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Overview 

This grant supported the creation of a high-quality data infrastructure of all publicly available and 

digitally archived Israeli Supreme Court cases that were opened between the years 1997 and 2022. 

The database includes both the full texts of the Court’s final decision in each case and its metadata, 

comprising a large number of automatically extracted and computed variables pertaining to the 

case. The database is meant to serve as a resource for researchers and policy makers by enabling 

computational and empirical analyses of judicial behavior and decision-making, the state of the 

law, and the Supreme Court as an institution; as well as to advance the creation of natural language 

processing (NLP) models for Hebrew legal data. Methodologically, the project relies on the 

development of an automatic method for extracting reference data from the online case database 

of the Israeli Supreme Court and providing two formats for accessing and using the data.  

 

Description of the Database 

The database includes data on all digitally archived Israeli Supreme Court cases that were opened 

between 1 January 1997 and 31 December 2022 - a total of 249,115 cases. The database includes 

the full text of the final decision of each case, as well as up to 135 metadata and biographical 

variables. 

1) The full text of the final decision in each case: For each case, the database includes the 

full text of the final decision of the court (if available) or the latest decision rendered in the 

case (if a final judgment is not available), thereby creating the first comprehensive corpus 

of Israeli Supreme Court final decisions. The full text is available in two formats:  

a) HTML formatted text preserving the original formatting of the digitally published 

decision, typically usable for naive reading.   



b) Plain text without any formatting, typically usable for text processing. 

2) 80 case-related meta-data variables: including all the scrapable data from the Court’s 

website, data automatically extracted from the text of the decision, and data computed from 

the above-mentioned variables. There are 80 meta-data variables pertaining to the cases 

and decisions, which are summarized in Table 1 in the Appendix. Naturally, cases include 

information only on variables that are relevant to them, thus, not all cases include data on 

all variables. All variables were subject to validation; relevant case variables have also 

been normalized. Appendix 3 describes the validation and normalization procedures. 

3) 55 judge-related biographical variables: We supplemented the database with 

biographical data on all Israeli Supreme Court Justices, a total of 55 demographic variables 

which are summarized in Table 2 in the appendix. The biographical variables originate 

from a database created by the researcher Alon Jasper,1 who generously shared it with us. 

As with case data, some variables are relevant only to a subset of the justices. 

The database is stored as individual JSON files for each case that contain all the above mentioned 

data points.  The database is currently located in an AWS cloud-based server. 

 

Summary Statistics 

In the table below we report several key attributes of the database. 

Item Count 

Cases 249,115 

Meta-data variables 135 

Full text documents* 198,176 

Full text total words (excluding metadata) 133,397,671 

Corpus size 18.6 GB  

Years covered 25 

* For some cases only some metadata variables are available since the court did not make the full 

text of the decisions and other identifying data publicly available on its website. Judges have the 

discretion to classify cases as confidential based on various policy considerations, such as litigants’ 

                                                
1 Documentation regarding these variables is available in Jasper’s publication: Alon Jasper, “A Place at the Table: 

On the Social and Professional Composition of the Judiciary 33 Bar Ilan Legal Studies 593 (2022) 



privacy and national security. Figure 1 in Appendix 4 reports the rate of confidential cases by year, 

showing a steady growth over time. 

The procedure by which researchers may gain access to the database 

We created a dedicated public facing website for the database, at the address: 

https://schler.wixsite.com/il-supreme-court-db. The database will eventually present a description 

of the contents of the database (in the vein provided in the previous section), documentation of all 

variables (in the vein of Appendix 1 and Appendix 2), a description of the procedure and data 

formats by which researchers may gain access to the data (see below), as well as a request form.  

Researchers may request access to the data in two formats: 

1. JSON files: A format reflecting the hierarchical nature of the data, and containing all the 

available variables for each case. This format is likely suitable for data scientists who are 

familiar with the required tools for handling it. Figure 1 below demonstrates how the JSON 

format appears in a hierarchical JSON viewer. 

 

 

2. Excel format: In this format, data is provided in a tabular format as an Excel (xlsx) file, 

where each row represents the case number (a unique identifier), and the columns contain 

a subset of XX of the variables. Figure 2 demonstrates how this format looks. 

 

https://schler.wixsite.com/il-supreme-court-db


 

 

Note: Whenever there are multiple variables in one column, this data is represented as a list, 

which the order in it is critical - each attribute belongs to the instance in the respective order. 

 

 

Data Request Procedure 

In order to gain access to the data, researchers will be asked to fill out a form on the website 

detailing their institutional affiliation and contact information, specifying the title of the research 

and the data requested (including format), as well as provide proof they obtained the approval of 

their institutional review board (IRB) for their research project. For the reasons detailed in the 

following, we believe that an IRB approval is a desirable ethical safeguard, a means to ensure the 

appropriate handling of data by researchers, as well as a necessity given the current legal state of 

affairs.  

While the information on each individual court case is publicly available on the Court’s website 

to the extent sanctioned by the Court, providing electronic access to aggregate case data raises 

some ethical and potentially legal concerns. Specifically, the database includes personally 

identifiable information of litigants, lawyers, judges and other stakeholders involved in 

proceedings which may lead to privacy harms. Moreover, in aggregate, the data can be used for 

behavioral analysis of the said stakeholders, in ways which may be used to manipulate future 

proceedings. Indeed, the Supreme Court of Israel has long opined that technological developments 

stemming from the digital era pose complex issues regarding the scope of the right to review court 



files, and that it may require “rethinking of the appropriate arrangement for reviewing court files.”2 

The Court reaffirmed this stance in the specific context of indexing and searching of electronic 

case files.3 Recently, after over a decade of deliberations, the issue of making such information 

publicly available has become particularly sensitive legally. A public committee that was 

appointed by the Minister of Justice over a decade ago finally issued its official recommendation 

to change the default publication format of court cases, such that litigants’ names will not appear 

on electronic case files, barring few exceptions, in order to protect their privacy.4 The issue of 

analyzing judicial big-data with quantitative tools and advanced computational tools in order to 

detect judicial trends and make predictions has also become controversial, to the extent that in 

France it is now a criminal offense to do so.5  

In light of the above mentioned consideration, we believe that for the time being it is advisable to 

require researchers to obtain IRB approval for their research before granting them access to the 

database. 

 

The mechanics by which the database will be maintained 

We will run an annual process to update the database by running our protocol on the Supreme 

Court Website. The update will include new published cases and completing missing historic data 

(e.g. final texts of judgments, in cases that were previously pending).  

We note that currently, Israeli Supreme Court decisions and case data are stored and presented on 

a dedicated website, independent of the general case management system which serves all other 

courts – ”Net Hamishpat.” Our database was created by scraping and extracting data from this 

                                                
2 HCJ 5917/97 Association for Civil Rights in Israel vs. Minister of Justice (Rendered on 8.10.2009) at pp. 28-29 

(“The issue of the scope of the right to review court files… requires an up-to-date examination… Today, this mainly 

stems from the technological developments in the computerized systems of the courts of Israel... [I]t poses complex 

issues concerning the rights and interests of parties to these proceedings and chief among them the constitutional 

right to privacy… it is possible that this situation requires a rethinking of the appropriate arrangement for reviewing 

court files…”). 
3 HCJ  5870/14 Hashavim HPS Business Data Ltd. vs. Israeli Court Administration (12.11.2015) at p.17. The 

Court noted that “Indexing judgments is in itself a "step up" in the accessibility of legal material to the general 

public, thus serving the purpose for which the Court’s database was established. Indeed, the "step up" in the 

accessibility of judgments creates a parallel increase in the violation of the privacy of the litigants, with the human 

sensitivities involved, and it is certainly possible that the administrative authorities should take this into account and 

look for solutions” ( 
4 While we could not obtain a copy of the report itself, the following newspaper article describes its main 

recommendations: Hen Maanit, “A Public Committee Recommends Concealing the Identity of Litigants from 

Published Court Cases TheMarker (16 May 2023), available at: https://www.haaretz.co.il/news/law/2023-05-16/ty-

article/.premium/00000188-20eb-d18b-a79d-24fba6b30000  
5 See Article 33 of the French Justice Reform Act, which states that: “The identity data of magistrates and members 

of the judiciary cannot be reused with the purpose or effect of evaluating, analyzing, comparing or predicting their 

actual or alleged professional practices.” The full text of the legislation is available at: 

https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/jorf/article_jo/JORFARTI000038261761  

https://www.haaretz.co.il/news/law/2023-05-16/ty-article/.premium/00000188-20eb-d18b-a79d-24fba6b30000
https://www.haaretz.co.il/news/law/2023-05-16/ty-article/.premium/00000188-20eb-d18b-a79d-24fba6b30000
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/eli/loi/2019/3/23/2019-222/jo/article_33
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/jorf/article_jo/JORFARTI000038261761


website. It has recently come to our knowledge that the Israeli Court Administration intends to 

converge the Supreme Court data into “Net Hamishpat” system. Once this migration is complete, 

a different data scraping and extraction protocol will need to be developed, based on “Net 

Hamishpat” architecture. We believe that many of the metadata variables that we were able to 

scrape from the current Supreme Court website will no longer be scrapable from “Net Hamishpat.”  

At the same time, the knowledge we gained in this project will undoubtedly serve us in developing 

any future protocol for data published on “Net Hamishpat.” 
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Appendix 1 - Court Metadata Variables 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 

  



Appendix 2 - Judges’ Biographical Variables 

Full documentation regarding judges’ biographical variables is available in: Alon Jasper, “A Place 

at the Table: On the Social and Professional Composition of the Judiciary” 33 Bar Ilan Legal 

Studies 593 (2022) 

 

 

 

  



Appendix 3: Validation and Normalization Procedures 

Data Validation 

RAs from the law faculty in Bar Ilan university, with an affinity for software and data were 

recruited to verify the accuracy of the data downloaded to the JSON files, the quality of the data 

and its correlation with the relevant case on the Supreme Court website. Crawler malfunctions 

were reported to the PIs for repair. This process ensured that data were captured correctly and in 

an intelligible and useful manner for future end users. 

Data validation also included correcting human data entry errors that originate from the court 

systems themselves. For example, we observed instances in which a calculated field we created 

indicating the duration of the procedure (derived from the date the case was opened until the date 

the final decision was rendered) yielded a negative value. Data validation revealed the dates were 

erroneously entered into the case management system and appear as such on the court’s website. 

In these cases, we adjusted the crawler to discover the mistake, and derive the duration of the case 

from an alternative source: the dates listed in the text of the final decision 

Dataset Normalization  

For data consistency all data goes through a normalization layer. This layer normalizes words that 

appear in various formats in the meta data or text (i.e. different words that reflect the same 

variable/attribute) in order to create uniformity. In addition, we added an indication for variables 

with missing values in a given case. 

In order to create uniformity in the data, the normalization module works on two levels: 

1. Normalizing the content of different rewritten fields into one uniform language. For example – 

“ are all normalised as [ביה"מ, ביהמ"ש, בית המשפט, בית משפט ,בימ"ש] ת המשפטבי ”). This will assist 

search and analysis later. A similar approach is used also for judges’ names and other common 

variables. 

2. Generating new meaningful normalized values for data that represent a broader meaningful 

category (legal concept). For example –[ ,המערער, המערערת, התובע, התובעת, המבקש, המבקשת, המאשים

 This normalization will enable .(”'צד א“ are all categorized into an additional label as [המאשימה

streamlined analyses of parties in Supreme Court cases, regardless of their role or case type. 

 

  

  



Appendix 4 - Rate of Confidential Cases in the Supreme Court Website by Year 

 

 

 

 


