o] AAFx AT

Nio
Hd

XX

i
¥
T

245

EER

[

o) mreA Bevt
2 QA2 HjA)
opd 4= glofok

S|
o




I

1) AdsHel 7
o] WAL AR AXSRe PAolE A AR T el Ak
oz A off A4 PAe A5 AR oJEse B A
Aske YA Feo)m, FEe @ A BAe AAEe] N o
7 93 2] SAHoE AR AXsE B4 ARl dEAe
2 A9% P23 A sl AR =Fo] Al 97 A4
FAL Q3 A7) SR AW SAHoz 2
o

=
TR olfrEe] ANEE EF0] Sl o3t A
[}

]

o3 Aol AXAel Urke AL =T GRAGA AN
e A BAR HA T9 FEES o)HE F Y 71F0] Fololuk she
& e A P} =8l PEAY =

el o7k AR Y] YA 54
o dAlS0] 22 SISk dolA] “ME oEH0]A)
51l S ol Aojtk oo mlg) <Akl o3t AR A
g2 Eo] A& AEle YA “M2 gEFrolge A
ojtt. S o]FA FHANN AREEe =W AeelM A
A AEL dEeIME I o] Bl FEH ARHE ¥R
g 7ol ofitt. Alx|of shte] Fo] EyHoluA oEHoltal B
T ok A8 Sy ofed Ao FHelld FRAM FHAY
T JARE 3o SHAN FEA SEH ol B
olFA EWEF Ml Vxsl e =59 AAYY FE2 jx &
AE o1 Featel itk
ol EAlt Adste] ¢ A/FH FE VES TAHCE A
% ]

Alstele a7l disiA A F 7HA] 7l

2,
f

i

246



=59 AXITx o7/ B

AAEe] Aot At e AAEE TSN o= shte] AAlzt
AALNAG G AAZE ARY A5 AAE JA7E A2 Alse
A&7} o= e WA= | QS wrethd Aol %A o
gd FEo7 1158 4 ok oA Ui FOoZ EulXy(Stephen N.
Thomas)2} oF(Robert J. Yanal)e] 7]Fo|th. &4, o= shte] A7}
AAAAY s A7 ARY A5 o AAeE A8o] Be B0l
SEvhd Agola 234 g ot oA tEFOoFE xul
(James B. Freeman)@} 1H|%|(Trudy Govier)d] 7]5o]t}.

F 7 71EEe v deskal BEs] BolAwt
‘:}. A A AR 7lEH Bdste FA AR S
7F vl TFssHAl FHoE AP8E ¢ s
It =8 & =FolA AAES ABE 2dE
et 2 5 o' Aol ﬂ]ﬂﬂﬂ‘/} AAle] 2
k= Z]Z]Eoﬂ s W] Qlok= Aol o¥A 7Fes
T Utk olzle] Brbssithd Aduto] Sl
Al 2 5 Aok gso] s o

Zo] F7h5A gk ol B

[e}

_

o
M
2
)
&

ofr Eﬂ
i w
w2
E

M
N
o
(¢ rl.m
M o
U o
=<
o o ok

O,
o
=

o
ju:3
e

I

ﬂ‘

pall

g
2

2

N

- ol

>

% oft
Oll

1

o

N tlo
LR

[ o

ol
ﬂ‘
PO

N, o
mlo
23
ok

2
1o
o

r_>.4r 2 L oof o o ok
ol h
ON i
M M\
jz flo >
N rlr
-~ 2
L r r& _E
4\ S
i i ?~
é. _12'1_, u‘,g
1o r2
-
(ﬁ* =
Kel)
X
i
N
S\F
oX,
o
i&
rlr
P
o
o £
L s
o

i, o

o

ox d¥ o
X
N
N

B = S D A/ R b
o
o

AR 5 2 ol @ WA AR AL A
& il W8 £484 g do

5 Al dee] &

S
2

Fr
b

i omok rfu el
3
[
X
X
bt
N
12
ot
it
A
g
olr
of

é_f&/?% T Ve A e

el AdaE 7R Vs AESHA a9 7)Ee] AH-HE Al
71 f3A mEESAIACKE She gxdo] tielM AztalE & ik A &

247



g TRE =2 P Pk 3 B4 WA Bag ol &
Aoleh. $EIE 3 Wl £g0] HES AATFEE FRIE Aol
theoE a7 J1Ee fesh AW A AAsh FYAA AN g
Moz AAF o 4P AL A1 FAAHE T JUEL Pol
9 % glofob @ Zlolth ol 13 ¥Ao] w30 WEks 49l =4
o s} w3 84 Y=g Hohlop Frke &7 2% B 2

g
rol
=

e 4 =gHes £ rhesta I FEEY FHY Fol dAt

"ot ol Wi stetEe 28A H4A 29T & |l dwd] I R

59 dol dAta & 4 gl a8 EFEL 1 4FE s

g FEnto] tha wistd ¥ FAAHeR & Wske dojuA gou

e 1 2ol aoleke ZAAE HArt e vgE 4dS WA
© AFEe TR HHHeR o]d stE/Ed=e] T
[e] 7 %

of gl WelN A ARAE A Y AAE AAT e
Wsiito] A7l ek Aol

SAA AN BASE A7) ge A glolw Shdes
A2S Sl o= @ AAE AAIGT A= e dAge] 2
22 SRAGE A A8 9T AAA Feva @ 2o
94 23 =3e sh7t oiel ofglolele Fgol A8 & ok 2
£ AAEA BAlHe Gare A8 7AA Rake dAS0] melA @
ARS AN A Tovla)] ®ol7] WEelt) oz HASo] ®ol

248



=59| XX

he A=7F 1 AA

A A

gHoz wWxshd

A NEE =

p=¢)
=T

R

siobd 1 AA)

o At

7 1

o Ao Nz 28 S e opjuA ¥

=
1O

o A
& 53

)
“

i,

A ofg 3ol ohel

o
KR
X0

%

X

)

olJ

o,

§ b A

5

dmlE F7E 4

&

Zof) o
dae Ao owe} 0y

oA ol F&

=
.

1 ATsol 97le] =49 o

s

|

&

Q71 WAS A Alolo] A

3

ZYA(H+) 7]EE AR

= AA |5 Aol
U]’(,) g3t

mol A% T&

452

]

o,

Al

K
._OE

¥

= A

N
B

1) AAE 7|

g AA7 A%

AAZE AAEAY

&

| .

AAE el w2, o

o

249



EQRED od AAE sEe] FRAe & 5 Qe Eok(Stephen

N. Thomas)= ‘ﬁﬂ’oﬂ It F2 :[LE_-OJ 3 AIEA d94 &
=

L velsht AHee BEBDT slelsE Esiel FR8A g

WE % 94 Aolth

o W g2l #xlo] A

of W gzoll o] A /\Aq'.

n-1. n-1 A AFRS HE Hof| U ol o] AZT
(142-+++++(n-1))

n AFES B Fole U gl #xlo] Azt

(th 7HaF7]

1. A9 950] 3o

2. A HEyZe 9A A
(1+2)

3. AFe 99k

o

3

%

o,
o,

—

A

Enjat 27ke) Aol 1 AATze)

|t
o

o8A ARG

1) Stephen N. Thomas, “Determining the logical structure of a reasoned discourse,”
Practical Reasoning in Natural Language, Prentice Hall, 1997, pp. 50-52.
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4) Robert J. Yanal, “Dependent and Independent Reasons,” Informal Logic XIII,
1991, pp. 137-138.

5) Robert J. Yanal, “Dependent and Independent Reasons,” p. 140.
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9, 1995, pp. 293-295 =
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A Study on Supporting Structure of Arguments

Hong, Kyung Nam (Chung-Ang Univ.)

There are two linkage/convergence standards for analyzing the
supporting structure of arguments, that is, the standards of supporting
degrees and relevance. The linkage/convergence distinction should
involve our intuitions related to the concepts of linkage and
convergence while possibly excluding the evaluation elements so as to
properly function as instrument of argument analysis. It is claimed that
the relevance standard could satisfy such requirements relatively better

than the supporting degrees standard.

Key words: Argument structure, Linkage, Convergence, Relevance,
Supporting degrees
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