Argumentation Schemes and Story Schemes
In my talk I would like to discuss two concepts which I think are of prime importance when reasoning with evidence in the context of crime investigation, namely argumentation schemes and story schemes. 

Argumentation schemes are stereotypical patterns of reasoning, which usually take the form of a syllogistic inference, where a conclusion is derived from a major and a minor premise. Each scheme has a number of critical questions which point to possible exceptions. Most argumentation schemes from literature are quite abstract, in that they model general types of reasoning, for example, deductive inference, abductive inference or inductive inference. Some other schemes are more specific, for example the scheme for an argument from expert opinion or the scheme for position to know. In recent work by Bex, Prakken, Reed and Walton, some schemes were specifically developed for reasoning with legal evidence (an example of this is the witness testimony scheme). Argumentation schemes nicely fit into the argumentative way of reasoning with evidence; by applying different schemes a chain of inference can be built from premises to a conclusion. Such a chain can be visualised as a Wigmore graph, and thus the schemes are closely related to what authors such as Anderson, Schum, Tillers and Twing call generalisations (in fact, the major premise of a scheme is a generalisation). 
Stories are also an important tool when reasoning about evidence. Particularly in the investigative phase, the reasoning needs to be creative and different stories about “what happened” should be generated and compared. The basic idea of an argumentation scheme, that it represents a stereotypical pattern of reasoning, can also be applied to stories. Authors like Schank argue that stories often conform to a standard pattern of events, also called a script. These scripts represent a standard sequence of events, for example, eating in a restaurant (entering, ordering, eating, paying and leaving). In his later work, Schank explored the notion of question-driven understanding: asking questions with the goal of filling in the gaps in a story.

In my talk I want to explore the similarities and differences between argumentation schemes and scripts, which I call story schemes. I would like to present some argumentation schemes and story schemes which can be useful for crime-investigation. Also, I will look at how critical questions can be designed for story schemes. 

