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ABSTRACT: This essay discusses the developments and trends of research in legal argu-
mentation of the last 25 years. The essay starts with a survey of the various approaches which
can be distinguished: the logical approach, the rhetorical approach, and the dialogical
approach. Then it identifies various topics in the research, which constitute the various com-
ponents of a research programme of legal argumentation: the philosophical component, the
theoretical component, the reconstruction component, the empirical component, and the prac-
tical component. It concludes with a discussion of the main trends in the research of the last
25 years.
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1.  INTRODUCTION

For argumentation theorists, argumentation in law is an important field of
study. In the Law, argumentation plays an important role when someone
presents a legal claim and wishes this claim to be accepted by others. A
lawyer who brings a case to court must justify his or her case with argu-
ments.1 The judge who takes a decision is expected to support this decision
with arguments; in many legal systems the judge has a legal obligation to
justify his or her decision. When the legislator introduces a bill in
Parliament, he is expected to support his proposal with reasons. Even legal
scholars are expected to justify their opinions when presenting them to
their colleagues. Everybody who advances a legal standpoint and wishes
this standpoint to be accepted by others, will have to present justifying
arguments.

Because argumentation plays an important role in law, for argumenta-
tion theorists legal argumentation is an important field of research and an
important context of application of ideas developed in argumentation theory.
With respect to law as a field of research, research questions can be how
ideas developed in law and legal theory (jurisprudence) on criteria for the
soundness of legal argumentation are related to ideas developed in argu-
mentation theory. Which general and which specific standards of rationality
must be met when justifying a legal decision? Is it enough that the judge
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mentions the facts of the case and the legal rules, or is he also expected to
explain why the legal rules are applicable to the concrete case? How can
the interpretation of a legal rule be justified in a rational way? What is, in
the context of legal justification, the relation between legal rules, legal prin-
ciples and general moral norms and values? And are there any special norms
for the decision of a judge when compared with the justification of other
legal standpoints? With respect to the law as a field of application of
insights from argumentation theory, research questions can be how insights
from argumentation theory can be applied to the field of law. How can a
general model of argumentation be used for analyzing and evaluating legal
arguments? How can legal arguments be reconstructed in terms of a general
model of argumentation? How can general standards of rationality be
applied to legal arguments?

In what follows, a survey is given of research carried out in the past 25
years by argumentation theorists and legal theorists. By giving an outline
of the various approaches and topics, a map will be drawn of the field of
study and an overview will be given of the various developments in the
filed of research.

In the past 25 years, from 1970–1995, scholars from argumentation theory
and legal theory have addressed various aspects of legal argument. The
interest in legal argumentation started, of course, in legal theory. In legal
theory, in the 1970s and 1980s a number of international conferences of
legal theory were dedicated to the topic of argumentation and law.2 In argu-
mentation theory, in the 1970s and 1980s the interest in legal argumenta-
tion began to grow. On conferences on argumentation of the International
Society for the Study of Argumentation (ISSA) and the conferences of the
Speech Communication Association (SCA) legal argumentation is always
one of the conference themes.3

In the period after 1970, various authors published surveys of research
in the field of legal argumentation. The first surveys are mainly concerned
with logical approaches. Horovitz (1972) surveys the discussions between
formalists and non-formalists about the role of logic in legal argumenta-
tion. He concludes that the disagreement between the two sides depends
largely on different uses of basic terms and that the non-formalistic thesis
depends substantively on erroneous views. Kalinowski (1972) describes
various approaches in legal logic and proposes a specific theory for legal
argumentation in which a classification of the types of reasoning is given.
Later surveys concentrate on aspects which relate to argumentation theory
and language philosophy. Struck (1977) discusses various argumentation
models. He argues that nor empirical description models (Toulmin, topics),
nor normative evaluation models from epistemology (logic, critical ratio-
nalism, hermeneutics) or society theory (marxism, Habermas, Erlanger
Schule) offer a suitable instrument for assessing the rationality of legal
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argumentation and he concludes that social topics and rhetoric can offer
such an instrument. Alexy (1989) develops a theory of legal argumenta-
tion based on insights from analytic moral philosophy (including Stevenson,
Wittgenstein, Austin, Hare, Toulmin, and Baier); Habermas’ consensus
theory of truth; the theory of practical deliberation of the Erlangen School;
and Perelman’s theory of argumentation. Rieke (1982) reviews various
forms of research on argumentation in the legal process. He discusses con-
tributions from diverging fields such as rhetorical analysis, judge’s instruc-
tions, lawyer communication functions, television and trial. He argues that
an analysis of judicial reasoning in conflicts over freedom of expression
is an area of potential research.

Also a number of journals in the field of argumentation theory, speech
communication, informal logic, legal theory, and legal philosophy pub-
lished articles on legal argumentation on a regular basis.4 Recently, a
number of journals have published special issues on legal argumentation.5

Research on legal argumentation over the past 25 years discloses a rich
variety of topics, approaches, ideas and principles. Scholars study legal
argument in various contexts such as legal theory (jurisprudence), the
legislative process, the legal process, and the process of legal decision-
making by judges. Various methodological approaches can be distinguished
in these writings. Some authors opt for a normative approach which empha-
sizes how a judge can justify his or her decision in a rational way, or how
a legal discussion can be conducted reasonably. Others prefer a descrip-
tive approach to real-life processes of argument, such as investigating argu-
mentative techniques which are effective in convincing a certain legal
audience.

There are also various ‘aspects’ which can form the object of study.
Some authors concentrate on the philosophical and methodological aspects;
some develop theoretical models and try to establish the norms for rational
justification; some concentrate on the description of legal practice; and
others specify methods for developing practical skills in analyzing, evalu-
ating and writing legal texts.

As has been said, in the research on legal argumentation a multitude of
approaches and topics can be distinguished. To give a clear picture of the
similarities and differences of the contributions, in this article an outline
is chosen in which the research is treated from two angles. First, in 2 the
research is divided in three main approaches of legal argumentation, the
logical, the rhetorical and the dialogical approach. In 3, the research is
discussed with respect to the various topics which form the objects of study
which can be distinguished in these approaches. To make the survey as
complete and representative as possible the discussion of the various con-
tributions has been kept brief of necessity.
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2.  APPROACHES IN RESEARCH OF LEGAL ARGUMENTATION

Three approaches can be distinguished: the logical, the rhetorical and the
dialogical.

2.1. The logical approach

The approach with the longest tradition in the study of legal argumenta-
tion is the logical approach. In a logical approach the role of formal validity
is emphasized as a criterion of rationality for legal argumentation, and
logical languages are used for reconstructing legal arguments.

From a logical perspective, it is a necessary condition of the accept-
ability of a legal justification that the argument underlying the justifica-
tion be reconstructible as a logically valid argument (another condition
is that the reasons brought forward as a justification are acceptable
according to legal standards). Only if an argument is logically valid, does
the decision (the conclusion) follow from the legal rule and the facts (the
premisses).

The requirement of logical validity as a standard of soundness of legal
argumentation is, in the view of some authors, related to the requirement
that a legal decision should be based on a general rule. When someone
claims that a legal decision is based on a general rule, he or she claims
that the same solution should be chosen in similar cases.

Different authors taking the logical approach have different opinions as to
whether an analysis of legal arguments requires a deontic logic. Following
Klug (1951), some authors argue that normative concepts such as ‘obliged’
and ‘prohibited’ can be defined by means of normative predicates, and
without the need to postulate a special class of operators, such as ‘it is
obliging that’ and ‘it is permissible that’, and accordingly, that legal argu-
ments can be reconstructed adequately in terms of a predicate logic.6

Others are of the opinion that a deontic logic, in which normative
concepts are analyzed as separate logical constants, is more suitable for
analyzing legal arguments.7 A deontic logic forms a further elaboration of
propositional logic and predicate logic, and thus can be used not only for
the same types of arguments, but also for other types that these more ele-
mentary systems are not capable of formulating.8

Recently, various authors working in the field of artificial intelligence and
law offer a different kind of elaboration of standard logic for the analysis
of legal reasoning. Hage et al. give a logic for reasoning with legal rules;
in such a reason based logic, arguments for and against a legal standpoint
can be weighed with greater sure-footedness than is possible in standard
logic.9

In another development, Prakken develops a logical system for a
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dialogical analysis of legal argument. Because existing logical systems
reconstruct only monologues, Prakken develops logical systems in which
it is possible to compare arguments for and against conflicting conclu-
sions put forward in the context of a dialogue.10

2.2. The rhetorical approach

As a reaction to the logical approach and the emphasis it places on formal
aspects of legal argumentation, the rhetorical approach emphasizes the
content of arguments and the context-dependent aspects of acceptability.
In this approach, the acceptability of argumentation is dependent on the
effectiveness of the argumentation for the audience to which it is addressed.
The audience might consist of individuals, such as a magistrate in Traffic
Court, or collections of persons, such as the jury in a criminal trial, the
lawyers which form the audience of a legal journal, or the American legal
community as a whole.

Prominent representatives of the rhetorical approach are Perelman’s ‘new
rhetoric’, Toulmin’s argumentation model, and Viehweg’s topical approach.
All three authors have written especially about legal argument, and their
ideas have been further developed by others.

In Logique juridique. Nouvelle rhétorique (1976) Perelman describes the
starting points and argumentative techniques used in law to convince an
audience of the acceptability of a legal decision. He describes how judges
use certain generally accepted starting points in justifying their decisions.
Examples of such starting points are legal principles such as those of
fairness, equity, good faith, freedom, etcetera. Argumentation schemes, such
as analogy and a contrario, enable a judge to win the assent of others.
Similarly, by means of analogical reasoning, he or she can show that a
certain rule which is applicable to certain cases is also applicable to a new
concrete case which is similar in relevant respects.

In the literature on legal argumentation, Perelman’s ideas are often used.
In Practical reasoning in human affairs. Studies in honor of Chaim
Perelman (edited by Golden and Pilotta, 1986), various authors discuss
the application of Perelman’s ideas in law. Haarscher pays attention to
Perelman’s ideas about justice, Makau discusses Perelman’s legal model,
and Rieke describes various approaches of the process of legal decision-
making and describes the advantages of Perelman’s rhetorical approach
for the argumentative analysis of legal decision-making.

In Chaïm Perelman et la pensée contemporaine (edited by Haarscher,
1993) various authors pay attention to the legal aspects of Perelman’s ideas.
Christie goes into the role of the universal audience in law, Ankaku dis-
cusses the influence of Perelman’s ideas on legal thinking in Japan, Maneli
discusses the importance of Perelman’s new rhetoric as legal philosophy
and methodology, Kamenka and Erh-Soon Tay apply Perelman’s ideas to
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common law and continental European law, and Terré discusses the role
of the judge in Perelman’s new rhetoric.

The American legal philosopher Maneli (1993) argues that Perelman’s
rhetorical criterion of soundness offers an attractive alternative to formal
logical criteria. The American Speech Communication theorists Makau
(1984) and Schuetz (1991) have adjusted Perelman’s theory for the analysis
of certain examples of legal argument. Schuetz shows how precedent is
used in a Mexican criminal court to give an effective defence of a legal
position. Makau shows how the Supreme Court addresses a composite
audience, an audience consisting of a number of different addressees:
justices (both present and future), lower court justices, legal administra-
tors, legislators, lawyers, participating litigants, legal scholars, and other
educated members of the body of politics. Each of these groups reflects
unique, often conflicting sets of interests, values, and beliefs. Wiethoff
(1985) discusses Perelman’s philosophy of legal argument.

In The uses of argument (1958) Toulmin employs examples drawn from
the legal process to establish that argument-adequacy is not determined by
formal logical validity. He shows that argument is field-dependent. An
argument consists of a claim defended by means of data, a warrant and a
backing. The acceptability of the content of the argument, however, depends
on its subject matter and on the audience to which it is addressed. In An
introduction to reasoning (1984) Toulmin, together with Rieke and Janik,
gives a further elaboration of this model for the analysis of arguments in
various contexts. In a chapter on legal argumentation, they adapt the pro-
cedure specifically to the analysis of legal argument.

In the literature on legal argumentation, various authors use Toulmin’s
model. Some authors only use Toulmin’s terms, others use the model as
an analytical tool for reconstructing relevant elements of legal arguments.
Peczenik (1983, pp. 4–5) uses Toulmin’s terminology for his claim that a
legal decision is always derived from a statement about the facts in com-
bination with a warrant as an inference rule. Rieke and Stutman (1990,
pp. 95–98) use Toulmin’s terminology in distinguishing various elements
in the argument of an attorney. They specify which parts of an argument
play a role in convincing a jury. Newell and Rieke (1986) consider legal
doctrine as a set of warrants for legal decisions. Using decisions of the
Supreme Court, they show how legal principles function as a warrant for
legal decisions. If an argument of the Supreme Court gets the status of a
generally accepted principle, according to Newell and Rieke, such an
argument does not require further justification. Snedaker (1987) employs
the Toulmin model for an analysis and evaluation of the famous Sam
Sheppard trial. In the Netherlands, Henket and van den Hoven (1990) use
the same model, but with a difference. In addition to elements described
by Toulmin, they distinguish the ‘concrete rule’ which forms a specifica-
tion of the general rule in relation to the facts of the case.
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In a topical approach to legal argument, Aristotle’s Topics is the starting
point of theories for finding relevant arguments. In a legal context, argu-
ments must be found which are based on general viewpoints (topoi) which
can convince a legal audience. Examples of such legal topoi are general
legal principles, such as those of fairness, of equity, etcetera. A prominent
representative of a topical approach is the German legal theorist Viehweg
(1954).11 Using topoi, arguments can be found and formulated which can
be used for justifying a legal decision.12

There are also authors who draw upon another classical rhetorical theory,
the status theory, a theory on the various standard questions which should
be answered with regard to a certain issue. McEvoy (1991, 1995) applies
classical status theory to the analysis of legal argument. A modern version
of status theory is that of Dicks (1976), the theory of so-called stock issues,
which was used in the analysis of the famous Angela Davis trial.

There are also authors who pay attention to important aspects of
medieval rhetorical theories for legal argumentation. Hohmann (1995)
describes medieval perspectives on logic and rhetoric in legal argumenta-
tion.

In the United States, various authors describe legal argumentation from a
rhetorical perspective. Rieke (1986, 1991) uses a rhetorical-dialogical per-
spective. He argues that the analysis of legal decisions must take place in
the context of the broader process of legal decision-making. According to
him, this process is a dialogue in which judges, together with others, try
to structure their normative convictions by using dialectical and rhetorical
structures.

Dicks (1981) describes the rhetorical strategies in a legal process.
Hample (1979) discusses the role of choices in the legal decision-making
process. From the perspective of legal realism he describes the rhetorical
techniques used by judges to hide their personal motives. Olson and Olson
(1991) describe rhetorical techniques in a criminal process in which the
illegal import of foreigners is discussed.

Modern versions of a rhetorical approach can also be found with authors
who belong to the Critical Legal Studies movement or the Law and
Literature movement. These authors consider a legal text to be a social,
cultural and political phenomenon and analyze the way in which linguistic
and textual techniques are used to express (or hide) a particular ideology.13

Herbeck (1995a) explains the contribution of the Critical Legal Studies
approach to argumentation theory. He discusses the role of legal reasoning
in the American legal system and he considers the implications their con-
ception of jurisprudence has for argumentation theory. Scallen (1995) dis-
cusses the most recent manifestations of the debate of the Law and
Literature movement. She traces the evolution of the Law and Literature
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schools and shows how these schools have influenced the conceptual devel-
opment and teaching of American law. She also presents connections
between the Critical Legal Studies and Law and Economics movements in
the U.S. and raises questions about the Law and Literature movement.

An important representative of such an approach in American law is
Posner (1988, 1990, 1992). Various authors such as Herbeck (1995), Janas
(1995) and Panetta and Hasian (1995) discuss the importance of Posner’s
idea’s for legal argumentation.

Various authors give cases studies from the perspective of law/rhetoric/
literature, Klinger (1989) argues that the literary approach offers an impor-
tant perspective for the study of legal decisions. Twigg (1989) gives a nar-
rative analysis of decisions of the Supreme Court in which an interpretation
of the United States Constitution is given and shows which political
ideology underlies this interpretation.

Recently, various special issues of argumentation journals are dedicated
to a rhetorical approach of legal argumentation. In the special issue of
Argumentation edited by Lempereur (1991) McEvoy, Sobota, Lempereur,
and Prott discuss the importance of (classical) rhetorical ideas for legal
argumentation. In the special issue of Argumentation and Advocacy, Makau,
Lawrence, Srader, Bruschke, and Klinger discuss legal communication and
argumentation.

2.3.  The dialogical approach

Recently, a new approach to legal argumentation has been developed in
which legal argumentation is considered from the perspective of a discus-
sion procedure in which a legal position is defended according to certain
rules for rational discussion. In such approaches, which can be called
dialogical, legal argument is considered as part of a dialogue about the
acceptability of legal standpoints. The rationality of the argument depends
on whether the procedure meets certain formal and material standards of
acceptability.

Prominent representatives of a dialogical approach in legal theory are
Aarnio (1977, 1987), Alexy (1989), and Peczenik (1983, 1989).14 As with
Habermas, they take legal argumentation to be a form of rational commu-
nication for reaching rational consensus by means of discussion.

With respect to the analysis and evaluation of arguments, these authors
draw a distinction between formal, material, and procedural aspects of
justification. As they concern the product of an argument, Aarnio (1987),
Alexy (1989), MacCormick (1978), Peczenik (1983), and Wróblewski
(1974) distinguish two levels, in sets of formal and material aspects, in
the reconstruction of the justification of legal decisions. On the level of
internal justification, the formal aspects are deployed: the argument should
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be reconstructed as a logically valid arguments consisting of the legal rule
and the facts as premisses, and the decision as conclusion. In external jus-
tification, the material aspects are central: can the facts and the legal rule
or norm used in the internal justification be considered acceptable?

In a dialogical approach, discussions are also required to accord with
certain procedural criteria of rationality. For a legal decision to be accept-
able, it is important that the participants observe certain rules. The basic
principles of such systems (e.g. that of Alexy) are the principles of con-
sistency, efficiency, testability, coherence, generalizability, and sincerity.
Aarnio (1987) and Peczenik (1983, 1989) depart from these rules and make
several additions.

In the Netherlands, Feteris, Kloosterhuis, Plug, Henket and van den
Hoven approach legal argumentation from a dialogical perspective. Feteris,
Kloosterhuis and Plug use a pragma-dialectical approach in which the
process of legal argumentation is considered as a contribution to a rational
discussion. From this viewpoint, a legal process is analyzed in terms of an
ideal model for rational dispute-resolution. Feteris (1987, 1990, 1991,
1993a, 1993b, 1995) notes various aspects of the similarities and differ-
ences between legal discussions and non-legal discussions. Kloosterhuis
(1994, 1995) develops an analytical framework for the reconstruction of
argumentation based on analogy and a contrario reasoning. Plug (1994,
1995) proposes how the justification of a legal decision can be analyzed
from the perspective of a critical discussion. Henket and van den Hoven,
on the other hand, are of the opinion that dialogical and rhetorical per-
spectives should be combined. They hold that a legal process is not solely
a matter of dispute resolution but is also governed by strategic aims asso-
ciated with special legal goals. Therefore, they argue, a legal process is
not wholly analyzable in terms of an ideal model for rational discussions.
Henket (1987, 1991) compares legal argumentation rules with general dis-
cussion rules. Van den Hoven (1988) notes the communicative aspects of
the legal argumentation process.

3.  TOPICS IN RESEARCH OF LEGAL ARGUMENTATION

In the previous section, the main theoretical approaches which can be dis-
tinguished in the research of legal argumentation have been described. In
the following sections we review various topics which are the object of
study in these approaches. In order to give a systematical survey of the
topics, they are related to the various components of a research programme
of legal argumentation. In a research programme, a distinction can be made
between the philosophical, the theoretical, the analytical, the empirical, and
the practical component.15
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3.1. The philosophical component

The philosophical component attends to the normative foundation of a
theory of legal argumentation. In this component, questions are raised
regarding the criteria of rationality for legal argumentation, and regarding
the differences between legal norms of rationality and other (moral) norms
of rationality.

An important question raised in the philosophical component is which
general (moral) and which specific legal criteria of rationality should be
used in evaluating legal argument. Alexy (1989) develops a theory of legal
argument which combines claims about the rationality of general practical
argumentation with specific insights on legal norms of rationality.
Following Alexy, Günther (1989) takes legal argumentation to be a special
form of general moral argumentation, which takes place under certain
restrictions. Habermas (1988) examines the question of which criteria legal
argumentation should meet in order to be morally acceptable. He notes
the special institutionalized procedures which should guarantee that in law
morally acceptable decisions are reached.

3.2. The theoretical component

In the theoretical component, theoretical models for legal argumentation
are developed, in which the structure of legal argument and norms and rules
for argument-acceptability are formulated.

Wróblewski (1974) has developed a model which isolates the elements
which enter into the justification of a legal decision. An adapted version
of this model is elaborated by Aarnio (1987) and Alexy (1989). A dis-
tinction is made between two levels of the justification, internal and
external. Aarnio (1987), Alexy (1989), MacCormick (1978) and Peczenik
(1983, 1989) attempt to specify applicable norms for these two levels.

Apart from these general theoretical developments, there are also accounts
which pay attention to specific aspects of rational legal argument. Aarnio
(1987), Alexy and Peczenik (1990), Günther (1989), MacCormick (1978),
MacCormick and Summers (1991), and Peczenik (1983, 1989) emphasize
coherence as one of the most important of such criteria.

Other authors emphasize fallacies in law. Hohmann (1991) discusses the
role of fallacies in legal argument. Prott (1991) discusses decisions of the
International Court in which various fallacies occur, such as the argu-
mentum ad hominem, the argumentum ad absurdum, the argumentum ad
consequentiam, and the argumentum a fortiori.

In recent work in American Speech Communication, an important question
is how legal argument can be described as a specific field of argument
and which special criteria of soundness should be applied. Rieke (1981)
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introduces a proposal for a research programme for legal argumentation
as a specific field, and discusses its distinctive features. Asbell Sheppard
and Rieke (1983) offer an analytical model for representing legal argument.
Schuetz (1981) draws attention to problems which arise from the assump-
tion that legal argument is a distinct field of argument.

Others raise the question of which specific fields of argument can be
distinguished inside the Law. Hollihan and others (1986) describe the char-
acteristics of the argumentation process in a small claims court. Schuetz
(1986) also discusses the legislative process.

3.3. The analytical component

The reconstruction component shows how to reconstruct legal argument
in an analytical model. The object of such a rational reconstruction is to
get a clear view of the stages of the argumentation process, the explicit and
implicit arguments, and of the structure of the argument. In their turn,
rational reconstruction forms a basis for the evaluation of arguments.

Depending on the type of approach and on the criteria of rationality
presupposed in the approach, a specific kind of reconstruction is carried
out. In a logical approach, a reconstruction is carried out in which the
argument is analyzed as a chain of logically valid arguments. Various
authors, such as Alexy (1989), Koch (1980), MacCormick (1978), specify
how a reconstruction of legal argument should be performed from this
perspective. Authors such as Makau (1984), Schuetz (1986, 1991), and
Snedaker (1987) describe how a reconstruction can be carried out in a
rhetorical analysis. Feteris (1991) discusses the transformations which
should be carried out in a dialogical approach to legal discussions.

One of the central subjects in the analysis of legal argumentation is the
question of how the justification of the interpretation of a legal rule should
be carried out. In reconstructing legal arguments, a distinction is often made
between clear cases in which there is no doubt about the applicability of
the rule to the case, and hard cases in which the rule must be interpreted
to make it applicable to the case. Various authors such as Aarnio (1977,
1987), Alexy (1989), MacCormick (1978) and Peczenik (1983, 1989)
specify various distinct levels in the justification of legal interpretations.

In Interpreting Statutes (edited by MacCormick and Summers, 1991),
an account is given of a research project on the interpretation of statues in
nine countries (Germany, Finland, France, Italy, Poland, Great Britain, the
United States and Argentina). For various countries various interpretation
methods are used in the arguments of their higher courts.

Another important reconstruction question is how arguments based on rea-
soning from analogy and a contrario should be analyzed and evaluated.
Arguments from analogy are used to show that a new situation which is
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not covered explicitly by the law can be considered as falling under a legal
rule which is intended for other cases which are in relevant respects similar
to the new case. In arguments based on a contrario reasoning it is shown
that a new case does not fall under a rule which seems applicable at first
sight.

The first question to be answered in this context is how these argu-
mentation schemes can be reconstructed as logically valid arguments.
Kaptein (1994), Klug (1951), and Soeteman (1989) are of the view that
such argumentation schemes can be reconstructed as logically valid argu-
ments. According to them, the main question is which logical system is
the most suitable for this purpose. Kaptein argues that analogical and a
contrario arguments can be analyzed in a propositional logic. Henket (1992)
argues that a contrario argumentation should not be analyzed as a material
implication, but, depending on the interpretation of the legal rule, as a repli-
cation or an equivalence.

Using a pragma-dialectical framework, Kloosterhuis (1994, 1995)
develops an instrument for analyzing and evaluating arguments based on
analogy. He distinguishes various forms of analogy, and describes which
explicit and implicit elements are represented, and how the argumentation
can be evaluated in a rational way.

Benoit and France (1980) discuss examples of analogical argumenta-
tion in American law. Henket (1991) examines analogy and the use of rules
in practical reasoning.

3.4. The empirical component

The empirical component investigates the construction and evaluation of
arguments in actual legal practice. It establishes in which respects legal
practice fits in or conflicts with theoretical models and, examines how
possible discrepancies might be explained.

In various case studies, specific characteristics of the legal argumenta-
tion process are described. Benoit (1981) gives an account of an empirical
investigation into the argumentative strategies of the U.S. Supreme Court.
Benoit (1989) emphasizes the reaction of the Court to lawyers’ arguments.
Benoit and D’Agostine (1994) discuss the way a multiple audience dis-
course functions in law. Benoit and France (1983) examine the effect of
opening statements and closing arguments on jury verdicts. Dickens and
Schwartz (1970, 1971) discuss the role of oral argumentation before the
Supreme Court. Dunbar and Cooper (1981) describe various kinds of state-
ments made by a judge in the stages of a legal process. Hagan (1976) gives
an argumentative description of the case of Roe v. Wade. Hollihan, Riley
and Friedhoff (1986) and Riley, Hollihan and Freadhoff (1987) consider
the arguments of litigating parties in a small claims court. Hunsaker
(1978) considers the case of Brown v. Board of Education as an example
of social protest. Ilie (1995) describes the pragmatic and discursive role of
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rhetorical questions in English legal discourse. Kominar (1985) discusses
the role the demand for argumentative accountability plays in the justifi-
cation of legal decisions in Canada. Neumann, Rahlf and von Savigny
(1976) give an account of an investigation into the argumentative practice
of the German Bundesgerichtshof in criminal cases. Schuetz (1991) gives
an analysis of a Mexican criminal process in terms of concepts of
Perelman’s theory. Snedaker and Schuetz (1985) describe the argumenta-
tive structure of opening statements in an American trial. Walker and
Daniels (1995) describe alternative systems to the litigation framework,
and compare these alternative systems such as arbitration, mediation, and
multi-party facilitation. Wasby, D’Amato and Metrailer (1976) describe the
role of oral argument in court.

3.5. The practical component

The practical component considers how various results forwarded by the
philosophical, theoretical, analytical, and the empirical components might
be used in legal practice. Practical applications are methods for improving
skills in analyzing, evaluating and writing legal argumentation. Such
methods are used in teaching legal skills in universities and in law schools.

In the United States, the improvement of argumentative skills in legal
education is treated in the broader context of logic, or legal theory. In An
introduction to law and legal reasoning, Burton (1985) discusses various
forms of legal reasoning such as analogical reasoning, deductive reasoning,
etc. In his Introduction to logic, Copi (1990) adds a chapter on ‘Logic and
the law’, in which he deals with such matters as fallacies in the law, induc-
tive and deductive reasoning in law. In Legal reasoning, Golding (1984)
considers various aspects of legal reasoning such as various types of legal
argument, precedent and analogy, etcetera. In a chapter on legal reasoning
in Principles of reasoning, Russow and Curd (1988) discuss the role of
argument in legal reasoning, the structure of legal reasoning, analogy and
precedent. In a chapter on legal reasoning in An introduction to reasoning,
Toulmin, Rieke and Janik (1984) review the layout of legal arguments. In
Germany, Haft (1981) discusses problems of legal reasoning from a rhetor-
ical perspective. In Great Britain, Twining and Miers (1991) discuss
problems in the use of rules in legal interpretation and legal reasoning.

Luebke (1995) and Plumer (1995) discuss the application of ideas
taken from informal logic for the Law School Admission Test (LSAT), a
standardized, multiple-choice examination required for admission to nearly
all United States and Canadian law schools. This test measures such things
as the reading and comprehension of complex texts, the organization and
management of information and the ability to draw reasonable inferences
from it, the ability to reason critically, and the analysis and evaluation of
the reasoning and argument of others.

In the Netherlands, various authors have developed a method for
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improving argumentative skills in legal education. Soeteman et al. (1990)
apply a logical approach. Henket and van den Hoven emphasize a rhetor-
ical (1990) approach, based on Toulmin’s model. They specify the kinds
of arguments that can be advanced in the justification of a legal decision.
In Argumentation for lawyers, Van Eemeren et al. (1991) apply a dialog-
ical approach based on the pragma-dialectical theory of argument. They
present methods for the layout of arguments, their evaluation by means of
a reconstruction of argumentation schemes and the detection of fallacies.
Also developed is a method for presenting legal arguments.

4.  CONCLUSION

In the preceding sections a survey has been given of the various approaches
and topics which can be found in the research of legal argumentation of
the past 25 years. With regard to the various approaches it can be said that
the attention shifts from purely logical and rhetorical approaches to an
approach in which logical, rhetorical and communicative aspects are
brought together and which can be considered as a dialogical approach. In
the 1970s and 1980s a number of comprehensive theories of legal argu-
mentation has been developed in which legal argumentation is approached
from a dialogical perspective (Aarnio, Alexy, Peczenik, see also Feteris,
Kloosterhuis and Plug). Legal argumentation is considered as part of a
dialogue or discussion. What these approaches have in common is that the
rationality of the argumentation is related to the quality of the procedure
followed in the discussion and to the question whether certain rules for
rational discussion have been met. In these theories the focus is on the
starting points and rules for rational legal discussions, on methods for ana-
lyzing and evaluating legal arguments, and on methods for the construc-
tion of rational legal justifications.

With regard to the various topics of study various research components of
a research programme can be found.

In the philosophical component ideas developed in argumentation theory
about the rationality of argumentation in general are linked with ideas
developed in legal theory about the rationality of legal argumentation and
interpretation. Authors such as Aarnio, Alexy and Peczenik have devel-
oped theories in which they apply ideas from argumentation theory to the
Law. They determine which general and which specific legal criteria of
rationality apply to legal discussions. Various forms of criteria of ratio-
nality can be distinguished: procedural and material. The material criteria
relate to the discussion procedure and the justification process, the material
criteria are related to the standards of rationality which apply to the eval-
uation of legal arguments in specific legal fields and legal communities.

In the theoretical component various models for legal argumentation and
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discussions are developed. With respect to the formal aspects of legal argu-
mentation, these models contain rules for rational legal discussions and a
description of the structure of legal arguments. With respect to the struc-
ture of legal arguments a distinction is made between internal and external
aspects. The internal aspects are related to the formal logical structure of
legal arguments, the external aspects are related to the material aspects, of
how the arguments used can be justified in the light of certain legal stan-
dards of soundness.

In the analytic component various forms of reconstruction of legal argu-
mentation are performed. There are examples of logical, rhetorical and
dialectical analysis of aspects of legal argumentation. With respect to the
analysis, the emphasis is on the reconstruction of various forms of argument
used in the interpretation of legal rules.

In the empirical component various case studies of aspects of the legal
process are performed, clarifying how various theoretical models can be
used in describing legal argument. The case studies range from the analysis
of Supreme Court arguments to the analysis of arguments in a small claims
court.

In the practical component, practical recommendations for the analysis,
evaluation and construction of legal argumentation are given. In the prac-
tical component we can see that theoretical, analytical and empirical ideas
may be combined to develop methods for improving argumentative skills
in legal education. Let us hope that cooperation of representatives of the
various disciplines will result in a legal argumentation theory which has a
theoretical and practical value which is required for a successful progress
of the research and a successful application of the theoretical insights in
legal practice and legal education.

NOTES

1 In some legal systems, there are statutory provisions which define the required elements
of a publicly justified decision. For instance, under section 121 of the Dutch Constitution a
legal judgement must specify the grounds underlying the decision. In Germany s. 313 (1) of
the Code of Civil Procedure (ZPO) says that the decision has to contain the operative pro-
visions of the decision, the facts, and the reasons on which the decision is based. In Sweden,
according to the Code of Procedure, a judgement of a court must contain a statement of claim
and defence, the issues as presented to the court, the reasons given by the court for its order
or decree, and the order or decree itself. For a description of conventions and styles of jus-
tifying legal decisions in various countries see MacCormick and Summers (1991).
2 See for instance Die juristische Argumentation (1972), Krawietz et al. (eds.) (1979),
Hassemer et al. (eds.) (1980), Aarnio e.a. (eds.) (1981), Krawietz and Alexy (eds.) (1983).
3 See for instance Van Eemeren et al. (eds.) (1991, 1995), Wenzel (ed.) (1987), Zarefsky
et al. (eds.) (1983), Ziegelmueller and Rhodes (eds.) 1981).
4 See for instance Archiv für Rechts- und Sozialphilosophie, Argumentation, Argumentation
and Advocacy (formerly the Journal of the American Forensic Association), Informal Logic,
International Journal for the Semiotics of Law, Rechtstheorie.
5 See for instance Feteris and Schuetz (1996), Lempereur (1991), Matlon (1994).
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6 See, for instance, Tammelo et al. (1981), MacCormick (1992: 195–199), Rödig (1971),
Yoshino (1981).
7 See, for instance, Alexy (1980: 198–199), Kalinowski (1972), Koch (1980), Soeteman
(1989), Weinberger (1970).
8 For a more extensive treatment of the arguments for and against a deontic logic with
respect to legal argumentation see, for instance, Rödig (1971), Soeteman (1989).
9 See Hage et al. (1992, 1994).
10 See Prakken (1993).
11 For a critique with respect to Viehweg’s theory, see Alexy (1989: 20–24).
12 Other authors working in a topical-rhetorical tradition which is based on Viehweg’s ideas,
are Ballweg (1982), Esser (1979), Horn (1967), Schreckenberger (1978), Seibert (1980),
and Struck (1977).
13 For a survey of a literary approach of the law see Posner (1988), White (1984, 1989,
1990).
14 For a description of a combination of the insights of these authors, see Aarnio, Alexy,
and Peczenik (1981), in which they give an outline of a theory of legal argumentation and
legal discussions.
15 For a description of the various components of a general research programme of argu-
mentation see Van Eemeren (1987) and Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992).

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aarnio, A.: 1977, On Legal Reasoning, Turun Yliopisto, Turku.
Aarnio, A.: 1987, The Rational as Reasonable. A Treatise of Legal Justification, Reidel,

Dordrecht.
Aarnio, A., R. Alexy and A. Peczenik: 1981, ‘The Foundation of Legal Reasoning’,

Rechtstheorie, Band 21(2), 133–158, (3), 257–279, (4), 423–448.
Aarnio, A., I. Niiniluoto and J. Uusitalo: 1981, Methodologie und Erkenntnistheorie der

Juristischen Argumentation, Duncker and Humblot, Berlin.
Alexy, R.: 1980, ‘Die Logische Analyse Juristischer Entscheidungen’, in Hassemer et al.

(eds.), pp. 181–212.
Alexy, R.: 1989, A Theory of Legal Argumentation. The Theory of Rational Discourse 

as Theory of Legal Justification, Clarendon Press, Oxford (Translation of: Theorie der
Juristischen Argumentation. Die Theorie des Rationalen Diskurses als Theorie der 
Juristischen Begründung, Suhrkamp, Frankfurt a.M., 1978, Second edition 1991 with a
reaction to critics).

Alexy, R. and A. Peczenik: 1990, ‘The Concept of Coherence and its Significance for
Discursive Rationality’, Ratio Juris 3(1), 130–147.

Asbell Sheppard, S. and R. D. Rieke: 1983, ‘Categories of Reasoning in Legal Argument’,
in Zarefsky et al. (eds.), pp. 235–250.

Ballweg, O.: 1982, ‘Phronetik, Semiotik und Rhetorik’, in Ballweg and Seibert (eds.), pp.
27–71.

Ballweg, O. and T. M. Seibert: 1982, Rhetorische Rechtstheorie. Zum 75. Geburtstag von
Theodor Viehweg, K. Alber, Freiburg.

Benoit, W. L.: 1981, ‘An Empirical Investigation of Argumentative Strategies Employed in
Supreme Court Opinions’, in Ziegelmueller and Rhodes (eds.), pp. 179–196.

Benoit, W. L.: 1989, ‘Attorney Argumentation and Supreme Court Opinions’, Argumentation
and Advocacy 26(1), 22–38.

Benoit, W. L. and J. M. D’Agostine: 1994, ‘The Case of the “Midnight Judges” and Multiple
Audience Discourse: Chief Justice Marshall and Marbury v. Madison’, Southern
Communication Journal 50, 89–96.

370 E. T. FETERIS



Benoit, W. L. and J. S. France: 1980, ‘Analogical Reasoning in Legal Argumentation’, in
Rhodes and Newell (eds.), pp. 48–60.

Benoit, W. L and J. S. France: 1983, ‘Review of Research on Opening Statements and Closing
Arguments’, in R. J. Matlon and R. J. Crawford (eds.), Communication Strategies in the
Practice of Lawyering, Speech Communication Association, Annandale, pp. 394–400.

Burton, S. J.: 1985, An Introduction to Law and Legal Reasoning, Little, Brown,
Boston/Toronto.

Copi, I. (and C. Cohen): 1990, Introduction to Logic, Macmillan, New York (eighth edition).
Dicks, V. I.: 1976, ‘Courtroom Controversy: A Stasis/stock Issue Analysis of the Angela

Davis Trial’, Journal of the American Forensic Association 13, 77–83.
Dicks, V. I.: 1981, ‘Courtroom Rhetorical Strategies: Forensic and Deliberative Perspec-

tives’, Quarterly Journal of Speech 67, 178–192.
Dickens, M. and R. Schwartz: 1970, ‘Argument: The Oral Argument before the Supreme

Court in Brown V. Board of Education of Topeka, 1952–1955’, Quarterly Journal of
Speech 56, 341–342.

Dickens, M. and R. Schwartz: 1971, ‘Oral Argument before the Supreme Court: Marshall
v. Davis in the School Segregation Cases’, Quarterly Journal of Speech 57, 32–42.

Dunbar, N. and M. Cooper: 1981, ‘A Situational Perspective for the Study of Legal Argument.
A Case Study of Brown v. Board of Education’, in Ziegelmueller and Rhodes (eds.), pp.
213–241.

Eemeren, F. H. van: 1987, ‘Argumentation Studies’ Five Estates’, in Wenzel (ed.), pp. 9–
24.

Eemeren, F. H. van, E. T. Feteris, R. Grootendorst, T. van Haaften, W. den Harder, H.
Kloosterhuis, T. Kruiger and J. Plug: 1991, Argumenteren voor Juristen. Het Analyseren
en Schrijven van Juridische Betogen en Beleidsteksten (Argumentation for Lawyers)
(second edition, first edition 1987), Wolters-Noordhoff, Groningen.

Eemeren, F. H. van and R. Grootendorst: 1992, Argumentation, Communication, and 
Fallacies. A Pragma-dialectical Perspective, Erlbaum, Hillsdale NJ.

Eemeren, F. H. van, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair and C. A. Willard: 1987, Argumentation:
Analysis and Practices. Proceedings of the conference on argumentation 1986, Foris,
Dordrecht.

Eemeren, F. H. van, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair and C. A. Willard: 1991, Proceedings of
the Second International Conference on Argumentation, Sicsat, Amsterdam.

Eemeren, F. H. van, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair and C. A. Willard: 1995, Proceedings of
the Third International Conference on Argumentation, Sicsat, Amsterdam.

Esser, J.: 1979, Juristisches Argumentieren im Wandel des Rechtsfindungskonzepts unseres
Jahrhunderts, Winter, Heidelberg.

Feteris, E. T.: 1987, ‘The Dialectical Role of the Judge in a Dutch Legal Process’, in J. W.
Wenzel (ed.), Argument and Critical Practices. Proceedings of the Fifth SCA/AFA 
Conference on Argumentation, Speech Communication Association, Annandale (VA),
pp. 335–339.

Feteris, E. T.: 1990, ‘Conditions and Rules for Rational Discussion in a Legal Process: A
Pragma-dialectical Perspective’, Argumentation and Advocacy. Journal of the American
Forensic Association 26(3), 108–117.

Feteris, E. T.: 1991, ‘Normative Reconstruction of Legal Discussions’. Proceedings of the
Second International Conference on Argumentation, June 19–22 1990, SICSAT,
Amsterdam, pp. 768–775.

Feteris, E. T.: 1993a, ‘The Judge as a Critical Antagonist in a Legal Process: A Pragma-
dialectical Perspective’, in R. E. McKerrow (ed.), Argument and the Postmodern
Challenge. Proceedings of the eighth SCA/AFA Conference on argumentation, Speech
Communication Association, Annandale, pp. 476–480.

Feteris, E. T.: 1993b, ‘Rationality in Legal Discussions: A Pragma-dialectical Perspective’,
Informal Logic XV(3), 179–188.

A SURVEY OF 25 YEARS OF RESEARCH 371



Feteris, E. T.: 1995, ‘The Analysis and Evaluation of Legal Argumentation from a Pragma-
dialectical Perspective’, in F. H. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, J. A. Blair and Ch. A.
Willard (eds.), Proceedings of the Third ISSA Conference on Argumentation, Vol. IV, pp.
42–51.

Feteris, E. T. and J. Schuetz: 1996, Faces of North American and European Legal Argument.
Argumentation.

Golden, J. L. and J. M. Makau: 1982, ‘Perspectives on Judicial Reasoning’, in R. E.
McKErrow (ed.), Explorations in Rhetoric, Scott, Foresman, Glenview, pp. 157–178.

Golden, J. L. and J. J. Pilotta: 1986, Practical Reasoning in Human Affairs. Studies in Honor
of Chaim Perelman, Reidel, Dordrecht.

Golding, M. P.: 1984, Legal Reasoning, Knopf, New York.
Gottlieb, G.: 1968, The Logic of Choice. An Investigation of the Concepts of Rule and Ratio-

nality, George Allen and Unwin, London.
Gronbeck, B. E.: 1989, Spheres of Argument. Proceedings of the Sixth SCA/AFA Confer-

ence on Argumentation, Speech Communication Association, Annandale VA.
Günther, K.: 1989, ‘Ein normativer Begriff der Kohärenz. Für eine Theorie der Juristischen

Argumentation’, Rechtstheorie, Band 20, 163–190.
Haarscher, G.: Chaïm Perelman et la pensée contemporaine, Bruylant, Bruxelles.
Habermas, J.: 1971, ‘Theorie der Gesellschaft onder Sozialtechnologie? Eine Auseinander-

setzung mit Niklas Luhmann’, in J. Habermas and N. Luhmann (eds.), Theorie der
Gesellschaft oder Sozialtechnologie?. Suhrkamp, Frankfurt a.M., pp. 101–141.

Habermas, J.: 1981, Theorie des Kommunikativen Handelns, Suhrkamp, Frankfurt a.M.
Habermas, J.: 1988, The Tanner Lectures on Human Values, Vol. 8, University of Utah Press,

Salt Lake City.
Habermas, J.: 1991, Moral Consciousness and Communicative Action. (Translation of

Moralbesusstsein und Kommunikatives Handeln, 1983), The MIT Press, Cambridge
(Mass).

Habermas, J.: 1992, Faktizizät und Geltung. Beiträge zur Diskurstheorie des Rechts und
des Demokratischen Rechtsstaats, Suhrkamp, Frankfurt a.M.

Hagan, M. R.: 1976, ‘Roe v. Wade: the Rhetoric of Fetal Life’, Central States Speech Journal
27(3), 192–199.

Haft, F.: 1981, Juristische Rhetorik, Alber, Freiburg.
Hage, J. C., R. Leenes and A. R. Lodder: 1994, ‘Hard Cases: a Procedural Approach’,

Artificial intelligence and law 2, 113–167.
Hage, J. C., G. P. J. Span and A. R. Lodder: 1992, ‘A Dialogical Model of Legal Reasoning’,

in C. A. F. M. Grütters et al. (eds.), Legal Knowledge Based Systems, Information Tech-
nology and Law. JURIX ’92, Koninklijke Vermande, Lelystad, pp. 135–146.

Hassemer, W., A. Kaufmann and U. Neumann: 1980, Argumentation und Recht. Archiv für
Rechts- und Sozialphilosophie, Beiheft neue Folge Nr. 14, F. Steiner, Wiesbaden.

Henket, M.: 1987, ‘Ne Bis in Idem and Related Principles’, in Van Eemeren et al. (eds.),
pp. 123–130.

Henket, M.: 1991, ‘Analogy and Rules in Practical Reasoning’, in Van Eemeren et al. (eds.),
pp. 790–800.

Henket, M.: 1992, ‘On the Logical Analysis of Judicial Decisions’, International Journal for
the Semiotics of Law V(14), 152–164.

Henket, M. M. and P. J. van den Hoven: 1990, Juridische Vaardigheden in Argumentatief
Verband. (Legal Skills in an Argumentative Context), Wolters-Noordhoff, Groningen.

Herbeck, D. A.: 1995a, ‘Crucial Legal Studies and Argumentation Theory’, Argumentation
9(5), 719–729.

Herbeck, D. A.: 1995b, ‘The Problems of Jurisprudence and Argumentation Theory’, in
Van Eemeren et al., IV, 3–123.

Hohmann, H.: 1991, ‘Fallacies and Legal Argumentation’, in Van Eemeren et al. (eds.), pp.
776–781.

372 E. T. FETERIS



Hohmann, H.: 1995, ‘Logic and Rhetoric in Legal Argumentation: Some Medieval
Perspectives’, in Van Eemeren et al., IV, 14–30.

Hollihan, T. A., P. Riley and K. Freadhoff: 1986, ‘Arguing for Justice: An Analysis of
Arguing in Small Claims Court’, Journal of the American Forensic Association 22(4),
187–195.

Horn, N.: 1967, ‘Zur Bedeutung der Topiklehre Theodor Viehwegs für eine Einheitliche
Theorie des Juristischen Denkens’, Neue Juristische Wochenschrift, pp. 601–608.

Horovitz, J.: 1972, Law and Logic. A Critical Account of Legal Argument, Springer, Wien.
Hoven, P. J. van den: 1988, ‘Rechtszekerheid, Rechtvaardigheid, Verstaanbaarheid’,

Tijdschrift voor Taalbeheersing 10(3), 209–219.
Hunsaker, D. M.: 1978, ‘The Rhetoric of Brown v. Board of Education: Paradigm for Con-

temporary Social Protest’, Southern Speech Communication Journal 43, 91–109.
Ilie, C.: 1995, ‘The Validity of Rhetorical Questions as Arguments in the Courtroom’, in

Van Eemeren et al., IV, 73–88.
Janas, M.: 1995, ‘Structure, Aesthetics, Rhetoric and Posner’s Theory of Justice’, in Van

Eemeren et al., IV, 97–110.
Jensen, J. C.: 1957, The Nature of Legal Argument, Blackwell, Oxford.
Die Juristische Argumentation: 1972, F. Steiner, Wiesbaden.
Kalinowski, G.: 1972, La Logique des Normes, Presses Universitaires de France, Paris.
Kaptein, H.: 1994, ‘E contrario Arguments in Law: From Interpretation to Implicit Premisses’,

International Journal for the Semiotics of Law VI(18), 315–324.
Kaptein, H.: 1995, ‘The Redundancy of Precedent and Analogy’, in F. H. van Eemeren et

al., IV, 122–137.
Klinger, G.: 1989, ‘Rhetoric’s Wide-angle Lense: How Legal Vision can be Enhanced with

Rhetorical Glasses’, in Grondbeck (ed.), pp. 359–363.
Kloosterhuis, H.: 1994, ‘Analysing Analogy Argumentation in Judicial Decisions’, in F. H.

van Eemeren and R. Grootendorst (eds.), Studies in Pragma-dialectics, Sic Sat,
Amsterdam, pp. 238–245.

Kloosterhuis, H.: 1995, ‘The Study of Analogy Argumentation in Law: Four Pragma-dialec-
tical Starting Points’, in F. H. van Eemeren et. al., IV, 138–145.

Klug, U.: 1951, Juristische Logik. (fourth revised edition 1982), Springer, Berlin.
Koch, H. J.: 1980, ‘Das Frankfurter Projekt zur Juristischen Argumentation: Zur

Rehabilitation des Deduktiven Begründens Juristischer Entscheidungen’, in Hassemer,
Kaufmann, Neumann (eds.), pp. 59–86.

Kominar, R. A.: 1995, ‘Beyond the Final Court of Appeal: Getting Legal Reasoning Right
in the Common Law’, in Van Eemeren et al., IV, 146–151.

Krawietz, W. and R. Alexy: 1983, Metatheorie Juristischer Argumentation, Duncker and
Humblot, Berlin.

Krawietz, W., K. Opalek, A. Reczenik and A. Schramm: 1979, Argumentation und
Hermeneutik in der Jurispruden, Duncker and Humblot, Berlin.

Lempereur, A. 1991, Legal Argument. Argumentation 5(3), pp. 000–000.
Levi, E. H.: 1949, An introduction to Legal Reasoning, University of Chicago Press, Chicago.
Luebke, S. W.: 1995, ‘Informal Logic Issues in Practical Testing Context’, in Van Eemeren

et al., IV, 31–41.
MacCormick, N.: 1978, Legal Reasoning and Legal Theory, Oxford University Press, Oxford.
MacCormick, N.: 1984, ‘Coherence in Legal Justification’, in Peczenik et al. (eds.), pp.

235–252.
MacCormick, N.: 1992, ‘Legal Deduction, Legal Predicates and Expert Systems’,

International Journal for the Semiotics of law V(14), 181–202.
MacCormick, D. N. and R. S. Summers: 1991, Interpreting Statutes. A Comparative Study.

Dartmouth, Aldershot.
McEvoy, S. T.: 1991, ‘Issues in Common Law Pleading and Ancient Rhetoric’,

Argumentation 5(3), 245–262.

A SURVEY OF 25 YEARS OF RESEARCH 373



McEvoy, S. T.: 1995, ‘The Construction of Issues: Pleading Theory and Practice, Rele-
vance in Pragmatics, and the Confrontation Stage in the Pragma-dialectical Theory of
Argumentation’, in Van Eemeren et al., IV, 52–60.

Makau, J. M.: 1984, ‘The Supreme Court and Reasonableness’, Quarterly Journal of Speech
70, 379–396.

Maneli, M.: 1993, Perelman’s New Rhetoric as Philosophy and Methodology for the Next
Century, Kluwer, Dordrecht.

Matlon, R. J.: 1994, Legal Communication. Argumentation and Advocacy 30(4).
Neumann, U.: 1986, Juristische Argumentationstheorie, Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft,

Darmstadt.
Neumann, U., J. Rahlf and E. von Savigny: 1976, Juristische Dogmatik un Wis-

senschaftstheorie, Beck, München.
Newell, S. E. and R. D. Rieke: 1986, ‘A Practical Reasoning Approach to Legal Doctrine’,

Journal of the American Forensic Association 22(4), 212–222.
Panetta, E. and M. Hasian Jr.: 1995, ‘Sex, Reason and Economics: The Judicial Discourse

of Richard A. Posner’, in Van Eemeren et al., IV, 111–121.
Pavcnik, M.: 1991, ‘Interpretation as (Re)productive Act: Interpretation of General legal Acts

in the Process of their Normative Concretization’, in Van Eemeren et al. (eds.), pp.
765–767.

Peczenik, A.: 1983, The Basis of Legal Justification. Lund.
Peczenik, A.: 1989, On Law and Reason. Reidel, Dordrecht (translation of ‘Rätten och

Förnuftet’, 1986).
Perelman, Ch.: 1963, The Idea of Justice and the Problem of Argument, Routledge and

Keagan Paul, London.
Perelman, Ch.: 1967, Justice, Random House, New York.
Perelman, Ch.: 1976, Logique Juridique. Nouvelle Rhétorique, Dalloz, Paris.
Perelman, Ch.: 1980, Justice, Law and Argument. Essays on Moral and Legal Reasoning,

Reidel, Dordrecht etc.
Perelman, Ch. and L. Olbrechts-Tyteca: 1958, La Nouvelle Rhétorique. Traité de l’Argu-

mentation, l’Université de Bruxelles, Bruxelles.
Perelman, Ch. and L. Olbrechts-Tyteca: 1969, The New Rhetoric. A Treatise on Argumen-

tation, University of Notre Dame Press, Notre Dame (English translation of La nouvelle
rhétorique, 1958).

Plug, J.: 1994, ‘Reconstructing Complex Argumentation in Judicial Decisions’, in F. H. van
Eemeren and R. Grootendorst (eds.), Studies in Pragma-dialectics, SicSat, Amsterdam,
pp. 246–254.

Plug, J.: 1995, ‘The Rational Reconstruction of Additional Considerations in Judicial Deci-
sions’., in F. H. van Eemeren et al., pp. 61–72.

Plumer, G.: 1995, ‘Testing for Assumption Recognition’, in Van Eemeren et al., IV, 152–160.
Posner, R. A.: 1988, Law and Literature: A Misunderstood Relation, Harvard University

Press, Cambridge Mass.
Posner, R. A.: 1990, The Problems of Jurisprudence, Chicago Illinois, University of Chicago.
Prakken, H.: 1993, Logical Tools for Modelling Legal Argument, Dissertation Amsterdam.

Amsterdam.
Prott, L. V.: 1991, ‘Argumentation in International Law’, Argumentation 5(3), 299–310.
Rieke, R. D.: 1981, ‘Investigating Legal Argument as a Field’, in Ziegelmueller and Rhodes

(eds.), pp. 152–159.
Rieke, R. D.: 1991, ‘The Judicial Dialogue’, in Argumentation 5(1), 39–56.
Rieke, R. D.: 1982, ‘Argumentation in the Legal Process’, in J. R. Cox and C. A. Willard

(eds.), Advances in Argumentation Theory and Research, Southern Illinois University
Press, Carbondale, pp. 363–376.

Rieke, R. D.: 1986, ‘The Evolution of Judicial Justification: Perelman’s Concept of the
Rational and the Reasonable’, in J. Golden and J. J. Pilotta (eds.), Practical Reasoning
in Human Affairs, pp. 227–244.

374 E. T. FETERIS



Rieke, R. D.: 1991, ‘The Judicial Dialogue’, Argumentation 5(1), 39–56.
Rieke, R. D. and R. K. Stutman: 1990, Communication in Legal Advocacy, University of

South Carolina Press, Columbia A. S.
Riley, P., T. A. Hollihan and K. D. Freadhoff: 1987, ‘Argument in the Law: The Special

Case of the Small Claims Court’, in Van Eemeren et al. (eds.), pp. 142–151.
Rödig, J.: 1971, ‘Kritik des Normlogischen Schliessens’, Theory and Decision 2, 79–93.
Russow, L. M. and M. Curd: 1988, Principles of Reasoning, St. Martin’s Press, New York.
Scallen, E. A.: 1995, ‘American Legal Argumentation: The Law and Literature Movement’,

Argumentation 9(5), 705–717.
Schreckenberger, W.: 1978, Rhetorische Semiotik. Analyse von Texten des Grundgesetzes

und von Rhetorischen Grundstrukturen der Argumentation des Bundesverfas-
sungsgerichtes, K. Alber, Freiburg.

Schuetz, J.: 1981, ‘The Genesis of Argumentative Forms and Fields’, in Ziegelmueller and
Rhodes (eds.), pp. 279–295.

Schuetz, J.: 1986, ‘Overlays of Argument in Legislative Process’, Journal of the American
Forensic Association 22(4), 223–234.

Schuetz, J.: 1991, ‘Perelman’s Rule of Justice in Mexican Appellate Courts’, in Van Eemeren
et al. (eds.), pp. 804–812.

Schuetz, J. and K. Snedaker: 1988, Communications Strategies and the Litigation Process,
Southern Illinois University Press, Corbondale IL.

Seibert, T. M.: 1980, ‘Juristische Topik: Ein Beispiel für die Argumentative Wech-
selbeziehung zwischen Situation und Fall, Regel und Ausnahme’, Zeitschrift für
Literaturwissenschaft und Linguistik, 10. W. Klein (eds.), Göttingen, pp. 169–177.

Snedaker, K.: 1987, ‘The Content and Structure of Appellate Argument: Rhetorical Analysis
of Brief Writing Strategies in the Sam Sheppard Appeal’, in Wenzel (ed.), pp. 315–324.

Soeteman, A.: 1989, Logic in Law. Remarks on Logic and Rationality in Normative
Reasoning, Especially in Law, Kluwer, Dordrecht.

Soeteman, A., E. A. Huppes-Cluysenaer and L. K. van Zaltbommel: 1990, Taalbeheersing
voor Juristen. (Speech communication for lawyers), Wolters-Noordhoff, Groningen.

Stone, J.: 1964, Legal System and Lawyers’ Reasonings, Stevens, London.
Struck, G.: 1977, Zur Theorie Juristischer Argumentation, Duncker and Humblot, Berlin.
Tammelo, I.: 1969, Outlines of Modern Legal Logic, Steiner, Wiesbaden.
Tammelo, I., G. Moens and P. Brouwer: 1981, ‘De Tegenformulemethode en haar Recht-

slogische Toepassingen’, Nederlands Tijdschrift voor Rechtsfilosofie en Rechtstheorie 10,
55–65.

Tolumin, S. E.: 1958, The Uses of Argument, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
Toulmin, S., R. Rieke and A. Janik: 1984, An Introduction to Reasoning (second edition,

first edition 1978), Macmillan, New York.
Twigg, R.: 1989, ‘Narrative Justice. An Analysis of Selected Supreme Court Decisions’, in

Gronbeck (ed.), pp. 86–93.
Twining, W. and D. Miers: 1994, How to Do Things with Rules, Butterworths, London (Third

edition, first edition 1991).
Viehweg, Th.: 1954, Topik und Jurisprudenz. (fifth revised edition 1974), Beck, München.
Walker, G. B. and S. E. Daniels: 1995, ‘Argument and Alternative Dispute Resolution

Systems’, Argumentation 9(5), 689–692.
Weinberger, O.: 1970, Rechtslogik. Versuch einer Anwendung Moderner Logik auf das 

Juristiche Denken, Springer, Wien.
Wasby, S. L., A. D’Amato and R. Metrailer: 1976, ‘The Functions of Oral Argument in the

U.S. Supreme Court’, The Quarterly Journal of Speech 62, 410–424.
Wenzel, J.: 1987, Argument and Critical Practices. Proceedings of the fifth summer con-

ference on argumentation, Speech Communication Association, Annandale VA.
White, J. B.: 1984, When Words Lose their Meaning, University of Chicago Press, Chicago.
White, J. B.: 1989, ‘What can a Lawyer Learn from Literature?’, Harvard Law Review 102(8),

204–207.

A SURVEY OF 25 YEARS OF RESEARCH 375



White, J. B.: 1990, Justice as Translocation. An Essay in Cultural and Legal Criticism,
Chicago University Press, Chicago.

Wiethoff, W. E.: 1985, ‘Critical Perspectives on Perelman’s Philosophy of Legal Argument’,
Journal of the american Forensic Association 22, 88–95.

Wróblewski, J.: 1974, ‘Legal Syllogism and Rationality of Judicial Decision’, Rechtstheorie
Band 14(5), 33–46.

Zarefsky, D., M. O. Sillars and J. Rhodes: 1983, Argument in Transition. Proceedings of
the third summer conference on argumentation, Speech Communication Association,
Annadale VA.

Ziegelmueller, G. and J. Rhodes: 1981, Dimensions of Argument. Proceedings of the second
summer conference on argumentation, Speech Communication Association, Annandale
VA.

376 E. T. FETERIS




