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BIE . Argumentation schemes [ ¥ifan % E4 L5 2 5EEZ X —bLbDTHD, 2DREX—-V %2R
T A2 e RO H M EHIICETH 5. L L, argumentation schemes % BT S 720 D51k
IR SN TV, RIFFETIIRERE L XA P 7 Y2 v bV —2 T argumentation schemes %
BT 21k D, MEERA D7 U2y V=7 TRET 2 A ERTIRET 2. £, BRER
FE - BEET 27007 -2y FRERT S AFR LT — &ty NIRRT F R e 2THIET 3
RNAIT7 U3y b =T DRT% 1A {HED b DTH 5.

1. FLHIC

e~ A4 =2 (Argument Mining) 13 3ECH
JREROMEE R L, TR %@*Em&ﬁ&i}iurmtt
OEZREMIET2HDTH 2. HamDZ LMD 7= D12
i, N ERBDOMHITIZ TR TR 2 E 4L 5 2 H
B2 2 ZePEMTHS. HlZIX, EHEADZIE

Zimm s AUTORMEIMT LI 2ER 5.

A JEIEMED 7= DIZFEH 2 B A TN E 72,

B: THILIRAE N RIZ LN E -T2 &,
A OFERIZIEIFEIIEZHE L, ZOEKDT-DDFEL
LTORMEADELITH 5. B DKGMIEFIRDER
ALY U72IES(LTH 5. FEamd e D X5 IIEH L& h
TWEADZMET 22 8T, ZUMEWIAE T REFHALD
25, FlZR, BIEZER D 720 OREFEII R VD, EFR
OHEMFTFIALIHEMOFMM L BERL TV 200, 21
SN TEBL LIRS,

NG Z IESL S 2 HEICOWTIE, argumentation
schemes[13] & U Cifam DS 2 HRIL L o8& — V3%
cHohTER FlZR BNERDO D DFRDIEHSL
X practical reasoning £ WO HETTUTD LS ITERS T
TW3.
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means_to(3EH,
JEFRINLE)

familiar_with(JESEH 5,
FRIISEFREMELEL
assert(JEFEFE, FEHIE
BFREIMELEL)

K 1 FEANICIHEEIIES 2 212DV T D Bayesian Argumentation-

Scheme Network

bring_about(3E#!)

bring_about(JESEHNLE) aé:;,:g?ﬂ?i(?gjg

Major Premise: I have a goal G.

Minor Premise: Carrying out this action A is

a means to realize G.

Conclusion: Therefore, I ought (practically
speaking) to carry out this action A.

LFRE o DHI#E (premise) 27z TIH A ICHEE (conclu-

sion) WZUTHZZ 2 FERT . LTFARMIBNT,

scheme & W5 HFEIX practical reasoning ® & 5 72 AR

7% argumentation schemes Z{E3TH DL T 3.

EE b & = 20 T 5720 TH NG B
T BT3B D%, Fr A& 1E argumentation schemes % &t
BEFNVICHAAL Z L TZEM 2 ERICTHET 5 2
tzBET. 20D iF, FIREETATHRAS K512
scheme ZERNT 2B D 5. RFFLTITARGERE L
NAIT vy b7 =2 %MW scheme DEAR(MZHRE
5. %7 scheme DRFITE & #fam & dbahamPIC X 2 JEK
TR, HlZIX, practical reasoning @ minor premise &
means_to(Action X, Case G) NZ#$ 5. ZD LT, £
SN EERE RO EBEZ /) — FDHEE TR D7
3y VI =T BEFRTS. DF D, scheme DFIHE - FEimD
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BRITAMED M EERICE D RET 2. 2O LS ITE
At L 7z scheme & FWTHIIR L7 FEHIEA O #em % X A
D7 A b= LD 1 THB. ZDED
By MU —2 %K A4E Bayesian argumentation-scheme
networks ¥ 4 7=.

T, AR TIIREARIC X ZEHEET V5L -
BEES 272007 =2ty bREKT 5. 7—XEvy M
HamT ¥ A b ZUTxIEd % Bayesian argumentation-
scheme networks DX 7 THEK X 41 5. Argumentation
schemes DIFFLICBWTIET / T—> a vtk b7 —X1fE
RO L XHRBEL 2o T . AMETEIBRFEAD
2w NI =0T FRAMNREKRT Z2FIEZERA L CRE
ZES 2 2 T, RO RELR T -2ty MEK
ZAREIC L7z,

T2, KROHEMRELTOZHRTH 2

e Argumentation schems ZRFEFRILE XA D7 ¥ 1 v
by —2TERL

o T FAPLZIUIHIET ZRATT Xy bV —
7 DRTTHREND T — Xty b 2MER

2. PBIEARE

2.1 Argumentation Schemes

Argumentation schemes 133w % IEX4{L 5 2720 D%
X —VMSL L TRl L7z d DTH 3. Walton 5 (2008)
[13] 13 kR & 72 3CHR D> & 60 DIREKIIZR scheme 2 —FfL L
TED, ZLOMENIHESLDOV A MESHBLTWS. Ar-
gumentation schemes (& 1 #iTHl & LT/~ L 7 practical
reasoning ® & 3 IZHG#E (premise) & f&qfi (conclusion) THE
FIN, RTOHHEDELWHE RS ZETH D v
) FERERIT 5. ¥/, £ < D scheme (I EFRICEEM %
BIT2327V T4 ANVT T RF avyHfiolrohTns. fi
Z3 practical reasoning D2 V7 4 HNVT T RXFa ri—
T 2 E AT O®D TH 5.

CQ1: What other goals that I have that might

conflict with G should be considered?

CQ2: What alternative actions to my bringing

about A that would also bring about G should

be considered?
Argumentation schemes % EHR S BT X 2 #Em70HTIC
RS AU, FRERORTE & 72 2 RO DRI X 2 ikamiEid
DHEfFER, 7V T 4 VT TRF a ¥k V72 Y b
WD Z e iR E NS,

MR T T K B 2 MR 2 1T 5 1213 scheme DET
{EDRETEDS, Z DITHEFRIZE F o TRV, ERLD 7
7u—FO—2R3ERGmMEH VWS I TH%. Walton
5 (2008) [13] IFEELIHYIRE— X AR > A ¥ LT scheme
ZEANMEL &5 kAT, ARV ETDH 258 1Hmo E
TH3, L WVWOHGRHTH D argumentation schemes D E %
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ISR RWESICRZ S, L L, scheme DFIEE & &
AT LD E—KARR Y AD XS LR TGOS
N2 HIF TR, FlZ1E, practical reasoning 128 W T,
THINGWEEELW) & TFR AWK YEN G BEHRT
x5 OZODHHENETH 2HBEIC TFE A ZFITIN
X DETHIZ L, PinlENFHETH 2 IR L D5
V. AR TRBO T e —F AL, XA T U Ry
bV —212 & % scheme DEANEIRET 5.

2.2 RADTUHY bT—IHEBEAD Argumentation
Schemes D&M
BB Cld argumentation schemes 2 XA 27 ¥ %
MU — I T 25D 5. BHER O SIICE
W, GHL - FEEF 2 TCICRE D Z Y2 R DT ¥ Ay
P THELES LIABNTERL. 2y P71

HFIHO BB FET D 5 7272, Timmer(2017) [10] &
scheme XA P73y VT =T DM N EHT 5 2
& T, HAEHITHEZ MR Ry b — 7 ST 1Rt
L. Z20X5%4y b7 =K ORR—>DZ e 2l
TFIRZE ([2], [10], [12]) T idioms ¥R, 45 DIZEIE
RAIT7 VA v VU —27 ¥ argumentation schemes D
DR X%E/RLTWAH, argumentation schemes & A2 &
224y bV —IBEROMIET2HDE VWS MEDTTH
D, #M7 FA ISRy PR HEMET I
HIE L T3, ZD7z% argumentation schemes % H
REFENHTIAZ 2 £ 5WERMET 2 DT TRV, 7,
BRI RO ENIEHNC IR T 2 —H8 D scheme D &
KRHMTWS.

R TE, SNHDOMKDEZ T 2BEL LODb, H
REFEUHIC X 25THRE TNV MET 5 72012 schemes &
EFL T 5. F7z, practical reasoning D & 5 RIEHEDETF T
b7z h - 7z schemes D ARIFLEDIRE T 5.

2.3 Argumentation Schemes D7/ 57— 357 —4&

Argumentaion schemes 7/ 77— a > LIBHFED 7 —
Ky MIEREE T VRIS 2130 4 XV hE .
Visser 5 (2018) [11] i& Walton & (2008) [13] @ scheme &
FEHNT 2016 FED 7 X Y A ERERMEEREICE T 5
sz R L2 0% 7 ) 7= a >» Leds, 1 BloOF
MMRDABINRTH 5. F7z Walton 5 & I1EHID scheme E
F % H\WT arg-microtexts [7] 127/ 7—Y a Y 5L
7=W%% ([6], [8]) B & % B3, arg-microtexts DX HEIL 112
LD TH 5.

EAED BARE REIC BT 2 B E FIEOFRE 2 I1E D
FTOIEEIVABEORERT—EZPEE LW, argu-
mentation schemes D7 /7 —3 a Y37/ 7—2 =0l
WOE (5] L &, £BR 27 /77— 2 —ETHRI—
LI WA 720, BOEBWT — 22 ZHET 220
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Argumentation Schemes

Practical Reasoning

Premise: | have a ...
Conclusion: Therefore|

EWMTEFRAN

: Idiom;&iR

FEREARIEICONVT

FREBATNEL, B
7% 5EMIGBRENLT B
PR,

: &l SRIEZHUHH
éCﬁi;:i:£;7 i idiomiga
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means_to(3EA,
JBRIMLE)

bring_about(3EH!)

bring_about(3EFEHMILE)

2 Bayesian Argumentation-Scheme Networks D it

LW, 77— a eIy —LOMIE 3 R
PRI TVWBRNTH S.

AMRDERICE DL 7/ 7 — 3 VI argumenta-
tion schemes D7/ 7—>a v XD dXSLITEMTH 5.
ZITHRABTFRAMIRAIST YAy NI =0 %T )
T—2ar i aDTIREL, MERADL Y N7 =005
TERRAMEERT S, WO FIEZHEMT 2. ZOFIHE
semantic parsing 2EFIZBWT, IBRFEH 5 HEIER L
T EAMNEI ST RY =S VI TRTITIL =T B0
S FIETHED K Z 7 — X 2 AR UL (14 25EI1C
L.

3. Bayesian
Networks

AR ED K S IWTIELHLEN D202, T~
Ty b= HWTHIELT 5 2 L TilamD % 427
filissZexBIET. HROLEHBETH 21TR LT,

£9, MmO MBNRIEYLAAZ -V E FL DT ar-
gumentation schemes (2% H L, schemes # 5 & E T /LT
WA 2 EWTHRERBEERLA D72y bV =7 2HO
TERMLT 2 Z2#RE T 5. Scheme D[R (premise)
L diam (conclusion) (ZARFEFMEIC & D EwmE A IC LR
%. il 21, practical reasoning ¥ \» 9 scheme O fij$g

Argumentation-Scheme

“Carrying out this action A is a means to realize G” &
means_to(Action A, Case G)*1 D & 5 ITEHT X 5. HijfE -
fam D Z e e dahamiE U U728, im0 BY
BREIRA DT U2y U —=2128F %/ — FRIOMKE L
TRET 3. 0% 0, dBiEamE X o BRI ST S HER
EFROWTERMbEEN S, ZD X 51 scheme ZEALT 3
ZE T, iz IEMET MR AR R =2 R DT >
Gy bV —Z0OWiF e LTRRET 22 e TE 2. ERXL
ez y =2, BDITIZBWT network
idioms E 7 XBIT idioms & L.

L GREARITIE Action, Case R ¥ OBIZER LTV 5205, Al
HET S
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Ham 7 ¥ X b OHRRCIE, RO ELLICERT S
idiom ZE L, idiom OFEEBBIETAE L T F X M2
LT 2 Z e TEKEL LIy Y —JHRDELNS.
THFAM2ROSHEBLTHEONZ LY b T =T Wi
FLz2fET 22T, Fm2HROMEErI Y7 1y
PO TCRETHIENTES. 25 LTHENERY
bV —2 D Z ¥ B AL Bayesian argumentation-scheme
networks & 1) 7=.

3.1 Argumentation Schemes DERIL

Walton & (2008)[13] 25—& 1t L 7z schemes ZX— R &
LT, %% scheme DHIE - ffam 2 BaEimEIC X 2 BFEHIC
Z# L, AEREAH OBBRIEIFEM S S 7 TRET 2. 7
7 7Dy YO EIIHREBPLRRIIBEGRICEDE TR
ET B TR EMHERDELTRELRT LTS, flx
I, practical reasoning 23k 5 BV & FER OB, KR
BRICHEHLET P(EHWN | F&) t RET 3.

3.2 REFEOFS

T D HIYIZ argumentation schemes % 3 > ¥ a2 —&
W2 & B THRURICHAAL Z e TH L. B ZZERT % I
T, RBEFEPBEATVEZHE LTTRED 4 8085 5.
BX7Z scheme ER L DFHMEDOET S

FREFHIIBEAE scheme DORITE A% WhFEHIEIC X 5
FEARBUCE L, B odGEmEAE R, O TV y
FY—=2D/—FEeLTW3. flZiX, scheme D 1 DOTH
% practical reasoning O #[#E, “Carrying out this action

A is a means to realize G.”lZ mens_to(Action A, Case G)

CEBEIND. ZD &S ITHEE scheme FEFR & DX IEE R
ZHAEICTE 2728, TN F TD scheme IZEH T 2R E

FEEEHALLTWV. £/, scheme T 227 V7 4 AL
JIRF a ZOVTHmREROEREICEMNZET 2D
DE LUTHRRIZ, — FTRETE 3.
EmICH T SmETH—mICH N TEE

Nk e IEX (L3 2 72 DICHW 2 5l o)k



BIRUEF MRS
IPSJ SIG Technical Report

IFECIEERD, AHENIETH 255 DmENREE L L
THERDIEL 725, 2V D TIERWV. T, k- 17
W - AREHIHERR 2 IR U 72 & 5 RZRRRIE S LATH
N30, FNORFEINHAT 2 2 e 258 L .

Bl Z2 &, HIVER D72 D FBDIE S 25w T
EOTHDZERDEDIWITRD. ELLDIDITIFFERDEE
TICE D ENE LTWAIREBZZENRAIRETH 5 2 & 23H1HE
ERB. ZZTG: HUPERSINE »ED, R, M : F
BE2FETT 2060, 2 EREZINZMEEZRE T,
AIARDEHRIE M - GPETHL e RBTES. 2D LT,
GrRBEIZT2:DICMIEZETHIVENDH L, L\WVWHIEY
L23fThbihd. GZEIZT272DIHTLD M BETH
ZRENIR WD, ZOMEERITIERGREOB A, SITIEL
7w, Lal, HEDMS TR LIELIEZD X5 RIEY
LfTbh, $h—EDHE N 2RO ARIN5.

Fea BRERT 5 EAMCIEFTR & A5am D BRI 2 S &
ERTRHT EDATH 579, Himc B 2 IFEAN R
WEEZED TR ISR TE 2 WML DH 5. FIRTDH
2 HW0 ZAHEEREE ORILOMTT IR ELRAHELSD 5
M, argumentation schemes 12 & % IEH4 b X —ZIG T
Ty VI —RED R =ML 2 2N TES. fllZ
X, HIGEZER O 720 OFEOIEL{LOfITIE, P(BIY | FE)
DI P(FE | HHY) & D &M SHERDEZRE LS
THL, g e RHET20ICHELTWS.

J 5 7@EDEMY % BEEIC schemes Z934F - EIE

Argumentation schemes IZHFRIVICHER I3 DLWV
5 kD b EBEOHmTHEDLN S EMS LRSI - 3
X—MELTEONEDDTHS. %< D scheme DEFH
INTELD, ZASE Y558 - BT 5 OEUE L
55T £, argumentation schemes (2R3 2 FEE RIS
HEO—DOTH 3.

AR TIRE T 2 ERMIT & D scheme 1377 7 f#iE
ANeEHEND. FHERE LT L D scheme IZHED 75
IHEP RN Fhe. —RLU TR XS RIES(LE
#25 scheme [FLAS, 77 7MEE L CTE—H LAV 2
bH5. ZDXSIZT T 7 HEDHELIEX scheme % 77HH
TEFERDD IR 5. FAIFIREFEZ WV TBEE scheme
PEAME LRI T 7HEOFEMIEL Z 8 L T scheme
PO HRELL. 2BHOBMIIT SV r—2 a 5
DERPODEHATHS. #im7 ¥ X M2 BARSEWUET
RT3 B BRI2IZ ¥ D scheme IZHZRT 2 IEH LW S
TVARDLDFREDPBETH Y, nERRZHRICTSZL
FETEETLOEED LR T IICORI 5.
XEUDOEHRZ AR T 5 BASENIERTZXEH
GLICHERL T W

Semantic parsing 72 ¥ D7 ¥ A F DEKEZTHALINCE
¥ 2RI T2 AL LTE D, LERMDE
HEB 2 S FIRITOWTUIEIRN LR EA TV,
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p1
lead_to(Case X, Case Y)

bring_about(Case X)

3 Causality Idioms

A DIRRIFFEROOHT WO HIICREL = DTIED
503, BIF O SN D AR 218 2 Fiffi 2 XE BT
RIZBDTH 5.

3.3 Network Idioms

Schemes ZRA 7 ¥ 1y b T =7 DWITITEIL 72
D% idioms & FER. AREITTIX, HIRMEE OEW 3 EHODIE
B K — 2 IZDWVWTZ D network idiom DEFRZFHHT
%, MUTHBETRIHIIBWT, / — FOEE p 1& scheme
DRIFRIZ, L5 ¢ 3AHMICHK T 25D TH S
3.3.1 Causality

Z O IR e AR OBIRSLHIY & FEROBRIZ Y, ¥
FHTADBOREBERICEDS S ELRLERSI DDTH .
Ty P —IREER 3 DX 51Tk b. BRNERL LTI
Fr L T320D/— K, bring.about(X), lead_to(X,Y) ¥
721% means_to(X,Y), bring_about(Y) GREZHKOEIIE
W) 2ok 2. bhFe LTIRIZE ALY DSBS, Y BEE
LW/EFELLARVWSDTHS720 X BHEBITANE /TN
THWY, 203 ERICHAVSNS. 708 ORI ]
B LB UCEHAT 2, P(Y) &£ P(X = Y)
EEZTEMERHEHE PY|IX, X - Y) 25 P(X) 2HEE
FTHI IR, FHE e LCEEEN TR, £
X 2T F AT LI e 2RI Y PERE ST
EWVSIEHARE -V DH 5.

ZDRA TOEHICBNTZ YD S b 5 5T
FX XY ORRERICOVWTTHS . AR X HY %
B1oTDR, Y 2FEET 5 TR LT X DU OERED
FHRE VD TER WD, LWo KM EEINS. 20
728, LIXLIX lead_to(X,Y) £7213 means_to(X,Y) D%
LI OVWTHENTDONS. KIZBW THBEOMR TR
7z acceptable(2) 3R ZRHRT 24 > a0/ —F
TH5.

Walton & (2008)[13] @ scheme T, argument from
cause and effect, argument from consequence, pragmatic
argument from alternatives D3JRE & FER DR ZEHR S B
DTH Y, iBFEIX lead_to ZFHWV 3. —7, practical reason-
ing XEHMNE FEEDOBERICOWTTH Y, BEEIF means_to
ZHWS. £, argument from threat, argument from fear

appeal, argument from danger appeal, argument from dis-

1 DU 0T b Rk
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p1 p2
acceptable(Prps R) follow(Case X, Prps R)

acceptable(Case X)

4 From Rule Idioms

tress, argument from waste IZ2OWTH, BF L K RUWLER
ZHET S e 2 HINE L7ATRAOESLERL TZ D0
L=
HamT F A N RRNTT 2L, TR AR M o KR
BREHEE T2 NETLIIRD NS, EEDTF
MZBWTIE, REEIR%E /RS cause, means to, lead to ¥
W ZEHENBRREADMELDNS Z X ENTH 5. BEEW
WHERBBRBPHEEINTWE I H B0, EFLOM
B R EERHEGR IR 125725 5
3.3.2 From Rule
OISR & FEROBILE T2 DT
HB. A2 b7 —IBEKIEN 4 D X525, MREER
ELTIEFEL LTHITRE 75 2 DD/ — K| acceptable(R),
follow(X, R), L#fiim& 725 / — F acceptable(X) 7 572
5. MERFHEELBANCHATZ 2, P(R) & P(R — X)
52 TN EHER P(X|IR,R — X) 75 P(X) 2315
T5HDTHY, Ttz L TUIEBIIW. Idiom DFERIA
& LT, BEE ~follow(X, R) % F\WT —acceptable(X)
ZhEm T AKX — Y DB EARSFIEOFRICH o TV
52rbdb. ZHMEIERD DN S EINE follow(X, R),
DEDHROMRL 8o TV AHEFID T — A3 — L% Hl
HIHE > TVBEDREI N THS.
Walton & (2008)[13] @ scheme TIX, argument from
rules AT 5. 72770, BAZEODPLHAWN R —A
ICEARBE Y 725 X 5 JCD scheme EFEESHEIZ, TacdD
scheme ZFEFE L TH S idiom ZEZE L 7-.
Premisel: A proposition R is an estab-
lished /acceptable rule/principle for us.
Premise2: A case/proposition X follows R.
Conclusion: Therefore, X is acceptable.

3.3.3 From Source

ORI 7MEDOBIR,NHIEE I OD N
WZareihnd, WINDFRLAEAY - HEEZRILY 53
B, FAEEERE, b5 R IEMERE EXS(LORILE 33
BOTH5. AL RO S 52 RAL T 25T 5 D
oy VI WEPELS. ¥HE5D Ry FY—2
b, Hifk & 72 % assert(S, X) L fdiF & 7% % acceptable(X)
BHE L HRTH L. HABEeBlle 325813%D 0
J — R OBRFERBZ familiar_with(S, X) THDH / —FD
Ty I assert(S, X) WKAWT WS, 75 7HhdEe LTk
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authority_over(Source S;
Prps X)

assert(Source S, Prps X)

5 From Source Idioms

Causality IZlTW3. —/ T, MEREMRPL T 2551%
IRFERBLL authority over(S, X) THH / —RFDxT v JiX
acceptable(X) IZAWTW3. 7 Z 7H#iiE L LTI From
Rule iIZTW 3. WFIEWTHLH AW - HIOE#EMEZ IE
LRI E LT\ 2 720 BERINICIZELIL Tnd X512
RZ 25, Hife & MmO K RBIRDOM Z 3R 5.

FioZYERMbON B DI, familiar_with(S, X) &
authority_over(S, X) O TH 5. FizRMWUr T2
HBEICOWTE, FRLEAYDEMIRTH 2 Z L HHE
ZHID S BBV Z 2722 K D familiar_with(S, X)
DR END. 7z, BRULAVDIEZ DOV THWRND
b, DIESLOFHRE o TE D, Z ORI 2 5%
ETHEEO/ - FEZHARTAZILbD 5.

Walton & (2008)[13] @ scheme T, argument from po-
sition to know, argument from expert opinion, argument
from popular opinion, argument from popular practice 73
4T 5.

ka7 ¥ A RN 255, SONFICKET 20Y
5 2 DHIE BRI E S TH A 55, Xk b BEIRIICH
WMEMERDEE SR E T 202 HET 2 DIFH L VR
B2, BIZIX, ZLDADBFERLTNS, £
EHLIZHER RO EE 52 MWL LTWBE A S .
EEHERIE LTW2 00, REZRNLTZES 2RI
ELTW2D2IFHLATIER V.

3.4 Idiom OFESEIL—IL

A IE LIZ LIREELD scheme ZfHA G DETHWV S
ZeDHD. Fie, FiRE IR THARWEEBIRRLED,
TR ZONMEADLDETIRRT 2GR EICHEBOD
scheme 2V XN 3. 2D X5 RIGEICHEREHEDORE
BRADT Ay V7= TRET 2729121 idiom DI
Mgl ohlzxy NV —2MREBAET2LEDD 5.
ELIHEENL—NLE LTTRD 5 DEFRELT.

3.4.1 Rule 1: AL/ —FDES

2 DD idiom L[ L/ — FEIECE 25512
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DD/ —FE—DllF s fmrRHIT5/—F
(acceptbable(X) 72 X)) Z ZDN— L THRET 52 D
Z\.
3.4.2 Rule 2: BEW L EEFRDES
acceptable(X) & —acceptable(X) D X51ZH3/ —F
DEERD /) — FHFET 2HERIWE L Ty O THR
Ty YOMEBIFMERETH D, ERENIRIET 5 X 5 12548
F EHERZHRET 5.
3.4.3 Rule 3: BER EnZMmALLI/ — FOEE
means_to(FEH, ILFEHNIE) & acceptable(FEHIFICTE %411
IE52) DX 5 ChiEREE 20hiE @b L/ —F
BHIZLEEME Y Ty O THER. mEbtadhiz/, — K%
TLORFED /) — PR T 2BMRE R 2 Z e BBV,
AR vy YomF 3 amgt e ke 2 — R HalGERE
DEEFL L, /— FOEBEN—ET 5 &k 5 IT5KMA ZHE
ReBRET 5.
3.4.4 Rule 4: REZHHAREB RO/ — FOBES
WEEDHGET 5 7 — N TBFED 5 B ORI LD SRS
BROBGEIIHEHE 2 T v DTSR, il 213 follow(R, X) &
follow(R, X') ® X & X' DEBOHZEREYTH 5.
3.4.5 Rule 5: Default Inference
Yo Idiom 12 d B TEFE 5 R WIEHLDOEE X Default
Inference & L THIZ/ — Fifl 2T v I THIX.

4. 72ty MERK

AWFFLIXEE 7 & X b % Bayesian argumentation-
scheme networks THENNT 2L 2 HIETHDTH 3.
AV 2 —RETNDREERELZAT S 72012, i 7
F A b 2T % Bayesian argumentation-scheme
networks O X7 ZHE L 72, L2 L, BEiFSE TR 7=
X 912 argumentation schemes #7 / 77— a 3§ 57217
THIEEICIR P2 E L, MATERL DRETATIEL Y
N —OREET ) T a v T ARERDL. DD,
HRTFAMEERATAY V=R T )T avT b,
EWHFIETIEDOEWT — X 2 ZRICARET % DX
THd. ZZTAMETEA Y M7 —2 ZITITZIUTHIE
TEHETFXFAMNEERT VS FIEZRAT 5. fERL T
Tty M, HBRVEDREEOHRRT T A b 2h
WG RA 7 Uy b7 —27 D7 THRINS.

4.1 {ERFIE

T—=&ty MEBIXRDOFIETITS.
FIE 1 : FE Py 71200 T OB IR DA D
7 YAy N7 — 27 R

ProCon.org*2l3FEI2 7 X U A ARENC BT 2 iwFIco0
ThrEY ZHNCER - KERZIEL ED Y A4 b T

*2 https://www.procon.org/
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H3. 204 r o oBFORHR~Y A=Y DTty

M9 TH|DONTVWS 620D by 7 FEHPEA, Hill
fill, BARE®, it GIEL, EROFIR, KT 15E) 2
RL7 FPEY 720D T My 712550, ¥
TRy ZHBIIYA P TORMOERZF LD, 1 DONR
ATy VT =7 BT 5. HIZE, SEHEADY
78y 2 THD BRI T 20 1IZOWT, 1
BEOM 1DX5%%y b7 =2 2MFT 5. £, fFRL
Jetxy MU= CMET527FRANBHAETS. ZOFIE
BEHEANCE D FERL 2.

FIg2: vy bv—2WFoUIbHL.
BFH T E Y ZIZOWTORMERERIT 247
YAy b7 =I5B R 1O idiom HANIL S XS
WAy PU—ZWIRICOET S, B, R1DAy U —
705 RBTHENE T DOAZYI D T
FIE 3 : v b7 — W 2R - Rl
FIE2 THoNnxy PV -2 D& —
FOREERBELBEARASECELL, BEF D scheme
EZO LSO CHIBEERITT T 3. il z 3,
means_to(the death penalty, deterring crime) ¥ W 5 iR
#BUZ “The death penalty is a means to deter crime.” &
WO HABRBICAIR L TRIHRIC S 2. 2 oFIHIZ#A
“GIEL bFE IR 27 D K S BRI e — NV TAETE S
D, SLEMNICR BRI S50 X 5 ICEE TR L. i
LT, FRLD & 5 Z2HiHE - fdmz Ry 5.
Premisel: The death penalty is a means to de-
ter crime.
Premise2: Deterring crime is desirable.
Conclusion: The death penalty is necessary.

FlE 4 : 72 - Famz 2 7 v F Y —> v 7 THARSHEL.

229 FU—7—IZHiHR - fiamz R L, M&E 2lAE
DELEARBRTFAMNECERLTESS. 77T FY—
> ¥ 2% Amazon Mechanical Turk Z#|H3 5.

4.2 #R

6DODME Y ZDEEBDOY TRy ZIZOWVWTH Y
=2 BIERL, 22O 14T DXy vV —Z Wi EE
DLz 2y bU—2WR 2 S/ER Lz 1 DOHR - i
MHD1I0ANDIZ IV R Y —H—=IZ&DTF R MERERK
LTHEo7 BBY—H—I12iX 1 HZFICOE 0.108% %
thotz. Vv Z2HBDY Ty 7T —h—IZHRL
72HIHE - SRR D SR — U BUEFE 1 IR LT

279 RV =2 7OFEMRIR L LT, 1,406 fFOHER)
& %57z, B, R o TOWRWES 752 1F % H#5)
ZEZEE LT L TWS. BIEOEREMPEEE (H
FEBD R 2WORLz F, ER LT — X O2RRER
RDICOWTHIES 2= DI T DAL, SRz
£ 3IWRLT.
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£ 1 v bT7—2WHHO Idiom FFEZEH

rEv Y FERPEA B mEES sl HROGIIR  RETORE 2
Causality 18 19 21 15 19 12 104
From Rule 8 4 0 0 19
From Source 4 0 12
Others 5 2 12

K2 79U FV—rIuE

cEvY  FUREA HRH

REES  PFHEEEL

FROGIR  HTAEE 2

EIE# 521 374 342
BEN 664 416 326
EEXE 23.7 23.1 19.4

314 364 243 1,406
464 445 383 1,627
21.8 19.8 25.2 22.1

BIZ1: 757 FY—h— 18R L7CH1R - Kz BED
7% 2 b OFELUE
AR - fEEm e &0 7T 2 + & 2 2H Bag of Words
(BITF BoW) RIUC L CTav A VELEZFHEIL 2.
FEAZ 2 “Hbam because HIHE” &\ 5 HB X - DEIE
[0 % because DHN & BT, B & ibam, RO,
BFCHHROMO BoW a4 4 YELEZIEL, MED
EA I 0.8 LD EIBEOEIE 2 HEE L.
BIZ 3 Idiom ICHIR T 2 7 L — XA EETHH S M 5 EIG
il 21X, “The death penalty is a means to deter crime.”
D “means to”D X H1Z, by ZHKTIE4 < idiom IZH
K27V —XHH%. THHD idiom HRD 7 L — XA
FECEENLEEZEE L.
iE4: 75 v YU —H—[HOEIZEDEME
L DOHIE « #iEmi D EHMAND T — A — o EEZE
Bz, ZI o DEIEDZHEMEZEHT 2 72D IIZ[F—DHE -
FhEmINT S 2 [EEFE LD BoW a4 4 YEEMEZEHHIL T
Tzt L.

4.3 T2ty FORH

T — XY A XIZDWT, argumentation schemes % 7 ./
T—=YarylhkrT—&ty b UTIIHEBIRENKZ D
TH5. 2.3 TN & 51T argumentation schemes D
77 7= aiFIERICa A MEL, EORE T —
ReMERT 2 Z e BN#EETH o /. BIFEOT 2Ly b
T, Feng 5 (2011)[1] 237z araucaria dataset 23
7= ZEHE L, 660 DIFFICOWVWT T/ T—2a v LT
Wb, ADPER LT —XIEXEDEZHEMEL WS T TIE
HED T 2500, Bl 7 — 287209 TRAUIR D HE
DREVDHDERSTWNS,

T—RDERMITONT, K3ITHD X, f8fE 11 i
2 - wiEm e MEOBELE LS4 7 57 F U — A —RD[H
BOFELEOMEITVTIS IR KZE <, FHBloFENE
BE2NWZEERLTWS. 7z, 52 3 | idiom 7 L — X[
EOHIGIIEALE LT60%ZBATHD, idiom D7 L —

(© 2021 Information Processing Society of Japan

ANZFDEELELZFbOATNWS ZBZV. ZHUEE
a3y b= OXEERMSIAETHE I EEKRLTE
D, BEHEE T T EEE T2 ETIERVEMT—X 2 L
THZZ2WVWHIREDD . RERED 7L —X 2> T
LEoTW2780, 7L —XDZHEZEPT 2 L p3iE
TH5. “$5iW because AR &\ 5 EIF X — Y HRY
LD e BRI N0, FEIE 2 | AR because BITEMEIE
DEEFIZ 20%UAF e #-oTEY, HFRHFHEEZ S
F—Xt v MERIZOWTIERRE L SRS s
720D, FHOZHMICOWTIZFETH 2720, 5%
F—&Rty FOERHOAZ - 2HPT 2 HIET.

5. FrHESEDEE

ARFERTEBEREBEARA ST VA Yy T =7 T ar-
gumentation schemes Z EXIL T 2 Z I X b, HamtEiE
ERADT U3y VU= TRET L2 HEREIER L.
BARINZBETED schemes 2 ERT 2 Z & T, IREFER
argumentation schemes Z#H—M&RAEIC X D EAR(LTE
5ol

7, MENECESSHBEET VR HEE - MEET 57
HOTFT =Xty MEER L. fEK LT —&ty Mdk
MT XA EZAUTKIET Z2RADT Uy PT =T DR
7% 1,407 #HEDT=H DTH D, argumentation schemes 12
B3 27 —%ty FOFTIIHRIEBEORERT— 2%
MERTE2ZeNTE. —AT, LT -1y MiC
B ERHOZHBUEDPFETH 2720, 5RIET Xty
FORBDNE — VRl T HEZWHE T 5.

Eif3
RIFGE % BT BRI ICE - TIHL 2z, B3E X
ke web A4 FEHBZTHEHWEZA F—=—T )Ly ZKED

Hz kBt CAROFTEIERILRE) ([CEHT 5.
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£ 3 [EIEDOZREIEICOWTDOIEE

rEv S FEMPEA BRI

REES AL

FROGIR  HTREE 2F

HitR - ESR CEIEOELE
#&5 because FIREZEDEE (%)
Idiom 7 L—XEIZDEE (%)
EIEEOELE

0.76
13.5
65.6
0.65

0.76
20.7
74.9
0.67

0.75
13.2
35.3
0.67

0.75
25.8
78.5
0.64

0.73
16.5
76.1
0.62

0.74
19.0
39.5
0.64

0.75
17.6
63.1
0.65
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