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Abstract: In this paper | outline the basic methods of informal logic and show how they can be applied to
legal argumentation, especially to cases of evidence in a trial. First, the method of argument
diagramming is introduced, a method first used in evidence law by the famous evidence theorist John H.
Wigmore of Northwestern University. Second, argumentation schemes are introduced. These are

common forms of argument in addition to the deductive and inductive we are widely familiar with in logic.
Matching each scheme is a set of critical questions, and a given argument is evaluated in a dialogue
where the scheme, the questions and the answers are all considered together. The third part of the paper
is concerned with the formal structure of dialogues. Six types of dialogue are explained. Finally, some

problems concerning the management of commitment in dialogue are examined.

Key words : informal logic, legal argumentation, argument scheme
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