGAT) and a
Readout function to generate the final case representation. Finally, to train the CaseGNN model, a
contrastive learning loss is designed to capture the training signal from both easy and negative
samples.
Although CaseGNN exploits the legal structural information that is neglected in the lexical

LCR models and LMs, two aspects remain unexplored, hindering the accuracy and effectiveness
of LCR. (1) Underutilization of edge information: CaseGNN only focuses on updating node
features during graph modelling, thereby neglecting the rich informative edge features inherent
in the TACG. The edges of TACG refer to the relation between nodes, which indicates the legal
relation information between the legal entities that are crucial for precisely generating the case
representation via graph neural network models. (2) Inadequacy of labelled data: The training
process of the CaseGNNmodel suffers from a scarcity of labelled data, a challenge aggravated by the
limited availability of legal sources and the high cost of labelling legal datasets. Since the labelling
work of legal dataset usually needs to be conducted by legal experts such as judges, lawyers and
legal professors, it is very expensive for both the labelling time and financial expenditure.
To overcome the identified shortcomings of CaseGNN, an enhanced framework CaseGNN++

is proposed in this paper to extend CaseGNN in a more accurate and effective manner. Firstly,
the CaseGNN++ collaboratively exploits both the node and edge features in TACG to generate
comprehensive case representations. Furthermore, to address the challenge of insufficient training
data, graph contrastive learning with graph augmentation is utilised to provide additional training
signals to improve the understanding ability of CaseGNN++. Empirical experiments are conducted
on two benchmark datasets COLIEE 2022 [16] and COLIEE 2023 [17], which demonstrates that
CaseGNN++ not only outperforms the original CaseGNN model, but also achieves state-of-the-art
performance in LCR task. The main contributions of this paper are summarised as follows:

• A CaseGNN++ framework is proposed to overcome the weaknesses of CaseGNN to im-
prove the retrieval accuracy and effectiveness by exploiting edge information and providing
additional training signals.
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CaseGNN++ 3

• A GNN layer called Edge-updated Graph Attention Layer (EUGAT) is designed to update
both node and edge features. The mechanism of simultaneously updating node and edge
features helps to generate a comprehensive case representation for model training.

• A graph contrastive learning (GCL) objective is developed, along with a graph augmenta-
tion strategy to provide additional training signals to train CaseGNN++ for improved legal
comprehension capabilities.

• Extensive experiments conducted on two benchmark datasets demonstrate an improved per-
formance of CaseGNN++ compared to CaseGNN and the supreme performance of CaseGNN++
compared to other state-of-the-art LCR methods.

2 RELATEDWORK
In this section, the related work will be reviewed in detail from three aspects that related to this
paper, which are legal case retrieval, graph neural networks and graph contrastive learning.

2.1 Legal Case Retrieval Models
As a specialised information retrieval (IR) task, the existing methods of LCR can be categorised into
two streams as IR task: statistical retrieval models [22, 42, 51] and language models [23, 41, 43, 50].
In LCR task, TF-IDF [22], BM25 [51] and LMIR [42] are the statistical models that frequently
used, which are all based on calculating the text matching score by utilising term frequency and
inverse document frequency of words in legal case. General LMs [12, 13, 30, 40] are highly used
for LCR task by using LMs to encode the case into representative embeddings for the powerful
language understanding ability of LMs [1, 2, 4–7, 9, 10, 28, 29, 33, 48, 55, 60, 63, 65, 68, 71, 73, 74, 76].
Specifically, Law2Vec [10] utilises a large number of English legal corpus to train a Word2Vec [37]
model to get legal word embeddings. Besides, Lawformer [68] leverages Chinese legal documents
to pre-train a longformer [8] based model into a Chinese specific legal language model. MVCL [65]
exploits a contrastive learning model with case-view and element-view strategies to enhance
the understanding ability of the model and improve the performance of relevant case retrieval
task. And CL4LJP [74] combines three different levels contrastive learning objectives that includes
article-level, charge-level and label-aware level to jointly train the legal judgment prediction model.
To tackle the long text problem in legal domain, BERT-PLI [53] divides cases into paragraphs and
calculates the similarity between two paragraphs while SAILER [26] directly truncates the case text
to cope with the input limit of LM. PromptCase [56] proposes a prompt-based encoding scheme
with two important legal facts and legal issues to address the lengthy problem. CaseLink [58]
utilises the intrinsic case connectivity relationships among cases with graph neural networks to
improve the retrieval accuracy.

2.2 Graph Neural Networks
GNN models can effectively capture the structural information from graph data [19, 25, 31, 32, 45–
47, 62]. To further utilise the edge information, SCENE [39] proposed a GNN layer that can deal with
the edge weights. Recently, text-attributed graph are widely used for the capacity of combining both
the text understanding ability of LMs and the structural information of graphs, such as TAPE [21],
G2P2 [66] and TAG [27]. Specifically, TAPE [21] exploits large language models to improve the
representation learning of text-attributed graphs by prompting large language models to get the
textual information as features for GNNs. While G2P2 [66] simultaneously trains a text encoder
and a graph encoder together by three contrastive objectives. TAG [27] proposes a prompt-based
and graph-based module that can be directly used for zero-shot node classification task. GNNs also
have been applied to many applications [31, 32, 44–47].
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4 Tang et al.

There are three existing graph-based legal understanding methods, LegalGNN [70] for legal case
recommendation while SLR [35] and CFGL-LCR [75] for LCR. Both methods utilise an external
legal knowledge database, such as legal concepts and charges, to construct a knowledge graph
with human knowledge while encoding legal cases with general LMs. Our proposed CaseGNN and
CaseGNN++ are different from these two methods that there is no external knowledge and the
encoding of a case actually uses the structural information from the case itself.

2.3 Graph Contrastive Learning
Contrastive learning, a self-supervised learning method, focuses on learning the feature represen-
tation by bringing the positive samples closer while pushing the negative samples away [18, 38].
Contrastive learning is widely used in computer vision task [11, 20], natural language processing
task [15, 36, 67], and information retrieval task [69, 77] for providing additional training signals to
train the model instead of extra annotation.

Recently, contrastive learning is also applied in graph domain to fully leverage the graph structural
information and explore the unlabelled graph data. Themain difference between contrastive learning
in the graph domain and other domains is the augmentation methods of graphs focusing on the
aspects of graph structure such as node, edge or subgraph, where other domains have no graph
structure. Specifically, there are various graph augmentation methods used for graph contrastive
learning. Edge dropping is firstly proposed by Rong et al [52] to remove a certain portion of edges
from the original graph. Similarly, node dropping [14, 72] refers to removing nodes with a certain
probability. Besides of the graph structure augmentation such as removing nodes and edges, graph
feature masking [59, 72] is also a popular graph augmentation method to perform efficient graph
augmenting or corrupting by randomly mask the features of nodes or edges. Considering graph
can be divided into subgraph, another graph augmentation approach called subgraph cropping is
to crop out subgraphs from the original graph then use the subgraph itself or the remaining graph
as samples for contrastive learning (e.g., [64, 72]).

3 PRELIMINARY
In the following, a bold lowercase letter denotes a vector, a bold uppercase letter denotes a matrix,
a lowercase letter denotes a scalar or a sequence of words, and a scripted uppercase letter denotes
a set.

3.1 Task Definition
In legal case retrieval, given the query case 𝑞, and the set of 𝑛 candidate cases𝐷 = {𝑑1, 𝑑2, ..., 𝑑𝑛}, our
task is to retrieve a set of relevant cases 𝐷∗ = {𝑑∗𝑖 |𝑑∗𝑖 ∈ 𝐷 ∧ 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑣𝑎𝑛𝑡 (𝑑∗𝑖 , 𝑞)}, where 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑣𝑎𝑛𝑡 (𝑑∗𝑖 , 𝑞)
denotes that 𝑑∗𝑖 is a relevant case of the query case 𝑞. The relevant cases are called precedents in
legal domain, which refer to the historical cases that can support the judgement of the query case.

3.2 Graph Neural Networks
Graph: A graph is denoted as 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸), where a node 𝑣 with feature x𝑣 ∈ R𝑑 for 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 , and an

edge with feature e𝑢𝑣 ∈ R𝑑 for 𝑒 ∈ 𝐸 between node 𝑢 and 𝑣 .

Graph Neural Networks: GNNs utilise node features, edge features, and the graph structure to
learn representations for nodes, edges and the graph. Most GNNs use iterative neighbourhood
aggregation to calculate the representations. After 𝑙−1 iterations of aggregation, the output features
of a node 𝑣 after 𝑙-th layer is:

h𝑙𝑣 = Map𝑙 (h𝑙−1𝑣 ,Agg(h𝑙−1𝑣 ,h𝑙−1𝑢 ,h𝑒𝑢𝑣 ) : 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣))), (1)
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Fig. 1. The framework of CaseGNN++. Given legal case 𝑐 , the legal fact and the legal issue sections are
converted into TACG based on information extraction and text encodings. The TACG is processed by L layers
of EUGAT and a Readout function to obtain an overall case graph representation. The whole framework is
trained with the contrastive loss with positive, negative and augmented samples.

where h𝑙𝑣 ∈ R𝑑 is the node representation of 𝑣 at 𝑙th layer, h𝑒𝑢𝑣 ∈ R𝑑 is the edge representation
between node 𝑢 and 𝑣 , and 𝑁 (𝑣) is the neighbour node set of node 𝑣 . Specially, the input of the
first layer is initialised as h0

𝑣 = x𝑣 . Agg and Map are two functions that can be formed in different
ways, where Agg performs aggregation to the neighbour node features and edge features while
Map utilises the node self features and the neighbour features together for mapping node 𝑣 to a
new feature vector. To generate a graph representation h𝐺 , a Readout function is used to transform
all the node features:

h𝐺 = Readout(𝐺). (2)

4 METHOD
In this section, the CaseGNN++ framework will be introduced in detail. Firstly, a thorough TACG
generation process includes information extraction and graph construction are introduced in
Section 4.1. With the constructed case graphs, the edge-updated graph attention layer (EUGAT) in
Section 4.2 is applied to perform both node and edge feature updates. Then the Readout function
in Section 4.3 is proposed to generate the final case graph representation. Based on the graph
representation, the graph contrastive learning objective with graph augmentation in Section 4.5 is
used for training CaseGNN++ model.

4.1 Text-Attributed Case Graph
Text-Attributed Case Graph (TACG) aims to convert the unstructured case text into a graph. To
construct a TACG, the structure and the features of the graph will be obtained by using information
extraction tools and language models.

4.1.1 Information Extraction. To leverage the legal structural information for graph construction,
named entity recognition tool and relation extraction tool are used for information extraction.
From the legal perspective, the determining factor of relevant cases is the alignment of legal fact
and legal issue [56]. Specifically, legal fact is a basic part of a case that describe “who, when,
what, where and why” while legal issue is the legal disputes between parties of a case and need
to be settled by judges [56]. The details of generating legal fact and legal issue can be found in
PromptCase [56]. Therefore, in this paper, the important legal structural information refers to the
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Legal fact: " …a farmer appealed the 
reassessment of his losses to … "

Legal issue: " … reasonable 
expectation of income from various 
revenue sources to taxpayer is … "

Case text

Gc,issueGc,fact

reassessmentappealed

farmer

taxpayer

reasonable expectation 
of income from various 
revenue sources

to
vg,fact vg,issue

TACG

Fig. 2. The constructed TACG including legal fact graph, 𝐺𝑐,fact and legal issue graph, 𝐺𝑐,issue of an example
case.

relation triplets that generated from legal fact and legal issue, which are extracted from a case
text using the PromptCase framework [56]. For example, in COLIEE datasets collected from the
federal court of Canada [16, 17], a triplet example is extracted as (𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑛𝑡 , 𝑖𝑠 , 𝐶𝑎𝑛𝑎𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑛) from a
sentence “The applicant is a Canadian.” in legal fact of a case, where 𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑛𝑡 denotes the “who”
and 𝑖𝑠,𝐶𝑎𝑛𝑎𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑛 refers to the “what” in the case. After conducting information extraction, a set of
triplets 𝑅 = {(ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡)𝑖=1:𝑛} can be obtained, where ℎ is the head entity, 𝑡 is the tail entity, 𝑟 is the
relation between ℎ and 𝑡 , and 𝑛 is the number of triplets in a case.

4.1.2 Graph Construction. With the extracted set of triplets, the graph construction is to convert
these triplets into a case graph. For a legal case 𝑐 and its triplet set 𝑅𝑐,fact and 𝑅𝑐,issue respectively
for its legal fact and legal issue, the TACG is constructed as 𝐺𝑐,fact = (𝑉𝑐,fact, 𝐸𝑐,fact) and 𝐺𝑐,issue =
(𝑉𝑐,issue, 𝐸𝑐,issue). For 𝐺𝑐,fact, 𝑉𝑐,fact includes the set of nodes of all head and tail entities ℎ and 𝑡 in
𝑅𝑐,fact as 𝑣ℎ and 𝑣𝑡 , and 𝐸𝑐,fact includes the set of edges corresponding to the relations 𝑟 from head
entity ℎ to tail entity 𝑡 in 𝑅𝑐,fact as 𝑒𝑣ℎ𝑣𝑡 . The same construction process is applied to the 𝐺𝑐,issue for
the legal issue. Additionally, for both the legal fact graph and the legal issue graph of a case, two
virtual node 𝑣g, fact and 𝑣g, issue that representing the global textual semantics are added to fact graph
and issue graph respectively. To help propagate the global information in the graph representation
learning, this virtual global node is connected to every node in the graph. The detailed illustration
of the TACG is demonstrated in Fig. 2.

4.1.3 Text Attribute. In the case graph above with the extracted entities as nodes and relations
as edges, the node and edge features are obtained by using language models encoding of the text
in nodes and edges. For node 𝑢, node 𝑣 , and edge 𝑒𝑢𝑣 in the case, the text attribute encoding is
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processed as:

x𝑢 = LM(𝑡𝑢); (3)
x𝑣 = LM(𝑡𝑣); (4)

x𝑒𝑢𝑣 = LM(𝑡𝑒𝑢𝑣 ), (5)

where 𝑡𝑢 ,𝑡𝑣 ,𝑡𝑒𝑢𝑣 is the text of node 𝑢, node 𝑣 and edge 𝑒𝑢𝑣 respectively, and LM is a pre-trained
language model, such as BERT [13], SAILER [26] or PromptCase [56]. x𝑢 ∈ R𝑑 , x𝑣 ∈ R𝑑 , and
x𝑒𝑢𝑣 ∈ R𝑑 are the output of text-attributed encoding and serve as the feature vector of node 𝑢, 𝑣 and
edge 𝑒𝑢𝑣 . For the virtual global nodes 𝑣g,fact and 𝑣g,issue, the node feature is the whole text encodings
of the legal fact and legal issue extracted by using PromptCase [56] from a case respectively. The
feature of the edge between the virtual global node and other nodes such as entity 𝑢 will directly
reuse the feature of other nodes 𝑢 in the TACG to simplify the feature extraction:

x𝑣g,fact = LM(𝑡fact); (6)
x𝑒𝑢𝑣g,fact = x𝑢 ; (7)

x𝑣g,issue = LM(𝑡issue); (8)
x𝑒𝑢𝑣g,issue = x𝑢 . (9)

4.2 Edge-updated Graph Attention Layer
After obtaining the text-attributed features of nodes and edges, an edge-updated graph attention
layer (EUGAT) is proposed to encode the TACG into informative case representation, which includes
different node feature update and edge feature update schemes respectively.

4.2.1 Node Feature Update. For node feature update, a self-attention module will be used to
aggregate the nodes and its neighbour nodes and edges information to an informative representation.
Moreover, to avoid over-smoothing, a residual connection is added. As previous study shows,
multi-head attention has better performance than original attention[61]. According to multi-head
attention mechanism, the update of node 𝑣 with 𝐾 attention heads is defined as:

h
′
𝑣 = h𝑣 + Avg

𝑘=1:𝐾
(
∑︁

𝑢∈𝑁 (𝑣)
𝛼𝑘 (W𝑘

𝑛 · h𝑢 +W𝑘
𝑒 · h𝑒𝑢𝑣 )), (10)

where h′
𝑣 ∈ R𝑑 ′ is the updated node feature, and Avg means the average of the output vectors

of K heads. Specially, the input of the first EUGAT layer is initialised as h𝑣 = x𝑣 , h𝑢 = x𝑢 and
h𝑒𝑢𝑣 = x𝑒𝑢𝑣 . All the weight matricesW are in R𝑑 ′×𝑑 . Specifically,W𝑛 is the neighbour node update
weight matrix and W𝑒 is the edge update weight matrix respectively. 𝛼𝑘 is the attention weight in
the attention layer as:

𝛼𝑘 = Softmax(LeakyReLU(w𝑘
att,n

𝑇 [W𝑘
𝑛 · h𝑣 ∥ W𝑘

𝑛 · h𝑢 ∥ W𝑘
𝑒 · h𝑒𝑢𝑣 ])), (11)

where Softmax is the softmax function, LeakyReLU is the non-linear function, w𝑘
att,n ∈ R3𝑑 ′ is the

node weight vector of attention layer and ∥ denotes concatenation of vectors.

4.2.2 Edge Feature Update. In CaseGNN++, the edge features are updated in every GNN layer
instead only updating the node features in CaseGNN. For the update of edge 𝑒𝑢𝑣 that between node
𝑢 and node 𝑣 with 𝐾 attention heads is defined as:

h
′
𝑒𝑢𝑣

= h𝑒𝑢𝑣 + Avg
𝑘=1:𝐾

(LeakyReLU(w𝑘
att,e

𝑇 [W𝑘
𝑛 · h𝑣 ∥ W𝑘

𝑒 · h𝑒𝑢𝑣 ∥ W𝑘
𝑛 · h𝑢])), (12)

J. ACM, Vol. , No. , Article . Publication date: May 2024.



8 Tang et al.

where h′
𝑒𝑢𝑣

∈ R𝑑 ′ is the updated edge feature, and Avg means the average of the output vectors of K
heads. All the weight matricesW are inR𝑑 ′×𝑑 . Specifically,W𝑛 is the neighbour node update weight
matrix andW𝑒 is the edge update weight matrix that are the same matrices used in Equation 10
and Equation 11, w𝑘

att,e ∈ R3𝑑
′ is the edge weight vector of attention layer.

4.3 Readout Function
With the updated node and edge representations of the legal fact graph𝐺𝑐,fact and legal issue graph
𝐺𝑐,issue, a graph Readout function is proposed to generate case graph representation for the legal
fact and legal issue, which is defined as:

h𝑐,fact = Readout(𝐺𝑐,fact), (13)
h𝑐,issue = Readout(𝐺𝑐,issue), (14)

where Readout is an aggregation function to output an overall representation in the graph level,
such as max pooling, sum pooling, attention pooling, etc. For example, average pooling is a popular
Readout function in graph neural networks, which averages all the node embeddings of the graph
as bellows:

h𝑐,fact = Avg(h𝑣𝑖 |𝑣𝑖 ∈ 𝑉𝑐,fact), (15)
h𝑐,issue = Avg(h𝑣𝑖 |𝑣𝑖 ∈ 𝑉𝑐,issue). (16)

In addition, since the virtual global node has already been in TACG and is connected to every
node in the graph, the updated virtual global node feature vector h𝑣𝑔 can be considered as the final
representation of the case graph for its fully graph connectivity property. Therefore, in the design
of CaseGNN++ model, the Readout function in Equation 13 and Equation 14 is realised by simply
using the representation of the global node:

h𝑐,fact = h𝑣𝑔,fact , (17)
h𝑐,issue = h𝑣𝑔,issue . (18)

Finally, the case graph representation h𝑐 ∈ R2𝑑
′ is the concatenation of legal fact graph repre-

sentation h𝑐,fact and legal issue graph representationh𝑐,issue:

h𝑐 = h𝑐,fact ∥ h𝑐,issue. (19)

4.4 Graph Augmentation
Graph augmentation is utilised in this paper to generate more positive and negative samples
for graph contrastive learning. To effectively obtain the augmented graph while reserving the
informative legal structure information, the graph augmentation methods of edge dropping and
feature masking are leveraged for graph contrastive learning during the training process.

4.4.1 Edge Dropping. Edge dropping is a popular graph augmentation method that randomly
drop the edges of the original graph as a new graph. Given a case graph 𝐺𝑐 , the edge dropping
augmentation graph is denoted as𝐺𝑐,drop, where the adjacency matrices of𝐺𝑐 and𝐺𝑐,drop is defined
as:

A𝑐,drop = M ⊙ A𝑐 , (20)
where A𝑐 ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 is the adjacency matrix of the graph 𝐺𝑐 . M ∈ {0, 1}𝑛×𝑛 is a binary mask
matrix that acts on the adjacency matrix for edge dropping, which generates the adjacency matrix
A𝑐,drop ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 for augmented graph. Specifically, M𝑖, 𝑗 = Bernoulli(𝜖), where 𝜖 ∈ (0, 1) refers to
the drop rate hyperparameter and ⊙ indicates the Hadamard product (also known as element-wise
product).
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4.4.2 Feature Masking. Another popular graph augmentation method called feature masking is
also leveraged for training in this paper. Specifically, to mask the node and edge features in a graph,
the column of node and edge feature tensors will be masked in a probability 𝑝node ∈ (0, 1) and
𝑝edge ∈ (0, 1) respectively, which are two hyperparameters for training.

4.5 Graph Contrastive Learning Objective Function
Contrastive learning is a tool that aims at pulling the positive samples closer while pushing the
negative samples far away to provide the training signal for training [26, 65, 74]. To train the
CaseGNN++ model for the LCR task, it is required to distinguish the relevant cases from irrelevant
cases given a large case pool, which corresponds to the goal of contrastive learning. Therefore, in
this paper, given a query case 𝑞 and a set of candidate case 𝐷 that includes both relevant cases 𝑑+
and irrelevant cases 𝑑− , the objective function is defined as a contrastive loss:

ℓ = (21)

− log
𝑒 (𝑠 (h𝑞 ,h𝑑+ ) )/𝜏 + 𝑒 (𝑠 (h𝑞 ,h𝑑+𝑎𝑢𝑔 ) )/𝜏

𝑒 (𝑠 (h𝑞 ,h𝑑+ ) )/𝜏 + 𝑒 (𝑠 (h𝑞 ,h𝑑+𝑎𝑢𝑔 ) )/𝜏 +
𝑛∑
𝑖=1
𝑒
(𝑠 (h𝑞 ,h𝑑𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑦−

𝑖
) )/𝜏 +

𝑛∑
𝑖=1
𝑒
(𝑠 (h𝑞 ,h𝑑𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑦−

𝑖,𝑎𝑢𝑔
) )/𝜏

+
𝑚∑
𝑗=1
𝑒
(𝑠 (h𝑞 ,h𝑑ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑑−

𝑗
) )/𝜏 ,

where 𝑠 is the similarity metric such as dot product or cosine similarity, 𝑛 is the number of easy
negative samples,𝑚 is the number of hard negative samples, and 𝜏 is the temperature coefficient.
During training, the positive samples are given by the ground truth from the dataset. The easy
negative samples are randomly sampled from the whole candidate pool as well as using the in-batch
samples from other queries. For the hard negative samples, it is designed to make use of harder
samples to effectively guide the training. Therefore, hard negative samples are sampled based on
the BM25 relevance score. If a candidate case has a high score from BM25 yet it is not a positive
case, such a case is considered as a hard negative case because it has a high textual similarity to the
query case while it is still not a positive case.

Specifically, in CaseGNN++ model, the graph augmentation is exploited on positive and random
negative samples to obtain additional training signal to tackle the expensive and non-sufficient legal
data annotation problem. In Equation 21, the augmentation graph of relevant cases 𝑑+ is denoted
as 𝑑+𝑎𝑢𝑔 and the augmentation graph of random negative sample 𝑑𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑦−

𝑖
is denoted as 𝑑𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑦−

𝑖,𝑎𝑢𝑔
. In

this paper, during the training process of utilising graph contrastive learning, only the positive
samples and easy negative samples are chosen to do augmentation. The reason for not augmenting
hard negative samples is based on experimental observations. Limited hard negative samples are
sufficient for training, and too many hard negative samples can result in a significant performance
drop. Moreover, for each TACG, only a single augmentation method will be employed to generate
an augmented graph. The rationale for not utilising multiple augmentation methods is the observed
performance decline when more than one augmentation is applied simultaneously. Besides, during
training, only augmented positive samples or augmented random negative samples will be utilised,
which has better performance compared to using both augmented positive and random negative
samples together. The overall pipeline is detailed in Fig. 1.

5 EXPERIMENTS
In this section, the following research questions (RQs) will be studied extensively to evaluate the
effectiveness of the proposed CaseGNN++ model:

• RQ1: How does CaseGNN++ perform compared with other legal case retrieval models?
• RQ2: How effective are edge feature update and graph augmentation in CaseGNN++?
• RQ3: How effective is EUGAT compared with other GNNs?
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Table 1. Statistics of datasets.

Datasets COLIEE2022 COLIEE2023

train test train test

# Query 898 300 959 319
# Candidates 4415 1563 4400 1335

# Avg. relevant cases 4.68 4.21 4.68 2.69
Avg. length (# token) 6724 6785 6532 5566

Largest length (# token) 127934 85136 127934 61965

• RQ4: How does contrastive learning help with LCR in CaseGNN++?
• RQ5: How do hyper-parameter settings affect CaseGNN++?

5.1 Setup
In setup, the detailed descriptions of two benchmark datasets, seven evaluated metrics, six LCR
baselines and the experiment implementations are provided.

5.1.1 Datasets. To evaluate the proposed CaseGNN++, the experiments are conducted on two
benchmark LCR datasets, COLIEE2022 [16] and COLIEE2023 [17] from the Competition on Legal
Information Extraction/Entailment (COLIEE), where the cases are collected from the federal court
of Canada. Given a query case, relevant cases are retrieved from the entire candidate pool. The
difference between two datasets are: (1) Although the training sets have overlap, the test sets are
totally different; (2) As shown in Table 1, the average relevant cases numbers per query are different,
leading to different difficulties in finding relevant cases. These datasets focus on the most widely
used English legal case retrieval benchmarks and CaseGNN++ can be easily extended to different
languages with the corresponding information extraction tools and LMs.

5.1.2 Metrics. In this experiment, seven metrics that often utilised for evaluating information
retrieval models and LCR models are leveraged to comprehensively evaluate the CaseGNN++ model.
According to the previous LCR works [26, 34, 56], top 5 ranking results are evaluated and all metrics
are the higher the better. The details of the seven metrics are as follows:

• Precision (P) measures the accuracy of the retrieval models, which is calculated as:

Precision =
TP

TP + FP
, (22)

where TP is the true positives that are correctly predicted by the model and FP is the
incorrectly predicted as positive by the model.

• Recall (R) reflects the capability of a model for not missing relevant items, which is calculated
as :

Recall =
TP

TP + FN
, (23)

where TP is the true positives that are correctly predicted by the model and FN is the false
negatives that are incorrectly predicted as negative by the model.

• Micro F1 (Mi-F1) evaluates the performance of a classification model by providing a balance
score between metrics of precision and recall, which is calculated as:

Mi-F1 = 2 × Precision × Recall
Precision + Recall

. (24)
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• Macro F1 (Ma-F1) evaluates the overall performance of multi-class classification model by
averaging the F1 score of each class to get the final macro F1 score, which is calculated as:

Ma-F1 =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

F1𝑖 . (25)

• Mean Reciprocal Rank (MRR) @K is commonly used to evaluate the effectiveness of
retrieval models for considering the ranking position of the retrieved item, which is calculated
as:

MRR =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

1
rank𝑖

, (26)

where 𝑁 is the number of queries, rank𝑖 refers to the rank position of the first label item for
the 𝑖-th query.

• Mean Average Precision (MAP) @K measures the retrieval precision of the model by
considering the separate average precision score of each query, which is calculated as:

MAP =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

AP𝑖 , (27)

where 𝑁 is the number of queries and 𝐴𝑃 is the average precision of query 𝑖 .
• Normalized Discounted Cumulative Gain (NDCG) @K measures the ranking quality of
information retrieval models by the position of the retrieved item, where the basic premise
is the highly relevant items appearing lower in the retrieved list should be penalized. The
NDCG@K is calculated as:

NDCG@K =
DCG@K
IDCG@K

, (28)

where DCG is the discounted cumulative gain that measures the cumulative gain of the
ranked list and IDCG is ideal discounted cumulative gain, K is the top-K items of the retrieved
list.

5.1.3 Baselines. According to the recent research [26, 56], six popular and state-of-the-art methods
are compared as well as the competition winners:

• BM25 [51] is a strong traditional lexical retrieval model that utilises the term frequency
and inverse document frequency together to measure the relevance between query item
and candidate item, which is based on another statistical retrieval model called TF-IDF [22].
The improvement of BM25 from TF-IDF is BM25 adds a average corpus length term and a
document length term to avoid the impact of different document lengths to the final relevance
score.

• LEGAL-BERT [9] is a legal corpus pre-trained language model that is pre-trained on 12 GB
of diverse English legal text, which includes totally 355k legal pieces from different countries,
such as UK legislation, European legislation and us court cases, etc.

• MonoT5 [40] is a pre-trained LM that utilises T5 [49] (Text-To-Text Transfer Transformer)
architecture for document ranking tasks such as text summarization, language translation,
question answering, etc. The performance of MonoT5 shows its impressive text generation
and language understanding ability.

• SAILER [26] is a legal structure-aware language model that trained for legal case retrieval
task. It is pre-trained with legal case datasets by leveraging one encoder and two decoders
for different parts of a case, which obtains competitive performance on LCR task.
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• PromptCase [56] is an input reformulation method that works on language model for LCR
task. PromptCase exploits two important legal features legal facts and legal issues with the
prompt-based encoding scheme to simultaneously capture the key legal features and preserve
legal context to retrieve relevant lagal cases.

• CaseGNN [57] is a state-of-the-art LCR model that using graph neural network to encode
the case text. CaseGNN firstly constructs a Text-Attributed Case Graph for every case to
generate case representation, which is then combined with contrastive learning to train the
CaseGNN model.

5.1.4 Implementation. The French text in both datasets are removed. The spaCy1, Stanford Ope-
nIE [3] and LexNLP2 packages are used for information extraction. Two-stage experiment uses the
top 10 retrieved cases by BM25 as the first stage result. The embedding size are set to 768 based on
BERT. The number of EUGAT layers are set to 2 and the number of EUGAT heads are chosen from
{1, 2, 4}. The training batch sizes are chosen from {16, 32, 64, 128}. The Dropout [54] rate of every
layer’s representation is chosen from {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5}. Adam [24] is applied as optimiser with
the learning rate chosen from {0.00001, 0.00005, 0.0001, 0.0005, 0.000005} and weight decay from
{0.00001, 0.0001, 0.001}. For every query during training, the number of positive sample is set to
1; the number of randomly chosen easy negative sample is set to 1; the number of hard negative
samples is chosen from {1, 5, 10, 30}. The in-batch samples from other queries are also employed as
easy negative samples. SAILER [26] is chosen as the LM model to generate the text attribute of
nodes and edges, which is a BERT-based model that pre-trained and fine-tuned on large corpus of
legal cases. The augmentation probabilities of 𝜖 , 𝑝node and 𝑝edge in Section 4.4 are chosen from {0,
0.1, 0.3, 0.5}. During training, only augmented positive samples or augmented random negative
samples will be utilised, as using both augmented positive and random negative samples together
results in poor performance.

5.2 Overall Performance (RQ1)
In this experiment, the overall performance of CaseGNN and CaseGNN++ are evaluated on COL-
IEE2022 and COLIEE2023 by comparing with state-of-the-art models, as shown in Table 2. According
to the results, CaseGNN++ achieves the best performance compared with all the baseline models in
both one-stage and two-stage settings. In COLIEE2022, one-stage CaseGNN++ has a much higher
performance than other two-stage methods, while in COLIEE2023, two-stage CaseGNN++ has a
better performance than the one-stage setting.

For the performance of CaseGNN model, compared to the state-of-the-art performance on COL-
IEE2022 and COLIEE2023 in one-stage retrieval setting, CaseGNN significantly improved the LCR
performance by utilising the important legal structural information with graph neural network. For
the performance of CaseGNN++ in one stage setting, compared to the CaseGNNmodel, CaseGNN++
gained improved performance with the edge-update graph attention layer and graph contrastive
learning, which verified the importance of edge information and the additional training signal for
training the CaseGNN++ model. Compared with the strong baseline of traditional retrieval model
BM25, CaseGNN and CaseGNN++ achieve outstanding performance. The reason of inferior perfor-
mance of BM25 is because only using the term frequency will ignore the important legal semantics
of a case. Specifically, CaseGNN++ model makes better use of legal structural semantics by not only
updating the node features but the edge features to achieve performance improvement compared to
CaseGNN. The performance of CaseGNN and CaseGNN++ also outperform LEGAL-BERT, a legal
corpus pre-trained LCR model, which indicates that only using legal corpus to simply pre-trained
1https://spacy.io/
2https://github.com/LexPredict/lexpredict-lexnlp
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Table 2. Overall performance on COLIEE2022 and COLIEE2023 (%). Underlined numbers indicate the best
baselines. Bold numbers indicate the best performance of all methods. Both one-stage and two-stage results
are reported.

Methods COLIEE2022

P@5 R@5 Mi-F1 Ma-F1 MRR@5 MAP NDCG@5

One-stage
BM25 17.9 21.2 19.4 21.4 23.6 25.4 33.6
LEGAL-BERT 4.47 5.30 4.85 5.38 7.42 7.47 10.9
MonoT5 0.71 0.65 0.60 0.79 1.39 1.41 1.73
SAILER 16.6 15.2 14.0 16.8 17.2 18.5 25.1
PromptCase 17.1 20.3 18.5 20.5 35.1 33.9 38.7
CaseGNN (Ours) 35.5±0.2 42.1±0.2 38.4±0.3 42.4±0.1 66.8±0.8 64.4±0.9 69.3±0.8
CaseGNN++ (Ours) 36.5±0.6 43.3±0.7 39.6±0.6 43.8±0.7 68.1±1.1 65.3±1.1 70.8±1.1
Two-stage
SAILER 23.8 25.7 24.7 25.2 43.9 42.7 48.4
PromptCase 23.5 25.3 24.4 30.3 41.2 39.6 45.1
CaseGNN (Ours) 22.9±0.1 27.2±0.1 24.9±0.1 27.0±0.1 54.9±0.4 54.0±0.5 57.3±0.6
CaseGNN++ (Ours) 24.8±0.1 29.4±0.1 26.9±0.1 29.3±0.1 55.6±0.6 54.3±0.3 58.1±0.3

Methods COLIEE2023

P@5 R@5 Mi-F1 Ma-F1 MRR@5 MAP NDCG@5

One-stage
BM25 16.5 30.6 21.4 22.2 23.1 20.4 23.7
LEGAL-BERT 4.64 8.61 6.03 6.03 11.4 11.3 13.6
MonoT5 0.38 0.70 0.49 0.47 1.17 1.33 0.61
SAILER 12.8 23.7 16.6 17.0 25.9 25.3 29.3
PromptCase 16.0 29.7 20.8 21.5 32.7 32.0 36.2
CaseGNN (Ours) 17.7±0.7 32.8±0.7 23.0±0.5 23.6±0.5 38.9±1.1 37.7±0.8 42.8±0.7
CaseGNN++ (Ours) 18.2±0.3 33.8±0.4 23.7±0.4 24.3±0.3 40.0±0.2 38.9±0.3 43.8±0.3
Two-stage
SAILER 19.6 32.6 24.5 23.5 37.3 36.1 40.8
PromptCase 21.8 36.3 27.2 26.5 39.9 38.7 44.0
CaseGNN (Ours) 20.2±0.2 37.6±0.5 26.3±0.3 27.3±0.2 45.8±0.9 44.4±0.8 49.6±0.8
CaseGNN++ (Ours) 20.4±0.1 37.9±0.2 26.6±0.2 27.5±0.2 45.9±0.4 44.5±0.3 49.9±0.3

on BERT-based model is not enough for the difficult LCR task. The performances of MonoT5 model
on two datasets are the poorest in the experiment, which may for the reason that extremely long
documents are not suitable to be the input of MonoT5 for it focuses on short document ranking.
Although SAILER model uses the structure-aware architecture, the performances are not as good
as CaseGNN and CaseGNN++, which shows that only using the structural text information to train
the LCR model is not enough for the LCR task. On the contrary, both CaseGNN and CaseGNN++
leverage the structural graph information of cases and the performance of theses two models show
that both TACG and GNN model can largely improve the learning and understanding ability of
model. Since CaseGNN and CaseGNN++models use the fact and issue format to construct the TACG
to encode a graph representation, the worse performances of PromptCase indicates the importance
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Table 3. Ablation study. (%)

Methods COLIEE2022

P@5 R@5 Mi-F1 Ma-F1 MRR@5 MAP NDCG@5

PromptCase 17.1 20.3 18.5 20.5 35.1 33.9 38.7
w/o 𝑣𝑔 1.6±0.1 2.9±0.1 2.1±0.1 2.2±0.1 4±0.1 4.0±0.1 4.8±0.2
Avg Readout 30.5±0.5 36.2±0.6 33.1±0.5 36.8±0.5 61.3±0.4 59.0±0.1 64.6±0.5
CaseGNN 35.5±0.2 42.1±0.2 38.4±0.3 42.4±0.1 66.8±0.8 64.4±0.9 69.3±0.8
+GCL 35.5±0.3 42.2±0.4 38.6±0.3 42.5±0.6 67.1±0.7 64.6±0.1 70.2±0.5
+EUGAT 35.9±0.5 42.7±0.6 39.2±0.7 43.3±0.5 67.2±0.9 64.0±1.2 69.4±1.2
CaseGNN++ 36.5±0.6 43.3±0.7 39.6±0.6 43.8±0.7 68.1±1.1 65.3±1.1 70.8±1.1

Methods COLIEE2023

P@5 R@5 Mi-F1 Ma-F1 MRR@5 MAP NDCG@5

PromptCase 16.0 29.7 20.8 21.5 32.7 32.0 36.2
w/o 𝑣𝑔 1.6±0.1 2.9±0.1 2.1±0.1 2.2±0.1 4.0±0.1 2.9±0.1 4.8±0.1
Avg Readout 17.6±0.4 32.6±0.7 22.8±0.5 23.6±0.4 37.7±1.0 36.6±0.7 41.7±0.5
CaseGNN 17.7±0.7 32.8±0.7 23.0±0.5 23.6±0.5 38.9±1.1 37.7±0.8 42.8±0.7
+GCL 17.7±0.1 32.9±0.2 23.0±0.1 23.7±0.2 39.1±0.3 37.8±0.2 42.9±0.2
+EUGAT 18.0±0.3 33.4±0.5 23.4±0.3 24.0±0.2 39.3±0.7 38.1±0.7 43.2±0.5
CaseGNN++ 18.2±0.3 33.8±0.4 23.7±0.4 24.3±0.3 40.0±0.2 38.9±0.3 43.8±0.3

of transforming fact and issue into TACG and applying to GNN to learn an expressive case graph
representation for LCR. CaseGNN++ achieves the best performance compared to all other baselines
for not only utilising the important legal structural information with graph neural network but
also additionally exploiting EUGAT and graph contrastive learning with graph augmentation. The
outstanding performance of CaseGNN++ proves the effectiveness of edge-updated graph attention
layer and the enhanced understanding ability of CaseGNN++ that trained by graph contrastive
learning.

For the two-stage retrieval setting, all methods use a BM25 top10 results as the first stage retrieval
and then conduct the re-ranking based on these ten retrieved cases. SAILER and PromptCase are
compared since these two methods have a comparable one-stage retrieval performance. CaseGNN
outperforms both SAILER and PromptCase methods in most metrics, especially those related to
ranking results, such as MRR@5, MRR and NDCG@5. Moreover, CaseGNN++ performs the best in
most metrics in the two-stage ranking setting. Specifically, in COLIEE2022, although CaseGNN and
CaseGNN++ have a much higher performance than other baselines, CaseGNN and CaseGNN++
actually cannot benefit from a two-stage retrieval since BM25 cannot provide a higher and useful
first stage ranking result. On the contrary, in COLIEE2023, all methods can benefit from the two-
stage retrieval and CaseGNN++ can further improve the performance over the one-stage setting.
According to our observation of COLIEE2022 and COLIEE2023, the varying performances of them
in two-stage ranking setting may stem from the differing retrieval difficulties each dataset presents
to the statistical model.
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5.3 Ablation Study (RQ2)
The ablation study is conducted to verify the effectiveness of the graph components of CaseGNN++:
(1) not using any graph, which is equivalent to PromptCase; (2) using TACG without the virtual
global node (w/o 𝑣𝑔); (3) using the average of updated node features as case graph representation (Avg
Readout); (4) CaseGNN; (5) using graph contrastive learning on CaseGNN framework (+GCL); (6)
using CaseGNNwith changing the GNN layer from EdgeGAT to EUGAT (+EUGAT); (7) CaseGNN++
that using GCL and EUGAT simultaneously. The experiments are conducted on both datasets and
measured under all metrics. Results are reported in Table 3. Only one-stage experiments are
considered.

As shown in Table 3, the CaseGNN framework with all the proposed components can significantly
outperform the other variants of CaseGNN for both datasets. PromptCase utilises the text encodings
of the legal fact and the legal issue to obtain the case representation, which serves as a strong
baseline for LCR. The virtual global node in TACG comes from the encoding of the legal fact and
the legal issue. For the w/o 𝑣𝑔 variant, the performance is the worst that the model almost cannot
learn any useful information because without the proper text encodings, the overall semantics are
not effectively encoded. For the Avg Readout variant, the Readout function of CaseGNN is set to
using the average node embeddings as the case graph representation. This variant is outperformed
by CaseGNN because in this variant, the Readout function ignores the information in the edge
features. Nevertheless, Avg Readout has a better result compared with PromptCase, which verifies
that the graph structure in the case can provide useful information.
Moreover, in Table 3, the CaseGNN++ framework with the two proposed components EUGAT

and GCL achieves the best performance compared to other experiments including the other variants
of CaseGNN++ and CaseGNN. The performance of +GCL shows that the additional training signals
and newly designed training objective can effectively improve the learning ability of CaseGNN
model and achieve enhanced retrieval accuracy. The better performance of +EUGAT compared
to EdgeGAT shows the effectiveness of updating edge features for a better edge representation
and graph representation. The edges of TACG represent the relationships between legal entities.
Identifying these relationships is crucial for locating relevant cases with analogous legal connections,
as precedents often exhibit similar legal relationships. The performance of using only EUGAT
surpasses that of using only GCL. This improvement may be attributed to the edge update layer,
which thoroughly transforms both the edge representation and the case representation of TACG.
These transformations are crucial factors in identifying relevant cases in the legal case retrieval
task. Last but not least, the CaseGNN++ model achieves the best performance by combining GCL
and EUGAT together, which results in a supreme performance for leveraging the improved case
representation with a powerful graph contrastive learning model.

5.4 Effectiveness of GNNs (RQ3)
To validate the effectiveness of the EUGAT layer, CaseGNN++ is compared with variants of sub-
stituting EUGAT with GCN [25], GAT [62] and EdgeGAT. The experiments are conducted on
both datasets and evaluated with all metrics. The results are shown in Table 4. Only one-stage
experiments are considered. For a fair comparison, all variants will be trained with the proposed
TACG.

As shown in the experimental results, EdgeGAT outperforms the widely used GNN models GCN
and GAT. The improved performance of EdgeGAT compared to GCN and GAT is because EdgeGAT
has a novel design to incorporate the edge features into the case representation calculation. These
edge features are important in terms of the legal information contained in the relations between
different entities extracted from the legal case. For both GCN and GAT, since these general GNN
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Table 4. Effectiveness of GNNs. (%)

Methods COLIEE2022

P@5 R@5 Mi-F1 Ma-F1 MRR@5 MAP NDCG@5

GCN 21.3±0.3 25.3±0.4 23.2±0.2 26.0±0.4 46.0±0.2 44.4±0.1 49.7±0.3
GAT 29.3±0.1 34.8±0.3 31.8±0.1 35.3±0.2 59.2±0.5 56.9±0.3 62.3±0.7
EdgeGAT 35.5±0.2 42.1±0.2 38.4±0.3 42.4±0.1 66.8±0.8 64.4±0.9 69.3±0.8
EUGAT 35.9±0.5 42.7±0.6 39.2±0.7 43.3±0.5 67.2±0.9 64.0±1.2 69.4±1.2

Methods COLIEE2023

P@5 R@5 Mi-F1 Ma-F1 MRR@5 MAP NDCG@5

GCN 12.8±0.2 23.7±0.3 16.5±0.1 16.9±0.2 27.8±0.8 26.8±0.6 31.6±0.7
GAT 17.4±0.3 32.2±0.5 22.5±0.3 23.1±0.5 37.5±0.4 36.4±0.4 41.4±0.4
EdgeGAT 17.7±0.7 32.8±0.7 23.0±0.5 23.6±0.5 38.9±1.1 37.7±0.8 42.8±0.7
EUGAT 18.0±0.3 33.4±0.5 23.4±0.3 24.0±0.2 39.3±0.7 38.1±0.7 43.2±0.5

layers do not have the capability to utilise the edge information, only the node information encoded
from the entities are used in the calculation, which leads to information loss of the legal case. More
specifically, GAT has a better performance compared with GCN. This phenomenon is aligned with
the performance gap between GAT and GCN on other general graph learning tasks because of the
graph learning ability difference between GAT and GCN.
EUGAT refers to the edge-updated graph attention layer, where the edge features are updated

in every layer compared to the EdgeGAT layer that only utilises the edge feature for node fea-
ture updates and the edge feature remains unchanged. The outstanding performance of EUGAT
highlights the effectiveness of its novel edge update scheme. In a TACG, edges represent the legal
relationships between different entities. The edge feature update strategy of EUGAT enables the
CaseGNN++ model to iteratively refine the learned relation embeddings, thereby generating the
most informative edge representations for the legal relationships between entities. The important
edges between the node entities represent different legal relations that can finally decide the type
of the cases, which plays an important role in finding relevant cases for a query case.

5.5 Effectiveness of Graph Contrastive Learning (RQ4)
This experiment validates the effectiveness of graph contrastive learning, which involves various
graph augmentation methods, including edge dropping, node feature masking, and edge feature
masking. The experiments are conducted on both COLIEE2022 and COLIEE2023 and evaluated on
all seven metrics in one stage setting.
As shown in Table 5, the performances of utilising graph contrastive learning with graph

augmentation are better than the experiments without graph contrastive learning on both two
datasets, which proves the effectiveness of graph contrastive learning to improve the understand
ability of the model. Specifically, the edge drop outperforms both node feature masking and edge
feature masking on both COLIEE2022 and COLIEE2023 datasets. Different from the node and edge
feature masking, edge drop is a structure augmentation method, which will structurally change the
graph and make bigger changes to the graph compared to only masking the feature of nodes or
edges. Therefore, the outstanding performance of edge drop indicates that the more different the
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Table 5. Effectiveness of Graph Contrastive Learning. (%)

Methods COLIEE2022

P@5 R@5 Mi-F1 Ma-F1 MRR@5 MAP NDCG@5

w/o GCL 35.9±0.5 42.7±0.6 39.2±0.7 43.3±0.5 67.2±0.9 64.0±1.2 69.4±1.2
w/ FeatMask-Node 36.2±0.2 43.0±0.3 39.3±0.2 43.6±0.1 67.6±0.6 64.9±0.3 70.4±0.3
w/ FeatMask-Edge 36.4±0.5 43.2±0.6 39.5±0.6 43.8±0.5 68.0±0.7 65.1±0.2 70.5±0.1
w/ EdgeDrop 36.5±0.6 43.3±0.7 39.6±0.6 43.8±0.7 68.1±1.1 65.3±1.1 70.8±1.1

Methods COLIEE2023

P@5 R@5 Mi-F1 Ma-F1 MRR@5 MAP NDCG@5

w/o GCL 18.0±0.3 33.4±0.5 23.4±0.3 24.0±0.2 39.3±0.7 38.1±0.7 43.2±0.5
w/ FeatMask-Node 18.0±0.1 33.4±0.1 23.4±0.1 24.0±0.1 39.3±0.5 38.4±0.6 43.2±0.4
w/ FeatMask-Edge 18.0±0.2 33.5±0.4 23.4±0.3 24.1±0.2 39.8±0.4 38.7±0.1 43.4±0.1
w/ EdgeDrop 18.2±0.3 33.8±0.4 23.7±0.4 24.3±0.3 40.0±0.2 38.9±0.3 43.8±0.3
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Fig. 3. Parameter sensitivity for the temperature 𝜏 in the contrastive loss of CaseGNN.

augmentation graph is, the more effective training will be. The performance of edge masking is
better than node masking, which may because the edges of TACG refers to the relation between
legal entities that plays an important role for legal case retrieval. And the better performance of
edge feature masking compared to node feature masking can also shows the importance of updating
edge feature for representative edge features to improve the retrieval accuracy.

5.6 Parameter Sensitivity (RQ5)
In this experiment, the temperature coefficient 𝜏 and the number of hard negative samples in the
contrastive loss in Equation (21) are investigated for their parameter sensitivity in CaseGNN and
CaseGNN++. Specifically, the result of the temperature coefficient 𝜏 in CaseGNN and CaseGNN++
are presented in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 respectively, and the results of the number of hard negative
samples are presented in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6 respectively.
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Fig. 4. Parameter sensitivity for the temperature 𝜏 in the contrastive loss of CaseGNN++.
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Fig. 5. Parameter sensitivity for the number of hard negative samples in the contrastive loss of CaseGNN.

5.6.1 Temperature coefficient. As shown in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, temperature is chosen from {0.01,
0.1, 0.5, 1, 3}. For both datasets and both models, 𝜏 set to 0.1 achieves the best performance. When
the temperature is too large, the similarity score will be flatten and it cannot provide sufficient
training signals to the model via the contrastive loss. In the contrast, when 𝜏 is too small, it will
extremely sharpen the similarity distribution, which will make the objective function neglect the
less significant prediction in the output. Additionally, in CaseGNN++, when 𝜏 is too small, the
performance will drop to approximately zero. With a further observation, it is found out that when
𝜏 is set to 0.01, the score of all the ranking case documents are zero, which results in failure of
ranking documents and zero accuracy.

5.6.2 Number of hard negative samples. According to Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, the choice of number of hard
negative samples are from {0, 1, 5, 10}. The hard negative samples are sampled from highly ranked
cases by BM25 but are irrelevant cases for the query case. Different numbers of hard negative
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Fig. 6. Parameter sensitivity for the number of hard negative samples in the contrastive loss of CaseGNN++.

samples have different impacts to the final model. When CaseGNN is trained without hard negative
samples, it will have an inferior performance compared with a proper selected number of hard
negative samples. This is because hard negative samples can provide a more strict supervision
signal to train the CaseGNN. The performance of CaseGNN decreases when there are too many
hard negative samples, which is because the training task becomes extremely difficult and the
model can barely obtain useful information from the training signals.

Similar to CaseGNN, the performance of CaseGNN++ decreases when there are too many hard
negative samples. Especially in COLIEE2022, the NDCG@5 performance drops from 0.7 to 0.5
when the number of hard negative samples increases from 1 to 10. However, the performances of
training without hard negative sample of CaseGNN and CaseGNN++ are different. In CaseGNN++,
the performance of training without hard negative samples and the performance of training with
one hard negative sample are both good. The competitive performance of training without hard
negative sample in CaseGNN++ indicates that using the proposed augmented easy negative sample
is more suitable than using hard negative sample for providing more informative training signals
during modle training process.

5.7 Case Study
To further demonstrate how the graph structure and graph contrastive learning help with the
LCR task in CaseGNN and CaseGNN++, the constructed TACG is visualised in Fig. 7, where
CaseGNN and CaseGNN++ successfully perform retrieval while LM-based PromptCase fails. In
this visualisation, the raw texts and constructed TACGs of the legal issue in both the query case 𝑞
and the ground truth candidate case 𝑑+, 𝐺𝑞,issue and 𝐺𝑑+,issue are presented. In Fig. 7, the TACG of
candidate case 𝑑+ can link multiple entities together to generate a candidate graph that is similar to
the query graph. On the contrary, from the raw texts of query case 𝑞 and candidate 𝑑+ case on the
right of Fig. 7, the corresponding language of these entities and relationships locates in different
positions of case 𝑞 and case 𝑑+, which leads to the unsuccessful retrieval of PromptCase for only
using sequential LM without case structural information.

J. ACM, Vol. , No. , Article . Publication date: May 2024.



20 Tang et al.

… " taxpayer … has
reasonable expectation of 
income from his various 
revenue sources" … so that if 
a conclusion can be drawn in 
favour of the taxpayer…

legal issue of candidate case d+

conclusion

taxpayer
to

reasonable 
expectation of 
income from various 
revenue sources

can be drawn 
in favour of

Gq,issue

has

reasonable 
expectation of 
income from various 
revenue sources

taxpayer

conclusion
can be drawn 
in favour of

Gd+,issue

… if a conclusion can be 
drawn in favour of the 
taxpayer … to … reasonable 
expectation of income from 
his various revenue 
sources…

legal issue of query case q

Fig. 7. TACG of a case that successfully retrieved by CaseGNN and CaseGNN++ but not by PromptCase.

6 CONCLUSION
This paper identifies two aspects remaining to be further investigated, which are the edge in-
formation neglect and the insufficient labels of legal datasets. To enhance the accuracy of legal
case retrieval by addressing these issues, this paper proposes CaseGNN++, which is based on the
CaseGNN model with a newly designed graph neural network and graph contrastive learning
objective. An edge feature-based graph attention layer called EUGAT is designed to simultaneously
update node features and especially edge features during graph modelling. Besides, a novel graph
contrastive learning objective utilising graph augmentation is proposed to provide additional train-
ing signals, thereby improving the model’s comprehension ability. Extensive experiments conducted
on two benchmark datasets demonstrate the state-of-the-art performance and the effectiveness of
CaseGNN++ compared to the CaseGNN model.
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