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ON LEGAL ARGUMENT AND ITS EVALUATION

Xiong Minghui
Ingtitute of Logic and Cognition of Sun Y at-sen University, Guangzhou, 510275

Abstract One area where arguments are very important is the law. Legal decisions, which are
made because certain legal arguments are accepted and others are rejected, have concrete effects
on people’s lives. Consequently, to understand the law and its role in our lives, we need to
understand legal arguments and the criteria for evaluating them. Relevant to the characterization of
logic is the well-known tri-partition of semiotics into syntax, semantics, and pragmatics. Inthe
narrower sense, a system'’s logic can be construed with the syntax and semantics of the system’s
logical expressions aone, while it is conceived as the syntax, semantics and pragmatics of the
entire system in the wider sense. In this paper, we propose that kgal argument is essentially
plausible, defeasible, and nonmonotonic and show that the criteria for evaluating legal argument
are deductive validity, inductive strength, and plausibility.
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