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Abstract: This paper proposes a model of argumentation, in which the internal structures of arguments are
expressed with the simplified Toulmin model, and the relations between arguments are defined with the method of
Dung’s abstract argumentation framework. It also gives the algorithms of the defensibility of an argument and the
acceptability of a statement. This model is used to reconstruct the examples in the published literature, and results
show that this model can accurately calculate the acceptability of statements and draw a conclusion from
argumentation. This research is to construct models for real-world practices of argumentation, but the conclusion
will contribute to the modeling of formal nonclassical logics systems.

Key words: argumentation; argument structure; argumentation graph; argument evaluation

1 B R T AR AR #E Toulmin 2R R R4 A 204, 8 Dung 8934 £ I FEAER 6 7 ik
EXE WM £ R T FD0T DA G TR ik Rz o Lk P e S0 EH B LR E
B IZART 6 0% o A T BT R T 4 M AT E AT 48 RGZAE R B ik R S R S FRARAR BT AR A2 ST AR T AE
BRI KX A G

EER AT A B S G

REAS S TP18 EKFRIRAD: A

WP 2 A T S A e s USRI P T BT B 43 1T Ok B 0 AR B i B R L R
(K H A A2 24 T 220 TR L () SR AR T 5, 100 8 B ST P8y e 052 ST 58 A ok 7 #2252 1 L 1K) 35K ) Bl S 77 46 T P
FRIF I 2 o, 20— 2 5Kl 3 S B e I, 3 e AN ) BT s A ) i o R e A ) R 1 BEAT IR, — A
WY 2 5K (1 5 55 PR A -3 (argument). 1 0T IR AN 58 28 P ATAN Tt 22 1k, 4 1802 TR AT REAT AE 0 58 F IS (K B A ik
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P, 1 21 8 A8 2 AU 1o X 0% A 3 4 DU 5 A S 4 13U TR) ) SO A0 5 2R 4R i SR FH RSl o U sy 2 4 P T
77 T4 s S MR AR e 380 R I TP A 5 T AT IR £ R e 32

RSB OF SEHURE AT I SRR 28 G0 i) BB A e A0 5 4 ORI 4 82 ) 5% ZR A, A S &5 SR 7B Fe B
TR A S BER R RE T W SRR AR T ) RE PR ANAT R T LA P R RIBE IR 55 22 B B, A2 I B A4
B R 2 P, DR A AR R N T B AR AT ) N B R R B, 2 AGENT X3 2 0145

RS F 5 b R B00T 43 Ay A IS — 21 1T 1) A HTE A S 2R 4617, i 4 A LA 741
YURVES B 1 4 S5 R AL A RO e 435 Jod A ] A A YOS S5 SRR iy = S ) A 0 4P B VF A 8 A 4 AR e 1)
IR R THI [) N T8 B AT, U5 R 2 00 xS 2 R 4 ) S A8 B R o 49 L 2 ) () ek O
B, I VTS 4 D3RR T 52 P AL S WL B S — AN T N T 4R Y A% R Gordon %5 AR i T
M4 Carneades [RIBFIRHEIY, & AR TSI ALBGAB A, 10 HIE 378 1 4 2 18] (2% 3R, JFSe 1 4l or
SR AEUE 3 R I 1) R B )

ANSC 2 SCRR L]0 3 i 77— Fofe g (R T R 2 2R K W R ) 5 0 IR ok, AN (Ul T 5+l
ORIy ARTTNERS:i: B = T Ol D RIS S B0 i A 9 Qi I BR 118 £ R S s B 5 a2 0k R
RATCER 1 AR S AAROGHIE T AR 28 2 15 PR AN H R AT IRt IO B2 5 3 45 70 B T B 2L 1) 40
M BEAR B AP AT Bl PAE AN R W] R 32 PS5 4 RSB o0 i 28 6 4y A SO 458 9 i

1 MEXARIE

04 EE M R FE TR e % K I &  Stephen Toulmin £ B E A9 A 32 B8 s Bk Toulmin 3 Ay [,
Toulmin FERIHE — 4 G- 53 4 gk (claim). R 3 (premise). i1ilE(warrant). 3 #%(backing). 2 i % (modality)
F B (rebuttal)6 A FRA%, I A SCHR 2 X AR AR 6 b 70 M T8 T, R TR R R B IR 55 B o i e
g5 Toulmin KRS 4 BUIEAT T 46 40 A0 AL BT, 45 ) -1 U BN LN 4 BUE SRR AT 38 B1R A BT 4T 5T 38 %)
Toulmin HERYAE T fIA6 A B, I TF R T T 1% B8R 1) v o 305 R4 Toulmin AR A7 75 1) 17 101 B AT o 5
B () 56 2, B TEvE R R A IR 55— A A T B B R 2 1BIS AR M LA LB 1 26 5 1 )
i (issue), 2R i AATTER X% il /3% 14 7.3 (position), W1 3245 (pro) B S 6T (con) 5. 1BIS #5528 1 = 22 [n) it 1% A 42 it
X VR S HE, ' AR B T SE B Y s b 1 W v A

Dung ¥ 5 16 AR T 7% 30 R G b, 3 11 1 fh G ki ME 2 (12D i HE 2 6 R oy AR=( AR attacks), Ho b AR &
4y 4E attacks & AR L Itk F, I attacksc ARX AR T A48 A,B, T 5 attacks(A,B) B, M & 7s A
ki B.Dung WA, — /NP1 Agent J2 A5 A S AT IS I TSR T 10 4 DU A BB B Tl M ST TS 46kt
A BIEAT B 4 B T IX — A, Dung 58 T B UAE . AT . nI RN GRS ) LA
ME& AR T 40T 4552 Vv 555 5. Dung i 5 10 A B A SR AR B O0 TE 2 R G (H 2 Dung A
A9 At P FE st T DL T A S s R I 7 Nieves 2 A% Dung 45 A HE L HEAT T ik, M T 2L T-i%
FEVRHERL 1) TR 5K S RF R 48.Dung U 2 1w KRF U R4 U AR — AN S AT 20004 3D PR 308 45 ) ALY SE B B 18
o S GBSO Bk AR AT R B0 4 B W TR BIR TIE, A2 S8 U PN FR A R AN AT IR BT LA H T 5E T Dung #H%
TV HESE (ORI 2 £ R LR >

Gordon 25 A4 1 T —Fh#R A Carneades 194+ 1UHE 22N A AT 40 8L 6 75 S — AN = 020 (e, d py, HiHh ¢ 24
f45ie,d 205 1), R AZ P WO ¢ JESCRFIE AR RO p i B A, O R 4 e N AT 3R 48— FK O R4 (statement).
Carneades FH— /N4l B TR AHSHEFLL B, T 2R 5 G MOUME . BIBAERIA ) 2, 2L SR TEHER R R IA, B T AE
FoRA LA NIRRT GBSO 4 B 2500 2 MK 06 & R ML 564l |, Carneades 2 HH T BRi& w422 P . UE A
Wl A8 L Gl T R 4 S 4R S 1 T 457 v . Carneades 14 IUHE 2R BE 25 71 T 4 18LIRT P4 B8 &5 440, S s i 17
LS ] (R 6 2R, 2 o) S bR 14 i P IR 4> T 365 . Carneades (1943 n B L H B 56 2R R T Dung #li % 5B HE
TR g R I SR AL SR B Sl A v 4RI B B . Carneades i 5 B i) SRR UG Ol — AN L T
TS84 (1 48 R 5 48 ) WL &b %715 1 2 A A i R s AR5 WL 7 41 Carneades S /i #& 43 2 i 411, 40
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AT B B R T B SRR B A A SOT By DA AR R

AR SCAE L EREFUIERL b 3R T —FoE AT R AZ AR DL Toulmin B4R Dung f 4l G A 1R HE S0 FE i,
JH TR AL Toulmin B 78 2 75 B0 9 8 45 460, 1] 50t F) Duing 05 ¥k 37 il 2 ) B B0 S 98 50 & JF el o
AP DURT 7 TLE AN O ml 45 52 PR AG Y Joe 2 ORI 45 2R

2 FFiTHEER

BFF S RSS20 ) 356 AR Al B 7 2 4 UL FR AT 4 S0 o0 f AR I o RIE NG 18 3 AN Ar FRRARE . IRTERIZS it
GRRABRR G IR RA L Biahiy R 3 Bl S48 2 X F A4 A AR 38 B0 UE JEAT b 78 2 g B, 1 5t
T IUIT S I 45 98 (1 T 2 32 M 24 AN G IS0 A i 18 IR T SR R I gl 7 S B A 1 5 AN S AR
Pt R ALE, B A 1% 4 IUBT S RE B0 4508 IO AT 3 32 1k S S AN e I A 58 o RO B L. 088 - Tl Bt
AHE AR J RS A, B AT Tt 2 4L

FE X 1(statement). [ & 4 000 AR 4 RS 0 SRR I SR T 0 1 5 R A WU A ST R 3 (atom);
R FRIR Z TSN hyhy, ... hy=hy 23520, 30 hy(d<i<n, 5f i=m) 4 & IRk, = FE = R U RR S 60 0] (rule). 4o 52 5
AR by, by (i) T 2348 1) P9 28 A2 50 F O — S0 003K hy=hy; A BB AT TR 1) N 2808 5 A s 1, 0
= = h T BRIR 4R S8R A 1E 5 (language), L 320K,

BATH hyhg,.. ho=he RRFNE R T 545 52 00— B8 2 S H 10724 A 20 hyhy,... e he A X, R
TEAFFIST 2R 40 H B0 2 T e ks 19

TE X 2(conflict-free sebset of language). & —MFrik 74 He L WHRAAFAE hihe Hh=—h, WFR H &
AHZE I, 75 AR HOE A 2.

AR R R AR AR A AR R LI A — 3500 BT LA £ — 2 A A 2 1.

EX 3(argument). FPUE—A T o0dl A=(Hh), I he L & AFRK, H={hy,h,,.. h 2 L —A T,
H A1) HARAREN;(2) B4 L MR hid oy He=hy(3) H LB/ E A H 85 L (D) R1(2).H
N 4 S0 BT B, B Sk GBS0 25 48 0 S h AN S AT AT A 4 DR AR DU A Dk 1 41 (head)); T SRS AE 4
(FH 0 A b e H Bi—h" e HMFR A g B4 (rail). Fi G G IXME ST A

eyl 258 bt Toulmin 5888 b ) 325K HHp () 7 B3R X 8 Toulmin A58 o (R AR 4k, FHC H 96 0 00)f
K. Toulmin #4570 o (1) i iE .

il A=(Hh)nl LU B 1(2) kK7 R A=(FH,=h), T 1(b) k&R B 1) & G-l il S R s T =, e
BT 4 SCIRT P RS 45 ) PRk 5 4 O R (B TR 3T ).

:
i

O,

<h1||hz| hn> <h1 h, hn>
v
(a) Expression of internal structure of (b) Expression of internal structure of (c) Expression of abstract
argument (H,h) argument (H,—h) argument node
(a) 4rifl(H,h) i Py s &k R om (b) 4+iL(H,—h) Iy A & 45 &R () i MG RTR

Fig.1 Expression of argument node
Bl 1 Flh fiROR
TE X 4(relation of arguments). ¥ FIAN 4+ A=(FHqi,hy) e A,B=(Ha,hy)e A,
(1) Wk hy==h,, ] A Je3% B 58 B 5 A,id 8 A©B;
(2) W 3Ihe Hyohi=—h U A Ziiki B,id Ky AD> B;
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(3) W HEIhe Hyh=h, | A 374% B,icd iy A< B.
2GR HT B 1 A RO 52 30 5T e B 350 7 S AR L M R R W 2 s, AN B T N B2
ZRARM SRR,

(a) Rebut
(@) [4x

: ® : ®

(b) Support (c) Attack
(b) 242 (c) Hifi
Fig.2 Relation of arguments
K2 itz kR
Bl 1:% A 3 M4 A=({a,b},c),B=({d,d=>—c},—c),C=({e}a),D=({f},—~(d=—c)),lf5 A<>B,C <A D> B.
E X 5(argumention framework). — N BUAEAL (L AF) 2 — A~ = 04l AF=(L, A, R), L, L 2Rk 4E; A
R, R ZF WL ZIURR, EEE K. Wk, X 3MLRR-{o, >, <}
TE X 6(abstrate argument graph). %43 (R GLE) E o AG=(A,R), A &4+ BT 1R, R={c,
o, —e VAT UL RRF WL MK R, EEH 3 KT ML, oML R, >RRLS, —o R X T4l
Ac AR A 2 G, WA e 130V X B 778 RURR R AR R (root); 2 R A 2 R 4 130, T A S B30I ok I 1R 35
PRkt 715 i (leaf) X T A4+ 1L A Be A U1 R AoB, TR AB 4 FAT 45 14 S AD> B 5t A<IB, IR A 4 B (1)

Sl 4G B T sl AR A R, R B TR TR DG AR

Bl 2: 84 i A 4o A=({a,b}.c),B=({d,d=—c},—c),C=({e}.a),D=({f},—b),E=({g,h}.d)),F=({a=—d,i},
—(d=—c)),G=({e,b}—f),H=({b=—h},—g), Ml AG=({AB,C,D,E,F,G,H}{A-BC<AD>AE<BF>BGD>D,
HD> E}).

LA DU — AN 1 B 3R R 1 2 B 4 i) 3 R, e AB AR A, CLGLHLF I B AB HLN
B PAT R CHD EAMEBE TR SEMFEBMEBE TR NG ED MEETH W SAHEER
BB R
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Fig.3 An example of argumentation graph
K3 el sz

3 FHWIMERENE

EX T(defensibility of arguments). (1) — /N1 s AT 55 55T, 0 2R e A 52 BT ART 4 i il 2 i a5
P&, 50 B e T SR N AT TR SRR AT N AR AT L L(2) — AN SRR AT R
0, 0 SR e TR LR T N s A AR T 9 T B A AN AT B T S A

— AN L] 7 A B A S B AT R B AR A (N S VR T S A — AN ] A SR ) B S — AN U IR 4
35t Je Je 7T B A e I 5% B A eSS Bk D) A R IR, A 3L T I A PR A E
A BT 45 K.

SIER 1. g AL TR .

S138 2. AT AT D S B T sl 5 B S gy sk,

PRI I i e AT o DR (R 2 4 B3O o 1K R By T R T S R 1) 45 1, R G A o S50 46 13 ] o (1 3
b Y REAT T A AL EE

W AB GRS BT AL H B <VTAMBRSZAETT 5 B i AP B HE L B LKA B
T Ia) A A 2, 305 B (T A BB TN 5SSk Fir ) A,

EIR L. MER GBI BT A SR mn, s ) A Y SR AT AN AR,

RO B — AN SR SUARYE 130 2,0 6% B 1 U3 R B IR BB T 4 S m B T A S B 1
FE T T s 0] B AN 4 2O

IAEH 5 B M E B LAY 5 AA B LPEBCOR T B [l b7 BrERT A (0 Ath B3 R 2045 2500 vl 5 B4k
IR A A T T R P A A A B R A s AN AT B R S AR L A DR RT B KL A (R B
BrES B K MER B BARA M A [nl B BAE 0 A (A B8 B 2T b i Mo A s H R AR ] B
BT SRR AR T B, ) A B RT B EOT BLA AR B AR

(1) QSR B JE TR 1A, ) A N AT [ TR AR 58 S 7,8 BIBTA BB N A5 A O A s AR R AT 7
(09, SCER T A AT B T IR B 1 AU X S S E T AE A A T T

(2) WA B AT B AR, A R AW B T AR 7,8 I BT T A0 SRR W B D Bty
RN 7 B S AR R B T AU X LT S B AE T AT A B R TR .

A B AR A BB BN AT B B AR &4 4K MR A FTE B ST By Bk
AR, O

TE X 8(dialogue graph). MR SCHR Y 250G SRR O & B, 2 O DG=(D, R), i D c A, R={<,—}.

FE X 9(dialogue tree). MHEXFTAT 5 5% IC 2 061 B FR A7 0 1 AR, € bl el i A 4 e o 1 i SR DT=(T,
R), il TED, R={-}.

F 1 3 1 4 1301 45 2 10135 1] DG 1] 4(a) itz Bl I P B S ) ) R B DR R, T DO i I AT 0
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P 4(0) s i PR 1544 DT, DT

DG DT, DT,
() ()

Fig.4 Dialogue graph and dialogue tree
4 g B S X R

G ISP Ak A o 1B I vT AR F Dung (¥ 5 0S4 LI AT B B 6 R R R A BT AR T R

E X 10(conflict-free subset of arguments). 7F— 4 i DT ot 5 — AN IU4E Sc T in BASEE ABeS,
AD>B B B> AUFR S ZAHZA.

TE X 11(defensive subset of arguments). (1) & — N4 IEE SCT R — N Ae TR VBe T,B > AN
3CeS,C> Bk A # S B T.

(2) R SST RAZM, H S T W3 aedt S BT, 0F S 2T T,

E X 12(characteristic function). % ScT,— XM DT=(T, R)MHHE R EOE XA F 270 27(We), H
F(S)={AIAc T H A #% SB;T}.

TEIR 2. WK SEAIAM, I F(S) WA

T S B F(S) 2 ANAH S, MI3A,BeF (5),A> B.HIE X 12,4 BeF (S)I,B #% S B IL,4 A>B
i, 3CeS,C> A —Jr il AcF (S).A # S i, C> A I, 05 3DeS,D > C.IxHE,S st A RAHZY, 5 AT $EAH

K IE. O
E 3. W SRR B, ScFr(S).
VA S A ST T, BT EL A 4 S B TR s X 12,AeF(S),ITLL ScF_(S). O

ENX 13. X F DT=(T,R), 5 L1 F 4+l 14551

F={AlAe T H A 21715 8}

Fl={AlAeT H A # F 57 B}

R 1 e KT B AR A ST= ) R ARV S SIS AEAE— A ARB) R Osk<oo fi By = FfH= =R

EE 4. W AeT 2 nIl; B, e AeS™.

AT AeT /TR TL, 0 A A AT 52 BT T S 8L By, B2 Boah B 1A A7 1 s AN R T,

FHECE AN AE W R A B 52 BT AR e ok, ) A D6 715 2 B Ae B AR Ae ST A R 2
745 25, 3B D> AR A A AT B, BT LA B & AT B 1K, B 8K 52 2 745 s sk nl Bl P65 2 C 1.
WH Ce RN Ae B Ce B T Ae F LEI Ae S O

Bk L RO E A i s K T By g ST

1. INPUT:DT=(T,R).

2. OUTPUT:S”.

3. BEGIN

4, ST=@;
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5 FY={AAe T, H A B35}
6 i=0;

7. do {

8 ST=STUF}

9. i=i+1;

10. K ED)

11.  until (F'=F™)

12. END

S AR TR MR B BRI 1345 UTT AR R WILA I B ={Ae T|A JE 145 M} 50 5 24l O(n),n )i
PP B R
EX 14, X E T DA sP=" STHUEV el STV < UL Bl S? 556 i i ik
GRS E P R W N Rew ey o F L S
TE N 15, FrBHESR [ fpe K AT B TLAR SA=SPOLRT [ TS 4% 15 pi 4
Bk 2. skgrIUERL ¥ B KT B TR S
1. INPUT:AF=(L, A R).
2. OUTPUT:S%
3. BEGIN
4. CBEUUES AF=(L,A,R)FEAL N FHEE DG=(D,R);
5. P=A-D; P NZHEFNULE
6 3k DG Wil KRR B4 SP; IR & 1
7 Q=0 QAT P77 misE
8 while () { /MKIKZE 5 1 B 45 45 B 42 D0 S48 71 A0 X
9 IFEX BB I HcSP R IX B TR EEY M)

10. Q=9+X}
1. $=5"U(P-9);
12. END

VL 2 Je s RATT BT S8 /U8R Q R B7 DI & P-Q 8% 5k P-Q 5 SPHIIF A Ml 51
28 A SRR AU T B DA S E A NGO s el 5 BT O B B S 2 g A AR L Y A
FIR [ 5 2 HEAT H 2R 119,

Bl 3:3K &l 3 GiCHE AL v (¥ s oK T Bl TR,

(1) B 4130 e b A S i3 TR FE T 1 TR A o X TE R, B 4 FioR . D={A,B,D,F,G,H}, 7,={AD,G}, T,=
{B,F,H}.

(2) KBNS TEB B F KT 7 B4 il B St ={G,A}, S *={H,F}.

(3) kg i 1y R W] B P4l 4 SP={G,A H,F}.

(4) H%E 3 PSR G ATT C T C B 52 BT AT 4l i Bk sl S 4%, 9T LA C & ml By B E, i
T E %3 H Wk He S I BA E 2 Al B 1.

(5) RA-IUHERL Iy 5 K m] B AR : S*={G,A,H,F,C}.

MAEAHT K E B G £E 1K — 7 R

TE X 16(acceptability of statements). —ANFRIA h A2 10, W0 R (1) RIS A=(Hy,hy),hi=h 5k
hy = — h, BIFRIR AN 52 BIE AT 4 300 SRR BOKC 75 (2) VA=(FHyhg), hy==h, A JEAN AT T, BISGE h ()4 B0 AN AT
B LI V A=(FHy,ha),hy = h,A S AT T, RTS8 h it 4 i80 mT Bl T
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AN T TR, S AT LR e I AT R B A5 e B R BT ER R N B BRI R v A
VORI T, BWE AR e TSR 458 e it 2 40F 1 MR AT 2.

HoF T PN B B 4L A=(Hy,h),B=(Ho,—h), 0 B A ] 55 B, B 2R nl B T, 0 h &l 8252 1,
WA AT B TR, T B R T, h R AN TR AZ 1 R ALB S RIS TR, B S TS T, b (g y
W MR

TE X 17(result of discussion). X1 AR bk o 6 BT X 15 B4 16 AT 57 TORR 7 A 19 45 18 T 2L 1 1 IR S JE iRk AT )
gh .

FATHE O APF IS A 2R P F I Ao R D 4 THT 8 3R, A SRAR T 8 A SR T 2 MU i), A4 JRi SR8 T2 B i F it

4 RIS

I T P A8 R U A T

S 1:Toulmin 324 Harry (47250450 Fil Toulmin A2 43 47 1

Claim: = ) & 32 [H A (a)

Datum: 5 F1J 4= T 71 %5 K. (b)

Warrant: H A2 T 7 5K I — 2 95 B L(c)

Backing: 9 [EI V24 123 S5 — A H AR T3 (B AR 4 1R N m) A 0 [ [ 45 (d)

Exception: = F 2 B S E A M U 26 E EEE. (e)

76 AT BE 7 o Datum, Claim,Warrant,Backing,Exception #2 [43&, 2> %I ab,c,de Fom. JEA il 2
A=(Hy,h) I Hi={b,c,brc=a},h;=a,H; T[] b j& KATHE ¢ /2 /NATHE, bac=a & —/N LN . Backing /& X} Warrant
(R S8, 0] DA B 24 5 — 4 4L B=(JHo,hy), 3 Ho={d},h,=c;Exception(Fx rebuttal) & %f 4+ A (Ko, o)
DU 241 4 il C=(FH,hs), Kb Ha={e},hs=—(brc=a). - i W& 5 Fiak.

Fig.5 Reconstruct Toulmin’s logic structure
K5 g Toulmin i 454

B b T LAAF AT AR A {B,CY, rI 2 2 BRid 4 {d,e,b,c}. 7T WL a B2 IMFRIA. 441 C &Xf
Toulmin B b (K145 4 (1) 28 7% & B T 2 110 55 i1 Datum 1 Warrant 75 1 Claim [ 7 & @SR 548 a 2 v 8232 [
B FET NG E e

] 20 ARER A w] LT T AR T B 524505k A SCER[L5],p 4 R d A

p: (1) IEAARRILL/RIEEER T EARAKL.(b)

(2) AL IR 2 W HEE N .(c)
(3) W AFEUE A BIEF R A T 2K ol kA T .(d)

KUk, (4) C& T EARKL.(e)

(5) WA T HELAFRLA, I A4 A ERL(F)

R, (6) & [FIZEAK.(a)
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Bt d o R p AT R

d: (7) ZuAIEL R LR BE E (g)

(8) L AATLATT Bk i, A0 4 A AT A AT FEAE AL (h)

R, (9) ZYE 1 B IR S AS A EEIE . (—cC)

AR R B CHE SR AT B 6(a) BT & 4 I B A P 6(0) B, 5 G B Wi 6(c) BT, & U — RN AR
LRSI 52 SC 14 THE 0 B A B K AT B LA 7E B 6(c) P ,C 2 AT B LRI, B 2 AR BAYA th2 AR 12
(1.C FT S FFI — ¢ 2R EZ 1), 10 ¢ RANTTHES2 10,8 T S RFIN e A2 10,A BT SCRFIN a & AN AT 52 110X
BE AT 95 Mk 4 S={f,b,d,g,n}, i 45 4L S {—a}, B & R AR BE A L.

(a) (b) (c)
Fig.6 Modeling for legal reasoning
K6 EH B

5 HitE5RE

ARSNGB B BRI I AR GO, S T P A B B T 5 W A I 0 A SR I I A A
R RIAL 1Y) Toulmin LAY 7R 4 BUIK N B 45 14, F Dung IRl B AF IS HE B (105 125 08 AR R G R R4t T 4
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