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F10F_ .

Wik L

WIERRX SRS ELACRREIELFEPE LAILIFERR, &
HEREEAZE FHEH¥XARBHELIHMNZE LA EE, wirsR
AR TIRRFF R 8 F B R B9 A 3] B (R RR AT B B4 1 . b Bt
BAMBRZ—,MEMER=DEHEIHEXC, B ISIER R M BF R
BTE/RBRESBHMMERENBHER”. Z2F. 25T RA
BHEHMGEE P MEEENER BB (1962) % FEMEMN T T
CEUR SO IE - BB BN A ) (19600 X T4 M A B s B B« I B T 5D
(1963) BT B9 & B UE - AL 1 e IR ALV 5T ) (1985) . & W R 45 (B
BEHE OB R A0S R AE ) (1992) L 3R AR W R 3% 4 4 B p S By A R
(1996) R HCIEH—BHEMR A P A B X . BIS BB H 58 ) (1997) .

@ argument scheme,argumentation scheme,inference scheme, F“%E #”3k % scheme,—E &
A form KL EXRZLME; —HIERRNBE¥X RN ER P, R K argument scheme B, ¥ ¥ 7E
FESNEHEWME form of argument, scheme £i% A% M-S, form £1E X F WS, EEERE
BERER BREEAKENER", ARBHBIEF R EAMBIER M —3W4r. H,scheme
HRMTBEELL orm BRBL., SHEARANLSTEAXR LA EEBERATERFENEYR
EEP L. ENZEAEXE T B XE| argumentation scheme & , B HiF K “ 0 IE WX “ 0Bt
FCRWEFR BPARZ, BAERERSHEBEFECHEEABENER BRI EFSBEIF
AHEESROERRRIE., “WIEHRFE L OE - BERITEHNH R, 5 argument scheme &
MEET., “BEITR"RE KB scheme WERME L., B4 BR—AEER NEH, BENE
KRB ARMCHEENEARL AR EZESE.

@ Frans H. van Eemeren,Rob Grootendorst and Francisca Snoeck Henkemans. Fundamentals
of Argumentation A Theory: Handbook of Historical Backgrounds and Contemporary Develop-
ments[ M ], Mahwah, NJ; Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 1996, p. 12.
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FBGELE 5

EEC(ERRZE: FEE5HEAR) (1997 MK RMFH E LR
(2008)®, Beob, AR HFEFIETE BB ERMK BT (B, Warnick) F 5
HEFVATRRIEARNMEERY, BHESESNE, BIER Nty —
LR RROTIE B AN T BB # BT G . IR L XY 3E I S # B al 7] % Ak
HHBR BN YE, WK (. L. Pollock). B # (Chris Reed), & &
(Norman ). 4 /R # 2& (Verheij). ¥ $i & (Prakken) 1 3% B #7 4t &
(Vreeswijk) 58, 7F Al S X IE B UL T —F A B 0. HEHK
& K 2% (University of Dundee) I+ 5 22 Bt M BEBF R A — 4 ARG :dundee
Froe it R, ANV E T R RIS EI R AT A T BT Mo,
TEEZRISIE 5 B84 Araucaria B3R A (v. 3. 1,2006) f, 135 7 1,
BIRB IRR B PG BN FL R (Joel Katzav) 51| 2 ) 16 BF Y
. REFLKPIFTESE Leverhulme Trust 125 R A 3K 49 A L BF 5L B ST
T¥%,

10.1 PIEET

ZRZETHNEZREX EEEARRIEVARETHEEK. BEE,
BRI S 7 XA BRI BB R I TR X RS R EEE .
MRKBLRMEZERERNENL, AEEAN SR IER A BA X L HE
X B2ARBgEM I LRI, BPABHTELFEHHELEBH
BT ECHRAZSN. (B, H 2P 3 2 8 82 M 4 52 AT AR 583X Fh
FEEEEABIE. FEEBANBIEEAFEG? 2R, XER“FEBR

@ A.C. Hastings. A Re formulation of the Modes of Reasoning in Argumentation[D]. Evan-
ston; Northwestern University., 1962; W. Brockriede and D. Ehninger. Toulmin on argument: An in-
terpretation and application[J]. Quarterly Journal of Speech. Vol. 46 (1960). pp. 44 — 53; D. Eh-
ninger and W. Brockriede. Decision by Debate[ M. New York;Dodd Mead. 1963; P. ]. Schellens. Re-
delijke Argumenten ; Een onderzoek naar normen woor kritische lezers[ D). Rijksuniversiteit Utrecht,
Dordrecht; Foris. 1985; M. Kienpointner, Alltagslogik. Struktur und Funktion von Argumentations-
mustern [ M. Stuttgart-Bad Constatt: Fromann-Holzboog. 1992; B. Garssen. Argumentatieschema’ s
in pragma-dialectisch perspectief s Eentheoretisch en empirisch onderzoek[ D). Amsterdam,IFOTT,
1997; D. N, Walton, Argumentation Schemes for Presumptive Reasoning [ M]. Mahwah, NJ: Law-
rence Erlbaum Associates. 1996; W. Grennan. Informanl Logic : Issues and Techniques [ M]. Mont-
real & Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press. 1997. Douglas N. Walton, Christopher Reed and
Fabrizio Macagno. Argumentation Schemes[ M. New York:Cambridye University Press. 2008.
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7R ZHR B —RMEE.,
EXANAREX

MEREZFHERZEX S TN HABR BN BN
SHRARMEREANHEEBHH . AERENHME. MERR,AE R/
HIORE R EZHERRAME RN O, EHAEREHE(NAES
SFHEY(1982) P “is BBy AR AR AR U R X THE LR K
AFERA” =7, KB T =F 8 X “form”, F5 H .

BMFE RO ERNER, ANFEREEBO A D, M —

ERE, “BRXO"FREN ARG BZEPT R PELEARE

BPHANXAIAR;BmATFTEMNRPETRAFRAL,

Bob, ¥ FF A FREEAPERLEZHO,

form JE XA RBEERERLARXN  —MEIH— N HARL RN — 28
—(EE G H)ER A F R T CH A, /N, R ¥R A S B s
R X e T A AR S R, BE R R AR A0 R U B A
BOEEANEEANE, REFHEMBRENR., EEMELT, B8N0
H—RRLET LEZR (B BRREME . B8, XEEA R
AN RAT R (AMERZIAR B AP ARE) ; B o, tin B
RS BRNEZEEGHER P, EMXER T AN, WEE“formal,”F
ERMEB FXMEXD form, MEEHE, I 4, KEHIE5%EE L formal,,
MARZENAE. AHARBEF EAARERN"REEAXEEN,. B
ARESIEE MM E, A A ERMNHARWIEST IR —MEA. WiE
“BIEMAREFRNRERZEENC,

form, . #IEFHWE AL X WL W E X (mode of construction) , FEFAL
BHEP, - NEAMEMERIROEHOE RS Horm)) B ER+HEEM.
BN “BERGE o 2—1 form, B8, fib.0 P a] BEFF L B4R R 19

@ John Woods. What is a Informal Logic[ A]. J. A. Blair and R H. Johnson(eds. ). Informal
Logic : The First International Symposium[C]. Inverness: Edgepress1980,pp. 57—68.

@ E. M. Barth and E. C. W. Krabbe, From Axiom to Dialogue : A philosophical study of logics
and argumentation[ M]. New York: Walter de Gruyter&Co. , vormals G. J. Goschen’ sche Verlags.
1982,pp. 14— 15,

@ Ibid.
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=i, AR RN, B KIES (KBRS A H e B 1L, BiE
FHEAMEFEAMNB AR ERN. AMIGTREEE PRRA
MM . B TIRIER “IF” (goodness) K&, BT EIERIEAE R WA
B S BE B R EBRBRRINCEWENTRAE&AEE.,

form; : Al 5 Z, Bl formal; BfF . BEFEEHREMANE R L. R
1 “formals” FI T BATTH R 4 R I 4 W7 <k 3 12k B0 ) 0 18 ) 44 3 BT 3 35 1o 72
FRAT R . FECAAE B EEIRE 11 32, LUNA AR “TE RBEIEE " H R
FORBT —TERWREFIEBIMN RS, BAEH FRA “formal, BHELE”
ARG . “WRODEARBHP AR T 8 TR MR, R B X B
WL B ERHEE LA — M2 form, (B 1 3 18 4% 58 B9 #0003k 52
FE) , UE— M ABBBHE—MTRERTERH T,

RN, MEXE, RBAARMYEREEEE NN, WX M S BEE
FEBEANBENDEZOCACHAERERESNE L, 2B, &
EXAEZBARERE, BB ERF T BB X 008 & 1 BRI IE S WK
K, WHF THBMEEIRIEGEED M ERMER. BB, BHEX
LA ZBAGUEEAN BAEERXBENF LI REH 2258
B I8 N p AL R 2 A BN X O BN R R, E R B A M
W ANERBFHEES, BIEF R R, W48 5953 U0UE i %t 8
BEANRBRMEBC. EHMFTEM U R8BI R 508 SR PE
R EEZBMIFERNEEN S EE. BT LR E X A B Mt —
2 B PR, 3T HE BAE B TR IE B T LABE

FEAZEBXMENBIERTLEM, HARBESRL . HEAGREHLS
B BHER MR AR, FXE FRXAEBRH - W B RELREE

® E. M. Barth and E. C. W. Krabbe. From Aziom to Dialogue : A philosophical study of logics
and argumentation[ M]]. New York: Walter de Gruyter&.Co. , vormals G. J. Goschen’ sche Verlags.
1982,pp. 14—15.

@ M, DA T 3 BEIE % (formal dialectic)” #1“ 44 3R B 3iE ¥ (descriptive dialectic)” #8 %f
BB HERRIEE LR S SR M 69 3 iF # B30 G 58 B X0 18 i 38 (formal dialogue
games) " F1“ 5E i X i # XK (material dialogue games) " AH%H B, ZE BT — R XTI WERE . 55 % 4 B ok 8F
BRAAR(BRTERBFIOEE MR P . 25450 HA & LR, b — 0] HxHE 2 s
F-Be i DA% Uk st iE B .

® R. H. Johnson. Mani fest Rationality : A Pragmatic Theory of Argument[ M]. Mahwah,NJ;
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 2000,pp, 119—120,
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“ME MBS EREST RIS AR EXFE, B SR EEE
ZEBEN AT AEISIEE RS T . 6T N8 8 K BT B MER S iE 2 4t
L/, AR EZRN . . BEAE S8R BT A& B AR5 RS E,
BEH BN FE, BEXNAMNSERCCHRETZEAEMN. BIEHEBHERN.
BEENMU— LB E A 310 5 ok B 22 i 77 X Esh., e, HXMs8
e X E R, B — T R ESE AR T EM E. #E—FRT,E
AR R 7 BT AR AR S BRI R TR IE, TR BT B R R W B BB
AR R A 5 IE 7 e ZTUXE Al BT 42 HH B U0 A 9 B X B DA S T R 5 T 3 3K 4 R K
EFEMERER T EHER R A BREAR N . BIEAR 240 NIE L E0E
BHEA4, MEEAMN BAEMNMEXERBNWRIEEN—1ThEE. IEME
BB, AT A EE N ERAMER AN LMY EE NS
HERIE, MR EXAZBEXARWBIEREIERIERENEAEIFTS,
HAEMWBEESEL KR RERESR. MITHLEARXENEINRE,
WP, R AR IRIES AR BEFIEENRE. WA, H#H
ERMEMEZFRISIER L E B EF R A R BERD EE G A, IH
B X, EE R BB RN BR R T EMRESER, LHRISIELH KM
—SHENZRIEFEFTENR. A3, 5 RXBRPEEBFR, TREEAD
REFANEBEER  WH_EZRAAHE. PAEEMERZEEHRX
L “WIE” (argument) , BRTEF EWEMENEERTRNRIE, FHEEENE
Y& 7= & (product) 2 ¥ (procedure) # F 1 72 (process) g IE. HE A Z
BRI IR S B R IE e R — M N, eI AR R A
i, AESHBIERBENITFESHROXNE. BE.HERERBHELE
OB RmER M EERR. B, BRI Z E 17— 548 i 8 #
MR ASMHOEE R FHEEEHENRE. LHRBIEN“TER
ARRMERAF _MAERX BERENE2HMAEL, TRERE“BIERK

(scheme)”,
B

BRI 1996 48, IR /R g 48 i, BT XN BE AR B E S B 19 TR, 8k
AR T XIS BB H I 0, AR BB IE AU BIRE K ik

s 437 ¢



PG EEE %

HESE 4, fE LS P A B IEH R (mode) @, FEHiNl, &
MBEAEMI LR, XL RN ERR N IHEE R PHB IR
FIRTAMAE R MR, SRR S — RS B2 R
H— BRI R (Ew JBED 2,

KRB RKXAN L TEAEEXZEPHROER . SIEHER
HIE G 8 R BB X RO, XA WA RAE N TE BB
HBEMATHE NBENUSE, BIERAME —F B RAENIREHR
W7, XEARFEN AL R M IER X, @ FRERTIR A m — &
THRTEE, AT R BB M A 2B, SR, XA KRR EIEM.
Bl AL ST FE H O 8RG8 P8 5 T 18 UE 7Y 2 A4 30 100 000 i 8 28 90 10 AR
IO,

CATHSEMERBEAREE L, REREERLMESETHR., —
ARV K2 A O GO AR T A AR HE R P A S5 A I, B 45 3R AR
RIR . (B2, & RERERMIART LUK 51835 A , a7 B 78 38 3F 515 8
ERARMAE., FREERABOMED, LIEN AR EZTRE KR
M, X B RIER R EbR A, FlMATEN: TERM2ARED;
PrA BRI B M AR R, NERXRBEWEE, BN BAHTHE R
EHBAMERN. BMARBRSE ENBARR. F— EXTE
MPBPROZBHRR B -IPERE - MFREEESHEEAN, RFA
BR—MEAREANRE T ES A AREE A EARERAR TS EX
AR, BHH—-TEAREABER IS HEWE CERXRE R —MMEA
ZADBERTHER CHROBEERMEN" ., MR, HHE N EAER

O HERZWIEMERX7H, ERABEERE HD =117 scheme, mode il pattern, =i &
AR, B0, ERFRBUERN B X", RETEH M E mode, 8% FIMI R pattern, K ZHEEH
FH scheme,

@ Dougls N. Walton. Argumentation Schemes for Presumptive Reasoning [M]. Mahwah,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 1996,p. 1.

@ Ibid. ,p. x.

@ Bart Verheij. Dialectical Argumentation with Argumentation Schemes: An approach to legal
logic [1]. Artificial Intelligence and Law. Vol. 11(2003). No. 2— 3. pp. 167—175.

® Henry Prakken, Chris Reed and Douglas N. Walton. Dialogues about the Burden of Proof
LA]. Proceedings of the Tenth International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Law [C].
New York: The Association for Computing Machinery. 2005, p. 117,
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EI0TE O LB R

AR KA BT IR OG4BT 22 B R B ) B L O &1 CORe iR
PR b e R R A N BB A VRS R BT X R ER A R ANR R . B, R T
ZRBFAMSIELEETHEN RN AERAT ZARSEN? HEF
ey AR 2N TREmA., E HEERTE . HEEZKK
RZHN WAEER BB - FE2AEEERELRRGIEAEFHERE.
PN ERRAREHE,BE - MERE . NABRRET - MHIRANRE, M
EB—TIHEE., AAIXNER  TEBE - AERW T FAERTE -1,
o RIBIEARE WA E RS, RAEHE ~MBRR. HR,.XTH
—ANEA] L BB IR 3 ¢ F IR A0 BE I8 BI040 SR Al g e B X S B Y BT R
BAAME., BENASIFAREMIRARE., X863k [ SRS
HIE AT B R DA UK B B AT 2 3BT 2, R R 7, L an e AT/
WIRISHEIEANAR ., FHAZEESE(EREEMRERFN MR
EXHBEy, BEAFXMESR, B AR R IE—R K (argu-
ment-scheme) 75 B M AR FE P,
IERMBEBBMBMN“AMERALSIE"MRFIEERBIE"WERX, “HE

MEA W £ 4t 8] 3, & R M EX R ARG WG X, L, X 20 38 &
N7 BRI 8RN

Wit P

W & F4oil P #9342

2 Fheil P oY dbAn ) AEF LA

B A (RE )P
AR ZFRRPEREARE D ABTR A B T R4 Ak B3, AR 4 8
Xef 17 3% R A4 P 92 R RV BR R AR AT B, X AR AR . PR, BRERORE S A BERL R
PR A AR AR Ha L . X AMBUE AT #E e F LA B .

R ARXEMRLFOCROHERBE(TRMANIEK £,

R AGEER(TRMUAB FHFOOHLER, AL, AL

REHRFHHALTABRCRILE,

A, A Z(R)A4E

MANBXBETEIEME S RN EH, ERFZERRAEBRGE

@® Henry Prakken. AI & Law, Logic and Argument Schemes[]]. Argumentation. Vol. 19
(2005). No. 3. pp. 303—320.
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Ak :

P

WwRPAR2EFQ

Bt (R #), Q
XA AT LU 1 38 RE 77 72 %80 W #9108 B0 (e, P B R FINR P
HRBAEFE Q. EE M- MEEMR T UAHITERER, A
BRERERANBMEBARL. HBEXE, ERBWARIEHKARTE L5
RS A TRBEFARGAR X, 58— FE 1A C K E
MBI T o, Hilt, HEfRh RN mEHeERAOHRTEE
HHY .

WIE R RIS X EBR 5 1) , B AR AT B R AR5 B % s uih
ROFLIRIERR . HE, RIEMXZEAMR, M LEER. BEMKY
Bl RRAE— MMM . ARREORERE, RBEE Y Eh, B E
HRENTMARBEBH BRI ERRAEM, F —EHER. FUBEEIR,
BIATHHELEA MBS A NN CEREREEFEN, & EM4X TR=&
B, ZREE-BURENR T =B R BN ANER, a8 Eh B REN
WEELHEMARAYER/ERAN, HEL, F/REBEHRH BRI R”
Ry 8, BB 51 3 RN (leading principles)”, B0 265 | SR 45
HERANC, YR, METREEBREE R T RIS IB. ™HEBE. mT
E AT 2 LB S T At AR T 4 B 0 A SR B L 4 7 S Y B B U 4R o
ERE, REEMEMNU A LBEE L XTI /REE LTS
X B RWEAFFERL TR LUGEERN,

ERANFREEFENEREAF QAL BR"HBESZT. ATH
REF B RBR B LM R EHZ T B T 4 598 R BIE XM o %
IR, RIEREEMNRAAH K LEWR HSERESHHEX L,
R—FMER N — AN . SIERR R A4 T H 38 5 & 58 60 4 5
Ao B RUERRARR A ERTHITE, —MEEHE L REEHE 4.
{2 B UE RSN H R ml B 1L i CBD T BB AR AE B s A 4538 A B A AT 4R 78 1 1
B 5h 2R 50D MR SR 59 (B VT BB A7 76 1 i R X 4R 80 . A ] 345 TIF 340 3 47 A

@® James B. Freeman. Relevance, Warrants, Backing, Inductive Support[J]. Argumentation.
Vol. 6(1992). No. 2. pp. 219—235.
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FIEEOQO ETHR

A, Fl 40, fE & #8588 R AR K

(LP,Z#E P Q,HIk Q.

FFRPHEQ . EERAEQHEHMK,.EERAEP,

BT EREEHG, CEBBITIHREPFEEAGC, FoIMERAF=
WX EMEZBRAN., B, AP EFEZHMEL, Lin.

B —MAEWRP,EEXTPHEELMNELHE,FHILP,

OBBITHAEFSTERERG EAPHERG, FHIM,P R A.

GNP W Q & —A-HN; F L2 P, ARFFEMR P U Q WIS, Bk
B2 Q.
HXGRERTREBELERELWLIE, OEFE HREEBLLG EE
FE R B A4, B B Ah i R R 4 (Modus non excipiens)”, B 25 B E|#
Wi A B ] BB

BRFFZINA, XANBXBERIEN S EERX ., EIHLEEWILA
LRI )— G DM EREE MR, (DM BEMMERLL
B —C)EFEZEMRHERBHES. 52 . EXNNHNERZE
M. IMEBLESEFEBNERE —EEH.

AN EXERGENERRSE . B ERFREE 8 R EE MM E
BIERAREP . BEROEEF=ZRIENTES, NHFHMBEXSBIRE
EUTFEAEMAEERGFENERR EXZ R (LE—T, Flans g #8155,
1982) s AT MR AX AN R LARABARWAL, EEA1RIERAARN . EEAR
BEERHN, M R AR IER A, I BEAEREERBEREREZT
RN, W, FE—NRANMBAEEOSORNYAET, AR
GILPFBRAEBGHRANEX, EENAARGFOASIMEL L, B™HBK, M
JBEARAEILN ., W, OFEHN . EHXRERN., X TF @, /JRBEE
BEERHFEZ T ENEEMREFTGHRANEARE TR
— BB, RZ, EENRFEEN KBER AN, UL ERNERN
TOIARL T 2 20 0F W] T S A ) L 0 SR 280 HY 5 A8 O A 0 ST THE SR, T IE
SRR X EIERAARN . EZEMAMN T EILHAKRBIEREN., FXYS
AR ERREMBREERNZREBR IR FAEEGTAEEMG —(GX
FERE SRR R,

BE, EFND M XFHERLOZEILN S ) —G)IERSIER R
ZHEEH BAFESH EAERZL. —EBHE-ITXESHRRN— 1410

# 4471 e



FBHEE 24

P, R A HOE A LI — R ETRA ., XM ERFAH—ERE FIEH
ZE AN E S B R ARG AL B D BT RS R RTAR, L AT R,
------ B3R n. WL, Fid.

HIRFEA— SR EERT DS — NSk SN
AKX GEEMEZEBEIN, mE B4, 2 HiEEEEER GERB R
HOCURBEEREIL , HR G Nk PR, EERiEE
SPRAMTEDMESZGE KT KEE. BIMT LA N AR 2
AT, AR R, IS IER =N OF 20 F A BN (P 28 Z | 82 7 2 4k JL
FRAED,

B B SE 77

B RGEF —BRIE 7 5k, T AR R A X R HE DE S X R AR A S Bk R
HRET. XBEHRE, ~TRIFHERENENSELEESN, BETHLEE
BIIERA AR B S b BB T A4 AT R B, sR I — 2B 1Y T B
2o WEERLMEANBIERATEOFESF R TELTNERLE
B R R REIE A @,

EXAFTZMHARFBBENXRE R fTHRAHA —BRES

FHRPHREHB X — BB IECIE B RETHH T T

EXAHEL LR ERGISEY, “HHEFH B ot th e A

XHARRTHEANE, LS CNREAIB SHERAN . KRAE

ARRBLFERAOERMGERIFLE, €2 6L 2 AR XM

AN Z,BASFTRERLGFRTZATHREX, & — 2 X 4o

A 2R SRR O,

SHEAFHAIBDEF  RIERAFTE—FHARB Tk, BRI HE
SEAREFHENEXNESRHE - TMREHAREFTDIENA R ENE
B SRR T AR 40, AR IR MR R B 2 EA R
T EXT IR IR R FAT . “RUE A IE 8 MR BB 2 7 T 38 3IE (I 75 i 1 4 42 4R T

@ Bart Verheij. Dialectical Argumentation with Argumentation Schemes: An approach to legal
logic [J]. ‘Artificial Intelligence and Law. Vol. 11(2003). No. 2—3. pp. 167—195.

® Douglas N. Walton. Argumentation Schemes for Presumptive Reasoning [M]. Mahwah,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 1996, p. 2.

@ Ibid.
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F10FE O AR

HEE X b, il 5 RR R — BB B IR RO B 5 #9IE CRIE A
FRuESR AW . PE k(6 P 3 SCEE IR T AR AR T A R 3R A R A IE
MR RN EENERIERS, XERE, — MR IERNRE B
IEH AT EGEF IO KA, Al B R BAERBA T 5 —
SHERR, BBRBFA92) Wi H , IR UER, B H —MERKISIER KX A
R AINE T E AR E B S B X IS AR . SR A8 55 — E
A BT, A 7T BB K b BEE & T A 808 IE BN R AL AR R A, FEAK
B IER K FEATIEA WO T R IEF A — M AHER P M LERAA B 75, Xt
b0 4 150 R SIS A B TR AR DR S RIS E EE B B BV P, IRIR TR
AR T, IR 3 He 2 A R IE AT 4R , BRIk B JIE B9 (X s 77 A7
M X E S ED K YIS IR R 8 — AN L1, AR 4 W 3 A A BB 2% (LA 3
MEZROTOEZER. SHARTEEFEZE (AR ZHNEE) PO
PRINARE"NEX L, HEFRRNBRE T AR ZWRE ARG
R HEZ M — RN AR ZEEN. TR, RIERXNHE ZE
75 T, RIA T — R R, BRI A RIE B BN w] AR e St

WIF R BIENE R REE W, B R A A AR A, & i g
A ETHBIRFTEG ., FERAEHARREXENEL b, M8
ZX FHET RN ERAR SN U EENBXASARENITEE, — A
AR T O BE HZ N TR H RS SE RMOE S TIER U8 N
8 A e R

© #38| A Douglas N. Walton. Argumentation Schemes for Presumptive Reasoning [ M].
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 1996,p. 9.

@ Frans H. vanEemeren and R. Grootendorst. Argumentation, Communication, and Falla-
cies; A Pragma-Dialectical. Perspective[ M]. London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 1992, p, 98. [t
FRFRE P CIEEHA L, POEEE R E—F Q9D XERREFEHERE . WIS FERE
FA—BEHIE 7 % % A argumentation FEFRIL 6% & BT 44 19 argument, T argument 3§ 87— ML UE H 4
Wi, XERIT WA EIE S argument BT E M AR KA E B EHFRK
BEE(UUREEBINRERMBCH RN GESE . IRAREBHYXLBETREAINERLHER
W EMESIE, B EMEEER —BNEFRAI, FE11B % ¥ IB A argumentation il argument,
ISR, At VA ME. H3E0 R FIEZFEM AR IERN .3t A argumentation, {35 BT
B0 MK, 5L argument, B, BN H B argumentation PR IS EE, 8 argument 8%
ik,

® Frans H. vanEemeren and R. Grootendorst. Argumentation, Communication, and Falla-

cies; A Pragma-Dialectical. Perspective[ M]. London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 1992, p. 10.

@ 4A443 @



FGELE ¢4

BAZBRIEEANAERENAEANET, B —MEEERNE
UE, MR AR AR MR AKARTR, BRI, B, — P ARAET
ERZZEW MR T BHTE. R, H958 MRS XS 2 1
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