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We believe homework should be abolished.
Without homework, students would have more

(a) IZFRDHEI)NY—> (Argumentation Schemes [Walton'08] )

Argument from Consequences
xIFRUVERy T 5=, xZRIETRE

free time and be able to pursue what they truly
want to do.

R5&

A
AL Conclusion: | homework (x) | should be abolished

+
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They say that abolishing homework will give them
more free time. However, club activities and cram
school also reduce free time. It would be more
effective to curtail these instead of homework.
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