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AWFETIE, Ty A OmEMEED S 7 7REE
ERBLI-HIREETVERET S, Ty 1 D
HESIIRAERICEETZ2ERNO—DEZD
N, TNFETIHBEMEDOESR (FRPHiTEL 25
fion], HEEOHER Y. D&, WmHEER) OMEtE
PEIZEMOBBREEZEERE L -ETANREEINLTY
5. oL, 1ERFEORHEERE ZOMRERE
%?wmxﬁbf%%ib%ﬁﬁﬁibaﬂot
AR T, wHEREZ SR mEERY
T%P,YW®%%%%ﬁbﬁﬁﬁ¥&Tm@%L
7o 7M. 2 LT, Vo 7WERE R
7% Graph Attention Network (2 X D K& 2 i L A
BREET VIS T 5. ASAPT—&t v hTO
B HIRBETFTNEIR—Z 54 VB L ORERTFE
IOy EREERER o7, F7-, FHEMEEHE
FEEBIIT 2720, Sy X alERes 770y
VHIRET OMIEE AN LG E L b T 3 8T
REFEOEMEE R L.

1 FLC®HIC

Iyt ADEIRXHFEEZECHHDEZ 2 RE XY
BIRERRI T 2 b D EL P HZ L DT R bRHM
THRHZNTWS., LiL, A8 XCHEEI»D
2aXbhEL, RamE BESHENE omk
LR GREEDIIREH & AMEE OIKR, BRA
HAMFERE) 2RDOND. 2D, HARSELE
RS IR X 2 B A2 W 2 BT
BZZeNEZLNTER. ftEHICRE 2T
2 BEHR AR OER I E L, ZhEFTIREZLDF
EBIREINATWS [1,2,3].

HEER AL, B ET—%%Z27F 2 MEL
72D (LUK, fRET—X) LREENOF 71558
DR7EANT—22 LTHWS., BHEIRADHE
AR HIEIRE T — 2 0R#EE (Flx1X, HEE
B, EEl, XEBRYOMEE) ML, 78
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REIFEFTAZHCTERZ THIT 5 [4]. EEY
BFREOESHEHE F LWIEETIE, Transformer[5]
X BERT[6] BEDEBET NV EHWTANE
ZEERENZ bV (XL XV OEDIAARE, X
fR_Z bov) 2L, BEEREFET VAL
BEETHT2FIE7,8 9] PREEIN TV 3.
T, WMEKFEOISIMET— 2 oHEL
ThiatE (HEERCEEERY) ZEMT 2ET
JL [10, 11, 12], Convolutional Neural Network (CNN)
X° Long Short Term Memory (LSTM) 72 ¥ 5ll® Neural
Network(NN) 20 5 DH N 2 FEE L7271 [13] 2342
RXNTW3

AWETIX, SEETALZHW-HERAET L
RERMEY L, 7 2ICHBER (MEFESLHID NN 2
LOREE) ZEBMT 2 CHER EEZBEIET.
HEHR ST 7OUCENS 2 /MbiEHiE, FHHE~—
2O BEFRAE TV [4] LHERZEM L 2ET
V10, 11,12, 13, 14] BBEIWC R . FEEN—ZAD
HEMRRE 7 LTI, HEER, B, RTEUE
MY DEG, FEE, BENEWERE T — &2 ¥ O
Er Y n¥iFonsg.

Tyt A DEIBRENIEBOXEL2EA, XE
B0% L 72 513 iS22 RIS R D
BEICKRESHETZIEZONS. 22T, AW
2T, SO ERET BER AT T VICIER T
52Z¢T, Tyt DEROTHKEEZM LXE
V. Nguyen & Litman[10] 1%, FaE~ A => 7% W
Tyt OmMMERELHEL, BEHRAIKIEHT
ZFEEERELCWS. 27L, ZOETFIVIEIER
PHHROHB R ¥ OMEIEEZET/VIGEMLTED,
FMFEREE A LTV, Yamaura 5 [14] 4%, &
FEE T LD Attention \C iR E BIRE EFH X ¥ /-
SEETNEXRNY ML EFEE T 5 Z & THEEM
EEERLTWS.

AR TIX, fil~A = 7 2HWTIRE T — &

LiMED 77 7 EREHEL, TDT T T
EEREHE L THWS Z 23T % % Graph Attention
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Network (GAT) ZHW/-HEREAET LV E2IEERT
5. KRR TOEBRTIE, RO EHEETFIE
THROLNZMBEEE S 7EHOT S BFEE LR
LR oo T, MERFIETIEHEIRA), HEEDH
D EMBERL T 50, BEEE LR IR VHGEDE
RODPHEINDE e Ehole. 22T, mbE
REALXEWEERE LT, XEOBGREHE L
FRIEEENEIC X D mERE 7 7 7 2 IRE LIRRET
MZATTT 5.
AIRFEIE, 5T — X OMmMMEEICEH T2 M T
Nguyen & Litman[10] X° Yamaura & [14] DET L &
ML TWB. F#IZ, Yamaura & [14] DEF L L[
FRICEBET VO INCHEMEDEREEBMNT
2 VLU TV 3. ARIFFUEGRIERE S OHEE A
LimBNGE S 7% GAT D A 2 T 2 HoekT
B B3, FEHEOFETIE, IRFECICHEME
D7 7% AW TIEEEEBRE TR T ER
Mmoo Tz,
RNV F—0 T =X TREBEETNVOREEMAEZT
W, R=ZETFTNLBIEERET VLD b EMEER
MR R EMRLE. RVFv—TT—RIT
RGO BT — 25 XN TELTIRET
EDRHEMEENIELSHETE TV R TE
WY, T VR LGB E R WA b REE
L, REFEOAPEBERMRE o h b
BIMEERL 7.
AR OEEIILLTOED TH 5.
1. SRBETOVICIHREMIE S Z 7% v HEHRA
ETNAERRELL.

2. MG 2T 7 2 W HEHR AR E T LR —
AETNABLOIERET VLD b EFEERAR
137,

2 BIEHFE

2.1 Argument Mining

A X, FRAE~ A => 2 (Argument Mining)
LN B FIETHEST 2. SRt~ A =V 271%, X
TEOHi7e ¥ % FiR (Claim) XRR1$E (premise) ¥ W\ o
ToEmEER 2 HEE L, XIF (support), &€ (attack),
HEREFR (neutral) 72 CERM 0BG ZHEE T 5
e TCmPMETHIES 5. WHERES I 7D
M (/—=F), 7-FHEZHIKH (zyY) OFE
AEEEHEROHEME L, = v &4 OimiE
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wE 77 7L TE 5. —RIC, FmEMEIELN
DFIETHE XN S [15,16]. (1) R T #E
EL/ — R R ESRMH (Argument Component
Identification) =17\, (2) FmHEZRZAHH (Major
Claim), F5 (Claim), Fi$€ (Premise) T 3
HHEIH, (3) D2mMHERIMOGRMERZ X
3 25,a, /— FHEIARITy P%25[ (BED
Baldgmzoryy) BRI, (4) HESHE
RO EOMRED ORISR HEET 5. I E
T (1) 26 (4) ZMIREARZ /AT DO
[15,17,16], $XT%Z 1 DDETILTITI b DD HE
RINTW3 (18, 19,20].

AWFETIE, 1ERFEHMBOFIEZNZEN T
FREZHOE L, TR HERAE T VICAN
U LEBREE L 7. $ERTFE L LT Morio 5 [19] D7
FEEFEBA L. Morio 51, XhEWANXEZRK
Z % Longformer W TERH (EHEMEET)
CRBRDEERRICIT ETLVEREL, HHOD
TRty b TT7 74 Fa2—rT5ITIERE
ToU[18] & D b EFEELRAEREZHE L TWVWS.

PERFIRIGHEH R IT TRABGEOEW L 12 X
BRWHDOBHEEINS. LrL, 2o ZiER
3 AimHMED, Ty OBRRICEE L RIS
CIFEZIZ V. 20D, RSETIE, Hih)T
R X EFRE UTHRH UMEHE Lz (DR,
sentArg). BEAKIZIE, (1) % BERT Z{# - 72%5
IRV UL, wmHEREZGUOX LT 5. (2)
DEREDFIITDT, (3) OBFEsEL (1) TH#t
ELTETRTOXDR7ICHENITo 7. %7,
HERICEH I N2 PHliERZ Ty YOHEAL LT
(4) OMEFHEFEICHNTHEEERE L. (3)
DR EEE, Jo 5 [21] D LogBERT % W7, Jo
SRXEOBEFEEE 4 >0mMER (HEO—F
Y, BIEo—HME, KRR, HEAIBEMR) 1<
L, fERKY 7 baY vy 7 (Probabilistic Soft Logic)
ZHOWTERELZ. ZoOHiR%Z BERT Z H\Wie7
HEFTNDEEICHA L7 LogBERT R L, it
KRFEIDOERBELRMAREZRLTWS. BRIE
1%, X122 DMf%R% support, attack, neutral D
WINPT 5. support DHFEIEIX 1 65X
212, attack DB 2 06X 1 AT v D50
N 5. neutral \ZT v JX5I0RWV. (4) ORRIEE
BELE, TEERD72 <, BANDI v JIE5[07%0,
BED 7 — Rz v 2507 0iilky 2 3R LA EHE
ET 5.
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2.2 Graph Attention Network

AR T, MG 7 7% HER AT T LI
WETHRD, 77 7RI FVICERT 00
ENbL. Vo7 I7RBAINEET — X e HEEE
T 5 FiE & LT Graph Neural Network (GNN)[22] 53
H%. GNNIZ/ — FElOT v DIHIELHE —
ROENRT v Do 72 BAIAA[23]I2E D 75
7 EWmy SR E R T 5. RIfgETIE, /—F
FAEEREYRETFRANT—XTHD, /—FOD
BIRBAAAEIT S 5513 BERT 2 6 ORHE AR S
MLz, 7 — FOEREZ & O & 5 IHEER
LERT 55 GNN OHREICHE T 2 e E X o,
SiEETILICHWS NS attention & GNN IZE A L
7= Graph Attention Networks(GAT)[24] 238 R X L T
W3, GAT X, EE®D/ — K& ZDiifED 5 DIER
PEOTBEE, 7 — FOEEE% attention = W T
REL, BEER /- FOFEHREZLIDZ LD ANS
FETH . X728, Brody 5 [2511F, 7 — FDFF
e ZzomEOREEERL / — FEOMEER %
RN T 25 GATV2 2R L, GAT X h b &
FBELZERZRLTWS. KIFSETIX, Brody 5D
GATV2 23 5.

3 BEETTIL

BERT Z HH WA HERAET A EREET
NIZOWTHHT 2.  BHOMBET — & %
xj={Wjo.....wjn,} ERT. RET —ZISATZHI
Bl 12D L, BERT D ANERICEHECHE
(2 [CLS], SURIC[SEP] ZBMS 5. wj ldx; @i
HOb=2Y, nj i3z vt4 jORE—27 5ER
3. BERT ZH W7 HEI#R 1%, BERT ORKED
A DASTD [CLS] ITHET BN 7 MV hycps)
ZRHIFS L BEDEET VAN LEAZ THElS
5. ZLOFEATHETCHIFET AP RHA I TV S
DA D AU S . x; DIFRE 5, FRIEAHE
% Lin(), 27 €4 N % o() £ LT, BERT %
FAWzHEHREET L (R=274 ) FX 2) ©
owekREs. X (1) 0s; LHEMs; L OFH—
Feii72 (Mean Squared Error) % i/Mb3 % Z & CE
TR EEL T 5.

N
1 .
argmin v ; (s; — si)2 @))]

sj = o (Lin (hicLs),;)) @
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fRET—XOmBEME S 77 ) — ROFMER
GATV2 IZ AN L TIHETZRANRT SVE hgar, £ F
5. KD T 77D —RIETFAMT—RD7
%, BERT DEFLED [CLS| X7 hL%E ) — FDFF
MEY L. 1IBRET 7L (BERT+GAT) XX 3) o
KXo ERHTES.

sj = o (Lin (hjcrs),; + haare,j)) 3)

RS L T - B ISR BN T % BEHRA
ETNADEZLIE, R—RAr R 2FHE (KL T
BERT 7> & DSR2 bov) (ZHIBNIER & 72 2 R
X7 MzR Q) DESRCEEZEMEGL TS,
BBT—FTIF v b DRENRY P REBEES
L12ODRZ MLET 3 ERRETHZEMNTIZ
2. AEFZETIE, BERT B X U GATV2 72 5 DR
N7 MR ZN TR AR IS URIE A
%4179 €7V (BERT Linear3+GAT) bRk L7z (X
4))

Sj =0 (L1n (L1n (h[CLS],j) + Lin (hGATVQ,j))) (4)

4 B

KERIZHES 57— X+ » biE Automated Student As-
sessment Prize (ASAP), BERT (& HggingFace @ Trans-
formers 1223 B & 21T W 3 bert-base-uncased ! % {5
L. =28, v, Tyt DEYIER,
BEERER 1 ITRT. ASAP 77— &t v M, 18
EEINTT—<IZOVWTHGOBERZIEY (LT 2
i, 52 o/ xEICET 2 RICEE S 5 K
R BEDT —<ICOWTHELZE-THHIY
MDD 3 ODT YA XA T THRINTNS.

1 Kaggle ASAP 7— Xt v + D&

[BEID | 7—%% ]| x> | PR | BAHER |
1 1783 Aam 350 2-12
2 1800 Aam 350 1-6
3 1726 HIELRTERT | 150 0-3
4 1772 HIERTZEART | 150 0-3
5 1805 HEUREFR | 150 0-4
6 1800 HEURER | 150 0-4
7 1569 YrRERd 250 0-30
8 723 YrRERd 650 0-60

RERZ, JATHIZE (7] 25812 5-fold ZFEMGE %
Wiz, FEE, RE{L 7L ) XA Adam, Ny F
A RIFFTERRE OHI#I2 5 4 £ L, earlystopping
% ¥R L7z, dropout #1X BERT % & iR E Z D
ATT & RRIE LD DRI AR D ATNTHRL 05 &

1) https://huggingface.co/bert-base-uncased
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]2 ASAPF—&+t v D QWK (5-fold 3ZZEMEF D F-¥{H)

17 ID

Model 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 | “F
BERT 0.814 | 0.675 | 0.649 | 0.814 | 0.795 | 0.811 | 0.825 | 0.713 | 0.762
EASE+Argumentative Features[10] | 0.832 | 0.689 - - - - - - -
BERT+Logical Structures[14] 0.815 | 0.672 | 0.693 | 0.816 | 0.809 | 0.814 | 0.829 | 0.717 | 0.771
BERT+Semantic Features[13] 0.846 | 0.698 | 0.684 | 0.675 | 0.795 | 0.704 | 0.711 | 0.668 | 0.723
GMFRM[26] 0.837 | 0.679 | 0.670 | 0.738 | 0.797 | 0.785 | 0.789 | 0.710 | 0.756
Severity-fixed GMFRM[26] 0.831 | 0.667 | 0.665 | 0.738 | 0.797 | 0.773 | 0.788 | 0.710 | 0.746
BERT+GAT(sentArg) 0.803 | 0.682 | 0.645 | 0.818 | 0.810 | 0.810 | 0.816 | 0.729 | 0.764
BERT+GAT(mt-am[19]) 0.802 | 0.649 | 0.643 | 0.816 | 0.792 | 0.804 | 0.825 | 0.708 | 0.755
BERT+GAT (original graph) 0.811 | 0.673 | 0.668 | 0.810 | 0.790 | 0.814 | 0.818 | 0.703 | 0.761
BERT+GAT (random graph) 0.795 | 0.670 | 0.634 | 0.814 | 0.797 | 0.813 | 0.812 | 0.717 | 0.756
BERT linear3+GAT(sentArg) 0.827 | 0.667 | 0.697 | 0.815 | 0.807 | 0.807 | 0.827 | 0.726 | 0.772
BERT linear3+GAT(mt-am[19]) 0.807 | 0.681 | 0.683 | 0.816 | 0.806 | 0.809 | 0.821 | 0.703 | 0.766
BERT linear3+GAT (original graph) | 0.807 | 0.686 | 0.698 | 0.823 | 0.796 | 0.805 | 0.826 | 0.696 | 0.767
BERT linear3+GAT (random graph) | 0.820 | 0.656 | 0.685 | 0.810 | 0.804 | 0.808 | 0.827 | 0.711 | 0.765

L7z, BT —&ZDloss Z/MbEL, TAMT—X
O FHEHER QWK 2B HI L 7.

% B x, #8 & F % (BERT+GAT ¥ BERT lin-
ear3+GAT) % imPiMEEHEE FIE (sentArg & mt-am)
IR ZMGEE L7z, sentArg 1%, #REEIEIAEICEI D =y
POHIFRR L= FICR LRI ICHIRZERL T
WA, ZADIE L WAL 7 HERIEEH RIS A
HEGD 27 7 (original graph) % W 72358 & MGE
L7.

AW THHALTWS ASAP 7— &t v M, &
HEEDERPLERZB OGO Y ) 7 —> a UH
Rz, HEERRORE ZMEAETZ KW, sentArg
Z, ERFHR B REMEOER LI LTV
57D AT T — R e HWTRERIET 522 D
HELw., 220, mMMEOERBIUMERZ 7~
R LI L7227 7 (random graph) Z A 1§52 &
TREFEOBENEZMEE L 7.

5 SRERIER

KR ER 21T, RPDOBUEIZRZEMEET
HHLUZMEID 2 ® QWK OFfHE, FNEET
LT DWE% RS . BERT linear3+GAT(sentArg)
DEEIRHRDIEVWHERE L 57, mttam £ D B
oroginal graph, & 5 1Z sentArg DF D EWWAER & 72 -
7. %7, 7YX LRHME (random graph) % 3B
L72FiE & D b oroginal graph, sentArg @ 77 23 =i kg
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J£72 5 7z. original graph £ D % sentArg 23 EiFEEIC
R D, WIEEHEETHERE LIz APRWE
#E % 5N 3. BERT+GAT X D % BERT linear3+GAT
DH D EREER -0, ST T /LVOREEIH DR
HEZIENT 258 13 EEGESE T HICHE L2
HAZIZSDRWEEZ NS,

BERT+GAT &, X—ZA 74 XD HHES DD
SEEEEWRER o728, BEL, 3, 6, 71X
N—R 74 »% RA - 7. BERT linear3+GAT 128
WTHR=ZRF 4 VLD HFEFEE VD, ME6 D
ENCIESYAN

AL LZEFIINLTH B Yamaura & [14] D
R E T2 e, BEL, 3, 8 ¥ F9HEIX BERT
linear3+GAT, Sl 2, 4, 5, 813 BERT+GAT 5.k
[ 2GR e o 7.

6 &NHOHIC

AWFFE T, WwEEE S 7 7 2 &8 L7z BER A
ETAERELZOEMEEZR L. LaL, ml
WiEZIELSHEETE 20, ZADKBEIZY S E
TR ETDBOHIETETWRWED5%DO
FEEEY L2,

BE R
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