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WHAT IS LEGAL INFORMATION? by Rob Richards

Abstract 
This paper offers a new, formal definition of “legal information,” intended to exhibit nine characteristics identified as being desirable.  Motives for devising a new definition of “legal information” include enabling automated discovery and organization of law-related information, fostering interdisciplinary research respecting such information, and enabling law librarians to specify the basis of their professional expertise and to limit the scope of their collections and services.  Three previously devised, formal definitions of “legal information” are evaluated and their shortcomings identified.  A new definition of “legal information” is then set out, with examples.  Next, the paper discusses a potential controversy respecting a subcategory of law-related information: ostensibly non-law-related information that acquires legal significance by virtue of being used to support a statement about law.  A potential approach to that controversy is suggested, involving the use of the economic concept of comparative advantage. 
I. Introduction


A surprising feature of library and information science literature respecting “legal information” is the scarcity of formal definitions of that term.
  In an attempt to partially remedy this gap in the literature, this paper proposes a new, formal definition of “legal information.”  In part II, several reasons for devising a formal definition of “legal information” are discussed.  Part III proposes nine characteristics of a useful definition of the term.  Part IV identifies the shortcomings of three previously devised definitions of “legal information.”  In Part V, a new definition of the term is set out, with examples.  Part VI identifies a potentially controversial subcategory of law-related information, and proposes a method, utilizing the economic concept of comparative advantage, for dealing with that controversy.
II. Why Define “Legal Information”?
Why devise a precise definition of “legal information”?  One reason is to enable automated search and retrieval.  An effective definition could be built into software programs that discover and organize law-related information.
A second reason for defining “legal information” is to foster interdisciplinary scholarly research.  To the extent that a definition of “legal information” accords with the definition of “information” used in other disciplines, the definition of “legal information” can delimit a field of inquiry and provide a commonly recognized moniker.  The definition can thereby enable research, and communication about such research, respecting law-related information, by and among scholars in law and other disciplines.
A third reason for defining “legal information” lies in the economics of law librarianship.  Law librarians’ most important economic asset—the factor that distinguishes us from other workers—is, arguably, our expertise in providing legal information services.  In economic terms, legal-information expertise justifies our niche in the division of labor
 and constitutes our “comparative advantage.”
  Comparative advantage teaches that given two workers with different levels of ability respecting two different tasks, the decision by each worker to specialize in the task which he or she can accomplish at relatively lower cost
 compared to the other worker, will result in greater combined output, than if each worker had spent equal time on both tasks.  If expertise in legal information services constitutes the basis of law librarians’ comparative economic advantage, then law librarians should prioritize the maintenance of that expertise, and publicize that expertise so that the nature of law librarians’ contribution is known to our parent organizations.  In order for law librarians to maintain expert knowledge in the field of law-related information, and credibly assert such knowledge, we must be able with some precision to delimit the boundaries of that field.  A precise definition of “legal information” delimits those boundaries.
A fourth reason for devising a new definition of “legal information” is to furnish individual law libraries with a tool for limiting the scope of their collections and services.  A fifth reason for developing such a definition is that the few definitions
 devised so far appear to lack one or more of the traits of a useful definition of “legal information” discussed below.

III. Characteristics of a Useful Definition of “Legal Information”

What traits should a definition of “legal information” have?  First, the definition arguably should be consistent with information scientists’ and computer scientists’ definition of “information,” in order to foster interdisciplinary research.  Such a definition could enable research, and communication about such research, respecting law-related information, by and among those in law, information science, computer science, and other disciplines that share a common understanding of “information.”  Though there are many scholarly definitions of information,
 a number of such definitions, and in particular those stated in two leading information science reference works, define “information” as data that has been processed,
 and the more recent of these works adds that the processing must be such as to render the data meaningful
 to humans or machines.  Accordingly, our definition of “legal information” will include a definition of “information” as “data that has been processed into a meaningful form.”

Second, the definition of “legal information” should include a formal definition of “law,” because a relationship to “law” is an essential characteristic of such information, and “law” is a complex topic which, absent a definition, is likely to be misunderstood by non-law researchers and machines.  Third, the jurisdiction(s) and legal traditions to which the definition applies should be stated.  The reason is that the concept of law, and the categories, genres, and contexts of law-related information, may differ considerably among jurisdictions and traditions.
  The new definition proposed here will initially apply only to common law jurisdictions.
Fourth, the definition arguably should encompass all of the kinds of information that persons engaged in law-related activities—such as lawyers, judges, law professors, etc.—commonly use in those activities, or that are available for their use.  A preliminary review of the professional literature on law-related information use,
 and of legal bibliographies, publishing histories, and legal publishers’ catalogues
 for common law jurisdictions, suggests that persons engaged in law-related activity commonly have used, or have had available to them, information that (a) expresses law, (b) expresses something about law, (c) expresses something about law-related individuals—such as lawyers, judges, law professors, etc.—or organizations or institutions—among them courts, law firms, law schools, associations of legal professionals, etc., or (d) enables the finding of information in categories (a), (b), or (c).  That is, a definition of “legal information” should include the traditional categories of primary and secondary legal resources and finding aids for them,
 as well as resources about law-related people
 and corporate bodies and finding aids for them.   
Our new definition requires an adjustment to the traditional “finding aids” category, to the extent that this category overlaps with category (b), “information that expresses something about law.”  “Metadata” referring to primary legal resources—that is, descriptive information about law, such as case citations or headnotes—are both “finding aids” and “information that states something about law.”  To eliminate this overlap, in our definition the meaning of category (d) will be changed to “information that expresses something about information in categories (b) or (c).”   
Fifth, the definition of “legal information” should embrace all of the forms and contexts of communication in which such information is created or used.  Among these contexts are the “parts”
 or stages of traditional rhetoric, of which law librarians are most actively involved in “[i]nvention,” or the “discovery of valid . . . arguments to render one’s cause plausible.”
  The definition should also embrace formal, semiformal, and informal communication genres, from the traditional published resources identified in categories (a) through (d) above, through unpublished and semipublished genres such as internal office files, litigation documents, preprints, data sets, and manuscripts.

Sixth, the definition arguably should account for all of the levels of the information hierarchy respecting which the resources described above are used.
  That is, the definition should include (1) aggregations of individual resources (referred to hereinafter as the “collection level”), such as a monographic set or series like the U.S. Serial Set or West’s Nutshell Series, or a collection of personal papers; (2) individual resources (the “document level”), such as a slip opinion or a journal article; and (3) components of individual resources (the “subdocument level”), such as the holding of a court opinion, the severability clause of a statute, or a section of a treatise.  Accommodating the subdocument level is especially important because of the frequency of use of law-related information at that level,
 and because digital information structures enable discovery and retrieval of information at that level.
  
Seventh, the definition of “legal information” arguably should be format neutral.  The reasons are to ensure the utility of the definition given the variety of formats of law-related information and the rapid development of new media,
 and to ensure the compatibility of the definition with other format-neutral information tools, such as the Functional Requirements for Bibliographic Records.

Eighth, a definition of “legal information” arguably should not be narrowly time-bound, since such a limitation would diminish the utility of the definition.  Accordingly, our definition will aspire to cover, initially, all law-related information resources created or used in common law jurisdictions from the time of the introduction of the common law into each of those jurisdictions, and continuing into the foreseeable future.

Ninth, one engaged in defining “legal information” must decide whether it should include the problematic category of information that is ostensibly unrelated to law, but that acquires legal significance either because (1) it is created or issued by a law-related individual or corporate body, or (2) it is used to support statements about law.
  Examples of type (1) include non-law-related information issued by lawyers, judges, or legal professional associations, such as certain of Justice William O. Douglas’s travel books,
 and the instructions respecting the AALL Social Responsibilities Special Interest Section’s annual book drive.
  Examples of type (2) are statements of facts in briefs or court opinions, non-law-related documentary evidence introduced in litigation, and non-law-related data used to support legal arguments in briefs
 or legal scholarship.
  
One way to address these problematic types of information is to give the definition a modular structure that permits the controversial components optionally to be removed without compromising the meaning of the rest of the definition.  Further, if either of these types of information is included in the definition, the definition must also be expanded to include “information about” that type, in order to account for metadata respecting that type.  

To summarize, a useful definition of “legal information” should:
· 1. Be consistent with an information science / computer science definition of “information,” such as “data that has been processed into a meaningful form”;

· 2. Include a formal definition of “law”;
· 3. Expressly state the jurisdiction(s) and legal traditions to which the definition applies;

· 4. Cover information that (a) expresses the law, (b) expresses something about the law, (c) expresses something about law-related people or institutions or organizations, or (d) expresses something about information in categories (4)(b) or (4)(c);

· 5. Cover all of the forms and contexts of communication in which such information is created or used, and particularly formal, semiformal, and informal (i.e., published, semi-published, and unpublished) forms;

· 6. Account for information at the collection, document, and subdocument levels;

· 7. Be format neutral;

· 8. Apply to information created or used over a substantial time period;

· 9. Evidence the making of a choice respecting non-law-related information that acquires legal significance either because (a) it is created or issued by a law-related individual or institution, or (b) it is used to support statements about law; and if either (9)(a) or (9)(b) is included in the definition, then (4)(d) must be expanded to include “information about” that included type of information.
IV. Evaluation of Current Definitions of “Legal Information”

A preliminary review of the English-language scholarly literature has so far uncovered three formal definitions of “legal information,” which will be analyzed respecting the nine features of a useful definition stated above.


In a citation study of non-law-related sources cited by U.S. courts, Frederick Schauer and Virginia Wise define “legal information” using two criteria: (1) “would the source have been available on the shelves of a typical federal, state, county, municipal, or law school library in, say, 1970?” and (2) “would it have been a source of criticism if a first-year law student had included the source in a moot court brief written for internal, first-year, training purposes?”
  The authors then designate the following types of U.S. state and federal material as “legal”: “constitutions[;] statutes[;] regulations[;] . . .  court rules”; reported court opinions; “legal encyclopedias”; “legal dictionaries”; “standard textbooks or treatises on distinctly legal subjects”; “law reviews published by [U.S.] law schools”; “[g]overnment documents in general,” irrespective of their content; legislative history materials; “books of history of and about law,” even if written by non-lawyers; and “a secondary history of the Constitutional Convention of 1787.”
  The authors categorized as “nonlegal” “journals from disciplines other than law” that “may occasionally . . . have articles about or directly relevant to legal questions.”
 
When our nine criteria are applied, several shortcomings appear in the Schauer-Wise definition.  It does lacks a formal definition of “information.”  The Schauer-Wise definition fails to account for metadata respecting secondary legal resources, and whether metadata respecting primary legal resources are included is uncertain.  It does not deal adequately with information at the document level, to the extent that articles about law published in non-law-related journals are excluded.  The definition neglects to address the subdocument level, including respecting non-law-related information used to support statements about law.  The definition excludes unpublished and semipublished resources.  It is limited to tangible formats and to a narrow time period, viz., to information resources found in a typical U.S. law library in 1970.  Moreover, whether the definition includes metadata respecting non-law-related resources that are included, is uncertain.

Another notable definition of “legal information” is furnished by John Furlong in the widely owned reference work, the International Encyclopedia of Information and Library Science.  That succinct definition reads: “[L]egal information comprises all official statements of law together with interpretations and commentaries.”
  When our nine criteria are applied, Furlong’s definition falls short in several respects.  It lacks formal definitions of “information” and “law,” and does not identify the jurisdictions to which it applies. It excludes all metadata, all secondary legal resources other than interpretations and commentaries, and all works about law-related corporate bodies and individuals.  It excludes all unofficial primary legal resources, as well as all unpublished and semi-published resources.  Whether it covers the subdocument level is unclear; as a result, one cannot determine whether the definition addresses ostensibly non-law-related information incorporated into the primary or secondary legal resources that are included. 

Ole Christian Rynning offers the following definition of “legal information”: “All information that a lawyer or legal practitioner use [sic] to provide legal advice. Some examples include laws, statutes, regulations, preparatory work [i.e., legislative history], legal commentary, decisions, agreements, standard agreements, notes on legal procedures and legal theory.”
  Elsewhere in his book Rynning provides a definition of “information”
—derived from several disciplines—which is presumably incorporated into the term “information” in his definition of “legal information.”  His definition of the latter does not include a definition of “law,” however.  Nor does Rynning state the jurisdictions or legal traditions to which his definition of “legal information” applies.  Although a definition of “metadata” elsewhere in Rynning’s book
 suggests that some kinds of “metadata” are included in his definition of “legal information,” whether his definition of “legal information” includes information about law-related individuals or organizations or metadata describing such information is unclear.  Since Rynning’s definition of “legal information” is restricted to resources used “to provide legal advice,” the definition excludes all law-related resources used by persons other than licensed attorneys, and all law-related resources used by licensed attorneys for purposes other than giving legal advice.  Whether the definition covers the subdocument level, or non-law-related information used to support statements about law, is uncertain.
V. Proposed Definition of “Legal Information”

What follows is a proposed definition of “legal information” that aspires to be consistent with the criteria stated above.  Examples follow the definition.  This definition is intended to apply, for now, to common law jurisdictions, from the time of the introduction of the common law into each of those jurisdictions, and into the foreseeable future.  To provide flexibility respecting controversial issues discussed above, the definition includes optional provisions, enclosed in brackets:
Legal information is data, “processed into a meaningful form”
: 

· (1) that express law, where “law” means a rule or rules within a system of rules, effected by a governmental entity in accordance with rules establishing the criteria of validity of rules within that system, and applicable to individuals or entities over which that governmental entity exercises authority
;

· (2) that express something about law;

· (3) that express something about one or more individuals who work in connection with the practice, administration, adjudication, creation, execution, teaching, or study of, or research respecting law; or about one or more organizations or institutions in connection with which law is practiced, administered, adjudicated, made, executed, taught, studied, or researched;

· [(4) to the extent those data are used in support of an expression about law;]

· [(5) that express something by one or more individuals who work in connection with the practice, administration, adjudication, creation, execution, teaching, or study of, or research respecting law; or by one or more organizations or institutions in connection with which law is practiced, administered, adjudicated, made, executed, taught, studied, or researched;] 

· (6) that express something about data in categories (2), (3), [(4), or (5)]. [If category (4) or (5) is omitted, this category (6) is to be renumbered and edited so as to be consistent with the other categories and grammatically correct.]
Examples of category (1) include a statute imposing a tax on real property, enacted in accordance with the applicable rules establishing the criteria of validity of such statutes, and the holding in a court opinion respecting the aforementioned statute, rendered in accordance with all applicable procedures by a court having jurisdiction. Examples of category (2) include a journal article commenting on the aforementioned statute, obiter dicta in the aforementioned court opinion, a digest entry summarizing the aforementioned court opinion, and a citation to the aforementioned statute. 

Examples of category (3) include a biography of a lawyer or judge, and a history of a court.  Examples of category (4) include data describing the value of the real property subject to the aforementioned statute and quoted in the aforementioned journal article commenting on that statute for the purpose of describing the economic effects of that statute, and income and wealth data respecting the owners of the real property subject to the aforementioned statute and quoted in the aforementioned court opinion for the purpose of supporting a statement about law expressed in that opinion. 

Examples of category (5) include travel books written by a judge, which books contain no information about law or law-related individuals or corporate bodies; and a document issued by a bar association instructing its members how to donate to a charity, which document contains no information about law or any law-related individual or corporate body. 

Examples of category (6) include indexes to legal periodical articles, such as an index that listed the aforementioned journal article; and library catalogs of legal publications, such as a catalog containing a description of the journal in which the aforementioned journal article was published, a description of a treatise explaining the aforementioned property tax statute, or a description of the aforementioned biography or history. If categories (4) and (5) are included in the definition, then the following additional examples also apply to category (6): a citation to the source of the real property valuation data quoted in the aforementioned journal article, and catalog records describing the aforementioned travel books. 
Readers are invited to apply this proposed definition to information in common law jurisdictions and to share the results with the author.  The author seeks to refine the proposed definition to ensure that it covers all law-related information in common law jurisdictions.  In the future, the author hopes to further modify the definition to make it applicable to civil law and mixed common law/civil law jurisdictions.
VI. Dealing with a Controversial Category of Law-Related Information
Category (4) of our proposed definition is potentially controversial: academic law libraries may incur substantial costs when law faculty request discovery and retrieval of non-law-related information from non-law-related sources, such as statistical databases or by using social science research methods, and resolving this issue may involve complex and sensitive negotiations with the parent organization, other campus units, or other institutions.  To decide whether to exclude category (4) from its working definition of “legal information,” an academic law library might conduct a comparative-advantage analysis, as described in Part II of this paper, respecting law library personnel and other personnel—such as those in other campus units or at other institutions—who could possibly perform category (4) work.  In many instances, such an analysis is likely to show that non-law-library personnel could perform the work at relatively lower cost.
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� A review of the English-language literature so far has disclosed only three formal definitions: Frederick Schauer & Virginia J. Wise, Nonlegal Information and the Delegalization of Law, 29 J. Legal Stud. 495, 498–99 (2000); John Furlong, Legal Information, in International Encyclopedia of Information and Library Science 363 (John Feather & Paul Sturges eds., 2d ed. 2003) (hereinafter IEILS); Ole Christian Rynning, Juristopia: Semantic Wiki for Legal Information 32 (2008) (CompLex No. 3/2008).  At the time of this writing, the author had just begun to review the non-English language literature.


� See, e.g., Peter Groenewegen, Division of Labor, in 1 New Palgrave: A Dictionary of Economics 901 (John Eatwell et al. eds., 1987).


� See Paul A. Samuelson & William D. Nordhaus, Economics 679 (15th ed. 1995) (illustrating comparative advantage with the example of a lawyer and her secretary).


� “Cost” respecting comparative advantage means “opportunity cost,” i.e., the value of an activity foregone due to a choice to engage in another activity.  See id. at 119.


� So far the only such formal definitions identified in the English-language literature are Schauer & Wise, supra note 2, at 498–99; Furlong, in IEILS, supra note 2, at 363; and Rynning, supra note 2, at 32.


� For a detailed overview see Rafael Capurro & Birger Hjørland, The Concept of Information, in 37 Ann. Rev. Info. Sci. & Tech. 343 (2003).  See also Richard Susskind, Transforming the Law: Essays on Technology, Justice and the Legal Marketplace 186–89 (2000). 


� Information, in IEILS, supra note 2, at 244 (“Information is data that has been processed into a meaningful form.  Seen in this way, information is an assemblage of data in a comprehensible form capable of communication and use; the essence of it is that a meaning has been attached to the raw facts.”); Robert M. Hayes, Information Science Education, in World Encyclopedia of Library & Information Services 368 (3d ed. 1993) (“Information is a property of data resulting from or produced by a process performed on the data.”).  Capurro and Hjørland refer to this “processing” of data as “knowledge transformation, and particularly [as] selection and interpretation within a specific context,” Capurro & Hjørland, supra note 7, at 344; their article discusses many definitions of “information” with these features.


� Information, in IEILS, supra note 2, at 244.  See also Susskind, supra note 7, at 186–89; Capurro &  Hjørland, supra note 7, at 398.    


� Information, in IEILS, supra note 2, at 244.


� For example, customary law systems and the system of public international law differ markedly respecting the nature and sources of “law,” from common law and civil law systems.  See, e.g., H.L.A. Hart, The Concept of Law 91–99, 213–37 (2d ed. 1994) (distinguishing customary law and public international law from formal municipal law systems); Jonathan Pratter, International Law, in Fundamentals of Legal Research 453–500 (Roy M. Mersky & Donald J. Dunn eds., 8th ed. 2002) (discussing sources); Charles Mwalimu, A Bibliographic Essay of Selected Secondary Sources on the Common Law and Customary Law of English-Speaking Sub-Saharan Africa, 80 Law Libr. J. 241, 258–68, 286–89 (1988).


� On law-related information behavior, see, e.g., C.C. Kuhlthau & S.L. Tama, Information Search Process of Lawyers: A Call for “Just for Me” Information Services, 57 J. Documentation 25, 32, 34, 36–37 (2001) (finding, in an empirical study of eight practicing lawyers, that lawyers’ information sources included formal “[l]egal reference sources,”  “internal office files,” “[e]xternal electronic sources” such as “email, listservs and the Internet,” and “people, specifically fact witnesses, experts and colleagues.”); and other sources listed in Information Behavior, in Legal Information Systems & Legal Informatics Resources (Robert Richards ed., 2009) (hereinafter Legal Information Systems), available at � HYPERLINK "http://home.comcast.net/~richards1000/InformationBehavior.html" ��http://home.comcast.net/~richards1000/InformationBehavior.html�. For citation studies, see, e.g., Schauer & Wise, supra note 2, at 497; and other sources listed in Studies of Information Used by Courts, in Legal Information Systems, supra, available at � HYPERLINK "http://home.comcast.net/~richards1000/CitationsContent.html" ��http://home.comcast.net/~richards1000/CitationsContent.html�.  For other studies of judicial information sources, see, e.g., Alfred H. Kelly, Clio and the Court: An Illicit Love Affair, 1965 Sup. Ct. Rev. 119, and other sources listed in Studies of Information Used by Courts, in Legal Information Systems, supra, available at � HYPERLINK "http://home.comcast.net/~richards1000/CitationsContent.html" ��http://home.comcast.net/~richards1000/CitationsContent.html�.


� Sources consulted include Morris L. Cohen, Bibliography of Early American Law (1998 & Supp. 2003); Betty W. Taylor & Robert J. Munro, American Law Publishing, 1860–1900 (1984); Erwin C. Surrency, A History of American Law Publishing (1990); Ass’n of Am. Law Sch., Law Books Recommended for Libraries (1967– ); Kendall F. Svengalis, The Legal Information Buyer’s Guide and Reference Manual (2008); and publishers’ catalogues linked from AALL CRIV’s A Legal Publishers’ List (2d ed. 2006), available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.aallnet.org/committee/criv/resources/tools/list/index.htm" ��http://www.aallnet.org/committee/criv/resources/tools/list/index.htm�.


� See, e.g., Steven M. Barkan, An Introduction to Legal Research, in Fundamentals of Legal Research supra note 11, at 10–11 (describing these three categories).


� On people as information resources in law, see Kuhlthau & Tama, supra note 12, at 36–37; Richard Susskind, The Future of Law: Facing the Challenges of Information Technology 80 (1996) (“[Lawyers] also need access to information about people—for example, expert witnesses, clients, . . . competitors, foreign lawyers, barristers, [and] judges . . . .”).


� Cicero, De Inventione bk. 1.9, in Cicero, De Inventione, De Optimo Genere Oratorum, Topica 19 (H.M. Hubbell trans., 1976) (Loeb Classical Library) (“The parts of [rhetoric], most authorities have stated, are Invention, Arrangement, Expression, Memory, Delivery.”) (hereinafter Cicero, De Inventione); 1 The Institutio Oratoria of Quintilian bk. 3.3, at 383 (H.E. Butler trans., 1920). 


� Cicero, De Inventione bk. 1.9, in Cicero, De Inventione, supra note 16, at 19.


� For descriptions of such sources, see the user studies listed supra note 12; Susskind, supra note 15, at 79–80, 85–87; Richard Susskind, Expert Systems in Law: A Jurisprudential Inquiry 73–112 (1987); and Susskind, supra note 7, at 4–40.


� See BLvl, in OCLC Bibliographic Formats and Standards (2009), also available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.oclc.org/us/en/bibformats/en/fixedfield/blvl.shtm" ��http://www.oclc.org/us/en/bibformats/en/fixedfield/blvl.shtm�.  


� See, e.g., Eugene Volokh, Technology and the Future of Law, 47 Stan. L. Rev. 1375, 1393 & n.109 (1995) (“Lawyers don’t read treatises cover to cover.  They find the chapter they need, maybe read some material at the beginning of the chapter, and then go to the subsection that’s relevant to them.  Even when reading cases, they often skip over some issues and go directly to others. . . . [E]ven briefs usually have tables of contents and of authorities, precisely so readers may focus on the issues they find most important.”) (reviewing M. Ethan Katsh, Law in a Digital World (1995)).


� See, e.g., Ismael Hassan et al., Segmentation of Legislative Documents Using a Domain-Specific Lexicon, 19 Proc. Int’l Conf. on Database & Expert Sys. Applications 665 (2008); C. Biagioli et al., Automatic Semantics Extraction in Law Documents, 10 Proc. Int’l Conf. on Artificial Intelligence & L. 133 (2005) (discussing semantic annotation of segments of Italian legislation).


� See, e.g., Robert Berring, On Not Throwing Out the Baby: Planning the Future of Legal Information, 83 Cal. L. Rev. 615, 616 (1995) (observing that “today new information systems and formats are flooding bar journals and legal newspapers with their advertisements”) (footnote omitted).


� Int’l Fed’n of Library Ass’ns & Insts., Functional Requirements for Bibliographic Records: Final Report (1997, amended & corrected 2009), also available at � HYPERLINK "http://archive.ifla.org/VII/s13/frbr/frbr_2008.pdf" ��http://archive.ifla.org/VII/s13/frbr/frbr_2008.pdf�.


� For example, respecting England the definition is intended to apply to all law-related information from the late 12th century on.  See J.H. Baker, An Introduction to English Legal History 14–22 (4th ed. 2002) (discussing the origins of the common law in the late twelfth century).


� See, e.g., Schauer & Wise, supra note 2, at 497 (“Since 1990, the Supreme Court’s citation of nonlegal sources has increased dramatically . . . .  Moreover, the same phenomenon . . . is seen in state courts and lower federal courts as well”); Robert C. Berring, Legal Information and the Search for Cognitive Authority, 88 Cal. L. Rev. 1673, 1690 (2000)  (“[T]oday’s [U.S. Supreme] Court is no longer limited to the universe of judicial opinions and statutory language. Today’s Court can turn to a world of sources from all corners of scholarship . . . .”); Fred R. Shapiro, The Most-Cited Law Review Articles, 71 Chi.-Kent L. Rev. 751, 767-77 (1996) (listing several articles from “nonlegal” periodicals); Fred R. Shapiro, The Most-Cited Legal Books Published Since 1978, 29 J. Legal Stud. 397, 407 (2000) (listing the “nonlegal books” most frequently cited in selected scholarly law-related periodicals); Wes Daniels, “Far Beyond the Law Reports”: Secondary Source Citations in United States Supreme Court Opinions, October Terms 1900, 1940, and 1978, 76 Law Libr. J. 1, 18–20, 39–47 (1983) (discussing the Court’s citation of nonlegal sources); Frederick C. Hicks, Materials and Methods of Legal Research 24, 30 (3d rev. ed. 1942) (“Legal research . . . must not be artificially limited to data already labeled as legal . . . . Since law may touch everything, the potential scope of legal research is coextensive with human knowledge.”).  See also additional sources supra note 12. 


� See, e.g., William O. Douglas, Strange Lands and Friendly People (1951); William O. Douglas, Beyond the High Himalayas (1952); William O. Douglas, North from Malaya (1953); William O. Douglas, Exploring the Himalaya (1958); William O. Douglas, West of the Indus (1958).


� AALL Social Responsibilities SIS Service Projects (2009), available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.aallnet.org/sis/srsis/projects.html" ��http://www.aallnet.org/sis/srsis/projects.html�.


� See, e.g., Brief for Defendant in Error, Muller v. Oregon, 208 U.S. 412 (1908), reprinted in Louis D. Brandeis, Women in Industry: Decision of the United States Supreme Court in Curt Muller vs. State of Oregon . . . and Brief for the State of Oregon 18– 112 (1908), also available at � HYPERLINK "http://pds.lib.harvard.edu/pds/view/2574849" ��http://pds.lib.harvard.edu/pds/view/2574849�.


� See, e.g., Dean Lueck & Jeffrey A. Michael, Preemptive Habitat Destruction Under the Endangered Species Act, 46 J.L. & Econ. 27, 37–41 (2003) (using forest plot data from the U.S. Forest Service).


� At the time of this writing, the author had just begun reviewing the non-English language literature.


� Schauer & Wise, supra note 2, at 499.


� Id. at 498–99.


� Id. at 499.


� Furlong, in IEILS, supra note 2, at 363.


� Rynning, supra note 2, at 32.


� Id. at 34.


� Id. at 33.


� Information, in IEILS, supra note 2, at 244.


� See Hart, supra note 11, at 27-33, 106–07.  For an overview of criticisms of Hart’s theory, see Brian Bix, Jurisprudence: Theory and Contexts 48–99,134–36 (4th ed. 2006). 
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