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SO — AR, R 32 9 05 RS AR R RS B R AR R . M AR TR LS, WK
WINEBAZ, il KRR AR A NP .
VAR E S AN B S B A R IR R T AR — BN S PR . BN, B AR U R 2 R
T A E (B AR gD A ANSLIAZ (A R BR L OR R, XM OE RE TR M 2R
S H CER— 4 A B B AR A AL AR LUE 2.7 ([7], 38 12 T A EZHE AR AE
BEFHT I, BAW KA EIS P E .
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ZE N ARIAN R =2 uE?, R e MERIE (presumptive argument) . * iX RIS UE ]
—ANEERE R IR TP UEE, 4510 T DU I 452, B U, X SR PR i
T —IE EEARTERECE: BEREEFERER N, SRR RE TR
SW I SRS, AR Re T BRI EASH, WIFEA CECEIEEAE
BN YA IEEIR R 5 KT 2 R0 (9, 12, 15,19D), H¥ R EBIESE . EF %,
OHEEE L TFENURRE . N T RIRESE1E 2 908, Ao il B P s AR, ik
B BEEPE. ThRE. AEp. KA. PRAl. R USRI SE A2 i ([38, 40]).

AR ELIER MG (the normativity of argumentation schemes) £
W, HAT, PAARRRB SRR (DN, Walton). #i3€/R (J. A. Blair). 3 #
(H. V. Hansen) £ AR H)H € IR LR BAMENE, FFE (R, C. Pinto) JXf
X—FREEHHTUSE. £FRZE, AT E LR E € IRS 52k &
ALy, SN P ARE AT A5, DUEE “Rub B U ayate” 1
IR Bl S, FRATTHE S 2 QR ARy P L 35 UE B 0 5 2 5 ) U 4 i X — PR
ST AL 0 B Ceritical questions) 7E VAN e PEIBIER B TAE T, #E—P
WERB A AU /), WAHRHEE R IR 5y a8 M5 RIER N
T EREANET AT AR R, w5 A RIES 5 # 1
XPE R IAT A, AR FR L2 R . A BREER .

2 RIERAAEMNBERZF

WAV RKE —MEOETEIRTE A, S WA RIE) S E LA, % o/
PP, —K, Wb ZEsrtigiee, NS/ = AE i b, e
NECHER “G/NRAHETE" Prég HreuE ] ST

1. 3ERELANL DT A AL,

26T BEAR IR S B AR RN I 55 = 2 ARIE M SR, HETMTE S & T MR 28K, BT et
WIE, A BIEIRIE (plausible argument). IKHEHL (abductive reasoning) Bt F8IE (conductive argument) &
IEHEREL (probative reasoning). A R IEEFE (defeasible reasoning) %, (HAN[F2E#E 1AL XS RIERS, H& SCRIH
EIHARSE 4 HE ([22, 25, 26, 30, 31, 35, 39]).

SEWHAEBEY: “IRIE” 3R “HER”, BAVBBATIER ([5]: [6], 55 103 U1 MM, &30 K AT#
FAFE TR (EERIGATTTE) M RrRs). XMHEIRIERR (inferential connection), B4 BRI 1A S
AR IAZ OB, WRWIEETEATI . 005 IR, WS, IEWSHIEBIR A O 25 . AR = H R R
BUFREJE KR (consequence relation) , B{FRIEZIIK (implication), EXFRAERTIE—4510HKR (premise-conclusion
relation), A—Tfi 2.

XU BT R I (defeasibility), B IHFAENEEERIEITHRE, FTA EES IR B XM
Fo IX— AN S e 2R T R R 3 = S HE AR 1 S i v S B AR AR R IR, (HIX AR
M Ji5 SRR AIE B R PR (1 18

SFIRWAT AR A T e A R . T b, B CEAERER O OO A TR IR SRR R AN IR IE
e, Wzl [ REEE A AR 58 =ik - a0 7 ([38], 5 1 UL [37], 28 110 0 B b, B “fE
A b B AR AR, PR EAEAS T BN R TS EABAEAE R, ([36], # 84 TU AU RIAAE
W HRAR, X AR AR EBIRTEEI R ERETE.
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FREER—ZOEFER, IMABINA X T 8 L6057,
vk, & fhMmag, o

TXAN IR UE F A 8 AT B VR 1 & K WL E (argument from expert opinion) ,
X AABGE PRV UE 1) — M WAL . W RIS S g 4k 82 R 2, I n] GeE 3
B AR, bt AT B 51 A AR O B AR SR R, AT R AN B B R 1 R
TR F 0. B, BIEH) 1 AT B, R A RN S, &
AREGWE. H— )7, FRAESEZHAEN 1 PG R R s T, B IEE
R LR ERYIE EERFONE R T — &3 A, BT 3R eiEE
MR ERIRTS, B 1 AR IAGNRIE. 7RIS ([34], 25 49 70, #i 1 fr iR
VR & 2 E WS IE R A 1 pg A =t

EROAHGM A GFATRS Po—12E %,
E B2 & A ZAG (),
vk, AZEAH (1RE).

ETE AB 2 ORI Y VG ()5 5, Bl Al R T T @ P
(logical forms) WA —H 52 T #MAR ([10], 2 343-348 71), WA
A& A AR IR A T 2 B TR B R UE AR S, R b — ME A R
— M U s iR, JF H s — MBI i Rk 8 Rl
Z ARG RTINS R AN a2 4 15 BISZRSS
TWARZ ARG R A, EATHZHEFE D (B4, &Eid, A% FAEI (ay
B AR B R TR .

R4 T A RIS, TREE IR UE B R A 3 X, B A
TR 5 h 2R EE, L8i# (R H. Johnson) #tfaH, XFES kst
MRUEHA — M5 A A — MRUEZ I RiE, 4 ECS e R T 51
M—MEIE& P EER, Y HEACYE R BB RIEA . AR R IEE T
MR IR TR R L —FERT, fegi e WarHe bR, AP Em4h it
BORATTREN) ([14], 28 57-58 T1) o #IXFEE, “IRIERIA RS br 2@ 4
TEABIR . 7 ([18], 2 163 11D A 2 1EHTE A RE U i IR AT IE I 8510098
B, WMHREREIEEHS R B IFRIE; R, TR EIEAA
REB DR AT LN 250 IR B, TR BRI BN IEE AR ML R Bt A 2 4

SIXAMF RN RIR BTS2 ([36], 4 3+ 86 T1) MHEM.
Ty —EEE AT RS SRS, T EFR AR ZEM (non-deductive) HEERASIE, Bk X _EIEESHT
AN B — M B AR o BT MR IR S = JRAIE, A X TSR RUBk A 9T 5 1

S BT SRS 202 T (schematic constant) 4§ e+ TR ” B P e Y TR e
P e erere 37 S T e P s e [ R S e WS e AT “oeeeee EES
Freeeees BRI FEP e FITFBLY Coeeeee S UEIR Y S5, TIAERS IUE TR (schematic quantifier) MIFE «—/%

ME” “IERHBET” “EBH” %, W ([10], 25 346-347 50,
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Wik, °

JETE A 4 7 500 AR UE B A E B A B i “iiE A it
WERIE A8 4544 (formal pragmatic structure of arguments) , J&18 Z R
F1Z 4 (logical forms of inference in semantics) FIXT R, ” 19 ([31], 26 x T1)
BESRZ AT R IRUE T GERIRIEZ D M TTHE, XOZBIEPEAS CHERIELE
HEIRTERCR BRI TH, B8 02 %0 E R E e Uk R HE S 25/ i T,
e W EARIETHE I DIEe? Mt 2 ul, BAEHERHERR EE RSN ? |
SE PEVRAIE RE 53 AT s (0 B 20k X 7 IR PRI R IR ? X5 1 “ik
WERS ARG 1R

AR RO A, IRIRG. A3R/R . DURATFFESE N IE = TR it
FIx—w A B A RRENEESE, W= ANETEHEKR, FHEIREEIR.

21 BEIK: BXEFHTEH

1996 4, iR /R Wk 3 5k A 0B A BTG 2938 77 (normatively binding), EH#E 1R
PR E BB MR E M2 H M (bindingness) B2 %8 1EAf 14 (logical correctness):

5l 1: CMAEATELLEANE LOARS, wRHEELHLE
IR AT, MEAMNBIERA—ANAEW (FEAHHELEART) A
P % 6 iE A X0 ), rH ML AR % (AERF AR T X))
SR B, ([31], %510 70

5] 2: X RAVEGLIEF A9 — DA R BT A Ak A ——

B AEMMPIE RO T R, 12ERSHEMARRGZ, WETAERKTE
TP ATIRAL B E 2R T i B AP R A L R R E B,

([31], #5070

3R (2D 1E 1999 F#HX 7 7 RTERI A X (normative scheme) 5#iA
1243 (descriptive scheme) !! :

5] 3: RoAEA4F4E324 X (patterns of good reasoning) 497 X, (#&
A “RFEEY” ALR) ARG R AR 16) T he 4T 4 32 R A2 3L & Ao T

STEAEM RIS, Blhn, JERBIEGIR 1A MBS HEE N, HIEHSHEER EHRRFRIE. BEVEARHE
A LS I, [21], 58 29-30 UL,

1038 F b e th A UE T IR R — R IR, A R BRI AT REMAR N SE . Rk
EATK BT Z BRI (logical reasoning patterns)” ([9], £ 96 T1). X T4 N ANSIER XA X)), B Tix B
R HIHIH il LA FHE BN, B EAAERERAMRREE La TiER R ([27], 28 168-171
TO. XM FHRFRMEL, LS (10,11, 13,23].

T SRR EX 5 TR E S A M 8, T A S BN ERTiE . M e
WEFTAA MR, EERAEHB ARG R EA WA ([15], 56 241 T XFX5HAE KK
TEHER PR EIIFIR . RTASERIIX 5y, B 2F (1, 10, 1].
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Hr ey A K (AR “Haay” BAX), RAHZW, 2

RO AR R AR, XY AR R R B AR 2 . BRE
2, XRM WA SO JCH AR AR TRR AR N AH S0 2 Fr il (1
NS 2= RN AT 730 (recognized scheme) . '3 7EASE/RE R, MHAhZ%
{4 4HF Cother things are equal) I, FEARITERIAWIR AR NI, B RIRAL
T3HR BRI HEE R BRI, RE RSO AT DR, A X
I EFN SR R M)A L2 (prima facie) fFHEHE, {HJE 2B % EE L L
HERE, ERIR TR P BARIESE; WA AR 73R R AR AT RS,
2 | — AN PSRRI R iZ B 2 G50 A i KB E (presumption); £
W, EHEIR RS — T R A RER, AU TR RS o —T7 .

Ik, PRI 4G DGE R TG ] f . il 2 SR IR 2 75 A2 BT
(7, U, X EGIRER R 2 B A S i B A FE A4 B (plau-
sibility). 7 ([10], 5 343 71 S5Au3/R—FF, At X7 7RG 8 5 ik r 3
X WTEEE T2 KT RB A GF S 78 55 %A, DAA TAT AT S5 #04
/DN HEARIRL AP SRR, T 0 M R A i e 2 ([11],
5201 T1)o 5, IRIREURIAR 3 /R A B e PEVBAIE B AT R 1 R L il
AR AAERTaME A 2t CCREMIRRRE” “HIE EER” ), MR N T 58
X —rl, R AR ERRE S 75 B E Y (partially normative):

5] 4: MNP A KRG A KR A A B AR5 ATEMH, XL
B A CAVE BT 3L AT R AL BB B E B 0K T T A4 69
§-NC ([11], %8213 T

5] 5: ARSI AE KayEp), RECMATERELN, ZRA
b (pro tanto) V3 AR T4 A S4B B4 T C eG4,
([11], %210 51

BEZ, VRIRE AR AR AR 0 52 IR I 3 5K IR R B AT R
ik, AEMATE 2 HORAEEAR, ORI AT ERE, T H AT “ieuER
ARENE” B S A E, PTHARIERAS . AR 3 J Rt
I R LA 1 s 2% S M T

22 BEIR: BIERXREIEN

FREIRMA AR T AR Z A e IR SRR ” 188 1 R
Bik. MEAFRERME—HEEIR, P ARKXEAMENE. 1999 4, il
ORI, B SRR BRI R, SRR KRG & A ER 77 LB
[ SR P IR S SR A A LS RS TTHE 7 ([3], 6 375 00D ik, AR 2 BB
AR, SRR
DRA, DS RIREFH PR R TR £ LA (38), FALE: [40), B P=H.
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BEXASR (2D $eth st “AAEMIERNRIER G ? oo A S IR AR K45 e
AT S IE RS SR E A )R T e E 77 (normative force) 152”7 ([20], 2
63-65 1) “IEME K, MR TAAENIERITEA A, A — MR R AT
B PR TEAEHER PR R EAER Y — M RiiE . (Hag, SR ? @it
BHAR G M UREIE IR UE R AN 2], Xt T BL 75 5E

PFREMEIRIBIE R (scheme for argument from sign, [31], 25 49 T1) f&:

A BEEXANE P A A

X R T, AZH BIERAZAN, XA B —MRHLLALN;

FTVA, B EZANES P AR,

SPFERTE SR R axX — Y S A S48 40 Sl 2«

5 2. #a%y & L%t
G Lt R p R AT T R T S ATk
FTVA, 885013 T R

513, LKA BAERRIFOKEE L IRMRIEE, CRENA “24K &7 IREH
aihE 2,

A BFRRIFOEHE L, A EE LR E R EZ 69T 477,

P VA, ARG A E 24K £ %] R 89,

FOPFE (1201, 5 65-69 TT; [21], 25 101-104 T1) 2 WL, AT PSR XX B
WAE R AR R A E EA VR A R IF IR UE. Ho, 8 T b PRER X 1)

SRR HTHE -

A, FVERTSE T REA hIG . BN, Gl B BRI R RUAIE Y T
WEImE EERLAR, IR,
B. RBMEIE S PR 2R Z 0 — MRS T REA BRI, X A =R ] e

(1) XIS AT SEE T REA BREG . B0, BRZ R 2 FELLBERIARZ SRR
DLz —, PSRBT RE AR R AAS 1 RRE H AT SEAER
(2) XA TR BIAEIE 5 i dR 7R Z DR AR Sk 7T A kI, R A2 DA4H
RERNF. BN, 5 EiRARITNENIENAG 7RSI AL 1 I
SCHF, BERZEOL N IXMSZRFATRERSS T, ABEEERILNTG T RRZ
KB
(3) BIAEIXAMBERE R AT 5E (1, &t R] BE AT MR IE T AL RS B S 18 24 282
WIS . Bt 725 WA RE K 3 AR IE S B b, B i L IAR S
MR DR, R ERFRYIEE R E NI R TR Ak, TR PORBUR B,

Rt R S B — RO SRR B TS Sy, SR AR A R A 0, R RO B AT R M 2 2R
SEfl.” ([21], 4 xviii 5
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(1B B XA — M 24K AR IR AL T A2 BB IEYE, (EX T ORI BRI
K, EE LR RATE I, B EARA R AT AR
o PRUEBE —AL AR IR 45 2R

FA T RPPERY], RIE —AMEGE MR IR IE S B AR T AR, T e
R PR A ICSENE . AT AR Sk S5 0 T AT REAFAERBE, I8 UE— TH Rt BT fig
g ERA A T AR IIEOE, B EFRIE.

AL P HEPPINE B TR IE AT C 2 @ rleyIE EE AR T4 R e

C. R sEPERTHe e 1A, —MMEREFS X TSR A B B = 2 2 08 9 i) JF
W20, (HAFEEHISS (undermine) WA IHEIR PRI R IG H AL F 52, i
un, 1EG) 3 32 R IBR IS IR R A T —IAHRR 4k 2 BT R £
THER, — Ak Z St R ARG S B R ST B &, R AR AT
REANRE LA TR 31 15 00 KR B M S €0 R B AT L A e T [ A A R 2R 28 1)
TH. B, —HINRBIX—H5L, LRHERMHI 3 4R BIIEE, %HEK
RS )55 FT F2 X 4518 R SCHF

D. RAERUEAFLE L HZH RE RS, (HAAEEHER Coverride) HAEIRPEEL
A BERSRHHABES . B, §1] 3 5& R ABONEE 5 RPGE ) — Ak

WIRIERE A REH, SfF9Ra, s e m 14K 6.

P AER ], RIS —MECE MR IE R B AR T REARTE A, JF Hix
AMBUERIRTHEIE R | E SR B AT B2 M OGRS SR, (ERE G FLAEdE I 5N,
A2 5 4510 8] AHER VEIR 20 B ) 95 B HE R, S50 i, Bl A —
MFARAIE.

BT Lo, FIEEhAiL.

5l 6: AEATH T £ A GYIENE R IE I HLIE ) Ao AU R R B IZIEDE R

WAEBI T T A AN T 89, ARG IE R XE—F R, TS

B B &R &%= (pragmatic considerations) «+«+-: X E N A AP

B, op A% ) 3 A E B oK A s iX AP 5] R FR A E AR o ([21], #5111 5O
AU, ABCE MR UEAS BEA S B9 7 () B 0 [X 43 Hh AR, Y SAUAS Sy fE 4R
PEIC R BB IFIR 2 58, AAFAEA SRR BT AR D f e B AR A G A 2

3 WIERRATEMHNELRE
R HEIRE B IR I, X e AR I] 30 7 S HL S B0 WA U I < i
ER R R AR W E—E 0 MR e T A B, AT R AN 1R

S I, RS e B A B MR R, ARTHR IEI 4518 (0 “ RTHE 32 M 4% 3 I AU T
Fofs A (28 50 T 2QFFAE - (the formal characteristics of the scheme that is used)” ([9], 5 96 ).
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MERLEEME, HEEASE—. AT, AVEM— LA ERNEESREE, &
TEAHRARTE AL, AR5 P4 tH 3R AT TR X — 12 L Y R A
RORBAE S 1 AU BB “HE B 717, Rl aii W 2 a4z 52 7
AREE B A ABE MERIE I RT SR sl L A0 2 i IR, X L R 2
WU B WAT N, T “HE ERIZR 7 802 B AN 52 3 E 1S TH AT N
BA S SMPAEMIRE ). (B2, 91 2 B “AitE” —id, M5 “BHEIEmsTE”
7S, HAWRN ZAFREZH TR, MRRIEAS, fRIZRIENATiRS
SR AL EAA — M R R R, TR MR R AR IES A AN, A RET
Gt BEGN ERRP) . 2008 4, PROKEFR R A A K )
5| 7: ExTiER, BB H AR E TR B DA PR R A A
75 RoR PR AEIE A 3t 55 AR LB AT B, A KT AL 9% LA LTS
71 (normative bite) ? ([38], #i30 11)
UERTE “RE 17 5511 R “CRNE ERAR D7 &SGR, #UE TR B AR E
Z 5FAENE T RAT R EA S AV RE ), B ZF SCER X ArE N E T
RS 5] TR UEHE 2 R0 42 52 2 AR X 1 2R B 1) H b5 0 AT 05 20 22 4 %
BRI TEREATIPAL S5 WHE AL ] fe g £ TR 2 F AR5 1 I BB E ik
PRI Ja A 2 H A5 18
PERFHERR RS, A SRR BT Ul (RS BY SR A TRZRBIZE 5] 2 BT U 1) S
PR L R BB IR v, AT A T2 M ml DA SR ufG i 2 4518 . 2001
M, ATSRIR AR
5] 8: A K agH 54 5N BLIR /1 (cogency) #IARIR R ARYE
H ko —H “H AT it RLIEAG A Xe9iER /1 (probative force) #9
ARB AN LT ZINA ARG HLARRIE T AT A XA ey e
RICIER AT R M 1B 4 4596 2 — AP JE IR 2 35,
([3], %6376 71; [6], = 143-144 T1)
A 3R 7R ) 81 A5 U6 B BT 06T 1) J2 1R UE 32 52 AT N——H 2 s 1 My 2 Ui
SEMECIEM AT, whu a2 450, Bk mT A fhux BAT UL “Uiik 7 “IUEs
217, WERRREES] 1 it R e “ Ve R,
ANad, AR T — P SORAEA “ Uil /37 80 “UEBH 7. .
31 9: L —ALiEMIEAREELAN, REFECHERA—ANA
PR A GYEIE: HATRAB T HLRRET 2R H LeYdFEd,
([5); [6], % 121 01D

31 10: #IEaY S F LIPS IEAZH LAt i LB, PR
e F AT F P 69 TIRAGGEAIER G ELD? ArREmX
R TS D? ARG IR T AR MIEN 57

([4], 5544 T1; [6], 25 98-99 TD)



|iE, FRA BIEA XM 25

“YiR 7”7 “UEBA " FESLIIRATIRANSE 18, 7R ROy A0 5K [A) B — iy i 4
WIEBCR, K& BARAFT 5 8 gk, ik TR S UESR & %
X B AL AP NAT AT 51 AP

AR AAEAEAE I HE R A VE R 2, ARl 9 R “ Ve BAR
FUAF R REE S 7 IR “RE 07, AL A0 SRR AE AT IR 1R 1Bk 3R
BCERT R “UaR A “UEBI 7, EURTRORBES] 2 sRETULE “ AR “ 32
BAERATE .

DUARAES] 4 hATHR > BNEPE S WP RAEVEASCER, YO JE& TR “ 5R
FIRF BRI A LSRR AL 1 3R SCRE ™ ([10], 56 343 T, JUHAT, BAH)
IrRTETE”, R RRWE 5] 2 UM RE L (Y “ LSRR “ IR IR L8R
ATSRRAES] 9 FN51 10 s AT “Uii” “UERE )7, U THEVRI “RE ) 7.

ERAMEE L, B2 ZN BIER AR SR B AR I A T+
IRiEH, i R SRAE R B BOYIREL. AL, 8L BRI SRTE S AR
BT, 4iaHEIRMEEIRAISEER ISR, FFRAR ARSI AT 50— AR,
PNy BRI RTEIE” 1R A LU IANEL

B, BN 248, 3 KA ST 32 5 4518 2 [AIHER PEIC R 1
e BRI L. B AT EUEM] 1?7 BRI R B TE R
253 ? BOEVERIERE R DR P s i B 5 X 2 R HER PRI R BB IR Y 2

B, ML, WA SRR E . B2 EAE TN
ZIHR AR, EEHeRA A . B EARTI? BART I FRIES5ER
PRI IERAYI B b 5 A REAT 182D S e I F X SE B il HEAT VP 2 Y 5CRE 5 40 PR %
AL UF R E MEARIE R AT IR 5 6 A0 2 L5 18 2

BT EADS IR RRTEIE” @R FIR B AR, B R IR 2 IR A
ZERUNZR 1w, Hod «/7 FoREAA B A R A

HEIR B EIR
IR | AR AR FHE
RIS HIUERE 17 H H H B e
gl S AL S
ik EXUT 7E % & / / /

B sy | RIS
KL ey | 2de s
fatk A ERRT
RS
ki

R 1 HEIRE B E IR A

PR, FA TR R ARSI 0 BHIE B ) 5 20 W e R I — B AR, 25
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HBATR BRI E” WA 8125

4 WIERRABIERR S

FER AT TN i R RLE, BA TR T FE RO AL, RSB IR /7, AT
W R LR 7, BUEPERIEARE DU S A 7= AL 2 X 70t HE VR PR R 2R
RN ARG, FRATE S R R VA RUE PR IR IE T B TAE DT AL 15
NHEIREM RSB P HIA —BUSMESRE, A 7eJLRIRIE:

S A i) R VP B E PR e AR 2 IRAE N AR U 2
I R . TRORBTE St “ VPl — MF & R R AR IERE 75 RO AUA E 55
I 55 R BR fE — A 5 R S SRR U e . ([38], 5 15 1)

A AT ARIE R AR 5 AL BC ) — LA PR R 1O 4 ([38],
55310 70, HVRiE % 5 WA TE R S0 UL T A HEH P ) R -

CQl: ¥ KFM: EXAERERRASTE?

CQ2: AN : E & A FTBANBEI £ RKD?
CQ3: ENLFA: EM R THL2E%RE A?

CQ4: THHMEAM: EXARBENMNT BT ED?
CQ5: —HMPFAM: A BHME e 2 —5D?
CQ6: X AFMEIEIEFIA: E WM & A L8 L4752

PRI, B 12— NMFIRIE. 8P SRR LR, T LB S LidkoN
AN ) U 75 3RAT A N R R B R E o HAIPE R 17— 0 15 A
2o FENNEE HRIBTEAT RO IR BORE E BT B A RARIE BT 7 ) 2R s 360 138
KA R, JF HAGUESE - B B2 1 45523 P i A Et 1k
R, AR LR T HIE LA T REE, S X MER
YEFF g, TR IEAEIZ ARG XA BOE — MF e k2, R
HH R A NI R e [ 2 A P 1), X R AR TR U B AR AR ST
EAMTERIECE, s ORI BOE P 9 BER, TR EAEX AR
XA B — NG IRIE. XA EAT IR AR SRR AT AT R 1

O35 ([1], 55 631 51, WIFB A G AR, — Al L MHEERE R, 15 2 A DT T A il A
AR REUXF IR, T2 SRR T FRE R R 38, AR NGB 5 2 AR VT AT R 1 )
AR Hax s ) L BLG PPAG DI RE, (RNt o) AR A 2 = 2 B 4 o

TR S F R 52— A “HEIE” (all or nothing) [y, FATANB B AN F1. (B2, Bl e
B E VIR T REATUERA /g, T BLUEBA JJAEAE 2T RISkl & 0GEId “ Uil & R ILIRIETE
R T T BE SIS b PP AS VSR 5900, BRI ([38], 252 D). TEIR KRIFHRIE 5B Bt
(gradual acceptability) B, WI# (Henry Prakken) i, “UISARiE g e CAT A &, $2 I e Th 15 21 = 25 19
HEFIVE R R 2, ZABIELE I EAERSR . 7 ([24], 36 149 TO
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FEVRUESZ B S BE S Bh AR . 15 e URARIA 75 ZEE R IR UE AT A% 5% i A e v 1)
RERIATVEAS , 25 ZEEE XTI 58 R E T8, BATPHEIXFh VT A5 AR 1 St 0 1 1ty S A
. WHE IR, MR RIER B 8 A G I B A Y15 1
HAE, TR #HEZ . AN, ATV FE A GE G T A o] AR 58 o

B PRV IE (1) — /N B B S R R T YDA SR, S5 T LR # e sz, (|
IEWRIRGA N TSR () : B — RS B 307 6 1 o #00k A — b HoAa oAb o
LA E M. IR AR T AR, XA T — ANt R
G, B2, XIFABWRERZH MIZA A2 458 .7 ([36], 2 84 1)
AR, BPE B R A B I B sz — M MR, b A HE )
PER RART S . B4, XPPARTI0 TE a1 AE T B AR IR 2 FRATU N, W 501l XU #8
AR FRVET S STAT Y, B3R H 3 A R R A A E Ao 7 1 2 =k B e 18
EASATATE, 32 AR NA R A ZAIE TR R Qs A st Pt e 22, i
FZAE AT 2 AT B W 452 2 /T, %% B DU E 7 202 FHEAE ) 0 e E
HATRIRHFE RS BN NHRN R . IREZNREE G, EARAMER
R RS T o A o) B AR e PSR Y AS P 1 B s S Ra s 78 1 W,
B MR UEAS REAN ST BTl R 2 5T (X 2 AR MR R B IFIR, RN B A &
WA J, WA R BRI 2 5.

F=, BEIRK TEEERIERIEAS, FEA—SUR R ANES G . 113
O f, TRRI—J7 T 35k B QB A AR s0B R E M, 5 — 7 T s VA R
SEMEVRIE I OGRS 7 1) 8 =ORH D B A ) ek e 80, T R BR  2E R A
SR RBIA—3 . VRN B GRS, (B “ATA
17 R UE Y S A W UIE R B B B A, Bk T 5% 8 AR DU AT 1) 4>
SR A ) B —— L T R R AR R 17 35 12 B AT g R AR T AN [R) 7 AT A5G
RHARE TANHERREZ.” ([6], 5 130 11D
BATAN, XA — AR KRR LIRS 2 JRIR A 78 25 ) s e s 2 S
EWRIEA K. MR — MR, B BmEa) 75, 2l TR e e
IERHER S50 B PR E 2 xR B Bk filR, RITERE e 158, ez
ST E AR T AR Z G Y, LA R 00 A X A AR T (1 A — U B AT
— BRI R E A A R VPAL 6 A A A e A A N R [
%, FrERA R AR BAGORTE, MR R A XM B AR, A
REFH SR PPl B RIS UE BB AR, 1 HLUd B BRSO AR B 7, (BB E IR UE 2T
ATREAUE )7, fERrE G, AU e s iE st R e YRR B

'S5 BRI W REVEAS U BE M A, FTE T UL BE PG UE S R DU TR i B =t X 43 th e PRI AR b
BRIUFIR, JFASREST UOART PPl b T AN TR A0 o BBE PEVRE A 2 T UL
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UFRIE; IXFERRIEZ BT LS, EPUONRTIRE R T AR TR mise: Bz
P CARERS AL, AN RN R iR, T B 5 7R R I PO ke S 42 il LA 21
TANHEREE . B, HFREEEIRIERAUEN ), AT Elm iR
BN, ZHARIRE. ©

5 WIERKAEER. ARENARD

EM KA LA RITE E, AR S IR A, RIR RS 5| 2
WES 5 F MR RE R (1) B -5 ROUEEAT 15 2558 e FE 0 S bR 1 347 AL, (H
BATN AP R Sy AR AR . & ST R NEZFHAREZ TR
e VEVRIE IR T4 5 2 BT L 20482 52 o518, RRUEANTE TR e Frfoil 7= i 2L =X, 1
R ANZFE AL — PP — B AR R 2 %6

SRR A TR R E LR SR R, X A TR TS ER IR YR R AN SR o
B9l 1, RREERE THEER: —2RNEEANRT, Z2 W AXFZR
JITERERI 28— B2 1 i B e IR AT I, St a2 Hasit. A
I, AR EE 2k 2 A X 29 ) 1 50 EE R B (profile of dialogue) JEERE KN
PATF 18 o S5 1 2 ) P A 8 EH R 2R 00 2 A5 FH i 44 08— F 23 BT DAk 1 IE 1R 7
% ([28], £ 37-38 70, HMAEE AN HZRBOEET ST H MR E, &
AAEA— AR E ) —/ N S (moves) 741 1 s 5508 1 v ()15 20 AH
IR, W B A b T AR T SO LTI TG A2, 5 A (B I N6 1 H 17
58, WIE BRI RS 73 AR — P AW UG 15 20 R R TSR (R RT RERTIE o 1t 2 [ B R
AR S IIEE LI RE:  BERT DU SRR FSedb AT Moo . 1R S48 v g o
DLAE DA, 0T DU SRR R BAR 15 7 A B AZ an [ R4 T 2 W is XUy 22
IR, 20

Bk, BATSHRRW ([32], 26 253-255 T X —ANFESefiEE R = AT
AT S BT PR 20 M, SR BT 1 B S iiAe (P FEEEh (R Z a8
TN, DA B A S 20 TR ) 5 0k v ) B TR R ER R

5l 4. Hte: RIAALIFABALE (A,
Wy FERG, RAHL2ERHXIMER?
H: BAERMEE (B) 3Lidw, 2zl sE %,
gy ERELEE AL L HD?
B REARIPEXRIER? KX RZCHEFER,

CHAGER ([3], 55377 Ts [6], 5 145 T, “—AMBiE A AR B 773508 5 b2 5 5 1228 AR B R (4t 0 1k
i R [ B PR 7 X, At I s T R A S BRSO R PR AE, IER IR %« — AN i
FRA A P RATE AOTIE B 738 3t 2 k5427 780 20 M TBE 2% At 0 4k 0 R A [ 2 Py B 4

WFRHEERE, B2 [8], 5 366-367 71; [29], F 68—69 71; [16, 17, 33].
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(1) P 5| FliEdE (2) P RN 4n il B (3) P ARINEA B

B 12 kT Bl SRR I & SR I HEAT (X3 Fr 87 P B R i A 1]

FERAR T AN EG R T 5 W IEAT BORE BN AZ AT 3 AT B R
A (normative model), 1] K5 SHHACFEEENEF] 4 FITER AT G DL, 1E
Mg, ARSI T N RE T R AR, SR R RN e IR 5] 5 AHIL
BLR) CQ6 KBKERIFICHIILIE . FRARE 1, N 7 1a M EEXA A, AR NIz =
MG SGERIHERE—A, B () 51 FER R A e 580 2) R
SIEUEHE, X (3) R SRS L AR AR AT AT 5 EESE, A AR  R
AN Z AR . AIET 0, SXAMBEAE ] DL L X 51 4 BT i) S Br ot 3 Sk 1)
TEXTT &AWk . LR, WARTEN] 4 FEEIE T —MFEPUE A2 1R (a
fallacy of the ad verecundiam type) . 1E/ETEIX AR X b, “XH&E R ERH 71giE
A HAEE TR ] BATREE” ([38], 56 30 B0

BATAN, X T IRIRERE F 0013 & 7] R U B U 20 0] 7, A B R
P S5 R -

F—, MAXEALGIFAVEXEFFFIRLAR T, (BARRRIA R, B “—
AMEE PR S 27 B AR J5T 75 2 N IX A28 20 R DTG R bt A ) ) 56 2 v
2.7 ([38], 2536 7O fEH] 4, it gl LR E WG, SRR RN
LR, B SR T 5 WA AT AL 0] R o SR Ah A2
T CQ6, AR TH BB, WACHSIZAE =/ ME 7 SR T g — ok
o] i . ARBHE, A O 1 R A1 B 51T 5 VP Al A 5 A UGG A S 1a) L [F)
SE R o

5, BN LR i i ik i n) TR SRR o ARk 2 205 AR UL RE 1
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TAEXT S PATAT — N 52 i A A R IER s 15 24110 .7 ([31], 26 14 70 X5t
SV, AR NN E P B NAZ A AT RO R, 6 A ) ) B
el e 2R R AR VTR AP o . (R, S E 1 B R T T iE S 53 2 1A
(R 7 1 B 2 2 B, BB 20 R B AN AR B AR 28, ) sl %o 146 7 1)
P A S B

F=, EXNIRUESEH Z AW T 5 3 5PN, o E B —Fp
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T H 2 A N (B T A v 1) R, 252 38 s L A 2 2 T R 4518
Ait, X PP L HME A TE A LT 1 —— SRS SRR . MR, B
FITP S — R R I () B BT 1452 .7 ([31], 5 5-6 1) i, “nl Rkt
EANHREGI R 7R AT BA A EREEYE /) (rationally binding) 1R &8~ ([38],
557 70, XWELRAA/RIET] 8 FUB M “—F HR HERBORUER K MIE
B I PAR IR AT A 70 NI, AR BATT Y UE B BGR, YR REBURIAR SR 78 1
N—UIRHE TR S B Rr e BB e tEieiE . ARG %A I 77, HEIFH
o iE R ar it d e 7 — MR T mfoem R AIEm 1. BT 8%
TR E I T ER, B A AW X AT N AR DL EARISIE R
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B TV R W BAT 29 5 27 “ U e YRl I 2 R T AR AT 4 27
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e VR IE AT LA 2 o ) B AR T RIR 7T 58 2 A4 o A SR RFE IR /K i A
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WAL HR S48 AR AT AT BB OB, XM — S 4R B2 2% (irrationality)
SEANATERZIN
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On the Normativity of Argumentation Schemes

Jie Tian  Rongdong Jin™

Abstract

Argumentation schemes represent structures of inference used in presumptive argu-
ments that are neither deductive nor inductive but fall into a third category of argument.
The affirmative, represented by informal logicians such as Walton, Blair, and Hansen,
upholds that argumentation schemes are normative, while Pinto, as the only negative,
opposes this mainstream view. Based upon a critical examination of the relevant discus-
sions of both affirmative and negative sides, this article first clarifies the connotation of
the theme of the normativity of argumentation schemes and proposes that the normativity
of schemes includes the dual dimensions of probative force and binding force. Second,
through discussing the explicit and implicit uses of critical questions in evaluating pre-
sumptive arguments, and revealing inconsistencies and conceptual confusions made by
the affirmative side, it further shows that schemes have no probative force and cannot
be distinguished from good to bad concerning the qualities of their inferential connec-
tion, and that presumptive arguments cannot be evaluated as good or bad ones just by
the schemes they instantiate. Finally, it examines the relationship between schemes and
the behavior of proponents and respondents in argumentative dialogues, revises some
arguments of the affirmative side, and concludes that schemes can guide argumentation
participants on how to exchange moves according to the goals and rules of a particular
type of dialogue, as well as evaluate the sequence of the actual dialogue. However, their
binding force is indirect and limited.
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