Interpretations of law
Legislative texts are sometime incomplete and vague for maintaining the norms abstract and general respect the concrete applications and so to resist to the evolution of the society over time (e.g. human right law). Otherwise some other legal texts are written in ambiguous manner for political reasons (e.g. electoral law) in order to be flexible to multiple scenarios. However there are a huge amount of norms that are not clear enough just because they are written without good principles of legal drafting or using bad linguistic formulation. All those phenomena produce a variety of multiple interpretations, frequently all legally valid, of the same fragment of text. Those interpretations often are provided by the judges based on case by case or on the base of jurisdiction.
For this reasons legal theory offers principles and theoretical instruments for resolving vagueness and ambiguities of norms. 
Nowadays there are three main theories [Hart] of the interpretation: i) the formalism theory based only on the text without any further subjective or external elements apart the original legal source and so the interpretation is a objective and unique; ii) the jusnaturalism oriented to affirm that each norm has different interpretations; iii) the hybrid approach more oriented to admit mixed approach case by case. Another repartition is following a different subdivision: i) the pure texutalism [Easterbrook] approach based only on the text; ii) the rationalism oriented to provide an unique representation of the norms in logic rules also using a simplified version of the text (e.g. paraphrase) that resolves the ambiguities; iii) the realism [MacCormack] based on pragmatic approach of the interpretation, based on case by case or on some external information. Considering the multiple level of the law (e.g. EU level, international law, national law, regional level, etc.) it is not so longer possible, especially in modern law systems fragmented and full of soft-law, to use pure textualism approach because the same legal concept could be interpreted in different manner according to the context of application. For this reason we need extra information coming from the real society in term of jurisprudence and judgments. As well as it is impossible to find a satisfactory solution using only one logic formalization as unique representation valid of the norm, considering that law, more and more, is full of expectations (geographic, temporal, jurisdiction derogations) and conditional. For those reasons the theory of “implicit Law” [Postema] [Caterina] encourages us to think that external legal knowledge is necessary for completing the formal representation, and because those external elements depend to the context we assume to have multiple interpretations of the same fragment of text conditioned to some peculiar parameters (e.g. type of the judge, context of the crime, legal competence of the judge, etc.).
So as we have defesibility for resolving conflicting rules, we have also alternatives for modelling multiple interpretations. For permitting this functionality we have enriched the LegalRuleML syntax in order to manage alternative interpretations of the same norm.
Because a norm could be constitutive or prescriptive and considering that each norm (e.g. obligation) can taken inspiration from different fragment of the texts, in LegalRuleML we have five different manners to manage the alternatives.
1. when a one or more fragment of texts have different alternatives;

2. when an alternative can be inspired by multiple fragment of texts;

3. when different fragment of texts compose an alternative respect a previous alternative based partially on the same fragment of texts;

4. when any alternative can be a collection of rules;

5. when two alternatives share the head of the norm but not the body.
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	One text, two alternatives.
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	One formalized rule but with divergent opinions on the origin of the legal source. This case produces two different alternatives.
E.g. Same rule but one expert asserts that it comes from one EU directive and another expert asserts that it is coming from the national level.
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	Two alternatives that share one or more pieces of text, but not all the source of law.
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	Two alternatives that share the same piece of text, but one alternative embeds two or more rules.
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	Two alternatives that share the same piece of text, but one or more rules.
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