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@  See Layman E. Allen, Symbolic Logic: A Razor — edged Tool for Drafting and Interpreting Legal Docu-
ments, 66 The Yale Law Journal, 833—879 (1957).

@  See Wesley N. Hohfeld, Some Fundamental Legal Conceptions as Applied in Judicial Reasoning, 23 The
Yale Law Journal, 16—59(1913).
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®  See Henning Wachsmuth, Nona Naderi, Yufang Hou, et al., Computational Argumentation Quality Assess-
ment in Natural Language, in Proceedings of the 15th Conference of the European Chapter of the Association for Com-
putational Linguistics, 2017, p.177.

@  See John L.Pollock, Reasoning and Probability, 6 Law, Probability and Risk, 43(2007).
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@  See Erik Krabbe, Dialogue Logic, in Dov M. Gabbay, John Wood eds., Handbook of the History of Logic,
North— Holland, 2006, pp.671—672.

@  See Charles L..Hamblin, Fallacies, Methuen, 1970.

@  See Douglas Walton, Christopher Reed, Fabrizio Macagno, Argumentation Schemes, Cambridge University
Press, 2008, p.1.

®  See Sanjay Modgil, Henry Prakken, A General Account of Argumentation with Preferences, 195 Artificial
Intelligence, 361—397(2013).

©®  Eveline T. Feteris, Fundamentals of Legal Argumentation: A Survey of Theories on the Justification of Judi-
cial Decisions, Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1999, pp.203—204.

@  See James B. Freeman, Argument Structure, Representation and Theory, Springer, 2011, p.1.
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@  See J. Anthony Blair & Ralph H. Johnson, Informal Logic: An Overview, 20 Informal Logic, 94(2000).

@  See Leo Groarke, Informal Logic, Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (July 16, 2021), https://plato.stan-
ford. edu/entries/logic— informal/ # Com, 2022—06—23.
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@  See Else Barth, Erik Krabbe, From Axiom to Dialogue: A Philosophical Study of Logics and Argumenta-
tion, Walter de Gruyter, 1982, pp.14—15.

@  See Else Barth, Erik Krabbe, From Axiom to Dialogue: A Philosophical Study of Logics and Argumenta-
tion, Walter de Gruyter, 1982, p.15.
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@  See Else Barth, Erik Krabbe, From Axiom to Dialogue: A Philosophical Study of Logics and Argumenta-
tion, Walter de Gruyter, 1982, p.18.

@  See Else Barth, Erik Krabbe, From Axiom to Dialogue: A Philosophical Study of Logics and Argumenta-
tion, Walter de Gruyter, 1982, p.19.

@  See Hans V. Hansen, Daniel H. Cohen, Are There Methods of Informal Logic? Proceedings of the 9th Inter-
national Conference of the Ontario Society for the Study of Argumentation(OSSA), 2011, p.1.
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@  See Chris Reed, Timothy Norman, A Roadmap of Research in Argument and Computation, in Chris Reed,
Timothy Norman eds., Argumentation Machines, Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2004, p.2.

@  See Alejandro Secades, A Computational Model of Pragma — dialectics as a Tool for Its Analysis and Ap-
praisal, 35 Informal Logic, 342—377(2015).

@  See Bin Wei, Henry Prakken, Defining the Structure of Arguments with Al Models of Argumentation, in F.
Bex, F.Grasso, N.Green, et al eds., Argument Technologies: Theory, Analysis, and Applications, College Publica-

tions, 2017, pp.1—21.
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@  See Stephen E. Toulmin, The Uses of Argument, Cambridge University Press, 2003, p.92.

@  See Ralph H. Johnson, Defeasibility from the Perspective of Informal Logic, in Proceedings of the 10th In-
ternational Conference of the Ontario Society for the Study of Argumentation (OSSA), 2013, pp.7—38.

®  See Douglas Walton, Defeasible Reasoning and Informal Fallacies, 179 Synthese, 397 —399(2011).

@  SUL[FEIER « BRI CUEPI TR ) MR, o B vk R AE 2002 4B ML, 55 1~2 0L,

®  See Henry Prakken, Modelling Defeasibility in Law: Logic or Procedure? 48 Fundamenta Informaticae, 253
—271(2001).
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@  Douglas Walton, Legal Argumentation and Evidence, Penn State University Press, 2002, p.335.

@  See Eveline T. Feteris, Fundamentals of Legal Argumentation: A Survey of Theories on the Justification of
Judicial Decisions, Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1999, p.173.

@  See Frans H. Van Eemeren, Rob Grootendorst, Francisca S. Henkemans, Argumentation, Analysis, Evalu-

ation and Presentation, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2002, pp.182—183.
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@  See Henry Prakken, Formal Systems for Persuasion Dialogue, 21 The Knowledge Engineering Review. 171
(2006).

@  See Bin Wei, Kun Kuang, Changlong Sun, et al., A Full—process Intelligent Trial System for Smart Court,
23 Frontiers of Information Technology & Electronic Engineering, 186—206(2022).

®  See Fabrizio Macagno, Douglas Walton, Chris Reed, Argumentation Schemes, Cambridge University Press,
2018.
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®  See Henry Prakken, On the Nature of Argument Schemes, in C.Reed, C.Tindale eds., Dialectics, Dialogue
and Argumentation: An Examination of Douglas Walton’ s Theories of Reasoning and Argument, College Publica-
tions, 2010, pp.5—8.

©®  See Sanjay Modgil, Henry Prakken, A General Account of Argumentation with Preferences, 195 Artificial
Intelligence, 368(2013).
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@  See Douglas Walton, Argumentation Theory: A Very Short Introduction, in I.Rahwan, G.R.Simari eds.,
Argumentation in Artificial Intelligence, Springer, 2009, pp.5—7.

@  See Douglas Walton, Legal Argumentation and Evidence, Penn State University Press, 2002, p.332.

®  See John Lawrence & Chris Reed, Argument Mining Using Argumentation Scheme Structures, in Proceed-
ings from the 6th International Conference on Computational Models of Argument, 2016, pp.379—390.

@  See Chris Reed, Glen Rowe, Araucaria: Software for Argument Analysis, Diagramming and Representa-

tion, 14 International Journal of Artificial Intelligence Tools, 961 —980(2004).
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@  See Frans H. Van Eemeren, Rob Grootendorst, Francisca S. Henkemans, Argumentation, Analysis, Evalu-
ation and Presentation, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2002, pp.64—68.

@  See Eveline T. Feteris, Fundamentals of Legal Argumentation: A Survey of Theories on the Justification of
Judicial Decisions, Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1999, p.178.

®  See Martin Caminada, Leila Amgoud, On the Evaluation of Argumentation Formalisms, 171 Artificial Intel-
ligence, 286—310 (2007).

@  See Chris Reed, Glen Rowe, Araucaria: Software for Argument Analysis, Diagramming and Representa-
tion, 14 International Journal of Artificial Intelligence Tools, 961 —980(2004).
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@  See Susan van den Braak, Sense— making Software for Crime Analysis, Doctoral Dissertation of Utrecht U-
niversity, 2010, p.95.

@  See Popov v. Hayashi, WL 31833731 Ca. Sup. Ct. 2002; Henry Prakken, Reconstructing Popov v. Hayashi
in A Framework for Argumentation with Structured Arguments and Dungean Semantics, 20 Artificial Intelligence and
Law, 57—82(2012).

®  See Dutch Simonshaven Muder Case, ECLI: NL.: GHDHA: 2015.: 282; Henry Prakken, An Argumenta-
tion—based Analysis of the Simonshaven Case, 12 Topics in Cognitive Science, 1068—1091(2020).

@  See Ralph H. Johnson, Anthony Blair, Logical Self—defense, McGraw Hill, 1994, pp.67—68.
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@  See Raquel Mochales, Marie—Francine Moens, Argumentation Mining, 19 Artificial Intelligence and Law,
1—22(2011).

©@  See Henning Wachsmuth, Nona Naderi, Yufang Hou, et al., Computational Argumentation Quality Assess-
ment in Natural Language, in Proceedings of the 15th Conference of the European Chapter of the Association for Com-
putational Linguistics, 2017, p.182.

®  See Henning Wachsmuth, Nona Naderi, Yufang Hou, et al., Computational Argumentation Quality Assess-
ment in Natural Language, in Proceedings of the 15th Conference of the European Chapter of the Association for Com-
putational Linguistics, 2017, p.183.

@  See Ivan Habernal, Iryna Gurevych, What Makes a Convincing Argument? Empirical Analysis and Detecting
Attributes of Convincingness in Web Argumentation, in Proceedings of the 2016 Conference on Empirical Methods in
Natural Language Processing, 2016, pp.1214—1223.

®  See Henning Wachsmuth, Nona Naderi, Ivan Habernal, et al., Argumentation Quality Assessment: Theory
vs. Practice, in Proceedings of the 55th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, 2017,
pp.250—255.

©®  See Noam Slonim, Yonatan Bilul, Carlos Alzate, et al., An Autonomous Debating System, 591 Nature,
379(2021).
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Abstract : Informal logic promoted the integration of Al and legal argumentation theory, and
the Al research of legal argumentation is inspired by informal logic and presented a new turning
trend. Traditional Al research is difficult to describe the natural feature of legal argumentation.
Informal logic provides theoretical sources and method supports for Al research, making the Al
research of legal argumentation more in line with the contextual characteristics of legal argu-
mentation practice. From the perspective of Al models of informal logic, the Al researches of le-
gal argumentation express the burden of proof and its transfer of legal argumentation with the
defeasibility of argumentation, construct the procedural theory of legal argumentation with dia-
logue theory, characterize legal argument scheme and its critical issues with argument scheme
theory, analyze the structure of legal arguments with the theory of argumentation analysis, and
inspire the automated evaluation of legal arguments with the theory of argumentation evaluation.
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