
 

An Instructional Environment for Learning to Construct a Legal Case Description 

e-See 

 

Antoinette J. Muntjewerff 

Department of General Legal Theory 

Faculty of Law  

University of Amsterdam 

P.O. Box 1030 

NL-1000 BA Amsterdam 

Europe 

muntjewerff@lri.jur.uva.nl 

 

Dorien J. DeTombe 

Chair International Research Society on Methodology of Societal Complexity 

P.O. Box 3286 

NL-1001 JC Amsterdam 

Europe 

detombe@nosmo.nl 

 

Abstract: Law students experience difficulties in acquiring legal knowledge and in 

applying legal knowledge when performing a legal task. To support law students in 

acquiring legal knowledge and legal problem solving skills we develop e-materials 

for learning the law. In this paper we first describe the general design methodology 

used in realizing these e-materials: HYPATIA. This is followed by describing the 

design of the training tool e-See, an instructional environment for learning the 

construction of the legal case description. The construction of a legal case description 

from real life facts and events is an essential part of legal case solving. Constructing a 

legal case description involves the selection and the proof of facts and events from 

real life. There are two major problems with selecting and proving facts from real life.  
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First there is the problem of the complexity of real life where only certain facts are 

legally relevant. The second problem is that it may be necessary to actually observe 

facts in real life. For both problems we argue  that integrating video in the 

instructional environment is of help to the student in acquiring the skill of 

constructing a legal case description. 

 

1.  Introduction 

 

HYPATIA is the name of the methodology for designing e-materials1 for learning the law as 

developed by Muntjewerff (2000). The methodology aims at designing and realizing new 

additional electronic materials for law students to learn the law (Muntjewerff, 2002b, 

Muntjewerff 2002c). Law students experience difficulties in acquiring legal knowledge and in 

applying this knowledge in performing a legal task. These problems are acknowledged by law 

teachers. However, there is no material available to help students to overcome these difficulties. 

HYPATIA aims to fill this gap. Within HYPATHIA e-materials  are developed to present  

individualized instruction and practice, following a principled and structured design approach 

involving three interrelated streams: basic research, applied research and integration research 

(see Table 1).  

 

HYPATIA methodology 

 

1. basic research  model construction  theoretical research  

       empirical research 

 

2. applied research  e-materials construction  

 

3. integration research  classification  

    selection 

 
Table 1: Three steps in the HYPATIA methodology for designing e-materials for learning the law 

                                                 
1 With e-materials for learning the law we refer to electronic materials that support communication, information 
gathering, knowledge acquisition, t problem solving skill acquisition and assessment. 
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Basic research is concerned with (re)constructing well- founded models of legal knowledge and 

legal problem solving tasks. In the basic research part these models are used to examine the ways 

in which both experts and novices (students) acquire legal knowledge and apply legal knowledge 

when solving legal problems.  

In the applied research part the outcome of the basic research is used to actually design and 

realize e-materials. Depending on the content and aim of the e-material to be designed, specific 

models of legal knowledge and legal problem solving tasks, (re)constructed in the basic research 

part, are selected as the content for the application. The research findings on how experts and 

novices solve legal problems provide insight in difficulties. On the basis of these findings 

remedies are proposed. Next to decisions about the content of the e-material to be designed the 

applied research part also sees to making decisions on how the content is presented to the student 

to be able to learn effectively and efficiently. Therefore an instructional model has to be selected 

or constructed. The instructional model should be constructed on the basis of a global theory on 

learning and instruction to guarantee that the design process will result in a coherent and 

consistent instructional model. Finally, the applied research part is concerned with the evaluation 

of the e-materials through both developmental testing and field testing.  

The HYPATIA methodology is used to design different types of e-materials for educational 

purposes. These e-materials cover a wide range of legal knowledge and legal problem solving 

skills to be acquired by the law student to become a skilled legal practitioner and/or legal 

scientist. Therefore a law student or a law teacher must be able to select the proper e-material for 

learning or teaching certain legal knowledge or a specific legal problem solving skill.  This 

requires criteria for storing and selecting e-materials.  

In the integration research part of the HYPATIA methodology the main concern is to construct a 

classification of e-materials for learning the law and criteria for selecting the proper e-materials.  

 

The HYPATIA methodology is used successfully in the construction of an instructional 

environment for learning to construct a legal solution: PROSA (Muntjewerff & Groothuismink 

1999; Muntjewerff 2000, Muntjewerff 2002a) and in the construction of an instructional 

environment for learning to select and analyse legal precedents: CASE (Muntjewerff, Jordaans, 

Hoekstra & Leenes 2003). In this paper we apply the methodology to the design of an 

instructional environment for learning to construct a legal case description: e-See.  
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2.   Model construction 

 

The aim of the basic research in the HYPATIA methodology is to (re)construct explicit models 

of legal knowledge and legal problem solving tasks to be applied in e-materials for learning the 

law. These models are (re)constructed on the basis of theoretical and empirical research findings.  

In the theoretical research we explore, specify and conceptualize legal knowledge and legal 

problem solving tasks from sources as legal empirical research, legal educational practice, legal 

theoretical research and Artificial Intelligence & Law research.  

In the empirical research we carry out studies to acquire insight in the way legal practitioners and 

legal scientists handle legal knowledge and use legal knowledge given a specific legal task and 

we carry out studies to acquire insight in the way law students handle legal knowledge and apply 

this knowledge when performing a legal problem solving task. The outcomes give indications 

about acquiring legal expertise in general and about specific difficulties in acquiring and using 

legal knowledge in a specific legal problem solving task. 

 

2.1 Theoretical research for model construction 

Within the theoretical research part in model construction two perspectives are taken: a legal 

perspective and a knowledge engineering perspective.  

From the legal perspective different legal sources are examined to specify models of legal 

knowledge and legal problem solving tasks. These legal sources are legal empirical research, 

legal educational practice, legal dogmatics and legal theoretical research. These models however, 

remain somewhat inexplicit. Therefor we combine this perspective with a knowledge 

engineering perspective which aims at constructing models of legal knowledge and legal 

reasoning that can be executed by a computer. These types of models require a high level of 

explicitness. This explicitness is exactly what we need in designing e-materials for learning the 

law (Valente 1995, Breuker, Bredeweg & Muntjewerff, 1999, Muntjewerff, 2000). 

 

2.2 Empirical research for model construction 

In the empirical research for model construction studies are carried out to acquire insight in the 

way legal practitioners and legal scientists handle legal knowledge and the way experts use legal 

knowledge given a specific legal task and we carry out studies to acquire insight in the way law 
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students handle legal knowledge and apply this knowledge in performing a legal problem solving 

task.  

 

3. Legal case solving 

 

The key activity in legal practice and legal research is legal case solving2. Legal case solving 

involves the construction of a legal solution for a specific legal case description using abstract 

legal rules as the problem solving devices.  

A thorough analysis of legal case solving can be found in Muntjewerff (2000).  Here we present 

the basic model of the legal case solving task (Figure 1). 

 

legal rules component
legal case 
description

- select
- interpret

- decompose
- match

select

real life

- select 
- proof 

- select

legal fact

legal solution

 

 

Figure 1: Basic model of legal case solving 

 

Legal case solving involves the construction of a legal solution for a specific legal case 

description using abstract legal rules as the problem solving devices.  

 

                                                 
2 Another activity  in legal practice and legal research is designing legislation. 
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This indicates that there are three basic components in legal case solving: 

• a concrete specific legal case description 

• the general abstract legal rules 

• the legal solution 

 

The basic activities involved in constructing a legal solution are: 

• select facts from the real life and, where required, proof these facts 

• select applicable legal rules and,  where required, interpret these legal rules 

• decompose the legal rule into components  

• select a specific legal fact from the legal case description  

• select a component  

• match the component to the legal fact  

 

Legal case solving is not a trivial task. Each activity within the legal case solving task may 

account for specific problems and difficulties. Legal case solving starts with a real life event tha t 

is defined as a problem for which a legal solution is seen as the way to solve this problem.  A 

legal solution indicates that legal rules are the problem solving devices. Legal rules are available 

in statutes and in precedents. The structure of a legal rule is: IF legal fact THEN legal 

consequence. This indicates that a fact in real life must be a legal fact, this means that there must 

be a legal consequence related to the fact within a legal rule. When there is a legal consequence 

for a certain fact this fact is by definition a legal fact. So not all facts in real life are legally 

relevant. Only these facts are legally relevant where a legal rule connects a legal consequence to 

it. So here we are confronted with two main difficulties within legal case solving: which facts to 

select from real life and which legal rules to select from the body of legal rules. It is even more 

complicated becaus these activities are strongly interrelated. To be able to select facts from real 

life you have to know on the basis of which legal rules you are selecting these fact: which facts 

are legally relevant. To be able to select legal rules you have to know what facts have occurred in 

real life to determine which legal rules might be applicable and thus can be selected.  

To be able to select the proper legal rules one has to acquire knowledge about the system of legal 

rules and knowledge about the legal concepts. To be able to select the legally relevant facts from 

real life it is also necessary that one has acquired knowledge about the system of legal rules and 
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knowledge about the legal concepts. However, there is more to it. Real life is complex, 

disorganized, unsystematic, chaotic and incomplete. This makes it very difficult to (re)construct 

what has happened. Before you can state that a fact is a legal fact, because some legal rule binds 

a legal consequence to it, you have to be able to tell what the facts are.  Here we are confronted 

with everything that can go wrong in fact gathering. For example, missing documents, no 

witnesses, lying witnesses, failing memory, contradictory evidence, no evidence, 

misinterpretation of facts, tunnel vision (see Wagenaar, van Koppen & Cohen, ). Therefore it is 

very important for law student to learn how to select and proof facts from real life when 

confronted with a specific problem that demands a legal solution. 

An empirical study was set out in which both law students (novices) and legal practitioners 

(experts) solve legal cases while thinking aloud. This study was carried out to examine how 

novices solve legal cases, what difficulties they experience and what the differences are between 

novices and experts with regard to solving legal cases. The legal case solving model (see Fig. 1) 

is used as the interpretation model to see if novices and experts use this model and if not if they 

are using any other system and to be able to indicate where difficulties are experienced and what 

might cause for these difficulties (see Muntjewerff, 2000).  

When involved in the activity of constructing a legal case description the main difficulty is that 

depending on what facts you select certain legal rules may become applicable, where based on 

the selection of legal rules certain facts may become relevant. This interaction between possible 

relevant facts and possible applicable rules is one of the main difficulties in legal case solving. 

The only way to really get to grip with this is to practice legal problem solving over and over 

again. Next to that to be able to recognize a typical legal problem situation in the real life events 

involves the availability of legal knowledge. Students need to know the system of legal rules and 

the basic legal concepts. The student has to leaf through the legal rules and has to go back and 

forth from legal rules to the real life situation. In this process keeping track of intermediate 

results is a major difficulty. However, before you can state that a fact is a legal fact, because 

some legal rule binds a legal consequence to it, you have to be able to tell what the facts are. The 

complexity of legal case solving is for a large part related to the (re)construction of what has 

happened in real life, that is to establish the facts that occurred. Here we are confronted with the 

difficulties of fact gathering from real life.  
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4. Designing e-See: an instructional environment for learning to construct a legal case 

 description from real life 

 

The activity of constructing a legal case description from real life is not part of the legal 

curriculum, where in legal practice this is the main activity in legal case solving. The emphasis in 

legal education is on the application of legal rules to a prefabricated legal case description that is 

presumed to be complete. To construct a legal solution the student has to select the applicable 

legal rules and to apply these rules to legal facts in the given legal case description.   

PROSA (see, for example, Muntjewerff, 2000) has been developed to support law students with 

exactly this part of the legal case solving task: learning to select the applicable legal rule, 

decompose the legal rule into components that can be matched to the selected legal facts from 

the legal case description (see Fig.2).  

legal rules component
legal case 
description

- select - decompose
- match

select

- select

legal fact

legal solution

 
Figure 2: Legal case solving activities in PROSA 

 

 

 

PROSA pays no attention to the construction of the legal case description. Bloembergen (1967), 

Drion (1966, 1977), Fernhout et al. (1988) claim that in legal practice most of the time and effort 
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is spent on the activities of selecting facts and proving facts to establish the legal case 

description. Fernhout et al. (1987) constructed the coaching system OBLIGATIO which mimics 

real life problem solving dialogues with clients. In OBLIGATIO the student plays the role of the 

legal practitioner questioning a client on the basis of an outset of a legal case. The student has to 

learn to ask relevant questions to complete the specific legal case presented. On the basis of the 

complete legal case description the student has to solve the case. Although this application filled 

a gap, it is limited in its use and technically out of date.  

Therefore e-See is designed to present law students with an environment where they are enabled 

to construct a legal case description first and then apply legal rules to the facts of the case to 

construct the legal solution. The students are presented a real life situation. They are asked to 

reconstruct the legal case by selecting and proving the facts that they think are relevant. Where 

facts can only be assessed as relevant given applicable legal rules, students have to select 

applicable legal rules as well. Constructing a legal solution always involves an interaction 

between the facts and the legal rules. Depending on what facts you select certain legal rules may 

become applicable, where based on the selection of legal rules certain facts may become legally 

relevant. It is exactly this interaction that makes legal problem solving such a complex activity. 

Besides that a major problem with selecting and proving facts in legal problem solving is that it 

may be necessary to actually observe facts in real life.  

Given the difficulties with (re)constructing the legal case description the remedies proposed to 

support students in constructing a legal case description are to present an environment in which 

the components and characteristics of the activities are made explicit in such a way that it 

restricts the set of activities that have to be performed by the student and it presents systematic 

guidance to the student. Such an environment relieves the student of the task of keeping track 

and recording intermediate results and enables the student to work in a systematic way. We want 

the student to construct the legal case description by herself. By actually having the student work 

on the construction she may experience what it takes to construct a legal case description and to 

“go through the problem” so to speak.  

 

e-See presents an environment in which the student is facilitated and encouraged to work in a 

systematic way, the chances to miss or leave out something are nil, the student does not have to 

manage her information and she does not have to keep track, the coach takes care of keeping 
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track. Real life is imported by integrating video in the instructional environment for training the 

construction of a legal case description from a real life. 

 

4.1 Coaching System e-See 

 

e-See is an instructional environment for learning to construct the legal case description 

involving the selection and proving of facts from real life. Most of the existing legal instructional 

materials are training tools or, as they are referred to in the Artificial Intelligence & Education 

community, coaching systems. Coaching systems are computer programs that provide an 

environment for students to acquire skills in applying domain knowledge and that assess and 

correct students in their performance. In a coaching system the student performs a task and the 

system interprets the performance of a student; that is it monitors discrepancies between intended 

results and actual results. If a discrepancy is identified this is viewed as an error or inefficiency, a 

deviation from what should be the case. Errors are assumed to have causes, and the identification 

of causes of errors is called diagnosis (see Fig. 3). 

 

domain knowledge
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Figure 3: Coaching System 

 

The following functional components are distinguished within a coaching system:  

• an environment to enable the task to be learned or trained 
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• a monitoring component to observe and interpret the student’s behaviour  while she is 

performing the task and to identify that there is a deviation 

• a diagnoser to identify the cause of the deviation 

• a coach to assist and instruct the student (see, for instance, Wenger, 1987) 

• a student model. A repository where the information about the student is collected to 

built a model of the individual student (see, for instance, Sleeman & Brown, 1981). The 

model keeps track of the changes in behaviour and registers what the student is doing and 

how she does it. 

Coaching systems may differ in three major factors.  

The first factor is the degree of similarity of the environment presented to learn the task in 

comparison with the real environment.  

The second factor is the degree of freedom the student has in performing the task.  

The third factor is the degree to which a coaching system is able to “understand” what the 

student is doing and what her results mean3.  

 

4.2 The environment in e-See 

 

A task is performed in an environment. This environment defines or instantiates some problem 

or goal to be achieved and specifies (makes explicit) the conditions (situation) in which this 

problem is to be solved or this goal is to be achieved. In summary: the environment is a task 

environment. For real environments coaching systems are in fact “help” systems. Here a user 

performs a real life task being the task to be learned in the real life setting.  

These coaching systems present the user the real environment, not a simulation, and offer help to 

the user during task performance. In general, however, the environment in a coaching system is 

not a real environment, but a representation of reality, that is a simulation.  

Simulation environments can vary to a considerable extend in the way in which reality is 

represented. Two major categories of simulation environments can be distinguished: model 

based and non-model based.  

                                                 
3 Coaching systems also vary in the way the knowledge is explicitly represented in the system. Systems that use an 
implicit knowledge representation encode decisions not knowledge (Wenger 1987, Sergot 1991). These systems are 
for that reason classified as non-intelligent. Systems that do explicitly encode the knowledge are labelled as 
‘intelligent’. 
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A model based simulation uses generic models4, which enable the generation and interpretation 

of all possible situations on the basis of these models, whereas in a non-model based simulation 

all information needed for performing the task, has to be made explicit on forehand.  

The different ways in which the real environment is conceptually simulated is one aspect of a 

simulation. The conceptual qualities are related to the fact that a simulation must have a correct 

conceptual correspondence with the real life task to be trained or learned. When there is no 

conceptual correspondence the simulation is nothing more than facade. These should be 

distinguished from the sensory qualities of a simulation. The sensory qualities refer to the 

amount in which the sensory experience in the simulation is identical to the real life experience 

(for example, in simulating a factory the noise and stench are included). Showing a video of a 

real task environment, for example, showing the proceedings of a case before the court may have 

high sensory qualities.  

In e-See we combine both the conceptual and sensory qualities in the simulation. The conceptual 

qualities are guaranteed where the components and characteristics of the activities involved in 

the construction of a legal case description are made explicit.  

The sensory qualities are guaranteed by using video materials of a real life dispute in a real life 

situation.  

 

4.3 The domain knowledge in e-See 

 

Legal case solving requires the availability of legal knowledge. This knowledge can be found in 

the legal rules. Within e-See the legal rules are available to the student. There is also a list of 

basic concepts available to the student. These concepts in turn link to legal sources (see also 

Muntjewerff et al 2003, Muntjewerff 2000).  

To be able to handle the complexity of real life when performing the task of constructing a legal 

case description law students are presented a table consisting of elements. These elements help 

to diminish the complexity of real life and help to focus on the main issues to support the 

                                                 
4 There are two types of generic models: behavioural models and structural models. A behavioural model can either 
be quantitative or qualitative. Quantitative behavioural models miss matching structural models. These structural 
models, however, are available with qualitative models that enable a mapping between a behavioural description and 
input/output relations. 
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gathering of facts from real life. These elements see to procedural aspects as well as content (see 

Table 2). 

 
legal area  private law    
   public law 
 
parties involved  plaintiff 
   defendant 
 
claim   claim plaintiff 
   claim defendant 
facts 
   non-disputed facts  
   disputed facts facts  
  
applicable legal rules 
 

 

Table 2: Elements used  in the construction of the legal case description 

 

4.4 The coach in e-See 

 

A distinction is made between the environment and the coach. Where the environment simulates 

the problem situation that defines the task to be learned, in e-See being the construction of the 

legal case description; the coach sees to the learning of the skill to be acquired.  

The coach may vary on task performance that is required or allowed and, related, tutorial style. 

Coaching systems vary in the degree of freedom the student has in performing the task. To start 

task performance the student is presented with an initial situation and a problem specification. 

However, the tutorial style from thereon may vary from constrained to totally free (see, for 

instance, Berkum & de Jong 1991, Jong de, van Joolingen, Scott, de Hoog, Lapied & Valent 

1994). In the constrained setting there is an explicit setting of the task. The task is differentiated 

into a task directed problem or exercise, the goal is stated and the sub-tasks that have to be 

carried out are traced. In a more free setting the student is presented with a situation. Without 

explicitly setting a task the coaching system asks the student to explore the environment on the 

basis of this situation. Another issue here is the appearance of the coach.  

The coach can either be present as textual feedback and hints, or as a pedagogical agent who is 

present in the environment (see, for instance, Lester, Converse, Stone, Kahler & Barlow 1997, 

Shaw, Ganeshan, Johnson & Millar, 1999). 
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In e-See the student can explore within the boundaries set by the task environment. There are 

two types of support available in e-See: support on demand and immediate feedback. 

 

4.5 e-See interface 

 

The interface of e-See visualizes the instructional environment we present to the student to learn 

to construct a legal case description. The design of the screen constraints the ways the legal case 

description can be constructed. We argued that it might be more supportive to present an 

environment in which the basic components are externalized. This way the student is not 

enforced to work in a pre-specified way, however, she does have something to go by that may 

support her to work in a systematic way. Externalization may also take over cognitive activities 

from the student that hinders correct task performance. For example, intermediate results no 

longer have to be administrated internally; the results can be left in a specific window on the 

screen in this way diminishing the students’ memory load. She also does not have to check data 

and intermediate results “by heart”.  

The leading principle in designing e-See is “divide & conquer”. We not only made a distinction 

between method and legal knowledge, we also distinguished between types of legal knowledge, 

which in turn dictate distinctive components in legal case solving. In the instructional model we 

distinguished between instructional material and support.  
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Figure 4: e-See interface 

 

The screen is divided into two horizontal layers. In this way a clear distinction is maintained 

between the presentation of the content and the expected performance on the one hand and the 

presentation of support on the other. The use of colour has functionality in distinguishing the 

subsequent components that play a role in legal case solving.  

There are three different components, so there are three different windows, with each a specific 

colour. The real life window is yellow, the construct legal case description window is orange and 

the legal rules window is light blue.  

The distinction between the presentation of the materials and the presentation of the support is 

expressed using bright colours for the windows where the materials are presented and using 

pastel colours for the windows where the support is presented. 

The legal rules window contains the legal rules, that is, the ‘theory’ that should be applied to the 

real life situation in the real life window in the upper layer. The student can select a real life case 

and legal rules.  
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The middle window in the upper layer the construct legal case description window is where the 

student constructs her legal case description. The students’ workspace allows her to keep track of 

her local decisions. Because there is no prescribed method or order to the way she matches legal 

rules to facts, the student may work both ‘theory’ driven or ‘case’ driven. Therefore, in the end  

the student is capable to come to a conclusion on the basis of the structure. The construct legal 

case description window is the actual work space of the student. However, we have to deal with 

the fact that our space on a computer screen is limited. This may result in a rather small work 

space where it may be difficult for the student to keep an overview. Therefore we introduce an 

option ‘large screen’ under control of the student for requesting the larger workspace. 

The student may ask feedback (assess button), which in turn is presented in the lower layer in the  

construct legal case description window. The student may also ask for elaborations (support 

buttons) on the real life situation, the legal rules or the legal case description to be constructed. 

This support is then presented in the respective window in the lower layer.  

These distinctions were realized in the interface in such a way that it presents students with an 

environment that makes it easy to “conquer” the construction of a legal case description.  

This is accomplished by a spatial design of the interface (see Fig. 4). We opted for a fixed 

composition of the screen. This way the student can easily recognize the components, their 

content and their functionality which in turn may support a systematic approach to constructing 

the legal case description.  

 

5. Realising e-See 

 

The e-See environment is implemented using a web-based server-side application model. The 

user interacts with the system using a standard web browser, such as Netscape Navigator, Apple 

Safari or MS Internet Explorer.  

The application is developed using HTML and JavaScript. For the video editing Avid Xpress DV 

has been used (DeTombe 2003a, DeTombe 2003b, DeTombe 2003c). The application is realized 

as a generic environment in such a way that it can be re-used for other legal domains where 

students have to select and proof facts in constructing a legal case description. Therefore it is 

required that the domain knowledge can be extended and video(fragments) can be uploaded 

easily. Maintaining a system as e-See requires that the system can be changed.  
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If the system can be changed it is possible to repair mistakes and to add or delete materials. It is 

also necessary that changes can be made without too much costs and effort. Therefore editors 

have been added to facilitate maintenance and re-use (see also Muntjewerff et. al. 2003) (see Fig. 

5).  

 

 
 

Figure 5:Editor in e-See 

 

5.1 A session with e-See 

 

To get a basic idea of the functionality of the system we describe a session with e-See. The 

student selects a real life dispute in the real life dispute part of the screen. This dispute is 

presented by the student showing a video of the real life situation in which parties are having a 

dispute about some issue (see Fig. 6).  
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Within e-See, the real life dispute is available as a video presenting the entire real life dispute. 

Next to that the real life dispute is also made available in stills showing the constituent parts of 

the real life dispute. There is a database with videos of real life disputes. Each video is about fifty 

minutes. The student may select a real life dispute video from the database. The student can opt 

for watching the entire video, or she may opt for watching parts of the video (beginning, middle, 

end).  

 

 
 

Figure 6: Select a real life dispute 
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Figure 7: Run a video fragment 

 

The video player is equipped with the usual control buttons and with an extra select still button. 

In the construct legal case description part of the screen the student is presented a menu showing 

the elements to select from the real life situation to construct the legal case description (that is  

party, claim, facts, and rule).  These elements correspond with the available stills of the real life 

dispute. 
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Figure 8: Select an element 

 

The student has to select an element, for instance party, and find out who the actual plaintiff is in 

this real life situation. She then selects the still matching the plaintiff from the real life part of the 

screen and brings the still to the legal case construction part of the screen (see Fig. 9).  
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Figure 9: Match fact from real life to element 

 

Where the video is fragmented in stills and supplied with matching text fragments the text 

fragment is presented in the legal case construction part of the screen when pasting the selected 

video fragment. To be able to select the correct fragments the student has to select (a) legal 

rule(s) using the select button in the legal rules part of the screen.  By using both the legal rule 

and the elements presented in the construct legal case description screen the student may 

construct a legal case description from the real life situation. The student constructs the legal 

case description by selecting stills form the real life dispute to be matched to the elements 

selected from the legal rules part of the screen. The series of stills that results from this activity 

pictures the legal case description. 
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Figure 10: Feedback 

 

5.  Future research 

 

e-See is designed to support law students in constructing a  legal case description from a real life 

situation. By integrating video in the instructional environment real life can be presented to the 

student and in this way the complexity of a major part of legal case solving is brought into legal 

education. One of the objectives in the project is to see in what way video can have an added 

value in learning legal problem solving in a more effective and efficient way. Therefore the next 

step is to test the application by having law students’ work with the application to evaluate e-See 

(see, for example, Muntjewerff, 2000, Kanselaar & DeTombe, 1991).  
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