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Numerous significant changes have occurred in UK law since the publication of
the final version of the fourth edition of The Oxford University Standard for Citation
of Legal Authorities (OSCOLA) in February 2012 reacting to these and other
developments - including evolving higher education pedagogy and policy - law
students’ academic practices and the established and emerging ways in which
students engage with the law during their studies have similarly shifted.
Reflecting this changing context, the fifth edition of OSCOLA was published on
25 March 2026 and includes several notable incremental developments.? This
note does not seek to address every change made on a line-by-line basis; the
number of minor alterations and the forthcoming summary of changes pro-
duced by Oxford’s Faculty of Law make it impractical and unnecessary to do so.
Instead, it outlines the key amendments and developments seen in the fifth
edition and discusses potential areas for future development and reform.

Key amendments and additions: general principles

The fifth edition of OSCOLA was edited by James Goudkamp, with fourth
edition editor Donal Nolan now serving as consultant editor. The two note in
their introduction to the fifth edition that they:
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'This was preceded by an online publication from November 2010 which facilitated opportunities for
feedback before the print edition. See Sandra Meredith, ‘OSCOLA, a UK Standard for Legal Citation’
(2011) 11 Legal Information Management 111, 111, 114.

2James Goudkamp (ed), The Oxford University Standard for Citation of Legal Authorities (5th edn, Faculty of
Law, University of Oxford 2026).
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generally resisted the temptation to make changes to the prescriptions of the
fourth edition. Adjusting the rules comes at a cost, namely, that users of
OSCOLA need to learn and implement the new guidance. Expecting users to
incur this cost is unjustified unless changing course would yield significant
benefits to either users of OSCOLA or readers of their works.?

Reflecting this, many of the changes in the fifth edition involve improvements
in clarity and consistency. Several sections have been restructured so that
examples appear directly after guidance text rather than in a block at the end
of the relevant section. Similarly, where alternative forms of particular refer-
ences exist, such as the House of Commons and House of Lords variants when
referencing parliamentary bills,* the formatting of these alternatives is clearer.

While many of these changes are not substantial in nature, a small number
of notable amendments to the general principles can be seen in the first
section and applied in subsequent examples throughout. In what has the
potential to be the most consequential set of amendments — at least in terms
of scale of impact - the fifth edition makes several amendments to the use of
gadgets, indicators and cross-references. The fifth edition continues to dis-
courage the use of ‘Latin “gadgets” (eg supra and op cit) but now more clearly
distinguishes these from what it terms ‘indicators’ (eg eg and see, also) which
can be employed.”

Notably, however, the previous permissive attitude towards the use of ibid
for subsequent citation of the previous source no longer prevails; instead,
a cross-reference (eg “Goudkamp (n 2)”) is now the only prescribed format for
subsequent citation.® The retention of ibid when other gadgets were
excluded was previously commended on the basis of this being a ‘useful
shortcut’ in a review of the fourth edition.” The removal of ibid is, perhaps,
likely to require the greatest alteration of practice to implement but is,
arguably, worthwhile for promoting a more consistent practice with less
potential for errors due to the last minute addition of further references or
lack of clarity where multiple sources are included in preceding footnotes.

Key amendments and additions: primary sources

Several amendments have been made to reflect recent legislative changes
since 2012, in particular the UK’s withdrawal from the European Union and
devolution changes in Wales. The primary sources section now includes
guidance on the citation of retained EU legislation, with current and future

3Goudkamp n2)1.

“Goudkamp (n 2) 27.

*Goudkamp (n 2) 5-6

SGoudkamp (n 2) 6- 7

7 John Kleefeld, ‘OSCOLA: The Oxford University Standard for Citation of Legal Authorities, 4th ed (2013) 36
Dalhousie Law Journal 269 (book review), 279.
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EU legislation added to the restored fourth section of the standard which
addresses the citation of international legal sources.? Accompanying updates
to reflect the changing name given to the Welsh Parliament,® the fifth edition
provides more consistent guidance on the citation of bills before the Welsh
Parliament and Northern Ireland Assembly, alongside and echoing the gui-
dance previously included in the fourth edition on the citation of bills before
the Scottish Parliament.'®

Key amendments and additions: secondary sources

A majority of the changes seen in relation to primary sources in the fifth
edition were updates to existing principles. In contrast, in the secondary
sources section there have been a number of more significant additions
and alterations. Small changes have been made in a number of categories,
including the italicisation of the title when citing a thesis, rather than placing
this in inverted commas, and no longer including a location of publication
when citing newspapers.'" Like these small changes, the more substantial
additions reflect an endeavour to keep OSCOLA concise and focused on the
categories of sources most applicable to contemporary legal studies and
practice.

Websites and online sources

This focus is exemplified by the relocation of guidance on the citation of
websites to the top of the “Other secondary sources” section and the inclu-
sion of more detailed guidance on the citation of eBooks. The latter acknowl-
edges the specific challenges that eBooks may pose, particularly where they
lack (static) page numbers. When pinpointing within sources where page
numbers are not available, the fifth edition now recommends citing text to
a footnote indicator (eg using “text to n 16" to indicate that the reader should
look at the text preceding the 16th footnote marker) and/or section or
chapter headings, where these are available.'? The most significant change
to the guidance on citation of websites, specifically, is a shift towards pre-
ferring the inclusion of digital object identifiers or permalinks, rather than
direct URL web addresses. The fifth edition directs readers to perma.cc as
a means for generating permalinks and this is reflected in examples given
throughout the standard. A consequence of this amendment is that there is

8Goudkamp (n 2) 29, 56-61.

9See Senedd and Elections (Wales) Act 2020 (anaw 1), s 2.
°Goudkamp (n 2) 27-29.

"Goudkamp (n 2) 41.

12Goudkamp (n 2) 35.
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no longer a need, where using a DOI or permalink, to include a date of access
for online sources."?

The acknowledgement of the benefits of permalinks and the lack of
a needed date of access where these are used is to be welcomed.
Permanent links, as the fifth edition highlights, guard against links becoming
broken where websites change or are taken down or relocated. However, an
expectation that permalinks are included in legal scholarship and other works
raises issues of access and equality. The example manner of producing these
links, perma.cc, provides only a limited free trial for those not affiliated with
a registered institution, meaning that some, such as independent scholars
and some practitioners, may be less able to provide permalinks using this
service. Alternatives are available, although again often as part of subscrip-
tion or paid-for services, and the fifth edition only recommends rather than
mandates the use of permalinks. It is important that examiners - in the
context of assessed work, and editorial decision makers - in the context of
research and scholarly publications, do not unfairly penalise authors who do
not utilise permalinks because of these limitations.

Audio/video sources and looseleaf services

Other amendments in the secondary sources section of the standard include
guidance on the citation of podcasts and other online audio/video, where
timestamps are used in place of page numbers when pinpointing,' and
guidance regarding citation of miscellaneous government sources.'” There
have been several notable additions, alongside the retirement of specific
guidance on the citation of looseleaf services - which would now need to
be approached using the general guidance on secondary sources — perhaps
reflecting the reduced scale of these services and the self-acknowledged
principle that ‘some citation issues, typically those which arise infrequently . ..
have simply been left to the common sense’ of the author(s) involved.'®

Speeches, lectures and generative Al

Alongside guidance on the citation of podcasts, other additions to the fifth
edition include specific guidance on the citation of lectures and speeches
(previously addressed under general principles) and guidance on the citation
of the outputs of generative Al tools."” While both of these are necessary

3Goudkamp (n 2) 39-40.

14eg The Law Show podcast, ‘How Can Avoidable Deaths Be Prevented? (BBC, 11 June 2025) 9:40-10:38
<https://podcasts.apple.com/in/podcast/how-can-avoidable-deaths-be-prevented/id265307843?i=
1000712444422> accessed 2 April 2026.

SGoudkamp (n 2) 33, 40, 43.

"®Goudkamp (n 2) 1.

17Goudkamp (n 2) 40, 44.
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additions given their potential use by students, both also raise immediate
challenges for legal educators introducing citation and legal authority to
students for the first time. As Butler and Madhloom observe, the ‘constant
need to provide evidence and authority’ is one of the defining features of
academic writing in law, often being a particular challenge for students
engaged more in other disciplines.'® Arguably, at least part of this challenge
is caused by the need to explore the differing purposes and value of different
categories of evidence and authority with students.

Other than the implicit differences highlighted by the separation of primary
and secondary sources, OSCOLA does not instruct users on the value and
purpose of citing different categories of source material. The inclusion of
specific instruction on the citation of lectures and speeches and generative Al
outputs makes it all the more important that legal educators discuss with
students the potential value of these sources, as well as when it may be
inappropriate to draw upon them. For instance, it may be of significant value
to a student’s analysis to cite a speech given at a party political conference, to
provide context to the subsequent development of the law through primary
legislation,'® but remain preferable for a student to use an undergraduate
lecture as the basis for further engagement with other primary (or secondary
sources) rather than as a reference in its own right. Similarly, guidance on the
citation of Al generated text makes it all the more important that legal educa-
tors discuss the limitations of drawing on Al as if it were itself a source of
knowledge.?®

The fifth edition of OSCOLA is certainly not the first attempt to articulate an
approach to referencing generative Al outputs. Indeed, some of the existing
approaches go somewhat further than the suggested approach taken in
OSCOLA by also recommending that a URL to the generated text (an ability
offered by some Al services) is included.?' Although these links may break,*
a difficulty compounded by them often being incompatible with permanent
link tools such as perma.cc, this is of no greater risk than any other non-
permanent link that may be cited using the traditional URL and access date
format. When designing assessment instructions, it may be especially useful
to expect students to include this information, where they are using a service

"®Nicolette Butler and Omar Madhloom, ‘Teaching Company Law to Business Students: An Effective
Framework’ (2016) 50 The Law Teacher 160, 163.

%eg David Lammy, ‘Deputy Prime Minister and Justice Secretary David Lammy’s Speech at Labour Party
Conference 2025’ (Speech at Labour Party Conference, Liverpool, 29 September 2025) <https://perma.
cc/VVQ6-XYKD>.

20Even where they do not yet accurately acknowledge the new OSCOLA standard, generative Al tools often
observe that they are not a reliable source of legal authority themselves. See eg ChatGPT, response to
‘How to Cite Generative Al Outputs in OSCOLA (5th edition)’, OpenAl (Version GPT-5.3, 2 April 2026)
<https://chatgpt.com/s/t_69ce458ed51481919e163c5671b12040> accessed 2 April 2026.

Z'Andy Unger and Lucia Otoyo, ‘How to Reference Al Output?’ (Andy Is a Robot and | Am Not Sure about
Lucia, 14 July 2023) <https://perma.cc/V3CG-UERF>.

2Including where users have the ability to delete generated outputs at a later time.
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https://perma.cc/VVQ6-XYKD
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which provides it, in order to address a more significant concern with the
citation of generative Al outputs: namely, the potential length of prompts
which students may use. The guidance now included in OSCOLA is that the
instructions which have been used to generate text are included in the
reference in place of the title; this is feasible where students have used
a single, simple prompt to generate text but is potentially unwieldy where
longer prompts and/or a succession of refining prompts have been used to
generate text. The two potential approaches in such situations, either only
using the final prompt used before the text generated or including all
prompts which have been used, both have disadvantages to them — which
might be offset by guidance on the inclusion of a link where available.

The future of citation and legal education

Along with the publication of the fifth edition and a continuation of the
valuable quick guide, there are a range of additional resources on the
associated website.?> This includes links to OSCOLA Ireland and guides for
students produced by staff at Cardiff and Newcastle universities. Also
included are (at the time of writing) the style guide downloads for referencing
software such as RefWorks for the fourth edition of OSCOLA with an indica-
tion that these will soon be updated to reflect the changes seen in the fifth
edition. These will be welcome to the many students who make use of such
software, which continues to improve and address the limitations which have
previously been observed when these are used by law students and legal
scholars.?*

The fifth edition of OSCOLA is a welcome, incremental development
of the principles articulated in the fourth edition. The changes which it
does make are logical and the simplification achieved by reducing the
repetition of general principles and replacing these with cross-
references in some sections is likely to improve the accessibility of
the document. Some minor contradictions in the guidance given
could potentially be further clarified, although many of these might
be said to reflect the continuation of the flexible approach and author
discretion seen in the fourth edition.?® In particular, while the general
principles specify that ‘it is generally unnecessary to identify the judge
to whose judgment reference is made except when quoting from the
judgment and the identity of the judge is not clear’?® later guidance

23Faculty of Law, ‘The Oxford University Standard for Citation of Legal Authorities (OSCOLA)’ (University
of Oxford 2025) <https://perma.cc/9SNF-T39Y>.

24sandra Meredith, ‘Critical Review of Referencing Software When Used with OSCOLA" (2013) 4(1)
European Journal of Law and Technology.

2Kleefeld (n 7) 279.

26Goudkamp (n 2) 4 (emphasis added).


https://perma.cc/9SNF-T39Y

THE LAW TEACHER e 7

specifies that ‘when pinpointing to a particular passage in a judgment,
add the judge’s name in brackets after the pinpoint’.>” However, on the
whole, the guidance the fifth edition gives is clear, the examples given
are illustrative and the scope of the standard covers the categories of
sources students are likely to most consistently encounter.

The risk with such an incremental development of existing principles is,
of course, that there is less impetus for users to update their practices and
greater likelihood of inadvertent lapses back to the principles set out in
the fourth edition when they do. To this extent, there is a risk that the fifth
edition will come to fit ‘the definition of a classic: a book everyone is
assumed to have read and often thinks they have done so’.?® The additions
made in the fifth edition and the clarifications it provides to existing
principles make it all the more important that legal educators, for them-
selves and for students, engage with the benefits that this updated edition
provides.
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