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Wik v61a Caaad e yfeen et
CaTl: A itersr”

Staewe: WiE 1 3 e «afld el anafEE ova ) @ o waars, WAt
emﬁmmmwwawﬁﬁmmmmﬁﬁm
T v ware O, v few RS fasan for wigq tefim o ararg ofs
QR JET IR EEID TN (I (SISt et WA o fafe ercamesra wy
ST R 4 & | R s aw s R 1fre w@iEa st o
TwEIE TIER w9 o) B o Anawst diwene W3 61 St farma ifen
ST WeTE S ¢ T |

ot WIRW, wiRW of, 3%, YRR, WA, Wi, AP, @md s,
wifE |

> g

TRme R WA @3l e ¢ o TwE TR | Felkme 1% ¢ @iem g i
o ST ZC WIRH Bo1 | WIZA 561 &Sl «ieeiR oreadt Rowe 1%, 1fe-Ren o 1fsy
o I9ET 9 T | GUFT TR WA 551 FEA O WRAE ©id Py f5fa Ko
LT I 4R e PEF-@rE Qe e T AT 3ET | Si3Akma Sow
IR (reasoning) T @ “HiamAl 1w & I (argument) IRTT FACS AT
o3 FERr Sime Rawe oifge Tt (theoretical model) AT & w137 I
(legal argument) & 1% IR AT FIT IS A | F& 8 WA 4 W4T gfeiis
TS I | TSHIA 0T WIRT 567 IFq w8 «uF BAwifie 3o Forat Soge 39
TR | GUFE FERE 43S ¢ IR, WA ATIF T, YFERE @R FhE
1% B CFE JIZE T AW OfF 3o Hfieansl, Pl v SeeiferEs e Refe
g W% B617 CFLA (3¢ I SR W A g I, iR vhiT o IS s Ry
T I G, (F ATAGT AT 7y ey W3 e e a6 797 T et
€ (7 7T FAERT @ E0H U KAIF (5B 9l W | AN FEfeoNieret, Rrare-ffy,
R FETE W3R AT WIZA SO THIEAT @I o0R | O WA BOI A I TS
TIAT (TS Teded T IERWS @i TNl 8 T Tt oS @ erre | wiRsRm
AR efefs vEa AR FFT | gu ome wiie REmms, FFEer™y ¢ IF-crm
JIQE T 26T e | e Aemmet LER adT ofw g soR oty I
@R WIEA BB AR (IS gl wEtTa ofiey | WizT ¢ LRI W TR
fateraras o2t @ efavaa @ifes fofe fae a7 |

" Al g, W fave emend wfed, Mufie @ Smfie wfived, v, aRamet o Pt
A%, Wiefaa, areiid fyfawmer; masud.philosophy@gmail.com.
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2. YRwts serw @ et

Pofmie A Bems #$ @ Aemer Rw ae afsfs #at 2n) 3f 9 @ 2w,
‘Logic is the study of the methods and principles used to distinguish good
(correct) from bad (incorrect) reasoning’ (Copi and Cohen 1997: 02) 1 spifers arffers
WIE-TIIE W G Y 8 WY Y AfmFArts st o gietaf  fof ofsfs
T TSN 07 @ e sdFrracts Setwat 3w | #HAAA 7CS, “Logic [is] an instrument
to distinguish the true from the false’ (839, Hammon 2008: 18) 1 3f5fwn 3wt ar
@ TF € W WEGAR TSt Aot SoAFata@at (“Ta @ AT owoa et
T W I @ R we 3w SogeT 90 T o4 it wme RBea st 3@
(Y Yo0d: 309-9) | Wfiebha fEFRwite crdtet e q3fe mfeyf 1afs o (a
coherent system of thought) | f6f w7 Faced, @t @7 936 Szt 1w wrgor st
@R g wive ¢ el fer e @M 6 *afere fem Rewe T
ST ST BN (I Ro0b: dob) | IERvt St At @ afed (error) W
Tl A0S, WNIHR fosite e frees e care uR s ite ¢ <1t “ifiwifers zrs st o0a )
SITE B8l I WIF (A oF 0O W @3k, [FemR fifve Frate B4fts zent ot =
e w03 el

el g1 @ fo R ot s Wb fFaRdie 7o SIksR ¢ g 9 i
@ | Pl R @ oo @ 961 o [t ¢ e e profés wm ) ey @
eI ey S o TR | O e o9 RER W0 Srers e @ a9
TR | G FA Z0E, R e At ageiwaly o2 FRAR I, SHSTENE Avesyot
FE @R faeE Taw e @ AR TR FE O | SR REw e Seer
<2 | g 97 WP 8 ST OFY GIp ToF | GOl (SIS REIT TeoT oy @ “ffFwrer
o 7, qwaie Qifw A e Rl @R RE Tene 1) dpe W Wi ek
e REa 9919 Rene 319 361 @bt o @26 @ 3 e Res wete e
393 fAdia 33 o | TP T, “Logic involves a thinking about thinking’ (Lucas
1919:203) 1

oM %6 SHTEE I T6E oFS G THREZ I | (RY VW IR A
T a3 AT F4 AP, O G o fowlg e @ WAfe e o 33 v R
Awed 2@ | oeE faw ¢ MR feraedt i s oy Qe st o fost v o
@R ARG AR W AT I (O OGP T Ao 9 | GFF Fwed TR
S ¥4 AW @, S T A CF G PR RAET SR ¥ | Wi e
oo ReE a3l apmm TR IfSfwe o) o ot 1, i PeferE
sffear i |

g ArefieeIas e 6w, FERwT 1 e ¥ o 3 ewim w9t 9 1?2 9 Qe SEpEf 9ed
s 4 @3 e s war e | @foie e Aafee wrERT Rews
faer 1S 919 94 (AR Y e four warel | @ o ¥ wite eferg Pl
Gia RO WA AAB¥! T4 G QAR ©H (A2 TaHie TR I o | wigees Rt
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witsa s wa f3fsy afsgn AREet ™3 o1 smona e sos $193 o1 e s
sl3 ciifes fosl ) @iEs =01 RerEa 90, sg (theory) M9t (practice) =prad
TR | @ e 3fee @ic R 3 asere 2w 3fF fies o, Bsiar s afaaa s
] ASIPTRIAN e E ) e yfe i et g R e awfs Frwt o, tar s
fFawtas) srowE e 3@ I | e1eTE AT, ‘I is not the business of Logic to make
men rational, but rather to teach them in what their being rationality consists’
(Joseph 1997:03)

wigEE FEam) 3@ Sre oM ISl s aiestgs au ) yfsfav atres s 5fE e g
Ifes wraern Wi ke 3@ @i ax o il e B e g ifea ey
=3 w1 ¥ 8 @EF 079, ‘The study of Logic will give students techniques and
methods for testing the correctness of many different kinds of reasoning,
inchading their own, and when errors are easily detected, they are less likely to be
allowed to stand’ (Copi and Cohen 1997: 03)1 @3f6 3fea Frgearst at maefst o aifs
e 3w v IS e wia 4wt adfa | 3t e @i Siat aeE, “The aim of
they study of logic to discover and make available those criteria that can be used
to test arguments for correctness’ (Copi and Cohen 1997: 03) 1 #f&fmt smivacs
e Few-s el ol Siow =2 e s Jfea ifFaci @ 6 1mfs frst om
e 17 FoT g™ FE SNItEE Awe 36 GIE | It oA Sotonfist soucd g
==, ‘A facility in detecting error in reasoning process and a consequent
likelihood of avoiding such errors, and of thinking and reasoning about difficult
matters with clearness and consistency’ (Lucas 1919: 204) |

TRt AT SROE ST AUl ZE1- G AR ST AN IO S 6 dige b
=S @MIE s WS S CSIT | 96l NG SR 8 FwEFold | Folml amieas [y ¢
wiervs ferfer afeE 3@ e [ ¢ SeRes fiel amitE falfes wifts =a
& FEPRE B AN ST FAE OICT | ISR 1S IfeRuier B e sa wnbe Ifes
e TSI

©. Wiz € o7 W &fFs

%7 T @39 R 3 SAieT 99 I QA i 3@ 9139 6@ SEeE
RIS FPIAT € JHAR ol | PR (3 SR ¢ 353 Adiaris w0 SMiee wiaw
Rk RewR 3¢ 5o 1 9 R o= e 399F 39 IR IR T IR
ape FEETT & 4394 91 )| O9URE 9REeed @I SiNel IR O, SmFEtST
shae s Figrmre wizT I ofolRke o1 =1 IR S6IGE oFE NN
AXATSE FS71F S4H G AFH FE TR 9T S Sr ! SIes Ui (Justice) aAfsdi
411 ¥ @ Iz W, ‘Laws - adopted by legislatures or resulting from the
decisions of courts- are the instruments of society in governing behavior’ (Copi
and Cohen 1997: 601) 1 S S13t1a SIfge A SV S0HT Br=0 74, WIZF 501 O
Ior et Rerad a1 e S
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R € @ N WA o, Wikwa ovon yfn Setcnfiet fugma gy foafd fem frasa
1 STt WISER o3f, Wik Beor @ wikia st | sorrs, q@n w2 21 AfEm A
TREe e wisard By Ry sunw | @ Fretes 291 e %137 at A% (moral laws or
principles) T TS FT &4YF TS AT A AS WS AR | WfEF wFewa Forw (content) o
s o Red a3l e oo fedhrs, e widvm @Sy Seor aums | w3y sond
sty et ot e, e At g wiga avreia tof g At aetans 2 o
Rftew WIEF (statutory laws) | SRTTa it 3t evart Ao e at e ot fiear a3z
% (force of law) 3w &7 wife st Mfewtet Fdrat w90 20 1 9w 71 27 case
law 3 fRfe=w et (statutory interpretation) | @36 (feia W3 A FSF wrsrens
T 1 W W et fer s fom fdad sa0e <iw 2 Famers @t o
AT WIRH | (TN W e S et smrett g dferes fag fram fdae
TE W | QAW @I fFww B T Awiew, @ @ (R A @ Wity e
SfeTT I Wik fotmt fire o | $ehrs, wekme Wi (criminal law) @ e wi3s
(civil law) @3 T “AfFre oS WRURT IS T IR, WA &S TP
VOGO QTS T | WA TR S wivats Ht et w9 a0 | qerive et ¢
ier R §AfE o0 A | Bifes wdee oFm ST IR SIEiE e 3%
s&wdéfze pfe WWWWWI@WW (pnvate parties) e
et Ffes widw grey 20|

8. ot ¢ e gagw

WEHE T R W, wmmmﬁwmwmmmqﬁeqﬁ&ﬁw
sefe T3S el e 0 A | R 44l e T (ol I3gm Rean (dispute)
i =211 @ T feifs o o srreireRa e W Reeid (trial) earem s 4|
«% efeerm sy gfekmr Ao S e e =t 3w | IF-Raer @ o
(RYT-SIYT, AR G A, SR S e ety S ¢ ifF R s
e TR Wizt TS (legal context) J3RE 4 T | WX efdy Reaw f-fa
R O, T @I S A W/t (liability) 7 e e o, Ry
e, fafe 2t wBam Afdenffs @ (factual circumstances) W% IR TS W
FA! AT o1 e Aty A <ic; Koatert iR e e 7w | GBIk et Rt
e 1e WP FGIAT T (OITT | A G F W TS AT @, @ o
cavg SR @ & % et w9t | o o Wi RS S @, @ oA ORI @ WIRASTE
st %4 AW A5 79 o R vt A off-emet R | ever o IS WHA AT WA
Bz o e fre forer Frame Bofte o etere o2 e Sagiea mde ife Sogei
| 98 YoeE faw ol We o 7w wdit wWwR (deductive) I WIER
(inductive) e 5w S s ary @ fRfereens afeamT w2 |

wiZs B A S it ige araaiaw v fer e SR s XoAr o
o Y AT TN | SR P T egE 7w A N WiET oot e we o -
@TeceTa NI WA STHTra ¢ Coff T IR Of I WOAIR HATATH | TORT I, “The
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influence of logic upon law arises from one fundamental fact, that laws are noy
self-applicable and a rule of law isolated from a world of fact is no more than 4
speculative ghost’ (Lucas 1919: 205)1 % et wwarat sefys Nwa s | apr
ot sruts e Wik sEe® wfaf B A s s wBem e ey
fafsw wwaa | gaera s The function of logical reasoning and the connection
with the law is to secure the efficient application of legal principles’ (Lucas 1919.
206) | &Bx w8 owra wiRA@ N ewpyf sfiw A AT ABRRA qvmw aww g
@ war offe Rt e R afbwers Mg e BAgeEa @ @ 4% (art and power)
w3 | PREeTe BeTn st et wfEfs il e fF wAsas waor ffss ata
WOt (e (ale WIRAR SgE w1 avvia St widmeE atnfis 1% (applied logic)
sifehe IR |

wiER 581 T ciffrese O FEa ) oot Rty Rew [Fon e 3031 083 St 79t ooy
@, Witw v emfie Bzt Rt Ry wat 1 R Ry Feef @b ata s am
WATE T TN O WEAL-IPYHT WGW WS M oS vz FEae ofF-fam
(reasoning) =7 Gt e 307 | WIRARIN frer forer wraeera (Rt a1 i) oo oo
Torgrora o YR IR IEA | YF-Renrr ¢ IfE-afeeimm e arefire wofied
1T T SRR (proposition) &¥AT tefi Fat | fF-afeeima efiram fog smwoaa oy
frerty frdied o3 T @B PTEIR TR Ty g NE TOFSR ANd R s @
QT W ~VB, G ¢ qIT S 7y | e gl Srwr A Reerra www P
TACE T | OB T T W AE O Of 7 TR G O &S wquiae g
oy | WIRER OV SRR AR Gt o 30 | WIRAGIIA Ty qRU o
IE G AT WEA-LE 5§57 I |

forer Sow Rorend Ife-afSema afem aee@ @A I, ‘Inconsistency,

Unfairness, and incomplete analysis have never been satisfactory patterns in legal
thought; today they are all the more visible and thus fatal to hopes of a systematic
search for justice’ (Sinclair 1971: 824) | fRorew I&-Rae efFm I 157, Fram
gzt ¢ Ry e offEfere o gmt Tae @) Qe 92 ATFT SiRARie 1w %
Torgo A O RO SO (i Ao g o Aere Z | R 1w wraw
R TP AT TS T | @ NI/ BRI RS AR gt oFwm,
farane feifes oy Sovat an, oS 37, Fas afamT g3 O STt 390 W | @R
cwta Roire e ga e | g Y Tegie ¢ e Pt axed w0 R e wemes
% 71w (ruling) eI Ty o1 I IR FEA | (@R R [ORE @@ $1 B
I I € AT ATF Y Toget I N3 CPR CF g 7w few Reaifest ot o
g wmTeTe a1 TSl Wi WIS A O IS FYE FAREDS TS AN | OR (R
favree S I eieTE owug IR YfeE-fAAeT AR WA SR AW ARRSie 1 I
efesnne (justified) 20 | WA, 4ftaloe A emIeTa T SaeE & TR F90S W |
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wiay fog WIRR Fraie gz F30e 10 e Aewdst s 3905 57 (the exercise of

discretion), Rsiese B st 2o Gtafd N 23 92 4097 W38N a5

Py 3@, Roled AR e o @1 [ H0 st 30T @ owna Psrarar am3

o ws @ WS I ST AW B QWIS sttty 2m; et wa g0 g G

QN Yerwa seet e 3w yaaie fF-fFaen 89a ) fSfane 3ag fsfs aae

CTEA ROIT O Feie g 3 |

wiEw t1T @l ewrp Rew gt WIER M (interpretation) | 137 7% 27 w3 frsiors

2 (will of the legislation), Szw WMt 2wt @7 oiferat % | st @2l #frm a1

(judgment) ST I3 WG ST UMY BN | ST WA M W3 Afdra So4q frda

TEE W KPR Ho® AW ST I WRANT 1A G $o47 | Sea 1w g frfors

5 wewn T Wkl WIZH AR e @RM A A, q& et Ridam w3 a9t

Tege SN i, wbwel, weiBet 8 [t yReas o ffiam wi3ea et are
T« T e W Rmen /it o Wil | gorm Rl s ¢ ofs. @t
9T I 3 Rt WIRER AT WY ST IS A | Sl ArSfawsia e Wi,

TR @I @INSTE WA SO WS R 7S T I S A2

¢. T RRg = ewost

W12 BOE CF WIRAE JR F00 W TSI ¢ wifigiered And | A @fecs
==iEhr FroaR G IS0 FICO AT | GO AW Wi T2l ¢ foRmea w5l |
Q32 SRR &Y T dwe | wikA 1% ofemm seipifes ifEfmE (traditional
logic) G & TRIOSTETR JIAFSIE FR® T: SIQ@R, WIER @ FApHIga 2wt |
WIeR (R IR T &4 B wf | 1w IR @7 s @R e
fre efear kY o eFeed 79, WIZEE R i WIS 8 SRR afe RS
& 3ZS |

Ifeg ROE eFP SR @ WIER | SRER Faie dzeg av gt afswr o gvew
SZAG efef 3T IIRIT FE | SER T 9 G TP e 3 e Reasg
@z g Rew 71, @3t S (universal) 799 @ Rew (particular) Rew 71,
@2 et e Ty TS oY (@A @ -Rew @ efff oo e i Prare
efeiia 331 27 | Sar s fouie « o e Afifoe @, 436 fww (thing) I &
oI Tg A 27 orRee @ faw 43 AR W | SRR e oF e @ @i
3EC T | @FA- 3, f 9F T @R 9, o GF T | O WG F 8 ¥ GF WG TR
W% F909 17 @, F 8 4 977517 T |

4 «3td Yfo-afen owog foat Aoy TWagE 97 ATe, oiwe wog foai W e 9R
feafo wadiad A | @B foufs fRamma M, W8 8 SRR OR 9T ((F TH TH
eferane YfeRwa e ae g sy, foal e oF w11 2 o feafba T e Q€W
o, QLT 47 @ (P AV | YT AW (7 TIYETT AT OITF IO YT NI, WY o @
HIYIA AITE OIS 0T WYl ST GaR ST 8 WY SR WA swees fofere
@ w3413t efedm ot 7o oie 9
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et | SEter wiNlas sFs Ao s2pna® ofea st s 3 oF e
Il fHfoe:
AFE N 20 3=
R R EU R D]
wWEA3, HHBA 2 A |
Q2 B otz waNe (&), b e wgn | Brats a6 wadflers e 9%
BRI LR | A4 o @ NG (FNA) 8 AGI ST AT S AT 27 A3 97
WOYT W AT 0N 8 WUl WA ZCAN G 2 WA ) @A (g A T A
! WY O S wiEatey SHifys; e Praiee Sqeifis | adie Ssu wiemanay 84fge (i
SIHE N0 VE IS IS0 I N A9 | 9BI3 3= TRIPIEE @ | 9 dfFafe: amiers
8 ReRET e Sgifie el 3fea ovm ewpd shiat <t 3@ | w13 o617 oF e @ 35
TefoT SEN R @IE T @R 8 VIS st FAT I IEE |
‘The process of arriving at a concrete outcome in any legal context is an
essentially deductive enterprise’ (Sinclair 1971: 834)1 (Schnee 1997: 106) =33t
FERTICE @ WR@IR TRIPET IBT gre am ezt IRAC (Issue, Rule,
Application, Couclusion) | Schnee @31 SR FRITICT GG FIOICH G474 Feace
71 fes S =t &=t (p. 106) -

== ==

H{WIR

foar-0d

=33 facuiy B9 die aoft e REae et 96 aR @9 «ifS e e e aw
A2 Rae e | 9137 FERUITE CFe SREIR FRITIEE AW 74 Sife! I,

Deduction begins with a broad statement of general applicablity, a “rule”.
The Thinker then studies how the rule should apply to specific situations,
loking back at carefully selected facts of precedent cases, to judge and then
to illustrate how the rule should bear on the particular situation at hand
(Schnee 1997: 107).



w3+ 6619 SAwad fEaa yfea doamt 121

NI CF0A 301 Shat A ey st wieaay, w3 9fF dfsam ot g A
ffaw (general rule ) 3 ‘Rffas sqfRfE (statutory provision), w4 =ematss s
‘ffax 3t R[iefs st (application of the rule) at “T6a1 st (the fact section) <72
fets iy dfFn® ae3 A wIEr e ag Pme data dfenfes wfrs
‘equivalency’ TR | ST ST aEreeA “transitivity” (Gardner 1993: 27-33) 1 fz
@it WIS I afcral SorgreT wat 2@l

gied RRY : @IF IR SR siefes wagi [graad 39 o Afaa At safe @ t
I BIF AT |

o Sramt 31 ¥oAt et : Il w3 sl s wht ol |
felw : wouT, ‘¥’ 99 ifF7e At o2k @@ t A TRt AT

AN WS WIZT AT WA IEF @, ... legal rules and decisions are deduced
directly from legislation, previous cases, and secondary authorities’ (Sinclair
1971: 831) 1 Sitia wiwet, A2 @ wofaesain [T dwmt @ 7 i3S weng ==
ANST T IR @ TS G 331 71 Ol @ F& RSB 74 I+, ... a gapless
system of pre-existing law, from which a solution for every new case could be
obtained by deduction’ (Sinclair 1971: 831) 1

SIER T SER Sied Jedte afoflv | SeErR @ i e e @ few e
e T 0 oI SIER Rew Ret e cw e o e s @) S e
“Rfed T e Fwie afedt Fat 701 W@ TSI (equivalencies) &art 3,
WIER WEREEE MEdeE (Inductive generalization) e@tt 3@ wi@R fswm
SREIIFTST AT G 10d 1S 23: ¢ they can be “induced” into unity within a
harmonizing gererality’ (Schnee 1997: 111)1 9 @W&d FoefFR FRw SRR
W e ¢ wifie; R ©f 9fiRid 71 wifte wEEE 9o Fie o w1 e

E1g1%19 331 T (Schnee 1997:112) 1 F1Stafe SRz Rediendt sl fagee iR
17 fefe et @b s famr |
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Wi SR fuy afedir ofs ewpiae 3w ave wwas st qfafwme B o gt
WITAY 78 ROTs WOA1 U162 33, ST W4T AP SPHA 3 @3 Autaftaacta aagor a=f
fafe toft o3 | -

o wet: ., 0T aven WY fare aae S war otee
o, Ffaw aFE Wy a3 3 i@ ol
of, Aok wrE WA e wag [ st o
v, AR qFEH A 3 Fhr At o
sted /R WG, NI WG QA |
R e Ao, CIRY LT GG NI, TG T Tqe
WIEH BOE CFTE SRR Y-oafon W oF afefds Rfv sene w4t am, g7 “ffafs
i TR afivts o SR eyl a1 AW | T WA e oweg sy woat
woel Reevia o ST 91 I WIER A% ioq MU0 | 79 W2 fS8l ¢ 4rE ovg
AR TETS WO I GRS ST T | I AT 9700 W2 Cofed Aferara w41 w1 20z
T IR WiEA (o AfFT @ e REsae w4 99 T CL.this “discovery” process
involves the use of induction’ (Halper 1968: 41) | =& tofs afeF arifire fofe ame
T WIZA 5 AR BiE Afea 8 W3 grame wizar wiarR IRt (Legal inductive
reasoning) e LT ST ATASH |
SRR E M%7 93 A AP AT AR SN 8 W3 BOI ARSI
ST GRZe 74 | fFFBoe AT FIF JCR:
... neither like reasoning from part to whole, nor like reasoning from whole
to part, but rather reasoning from part to part, when both particulars are
subordinate to the same term, and one of them is known (Aristotle 1928:
68b-69a).
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A working legal system must ... be willing to pick out key similarities and
to reason from them to the justice of applying a common classification. The
existence of some facts in common brings in to play the general rule (Levi
1949: 03).

WA BHE (RO Wt IR I 1S 7@ 79 @ ) WAt Aedwad (Distinguishing
Cases) @ 3¥ @3 %S | WOt oAt ApITITE 57 Rads ofimar | g =1 7
(@, TET WA WOTNTA TS TR 0O TW; SR, e AW (7 12 et ot 20wy,
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WIZH BUIE CFTE 59 JI5© GIM IS w0 T “aifies PEsfs” (Dialectical method
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method of argumentution is widely used in the practice of law. It is also a natural
and common technique of lawyers who prepare a brief or argue a case orally
before a court’ (Bodenheimer 1969: 380) | Rvraane @ *=fef a2 3 | T @W
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Logic is concerned not with content but merely with form; and so the
validity of an inference, deductive or indictive, is entirely independent of
questions of observable reality: a correct deduction may follow from a false
premise and a probable inference may proceed from a mistakenly recorded
event (Halper 1968: 39),

fesfamsta Te5! 1 Ot B I OF o W @ 1 7 e (Code) | YR aworR
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“The life of the law has not been logic; it has been experience’ (Holmes 1881: 01)1
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wieHfF@ta Quinn V. Leathem (1901) aa sttty fastaafs ateopafa St ez a1, ‘Every
lawyer must acknowledge that the law is not always logical at all’ (Ct. in Halper
1968: 33) 1 w15 Terminiello V. Chicago ww#m aaa “There is a danger that, if
the court does not temper its doctrinaive logic with a little practical wisdom, it
will convert the constitutional Bill of Rights into a suicide pact’ (Ct. in Halper
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1 QU YEAR I “The inductive leap from known to unknown cannot itself be
logically justiﬁed, induction is impotent to dictate conclusions even in the limited
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&072 ¥ T, ‘The demands of the rule of law combine with the pragmatic nature of
legal reasoning to evolve distinctive patterns of reasoning’ (Walker 2007: 1689) |
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Legal reasoning evaluates decisions and actions, balances epistemic and
non-epistemic objectives, and occurs under the constraints of limited
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resources and incomplete information. The logic of legal reasoning must
incorporate all of these dimensions (Walker: 1691).
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