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Preface 

C r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n is a p r a c t i c a l s k i l l that needs to be taught, f r o m the 
v e r y b e g i n n i n g , t h r o u g h the use of rea l or rea l i s t i c e x a m p l e s of arguments 
o f the k i n d that the user encounters i n e v e r y d a y l i f e . I n th is i n t r o d u c t o r y 
textbook o f c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n an e x a m p l e - b a s e d m e t h o d o f teach­
i n g i s therefore u s e d . A l l p o i n t s c o v e r e d are i n t r o d u c e d a n d i l l u s t r a t e d 
t h r o u g h the use of e x a m p l e s represent ing arguments , or p r o b l e m s of v a r i ­
ous k i n d s that arise i n argumenta t ion , o f a k i n d that w i l l b e qui te f a m i l i a r 
t o readers f r o m the i r o w n p e r s o n a l exper iences . Exerc i ses a p p e n d e d t o 
each s e c t i o n o f the b o o k are d e s i g n e d to g ive pract ice in p u t t i n g these 
s k i l l s to w o r k . 

As w e l l as b e i n g a s k i l l , c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s an at t i tude. I t i s an 
at t i tude that i s u s e f u l i n w o r k i n g y o u r w a y t h r o u g h a p r o b l e m o r m a k i n g 
a t h o u g h t f u l d e c i s i o n . B u t i t i s mos t u s e f u l w h e n y o u are c o n f r o n t e d b y 
an argument a n d y o u n e e d to arr ive a t some reasoned e v a l u a t i o n of i t 
on a ba lance of c o n s id er a t io n s in a s i t u a t i o n w h e r e there are arguments 
on b o t h s ides of an i ssue . A p u r p o s e of t h i s b o o k therefore is to s h a r p e n 
th i s c r i t i c a l a t t i tude, w h i c h w e a l l a l r e a d y h a v e t o some degree, t o focus 
a n d h e i g h t e n i t i n a cons t ruc t ive w a y , b y p r o v i d i n g a n i n t r o d u c t i o n t o 
its bas ic m e t h o d s . T h e m e t h o d s presented are based on the latest state-of-
the-art t e c h n i q u e s d e v e l o p e d i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n theory a n d i n f o r m a l l o g i c . 
T h i s b o o k i s m e a n t to be an advance over the m a n y other textbooks on 
the market t o d a y that l a c k the k i n d of d e p t h n e e d e d by a tex tbook that i s 
b a s e d o n a n es tab l i shed s c h o l a r l y d i s c i p l i n e . 

S i n c e th i s textbook is meant to be a bas i c e n t r y - l e v e l i n t r o d u c t i o n to 
f u n d a m e n t a l s , i t concentrates p r i m a r i l y o n argument i d e n t i f i c a t i o n a n d 
ana lys i s , c o n f i n i n g argument e v a l u a t i o n m a i n l y t o i d e n t i f y i n g m i s s i n g o r 
w e a k p o i n t s i n a n argument that ca l l s for the a s k i n g o f c r i t i c a l ques t ions . 
Subsequent textbooks i n the series, e s p e c i a l l y the one o n fa l lac ies , w i l l g o 

xi 
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m o r e d e e p l y i n t o argument e v a l u a t i o n . T h e p e r s p e c t i v e o f th is f o u n d a ­
t i o n a l f irst v o l u m e is that before a n y argument c a n be e v a l u a t e d as s t rong 
or w e a k , reasonable or f a l l a c i o u s , i t has to be i d e n t i f i e d . O n e needs to k n o w 
h o w t o c lass i fy i t a s type o f a rgument a n d h o w t o i d e n t i f y i ts premises a n d 
c o n c l u s i o n . A n d i t has t o b e a n a l y z e d . O n e needs t o k n o w w h a t its n o n e x -
p l i c i t p r e m i s e s are a n d h o w i t fits i n t o other arguments i t i s c o n n e c t e d to 
i n a g i v e n case. T h u s i d e n t i f y i n g a n d a n a l y z i n g the m o s t c o m m o n k i n d s 
o f arguments are the tasks that w i l l take u p m o s t o f th i s b o o k . H o w e v e r , 
f r o m t i m e t o t i m e , c o m m e n t s are m a d e o n e v a l u a t i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , i t i s 
h e l p f u l to the reader e v e n a t th is ear ly p o i n t to h a v e some i d e a o f h o w 
a g i v e n type of argument that i s often reasonable c a n somet imes be u s e d 
f a l l a c i o u s l y . 

T h e a p p r o a c h t o a rgument ana lys i s p r e s e n t e d i n t h i s b o o k makes the 
assessment o f a n y argument t u r n on three factors. T h e first factor i s the 
s t ructure o f the r e a s o n i n g o n w h i c h the a rgument i s based. Three k i n d s 
o f r e a s o n i n g are s t u d i e d in chapters 2 , 3 , a n d 4 , r e s p e c t i v e l y : d e d u c t i v e 
r e a s o n i n g , i n d u c t i v e reasoning , a n d defeasible r e a s o n i n g . T h e s tructure 
represents the l i n k b e t w e e n the premises a n d the c o n c l u s i o n . T h e sec­
o n d factor i s the a c c e p t a b i l i t y o f the p r e m i s e s . T h i s factor i s j u d g e d i n 
r e l a t i o n to the c o m m i t m e n t s of the t w o part ies - the p r o p o n e n t a n d the 
r e s p o n d e n t - w h o are i n v o l v e d i n the argument . T h e t h i r d factor i s 
the re levance of the argument . R e l e v a n c e is seen as a matter of w h e r e 
the a rgument i s l e a d i n g in a d i a l o g u e . To be r e l e v a n t i t m u s t be a c h a i n 
o f r e a s o n i n g that leads t o w a r d the u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n a t i s sue in a d i a ­
logue . T h e s e c o n d a n d t h i r d factors are e x p l i c i t l y d i a l e c t i c a l , m e a n i n g 
that they i n v o l v e a d i a l o g u e b e t w e e n t w o part ies ( i n the s i m p l e s t case) 
c a l l e d the p r o p o n e n t a n d the r e s p o n d e n t . T h e l i n e o f e x p o s i t i o n o f t h i s 
a p p r o a c h i n the b o o k i s d i v i d e d i n t o stages. T h e f irst stage starts f r o m 
the bas ic b u i l d i n g b l o c k o f in ference , w h e r e a c o n c l u s i o n i s d r a w n f rom 
a g i v e n set of p r o p o s i t i o n s c a l l e d premises . T h e n r e a s o n i n g is d e f i n e d as 
a c h a i n i n g together o f inferences . T h i s a p p r o a c h , w h i l e s o m e w h a t n o v e l 
f r o m the p o i n t o f v i e w o f t r a d i t i o n a l l o g i c , f i t s i n w i t h the v i e w o f rea­
s o n i n g that has b e e n a d o p t e d i n recent w o r k i n c o m p u t e r sc ience , a n d 
e s p e c i a l l y i n a r t i f i c i a l i n t e l l i g e n c e . Readers t a k i n g courses i n c o m p u t e r -
r e l a t e d subjects w i l l b e f a m i l i a r w i t h th i s v i e w o f r e a s o n i n g . T h e next 
stage i s on arguments . A r g u m e n t i s d e f i n e d as the use o f r e a s o n i n g in di f ­
ferent types o f g o a l - d i r e c t e d c o n v e r s a t i o n a l exchanges c a l l e d d ia logues . 
T h e d i a l e c t i c a l nature o f the a p p r o a c h t o c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n a d v a n c e d 
i n t h i s b o o k becomes e v i d e n t w h e n the d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n r e a s o n i n g a n d 
a r g u m e n t i s e x p l i c i t l y b a s e d o n the p u r p o s e that r e a s o n i n g i s u s e d for i n 

a d i a l o g u e exchange b e t w e e n t w o part ies . T h i s n e w d i a l e c t i c a l a p p r o a c h 

enables s tudents to h a n d l e p r o b l e m s o f a rgument e v a l u a t i o n in a w a y that 

t h e y w i l l n o t find c o n f u s i n g or s i m p l y u n b e l i e v a b l e , as has b e e n the case 

w i t h p r e v i o u s textbooks i n l o g i c . T h e n e w d i a l e c t i c a l a p p r o a c h p r o v i d e s a 

m u c h m o r e u s e f u l t o o l for i d e n t i f y i n g , a n a l y z i n g , a n d e v a l u a t i n g c o m m o n 

arguments t h a n has b e e n p o s s i b l e i n the past . 

A s t r i k i n g asset of the n e w d i a l e c t i c a l a p p r o a c h to c r i t i c a l a rgumenta­
t i o n u s e d i n t h i s b o o k i s that re levance c a n b e d e f i n e d w i t h respect t o h o w 
a n argument has b e e n u s e d i n a g i v e n case. R e l e v a n c e i s j u d g e d i n re la ­
t i o n to the t y p e of d i a l o g u e the p a r t i c i p a n t s are s u p p o s e d to be engaged 
i n , a n d the i ssue t h e y are s u p p o s e d t o b e a r g u i n g about i n that d i a l o g u e . 
T h u s , for the f i r s t t i m e , an account o f r e l e v a n c e i s presented in a c r i t i c a l 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n tex tbook that r e a l l y i s h e l p f u l i n g i v i n g p r a c t i c a l l y use­
f u l g u i d a n c e t o s tudents o n h o w t o judge w h e t h e r s o m e t h i n g i s re levant 
or not , in a c o n v e r s a t i o n a l argument exchange , j u d g i n g by the context (as 
k n o w n ) for the case. O t h e r chapters d e a l w i t h the f a m i l i a r t o p i c s o f c r i t i c a l 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n b y s h o w i n g h o w t o dea l w i t h the use o f p l a u s i b l e r e a s o n i n g 
i n a n argument a n d h o w t o evaluate c e r t a i n c o m m o n k i n d s o f arguments , 
s u c h as a rgument f rom analogy, a p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n , a p p e a l to p o p ­
u l a r o p i n i o n , use o f p e r s o n a l attack i n argument , a n d the s l i p p e r y s l o p e 
argument . T h i s b o o k teaches a range of other i m p o r t a n t s k i l l s of c r i t i c a l 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n n e e d e d to evaluate an a r g u m e n t c o n t e x t u a l l y , as i t i s g i v e n 
i n a p a r t i c u l a r case, based o n the t e x t u a l e v i d e n c e s u p p l i e d i n the case. 
A s the b o o k proceeds , i t focuses less o n i n d i v i d u a l inferences o r types o f 
arguments a n d m o r e o n h o w t o evaluate c r i t i c a l l y cer ta in proper t ies o f 
h o w a l i n e of a r g u m e n t a t i o n needs to be j u d g e d in a g l o b a l p e r s p e c t i v e , 
in a case as a w h o l e . O n e of these i m p o r t a n t proper t ies is b ias or s l a n t i n g 
i n a n argument . A n o t h e r s k i l l i s h o w t o i d e n t i f y a n d recons t ruc t a longer 
c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n as u s e d in a g i v e n case, i d e n t i f y i n g the " m i s s i n g " 
p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n s that h a v e not b e e n stated e x p l i c i t l y . O t h e r s k i l l s 
taught i n t h i s part are h o w t o d e a l w i t h p r o b l e m s i n arguments that arise 
f rom language, s u c h as a m b i g u i t y a n d the use o f d e f i n i t i o n s , a n d h o w to 
l e a r n c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n s k i l l s o f q u e s t i o n i n g a n d a n s w e r i n g . 

T h e m a t e r i a l in th i s b o o k i s meant to be f l e x i b l e , so that i t c a n be 
u s e d a l o n g s i d e other textbooks in the series that go in to m o r e d e t a i l e d 
treatments of d i f ferent aspects o f c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n . E a c h chapter i s 
b a s e d o n the p r e s u m p t i o n that the s tudent 's c o m p r e h e n s i o n w i l l b e sharp­
e n e d t h r o u g h h a v i n g mastered the m a t e r i a l i n the p r e v i o u s chapters . A l l 
the m a t e r i a l i s e a s i l y readable , a n d e x a m p l e s are f ree ly u s e d to i l lus t ra te 
every p o i n t . T h u s chapters c a n b e s k i p p e d b y a n i n s t r u c t o r w h o w a n t s 
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o n l y to cover se lec ted t o p i c s . I w o u l d r e c o m m e n d c o v e r i n g a t least the 
f i r s t chapter, a n d t h e n p i c k i n g out other chapters a c c o r d i n g t o interest . 
T h e use o f e x a m p l e s t h r o u g h o u t the b o o k i s m e a n t to m a k e the m a t e r i a l 
easier to grasp a n d m o r e in teres t ing for s tudents . B u t the i n s t r u c t o r c a n 
also use these cases to generate d i s c u s s i o n in the c l a s s r o o m or in a s e m ­
inar . I t m a y be a g o o d strategy of t e a c h i n g to m a k e the cases f o c a l p o i n t s 
of a lecture , as w e l l . A l s o , the cases, a l o n g w i t h the exercises a t the e n d 
of each sec t ion , c a n be u s e d to generate fur ther ass ignments or test ques­
t i o n s , i n w h a t s h o u l d essent ia l ly b e a h a n d s - o n l e a r n i n g e x p e r i e n c e for 
the s tudents . 

Acknowledgments 

T h e s u p p o r t , encouragement , a n d a d v i c e o f the late Terry M o o r e w e r e 
i m p o r t a n t factors i n the l a u n c h i n g o f th i s n e w series. H a n s V . H a n s e n 
has also h a d m u c h i n p u t in to w h a t i s treated i n th i s f i r s t v o l u m e o f the 
series, a n d h o w i t i s treated. I h o n e s t l y c a n n o t r e m e m b e r w h o s e i d e a the 
series w a s in the f i r s t p lace , but i t doesn ' t r e a l l y matter. Terry m a d e every­
t h i n g p o s s i b l e , a n d a l l d e c i s i o n s have c o m e f r o m d i s c u s s i o n s a m o n g the 
three o f us . W i t h o u t the p r a c t i c a l p r o b l e m s o l v i n g a n d a d v i c e o f Terry 
a n d H a n s , th i s b o o k w o u l d never have o v e r c o m e the m a n y p r o b l e m s 
a l o n g the b u m p y r o a d to its current state of d e v e l o p m e n t . In recent years 
there has b e e n a c r o s s - f e r t i l i z a t i o n of research b e t w e e n w o r k on ar t i f i ­
c i a l i n t e l l i g e n c e a n d argumenta t ion theory, to the benefi t o f b o t h f ie lds . 
N e w a n d u s e f u l tools i n c o r p o r a t e d i n t o t h i s textbook have b e e n d e r i v e d 
f r o m tutor ia l s a t the S y m p o s i u m o n A r g u m e n t a n d C o m p u t a t i o n h e l d 
a t B o n s k e i d H o u s e i n Per thshi re , S c o t l a n d , i n June a n d J u l y o f 2000. 
I w o u l d e s p e c i a l l y l i k e t o t h a n k T i m N o r m a n a n d C h r i s R e e d for orga­
n i z i n g the conference . I w o u l d also l i k e to t h a n k the f o l l o w i n g conference 
p a r t i c i p a n t s for lectures a n d d i s c u s s i o n s that have i n f l u e n c e d the m o d e l 
o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n presented i n th is b o o k : Trevor B e n c h - C a p o n , D a n i e l a 
C a r b o g i m , J i m C r o s s w h i t e , A s p a s s i a D a s k a l o p u l u , J o h n F o x , J i m F r e e m a n , 
Janne M a a i k e Ger lo f s , M i c h a e l G i l b e r t , R o d G i r l e , F l o r i a n a Grasso , L e o 
Groarke , C o r i n G u r r , D a v i d H i t c h c o c k , H a n n s H o h m a n n , E r i k K r a b b e , 
Peter M c B u r n e y , H e n r y P r a k k e n , T h e o d o r e Scaltsas , S i m o n e S t u m p f , a n d 
Bart Verhe i j . T h e techniques taught by the p a r t i c i p a n t s a t th i s conference 
i n f l u e n c e d v a r i o u s r e v i s i o n s d u r i n g the re f inements d e v e l o p e d d u r i n g the 
r e w r i t i n g o f the b o o k . A m o n g the col leagues i n p h i l o s o p h y w i t h w h o m I 
h a v e w o r k e d , w h o s e ideas a n d c o n v e r s a t i o n s h a v e s t rongly i n f l u e n c e d the 
d i r e c t i o n o f m y w o r k o n c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g , I w o u l d e s p e c i a l l y l i k e t o t h a n k 

xv 



xvi Acknowledgments 

T o n y B l a i r , M a u r i c e F i n o c c h i a r o , D o v G a b b a v R . l n h TnVi 

Jacobs, T G 0 O d W i n ' S ^ J " C k s 0 " ' S c ° » 

ONE Arguments and Dialogues 

T h e three goals o f c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n are to i d e n t i f y , a n a l y z e , a n d e v a l ­
uate arguments . T h e t e r m " a r g u m e n t " i s u s e d in a s p e c i a l sense, re fer r ing 
to the g i v i n g of reasons to s u p p o r t or c r i t i c i z e a c l a i m that is q u e s t i o n ­
able, or o p e n to doubt . To say s o m e t h i n g is a s u c c e s s f u l argument in th is 
sense means that i t gives a g o o d reason, or several reasons, to s u p p o r t or 
c r i t i c i z e a c l a i m . B u t w h y s h o u l d one ever have to g ive a reason to s u p ­
por t a c l a i m ? O n e m i g h t have to because the c l a i m is o p e n to doubt . T h i s 
o b s e r v a t i o n i m p l i e s that there are a l w a y s t w o sides to an argument , a n d 
thus that an argument takes the f o r m of a d ia logue . On the one s ide , the 
argument i s p u t f o r w a r d as a reason in s u p p o r t of a c l a i m . On the other 
s ide , that c l a i m is seen as o p e n to doubt , a n d the reason for g i v i n g the 
reason is to r e m o v e that doubt . In other w o r d s , the of fer ing of an argu­
m e n t p r e s u p p o s e s a d ia logue b e t w e e n t w o s ides . T h e n o t i o n of an argu­
m e n t i s best e l u c i d a t e d i n terms o f its p u r p o s e w h e n u s e d i n a d i a l o g u e . 
At r i s k o f r e p e t i t i o n , the f o l l o w i n g genera l statement about arguments i s 
w o r t h r e m e m b e r i n g t h r o u g h o u t chapter 1 a n d the rest of th i s b o o k . T h e 
bas ic p u r p o s e of o f fer ing an argument is to g ive a reason (or m o r e t h a n 
one) to s u p p o r t a c l a i m that is subject to doubt , a n d thereby r e m o v e that 
doubt . 

C h a p t e r 1 presents several k e y e x a m p l e s o f d ia logues in w h i c h one 
s ide makes a c l a i m a n d the other expresses doubts about i t . In t h i s c h a p ­
ter i t i s s h o w n h o w argument i s based on a d i a l o g u e f r a m e w o r k . In the 
d ia logues , there are m a n y spec i f i c arguments , a n d they are c o n n e c t e d 
together w i t h other arguments . T h e e x a m p l e s w i l l s h o w h o w argumenta­
t i o n takes the f o r m of a c h a i n m a d e up by l i n k i n g several spec i f i c argu­
ments together. T h e w o r d " a r g u m e n t a t i o n " denotes th is d y n a m i c process 
of c o n n e c t i n g arguments together for s o m e p u r p o s e in a d i a l o g u e . T h e 
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i n t e r n a l core of an argument is a reason, or set of reasons, offered to s u p ­
por t a c l a i m , c a l l e d the c o n c l u s i o n of the argument . T h i s set of statements 
i s the i n t e r n a l core of the argument . B u t a r o u n d th i s core there i s a lso 
a f r a m e w o r k o f argument use, in w h i c h a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s u s e d for s o m e 
p u r p o s e in a d i a l o g u e . C h a p t e r 1 f i t s the i n t e r n a l core i n t o the f r a m e w o r k 
o f d i a l o g u e , g i v i n g the reader a n integrated i n t r o d u c t i o n t o the n o t i o n o f 
argument that f i t s b o t h c o m p o n e n t s together, g a i n i n g an integrated per­
spect ive , that h e l p s h i m or her to grasp the c o n c e p t o f reasonable argument 
at the core of c r i t i c a l a rgumenta t ion . 

Dialogues 

A d i a l o g u e i s a t y p e o f g o a l - d i r e c t e d c o n v e r s a t i o n in w h i c h t w o p a r t i c ­
ipants ( in the m i n i m a l case) are p a r t i c i p a t i n g b y t a k i n g turns . A t each 
m o v e one par ty r e s p o n d s to the p r e v i o u s m o v e o f the other party. T h u s 
each d ia logue is a c o n n e c t e d sequence of m o v e s (speech acts) that has a 
d i r e c t i o n o f f low. D i a l o g u e s are c o n v e n t i o n a l f r a m e w o r k s that m a k e ra t io­
n a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n p o s s i b l e . D i a l o g u e s d o not c o n t a i n o n l y arguments . 
T h e y c a n also c o n t a i n e x p l a n a t i o n s , i n s t r u c t i o n s o n h o w t o d o some­
t h i n g , a n d s o for th . B u t of ten they d o c o n t a i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n . A n d w h e n 
they do , i f the a r g u m e n t a t i o n is to be s u c c e s s f u l , i t i s i m p o r t a n t that the 
p a r t i c i p a n t s take turns , each g i v i n g the other p a r t y a fair chance to state 
h i s or her argument . I f a p a r t i c i p a n t , for e x a m p l e , uses force to shut the 
other par ty u p , that k i n d of m o v e i s an o b s t r u c t i o n to the success o f 
the d i a l o g u e . To present a t y p i c a l e x a m p l e of a r g u m e n t a t i o n , c o n s i d e r 
a s i t u a t i o n w h e r e t w o p e o p l e , H e l e n a n d B o b , h a v e a di f ference o f o p i n ­
i o n d u r i n g a d i n n e r party. H e l e n i s against t i p p i n g . She has h a d d i f f i c u l t i e s 
w i t h t i p p i n g i n restaurants i n the past a n d t h i n k s that t i p p i n g i s genera l ly a 
b a d k i n d o f pract ice that s h o u l d not b e c o n t i n u e d . B o b , o n the other h a n d , 
t h i n k s that t i p p i n g i s a g o o d prac t i ce that s h o u l d be r e t a i n e d . T h e g r o u p 
dec ides that B o b a n d H e l e n s h o u l d try t o reso lve t h e i r di f ference o f o p i n ­
i o n by h a v i n g a d i s c u s s i o n about i t after d i n n e r . To h e l p us keep track of 
w h a t w a s s a i d a t each m o v e , for later d i s c u s s i o n , the m o v e s are n u m b e r e d 
b e l o w . 

The Dialogue on Tipping 

Helen (1): A p r o b l e m w i t h t i p p i n g is that s o m e t i m e s It's very dif f icul t to 
k n o w h o w m u c h to t ip taxi drivers, hotel be l lhops , or waiters or waitresses 
in restaurants. 

Bob (1): It's not so di f f icul t . If you got excel lent service, give a t ip . O t h e r w i s e 

don ' t give a t ip at a l l . 

Helen (2): But h o w m u c h s h o u l d o n e give? A n d h o w can y o u judge w h e t h e r 

service is excellent? 

Bob (2): Y o u just have to use c o m m o n sense. 

Helen (3): C o m e o n Bob, that's no answer ! C o m m o n sense is of ten w r o n g , 
isn't it? W h a t k i n d of cr i ter ion for g o o d j u d g m e n t is that? 
Bob (3): Like most things in life, if y o u want to do s o m e t h i n g g o o d , like 
reward exce l lence of service, y o u have to use c o m m o n sense. 
Helen (4): W i t h t i p p i n g , c o m m o n sense leaves too m u c h o p e n to uncer­
tainty. Because of this uncertainty, b o t h individuals involved can be 
o f f e n d e d . If the t i p p e r gives too little, the receiver is embarrassed and 
u n c o m f o r t a b l e . If the t ipper gives too m u c h , she can be embarrassed and 
u n c o m f o r t a b l e . Thus the practice of t i p p i n g leads to embarrassment and 
d iscomfor t . 

Bob (4): A lot of students d e p e n d on tips to he lp pay their t u i t i o n costs. 
Univers i ty e d u c a t i o n is a g o o d th ing . D i s c o n t i n u i n g t i p p i n g w o u l d mean 
that fewer students c o u l d afford it. 

Helen (5): That's no p r o b l e m . A l l w e n e e d to d o is to raise the m i n i m u m 

wage. 

Bob (5): That might just put a lot of restaurants out of business, w i t h a result­
ing job loss for students and others . 

T h e d i a l o g u e m i g h t h a v e gone o n m u c h longer , b u t w e w i l l o n l y c o n s i d e r 

the f i v e m o v e s above, i n the d i s c u s s i o n that f o l l o w s . F i r s t o f a l l , let's l o o k 

over the d i a l o g u e as a w h o l e . I f we e x a m i n e the t i p p i n g d i a l o g u e g i v e n 

above, we c a n i d e n t i f y its f ive m a i n character is t ics as a type of d i a l o g u e 

c o n t a i n i n g a r g u m e n t a t i o n . 

1. The Issue. T h e r e is a centra l p a i r of p r o p o s i t i o n s at i s sue here . T h e 

d i a l o g u e above i s on the i ssue of w h e t h e r t i p p i n g i s a g o o d prac t i ce 

that s h o u l d b e c o n t i n u e d . T h e i ssue i s m a d e u p o f t w o statements 

c a l l e d theses. O n e thesis is the statement that t i p p i n g is a g o o d prac t i ce 

of the k i n d that s h o u l d be c o n t i n u e d . T h e other i s that t i p p i n g i s a 

b a d prac t i ce that s h o u l d not be c o n t i n u e d . I t i s u n s e t t l e d w h i c h i s 

true a n d w h i c h i s false. 

2. The Viewpoints of the Participants. T h e r e are t w o k e y p a r t i c i p a n t s , 
c a l l e d the p r o p o n e n t a n d the r e s p o n d e n t . E a c h has a p o i n t o f v i e w 
( v i e w p o i n t ) o n the issue. B o b i s for t i p p i n g . H i s c o u l d b e c a l l e d the 
p r o p o i n t o f v i e w o n t i p p i n g . H e l e n i s against t i p p i n g . H e r s c o u l d b e 
c a l l e d the cont ra p o i n t o f v i e w o n t i p p i n g . 
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3. The Characteristic of Civility. T h e t w o p a r t i c i p a n t s take turns , a n d 
ne i ther tries to p r e v e n t the other f r o m e x p r e s s i n g h i s or her p o i n t o f 
v i e w by d o m i n a t i n g the d i a l o g u e or a t tack ing the other party e i ther 
v e r b a l l y o r p h y s i c a l l y . T h i s character is t ic c o u l d b e c a l l e d c i v i l i t y o r 
pol i teness . 

4. The Opposition of Viewpoints. T h e t w o p o i n t s of v i e w are o p p o s e d , 
r e s u l t i n g in a c o n f l i c t o f o p i n i o n s about the i ssue . In the d i a l o g u e 
on t i p p i n g , Bob's thesis i s the o ppo s i te , or n e g a t i o n o f H e l e n ' s . T h i s 
means that the one thesis c a n be t rue o n l y i f the other i s not . 

5. The Use of Arguments. T h e t w o p a r t i c i p a n t s m a k e v a r i o u s k i n d s of 
m o v e s . F o r e x a m p l e , t h e y ask ques t ions , a n d t h e n a t the next m o v e , 
the other party is expec ted to answer , or at least r e p l y to the q u e s t i o n . 
B u t one o f the m o s t i m p o r t a n t k i n d s o f m o v e i s the p u t t i n g f o r w a r d 
of an argument . T h e p u r p o s e of m a k i n g s u c h a m o v e is to get the 
other par ty to change h i s or her p o i n t o f v i e w a n d c o m e to accept the 
arguer's p o i n t o f v i e w i n s t e a d o f the one p r e v i o u s l y accepted. 

A s far a s w e c a n t e l l f r o m the c o n v e r s a t i o n r e c o r d e d i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p ­
p i n g , ne i ther p a r t i c i p a n t w a s s u c c e s s f u l i n u s i n g a r g u m e n t a t i o n t o get the 
other s ide t o change h i s o r h e r v i e w p o i n t . T h i s w o u l d b e the goal o f b o t h 
i n the d ia logue . B u t e v e n t h o u g h ne i ther a c h i e v e d that goal , a n d there w a s 
n o w i n n e r o r loser, the d i a l o g u e s t i l l h a d benefi ts . T h e p a r t i c i p a n t s t h e m ­
selves c o u l d l e a r n s o m e t h i n g about the i r o p p o s e d v i e w p o i n t s . E a c h c o u l d 
d e e p e n h i s o r her v i e w p o i n t o n the i ssue . T h i s c a n b e a c h i e v e d i n sev­
era l w a y s . H e l e n h a d t o ar t iculate her reasons s u p p o r t i n g her o w n v i e w ­
p o i n t m o r e c lear ly , i n response t o ques t ions a n d object ions. T h i s m a d e 
h e r s u p p o r t i n g arguments stronger. She c o u l d h a v e to take the counter ­
arguments o f the other s ide i n t o account . T h i s c o u l d n o t o n l y s t rengthen 
her arguments , b u t m i g h t e v e n m a k e h e r ref ine h e r v i e w p o i n t , b y a d d i n g 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s a n d c la r i f i ca t ions t o it . A n d m o s t i m p o r t a n t l y , b y c o m i n g 
to u n d e r s t a n d the reasons g i v e n in the arguments o f the other s ide , she 
m i g h t d e e p e n her o w n u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the i s s u e a n d its r a m i f i c a t i o n s . 
T h i s deepens her v i e w p o i n t a n d sharpens the a r g u m e n t a t i o n s u p p o r t i n g 
i t . A n d a n y o n e w h o reads the d i a l o g u e learns m o r e about the t i p p i n g 
controversy , e s p e c i a l l y i f h e or she h a d n ' t t h o u g h t v e r y d e e p l y about i t 
before or seen i t as an i ssue . T h u s as a v e n u e for e x p r e s s i n g arguments , 
a n d a l l o w i n g t h e m t o interact w i t h o p p o s e d arguments , the d i a l o g u e c a n 
h a v e s igni f i cant benefits , e v e n i f the c o n f l i c t o f o p i n i o n s i s not r e s o l v e d 
d e c i s i v e l y , one w a y or the other. I t a l l d e p e n d s on h o w the arguments are 
p u t f o r w a r d , a n d h o w the other s ide reacts t o t h e m . 

Arguments 
C o n s i d e r the last part of the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g once aga in as a sequence 

o f m o v e s w h e r e B o b a n d H e l e n e x c h a n g e d o p p o s e d arguments . 

Bob (4): A lot of s tudents d e p e n d on tips to he lp pay their t u i t i o n costs. 
Univers i ty e d u c a t i o n is a g o o d t h i n g . D i s c o n t i n u i n g t i p p i n g w o u l d mean 
that fewer students can afford it. 

Helen (5): That's no p r o b l e m . A ! ! w e n e e d to d o is to raise the m i n i m u m 

wage. 

Bob (5): That might just put a lot of restaurants out of business, w i t h a result­

ing job loss for students and others . 

H e r e B o b began the exchange b y p u t t i n g f o r w a r d a n argument . A s s h o w n 

above, h i s a rgument c a n be expressed as a set of premises that s u p p o r t 

a c o n c l u s i o n that he is a r g u i n g for. B o b m a d e a statement w h e n he s a i d 

that a lot o f s tudents d e p e n d on t ips to h e l p p a y the i r t u i t i o n costs. T h e n 

h e m a d e t w o m o r e statements. F i r s t h e s a i d that u n i v e r s i t y e d u c a t i o n 

i s a g o o d t h i n g . A n d t h e n h e stated that d i s c o n t i n u i n g t i p p i n g w o u l d 

m e a n that f ewer s tudents c o u l d a f ford i t . To structure Bob's statements 

as an argument , we c o u l d paraphrase i t by stat ing the general p r e m i s e 

f i rs t . H i s f i rs t p r e m i s e is the statement that u n i v e r s i t y e d u c a t i o n is a g o o d 

t h i n g . H i s nex t t w o statements are a d d i t i o n a l premises . B o b uses these 

three p r e m i s e s to s u p p o r t a c o n c l u s i o n . Let 's set out the p r e m i s e s a n d 

c o n c l u s i o n o f h i s argument . 

PREMISE: U n i v e r s i t y e d u c a t i o n is a g o o d t h i n g . 

PREMISE: A lo t of students d e p e n d on t i p s to h e l p p a y the i r t u i t i o n 

costs. 

PREMISE: D i s c o n t i n u i n g t i p p i n g w o u l d m e a n that fewer s tudents 

c o u l d a f ford a u n i v e r s i t y e d u c a t i o n . 

CONCLUSION: Therefore , t i p p i n g is a g o o d prac t i ce that s h o u l d be c o n ­

t i n u e d . 

H e l e n r e p l i e d w i t h another argument , s a y i n g , "That ' s n o p r o b l e m . A l l w e 
n e e d t o d o i s t o raise the m i n i m u m w a g e . " T h e p r o b l e m B o b p o s e d i n h i s 
argument i s that d i s c o n t i n u a t i o n o f t i p p i n g w o u l d interfere w i t h s tudents ' 
b e i n g able to a f ford a u n i v e r s i t y e d u c a t i o n . H e l e n ' s a rgument addresses 
th i s p r o b l e m . H e r s o l u t i o n i s t o raise the m i n i m u m wage. P r e s u m a b l y , 
th i s w o u l d s o l v e the p r o b l e m , because s tudents w o u l d n o longer have 
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to d e p e n d on t i p s . Let 's express H e l e n ' s a r g u m e n t in the f o r m of a set of 
premises a n d a c o n c l u s i o n . 

PREMISE: I f w e raise the m i n i m u m wage , s tudents w o u l d not h a v e t o 
d e p e n d on t ips t o a f ford t u i t i o n costs. 

PREMISE: I f s tudents w o u l d n ' t have to d e p e n d on t ips to a f ford t u i t i o n 
costs, i t w o u l d not be necessary for t h e m to r e l y on t ips to a f ford a 
u n i v e r s i t y e d u c a t i o n . 

CONCLUSION: S tudents w o u l d be able to a f f o r d a u n i v e r s i t y e d u c a t i o n 
e v e n i f the prac t i ce o f t i p p i n g w e r e to be d i s c o n t i n u e d . 

H e r first p r e m i s e i n t r o d u c e s a n e w a s s u m p t i o n i n t o the a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
in the d ia logue . B a s e d on th i s a s s u m p t i o n as a p r e m i s e , a n d also on the 
other p r e m i s e stated above, H e l e n a r r i v e d a t a c o n c l u s i o n . H e r c o n c l u s i o n 
suppor t s her v i e w p o i n t that t i p p i n g s h o u l d b e d i s c o n t i n u e d . She agrees 
w i t h Bob's statement that a u n i v e r s i t y e d u c a t i o n is a g o o d t h i n g , or at 
a n y rate, she does not w a n t to d i s p u t e i t . B u t e v e n so, she c a n n o w argue 
that her v i e w p o i n t i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g i s n o t i n conf l i c t w i t h th i s 
statement. 

Bob 's a r g u m e n t a t i o n fits i n w i t h h i s v i e w p o i n t i n the d i a l o g u e o n 
t i p p i n g . I f s tudents c o u l d n ' t a f ford to p a y t u i t i o n costs that w o u l d be a 
b a d t h i n g , because i t w o u l d m e a n that they c o u l d n ' t g o t o u n i v e r s i t y . A n d 
s ince u n i v e r s i t y e d u c a t i o n i s a g o o d t h i n g , i t f o l l o w s that d i s c o n t i n u i n g 
t i p p i n g i s a b a d t h i n g . S o w e c a n see h o w Bob 's argument l i n k s u p w i t h 
h i s u l t i m a t e thesis in the d i a l o g u e , the p r o p o s i t i o n that t i p p i n g i s a g o o d 
prac t i ce that ought to be c o n t i n u e d . T h u s h i s a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s re levant 
to the i ssue that B o b a n d H e l e n are d i s c u s s i n g . Because Bob's argument 
above is re levant , i t offers reasons to s u p p o r t the c l a i m that t i p p i n g is 
a g o o d pract ice , a n d thus i t has some v a l u e in the d i a l o g u e . S i m i l a r l y , 
H e l e n ' s argument i s re levant to her v i e w p o i n t . 

A r g u m e n t s l i k e Bob's are m a d e u p o f statements c a l l e d premises a n d 
c o n c l u s i o n s . A statement, or p r o p o s i t i o n (we w i l l use the terms inter­
changeably) , is a sentence that is t rue or false. P r e m i s e s are statements 
that offer reasons to s u p p o r t a c o n c l u s i o n . A c o n c l u s i o n is a statement 
that expresses a c l a i m m a d e by one par ty in a d i a l o g u e in response to 
d o u b t about the c l a i m m a d e b y the other party. T h e c o n c l u s i o n o f a n 
argument c a n often be i d e n t i f i e d by an e x p r e s s i o n s u c h as ' therefore ' or 
' thus ' . S u c h w o r d s are c a l l e d c o n c l u s i o n i n d i c a t o r w o r d s . T h e y i n c l u d e 
the f o l l o w i n g . 

EXERCISE 
1.2 

Conclusion Indicators 

therefore 

thus 
hence 
c o n s e q u e n t l y 
w e m a y c o n c l u d e that 

so 
i t f o l l o w s that 
a c c o r d i n g l y 

P r e m i s e s c a n of ten b e i d e n t i f i e d b y express ions i n the f o l l o w i n g l i s t . 

Premise Indicators 

s ince 
for 
because 
g i v e n that 
for the reason that 

see ing that 

T h e a b i l i t y t o i d e n t i f y a n argument b y s ta t ing its premises a n d c o n c l u s i o n s 

i s a v e r y v a l u a b l e s k i l l o f c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n . O n l y w h e n a n argument 

has b e e n t h u s i d e n t i f i e d c a n i t be c r i t i c a l l y e x a m i n e d in a c lear a n d objec­

t i v e f a s h i o n . H o w e v e r , the l i s t o f p r e m i s e a n d c o n c l u s i o n i n d i c a t o r s g i v e n 

above i s n o t c o m p l e t e , a n d s u c h i n d i c a t o r s are n o t suf f i c ient as means to 

i d e n t i f y p r e m i s e s , c o n c l u s i o n s , a n d arguments i n n a t u r a l language d i s ­

course . O n e s o m e t i m e s has t o recognize the k i n d o f argument i n v o l v e d , 

a n d t h i s a b i l i t y w i l l increase a s w e i d e n t i f y m a n y k i n d s o f arguments i n 

t h i s b o o k . 

1 . F i n d t w o m o r e examples w h e r e a n argument w a s p u t f o r w a r d i n the 

d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . Ident i fy the p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n i n each argu­

ment . 

2 . S h o w h o w H e l e n ' s argument on page 6 i s re levant to her v i e w p o i n t in 

the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . 

THREE Questions and Statements 

I n the d i a l o g u e s above , i t w a s s h o w n h o w the d i a l o g u e i s h e l d together 
by the sequence of m o v e s . E a c h par ty takes turns m a k i n g a m o v e that 
r e s p o n d s to the p r e v i o u s m o v e of the other. To r e s p o n d to another par ty s 
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argument in a d i a l o g u e , an arguer needs to do m o r e t h a n p u t f o r w a r d m o r e 
arguments . She also needs to ask quest ions that express doubts . A r g u ­
ments are m a d e up of p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n s , as we saw, a n d these 
are statements. B u t a s k i n g a q u e s t i o n is d i f ferent from m a k i n g a state­
ment . W h e n y o u m a k e a statement, y o u are c o m m i t t e d to that statement. 
Y o u have gone o n r e c o r d a s stat ing i t . B u t w h e n y o u ask a ques t ion , y o u 
m a y not b e c o m m i t t e d t o a n y t h i n g , i n the w a y y o u are w h e n y o u m a k e 
a statement. W h e n y o u ask a q u e s t i o n , y o u are m e r e l y express ing y o u r 
doubt that s o m e t h i n g is true or a s k i n g for a c l a r i f i c a t i o n of i t . T h i s k i n d 
o f m o v e i s di f ferent f r o m that o f p u t t i n g f o r w a r d a n argument m a d e u p o f 
statements. 

S p e e c h acts are forms of e x p r e s s i o n r e p r e s e n t i n g the v a r i o u s k i n d s of 
m o v e s m a d e in a d i a l o g u e . O n e k i n d o f s p e e c h act that i s v e r y i m p o r t a n t i s 
the m a k i n g of a statement. In th i s book , as i n d i c a t e d above, we w i l l take 
the terms ' p r o p o s i t i o n ' a n d 'statement' to be e q u i v a l e n t . A p r o p o s i t i o n 
(statement) i s s o m e t h i n g that i s true or false. F o r e x a m p l e , i f I say, " M a d r i d 
i s i n S p a i n , " I a m m a k i n g the statement that M a d r i d i s i n S p a i n , A n o t h e r 
w a y t o p u t i t i s that I a m assert ing that the p r o p o s i t i o n , ' M a d r i d i s i n 
S p a i n ' i s true. W e w i l l take a l l the f o l l o w i n g s p e e c h acts a s equiva lent . 

S a y i n g that M a d r i d i s i n S p a i n . 

A s s e r t i n g that M a d r i d i s i n S p a i n . 

A s s e r t i n g the p r o p o s i t i o n that M a d r i d i s i n S p a i n . 

A s s e r t i n g the p r o p o s i t i o n that M a d r i d i s i n S p a i n i s true. 

M a k i n g the statement that M a d r i d i s i n S p a i n . 

M a k i n g a statement i s a b o l d m o v e in a d i a l o g u e , because y o u are c l a i m ­
i n g that the statement i s true, a n d thus i n c u r r i n g a c o m m i t m e n t to that 
statement. A n o t h e r type of s p e e c h act that is v e r y i m p o r t a n t is the ask­
i n g of a q u e s t i o n . I f I say, "Is M a d r i d in S p a i n ? " I am a s k i n g a q u e s t i o n . 
A s k i n g a q u e s t i o n is di f ferent from m a k i n g a statement. W h e n I m a k e a 
statement, as i n d i c a t e d above, I am m a k i n g a c l a i m that i t is true. S u c h a 
c l a i m has a b u r d e n of p r o o f at tached to i t , m e a n i n g that i f I am c h a l l e n g e d , 
I m u s t e i ther s u p p o r t the c l a i m b y a n argument o r g ive i t u p . T h i s n o t i o n 
o f b u r d e n o f p r o o f w i l l b e t a k e n u p i n chapters 5 a n d 6 . F o r the m o m e n t , 
w e n e e d o n l y t o r e c o g n i z e that w h e n s o m e b o d y m a k e s a c l a i m i n argu­
m e n t a t i o n , by stat ing that a p r o p o s i t i o n is true, she s h o u l d be h e l d to be 
p u t t i n g f o r w a r d a n argument that gives e v i d e n c e for the c l a i m , m e a n i n g 
an argument that suppor t s i t . I f her c l a i m is q u e s t i o n e d by a r e s p o n d e n t , 
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a n d she cannot g ive an argument to s u p p o r t i t , she s h o u l d g ive up the 

c l a i m . T h i s n e e d t o g ive e v i d e n c e t o s u p p o r t one's c l a i m s i s a n i m p o r t a n t 

r e q u i r e m e n t o f c r i t i c a l a rgumenta t ion . 

A n o t h e r type of s p e e c h act is a d i r e c t i v e - s u c h as "Pass the sa l t ! " -

w h i c h directs the l i s tener to carry out an a c t i o n . A d i r e c t i v e is expressed 

i n a n i m p e r a t i v e sentence, one that has the f o r m o f a c o m m a n d . A n i m p e r ­

at ive sentence does not assert a p r o p o s i t i o n that is t rue or false. If I express 

the i m p e r a t i v e sentence, " S h u t the d o o r ! " t o y o u , i t w o u l d not b e a p p r o ­

priate for y o u t o r e p l y , "That ' s t r u e " o r "That ' s fa l se . " Y o u m i g h t r e p l y , for 

e x a m p l e , "There ' s no n e e d - the door i s a l r e a d y c l o s e d . " B u t that w o u l d 

be di f ferent from saying, " T h e d i r e c t i v e ' S h u t the d o o r ! ' is f a l s e " - a r e p l y 

that w o u l d m a k e no sense. On the other h a n d , a d i r e c t i v e c a n be assoc i ­

ated w i t h a p r o p o s i t i o n that asserts that carrying out a n a c t i o n i m p e r a t i v e 

i s r e c o m m e n d e d . A s s o c i a t e d w i t h the i m p e r a t i v e " S h u t the d o o r ! " i s the 

p r o p o s i t i o n , ' S h u t t i n g the door i s a r e c o m m e n d e d a c t i o n . ' T h u s a l t h o u g h 

d i rec t ives are assoc iated w i t h , a n d c o u l d b e s a i d t o c o n t a i n , p r o p o s i t i o n s 

of a sort, t h e y do not express p r o p o s i t i o n s in the same direc t w a y that 

assert ions d o . M o r e lessons about d i rec t ives c o n t a i n i n g p r a c t i c a l r e c o m ­

m e n d a t i o n s for a c t i o n w i l l b e l e a r n e d i n the chapter o n p r a c t i c a l reason­

i n g . In the present chapter, o u r primary c o n c e r n i s w i t h p r o p o s i t i o n s of 

the k i n d c o n t a i n e d i n assertions. 

T h e c o n c e p t of a p r o p o s i t i o n is f u n d a m e n t a l to c r i t i c a l a rgumenta­
t i o n , because arguments are m a d e up o f p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n s that 
are p r o p o s i t i o n s . A p r o p o s i t i o n has t w o d e f i n i n g character is t ics . F i r s t , i t 
i s s o m e t h i n g that i s , in p r i n c i p l e , t rue or false. B u t s o m e t h i n g c a n be a 
p r o p o s i t i o n e v e n i f w e d o not k n o w w h e t h e r i t i s true o r false. F o r e x a m ­
p l e , the sentence, ' H a n n i b a l w o r e a b e a r d on the d a y of the Bat t le of the 
Tras imene L a k e ' is a p r o p o s i t i o n . It expresses a c l a i m that is t rue or false, 
e v e n t h o u g h w e d o n o t k n o w , i n fact, w h e t h e r i t i s true o r false. N o r e l i ­
able p i c t u r e s o r v i s u a l representat ions o f H a n n i b a l s u r v i v e , a n d i t i s n o t 
k n o w n w h e t h e r he w o r e a beard or not on that day. So a l t h o u g h p r o p o ­
s i t ions h a v e the i d e n t i f y i n g character is t i c o f b e i n g true or false, we m a y 
not in fact k n o w w h e t h e r a p r o p o s i t i o n i s true or false. 

A s e c o n d character is t ic of a p r o p o s i t i o n , as n o t e d above, is that it 
i s t y p i c a l l y c o n t a i n e d i n a s p e c i a l k i n d o f s p e e c h act. I t i s c o n t a i n e d i n 
a sentence that m a k e s an assert ion. F o r e x a m p l e , i f I assert that M a d r i d 
i s i n S p a i n , t h e n the p r o p o s i t i o n ' M a d r i d i s i n S p a i n ' i s c o n t a i n e d i n 
my assert ion. B u t there is a di f ference b e t w e e n a sentence a n d a p r o p o ­
s i t i o n . T w o di f ferent sentences c a n c o n t a i n the same p r o p o s i t i o n . F o r 
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e x a m p l e , ' S n o w i s w h i t e ' a n d 'Schnee is t w e i s s ' , the one i n E n g l i s h , 
the other in G e r m a n , are di f ferent sentences, b u t b o t h (we c a n presume) 
express the same p r o p o s i t i o n . A m b i g u o u s sentences are not p r o p o s i ­
t ions . A n a m b i g u o u s sentence s u c h a s " E l i z a b e t h T a y l o r Loses A p p e a l " 
(a h e a d l i n e f o u n d in a tab lo id) i s that i t c o u l d express e i ther o f t w o 
p r o p o s i t i o n s . 

1 . E l i z a b e t h T a y l o r a p p e a l e d a court r u l i n g , a n d the a p p e a l cour t r u l e d 
against her. 

2. E l i z a b e t h T a y l o r has a less attractive appearance t h a n she d i d at 
some p r e v i o u s t i m e . 

O n e cannot t e l l f r o m the h e a d l i n e sentence b y i t se l f w h i c h one o f these 
t w o p r o p o s i t i o n s represents the m e a n i n g o f the sentence. T h u s one c a n n o t 
t e l l w h e t h e r th is sentence is true or false. I n d e e d , the sentence i t se l f i s 
not true or false. O n c e its m e a n i n g has b e e n d i s a m b i g u a t e d , t h e n one c a n 
perhaps see w h e t h e r the c o n t a i n e d p r o p o s i t i o n m e a n t to be asserted is 
true or false. 

A m b i g u o u s sentences d o c o n t a i n p r o p o s i t i o n s . B u t a n a m b i g u o u s sen­
tence is not i tse l f a p r o p o s i t i o n . T h e reason is that i t does not h a v e the 
proper ty , b y itself , o f b e i n g true o r false. T h e p r o b l e m w i t h a n a m b i g u o u s 
sentence i s that i t conta ins m o r e t h a n one p r o p o s i t i o n . H e n c e one of these 
c o n t a i n e d p r o p o s i t i o n s m i g h t be true, w h i l e the other i s false. T h u s for 
p u r p o s e s o f c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n , i t i s i m p o r t a n t to d i s t i n g u i s h b e t w e e n 
sentences a n d p r o p o s i t i o n s . P r o p o s i t i o n s are c o n t a i n e d i n sentences, b u t 
they are not the same as sentences. T h e n o t i o n of a p r o p o s i t i o n is a k i n d of 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l abstract ion. I t represents the m e a n i n g c o n t a i n e d in a sen­
tence, e s p e c i a l l y a sentence m a k i n g an asser t ion . Of course the c o n c e p t 
o f m e a n i n g i s h a r d to def ine , a n d p h i l o s o p h i c a l theories disagree about 
w h a t m e a n i n g is or w h e r e i t i s . Never the less , the c o n c e p t of a p r o p o ­
s i t i o n i s v e r y u s e f u l i n c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n , a n d w e w i l l of ten refer 
to it . 

Sentences c o n t a i n i n g i n c o m p l e t e re fer r ing e x p r e s s i o n s do not express 
p r o p o s i t i o n s . F o r e x a m p l e , the sentence 'She w o r e j e l l y shoes d u r i n g the 
F o l k F e s t i v a l , for the w h o l e m o n t h o f July, 1993 ' conta ins the i n c o m ­
plete re ferr ing e x p r e s s i o n 'she' . T h i s e x p r e s s i o n i s i n c o m p l e t e because, 
a l t h o u g h i t refers to a female p e r s o n , i t i s not s p e c i f i e d w h i c h female per­
s o n the p r o p e r t y o f w e a r i n g j e l l y shoes d u r i n g the w h o l e m o n t h o f Ju ly , 
1993, refers to. T h e sentence i s (presumably) t rue of one s u c h i n d i v i d u a l . 

EXERCISE 
1.3 

FOUR 

F o r e x a m p l e i t c o u l d b e true i f ' she ' refers t o S h i r l e y S m i t h . B u t i t c o u l d b e 

false i f ' she ' refers t o S h i r l e y Jones. U n t i l i t i s s p e c i f i e d w h o the i n d i v i d u a l 

i s , the sentence i t se l f i s not true or false. I n c o m p l e t e re ferr ing express ions 

are f a m i l i a r in algebra, w h e r e var iab les x , y,..., are u s e d to s tand in for 

n u m b e r s . T h e sentence ' x i s a p r i m e n u m b e r ' , for e x a m p l e , i s n o t a p r o p o ­

s i t i o n , because the v a r i a b l e x i s i n c o m p l e t e . A n y n u m b e r c o u l d b e p u t i n 

for x . I f some n u m b e r s are p u t in for x , the r e s u l t i n g p r o p o s i t i o n i s true. 

F o r e x a m p l e , ' 3 i s a p r i m e n u m b e r ' i s true. B u t i f other n u m b e r s are p u t in 

for x , the r e s u l t i n g p r o p o s i t i o n is false. F o r e x a m p l e , '9 i s a p r i m e n u m b e r ' 

i s false. So sentences c o n t a i n i n g v a r i a b l e ( incomplete ) re fer r ing expres­

s i o n s are not p r o p o s i t i o n s , as they s tand. B u t i f a spec i f i c i n d i v i d u a l i s p u t 

in the p lace o f the v a r i a b l e re ferr ing e x p r e s s i o n , the r e s u l t i n g sentence i s 

a p r o p o s i t i o n . 

D e t e r m i n e w h e t h e r or not each of the f o l l o w i n g sentences is a p r o p o s i ­

t i o n . Just i fy y o u r d e t e r m i n a t i o n b y s h o w i n g w h y the sentence expresses 

a p r o p o s i t i o n or, for some p a r t i c u l a r reason, does not express a p r o p o s i ­

t i o n . 
(a) Japan i n v a d e d K o r e a i n 1948. 
(b) W h a t i s the a t o m i c w e i g h t of a l u m i n u m ? 

(c) W h a t a l o v e l y b a b y ! 
(d) F l a t t e r i n g w o m e n a m u s e d h i m . 
(e) E v e r y o n e w h o fa i ls to t e l l the t r u t h is a l iar . 
(f) N e v e r take y o u r g o o d h e a l t h for granted . 
(g) She r a n t o w a r d the p l a n e r o l l i n g a l o n g the r u n w a y . 
(h) W h e n d i d y o u stop cheat ing o n y o u r i n c o m e tax returns? 

(i) Take three capsules every day. 

Arguments in Dialogues 

Let 's l o o k at another e x a m p l e of a d i a l o g u e c o n t a i n i n g arguments . In th i s 
e x a m p l e , B o b a n d A l i c e have t w o y o u n g c h i l d r e n n a m e d T e d a n d K e a r n e y . 
O n e day T e d a n d K e a r n e y got i n t o a d i s c u s s i o n about Santa C l a u s . K e a r n e y 
w a s at an age w h e r e she was start ing to be s k e p t i c a l about w h e t h e r Santa 
C l a u s exists . T e d t o l d Kearney , " S a n t a C l a u s doesn ' t r e a l l y exist ; that's just 
s o m e t h i n g a d u l t s t e l l y o u . " K e a r n e y w a s v e r y upset that her b e l i e f i n Santa 
C l a u s h a d b e e n s h a k e n . W h e n B o b a n d A l i c e o v e r h e a r d th is c o n v e r s a t i o n 
b e t w e e n T e d a n d Kearney , they started t o w o n d e r w h e t h e r t h e y m i g h t 
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have b e e n w r o n g t o t e l l the c h i l d r e n that i t w a s Santa C l a u s w h o b r o u g h t 
the i r presents . A s they w e r e decora t ing the C h r i s t m a s tree, they h a d the 
f o l l o w i n g d i s c u s s i o n . 

The Santa Claus Dialogue 

Alice (1): W e l l I th ink that ly ing is w r o n g . It's an ethical rule that ly ing is 
always w r o n g . 

Bob (1): W e l l yes, I agree that ly ing is w r o n g as a general rule, but surely it's 
not w r o n g in all cases. Take the rule that everyone has a right to his or her 
property. 

Alice (2): That's a general rule, so it holds for everyone , just as the rule states. 
Bob (2): W e l l , yes, generally, but there are except ions . S u p p o s e my n e i g h b o r 
has given me his rifle to lock up securely in o u r basement, because he has 
small c h i l d r e n . Smith c o m e s to the front d o o r o n e day, d e m a n d i n g that I 
return his rifle to h i m . It happens that I k n o w that Smi th is b e i n g treated for 
s ide effects of a malaria d r u g that he had to take d u r i n g mili tary service, a n d 
is capable of extreme acts of v i o l e n c e w h e n not on his m e d i c a t i o n . It looks 
f r o m his appearance that he may not be on his m e d i c a t i o n . He asks, " D o 
y o u still have my rif le?" H o w s h o u l d y o u answer? In my o p i n i o n i t w o u l d be 
permiss ib le in a case like this to tell h i m that y o u no longer have the rifle. 
This w o u l d be a lie. But in this case the p u r p o s e of the lie is to prevent harm, 
poss ib ly even deaths. There fore in such a case ly ing c o u l d be just i f ied. I 
t h i n k it fo l lows that lying is not always w r o n g . 

Alice (3): W e l l yes, y o u might be right. Lying may not always be absolute ly 
w r o n g , but as a general p r i n c i p l e y o u can assume that it is w r o n g unless the 
c i rcumstances are except ional . In the case of Santa Claus , I th ink ly ing is 
w r o n g . 

Bob (3): C a n y o u r e m e m b e r back w h e n y o u w e r e a c h i l d a n d y o u r parents 
t o l d y o u about Santa Claus? D i d n ' t i t give y o u a lot of pleasure to th ink that 
Santa Claus had given you these presents at Chris tmas? 

Alice (4): Yes, it d i d , and I admit that it was a pleasant exper ience . But I still 
t h i n k that, in general , ly ing is w r o n g , because ly ing is c o n v e y i n g false infor­
mat ion , and this i s c o n f u s i n g to c h i l d r e n . W h e n c h i l d r e n b e c o m e c o n f u s e d 
in this way, it is hard for t h e m to d is t inguish b e t w e e n fantasy and reality. 
H e n c e they are in a state w h e r e they are c o n f u s e d a n d out of t o u c h w i t h 
reality. Be ing in that state is a bad t h i n g for anyone . 

Bob (4): I don ' t th ink it's such a bad th ing . It's n o r m a l for c h i l d r e n to have 
fantasies a n d to bel ieve stories that aren't t rue . In many cases, t e l l ing c h i l d r e n 
these stories can have benef ic ia l effects, because it can teach t h e m all k inds 
of moral lessons even t h o u g h the story isn't based on reality. It's s imilar to 

adults reading a f i c t ional story. The f ic t ional story can conta in mora l lessons 
or have great benefits in teaching the reader di f ferent things, even t h o u g h 
the story is not true in reality. It may not be historical ly accurate or a story 
about s o m e t h i n g that really h a p p e n e d . 

Alice (5): Kids are d i s a p p o i n t e d w h e n they f i n d out that Santa Claus does not 
really exist. The c h i l d reasons that if her parents l ied about Santa C laus , they 
are p robab ly ly ing about other things. Such a c h i l d may b e c o m e skeptical 
and mistrustful , or even moral ly c o n f u s e d . She may lose self-esteem, a n d 
her grades in s c h o o l may suffer. 

Bob (5): W e l l , I th ink c h i l d r e n are smarter than that. They k n o w the Santa 
Claus story is just a " w h i t e l ie , " a sort of f i c t ion that adults use in o r d e r to 
he lp make Chr i s tmas a m o r e exci t ing t ime for c h i l d r e n . The d e c e p t i o n isn't 
permanent , and c h i l d r e n realize that i t isn't meant to deceive t h e m about 
the facts, but mere ly to entertain t h e m d u r i n g a t ime of their life w h e n they 
n e e d such stories to perk them up. 

Alice (6): I can see that the lie about Santa Claus is a relatively harmless 
one , but I still th ink that a lie is a lie. It's the pr inc ip le of the t h i n g . O n c e 
y o u a l l o w ly ing of any sort, it c o u l d b e c o m e a habit . It c o u l d be easy to start 
ly ing about anything , to get what y o u want . Y o u c o u l d b e c o m e o n e of these 
manipulat ive s l ippery p e o p l e w h o lie their way out of anything. W e ' v e got 
e n o u g h of these p e o p l e in high pol i t ical of f ice already. 

Bob (6): Te l l ing kids a story about Santa C laus isn't really a lie. It's just a way 
of s t imulat ing a child's p o w e r of imaginat ion , l ike te l l ing a b e d t i m e story 
about f ic t ional events. It doesn' t c o u n t as a lie, except maybe as a " w h i t e l i e " 
of a k i n d that is somet imes necessary if we are to be d i p l o m a t i c a n d pol i te . 
It's just a k i n d of harmless f i c t ion . 

Alice (7): Bob , a lie is lie. If y o u tell a c h i l d that Santa Claus exists, w h e n 
in fact Santa Claus doesn ' t exist, y o u are t e l l ing the c h i l d s o m e t h i n g false. 
Y o u k n o w that the statement y o u made to the c h i l d is false, and y o u d i d i t 
intentionally. That counts as a lie, because that's what a lie is. It's intent ional ly 
saying s o m e t h i n g that y o u k n o w is false. 

Bob (7): W e l l yes, O K , literally it is a lie. But as I said before not all lies are 
equal ly ser ious . S o m e lies are not harmful , a n d are necessary in o r d e r to 
prevent p e o p l e f r o m suffer ing the harm that te l l ing t h e m the literal t ruth 
might cause. 

I n th is d i a l o g u e , l i k e the one o n t i p p i n g , the o r i g i n a l d i s p u t e i s not 
r e s o l v e d . A l i c e a n d B o b s t i l l disagree about the i ssue w h e n the d i a l o g u e 
ends. W h a t p r o m p t e d the d ia logue in the first p lace w a s a d i f ference of 
o p i n i o n . A l i c e took the v i e w that l y i n g t o c h i l d r e n about Santa C l a u s i s 
w r o n g , w h i l e B o b took the oppos i te v i e w . T h i s di f ference o f o p i n i o n i s 
the issue that the d i a l o g u e was a i m e d at r e s o l v i n g . 
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T h e Santa C l a u s d i a l o g u e d i d not reso lve the o r i g i n a l di f ference o f 
o p i n i o n expressed b y A l i c e a n d B o b . S t i l l , the i r arguments were interest­
i n g a n d revea led s o m e t h i n g about the v i e w p o i n t s o f b o t h o n the e t h i c a l 
i ssue of l y i n g . T h e d i a l o g u e w a s about the spec i f i c issue of l y i n g to the 
c h i l d r e n about Santa C l a u s , but i t q u i c k l y a s c e n d e d to a h i g h e r l e v e l o f 
general i ty . M u c h came t o t u r n o n the m o r e genera l i ssue o f w h e t h e r l y i n g 
i s a l w a y s w r o n g . O f course b o t h A l i c e a n d B o b accepted the p r o p o s i t i o n 
that l y i n g i s genera l ly w r o n g . B u t each of t h e m v i e w e d t h i s as a di f ferent 
sort o f statement. A l i c e s a w i t as an absolute c l a i m , w h i l e B o b s a w i t as 
a p r o p o s i t i o n that h o l d s general ly , but i s subject to except ions in spec i f i c 
cases. A l i c e ' s v i e w p o i n t c o u l d b e c a l l e d that o f a n e t h i c a l absolut is t . O n 
th is v i e w , e t h i c a l ru les cover a l l cases, w i t h o u t e x c e p t i o n , a n d are b i n d i n g 
on a l l act ions that f i t the r u l e . F o r her, a l l cases o f l y i n g are w r o n g . Bob 's 
v i e w p o i n t c o u l d be c a l l e d that o f an e t h i c a l re la t iv i s t , o r s i tuat ional i s t . 
F r o m h i s s t a n d p o i n t , l y i n g i s genera l ly w r o n g , b u t that g e n e r a l i z a t i o n i s 
subject to except ions in some s i tuat ions . A c c o r d i n g to Bob's v i e w , the 
general r u l e needs to be c o n s i d e r e d in l i g h t of the spec i f i c s i t u a t i o n of a 
case. I t m a y h o l d in m a n y cases e v e n t h o u g h i t fa i l s to a p p l y to some. 

B o b a n d A l i c e use some other k i n d s o f arguments that are in teres t ing . 
At m o v e 4, B o b c o m p a r e d the case of t e l l i n g a s tory to a c h i l d to the case of 
an a d u l t r e a d i n g f i c t ion . S u c h a c o m p a r i s o n i s c a l l e d an analogy, a n d the 
type o f argument based o n i t i s c a l l e d argument f r o m analogy. A t m o v e 
6 , A l i c e a n d B o b argue about the m e a n i n g o f the t e r m Tie ' . D i s p u t i n g 
about h o w t o def ine terms i s also a n i m p o r t a n t k i n d o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n 
d ia logues . B o t h k i n d s o f argument w i l l b e s t u d i e d i n chapter 3 . A s i n the 
d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , A l i c e a n d B o b h a v e a p r o d u c t i v e d i a l o g u e because 
they not o n l y present arguments that are re levant to the issue but r e p l y to 
each other's arguments in a t h o u g h t f u l w a y . T h e y don ' t just attack each 
other, ignore the arguments the other p a r t y has p u t f o r w a r d , or p r e v e n t 
the other par ty f r o m e x p r e s s i n g h i s o r her v i e w p o i n t . T h u s e v e n t h o u g h 
the d i a l o g u e does n o t l e a d to agreement, i t i s p r o d u c t i v e in the sense that 
i t does g ive i n s i g h t i n t o the a r g u m e n t a t i o n on the i ssue . 

1 . Ident i fy a n d descr ibe the f ive m a i n character is t i cs of the Santa C l a u s 
d i a l o g u e as a type of d i a l o g u e c o n t a i n i n g a r g u m e n t a t i o n . 

2. In the d ia logue at m o v e 4 , A l i c e a d m i t t e d to B o b that w h e n her parents 
t o l d her about Santa C l a u s , i t gave her a lot of p l e a s u r e to t h i n k that Santa 
C l a u s h a d g i v e n her C h r i s t m a s presents . B o b , a t h i s m o v e 4 , p u t f o r w a r d a n 

argument d e p e n d i n g o n th is statement a n d o n several other a s s u m p t i o n s . 

Express Bob 's a rgument at m o v e 4 as a set of p r e m i s e s a n d a c o n c l u s i o n . 

3 . A t m o v e 4 , A l i c e argued that, i n general , l y i n g i s w r o n g . D i s p l a y her 

argument in the f o r m of a set of premises a n d a c o n c l u s i o n . Is her a rgument 

re levant i n the Santa C l a u s dia logue? I f so, e x p l a i n w h y . 

Generalizations 

O n e v e r y c o m m o n w a y of g i v i n g a reason to s u p p o r t a c o n c l u s i o n is to offer 
a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n that the c o n c l u s i o n fa l ls u n d e r . F o r e x a m p l e , s u p p o s e a 
geometry s tudent doubts that the t r iangle he i s w o r k i n g w i t h has three 
s ides . T h e teacher m a y p r o v e that i t has three s ides s i m p l y by stat ing the 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , ' A l l t r iangles have three s ides ' . T h i s statement i s c a l l e d 
a u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n because it ascribes a p r o p e r t y to a l l t r iangles . 
A g e n e r a l i z a t i o n is a type of statement that ascribes some p r o p e r t y to a 
group of i n d i v i d u a l th ings , as o p p o s e d to a p a r t i c u l a r statement about a 
spec i f i c t h i n g . S o m e t i m e s a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n is c a l l e d a r u l e , or genera l r u l e , 
because i t states h o w th ings genera l ly go in a w i d e range of spec i f i c cases. 
There are di f ferent k i n d s o f genera l iza t ions , a n d h o w they w o r k i s best 
i l l u s t r a t e d by d i s c u s s i n g some aspects o f the Santa C l a u s d i a l o g u e . 

T h e Santa C l a u s d i a l o g u e starts out w i t h a d i s c u s s i o n of an anc ient 
p r o b l e m . T h i s p r o b l e m c o u l d b e expressed i n the o l d s a y i n g that for every 
general r u l e there i s an e x c e p t i o n . A l i c e s a i d that it 's an e t h i c a l r u l e that 
l y i n g i s a l w a y s w r o n g . B o b r e p l i e d t o th i s c l a i m b y u s i n g a n e x a m p l e o f 
the sort c a l l e d a c o u n t e r - e x a m p l e . A c o u n t e r - e x a m p l e is a spec i f i c case 
i n w h i c h the genera l r u l e fa i ls . S u p p o s e , for e x a m p l e , that y o u m a k e the 
statement that a l l frogs are green. Let 's say that y o u m e a n th is statement 
to be taken as an absolute g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . In other w o r d s , w h a t y o u ' r e 
s a y i n g i s that a l l frogs, w i t h o u t e x c e p t i o n , are green. B u t t h e n s u p p o s e 
I present y o u w i t h a b r o w n frog. It's a f rog, a n d it 's not green. T h i s is 
a c o u n t e r - e x a m p l e to y o u r general r u l e that a l l frogs are green. In h i s 
argument in the b e g i n n i n g o f the Santa C l a u s d i a l o g u e , B o b has presented 
A l i c e w i t h a c o u n t e r - e x a m p l e . He asks her to s u p p o s e that h i s ne ighbor , 
a m a n k n o w n to be capable o f extreme acts o f v i o l e n c e w h e n not on h i s 
m e d i c a t i o n , comes to her door a s k i n g for h i s r i f le . I t i s c lear in t h i s case 
that w h a t A l i c e s h o u l d do i s to keep the r i f le f r o m this m a n , e v e n i f i t 
means l y i n g to h i m . T h e reason, as B o b s a i d , i s that th is act o f l y i n g m a y 
prevent h a r m , e v e n save l i v e s . W h a t Bob 's c o u n t e r - e x a m p l e s h o w s i s that 
the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n that l y i n g i s a l w a y s w r o n g does not a l w a y s h o l d . B u t 
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t h e n another p o i n t i s m a d e i n A l i c e ' s r e p l y . I n the face o f Bob's counter ­
e x a m p l e she a d m i t s that l y i n g m a y not a l w a y s b e abso lute ly w r o n g . I n 
other w o r d s , she i s s a y i n g that her g e n e r a l i z a t i o n i s n o t an absolute one 
that h o l d s in a l l s i tuat ions . Instead she i s n o w p r e s e n t i n g i t as a genera l 
p r i n c i p l e that h o l d s as a r u l e , but i s subject to e x c e p t i o n s in s p e c i a l cases. 
H o w e v e r , A l i c e d i d not e n t i r e l y concede t o Bob 's argument . She a d m i t t e d 
that l y i n g c o u l d b e j u s t i f i e d i n the case o f the v i o l e n t ne ighbor , b u t she 
s t i l l m a i n t a i n s , " i n the case o f Santa C l a u s , I t h i n k l y i n g i s w r o n g . " W h a t 
has h a p p e n e d here i s that A l i c e has a d m i t t e d that her general p r i n c i p l e 
c a n f a i l in some cases, b u t th is c o n c e s s i o n opens the p o s s i b i l i t y that the 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n c o u l d a p p l y i n some cases, b u t n o t i n others. A n d s o A l i c e 
i s a r g u i n g that a l t h o u g h her g e n e r a l i z a t i o n fa i l s in the case o f the v i o l e n t 
ne ighbor , i t s t i l l m a y h o l d i n the case o f Santa C l a u s . 

A c o u n t e r - e x a m p l e is a spec i f i c statement of a k i n d c a l l e d s ingular , 
because it is about a s ingle , p a r t i c u l a r ins tance . A s i n g u l a r statement is a 
p r o p o s i t i o n that says s o m e t h i n g about o n l y one i n d i v i d u a l . By contrast , a 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n is a p r o p o s i t i o n that goes b e y o n d s a y i n g s o m e t h i n g about 
just one i n d i v i d u a l a n d says s o m e t h i n g that extends over a w i d e r g r o u p 
o r p o p u l a t i o n o f i n d i v i d u a l s . A n e x a m p l e o f a s i n g u l a r statement i s the 
p r o p o s i t i o n 'Socrates w a s a courageous p e r s o n ' . T h i s p r o p o s i t i o n says 
s o m e t h i n g about the i n d i v i d u a l Socrates, a G r e e k p h i l o s o p h e r w h o l i v e d 
in the f i f t h century B . C , a n d so i t i s c l a s s i f i e d as a s i n g u l a r statement. 
A n e x a m p l e o f a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n i s the p r o p o s i t i o n ' A l l p h i l o s o p h e r s are 
courageous ' . T h i s p a r t i c u l a r type o f g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , c o n t a i n i n g the w o r d 
' a l l ' , is a u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , a p r o p o s i t i o n that is f a l s i f i e d by e v e n a 
s ingle counter - ins tance . A l l y o u have t o d o t o p r o v e the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n i s 
false is to f ind a s ingle ins tance of a p h i l o s o p h e r w h o is not courageous . 

A n o t h e r type o f p r o p o s i t i o n i s the e x i s t e n t i a l statement, w h i c h asserts 
that some i n d i v i d u a l s have a cer ta in proper ty . F o r e x a m p l e , the p r o p o ­
s i t i o n ' S o m e frogs are green ' i s an e x i s t e n t i a l statement. A r e e x i s t e n t i a l 
statements genera l izat ions? At f i r s t , i t m i g h t s e e m that they are, because 
t h e y do say s o m e t h i n g about a w i d e r g r o u p of i n d i v i d u a l s t h a n just one. 
B u t t r a d i t i o n a l l y in l o g i c , ex i s tent ia l statements, s u c h as ' Some frogs are 
green' , are taken l i t e r a l l y as m e a n i n g o n l y ' A t least one frog i s green' . S u c h 
a statement can be p r o v e n true by c i t i n g o n l y one ins tance of a green 
frog. H e n c e genera l ly i n l o g i c , ex i s ten t ia l statements are not c l a s s i f i e d 
as genera l iza t ions . On the other h a n d , they are not s i n g u l a r statements, 
either. 

O n e o f the most c o m m o n k i n d s o f arguments f a m i l i a r i n l o g i c i s that 
w h e r e a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n or an e x i s t e n t i a l statement i s l i n k e d w i t h a s i n g u l a r 

statement to f o r m an argument for a c o n c l u s i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r 

the argument ' A l l frogs are green. T h i s creature is a frog. Therefore th i s 

creature i s green' . H e r e the u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n i s l i n k e d w i t h a s i n ­

gular statement, a n d the t w o o f t h e m together p r o v e d an argument that 

suppor ts the c o n c l u s i o n . M a n y e x a m p l e s o f s u c h arguments are e x a m i n e d 

in chapter 4 , sect ions 2 a n d 4 . 

A u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n is absolute in nature , because i t says some­

t h i n g about e a c h a n d every i n d i v i d u a l o f the g i v e n k i n d , a n d n o e x c e p t i o n s 

are to lerated, u n l e s s the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n i s a p p r o p r i a t e l y q u a l i f i e d . F o r 

e x a m p l e , i n the p r o p o s i t i o n ' A l l frogs except tree frogs a n d b u r r o w i n g 

frogs l i v e a t g r o u n d l e v e l ' , t w o q u a l i f i c a t i o n s h a v e b e e n inser ted . B u t th is 

statement is s t i l l c l a s s i f i e d as a u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , because i t makes 

a c l a i m about a l l frogs except tree frogs a n d b u r r o w i n g frogs. A n d a s ingle 

ins tance of a frog that is not a tree frog or a b u r r o w i n g frog that does not 

l i v e a t g r o u n d l e v e l fals i f ies the statement. 

S o m e genera l iza t ions , h o w e v e r , are not absolute i n nature , a n d are 

not c l a s s i f i e d as u n i v e r s a l genera l iza t ions . O n e type i s the i n d u c t i v e gen­

e r a l i z a t i o n , w h i c h states that a cer ta in n u m b e r of i n d i v i d u a l s (a n u m b e r 

that m a y be s p e c i f i e d exact ly or not) h a v e a cer ta in proper ty . E x a m p l e s 

w o u l d be the statements ' M o s t frogs are insect-eaters ' or '76.8 per cent of 

frogs are insect-eaters ' . A n i n d u c t i v e g e n e r a l i z a t i o n l i k e the latter, w h i c h 

has an exact n u m b e r s p e c i f y i n g the extent of the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , is a sta­

t i s t i c a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . A n i n d u c t i v e g e n e r a l i z a t i o n l i k e the former , that 

uses a n o n - s p e c i f i c i n d u c t i v e t e r m s u c h as 'mos t ' or ' m a n y ' , i s c l a s s i f i e d 

as a non-s ta t i s t i ca l i n d u c t i v e g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . A non-s ta t i s t i ca l i n d u c t i v e 

g e n e r a l i z a t i o n c a n be conver ted to a s ta t i s t ica l one by i n s e r t i n g an exact 

f i g u r e for the n o n - s p e c i f i c i n d u c t i v e t e r m i n the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , m a k i n g 

the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n m o r e prec ise . 
A n o t h e r t y p e o f g e n e r a l i z a t i o n that i s non-abso lu te i n nature i s the 

p r e s u m p t i v e defeasible genera l iza t ion , w h i c h says that some k i n d s o f 
i n d i v i d u a l s g e n e r a l l y have a cer ta in proper ty , subject to except ions . F o r 
e x a m p l e , the defeasible g e n e r a l i z a t i o n ' B i r d s f l y ' says s o m e t h i n g gener­
a l l y about the b i r d s . B u t u n l i k e a n absolute u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , i t i s 
not subject to defeat by a s ingle counter - ins tance . T h e general statement 
' B i r d s f l y ' i s t rue , e v e n t h o u g h there are some b i r d s , s u c h as p e n g u i n s 
a n d ostr iches , that do not fly. S u c h genera l iza t ions m a k e a c l a i m about 
the w a y th ings t y p i c a l l y or genera l ly go in a s t a n d a r d or n o r m a l case, b u t 
they are subject to except ions . T h e y have the p r o p e r t y of b e i n g defeasi ­
b le , that i s , t h e y are subject to defeat in s p e c i a l cases, e v e n t h o u g h the 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s t i l l h o l d s for the s t a n d a r d or t y p i c a l case. T h i s type o f 
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g e n e r a l i z a t i o n i s also p r e s u m p t i v e , m e a n i n g that i t h o l d s o n l y p r o v i s i o n ­
a l l y as an a s s u m p t i o n tenta t ive ly agreed to by b o t h part ies in a d i a l o g u e . 
Later o n i n the d i a l o g u e , i f a n e x c e p t i o n i s f o u n d , the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n m a y 
h a v e t o b e g i v e n u p . S o m e t i m e s the types o f e x c e p t i o n s are k n o w n a n d 
p r e d i c t a b l e , b u t s o m e t i m e s they are not . F o r e x a m p l e , i t i s w e l l k n o w n 
that cer ta in types of b i r d s do not f ly. B u t there are other k i n d s of excep­
t i o n a l cases that m a y not be pred ic tab le . F o r e x a m p l e , a b i r d m a y h a v e 
a b r o k e n w i n g . So e v e n t h o u g h i t i s t rue g e n e r a l l y that b i r d s f ly, a n d 
e v e n true that th is type o f b i r d n o r m a l l y f l ies , i t m a y not be true that 
t h i s p a r t i c u l a r b i r d f l ies . T h u s the e x c e p t i o n s that m a y b e e n c o u n t e r e d i n 
p a r t i c u l a r cases are not genera l ly p r e d i c t a b l e in p r e s u m p t i v e defeas ible 
genera l iza t ions . N o t e that th is statement is i t se l f a p r e s u m p t i v e defeasible 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . 

To s u m u p , t h e n , there are three types o f genera l iza t ions . T h e f i r s t 
i s the u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . I t m a y be c a l l e d " s t r i c t " or " a b s o l u t e , " 
because i t a d m i t s of no except ions . I n d u c t i v e genera l iza t ions are less 
strict , because they are b a s e d on p r o b a b i l i t y . B u t p r o b a b i l i t y c a n be c a l ­
c u l a t e d exact ly u s i n g n u m e r i c a l data. T h u s i n d u c t i v e inferences c a n b e 
j u d g e d n u m e r i c a l l y . P r e s u m p t i v e defeasible genera l iza t ions are the least 
strict , because they are b a s e d on w h a t is a s s u m e d to be a f a m i l i a r or t y p ­
i c a l s i t u a t i o n , b u t one w h e r e there i s i n e x a c t a n d i n c o m p l e t e k n o w l e d g e 
o n h o w things m i g h t go. F o r short , let u s a d o p t the prac t i ce o f c a l l i n g pre ­
s u m p t i v e defeasible genera l iza t ions s i m p l y 'defeas ible genera l iza t ions ' . 

T h e prec ise nature o f the di f ference b e t w e e n i n d u c t i v e a n d defeasi ­
b l e genera l iza t ions has b e e n a matter of c o n s i d e r a b l e controversy recent ly . 
S o m e t h i n k that defeasible genera l iza t ions are a s p e c i a l subtype of i n d u c ­
t i v e g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , w h i l e others t h i n k t h e y are a separate type of gener­
a l i z a t i o n i n the ir o w n r ight . T h e bas ic d i f ference i s that i n d u c t i v e gener­
a l i z a t i o n s are about the n u m b e r of ins tances or p r o p o r t i o n of ins tances 
to non- ins tances of a proper ty , w h i l e defeas ib le genera l iza t ions are about 
h o w th ings c a n n o r m a l l y b e expec ted t o g o i n a n o r d i n a r y o r f a m i l i a r 
s i t u a t i o n . In defeasible genera l iza t ions , the exact n u m b e r o f p o s i t i v e ver­
sus negat ive instances is g e n e r a l l y i m p o s s i b l e to ant i c ipate or ca lcu la te . 
In defeasible reasoning , there c a n be huge masses of data, the p r o b a b i l ­
i t ies c a n b e u n k n o w n , a n d the s i t u a t i o n c a n change r a p i d l y . T h e best 
w e c a n d o i s t o l i s t a l l the arguments o n b o t h s ides a n d t h e n d e c i d e 
w h i c h s ide p l a u s i b l y has the stronger case. W h e n i t i s s a i d that t h e y are 
defeasible , i t i s meant that they have e x c e p t i o n s that cannot , in m a n y 
instances , b e p r e d i c t e d o r e v e n ca tegor ized i n a d v a n c e . H e n c e argu­
ments c o n t a i n i n g t h e m c a n n o t b e e v a l u a t e d i n the same n u m e r i c a l o r 

s tat is t ica l w a y that i n d u c t i v e arguments c a n . W e have t o keep a n o p e n 

m i n d about s u c h arguments because they are based o n a s s u m p t i o n s that 

are subject to defaul t as n e w i n f o r m a t i o n comes i n . We m u s t be o p e n to 

g i v i n g t h e m u p . 

U s i n g defeas ible genera l iza t ions i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s necessary b u t 

dangerous. O n e of the p r o b l e m s is that there i s a n a t u r a l t e n d e n c y in 

some cases to over-genera l ize or to m a k e has ty genera l iza t ions that are 

not r e a l l y w a r r a n t e d b y the ev idence . B u t the a m o u n t o f e v i d e n c e n e e d e d 

to s u p p o r t a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n d e p e n d s on the t y p e of g e n e r a l i z a t i o n (suppos­

edly) b e i n g m a d e in a g i v e n case. S t r ic t u n i v e r s a l genera l iza t ions are the 

hardest t o p r o v e , because they m a k e a c l a i m about a l l ins tances . M a n y u n i ­

v e r s a l genera l iza t ions e v e n refer to future events that cannot be k n o w n 

yet o r p r e d i c t e d w i t h certainty. S u c h genera l iza t ions cannot b e p r o v e d 

w i t h absolute certainty, because the future i s not k n o w n . I n d u c t i v e gen­

era l iza t ions are genera l ly easier to p r o v e , a n d defeasible genera l iza t ions 

r e q u i r e e v e n less e v i d e n c e , because they are w e a k e r i n nature a n d a l l o w 

for except ions . 

A c o m m o n error o f reason ing in c o n n e c t i o n w i t h the use o f defea­

s ib le genera l iza t ions is the f a l l a c y of i g n o r i n g q u a l i f i c a t i o n s . I t i s a lso 

somet imes c a l l e d the f a l l a c y of has ty g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . I t occurs in cases 

w h e r e e x c e p t i o n s to a defeasible g e n e r a l i z a t i o n are o v e r l o o k e d a n d not 

p r o p e r l y t a k e n i n t o account w h e n a c o n c l u s i o n b a s e d o n that general ­

i z a t i o n i s d r a w n . We h a v e a l ready seen h o w except ions to a genera l iza ­

t i o n c a n be c o n t r o v e r s i a l in the Santa C l a u s d i a l o g u e , w h e r e a general 

r u l e c i t e d w a s that y o u s h o u l d r e t u r n s o m e b o d y ' s p r o p e r t y i f that p e r s o n 

requests i t . B u t s u p p o s e someone i g n o r e d the e x c e p t i o n to the r u l e , argu­

i n g in a d i a l o g u e as i n d i c a t e d b e l o w . Let 's say that a t some p o i n t in an 

o n g o i n g d i a l o g u e , a p a r t i c i p a n t d r e w a c o n c l u s i o n b a s e d on the f o l l o w i n g 

argument . 

A R G U M E N T AT ONE POINT IN THE DIALOGUE 

PREMISE: E v e r y o n e has a r ight to h i s or her proper ty . 

PREMISE: S m i t h i s d e m a n d i n g that I r e t u r n h i s r i f le to h i m . 

PREMISE: S m i t h ' s r i f le i s h i s proper ty . 

CONCLUSION: I s h o u l d r e t u r n S m i t h ' s r i f l e to h i m . 

T h i s argument i s reasonable , so far. T h e g e n e r a l i z a t i o n in the f i r s t p r e m i s e 
is defeasible . B u t there is no e x c e p t i o n to it so far - let's say, as far as 



Arguments and Dialogues 5. Generalizations 21 

either p a r t i c i p a n t k n o w s a t th is p o i n t . B u t t h e n n e w i n f o r m a t i o n about 
the p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n becomes k n o w n , i n the f o r m o f t w o n e w facts. 

NEW FACT: S m i t h i s k n o w n t o b e m e n t a l l y i l l a n d t o b e capable o f 

extreme acts o f v i o l e n c e w h e n not o n h i s m e d i c a t i o n . 

NEW FACT: S m i t h i s not o n h i s m e d i c a t i o n . 

T h e r ight w a y t o p r o c e e d i n the face o f th i s n e w e v i d e n c e about the s i tua ­
t i o n i s to retract the former c o n c l u s i o n in the defeas ib le a rgument a c c e p t e d 
a t the ear l ier p o i n t . T h i s argument has n o w b e e n defeated. B u t w h a t i f 
the p r o p o n e n t o f the ear l ier argument refuses to retract a n d s t icks w i t h 
the c o n c l u s i o n , T s h o u l d r e t u r n S m i t h ' s r i f l e t o h i m ' ? T h e p r o b l e m w i t h 
th is d i a l o g u e i s that a l t h o u g h the c o n c l u s i o n f o l l o w s f r o m the f i r s t t w o 
premises o f the o r i g i n a l a rgument b y defeas ible reasoning , the t w o n e w 
facts of the case pose e x a c t l y the r ight k i n d of e x c e p t i o n to defeat that 
argument . S o a n y o n e w h o s t icks w i t h the o r i g i n a l c o n c l u s i o n , b a s e d o n 
the s u p p o r t g i v e n to i t by the f i r s t t w o p r e m i s e s , ignores the q u a l i f i c a ­
t ions that s h o u l d be part o f the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . S u c h an arguer c o m m i t s 
the f a l l a c y of i g n o r i n g q u a l i f i c a t i o n s (hasty genera l iza t ion) . 

A ser ious p r o b l e m w i t h a r g u m e n t a t i o n b a s e d o n genera l iza t ions i s 
that some p e o p l e w h o are p ass io nate ly c o m m i t t e d to a v i e w p o i n t t e n d to 
o v e r l o o k q u a l i f i c a t i o n s that are n e e d e d in a s p e c i f i c case. T h e y pers is t in 
treat ing the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n as absolute or u n i v e r s a l in nature , as t h o u g h 
no q u a l i f i c a t i o n s to i t are necessary. S u c h a l a c k o f f l e x i b i l i t y in a r g u m e n ­
t a t i o n a n d i n s e n s i t i v i t y to a p o s s i b l e n e e d for q u a l i f y i n g a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n 
is at the root of the r i g i d s tereotyping that is character is t i c of f a n a t i c a l 
a n d dogmat ic arguers w h o are i n t e n s e l y c o m m i t t e d t o the i r c o n v i c t i o n s . 
S u c h arguers w a n t t o see e v e r y t h i n g i n a b l a c k - a n d - w h i t e , p o l a r i z e d k i n d 
o f w a y that r i g i d i t i e s defeas ible genera l iza t ions i n t o u n i v e r s a l genera l iza ­
t ions , e v e n w h e n s u c h a n abso lut i s t i c v i e w o f th ings i s i m p r a c t i c a l a n d 
cannot be adequate ly s u p p o r t e d by the e v i d e n c e that i s a v a i l a b l e . T h e y 
m a y e v e n see a l l c r i t i cs or o p p o n e n t s o f t h e i r v i e w p o i n t as e v i l p e o p l e 
w h o c a n never b e t rus ted t o t e l l the t r u t h . T h e y operate o n the p r i n c i p l e , 
"If y o u aren't for us , y o u are against u s . " T h u s t h e y are c l o s e d to c r i t i c a l 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n that asks quest ions that raise doubts about the i r v i e w s . I t 
tends t o b e fu t i l e t o use r a t i o n a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n w h e n engaging i n d i a ­
logue w i t h s u c h persons . T h e y m a y appear t o l i s t e n t o y o u r arguments 
a n d e v e n t o a c k n o w l e d g e t h e m o r argue against t h e m , b u t they a l w a y s 
c o m e b a c k to the ir same f ixed v i e w p o i n t . T h u s defeas ib le genera l iza t ions 

are dangerous . B u t t h e y are also necessary, i f we are to d e a l w i t h argu­

m e n t a t i o n i n a w o r l d o f u n c e r t a i n t y a n d l a c k o f k n o w l e d g e , w h e r e w e 

have t o operate o n the basis o f p r e s u m p t i o n s i n order t o d r a w i n t e l l i g e n t 

c o n c l u s i o n s i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n about c o n t r o v e r s i a l matters o f v a l u e s a n d 

p u b l i c p o l i c y , s u c h a s gene t i ca l ly m o d i f i e d foods a n d euthanas ia . 

1. C l a s s i f y the f o l l o w i n g as a s i n g u l a r statement, an ex i s tent ia l statement, 

or a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . If i t is a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , i d e n t i f y w h a t type it i s . 

(a) S o m e P a r i s i a n s w h o l i v e on the Lef t B a n k are i n t e l l e c t u a l s . 

(b) O p i n i o n p o l l s are not re l iab le . 
(c) J o h n F . K e n n e d y w a s assassinated i n D a l l a s . 

(d) A l l creatures that h a v e hearts have k i d n e y s . 
(e) In 1994, 78 percent of buyers of d iapers b o u g h t d i s p o s a b l e d iapers . 

(f) Sea l i o n s are m a m m a l s . 
(g) Sea l i o n s l i v e in these caves. 
(h) X e r x e s w a s a k i n g in anc ient P e r s i a . 

(i) E l e c t r o n s h a v e negat ive charges, u n l i k e p r o t o n s , w h i c h h a v e p o s i ­

t ive charges. 
(j) B a c h e l o r s are m a l e persons . 
(k) M o s t apar tment b u i l d i n g s i n F r e s n o are m a d e o f concrete b l o c k s . 

(1) N e a r l y a l l deaths that o c c u r i n v e h i c l e s w i t h a i r bags o c c u r i n cases 

w h e r e the o c c u p a n t s w e r e not w e a r i n g seat bel ts . 

2. State a c o u n t e r - e x a m p l e to the f o l l o w i n g genera l iza t ions . 

(a) A l l the astronauts o n the shut t le w e r e A m e r i c a n s . 
(b) R a d i o a c t i v e f a l l o u t a l w a y s f o l l o w s a n u c l e a r e x p l o s i o n . 

3. Judge w h e t h e r the f a l l a c y of i g n o r i n g q u a l i f i c a t i o n s has been c o m m i t t e d 

i n a n y o f the f o l l o w i n g arguments . 

(a) A l l except s tudents are i n v i t e d . B o b i s a s tudent . Therefore B o b i s 

not i n v i t e d . 

(b) M o s t scouts s e l l cookies . W i l m a i s a scout . Therefore W i l m a sel ls 

cook ies . 

(c) G e n e r a l l y , h u m m i n g b i r d s are attracted to br ight f lowers . H e r e comes 

a h u m m i n g b i r d . I t w o u l d be a g o o d guess that i t w i l l a p p r o a c h those 

br ight f l o w e r s i n the garden. 

(d) S t r e n u o u s exerc ise is heal thy. J i m ought to engage in s t renuous exer­

cise because he has a heart c o n d i t i o n that is u n h e a l t h y . 

(e) A s p i r i n i s g o o d for p e o p l e w h o h a v e a heart c o n d i t i o n . S u e has 

a heart c o n d i t i o n a n d also s t o m a c h p r o b l e m s . So Sue s h o u l d take 

a s p i r i n . 
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(f) Dogs are g e n e r a l l y f r i e n d l y , a n d y o u s h o u l d pat t h e m . H e r e comes 
a l i t t l e dog. I t l o o k s l i k e a p i t b u l l . I t is g r o w l i n g a n d f o a m i n g at the 
m o u t h . Y o u s h o u l d pat i t . 

Chaining of Arguments 

I n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , H e l e n p u t f o r w a r d a c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
that c o u l d be s u m m e d up as f o l l o w s . She a r g u e d that i t i s d i f f i c u l t to 
k n o w h o w m u c h t o t i p , a n d because o f t h i s u n c e r t a i n t y , the p r a c t i c e o f 
t i p p i n g leads t o embarrassment a n d d i s c o m f o r t . She u s e d th i s c h a i n o f 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n t o s u p p o r t h e r u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n (thesis) i n the d i a l o g u e 
as a w h o l e . T h i s u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n is the statement that t i p p i n g is a b a d 
prac t i ce that s h o u l d b e d i s c o n t i n u e d . A t a g l o b a l l e v e l , the a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g o n H e l e n ' s s ide c a n b e seen a s m o v i n g t o w a r d 
th is u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n . B u t we c a n also p i n p o i n t parts o f i t a t a l o c a l 
l e v e l . 

Let 's i d e n t i f y a spec i f i c argument in H e l e n ' s c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n , 
b y i n d i c a t i n g the p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n i n i t . These premises are state­
ments p u t f o r w a r d by H e l e n as reasons to t ry to get B o b to accept the 
c o n c l u s i o n stated b e l o w . 

FIRST A R G U M E N T IN THE CHAIN 

PREMISE i : W i t h t i p p i n g , c o m m o n sense leaves too m u c h o p e n t o 
uncer ta inty . 

PREMISE 2: I f the t i p p e r gives too l i t t l e , the rece iver is embarrassed a n d 
u n c o m f o r t a b l e . I f the t i p p e r gives too m u c h , she c a n be embarrassed 
a n d u n c o m f o r t a b l e . 

PREMISE 3 : Because o f th is uncer ta inty , b o t h i n d i v i d u a l s i n v o l v e d c a n 
b e embarrassed a n d u n c o m f o r t a b l e . 

CONCLUSION: T h e prac t i ce o f t i p p i n g leads to embarrassment a n d d i s ­
comfort . 

I t l o o k s l i k e p r e m i s e 2 is a reason that s u p p o r t s p r e m i s e 3. B a s e d on th is 
s u p p o r t , p r e m i s e 3 i s t h e n l i n k e d to p r e m i s e 1 , a n d they together s u p p o r t 
the c o n c l u s i o n . 

Let 's c o n s i d e r another argument i n H e l e n ' s c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n . I t 
c a n be expressed in a format of three statements. T w o of these statements 
represent premises , statements offered to s u p p o r t a c o n c l u s i o n , a c l a i m 
m a d e b y H e l e n . T h i s c l a i m i s H e l e n ' s u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n i n the d i a l o g u e 
o n t i p p i n g . 
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PREMISE i : I f a prac t i ce leads to embarrassment a n d d i s c o m f o r t , i t i s 

a b a d p o l i c y a n d s h o u l d b e d i s c o n t i n u e d . 

PREMISE 2 : T h e prac t i ce of t i p p i n g leads to embarrassment a n d d i s ­

comfort . 

CONCLUSION: T i p p i n g i s not a g o o d p o l i c y a n d s h o u l d b e d i s c o n t i n ­

u e d . 

T h i s argument i s u s e d by H e l e n to t ry to r e m o v e Bob 's doubts about i ts 

c o n c l u s i o n , w h i c h i s h e r u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n i n the d i a l o g u e a s a w h o l e . 

N o w w e c a n p u t these t w o arguments together i n a c h a i n o f a r g u m e n ­

ta t ion . T h e c o n c l u s i o n of the first one acts as a p r e m i s e in the s e c o n d one. 

T h u s we c a n see that the f i rs t argument represents a b a c k u p s u p p o r t for the 

s e c o n d . I f B o b expresses doubts about p r e m i s e 2 in the s e c o n d argument , 

H e l e n c a n b r i n g i n the f i r s t argument a s b a c k u p t o s u p p o r t p r e m i s e 2 . 

In the d i a l o g u e as a w h o l e , B o b doubts H e l e n ' s u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n . He 

i s for t i p p i n g . B u t once H e l e n br ings f o r w a r d the s e c o n d argument , h e 

has t o d e a l w i t h i t , i n order t o d e f e n d h i s v i e w . P r e m i s e 1 i n the s e c o n d 

argument seems h a r d t o ques t ion . F e w o f u s w o u l d have a n y doubts about 

i t . B u t p r e m i s e 2 seems m o r e ques t ionable . B o b c o u l d c e r t a i n l y ask H e l e n 

to g ive some e v i d e n c e to s u p p o r t that c l a i m before he c o u l d be t a l k e d i n t o 

accept ing i t . H e l e n c a n t h e n b r i n g the f i r s t a rgument f o r w a r d t o s u p p o r t 

the p r e m i s e that B o b expressed d o u b t about. T h u s i t i s n a t u r a l to see h o w 

a r g u m e n t a t i o n in a d i a l o g u e forms a c h a i n m a d e up of s m a l l e r arguments . 

In p r e v i o u s e x a m p l e s , an argument w a s a s ingle step f r o m one set of 

premises to a c o n c l u s i o n . B u t e v e n in v e r y s i m p l e e x a m p l e s o f arguments , 

i t i s c o m m o n to h a v e a c h a i n of spec i f i c arguments c o m b i n e d together. 

F o r e x a m p l e , i n the c o l d weather e x a m p l e b e l o w , statement 2 i s d r a w n 

by an in ference from statement 1 . In th is part of the argument , 2 is the 

c o n c l u s i o n . B u t t h e n , at the next step, 2 is u s e d as a p r e m i s e in another 

argument . 

THE COLD WEATHER EXAMPLE 

1. T h e temperature is 33° b e l o w (Cels ius) today. 

2. There fore , i t is c o l d outs ide today. 

3 . Therefore , i t w o u l d be a g o o d i d e a to w e a r a p a r k a . 

H e r e we h a v e an i n t e r m e d i a t e statement, 2 , that i s u s e d as the c o n c l u s i o n 
in the f i r s t argument , b u t t h e n u s e d as a p r e m i s e in the s e c o n d one. T h u s 
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the c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n goes f r o m the i n i t i a l p r e m i s e 1 t h r o u g h the 
in termedia te statement 2 to the f inal c o n c l u s i o n 3 . T h i s s tructure is c a l l e d 
a c h a i n of a rgumenta t ion , w h e r e the c o n c l u s i o n of one inference f u n c t i o n s 
as the p r e m i s e of another inference . S u c h a c h a i n c a n be qui te lengthy. 
C o n s i d e r the k i n d o f r e a s o n i n g u s e d in a game o f chess, for e x a m p l e . O n e 
has to t h i n k severa l m o v e s ahead. T h e w a y to do this is to construct a 
c h a i n o f a rgumenta t ion . 

C h a i n s o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n often c o n t a i n inferences that have m o r e t h a n 
one p r e m i s e at a g i v e n step. Let us c o n s i d e r an e x a m p l e of a m o r e l e n g t h y 
c h a i n o f a rgumenta t ion . 

T H E BERMUDA EXAMPLE 

1 . A l l persons b o r n i n B e r m u d a are B r i t i s h subjects. 

2 . H a r r y w a s b o r n i n B e r m u d a . 

3 . Therefore H a r r y is a B r i t i s h subject. 

4 . A l l B r i t i s h subjects h a v e the r ight t o r e s i d e i n B r i t a i n . 

5. Therefore H a r r y has the r ight to res ide in B r i t a i n . 

T h e f i r s t l o c a l argument i n th is c h a i n has a one-step s tructure . T h e t w o 
p r e m i s e s are the p r o p o s i t i o n s 1 a n d 2 , a n d the c o n c l u s i o n is p r o p o s i ­
t i o n 3 . B u t this a rgument i s c o m b i n e d w i t h another one , the a r g u m e n t 
f r o m p r e m i s e 4 to the c o n c l u s i o n 5 . B u t p r e m i s e 4 by i t se l f i s not m u c h 
s u p p o r t for c o n c l u s i o n 5 . T h e p r e v i o u s c o n c l u s i o n 3 needs to be a d d e d 
in as another p r e m i s e . O n c e statement 4 is l i n k e d to statement 3 , the t w o 
together as premises p r o v i d e qui te a s trong argument in s u p p o r t of 5 . T h u s 
3 p e r f o r m s t w o ro les in the c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n . F i r s t i t f u n c t i o n s as a 
c o n c l u s i o n of one argument , a n d t h e n i t f u n c t i o n s as a p r e m i s e in the nex t 
one. In general , t h e n , we c a n see h o w c h a i n s o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n are m a d e 
up of s m a l l e r arguments that are c o n n e c t e d together. T h e c o n c l u s i o n o f 
one inference becomes a p r e m i s e in another one. 

O n c e we u n d e r s t a n d the i d e a o f a c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n we c a n ask 
w h a t s u c h a c h a i n w o u l d b e u s e d for i n a d i a l o g u e . A s k i n g th is q u e s t i o n 
leads us to the n o t i o n of a rgumenta t ion . T y p i c a l l y , a c h a i n of argumenta­
t i o n i s u s e d to p r o v e or g ive e v i d e n c e to jus t i fy s o m e u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n 
that i s the e n d p o i n t o f the c h a i n . T h e c h a i n i s a i m e d a t th i s e n d p o i n t . 
T h u s r a t i o n a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n can be d e f i n e d as the c h a i n i n g of a r g u m e n ­
t a t i o n t o w a r d s some u l t i m a t e e n d p o i n t . A n argument p u r p o r t s t o g ive 
reasons to s u p p o r t a c o n c l u s i o n , a n d thus to r e m o v e doubts about the 

t r u t h or a c c e p t a b i l i t y of that c o n c l u s i o n expressed by a d i a l o g u e partner . 

B u t a c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n , m a d e up of s m a l l e r arguments c o n n e c t e d 

together, a l w a y s has an a i m or d i r e c t i o n . I t i s a i m e d at p r o v i n g or j u s t i f y i n g 

some statement that i s in doubt or i s u n s e t t l e d in a d i a l o g u e . 

To better u n d e r s t a n d the t e r m 'argument ' , i t is necessary to see that 

i t has t w o uses i n l o g i c . I n t r a d i t i o n a l l o g i c , the t e r m i s t y p i c a l l y t a k e n t o 

refer to a s ing le , one-step argument l i k e that in so m a n y p r e v i o u s e x a m p l e s 

above. T h i s represents an argument a t the l o c a l l e v e l , m e a n i n g that i t i s 

u s e d at one p a r t i c u l a r p o i n t , as part of an exchange of quest ions a n d r e p l i e s 

that i s m u c h longer . In contrast , y o u c a n also t h i n k of an argument a t the 

g l o b a l l e v e l as a l e n g t h y sequence of c o n n e c t e d a r g u m e n t a t i o n c o m p o s e d 

of m a n y s m a l l e r arguments c h a i n e d together over the longer sequence of a 

d i a l o g u e . A n argument a t the g loba l l e v e l connects a l o c a l - l e v e l a rgument 

b a c k to the o r i g i n a l i s sue that is to be set t led by the d i a l o g u e as a w h o l e . 

In the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g , the i ssue to be set t led i s w h e t h e r t i p p i n g i s 

genera l ly a g o o d prac t i ce or not . Bob 's thesis is that t i p p i n g is g e n e r a l l y a 

g o o d prac t i ce . H e l e n ' s i s that t i p p i n g is g e n e r a l l y a b a d pract ice . T h u s at 

the g l o b a l l e v e l , H e l e n ' s a n d Bob's theses are in o p p o s i t i o n to each other. 

T h e issue b e t w e e n t h e m i s unse t t l ed . 

EXERCISE 
1.6 

In each of the e x a m p l e s b e l o w , m a k e a l i s t , n u m b e r i n g a l l the statements 

that are m a d e . In the case of a s ingle argument , i d e n t i f y each statement 

as a p r e m i s e or c o n c l u s i o n . In the case of a c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n , s h o w 

h o w the s m a l l e r arguments are c o m b i n e d i n t o the longer c h a i n . I n e i ther 

case, s h o w h o w the p r e m i s e s c o u l d p r o v i d e s u p p o r t for the c o n c l u s i o n i n 

a d i a l o g u e about some c o n t r o v e r s i a l i ssue . 

(a) S m o k i n g i s b a d for y o u r h e a l t h , because i t destroys the h e a l t h y f u n c ­

t i o n i n g o f y o u r l u n g s . A n y t h i n g that destroys h e a l t h y f u n c t i o n i n g 

o f y o u r l u n g s i s b a d for y o u r h e a l t h . 

(b) E u t h a n a s i a leads to loss of respect for h u m a n l i f e . A n y t h i n g that 

leads to loss of respect for h u m a n l i f e i s dangerous . There fore 

euthanas ia is dangerous. 

(c) P u n i s h m e n t does not deter c r i m e u n l e s s i t i s s w i f t a n d cer ta in . 

P u n i s h m e n t i s not s w i f t a n d cer ta in i n the just ice sys tem o f N o r t h 

A m e r i c a . Therefore p u n i s h m e n t does not deter c r i m e i n the just ice 

sys tem o f N o r t h A m e r i c a . 
(d) H o l l a n d i s suscept ib le to f l o o d i n g . W h a t e v i d e n c e do we h a v e to 

s u p p o r t that c l a i m ? H o l l a n d i s b e l o w sea l e v e l i n m a n y areas, a n d 
a n y area b e l o w sea l e v e l i s suscept ib le to f l o o d i n g . T h e reason i s that 
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water a l w a y s exerts pressure on its conta iner . I f re leased, i t f l o w s 
d o w n w a r d t o o c c u p y a n e m p t y space, 

(e) G o d i s g o o d , e v e n t h o u g h some s k e p t i c s d e n y th is c l a i m . A g o o d 
b e i n g w o u l d not cause p a i n a n d s u f f e r i n g for n o reason. Therefore , 
G o d w o u l d n o t cause p a i n a n d suf fer ing for n o reason. B u t G o d does 
cause p a i n a n d suf fe r ing i n plagues , w a r s , a n d n a t u r a l disasters . 
H e n c e G o d m u s t h a v e a reason. C o n s e q u e n t l y , there m u s t be some 
reason for p lagues , w a r s a n d n a t u r a l disasters . T h u s p lagues , w a r s , 
a n d n a t u r a l disasters are not suf f ic ient reasons for t h i n k i n g that G o d 
is not g o o d . 

Criticizing by Questioning or Rebuttal 

There is a d i s t i n c t i o n that is f u n d a m e n t a l to c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n that 
w i l l r u n t h r o u g h th i s w h o l e book . T h i s i s the d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n assert ing 
a p r o p o s i t i o n a n d q u e s t i o n i n g a p r o p o s i t i o n . W h e n y o u assert a p r o p o s i ­
t i o n , y o u are c l a i m i n g that i t i s true. Y o u are m a k i n g a def in i te c l a i m . Y o u 
are s a y i n g that y o u are for the p r o p o s i t i o n , m e a n i n g that y o u are express­
i n g a p r o p o i n t o f v i e w w i t h respect to i t . T h i s asser t ion represents a 
c o m m i t m e n t t o the p r o p o s i t i o n asserted. S o y o u h a v e t o s tand b e h i n d 
that c l a i m i n a d i a l o g u e i f y o u w i s h t o c o n t i n u e t o m a i n t a i n i t i n the face 
of q u e s t i o n i n g or object ions that arise as the d i a l o g u e proceeds . Q u e s t i o n ­
i n g a p r o p o s i t i o n is a di f ferent matter. W h e n y o u q u e s t i o n a p r o p o s i t i o n , 
y o u are not n e c e s s a r i l y m a k i n g a c l a i m that the p r o p o s i t i o n i s false, or that 
i t i s t rue . Q u e s t i o n i n g expresses a n e u t r a l p o i n t o f v i e w i f i t i s m e r e l y an 
e x p r e s s i o n o f doubt . F o r d o u b t does not n e e d t o i m p l y b e l i e f o r c o m m i t ­
ment . Q u e s t i o n i n g i s , a t least v e r y of ten, a s u s p e n s i o n of one's o p i n i o n or 
c l a i m about t r u t h or f a l s e h o o d . A q u e s t i o n t y p i c a l l y says, " I d o n ' t k n o w 
w h e t h e r th i s p r o p o s i t i o n i s true or fa l se , " so i t m a k e s no c l a i m that the 
p r o p o s i t i o n is true or that i t i s false. In other w o r d s , q u e s t i o n i n g a p r o p o ­
s i t i o n represents a w e a k e r k i n d o f c o m m i t m e n t t h a n assert ing i t . W h e n 
y o u m a k e a statement, y o u are s tak ing out a c l a i m , so to speak, a n d y o u 
h a v e t o d e f e n d i t i f y o u w a n t t o m a i n t a i n i t . B u t y o u are f r e e t o q u e s t i o n 
a n y p r o p o s i t i o n w i t h o u t c o m m i t t i n g t o i t a s s o m e t h i n g y o u h o l d t o b e t rue 
or false. 

T h i s d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n assert ing a n d q u e s t i o n i n g has f u n d a m e n t a l 
i m p l i c a t i o n s about h o w m o v e s i n a d i a l o g u e are r e l a t e d t o p r e v i o u s m o v e s . 
Let 's say that there are t w o p a r t i c i p a n t s in a d i a l o g u e c a l l e d W h i t e a n d 
B l a c k . W h i t e m o v e s f i r s t a n d puts f o r w a r d a n argument . A t h i s next m o v e , 
B l a c k c a n react c r i t i c a l l y t o the argument . H e c a n p u t f o r w a r d a n o p p o s e d 

argument , m e a n t to attack the p r i o r a rgument by g i v i n g a reason to t h i n k 

that its c o n c l u s i o n i s n o t true. In other w o r d s , he c a n p u t f o r w a r d a n e w 

argument that has a c o n c l u s i o n that i s the o p p o s i t e of W h i t e ' s c o n c l u s i o n . 

T h i s k i n d of m o v e i s c a l l e d present ing a counter -argument (or rebuttal) 

to the o r i g i n a l argument . S u c h a rebut ta l w o u l d (presumably) s h o w that 

W h i t e ' s a rgument i s w r o n g . Or a t least i t w o u l d offer a reason to s h o w that 

W h i t e ' s a rgument does not p r o v e w h a t she s u p p o s e d i t to p r o v e . I f i t does 

not present a reason , t h e n B l a c k c a n attack i t by s i m p l y p o i n t i n g that out . 

A n o t h e r w a y B l a c k c a n react c r i t i c a l l y i s t o q u e s t i o n W h i t e ' s argument , 

b u t w i t h o u t p r e s e n t i n g a reason to s h o w its c o n c l u s i o n i s false. He c a n 

raise a q u e s t i o n about the argument , p e r h a p s by f inding some w e a k p o i n t 

i n i t , r e p r e s e n t i n g some aspect i n w h i c h i t i s o p e n t o doubt . T h u s there 

are t w o bas ic w a y s to attack an argument . O n e is to present a rebut ta l or 

counter -argument , a c o m p a r a t i v e l y s trong f o r m of attack. T h e other is to 

ask quest ions that ra ise doubts about the a rgument b u t not g o i n g so far as 

to rebut i t by p u t t i n g f o r w a r d a counter -argument . 

F o r e x a m p l e , s u p p o s e W h i t e asserted that U r a n u s i s the s e v e n t h 

p l a n e t i n orb i t a r o u n d the s u n , because i t s a i d s o i n a n e w s p a p e r . 

B l a c k m i g h t q u e s t i o n th i s argument , a s k i n g , "Is that n e w s p a p e r a r e l i ­

able s o u r c e ? " H e r e B l a c k i s not o f fer ing a counter -argument , b u t o n l y 

a s k i n g a q u e s t i o n that raises d o u b t about s o m e aspect of the argument . 

O n the other h a n d , B l a c k m i g h t take the stronger stance o f p u t t i n g for­

w a r d a n o p p o s e d argument , s u c h as, "It says i n m y a s t r o n o m y tex tbook 

that V e n u s i s the s e v e n t h p lanet i n orb i t a r o u n d the s u n . " T h e c o n c l u s i o n 

o f th i s argument , ' V e n u s i s the seventh p l a n e t i n orb i t a r o u n d the s u n ' , 

i s o p p o s e d to the c o n c l u s i o n of W h i t e ' s argument , ' U r a n u s i s the s e v e n t h 

p l a n e t i n orb i t a r o u n d the s u n ' . T h e y are o p p o s e d i n the sense that b o t h 

cannot be true. I f the one p r o p o s i t i o n i s t rue , the other i s false. T h u s B l a c k 

has m a d e an o p p o s e d c l a i m , a n d presented a counter -argument to b a c k i t 

u p . S i n c e an a s t r o n o m y textbook i s g e n e r a l l y a m o r e re l iab le source t h a n 

a n e w s p a p e r , B l a c k ' s argument is the stronger of the t w o . It is a rebut ta l 

o f W h i t e ' s argument . 

C o n s i d e r the last part of the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g once aga in as a 

sequence o f m o v e s w h e r e B o b a n d H e l e n e x c h a n g e d o p p o s e d arguments . 

Bob (4): A lot of s tudents d e p e n d on tips to he lp pay their tu i t ion costs. 
Univers i ty e d u c a t i o n is a g o o d th in g . D i s c o n t i n u i n g t i p p i n g w o u l d mean 
that fewer students c o u l d afford it. 

Helen (5): That's no p r o b l e m . A l l w e n e e d to d o is to raise the m i n i m u m 

wage. 
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Bob (5): That might just put a lot of restaurants out of business, w i t h a result­
i n g j o b loss for students a n d others . 

H e r e B o b began th i s exchange b y p u t t i n g f o r w a r d a n argument . A s s h o w n 
above, h i s argument c a n be expressed as a set of p r e m i s e s that s u p p o r t 
a c o n c l u s i o n that he i s a r g u i n g for. Let 's s u m up the m a i n thrust o f h i s 
a rgument as f o l l o w s . 

PREMISE: U n i v e r s i t y e d u c a t i o n is a g o o d t h i n g , 

PREMISE: A lo t o f s tudents d e p e n d on t ips to h e l p p a y the i r t u i t i o n 
costs. 

PREMISE: D i s c o n t i n u i n g t i p p i n g w o u l d m e a n that fewer s tudents 
c o u l d a f ford a u n i v e r s i t y e d u c a t i o n . 

CONCLUSION: D i s c o n t i n u i n g t i p p i n g w o u l d b e a b a d t h i n g . 

H e l e n r e p l i e d w i t h another argument , s a y i n g , "That ' s n o p r o b l e m . A l l 
w e n e e d t o d o i s t o raise the m i n i m u m w a g e . " She p u t f o r w a r d another 
a rgument o p p o s e d to Bob 's , a n d thus h e r m o v e is c l a s s i f i e d as a rebut­
ta l . A rebut ta l occurs , as d e f i n e d above, w h e r e one argument has b e e n 
p u t f o r w a r d b y one par ty i n a d i a l o g u e , a n d another argument w i t h the 
c o n c l u s i o n o p p o s i t e t o that o f the f irst a r g u m e n t i s p u t f o r w a r d b y the 
other party. T h e w a y s u c h rebut ta l w o r k s i s that i t u n d e r m i n e s the s u p ­
p o r t g i v e n by the p r e m i s e s for the c o n c l u s i o n o f the first argument , o f ten 
b y i n t r o d u c i n g a n e w p r e m i s e . H e l e n ' s r e b u t t a l c a n b e p u t i n the f o r m o f 
an argument as f o l l o w s . 

PREMISE: I f w e raise the m i n i m u m wage , s t u d e n t s w o u l d n o t h a v e t o 
d e p e n d o n t ips t o a f ford t u i t i o n costs. 

PREMISE: I f s tudents d i d n ' t h a v e to d e p e n d on t i p s to a f ford t u i t i o n 
costs, i t w o u l d n o t be necessary for t h e m to r e l y on t i p s to a f f o r d a 
u n i v e r s i t y e d u c a t i o n . 

CONCLUSION: It's no t true that d i s c o n t i n u i n g t i p p i n g w o u l d be a b a d 
t h i n g . 

H e r f irst p r e m i s e i n t r o d u c e s a n e w a s s u m p t i o n i n t o the a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n 
the d ia logue . B a s e d on th is a s s u m p t i o n as a p r e m i s e , a n d also on another 
p r e m i s e , as i n d i c a t e d above, H e l e n a r r i v e d a t a c o n c l u s i o n . T h e c o n c l u ­
s i o n i s the o p p o s i t e o f Bob 's c o n c l u s i o n i n h i s p r i o r a rgument above. T h e 
p r e m i s e s o f Bob 's argument s u p p o r t e d the c o n c l u s i o n . B u t H e l e n ' s n e w 

EXERCISE 
1.7 

EIGHT 

argument , w h i c h w a s i n t r o d u c e d i n t o the d i a l o g u e a t the next m o v e , gave 
a reason to s u p p o r t i ts c o n c l u s i o n , the o p p o s i t e of Bob 's . T h u s H e l e n ' s 
argument is a rebut ta l of Bob's p r e v i o u s argument . 

We n o t e d above that re levance i s an i m p o r t a n t p r o p e r t y o f a r g u m e n ­
t a t i o n a n d that an argument i s re levant i f i t leads to an arguer's thesis 
that he or she is s u p p o s e d to p r o v e in a d i a l o g u e . B u t there is another 
factor that i s c r u c i a l to re levance . T h i s is the r e l a t i o n s h i p of one argu­
m e n t to the nex t argument , or m o v e m a d e by the other party, that m a k e s a 
d i a l o g u e h a n g together a n d makes i t p r o d u c t i v e as a d i a l o g u e . Bob 's argu­
m e n t r e s p o n d s to H e l e n ' s , a n d t h e n her rebut ta l r e s p o n d s to h i s last one. 
T h u s the d i a l o g u e as a w h o l e has a cer ta in c o n n e c t i v i t y of a r g u m e n t a t i o n . 
O n e m o v e i s re levant to the next one. T h e w h o l e c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
hangs together a n d leads in a cer ta in d i r e c t i o n , t o w a r d the r e s o l u t i o n of 
the centra l i ssue . L o o k i n g at an argument f r o m a l o c a l v i e w p o i n t i s v e r y 
u s e f u l w h e n w e w a n t t o isolate the spec i f i c p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n for 
ana lys i s a n d e v a l u a t i o n , a n d see h o w one m o v e i s re la ted to a next m o v e . 
B u t i t c a n also be u s e f u l to l o o k at an argument f r o m a g l o b a l v i e w p o i n t , 
e s p e c i a l l y w h e r e the argument i s a l o n g one a n d we k n o w m o r e about the 
context o f h o w i t i s b e i n g u s e d a n d w h e r e i t i s l e a d i n g . 

1 . F i n d a n e x a m p l e i n the Santa C l a u s d i a l o g u e w h e r e one par ty rebuts 

the p r e v i o u s argument of the other party. E x p r e s s each argument as a set 

of premises a n d a c o n c l u s i o n . 

2 . F i n d a n e x a m p l e i n the Santa C l a u s d i a l o g u e w h e r e one par ty quest ions 
the p r e v i o u s argument of the other party b u t makes no attempt to rebut it . 

3 . F i n d a c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n the Santa C l a u s d i a l o g u e a n d i d e n t i f y 

a l l the p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n s i n the c h a i n . 

Criticizing an Argument by Asking Questions 

I n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , A l i c e asks B o b the q u e s t i o n , " H o w c a n y o u 
judge w h e t h e r service i s e x c e l l e n t ? " B o b answers b y say ing , " Y o u just 
have t o use c o m m o n sense." H e l e n r e p l i e s , "That ' s n o a n s w e r . " W h a t 
we see here i s a t y p i c a l k i n d of exchange in a d ia logue . H e l e n c l a i m e d 
that B o b d i d not a n s w e r the q u e s t i o n . B u t she d i d n ' t m e a n that l i t e r a l l y . 
W h a t she m e a n t i s that she f o u n d Bob's a n s w e r quest ionable . She d i d n ' t 
accept h i s a n s w e r that c o m m o n sense c a n be u s e d as a c r i t e r i o n of w h e t h e r 
service i s exce l lent . She r e p l i e d , " C o m m o n sense i s often w r o n g , i sn ' t 
i t ? " H e l e n m a d e the nature of her ob jec t ion clearer a l i t t le later w h e n she 
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s a i d , " W i t h t i p p i n g , c o m m o n sense leaves too m u c h o p e n t o u n c e r t a i n t y . " 
T h i s e x a m p l e s h o w s that the a s k i n g o f a q u e s t i o n c a n be b a c k e d up by 
an argument . I t a lso i l lus t ra tes another aspect of the d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n 
rebut t ing an argument a n d a s k i n g a q u e s t i o n about it . T h e speech act of 
a s k i n g a q u e s t i o n m a y n o t be e n t i r e l y n e u t r a l . I t m a y be a c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n 
that m a y u n d e r c u t or u n d e r m i n e a p r e v i o u s a r g u m e n t o f the other p a r t y in 
a d ia logue . In s u c h a case, m e r e l y a s k i n g a q u e s t i o n is a ser ious c r i t i c i s m 
of a p r e v i o u s argument . S u c h a c r i t i c i s m is an attack on the argument , just 
as a rebut ta l i s an attack. F o r e x p o s i n g g e n u i n e d o u b t about an argument 
c a n be a reason for no longer accept ing i t . 

To i l lus tra te h o w a q u e s t i o n c a n be an attack on an argument , a n d 
t o i n t r o d u c e some n e w k i n d s o f arguments , c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g d i a ­
logue o n g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods . G e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods c o m e 
f r o m plants that h a v e b e e n m o d i f i e d i n the labora tory t o enhance d e s i r e d 
traits, s u c h as resistance to h e r b i c i d e s . Genet i c i s t s c a n isolate genes, s u c h 
as the one r e s p o n s i b l e for d r o u g h t to lerance , a n d t h e n create a p l a n t w i t h 
that exact gene. G e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d p l a n t s g r o w faster a n d are m o r e 
resistant to pests a n d c a n be created in s u c h a w a y that they are m o r e 
n u t r i t i o u s . F o r these reasons, g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods are b e c o m i n g 
m o r e w i d e s p r e a d i n grocery stores. M a n y p l a n t s , s u c h a s soybeans, sugar 
beets, a n d tomatoes, as w e l l as p r o c e s s e d f o o d s , s u c h as vegetable o i l s 
a n d breakfast cereals, n o w c o n t a i n some percentage o f g e n e t i c a l l y m o d ­
i f i e d ingredients . M a r k a n d S a r a h are d i s c u s s i n g th is subject. H e argues 
that w e ought t o c o n t i n u e t h i s process o f i n t r o d u c i n g g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i ­
f i e d foods in to the h u m a n f o o d s u p p l y . A g a i n s t th i s v i e w , e n v i r o n m e n t a l 
act iv is ts a n d p u b l i c interest groups have r a i s e d quest ions about w h e t h e r 
th i s i n t r o d u c t i o n o f g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods m i g h t b e h a r m f u l . S a r a h 
adopts a s k e p t i c a l v i e w i n the d i a l o g u e b e l o w , r a i s i n g c r i t i c a l ques t ions 
about M a r k ' s arguments . 

The Dialogue on Genetically Modified Foods 

Mark (1): There are starving p e o p l e in many countr ies of the w o r l d today. 
The w o r l d p o p u l a t i o n is pred ic ted to d o u b l e in the next fifty years. H e n c e 
the p r o b l e m of p e o p l e d y i n g f r o m starvation w i l l be m u c h m o r e serious in 
future years. Genet ica l ly m o d i f i e d foods can he lp to solve this p r o b l e m . 

Sarah (1): The long- term effects of genet ic m o d i f i c a t i o n have not yet b e e n 
tested. For all we know, rel iance on genetical ly m o d i f i e d c rops c o u l d destroy 
the env i ronment , i n c l u d i n g all plant life, m a k i n g the p r o b l e m of starvation 
even worse . Thus it is d o u b t f u l w h e t h e r they are safe. 

Mark (2): A c c o r d i n g to M o n s a n t o , the world 's l eading b i o t e c h n o l o g y c o m ­
pany, genetical ly e n g i n e e r e d foods are safe for the e n v i r o n m e n t . They are 
the experts w h o k n o w all about these products . 

Sarah (2): They stand to profit f r o m p r o d u c i n g these n e w foods . C a n w e 
trust t h e m to give an unbiased view? I d o u b t it. This is the c o m p a n y that 
p r o d u c e d A g e n t O r a n g e a n d D D T . 

Mark (3): N o harmful effects of p e o p l e eat ing genetical ly m o d i f i e d f o o d s 
have been ver i f ied , as far as we know. Since there is no ev idence that they are 
harmful , i t is best to operate on the p r e s u m p t i o n that they are not h a r m f u l . 

Sarah (3): That's just arguing f r o m ignorance , isn't it? C a n you argue f r o m 
lack of evidence? Isn't it better to argue f r o m the posit ive k n o w l e d g e we 
have? 

Mark (4): W h a t w e d o k n o w is that farmers n o w use many tons of c h e m i c a l 
pesticides every year in the crops they p r o d u c e . Food treated w i t h pesti­
c ides is a health hazard. Thus, the crops p r o d u c e d by farmers right n o w 
are a health hazard . A l s o , agricultural wastes f r o m pesticides and fert i l izers 
are p o i s o n i n g the water supply. Thus, current agricultural practices are pro­
d u c i n g serious harm to the e n v i r o n m e n t and to h u m a n health. C r o w i n g 
genetical ly m o d i f i e d crops requires fewer pest ic ides and fert i l izers. It is less 
hazardous than what we are d o i n g right now. 

Sarah (4): I d o u b t it, because there are also e n v i r o n m e n t a l hazards of genet­
ically m o d i f i e d foods that are o c c u r r i n g as a result of what we are d o i n g right 
now. Scientists have s h o w n that the high mortal i ty rates current ly suffered 
by m o n a r c h butterfl ies are caused by p o l l e n f r o m genetical ly m o d i f i e d c o r n . 
Pol len f r o m the c o r n b lows onto n e i g h b o r i n g f ie lds, the m o n a r c h caterpi l ­
lars ingest it, a n d they d ie in huge n u m b e r s . 
Mark (5): W e l l , that's o n l y an appeal to authority. C a n y o u trust it? 
Sarah (5): The f indings w e r e p u b l i s h e d in the scientif ic journal Nature. 

Mark (6): Even grant ing y o u r point , there are always two sides to the use 
of pest ic ides. Right now, we k n o w that c r o p losses f r o m insect pests can 
be e n o r m o u s . As the w o r l d p o p u l a t i o n grows, result ing in more and m o r e 
shortages of land suitable for f o o d p r o d u c t i o n , we w i l l need to g r o w plants 
in areas w h e r e i t w o u l d be imposs ib le w i t h o u t genetical ly m o d i f i e d foods . 

Sarah (6): W h a t if the genetically m o d i f i e d plants current ly b e i n g engi ­
neered transfer their genes into w e e d s that b e c o m e i m p e r v i o u s to 
herbicides? S u p e r w e e d s c o u l d be created. A n d as I said above, the future 
c o n s e q u e n c e s c o u l d be the creation of n e w genetical ly m o d i f i e d species 
that c o u l d destroy all the crops . Herb ic ides c o u l d b e c o m e ineffective against 
these s u p e r w e e d s . Their po l l inat ion a r o u n d the w o r l d w o u l d create m u c h 
m o r e w i d e s p r e a d starvation than we have now. I th ink this poses a p r o b l e m 
for y o u r argument . 
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Mark (7): A s o l u t i o n is to create buffer z o n e s a r o u n d f ie lds of genet ical ly 
m o d i f i e d crops . This w o u l d prevent gene transfer to w e e d s or o ther crops . 

Sarah (7): H o w feasible is this plan? W h a t if it doesn ' t work? M a n y c h i l d r e n 
have d e v e l o p e d l i fe- threatening allergies to peanuts a n d other f o o d s . The 
i n t r o d u c t i o n o f genet ical ly m o d i f i e d f o o d s w i l l create n e w allergens, caus ing 
al lergic reactions that c o u l d make these heal th p r o b l e m s m u c h w o r s e . 

Mark (8): Increases in allergies c o u l d be c a u s e d to a signif icant extent by the 
herbic ides that are current ly used in c r o p cul t ivat ion . The n e w genet ical ly 
m o d i f i e d plants are m o r e resistant to pests even w h e n herbic ides are not 
n e e d e d to protect t h e m . Thus the advent of genet ical ly m o d i f i e d f o o d s may 
not have the effect of increas ing allergies in c h i l d r e n . As I m e n t i o n e d , no 
harmful effects of eat ing genetical ly m o d i f i e d f o o d have been p r o v e n so far. 
I t h i n k we have to m o v e ahead unless we have a def ini te p r o b l e m . 

Sarah (8): A s I said before, I th ink w e n e e d to argue f r o m k n o w l e d g e a n d 
what has been p r o v e n , not just move ahead on the basis of ignorance . For 
all we know, all k inds of horr ib le things c o u l d h a p p e n i f we c o n t i n u e this 
process o f i n t r o d u c i n g m o r e and m o r e genet ical ly m o d i f i e d f o o d s into the 
h u m a n f o o d supply. N o w w e are i n c o r p o r a t i n g m o r e a n d more genet ical ly 
m o d i f i e d foods into o u r diet . These foods are gradual ly b e c o m i n g m o r e and 
m o r e accepted by c o n s u m e r s and f o o d regulatory agencies . But it's a huge 
exper iment . B iotech engineers are t i n k e r i n g w i t h the fundamenta l b u i l d i n g 
of life. For example , they have p r o d u c e d Frankenfish that g r o w f o u r t imes 
faster than n o r m a l f i sh . What 's this k i n d of e x p e r i m e n t g o i n g to lead to? 
We don ' t know, do we? The market ing o f s u c h products moves relentlessly 
ahead, because corpora t ions are d r i v e n by short - term gains, the so-ca l led 
b o t t o m line. I f we keep m o v i n g ahead, w o n ' t we reach a point w h e r e we 
w o n ' t be able to turn back? We don ' t k n o w what the ult imate o u t c o m e of 
all this might be. C o u l d n ' t i t be a w h o l e s a l e des t ruc t ion of plant a n d an imal 
life, in effect a devastat ion of all life on the planet? 

A t h i s first m o v e i n the d i a l o g u e o n g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods , M a r k 
presented a n argument . T h e w o r d 'hence ' i n d i c a t e s that the statement 
f o l l o w i n g th is w o r d i s a c o n c l u s i o n . M a r k s s a i d , " H e n c e the p r o b l e m o f 
p e o p l e d y i n g f r o m s tarvat ion w i l l b e m u c h m o r e ser ious i n future y e a r s . " 
T h e t w o statements just before th is c o n c l u s i o n appear to be the p r e m i s e s 
of M a r k ' s argument . O n e is the statement that there are s tarv ing p e o p l e 
i n m a n y countr ies o f the w o r l d today. T h e other i s the statement that 
the w o r l d p o p u l a t i o n i s p r e d i c t e d t o d o u b l e i n the nex t f i f t y years. W h e n 
y o u p u t these t w o statements together they g i v e a reason to s u p p o r t M a r k ' s 
c o n c l u s i o n that the p r o b l e m o f p e o p l e d y i n g f r o m s tarvat ion w i l l b e m u c h 
m o r e ser ious in future years. T h e one p r e m i s e says that there are s t a r v i n g 

p e o p l e i n m a n y c o u n t r i e s today. T h e other p r e m i s e extrapolates f o r w a r d 

f r o m the present s i t u a t i o n t o the p r e d i c t i o n that i n the next f i f t y years 

the p o p u l a t i o n w i l l d o u b l e . These t w o p r e m i s e s w o r k together t o s u p p o r t 

M a r k ' s c o n c l u s i o n because they i n d i c a t e that the present p r o b l e m i s l i k e l y 

t o g r o w m u c h w o r s e . F i n a l l y , there i s a n a d d i t i o n a l statement a d d e d t o 

M a r k ' s argument . T h i s i s the statement that g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods c a n 

h e l p to so lve t h i s p r o b l e m . T h i s statement p r o v i d e s a b r i d g e b e t w e e n the 

c o n c l u s i o n o f M a r k ' s argument a n d h i s u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n t o b e p r o v e d 

in the d i a l o g u e , the thes is that we ought to c o n t i n u e the process o f i n t r o ­

d u c i n g g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods i n t o the h u m a n f o o d s u p p l y . T h u s i t 

i s easy to see the l i n k b e t w e e n M a r k ' s thes is a n d the c o n c l u s i o n o f h i s 

argument in m o v e 1 that g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods c a n h e l p to s o l v e the 

p r o b l e m o f s tarvat ion . O b v i o u s l y , i f g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods c a n h e l p 

to so lve the p r o b l e m of s tarvat ion , that w o u l d be a reason for c o n t i n u i n g 

the process o f i n t r o d u c i n g s u c h foods i n t o the h u m a n f o o d s u p p l y . 

In a n s w e r to M a r k ' s argument , Sarah , at h e r f i rst m o v e , presents a 

rebut ta l , an a rgument that m o v e s t o w a r d a c o n c l u s i o n that i s o p p o s e d to 

M a r k ' s . T h e c o n c l u s i o n o f her argument , i n d i c a t e d b y the w o r d ' thus ' , i s 

that i t i s d o u b t f u l w h e t h e r i n t r o d u c i n g g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods i n t o 

the h u m a n f o o d s u p p l y i s safe. She g ives t w o reasons t o s u p p o r t th i s 

c o n c l u s i o n . T h e f i r s t i s that the l o n g - t e r m effects o f genetic m o d i f i c a t i o n 

h a v e not yet b e e n tested. T h e s e c o n d i s that r e l i a n c e o n s u c h c rops c o u l d 

destroy the e n v i r o n m e n t , i n c l u d i n g a l l p l a n t l i f e , m a k i n g the p r o b l e m o f 

s tarvat ion e v e n w o r s e . So , a c c o r d i n g to h e r argument , i n t r o d u c i n g genet­

i c a l l y m o d i f i e d c rops c o u l d , for a l l w e k n o w , m a k e the p r o b l e m o f star­

v a t i o n e v e n w o r s e . T h i s c l a i m i s o p p o s e d t o M a r k ' s p r e v i o u s a rgument 

that g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods c o u l d h e l p t o s o l v e the p r o b l e m o f starva­

t i o n . Sarah's a rgument at m o v e 1 is t h u s a rebut ta l to M a r k ' s a r g u m e n t at 

m o v e 1 . 

A t m o v e 2 , M a r k br ings f o r w a r d a d i f ferent k i n d o f argument , b a s e d 
on a p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n . He argues that a l e a d i n g b i o t e c h n o l o g y c o m ­
p an y , M o n s a n t o , has s a i d that g e n e t i c a l l y e n g i n e e r e d foods are safe for 
the e n v i r o n m e n t . W h y s h o u l d w e t h i n k that t h i s statement i s t rue just 
because M o n s a n t o says i t i s true? M a r k g ives the f o l l o w i n g reason : " T h e y 
are the experts w h o k n o w a l l about these p r o d u c t s . " A t m o v e 2 , S a r a h 
offers a rebut ta l to M a r k ' s argument , s a y i n g that M o n s a n t o stands to prof i t 
f r o m p r o d u c i n g these n e w foods . B a s e d o n t h i s o b s e r v a t i o n she asks a 
q u e s t i o n , " C a n w e trust t h e m t o g ive a n u n b i a s e d v i e w ? " B y a s k i n g t h i s 
c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n she has suggested that M o n s a n t o c o u l d b e b i a s e d . I n 
other w o r d s t h e y c o u l d have a reason for m a k i n g th i s c l a i m other t h a n 



Arguments and Dialogues 8. Criticizing an Argument by Asking Questions 
35 

the t r u t h o f the c l a i m . T h a t reason i s that t h e y w o u l d s t a n d t o p r o f i t f r o m 
m a k i n g s u c h a c l a i m . S a r a h backs u p t h i s a r g u m e n t w i t h s t i l l another one 
that appears s t rongly to c o n d e m n M o n s a n t o as a r e l i a b l e source . S h e says 
that th i s i s the c o m p a n y that p r o d u c e d A g e n t Orange a n d D D T . These 
p r o d u c t s t u r n e d out t o b e des t ruct ive t o h u m a n l i f e . T h e y t u r n e d out t o 
be h i g h l y unsafe . T h u s Sarah's argument suggests that M o n s a n t o does not 
have a g o o d t rack r e c o r d c o n c e r n i n g t h e i r statements that the i r p r o d u c t s 
are safe. O n c e aga in , t h i s suggests that t h i s c o m p a n y is b i a s e d a n d n o t a 
r e l i a b l e source to m a k e c l a i m s about w h i c h f o o d s are safe for the e n v i r o n ­
ment . 

A t m o v e 3 , M a r k i n t r o d u c e s a n in teres t ing t y p e o f argument . H e argues 
that there are no h a r m f u l effects on p e o p l e eat ing g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d 
foods that h a v e b e e n v e r i f i e d so far. A f t e r t h i s sentence, he d r a w s an 
in ference : S i n c e there i s no e v i d e n c e that these foods are h a r m f u l , i t i s 
best to operate on the p r e s u m p t i o n that t h e y are not h a r m f u l . T h e c o n ­
c l u s i o n of th i s in fe rence i s that we s h o u l d accept the statement that eat­
i n g these foods i s not h a r m f u l . B u t as S a r a h p o i n t s out, th is i s an argu­
m e n t on the basis o f ignorance or l a c k o f k n o w l e d g e . She asks w h e t h e r 
i t m a y n o t be better to argue f r o m p o s i t i v e e v i d e n c e rather t h a n from a 
l a c k o f e v i d e n c e . H e r r e m a r k i s p u z z l i n g . S o m e h o w i t seems w r o n g that 
w e s h o u l d argue f r o m a l a c k o f e v i d e n c e . B u t v e r y of ten w e d o l a c k e v i ­
dence , because w e h a v e t o m o v e f o r w a r d a n d m a k e a d e c i s i o n u n d e r 
c o n d i t i o n s o f uncer ta in ty . I n s u c h cases, t h e n , w e are a r g u i n g f r o m i g n o ­
rance. Is that i n h e r e n t l y w r o n g ? M a r k a n d S a r a h seem to have a dif fer­
ence o f o p i n i o n o n th is i ssue . M a r k uses the a rgument f r o m l a c k o f e v i ­
dence t o s u p p o r t h i s c o n c l u s i o n that eat ing g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods c a n 
be p r e s u m e d to be safe. B u t S a r a h ques t ions t h i s argument , a r g u i n g that 
because i t i s s i m p l y b a s e d o n ignorance , i t m u s t therefore s o m e h o w b e 
faulty . 

A t m o v e 4 , M a r k puts f o r w a r d a l e n g t h y a r g u m e n t b a s e d o n a n u m b e r 
of p r e m i s e s he asserts as fac tua l . H i s c o n c l u s i o n is stated at the v e r y e n d 
o f h i s m o v e . T h i s c o n c l u s i o n i s the statement that g r o w i n g g e n e t i c a l l y 
m o d i f i e d crops i s less h a z a r d o u s t h a n w h a t w e ' r e d o i n g r ight n o w . H i s 
reason i s that w h a t w e ' r e d o i n g r ight n o w i s u s i n g a l l k i n d s o f f e r t i l i z ­
ers a n d pes t i c ides , a n d , as he argues, these p e s t i c i d e s a n d fer t i l i zers are 
h e a l t h hazards . S a r a h r e p l i e s at m o v e 4 that she is d o u b t f u l about M a r k ' s 
argument . T h e r e a s o n she gives i s that g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods are a lso 
b e i n g u s e d r ight n o w , a n d the i r use i s also c o n t r i b u t i n g t o e n v i r o n m e n t a l 
hazards . She cites the e x a m p l e o f h i g h m o r t a l i t y rates c u r r e n t l y suf fered 
b y m o n a r c h butterf l ies . A s M a r k o b s e r v e d a t m o v e 5 i n h i s response t o 

t h i s argument , i t i s b a s e d on a p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n . T h a t w a s a f o r m 

of argument that M a r k h a d just u s e d a t m o v e 2 above. S a r a h c r i t i c i z e d i t 

there b y a r g u i n g that M o n s a n t o cannot b e t r u s t e d t o g ive a n u n b i a s e d o p i n ­

i o n . N o w M a r k uses a s i m i l a r f o r m o f attack w h e n h e quest ions Sarah's 

use of the a p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n . He says, a t m o v e 5 , that th i s f o r m of 

argument i s o n l y an a p p e a l to author i ty , suggest ing that s u c h a f o r m of 

argument c o u l d b e i l l e g i t i m a t e . B u t , one m i g h t t h i n k , appeals t o expert 

o p i n i o n are v e r y c o m m o n , for e x a m p l e i n l e g a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n . L e g a l e v i ­

dence , for e x a m p l e , b a l l i s t i c s e v i d e n c e a n d D N A e v i d e n c e , i s o f ten b a s e d 

on the a u t h o r i t y of expert wi tnesses . S u c h cases suggest that a p p e a l to 

expert o p i n i o n c o u l d b e a reasonable f o r m o f a rgument i n c o l l e c t i n g e v i ­

dence . A l s o , S a r a h has a g o o d r e p l y to M a r k ' s q u e s t i o n . Sarah's r e p l y a t 

m o v e 5 backs up the l e g i t i m a c y of the a p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n as a f o r m 

of argument by c i t i n g an author i ta t ive source . She states that the f ind­

ings about m o n a r c h butterf l ies w e r e p u b l i s h e d i n the sc ient i f i c j o u r n a l 

Nature. T h i s j o u r n a l is a g o o d source , a n d therefore Sarah's a p p e a l to 

expert o p i n i o n seems l i k e qui te a s trong argument . I t i s p o s s i b l e for M a r k 

t o q u e s t i o n her , a s k i n g w h o the authors o f the ar t ic le w e r e , a n d w h a t 

w e r e the i r q u a l i f i c a t i o n s . B u t despi te t h i s l a c k o f d e t a i l e d s u p p o r t , her 

a p p e a l t o expert o p i n i o n i s not w i t h o u t w o r t h . I t m a y not b e c o n c l u s i v e , 

b u t i t does p r o v i d e a reason s u p p o r t i n g h e r c l a i m . T h u s Sarah's counter ­

argument , b a s e d on a p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n , i s a rebut ta l to M a r k ' s p r i o r 

argument . 

EXERCISE 
1.8 

E x p r e s s M a r k ' s p o i n t o f v i e w a n d Sarah's p o i n t o f v i e w i n the d i a ­

logue o n g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods b y i d e n t i f y i n g each att i tude a n d each 

p r o p o s i t i o n i n the p o i n t o f v i e w . H o w are the t w o p o i n t s o f v i e w o p p o s e d ? 
2 - W r i t e out M a r k ' s a rgument at m o v e 1 as a set of premises a n d a c o n ­

c l u s i o n . W r i t e out Sarah's argument at m o v e 1 as a set of p r e m i s e s a n d 

a c o n c l u s i o n . H o w is the c o n c l u s i o n of the one argument re la ted to the 

c o n c l u s i o n of the other? 

3 * Represent M a r k ' s argument at m o v e 2 as a set of premises a n d a c o n ­

c l u s i o n . S h o w h o w , a t m o v e 2 , w h e n S a r a h quest ions th is argument , her 

q u e s t i o n i n g takes the f o r m o f a n attack o n i t . H o w does she b a c k u p the 

attack w i t h a n argument? Ident i fy its p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n . 
4 - Ident i fy the p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n o f the argument M a r k presents a t 

m o v e 3. Is Sarah's r e a c t i o n to it a rebut ta l or m e r e l y a q u e s t i o n i n g of h i s 

argument? G i v e a reason to s u p p o r t y o u r answer . 
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NINE Disputes and Dissents 

As n o t e d above, there i s a f u n d a m e n t a l d i f ference b e t w e e n a r g u i n g that 
a p r o p o s i t i o n i s false a n d m e r e l y q u e s t i o n i n g w h e t h e r i t i s true. T h e first 
expresses a c o n t r a p o i n t of v i e w , w h i l e the s e c o n d m a y represent a n e u ­
t r a l p o i n t of v i e w . O f f e r i n g a rebut ta l i s a stronger f o r m of attack on an 
argument t h a n m e r e l y r a i s i n g d o u b t about s o m e aspect o f i t by a s k i n g a 
c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n . T h i s di f ference , a s n o t e d above, c a n b e f o u n d a t m a n y 
p o i n t s in a d i a l o g u e w h e r e a spec i f i c a r g u m e n t has b e e n p u t f o r w a r d or 
w h e r e a spec i f i c q u e s t i o n has b e e n asked . H o w e v e r , th i s d i f ference i s a lso 
v e r y i m p o r t a n t w h e n i t c o m e s to l o o k i n g a t the d i a l o g u e as a w h o l e . E v e r y 
d i a l o g u e c o n t a i n i n g a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s b a s e d on a d i f ference o f v i e w p o i n t s 
on some ce nt ra l i ssue . I t i s th i s i ssue that g ives the a r g u m e n t a t i o n in the 
d i a l o g u e an a i m a n d d i r e c t i o n . E a c h p a r t y has a thesis , a n d the thes is o f 
the one par ty i s o p p o s e d to the thesis of the other. B u t there are t w o k i n d s 
o f o p p o s i t i o n that c a n be f o u n d in a d i a l o g u e . 

I n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , w e d e s c r i b e d H e l e n ' s thesis i n negat ive 
terms, as the p r o p o s i t i o n that t i p p i n g is not a g o o d prac t i ce . A s s u m i n g 
' b a d ' i s the n e g a t i o n o f ' g o o d ' , w e c o u l d say that Bob 's a n d H e l e n ' s v i e w ­
p o i n t s are s t rongly o p p o s e d , m e a n i n g that the thesis c o n t a i n e d in one i s 
the o p p o s i t e of the thesis c o n t a i n e d in the other. I t i s a lso p o s s i b l e to s u p ­
pose that, i n another k i n d o f case, the c o n f l i c t b e t w e e n B o b a n d H e l e n 
c o u l d be a w e a k e r k i n d o f o p p o s i t i o n . S u p p o s e that B o b t o o k as h i s thes is 
the p r o p o s i t i o n that t i p p i n g i s a g o o d p r a c t i c e , b u t H e l e n took o n l y the 
s k e p t i c a l p o s i t i o n o f not b e i n g c o n v i n c e d , one w a y o r the other, w h e t h e r 
t i p p i n g i s g o o d or b a d . H e r e H e l e n ' s o p p o s i t i o n i s o f a w e a k e r sort. H e l e n 
doubts w h e t h e r t i p p i n g is a g o o d prac t i ce , b u t she does not go so far as to 
c l a i m i t i s d e f i n i t e l y b a d . 

In d ia logues c o n t a i n i n g a conf l i c t b e t w e e n the v i e w p o i n t s h e l d by the 
t w o p a r t i c i p a n t s , the m o d e of o p p o s i t i o n c a n take a stronger or w e a k e r 
f o r m . In the stronger k i n d of o p p o s i t i o n , c a l l e d a d i s p u t e , the one p a r t y 
has a thesis , a n d the other h o l d s the o p p o s i t e thes is . In the w e a k e r f o r m of 
o p p o s i t i o n , c a l l e d a dissent , the one par ty h o l d s the v i e w p o i n t that a par­
t i c u l a r thesis i s t rue , w h i l e the other o n l y doubts w h e t h e r th is p r o p o s i t i o n 
i s true, b u t does n o t h o l d the v i e w p o i n t that i t i s false. In some cases, i t i s 
c lear w h e t h e r a d i a l o g u e is a d i s p u t e or a d issent . In other cases, i t m a y 
start out one w a y , a n d t h e n shi f t to the other w a y . W h e n a p a r t i c u l a r case 
i s b e i n g a n a l y z e d , e s p e c i a l l y i f i t i s a longer d i a l o g u e , the analys t needs 
to e x a m i n e the deta i l s at the v a r i o u s m o v e s , as w e l l as the d i a l o g u e as a 
w h o l e . T h e o p p o s i t i o n b e t w e e n the t w o part ies s h o u l d be d e s c r i b e d as a 

d i s p u t e o n l y i f there i s c lear e v i d e n c e that the r e s p o n d e n t i s a r g u i n g for 

h i s o w n thes is . T h a t i s , the r e s p o n d e n t m u s t b e d e c l a r i n g that h i s thesis i s 

true a n d p r e s e n t i n g a r g u m e n t a t i o n to p r o v e i t i s true. U n l e s s the e v i d e n c e 

on th i s p o i n t is clear, the case s h o u l d be c l a s s i f i e d as a dissent . 

In the nex t d i a l o g u e , Cass ie a n d F r e d h a v e just r e a d the n e w s repor t 

about a r e t i r e d M i c h i g a n pathologis t , D r . Jack K e v o r k i a n , w h o u s e d a 

m a c h i n e h e h a d i n v e n t e d t o h e l p a pa t ient w i t h A l z h e i m e r ' s disease e n d 

her l i f e . T h i s m a c h i n e connects a c o n t a i n e r h o l d i n g l e t h a l c h e m i c a l s to a 

pat ient t h r o u g h a n i n t r a v e n o u s l i n e . W h e n the pat ient p u s h e s a b u t t o n , the 

c h e m i c a l s are re leased a n d go i n t o the pat ient 's b l o o d s t r e a m . A q u e s t i o n 

p o s e d b y th is w i d e l y p u b l i c i z e d case i s w h e t h e r Dr . K e v o r k i a n v i o l a t e d 

the code o f e t h i c a l c o n d u c t for p h y s i c i a n s (not m e a n i n g any a c t u a l ' code ' , 

or o f f i c i a l set o f r u l e s , b u t o n l y w h a t one s h o u l d take s u c h ru les to be, eth­

i c a l l y speaking) . I n th i s case, Dr . K e v o r k i a n w a s r e p o r t e d t o h a v e p u s h e d 

the b u t t o n h i m s e l f . T h u s the case is c l a s s i f i e d as one of act ive euthanas ia , 

a s o p p o s e d t o p a s s i v e euthanasia , i n w h i c h the p h y s i c i a n lets the pat ient 

w i t h a t e r m i n a l i l l n e s s d i e by w i t h h o l d i n g or w i t h d r a w i n g treatment . I t i s 

one t h i n g to a l l o w a pat ient to d ie by d i s c o n t i n u i n g treatment that he no 

longer w i s h e s to h a v e , b u t i t i s qui te another to a c t i v e l y in tervene to b r i n g 

about the death of a pat ient by c a r r y i n g out ac t ions that w i l l cause that 

patient 's death . A f t e r r e a d i n g about th is case, Cass ie a n d F r e d expressed a 

disagreement o n w h e t h e r Dr . K e r v o r k i a n h a d v i o l a t e d the code o f e t h i c a l 

c o n d u c t for p h y s i c i a n s . 

The Euthanasia Dialogue 

Cassie (1): I th ink he d i d violate the c o d e of ethical c o n d u c t for physic ians, 
because he p u s h e d the but ton himself. I f the patient had p u s h e d the but ton 
instead of Dr. Kevork ian , I w o u l d say that the d o c t o r d i d not violate the c o d e . 

Fred (1): I f i n d this v i e w highly d u b i o u s . What 's the di f ference w h e t h e r he 
p u s h e d the but ton , or just set the w h o l e t h i n g up so the patient c o u l d p u s h 
the button? 

Cassie (2): It's the di f ference between active and passive euthanasia . Act ive 
euthanasia is caus ing an o u t c o m e to occur , whereas passive euthanasia is 
mere ly not in tervening to prevent it. That's w h y active euthanasia is always 
w r o n g , w h i l e passive euthanasia is not. 

Fred (2): I d o n ' t see h o w o n e can be w r o n g a n d the other not, because both 
lead to the death of the patient. A n y t h i n g that leads to the death of the 
patient is against h u m a n life. A n y t h i n g that is against h u m a n life is w r o n g . It 
fo l lows that bo th active and passive euthanasia are w r o n g . A n y t h i n g that is 
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w r o n g s h o u l d not be a l l o w e d in any c o d e of e thical c o n d u c t for physic ians . 
Thus I th ink that both s h o u l d be against the c o d e of ethical c o n d u c t for 
physic ians. 

Cassie (3): I don ' t th ink that both s h o u l d be against the c o d e of ethical c o n ­
duct for physicians, because I th ink there is a mora l ly signif icant d i f ference 
between active a n d passive euthanasia . In passive euthanasia the patient 
voluntar i ly carries out the act of k i l l ing himself . That's suic ide , a n d it's no 
fault of the phys ic ian . However , if a phys ic ian w e r e to k i l l the patient by 
admin is te r ing the lethal d r u g himself, that w o u l d be murder . 

Fred (3): Legally, there may be a di f ference , but ethical ly I don ' t see that 
there is. Both act ing and not act ing can lead to the death of a patient. S ince 
both can lead to the same o u t c o m e , death, surely b o t h kinds of act ions are 
equal ly serious a n d are moral ly equivalent . So what's the dif ference? 

Cassie (4): N o w wait a minute Fred! There is a di f ference here. Let's beg in 
w i t h a case w h e r e I shoot y o u . That is qui te dif ferent , ethical ly speaking , 
f rom a case w h e r e I fail to save y o u f r o m another party w h o shoots y o u . In 
the o n e case I am direct ly responsib le for y o u r death because I personal ly 
carry out the act ion that causes it. In the other case I merely stand by a n d fail 
to intervene, fa i l ing to prevent y o u r death . My respons ib i l i ty for y o u r death 
is quite dif ferent in the two cases. 

Fred (4): I don' t see the di f ference . If y o u fail to intervene w h e n y o u c o u l d 
have, a n d I die , then y o u are responsib le for my death . 

Cassie (5): Let's l o o k at this in a different way. S u p p o s e a cancer patient is 
suffer ing terr ible pain, and there is no h o p e she w i l l recover by c o n t i n u i n g 
chemotherapy. S u p p o s e she asks that the c h e m o t h e r a p y be d i s c o n t i n u e d . 
Shouldn ' t her d o c t o r be a l l o w e d to carry out her wishes? I th ink he s h o u l d 
be a l l o w e d to stop treatment, a c c o r d i n g to the c o d e of ethics for physic ians . 
But I don ' t th ink he s h o u l d be a l l o w e d to give her a lethal in ject ion. 
Fred (5): But h o w does y o u r argument fit w i t h the v i e w that h u m a n life is 
sacred? Taking a h u m a n life s h o u l d never be a l l o w e d , even if it is o n l y a 
matter of co l laborat ing in a k i l l ing , as o p p o s e d to actually carrying it out . 
Cassie (6): T h i n k of the case of animals . W h e n y o u r d o g gets very o l d , a n d is 
suf fer ing terribly, y o u take i t to the h u m a n e society a n d have i t put d o w n . A r e 
y o u say ingthat there i s a d i f f e r e n c e be tween h u m a n life, w h i c h i s sacred, a n d 
animal life, w h i c h is not? This pos i t ion is ' speciesism' , the v i e w that h u m a n 
life is special and u n i q u e l y valuable , s imply because we are m e m b e r s of the 
h u m a n species. 

Fred (6): G i v i n g it a negat ive-sounding name doesn ' t make it w r o n g . W h a t 
about the di f ferences be tween dogs a n d humans? A h u m a n is a rational 
b e i n g w i t h free choice , rights, and responsibi l i t ies . Dogs are d e p e n d e n t on 
us to make dec is ions for t h e m . 

O n e in teres t ing t h i n g about the e u t h a n a s i a d i a l o g u e i s that the argu­

m e n t a t i o n gets h u n g u p o n a l i n g u i s t i c d i f f i c u l t y . A t h e r first m o v e i n the 

d i a l o g u e , Cass ie g ives a reason to s u p p o r t h e r v i e w that Dr . K e v o r k i a n 

d i d v i o l a t e the code o f e t h i c a l c o n d u c t for p h y s i c i a n s . T h e r e a s o n she 

gave i s that he p u s h e d the b u t t o n h i m s e l f . F r e d i s s k e p t i c a l about t h i s 

argument a n d subjects i t to q u e s t i o n i n g . He asks w h a t the d i f ference i s 

b e t w e e n Dr . K e v o r k i a n ' s p u s h i n g the b u t t o n a n d the patient 's p u s h i n g i t . 

To a n s w e r t h i s q u e s t i o n Cass ie (at m o v e 2) cites a d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n 

act ive a n d p a s s i v e euthanas ia . She offers a d e f i n i t i o n of each t e r m . She 

says that ac t ive euthanas ia is c a u s i n g an o u t c o m e to occur . She def ines 

pass ive euthanas ia , by contrast , as not i n t e r v e n i n g , m e a n i n g not c a u s i n g 

the o u t c o m e . O n the bas is o f th is d i s t i n c t i o n , she argues for h e r c o n c l u ­

s i o n that act ive e u t h a n a s i a i s a l w a y s w r o n g , w h i l e pass ive euthanas ia i s 

not . I t i s not d i f f i c u l t to see h o w th i s c o n c l u s i o n is re levant to h e r thesis 

i n the euthanas ia d i a l o g u e . She i s c o n t e n d i n g that w h a t a p h y s i c i a n d i d 

c a n be c l a s s i f i e d as p a s s i v e euthanas ia as l o n g as he d i d not p u s h the but­

t o n . B a s e d on h e r argument just stated, p a s s i v e euthanas ia i s not a l w a y s 

w r o n g . T h u s she c a n argue that w h a t a p h y s i c i a n m i g h t d o b y set t ing u p 

h i s euthanas ia m a c h i n e w a s not w r o n g , i f that's a l l h e d i d . W h a t Cassie 's 

argument s h o w s i s that h o w terms are d e f i n e d c a n b e v e r y i m p o r t a n t i n 

a r g u m e n t a t i o n . 

A t h i s m o v e 2 , F r e d rebuts Cassie 's a r g u m e n t b y p r e s e n t i n g another 

argument that has the c o n c l u s i o n o p p o s i t e to Cassie 's argument at her 

m o v e 2 . Fred ' s argument has t w o p r e m i s e s , b o t h genera l iza t ions . 

FIRST PREMISE: A n y t h i n g that leads to the death of a pat ient is against 

h u m a n l i f e . 

SECOND PREMISE: A n y t h i n g that i s against h u m a n l i f e i s w r o n g . 

CONCLUSION: g o t h act ive a n d pass ive e u t h a n a s i a are w r o n g . 

F r e d uses t h i s a rgument for t w o p u r p o s e s . T h e f i r s t i s i n d i c a t e d i n h i s 
r e m a r k a t m o v e 2 : " I d o n ' t see h o w one c a n be w r o n g a n d the other not , 
because b o t h l e a d to the death o f the p a t i e n t . " In other w o r d s , F r e d i s g i v ­
i n g a reason to s u p p o r t h i s s k e p t i c a l r e m a r k that he doesn ' t see, h o w one 
type o f euthanas ia , ac t ive euthanas ia , c o u l d b e w r o n g , w h i l e the other, 
pass ive euthanas ia , m i g h t not b e w r o n g . T h i s i s in te res t ing because i t 
s h o w s that F r e d i s u s i n g a n argument t o b a c k u p h i s q u e s t i o n i n g o f Cassie 's 
p r e v i o u s argument . I n other w o r d s , w h a t h e i s d o i n g i s not r e b u t t i n g her 
argument b u t u s i n g a n argument t o q u e s t i o n i t . T h e s e c o n d t h i n g h e i s 
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d o i n g i s u s i n g h i s a rgument t o l e a d t o another argument , thus p r o d u c i n g 
a c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n . T h e c o n c l u s i o n o f h i s f i r s t argument w a s the 
statement that b o t h act ive a n d pass ive e u t h a n a s i a are w r o n g . T h i s state­
m e n t i s n o w u s e d a s a p r e m i s e a l o n g w i t h a n a d d i t i o n a l p r e m i s e . T h e 
a d d i t i o n a l p r e m i s e i s the statement that a n y t h i n g that i s w r o n g s h o u l d 
not b e a l l o w e d i n a n y code o f e t h i c a l c o n d u c t for p h y s i c i a n s . These t w o 
genera l iza t ions , t a k e n together, s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n that F r e d asserts. 
F r e d says, " T h u s I t h i n k that b o t h [active a n d p a s s i v e euthanasia] s h o u l d 
be against the c o d e o f e t h i c a l c o n d u c t for p h y s i c i a n s . " T h i s statement i s 
c l e a r l y re levant in the d i a l o g u e , as i t goes d i r e c t l y against Cassie 's v i e w ­
p o i n t . 

At h e r m o v e 4 , a n d t h e n again a t her m o v e 5 , Cass ie uses an argu­
m e n t b a s e d o n a n e x a m p l e . U s i n g a n e x a m p l e c a n b e a reasonable f o r m 
o f argument , because i t no t o n l y i l lus t ra tes y o u r p o i n t b u t c a n s h o w h o w 
it is a p p l i c a b l e to a p a r t i c u l a r case. I f the r e s p o n d e n t is c o n v i n c e d that 
the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n y o u are a r g u i n g for i s t rue i n t h i s case, t h e n h e m a y 
be c o n v i n c e d to accept i t . B u t , o f course , s i m p l y u s i n g one case as y o u r 
e v i d e n c e is a w e a k f o r m of argument i f i t i s s u p p o s e d to s u p p o r t a w i d e 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . T h u s argument f r o m e x a m p l e , e v e n i f i t i s a w e a k f o r m of 
argument , c a n s t i l l be a reasonable argument that carries some w e i g h t . 

A n o t h e r argument that Cass ie uses a t m o v e 6 i s an argument f r o m 
analogy. She d r a w s a c o m p a r i s o n to the k i n d o f case w h e r e y o u r d o g i s 
suf fer ing a n d y o u take i t t o the H u m a n e S o c i e t y t o h a v e i t p u t d o w n . 
S t i l l another k i n d of argument that she uses a t m o v e 6 i s based on h e r 
asser t ion that Fred ' s a rgument c a n be d e f i n e d as s p e c i e s i s m . O n c e aga in , 
the argument is in teres t ing because i t der ives f r o m the use of language. 
She i s u s i n g w h a t i s of ten d e s c r i b e d as e m o t i v e l y l o a d e d language. In 
other w o r d s , she uses a t e r m that m a k e s F r e d ' s v i e w s o u n d s o m e h o w 
unreasonable or w r o n g . F r e d r e s p o n d s a t m o v e 6 by p o i n t i n g out that s u c h 
a negat ive use of language doesn ' t n e c e s s a r i l y p r o v e that h i s a rgument is 
w r o n g . H e backs u p h i s p o i n t b y p u t t i n g f o r w a r d another argument b a s e d 
on the statement that h u m a n beings are d i f ferent f r o m a n i m a l s . 

1. C l a s s i f y the f o l l o w i n g cases as a d issent or a d i s p u t e , g i v i n g y o u r rea­
sons to s u p p o r t y o u r c lass i f i ca t ion . 

(a) T o m t h i n k s that doctors w h o have the A I D S v i r u s s h o u l d b e a l l o w e d 
to pract ice , w h i l e Tara has some reservat ions about th is p o l i c y . 

(b) M a x a n d M e l i s s a are a r g u i n g about the ex is tence of G o d . He i s a 
b e l i e v e r a n d she i s an agnost ic . 

(c) S a n d r a a n d Scott are arguing about the exis tence of G o d . She is a 

b e l i e v e r a n d he i s an atheist. 

(d) B r u n o a n d B a r b a r a are a r g u i n g about a b o r t i o n . He t h i n k s that abor­

t i o n i s a l w a y s w r o n g a n d she t h i n k s that a d e c i s i o n about a b o r t i o n 

s h o u l d b e the w o m a n ' s c h o i c e . 

(e) E l s a a n d E d are o p p o s e d o n the q u e s t i o n o f w h e t h e r H o w a r d s h o u l d 

have a H a r l e y D a v i d s o n . E d t h i n k s h e s h o u l d have one b u t E l s a 

doubts that i t w o u l d be a g o o d i d e a . 
2 * C l a s s i f y the e u t h a n a s i a d i a l o g u e as a d i s p u t e or a dissent , g i v i n g reasons 

to s u p p o r t y o u r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . 
3 - C l a s s i f y the d i a l o g u e on genet i ca l ly m o d i f i e d f o o d as a d i s p u t e or a 

dissent , g i v i n g reasons to s u p p o r t y o u r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . 

4 - In the e u t h a n a s i a d i a l o g u e , s h o w h o w Cassie 's argument a t her m o v e 3 

is a rebut ta l of Fred ' s p r e v i o u s argument (at h i s m o v e 2). W h a t are the 

premises a n d c o n c l u s i o n o f Cassie 's argument? W h a t i s s p e c i a l about 

Cassie 's a rgument that m a k e s i t s i m i l a r to h e r ear l ier argument at m o v e 2? 

Summary 

A n argument i s m a d e u p o f statements c a l l e d p r e m i s e s a n d a c o n c l u s i o n . 
T h e p r e m i s e s g i v e a reason (or reasons) to s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n . T h e 
c o n c l u s i o n o f an argument that has b e e n p u t f o r w a r d i s a c l a i m m a d e by 
the arguer, m e a n i n g she has a p r o p o i n t of v i e w to the statement c o n t a i n e d 
in the c o n c l u s i o n . A p o i n t o f v i e w i s a statement a n d an at t i tude t o w a r d 
i t , p r o , contra , or n e u t r a l . Genera l ly , an a rgument is a set of statements p u t 
f o r w a r d b y one par ty i n a d i a l o g u e i n r e p l y t o a n e x p r e s s i o n o f d o u b t p o s e d 
b y the q u e s t i o n i n g o r o p p o s e d argument o f the other par ty i n the d i a l o g u e . 
T h u s , an argument presupposes a d i a l o g u e w i t h t w o p a r t i c i p a n t s ( in the 
m i n i m a l case), c a l l e d the p r o p o n e n t a n d the r e s p o n d e n t . A d i a l o g u e is a 
v e r b a l exchange b e t w e e n t w o part ies w h e r e t h e y take turns m a k i n g m o v e s 
that c a n be c l a s s i f i e d as speech acts. P u t t i n g f o r w a r d an argument i s o n l y 
one type of s p e e c h act. A n o t h e r i m p o r t a n t s p e e c h act i s that of q u e s t i o n i n g 
the other p a r t y in a d i a l o g u e . A s k i n g a q u e s t i o n is one type of m o v e , 
w h i l e p u t t i n g f o r w a r d an argument i s another. W h e n a par ty m a k e s a 
statement o r p u t s f o r w a r d a n argument , she i n c u r s c o m m i t m e n t s . T h ese 
are m o v e s that h a v e a b u r d e n of p r o o f a t tached. A s k i n g a q u e s t i o n , in 
contrast , doesn ' t a l w a y s c o m m i t the ques t ioner to p r o p o s i t i o n s that have 
to be d e f e n d e d . T h e r e are t w o bas ic w a y s to c r i t i c i z e an argument . O n e i s 
to offer a rebut ta l or counter -argument . T h e other is to m e r e l y ask c r i t i c a l 
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quest ions that express d o u b t about the argument , i n d i c a t i n g w e a k p o i n t s 
i n i t . 

A r g u m e n t s c a n be c o n n e c t e d together to f o r m a c h a i n of a rgumenta ­
t i o n . T h u s , there are t w o w a y s t o v i e w a n a r g u m e n t i n a d i a l o g u e , l o c a l l y 
or g loba l ly . V i e w e d l o c a l l y , an argument i s a set of p r e m i s e s w i t h a s ing le 
c o n c l u s i o n . V i e w e d g l o b a l l y i t i s a c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n u s e d i n a c o n ­
text of d i a l o g u e to cont r ibute , at some stage of the d i a l o g u e , to the se t t l ing 
o f the centra l i ssue . T h e d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n p r e s e n t i n g a n argument a n d 
m e r e l y a s k i n g a q u e s t i o n is also i m p o r t a n t at the g l o b a l l e v e l of a d i a l o g u e . 
I f s o m e t h i n g is an argument , i t i s to be p r e s u m e d that there i s some i s sue 
i n a d i a l o g u e i n w h i c h i t appears a n d that the a rgument i s b e i n g u s e d t o 
settle that i ssue . In a d i s p u t e , the p r o p o n e n t m a k e s a statement i d e n t i f i e d 
as her thesis , a n d the r e s p o n d e n t has a thes is that is the o p p o s i t e of the 
p r o p o n e n t ' s . T h e i ssue t o b e r e s o l v e d i s w h i c h one o f t h i s o p p o s e d p a i r o f 
statements i s better s u p p o r t e d by the a r g u m e n t a t i o n in the d i a l o g u e . In a 
dissent , the p r o p o n e n t has a thesis , b u t the r e s p o n d e n t has no thesis . H i s 
f u n c t i o n i s m e r e l y to express doubts about the p r o p o n e n t ' s thesis . B o t h 
quest ions a n d arguments s h o u l d be re levant . To be re levant , an a rgument 
m u s t p l a y some part in h e l p i n g to settle the c en t r a l i ssue of a d i a l o g u e . 
T h e i ssue , i t i s p r e s u m e d , has b e e n m a d e e x p l i c i t a t an ear ly stage of the 
d i a l o g u e or c a n be m a d e e x p l i c i t by e x a m i n i n g w h a t w a s s a i d . In a dissent , 
the p u r p o s e o f one party 's p u t t i n g f o r w a r d an argument i s to r e m o v e the 
d o u b t expressed by the other party 's q u e s t i o n i n g of a spec i f i c statement 
at i ssue , c a l l e d h i s or h e r thesis . In a d i s p u t e , the p u r p o s e of one party 's 
p u t t i n g f o r w a r d an argument i s to rebut the o ther party 's thesis by u s i n g 
r a t i o n a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n to s h o w i t i s false. 

TWO Concepts Useful for Understanding Arguments 

T h i s chapter i n t r o d u c e s f u n d a m e n t a l concepts n e e d e d t o i d e n t i f y , ana­

l y z e , a n d evaluate arguments . I t i s m o s t v i t a l to be able to r e c o g n i z e 

d e d u c t i v e arguments a n d to be able to contrast t h e m w i t h t w o other types 

o f arguments . O n e i s the i n d u c t i v e type o f argument based o n p r o b a b i l ­

i ty . T h e other i s the p r e s u m p t i v e type o f a rgument b a s e d on p l a u s i b i l i t y . 

I t i s necessary to b e g i n w i t h d e d u c t i v e arguments , as these are the k i n d 

that h a v e b e e n most i n t e n s i v e l y s t u d i e d i n l o g i c a n d about w h i c h most 

i s k n o w n . F r o m there, the chapter goes o n t o e x a m i n e the d i s t i n c t i o n 

b e t w e e n a n e x p l a n a t i o n a n d a n argument . M a i n l y i n th is b o o k w e are 

c o n c e r n e d w i t h arguments . B u t there i s a c o m m o n t e n d e n c y to confuse 

arguments a n d e x p l a n a t i o n s , a n d the p r o b l e m o f d i s t i n g u i s h i n g b e t w e e n 

the t w o has to be deal t w i t h i f we are to a v o i d the error o f t reat ing some­

t h i n g a s a n argument w h e n i t i s not . T h e chapter begins w i t h the n o t i o n 

o f i n c o n s i s t e n c y a n d its ro le i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n . T h i s n o t i o n i s f u n d a ­

m e n t a l to d e f i n i n g a n d r e c o g n i z i n g d e d u c t i v e arguments as a d i s t i n c t i v e 

t y p e . 

T h e r e c a n also b e m u c h c o n f u s i o n i n m i x i n g u p the three k i n d s o f 
arguments , a n d the c lues i n a d i a l o g u e o n w h i c h t y p e w a s m e a n t t o b e 
p u t f o r w a r d c a n be subt le . E v e n so, one c a n b e g i n to get a g o o d f u n d a ­
m e n t a l grasp o f h o w t o recognize each t y p e o f argument b y l e a r n i n g about 
i ts success c r i t e r ia . E a c h type of argument has a d i s t i n c t i v e s tructure . I f 
w e l e a r n t o r e c o g n i z e c o m m o n a n d r e a d i l y i d e n t i f i a b l e structures a n d get 
some grasp of h o w e a c h has s tandards for correct use , we are on a g o o d 
foot ing . We a t least h a v e some basis for i d e n t i f y i n g c o m m o n arguments 
o f the three types , a n d th is basis i s e x t r e m e l y h e l p f u l to p r e v e n t c o n f u ­
s i o n . I t is a great h e l p to the b e g i n n i n g s tudent of a r g u m e n t a t i o n to be 
able to i d e n t i f y these three di f ferent k i n d s of arguments . I t w i l l enable 
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h i m o r her t o a p p l y the e v a l u a t i v e c r i t e r i a a p p r o p r i a t e for each k i n d o f 
argument . 

Inconsistency 

Incons i s tency i s a v e r y i m p o r t a n t n o t i o n for a n a l y z i n g a n d e v a l u a t i n g 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n d ia logues . S u p p o s e that i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g i n 
chapter 1 H e l e n has argued for her thesis that t i p p i n g is a h a d prac t i ce . B u t 
t h e n suppose that later i n the d i a l o g u e she b r i n g s f o r w a r d a n e x a m p l e , 
f r o m her o w n exper ience , w h e r e she t i p p e d a t a x i d r i v e r w h o h a d gotten 
her to the a i rpor t on t i m e . She w a s h a p p y to g ive h i m a t i p , a n d she 
a d m i t t e d that in th is p a r t i c u l a r case, g i v i n g h i m a t i p w a s a g o o d t h i n g . 
Let 's suppose that w h e n H e l e n argued for h e r thesis that t i p p i n g i s a b a d 
pract ice , she m e a n t th i s statement to be an absolute g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . In 
other w o r d s , she w a s m e a n i n g to say that a l l cases o f t i p p i n g f a l l u n d e r the 
h e a d i n g o f s o m e t h i n g that i s a b a d prac t i ce . B u t t h e n later in the d i a l o g u e , 
w h e n d e s c r i b i n g th is e x a m p l e , she a d m i t t e d that g i v i n g the t i p w a s a g o o d 
t h i n g . S o m e t h i n g b e i n g a g o o d t h i n g is the o p p o s i t e of i ts b e i n g a b a d t h i n g . 
Therefore , i t seems that in th i s d i a l o g u e , H e l e n ' s ear l ier statement w a s 
i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h her later statement. T h e r e a s o n i s that i t i s not l o g i c a l l y 
p o s s i b l e for b o t h statements to be true. I n c o n s i s t e n c y c a n be d e f i n e d as 
f o l l o w s . T w o statements are i n c o n s i s t e n t i f it 's no t l o g i c a l l y p o s s i b l e for 
b o t h o f t h e m t o b e true. B y ' i n c o n s i s t e n t ' w e m e a n l o g i c a l l y i n c o n s i s t e n t 
a n d n o t just p r a c t i c a l l y or p h y s i c a l l y i n c o n s i s t e n t . ' B o b is a s i x t y - n i n e -
y e a r - o l d m a n ' m a y b e p r a c t i c a l l y o r p h y s i c a l l y i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h ' B o b c a n 
r u n a m i l e i n u n d e r four m i n u t e s ' , b u t the t w o statements are l o g i c a l l y 
cons is tent w i t h each other. H o w e v e r , ' B o b i s a s i x t y - n i n e - y e a r - o l d m a n ' i s 
l o g i c a l l y i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h ' B o b i s not a s i x t y - n i n e - y e a r - o l d m a n ' . In the 
d i a l o g u e , i t seems to be a b a d t h i n g that H e l e n has c o m m i t t e d herse l f to 
a n i n c o n s i s t e n c y . S o w e h a v e t o ask: W h a t i s w r o n g w i t h i n c o n s i s t e n c y 
w h e n i t occurs i n argumentat ion? 

Incons i s tency i s v e r y c o m m o n , e s p e c i a l l y i n l o n g a n d c o m p l e x argu­
ments w h e r e w e t e n d t o lose track o f o u r p r e v i o u s arguments . T h u s , i n 
a w a y , i n c o n s i s t e n c y i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s qu i te u n d e r s t a n d a b l e . B u t the 
p r o b l e m i s that w h e n y o u h a v e a n i n c o n s i s t e n t p a i r o f statements, i t i s n o t 
p o s s i b l e for t h e m b o t h t o b e true. T h u s , i n order t o m a i n t a i n t r u t h , i n s u c h 
a case, an arguer has to g ive up the one statement or the other. S u p p o s e , for 
e x a m p l e , that B o b , i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , says that H e l e n ' s t w o state­
ments are incons i s tent . In other w o r d s , s u p p o s e that B o b p o i n t s out that 
H e l e n h a d earl ier m a i n t a i n e d that t i p p i n g i s n o t a g o o d pract ice , b u t t h e n 
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in her later e x a m p l e she h a d m a i n t a i n e d that t i p p i n g i s a g o o d prac t i ce . 

S u p p o s e that B o b s a i d , " L o o k H e l e n , y o u can ' t have i t b o t h w a y s , e i ther 

t i p p i n g is a g o o d prac t i ce or i t i s n o t . " W h a t H e l e n has to do in s u c h a case 

i s to m a k e a re t rac t ion . She c o u l d do th is in v a r i o u s w a y s . She c o u l d say, 

for e x a m p l e , " I d i d n ' t r e a l l y m e a n to say that a l l cases o f t i p p i n g are b a d . 

A l l I meant to say w a s that t i p p i n g is g e n e r a l l y a b a d prac t i ce , subject to 

e x c e p t i o n s . " O r she c o u l d retract her later statement. She c o u l d say, " W e l l 

I d i d n ' t r e a l l y m e a n t o say i n th is e x a m p l e that m y t i p p i n g the t a x i d r i v e r 

w a s a g o o d t h i n g . I s t i l l m a i n t a i n e d that a l l t i p p i n g is a b a d prac t i ce , b u t 

in th i s case I just w a n t e d to m a k e the p o i n t that somet imes the t i p c a n be 

deserved , a n d that the act o f t i p p i n g c a n b e g o o d i n c er ta in respects , e v e n 

t h o u g h l o o k i n g a t i t f r o m an o v e r a l l p o i n t o f v i e w , i t i s a b a d p r a c t i c e . " 

We c a n see here that H e l e n has retracted the i n c o n s i s t e n c y by c l a r i f y i n g 

w h a t she w a s t r y i n g t o say. A l t h o u g h i n c o n s i s t e n c y c a n i n m a n y cases 

be u n d e r s t o o d a n d c a n be r e s o l v e d , in genera l i t i s s o m e t h i n g that has to 

b e addressed i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n once i t has b e e n d i s c o v e r e d . T h e reason, 

once again , i s that w h e n y o u have an i n c o n s i s t e n t set o f statements, not 

a l l o f t h e m c a n b e t rue . 

A v e r y s i m p l e case of i n c o n s i s t e n c y , c a l l e d a c o n t r a d i c t i o n , occurs 

w h e n one statement i s the direct o p p o s i t e o f another. T h e f o l l o w i n g t w o 

statements, t a k e n together, const i tute a c o n t r a d i c t i o n . 

M o u n t L e m m o n i s i n A r i z o n a . 

M o u n t L e m m o n i s not i n A r i z o n a . 

In t h i s case i t is c lear that the one statement is the d i rec t o p p o s i t e of 

the other. O n e i s the negat ion of the other, i n d i c a t e d by the w o r d 'not ' 

a p p e a r i n g i n the s e c o n d statement. Because o f th i s w o r d , i t i s i m m e d i a t e l y 

e v i d e n t that i t i s not p o s s i b l e for b o t h statements to be true. 

In other cases of i n c o n s i s t e n c y , one statement is not the n e g a t i o n of 

the other, yet i t i s c lear that one asserts w h a t the other denies . F o r e x a m p l e , 

c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g set of statements, w h e r e ' a l l ' i s taken as an absolute 

u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . 

(a) A l l w o l v e s are p a c k a n i m a l s . 

(b) S o m e w o l v e s are p a c k a n i m a l s . 

(c) S o m e w o l v e s are not p a c k a n i m a l s . 

(d) No w o l v e s are p a c k a n i m a l s . 

(e) N o t a l l w o l v e s are p a c k a n i m a l s . 
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(f) It is false that some w o l v e s are not p a c k a n i m a l s . 

(g) A l l w o l v e s are not p a c k a n i m a l s . 

I t is c lear e n o u g h that (a) is consis tent w i t h (b). T w o statements are c o n ­
sistent i f i t i s p o s s i b l e for b o t h to be true. B u t i s (a) cons is tent w i t h (c)? N o , 
i t w o u l d seem not , for i t i s not l o g i c a l l y p o s s i b l e for b o t h statements to be 
true. I f a l l w o l v e s are p a c k a n i m a l s , w i t h n o e x c e p t i o n s , the p o s s i b i l i t y 
that some are n o t is r u l e d out . (a) is the d i r e c t o p p o s i t e of (d). W h a t one 
asserts the other denies . H e n c e , (a) a n d (d) are i n c o n s i s t e n t . On the other 
h a n d , (a) is consis tent w i t h (f). B u t (c) is not , for (c) is the direct o p p o s i t e 
of (f). A n d c lear ly , (a) i s i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h (f), for i t i s not p o s s i b l e that 
b o t h c o u l d be true. In contrast , (b) i s cons i s tent w i t h (c), because i t i s 
p o s s i b l e that b o t h are true. So we see that in m a n y cases o f i n c o n s i s t e n c y , 
there i s no d i rec t c o n t r a d i c t i o n , b u t one c a n s t i l l d e t e r m i n e that a p a i r of 
p r o p o s i t i o n s i s i n c o n s i s t e n t by a s k i n g w h e t h e r i t i s p o s s i b l e for b o t h to 
be true. 

In s t i l l other cases, we are c o n f r o n t e d w i t h a set of statements, o f ten 
m o r e t h a n t w o , that are c o l l e c t i v e l y i n c o n s i s t e n t . In m a n y of these cases, 
one cannot p r o v e that t h e y are i n c o n s i s t e n t so easi ly , a n d m o r e w o r k i s 
i n v o l v e d . O n e has to d r a w out the c o n t r a d i c t i o n by a n a l y z i n g the argu­
m e n t a t i o n . F o r e x a m p l e i n the t i p p i n g case above, w e have t o s h o w that 
the statement that a t h i n g is b a d is i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the statement that 
i t i s g o o d . We c a n eas i ly d r a w out th is a s s u m p t i o n by o b s e r v i n g that part 
of the m e a n i n g of the t e r m ' b a d ' i s that s o m e t h i n g is b e i n g c o n d e m n e d as 
'not g o o d ' . 

I t i s also c o m m o n to h a v e cases w h e r e there is no d i rec t c o n t r a d i c t i o n , 
b u t w h e r e a set of p r o p o s i t i o n s is c o l l e c t i v e l y i n c o n s i s t e n t . C o n s i d e r the 
f o l l o w i n g set of statements. Let 's assume that the u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n 
in the f irst p r e m i s e i s absolute . 

A l l p o l i c e chie fs are honest . 

J o h n is a p o l i c e chief . 

T a k i n g a br ibe is d ishonest . 

J o h n took a br ibe . 

I f y o u c o n s i d e r a l l four statements together as a set, i t i s c lear that n o t a l l 
o f t h e m c a n be true. T h e y c o n t a i n an i n c o n s i s t e n c y . H e n c e at least one is 
false. B u t there i s no d i rec t c o n t r a d i c t i o n . T h e r e i s no one statement that 
i s the o p p o s i t e of another one in the set. H o w e v e r , a c o n t r a d i c t i o n c a n be 
d e r i v e d f r o m the set by a c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n . C o n s i d e r the first p a i r 

o f statements i n the set. F r o m t h e m , the c o n c l u s i o n f o l l o w s that J o h n i s 

honest , b y the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

PREMISE: A l l p o l i c e chiefs are honest . 

PREMISE: J o h n is a p o l i c e chief . 

CONCLUSION: J o h n is honest . 

N e x t , c o n s i d e r the last t w o statements. Let 's assume that the f irst of the 

p a i r i s a n absolute g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . B y e x p r e s s i n g i t i n th is w a y , a s b e l o w , 

the f o l l o w i n g argument i s p r o d u c e d . 

PREMISE: A l l persons w h o took a br ibe are d ishones t . 

PREMISE: J o h n t o o k a br ibe . 

CONCLUSION: J o h n i s d ishonest . 

T h e c o n c l u s i o n o f the s e c o n d argument i s the o p p o s i t e o f the c o n c l u s i o n 

of the first one. T h e r e a s o n is that ' d i s h o n e s t ' means 'not honest ' . T h u s , 

i t has b e e n r e v e a l e d that i f y o u c o n s i d e r the w h o l e set o f f o u r statements 

together, y o u c a n s h o w by a c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n that t h e y l e a d to a 

d i r e c t c o n t r a d i c t i o n . I f someone engaging i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n a d i a l o g u e 

w e r e to state a l l four of these p r o p o s i t i o n s as par t of h i s argument , a n d the 

other par ty i n the d i a l o g u e s h o w e d that t h e y are c o l l e c t i v e l y i n c o n s i s t e n t , 

t h e n the par ty w h o stated t h e m w o u l d h a v e t o reso lve the i n c o n s i s t e n c y . 

T h e o b v i o u s w a y t o d o t h i s w o u l d b e for h i m t o g ive u p one o f the p r o p o ­

s i t ions i n the set. 

To r e v i e w the bas i c d e f i n i t i o n of i n c o n s i s t e n c y , a set of statements 

i s s a i d to be i n c o n s i s t e n t i f i t i s not l o g i c a l l y p o s s i b l e for a l l o f t h e m to 

be true. T h e n we c a n say that a set of statements is cons is tent i f i t i s 

l o g i c a l l y p o s s i b l e that a l l o f t h e m c o u l d b e true. F i n a l l y , let's note that 

p r o p o s i t i o n s c a n b e cons is tent w i t h each other e v e n i f they d o not appear 

t o b e re la ted t o each other i n a n y w a y . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g 

t w o statements. 

G e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods cause increases i n a l lergies . 

T i p p i n g is a b a d prac t i ce . 

In th i s case, the t w o statements are consis tent , because i t i s p o s s i b l e for 
b o t h to be t rue . T h e e v i d e n c e for s u c h a c l a i m in th is case i s that the one 
statement i s n o t re levant to the other. T h i s i m p l i e s that y o u c a n use one to 
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p r o v e the o p p o s i t e o f the other. G e n e r a l l y s p e a k i n g , t h e n , i f one statement 
i s n o t re levant to another one, the t w o m u s t be cons is tent w i t h each other. 
H o w e v e r , the subject o f re levance w i l l no t b e t a k e n u p u n t i l chapter 7 . 

A l l ' c o n s i s t e n c y ' m e a n s i s that i t i s p o s s i b l e for b o t h statements t o b e 
true. I t doesn ' t m e a n that e i ther of the statements a c t u a l l y is true. B u t a 
f i n d i n g of i n c o n s i s t e n c y in a set of statements m e a n s that one of t h e m has 
t o b e false. T h e bas ic p r o b l e m w i t h a n i n c o n s i s t e n t set o f assert ions i n 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s that i t i s not p o s s i b l e for a l l o f t h e m to be true. H e n c e 
the a l l ega t ion that an arguer has p u t f o r w a r d a set of assertions that c o n ­
ta ins a n i n c o n s i s t e n c y i s a p o w e r f u l a n d i m p o r t a n t k i n d o f c r i t i c i s m . I f 
an arguer in a d i a l o g u e has c o m m i t t e d herse l f to a set of statements that 
are incons i s ten t , a n d the other arguer in the d i a l o g u e p o i n t s out the c o n ­
t r a d i c t i o n , t h e n the first arguer m u s t d e a l w i t h that c r i t i c i s m r ight away. 
T h e u s u a l w a y t o d e a l w i t h i t i s t o retract one o f the statements. A l t h o u g h 
i n c o n s i s t e n c y i s of ten qui te u n d e r s t a n d a b l e a n d c a n b e f a i r l y c o m m o n i n 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n , i t i s s o m e t h i n g that has to be deal t w i t h once i t has b e e n 
p o i n t e d out. I f someone 's argument has b e e n s h o w n to be incons i s ten t , i t 
does not necessar i ly m e a n i t i s e n t i r e l y w o r t h l e s s a n d b e y o n d repair . B u t 
i t does m e a n that the argument is not acceptable as i t s tands. T h e arguer 
m u s t d e a l w i t h the c r i t i c i s m o f i n c o n s i s t e n c y i f her a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s t o 
m o v e f o r w a r d s u c c e s s f u l l y i n the d i a l o g u e . 

T h e f i n d i n g o f i n c o n s i s t e n c y i s v i t a l l y i m p o r t a n t i n legal a r g u m e n ­
ta t ion . I f a w i t n e s s offers an a c c o u n t that c o n t a i n s an i n c o n s i s t e n c y , 
the c r o s s - e x a m i n i n g ques t ioner in cour t c a n tear the story to shreds . 
U n l e s s the w i t n e s s c a n reso lve the i n c o n s i s t e n c y , her c r e d i b i l i t y m a y b e 
des t royed . T h e f i n d i n g o f i n c o n s i s t e n c y i s a lso i m p o r t a n t i n sc ient i f i c 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n w h e r e , for e x a m p l e , a t h e o r y m a y be s h o w n on c a r e f u l 
a n a l y s i s t o c o n t a i n a h i d d e n i n c o n s i s t e n c y . B y f i n d i n g a n d d e a l i n g w i t h 
s u c h i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s , s c ient i f i c d i s c o v e r y a n d t h e o r y f o r m a t i o n i s able to 
m o v e f o r w a r d . 

EXERCISE 
2.1 

2 D e t e r m i n e w h i c h p r o p o s i t i o n s are i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h others, a n d w h i c h 
are not , a m o n g the f o l l o w i n g sets of p r o p o s i t i o n s . 

(a) S o m e peacocks are a f r a i d of kangaroos . 
(b) No peacocks are a f r a i d of kangaroos . 
(c) A l l peacocks are a f r a i d o f kangaroos . 

(d) It is false that a l l peacocks are a f r a i d of kangaroos . 
(e) S o m e peacocks are n o t a f r a i d of kangaroos . 
(f) No kangaroos are a f ra id of peacocks . 

(g) At least one p e a c o c k i s not a f r a i d of kangaroos . 
(h) It is false that at least one p e a c o c k is a f r a i d of kangaroos . 

2 . P r o v e that the f o l l o w i n g set of statements is i n c o n s i s t e n t by f inding a 

c o n t r a d i c t i o n that c a n b e d e r i v e d f r o m the a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n t h e m . 

(a) A l l r o m a n t i c id ea l i s t s l o v e poetry. 

(b) A l l persons w h o l o v e poetry are affect ionate. 

(c) A l l affect ionate persons l o v e pets. 

(d) S a m is a r o m a n t i c idea l i s t . 

(e) S a m is a f r a i d o f my pet snake. 
(f) N o p e r s o n w h o i s a f r a i d o f m y pet snake loves pets. 

TWO Three Kinds of Arguments 

T h e r e are three k i n d s o f arguments , a n d e a c h o f t h e m dif fers f r o m the o th­

ers in v i r t u e of h a v i n g a di f ferent s t a n d a r d of str ictness. In a d e d u c t i v e l y 

v a l i d argument , i f the premises are true, the c o n c l u s i o n m u s t be t rue (by 

l o g i c a l necess i ty) . T h u s , i n a d e d u c t i v e in ference , the l i n k b e t w e e n the 

premises a n d the c o n c l u s i o n i s str ict . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w ­

i n g argument , w h e r e the f i r s t p r e m i s e i s t a k e n to be an absolute u n i v e r s a l 

g e n e r a l i z a t i o n w i t h n o except ions . 

PREMISE: A l l p o l i c e chiefs are honest . 

PREMISE: J o h n is a p o l i c e chief . 

CONCLUSION: J o h n is honest . 

In t h i s argument , there i s no r o o m for d o u b t i n g that the c o n c l u s i o n i s 

true, once the p r e m i s e s have b e e n accepted as true. T h e reason stems 

f r o m the w o r d ' a l l ' i n the f i r s t p r e m i s e o f the in ference . P r e s u m a b l y , ' a l l ' 

mea n s ' a l l w i t h o u t e x c e p t i o n ' . I f so, the statement i n the f i r s t p r e m i s e 

i s a n absolute u n i v e r s a l gen era l iz a t ion . T h u s , the c o n c l u s i o n f o l l o w s b y 

l o g i c a l necess i ty f r o m the premises . I f b o t h the p r e m i s e s are t rue , t h e n the 

c o n c l u s i o n has to be true. 
D e d u c t i v e v a l i d i t y c a n b e d e f i n e d i n another w a y that offers a n e v e n 

m o r e u s e f u l c r i t e r i o n t o recognize i t i n a n argument . T o say that a n argu­
m e n t i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d means that i t i s l o g i c a l l y i m p o s s i b l e for a l l the 
premises to be true a n d the c o n c l u s i o n false. In other w o r d s , in a d e d u c ­
t i v e l y v a l i d argument , the c l a i m that the p r e m i s e s are true a n d the c o n ­
c l u s i o n false i s i n c o n s i s t e n t . F o r e x a m p l e , let's c o n s i d e r three statements 
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c o m p a r a b l e to the argument above, w i t h the f irst t w o the same as the 

premises , b u t w i t h the t h i r d a s the o p p o s i t e o f the c o n c l u s i o n . 

FIRST STATEMENT- p o l i c e chie fs are honest . 

SECOND STATEMENT: J o n i 1 i s a p o l i c e chief . 

THIRD STATEMENT: J o h n is not honest . 

T h i s set o f three statements i s c o l l e c t i v e l y i n c o n s i s t e n t . Y o u c a n n o t m a i n ­

t a i n a l l three a t the same t i m e w i t h o u t b e i n g i n c o n s i s t e n t . T h i s observa­

t i o n leads to the best test to i d e n t i f y d e d u c t i v e v a l i d i t y in an argument . 

I f the p r e m i s e s , t a k e n together, are i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the n e g a t i o n of the 

c o n c l u s i o n , the argument i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . 

In an i n d u c t i v e argument , the l i n k is n o t so str ict . I f the p r e m i s e s are 

true, the c o n c l u s i o n i s p r o b a b l y true, b u t i t c o u l d p o s s i b l y be false. Deter­

m i n i n g w h e t h e r a g i v e n argument i s m e a n t to be d e d u c t i v e or i n d u c t i v e , 

as u s e d in a g i v e n case, c a n be qui te d i f f i c u l t in some cases a n d requires 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f severa l c r i t e r i a a n d severa l k i n d s o f e v i d e n c e . O n e o f the 

m a i n c r i t e r ia i s the nature o f the i n f e r e n t i a l l i n k b e t w e e n the p r e m i s e s a n d 

the c o n c l u s i o n . I t is th is l i n k that d e t e r m i n e s w h e t h e r the argument is a 

s u c c e s s f u l d e d u c t i v e argument as o p p o s e d to b e i n g a s u c c e s s f u l i n d u c t i v e 

argument . To g ive the beg inner an entry p o i n t i n t o g r a s p i n g the d i s t i n c t i o n 

b e t w e e n i n d u c t i v e a n d d e d u c t i v e a s types o f arguments , here w e c o n c e n ­

trate e x c l u s i v e l y on the nature o f th is l i n k . I n d u c t i v e arguments are b a s e d 

o n p r o b a b i l i t y . A n e x a m p l e i s the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

M o s t swans are w h i t e . 

T h i s b i r d i s a s w a n . 

Therefore , th is b i r d i s w h i t e . 

In th is argument , the f i rs t p r e m i s e i s an i n d u c t i v e g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . I t i s not 

s a i d to be true o f a l l s w a n s , b u t o n l y o f m o s t o f t h e m . In th is case, i f the 

premises are accepted as true, t h e n the c o n c l u s i o n is p r o b a b l y (but not 

necessar i ly) true. I t c o u l d be that th i s b i r d i s one of those b l a c k s w a n s . 

W h a t makes s u c h a n argument i n d u c t i v e rather t h a n d e d u c t i v e i s the l i n k 

b e t w e e n the p r e m i s e s a n d the c o n c l u s i o n . B u t the fact that one p r e m i s e 

is an i n d u c t i v e rather t h a n a u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n is a g o o d i n d i c a t o r 

that the argument i s i n d u c t i v e . S u c h a n i n d u c t i v e p r e m i s e , i n the s a m p l e 

argument above, l i m i t s the c o n c l u s i v e n e s s or s trength of the argument . 

I t cannot be u s e d to s h o w that the c o n c l u s i o n f o l l o w s f r o m the p r e m i s e s 

necessar i ly , b u t o n l y i n d u c t i v e l y , as a matter of p r o b a b i l i t y . 

I n d u c t i v e arguments are based o n p r o b a b i l i t y 1 a n d statist ics. T h e sup­

por t for a n i n d u c t i v e argument i s t y p i c a l l y g i v e n b y gather ing e m p i r i c a l 

e v i d e n c e . In the bas i c cases, the e v i d e n c e takes the f o r m of e n u m e r a t i n g 

or c o u n t i n g objects or p o l l i n g i n d i v i d u a l s . T h e outcomes are expressed 

i n n u m b e r s that are processed , b y the m e t h o d s c u r r e n t l y i n use i n statis­

t ics , to generate an in ference eva luated as a p r o b a b i l i t y . T h e f o l l o w i n g is 

a t y p i c a l e x a m p l e of a n u m e r i c a l i n d u c t i v e argument . 

Seventy percent o f res idents o f T u t e l a H e i g h t s vote C o n s e r v a t i v e . 

N e d is a r e s i d e n t of Tute la H e i g h t s . 

Therefore (probably) N e d w i l l vote C o n s e r v a t i v e . 

In th is argument , the c o n c l u s i o n has a c e r t a i n degree of p r o b a b i l i t y re la t ive 

to the p r e m i s e s . A contras t ing d e d u c t i v e a rgument w o u l d be the f o l l o w i n g 

case, w h e r e the w a r r a n t is absolute . Let 's say, at a n y rate, for p u r p o s e s 

o f i l l u s t r a t i o n , that the w o r d ' a l l ' i n the f i r s t p r e m i s e i s t aken t o m e a n 

' abso lu te ly a l l , w i t h n o except ions . ' 

A l l res idents o f T u t e l a H e i g h t s res ide i n B r a n t C o u n t y . 

N e d is a res ident of Tute la H e i g h t s . 

Therefore , N e d is a res ident of B r a n t C o u n t y . 

I n th is d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d argument , i t i s i m p o s s i b l e for b o t h the premises 

to be true a n d the c o n c l u s i o n false. T h e absolute g e n e r a l i z a t i o n in the 

f i r s t p r e m i s e e x c l u d e s a n y p o s s i b l e cont rary ins tances . H o w e v e r , i n the 

i n d u c t i v e a r g u m e n t above, r o o m is left for the p o s s i b i l i t y o f the premises 

b e i n g true a n d the c o n c l u s i o n false. I t c o u l d be that N e d i s one o f those 

res idents o f T u t e l a H e i g h t s w h o does not vote C o n s e r v a t i v e . 

D e d u c t i v e a rgument is a s i m p l e 'yes ' or ' n o ' affair: E i t h e r the argument 

i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d o r not . I f not , i t i s c a l l e d i n v a l i d . U s i n g the i n d u c t i v e 

m e t h o d of e v a l u a t i o n , an inference i s e v a l u a t e d as i n d u c t i v e l y stronger 

or w e a k e r to the degree that the premises w o u l d , i f t rue , s u p p o r t the c o n ­

c l u s i o n a s t rue . T h e measure o f p r o b a b i l i t y u s e d i n i n d u c t i v e e v a l u a t i o n 

1 It is hard to define the term 'probability' precisely because there is disagreement among 
experts on exactly h o w to define it. Some think it should be defined as statistical frequency 
of the occurrence of an event. Others think it should be defined in terms of degrees of 
rational belief. S t i l l others think it should be defined by axioms of the probability calculus. 
It w o u l d be a mistake to get worried about such subtleties at this point. It is enough for us to 
be aware that probability is calculated by statisticians by attaching numbers to statements 
(fractions between zero and one) that are supposed to measure the l ike l ihood that such 
statements are true or false and numbers that measure confidence in inferences based on 
them. 
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makes the s trength of s u p p o r t a matter o f degree. T h e argument l i n k c o u l d 
be v e r y strong, i f the p r e m i s e s s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n w i t h a h i g h e r degree 
o f p r o b a b i l i t y . O r the argument l i n k c o u l d b e w e a k , i f the p r e m i s e s s u p p o r t 
the c o n c l u s i o n w i t h o n l y a l o w p r o b a b i l i t y , a s i n the argument " T w e n t y 
percent of res idents of T u t e l a H e i g h t s vote C o n s e r v a t i v e ; N e d is a r e s i ­
dent o f Tute la H e i g h t s ; therefore (probably) N e d w i l l vote C o n s e r v a t i v e . " 
O r the degree o f i n d u c t i v e s u p p o r t c o u l d b e s o m e w h e r e i n b e t w e e n . I n 
m a n y cases, th is degree o f s u p p o r t c a n be m e a s u r e d exac t ly by the m e t h ­
ods c u r r e n t l y u s e d i n statist ics. B o t h d e d u c t i v e a n d i n d u c t i v e arguments 
can b e e v a l u a t e d u s i n g exact m e t h o d s o f c a l c u l a t i o n . 

T h e t h i r d type o f argument i s less prec i se a n d r e l i a b l e t h a n the other 
t w o , b u t i s often m o r e u s e f u l a n d e v e n necessary, i n m a n y cases i n the 
p r a c t i c a l c o n d u c t o f affairs o f e v e r y d a y l i f e . T h i s t y p e o f argument leads 
to a c o n c l u s i o n that i s p l a u s i b l e , a n d that m a y be p r o v i s i o n a l l y acceptable 
as a p r e s u m p t i o n . To say that i t is p l a u s i b l e m e a n s that i t seems to be true , 
o n the g i v e n appearances . O f course , appearances c a n b e m i s l e a d i n g i n 
some cases. T h u s s u c h an inference i s i n h e r e n t l y subject to re t rac t ion . I t 
i s defeasible , m e a n i n g that i t m a y t u r n out t o f a i l (default) i f n e w e v i d e n c e 
comes i n . T h e c o n c l u s i o n i s i n d i c a t e d as p r e s u m a b l y t rue on a basis o f 
p l a u s i b i l i t y , a n d therefore tenta t ive ly acceptable , g i v e n that the p r e m i s e s 
are true. C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

W h e r e there's s m o k e there's f i re . 

T h e r e i s s m o k e i n B u t t n e r H a l l . 

Therefore there i s f i r e i n But tner H a l l . 

N o t i c e that, in t h i s case, the p r e m i s e ' W h e r e there's s m o k e there's f i re ' i s 
n o t t a k e n as an absolute u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . I t does n o t m e a n that a l l 
p laces w h e r e s m o k e is seen are places w h e r e there is f i re . I t i s better t a k e n 
as a defeasible statement m e a n i n g that genera l ly , b u t subject to excep­
t ions , i f y o u see s m o k e s omeplac e , y o u c a n p r e s u m e that there i s f i r e i n 
that p lace . E v e n t h o u g h b o t h p r e m i s e s o f the a r g u m e n t above are true, i t 
is p o s s i b l e that the c o n c l u s i o n is false. I t is p o s s i b l e that there is a c o l u m n 
o f s m o k e r i s i n g f r o m B u t t n e r H a l l , b u t there m i g h t b e n o f ire there, just 
a s m o l d e r i n g mass of some substance that g ives of f a lo t of s m o k e . A n d 
i t i s n o t p r a c t i c a l to t ry to judge the s trength of the argument by n u m e r ­
i c a l data about f i r e s , because th is case i s a n i n d i v i d u a l one w i t h m a n y 
c i r c u m s t a n t i a l factors that are re levant . B u t in s u c h a case, on g r o u n d s o f 
safety, i t m a y be p r u d e n t to operate on a p r e s u m p t i o n . I t m a y be the r i g h t 
c o n c l u s i o n to d r a w by p r e s u m p t i v e in ference that there i s a f i re in B u t t n e r 

H a l l . T h i s c a n b e the r ight c o n c l u s i o n t o act o n e v e n t h o u g h I d o n ' t k n o w 

the p r o b a b i l i t i e s a n d e v e n i f c a n I see no d i r e c t e v i d e n c e o f f i re . F o r prac ­

t i c a l p u r p o s e s , d r a w i n g the c o n c l u s i o n that there i s or m a y be f i re there 

i s the sens ib le o p t i o n , p r o v i d e d I h a v e no e v i d e n c e i n d i c a t i n g o t h e r w i s e , 

for e x a m p l e , a n e w s b u l l e t i n that the s m o k e is b e i n g c a u s e d by a s m u d g e 

p o t a s part o f the m a k i n g o f a m o v i e . T h e s m o k e r i s i n g f r o m B u t t n e r H a l l 

c a n be g o o d e n o u g h e v i d e n c e o f f i re to j u s t i f y c a l l i n g the f i re d e p a r t m e n t 

i n the absence o f c o n t r a - i n d i c a t i n g e v i d e n c e . B u t , a s n o t e d , p r e s u m p t i v e 

r e a s o n i n g i s i n h e r e n t l y p r o v i s i o n a l i n nature a n d s h o u l d b e u s e d w i t h 

c a u t i o n . I t i s a p p l i c a b l e w h e r e a c o n c l u s i o n needs to be d r a w n , yet not 

e n o u g h is k n o w n about a s i t u a t i o n to use a m o r e exact or r e l i a b l e m e t h o d 

o f d r a w i n g i t . I t i s a p p r o p r i a t e w h e r e , for p r a c t i c a l reasons, u n d e r c o n ­

d i t i o n s o f u n c e r t a i n t y a n d i n c o m p l e t e k n o w l e d g e , a tentat ive c o n c l u s i o n 

needs to be d r a w n as a p r o v i s i o n a l bas is to c o n t i n u e a l i n e of r e a s o n i n g 

or a d o p t a p o l i c y for a c t i o n . 

These three types of a r g u m e n t a t i o n are r e l a t i v e l y i n d e p e n d e n t of each 

other. I f an a r g u m e n t i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d , the ( condi t iona l ) p r o b a b i l i t y 

that the c o n c l u s i o n is t rue , g i v e n that the p r e m i s e s are true, is 1.0 (the 

h ighes t p o s s i b l e p r o b a b i l i t y v a l u e a p r o p o s i t i o n c a n have) . S o y o u c o u l d 

say that the a r g u m e n t i s i n d u c t i v e l y s trong. B u t j u d g i n g s u c h a n argument 

b y i n d u c t i v e s tandards a n d m e t h o d s w o u l d n o t b e p a r t i c u l a r l y u s e f u l . I t 

i s m o r e u s e f u l to s i m p l y say that the a r g u m e n t i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . I f an 

in ference to a c o n c l u s i o n c a n be s u p p o r t e d or re fu ted v e r y e f fec t ive ly by 

i n d u c t i v e m e t h o d s , t h e n the n e e d or use fu lness o f j u d g i n g i t as p l a u s i b l e 

or not as a p r e s u m p t i v e inference fa l ls away. In general , i f an a r g u m e n t c a n 

be e v a l u a t e d on a bas is of p r o b a b i l i t y , t h e n e v a l u a t i n g i t as p l a u s i b l e or 

i m p l a u s i b l e b e c o m e s less u s e f u l . M e t h o d s o f p l a u s i b l e r e a s o n i n g g ive w a y 

t o i n d u c t i v e e v i d e n c e , i f i t i s a v a i l a b l e . S i m i l a r l y , i n d u c t i v e e v a l u a t i o n 

gives w a y to d e d u c t i v e l o g i c , i f i t c a n be u s e f u l l y a p p l i e d to a case. 

EXERCISE 
2.2 

I d e n t i f y the p r e m i s e s a n d the c o n c l u s i o n i n each o f the f o l l o w i n g infer­

ences. Ident i fy the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n i n the in ference , a n d judge w h e t h e r the 

in ference i s o f the d e d u c t i v e , i n d u c t i v e , o r p r e s u m p t i v e type . 

(a) A l l s w a n s are b i r d s . B e v e r l y i s a s w a n . Therefore , B e v e r l y i s a b i r d . 

(b) A n y o n e w h o fa i l s t o r e p l y t o th is m e m o w i l l b e p r e s u m e d t o b e i n 

agreement. B o b f a i l e d t o r e p l y t o t h i s m e m o . Therefore , B o b i s i n 

agreement. 

(c) T h e t y p i c a l w o r k i n g p e r s o n cannot a f ford t o f l y o n the C o n c o r d e . 

F r a n k i s a t y p i c a l w o r k i n g p e r s o n . There fore , F r a n k c a n n o t a f ford 

t o f l y o n the C o n c o r d e . 
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THREE 

(e) 

(d) C i n n a b a r a l w a y s conta ins m e r c u r y . T h i s object i s c innabar . T h e r e ­
fore, th i s object c o n t a i n s m e r c u r y . 

A d v o c a t e s of a cause do not f ind i t easy to c o m p r o m i s e the i r g r o u p 
interests . H e l e n is the advocate of a cause. H e l e n does not f ind i t 
easy to c o m p r o m i s e her g r o u p interests . 

Seventy percent o f the b i r d s i n th is z o o f ly . Tweety i s a b i r d i n t h i s 
zoo . Therefore , T w e e t y f l ies . 

(g) W a y n e n o r m a l l y takes h i s Jeep w h e n he leaves h o m e . W a y n e ' s Jeep 
i s not i n the d r i v e w a y . Therefore , W a y n e i s not h o m e . 

(h) C o n s e r v a t i v e s are against r a i s i n g taxes. B o b is a C o n s e r v a t i v e . 
Therefore , B o b i s against r a i s i n g taxes. 

I f M i n n e s o t a i s i n C a n a d a , t h e n i t i s n o r t h o f the C a n a d i a n border . 
M i n n e s o t a i s i n C a n a d a . Therefore , i t i s n o r t h o f the C a n a d i a n bor­
der. 

N a n c y i s a n honest p e r s o n . W h a t e v e r a n hones t p e r s o n says s h o u l d 
be t a k e n as true. N a n c y s a i d that Peter does not l i k e Denise . T h e r e ­
fore, Peter does not l i k e D e n i s e . 

(i) 

(J) 

Syllogisms 

O n e v e r y c o m m o n f o r m o f d e d u c t i v e a r g u m e n t that i t i s i m p o r t a n t t o k n o w 
about i s c a l l e d the s y l l o g i s m . A r i s t o t l e c o n s t r u c t e d a s y s t e m of e v a l u a t i n g 
s y l l o g i s t i c arguments a s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d o r i n v a l i d , a n d th i s s y s t e m w a s 
the b a c k b o n e o f l o g i c i n s c h o o l s a n d u n i v e r s i t i e s for over t w o t h o u s a n d 
years. A s y l l o g i s m is a p a r t i c u l a r type of a r g u m e n t that a l w a y s has t w o 
p r e m i s e s a n d a s ingle c o n c l u s i o n , a n d a l l three statements are w h a t are 
c a l l e d categor ica l p r o p o s i t i o n s . A categor ica l p r o p o s i t i o n i s p r e f a c e d by 
the t e r m ' a l l ' o r the t e r m ' some' . T h e f o l l o w i n g a r g u m e n t i s a s y l l o g i s m . 

A l l s tunt p i l o t s are d a r e d e v i l s . 

S o m e stunt p i l o t s are accountants . 

Therefore , some accountants are d a r e d e v i l s . 

A categor ica l p r o p o s i t i o n i s m a d e up of four c o m p o n e n t s , the quant i f ier , 
the subject t e rm, the c o p u l a , a n d the p r e d i c a t e t e r m . A quant i f ie r is of one 
o f t w o types : the u n i v e r s a l quant i f ie r ' a l l ' o r the p a r t i c u l a r (existential) 
quant i f i e r ' some' . A t e r m is a w o r d that s tands for a class of i n d i v i d u a l s , 
c a l l e d the ' e x t e n s i o n ' o f that class. F o r e x a m p l e , the t e r m 'stunt p i l o t s ' 
s tands for the class of s tunt p i l o t s . A c o p u l a is a f o r m of the verb ' i s ' or 
'are ' that jo ins one t e r m to another. T h e subject t e r m stands for a c lass 

s a i d to b e l o n g , or not to b e l o n g , to another c lass , d e n o t e d by the p r e d i c a t e 

t e r m . In the e x a m p l e above, ' S o m e accountants are d a r e d e v i l s ' is a cate­

g o r i c a l p r o p o s i t i o n , because i t c a n be p a r a p h r a s e d as ' S o m e accountants 

are i n d i v i d u a l s w h o are d a r e d e v i l s ' . E v e r y s y l l o g i s m m u s t b e m a d e u p 

of exac t ly three p r o p o s i t i o n s , a n d each of these p r o p o s i t i o n s m u s t be a 

categorica l p r o p o s i t i o n . 

T h e negat ive e x p r e s s i o n ' n o ' i s also a l l o w e d as a quant i f ier . So u n i ­

v e r s a l negat ive genera l iza t ions , s u c h as ' N o s tunt p i l o t s are c o w a r d l y ' , 

are categor ica l p r o p o s i t i o n s . To express negat ive e x i s t e n t i a l statements, 

the p a r t i c l e 'not ' i s a t tached to the c o p u l a . F o r e x a m p l e , the sentence 

' S o m e stunt p i l o t s do not have l i f e i n s u r a n c e ' i s a ca tegor ica l p r o p o s i ­

t i o n o f the negat ive ex i s ten t ia l type . T h i s a d m i s s i o n o f negat ive a s w e l l 

as p o s i t i v e v e r s i o n s of the categorical p r o p o s i t i o n s gives the t h e o r y of 

s y l l o g i s t i c in fe rence a g o o d general i ty . A s y l l o g i s m , as a p a r t i c u l a r type 

o f argument , h o w e v e r , i s n a r r o w l y d e f i n e d . T h e r e m u s t be exac t ly three 

terms i n i t , a n d e a c h t e r m m u s t o c c u r e x a c t l y t w i c e . O n e , the m i d d l e 

t e r m , m u s t o c c u r once i n each p r e m i s e . T h e others , the e n d terms, m u s t 

o c c u r once i n one o f the premises o n l y , a n d once i n the c o n c l u s i o n . S o 

the f o l l o w i n g in ference i s a s y l l o g i s m , because i t meets a l l o f the above 

r e q u i r e m e n t s . 

A l l d u c k s are b i r d s that have w e b b e d feet. 

A l l m a l l a r d s are d u c k s . 

There fore , a l l m a l l a r d s are b i r d s that h a v e w e b b e d feet. 

There are o n l y f o u r types of p r o p o s i t i o n s r e c o g n i z e d as ca tegor ica l p r o p o ­

s i t ions in s y l l o g i s t i c reasoning . W h e r e F a n d G are var iab les for terms, 

these four types are represented b e l o w . 

A : A l l F are G : U n i v e r s a l A f f i r m a t i v e 

I : S o m e F are G: P a r t i c u l a r A f f i r m a t i v e 

E: No F are G: U n i v e r s a l Negat ive 

O: S o m e F are n o t G: P a r t i c u l a r N e g a t i v e 

A u n i v e r s a l p r o p o s i t i o n , s u c h a s ' A l l m e n are m o r t a l ' makes a n asser t ion 
about e a c h a n d every i n d i v i d u a l re ferred t o b y the subject t e r m ( i n th is 
case 'men ' ) . A p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n asserts l i t e r a l l y that at least one t h i n g 
is b o t h an F a n d a G . U n l i k e c o n v e r s a t i o n a l E n g l i s h , w h e r e s a y i n g ' S o m e 
F are G' suggests that there is m o r e t h a n one t h i n g that is b o t h an F a n d 
a G , in s y l l o g i s t i c r e a s o n i n g a l l that i s r e q u i r e d to m a k e the p a r t i c u l a r 
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af f i rmat ive p r o p o s i t i o n true i s one t h i n g that has b o t h proper t ies F a n d 
G. T h e A p r o p o s i t i o n is the c o n t r a d i c t o r y o p p o s i t e of the O, a n d the I 
p r o p o s i t i o n i s the c o n t r a d i c t o r y o p p o s i t e o f the E . 

N o w that w e u n d e r s t a n d A , I , E , a n d O p r o p o s i t i o n s , a n easy m e t h o d 
o f e v a l u a t i n g s y l l o g i s t i c inferences b y m e a n s o f d iagrams, c a l l e d V e n n 
d iagrams , c a n b e set out . S i n c e the w o r d ' a l l ' i n s y l l o g i s t i c r e a s o n i n g i s 
t aken to m e a n ' a l l w i t h o u t e x c e p t i o n ' (a s tr ic t genera l iza t ion) , a s y l l o ­
g i s m i s s t r u c t u r a l l y correct o n l y w h e n i t i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . A c c o r d i n g 
t o the d e f i n i t i o n o f d e d u c t i v e v a l i d i t y , a n in fe rence i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d 
i f a n d o n l y i f i t i s l o g i c a l l y i m p o s s i b l e for the p r e m i s e s to be true a n d 
the c o n c l u s i o n false. In other w o r d s , to say that a s y l l o g i s m is d e d u c ­
t i v e l y v a l i d i s to say that i f the p r e m i s e s are t rue , t h e n the c o n c l u s i o n 
m u s t be true too. D e d u c t i v e inference , as n o t e d above, i s a k i n d of nec ­
essary inference , m e a n i n g that i f the p r e m i s e s are true, no o p t i o n is left 
b u t that the c o n c l u s i o n m u s t b e true a s w e l l . T h e m a l l a r d s e x a m p l e i s 
a v a l i d s y l l o g i s m because the premises are i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the o p p o ­
site o f the c o n c l u s i o n , ' S o m e m a l l a r d s are b i r d s that do not have w e b b e d 
feet'. 

Let 's test the m a l l a r d s e x a m p l e above for v a l i d i t y u s i n g a V e n n d i a ­
g r a m . We let D s tand for d u c k s , B for b i r d s w i t h w e b b e d feet, a n d M for 
m a l l a r d s . N o w w e construct a V e n n d i a g r a m w i t h three in tersec t ing c i r ­
cles , w h e r e each c i r c l e represents one t e r m . 
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c o n c l u s i o n a lso has to be represented on the d i a g r a m . I t does , so we c o n ­

c l u d e that the a r g u m e n t i s v a l i d . 
N e x t , let 's test the s tunt p i l o t s a rgument above for v a l i d i t y . 

A s above, b o t h p r e m i s e s have b e e n represented o n the d i a g r a m . T h e n w e 

h a v e to ask w h e t h e r the c o n c l u s i o n i s a lso t rue , a c c o r d i n g to the d i a g r a m . 

W e see that i t i s , s o w e c o n c l u d e that the a r g u m e n t i s v a l i d . 

N o w let 's test another s y l l o g i s m for v a l i d i t y . 

A l l n e u r o t i c s e x h i b i t d e v i a n t b e h a v i o r . 

A l l o b s e s s i v e - c o m p u l s i v e s e x h i b i t d e v i a n t b e h a v i o r . 

There fore , a l l n e u r o t i c s are o b s e s s i v e - c o m p u l s i v e s . 

Let ' s p u t b o t h p r e m i s e s o f th is argument o n the f o l l o w i n g V e n n d i a g r a m . 

B y c o n v e n t i o n , the m i d d l e t e r m , the one o c c u r r i n g i n b o t h premises , i s 
represented b y the m i d d l e c i r c l e . T h e n w e p u t e a c h p r e m i s e o n the d i a ­
g r a m , u s i n g s h a d i n g t o represent a n e m p t y c lass . B o t h premises h a v e 
b e e n m a r k e d o n the d i a g r a m , u s i n g s h a d i n g . T h e n w e ask w h e t h e r the 

i n v a l i d . 
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N o t e , h o w e v e r , that e v e n t h o u g h a n a r g u m e n t i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d , 
i t is p o s s i b l e for one or m o r e of the p r e m i s e s to be false. F o r e x a m p l e , 
c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

A l l c r o c o d i l e s are f r i e n d l y . 

A l l f r i e n d l y a n i m a l s m a k e g o o d pets. 

Therefore a l l c r o c o d i l e s m a k e g o o d pets. 

T h i s argument i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . I f b o t h p r e m i s e s are true, the c o n c l u ­
s i o n has to be true too. I t w o u l d be i n c o n s i s t e n t to assert the f o l l o w i n g 
three statements. 

A l l c r o c o d i l e s are f r i e n d l y . 

A l l f r i e n d l y a n i m a l s m a k e g o o d pets. 

N o t a l l c r o c o d i l e s m a k e g o o d pets. 

E v e n t h o u g h the argument i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d , a s s h o w n b y the i n c o n s i s ­
tency of the three statements above, the f i rs t p r e m i s e is false. T h e i m p o r ­
tant p o i n t i l l u s t r a t e d here i s that just because an argument i s v a l i d , i t 
doesn ' t m e a n that the p r e m i s e s are true. 

A s c a n b e i l l u s t r a t e d b y another s y l l o g i s m , i t i s e v e n p o s s i b l e t o have 
a v a l i d argument i n w h i c h not o n l y a l l the p r e m i s e s are false, b u t the 
c o n c l u s i o n i s false too. C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

A l l c r o c o d i l e s have s i x legs. 

A l l a n i m a l s w i t h s i x legs m a k e f r i e n d l y pets . 

A l l c r o c o d i l e s m a k e f r i e n d l y pets. 

E v e n t h o u g h th i s argument i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d , b o t h premises a n d the 
c o n c l u s i o n are false statements. 

There are three general lessons that c a n be d r a w n . O n e is that a v a l i d 
a rgument i s not n e c e s s a r i l y one that i s a g o o d a r g u m e n t in every respect . 
I t m a y h a v e false p r e m i s e s or e v e n a false c o n c l u s i o n . A n o t h e r l e s s o n is 
that v a l i d i t y o f an argument has to do w i t h the l i n k b e t w e e n the p r e m i s e s 
a n d the c o n c l u s i o n . A t h i r d l e s s o n i s that there are t w o d i s t i n c t w a y s to 
attack a d e d u c t i v e argument . O n e is to s h o w that the argument is not v a l i d . 
T h i s w a y i s to attack the l i n k b e t w e e n the p r e m i s e s a n d the c o n c l u s i o n , 
a r g u i n g that the c o n c l u s i o n does not f o l l o w f r o m the premises . T h e other 
w a y is to attack one or m o r e of the p r e m i s e s i n d i v i d u a l l y , a r g u i n g that i t 
is not true. In the e x a m p l e above, the f irst p r e m i s e c a n be attacked as a 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n that does not h o l d . 

EXERCISE 
2.3 

FOUR 

U s e V e n n d iagrams t o d e t e r m i n e w h e t h e r the f o l l o w i n g s y l l o g i s t i c argu­

ments are v a l i d o r i n v a l i d . 

(a) A l l c h a m e l e o n s are l i z a r d s . A l l l i z a r d s are c o l d - b l o o d e d a n i m a l s . 

There fore , a l l c h a m e l e o n s are c o l d - b l o o d e d a n i m a l s . 

(b) A l l d u c k s are b i r d s . N o b i r d s l i k e choco la te sauce. Therefore , n o 

d u c k s l i k e choco la te sauce. 

(c) A l l m a n u f a c t u r e d foods have a p r o l o n g e d she l f l i f e . S o m e foods 

that h a v e a p r o l o n g e d shel f l i f e are m a d e f r o m u n h e a l t h y i n g r e d i ­

ents. There fore , s o m e m a n u f a c t u r e d foods are m a d e f r o m u n h e a l t h y 

i n g r e d i e n t s . 

(d) S o m e b u d g i e s are b i r d s that e x h i b i t aggressive b e h a v i o r s . S o m e 

b i r d s that e x h i b i t aggressive b e h a v i o r s are dangerous to h u m a n s . 

There fore , some budgies are dangerous to h u m a n s . 

(e) S o m e m i n i n g c o m p a n i e s are organiza t ions that are c o n c e r n e d about 

the e n v i r o n m e n t . S o m e organiza t ions that are c o n c e r n e d about the 

e n v i r o n m e n t a p p r o v e o f Greenpeace . Therefore , some m i n i n g c o m ­

panies are organizat ions that a p p r o v e of Greenpeace . 

Complex Propositions 

T h e s y l l o g i s m is one type of argument that c a n be p r o v e d to be d e d u c ­
t i v e l y v a l i d o r i n v a l i d i n a g i v e n case b y s p e c i f y i n g its f o r m . T h e r e are also 
m a n y other c o m m o n forms of a r g u m e n t a t i o n that d i s p l a y a d e d u c t i v e l y 
v a l i d f o r m that i s e a s i l y recognizable . T h ese forms o f argument are b u i l t 
u p o f c o m p l e x p r o p o s i t i o n s o f cer ta in k i n d s . S o m e p r o p o s i t i o n s are c o m ­
p l e x , i n the sense that they are f o r m e d f r o m s i m p l e p r o p o s i t i o n s b y cer ta in 
l o g i c a l opera t ions . O n e o f these operat ions w e h a v e a l ready e n c o u n t e r e d 
above i s n e g a t i o n . ' S n o w i s not w h i t e ' i s f o r m e d f r o m the s i m p l e p r o p o ­
s i t i o n ' S n o w is w h i t e ' by negat ion . I f a p r o p o s i t i o n i s true, its n e g a t i o n 
i s false. A n d i f a p r o p o s i t i o n i s false, i ts n e g a t i o n i s t rue. So the opera­
t i o n of negat ing a p r o p o s i t i o n gives the r e s u l t i n g (negated) p r o p o s i t i o n 
the o p p o s i t e t r u t h v a l u e . A n o t h e r l o g i c a l o p e r a t i o n i s that o f c o n j u n c t i o n , 
w h i c h takes t w o p r o p o s i t i o n s a n d asserts that b o t h are true. F o r e x a m p l e , 
the c o n j u n c t i v e p r o p o s i t i o n ' T h e b o o k i s o n the table a n d the p e n c i l i s 
o n the desk ' takes the t w o c o m p o n e n t (s imple) p r o p o s i t i o n s , a n d forms 
the i r c o n j u n c t i o n , u s i n g the w o r d ' a n d ' . A c o n j u n c t i v e p r o p o s i t i o n c a n 
also i n c l u d e a negated p r o p o s i t i o n , a s i n the sentence T h e b o o k i s o n the 
table a n d the p e n i s not o n the desk' . A n o t h e r k i n d o f l o g i c a l l y c o m p l e x 
p r o p o s i t i o n i s f o r m e d b y the d i s j u n c t i o n o f p r o p o s i t i o n s . F o r e x a m p l e , 
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the d i s j u n c t i v e p r o p o s i t i o n T h e b o o k i s o n the table o r the p e n c i l i s o n 
the desk ' takes t w o c o m p o n e n t (s imple) p r o p o s i t i o n s a n d forms t h e i r d i s ­
j u n c t i o n , u s i n g the w o r d 'or\ D i s j u n c t i v e p r o p o s i t i o n s c a n also i n c l u d e 
negated p r o p o s i t i o n s , a s i n the sentence T h e b o o k i s o n the table o r the 
p e n i s not on the desk ' . A c o n j u n c t i v e p r o p o s i t i o n i s o n l y true i f b o t h (or 
al l ) the p r o p o s i t i o n s c o n t a i n e d in i t are t rue . B u t a d i s j u n c t i v e p r o p o s i ­
t i o n i s true i f e i ther o f the c o n t a i n e d p r o p o s i t i o n s i s t rue. So g e n e r a l l y 
s p e a k i n g , c o n j u n c t i v e p r o p o s i t i o n s are h a r d e r to p r o v e t h a n d i s j u n c t i v e 
sentences, because t h e y c l a i m that m o r e i s t rue . 

A n o t h e r k i n d o f c o m p l e x p r o p o s i t i o n that i s v e r y i m p o r t a n t i n u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g l o g i c a l r e a s o n i n g i s the c o n d i t i o n a l t y p e of p r o p o s i t i o n . A c o n ­
d i t i o n a l p r o p o s i t i o n (statement) is a p r o p o s i t i o n of the f o r m 'If A, t h e n B' 
w h e r e A a n d B are c o m p o n e n t p r o p o s i t i o n s in the c o n d i t i o n a l p r o p o s i ­
t i o n . T h e c o m p o n e n t that d i r e c t l y f o l l o w s the ' i f (the A , in th i s case) i s 
c a l l e d the antecedent (hypothes is ) . T h e other p r o p o s i t i o n (the B , in t h i s 
case) i s c a l l e d the consequent . A n e x a m p l e i s the statement: 

I f B o b i s i n M i a m i , t h e n B o b i s i n F l o r i d a . 

I n th is e x a m p l e , ' B o b i s i n M i a m i ' i s the antecedent , a n d ' B o b i s i n F l o r i d a ' 
i s the consequent . C o n d i t i o n a l p r o p o s i t i o n s , l i k e c o n j u n c t i v e a n d d i s j u n c ­
t ive p r o p o s i t i o n s , c a n i n c l u d e negated p r o p o s i t i o n s . F o r e x a m p l e , the c o n ­
d i t i o n a l p r o p o s i t i o n 'If B o b i s i n M i a m i , B o b i s n o t i n Texas ' c o n t a i n s a 
negated p r o p o s i t i o n as its consequent . 

I n fact, c o n j u n c t i v e , d i s j u n c t i v e , negated, a n d c o n d i t i o n a l p r o p o s i ­
t ions c a n a l l b e c o m b i n e d , a s i n the f o l l o w i n g p r o p o s i t i o n : I f B o b i s i n 
M i a m i o r B o b i s i n T a m p a , t h e n B o b i s n o t i n Texas a n d B o b i s not i n 
V e r m o n t . I n stat ing th is c o m p l e x c o n d i t i o n a l , w e h a v e w r i t t e n e v e r y t h i n g 
out e x p l i c i t l y , b u t n o r m a l l y the sentence w o u l d b e expressed i n a m o r e 
c o m p a c t f o r m u s i n g the p r o n o u n 'he ' : I f B o b i s i n M i a m i o r T a m p a , t h e n 
h e i s n o t i n Texas a n d not i n V e r m o n t . I n t h i s case, the w h o l e sentence 
has the f o r m of a c o n d i t i o n a l p r o p o s i t i o n , b u t the antecedent part of the 
c o n d i t i o n a l i s a d i s j u n c t i v e p r o p o s i t i o n , a n d the consequent part o f the 
c o n d i t i o n a l is a c o n j u n c t i o n . 

T h e m o s t i m p o r t a n t t h i n g about c o n d i t i o n a l s i s that the antecedent 
p r o p o s i t i o n i s n o t (necessari ly) b e i n g c l a i m e d (asserted) to be t rue . 
G e n e r a l l y , i t i s o n l y a n a s s u m p t i o n o r h y p o t h e s i s . W h a t i s b e i n g c l a i m e d 
i s that i f the antecedent p r o p o s i t i o n i s true, t h e n the consequent p r o p o ­
s i t i o n i s true a s w e l l . S u c h a c l a i m i s h y p o t h e t i c a l i n nature . F o r e x a m ­
p l e , i f I say, 'If B o b is a gangster, t h e n he s h o u l d be p r o s e c u t e d ' , I am n o t 
(necessari ly) s a y i n g that B o b is a gangster. I am o n l y c l a i m i n g that i f he is a 

gangster, t h e n h e s h o u l d b e prosecuted . T h e w h o l e c o n d i t i o n a l p r o p o s i ­

t i o n c a n b e t rue , e v e n i f the antecedent p r o p o s i t i o n i s false. E v e n if , i n 

fact, it 's not t rue that B o b is a gangster, i t c o u l d s t i l l be true that i f he is a 

gangster, t h e n he s h o u l d be prosecuted . 

W h a t is i m p o r t a n t to note is that there is a d i f ference b e t w e e n a s s u m p ­

t ions a n d assert ions. I f I assume that a p r o p o s i t i o n is t rue , s u c h an a s s u m p ­

t i o n is o n l y a h y p o t h e s i s , a n d i f a n y o n e ques t ions i t , I d o n ' t h a v e to p r o v e 

i t . B u t i f I assert that a p r o p o s i t i o n is true, I h a v e m a d e a c l a i m . So if any­

one quest ions th i s c l a i m or asks me to p r o v e i t , t h e n ei ther I h a v e to g ive 

reasons (evidence) that s u p p o r t i t , or I have to g ive up my c l a i m that i t i s 

true. So a s s u m p t i o n s are 'free', whereas assert ions h a v e a 'cost ' a t tached. 

Y o u ei ther h a v e to p r o v e (justify) t h e m or g i v e t h e m up (as assert ions) . In 

th is respect , a s s u m p t i o n s are m o r e l i k e ques t ions t h a n assert ions. 

EXERCISE 
2.4 

Ident i fy the s i m p l e p r o p o s i t i o n s i n the f o l l o w i n g c o m p l e x p r o p o s i t i o n s 

a n d s h o w h o w the c o m p l e x p r o p o s i t i o n s are m a d e u p f r o m the s i m p l e 

ones, i d e n t i f y i n g each l o g i c a l o p e r a t i o n u s e d . 

(a) I f a n t i b i o t i c use i s not res t ra ined , t u b e r c u l o s i s a n d p o l i o w i l l 

b e c o m e i m p o s s i b l e to c o n t r o l . 

(b) I f eat ing b r a n cereal every d a y reduces the chances of c o l o n can­

cer, t h e n not eat ing b r a n cereal every d a y is a w a y of decreas ing 

l o n g e v i t y . 

(c) E i t h e r B o b is a gangster or B o b is w o r k i n g for the F B I a n d is engaged 

i n u n d e r c o v e r w o r k . 
(d) M a d a g a s c a r is s o u t h of the equator. 
(e) Courage is a f o r m of a d d i c t i o n to c o m b a t i v e a c t i o n , a n d i t needs to 

be r e s t r a i n e d , or i t m a y threaten those w h o fear its dangers . 

(f) I f th i s object i s m e t a l , t h e n i t w i l l be attracted by a m a g n e t i c c o i l , i f 

one i s p l a c e d i n its v i c i n i t y . 
(g) S o m e c o i n s are m a d e of s i l v e r a n d some are m a d e of g o l d . 

(h) E i t h e r T e d i s n o t c o m i n g to the party, or L i n d a i s s tay ing h o m e a n d 

w a i t i n g for a c a l l f rom B o b . 

Some Other Common Forms of Deductive Argument 

In a d d i t i o n to s y l l o g i s m s , there are c e r t a i n other forms of a rgument that 
are v e r y c o m m o n a n d that c a n b e e v a l u a t e d a s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . O n e 
c o m m o n l y u s e d f o r m o f argument has the f o l l o w i n g s tructure , w h e r e the 
c a p i t a l letters A, B, a n d so for th , s tand for statements. 
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MODUSPONENS 

PREMISE: HA, then B 

PREMISE: A 

CONCLUSION: B 

T h i s s tructure of in ference is c a l l e d modus ponens ( M P ) . I t is a c o m m o n 
f o r m o f v a l i d argument . A n e x a m p l e i s the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

I f L u g a n o i s i n S w i t z e r l a n d , t h e n L u g a n o i s i n E u r o p e . 

L u g a n o i s i n S w i t z e r l a n d . 

Therefore , L u g a n o i s i n E u r o p e . 

I f the p r e m i s e s of th i s a rgument are b o t h true , the c o n c l u s i o n m u s t (by 
l o g i c a l necessi ty) be t rue . To assume that b o t h p r e m i s e s are true w h i l e 
the c o n c l u s i o n i s false i s a l o g i c a l i n c o n s i s t e n c y . T h u s , the a r g u m e n t i s 
d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . W e m a y n o t e v e n k n o w w h e t h e r b o t h the p r e m i s e s are 
true. B u t w e d o k n o w that i f they are t rue , t h e n the c o n c l u s i o n m u s t b e 
t rue a s w e l l . T h u s the argument i s v a l i d . 

A n o t h e r e x a m p l e o f a n in teres t ing f o r m o f a r g u m e n t i s the f o l l o w i n g 
case. 

PREMISE: I f th i s i r o n bar i s m a g n e t i z e d , i t attracts n e a r b y i r o n f i l i n g s . 

PREMISE: T h i s bar does not attract n e a r b y i r o n f i l ings . 

CONCLUSION: T h i s bar i s n o t m a g n e t i z e d . 

^HeSr " f°"OWS
 n m S ^ y * » ' ">° f u s i o n is 

MODUS TOLLENS 

PREMISE: liA, t h e n 5. 

Not -£ . 

CONCLUSION: N o t - A 

as^rZi ZTenI iSV&ht m e a n i n § ^ * - accepted 
true, then the conclusion has to be true as well MP and MT a r o 

n » „ l y ^ t o r m s ofaxsummt t h a , m I Z^ZZZ^f 
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to be true (or r e a s o n a b l y acceptable) as w e l l . U s i n g these forms of infer­
ence is a g o o d w a y to be sure y o u r r e a s o n i n g meets s tandards of s t r u c t u r a l 
correctness a p p r o p r i a t e for l o g i c a l r e a s o n i n g . 

A n o t h e r c o m m o n l y u s e d f o r m o f r e a s o n i n g i s the h y p o t h e t i c a l s y l l o ­
g i s m (HS) , o f the f o l l o w i n g f o r m , w h e r e t w o c o n d i t i o n a l s are c o m b i n e d . 

HYPOTHETICAL SYLLOGISM 

If A, t h e n B. 

If B, t h e n C. 

Therefore , i f A, t h e n C. 

T h i s k i n d o f in fe rence i s f requent ly u s e d i n p l a n n i n g , w h i l e t r y i n g t o 

p r e d i c t p o s s i b l e future events, a s i n the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e . 

PREMISE- H E n g l a n d increases m i l i t a r y s p e n d i n g , t h e n G e r m a n y w i l l 
p u t a n embargo o n i m p o r t e d beef. 

PREMISE- ^ G e r m a n y puts a n embargo o n i m p o r t e d beef, F r a n c e w i l l 
b u i l d m o r e n u c l e a r reactors near the G e r m a n b o r d e r 

CONCLUSION: ^ E n g l a n d increases m i l i t a r y s p e n d i n g , F r a n c e w i l l 
b u i l d m o r e n u c l e a r reactors near the G e r m a n border . 

I f b o t h p r e m i s e s are true, i t f o l l o w s that the c o n c l u s i o n is t rue as w e l l . 

H e r e i s a n e x a m p l e f r o m m a t h e m a t i c a l r e a s o n i n g . 

PREMISE: ^ t n e ^ r s t t r iangle i s congruent w i t h the s e c o n d t r iangle , 
t h e n the s e c o n d tr iangle i s isosceles . 

PREMISE- ^ t n e s e c o n d tr iangle i s i sosceles , t h e n t w o o f i ts angles 
m u s t be e q u a l . 

CONCLUSION: ^ t n e n r s t t r iangle i s congruent w i t h the s e c o n d t r iangle , 
t h e n t w o of the angles of the s e c o n d t r iangle m u s t be equal . 

M a t h e m a t i c a l r e a s o n i n g genera l ly tends t o b e d e d u c t i v e i n nature , because 
i t i s based on genera l iza t ions that are a b s o l u t e l y u n i v e r s a l a n d on infer­
ences that are str ict . 

W h e n w e c o m e t o e v a l u a t i n g inferences that h a v e the forms ( M P ) , 
( M T ) , a n d (HS) , i t i s i m p o r t a n t to r e m e m b e r that there are t w o separate 
quest ions to be a s k e d : (1) are the p r e m i s e s t rue , a n d (2) does the c o n c l u s i o n 
f o l l o w f r o m the p r e m i s e s , by some s t a n d a r d of w h a t const i tutes a correct 
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EXERCISE 
2.5 

inference? I f an inference has one of the f o r m s ( M P ) , ( M T ) , or (HS) , t h e n 
i t i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . Premises are o f ten c l a i m e d to be true or to be 
s u p p o r t e d as true by e v i d e n c e , but not in a l l cases o f arguments . In s o m e 
arguments , the p r e m i s e s are m e r e l y a s s u m e d to be true b u t are not c l a i m e d 
to be true. F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

PREMISE: B o b is the murderer . 

CONCLUSION: B o b w o u l d have to h a v e b e e n a t the c r i m e scene d u r i n g 
the t i m e the c r i m e w a s c o m m i t t e d . 

T h i s argument c o u l d be a reasonable one, e v e n t h o u g h no c l a i m m a y be 
m a d e that the p r e m i s e i s true. T h e o n l y c l a i m i s that the c o n c l u s i o n i s true 
i f the p r e m i s e i s t rue (a h y p o t h e t i c a l c l a i m ) . So the p r e m i s e of an argument 
is not n e c e s s a r i l y a c l a i m or assert ion. A p r e m i s e c a n also be an a s s u m p ­
t i o n . T h e reasonableness of the step f r o m the premise(s) to the c o n c l u s i o n 
of an inference is i n d e p e n d e n t of the reasonableness of the premise(s) , as 
statements that are b a c k e d u p b y s u p p o r t i n g e v i d e n c e . G e n e r a l l y , t h e n , 
in e v a l u a t i n g inferences , there are t w o separate factors to be c o n s i d e r e d : 
(1) w h e t h e r or not the premises are true p r o p o s i t i o n s , a n d (2) w h e t h e r or 
not the c o n c l u s i o n f o l l o w s f r o m the p r e m i s e s . I f an inference has the f o r m 
( M P ) , ( M T ) , o r (HS) , t h e n the c o n c l u s i o n does f o l l o w f r o m the p r e m i s e s 
a c c o r d i n g to the s t a n d a r d of correctness of i n f e r e n c e appropr ia te for the 
g i v e n case. B u t that, o f course , does n o t m e a n that the premises of the 
in ference are true. F o r that is a l w a y s a separate q u e s t i o n . 

1 . D e t e r m i n e w h e t h e r the f o l l o w i n g inferences h a v e the f o r m of ( M P ) or 
( M T ) or do not have ei ther f o r m of argument . 

(a) If Socrates is a m a n , t h e n Socrates is not female . Socrates is a m a n . 
Therefore , Socrates is not female . 

(b) I f B o b i s i n G e r m a n y , t h e n B o b i s n o t i n Italy. B o b i s i n G e r m a n y . 
Therefore , B o b i s n o t i n Italy. 

(c) I f B o b i s i n G e r m a n y , t h e n B o b i s n o t i n Italy. B o b i s not i n Italy. 
Therefore , B o b i s i n G e r m a n y . 

(d) I f B o b i s i n G e r m a n y , t h e n B o b i s n o t i n Italy. B o b i s i n Italy. T h e r e ­
fore, B o b i s not i n G e r m a n y . 

I f B o r i s i s a tiger, t h e n B o r i s i s an a n i m a l . B o r i s i s not an a n i m a l . 
Therefore , B o r i s is not a tiger. 

2 . E v a l u a t e the f o l l o w i n g inferences by j u d g i n g (1) w h e t h e r the p r e m i s e s 
are true a n d (2) w h e t h e r the inference i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . 

(e) 

(a) I f the p o p u l a t i o n c o n t i n u e s to grow, there w i l l be greater stress on 

the e n v i r o n m e n t . I f there w i l l be greater stress on the e n v i r o n m e n t , 

n a t u r a l disasters w i l l occur . S o i f the p o p u l a t i o n c o n t i n u e s t o grow, 

n a t u r a l disasters w i l l occur . 

(b) I f e q u a l i t y of o p p o r t u n i t y is to be a c h i e v e d , t h e n those p e o p l e pre­

v i o u s l y d i s a d v a n t a g e d s h o u l d n o w b e g i v e n s p e c i a l o p p o r t u n i t i e s . 

I f p e o p l e p r e v i o u s l y d i s a d v a n t a g e d s h o u l d n o w b e g i v e n s p e c i a l 

o p p o r t u n i t i e s , t h e n some p e o p l e w i l l r e c e i v e pre ferent ia l treatment . 

There fore , i f e q u a l i t y o f o p p o r t u n i t y i s to be a c h i e v e d , some p e o p l e 

w i l l rece ive pre ferent ia l treatment. 

(c) I f h u m a n ac t ions are predic tab le , the u n i v e r s e is d e t e r m i n i s t i c . I f 

the u n i v e r s e i s d e t e r m i n i s t i c , free c h o i c e i s an i l l u s i o n . Therefore , 

i f h u m a n ac t ions are predic tab le , free c h o i c e i s a n i l l u s i o n . 

(d) I f B o b cheated on h i s e x a m , t h e n h i s h o n e s t y s h o u l d be q u e s t i o n e d . 

I f Bob 's h o n e s t y s h o u l d b e q u e s t i o n e d , t h e n charges s h o u l d b e l a i d 

against B o b . Therefore , charges s h o u l d b e l a i d against B o b . 

Probability and Inductive Argument 

D e d u c t i v e a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s based on p r o p o s i t i o n s that are true or false. 

I n d u c t i v e a r g u m e n t a t i o n adds another d i m e n s i o n b y i n t r o d u c i n g the i d e a 

that a p r o p o s i t i o n c a n be p r o b a b l y true or p r o b a b l y false. T h e sc ience of 

the m e a s u r e m e n t of p r o b a b i l i t y i s stat ist ics . S ta t i s t i ca l p r o b a b i l i t y i s the 

measure o f h o w p r o b a b l e or i m p r o b a b l e a p r o p o s i t i o n m a y be c a l c u l a t e d 

to be, on a scale of f ract ions b e t w e e n zero a n d one. In m a k i n g est imates of 

the p r o b a b i l i t y of a p r o p o s i t i o n b e i n g true (or false), s ta t is t ic ians a lso u s u ­

a l l y g ive a n u m e r i c a l measure of the p r o b a b i l i t y of error, the p r o p o r t i o n 

o f t imes an est imate m i g h t t u r n out to be w r o n g . C r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s 

c o n c e r n e d n o t s o m u c h w i t h the f o r m u l a s a n d m e t h o d s s tat is t ic ians use 

to ca lcula te n u m e r i c a l p r o b a b i l i t i e s as w i t h the a p p l i c a t i o n o f these m e t h ­

ods t o d r a w i n g p r o b a b l e inferences u s e d i n e v e r y d a y r e a s o n i n g that 

i n f l u e n c e o u r t h i n k i n g a n d d e c i d i n g about h o w t o p r o c e e d i n e v e r y d a y 

affairs. 
A s n o t e d i n chapter 1 , s tat is t ica l genera l iza t ions h a v e a n exact n u m b e r 

r ep r es en t in g the i r p r o b a b i l i t y v a l u e , but m a n y i n d u c t i v e genera l iza t ions 
h a v e no exact n u m b e r at tached. Instead, a p r o p o s i t i o n m a y be e v a l u a t e d , 
in a less p r e c i s e f a s h i o n , as h a v i n g a ' h i g h ' or T o w p r o b a b i l i t y ' . Or e q u i v -
a lent ly , i t m a y be s a i d that an event i s l i k e l y to occur , i s u n l i k e l y to occur , 
is v e r y l i k e l y to occur , a n d so for th . To say that a p r o p o s i t i o n has a h i g h 
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( low) p r o b a b i l i t y is to say that a h i g h ( low) n u m b e r , represent ing its sta­
t i s t i c a l v a l u e , c a n be at tached to i t , e v e n i f that n u m b e r has not yet b e e n 
c a l c u l a t e d . 

P r o b a b i l i t y i s a p r o p e r t y not o n l y o f i n d i v i d u a l p r o p o s i t i o n s , b u t a lso 
o f arguments . A n argument i s i n d u c t i v e l y s t rong w h e r e i t i s i m p r o b a b l e 
that the premises are true a n d the c o n c l u s i o n i s false. ' I m p r o b a b l e ' m e a n s 
that the p r o b a b i l i t y i s l o w (but i t i s not s p e c i f i e d , i n general , exac t ly h o w 
l o w ) . I t i s a s s u m e d , as w e l l , that the a r g u m e n t i s not d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . 
O t h e r w i s e , d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d arguments w o u l d s i m p l y b e a s p e c i a l case 
o f i n d u c t i v e l y s trong arguments w h e r e the p r o b a b i l i t y that the p r e m i s e s 
are true a n d the c o n c l u s i o n i s false w o u l d e q u a l zero . 

T h e f o l l o w i n g t w o arguments i l lus t ra te the d i f ference b e t w e e n d e d u c ­
t ive a n d i n d u c t i v e a r g u m e n t a t i o n . 

PREMISE: A l l s tudents w h o graduated f r o m G o d f r e y C o l l e g e after 1995 
took a course on c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g . 

PREMISE: B o b w a s a s tudent w h o g r a d u a t e d f r o m G o d f r e y C o l l e g e 
after 1995. 

CONCLUSION: B o b took a course on c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g . 

T h i s argument i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d , p r o v i d e d , o f course , that the f i r s t 
p r e m i s e i s taken a s a n absolute u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . N o w c o n s i d e r 
another argument . 

PREMISE: M o s t s tudents w h o graduated f r o m B o h e m o n d Col lege after 
1995 took a course on c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g . 

PREMISE: E l a i n e w a s a s tudent w h o g r a d u a t e d f r o m B o h e m o n d C o l ­
lege after 1995. 

CONCLUSION: E l a i n e took a course on c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g . 

T h e s e c o n d argument i s di f ferent f r o m the f i r s t i n that the w o r d 'most ' i s 
u s e d i n s t e a d of ' a l l ' , i n d i c a t i n g a p r o b a b i l i s t i c ( i n d u c t i v e ) g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , 
as o p p o s e d to a u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . T h e s e c o n d argument is i n d u c ­
t i v e l y s trong in the sense that i f b o t h p r e m i s e s are true, t h e n i t i s p r o b a b l e 
that the c o n c l u s i o n i s true. O r i n other w o r d s , i t i s i m p r o b a b l e that b o t h 
p r e m i s e s are true a n d the c o n c l u s i o n false. T h u s , i n d u c t i v e arguments 
are b a s e d o n p r o b a b i l i t y , not l o g i c a l necessi ty . W i t h a n i n d u c t i v e l y s trong 
argument , i t i s l o g i c a l l y p o s s i b l e that a l l the p r e m i s e s are true a n d the 
c o n c l u s i o n false. It's just that i t is not p r o b a b l e . 

W h e t h e r one s h o u l d take a p a r t i c u l a r i n f e r e n c e 2 u s e d in a g i v e n case 

of a r g u m e n t a t i o n as i n d u c t i v e or d e d u c t i v e is somet imes d i f f i c u l t to judge, 

a n d one has to p a y care fu l a t tent ion to the language u s e d . B u t the c r i t e r ia 

for success, a n d h e n c e the i n t e r n a l s tructure of each of the t w o types of 

argument , i s i n h e r e n t l y dif ferent . T h i s d i f ference of s tructure i s c e r t a i n l y 

one i m p o r t a n t i n d i c a t o r i n h e l p i n g u s t o i d e n t i f y b o t h k i n d s o f arguments . 

T h e structure of the argument i s the i n f e r e n t i a l l i n k that jo ins the p r e m i s e s 

to the c o n c l u s i o n , a n d as n o t e d above, there c a n be t w o k i n d s of l i n k . A 

d e d u c t i v e a rgument i s meant to be strict or t ight , i m p l y i n g l o g i c a l neces­

s i ty i n the w a y the c o n c l u s i o n i s s u p p o s e d t o b e d r a w n f r o m the p r e m i s e s . 

I n contrast , a n i n d u c t i v e argument , b e i n g b a s e d o n p r o b a b i l i t y rather t h a n 

necessity, i s not m e a n t t o b e absolute o r str ict i n the same w a y . A n argu­

m e n t c o u l d b e p u t f o r w a r d a s i n d u c t i v e , a n d e v e n i f i t i s v e r y s trong b y 

that s tandard , i t r e m a i n s poss ib le that the p r e m i s e s c o u l d t u r n out to be 

true a n d the c o n c l u s i o n false (even i f that is i m p r o b a b l e ) . So there is a 

c lear s t r u c t u r a l d i f ference b e t w e e n the t w o types of a r g u m e n t a t i o n . 

In m a n y cases, the best w a y to d i s t i n g u i s h b e t w e e n instances of the 

t w o types of in ference is to l o o k at the t y p e of g e n e r a l i z a t i o n each is 

based o n . I f an absolute genera l iza t ion , s u c h as ' a l l ' or ' every ' , i s u s e d , 

t h e n the in ference is d e d u c t i v e in nature . I f a s ta t is t ica l t e r m g i v i n g a 

n u m b e r r e p r e s e n t i n g a p r o b a b i l i t y v a l u e is g i v e n , or i f a t e r m s u c h as 

'most ' , ' m a n y ' , o r 'very f e w ' i s g i v e n , t h e n the in ference i s i n d u c t i v e i n 

nature . 

There i s a c o m m o n m i s c o n c e p t i o n that d e d u c t i v e a r g u m e n t a t i o n is 

f rom the genera l to the spec i f i c , w h i l e i n d u c t i v e r e a s o n i n g a l w a y s goes 

f rom the spec i f i c to the general . M a n y i n d u c t i v e inferences , i t i s t rue, go 

from spec i f i c ins tances to a genera l iza t ion , as in the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e . 

PREMISE 1 : S w a n o n e 1 S w n i t e -

S w a n t w o i s w h i t e . 

S w a n three i s w h i t e . 

PREMISE 2: 

PREMISE 3: 

PREMISE 4 - T n e s e three swans are representat ive o f the p o p u l a t i o n o f 

swans i n th i s area. 

CONCLUSION- f t i s P r ° b a b l e that the p o p u l a t i o n o f swans i n th is area 

i s w h i t e . 

; An inference, in the technical meaning of the term, is the reasoning process w i t h i n the 
argument. In a looser sense used here, the term 'inference' may be used interchangeably 
w i t h the term 'argument'. 
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T h i s argument represents a v e r y c o m m o n t y p e o f i n d u c t i v e r e a s o n i n g 
f r o m spec i f i c ins tances to a w i d e r p o p u l a t i o n of the sort that is c a l l e d a 
s a m p l i n g inference . T h e s a m p l i n g in ference i s i n fact s o c o m m o n l y u s e d 
i n a n d s o t y p i c a l o f i n d u c t i v e r e a s o n i n g that i t i s easy t o p r e s u m e that a l l 
i n d u c t i v e arguments are f r o m spec i f i c p r e m i s e s to a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n as the 
c o n c l u s i o n . B u t the e x a m p l e l i s t e d above about B o h e m o n d Col lege s h o w s 
that, in other instances , an i n d u c t i v e a r g u m e n t c a n go f r o m a genera l 
p r e m i s e to a spec i f i c ins tance as the c o n c l u s i o n . 

We have seen m a n y e x a m p l e s above o f d e d u c t i v e arguments that go 
f r o m premises that are genera l iza t ions to a c o n c l u s i o n that is spec i f i c or 
f r o m premises that are genera l iza t ions to a c o n c l u s i o n that is a genera l ­
i z a t i o n as w e l l . Ye t i t i s also p o s s i b l e to h a v e cases o f d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d 
arguments that h a v e spec i f i c ins tances as p r e m i s e a n d have a genera l 
statement as the c o n c l u s i o n . 

PREMISE: T h i s fox r a n over that h i l l . 

CONCLUSION: I t i s p o s s i b l e for foxes to r u n over h i l l s . 

T h i s inference i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . I t w o u l d b e i n c o n s i s t e n t for the 
p r e m i s e to be true a n d the c o n c l u s i o n false. Y e t the p r e m i s e cites a spec i f i c 
ins tance , w h i l e the c o n c l u s i o n i s about foxes a n d h i l l s general ly . C o n t r a r y 
to w h a t one m i g h t expect t h e n , not a l l d e d u c t i v e inferences go f rom the 
general to the spec i f i c . S o m e go from genera l p r e m i s e s to general c o n c l u ­
s ions , a n d some f r o m p a r t i c u l a r p r e m i s e s t o p a r t i c u l a r c o n c l u s i o n s . S t i l l 
others go from spec i f i c instances as p r e m i s e s to a genera l c o n c l u s i o n . 

EXERCISE 
2.6 

• i 1 m—nm—mrm—ir-n—mr~imimii 1 1 

D e t e r m i n e w h i c h o f the f o l l o w i n g arguments are d e d u c t i v e i n s tructure 
a n d w h i c h are i n d u c t i v e i n structure. 

(a) A l l super-heroes defeat nasty v i l l a i n s . B a t m a n i s a super -hero . 
Therefore , B a t m a n defeats nasty v i l l a i n s . 

(b) M o s t super-heroes h a v e a f a i t h f u l s i d e k i c k . B a t m a n is a super -hero . 
Therefore , B a t m a n has a f a i t h f u l s i d e k i c k . 

(c) N e a r l y a l l super-heroes have a fatal w e a k n e s s . S u p e r m a n is a super ­
hero . Therefore , S u p e r m a n has a fatal w e a k n e s s . 

(d) S e v e n t y - s i x percent of Z o r r o fans are u n d e r t w e l v e years o l d . 
R i c a r d o i s a Z o r r o fan . Therefore , R i c a r d o i s u n d e r t w e l v e years 
o l d . 

(e) E v e r y v i l l a i n meets h i s m a t c h by e n c o u n t e r i n g a g o o d guy. W h e n a 
v i l l a i n meets h i s m a t c h b y e n c o u n t e r i n g a g o o d guy, i n m o s t cases 
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that g o o d g u y is a super-hero . B r u t u s i s a v i l l a i n . Therefore , w h e n 

B r u t u s meets h i s m a t c h by e n c o u n t e r i n g a g o o d guy, that g o o d g u y 

w i l l be a super -hero . 

(f) T h i s parrot i s y e l l o w . T h i s parrot i s green. Therefore , some parrots 

are d i f ferent i n c o l o r t h a n others. 

(g) T h i s parrot i s y e l l o w . T h a t parrot i s y e l l o w . Therefore some parrots 

are y e l l o w . 

(h) T h i s parrot i s green. That parrot i s green. T h i s t h i r d parrot i s a lso 

green. T h e c o l o r of these three parrots i s representat ive of the c o l o r 

of parrots here . Therefore , i t i s l i k e l y that parrots here are green. 

(i) T e n b a l l s h a v e b e e n r e m o v e d f r o m t h i s u r n , a n d a l l o f t h e m are 

w h i t e . T h e c o l o r o f the ba l l s r e m o v e d i s representat ive o f the c o l o r 

o f the b a l l s i n the u r n . Therefore , a l l o f the b a l l s i n the u r n are 

w h i t e . 

Plausible Argumentation 

P l a u s i b l e a r g u m e n t a t i o n c a n best b e e x p l a i n e d b y c i t i n g a n a n c i e n t e x a m ­

p l e . A c c o r d i n g t o P l a t o , 3 th is e x a m p l e came f r o m C o r a x a n d T i s i a s , 

t w o S o p h i s t s (ancient G r e e k teachers o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n s k i l l s ) w h o l i v e d 

a r o u n d the m i d d l e o f the f i f th c e n t u r y B . C 4 T h e e x a m p l e i s a l ega l case 

i n w h i c h one m a n a c c u s e d the other o f assault . T h e r e h a d b e e n a f i g h t 

b e t w e e n t w o m e n , a n d the issue w a s w h o started i t . O n e m a n w a s qui te 

a b i t s m a l l e r a n d w e a k e r t h a n the other. T h e s m a l l e r man 's a rgument to 

the j u r y c o u l d b e p u t i n the f o r m o f a q u e s t i o n . H e a s k e d w h e t h e r i t w a s 

p l a u s i b l e that he , the s m a l l e r a n d w e a k e r m a n , w o u l d assault t h i s v i s i b l y 

bigger a n d m o r e p o w e r f u l man? T h e argument c o u l d be s p e l l e d out as a 

set o f p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n as f o l l o w s . 

PREMISE i : N o r m a l l y , a s m a l l e r a n d w e a k e r m a n w o u l d not attack a 

larger a n d stronger m a n . 

PREMISE 2: I am the s m a l l e r a n d w e a k e r m a n . 

PREMISE 3 : T h e other m a n i s the larger a n d stronger m a n . 

CONCLUSION: I t i s i m p l a u s i b l e that I w o u l d attack h i m . 

1 Phaedrus 272d-273c. For example, at the present state of technology, the statement 'Henry 
is in Boise, Idaho, at a given time' is practically inconsistent w i t h 'Henry is in Athens, 
Greece, five minutes after that time'. But the two statements are not logically inconsistent. 

[ Aristotle attributed the example to Corax [Rhetoric 1402al7-1402a28). 
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T h i s argument c o u l d i n f l u e n c e the jury 's t h i n k i n g o n the case. I t w o u l d 
appear t o t h e m u n l i k e l y that the s m a l l e r m a n w o u l d attack the larger. 
I t w a s p o s s i b l e , o f course , that he d i d . T h e f irst p r e m i s e conta ins the 
q u a l i f i e r ' n o r m a l l y ' , a n d thus i t i s subject to e x c e p t i o n s . B u t there w e r e no 
wi tnesses . I t w a s one man ' s w o r d against the other. U n d e r these c o n d i t i o n s 
o f l a c k o f f i r s t - h a n d k n o w l e d g e o f w h a t r e a l l y h a p p e n e d , the p l a u s i b i l i t y 
o f the argument above s h i f t e d the b u r d e n o f p r o o f to the other s ide in the 
t r i a l , g i v i n g a reason that the s m a l l e r m a n w a s n o t the one w h o started the 
f i g h t . T h e argument w o r k s because the j u r y c a n m e n t a l l y p u t t h e m s e l v e s 
i n the p l a c e o f the s m a l l e r m a n i n the g i v e n s i t u a t i o n . E a c h w o u l d r e a l i z e 
that i f he w e r e the s m a l l e r m a n , he w o u l d n o t start s u c h a o n e - s i d e d f ight . 

T h e c u r i o u s t h i n g about th is e x a m p l e i s that the larger m a n u s e d a 
m a t c h i n g p l a u s i b l e argument t o rebut i t . 5 H e a r g u e d that s ince i t w a s s o 
o b v i o u s that he w a s the bigger a n d stronger m a n , i t w a s apparent that i f 
h e w e r e t o attack th i s s m a l l e r a n d w e a k e r m a n , h e w o u l d r e a l i z e h o w b a d 
i t w o u l d l o o k , e s p e c i a l l y i f the case w e n t t o cour t . N o w , k n o w i n g t h i s fact, 
i s i t p l a u s i b l e that h e w o u l d attack the s m a l l e r m a n ? T h e q u e s t i o n ra ises 
an argument s i m i l a r to the p r e v i o u s one. 

PREMISE i : N o r m a l l y , a larger a n d stronger m a n w o u l d not at tack a 
s m a l l e r a n d w e a k e r m a n , e s p e c i a l l y i f h e w e r e aware that the case 
m i g h t go to court . 

PREMISE 2: j a m i a r g e r a n c i s tronger m a n . 

PREMISE 3 : ^ h e other m a n i s the s m a l l e r a n d w e a k e r m a n . 

PREMISE 4 : j w a s aware that the case m i g h t go to court . 

CONCLUSION: I t i s i m p l a u s i b l e that I w o u l d attack h i m . 

T h i s a rgument matches the p l a u s i b l e a rgument o f the w e a k e r m a n , above . 
T h u s the one p l a u s i b l e argument f u n c t i o n s as a rebut ta l of the other. T h i s 
a rgument w o r k s pret ty m u c h the same w a y . T h e j u r y w o u l d f i n d i t p l a u ­
s ib le because they c a n m e n t a l l y p u t t h e m s e l v e s i n d i v i d u a l l y i n t o the s i t ­
u a t i o n of the arguer. A p e r s o n on the j u r y w o u l d be aware that the larger 
m a n w o u l d b e p u t t i n g h i m s e l f i n a b a d p o s i t i o n b y assau l t ing the s m a l l e r 
m a n , a n d s o they c a n eas i ly see w h y the larger m a n w o u l d b e r e l u c t a n t 
t o d o so. B y u s i n g t h i s p l a u s i b l e counter -argument , the stronger m a n w a s 
able t o c a n c e l out the shif t i n the b u r d e n o f p r o o f that m a d e h i m a p p e a r 
to be g u i l t y . 

5 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1402a 11. 

P l a u s i b i l i t y i s d i f ferent f r o m p r o b a b i l i t y . P r o b a b i l i t y i s d e t e r m i n e d 

b y c o l l e c t i n g data o n the s tat is t ical chances o f w h a t h a p p e n e d , a n d t h e n 

u s i n g that data to judge h o w l i k e l y a statement i s to be true. P l a u s i b i l i t y 

is a matter of w h e t h e r a statement appears to be t rue in a n o r m a l t y p e 

o f s i t u a t i o n that i s f a m i l i a r b o t h to the p a r t i c i p a n t s a n d the o n l o o k e r s . In 

the e x a m p l e o f the s m a l l e r man 's argument above, the o n l o o k e r s c a n be 

e x p e c t e d to see that i f he w e r e to start s u c h a f ight , he w o u l d r ea l ize that the 

consequence w o u l d b e a h u m i l i a t i n g defeat. J u d g i n g b y appearances a n d 

b y w h a t w o u l d n o r m a l l y h a p p e n i n a s i t u a t i o n the o n l o o k e r s are f a m i l i a r 

w i t h , t h e y c o n c l u d e i t i s i m p l a u s i b l e that the s m a l l e r m a n w o u l d start 

the f i g h t . O f course , t h i s c o n c l u s i o n i s b a s e d o n other th ings b e i n g e q u a l . 

S u p p o s e i t w a s s h o w n b y e v i d e n c e i n the t r a i l that the s m a l l e r m a n w a s 

a s k i l l e d b o x e r a n d w a s genera l ly aggressive. A n d s u p p o s e that fur ther 

e v i d e n c e w a s i n t r o d u c e d s h o w i n g that the larger m a n w a s c l u m s y a n d 

w a s not a n aggressive p e r s o n . These a d d i t i o n a l facts w o u l d m e a n that the 

c o n c l u s i o n d r a w n i n the case m i g h t b e qui te di f ferent . 

A n o t h e r c lass i c e x a m p l e o f r e a s o n i n g b a s e d o n p l a u s i b i l i t y i s the case 
of the snake a n d the r o p e . 6 A m a n sees a c o i l o f r o p e in a d i m l y l i t r o o m . I t 
l o o k s l i k e a snake , a n d not w a n t i n g to get b i t t e n , he acts on the p l a u s i b l e 
a s s u m p t i o n that i t i s a snake by j u m p i n g over i t . W h e n he t u r n s back , 
h o w e v e r , h e sees i t d i d not m o v e . H e n o w reasons that i t i s n o t v e r y 
p l a u s i b l e that i t is a snake a n d that i t is p l a u s i b l e that i t is a r o p e . B u t , 
t h e n again , he t h i n k s , snakes are s o m e t i m e m o t i o n l e s s . So he carr ies out a 
test. He p r o d s the object w i t h a s t ick . I t s t i l l fa i l s to m o v e , a n d he c o n c l u d e s 
that the object is a r o p e . In th is case, i n i t i a l appearances suggested that the 
object m i g h t be a snake or a rope . T h e m a n c o u l d n o t be sure. B u t s ince 
there w a s a danger of snakebite , he acted on the p l a u s i b l e a s s u m p t i o n that 
i t w a s a snake . He t o o k care to j u m p over i t . B u t t h e n n e w i n f o r m a t i o n 
entered the case. H e s a w that the object f a i l e d t o m o v e w h e n h e j u m p e d 
over i t . T h i s e v i d e n c e i n d i c a t e d that i t w a s p r o b a b l y not a snake. To get 
e v e n m o r e e v i d e n c e , he c a r r i e d out a test by p r o d d i n g the object. T h e test 
c o n f i r m e d the h y p o t h e s i s that the object w a s a r o p e a n d not a snake. 

S t i l l another e x a m p l e s h o w s h o w a statement that i s i m p l a u s i b l e 
m i g h t t u r n out t o b e t rue . J o h n L o c k e , a n e ighteenth-century p h i l o s o p h e r , 
presented the e x a m p l e o f the D u t c h ambassador w h o w a s e n t e r t a i n i n g 
the k i n g o f S i a m t o i l lus t ra te p l a u s i b i l i t y . 7 T h e ambassador t o l d the k i n g 

« This example, attributed to the Greek philosopher Carneades, can be found in a book by 
the skeptical philosopher Sextus Empir icus , Against the Logicians, 188. 

' John Locke, An Essay on Human Understanding, 9th ed. (London: A . C h u r c h i l l , 1726], 

pp. 275-76. 
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that water i n the N e t h e r l a n d s w o u l d s o m e t i m e s , i n c o l d weather , b e s o 
h a r d that m e n c o u l d w a l k o n it . H e s a i d that t h i s water w o u l d e v e n b e 
s o f i r m that a n e lephant c o u l d w a l k o n the surface. T h e k i n g f o u n d t h i s 
story so strange that he c o n c l u d e d the ambassador h a d to be l y i n g . T h e 
story m a k e s the p o i n t that p l a u s i b i l i t y refers t o a n in ference d r a w n o n 
the basis o f n o r m a l , c o m m o n p l a c e expecta t ions b a s e d o n c o n d i t i o n s that 
a p e r s o n i s f a m i l i a r w i t h . I n the t r o p i c s , p e o p l e w e r e n o t f a m i l i a r w i t h 
f reez ing c o n d i t i o n s , a n d h e n c e the s tory o f the f r e e z i n g c a n a l d i d n o t f i t 
i n w i t h the n o r m a l expecta t ions they h a d i n t h e i r e n v i r o n m e n t . T h e y just 
f o u n d the ambassador 's statements i m p l a u s i b l e a n d u n c o n v i n c i n g . 

S t i l l another e x a m p l e of p l a u s i b i l i t y i s a statement accepted on the 
basis of an a p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n . I f an exper t asserts a statement as 
true, that is a p l a u s i b l e reason for t h i n k i n g that the statement is t rue. I t 
c o u l d t u r n out that th is statement i s n o t true. T h e expert c o u l d b e l y i n g 
or c o u l d just be w r o n g . B u t s t i l l , other t h i n g s b e i n g e q u a l , i f a p e r s o n i s 
not a n expert h i m s e l f a n d l a c k s m u c h k n o w l e d g e about the subject i n 
q u e s t i o n , i t c o u l d be w i s e to accept the o p i n i o n of an expert as p l a u s i b l e . 
I t c o u l d be a p l a u s i b l e a s s u m p t i o n to act o n , as l o n g as one is o p e n to n e w 
e v i d e n c e that m i g h t c o m e i n . 

I n d u c t i v e arguments are based o n p r o b a b i l i t y , i n the s tat is t ica l m e a n ­
i n g of t h i s t e rm. P l a u s i b l e arguments are b a s e d on p r e s u m p t i o n . A pre ­
s u m p t i o n is a q u a l i f i e d , tentat ive a s s u m p t i o n of a p r o p o s i t i o n as true that 
c a n be jus t i f i ed on a p r a c t i c a l basis , p r o v i d e d there i s no suf f ic ient e v i ­
dence to s h o w that the p r o p o s i t i o n i s false. In c o m p u t e r sc ience , th is w a y 
o f d r a w i n g a n in ference i s c a l l e d ' d e f e a s i b i l i t y ' . P l a u s i b l e inference i s 
b a s e d on a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n or a c o n d i t i o n a l p r e m i s e that is of the defeasi ­
b l e type , w h e r e there are q u a l i f i c a t i o n s that n e e d to be m a d e a n d w h e r e i t 
i s not k n o w n w h e t h e r these q u a l i f i c a t i o n s a p p l y to the g i v e n case or not . 
U n t i l s u c h k n o w l e d g e comes i n , a tentat ive c o n c l u s i o n c a n b e i n f e r r e d b y 
defeat. T h e c lass ic case u s e d in c o m p u t e r s c i e n c e to i l lus t ra te defaul t i s 
the T w e e t y e x a m p l e . 

T H E TWEETY E X A M P L E 

B i r d s fly. 

T w e e t y is a b i r d . 

Therefore , T w e e t y f l ies . 

T h e f i rs t p r e m i s e in th is argument i s not a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n that i s m e a n t 
t o a p p l y t o a l l b i r d s , w i t h o u t e x c e p t i o n . T h e w o r d 'genera l ly ' i n d i c a t e s 

that the f i r s t p r e m i s e i s n o t a n (absolutely) u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n a n d 

makes r o o m for e x c e p t i o n a l cases of b i r d s that do not f ly. N o r is i t a sta­

t i s t i c a l or p r o b a b i l i s t i c g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . It s tands as a p r e s u m p t i o n subject 

to defeat. H e n c e the t y p e o f argument l i n k in the T w e e t y case i s p r e s u m p ­

t i v e . S u p p o s e T w e e t y i s a p e n g u i n . We k n o w that n o p e n g u i n s f ly. T h u s 

we h a v e a c o u n t e r - e x a m p l e to the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n in the f i r s t p r e m i s e . We 

k n o w that i n t h i s ins tance , Tweety does not f ly. T h u s , the argument i n the 

Tweety e x a m p l e defaul ts . O f course , the statement ' B i r d s f l y ' a l l o w s for 

T w e e t y to be one of those e x c e p t i o n a l cases. T w e e t y c o u l d be an o s t r i c h or a 

p e n g u i n - a b i r d that does not fly. Before we k n e w that, the argument h e l d . 

B u t once that n e w i n f o r m a t i o n came i n , the T w e e t y argument d e f a u l t e d . 

A p l a u s i b l e a rgument is u s e d to d r a w a p r o v i s i o n a l c o n c l u s i o n , b a s e d 

o n a n e x p e c t a t i o n o f w h a t w o u l d b e n o r m a l i n a f a m i l i a r o r k n o w n t y p e 

of s i t u a t i o n . T h e c o n c l u s i o n c a n be a s s u m e d p r o v i s i o n a l l y as a g u i d e to 

a c t i o n , e v e n w h e r e some o f the par t i cu lars are not yet k n o w n i n the f o r m 

o f h a r d e v i d e n c e . P l a u s i b l e a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n sc ience i s t y p i c a l o f the 

i n i t i a l d i s c o v e r y stage of an i n v e s t i g a t i o n w h e r e a h y p o t h e s i s i s f o r m e d , 

e v e n t h o u g h i t has n o t yet been v e r i f i e d b y c o l l e c t i n g e n o u g h data. A t a 

later stage, once m o r e i n f o r m a t i o n i s i n , tes t ing a n d fur ther v e r i f i c a t i o n 

of the i n i t i a l h y p o t h e s i s m a y l e a d to a p o i n t w h e r e i t c a n be e v a l u a t e d as 

p r o b a b l y true o r p r o b a b l y false b y i n d u c t i v e r e a s o n i n g . O r s t i l l later, n o 

reservat ions m a y n e e d to be expressed, once a prec ise t h e o r y has b e e n 

c o n s t r u c t e d a n d d e d u c t i v e arguments c a n b e u s e d t o p r o v e i t . P l a u s i b l e 

r e a s o n i n g c a n be u s e f u l as a w a y to m o v e f o r w a r d p r o v i s i o n a l l y a n d 

n a r r o w d o w n the n u m b e r o f hypotheses that n e e d t o b e e x p e r i m e n t a l l y 

tested. P l a u s i b l e r e a s o n i n g i s also v e r y c o m m o n i n l a w . F o r e x a m p l e , 

the argument T t l o o k s l i k e an af f idavi t , therefore i t i s an a f f idavi t ' , c o u l d 

carry w e i g h t as l ega l e v i d e n c e p u t f o r w a r d in a t r i a l . 8 T h u s , a p l a u s i b l e 

inference i s d r a w n for l ega l purposes e v e n t h o u g h the court m i g h t later 

reverse i t , for e x a m p l e , i f i t c a n be p r o v e d that the notary 's s ignature on 

the d o c u m e n t w a s forged. H o w th i s w o r k s i s that a n inference i s tenta­

t i v e l y accepted as p l a u s i b l e based on w h a t appears to be the case a n d as 

p r o v i d i n g e v i d e n c e t o g o ahead w i t h , e v e n i f later i t m i g h t b e defeated b y 

n e w e v i d e n c e . 
B o t h i n d u c t i v e a n d p l a u s i b l e arguments are non-abso lute i n nature . 

B o t h a l l o w for c o n t r a r y instances , a n d b o t h are therefore subject to r e v i ­
s i o n , s h o u l d n e w i n f o r m a t i o n c o m e i n t o a case. T h e bas ic d i f ference 
b e t w e e n t h e m i s that i n d u c t i v e r e a s o n i n g i s b a s e d o n gather ing p o s i t i v e 

1 An affidavit is a written statement, confirmed by oath, used as judic ia l evidence. 
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e v i d e n c e that c a n ( i n the clearest cases) be c o u n t e d or p r o c e s s e d in some 
n u m e r i c a l w a y b y s ta t i s t i ca l m e t h o d s . P l a u s i b l e a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s m o r e 
p r a c t i c a l i n nature a n d i s b a s e d o n p r e s u m p t i o n s about the w a y th ings 
n o r m a l l y go, the w a y t h i n g s n o r m a l l y appear, o r prac t i ces that e x p e d i t e 
w a y s o f w o r k i n g together t o p e r f o r m s m o o t h a n d ef f ic ient c o l l a b o r a t i v e 
act ions . P l a u s i b l e a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s i n h e r e n t l y negat ive i n nature . I t w o r k s 
b y tenta t ive ly e x c l u d i n g cer ta in c o n d i t i o n s that are not k n o w n t o o b t a i n , 
in the g i v e n case. I t i s m o s t u s e f u l to use p l a u s i b l e a r g u m e n t a t i o n in cases 
w h e r e each i n d i v i d u a l s i t u a t i o n i s u n i q u e a n d u n k n o w n , e v e n o n a bas is 
of p r o b a b i l i t y . Because the resemblance of one case to another is not exact, 
p l a u s i b l e arguments are not (nonarbi t rar i ly ) subject to prec ise q u a n t i f i c a ­
t i o n . I n contrast , d e d u c t i v e a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s absolute a n d prec ise . A n d 
i n d u c t i v e a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s p o s i t i v e a n d m o r e p r e c i s e t h a n p r e s u m p t i v e . 
H e n c e l o g i c , i n the past, has h e a v i l y e m p h a s i z e d d e d u c t i v e a n d i n d u c ­
t i v e a r g u m e n t a t i o n a n d t e n d e d to ignore p l a u s i b l e a r g u m e n t a t i o n as too 
vague a n d u n r e l i a b l e . H o w e v e r , p l a u s i b l e a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s p r o b a b l y (or 
p l a u s i b l y ) the m o s t c o m m o n type o f r e a s o n i n g u s e d i n e v e r y d a y del iber ­
a t i o n , a s w e l l a s i n l ega l arguments , a n d i t i s v i t a l l y i m p o r t a n t for l o g i c t o 
evaluate i t . 

A l t h o u g h p l a u s i b l e a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s necessary for p r a c t i c a l p u r p o s e s , 
i t i s also dangerous. Because p l a u s i b l e a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s b a s e d on stereo­
types , o r a s s u m p t i o n s about the w a y n o r m a l pat terns o r expectat ions w o r k 
i n p r a c t i c a l exper ience , i t i s a n i n h e r e n t l y tentat ive a n d imper fec t k i n d 
o f r e a s o n i n g that c a n t u r n out t o b e m i s l e a d i n g o r u n w a r r a n t e d i n u n a n ­
t i c i p a t e d o r n o n s t a n d a r d s i tuat ions . Therefore , a n o p e n - m i n d e d a n d c a u ­
t i o u s at t i tude i s a p p r o p r i a t e i n u s i n g th i s k i n d o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n . W h e n 
n e w i n f o r m a t i o n comes i n , a p r e s u m p t i v e l y reasonable argument that w a s 
p l a u s i b l e i n the o l d s i t u a t i o n m a y n o w h a v e t o b e re-assessed a s n o longer 
p l a u s i b l e (by default ) . H e n c e i t i s i m p o r t a n t n o t to b e c o m e too r i g i d or 
d o g m a t i c i n r e l i a n c e o n stereotypes i n p l a u s i b l e a r g u m e n t a t i o n . F o r e x a m ­
p l e , i f we do f ind that T w e e t y i s a p e n g u i n , t h e n s t i c k i n g d o g m a t i c a l l y to 
the absolute g e n e r a l i z a t i o n ' A l l b i r d s f l y ' a n d c o n c l u d i n g (contrary t o the 
facts) that Tweety m u s t f l y w o u l d not be reasonable . I t w o u l d be a k i n d of 
p r e j u d i c e or b ias . T h e f a l l a c y of hasty g e n e r a l i z a t i o n (see chapter 1) is a 
danger here. 

P l a u s i b l e r e a s o n i n g gives y o u some r e a s o n to t h i n k a p r o p o s i t i o n i s 
t rue , p r o v i d e d y o u h a v e n o better reason t o t h i n k i t i s false. F o r e x a m p l e , 
d r a w i n g a c o n c l u s i o n b a s e d on the t e s t i m o n y of a w i t n e s s uses p l a u s i ­
b l e r e a s o n i n g . I f y o u have n o g o o d reason t o t h i n k that the p r o p o s i t i o n 
asserted by the w i t n e s s i s false, t h e n the t e s t i m o n y gives y o u some reason 

EXERCISE 
2.7 

EIGHT 

t o t h i n k i t i s t rue . B u t i f y o u f i n d out the w i t n e s s has b e e n b r i b e d o r 

threatened o r i f y o u f i n d p h y s i c a l e v i d e n c e (based o n sc ient i f i c tests, for 

example) that the p r o p o s i t i o n i s false, t h e n t h i s i s n e w i n f o r m a t i o n a n d 

y o u s h o u l d w i t h d r a w y o u r o r i g i n a l c o n c l u s i o n . P l a u s i b l e r e a s o n i n g i s o f 

a k i n d that i s i n h e r e n t l y subject to defaul t , s h o u l d n e w e v i d e n c e c o m e 

i n t o the p i c t u r e . There fore , assent to a c o n c l u s i o n d r a w n by p l a u s i b l e 

in ference s h o u l d a l w a y s b e tentative a n d subject t o r e v i s i o n i n the l i g h t 

o f n e w i n f o r m a t i o n . 

D i s c u s s the a r g u m e n t a t i o n u s e d i n the f o l l o w i n g d ia logues . 

(a) T w o s o l d i e r s see a dust c l o u d m o v i n g t o w a r d t h e m f r o m the east. 

O n e says to the other, "It m u s t be an e n e m y tank c o l u m n a p p r o a c h ­

i n g . " 

(b) B o b says t o h i s l a w y e r , " H o w d o y o u k n o w t h i s t h i n g i s a n a f f i d a v i t ? " 

H i s l a w y e r r e p l i e s , "It l o o k s l i k e a n a f f idav i t t o m e . " 

Arguments and Explanations 

S o far, i n th is chapter w e have l e a r n e d t o r e c o g n i z e m a n y di f ferent k i n d s 
o f arguments , a n d w e h a v e b e g u n t o l e a r n h o w t o a n a l y z e a n d evaluate 
s u c h arguments . H a v i n g a d v a n c e d t h i s far, there is a t e n d e n c y to see argu­
ments e v e r y w h e r e , a n d e v e n to c lass i fy t h i n g s as arguments that are not 
r e a l l y arguments a t a l l , t h o u g h they m a y l o o k l i k e t h e m . F o r e x a m p l e , 
somet imes a speaker is m e r e l y r e p o r t i n g a fact or b e l i e f b u t not a r g u i n g 
for i t . O n e o f the m o s t c o m m o n k i n d s o f cases w h e r e s o m e t h i n g m a y b e 
taken to be an argument w h e n i t i s r e a l l y not are those of e x p l a n a t i o n s . 
F o r e x a m p l e , s u p p o s e L a r r y a n d S a n d r a see h e r d o g s c r a t c h i n g h i m s e l f . 
H e asks her, " W h y i s y o u r d o g scra tch ing h i m s e l f ? " a n d she r e p l i e s , " H e i s 
s c r a t c h i n g h i m s e l f because he has a f l e a . " In t h i s case S a n d r a has of fered 
an e x p l a n a t i o n to L a r r y . T h e y b o t h see that the d o g i s s c r a t c h i n g h i m s e l f , 
a n d she e x p l a i n s w h y i t i s h a p p e n i n g . Sandra 's s p e e c h act i s c l e a r l y m e a n t 
t o b e a n e x p l a n a t i o n . B u t i n some w a y s i t does l o o k a s i f i t c o u l d b e a n 
argument . S h e i s g i v i n g a reason w h y the d o g i s s c r a t c h i n g h i m s e l f , a n d 
she e v e n uses the w o r d 'because' , w h i c h m i g h t s o m e t i m e s b e a n i n d i c a t o r 
w o r d for a n argument . H o w t h e n c a n w e i d e n t i f y e x p l a n a t i o n s , a s c o n ­
trasted w i t h arguments , a n d thereby p r e v e n t ourse lves f r o m c o n f u s i n g the 
t w o ? A f t e r a l l , i f s o m e t h i n g i s not r e a l l y an a r g u m e n t a t a l l , i t w o u l d be a 
ser ious m i s t a k e to c r i t i c i z e i t as a b a d a r g u m e n t on the basis that i t fa i l s 
to meet the s tandards r e q u i r e d for a g o o d argument . 
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I t was s h o w n in chapter 1 that the p u r p o s e of an argument is to g ive 
a reason to s u p p o r t a c l a i m m a d e by one p a r t y in a d i a l o g u e . T h e c l a i m 
is s o m e t h i n g that is d o u b t e d by the r e s p o n d e n t in the d ia logue . I t i s a 
p r o p o s i t i o n that i s a t i ssue or i s u n s e t t l e d . An argument i s s u p p o s e d to 
present a g o o d reason for the r e s p o n d e n t to c o m e to accept th is p r o p o s i t i o n 
as true, thus r e m o v i n g the doubt . T h e p u r p o s e of an e x p l a n a t i o n i s to h e l p 
the quest ioner w h o doesn ' t u n d e r s t a n d s o m e t h i n g . T h u s , the concept o f 
e x p l a n a t i o n , l i k e that o f argument , i s b a s e d on d i a l o g u e in the sense that 
i t i n v o l v e s a c o n v e r s a t i o n a l exchange b e t w e e n t w o par t i c ipants . In the 
case of the of fer ing of an e x p l a n a t i o n by a p r o p o n e n t to a respondent , a 
cer ta in f u n c t i o n s h o u l d be p e r f o r m e d . I f the e x p l a n a t i o n i s to be h e l p f u l , 
i t s h o u l d p e r f o r m a c l a r i f y i n g f u n c t i o n , m e a n i n g that i t s h o u l d h e l p the 
r e s p o n d e n t to c o m e to u n d e r s t a n d s o m e t h i n g that he d i d not u n d e r s t a n d 
before. A u s e f u l e x p l a n a t i o n s h o u l d m a k e the t h i n g q u e r i e d clearer for 
the respondent , b y express ing i t i n terms h e i s f a m i l i a r w i t h o r a l ready 
u n d e r s t a n d s . In a d i a l o g u e , a request for an e x p l a n a t i o n takes the f o r m of 
a q u e s t i o n that asks for h e l p w i t h u n d e r s t a n d i n g s o m e t h i n g . 

There are severa l di f ferent k i n d s of ques t ions that charac ter i s t i ca l ly 
f u n c t i o n as requests for e x p l a n a t i o n s . O n e i s the h o w ques t ion . F o r e x a m ­
p l e , i f I don ' t u n d e r s t a n d h o w a cer ta in c o m p u t e r w o r k s , I m a y ask some­
one, " H o w does i t w o r k ? " a n d , i n s o d o i n g , I w o u l d b e a s k i n g for a n e x p l a ­
n a t i o n of h o w i t w o r k s . I w o u l d not be a s k i n g the p e r s o n to p r o v e that i t 
w o r k s or to use argument to s h o w me that i t w o r k s . Instead, I w o u l d be 
a s k i n g for h e l p w i t h u n d e r s t a n d i n g h o w i t w o r k s . I t i s also often the case 
that w h y quest ions are u s e d as p r o m p t s for e x p l a n a t i o n s . F o r e x a m p l e , I 
m i g h t ask y o u , " W h y does the s k y appear b l u e f r o m the earth's surface?" 
a n d t h e n y o u m i g h t g ive m e a n e x p l a n a t i o n . Y o u m i g h t say, for e x a m p l e : 
" T h e l i g h t rays f r o m the s u n are scattered b y p a r t i c l e s i n the a tmosphere 
in a ce r t a i n w a y that activates the b l u e part o f the s p e c t r u m w h e n the l i g h t 
str ikes o u r eyes a s w e l o o k s k y w a r d . " S u c h a n e x p l a n a t i o n c o u l d b e qui te 
c o m p l i c a t e d a n d c o u l d i n v o l v e qui te a n u m b e r o f inferences f rom some 
p r o p o s i t i o n s to other p r o p o s i t i o n s that are c o n n e c t e d to t h e m . 

In th is w a y , then , e x p l a n a t i o n s of ten appear to be qui te s i m i l a r to argu­
ments . B o t h e x p l a n a t i o n s a n d arguments cons i s t o f groups o f statements 
w h e r e some of the statements are taken as s tar t ing p o i n t s a n d l e a d to o th ­
ers a s e n d p o i n t s . H o w e v e r , w h e n w e are d e a l i n g w i t h explanat ions , the 
terms ' p r e m i s e s ' a n d ' c o n c l u s i o n s ' are not u s e d . Instead, there is a p r o p o ­
s i t i o n that i s q u e r i e d or that i s s u p p o s e d to be e x p l a i n e d . T h e p u r p o s e 
of the e x p l a i n i n g is not to g ive a reason for the other party to accept th is 
p r o p o s i t i o n as true. T h e p u r p o s e of o f fer ing an e x p l a n a t i o n is to take th is 

p r o p o s i t i o n that the e x p l a i n e e does not u n d e r s t a n d a n d c l a r i f y i t , r e l a t i n g 

i t t o other p r o p o s i t i o n s that the e x p l a i n e e i s f a m i l i a r w i t h a n d c a n c o m ­

p r e h e n d . T h u s , e x p l a n a t i o n s a n d arguments are di f ferent because each 

has a di f ferent p u r p o s e in a d ia logue . T h e goa l of an e x p l a n a t i o n is n o t to 

c o n v i n c e or persuade the par ty that a p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n is t rue b u t to 

express the q u e r i e d p r o p o s i t i o n i n some m o r e f a m i l i a r terms o r relate i t 

to another set of p r o p o s i t i o n s that c a n be p u t together so that i t is m o r e 

f a m i l i a r o r c o m p r e h e n s i b l e t o h i m . 

The Radiator Dialogue 

Fred: W h y are radiators usually located u n d e r w i n d o w s , w h e n w i n d o w s are 
the greatest source of heat loss? 

Donna: The w i n d o w s are the coldest part of the r o o m and that is w h y the 
radiators are p laced underneath the w i n d o w s . The air that comes in contact 
w i t h the w i n d o w s is c o o l e d and falls to the f loor . This creates a draft because 
the m o v e m e n t of air results in a c o n v e c t i o n current . If the radiator w e r e 
placed at an ins ide w a l l , then the coldest part of the r o o m , w h e r e the w i n ­
d o w s are, w o u l d stay c o l d e r and the warmest part, toward the inside, w o u l d 
stay warmer . This p lacement w o u l d not be a c o m f o r t a b l e arrangement for 
habitat ion of the r o o m . Therefore , the radiators are normal ly placed beneath 
the w i n d o w s in a r o o m . 

I n her r e p l y t o Fred ' s q u e s t i o n , D o n n a i s g i v i n g a n e x p l a n a t i o n t o h i m b y 
s h o w i n g w h a t the o u t c o m e o f p u t t i n g the r a d i a t o r nex t t o a n i n s i d e w a l l 
w o u l d b e a n d s h o w i n g w h y i t w o u l d b e u n d e s i r a b l e . I n th i s case, F r e d 
asked a w h y q u e s t i o n that expressed h i s p u z z l e m e n t about the radia tors 
b e i n g l o c a t e d in the area w h e r e there i s the greatest source of heat loss . 
T h i s p l a c e m e n t w o u l d seem to be w a s t e f u l , a n d , therefore, i t seems to 
h i m p u z z l i n g that, n o r m a l l y , radiators are p l a c e d u n d e r the w i n d o w s i n a 
r o o m . I f y o u l o o k a t the sequence o f r e a s o n i n g i n v o l v e d i n Fred 's q u e s t i o n , 
the c o n c l u s i o n that is suggested is that the p l a c e m e n t of the radiators 
i s not p r a c t i c a l because i t i s p r e s u m e d that, n o r m a l l y , our p u r p o s e i n 
c o n s t r u c t i n g a h o u s e i s to m i n i m i z e u n n e c e s s a r y heat loss . H e n c e , l o c a t i n g 
the radia tor u n d e r the w i n d o w w o u l d appear t o b e i m p r a c t i c a l . D o n n a 
r e p l i e d by c i t i n g another i m p o r t a n t factor to be c o n s i d e r e d : the c o m f o r t 
o f the i n h a b i t a n t s o f the r o o m . T h e radiators are n o r m a l l y p l a c e d u n d e r the 
w i n d o w s , she e x p l a i n s , because c o n v e c t i o n currents create a draft , so the 
c o l d part u n d e r the w i n d o w needs t o b e heated . O f course , i n d e s i g n i n g 
a r o o m , w e w a n t t o a v o i d a n y s i t u a t i o n w h e r e the p e r s o n l i v i n g i n that 
r o o m w o u l d be u n c o m f o r t a b l e because of s o m e t h i n g l i k e a draft or a severe 
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d i f f e r e n c e in temperature be tween t w o parts o f the r o o m . H e n c e , as she 
e x p l a i n s , p u t t i n g the radia tor a t the i n n e r w a l l w o u l d b e i m p r a c t i c a l . 

In t h i s case, the p u r p o s e o f D o n n a ' s a n s w e r in the d i a l o g u e i s not to 
p r o d u c e an argument that w o u l d give F r e d a r e a s o n to accept some p r o p o ­
s i t i o n as true that he has expressed d o u b t about . F o r e x a m p l e , D o n n a i s 
n o t t r y i n g to g ive F r e d a reason to accept the d o u b t f u l p r o p o s i t i o n that 
rad ia tors are l o c a t e d u n d e r w i n d o w s . H e does not d o u b t th is p r o p o s i t i o n , 
n o r i s h e express ing doubt about any other p r o p o s i t i o n . H e i s just p u z ­
z l e d w h y p l a c i n g radiators u n d e r w i n d o w s i s the n o r m a l pract ice w h e n 
i t seems i m p r a c t i c a l for the reason h e c i t e d . D o n n a e x p l a i n e d w h y th i s 
i s the u s u a l prac t i ce , b y h e l p i n g F r e d t o u n d e r s t a n d h o w c o n v e c t i o n cur­
rents are i n v o l v e d . H e n c e her r e p l y to h i s q u e s t i o n i s an e x p l a n a t i o n , not 
a n argument . 

E x p l a n a t i o n s o f h u m a n act ions are s i m i l a r to e x p l a n a t i o n s o f n a t u ­
r a l events , because b o t h are attempts to h e l p a ques t ioner u n d e r s t a n d 
s o m e t h i n g . 

The Motorist Example 

A motor i s t spots an e m p t y car w i t h a m i s s i n g t ire p a r k e d on the 
s h o u l d e r of a h i g h w a y . As the m o t o r i s t d r i v e s further a long the 
r o a d , she sees a m a n r o l l i n g a t ire a l o n g the edge of the h i g h w a y . 
H e i s c a r r y i n g a baby i n the other a r m , a n d three s m a l l c h i l d r e n 
are f o l l o w i n g h i m . She e x p l a i n s w h a t she sees by i n f e r r i n g that 
the t ire the m a n w a s r o l l i n g a l o n g h a d b e e n t a k e n f r o m the car b y 
h i m . She i n f e r r e d that the m a n w a s t a k i n g the t ire to get i t f ixed. 
She also i n f e r r e d that the m a n d i d not w a n t t o leave the c h i l d r e n 
a lone i n the car . 9 

B y observ ing the v a r i o u s events i n sequence , the p a s s i n g m o t o r i s t d r e w 
inferences that e x p l a i n e d these events. She h a d to k n o w qui te a b i t about 
h o w cars f u n c t i o n a n d h o w they c a n break d o w n . T h e p a s s i n g m o t o r i s t 
a s s u m e d that the m a n w i t h the c h i l d r e n also k n e w about s u c h th ings . 
T h i s k i n d o f c o m m o n - s e n s e k n o w l e d g e about h o w th ings can n o r m a l l y 
be expected to go in a f a m i l i a r k i n d of s i t u a t i o n is of ten necessary for the 
one agent to be able to e x p l a i n the ac t ions of the other agent a n d for the 
t w o to engage in a d i a l o g u e together. I t is also the basis of m a n y c o m m o n 

9 This example is taken from a book on computing: Sandra Carberry, Plan Recognition in 
Natural Language Dialogue (Cambridge, Mass.: M I T Press, 1990), p. 17. 

cases o f p l a u s i b l e arguments . B u t in th is case, the p a s s i n g m o t o r i s t i s not 

present ing a n argument w h e n she d r a w s the three inferences c i t e d i n the 

motor i s t e x a m p l e . She i s e x p l a i n i n g w h a t she sees. W h a t she sees l o o k s 

p e c u l i a r a t f i r s t a n d ca l l s for some sort o f e x p l a n a t i o n . W h y are the m a n 

a n d the c h i l d r e n w a l k i n g a l o n g the edge of the h i g h w a y ? She i s able to 

e x p l a i n the man ' s ac t ions because she c a n d r a w p l a u s i b l e inferences about 

w h a t he i s t r y i n g to do , n a m e l y , to get h i s t ire f ixed w i t h o u t l e a v i n g the 

c h i l d r e n a lone , b a s e d o n her o w n c o m m o n - s e n s e k n o w l e d g e about h o w 

tires c a n be p u n c t u r e d a n d w h a t one n o r m a l l y needs to do to f ix t h e m . 

T o d i s t i n g u i s h b e t w e e n a n argument a n d a n e x p l a n a t i o n i n a g i v e n 

case, y o u h a v e to l o o k not o n l y at the context of d ia logue , b u t also at 

the w o r d i n g u s e d i n the reason ing i n that text o f d i a l o g u e . O n e c r i t e r i o n 

for r e c o g n i z i n g an argument i s the exis tence in the text o f d i s c o u r s e of 

i n d i c a t o r w o r d s . A s s h o w n i n the l i s t o f c o n c l u s i o n i n d i c a t o r w o r d s i n 

chapter 1 , s e c t i o n 2 , ce r ta in w o r d s , s u c h as Therefore ' , 'hence ' , ' thus ' , 

a n d ' a c c o r d i n g l y ' , t y p i c a l l y i n d i c a t e the c o n c l u s i o n o f a n in ference . A s 

s h o w n i n the l i s t o f p r e m i s e i n d i c a t o r w o r d s i n chapter 1 , sec t ion 2 , other 

k i n d s of w o r d s i n d i c a t e the p r e m i s e or p r e m i s e s of the inference . These 

i n c l u d e w o r d s s u c h as ' s ince ' , 'because' , 'as s h o w n b y ' , a n d 'the reason 

is that ' . H o w e v e r , the i n d i c a t o r w o r d s are not suf f i c ient by themse lves to 

d e t e r m i n e w h e t h e r or not a sequence of r e a s o n i n g is an argument , because 

m a n y o f the same i n d i c a t o r w o r d s , o r v e r y s i m i l a r ones, are u s e d i n e x p l a ­

nat ions . Therefore , in order to d i s t i n g u i s h b e t w e e n w h e t h e r a sequence 

of r e a s o n i n g is u s e d as an argument or an e x p l a n a t i o n in a p a r t i c u l a r 

case, we h a v e to e x a m i n e the text of d i s c o u r s e to try to d e t e r m i n e the 

nature of the q u e s t i o n that the reason ing w a s u s e d to r e s p o n d to. We have 

to t ry to d e t e r m i n e , in the g i v e n case, w h a t p u r p o s e the r e a s o n i n g w a s 

u s e d for. 
T h e bas ic test for m a k i n g th is d i s t i n c t i o n in a g i v e n case i s to focus on 

the p r o p o s i t i o n that i s b e i n g e x p l a i n e d or a rgued for, that i s , to focus on 
the p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n that i s ei ther the p r o p o s i t i o n to be e x p l a i n e d 
or the c o n c l u s i o n of the argument . I f th is p r o p o s i t i o n is p r e s u m e d to be 
true by b o t h part ies to the d ia logue , t h e n the r e a s o n i n g i s b e i n g u s e d 
as an e x p l a n a t i o n . I f the p r o p o s i t i o n in q u e s t i o n i s in d i s p u t e , that i s , 
i f the one par ty is d o u b t f u l w h e t h e r i t i s t rue or e v e n c l e a r l y t h i n k s i t i s 
false, t h e n the r e a s o n i n g i s b e i n g u s e d i n a n argument . F o r e x a m p l e , i n the 
e x a m p l e above, w h e r e H e l e n u s e d a n argument o f the f o r m 'argument f r o m 
consequences ' to t ry to persuade B o b that t i p p i n g is a b a d prac t i ce that 
s h o u l d be d i s c o n t i n u e d , she i s u s i n g the argument on the p r e s u m p t i o n 
that B o b does not accept the p r o p o s i t i o n that t i p p i n g is a b a d prac t i ce that 
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s h o u l d be d i s c o n t i n u e d . In fact, we k n o w f rom the context o f the d i a l o g u e 
on t i p p i n g that th is i s the v e r y p r o p o s i t i o n that B o b so a c t i v e l y opposes 
a s h i s p o i n t o f v i e w i n the d i s p u t e . S o the r e a s o n i n g i n t h i s case i s c l e a r l y 
an argument . 

H e n c e general ly , in order to d e t e r m i n e , in a p a r t i c u l a r case, w h e t h e r a 
sequence o f r e a s o n i n g i s b e i n g u s e d as an a r g u m e n t or an e x p l a n a t i o n , we 
s h o u l d ask w h a t the p u r p o s e o f the d i s c o u r s e i s i n w h i c h the r e a s o n i n g 
is c o n t a i n e d . T h e n , s e c o n d , the best test i s to focus on the c o n v e r s a t i o n a l 
exchange at a m o r e l o c a l i z e d l e v e l to d e t e r m i n e the nature of the q u e s t i o n 
that w a s asked a n d w h a t sort o f response w a s g i v e n to i t . In m a k i n g s u c h a 
d e t e r m i n a t i o n , a k e y test i s to focus on the p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n w h i c h i s 
e i ther the c o n c l u s i o n or the p r o p o s i t i o n to be e x p l a i n e d a n d ask w h e t h e r 
the p a r t i c i p a n t s appear to be p r e s u m i n g that it 's true or not . I f they are 
p r e s u m i n g that it 's true, it 's an e x p l a n a t i o n . I f not , it 's an argument . T h a t 
is the test. H o w e v e r , there w i l l be cases w h e r e w e do n o t have e n o u g h 
i n f o r m a t i o n on the context of the c o n v e r s a t i o n , or the text of d i s c o u r s e 
in a p a r t i c u l a r case, a n d we m a y not be able to t e l l t h e n w h e t h e r the 
r e a s o n i n g i s b e i n g u s e d as an argument or an e x p l a n a t i o n . T h e best we 
c a n do , w h e n e v a l u a t i n g s u c h a case in l o g i c , i s to m a k e a c o n d i t i o n a l 
e v a l u a t i o n . T h a t i s , we c a n say that i f i t 's an argument , t h e n it's a correct 
o r incorrec t argument i n cer ta in respects . Or , i f i t 's a n e x p l a n a t i o n , t h e n 
it 's a g o o d e x p l a n a t i o n or not in cer ta in respects . T h e mis take we m u s t t ry 
to a v o i d is genera l ly a s s u m i n g that, because a text of d i s c o u r s e conta ins 
an in ference or a sequence of reasoning , that i t a u t o m a t i c a l l y m u s t be 
an argument , a n d t h e n set f o r w a r d to evaluate i t u s i n g m e t h o d s o f l o g i c 
as a correct or an i n c o r r e c t argument . T h e p r o b l e m here is that, once 
s tudents are taught to use l o g i c to evaluate arguments , there is a t e n d e n c y 
to use l o g i c a l m e t h o d s of e v a l u a t i o n w h e r e v e r r e a s o n i n g occurs in a text 
of d i scourse . B u t th is c a n be a mis take because , i f the r e a s o n i n g w a s n o t 
b e i n g u s e d as an argument a t a l l but w a s b e i n g u s e d as an e x p l a n a t i o n 
or p e r h a p s as a d e s c r i p t i o n or some other t y p e of s p e e c h act, t h e n it is 
i n a p p r o p r i a t e to evaluate i t as an argument . In p a r t i c u l a r , we w o u l d n ' t 
w a n t to m a k e the m i s t a k e of j u d g i n g a sequence of r e a s o n i n g to be a b a d 
o r f a l l a c i o u s argument w h e n i t r e a l l y i s n ' t e v e n a n argument a t a l l . 

l u D e t e r m i n e w h e t h e r the reason ing u s e d i n the f o l l o w i n g texts o f d i s ­
course i s a n argument o r a n e x p l a n a t i o n , g i v i n g y o u r reasons, 

(a) T h e U . S . d o l l a r d e c l i n e d i n v a l u e against the G e r m a n m a r k a n d the 

Japanese y e n i n M a r c h 1995, because the U . S . s p e n d i n g def ic i t w a s 
thought by m o n e y traders to be too h i g h . 

(b) Free s p e e c h i s a g o o d t h i n g , because i f y o u d o n ' t a l l o w free speech , 

i r r a t i o n a l v i e w s that are out o f t o u c h w i t h rea l i ty cannot be stated 

a n d c r i t i c i z e d i n p u b l i c . A n d w h e n s u c h v i e w s are not stated a n d 

c r i t i c i z e d i n p u b l i c , they c a n give a p o w e r f u l a p p e a l a m o n g those 

w i t h h i d d e n gr ievances . 

(c) Kangaroos are f r e q u e n t l y k i l l e d o n the roads i n A u s t r a l i a because 

they l i k e to eat the short grass near the h i g h w a y s b u t h a v e no sense 

of the danger of an a p p r o a c h i n g v e h i c l e . 

(d) C o w s a n d sheep s u r v i v e qui te w e l l o n grass a lone , whereas h u m a n 

beings d o not . T h e reason i s that c o w s a n d sheep have m u c h m o r e 

c o m p l e x diges t ive systems t h a n h u m a n be ings d o . 

(e) A b o r t i o n is a w o m a n ' s r ight . Therefore a b o r t i o n is acceptable . 

(f) A b o r t i o n is a k i l l i n g of the fetus. T h e fetus is a p e r s o n . There fore 

a b o r t i o n i s unacceptab le . 

(g) W h y does the c lass ic Wes tern m o v i e a l w a y s have a gunf ight at the 

e n d , w h e r e the v i l l a i n i s k i l l e d ? S u c h a c l i m a x i s a r e q u i r e d part 

of the e t h i c a l t h e m e w h e r e there m u s t be a struggle, a n d t h e n g o o d 

m u s t t r i u m p h (narrowly) over e v i l . 

(h) T h e A x i s forces lost i n W o r l d W a r I I because, a s i n a n y w a r o f 

a t t r i t ion , they d i d not have e n o u g h h u m a n a n d m a t e r i a l resources . 

A l s o , there w a s that factor that they d i d not d e v e l o p a n a t o m i c 

b o m b . 

(i) C h i l d r e n s h o u l d b e i m m u n i z e d w h o are i n day care because, i f they 

are not , there i s the danger of other c h i l d r e n c o m i n g d o w n w i t h a 

contagious disease. 

(j) In a u n i v e r s i t y c l a s s r o o m , professors s h o u l d not be a l l o w e d to argue 

for a n y v i e w p o i n t they h a p p e n to t h i n k i s r ight , because a r g u i n g for 

that v i e w p o i n t m a y cause h a r m t o persons i n a group w h o have 

b e e n s i n g l e d out . 

(k) T h e C l o u d y Water D i a l o g u e 

NIGEL: W h y is hot water c loudy w h e n it first comes out of the tap? 

M A R Y : The c loudiness is because of air bubbles i n the hot water. A s 
the c o l d water in the hot water tank heats u p , it gives off the air that's 
d i sso lved i n it. 

NIGEL: B u t w h y w o u l d air bubbles, i f they are just air, make the water 
appear c loudy? 

M A R Y : The hot water system is closed, and the pressure that b u i l d s 
up prevents air from leaving the water. However , w h e n the hot water 
f lows out of the tap, the pressure is lessened, a n d the trapped air 
escapes, m a k i n g the water c loudy. 
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(1) T h e F i r s t C r u s a d e D i a l o g u e 

GREG: H o w is it that an army that began as some 50,000 Crusaders was 
successful in conquering Jerusalem in 1099, g iven that they faced so 
many obstacles and so many enemies a n d that most of them d i e d 
before they even got there? 

SOPHIE: The i r rel igious idea l i sm required that they liberate the h o l y 
places f rom the contro l of Islam. Pope U r b a n II p r o m i s e d "the remis­
s ion of s i n " to a l l w h o took up the cross. There was a religious enthu­
siasm sweeping the West at that t ime, a n d it was a l l i ed w i t h the 
heroic and mi l i tant idea of kn ighthood, w h i c h took the l iberat ion of 
the H o l y Sepulcher in Jerusalem as a sancti f ied i d e a l appropriate for 
chivalry. Lust for booty was one factor, but the deeper al lure of the 
East was as a rel igious quest for the knight . 

Summary 

In th is chapter i t w a s s h o w n h o w e x p l a n a t i o n s are s i m i l a r to arguments 
i n ce r ta in respects a n d c a n eas i ly b e c o n f u s e d w i t h t h e m i n some cases. 
T h u s i t i s necessary to be care fu l to a v o i d the error of u n c r i t i c a l l y t reat ing 
s o m e t h i n g as an argument i f i t w a s not r e a l l y m e a n t to be one by a speaker 
b u t w a s meant t o b e a n e x p l a n a t i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , i t w o u l d b e u n f a i r t o 
c r i t i c i z e someone for h a v i n g p u t f o r w a r d a defec t ive argument i f t h e y 
w e r e n ' t e v e n t r y i n g to argue a t a l l , b u t m e r e l y t r y i n g to e x p l a i n s o m e t h i n g . 
To a v o i d th is error, we m u s t be care fu l to e x a m i n e the tex tua l e v i d e n c e 
a n d t h e n arr ive at a d e c i s i o n , based on the e v i d e n c e , of w h e t h e r to treat 
the g i v e n case as an argument or an e x p l a n a t i o n . As l o n g as e v e r y o n e 
i n v o l v e d i s c lear that we are not just u n c r i t i c a l l y a s s u m i n g that s o m e t h i n g 
i s a n argument w i t h o u t e v e n c o n s i d e r i n g the p o s s i b i l i t y that i t c o u l d b e 
an e x p l a n a t i o n , the danger of error i s a v o i d e d . 

S o m e c o m m o n k i n d s o f arguments w e n e e d t o b e able t o recognize c a n 
be e v a l u a t e d a c c o r d i n g to v a r i o u s s tandards of s t r u c t u r a l correctness . In a 
d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d argument , i f the p r e m i s e s are true, the c o n c l u s i o n m u s t 
be true. T h e premises taken together w i t h the n e g a t i o n o f the c o n c l u s i o n 
is an i n c o n s i s t e n t set of statements. A set of statements is i n c o n s i s t e n t if i t 
i s not l o g i c a l l y p o s s i b l e for a l l o f t h e m to be true. S y l l o g i s m s are c o m m o n 
forms o f d e d u c t i v e a r g u m e n t a t i o n , w i t h t w o p r e m i s e s a n d a c o n c l u s i o n 
m a d e u p o f ' a l l ' a n d ' some ' statements. O t h e r c o m m o n d e d u c t i v e f o r m s 
of argument are modus ponens, modus tollens, a n d d i s j u n c t i v e s y l l o g i s m . 
A d e d u c t i v e argument i s c o n c l u s i v e in the sense that i f the p r e m i s e s are 
true, the c o n c l u s i o n m u s t also be true. H o w e v e r , there are cases w h e r e the 

argument i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d b u t the p r e m i s e s are false. T h u s , i n genera l , 

there are t w o w a y s to c r i t i c i z e a d e d u c t i v e argument : Y o u c a n argue that 

i t i s i n v a l i d or y o u c a n argue that one or m o r e o f the p r e m i s e s are false . 

In an i n d u c t i v e l y s trong argument , i f the p r e m i s e s are true, t h e n i t i s 

probable ( i n d u c t i v e l y l i k e l y ) that the c o n c l u s i o n i s true. I n d u c t i v e argu­

ments are b a s e d o n p r o b a b i l i t y a n d stat ist ics . W e are v e r y f a m i l i a r w i t h 

these k i n d s o f arguments , as they are of ten p r e s e n t e d in p o l l s a n d other 

s tat is t ica l f i n d i n g s i n the m e d i a . 

T h e t h i r d t y p e o f argument i s less r e l i a b l e t h a n the other t w o . B u t 

p l a u s i b l e arguments are also v e r y c o m m o n . I t i s of ten necessary for prac­

t i c a l reasons t o use t h e m i n sc ience a n d l a w , a s w e l l a s i n e v e r y d a y l i f e , 

b u t they c a n b e dangerous . T h e y s h o u l d n e v e r b e accepted u n c r i t i c a l l y , 

a n d one m u s t a l w a y s b e o p e n - m i n d e d about t h e m . O n e s h o u l d b e r e a d y 

t o g ive u p a n argument that seemed p l a u s i b l e i f n e w e v i d e n c e c o m e s i n 

that refutes i t . In a p l a u s i b l e argument , i f the p r e m i s e s are t rue , t h e n a 

w e i g h t of p l a u s i b i l i t y is sh i f ted to the c o n c l u s i o n . To say that a statement 

i s p l a u s i b l e m e a n s that i t seems to be true, b a s e d on the data k n o w n a n d 

o b s e r v e d s o far i n a n o r m a l k i n d o f s i t u a t i o n w e are f a m i l i a r w i t h . B u t 

appearances c a n s o m e t i m e b e m i s l e a d i n g , a n d w h e n m o r e i s f o u n d out 

about the p a r t i c u l a r c i r c u m s t a n c e s of a s i t u a t i o n , a p l a u s i b l e in ference 

c a n defaul t . M a n y o f the most ser ious p r o b l e m s o f c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

o c c u r in cases w h e r e a p e r s o n has b e c o m e so s t rongly c o m m i t t e d to an 

argument , because of f inancia l interest or pass ionate b e l i e f in a cause, for 

e x a m p l e , that she c a n n o t b r i n g herse l f t o g ive i t u p , e v e n t h o u g h n e w 

e v i d e n c e has b e e n d i s c o v e r e d that s h o w s i t to be false. 
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THREE Argumentation Schemes 

Severa l d i s t i n c t forms of argument are i d e n t i f i e d in chapter 3 that are not 
d e d u c t i v e o r i n d u c t i v e i n nature . These arguments are i n h e r e n t l y pre­
s u m p t i v e a n d defeasible , a n d thus they are d i f ferent i n nature f r o m d e d u c ­
t ive a n d i n d u c t i v e arguments . E a c h o f the f o r m s o f argument d e s c r i b e d 
in th is chapter is u s e d as a p r e s u m p t i v e a r g u m e n t in a d i a l o g u e that car­
r ies a w e i g h t of p l a u s i b i l i t y . I f the r e s p o n d e n t accepts the premises , t h e n 
that gives h i m a g o o d reason also to accept the c o n c l u s i o n . B u t i t does 
not m e a n that the r e s p o n d e n t s h o u l d accept the c o n c l u s i o n u n c r i t i c a l l y . 
M a t c h i n g each f o r m of argument is a set of a p p r o p r i a t e c r i t i c a l ques t ions 
to ask. In a g i v e n case, there m a y be a b a l a n c e of c o ns ide ra t io ns to take 
i n t o account . There m a y b e some arguments i n favor o f the c o n c l u s i o n 
a n d some against i t . These forms of in fe rence are c a l l e d a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
schemes , a n d they represent m a n y c o m m o n types o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n that 
are f a m i l i a r in e v e r y d a y conversa t ions . T h e y n e e d to be eva luated in a 
context of d ia logue . T h e y are u s e d to shi f t a b u r d e n of p r o o f to one s ide 
or the other in a d i a l o g u e a n d n e e d to be e v a l u a t e d d i f f e re nt ly at di f ferent 
stages of a d i a l o g u e . O n l y a f e w of the m o s t i m p o r t a n t a n d f a m i l i a r of 
these c o m m o n types o f argument are d e s c r i b e d in chapter 3 . Others , s u c h 
as argument f rom consequences , are d e s c r i b e d in chapter 4 . 

Appeal to Expert Opinion 

In a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n , m a n y dif ferent facts c a n be re levant to the d i s p u t e . 
F o r e x a m p l e , i n a d i s p u t e o n t i p p i n g , e c o n o m i c data o n h o w t i p p i n g affects 
the e c o n o m y o r s o c i o l o g i c a l data o n h o w t i p p i n g affects job sa t i s fac t ion 
m a y be v e r y u s e f u l i n f o r m a t i o n to s u p p o r t or refute arguments on one 
or the other s ide . B u t c i t i n g s u c h i n f o r m a t i o n a l w a y s rests on q u o t i n g 
sources , s u c h as b o o k s or art ic les , w h i c h is a f o r m of argument c a l l e d 

' a p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n . ' I t i s f requent ly the case in p e r s o n a l , s o c i a l , 

a n d p o l i t i c a l d e l i b e r a t i o n s that one does not k n o w a l l the re levant facts, 

b u t that e v e n so, for reasons of t i m e , costs, or p r e s s i n g c i r c u m s t a n c e s , one 

m u s t m a k e a c h o i c e b e t w e e n al ternat ive courses of a c t i o n . O n e p o s s i b i l i t y 

i s to de lay m a k i n g a d e c i s i o n u n t i l m o r e i n f o r m a t i o n c a n be c o l l e c t e d . 

Frequent ly , th i s d e c i s i o n not to act i s the m o s t p r u d e n t course of a c t i o n . 

B u t i t i s not a l w a y s so, for d e l a y i n g m a k i n g a d e c i s i o n , by not t a k i n g 

any ac t ion , m a y i t se l f be a course of a c t i o n w i t h s igni f i cant (negative) 

consequences . W h a t about the o p t i o n o f c o l l e c t i n g m o r e i n f o r m a t i o n ? T h e 

m o r e i n f o r m a t i o n one has about the a l ternat ives , the s i t u a t i o n , a n d the 

l i k e l y consequences o f the avai lab le courses o f a c t i o n , the m o r e i n f o r m e d 

a n d m o r e p r a c t i c a l l y w i s e one's c o n c l u s i o n o n h o w t o p r o c e e d i s l i k e l y 

to be. B u t i n s t e a d o f t r y i n g to co l lec t m o r e i n f o r m a t i o n by d o i n g o r i g i n a l 

research, i t m i g h t be p r a c t i c a l to use sources . 

There c a n b e a l l k i n d s o f sources o f re levant i n f o r m a t i o n that w o u l d 

be h e l p f u l in a d e l i b e r a t i o n . O n e m i g h t h a v e access to an e n c y c l o p e d i a , 

a d i c t i o n a r y , a m a n u a l , a reference book , or a c o m p u t e r data base. Or one 

m a y get i n f o r m a t i o n f rom another p e r s o n w h o has the facts. F o r e x a m p l e , 

i f one i s d e l i b e r a t i n g o n the best w a y t o get t o C i t y H a l l i n a n u n f a m i l i a r 

ci ty, i t m a y be v e r y h e l p f u l to ask a passer-by w h o m a y be in a p o s i t i o n to 

k n o w this i n f o r m a t i o n . Y o u can i m p r o v e y o u r chances o f gett ing correct 

i n f o r m a t i o n by c h o o s i n g a source y o u h a v e reason to t h i n k i s r e l i a b l e . 

B u t t o some extent, y o u w i l l have t o r e l y o n p r e s u m p t i o n o r trust that 

y o u r source i s k n o w l e d g e a b l e a n d honest a n d i s not m i s i n f o r m i n g y o u . 

S o y o u m a y argue, t o y o u r s e l f o r t o y o u r c o m p a n i o n w h o i s w i t h y o u , "It 

l o o k s as i f th i s passer-by k n o w s the streets, a n d she says that C i t y H a l l 

i s over that w a y ; therefore, let's go ahead a n d accept the c o n c l u s i o n that 

C i t y H a l l i s that w a y . " B a s e d o n that argument , y o u h e a d i n the d i r e c t i o n 

i n d i c a t e d . I n t h i s k i n d o f case, y o u have ac ted o n the basis o f p o s i t i o n - t o -

k n o w a r g u m e n t a t i o n . 

W h e r e a is a source of i n f o r m a t i o n , the f o l l o w i n g a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

scheme represents the f o r m of p o s i t i o n - t o - k n o w argumenta t ion . 

A R G U M E N T A T I O N SCHEME FOR A R G U M E N T F R O M POSITION TO KNOW 

POSITION TO KNOW PREMISE: a is in a p o s i t i o n to k n o w w h e t h e r A is 

true or false. 

ASSERTION PREMISE: a asserts that A is t rue (false). 

CONCLUSION: A m a y p l a u s i b l y be t a k e n to be true (false). 

84 
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T h e f o r m of argument c a n be p l a u s i b l e , b u t i t i s a l so defeasible . I t c a n be 
c r i t i c a l l y q u e s t i o n e d in a d ia logue by r a i s i n g d o u b t s about the t r u t h o f 
e i ther p r e m i s e or by a s k i n g w h e t h e r a i s an h o n e s t ( t rustworthy) source 
o f i n f o r m a t i o n . T h e f o l l o w i n g c r i t i c a l ques t ions are a p p r o p r i a t e for use i n 
q u e s t i o n i n g a p o s i t i o n - t o - k n o w argument. 

1. Is a in a p o s i t i o n to k n o w w h e t h e r A is t rue (false)? 
2. Is a an honest ( t rustworthy, rel iable) source? 
3. D i d a assert that A is t rue (false)? 

T h e s e c o n d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n concerns the c r e d i b i l i t y o f the source . F o r 
e x a m p l e , a l a w y e r , w h e n c r o s s - e x a m i n i n g a w i t n e s s in a t r i a l , i s a l l o w e d 
( w i t h i n c o n t r o l l e d l i m i t s ) to raise ques t ions a b o u t the character o f the 
w i t n e s s for honesty. I f a w i t n e s s has b e e n k n o w n to l i e in p r e v i o u s 
cases or can be g e n e r a l l y s h o w n to h a v e b a d j u d g m e n t or a b a d char­
acter for veraci ty , the l a w y e r is a l l o w e d to u s e or b r i n g these sorts 
o f c o n c e r n s f o r w a r d i n her c r o s s - e x a m i n a t i o n . B y r a i s i n g s u c h ques­
t i o n s , the attorney c o u l d c a l l the c r e d i b i l i t y o f t h e w i t n e s s in to q u e s t i o n , 
thereby i n f l u e n c i n g the jury to have d o u b t s a b o u t the r e l i a b i l i t y o f h i s 
tes t imony. 

M u c h the same c o n s i d e r a t i o n s a p p l y i n a r g u m e n t s outs ide a court ­
r o o m . P o s i t i o n - t o - k n o w r e a s o n i n g i s t y p i c a l l y u s e d i n a n i n f o r m a t i o n -
s e e k i n g type of d i a l o g u e w h e r e one has to d e p e n d on a source. I t is also fre­
q u e n t l y u s e d i n cases w h e r e h a v i n g a h i g h - q u a l i t y d e l i b e r a t i o n d i a l o g u e 
d e p e n d s on a p r i o r i n f o r m a t i o n - s e e k i n g d i a l o g u e . In m a n y cases o f th is 
sort, the use o f i n f o r m a t i o n i s h e l p f u l , b e c a u s e t h e i n f o r m a t i o n - s e e k i n g 
d i a l o g u e contr ibutes to the goa l o f the d e l i b e r a t i o n by m a k i n g the d e l i b ­
era t ion better i n f o r m e d . S u c h a d e l i b e r a t i o n i s i m p r o v e d b y a d d i t i o n a l 
re levant i n f o r m a t i o n because the d e l i b e r a t i o n i s m a d e m o r e p r a c t i c a l b y 
better f i t t ing i t to the real i t ies of a g i v e n s i t u a t i o n . 

T h e a p p e a l t o expert o p i n i o n , s o m e t i m e s a l s o c a l l e d 'argument f r o m 
expert o p i n i o n ' , i s a n i m p o r t a n t s u b s p e c i e s o f p o s i t i o n - t o - k n o w reason­
i n g . I t i s based on the a s s u m p t i o n that t h e s o u r c e is a l l eged to be in a 
p o s i t i o n to k n o w about a subject because he or s h e has expert k n o w l e d g e 
o f that subject. S u p p o s e i n the context o f t h e d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g f r o m 
chapter 1 , H e l e n puts f o r w a r d the f o l l o w i n g a r g u m e n t . 

Dr . P h i l says that t i p p i n g l o w e r s s e l f - e s t e e m . 

Dr . P h i l i s a n expert p s y c h o l o g i s t , s o H e l e n ' s a r g u m e n t i s based o n a n 
a p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n that c a n b e s ta ted as f o l l o w s . 

PREMISE: D r . P h i l says that t i p p i n g l o w e r s self-esteem. 

PREMISE: Dr . P h i l i s an expert in p s y c h o l o g y , a f i e ld that has k n o w l ­

edge about self -esteem. 

CONCLUSION: T i p p i n g l o w e r s self-esteem. 

H e l e n ' s a rgument is a p l a u s i b l e one that r i g h t l y carries some w e i g h t to 

s u p p o r t her s ide i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . I t i s a n argument that c o u l d 

b e c o u n t e r e d b y B o b . F o r e x a m p l e , h e m i g h t cite another expert i n p s y ­

c h o l o g y w h o disagrees w i t h w h a t Dr . P h i l says about t i p p i n g . E v e n so, 

u n l e s s B o b c r i t i c i z e s the argument , i t does offer a reason in s u p p o r t o f 

the c o n c l u s i o n . S u c h arguments f r o m expert o p i n i o n are c o m m o n a n d 

i m p o r t a n t a s e v i d e n c e i n t r ia ls . F o r e x a m p l e , b a l l i s t i c s experts a n d D N A 

experts are of ten u s e d to g ive expert t e s t i m o n y as e v i d e n c e in t r ia l s . 

A R G U M E N T A T I O N SCHEME FOR APPEAL TO EXPERT OPINION 

M A J O R PREMISE: S o u r c e E is a n expert i n subject d o m a i n D c o n t a i n i n g 

p r o p o s i t i o n A. 

MINOR PREMISE: E asserts that p r o p o s i t i o n A ( in d o m a i n D) is t r u e 

(false). 

CONCLUSION: A m a y p l a u s i b l y be t a k e n to be true (false). 

A p p e a l t o exper t o p i n i o n s h o u l d , i n m o s t t y p i c a l cases, a t a n y rate, b e 

seen as a p l a u s i b l e b u t defeasible f o r m of a r g u m e n t a t i o n . I t is r a r e l y w i s e 

t o treat a n expert a s i n f a l l i b l e , a n d i n d e e d , t a k i n g that a p p r o a c h c a n b e 

qui te dangerous , for there is quite a n a t u r a l t e n d e n c y to respect e x p e r t s 

a n d to defer to t h e m u n q u e s t i o n i n g l y . 1 F o r m o s t o f us , i t i s n o t easy to 

q u e s t i o n the o p i n i o n o f an expert . I t tends to verge on the i m p o l i t e a n d 

thus needs t o b e d o n e i n a d i p l o m a t i c w a y . B u t i t needs t o b e d o n e , i * 1 

m a n y cases, because experts are often w r o n g . As a p r a c t i c a l matter, f o r 

e x a m p l e , i n matters o f h e a l t h a n d f i n a n c e , y o u c a n d o m u c h better i f y o ^ 1 

are p r e p a r e d to q u e s t i o n the a d v i c e o f an expert in a c r i t i c a l b u t p o l i t e 

manner . T h u s i t i s v i t a l t o see a p p e a l t o expert o p i n i o n a s defeasible , a s 

o p e n to c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n i n g . 

1 The respect we have for authority was demonstrated by some famous experiments c a r r i e d 
out by the psychologist Stanley Mi lgram. In these experiments, subjects were asked by & n 

authoritative-looking scientist to administer severe electric shocks to other persons, aX^d 
they often d i d so. 
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T h e s i x bas ic c r i t i c a l quest ions m a t c h i n g the a p p e a l t o expert o p i n i o n 
are l i s t e d b e l o w . 2 

1. Expertise Question. H o w c r e d i b l e is E as an expert source? 

2. Field Question. Is E an expert in the field that A is i n ? 

3. Opinion Question. W h a t d i d E assert that i m p l i e s A? 

4. Trustworthiness Question. Is E p e r s o n a l l y r e l i a b l e as a source? 

5. Consistency Question. Is A cons is tent w i t h w h a t other experts assert? 

6. Backup Evidence Q u e s t i o n Is E's a sser t ion b a s e d on ev idence? 

T h e i d e a b e h i n d u s i n g c r i t i c a l ques t ions t o evaluate appeals t o exper t 
o p i n i o n i s d i a l e c t i c a l . T h e a s s u m p t i o n i s that the i s sue t o b e set t led b y 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n in a d i a l o g u e hangs on a b a l a n c e of cons idera t ions . O n e 
c a n c r i t i c a l l y q u e s t i o n a n a p p e a l t o expert o p i n i o n b y r a i s i n g doubts about 
a n y of the premises . To be a g e n u i n e expert in a d o m a i n of k n o w l e d g e or 
a t e c h n i c a l s k i l l , an i n d i v i d u a l m u s t h a v e the p r o p e r credent ia l s a n d a 
r e c o r d of exper ience . I t is not e n o u g h , for e x a m p l e , that the p e r s o n is a 
p o p u l a r celebri ty . W i t h respect to the s e c o n d q u e s t i o n , one has to l o o k 
at the exact w o r d i n g of w h a t the expert s a i d (preferably, as quoted) . W i t h 
respect to the t h i r d q u e s t i o n , one m u s t be c a r e f u l , for e x a m p l e , to c h e c k 
w h e t h e r the expert m a y be an a u t h o r i t y in one f i e ld (such as p h y s i c s ) , 
w h i l e the p r o p o s i t i o n h e i s p r o n o u n c i n g o n i s i n another f i e l d ( such a s 
r e l i g i o n ) . T h e s i x t h q u e s t i o n cites the r e q u i r e m e n t that a n expert s h o u l d 
b e able t o b a c k u p h e r o p i n i o n w i t h object ive e v i d e n c e . T h e t w o r e m a i n i n g 
c r i t i c a l quest ions relate to t w o other i m p l i c i t a s s u m p t i o n s . T h e f i f th ques­
t i o n relates t o " m a v e r i c k " o p i n i o n s , e s p e c i a l l y o n issues w h e r e experts 
disagree. O n e c a n pose the c o n s i s t e n c y q u e s t i o n by c o m p a r i n g A w i t h 
other k n o w n e v i d e n c e (and, i n par t i cu lar , w i t h w h a t experts o n D other 
t h a n a say). O n e c a n pose the t r u s t w o r t h i n e s s q u e s t i o n by e x p r e s s i n g 
doubts about w h e t h e r the expert is p e r s o n a l l y r e l i a b l e as a source . F o r 
e x a m p l e , one m i g h t q u e s t i o n w h e t h e r the exper t i s b i a s e d , for e x a m p l e , 
w h e t h e r h e has s o m e t h i n g t o g a i n b y m a k i n g the c l a i m p u t f o r w a r d . 

U s i n g the a p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n as an a r g u m e n t s h o u l d not be seen 
as a subst i tute for gett ing fac tua l e v i d e n c e by sc ient i f i c m e t h o d s of data 
c o l l e c t i o n . I t i s a m e t h o d of argument that c a n be abused . H o w e v e r , in 
m a n y cases i n d e l i b e r a t i o n a n d i n other t y p e s o f d i a l o g u e , th i s t y p e o f 
argument , despite i ts f a l l i b i l i t y , can be a v a l u a b l e w a y of c o l l e c t i n g u s e f u l 
i n f o r m a t i o n a n d a d v i c e t o so lve a p r o b l e m o r m a k e a d e c i s i o n . A n e x a m p l e 

2 This set of crit ical questions is from Douglas Walton, Appeal to Expert Opinion (University 
Park: Penn State University Press, 1997), p. 223. 

w o u l d be a case w h e r e a leg is la t ive a s s e m b l y is h a v i n g a d i s c u s s i o n on a 

b i l l that w o u l d l e g a l i z e m a r i j u a n a . O n e o f the arguments re levant t o the 

debate w o u l d be the consequences of l e g a l i z a t i o n . A p o w e r f u l a rgument 

against l e g a l i z a t i o n m i g h t b e the s l i p p e r y s lope argument l i n k i n g m a r i ­

j u a n a to i n c r e a s e d a d d i c t i o n to h a r d e r drugs - a h i g h l y negat ive o u t c o m e , 

p e r c e i v e d a s v e r y dangerous . A t th is p o i n t w h a t w o u l d v e r y l i k e l y h a p ­

p e n i n the debate i s that sc ient i f i c experts w o u l d b e b r o u g h t i n t o test i fy 

o n sc ient i f i c f i n d i n g s c o n c e r n i n g the l inkages b e t w e e n m a r i j u a n a use a n d 

the use o f h a r d e r drugs . Exper ts m i g h t b e b r o u g h t i n o n b o t h s ides , a n d 

the i r t e s t i m o n y m i g h t conf l i c t . B o t h s ides i n the debate c o u l d q u e s t i o n 

the sc ient i f i c experts , a n d the d i a l o g u e m i g h t b e v e r y h e l p f u l i n m a k i n g 

v o t i n g o n the b i l l m o r e i n f o r m e d a n d i n t e l l i g e n t . O b v i o u s l y , m u c h w o u l d 

d e p e n d o n h o w the expert t e s t i m o n y w a s presented a n d h o w i t w a s cr i t ­

i c a l l y q u e s t i o n e d b y the p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the l eg i s la t ive assembly. 

P e r h a p s the m o s t f a m i l i a r use o f expert t e s t i m o n y i s i n the l a w , w h e r e 

i t i s a ver y i m p o r t a n t k i n d o f e v i d e n c e , for e x a m p l e , i n c r i m i n a l t r ia ls . 

A f a m i l i a r t y p e of expert w i t n e s s is the b a l l i s t i c s expert or the forens ic 

sc ient is t w h o p r o v i d e s , for e x a m p l e , e v i d e n c e o n D N A tests o f b l o o d o r 

h a i r f o u n d at the scene of a c r i m e . A n o t h e r f a m i l i a r type of expert test i ­

m o n y i n the c r i m i n a l t r i a l i s that g i v e n b y the p s y c h i a t r i s t o r p s y c h o l o g i s t 

w h o i s b r o u g h t in to m a k e a d e t e r m i n a t i o n of a defendant 's 'state o f m i n d ' 

w h e n a p l e a o f i n s a n i t y has b e e n m a d e . F r e q u e n t l y , s u c h cases t u r n i n t o 

a "batt le of the exper t s , " because b o t h s ides are a l l o w e d to p a y a fee for 

expert wi tnesses t h o u g h t l i k e l y to s u p p o r t t h e i r s ide of a case. S u c h c o n ­

f l ic ts o f expert t e s t i m o n y r e m i n d us that arguments b a s e d on a p p e a l to 

expert o p i n i o n are i n h e r e n t l y subject ive a n d p r e s u m p t i v e i n nature a n d 

are rare ly c o n c l u s i v e . E v e n so, they c a n be v a l u a b l e guides to a c t i o n in a 

d e l i b e r a t i o n o r v a l u a b l e sources o f i n f o r m e d o p i n i o n i n a p e r s u a s i o n d i a ­

logue . A p p e a l s t o expert o p i n i o n c a n , i n s o m e cases, b e u s e d f a l l a c i o u s l y 

as w e l l , to t r y to i n t i m i d a t e or s i l ence one's par tner in a d i a l o g u e by s a y i n g 

s o m e t h i n g l i k e , " W e l l , y o u ' r e not a n expert , are y o u ? " T h i s tact ic c a n b e 

a f a l l a c y w h e r e i t is u s e d to try to suppress or b l o c k off l eg i t imate c r i t i c a l 

q u e s t i o n i n g o f w h a t the expert s a i d . 3 

In s u m m a r y , t h e n , a p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n is a defeasible t y p e of 

argument that d e p e n d s o n trust i n the h o n e s t y a n d c o m p e t e n c e o f the 

3 As Locke (1690) put it, w h e n an expert is "established in dignity," any questioning of 
what he says by a layman may be put down as " insolence" or showing insufficient respect 
for authority (Locke's Essay, as quoted by Charles H a m b l i n , Fallacies (London: Methuen, 
1970), p. 160). 
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source that i s c o n s u l t e d . I f y o u have a c h o i c e b e t w e e n e v i d e n c e based on 

the say-so of a source that is in a p o s i t i o n to k n o w a n d object ive e v i d e n c e 

based o n sc ient i f i c m e t h o d s o f observat ion , i n q u i r y , a n d data c o l l e c t i o n , 

t h e n i t i s best to g ive m o r e w e i g h t to the object ive e v i d e n c e . B u t i f y o u 

have to act in a d e l i b e r a t i o n , for p r a c t i c a l reasons , a n d cannot d e l a y a n y 

longer to co l l ec t object ive i n f o r m a t i o n , i t m a y be w i s e r to go w i t h the say-

so of a q u a l i f i e d expert , or someone w h o is in a s p e c i a l p o s i t i o n to k n o w , 

rather t h a n t h r o w i n g darts or r e l y i n g on p u r e g u e s s w o r k . I t i s a matter of 

s t r i k i n g a ba lance b e t w e e n q u a l i f i e d trust , or p r e s u m p t i o n of hones ty a n d 

competence , on the one h a n d , a n d a s k e p t i c a l a t t i tude o f d o u b t a n d c r i t i c a l 

q u e s t i o n i n g , o n the other h a n d . T h e r ight b a l a n c e s h o u l d b e d e c i d e d b y 

w e i g h i n g each case i n d i v i d u a l l y , b a s i n g y o u r j u d g m e n t o n b a l a n c i n g goals 

s u c h as safety against the n e e d to take p o s i t i v e a c t i o n . 

A n a l y z e the f o l l o w i n g arguments b y i d e n t i f y i n g the a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

scheme i n v o l v e d . Ident i fy the premises a n d c o n c l u s i o n o f the argument . 

I f there are a n y ques t ionable aspects of the a r g u m e n t that s h o u l d be c o n ­

s i d e r e d , i d e n t i f y c r i t i c a l quest ions that s h o u l d b e asked . 

(a) B o b i s lost i n the jungle , i n a c o u n t r y h e i s not f a m i l i a r w i t h . H o w ­

ever, h e k n o w s that T a r z a n i s v e r y f a m i l i a r w i t h the terra in i n th i s 

area, a n d he asks T a r z a n w h i c h is the best w a y to get to a m o u n t a i n 

he w a n t s to v i s i t . T a r z a n r e p l i e s : " D o n ' t go across that r iver . I t i s f u l l 

o f h u n g r y c r o c o d i l e s a n d dangerous h i p p o s . " 

(b) Y o u go to a n e w dent is t to have y o u r teeth c l e a n e d , a n d he r e c o m ­

m e n d s that y o u have a root c a n a l a n d to a lso c o n s i d e r h a v i n g braces 

p u t o n y o u r teeth. H e proposes t o d o b o t h jobs i m m e d i a t e l y . T h i s 

request seems o d d t o y o u , because y o u h a v e h a d n o p r o b l e m s w i t h 

y o u r teeth recent ly , 

(c) H e r m a n a n d L o u i s e are C a n a d i a n tour is t s i n A u s t r a l i a . A s h e i s 

about to step off the c u r b , H e r m a n asks: " W h o has the r ight of w a y , 

the pedestr ians or the m o t o r i s t s ? " L o u i s e r e p l i e s , " I not ice that a l l 

the other pedestr ians are g i v i n g w a y to the cars . " 

(d) G i l b e r t a n d Joanne are h a v i n g a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n on the i ssue 

of w h e t h e r H I V - i n f e c t e d surgeons ought to be a l l o w e d to operate. 

Joanne argues: " D o c t o r Dave says they ought to be a l l o w e d to, a n d 

s i n c e th is i ssue is a m e d i c a l q u e s t i o n , I t h i n k he s h o u l d have the 

last w o r d ! H e i s a n exper t . " 

(e) In the d i a l o g u e on g e n e t i c a l l y m o d i f i e d foods (chapter 1, sec t ion 8) 

S a r a h c i t e d the P r i n c e of Wales as a/source to s u p p o r t her p o i n t 

of v i e w i n the d i a l o g u e . She p u t f o r w a r d thej following a rgument : 

" P r i n c e C h a r l e s s a i d that we n e e d to r e d i s c o v e r a reverence for the 

n a t u r a l w o r l d , a n d that sc ience , w h i c h lacks a s p i r i t u a l d i m e n s i o n , 

s h o u l d not b e u s e d t o change n a t u r e . " S h e s a i d , " H e k n o w s a l l about 

organic a g r i c u l t u r e . H e e v e n has h i s o w n organic garden i n H i g h -

g r o v e . " 

(f) Dr . Z o r b a , a cancer spec ia l i s t , is t e s t i f y i n g in court in the case of a 

m a n w h o w a s b r u i s e d b y h i s seat be l t w h e n h e w a s r e a r - e n d e d b y 

another car. T h e m a n later contrac ted tes t i cu lar cancer. Dr . Z o r b a 

tes t i f ied that, in h i s o p i n i o n , the b r u i s e f rom the seat be l t was a 

causa l factor in the d e v e l o p m e n t o f the man 's tes t i cular cancer. T h e 

p h y s i c i a n for the i n s u r a n c e c o m p a n y tes t i f ied that there i s no estab­

l i s h e d m e d i c a l e v i d e n c e that bruises or t r a u m a c a u s e d by seat bel t 

restraints cause cancer. 

Argument from Popular Opinion 

T h e argument f rom p o p u l a r o p i n i o n , or a p p e a l to p o p u l a r o p i n i o n , as i t 

i s c o m m o n l y c a l l e d , has the f o l l o w i n g f o r m . I f a large m a j o r i t y (everyone, 

n e a r l y everyone , etc.) accepts A as true, as s h o w n by a p o l l , say, th is w o u l d 

be e v i d e n c e that A i s genera l ly accepted. Or i f A i s c o m m o n k n o w l e d g e , 

m e a n i n g that i t i s a n a s s u m p t i o n that w o u l d not n o r m a l l y b e d i s p u t e d , 

t h e n that i s e v i d e n c e that A i s genera l ly accepted . F o r e x a m p l e , in the 

contest o f the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g , ne i ther par ty w o u l d d i s p u t e the state­

m e n t that the s k y i s b l u e or the statement that p e o p l e of ten eat f o o d in 

restaurants. If a statement is genera l ly accepted , t h e n that c a n be u s e d as 

a p l a u s i b l e a rgument in favor of A 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR APPEAL TO POPULAR OPINION 

GENERAL ACCEPTANCE PREMISE: A is g e n e r a l l y accepted as true. 

PRESUMPTION PREMISE: If A is genera l ly accepted as true, that gives a 

reason in favor of A . 

CONCLUSION: T h e r e is a reason in favor of A. 

By itself , th i s t y p e of argument i s not v e r y s trong, as i t i s eas i ly s h o w n that 

the ma jor i ty i s of ten w r o n g . S t i l l , i t c a n m a k e a c l a i m p l a u s i b l e by g i v i n g 

a reason in favor o f i t in a d ia logue in w h i c h there c a n be reasons b o t h for 

a n d against i t . G e n e r a l l y , the argument f r o m p o p u l a r o p i n i o n i s w e a k e r 

t h a n the a rgument f rom expert o p i n i o n ( though experts are of ten w r o n g , as 

w e l l ) . A r g u m e n t f rom p o p u l a r o p i n i o n i s best seen as e x p r e s s i n g a l i m i t 
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on d isputa t iveness . W h e n y o u are a r g u i n g about a c o n t r o v e r s i a l i ssue , 
a n d some other p r o p o s i t i o n i s r e l a t i v e l y u n c o n t r o v e r s i a l (because i t i s 
accepted by n e a r l y everyone or by everyone that i s par ty to the d ia logue) , 
t h e n that p r o p o s i t i o n c a n be ' taken for granted ' , or accepted tenta t ive ly 
as u n c o n t r o v e r s i a l . S u c h f ine p o i n t s of agreement h e l p the d i a l o g u e go 
f o r w a r d . 

T h e f o l l o w i n g t w o c r i t i c a l quest ions m a t c h the a r g u m e n t a t i o n s c h e m e 
for a p p e a l t o p o p u l a r o p i n i o n . 

1 . W h a t e v i d e n c e , s u c h as a p o l l or an a p p e a l to c o m m o n k n o w l e d g e , 
suppor t s the c l a i m that A is genera l ly a c c e p t e d as true? 

2. E v e n if A is genera l ly accepted as true, are there a n y g o o d reasons for 
d o u b t i n g i t is true? 

A l t h o u g h arguments f r o m p o p u l a r o p i n i o n are not v e r y strong i n t h e m ­
selves, they are f requent ly m a d e stronger b y b e i n g c o m b i n e d w i t h ' p o s i ­
t i o n t o k n o w ' arguments . T h e f o l l o w i n g case i s a n i n s t a n c e o f a rgument 
f r o m p o p u l a r o p i n i o n , but its strength i s r e i n f o r c e d b y a n i m p l i c i t argu­
m e n t f r o m p o s i t i o n t o k n o w . H e r e i s a n e x a m p l e . 

PREMISE: I t i s genera l ly accepted b y those w h o l i v e i n C e d a r R a p i d s 
that the lake i s a g o o d p l a c e to s w i m in the s u m m e r . 

CONCLUSION: T h e lake in C e d a r R a p i d s i s ( p l a u s i b l y ) a g o o d p l a c e to 
s w i m i n the s u m m e r . 

T h e i m p l i c i t a s s u m p t i o n that makes th is a p p e a l t o p o p u l a r o p i n i o n p l a u s i ­
b le i s that s ince the p e o p l e w h o l i v e i n C e d a r R a p i d s are n o r m a l l y f a m i l i a r 
w i t h the area, they m a y be a s s u m e d to be in a p o s i t i o n to k n o w w h e t h e r a 
p a r t i c u l a r lake in the area i s a g o o d p lace for s w i m m i n g in the s u m m e r or 
not . Therefore , i f the p e o p l e w h o l i v e i n C e d a r R a p i d s t h i n k that the l a k e 
i s a g o o d p lace to s w i m in the s u m m e r , i t i s a p l a u s i b l e a n d r e a s o n a b l y 
safe a s s u m p t i o n ( in the absence of a n y e v i d e n c e to the contrary) that the 
lake i s a g o o d p lace to s w i m in the s u m m e r . T h i s a d d i t i o n a l factor f o r m s 
a c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n by j o i n i n g argument f r o m p o s i t i o n to k n o w to 
the a p p e a l to p o p u l a r o p i n i o n . S u c h a j o i n i n g is c a l l e d a b o l s t e r i n g of the 
a p p e a l t o p o p u l a r o p i n i o n , m e a n i n g that the c o n j o i n e d argument increases 
the p l a u s i b i l i t y o f the a p p e a l t o p o p u l a r o p i n i o n . A n ins tance o f bolster­
i n g c a n b e i d e n t i f i e d b y stat ing the i m p l i c i t p r e m i s e , a s i n the e x a m p l e 
b e l o w , r e l a t i n g to the argument just above. 

2. Argument from Popular Opinion 

IMPLICIT PREMISE: T h e p e o p l e w h o l i v e i n C e d a r R a p i d s are i n a p o s i ­

t i o n t o k n o w w h e t h e r the lake i n C e d a r R a p i d s i s a g o o d p lace t o s w i m 

i n the s u m m e r . 

Of course , they c o u l d be w r o n g , because o f some recent c o n t a m i n a t i o n o f 

the lake that n o b o d y k n o w s about, for e x a m p l e . B u t in the absence o f any 

c o u n t e r v a i l i n g d e v e l o p m e n t s of th is sort, the c o n c l u s i o n that the lake is 

a g o o d p lace to s w i m is a p l a u s i b l e p r e s u m p t i o n . I t is often i m p o r t a n t to 

i d e n t i f y the i m p l i c i t p r e m i s e that bolsters the p l a u s i b i l i t y o f the a p p e a l 

to p o p u l a r o p i n i o n , in order to be aware o f w h a t makes the argument 

p l a u s i b l e . 

A p r a c t i c a l f o r m of the argument f r o m p o p u l a r o p i n i o n i s c a l l e d the 

argument f r o m p o p u l a r pract ice . T h i s f o r m of argument i s c o n n e c t e d to 

' p o s i t i o n to k n o w ' a rgumenta t ion , because f a m i l i a r i t y w i t h a prac t i ce i s a 

basis for b e i n g in a p o s i t i o n to k n o w w h e t h e r i t i s genera l ly acceptable or 

not . 

A R G U M E N T A T I O N SCHEME FOR A R G U M E N T F R O M POPULAR PRACTICE 

A is a p o p u l a r prac t i ce a m o n g those w h o are f a m i l i a r w i t h w h a t i s 

acceptable or not w i t h regard to A. 

I f A is a p o p u l a r prac t i ce a m o n g those f a m i l i a r w i t h w h a t is acceptable 
or not w i t h regard to A, that gives a reason to t h i n k that A is acceptable . 

Therefore , A i s acceptable in this case. 

A n e x a m p l e o f t h i s t y p e o f a rgumenta t ion i s the f o l l o w i n g case, i n w h i c h 

a h u s b a n d a n d w i f e are v i s i t i n g H o l l a n d for the f i r s t t i m e a n d have rented 

b i k e s . T h e y h a v e started c y c l i n g a long o n a b i c y c l e p a t h i n H o l l a n d . H e 

i s r i d i n g b e h i n d her, t h i n k i n g that r i d i n g s i d e - b y - s i d e i s not a l l o w e d . She 

ca l l s b a c k t o h i m , " R i d e bes ide me, s o w e c a n t a l k . " H e r e p l i e s , " I a m not 

sure i t i s a l l o w e d . " She rep l ies , " E v e r y o n e else i s d o i n g i t . " T h e argument 

f r o m p o p u l a r prac t i ce i n th is e x a m p l e d i a l o g u e i s m a d e m o r e p l a u s i b l e b y 

the a s s u m p t i o n that s ince the other c o u p l e s are l i k e l y to be from the l o c a l 

area, a n d not a l l tour is ts , they w o u l d b e l i k e l y t o k n o w w h a t i s genera l ly 

accepted i n prac t i ces o f r i d i n g s ide-by-s ide o n the b i c y c l e paths . S o the 

argument f r o m p o p u l a r pract ice i s r e i n f o r c e d b y a n i m p l i c i t p o s i t i o n t o 

k n o w argument . 
In s t i l l other cases, the argument f rom p o p u l a r o p i n i o n i s b a s e d not 

on a p o s i t i o n to k n o w argument but on an a s s u m p t i o n that p e o p l e have 
de l ibera ted on a p a r t i c u l a r p o l i c y or pract ice a n d h a v e c o m e to accept 
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i t because they h a v e f o u n d i t a u s e f u l or g o o d t h i n g to do . C o n s i d e r the 
f o l l o w i n g argument c o n c e r n i n g the G o l d e n R u l e : D o u n t o others a s y o u 
w o u l d they d o u n t o y o u . I n other w o r d s , treat others a s y o u w o u l d l i k e t o 
be treated yourse l f . 

PREMISE: T h e G o l d e n R u l e i s bas ic to every s y s t e m of ethics ever 

d e v i s e d , a n d everyone accepts i t i n some f o r m o r other. 

CONCLUSION: T h e G o l d e n R u l e i s a n e s t a b l i s h e d m o r a l p r i n c i p l e that 

has some w e i g h t of p r a c t i c a l j u s t i f i c a t i o n as a s o u n d p o l i c y . 

H e r e the a s s u m p t i o n i s that p e o p l e have g e n e r a l l y accepted the G o l d e n 
R u l e a n d e v e n c o d i f i e d i t i n the ir systems o f e th ics . S u c h p o p u l a r accep­
tance l e n d s a cer ta in w e i g h t o f p r e s u m p t i o n in favor o f the G o l d e n R u l e 
as an e t h i c a l p r i n c i p l e to take ser ious ly . I t doesn ' t m e a n that the G o l d e n 
R u l e can' t be q u e s t i o n e d or c r i t i c i z e d . I t m e a n s o n l y that the G o l d e n R u l e 
s h o u l d b e taken s e r i o u s l y i n a d i s c u s s i o n o n e t h i c a l p r i n c i p l e s , because 
p e o p l e have p u t some thought i n t o s u c h matters i n the past, a n d the i r 
u n a n i m i t y o n a c c e p t i n g the G o l d e n R u l e i n d i c a t e s a p r e s u m p t i o n i n its 
favor. 

T h e t w o c r i t i c a l quest ions m a t c h i n g the a r g u m e n t f r o m p o p u l a r prac ­
t ice are the f o l l o w i n g . 

1. W h a t act ions or other i n d i c a t i o n s s h o w that a large ma jor i ty accepts 
A ? 

2. E v e n if a large m a j o r i t y accepts A as true, w h a t g r o u n d s m i g h t there 
be for t h i n k i n g they are jus t i f i ed in a c c e p t i n g A? 

W i t h respect to the f i rs t c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n , i t i s f r e q u e n t l y p r o b l e m a t i c to 
de termine , by a s k i n g a q u e s t i o n , w h a t a large m a j o r i t y r e a l l y accepts as 
true or as represent ing the i r rea l o p i n i o n on a matter. P u b l i c o p i n i o n p o l l s 
are often u s e d , but m u c h d e p e n d s o n h o w the q u e s t i o n i n the p o l l i s 
w o r d e d . I t m a y be better to go by e v i d e n c e o f h o w p e o p l e act, in a d d i t i o n 
to g o i n g by w h a t they say. B u t the u n c e r t a i n t y of v e r b a l e v i d e n c e i s n o t 
the m a i n p r o b l e m w i t h appeals t o p o p u l a r o p i n i o n general ly . T h e m a i n 
p r o b l e m resides i n the a s k i n g o f the s e c o n d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n . 

A t y p i c a l p r o b l e m w i t h a p p e a l t o p o p u l a r o p i n i o n i s that i n m a n y 
instances no ser ious attempt i s m a d e to b a c k up the f i r s t p r e m i s e , by 
g i v i n g a rea l reason w h y everyone's a c c e p t i n g A i s a g o o d reason w h y y o u 
(the respondent ) s h o u l d accept A . Instead, the a r g u m e n t i s u s e d in s u c h 
a w a y as to p u t pressure on the r e s p o n d e n t to accept A or to feel left out 

of the p o p u l a r g r o u p that accepts A . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g 

argument . 

Y o u ought to b u y a sports recreat ion v e h i c l e , as a l l m e m b e r s of the 

e n v i r o n m e n t a l o f f - road c o o l p e o p l e n o w o w n one o f these v e h i c l e s . 

Instead o f g i v i n g a reason w h y y o u s h o u l d b u y one o f these cars, th is 

argument te l l s the r e s p o n d e n t that he w i l l be left out o f the " c o o l p e o p l e " 

gr o u p i f he does not b u y one o f these v e h i c l e s . T h i s argument puts pressure 

on the r e s p o n d e n t by a p p e a l i n g to h i s des ire to be p e r c e i v e d as in some 

s o c i a l l y es teemed g r o u p unless he fai ls to take the a c t i o n a d v o c a t e d . S u c h 

an argument appeals to h i s s u p p o s e d des ire to b e l o n g to some t r e n d y 

g r o u p . 

S o arguments f r o m p o p u l a r o p i n i o n are v a r i a b l e . A l t h o u g h they are 

genera l ly w e a k arguments , i n some instances they c a n g ive g o o d reasons 

to s u p p o r t a c o n c l u s i o n . In s u c h cases, i t w o u l d be u n w i s e to ignore or 

reject t h e m . B u t i n other cases, arguments f r o m p o p u l a r o p i n i o n d o not 

g ive the r e q u i r e d s u p p o r t for the ir c o n c l u s i o n a n d i n s t e a d a p p e a l o n l y to 

a w i s h for b e l o n g i n g to an esteemed g r o u p . 

A n a l y z e the f o l l o w i n g arguments b y i d e n t i f y i n g the a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

scheme i n v o l v e d . I d e n t i f y the premises a n d c o n c l u s i o n o f the argument . 

I f there are a n y ques t ionable aspects of the argument that s h o u l d be c o n ­

s i d e r e d , i d e n t i f y c r i t i c a l quest ions that s h o u l d b e asked . 

(a) A m a n is s teer ing h i s sai lboat i n t o an u n f a m i l i a r harbor, a n d he has 

a c h o i c e of w h e t h e r to t u r n left or r ight a r o u n d a large r o c k . He has 

o b s e r v e d that a l l the sailboats enter ing the h a r b o r before h i m have 

gone a r o u n d to the left. He c o n c l u d e s that he s h o u l d go a r o u n d to 

the left. 

(b) I f we vote to r e t u r n the death penal ty , w e , a l o n g w i t h a f e w states, 

w i l l b e the o n l y j u r i s d i c t i o n s i n the W e s t e r n w o r l d w i t h a death 

penal ty . N o t one c o u n t r y i n E u r o p e has a dea th penal ty . C a n a d a 

doesn ' t h a v e i t . N e w Z e a l a n d doesn ' t h a v e i t . A u s t r a l i a doesn ' t have 

it . I t i s o n the b o o k s i n B e l g i u m , b u t there hasn ' t b e e n a n e x e c u t i o n 

i n that c o u n t r y s ince 1945. Therefore w e s h o u l d not vote t o r e t u r n 

the d e a t h pena l ty . 

(c) In the d i a l o g u e on genet i ca l ly m o d i f i e d foods (chapter 1 , s e c t i o n 8), 

M a r k s u p p o r t s h i s p o i n t o f v i e w b y a r g u i n g : " P e o p l e a l l over the 

p l a n e t h a v e b e e n genet i ca l ly m o d i f y i n g a n i m a l s a n d p l a n t s for cen­

tur ies , n o b o d y has w o r r i e d about that, a n d e v e n the sc ient is ts have 

l o n g a c c e p t e d i t . " 
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(d) Of course y o u s h o u l d use Tartar C o n t r o l toothpaste . A recent s u r v e y 

s h o w e d that 87 percent of p e o p l e prefer Tartar C o n t r o l toothpaste 

over other b r a n d s . 

(e) I ' m sure y o u w i l l w a n t t o vote for m y p r o p o s a l . A l l h i g h l y e d u ­

cated profess iona ls are in favor o f i t a n d a l w a y s see the m e r i t o f i t 

i m m e d i a t e l y . 

(f) A l l the b e a u t i f u l p e o p l e w h o b e l o n g t o the u p p e r eche lons o f the r i c h 

a n d famous have P i lo tage sunglasses . S o y o u s h o u l d b u y P i lo tage 

sunglasses too. 

Argument from Analogy 

A r g u m e n t f r o m analogy i s a v e r y c o m m o n l y u s e d k i n d o f case-based rea­

s o n i n g , w h e r e one case is h e l d to be s i m i l a r to another case in a p a r t i c u l a r 

respect . S i n c e the one case is h e l d to h a v e a ce r ta in property , t h e n the 

other case, i t is c o n c l u d e d , also has the same p r o p e r t y (because the one 

case is s i m i l a r to the other). In o u t l i n e , the a r g u m e n t from analogy has the 

f o l l o w i n g f o r m . 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR A R G U M E N T F R O M A N A L O G Y 

SIMILARITY PREMISE: G e n e r a l l y , case C t is s i m i l a r to case C2. 

BASE PREMISE: A is true (false) in case Ct. 

CONCLUSION: A is true (false) in case C2. 

T h i s f o r m of argument is defeasible , because a n y t w o cases w i l l be s i m i l a r 

to each other in cer ta in respects , but d i s s i m i l a r to each other in other 

respects . So w h i l e one case m a y be genera l ly s i m i l a r to another, that does 

not m e a n that the t w o cases w i l l be s i m i l a r i n every respect . If they w e r e 

s i m i l a r i n every respect , they w o u l d b e the same case. H o w e v e r , t w o cases 

c a n be genera l ly s i m i l a r , e v e n t h o u g h there are q u i t e i m p o r t a n t di f ferences 

b e t w e e n t h e m . 

I n the d i s p u t e o n t i p p i n g , B o b m i g h t use the f o l l o w i n g argument f r o m 
analogy. 

D i s c o n t i n u i n g t i p p i n g is l ike taking away an animal 's source of food 
by destroying its natural habitat. Taking away an animal 's source of 
food by destroying its natural habitat has the consequence that the 
a n i m a l w i l l p a i n f u l l y die by starvation a n d disease. So d i scont inu­
ing t i p p i n g w i l l take away the income of people w h o are struggling 

to survive in a weakening economy, w i t h the same disastrous conse­

quences. 

In th is argument , B o b compares t w o cases: the case o f an a n i m a l s t ruggl ing 

to s u r v i v e in an e n d a n g e r e d habitat a n d the case of a p e r s o n s t ruggl ing 

to s u r v i v e in a w e a k e n i n g economy. He cites the b a d consequences o f 

d e s t r u c t i o n o f habi tat i n the one case, a n d t h e n postulates c o m p a r a b l e 

b a d consequences i n the other case. B o b i s u s i n g argument f r o m conse­

q u e n c e s , 4 b u t th i s argument i s b u i l t onto an argument f rom analogy, based 

on a c o m p a r i s o n b e t w e e n the t w o cases. Of course , the t w o cases are di f ­

ferent i n c e r t a i n respects , but b y c o m p a r i n g t h e m , B o b puts f o r w a r d a 

p l a u s i b l e argument . 

There are three c r i t i c a l quest ions that are a p p r o p r i a t e for the use of 

argument f rom analogy. 

1 . A r e there di f ferences b e t w e e n C t a n d C 2 that w o u l d t e n d to u n d e r m i n e 

the force of the s i m i l a r i t y c i ted? 

2. Is A t rue (false) in d? 

3. Is there some other case C 3 that is also s i m i l a r to b u t in w h i c h A 

is false (true)? 

In the e x a m p l e above, the s e c o n d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n is easy to answer , 

because the base p r e m i s e of the argument - that t a k i n g a w a y an a n i m a l ' s 

habitat has these b a d consequences - i s qui te p l a u s i b l e . B u t a s k i n g the 

f irst c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n is a better avenue of c r i t i c i s m of the argument from 

analogy in th is case. I t c o u l d be argued that there is a di f ference b e t w e e n 

the t w o cases. I f an a n i m a l loses its habitat , there m a y not be a n y other 

p l a c e i t c a n go or be transferred w h e r e i t w i l l have adequate s u p p l i e s o f 

f o o d ava i lab le . B u t i n the case o f a p e r s o n w h o loses t i p p i n g i n c o m e , the 

a d d i t i o n a l m o n e y c o l l e c t e d by charg ing the cus tomer a h i g h e r p r i c e , once 

a t i p i s no longer r e q u i r e d , c o u l d be u s e d to p r o v i d e h i g h e r salaries a n d 

benefits for the e m p l o y e e . At any rate, the c i t i n g of a n y di f ference of th is 

k i n d c a n be u s e d to raise doubts about the argument f rom ana logy u s e d 

i n the e x a m p l e above. 

A s k i n g the t h i r d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n i s a v e r y effective response i n some 

cases, but i t does not w o r k w e l l in a l l cases. T h e reason i s that a cer­

t a i n t h o u g h t f u l n e s s a n d c leverness to devise a sui table counter -ana logy is 

4 This form of argument as a scheme used by Bob is to argue that an action or pol i cy is bad 
because it has bad consequences. Argument from consequences is more fu l ly explained 
in chapter 3, section 5. 



Argumentation Schemes 3. Argument from Analogy 99 

r e q u i r e d . B u t in some cases, use of a c o u n t e r - a n a l o g y c a n be very effect ive. 
T h e f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e is a c lass ic case. 

T h e n President R o n a l d Reagan, in a speech for congressional funds 
to a i d the Contra rebels in Nicaragua, compared the Contras to the 
A m e r i c a n patriots w h o fought in the War of Independence. A speaker 
in Congress opposed to sending a i d to the Contras compared the 
s i tuation in Nicaragua to the war in V i e t n a m . 

In u s i n g the argument f r o m analogy, Reagan c o m p a r e d the case o f the 
C o n t r a rebels i n N i c a r a g u a t o the case o f A m e r i c a n patr iots w h o fought i n 
the U . S . W a r o f I n d e p e n d e n c e . S i n c e h i s a u d i e n c e w o u l d t h i n k the latter 
case represented a h i g h l y w o r t h w h i l e cause, that w a s g o o d to s u p p o r t , 
a n d that h a d g o o d consequences , the i r p o l i c y o n th is case w o u l d p r e s u m ­
a b l y be one o f o v e r w h e l m i n g s u p p o r t for a c t i o n . By the use o f a rgument 
f r o m analogy, Reagan h o p e d to transfer th is p o s i t i v e at t i tude for s u p p o r t 
to the present case o f the C o n t r a rebels . B u t h i s o p p o n e n t in Congress 
w a s able to counter Reagan's argument by p o s i n g another analogy that 
i s also e x t r e m e l y p o w e r f u l t o the a u d i e n c e . I n t e r v e n t i o n i n V i e t n a m h a d 
e x t r e m e l y b a d consequences for the U n i t e d States a n d w a s a n exper ience 
that n o b o d y w o u l d care to repeat. T h i s case s tands as a p o w e r f u l l e s s o n 
to the effect that i n t e r v e n t i o n in a fore ign w a r c a n l e a d to a m e s s y s i t u ­
a t i o n that gets w o r s e a n d w o r s e , once the f i r s t steps to get i n v o l v e d in i t 
are taken. H e r e , t h e n , is a t h i r d case, w h i c h also appears to be s i m i l a r to 
the N i c a r a g u a case i n c e r t a i n respects, b u t the o u t c o m e o f i n t e r v e n t i o n 
w a s v e r y b a d . 

I n some cases, a rgument f r o m analogy i s u s e d i n a n e x t r e m e l y aggres­
s ive w a y that packs a l l k i n d s o f uns ta ted a n d ques t ionable a s s u m p ­
t i o n s i n t o the argument . T h e f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e i s t a k e n f r o m a letter 
to Chatelaine m a g a z i n e , M a y 1982 . 5 O n c e the v a r i o u s i m p l i c i t a s s u m p ­
t ions i n the argument are i d e n t i f i e d , i t c a n e a s i l y b e s h o w n that they are 
h i g h l y ques t ionable a n d that the argument b a s e d o n t h e m i s not jus t i f i ed . 

W h e n a murderer is f o u n d guilty, he is p u n i s h e d regardless of his rea­
sons for k i l l i n g . S imi lar ly , anyone partaking in an abortion is gui l ty 
of hav ing depr ived an i n d i v i d u a l of her or his r ight to l i fe . 

T h e i m p l i c i t c o n c l u s i o n o f t h i s argument i s the statement that a n y o n e 
p a r t a k i n g i n a n a b o r t i o n s h o u l d b e p u n i s h e d . W h y ? T h e argument i s 

5 This example is from an article on arguments containing unstated assumptions: Douglas 
Walton and Chris Reed, "Argumentation Schemes and Enthymemes," Synthese: An Inter­
national Journal for Epistemology, Logic and Philosophy of Science, to appear. 

s u p p o r t e d b y the d r a w i n g o f a n ana logy b e t w e e n t w o cases h e l d t o b e 
s i m i l a r . O n e is the case of one p e r s o n m u r d e r i n g another p e r s o n , a c r i m e 
p u n i s h a b l e b y l a w . T h e other i s the case o f s o m e o n e p a r t a k i n g i n a n abor­
t i o n . T h e argument is that s ince the one type of case is s i m i l a r to the other, 
s o m e t h i n g that i s t rue of one s h o u l d also be true of the other. T h e argu­
m e n t i s therefore b a s e d on the a r g u m e n t a t i o n scheme for a r g u m e n t f r o m 
analogy. T h e argument i s based on the a s s u m p t i o n that s ince m u r d e r e r s 
are p u n i s h e d , regardless o f the reason for k i l l i n g , by analogy, a b o r t i o n par­
takers s h o u l d also b e p u n i s h e d . A s s h o w n b y a p p l y i n g the a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
scheme for a rgument f r o m analogy, th i s a rgument i s based o n a n i m p l i c i t 
p r e m i s e that the t w o k i n d s of cases o f m u r d e r a n d a b o r t i o n are s i m i l a r . 
B u t s u c h an a s s u m p t i o n i s h i g h l y ques t ionable . In l a w , m u r d e r i s a c r i m e 
in w h i c h a p e r s o n i s k i l l e d . B u t in l a w , a fetus i s not a p e r s o n a n d has no 
r ight to l i fe in the w a y a p e r s o n does. Of course , th is d i s t i n c t i o n is a l ega l 
one, a n d there i s a d i f ference b e t w e e n l a w a n d m o r a l i t y . B u t e v e n so, the 
a s s u m p t i o n that a n y o n e p a r t a k i n g in an a b o r t i o n i s d e p r i v i n g a p e r s o n o f 
h i s or her r ight to l i f e i s based on the fur ther a s s u m p t i o n that the fetus 
i s a p e r s o n . W h i l e p r o - l i f e advocates m i g h t accept s u c h a n a s s u m p t i o n , 
p r o - c h o i c e advocates w o u l d reject i t . T h e y w o u l d argue that the t w o cases 
o f m u r d e r a n d a b o r t i o n are d i s s i m i l a r i n th i s respect . 

In general , the f i rs t c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n for the argument f rom analogy 
tends to be the m o s t i m p o r t a n t one to focus on w h e n e v a l u a t i n g arguments 
from analogy. I f one case is s i m i l a r to another in a c e r t a i n respect , t h e n 
that s i m i l a r i t y g ives a cer ta in w e i g h t of p l a u s i b i l i t y to the argument from 
analogy. B u t i f the t w o cases are d i s s i m i l a r i n some other respect , c i t i n g 
th is di f ference tends to u n d e r m i n e the p l a u s i b i l i t y of the argument . So 
arguments f rom a n a l o g y c a n be stronger or weaker , in di f ferent cases. 

EXERCISE 
3.3 

A n a l y z e the f o l l o w i n g arguments b y i d e n t i f y i n g the a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
scheme i n v o l v e d . I d e n t i f y the premises a n d c o n c l u s i o n o f the argument . 
I f there are a n y ques t ionable aspects of the argument that s h o u l d be c o n ­
s i d e r e d , i d e n t i f y c r i t i c a l quest ions that s h o u l d be asked. 

(a) A f t e r i n g e s t i n g one m i l l i g r a m of substance a l p h a per d a y for n i n e t y 
days, w h i t e m i c e d e v e l o p e d genetic a b n o r m a l i t i e s . S i n c e w h i t e 
m i c e are s i m i l a r i n m a n y w a y s t o h u m a n s , i t f o l l o w s that substance 
a l p h a p r o b a b l y p r o d u c e s genetic a b n o r m a l i t i e s i n h u m a n s . 

(b) W h e n an i n d i v i d u a l i s d i a g n o s e d as h a v i n g cancer, every effort 
i s m a d e t o k i l l the cancerous g r o w t h , w h e t h e r b y surgery, r a d i a ­
t i o n treatment , o r chemotherapy . B u t m u r d e r e r s a n d k i d n a p p e r s are 
cancerous g r o w t h s on society. There fore , w h e n these c r i m i n a l s are 
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a p p r e h e n d e d a n d c o n v i c t e d , they s h o u l d b e treated l i k e a n y other 
cancer a n d e l i m i n a t e d b y c a p i t a l p u n i s h m e n t . 

(c) W h e n an e lec ted p o l i t i c a l leader w a s sub jec ted to extensive cr i t ­
i c i s m s because o f r i s i n g u n e m p l o y m e n t a n d a sagging e c o n o m y , 
some argued that he s h o u l d r e s i g n so that the par ty c o u l d select a 
n e w leader. Others s a i d a n e l e c t i o n s h o u l d b e c a l l e d . H e r e p l i e d : 
" P e o p l e d o n ' t change doctors just because they ' re s i c k . " 

(d) S m o k e r s s h o u l d b e a l l o w e d t o s m o k e o n l y i n p r i v a t e w h e r e i t does 
not o f f e n d a n y o n e else. W o u l d a n y s m o k e r w a l k i n t o a restaurant 
a n d start eat ing h a l f - c h e w e d f o o d on someone 's plate or d r i n k a 
glass o f water that p r e v i o u s l y h e l d someone 's teeth? P r o b a b l y not , 
yet t h e y expect n o n - s m o k e r s to i n h a l e s m o k e f r o m the recesses of 
the i r l u n g s . M y p r i v i l e g e a n d r ight i s t o choose a c l e a n a n d h e a l t h y 
l i f e w i t h o u t interference . 

(e) A doctor c l a i m e d that p h y s i c i a n s s h o u l d g i v e a m e d i c a l e x a m i n a ­
t i o n to every pat ient every year, u s i n g the f o l l o w i n g argument : " P e o ­
p l e take the i r car i n for s e r v i c i n g every f e w m o n t h s . " 

Argument from Correlation to Cause 

A l t h o u g h sc ient is ts , p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the p r a c t i c a l f i e l d s s u c h a s e n g i n e e r i n g 
a n d m e d i c i n e , somet imes m a k e c l a i m s about c a u s a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s , there 
is no set t led sc ient i f i c theory of causa l i ty (or p h i l o s o p h i c a l theory, for that 
matter) . I t seems that the c a u s a l r e l a t i o n s h i p is p r a c t i c a l a n d c o n t e x t u a l 
in nature . W h a t i t m e ans to say that one state of affairs A causes another 
state of affairs B is that A is s o m e t h i n g that c a n be brought about, a n d 
w h e n i t is brought about (or s topped) , t h e n B is a lso brought about (or 
s t o p p e d ) . 6 A t a n y rate, w h a t e v e r c a u s a l i t y m e a n s , the m o s t i m p o r t a n t 
k i n d of e v i d e n c e that A causes B in a n y p a r t i c u l a r case is that there is 
a s ta t i s t ica l c o r r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n A a n d B. F o r e x a m p l e , if a s ign i f i cant 
s ta t i s t ica l c o r r e l a t i o n i s f o u n d b e t w e e n r e d u c e d i n c i d e n c e o f heart attacks 
a n d d r i n k i n g o f r e d w i n e , the tentat ive c o n c l u s i o n m a y be d r a w n , as a 
h y p o t h e s i s , that d r i n k i n g r e d w i n e i s the cause o f the r e d u c t i o n i n heart 
attacks. Recent ly , i n fact, the causa l c o n c l u s i o n has b e e n d r a w n , b a s e d o n 
s u c h s tat is t ica l f i n d i n g s , that d r i n k i n g r e d w i n e w i t h meals , a s the F r e n c h 
d o , h e l p s to p r e v e n t heart attacks. 

A s a p r e s u m p t i v e f o r m o f reasoning , a r g u m e n t f r o m c o r r e l a t i o n t o 
cause has the f o l l o w i n g f o r m . 
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A R G U M E N T A T I O N SCHEME FOR A R G U M E N T F R O M CORRELATION TO 

CAUSE 

CORRELATION PREMISE: There is a p o s i t i v e c o r r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n A a n d 

B. 

CONCLUSION: A causes B. 

A c o r r e l a t i o n is a p u r e l y stat is t ical r e l a t i o n s h i p , d e t e r m i n e d by c o u n t ­

i n g up n u m b e r s w h e r e one event occurs in a case w h e r e another event 

also occurs . H o w e v e r , as n o t e d above, c a u s a l i t y is not a p u r e l y stat ist i ­

c a l r e l a t i o n s h i p (or at least, i f i t i s , i t i s a v e r y c o m p l i c a t e d k i n d of one), 

so the in ference f r o m c o r r e l a t i o n to c a u s a t i o n cannot be e v a l u a t e d on a 

p u r e l y s ta t i s t ica l or n u m e r i c a l basis . I t is best seen as a p r e s u m p t i v e a n d 

defeasible in ference , subject to defeat as m o r e data are c o l l e c t e d . 

O n e p r o b l e m w i t h arguments f r o m c o r r e l a t i o n to cause i s that there 

m a y not be a r e a l c o r r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n t w o events , b u t o n l y seem to be 

one. C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e : 

Researchers a t the W e l l e s l e y C e n t r a l H o s p i t a l s t u d i e d 18 pat ients 
w i t h r h e u m a t o i d ar thr i t i s for m o r e t h a n a year, test ing h o w 
changes i n t h e i r s y m p t o m s w e r e i n f l u e n c e d b y changes i n the 
weather , b u t came u p w i t h n o c o r r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n the t w o . " W e 
h y p o t h e s i z e that th is be l i e f resul ts , in part a t least, f r o m peo­
ple 's t e n d e n c y t o perce ive patterns w h e r e n o n e e x i s t , " Dr . R o n a l d 
R e d e l m e i e r o f W e l l e s l e y wr i tes i n the abstract o f the s t u d y p u b ­
l i s h e d in the latest i ssue of the U . S . j o u r n a l Proceedings o f the 
National Academy of Science—During h i s s t u d y of 18 a r t h r i ­
tis pat ients a t W e l l e s l e y , researchers gathered data on s y m p t o m s 
t w i c e a m o n t h for 15 m o n t h s . T h e pat ients ra ted the sever i ty of 
p a i n t h e m s e l v e s , w h i l e doctors e v a l u a t e d the degree o f j o i n t ten­
derness , m o b i l i t y a n d f u n c t i o n i n g i n e a c h pat ient a t each assess­
ment . T h e researchers also o b t a i n e d l o c a l weather reports for sev­
eral days a r o u n d the t i m e o f each a p p o i n t m e n t . T h e y i n t e r v i e w e d 
the pat ients about the i r bel iefs c o n c e r n i n g arthr i t i s p a i n , a n d a l l 
but t w o b e l i e v e d the effect o f weather w a s strong. H o w e v e r , w h e n 
researchers c o m p u t e d the corre la t ions b e t w e e n p a i n a n d spec i f i c 
weather c o m p o n e n t s m e n t i o n e d b y each pat ient , they f o u n d n o 
p a t t e r n . 7 

6 The variables A and B stand for states of affairs that are thought of as being like propositions 
because they can be made true (brought about) or made false by actions. ' Jane Gadd, "Arthr i t i s Study Rejects Weather L i n k , " Globe and Mail, A p r i l 3, 1996, p. A 5 . 
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In th is case there s e e m e d to the ar thr i t i s sufferers to be a c o r r e l a t i o n 
b e t w e e n arthr i t i s s y m p t o m s a n d weather changes . B u t Dr . R e d e l m e i e r ' s 
s t u d y r a i s e d doubts about w h e t h e r s u c h a c o r r e l a t i o n r e a l l y exists . 

A n o t h e r p r o b l e m is that a s tat is t ica l c o r r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n t w o events 
c a n s i m p l y be a c o i n c i d e n c e . A s o p h i s t i c a t e d s ta t i s t i ca l s t u d y by Steffie 
W o o l h a n d l e r a n d D a v i d U . H i m m e l s t e i n 8 c i t i n g f igures f r o m 141 c o u n t r i e s 
f o u n d that the larger the percent of its gross n a t i o n a l p r o d u c t a c o u n t r y 
spends o n w e a p o n s , the h i g h e r i s its i n f a n t d e a t h rate. W o o l h a n d l e r a n d 
H i m m e l s t e i n c o n c l u d e d that there i s a p l a u s i b l e l i n k b e t w e e n m i l i t a r y 
s p e n d i n g a n d the in fant death rate: " O u r f i n d i n g s c o n f i r m w h a t m a n y h a v e 
suspec ted - that m i l i t a r i s m is de le ter ious to h e a l t h e v e n in the absence 
o f overt h o s t i l i t i e s " (p. 1378). H o w e v e r , c r i t i c s q u e s t i o n e d w h e t h e r t h e i r 
f inding represents a n y t h i n g m o r e t h a n a c o i n c i d e n c e . D r . J o h n B a i l a r , a 
s ta t i s t i c ian a t the H a r v a r d S c h o o l o f P u b l i c H e a l t h , s a i d that the same 
s tat i s t ica l a p p r o a c h c o u l d b e u s e d t o s h o w a c a u s a l l i n k b e t w e e n i n f a n t 
m o r t a l i t y a n d the c o n s u m p t i o n o f b a n a n a s . 9 H e q u e s t i o n e d w h e t h e r sta­
t i s t i c a l c o r r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n t w o th ings , in cases l i k e these, i s a reason to 
c o n c l u d e that one t h i n g causes the other. 

A n o t h e r c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n i s w h e t h e r b o t h th ings corre la ted w i t h each 
other are r e a l l y c a u s e d by some c o m m o n factor that i s c a u s i n g b o t h o f 
t h e m . T h e f o l l o w i n g case i s a c lass ic e x a m p l e . 1 0 

A t a conference o n the b o n d b e t w e e n h u m a n s a n d pets i n B o s t o n 
i n 1986, researchers r e p o r t e d that pets c a n l o w e r b l o o d pressure 
i n h u m a n s , i m p r o v e the s u r v i v a l o d d s o f heart pat ients , a n d e v e n 
penetrate the i s o l a t i o n of aut is t ic c h i l d r e n . A c c o r d i n g to a report 
in Newsweek researchers at the conference r e p o r t e d on the bene­
f i c i a l effects o f pet c o m p a n i o n s h i p . S t u d i e s s h o w e d that w o m e n 
w h o h a d o w n e d dogs a s c h i l d r e n s c o r e d h i g h e r o n se l f - re l iance , 
s o c i a b i l i t y , a n d to lerance tests t h a n petless w o m e n . M e n w h o h a d 
o w n e d a dog " fe l t a greater sense of p e r s o n a l w o r t h a n d of b e l o n g ­
i n g a n d h a d better s o c i a l s k i l l s . " C h i l d r e n w i t h pets also s h o w e d 
greater empathy . 

In th is case, there w a s a g e n u i n e c o r r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n pet o w n e r s h i p a n d 

h e a l t h i m p r o v e m e n t , but b o t h factors c o u l d w e l l be the resul t o f the better 

8 " M i l i t a r i s m and Mortal i ty , " The Lancet, June 15, 1985, pp . 1375-1378. 
9 "Infant Death L i n k F o u n d , " Winnipeg Free Press, June 15, 1985, p. 70. 

1 0 Douglas Walton, Informal Logic (New York: Cambridge Universi ty Press, 1989), pp. 226-

t h a n average s o c i a l qua l i t i es o f the p e o p l e w h o acquire pets. T h i s factor 

m a y l e a d to b o t h pet o w n e r s h i p as w e l l as better h e a l t h . In a case l i k e 

th i s , there m a y be a g e n u i n e c o r r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n t w o factors A a n d B, b u t 

the reason for the c o r r e l a t i o n i s that some t h i r d factor C, i s c a u s i n g b o t h 

A a n d B. In s u c h a case, it is not correct to d r a w the c o n c l u s i o n that A 

causes B. 

To s u m up the lessons o f these cases, the three m a i n c r i t i c a l ques t ions 

that s h o u l d b e asked , w h e n a n argument f r o m c o r r e l a t i o n t o cause i s p u t 

f o r w a r d , are the f o l l o w i n g . 

1. Is there r e a l l y a cor re la t ion b e t w e e n A a n d Bl 

2. Is there a n y reason to t h i n k that the c o r r e l a t i o n is a n y m o r e t h a n a 

c o i n c i d e n c e ? 
3. C o u l d there be some t h i r d factor, C, that is c a u s i n g b o t h A a n d Bl 

A s a n e x a m p l e o f the t h i r d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n , c o n s i d e r the c o r r e l a t i o n 
b e t w e e n d r i n k i n g r e d w i n e every d a y w i t h a m e a l a n d fewer heart attacks 
a m o n g m e n over forty. Subsequent s tudies s h o w e d that d r i n k i n g a l c o h o l 
o f a n y sort ( i n m o d e r a t i o n , m e a n i n g one or t w o d r i n k s per day) w a s assoc i ­
ated w i t h s i g n i f i c a n t l y fewer attacks w i t h i n t h i s group. T h e latest f i n d i n g 
suggested that i t w a s the a l c o h o l i n the r e d w i n e that c a u s e d the o u t c o m e 
a n d that d r i n k i n g beer o r any k i n d o f a l c o h o l w o u l d h a v e the same effect. 

In short , a r g u m e n t f r o m c o r r e l a t i o n to cause is a leg i t imate a n d correct 
type of in ference of a p r e s u m p t i v e a n d defeasible type , a n d i t i s e x t r e m e l y 
u s e f u l for p r a c t i c a l purposes i n g u i d i n g a c t i o n i n p r a c t i c a l matters . B u t 
in m a n y cases, there i s a na tura l h u m a n t e n d e n c y to leap too q u i c k l y to 
a causa l c o n c l u s i o n once a c o r r e l a t i o n has a p p a r e n t l y b e e n observed . In 
s u c h cases, i t i s better to ask appropr ia te c r i t i c a l quest ions before p l a c i n g 
too m u c h w e i g h t o n a n argument f r o m c o r r e l a t i o n t o cause. 

H e r e i s a f i n a l w o r d o f w a r n i n g . A l l arguments based o n the s ta t i s t i ca l 
c l a i m of a c o r r e l a t i o n s h o u l d be q u e s t i o n e d regarding h o w the terms w e r e 
d e f i n e d i n the survey. The r e d w i n e theory o f heart disease p r e v e n t i o n 
w a s r e c e n t l y q u e s t i o n e d by a g r o u p of cardio log is t s w h o p o i n t e d out that 
w h i l e m o s t c o u n t r i e s require a spec i f i c cause of dea th to be stated, in 
F r a n c e , m a n y fatal i t ies caused by cardiac arrest are o f f i c i a l l y p u t d o w n to 
" s u d d e n d e a t h . " 1 1 T h i s w a y o f r e p o r t i n g m e d i c a l statist ics w o u l d m e a n 
that the f indings repor ted w o u l d lessen the n u m b e r o f heart attacks. 

1 1 Bernard D. Kaplan , "The Attack on Red Wine's Hearty Reputation," Globe and Mail, 
September 16, 1994, p. A 9 . 
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EXERCISE 
3.4 

A n a l y z e the f o l l o w i n g arguments b y i d e n t i f y i n g the a rgumenta t ion 
scheme i n v o l v e d . I d e n t i f y the p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n o f the argument . 
I f there are a n y q u e s t i o n a b l e aspects of the a r g u m e n t that s h o u l d be c o n ­
s i d e r e d , i d e n t i f y c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n s that s h o u l d b e asked. 

(a) A report p u b l i s h e d in the Journal of the American Medical Asso­
ciation f o u n d a s ta t i s t i ca l r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t w e e n t y p i c a l " m a l e pat­
t e r n " b a l d n e s s ( spreading o u t w a r d f r o m the c r o w n o f the head) a n d 
heart attacks. M e n w i t h th i s type o f b a l d n e s s were f o u n d to be 30 to 
300 percent m o r e l i k e l y to suffer a heart attack t h a n m e n w i t h l i t t l e 
or no h a i r loss . Researchers hes i ta ted to d r a w the c o n c l u s i o n that 
ba ldness causes heart attacks, a n d s o m e s p e c u l a t e d w h e t h e r stress 
o r a c o m m o n h o r m o n a l factor m i g h t b e i n v o l v e d ( D a v i d G e l m a n , 
C a r o l y n F r i d a y a n d S h a w n D . L e w i s , " A R e a l l y B a d H a i r D a y , " 
Newsweek, M a r c h 8, 1993, p. 62). 

(b) A professor of m e d i c i n e at the U n i v e r s i t y of Toronto t o l d a c o m m i t ­
tee s t u d y i n g w e l f a r e p r o g r a m s i n O n t a r i o that c h i l d r e n f r o m p o o r 
fami l i es are t w i c e as l i k e l y as c h i l d r e n f r o m m o r e aff luent f a m i l i e s 
t o d ie i n i n f a n c y , o r i n acc idents , a n d t w o a n d a h a l f t imes a s l i k e l y 
to d ie f r o m i n f e c t i o u s diseases. He c o n c l u d e d that p o v e r t y i s an 
i n v i s i b l e k i l l e r that i s m o r e d e a d l y t h a n cancer [The Winnipeg Free 
Press, F e b r u a r y 8, 1987, p. 10). 

Argument from Consequences and Slippery Slope 

One very c o m m o n f o r m o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s u s e d w h e r e one par ty i n a 
dialogue says to the other, " T h i s a c t i o n w o u l d not be g o o d , because i t 
c o u l d have b a d c o n s e q u e n c e s . " F o r e x a m p l e , s u p p o s e y o u are t h i n k i n g o f 
taking a cer ta in m e d i c a t i o n a n d y o u r d o c t o r says, " Y o u have h i g h b l o o d 
pressure, a n d t a k i n g th is m e d i c a t i o n raises b l o o d pressure , s o i n y o u r case 
there w o u l d be a b a d s ide effect o f t a k i n g i t . " T h i s f o r m of a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s 
ca l led argumentum ad consequentiam, or a r g u m e n t f r o m consequences 
(literally, i t m e a n s ' a rgument to consequence ' ) . As a f o r m of a rgumen­
tation, i t cites a l l e g e d l y foreseeable consequences of a p r o p o s e d a c t i o n 
as the premise , a n d the c o n c l u s i o n is t h e n i n f e r r e d that this course of 
act ion i s o r i s n o t r e c o m m e n d e d . T h i s f o r m o f r e a s o n i n g c a n b e u s e d i n 
a posit ive or negat ive w a y , as an argument to r e s p o n d to a p r o p o s a l that 
has been p u t f o r w a r d w h e n t w o part ies are h a v i n g a d i a l o g u e on w h a t to 
do. In argument f r o m p o s i t i v e consequences , a p o l i c y or course of a c t i o n 
i s supported b y c i t i n g p o s i t i v e consequences o f c a r r y i n g out th is p o l i c y 

or course of a c t i o n . In argument f r o m negat ive consequences , a p o l i c y 

or course of a c t i o n is argued against by c i t i n g negat ive consequences of 

c a r r y i n g i t out. 

A r g u m e n t f r o m consequences i s of ten u s e d i n e c o n o m i c a n d p o l i t i c a l 

de l ibera t ions w h e r e t w o parties (or groups) disagree on w h a t i s the best 

course o f a c t i o n t o p u r s u e . F o r e x a m p l e , s u p p o s e that t w o persons , B o b 

a n d H e l e n , disagree on w h e t h e r t i p p i n g i s g e n e r a l l y a g o o d c u s t o m or a 

g o o d s o c i a l p o l i c y that ought t o b e c o n t i n u e d . B o b m i g h t use the f o l l o w i n g 

argument . 

PREMISE: I f the prac t i ce o f t i p p i n g w e r e d i s c o n t i n u e d , u n e m p l o y m e n t 

w o u l d resul t . 

PREMISE: U n e m p l o y m e n t is a b a d t h i n g . 

CONCLUSION: I t w o u l d not be a g o o d i d e a to d i s c o n t i n u e the prac t i ce 

o f t i p p i n g . 

I n th i s ins tance , B o b has u s e d a n argument f r o m negat ive consequences . 

By c i t i n g negat ive consequences of a ce r ta in p o l i c y or course of a c t i o n , 

B o b has argued against t h i s p o l i c y or course o f a c t i o n . 

A r g u m e n t f r o m consequences c a n also b e u s e d i n a p o s i t i v e f o r m , t o 

s u p p o r t a p o l i c y or a c t i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , H e l e n m i g h t use the f o l l o w i n g 

argument . 

PREMISE: I f the pract ice of t i p p i n g w e r e d i s c o n t i n u e d , service 

p r o v i d e r s w o u l d h a v e greater self-esteem. 

PREMISE: H a v i n g greater self-esteem is a g o o d t h i n g . 

CONCLUSION: T h e prac t i ce o f t i p p i n g s h o u l d b e d i s c o n t i n u e d . 

I n th i s argument f r o m consequences , H e l e n has c i t e d p o s i t i v e conse­
quences of a c e r t a i n p o l i c y or course of a c t i o n as a reason for s u p p o r t i n g 
that p o l i c y or course of a c t i o n as b e i n g a g o o d i d e a . As the last t w o e x a m ­
ples s h o w , p o s i t i v e argument f r o m consequences i s of ten p i t t e d against 
negat ive argument f r o m consequences i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n . 

S u c h c o n f l i c t i n g arguments f r o m consequences are c o m m o n i n p o l i t i ­
c a l debates w e i g h i n g up the a l leged pros a n d cons of a course of a c t i o n that 
i s b e i n g c o n t e m p l a t e d . F o r e x a m p l e , i n M a r c h 1995 voters i n the p r o v i n c e 
o f Q u e b e c w e r e h a v i n g t o w n h a l l meet ings d e l i b e r a t i n g o n w h e t h e r t o have 
a r e f e r e n d u m g i v i n g t h e m a c h o i c e to leave C a n a d a a n d f o r m a separate 
c o u n t r y or stay as a p r o v i n c e in C a n a d a . S o m e argued that the e c o n o m i c 
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consequences o f separa t ion f r o m C a n a d a w o u l d b e h i g h l y negat ive for 
Q u e b e c . Others argued that h a v i n g a s ing le F r e n c h - s p e a k i n g c o u n t r y sep­
arate f r o m E n g l i s h - s p e a k i n g C a n a d a w o u l d h a v e p o s i t i v e consequences 
for F r e n c h c u l t u r e i n Q u e b e c . I n cases o f t h i s k i n d o f p o l i t i c a l d e l i b e r a ­
t i o n , t y p i c a l l y the a rgument i s about the fu ture o u t c o m e s or p o s s i b i l i t i e s o f 
some course of a c t i o n that i s u n i q u e , a t least in m a n y respects, so that the 
l i k e l y consequences m u s t b e guessed o r con jec tured . T h e future c a n n e v e r 
b e k n o w n w i t h certainty, a n d guess ing c a n b e h i g h l y con jec tura l w h e r e 
m a n y c o m p l e x a n d c h a n g i n g var iab les o f a r e a l s i t u a t i o n are i n v o l v e d . 
H e n c e argument f r o m consequences i s g e n e r a l l y p r e s u m p t i v e i n nature 
as a k i n d of reasoning . 

T h e a r g u m e n t a t i o n s c h e m e for a rgument f r o m p o s i t i v e consequences 
i s the f o l l o w i n g . 

A R G U M E N T A T I O N SCHEME FOR A R G U M E N T F R O M POSITIVE 
CONSEQUENCES 

PREMISE: I f A i s b r o u g h t about, g o o d consequences w i l l p l a u s i b l y 
occur . 

CONCLUSION: A s h o u l d be b r o u g h t about . 

T h e c o r r e s p o n d i n g a r g u m e n t a t i o n s c h e m e for a rgument f r o m negat ive 
consequences i s the f o l l o w i n g . 

A R G U M E N T A T I O N SCHEME FOR A R G U M E N T F R O M NEGATIVE 
CONSEQUENCES 

PREMISE: I f A i s b r o u g h t about, b a d consequences w i l l p l a u s i b l y 
occur. 

CONCLUSION: A s h o u l d n o t be b r o u g h t about . 

T h e r e are the same three c r i t i c a l ques t ions m a t c h i n g ei ther of these argu­
m e n t a t i o n schemes , w h e t h e r i t i s the p o s i t i v e or negat ive var iant . 

1 . H o w strong i s the p r o b a b i l i t y or p l a u s i b i l i t y that these c i t e d conse­
quences w i l l (may, m i g h t , must) o c c u r ? 

2 . W h a t e v i d e n c e , i f any, s u p p o r t e d the c l a i m that these consequences 
w i l l (may, m i g h t , must) o c c u r i f A i s b r o u g h t about? 

3. A r e there consequences of the o p p o s i t e v a l u e that ought to be t a k e n 
i n t o account? 
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F a i l u r e t o a n s w e r a n y o f these c r i t i c a l ques t ions adequately , w h e n a s k e d 

by a d i a l o g u e par tner or c r i t i c , casts an argument f r o m consequences i n t o 

doubt . 

A s l i p p e r y s l o p e argument is a species of negat ive r e a s o n i n g f r o m 

consequences , u s e d w h e r e t w o part ies are d e l i b e r a t i n g together a n d one 

w a r n s the other not to take a c o n t e m p l a t e d a c t i o n , because i t is a f irst 

step in a sequence o f events that w i l l l e a d to some h o r r i b l e o u t c o m e . 

W h a t is d i s t i n c t i v e about the s l i p p e r y s lope argument as a s p e c i a l s u b t y p e 

of argument f r o m consequences is that there is s a i d to be a c o n n e c t e d 

sequence o f ac t ions , s u c h that once the first a c t i o n in the series i s c a r r i e d 

out , a sequence of other act ions w i l l f o l l o w , so that once the sequence 

starts there i s no s t o p p i n g i t , u n t i l (eventual ly) the h o r r i b l e o u t c o m e comes 

about. T h i s p a r t i c u l a r l y h o r r i b l e o u t c o m e i s the f i n a l event i n the sequence 

a n d represents s o m e t h i n g that w o u l d v e r y d e f i n i t e l y go against goals that 

are i m p o r t a n t for the p a r t i c i p a n t i n the d e l i b e r a t i o n w h o i s b e i n g w a r n e d , 

for e x a m p l e , i t m i g h t be h i s p e r s o n a l safety or securi ty . 

There are severa l types of s l i p p e r y s l o p e arguments , b u t the general 

f o r m o f the m o s t c o m m o n type o f the s l i p p e r y s lope argument c a n b e 

c h a r a c t e r i z e d by the f o l l o w i n g a r g u m e n t a t i o n scheme. A s l i p p e r y s lope 

argument a l w a y s has th i s recurs ive feature, m e a n i n g that i t a p p l i e s over 

a n d over aga in i n a repeat ing process . T h i s feature i s d e f i n e d i n the recur­

s ive p r e m i s e b e l o w . 

A R G U M E N T A T I O N SCHEME FOR THE SLIPPERY SLOPE A R G U M E N T 

FIRST STEP PREMISE: A 0 is up for c o n s i d e r a t i o n as a p r o p o s a l that 

seems i n i t i a l l y l i k e s o m e t h i n g that s h o u l d b e b r o u g h t about . 

RECURSIVE PREMISE: B r i n g i n g up A 0 w o u l d p l a u s i b l y l e a d ( i n the 

g i v e n c i r c u m s t a n c e s , a s far a s w e k n o w ) t o A\, w h i c h w o u l d i n t u r n 

p l a u s i b l y l e a d to A2, a n d so for th , t h r o u g h the sequence A2,.-.,An. 

BAD O U T C O M E PREMISE: A n is a h o r r i b l e (disastrous, bad) o u t c o m e . 

CONCLUSION: A 0 s h o u l d not be b r o u g h t about . 

T h e character i s t i c i d e a o f the s l i p p e r y s lope argument i s that once y o u take 
that f i r s t a c t i o n i n the sequence, i t i s l i k e p u s h i n g off f r o m the top o f a n 
O l y m p i c s k i - j u m p r u n . O n c e y o u have k i c k e d off, t u r n i n g b a c k becomes 
h a r d e r a n d harder . A t some i l l - d e f i n e d p o i n t o r gray area, there i s n o 
t u r n i n g back . O n c e y o u are i n t o t h i s area, there i s o n l y one w a y t o go: 
faster a n d faster d o w n the s lope u n t i l y o u h i t the b o t t o m . S o i f y o u d o n ' t 
w a n t t o g o c a r e e n i n g d o w n the s lope out o f c o n t r o l a n d h i t the b o t t o m 
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( w i t h disastrous consequences of p e r s o n a l i n j u r y ) , the message is that 
y o u h a d better not take that f i rs t step at a l l . 

S l i p p e r y s lope arguments are of ten u s e d to g ive reason not to start 
t a k i n g drugs, because once y o u start t a k i n g an a d d i c t i v e substance, i t 
gets harder a n d harder to stop. At some p o i n t that cannot be d e f i n e d 
s p e c i f i c a l l y for each i n d i v i d u a l , y o u are " h o o k e d , " a n d the o u t c o m e i s 
that y o u r l i fe w i l l b e b a d l y damaged o r p o s s i b l y e v e n destroyed. O n c e a 
p e r s o n begins t o use drugs , p h y s i c a l d e p e n d e n c y c a n m a k e i t very d i f f i c u l t 
to stop, a n d the sequence o f subsequent o u t c o m e s c a n have a l l k i n d s o f 
other b a d consequences that e v e n t u a l l y r e s u l t in a p a i n f u l l i f e o f substance 
d e p e n d e n c y a n d e v e n t u a l l y a n u n p l e a s a n t death . I n th i s k i n d o f case, 
the basis of the s l i p p e r y s lope is a p h y s i c a l a d d i c t i o n a n d dependency , 
c a u s e d b y the b o d y ' s r e a c t i o n t o the substance . A s y o u c o n s u m e m o r e o f 
the substance, y o u n e e d m o r e to keep up the hab i t . There are also var iants 
on th is argument that c i te an a l leged sequence l e a d i n g f r o m one a d d i c t i v e 
substance to another. H e r e the l inkages are h a r d e r to prove , a n d debates 
about s u c h arguments are h i g h l y c o n t r o v e r s i a l . O n e case of this sort i s the 
argument that the d e c r i m i n a l i z a t i o n o f m a r i j u a n a w o u l d be the f i r s t step 
in a sequence that w o u l d l e a d to greater d r u g use a n d a progress ion to the 
use of harder drugs, s u c h as h e r o i n , a n d e v e n t u a l l y to a society w h e r e the 
use o f a l l k i n d s o f drugs has b e c o m e c o m m o n a n d u n c o n t r o l l a b l e , w i t h a l l 
the s o c i a l p r o b l e m s a t t e n d i n g w i d e s p r e a d d r u g a b u s e . 1 2 A var iant o n t h i s 
case w i t h a n even w e a k e r l i n k a g e i s the a r g u m e n t u s e d w h e n one p e r s o n 
w a r n s another not to start s m o k i n g , a r g u i n g i t m a y l e a d to the use of other 
a d d i c t i v e substances, l i k e m a r i j u a n a , w h i c h i n t u r n m a y l e a d t o the use 
of h a r d e r drugs. 

S l i p p e r y s lope arguments are f r e q u e n t l y u s e d i n disputes o n e thics 
a n d p u b l i c p o l i c y . I n the case of Texas v. Johnson (1989) the issue c o n ­
c e r n e d a m a n w h o b u r n e d a n A m e r i c a n f lag d u r i n g a p o l i t i c a l demonstra ­
t i o n i n D a l l a s t o protest p o l i c i e s o f the R e a g a n a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . T h e case 
of w h e t h e r he s h o u l d be c o n v i c t e d of " d e s e c r a t i n g a venerated object" 
e v e n t u a l l y w e n t t o the U . S . S u p r e m e C o u r t , w h e r e i t w a s r u l e d that, i n 
th i s case, the f l a g - b u r n i n g w a s an " o v e r t l y e x p r e s s i v e " act a n d w a s t h u s 
protec ted u n d e r free s p e e c h (First A m e n d m e n t ) . Just ice B r e n n a n u s e d a 
s l i p p e r y s lope a r g u m e n t as par t o f the r a t i o n a l e for h i s d e c i s i o n . 

We perceive no basis on w h i c h to h o l d that the p r i n c i p l e under ly ing 
our dec is ion in Schacht does not a p p l y to this case. To conclude that 

1 2 Ralph Johnson and J. A n t h o n y Blair, Logical Self-defense, 2nd ed. (Toronto: M c G r a w - H i l l 
Ryerson, 1983), pp. 161-162. 

the Government m a y permit designated symbols to be used to com­
municate o n l y a l i m i t e d set of messages w o u l d be to enter territory 
hav ing no discernible or defensible boundaries . C o u l d the Govern­
ment, on this theory, prohibi t the b u r n i n g of state flags? Of copies of 
the Pres ident ia l seal? Of the Consti tut ion? In evaluating these choices 
under the Firs t A m e n d m e n t , h o w w o u l d w e decide w h i c h symbols 
were suff ic ient ly specia l to warrant this u n i q u e status? To do so, we 
w o u l d be forced to consult our o w n p o l i t i c a l preferences, and impose 
t h e m on the c i t izenry, in the very w a y that the First A m e n d m e n t for­
b ids us to do s o . 1 3 

T h e argument w a s that once the b u r n i n g of the flag in a case s u c h as the 

one above w e r e p r o h i b i t e d by l a w , i t w o u l d set a precedent for b a n n i n g 

m a n y other k i n d s of acts, s u c h as b u r n i n g other objects that represented 

federa l or state g o v e r n m e n t s . To have to enforce a l l these i n f r i n g e m e n t s 

w o u l d b e cost ly , a n d the v a l u e o f d o i n g s o seems d u b i o u s . I t w o u l d l e a d t o 

the i m p o s i t i o n o f p o l i t i c a l preferences i n b a n n i n g a l l k i n d s o f express ive 

acts that w o u l d pose conf l i c t s w i t h the F i r s t A m e n d m e n t . 

In a D o o n e s b u r y c a r t o o n 1 4 one character w a r n e d another of the p e r i l s 

o f b a n n i n g " p h y s i c a l desecra t ion o f the f l a g " by c i t i n g a n u m b e r o f m o r e 

spec i f i c steps in the sequence of a s l i p p e r y s lope . 

. . . " p h y s i c a l desecrat ion" i s a t r i cky business F o r instance, w i l l 
it be i l l ega l to b u r n a paper flag? Or to tear up a photo of a flag? 
H o w about cutt ing a cake decorated w i t h a flag? A n d what about flag 
clothing? A r e y o u a patriot if y o u wear a flag T-shirt , but a fe lon if 
y o u wear flag pants? A n d what does that make U n c l e Sam? A n d what 
about art - w h o decides whether a flag pa int ing is a desecration or 
an homage? A l s o , what about other nat ional symbols , l ike the eagle 
or the Statue of Liberty? Or state flags? Or the confederate flag? A l l 
sacred to somebody - s h o u l d they be protected? A l s o , since b u r n i n g 
is the o n l y sanct ioned w a y of d ispos ing of a worn-out flag, aren't we 
real ly o u t lawin g an idea instead of an act? A n d , i f so, what other 
ideas do we outlaw? 

H e r e w e c a n see that w h a t p r o p e l s the sequence o f r e a s o n i n g d o w n the 
s lope is not o n l y the i d e a of sett ing a precedent , b u t also the l i n g u i s t i c 
d i f f i c u l t y of c i r c u m s c r i b i n g a vague t e r m s u c h as ' p h y s i c a l d e s e c r a t i o n ' . 
O n c e i t has b e e n a p p l i e d to one object, l i k e a f lag, i t i s h a r d to stop i t f r o m 
also b e i n g a p p l i e d to other objects, l i k e a cake or a T - sh i r t . T h i s vagueness 
is the gray area of the s l i p p e r y s lope . 

1 3 Texas v. Johnson, 1989, 10. 
1 4 G. B. Trudeau, August 12, 1989. 
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S l i p p e r y s lope arguments c o n f o r m i n g t o t h e p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n 
of the a r g u m e n t a t i o n scheme c a n be reasonable as p r e s u m p t i v e arguments 
i n a d i a l o g u e , p r o v i d e d a l l the c o n n e c t e d steps i n t h e sequences, l i n k i n g 
the f irst step w i t h the f i n a l (horrible) o u t c o m e , a r e adequate ly f i l l e d i n 
a n d jus t i f i ed . I n s o m e cases, h o w e v e r , these l i n k s i n t h e r e a s o n i n g are not 
s u p p o r t e d adequately , a n d the s lope argument i s n o t p l a u s i b l e . I n some 
cases, i t i s e v e n u s e d u n c o n v i n c i n g l y as a fear a p p e a l a rgument . T h e p r o b ­
l e m w i t h fear a p p e a l arguments i s that they c a n e a s i l y backf i re i f the fear 
a p p e a l i s too exaggerated a n d u n c o n v i n c i n g . F o r e x a m p l e , i n the c u l t 
film Reefer Madness, teenagers were w a r n e d o f t h e dangers o f s m o k i n g 
m a r i j u a n a , b u t the e v i d e n c e w a s d u b i o u s , a c c o r d i n g t o w h a t w a s k n o w n 
a t the t i m e . H e n c e the argument w a s a n u n c o n v i n c i n g fear a p p e a l argu­
m e n t that the a u d i e n c e s f o u n d f u n n y . G e n e r a l l y , e m p i r i c a l e v i d e n c e i s 
n e e d e d to b a c k up a s l i p p e r y s lope argument a d e q u a t e l y . S i n c e t h e p e r i o d 
w h e n th i s f i l m w a s p o p u l a r , cons iderable e m p i r i c a l e v i d e n c e o f t h e nega­
t ive consequences o f t a k i n g m a r i j u a n a has b e e n f o u n d . B u t h o w s t r o n g the 
l i n k i s b e t w e e n t a k i n g m a r i j u a n a a n d progress ing t o h a r d e r drugs r e m a i n s 
a subject of some controversy . E v e n so, drugs that are a d d i c t i v e are v e r y 
dangerous for s o m e p e o p l e t o try. S o the b u r d e n o f p r o o f i n s u c h cases 
s h o u l d b e w e i g h t e d t o w a r d c a u t i o n . I f even t r y i n g s u c h a d r u g m i g h t b e 
dangerous , u r g i n g a p e r s o n to be caut ious by not t a k i n g the f i r s t s t e p c o u l d 
be a reasonable s l i p p e r y s l o p e argument. 

G e n e r a l l y , i n e v a l u a t i n g s l i p p e r y s lope reasoning , i t i s best t o b e g i n 
b y i d e n t i f y i n g the three p r e m i s e s o f the argument. T h e f i r s t - s t e p p r e m i s e 
postulates the f i r s t s tep i n the sequence. T h e r e c u r s i v e p r e m i s e d e s c r i b e s 
the m e c h a n i s m of t h e s l o p e - the repeat ing or p r o p e l l i n g factor t h a t d r i v e s 
the sequence a l o n g p a s t a p o i n t w h e r e the sequence c a n be s t o p p e d . T h e 
b a d o u t c o m e p r e m i s e ci tes the h o r r i b l e outcome, s u p p o s e d l y t h e f i n a l 
event i n the sequence . T h e m o s t i m p o r t a n t appropr ia te c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n s 
for a s l i p p e r y s l o p e a r g u m e n t c o n c e r n part 2 , the sequence of s t e p s in the 
argument . 

1 . W h a t i n t e r v e n i n g p r o p o s i t i o n s in the 
are a c t u a l l y g i v e n ? 

sequence l i n k i n g up A 0 w i t h A n 

2 ' i T ^ i 8 t o p s 8 1 8 r e q u i r e d t 0 6 1 1 i n t h e s e q u e n c e o f e v e n t s t o ^ 

3 . W h a t are the w e a k e s t l i n k s in the sequence, where spec i f i c c r i t i c a l 

ZT2Tnld be asked about whether one event wiI1 
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H o w strong a s l i p p e r y s lope argument needs to be d e p e n d s on h o w strong 

a c l a i m is m a d e in the c o n c l u s i o n - does i t say that the h o r r i b l e o u t c o m e 

may, w i l l , o r m u s t occur? T h e stronger the c l a i m , the stronger the a r g u m e n t 

n e e d e d to b a c k i t u p . H o w e v e r , s ince s l i p p e r y s lope arguments are about 

the future , a n y of t h e m that have a " m u s t " in the c o n c l u s i o n (or a n y 

w o r d i n g i n d i c a t i n g i n e v i t a b i l i t y ) s h o u l d b e v i e w e d v e r y s k e p t i c a l l y . 

O n e m u s t be v e r y care fu l to d i s t i n g u i s h b e t w e e n instances o f argu­

ments f rom negat ive consequences a n d instances o f s l i p p e r y s l o p e 

arguments because , as i n d i c a t e d above, the s l i p p e r y s lope arguments 

d e s c r i b e d above are species of a r g u m e n t a t i o n f r o m negat ive conse­

quences . W h a t m a r k s out the s l i p p e r y s lope argument as a s p e c i a l t y p e of 

argument f r o m negat ive consequences i s that the s l i p p e r y s lope argument 

a l w a y s has the character is t i c recurs ive p r e m i s e . T h i s p r e m i s e descr ibes a 

sequence of ac t ions w h e r e the argument m o v e s f o r w a r d f r o m one step to 

the next by some repea t ing process of m e c h a n i s m that dr ives the ac t ions 

or consequences past the p o i n t w h e r e the sequence c a n be s t o p p e d . 

M a n y instances o f argument f r o m consequences do have s u c h a recur­

s ive p r e m i s e stated as part of the argument . I f an argument f r o m negat ive 

consequences does not have th is r e c u r s i v e feature, i t s h o u l d not be c las­

s i f i ed as a s l i p p e r y s lope argument . 

EXERCISE 
3.5 

A n a l y z e the f o l l o w i n g d ia logues , c l a s s i f y i n g the argument u s e d b y i d e n t i ­
f y i n g its a r g u m e n t a t i o n scheme. Ident i fy the premises a n d c o n c l u s i o n o f 
the argument . If there are any quest ionable aspects of the argument that 
s h o u l d b e c o n s i d e r e d , i d e n t i f y c r i t i c a l ques t ions that s h o u l d b e a s k e d . 

(a) P ierre a n d M a r y are a rguing about the i ssue of Quebec separat ing 
f r o m the rest o f C a n a d a . P ierre m a i n t a i n s that separa t ion w o u l d be 
a g o o d t h i n g , because i t w o u l d preserve the F r a n c o p h o n e c u l t u r a l 
heritage. M a r y argues that i f Quebec separates, there w o u l d be mas­
s ive u n e m p l o y m e n t , e s p e c i a l l y i n Q u e b e c , w h e r e there are m a n y 
federal g o v e r n m e n t employees . 

(b) B o b is about to t ry to f ix h i s r a d i o by p i c k i n g up a l i v e w i r e . Jane 
w a r n s h i m , " I w o u l d n ' t d o that. Y o u c o u l d get a nasty s h o c k ! " 

(c) A n n e a n d F r e d are arguing about the i ssue of w h e t h e r s c i e n ­
tists s h o u l d get p e r m i s s i o n to do laboratory research on h u m a n 
embryos . F r e d argues: " W e m u s t stop a l l research w i t h h u m a n 
embryos i m m e d i a t e l y , because i t w i l l l e a d t o m o r e a n d m o r e exper­
i m e n t a l research o n h u m a n fetuses, a n d eventua l ly , the harvest o f 
h u m a n aborted fetuses w i l l become s u c h a resource for treatment o f 
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diseases l i k e P a r k i n s o n ' s disease a n d m u s c u l a r d y s t r o p h y , there 
w i l l b e n o t u r n i n g b a c k . " 

(d) J o h n a n d L o u i s e are d i s c u s s i n g the i ssue of w h e t h e r p h y s i c i a n -

assisted s u i c i d e s h o u l d b e a l l o w e d i n cases o f t e r m i n a l i l l n e s s . 

L o u i s e argues: " O n c e y o u a l l o w i t i n cases o f t e r m i n a l i l l n e s s , i t 

w i l l l e a d t o e u t h a n a s i a o f the d i s a b l e d . T h a t w i l l m e a n that a n y o n e 

w h o i s regarded a s t r o u b l e s o m e w i l l b e e l i m i n a t e d a s 'unf i t ' b y the 

state. U l t i m a t e l y , the o n l y c i t i z e n s w h o w i l l b e a l l o w e d t o l i v e are 

those w h o f i t the current concept o f a n i d e a l h e a l t h y p e r s o n . " 

(e) In a debate on w h e t h e r the prac t i ce of n o t a l l o w i n g prayers in the 

schools s h o u l d b e c o n t i n u e d , some p a r t i c i p a n t s w o r r i e d that di f fer­

ent re l ig ions m i g h t w a n t to have s p e c i a l prayers represent ing the i r 

o w n re l ig ious pract ices a n d v i e w s . O n e p a r t i c i p a n t argued that w i t h 

a l l the dif ferent m i n o r i t y groups , once y o u accept one k i n d o f r e l i ­

g i o n as legi t imate , y o u are g o i n g to h a v e to accept m a n y other k i n d s 

of re l ig ious groups as h a v i n g a l eg i t imate r ight to h a v e prayers or 

r e l i g i o u s services in the c l a s s r o o m . T h i s p a r t i c i p a n t s a i d : "It's a 

Pandora ' s box . Y o u k n o w that S a t a n i s m i s a r e l i g i o n t o o ! " 

(f) Trevor a n d M a r y are arguing about the i ssue of w h e t h e r d r i v e r s ' 

l i censes s h o u l d h a v e p h o t o g r a p h s o n t h e m . Trevor argues: "It w o u l d 

be the f irst step t o w a r d a p o l i c e state!" 

Argument from Sign 

In m a n y cases of a r g u m e n t a t i o n , data o b s e r v e d in a case are taken as a 

s i g n of s o m e t h i n g that f i ts a f a m i l i a r pat tern . D r a w i n g an in ference f r o m a 

pat ient 's s y m p t o m t a k e n as a v i s i b l e s i g n of a disease or some other k n o w n 

c o n d i t i o n i s a very c o m m o n f o r m o f r e a s o n i n g i n m e d i c a l d iagnos i s . F o r 

e x a m p l e , suppose a pat ient w h o i s f e e l i n g i l l has y e l l o w s k i n . S u c h a n 

o b s e r v a t i o n m a y be t a k e n by the p h y s i c i a n as a s i g n or i n d i c a t o r that the 

pat ient has hepat i t i s . Of course , s u c h a p r o v i s i o n a l d iagnos is i s o n l y a 

h y p o t h e s i s . T h e pat ient m a y have some other l i v e r disease or m a y h a v e a 

s k i n disease that does not affect the l i v e r . T h i s f o r m of a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s 

defeas ib le a t the f i r s t stages a n d m a y l e a d o n l y to a p l a u s i b l e c o n c l u s i o n in 

the f o r m of a tentative h y p o t h e s i s . I t m a y l e a d to further observat ions a n d 

tests that c a n be c a r r i e d out . T h e h y p o t h e s i s m a y be tested, for e x a m p l e , 

b y a n a l y z i n g a s a m p l e o f the patient 's b l o o d . A r g u m e n t f r o m s i g n i s t y p i ­

c a l l y a defeasible argument in an i n v e s t i g a t i o n that leads to the c o l l e c t i o n 

o f fur ther ev idence . T h e f o l l o w i n g c lass ic e x a m p l e i l lustrates a rgument 

f r o m s i g n . 

Travis a n d L i s a are w a l k i n g a l o n g a h i k i n g t r a i l i n Jasper N a t i o n a l 

P a r k a n d t h e y see some i m p r i n t s o n the t r a i l . Trav is e x a m i n e s 

t h e m c l o s e l y a n d says he recognizes t h e m as bear tracks , s a y i n g . 

" A bear has b e e n h e r e . " L i s a r e p l i e s , " H o w d o y o u k n o w those 

i m p r i n t s are bear tracks? T h e y d o n ' t l o o k b i g e n o u g h to be bear 

t racks . " Trav is r e p l i e s , " T h e y are the tracks of a s m a l l bear. In fact, 

they are the tracks of a s m a l l g r i z z l y bear, as we c a n see by these 

v e r y l o n g c l a w i m p r i n t s . " 

In th i s case, T r a v i s has presented an argument to L i s a . She has e x p r e s s e d 

doubts that the i m p r i n t s they saw are bear t racks . Travis has u s e d argu­

m e n t f r o m s i g n to g i v e h e r a reason to accept the c o n c l u s i o n that t h e y 

are bear tracks . A r g u m e n t f r o m s i g n is a p r e s u m p t i v e type of a rgument 

based on a p r e m i s e that, general ly , f indings, as o b s e r v e d in a case, are 

character is t ic o f some t y p e of object, event , or a c t i o n . T h e other p r e m i s e 

i s that these character is t ics or s igns are present in the g i v e n case. T h e 

c o n c l u s i o n i s that the p a r t i c u l a r event o r object i n q u e s t i o n w i l l o c c u r o r 

has o c c u r r e d i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r case. 

T h e a r g u m e n t a t i o n scheme for a rgument f r o m s i g n i s the f o l l o w i n g , 

w h e r e A a n d B are t a k e n as these t w o p r o p o s i t i o n s . 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR A R G U M E N T F R O M SIGN 

SPECIFIC PREMISE: A (a f inding) is t rue in t h i s s i t u a t i o n . 

GENERAL PREMISE: B i s genera l ly i n d i c a t e d as true w h e n its s i g n , A, 

is true. 

CONCLUSION: B i s t rue in th is s i t u a t i o n . 

I t i s easy to see w h y argument f r o m s i g n , in the scheme d i s p l a y e d above, 

i s defeasible . T h e genera l p r e m i s e i s not an absolute u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a ­

t i o n . T h e one p r o p o s i t i o n b e i n g true g e n e r a l l y (but not necessar i ly ) i n d i ­

cates that the other w i l l be true as w e l l . Y e l l o w s k i n m a y be s i g n of l i v e r 

d y s f u n c t i o n . B u t there are cases w h e r e a pat ient w i l l h a v e y e l l o w s k i n b u t 

w i l l no t h a v e l i v e r d y s f u n c t i o n . T h e presence o f y e l l o w s k i n c o l o r a t i o n i s 

just a p r e l i m i n a r y i n d i c a t o r or s y m p t o m . I t m a y h a v e e v i d e n t i a l v a l u e . B u t 

the presence of other k n o w n factors in a case m a y r u l e i t out, defeat ing the 

i n i t i a l in ference to the c o n c l u s i o n that th i s pat ient has l i v e r d y s f u n c t i o n . 

A r g u m e n t f r o m s i g n proceeds f r o m a f i n d i n g o f some data i n the f o r m 

of a s i g n or i n d i c a t o r . T h e s i g n is some sort of o b s e r v e d f inding. A c o n ­

c l u s i o n i s t h e n d r a w n that the s i g n i n d i c a t e s the presence o f s o m e t h i n g 
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e lse that i t i s c o n n e c t e d to. T h e c o n c l u s i o n d r a w n c a n be expressed as a 
p r o p o s i t i o n that some event w i l l o r has t a k e n p l a c e or that some object 
or factor is present . A f inding is k n o w n or t a k e n to be a s i g n of some 
p r o p o s i t i o n i n f e r r e d f r o m i t for v a r i o u s reasons. I t c o u l d be that one t y p e 
of e v e n t i s u s u a l l y c a u s a l l y c o n n e c t e d to the other. Or i t c o u l d be that a 
f inding of the presence of some other factor, because of some i d e n t i f i a b l e 
charac ter i s t i c o f that factor, i s m a d e apparent i n the s ign . F o r e x a m p l e , 
t h e presence of d a r k c l o u d s i s a s i g n of r a i n because one i s c o m m o n l y 
assoc ia ted w i t h the other a n d because d a r k c l o u d s c a n be c i t e d as a cause 
o f r a i n . F o r the p u r p o s e s o f the a r g u m e n t a t i o n scheme, the t w o th ings 
that are c o n n e c t e d , the f i n d i n g a n d the c o n c l u s i o n d r a w n f r o m it , c a n b e 
e x p r e s s e d i n the f o r m o f p r o p o s i t i o n s . 

I n e v a l u a t i n g argument f r o m s ign , the f o l l o w i n g t w o c r i t i c a l ques t ions 
are appropr ia te . 

1 # W h a t i s the s trength o f the c o r r e l a t i o n o f the s i g n w i t h the event 
s igni f ied? 

2 . A r e there other events that w o u l d m o r e r e l i a b l y a c c o u n t for the s ign? 

Q U i t e often, argument f r o m s i g n i s a w e a k f o r m of argument that c a n n o t 
be r e l i e d on u n c r i t i c a l l y . E v e n so, i t i s a p r e s u m p t i v e f o r m of a rgument 
that c a n somet imes h e l p p o i n t an i n v e s t i g a t i o n or c h a i n of reason ing to a 
p l a u s i b l e c o n c l u s i o n . 

In some cases, arguments f r o m s i g n are p r e d i c t i v e . F o r e x a m p l e , d a r k 
c l o u d s or h i g h w i n d s m i g h t be a s i g n of a p a r t i c u l a r k i n d of weather that 
w i l l occur in the future , s u c h as a s torm. In s o m e cases, arguments f r o m 
s i g n are u s e d in a r e t r o d u c t i v e f a s h i o n , as in the bear case w h e r e the exis ­
tence o f the bear p r i n t s are u s e d to reason b a c k w a r d in t i m e to the c o n c l u ­
s i o n that, in the past , the bear w a s present a t t h i s l o c a t i o n . T h e presence 
of the bear is u s e d as a basis for e x p l a i n i n g the presence of the t r a c k s . 1 5 

I f we l o o k at a rgument f r o m s i g n as a f o r m of defeas ib le r e a s o n i n g , 
we can eas i ly see i ts p r e s u m p t i v e nature. T h e bear tracks c o u l d be t a k e n 
as a s ign of s o m e t h i n g else, d e p e n d i n g on w h a t w a s o b s e r v e d a n d w h e r e 
the observations w e r e m a d e . Perhaps someone , u s i n g s o m e sort o f gad­
get, c lever ly p l a n t e d the bear tracks there to m i s l e a d us or g ive us the 
i m p r e s s i o n that there are bears i n th is r e g i o n . B u t s i n c e i n Jasper N a t i o n a l 
Park, n o r m a l l y there are bears present, we w o u l d take the presence o f 
these bear tracks as a pret ty g o o d argument that there w a s a bear in th i s 

« Sometimes the k i n d of argumentation exhibited in the bear tracks example is called infer­
ence to the best explanation. The importance of this form of argumentation in scientific 
discovery was established by the Amer ican philosopher Charles S. Peirce. 

r e g i o n . H o w e v e r , i f w e w e r e t o f i n d bear t racks i n a u n i v e r s i t y c l a s s r o o m , 

w e w o u l d b e m u c h less i n c l i n e d t o leap t o the c o n c l u s i o n that there m u s t 

h a v e b e e n a bear present i n th is c l a s s r o o m . W e w o u l d p r o b a b l y expect 

that these bear p r i n t s w e r e the resul t o f some s tudent p r a n k or w o u l d t ry 

to f ind some other e x p l a n a t i o n , because i t w o u l d not be n o r m a l for a bear 

to be present in a u n i v e r s i t y c l a s s r o o m . 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y , argument f r o m s i g n p r o v i d e s a bas is for m a k i n g an 

i n i t i a l i n t e l l i g e n t guess or h y p o t h e s i s , w h i c h leads to a f u l l e r e x p l a n a t i o n 

once the f u l l e r context o f a case i s f i l l ed i n . F o r e x a m p l e , in the f o l l o w i n g 

c a s e 1 6 t w o i n i t i a l s igns o f footpr ints a n d t u s k - s h a p e d w o u n d s l e d t o a n 

e x p l a n a t i o n of severa l r h i n o c e r o s deaths. 

W h e n conserva t ion i s t s a t S o u t h A f r i c a ' s P i l a n e s b e r g game reserve 

d i s c o v e r e d a series o f s y s t e m a t i c a l l y k i l l e d r h i n o s , they h a d t w o 

c lues t o the c u l p r i t s : t u s k - s h a p e d w o u n d s o n the corpses a n d 

e lephant f o o t p r i n t s i n the v i c i n i t y . A l t h o u g h a n e lephant does 

not n o r m a l l y attack a r h i n o c e r o s , the game reserve has a n u m b e r 

o f u n s u p e r v i s e d , adolescent males w h o w o u l d n o r m a l l y b e k e p t 

i n l i n e b y b u l l s . W i t h o u t a d u l t ro le m o d e l s t o test themse lves 

against, the a n i m a l s h a v e b e c o m e j u v e n i l e d e l i n q u e n t s . 

H e r e the t u s k - s h a p e d w o u n d s a n d the e l e p h a n t footpr in ts of fered c lues 

on a basis o f a r g u m e n t f r o m s ign . T w o signs suggested that e lephants w e r e 

the k i l l e r s . B u t fur ther e v i d e n c e l e d t o a n e v e n m o r e spec i f i c h y p o t h e s i s . 

T h e i n i t i a l h y p o t h e s i s w a s thereby c o n f i r m e d , once the f u l l e r context o f 

l a c k o f s u p e r v i s i o n o f the j u v e n i l e s b y ro le m o d e l s w a s f i l l e d i n . 

In some cases, there is a sequence of s igns , each one of w h i c h , by itself , 
g ives o n l y a s m a l l w e i g h t o f p r e s u m p t i o n for a c o n c l u s i o n . B u t w h e n y o u 
p u t the sequence together, there i s an e v i d e n c e - a c c u m u l a t i n g argument . 
T h i s a rgument uses a c h a i n of r e a s o n i n g c o n t a i n i n g several arguments 
f r o m s i g n t o b u i l d u p t o a m u c h m o r e p l a u s i b l e w e i g h t o f p r e s u m p t i o n i n 
favor of the c o n c l u s i o n . In the f o l l o w i n g tale f r o m A Study in Scarlet, Dr . 
W a t s o n , l o o k i n g for a c c o m m o d a t i o n s i n L o n d o n , has just b e e n i n t r o d u c e d 
t o S h e r l o c k H o l m e s . H o l m e s u s e d the f o l l o w i n g sequence o f r e a s o n i n g t o 
arr ive a t the c o n c l u s i o n that W a t s o n has just r e t u r n e d f r o m A f g h a n i s t a n : 

Here is a gentleman of a medica l type, but w i t h the air of a m i l i t a r y 
m a n . Clear ly an army doctor, then. He has just come f rom the tropics , 
for h is face is dark, and that is not the natural t int of his s k i n , for 
h is wrists are fair. He has undergone hardship and sickness, as h i s 

1 6 M i c h a e l Kesterton, "Soc ia l Studies," Globe and Mail, October 13, 1994, p. A 2 0 . 
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haggard face says clearly. H i s left arm has been in jured. He holds i t in 
a stiff and unnatura l manner. Where in the tropics c o u l d an E n g l i s h 
army doctor have seen m u c h hardsh ip a n d got his arm w o u n d e d ? 
Clear ly i n A f g h a n i s t a n . 1 7 

H o l m e s m a d e a guess, in t h i s case. I t w a s o n l y a p l a u s i b l e h y p o t h e s i s . B u t 

a s the i n d i v i d u a l ins tances o f argument f r o m s i g n b u i l t u p e v i d e n c e a s h i s 

sequence o f r e a s o n i n g p r o c e e d e d , the a c c u m u l a t i o n o f e v i d e n c e m a d e h i s 

c o n c l u s i o n a p l a u s i b l e one to d r a w (at least, a c c o r d i n g to the story). T h e 

context o f the case a lso p l a y e d an i m p o r t a n t r o l e here, because H o l m e s 

w a s aware that there h a d r e c e n t l y b e e n a w a r i n A f g h a n i s t a n i n w h i c h 

m a n y B r i t i s h m e n o f that era h a d taken part . H e n c e the best e x p l a n a t i o n 

o f a l l the p h e n o m e n a that H o l m e s o b s e r v e d - the t a n n e d s k i n , the i n j u r e d 

a r m , a n d so f o r t h - w o u l d be that W a t s o n h a d b e e n a p a r t i c i p a n t in the 

A f g h a n i s t a n c a m p a i g n . O f course , i t w a s o n l y a h y p o t h e s i s . B u t H o l m e s ' s 

c o n c l u s i o n d r a w n b y a r g u m e n t f r o m s i g n w a s a c l ever b i t o f r e a s o n i n g , 

character is t ic o f the f i c t iona l detective's c a r e f u l observat ions a n d p o w e r 

o f d r a w i n g inferences f r o m t h e m . 

A n a l y z e the f o l l o w i n g arguments b y i d e n t i f y i n g the a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

scheme i n v o l v e d . I d e n t i f y the p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n o f the argument . 

I f there are a n y q u e s t i o n a b l e aspects of the a r g u m e n t that s h o u l d be c o n ­

s i d e r e d , i d e n t i f y c r i t i c a l ques t ions that s h o u l d b e asked . 

1 . Barbara h a d a r u n n y nose , fever, c o u g h , a n d n a s a l conges t ion . On the 
f i f th day, r e d spots a p p e a r e d on h e r b o d y . There fore , Barbara has the 
measles (or rubeola ) . 

Jane h a d a r u n n y nose, s w o l l e n g lands , a n d a s l ight fever. On the t h i r d 

day, r e d spots a p p e a r e d o n her face a n d n e c k , a n d t h e n f a d e d after t w o 

days . T h e p h y s i c i a n s u s p e c t e d Jane h a d G e r m a n measles (rubella) . H e 

gave Jane a b l o o d test that c o n f i r m e d h i s d i a g n o s i s . 
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EXERCISE 
3.6 

2. 

SEVEN Argument from Commitment 

In argument f r o m c o m m i t m e n t , the p r o p o n e n t takes as p r e m i s e a p r o p o ­

s i t i o n that the r e s p o n d e n t is c o m m i t t e d to a n d uses i t to press the 

^ p r * U r C ° n a n D ° y l e ' T h e Complete Sherlock Holmes, v o l . 1 (New York: Doubleday, 1932), 

r e s p o n d e n t t o c o n c e d e another p r o p o s i t i o n that f o l l o w s b y in ference f r o m 

that p r e m i s e . A n e x a m p l e i s the f o l l o w i n g c a s e . 1 8 

Bob: Ed, y o u are a c o m m u n i s t , aren't you? 

Ed: Of course . Y o u k n o w that. 

Bob: W e l l , t h e n y o u s h o u l d be on the s ide of the u n i o n in this recent labor 

d i spute . 

I n t h i s case, let's say, E d has f requent ly a d v o c a t e d c o m m u n i s m i n the past 

a n d has of ten b e e n k n o w n , for e x a m p l e , t o shout , " P o w e r t o the p e o p l e i 3 3 

i n d e m o n s t r a t i o n s . A l s o , i n th is case, w h e n asked , E d a d m i t t e d t o B o b 

that he i s a c o m m u n i s t . So the c o n c l u s i o n m a y be d r a w n that Ed i s a 

c o m m u n i s t o r that h e c o m m i t t e d t o c o m m u n i s m , a s w e m i g h t p u t i t . G i v e n 

t h i s genera l c o m m i t m e n t o f E d ' s , B o b d r a w s the p l a u s i b l e c o n c l u s i o n that 

E d s ides w i t h the u n i o n i n a p a r t i c u l a r labor d i s p u t e . O f course , E d m i g h t 

not , b u t s ince a c o m m u n i s t w o u l d n o r m a l l y b e s t rongly i n s u p p o r t o f the 

u n i o n s ide i n a l a b o r d i s p u t e , i t c a n b e i n f e r r e d defeas ib ly that E d i s o n 

the u n i o n s ide . O f course , i f the d i a l o g u e w e n t o n , a n d E d d e c l a r e d that 

i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r case h e w a s not w i t h the u n i o n , Bob 's c o n c l u s i o n w o u l d 

h a v e t o b e w i t h d r a w n , o n the ba lance o f c o n s i d e r a t i o n s . 

A r g u m e n t f r o m c o m m i t m e n t has the f o l l o w i n g general f o r m , w h e r e a 

is a p a r t i c i p a n t in a d i a l o g u e , a n d A a n d B are statements, as u s u a l . 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR ARGUMENT F R O M COMMITMENT 

COMMITMENT EVIDENCE PREMISE: In th i s case i t w a s s h o w n that a is 

c o m m i t t e d to p r o p o s i t i o n A , a c c o r d i n g to the e v i d e n c e of w h a t he 

s a i d o r d i d . 

LINKAGE OF COMMITMENTS PREMISE: G e n e r a l l y , w h e n an arguer i s 

c o m m i t t e d to A, i t c a n be i n f e r r e d that he i s also c o m m i t t e d to B . 

CONCLUSION: In t h i s case, a is c o m m i t t e d to B. 

T h e r e are t w o c r i t i c a l ques t ions that are a p p r o p r i a t e for r e s p o n d i n g to the 

use o f a rgument f r o m c o m m i t m e n t . 

1 . W h a t e v i d e n c e in the case suppor t s the c l a i m that a i s c o m m i t t e d to 

A , a n d does i t i n c l u d e contrary e v i d e n c e , i n d i c a t i n g that a m i g h t not 

b e c o m m i t t e d t o A ? 

1 8 Douglas Walton, Argumentation Schemes for Presumptive Reasoning (Mahwah, N.J . : 
Erlbaum, 1996), p. 55. 
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2. I s there r o o m for q u e s t i o n i n g w h e t h e r there i s an e x c e p t i o n in th is 

case to the genera l r u l e that c o m m i t m e n t to A i m p l i e s c o m m i t m e n t 
to Bl 

I n e x a m i n i n g the s e c o n d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n , one s h o u l d ask w h e t h e r p r o p o ­
s i t i o n B , as c i t e d in the l i n k a g e of c o m m i t m e n t s p r e m i s e , i s i d e n t i c a l to the 
p r o p o s i t i o n A as c i t e d in i t . I f not , some d i s c u s s i o n on w h a t exac t ly i s the 
nature o f the r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t w e e n the t w o p r o p o s i t i o n s c a n be h e l p f u l 

I f the r e s p o n d e n t in the d ia logue asks e i ther c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n 
w h e r e the p r o p o n e n t has just u s e d a r g u m e n t f r o m c o m m i t m e n t 
at the last m o v e , t h e n the b u r d e n of p r o o f is s h i f t e d back to the 
p r o p o n e n t ' s s ide . U n l e s s the p r o p o n e n t c a n a n s w e r the c r i t i c a l 
q u e s t i o n adequately , the argument f r o m c o m m i t m e n t i s defeated 

In the e x a m p l e d i a l o g u e above, i t i s pret ty c lear f r o m the e v i d e n c e o f h i s 
w o r d s a n d act ions that E d i s c o m m i t t e d t o c o m m u n i s m , s o the first c r i t i c a l 
q u e s t i o n c a n e a s i l y b e a n s w e r e d . B u t E d c o u l d p o s s i b l y r e p l y , u s i n g the 
s e c o n d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n , b y e x p l a i n i n g that i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r case, h e 
t h i n k s the u n i o n i s w r o n g , because the i r d e m a n d s are excess ive a n d w i l l 
b a n k r u p t the c o m p a n y , p u t t i n g everyone out o f w o r k . S o i t i s p o s s i b l e 
t o r e p l y t o a n argument f r o m c o m m i t m e n t b y s a y i n g that n o r m a l l y y o u 
w o u l d be c o m m i t t e d to a p a r t i c u l a r p o l i c y , b u t that th is p a r t i c u l a r case i s 
an e x c e p t i o n a l one for y o u . T h e r e i s the p o s s i b i l i t y o f an e x c e p t i o n to the 
r u l e . T h e b r i n g i n g f o r w a r d o f s u c h e v i d e n c e i n a s k i n g the s e c o n d c r i t i c a l 
q u e s t i o n w o u l d defeat the argument . 

T h e s e c o n d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n has t o d o w i t h w h a t the r e s p o n d e n t i s 
c o m m i t t e d t o i n the p r e m i s e , i n r e l a t i o n t o w h a t h e i s c o m m i t t e d t o i n the 
c o n c l u s i o n . I n some cases, the same c o m m i t m e n t c a n b e i n v o l v e d b o t h i n 
the p r e m i s e a n d i n the c o n c l u s i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g 
d i a l o g u e . 

Bob: Ed, y o u are a c o m m u n i s t , aren't you? 

Ed: Of course . Y o u k n o w I am passionate about that. 

Bob: W e l l , then I assume y o u advocate the c o m m u n i s t p o s i t i o n , tak ing the 
u n i o n s ide in the recent labor dispute . 

In th is e x a m p l e d i a l o g u e , the p r o p o s i t i o n A, E d ' s b e i n g a c o m m u n i s t , i s 
i d e n t i c a l or a t least v e r y c lose to b e i n g i d e n t i c a l to B , in b o t h the p r e m i s e 
a n d the c o n c l u s i o n o f the inference . B y contrast , i n the p r e v i o u s e x a m p l e 
d i a l o g u e , there i s m u c h m o r e o f a di f ference i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t w e e n 
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the t w o p r o p o s i t i o n s . In e x a m i n i n g a n y case, a c a r e f u l l o o k at the a c t u a l 

w o r d i n g o f the t w o p r o p o s i t i o n s i s h e l p f u l . 

O n e w a y that a r g u m e n t f r o m c o m m i t m e n t c a n b e abused i s t h r o u g h 

the c o m m i t t i n g o f the s t raw m a n f a l l a c y o f d i s t o r t i n g or exaggerat ing an 

opponent ' s p o s i t i o n , in order to m a k e i t easier to attack a n d refute i t as 

i m p l a u s i b l e . E n v i r o n m e n t a l debates p r o v i d e c lass i c cases o f s u c h argu­

ments , a s the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e w i l l i n d i c a t e . 

res, S tewart a n d M a r g o are h a v i n g a d i s p u t e on e n v i r o n m e n t a l i s 

w h e r e M a r g o has t a k e n a moderate p o s i t i o n to the effect that 

d e v e l o p m e n t s h o u l d b e a l l o w e d o n l y i f i t i s sus ta inable a n d efforts 

are m a d e n o t to p o l l u t e the e n v i r o n m e n t . S tewart r e p l i e s , " I see 

that y o u are one o f those extreme protec t ion is t s w h o t h i n k that 

the earth s h o u l d b e a p r i s t i n e w i l d e r n e s s w h e r e a l l i n d u s t r i a l 

d e v e l o p m e n t i s f o r b i d d e n . " 

M u c h here d e p e n d s o n the p r i o r context o f the d i a l o g u e , a n d the par t i c ­

u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n s that M a r g o has c o m m i t t e d herse l f to a c c e p t i n g as h e r 

p o s i t i o n . B u t s u p p o s e h e r c o m m i t m e n t s are n o t as extreme as the r a d ­

i c a l v i e w p o r t r a y e d b y Stewart a n d that h e r f o r m o f e n v i r o n m e n t a l i s m 

i s moderate . In s u c h a case, her p o i n t o f v i e w has b e e n m i s r e p r e s e n t e d 

b y h i m a n d m a d e t o appear m o r e extreme t h a n i t r e a l l y i s . T h i s k i n d o f 

a r g u m e n t a t i o n is m e r e l y a tact ic to m a k e i t easier to refute her argument . 

A s s h o w n b y th i s case, the s e c o n d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n i s e x t r e m e l y i m p o r ­

tant. T h e p r o p o s i t i o n that the p r o p o n e n t i s c o m m i t t e d to m i g h t n o t be the 

same as the p r o p o s i t i o n a t t r ibuted to her by the r e s p o n d e n t . I f there is a 

d i f ference b e t w e e n the t w o p r o p o s i t i o n s , there has to be a r e a s o n to d r a w 

the in ference f r o m the one to the other. T h u s the use of a rgument f rom 

c o m m i t m e n t is s o m e t i m e s dangerous . I t c a n e v e n be u s e d as a m i s l e a d i n g 

a n d erroneous m o v e to attack an o p p o n e n t in a d i a l o g u e . 

A r g u m e n t f r o m c o m m i t m e n t c a n b e u s e d i n a n e v e n stronger w a y t o 

in fer that a r e s p o n d e n t i s i n c o n s i s t e n t in h i s c o m m i t m e n t s . S u p p o s e that 

i n another case, E d h a d a c t u a l l y taken the s i d e o f the m a n a g e m e n t i n a 

recent labor d i s p u t e . In s u c h a case, B o b m i g h t use argument f r o m c o m ­

m i t m e n t i n a negat ive f a s h i o n t o d r a w the c o n c l u s i o n that E d ' s c o n d u c t 

i m p l i e s a n i n c o n s i s t e n c y . C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g d i a l o g u e . 

Bob: You are a c o m m u n i s t , aren't you? 

Ed: Of course . Y o u k n o w that I have often said so. 

Bob: W e l l , y o u say y o u are a c o m m u n i s t , but y o u w e r e against the u n i o n 
side in the recent labor dispute , s h o w i n g that y o u are not a c o m m u n i s t . 
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I n th is e x a m p l e d i a l o g u e , B o b i s d r a w i n g the c o n c l u s i o n that E d ' s c o m ­

m i t m e n t s are i n c o n s i s t e n t . Or at least he is a r g u i n g that they appear to 

be i n c o n s i s t e n t a n d that the apparent i n c o n s i s t e n c y raises doubts about 

w h e t h e r E d ' s professed c o m m i t m e n t s are r e a l l y h i s c o m m i t m e n t s after 

a l l . B o b says, " W e l l , y o u say y o u are a c o m m u n i s t , " suggest ing that E d 

m a y not r e a l l y be a c o m m u n i s t a t a l l , because " a c t i o n s speak l o u d e r t h a n 

w o r d s " w h e n i t comes t o r e v e a l i n g one's c o m m i t m e n t s . T h i s k i n d o f attack 

c a n be u s e d to m a k e an arguer appear to be i l l o g i c a l or e v e n h y p o c r i t i c a l , 

a s i s s h o w n i n the a n a l y s i s o f v a r i o u s k i n d s o f p e r s o n a l attack arguments 

in sec t ion 9 b e l o w . 

To r e p l y to th i s k i n d of negat ive use of a r g u m e n t f r o m c o m m i t m e n t , as 

i n h i s response t o the t h i r d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n , above, E d has t o offer some 

k i n d o f account g i v i n g h i s reasons w h y h e d i d w h a t h e d i d , s h o w i n g h o w 

th is case was e x c e p t i o n a l . Ed has to go fur ther i n t o the deta i l s of the case to 

restore the c o n s i s t e n c y of h i s c o m m i t m e n t s . T h i s negat ive use of argument 

f r o m c o m m i t m e n t , c a l l e d argument f r o m i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t , has 

the f o l l o w i n g general f o r m . 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR ARGUMENT F R O M INCONSISTENT 

COMMITMENT 

INITIAL COMMITMENT PREMISE: a has c l a i m e d or i n d i c a t e d that he is 

c o m m i t t e d t o p r o p o s i t i o n A (general ly o r i n v i r t u e o f w h a t h e s a i d i n 

the past). 

OPPOSED COMMITMENT PREMISE: O t h e r e v i d e n c e in th i s p a r t i c u l a r 

case s h o w s that a is no t r e a l l y c o m m i t t e d to A. 

CONCLUSION: a's c o m m i t m e n t s are i n c o n s i s t e n t . 

To r e p l y to the use of an argument f r o m i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t s , a 

r e s p o n d e n t m a y n e e d to go further i n t o the deta i l s of the case or the nature 

o f h i s c o m m i t m e n t t o s h o w w h y the i n c o n s i s t e n c y i s o n l y apparent a n d 

not rea l . A l t e r n a t i v e l y , i f he admi ts the i n c o n s i s t e n c y i s rea l , he m u s t 

s o m e h o w e x p l a i n h o w the c o n f l i c t arose. 

T h e c r i t i c a l ques t ions m a t c h i n g the a rgument f r o m i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m ­

m i t m e n t s are the f o l l o w i n g . 

1. W h a t i s the e v i d e n c e s u p p o s e d l y s h o w i n g that a i s c o m m i t t e d to A? 

2. W h a t further e v i d e n c e in the case is a l l eged to s h o w that a is n o t 

c o m m i t t e d t o A ? 

7. Argument from Commitment 
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EXERCISE 
3.7 

3. H o w does the e v i d e n c e f r o m 1 a n d 2 p r o v e that there is a c o n f l i c t of 

c o m m i t m e n t s ? 

T h e p r o b l e m g e n e r a l l y w i t h arguments f r o m i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t s 

i s that an a c t i o n a t t r ibuted to someone m i g h t suggest that t h e y are n o t 

c o m m i t t e d t o a p o l i c y , b u t h o w a n a c t i o n i s i n t e r p r e t e d i n a p a r t i c u l a r 

s i t u a t i o n , as e x p r e s s i n g a c o m m i t m e n t , i s o f ten h i g h l y subject to d i s p u t e . 

I f I am a pro fessed vegetar ian b u t eat beef on one o c c a s i o n , does that 

a c t i o n m e a n that I am n o w c o m m i t t e d to a p o l i c y o f eat ing beef? M a y b e 

not , because I m a y just h a v e s l i p p e d u p o n one o c c a s i o n o r b e e n v e r y 

h u n g r y w h e n n o vegetar ian f o o d w a s a v a i l a b l e . W h a t a n a c t i o n i m p l i e s , 

as a c o m m i t m e n t , m a y n o t be so easy to judge a n d m a y r e q u i r e l o o k i n g at 

a b o d y of e v i d e n c e in a g i v e n case. 

A n a l y z e the arguments i n the f o l l o w i n g d i a l o g u e s b y i d e n t i f y i n g the argu­

m e n t a t i o n s c h e m e o f the argument p u t f o r w a r d b y one party. I d e n t i f y the 

p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n of the argument . I f there are a n y ques t ionab le 

aspects o f the a r g u m e n t that s h o u l d be c o n s i d e r e d , i d e n t i f y c r i t i c a l ques­

t i o n s that s h o u l d b e a s k e d . 

D i a l o g u e (a) 

R O N : Rose, y o u are a Cathol ic , aren't you? 

ROSE: Yes, y o u k n o w that. 

R O N : W e l l , then y o u must be vot ing against the Democrats in the next elec­

t i o n , because they support abortion on d e m a n d . 

D i a l o g u e (b) 

T I N A : Y o u bel ieve in the theory of evolut ion , don' t y o u , Tom? 

T O M : W e l l yes, I suppose I do accept that theory. 

T I N A : So y o u are one of those godless materialists w h o rejects equal rights 

on the grounds that a l l l i fe s h o u l d be a struggle where o n l y the fittest s h o u l d 

survive. 

D i a l o g u e (c) 

B R U T U S : Y o u sa id y o u were a supporter of free enterprise, right, Barbara? 

B A R B A R A : That's what I mainta ined, yes. 

B R U T U S : B u t last week y o u said y o u approved of the n e w p o l i c y of tight­

ening controls over emiss ion of i n d u s t r i a l p o l l u t i o n in the B a y A r e a . 

So y o u are not rea l ly commit ted to private enterprise at a l l , in that 

instance. 
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EIGHT 

D i a l o g u e (d) 

S E N A T O R S : Back ten years ago, y o u c o n d e m n e d our p o l i c y on the grounds 
it contr ibuted to inf la t ion . 

S E N A T O R T : W e l l yes, I d i d . 

S E N A T O R S : But w h i l e y o u r party has been i n power, there has been more 
inf la t ion than ever. 

Ad Hominem Arguments 

I n any o f the k i n d s o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l f r a m e w o r k s i n w h i c h p e o p l e r e a s o n 

w i t h each other, despi te the o p p o s i t i o n a n d p a r t i s a n s h i p character is t ic o f 

m a n y k i n d s o f d i a l o g u e , there m u s t a lso be a p r e s u m p t i o n that in order 

to ach ieve c o l l a b o r a t i v e goals , p a r t i c i p a n t s m u s t observe ru les o f p o l i t e 

c o n v e r s a t i o n . A r g u e r s m u s t be able to trust e a c h other, to some extent at 

least, to be i n f o r m a t i v e a n d re levant , to take t u r n s p o l i t e l y , a n d to express 

the i r c o m m i t m e n t s c l e a r l y a n d honest ly . W i t h o u t th i s k i n d o f c o l l a b o r a ­

t i o n in c o n t r i b u t i n g to a d i a l o g u e , argument , o f a k i n d that uses r e a s o n i n g 

t o f u l f i l l i ts goals o f d i a l o g u e i n t e r a c t i o n , w o u l d n o t b e p o s s i b l e . F o r these 

reasons, a t tack ing the other party 's h o n e s t y or s i n c e r i t y in argument i s a 

p o w e r f u l m o v e . S u c h a n argument leads one t o the c o n c l u s i o n that s u c h 

a p e r s o n lacks c r e d i b i l i t y as an arguer w h o c a n be t rus ted to p l a y by the 

ru les . T h i s argument is so p o w e r f u l because i t suggests that s u c h a p e r s o n 

c a n n o t ever be t r u s t e d a n d that therefore w h i c h e v e r argument they use, i t 

m a y s i m p l y b e d i s c o u n t e d a s w o r t h l e s s . T h u s the p e r s o n at tacked c a n n o t 

m e a n i n g f u l l y take part i n the d i a l o g u e a n y longer , n o matter h o w m a n y 

g o o d arguments t h e y s e e m to have . Because t h e y are so p o w e r f u l a n d 

dangerous , ad h o m i n e m arguments have of ten b e e n treated in the past as 

f a l l a c i o u s . T h e i r use i n negat ive c a m p a i g n tact ics i n p o l i t i c a l argumenta­

t i o n i s n o t o r i o u s . B u t they c a n somet imes b e reasonable arguments . F o r 

e x a m p l e , in l ega l a r g u m e n t a t i o n in a t r i a l , i t c a n be leg i t imate for a cross-

e x a m i n i n g attorney to q u e s t i o n the e t h i c a l character of a w i t n e s s . T h e 

l a w y e r m a y e v e n argue that the w i t n e s s has l i e d i n the past a n d use t h i s 

argument to raise ques t ions about h i s character for honesty . B u t before we 

c a n evaluate s u c h a d h o m i n e m arguments , i t i s necessary t o k n o w w h a t 

f o r m they take. 

T h e s i m p l e s t f o r m o f the a d h o m i n e m , o r p e r s o n a l attack, argument i s 
the d i rec t o r p e r s o n a l type , of ten c a l l e d the a b u s i v e a d h o m i n e m argument 
i n l o g i c textbooks . 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR T H E DIRECT AD HOMINEM A R G U M E N T 

CHARACTER A T T A C K PREMISE: a is a p e r s o n of b a d character. 

CONCLUSION: a's a rgument s h o u l d not be accepted . 

In th i s type of argument , a i s the p r o p o n e n t of an argument that has b e e n 

p u t f o r w a r d . T h e p r e m i s e that is a l l eged is that a is a p e r s o n of b a d char­

acter. W h a t is n o r m a l l y c i t e d is some aspect of a's character as a p e r s o n , 

a n d often, character for v e r a c i t y i s the focus of the attack. F o r e x a m p l e , 

the a l l ega t ion m a y be, " H e i s a l i a r ! " T h e attack i s d i r e c t e d to d e s t r o y i n g 

the person's c r e d i b i l i t y , s o that h i s argument i s d i s c o u n t e d o r r e d u c e d i n 

p l a u s i b i l i t y because o f the r e d u c t i o n i n c r e d i b i l i t y o f the arguer. T h u s t h i s 

type of attack is p a r t i c u l a r l y effective w h e r e a person's argument d e p e n d s 

o n h i s p r e s u m e d h o n e s t y o r g o o d character for i ts p l a u s i b i l i t y . 

T h e c r i t i c a l ques t ions appropr ia te for the d i rec t a d h o m i n e m argu­

m e n t are the f o l l o w i n g . 

1 . H o w w e l l s u p p o r t e d b y e v i d e n c e i s the a l l e g a t i o n m a d e i n the char­

acter attack p r e m i s e ? 

2 . I s the i s sue of character re levant in the t y p e of d i a l o g u e in w h i c h the 

argument w a s used? 

3. Is the c o n c l u s i o n of the argument that A s h o u l d be (absolutely) 

rejected, e v e n i f other e v i d e n c e to s u p p o r t A has b e e n presented , or is 

the c o n c l u s i o n m e r e l y (the re la t ive c l a i m ) that a s h o u l d be a s s i g n e d a 

r e d u c e d w e i g h t o f c r e d i b i l i t y as a s u p p o r t e r o f A, re la t ive to the tota l 

b o d y o f e v i d e n c e avai lab le? 

H o w these c r i t i c a l ques t ions w o r k c a n b e i l l u s t r a t e d b y the f o l l o w i n g 

case. 

P a u l J o h n s o n , i n h i s b o o k Intellectuals19 w r o t e b i o g r a p h i c a l 

accounts o f severa l f amous i n t e l l e c t u a l s s h o w i n g the persons i n 

q u e s t i o n t o b e d i s o r d e r l y a n d u n e t h i c a l i n the i r pr iva te l i v e s . O f 

K a r l M a r x , J o h n s o n w r o t e that M a r x w a s l a z y i n c o l l e c t i n g facts, 

a n d of ten d i s h o n e s t i n r e p o r t i n g t h e m (pp. 68-71) , a n d therefore 

h e c o u l d not b e t rus ted t o use fac tua l e v i d e n c e i n a n object ive 

w a y (p. 69). 

1 9 London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1988. 
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To evaluate th is use of the d i rec t ad h o m i n e m argument , the three cr i t ­

i c a l ques t ions n e e d t o b e asked. F i r s t , w a s i t t rue that M a r x w a s l a z y i n 

c o l l e c t i n g facts a n d often d i shones t i n r e p o r t i n g t h e m ? T o a n s w e r th i s 

q u e s t i o n , w e h a v e t o l o o k a t the cases i n p o i n t c i t e d b y J o h n s o n a n d ask 

w h e t h e r the i n c i d e n t s h e cites s h o w that M a r x w a s l a z y o r d i shones t . T o 

a n s w e r the s e c o n d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n , w e h a v e t o ask w h a t the p u r p o s e o f 

Johnson's b o o k i s . T h e p u r p o s e of the b o o k i s to attack the c r e d i b i l i t y o f 

severa l i n t e l l e c t u a l s , a n d i n t e l l e c t u a l s genera l ly , b y s h o w i n g that t h e y h a d 

b a d character, a s s h o w n b y the i r i n a b i l i t y t o r u n t h e i r o w n p e r s o n a l l i v e s 

i n a n e t h i c a l w a y . Johnson 's attack o n M a r x i s re levant , t h e n , i n the sense 

that i t contr ibutes to th i s p u r p o s e . (A later chapter e x a m i n e s in greater 

d e p t h the q u e s t i o n of w h a t re levance i s general ly . ) 

T h e t h i r d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n c a n be p u t as f o l l o w s . I s the c o n c l u s i o n o f 

Johnson's argument that M a r x ' s theory o f e c o n o m i c s s h o u l d be a b s o l u t e l y 

rejected, o r i s Johnson 's c o n c l u s i o n m e r e l y that M a r x s h o u l d b e ass igned 

a r e d u c e d w e i g h t of c r e d i b i l i t y , as a s u p p o r t e r of h i s theory, re la t ive to 

the tota l b o d y of e v i d e n c e avai lab le? I t w o u l d s e e m that the latter i s the 

better i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f Johnson 's argument . He i s c l a i m i n g not that M a r x ' s 

theory i s false or has been abso lute ly r e f u t e d as an e c o n o m i c theory by 

h i s a d h o m i n e m argument . H e i s c l a i m i n g o n l y that M a r x i s not a c r e d i b l e 

suppor ter o f h i s theory. B u t e v e n th is w e a k e r f o r m of argument represents 

a ser ious attack on M a r x ' s a d v o c a c y of h i s theory. 

T h e weakest aspect o f Johnson's a d h o m i n e m argument against M a r x 

i s on the c o u n t o f the first q u e s t i o n . B u t genera l ly , h i s argument u s e d to 

q u e s t i o n M a r x ' s c r e d i b i l i t y carries w e i g h t as a p l a u s i b l e argument , p r o ­

v i d e d s u p p o r t c a n b e g i v e n t o Johnson's c l a i m that M a r x w a s l a z y a n d 

d i s h o n e s t in spec i f i c instances . I f a p e r s o n has a b a d character in c e r t a i n 

respects , i t is p e r f e c t l y leg i t imate for a b i o g r a p h e r to argue that he h a d a 

b a d character, by c i t i n g facts to s u p p o r t h e r thes is . 

I n m a n y textbooks , the direct a d h o m i n e m argument i s c a l l e d 

' abus ive ' , suggest ing that i t i s a f a l l a c i o u s a r g u m e n t a n d is a l w a y s w r o n g . 

H o w e v e r , as the e x a m p l e above s h o w s , s o m e t i m e s d i rec t ad h o m i n e m 

arguments c a n be reasonable , i f they are b a s e d on facts that s u p p o r t t h e m 

a n d i f character i s re levant as an issue in the d i a l o g u e . S t i l l , i t i s t rue that 

the d i rec t a d h o m i n e m argument i s l i t t l e m o r e t h a n ' m u d s l i n g i n g ' o r use 

o f p e r s o n a l attack to t ry to d i s c r e d i t someone , o f ten m e r e l y by i n n u e n d o 

o r suggest ion, w i t h n o facts presented t o b a c k u p the a l legat ion . T h u s , 

care i s n e e d e d i n d e a l i n g w i t h a d h o m i n e m arguments . 

T h e c i r c u m s t a n t i a l ad h o m i n e m argument i s a v a r i a n t on the d i rec t 

one b a s e d o n argument f r o m i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t . T h e a l l ega t ion o f 

i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t i s u s e d to suggest that the arguer i s not s i n ­

cere i n f o l l o w i n g the c o n c l u s i o n o f h i s o w n argument . A s i n the f o l l o w ­

i n g c lass ic case o f the c i r c u m s t a n t i a l a d h o m i n e m argument , the a l l e ­

ga t ion c a n b e e x p r e s s e d b y the say ing , " Y o u d o n ' t prac t i ce w h a t y o u 

p r e a c h . " 

Parent: There is s t rong ev idence of a l ink b e t w e e n s m o k i n g and c h r o n i c 

obstruct ive l u n g disease. S m o k i n g is also associated w i t h many other ser ious 

disorders . S m o k i n g is unhealthy. So y o u s h o u l d not s m o k e . 

Child: But y o u s m o k e yourself . So m u c h for y o u r argument against s m o k i n g ! 

I n t h i s d i a l o g u e o n s m o k i n g , the c h i l d ' s a rgument against the parent i s a n 

argument f r o m i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t , b u t i t i s also a c i r c u m s t a n t i a l 

a d h o m i n e m argument . Indeed , the c i r c u m s t a n t i a l a d h o m i n e m argument 

i s a s p e c i a l s u b t y p e of argument f r o m i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t that has 

the f o l l o w i n g f o r m . 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR T H E CIRCUMSTANTIAL AD HOMINEM 

ARGUMENT 

ARGUMENT PREMISE: a advocates a rgument a , w h i c h has p r o p o s i t i o n 

A as its c o n c l u s i o n . 

INCONSISTENT COMMITMENT PREMISE: a is p e r s o n a l l y c o m m i t t e d to 

the o p p o s i t e (negation) o f A , a s s h o w n b y c o m m i t m e n t s e x p r e s s e d i n 

h i s o r her p e r s o n a l ac t ions o r p e r s o n a l c i r c u m s t a n c e s e x p r e s s i n g s u c h 

c o m m i t m e n t s . 

CREDIBILITY QUESTIONING PREMISE: a's c r e d i b i l i t y as a s incere p e r s o n 

w h o be l i eves i n h i s o w n argument has b e e n p u t i n t o q u e s t i o n (by the 

t w o p r e m i s e s above) . 

CONCLUSION: T h e p l a u s i b i l i t y of a's a rgument a is decreased or 

des t royed . 

T h e c i r c u m s t a n t i a l ad h o m i n e m argument i s a c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

based o n c o m b i n i n g argument f r o m i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t w i t h the 

d i rec t a d h o m i n e m argument . T h e f i r s t t w o p r e m i s e s represent a n argu­

m e n t f r o m i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t . Together they l e a d t o the t h i r d 

p r e m i s e , the c r e d i b i l i t y q u e s t i o n i n g p r e m i s e , w h i c h i s the c o n c l u s i o n o f 

the argument f r o m i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t . B u t th i s c o n c l u s i o n ques­

t ions the arguer's character as a s incere p e r s o n . T h u s i t f u n c t i o n s , in t u r n , 

as a p r e m i s e that leads to the f inal c o n c l u s i o n of the c i r c u m s t a n t i a l ad 

h o m i n e m argument above. If the arguer a is a p e r s o n of b a d character , 
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a n d h i s argument d e p e n d s o n h i s g o o d character (because i t d e p e n d s 
o n h i s c r e d i b i l i t y ) , t h e n the p l a u s i b i l i t y o f h i s a rgument i s w e a k e n e d o r 
d e s t r o y e d b y the i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t f o u n d i n i t . 

T h e thrust o f the c h i l d ' s a r g u m e n t i n the s m o k i n g case i s b a s e d o n 
the p e r c e p t i o n of the parent 's i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t s , as expressed 
i n c o m b i n i n g the a r g u m e n t p r e m i s e a n d the i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t 
p r e m i s e . T h e parent advocates n o n s m o k i n g , b u t a t the same t i m e , she 
herse l f smokes . T h i s c o m b i n a t i o n o f p r e m i s e s leads to the c r e d i b i l i t y 
q u e s t i o n i n g p r e m i s e . I f the parent i s i n c o n s i s t e n t i n t h i s w a y , i t p l a u s i ­
b l y f o l l o w s that the parent 's b e l i e f i n her o w n a r g u m e n t i s o p e n t o doubt . 
T h a t i s , the parent l acks c r e d i b i l i t y i n the c h i l d ' s eyes. Therefore , the c h i l d 
reasons, the parent 's a r g u m e n t c a n be re jected. 

There are m a n y c r i t i c a l ques t ions a p p r o p r i a t e for the c i r c u m s t a n t i a l 
type o f a d h o m i n e m argument , b u t i n th i s case, the f o l l o w i n g f o u r are 
the most i m p o r t a n t ones to cons ider . C r e d i b i l i t y o f a p a r t i c i p a n t in d i a ­
logue i s a n i m p o r t a n t n o t i o n i n the t h i r d p r e m i s e . A n arguer's c r e d i b i l i t y 
i s e n h a n c e d by s h o w i n g that she has g o o d character o f a k i n d that m a k e s 
her a cooperat ive a n d t r u s t w o r t h y p a r t i c i p a n t w h o h e l p s a d i a l o g u e . C o n ­
versely, an arguer's c r e d i b i l i t y c a n be a t tacked or d e s t r o y e d by s h o w i n g 
that she has b a d character - for e x a m p l e , i f she has l i e d or i f she is not 
s incere i n b e l i e v i n g w h a t she says. T h u s , c r e d i b i l i t y c a n enhance the p l a u ­
s i b i l i t y o f an argument or detract f r o m i t . 

1. I s there a p a i r of c o m m i t m e n t s that c a n be i d e n t i f i e d , s h o w n by e v i ­
dence to be c o m m i t m e n t s of a , a n d t a k e n to s h o w that a i s p r a c t i c a l l y 
incons i s tent? 

2. O n c e the p r a c t i c a l i n c o n s i s t e n c y is i d e n t i f i e d that is the focus of the 
attack, c o u l d i t b e r e s o l v e d o r e x p l a i n e d b y fur ther d i a l o g u e , thus pre ­
s e r v i n g the c o n s i s t e n c y o f the arguer's c o m m i t m e n t s in the d i a l o g u e 
or s h o w i n g that a's incons is tent c o m m i t m e n t does n o t s u p p o r t the 
c l a i m that a l a c k s c r e d i b i l i t y ? 

3. Is character an i ssue in the d ia logue , a n d m o r e s p e c i f i c a l l y , does a's 
argument d e p e n d o n h i s o r her c r e d i b i l i t y ? 

4. Is the c o n c l u s i o n the w e a k e r c l a i m that a's c r e d i b i l i t y is o p e n to ques­
t i o n or the stronger c l a i m that the c o n c l u s i o n of a is false? 

N o w let's see h o w the scheme appl ies t o the s m o k i n g e x a m p l e . W i t h 
respect to the f i rs t c r i t i c a l quest ion, the p r a c t i c a l i n c o n s i s t e n c y is e a s i l y 
i d e n t i f i e d : T h e parent c l a i m s y o u s h o u l d not s m o k e (as a general prac ­
tice), b u t the parent smokes herself. T h e s e c o n d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n i s h o w 
ser ious the i n c o n s i s t e n c y i s . In this case, the parent c o u l d r e p l y , " Y e s , I 
smoke , b u t I am t r y i n g my best to give i t u p . O n c e y o u start, i t i s h a r d to 
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s t o p . " I f the d i a l o g u e w e r e to be e x t e n d e d in th i s w a y , the parent c o u l d 

take s o m e of the s t ing out o f the c l a i m of i n c o n s i s t e n c y . T h e t h i r d ques­

t i o n is w h e t h e r , as a resu l t of the above c o n s i d e r a t i o n s , the parent l a c k s 

c r e d i b i l i t y . T h e a n s w e r i s , t o some extent, yes . B u t some c r e d i b i l i t y c a n 

b e res tored b y the k i n d o f e x p l a n a t i o n c i t e d above. 

In t h i s case, the m o s t i m p o r t a n t c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n i s the f o u r t h one. 

T h e p r o b l e m w i t h the c h i l d ' s r e a c t i o n i s that he appears to reject the par­

ent's c o n c l u s i o n (that s m o k i n g i s u n h e a l t h y ) outr ight , d e c l a r i n g , " S o m u c h 

for y o u r argument against s m o k i n g ! " T h i s response i s a n o v e r r e a c t i o n , 

because i t c o u l d qui te p o s s i b l y be that the parent has presented g o o d e v i ­

dence t o s u p p o r t th i s c o n c l u s i o n . B y t h r o w i n g the w h o l e argument out 

the w i n d o w , the c h i l d c o u l d b e m a k i n g a b i g m i s t a k e . B u t i f the c h i l d ' s a d 

h o m i n e m argument i s o n l y the w e a k e r c l a i m that the parent 's c r e d i b i l i t y 

i s o p e n to q u e s t i o n , on g r o u n d s of her b e i n g a smoker , t h e n h i s s t a n d p o i n t 

c o u l d be qui te a reasonable one. 

EXERCISE 
3.8 

A n a l y z e the f o l l o w i n g arguments b y i d e n t i f y i n g the a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

s c h e m e i n v o l v e d . I d e n t i f y the premises a n d c o n c l u s i o n o f the argument . 

I f there are a n y q u e s t i o n a b l e aspects of the argument that s h o u l d be c o n ­

s i d e r e d , i d e n t i f y c r i t i c a l quest ions that s h o u l d b e asked. 

(a) B o b S m i t h w a s once a c c u s e d o f s e x u a l harassment . So i t w o u l d be 

a m i s t a k e to take the v i e w s of th is r e p r e h e n s i b l e pervert ser ious ly . 

Therefore h i s t h e o r y about the d i sappearance o f d i n o s a u r s f r o m the 

earth s h o u l d be rejected. 

(b) C h i l d to Parent : Y o u r argument that I s h o u l d stop s tea l ing c a n d y 

f r o m the corner store i s no g o o d . Y o u t o l d me y o u r s e l f just a w e e k 

ago that y o u too stole c a n d y w h e n y o u w e r e a k i d . 

(c) Senator X : H i g h taxes a n d too m a n y regula t ions o n b u s i n e s s are 

the w o r s t th in gs for the e c o n o m y , a n d these th ings are not u n d e r 

reasonable c o n t r o l a t a l l . 

Senator Y : W h e n y o u r par ty w a s i n p o w e r , y o u d r o v e taxes u p t o 

r e c o r d l e v e l s , a n d i n t r o d u c e d m a n y n e w regulat ions o n b u s i n e s s . 

So y o u are e i ther i l l o g i c a l or, m o r e l i k e l y , a h y p o c r i t e w h o doesn ' t 

b e l i e v e a w o r d he says. 

(d) A s i g n on a b u m p e r s t icker reads, " W h a t ' s m o r e r i d i c u l o u s t h a n an 

a n t i - h u n t e r w h o eats meat?" 

(e) M r . S . d e n o u n c e d inves tors w h o take advantage of tax l o o p h o l e s 
i n the l a w , a r g u i n g that these b a d pract ices r u i n the e c o n o m y for 
the average p e r s o n . M r . T . r e p l i e d that S . h i m s e l f h a d r e c e n t l y 
taken advantage of a " q u i c k - f l i p " tax r e d u c t i o n scheme that w a s 
t e c h n i c a l l y l e g a l b u t w a s r e a l l y a c lever d e v i c e for tax a v o i d a n c e . 
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M r . S . r e p l i e d that y o u s h o u l d n ' t c o n d e m n a n y o n e for t a k i n g a d v a n ­

tage o f the l a w a n d that w h a t h e d i d w a s l e g a l . S o he , l i k e a n y c i t i z e n , 

s h o u l d be able to take advantage of l eg i t imate d e d u c t i o n s , 

(f) A p o l i t i c i a n in off ice charged that g o v e r n m e n t p o l i c y i s u n d u l y 

i n f l u e n c e d by corpora t ions that g ive m o n e y to the party. C r i t i c s 

p o i n t e d out that p r i v a t e c o m p a n i e s h a d d o n a t e d m i l l i o n s o f d o l l a r s 

i n contracts a n d grants t o her o w n l e a d e r s h i p c a m p a i g n . C i t i n g a 

l i s t o f s u c h d o n a t i o n s she r e c e n t l y r e c e i v e d , they argued that her 

c o n d e m n a t i o n o f bus iness d o n a t i o n s c o n t r a d i c t e d her o w n s o l i c i ­

t a t i o n a n d acceptance o f s u c h f u n d i n g . H e r s p o k e s p e r s o n r e p l i e d 

that she w a s o n l y s p e a k i n g p h i l o s o p h i c a l l y about a n i d e a l w o r l d 

w h e n she c a l l e d for a p o l i t i c a l par ty s y s t e m f u n d e d o n l y b y p u b l i c 

m o n e y . 

Argument from Verbal Classification 

A r g u m e n t f r o m v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n c o n c l u d e s that a p a r t i c u l a r t h i n g has 

a cer ta in p r o p e r t y on the g r o u n d s that th is t h i n g c a n be c l a s s i f i e d u n d e r 

a general category of th ings that have th is proper ty . A s i m p l e e x a m p l e is 

the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

A l l d o l p h i n s are c l a s s i f i e d a s m a m m a l s . 

F l i p p e r is a d o l p h i n . 

Therefore , F l i p p e r i s a m a m m a l . 

In th is case, the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of d o l p h i n s as m a m m a l s i s d e t e r m i n e d by 

the sc ience of b i o l o g y . To the extent that the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of a l l d o l p h i n s as 

m a m m a l s is not subject to except ions or to b o r d e r l i n e cases, the in ference 

i n th is e x a m p l e m a y b e c l a s s i f i e d a s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . 

B u t arguments f r o m v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of ten rest o n c lass i f i ca t ions 

based o n w o r d usage i n e v e r y d a y (non-sc ient i f ic ) s p e e c h . C o n s i d e r the 

f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e . 

A n y o n e w i t h net assets o f over t w o b i l l i o n d o l l a r s i s w e a l t h y . 

Sarah has net assets o f over t w o b i l l i o n d o l l a r s . 

Therefore , S a r a h i s w e a l t h y . 

T h e t e r m ' w e a l t h y ' i s vague i n o r d i n a r y usage. B u t i t i s u n c o n t r o v e r s i a l t o 

c lass i fy a n y o n e w i t h net assets o f over t w o b i l l i o n d o l l a r s as w e a l t h y . F o r 

s u c h a tota l of net assets is b e y o n d the gray area w h e r e there w o u l d be 

d i sputes about w h e t h e r someone w o u l d r i g h t l y b e c l a s s i f i e d a s w e a l t h y 

or not . T h u s despi te the vagueness of the w o r d ' w e a l t h y , ' the a r g u m e n t 

f r o m v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n in the e x a m p l e above c a n also be e v a l u a t e d as 

b e i n g d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . 

H o w e v e r , some cases of c lass i f i ca t ions are m o r e subject to doubt . 

S u p p o s e the f i r s t p r e m i s e in the e x a m p l e just above w a s the statement, 

" A n y o n e w i t h net assets o f over a m i l l i o n d o l l a r s i s w e a l t h y . " W h e t h e r 

th is statement is acceptable depends on the context of its use. In some 

countr ies , i t w o u l d be true to say that a n y o n e w i t h net assets of over a 

m i l l i o n d o l l a r s i s " w e a l t h y . " B u t i n S a u d i A r a b i a , for e x a m p l e , th i s c las­

s i f i c a t i o n w o u l d not be accepted as p l a u s i b l e . I t not o n l y w o u l d leave 

r o o m for doubt , i t w o u l d be rejected as a correct account of the w a y the 

w o r d ' w e a l t h y ' i s u s e d . 

C l a s s i f i c a t i o n m a y b e set i n p lace b y c o n v e n t i o n s o f sc ient i f i c t e r m i ­

n o l o g y o r b y c o m m o n usage o f terms i n e v e r y d a y d iscourse . B u t i n s o m e 

cases, i t c a n also be set in p lace by legal d e f i n i t i o n s of terms s u c h as 

' m u r d e r ' o r ' c a p i t a l ga ins . ' I n any event, a l t h o u g h some terms o n w h i c h 

c lass i f i ca t ions are b u i l t are c l e a r l y d e f i n e d in a w a y that i s w e l l estab­

l i s h e d , other terms are h i g h l y subject to d i s p u t a t i o n . In these latter cases 

espec ia l ly , i t i s i m p o r t a n t to raise c r i t i c a l ques t ions about arguments b a s e d 

on a v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . 

T h e argument f r o m v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n has the f o l l o w i n g genera l 

f o r m , w h e r e a is an i n d i v i d u a l entity, x is a var iab le r a n g i n g over s u c h 

enti t ies , a n d F is a proper ty . 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR ARGUMENT FROM VERBAL 

CLASSIFICATION 

INDIVIDUAL PREMISE: a has p r o p e r t y F. 

CLASSIFICATION PREMISE: F o r a l l x, if x has p r o p e r t y F, t h e n x c a n be 

c lass i f i ed as h a v i n g p r o p e r t y G. 

CONCLUSION: a has p r o p e r t y G. 

T h e c r i t i c a l ques t ions appropr ia te for the argument f r o m v e r b a l c lass i f i ­

c a t i o n are the f o l l o w i n g . 

1. W h a t e v i d e n c e is there that a d e f i n i t e l y has p r o p e r t y F, as o p p o s e d 

to e v i d e n c e i n d i c a t i n g r o o m for doubt on w h e t h e r i t s h o u l d be so 

c lass i f ied? 

2. Is the v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n in the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n p r e m i s e based m e r e l y 

on a s t i p u l a t i v e or b i a s e d d e f i n i t i o n that is subject to doubt? 
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A s t i p u l a t i v e d e f i n i t i o n is one that is i n v e n t e d , as o p p o s e d to repre­
sent ing a n es tab l i shed o r w i d e l y accept ing m e a n i n g . F o r e x a m p l e , the 
t e r m 'quark ' w a s i n t r o d u c e d in p h y s i c s to n a m e a s p e c i a l type o f sub­
a tomic par t i c l e . O r i n e c o n o m i c s , a recess ion m a y b e s t i p u l a t i v e l y d e f i n e d 
a s t w o quarters o f negat ive g r o w t h i n G N P . T h i s s t i p u l a t i v e d e f i n i t i o n 
m a y not agree c o m p l e t e l y w i t h the w a y the t e r m i s u s e d i n e v e r y d a y 
speech, but i t c o u l d arguably be p u t f o r w a r d to represent a t e c h n i c a l 
use of the t e r m in e c o n o m i c s as a d i s c i p l i n e . T he se s t i p u l a t i v e d e f i n i ­
t ions seem reasonable , i n context , but i n some cases s u c h d e f i n i t i o n s are 
m o r e ques t ionable because they have a v a l u e aspect, a k i n d of bias or 
s p i n that makes one's v i e w p o i n t l o o k g o o d o r a n o p p o s e d v i e w p o i n t l o o k 
b a d . S u c h use o f e m o t i o n a l l y l o a d e d terms of ten needs to be c r i t i c a l l y 
q u e s t i o n e d . 

A n e x a m p l e s h o w i n g the i m p o r t a n c e o f c r i t i c a l l y q u e s t i o n i n g argu­
m e n t f r o m a v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n c o u l d o c c u r in the case o f the d i a l o g u e 
o n t i p p i n g w h e r e H e l e n m i g h t use the f o l l o w i n g argument t o s u p p o r t her 
v i e w p o i n t . 

T i p p i n g i s e l i t i s t . 

Therefore , t i p p i n g s h o u l d b e d i s c o n t i n u e d . 

T h i s argument f r o m v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i s qui te dangerous for Bob's s ide 
of the d i s p u t e . I f B o b accepts the p r e m i s e that t i p p i n g c a n be c l a s s i f i e d 
as an e l i t i s t prac t i ce , t h e n by argument f r o m v e r b a l c lass i f i ca t ion , H e l e n ' s 
thesis that t i p p i n g s h o u l d be d i s c o n t i n u e d d i r e c t l y f o l l o w s by a s truc­
t u r a l l y correct in ference . U n l e s s B o b c r i t i c a l l y ques t ions th is use o f argu­
m e n t f r o m v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , he loses the d i s p u t e . B o b has t w o w a y s 
to go. He c a n d i r e c t l y cha l lenge H e l e n ' s p r e m i s e that t i p p i n g i s e l i t is t , by 
a s k i n g the f i r s t c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n . Or he c a n pose the s e c o n d c r i t i c a l ques­
t i o n b y a r g u i n g that e v e n i f t i p p i n g i s e l i t i s t to some degree o r in cer ta in 
respects , th is k i n d or degree of e l i t i s m is not n e c e s s a r i l y a b a d t h i n g . In 
other w o r d s , he c a n q u e s t i o n w h e t h e r a prac t i ce ought to be d i s c o n t i n u e d 
just because i t c a n be c l a s s i f i e d as e l i t is t . 

A r g u m e n t s f r o m v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n f r e q u e n t l y l e a d t o v e r b a l d i s ­
putes about the rea l m e a n i n g of a t e rm. B u t t h e y c a n be quite h a r d to 
d e f e n d against i f the t e r m in q u e s t i o n has s t rong negat ive connota t ions 
of some sort in e v e r y d a y usage. O n c e a s t igma of th i s k i n d is a f f ixed to a 
thesis , i t has a s t a i n i n g effect that is d i f f i c u l t to r e m o v e . In the d i a l o g u e 
above, for e x a m p l e , B o b m a y try to t u r n the tables by c a l l i n g H e l e n ' s the­
sis c o m m u n i s t i c or u s i n g some other t e r m to descr ibe i t that i s genera l ly 

p e r c e i v e d to be pe jorat ive . In some cases, t h e n , i t i s not h a r d to see h o w 

argument f r o m v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n c a n l e a d i n t o n a m e c a l l i n g a n d a d 

h o m i n e m attacks. 

A n o t h e r i m p o r t a n t t h i n g about argument f r o m v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i s 

that th is type o f a rgument i s f requent ly u s e d i n a n aggressive w a y t o b r i n g 

pressure to bear against an o p p o n e n t by the use of an argument f r o m a 

v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n that is b i a s e d to one s ide of a d i a l o g u e . S u p p o s e that 

t w o p e o p l e are h a v i n g a t h e o l o g i c a l d i a l o g u e on the i ssue o f w h e t h e r G o d 

is a t r i n i t y or a u n i t y , a n d the p r o p o n e n t of the t r i n i t y thesis argues against 

the u n i t y defender u s i n g the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

Y o u r thesis i s heresy. 

Therefore , y o u r thesis i s w r o n g . 

T h i s use of a rgument f r o m a v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n seems to have the u n i t y 

defender on the ropes , a s s u m i n g (as seems p l a u s i b l e perhaps to the d i s ­

putants) that a n y t h i n g that c a n be c l a s s i f i e d as heresy s o u n d s pret ty b a d 

a n d m u s t have s o m e t h i n g w r o n g w i t h i t . T h i s i m p l i c a t i o n c o u l d s t e m f r o m 

the negative c o n n o t a t i o n s of the t e r m 'heresy ' - i t s o u n d s l i k e s o m e t h i n g 

b a d . B u t i t s h o u l d b e q u e s t i o n e d , b y a s k i n g the f i r s t c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n above, 

w h e t h e r the thesis i n q u e s t i o n r e a l l y c a n b e c l a s s i f i e d a s heresy. A n d e v e n 

i f i t can , i t s h o u l d b e q u e s t i o n e d , b y a s k i n g the s e c o n d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n 

above, w h e t h e r a l l heresy i s r e a l l y a l l that b a d . A f t e r a l l , 'heresy ' seems to 

be s t i p u l a t i v e l y d e f i n e d as any v i e w that i s against c h u r c h d o g m a . W h a t 

needs to be r e c o g n i z e d , t h e n , is that 'heresy ' is a k i n d of b i a s e d t e r m , as 

u s e d i n the t h e o l o g i c a l d i a l o g u e above. F o r a n y v i e w that departs f r o m 

the t r i n i t y arguer's v i e w in the d ia logue above c a n be c l a s s i f i e d as heresy. 

H e r e s y is u s e d not o n l y as a derogatory t e r m , or at least i t is meant to be, by 

the p r o p o n e n t o f the argument i n the d i a l o g u e above. A n y v i e w o p p o s e d 

to h i s o w n (the o f f i c i a l c h u r c h v i e w ) i s thereby a u t o m a t i c a l l y c l a s s i f i e d 

a s heresy, p e r m i t t i n g n o o p p o s i t i o n t o th is v i e w i n the d i a l o g u e . W h a t 

a r e s p o n d e n t needs to do is to cha l lenge the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of h i s thesis 

u n d e r th is derogatory t e r m by q u e s t i o n i n g the b i a s e d use o f th is s t i p u l a t i v e 

te rm. 

D i s p u t e s about arguments f r o m v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n are s o m e t i m e s 
p o r t r a y e d as t r i v i a l . B u t i t i s i m p o r t a n t to recognize that s u c h arguments 
c a n b e e x t r e m e l y p o w e r f u l a n d s igni f icant , because the i r consequences 
c a n be e n o r m o u s l y i m p o r t a n t . S u c h arguments c a n also be d i s p u t e d a t 
great l e n g t h a n d , in some instances , a t great cost in the courts . C o n s i d e r 
the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e of th is sort. 



132 Argumentation Schemes 

A pr ivate c o r p o r a t i o n w a n t s to b u i l d a n e w h o u s i n g d e v e l o p m e n t 

in area X . H o w e v e r , there i s a l a w that i f a n y area i s c lass i f i ed 

as a w e t l a n d , no c o m m e r c i a l d e v e l o p m e n t of any sort can take 

p l a c e o n it . A n y area that has w i l d f o w l o n i t a n d that has over 

t w o h u n d r e d square meters o f water surface d u r i n g the m o n t h o f 

J u l y i s c l a s s i f i e d a s a w e t l a n d . A n e n v i r o n m e n t a l group c l a i m s 

that area X meets these c r i t e r ia a n d is therefore a w e t l a n d . 

In t h i s e x a m p l e , the e n v i r o n m e n t a l g r o u p uses the argument f r o m v e r b a l 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n to m a k e t h e i r case that area X is a w e t l a n d . I f they w i n t h i s 
case i n court , the c o r p o r a t i o n w i l l no t be able to go ahead w i t h the i r p l a n s 
for d e v e l o p i n g area X . 

EXERCISE 
3.9 

A n a l y z e the f o l l o w i n g arguments b y i d e n t i f y i n g the argumenta t ion 

scheme i n v o l v e d . I d e n t i f y the premises a n d c o n c l u s i o n o f the argument . 

I f there are a n y ques t ionab le aspects of the a r g u m e n t that s h o u l d be c o n ­

s i d e r e d , i d e n t i f y c r i t i c a l ques t ions that s h o u l d b e asked. 

(a) A l l kangaroos are m a r s u p i a l s . J u m p e r is a kangaroo. Therefore , 
J u m p e r is a m a r s u p i a l . 

(b) A n y o n e w h o be l ieves i n h i r i n g p e o p l e s t r i c t l y o n mer i t i s t a k i n g a n 
e l i t i s t v i e w p o i n t . B e n be l ieves i n h i r i n g p e o p l e s t r ic t ly o n m e r i t . 
Therefore , B e n i s a n e l i t i s t . 

(c) A t i ssue i n a t r i a l w a s w h e t h e r a m a n w h o h a d d r i v e n a b i c y c l e 
w h i l e i n t o x i c a t e d h a d v i o l a t e d the l a w against d r u n k d r i v i n g . T h e 
k e y q u e s t i o n w a s w h e t h e r a b i c y c l e c o u l d be c o n s i d e r e d a v e h i c l e . 
T h e court d e c i d e d i n the negative. 

(d) Y o u r a rgument s u p p o r t s free trade. There fore , i t is a global is t v i e w 

that suppor ts the b i g corpora t ions that are against h u m a n r ights . 

Summary 

B e l o w are l i s t e d a l l the a r g u m e n t a t i o n schemes c o v e r e d i n this chapter , 

w i t h the set o f c r i t i c a l ques t ions c o r r e s p o n d i n g to e a c h f o r m of argument . 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR ARGUMENT F R O M POSITION TO KNOW 

POSITION TO KNOW PREMISE: a is in a p o s i t i o n to k n o w w h e t h e r A is true 
or false. 

ASSERTION PREMISE: a asserts that A is true (false). 

CONCLUSION: A is true (false). 

10. Summary 1 3 3 

1. Is a in a p o s i t i o n to k n o w w h e t h e r A is t rue (false)? 

2. Is a an hones t ( t rus tworthy , re l iable) source? 

3. D i d a assert that A is t rue (false)? 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR APPEAL TO EXPERT OPINION 

MAIOR PREMISE: S o u r c e E is an expert in subject d o m a i n S c o n t a i n i n g 

p r o p o s i t i o n A . 

MINOR PREMISE: E asserts that p r o p o s i t i o n A ( i n d o m a i n D) is t rue (false). 

CONCLUSION: A m a y p l a u s i b l y be t a k e n to be t rue (false). 

1. Expertise Question: H o w c r e d i b l e is E as an expert source? 

2. Field Question: Is E an expert in the field that A is i n ? 

3. Opinion Question: W h a t d i d E assert that i m p l i e s A? 

4. Trustworthiness Question: Is ii p e r s o n a l l y r e l i a b l e as a source? 

5. Consistency Question: Is A consis tent w i t h w h a t other experts assert? 

6. Backup Evidence Question: Is Fs asser t ion b a s e d on e v i d e n c e ? 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR APPEAL TO POPULAR OPINION 

GENERAL ACCEPTANCE PREMISE: A is g e n e r a l l y accepted as t rue . 

PRESUMPTION PREMISE: If A is genera l ly a c c e p t e d as true, there exists a 

p r e s u m p t i o n i n favor o f A . 

CONCLUSION: T h e r e exis ts a p r e s u m p t i o n i n favor o f A . 

1 . W h a t e v i d e n c e , s u c h as a p o l l or an a p p e a l to c o m m o n k n o w l e d g e , 

supports the c l a i m that A is genera l ly a c c e p t e d as true? 

2. E v e n if A is g e n e r a l l y accepted as t rue , are there a n y reasons for 

d o u b t i n g i t i s true? 

ARGUMENT ATIQNJ5CH 

SIMILARITY PREMISE: G e n e r a l l y , case C t is s i m i l a r to case C2. 

BASE PREMISE: A is t r u e (false) in case Ct. 

CONCLUSION: A is t rue (false) in case C2. 

1. A r e there d i f fe rences b e t w e e n d a n d C 2 that w o u l d t e n d to u n d e r ­

m i n e the force o f the s i m i l a r i t y c i ted? 

2. Is A true (false) in C 2 ? 

3 . I s there s o m e other case C 3 that i s also s i m i l a r to d , b u t in w h i c h A 

is false (true)? 
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ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR A R G U M E N T F R O M CORRELATION TO CAUSE 

CORRELATION PREMISE: T h e r e is a p o s i t i v e c o r r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n A a n d B. 

CONCLUSION: A causes B. 

1. Is there r e a l l y a c o r r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n A a n d B? 

2. Is there a n y reason to t h i n k that the c o r r e l a t i o n is a n y m o r e t h a n a 
c o i n c i d e n c e ? 

3 . C o u l d there be some t h i r d factor, C , that i s c a u s i n g b o t h A a n d S? 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR A R G U M E N T F R O M POSITIVE CONSEQUENCES 

PREMISE: I f A i s b r o u g h t about, g o o d c o n s e q u e n c e s w i l l p l a u s i b l y occur. 

CONCLUSION: A s h o u l d be b r o u g h t about . 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR A R G U M E N T F R O M N E G A T I V E CONSEQUENCES 

PREMISE: I f A i s b r o u g h t about, b a d c o n s e q u e n c e s w i l l p l a u s i b l y occur. 

CONCLUSION: A s h o u l d not be b r o u g h t about . 

T h e f o l l o w i n g three c r i t i c a l ques t ions m a t c h the a r g u m e n t a t i o n schemes 
f r o m ei ther p o s i t i v e or negat ive consequences . 

1 . H o w strong i s the p r o b a b i l i t y o r p l a u s i b i l i t y that these c i t e d conse­
quences w i l l (may, m i g h t , must ) o c c u r ? 

2 . W h a t e v i d e n c e , i f any, s u p p o r t e d the c l a i m that these consequences 
w i l l (may, m i g h t , must ) o c c u r i f A i s b r o u g h t a b o u t ? 

3 . A r e there consequences of the o p p o s i t e v a l u e tha t o u g h t to be taken 
in to account? 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR T H E SLIPPERY SLOPE A R G U M E N T 

FIRST STEP PREMISE: A 0 i s up for c o n s i d e r a t i o n as a p r o p o s a l that seems 
i n i t i a l l y l i k e s o m e t h i n g that s h o u l d b e b r o u g h t a b o u t . 

RECURSIVE PREMISE: B r i n g i n g u p A 0 w o u l d p l a u s i b l y l e a d ( i n the g iven 

c i r c u m s t a n c e s , a s far a s w e k n o w ) t o Al9 w h i c h w o u l d i n t u r n p l a u s i b l y 

l e a d to A2, a n d so f o r t h , t h r o u g h the sequence A 2 , . . . , An. 

BAD OUTCOME PREMISE: A n is a h o r r i b l e (d i sas t rous , b a d ) o u t c o m e . 

CONCLUSION: A 0 s h o u l d n o t b e b r o u g h t about . 

1 . W h a t i n t e r v e n i n g p r o p o s i t i o n s i n the s e q u e n c e l i n k i n g u p A 0 w i t h 
A n are a c t u a l l y g iven? 

2 . W h a t other steps are r e q u i r e d to f i l l in the s e q u e n c e of events to make 
i t p l a u s i b l e ? 

10. Summary 
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3 . W h a t are the weakes t l i n k s i n the sequence, w h e r e spec i f i c c r i t i c a l 

quest ions s h o u l d b e a s k e d about w h e t h e r one event w i l l r e a l l y l e a d t o 

another? 

ARGUMENTATION S C H E M E F O R ^ A R X ^ 

SPECIFIC PREMISE: A (a finding) is t rue in t h i s s i t u a t i o n . 

GENERAL PREMISE: B i s genera l ly i n d i c a t e d as true w h e n its s i g n , A, i s 

true. 

CONCLUSION: B i s t rue in th is s i t u a t i o n . 

1 . W h a t i s the s trength of the c o r r e l a t i o n of the s i g n w i t h the event 

s igni f ied? 

2 . A r e there other events that w o u l d m o r e r e l i a b l y account for the sign? 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR ARGUMENT F R O M COMMITMENT COMMITMENT EVIDENCE PREMISE: In th is case i t w a s s h o w n that a is c o m ­

m i t t e d t o p r o p o s i t i o n A , a c c o r d i n g t o the e v i d e n c e o f w h a t h e s a i d o r 

d i d . 

LINKAGE OF COMMITMENTS PREMISE: G e n e r a l l y , w h e n an arguer i s c o m ­

m i t t e d to A, i t c a n be i n f e r r e d that he i s also c o m m i t t e d to B . 

CONCLUSION: In t h i s case, a is c o m m i t t e d to B. 

1 . W h a t e v i d e n c e in the case suppor t s the c l a i m that a i s c o m m i t t e d to 

A , a n d does i t i n c l u d e contrary e v i d e n c e , i n d i c a t i n g that a m i g h t not 

b e c o m m i t t e d t o A ? 

2 . I s there r o o m for q u e s t i o n i n g w h e t h e r there i s an e x c e p t i o n in th is 

case to the genera l r u l e that c o m m i t m e n t to A i m p l i e s c o m m i t m e n t 

to Bf 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR ARGUMENT F R O M INCONSISTENT 

COMMITMENT 

INITIAL COMMITMENT PREMISE: a has c l a i m e d or i n d i c a t e d that he is c o m ­

m i t t e d to p r o p o s i t i o n A (general ly or in v i r t u e o f w h a t he s a i d in the past) . 

OPPOSED COMMITMENT PREMISE: O t h e r e v i d e n c e in th i s p a r t i c u l a r case 

s h o w s that a i s no t r e a l l y c o m m i t t e d to A. 

CONCLUSION: a's c o m m i t m e n t s are i n c o n s i s t e n t . 

1 . W h a t i s the e v i d e n c e s u p p o s e d l y s h o w i n g that a i s c o m m i t t e d to A? 

2 . W h a t fur ther e v i d e n c e in the case i s a l l eged to s h o w that a i s not 

c o m m i t t e d t o A ? 
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3. H o w does the evidence from 1 a n d 2 p r o v e that there is a c o n f l i c t of 
c o m m i t m e n t s ? 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR THE DIRECT AD HOMINEM ARGUMENT 

CHARACTER A T T A C K PREMISE: a is a p e r s o n of b a d character. 

CONCLUSION: a's argument s h o u l d n o t be accepted . 

1 . H o w w e l l s u p p o r t e d b y ev idence i s the a l l ega t ion m a d e i n the char­
acter attack p r e m i s e ? 

2 . I s the i ssue o f character re levant i n the t y p e o f d i a l o g u e i n w h i c h the 
argument w a s used? 

3. Is the c o n c l u s i o n of the 
argument that A s h o u l d be (absolutely) 

rejected, e v e n i f other ev idence to s u p p o r t A has b e e n presented , or 
i s the c o n c l u s i o n m e r e l y (the re la t ive c l a i m ) that a s h o u l d be a s s i g n e d 
a r e d u c e d w e i g h t of c r e d i b i l i t y as a s u p p o r t e r of A, r e la t ive to the t o t a l 
b o d y o f e v i d e n c e avai lable? 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR T H E CIRCUMSTANTIAL AD HOMINEM 
ARGUMENT 

ARGUMENT PREMISE: a advocates a r g u m e n t a , w h i c h has p r o p o s i t i o n A 
as its c o n c l u s i o n . 

INCONSISTENT COMMITMENT PREMISE: a is p e r s o n a l l y c o m m i t t e d to the 
o p p o s i t e (negation) o f A , a s s h o w n b y c o m m i t m e n t s e x p r e s s e d i n h i s o r 
h e r p e r s o n a l ac t ions o r p e r s o n a l c i r c u m s t a n c e s e x p r e s s i n g s u c h c o m m i t ­
ments . 

CREDIBILITY QUESTIONING PREMISE: a's c r e d i b i l i t y as a s incere p e r s o n w h o 
be l i eves i n h i s o w n a r g u m e n t has b e e n p u t i n t o q u e s t i o n (by the t w o 
p r e m i s e s above). 

CONCLUSION: T h e p l a u s i b i l i t y 0 f a 

destroyed. 's a r g u m e n t a is decreased or 

1 . I s there a p a i r o f c o m m i t m e n t s t h a t c a n be i d e n t i f i e d , s h o w n by e v i ­
dence to be c o m m i t m e n t s of a a n d t a k e n to s h o w that a i s p r a c t i c a l l y 
i n c o n s i s t e n t ? 

2 . O n c e the p r a c t i c a l i n c o n s i s t e n c y i s i d e n t i f i e d that i s the focus of 
the attack, c o u l d i t b e r e s o l v e d o r e x p l a i n e d b y fur ther d i a l o g u e thus 
p r e s e r v i n g the c o n s i s t e n c y o f the arguer ' s c o m m i t m e n t s i n the d i a l o g u e 
or s h o w i n g that a's i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t does n o t s u p p o r t the 
c l a i m that a l a c k s c r e d i b i l i t y ? 

10. Summary 1 3 7 

3 . I s character an i ssue in the d i a l o g u e , a n d m o r e s p e c i f i c a l l y , does a's 

argument d e p e n d o n h i s o r her c r e d i b i l i t y ? 

4 . I s the c o n c l u s i o n the w e a k e r c l a i m that a's c r e d i b i l i t y i s o p e n to 

q u e s t i o n or the stronger c l a i m that the c o n c l u s i o n of a i s false? 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR ARGUMENT F R O M VERBAL CLASSIFICATION 

INDIVIDUAL PREMISE: a has p r o p e r t y F. 

CLASSIFICATION PREMISE: F o r a l l x, if x has p r o p e r t y F, t h e n x c a n be 

c lass i f i ed as h a v i n g p r o p e r t y G. 

CONCLUSION: a has p r o p e r t y G. 

1. W h a t e v i d e n c e is there that a d e f i n i t e l y has p r o p e r t y F , as o p p o s e d 

t o e v i d e n c e i n d i c a t i n g r o o m for d o u b t o n w h e t h e r i t s h o u l d b e s o 

c lass i f ied? 

2 . I s the v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n in the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n p r e m i s e b a s e d m e r e l y 

on a s t i p u l a t i v e or b i a s e d d e f i n i t i o n that is subject to doubt? 



FOUR Argument Diagramming 

T h i s chapter i s c o n c e r n e d w i t h the task o f t a k i n g an argument as g i v e n in a 
p a r t i c u l a r case as a text of d i scourse a n d i d e n t i f y i n g the a r g u m e n t a t i o n as 
a set of premises presented as reasons to accept a c o n c l u s i o n . I d e n t i f y i n g 
the s tructure of s u c h a c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n by m e a n s of an argument 
d i a g r a m c a n be e x t r e m e l y u s e f u l p r i o r to c r i t i c i z i n g the argument by f i n d ­
i n g gaps or p r o b l e m s in i t a n d e v a l u a t i n g the a r g u m e n t a t i o n as w e a k or 
strong. In this chapter , we do not tackle the p r o b l e m of h o w to evaluate 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n f o u n d in a text o f d i scourse . We o n l y conf ront the p r i o r 
p r o b l e m s o f h o w t o i d e n t i f y a n d a n a l y z e the argument . O f course , some 
arguments are easier to i d e n t i f y a n d a n a l y z e t h a n others. In an abstract 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l text, in a c o m p l e x text o f d i s c o u r s e c o n t a i n i n g t e c h n i c a l 
sc ient i f i c a r g u m e n t a t i o n , or in a legal case w h e r e there is a mass of e v i ­
dence on some h i g h l y contested issue , i t m a y be e x t r e m e l y d i f f i c u l t to 
a n a l y z e the a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n any v e r y c lear a n d s i m p l e w a y b y u s i n g 
a s ingle d i a g r a m that i s not f i l l e d w i t h c o m p l e x i t i e s . T h e p r o b l e m w i t h 
t a c k l i n g rea l cases of arguments in a n a t u r a l language text of d i s c o u r s e 
i s that there c a n be gaps, a m b i g u i t i e s a n d u n c e r t a i n t i e s about w h a t w a s 
r e a l l y meant . H e r e we c o n s i d e r o n l y some r e l a t i v e l y s i m p l e cases that are 
f a i r l y easy to d i a g r a m . O n l y t o w a r d the e n d o f the chapter do we address 
some o f the p r o b l e m s p o s e d b y harder cases. T h e m e t h o d begins w i t h the 
ac tua l text of d i s c o u r s e of a case a n d , u s i n g the t e x t u a l e v i d e n c e g i v e n , 
b u i l d s a d i a g r a m represent ing the sequence of a r g u m e n t a t i o n expressed 
in the case. T o w a r d the e n d of the chapter, parts o f th i s m e t h o d are d e v e l ­
o p e d t o d i s t i n g u i s h c a r e f u l l y b e t w e e n p r o p o s i t i o n s a c t u a l l y stated b y a n 
arguer in a case a n d uns ta ted p r o p o s i t i o n s that n e e d to be a t t r ibuted to the 
argument in order to m a k e i t poss ib le to a n a l y z e i t c a r e f u l l y a n d evaluate 
i t fa i r ly . 
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1. Single and Convergent Arguments 1 < 3 y 

Single and Convergent Arguments 

An i m p o r t a n t error p o i n t e d out a t the b e g i n n i n g o f th is chapter i s that o f 

m i s t a k e n l y t reat ing s o m e t h i n g as an argument that i s not r e a l l y an argu­

ment , but o n l y s o m e t h i n g that looks l i k e one. F o r e x a m p l e , a s s h o w n 

in chapter 1 , i t c a n be easy in some cases to confuse e x p l a n a t i o n s a n d 

arguments . T h e u l t i m a t e goal o f c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g i s , o f course , to e v a l u ­

ate arguments . B u t the p r o b l e m is that once th is s k i l l i s l e a r n e d , there 

is a danger of m i s a p p l y i n g it to tests of d i s c o u r s e that are not r e a l l y 

meant to p u t f o r w a r d an argument . I t w o u l d be a ser ious error to judge 

s o m e t h i n g to be a b a d argument w h e n i t i s not r e a l l y an argument at 

a l l . I n chapter 1 , some a d v i c e w a s g i v e n o n h o w t o a v o i d th is error. T h e 

concepts o f a rgument a n d e x p l a n a t i o n are d e f i n e d by contras t ing t h e m . 

T h e p u r p o s e of o f fer ing an argument in a d i a l o g u e is to g ive the other 

par ty a reason or some reasons to accept a c o n c l u s i o n . C o n c l u s i o n i n d i ­

cator w o r d s , s u c h a s ' therefore ' a n d T h u s ' , a n d p r e m i s e i n d i c a t o r w o r d s , 

s u c h as Tor th i s reason ' , are i m p o r t a n t c lues to i d e n t i f y i n g an argument . 

These terms are not a l w a y s present, b u t in th i s chapter some a d d i t i o n a l 

means are g i v e n for i d e n t i f y i n g a n d a n a l y z i n g arguments o f di f ferent 

k i n d s . 

There are severa l bas i c types of argument structures that c a n be i d e n ­

t i f i e d , d e p e n d i n g o n h o w the inference i s l i n k e d together i n a c h a i n o f 

r e a s o n i n g in a g i v e n case. T h e s i m p l e s t t y p e , the s ingle argument , has 

o n l y one p r e m i s e g i v e n that is u s e d as the basis for i n f e r r i n g a c o n c l u ­

s i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g text o f d i scourse . 

D i s e a s e d cattle c a n t r a n s m i t fatal diseases to h u m a n s w h o c o n ­

sume beef p r o d u c t s . Therefore i n s p e c t i o n of cattle for s u c h d i s ­

eases is essent ia l for h u m a n safety. 

T h i s text c l e a r l y c o n v e y s a n argument , i n the sense o f that t e r m d e f i n e d i n 

chapter 1 . T h e c o n c l u s i o n , the s e c o n d statement, i s i n d i c a t e d b y the w o r d 

Therefore ' in f ront o f i t . T h e other statement, the p r e m i s e ' D i s e a s e d cattle 

c a n t r a n s m i t fatal diseases to h u m a n s w h o c o n s u m e beef p r o d u c t s ' , gives 

a reason to s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n . T h u s , thi$ argument c a n be c l a s s i f i e d 

as a s ingle argument . 

M a n y o f the arguments e n c o u n t e r e d i n e v e r y d a y a r g u m e n t a t i o n have 

t w o premises . 

i 
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S u p p o s e that i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , H e l e n h a d argued 
as f o l l o w s : " I t h i n k that t i p p i n g is a b a d prac t i ce . F o r one 
t h i n g , i t makes the par ty r e c e i v i n g the t i p feel u n d i g n i f i e d . 
F o r another t h i n g , i t leads to an u n d e r g r o u n d , b l a c k - m a r k e t 
e c o n o m y . " 

In th is argument , each p r e m i s e f u n c t i o n s as a separate reason for s u p ­
p o r t i n g the c o n c l u s i o n that t i p p i n g i s a b a d prac t i ce . E a c h stands on its 
o w n as a separate argument . B o t h have the s c h e m e c a l l e d argument f r o m 
consequences (chapter 3). A n d w e c a n see that H e l e n has p u t f o r w a r d 
t w o separate arguments f r o m consequences . T h e a r g u m e n t a t i o n scheme 
h e l p s us to see that there are t w o separate arguments g i v e n . 1 A n o t h e r 
b i t o f e v i d e n c e i s the w o r d i n g u s e d b y H e l e n . She says " o n e t h i n g " a n d 
t h e n "another t h i n g " w h e n she presents the t w o statements, i n d i c a t i n g 
t w o separate reasons. Yet another b i t of e v i d e n c e is that the one state­
m e n t c a n f u n c t i o n as a reason w i t h o u t the other. F o r e x a m p l e , m a k i n g 
p e o p l e feel u n d i g n i f i e d is qui te a strong reason for t h i n k i n g t i p p i n g to be 
a b a d pract ice , w h e t h e r the argument f r o m negat ive consequences of the 
b l a c k - m a r k e t e c o n o m y i s t a k e n i n t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n or not . 

T h e pat tern o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n that i s present w h e n there i s m o r e t h a n 
one p r e m i s e a n d w h e r e each p r e m i s e f u n c t i o n s separate ly as a reason to 
s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n is c a l l e d a convergent argument . In d e f e n d i n g a 
convergent argument or u s i n g i t to r e s p o n d to the doubts expressed by an 
o p p o n e n t i n a d i a l o g u e , y o u c a n take y o u r c h o i c e o f u s i n g one p r e m i s e 
or the other. E a c h i s an i n d e p e n d e n t e v i d e n t i a l route for s u p p o r t i n g the 
c o n c l u s i o n by of fer ing a reason. A convergent a rgument is r e a l l y l i k e t w o 
separate arguments . In fact, i t doesn' t r e a l l y matter w h e t h e r y o u c a l l i t 
t w o separate arguments or one convergent argument . We w i l l see, once the 
m e t h o d o f argument d i a g r a m m i n g i s d e v e l o p e d b e l o w , that b o t h structures 
are d i a g r a m m e d the same w a y . 

A n o t h e r e x a m p l e of a convergent a rgument i s p r o v i d e d by the f o l ­
l o w i n g text o f d i s c o u r s e q u o t e d f r o m a p o l i t i c a l s p e e c h g i v e n b y M i c h a e l 
D u k a k i s d u r i n g a p r e s i d e n t i a l e l e c t i o n c a m p a i g n . 

1 For the present we ignore the unstated premises involved in both arguments, as the issue of 
unstated premises is not dealt w i t h unt i l a later part of the chapter (section 6). Making the 
party who received a tip feel undignif ied is taken to be bad consequence of t ipping. A n d 
leading to an underground, black-market economy is also taken to be a bad consequence 
of t ipping. That these consequences are bad could be added as unstated premises in the 
argument. 

EXERCISE 
4.1 

TWO 

I've o p p o s e d the death p e n a l t y a l l o f my l i f e . I don ' t see a n y e v i ­

dence that it 's a deterrent a n d I t h i n k there are better a n d m o r e 

effective w a y s t o d e a l w i t h v i o l e n t c r i m e . 2 

In th is case, v e r y l i t t l e o f the exact context in w h i c h the argument w a s 

u s e d i s g i v e n , except that i t was part o f a p o l i t i c a l speech in an e l e c t i o n 

c a m p a i g n . E v e n t h o u g h no i n d i c a t o r w o r d s of a convergent a rgument are 

g i v e n (as i n the p r e v i o u s example ) , w e c a n c l e a r l y t e l l that the argument 

i s o f the convergent type . D u k a k i s w a s g i v i n g t w o separate reasons for 

h i s o p p o s i t i o n t o the death penal ty . E v e n i f one p r e m i s e w a s s t rongly 

argued against or e v e n re futed by the o p p o s i t i o n (then the George B u s h , 

Sr., camp) , D u k a k i s w o u l d s t i l l have a leg t o s t a n d o n i n h i s argument . T h e 

other p r e m i s e w o u l d s t i l l g ive a s trong l i n e o f s u p p o r t for h i s o p p o s i t i o n 

to the death pena l ty . I t p r o v i d e s an i n d e p e n d e n t l i n e of argument . T h u s , 

the argument c l e a r l y fits the convergent pat tern . 

D e t e r m i n e w h e t h e r each of the f o l l o w i n g arguments i s s ingle or conver­

gent. B r i e f l y state y o u r reason for y o u r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . 

(a) A l l swans are w h i t e . Therefore , no s w a n s are not w h i t e . 

(b) C o n t a m i n a t i o n of r ivers is a p r o b l e m of huge p r o p o r t i o n s . N e a r l y a l l 

the r ivers i n N o r t h A m e r i c a are p o i s o n e d b y sewage d u m p e d i n t o 

t h e m . 

(c) My p e n i s p r o b a b l y on the desk. O n e reason i s that's w h e r e I nor­

m a l l y leave i t . A n o t h e r is that I w a s just w o r k i n g at the desk before 

I left. 

(d) M a k i n g s tudents m e m o r i z e dates in h i s t o r y promotes drudgery . I t 

also stifles the creat ive s p i r i t o f i n q u i r y . F o r these reasons, m a k i n g 

students m e m o r i z e dates in h i s t o r y i s not a g o o d t e a c h i n g prac t i ce . 

(e) Desert m o u n t a i n peaks m a k e g o o d sites for v i e w i n g the stars. B e i n g 

h i g h , t h e y are c loser to the stars. B e i n g dry , they are r e l a t i v e l y free 

of the o b s t r u c t i o n so often created by the c l o u d s . 

Linked Arguments 

N o t a l l arguments w i t h m u l t i p l e premises are convergent . I n other cases, 

for e x a m p l e , i n the k i n d o f argument w e w e r e p r e o c c u p i e d w i t h i n the 

2 Then Governor M i c h a e l Dukakis , in the Bush-Dukakis presidential debate, Los Angeles, 
October 15, 1988. 
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Figure 4.1 L i n k e d argument. F igure 4.2 Convergent argument. 

three p r e c e d i n g chapters , there are m a n y e x a m p l e s o f arguments w h e r e 
t w o p r e m i s e s are j o i n t l y u s e d to p r o v i d e s u p p o r t for a c o n c l u s i o n . In s u c h 
cases, the t w o p r e m i s e s d e p e n d on each other, a n d i t w o u l d be a m i s t a k e 
to v i e w the argument as convergent . C o n s i d e r the Tweety e x a m p l e once 
again. 

B i r d s f ly. 

Tweety is a b i r d . 

Therefore , Tweety f l ies . 

T h i s argument i s o f a v e r y c o m m o n type . I t has t w o p r e m i s e s , a n d the 
t w o f u n c t i o n together to g ive a reason to s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n . F o r th is 
reason i t i s c a l l e d a l i n k e d argument , m e a n i n g that the p r e m i s e s f u n c t i o n 
together to g ive a r e a s o n to s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n . H e r e we c a n see the 
argument i s l i n k e d because i t i s i n the p r e s u m p t i v e f o r m s t u d i e d i n c h a p ­
ter 2 . T h e f irst p r e m i s e f u n c t i o n s as a defeasible g e n e r a l i z a t i o n that, w i t h 
the a i d of the s e c o n d p r e m i s e , offers a reason to accept the c l a i m that the 
c o n c l u s i o n i s true. G i v e n the w a y the p r e m i s e s f i t together i n a k n o w n 
f o r m of in ference , we c a n c l a s s i f y the argument t y p e as l i n k e d . 

In m a k i n g an argument d i a g r a m , the T w e e t y e x a m p l e i s represented as 
l i n k e d argument , o f the k i n d s h o w n i n F i g u r e 4 .1 , w h e r e A i s the p r e m i s e 
' B i r d s f l y ' , B is the p r e m i s e 'Tweety is a b i r d ' , a n d C is the c o n c l u s i o n 
'Tweety f l ies ' . 

T h e d i a g r a m for the convergent type o f a r g u m e n t i s s h o w n i n F i g ­
ure 4.2. A n e x a m p l e i s the argument f r o m the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g o n 
page 140. A is the p r e m i s e ' T i p p i n g makes the p a r t y r e c e i v i n g the t i p 
feel u n d i g n i f i e d ' a n d B i s the p r e m i s e ' T i p p i n g leads to an u n d e r g r o u n d , 
b l a c k - m a r k e t e c o n o m y ' . T h e c o n c l u s i o n C i s the p r o p o s i t i o n ' T i p p i n g i s 
a b a d prac t i ce ' . 

T h e r e are ce r ta i n c o m m o n a n d r e a d i l y i d e n t i f i a b l e k i n d s o f m u l t i p l e -
p r e m i s e arguments that are a l w a y s l i n k e d . A l l the arguments w i t h argu­
m e n t a t i o n schemes g i v e n in chapter 3 are l i n k e d . B u t to c o n s i d e r another 
k i n d o f e x a m p l e , let's r e c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g d e d u c t i v e a rgument f r o m 
chapter 2. 

A l l res idents o f T u t e l a H e i g h t s res ide i n B r a n t C o u n t y . 

N e d is a r e s i d e n t of Tute la H e i g h t s . 

Therefore , N e d is a res ident of Brant C o u n t y . 

T h i s argument , a s i n d i c a t e d i n chapter 2 , i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d , m e a n i n g 

that i f the t w o p r e m i s e s are true, the c o n c l u s i o n m u s t be true. T h u s , i f 

b o t h premises are accepted , that gives a s trong reason for a c c e p t i n g the 

c o n c l u s i o n . T h u s , the t w o premises d e p e n d on each other for s u p p o r t . I f 

the first p r e m i s e w e r e to be o m i t t e d f r o m c o n s i d e r a t i o n , the s e c o n d , just 

t aken b y itself , w o u l d p r o v i d e o n l y a v e r y l i t t l e s u p p o r t for the c o n c l u s i o n . 

To see th i s , c o n s i d e r the argument w i t h the f i r s t p r e m i s e o m i t t e d . 

N e d is a r e s i d e n t of Tute la H e i g h t s . 

Therefore , N e d is a res ident of B r a n t C o u n t y . 

E v e n i f the p r e m i s e o f th i s argument i s h e l d to be true, by i t se l f that 

p r o v i d e s o n l y a l i t t l e s u p p o r t for the c o n c l u s i o n . F o r a l l that i s k n o w n , 

Tute la H e i g h t s c o u l d b e a n y w h e r e , once the f irst p r e m i s e i s o m i t t e d f r o m 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n a n d no longer a s s u m e d or k n o w n to be true. T h e same effect 

o f s u p p o r t l e s s e n i n g occurs w h e n the s e c o n d p r e m i s e i s o m i t t e d , y i e l d i n g 

the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

A l l res idents o f T u t e l a H e i g h t s res ide i n B r a n t C o u n t y . 

Therefore , N e d is a res ident of B r a n t C o u n t y . 

As l o n g as the other p r e m i s e i s o m i t t e d , th is argument i s v e r y w e a k , for i t 
c a n no longer be a s s u m e d that N e d i s a r e s i d e n t o f T u t e l a H e i g h t s . In the 
absence of th i s p r e m i s e , i t no longer f o l l o w s that he has to be a res ident 
o f Brant C o u n t y . T h u s the argument i s l i n k e d . 

T h e reason that th i s argument is a l i n k e d one is c o m p a r a b l e to that 
g i v e n above i n the a n a l y s i s o f the argument i n the T w e e t y e x a m p l e . I n 
b o t h types o f case, the t w o premises are l i n k e d to the c o n c l u s i o n by an 
ident i f i ab le a rgument s tructure . T h e f i rs t p r e m i s e i s a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , a n d 
the s e c o n d p r e m i s e is a p a r t i c u l a r ins tance that f i ts the g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . 
T h u s , the t w o p r o p o s i t i o n s f i t together, s u p p o r t i n g the c o n c l u s i o n b y a n 
i n t e r l o c k e d s t ructure . T h a t i s t y p i c a l o f m a n y l i n k e d arguments . Y o u c a n 
see by the s tructure of the argument that i t i s l i n k e d . I f y o u take e i ther 
p r e m i s e away, the s u p p o r t g i v e n by the other one, by i tself , for acceptance 
o f the c o n c l u s i o n i s m u c h weaker . So by r e c o g n i z i n g the s t ructure o f the 
argument , y o u c a n i m m e d i a t e l y see i t i s a l i n k e d argument , as o p p o s e d to 
a convergent one. A t y p i c a l s y l l o g i s m , of the k i n d s t u d i e d in chapter 2 , 
a l w a y s has t w o p r e m i s e s a n d i s a l i n k e d argument . B o t h p r e m i s e s are 
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r e q u i r e d for s u c h an argument to be d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . I f e i ther one i s 
o m i t t e d , s u c h a n argument w o u l d b e v e r y w e a k . 

H e r e i s another e x a m p l e that s h o w s the l i n k e d c o n f i g u r a t i o n v e r y 
c lear ly . 

S u p p o s e that i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , B o b h a d argued a s 
f o l l o w s : " I t h i n k that t i p p i n g is g o o d for a h e a l t h y economy, 
because i t r e w a r d s i n i t i a t i v e , a n d a n y t h i n g that r e w a r d s i n i t i a ­
t ive is g o o d for a h e a l t h y e c o n o m y . " 

H e r e B o b has a d v a n c e d t w o premises i n s u p p o r t o f h i s c o n c l u s i o n , a n d 
they f u n c t i o n together to p r o v i d e a base of s u p p o r t for h i s c o n c l u s i o n . O n e 
p r e m i s e , ' A n y t h i n g that r e w a r d s i n i t i a t i v e i s g o o d for a h e a l t h y e c o n o m y ' , 
is a b r o a d l y general (universal ) p r o p o s i t i o n . It c o u l d be a n a l y z e d as a 
u n i v e r s a l c o n d i t i o n a l o f the f o r m , T o r a l l x , i f x r e w a r d s i n i t i a t i v e , t h e n 
x i s g o o d for a h e a l t h y e c o n o m y ' . T h e other p r e m i s e , T i p p i n g r e w a r d s 
i n i t i a t i v e ' , fits i n t o the c o n d i t i o n a l of the first p r e m i s e as the antecedent 
part . So by modus ponens, we are w a r r a n t e d in i n f e r r i n g the c o n c l u s i o n , 
' T i p p i n g is g o o d for a h e a l t h y e c o n o m y ' . H e n c e the argument , as u s e d by 
B o b i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , i s l i n k e d . I f y o u p u l l e d e i ther p r e m i s e out, 
the other w o u l d , by itself , g ive m u c h less of a basis for s trong s u p p o r t of 
the c o n c l u s i o n . C l e a r l y , the t w o premises f u n c t i o n together. 

In m a n y cases, r e c o g n i t i o n o f an a r g u m e n t a t i o n s c h e m e c l e a r l y s h o w s 
that an argument i s l i n k e d . F o r e x a m p l e , i f the argument i s an a p p e a l to 
expert o p i n i o n , i t m a y be c lear that three p r e m i s e s , f i t t ing the premises 
represented in the scheme, go together to s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n . In other 
cases we m a y not k n o w a n y t h i n g about h o w the p r e m i s e s fit together as a 
s t r u c t u r e d type o f in ference we are f a m i l i a r w i t h , b u t the w o r d i n g o f the 
argument in its context of use makes i t c lear that the argument is of the 
l i n k e d type . 

C o m p e t e n t i n d i v i d u a l s are a t l iber ty t o m a k e the i r o w n m e d i c a l 
treatment d e c i s i o n s ; i n c o m p e t e n t i n d i v i d u a l s are not . T h u s , c o m ­
petence a n d l i b e r t y are i n e x t r i c a b l y i n t e r w o v e n . 3 

In th is argument , there i s no f a m i l i a r a r g u m e n t a t i o n s c h e m e (evident ly) 
u s e d so that we c o u l d use th is s tructure to i d e n t i f y the argument as l i n k e d . 

1 George J. Annas and Joan E. Densberger, "Competence to Refuse M e d i c a l Treatment: 
Autonomy vs. Paternalism," Toledo Law Review 15 (Winter 1984): p. 561. 

EXERCISE 
4.2 

B u t e v e n so, i t i s c lear f rom the context a n d w o r d i n g that the t w o p r e m i s e s 

are meant to f u n c t i o n together in s u p p o r t o f the c o n c l u s i o n . 

In m a n y cases, m o r e t h a n t w o premises n e e d to be l i n k e d together, to 

see h o w a n argument s u p p o r t s its c o n c l u s i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r the 

f o l l o w i n g argument o n g o v e r n m e n t s p e n d i n g . I t has the f o r m o f d i l e m m a , 

a type of argument that is be a n a l y z e d in chapter 8 . 

I f w e increase g o v e r n m e n t s p e n d i n g , the i n c r e a s e d def ic i t w i l l 

w e a k e n the d o l l a r . I f we decrease g o v e r n m e n t s p e n d i n g , the 

homeless a n d u n e m p l o y e d w i l l suffer. W e m u s t e i ther increase 

or decrease g o v e r n m e n t s p e n d i n g . Therefore , e i ther the i n c r e a s e d 

def ic i t w i l l w e a k e n the d o l l a r o r the h o m e l e s s a n d u n e m p l o y e d 

w i l l suffer. 

In th is case, i t i s c lear that a l l three p r e m i s e s are f u n c t i o n i n g together to 

s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n a n d therefore that the argument i s o f the l i n k e d 

type . T h e e v i d e n c e f rom the text o f d i s c o u r s e b a c k i n g up th is recons t ruc ­

t i o n is that a l l three p r e m i s e s are e x p l i c i t l y asserted p r i o r to the asser t ion 

o f the c o n c l u s i o n , w h i c h i s p r e c e d e d b y the w o r d ' therefore, ' a n d a l l four 

p r o p o s i t i o n s fit i n t o the structure of the d i l e m m a . 

T h e f o l l o w i n g t w o - p r e m i s e d arguments are a l l l i n k e d . B r i e f l y e x p l a i n h o w 

the t w o premises f u n c t i o n together to s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n . 
(a) A l l textbooks are b o o k s meant to educate . A n d some l o g i c b o o k s are 

textbooks. Therefore , some l o g i c b o o k s are meant to educate . 

(b) Dogs r e t a i n i m p l i c i t l y a lot of the qua l i t i es of w o l v e s . W o l v e s are 
p a c k a n i m a l s . Therefore , dogs are i m p l i c i t l y p a c k a n i m a l s . 

(c) My goal i s to get to M i n n e a p o l i s . H i g h w a y A4 i s the w a y to get to 
M i n n e a p o l i s . Therefore , I s h o u l d take H i g h w a y A 4 . 

(d) If Jane has agreed to r u n , D i c k w i l l not be e lected. Jane has agreed 
t o r u n . Therefore , D i c k w i l l not b e e lected. 

(e) A n y a c t i o n that lessens h u m a n suf fe r ing c a n be m o r a l l y accept­
able. E u t h a n a s i a lessens h u m a n suf fer ing . H e n c e , e u t h a n a s i a c a n 
be m o r a l l y acceptable . 

(f) My notes m u s t be in the lecture theater, because I h a d t h e m w i t h 
me w h e n I gave the lecture there a f e w m i n u t e s ago, a n d I d i d n ' t 
have t h e m w h e n I left the r o o m . 

(g) P a u l i s e i ther c lose to g r a d u a t i o n or has just graduated. B u t we k n o w 
he has not graduated . Therefore , P a u l i s c lose to g r a d u a t i o n . 
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THREE 

Argument Diagramming 

Serial and Divergent Arguments 

In chapter 1 , c h a i n i n g o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n , w h e r e the c o n c l u s i o n o f one argu­
m e n t f u n c t i o n s a s the p r e m i s e o f another, w a s i d e n t i f i e d . W h e n c h a i n e d 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n is u s e d , the type of s t ructure is c l a s s i f i e d as a ser ia l argu­
ment . F o r e x a m p l e , i n the f o l l o w i n g argument , the c o n c l u s i o n o f the 
f i rs t s ing le argument f u n c t i o n s also as the p r e m i s e of the s e c o n d s ing le 
argument : 

Customers often t ip just because it is the accepted practice. Therefore 
a customer's t ip is not necessarily a good cr i ter ion of excellent service. 
Therefore, y o u can't argue that t i p p i n g is good just on the basis that 
it rewards excellence of service. 

T h e ser ia l s tructure o f th i s argument i s c learer i f we w r i t e out its three 
c o m p o n e n t statements v e r t i c a l l y , as f o l l o w s . 

A : C u s t o m e r s of ten t i p just because i t i s the a c c e p t e d prac t i ce . 

B : Therefore , a customer ' s t i p is not n e c e s s a r i l y a g o o d c r i t e r i o n of 
e x c e l l e n t service . 

C : Therefore , y o u can ' t argue that t i p p i n g i s g o o d just on the bas is 
that i t r e w a r d s e x c e l l e n c e of service . 

T h e m i d d l e p r o p o s i t i o n i n the sequence has t w o f u n c t i o n s . F i r s t , i t acts 
a s the c o n c l u s i o n d r a w n f r o m the p r e m i s e above i t . B u t t h e n , i n a s e c o n d 
step of argument , i t f u n c t i o n s as a p r e m i s e f r o m w h i c h a n e w c o n c l u s i o n 
i s d r a w n (the t h i r d statement i n the sequence) . T h i s type o f d u a l f u n c t i o n 
is character is t ic of the ser ia l argument . 

A n o t h e r e x a m p l e i s the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

P s y c h o l o g y is the r e l i g i o n of the m o d e r n era. I f p e o p l e are 
u n h a p p y , g u i l t y , or c o n f u s e d about l i f e , t h e y go to see a p s y c h o l ­
ogist. Last year, t w o m i l l i o n p e o p l e i n N o r t h A m e r i c a v i s i t e d a 
p s y c h o l o g i s t because o f p e r s o n a l a n d e m o t i o n a l p r o b l e m s . 

T h i s argument i s c o m p o s e d o f three p r o p o s i t i o n s i n the f o l l o w i n g 
sequence. 

A : Las t year, t w o m i l l i o n p e o p l e i n N o r t h A m e r i c a v i s i t e d a p s y c h o l ­
ogist because o f p e r s o n a l a n d e m o t i o n a l p r o b l e m s . 

B : I f p e o p l e are u n h a p p y , gui l ty , or c o n f u s e d about l i f e , they go to see 
a p s y c h o l o g i s t . 

C: P s y c h o l o g y is the r e l i g i o n of the m o d e r n era. 

3. Serial and Divergent Arguments 

v 
B 
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Figure 4.3 Ser ia l argument. 

B C 

Figure 4.4 Divergent argument. 

T h e b o t t o m p r o p o s i t i o n , C , i s a t h o u g h t - p r o v o k i n g a n d s o m e w h a t contro­

v e r s i a l statement that needs j u s t i f i c a t i o n i n order t o b e p l a u s i b l e . S u c h jus­

t i f i c a t i o n i s p r o v i d e d by the m i d d l e statement, B , w h i c h acts as a p r e m i s e 

to s u p p o r t C. B u t t h e n s u p p o r t for B is p r o v i d e d by p u t t i n g f o r w a r d A as 

a p r e m i s e . T h e top statement, A, is a m o r e spec i f i c p r o p o s i t i o n , u s e d as a 

p r e m i s e t o b a c k u p the m o r e general m i d d l e p r o p o s i t i o n , B . 

In F i g u r e 4 .3 , a d i a g r a m of the s tructure of the sequence of r e a s o n i n g 

i n a n argument , the c i r c l e d n u m b e r s s tand for p r o p o s i t i o n s a n d the a r r o w s 

j o i n i n g the n u m b e r s s t a n d for steps of in ference f r o m one p r o p o s i t i o n to 

another. 

A n o t h e r t y p e of argument that somet imes occurs i s the d ivergent argu­

ment , w h e r e t w o p r o p o s i t i o n s are i n f e r r e d as separate c o n c l u s i o n s f r o m 

the same p r e m i s e . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

S m o k i n g has b e e n p r o v e d to be v e r y dangerous to h e a l t h . T h e r e ­

fore, c o m m e r c i a l adver t i sements for cigarettes s h o u l d be b a n n e d . 

A n d also, w a r n i n g s that s m o k i n g i s dangerous s h o u l d b e p r i n t e d 

on a l l cigarette packages. 

In th is sequence of r e a s o n i n g , three p r o p o s i t i o n s are i n v o l v e d . 

A : S m o k i n g has b e e n p r o v e d t o b e v e r y dangerous t o h e a l t h . 

B : C o m m e r c i a l advert i sements for cigarettes s h o u l d b e b a n n e d . 

C : W a r n i n g s that s m o k i n g i s dangerous s h o u l d be p r i n t e d on a l l 

cigarette packages . 

T h e divergent s t ructure o f the argument i s represented by the d i a g r a m in 

F i g u r e 4.4. 
N o w w e have seen h o w ser ia l a n d divergent argument s tructures 

c a n be represented in a d i a g r a m m a t i c f o r m . S e r i a l arguments are v e r y 
c o m m o n , a s s h o w n b y the argument c h a i n i n g e x h i b i t e d i n the d i a ­
logues in chapter 1 . T h e c h a i n i n g (serial) pat tern o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s the 
glue that h o l d s longer arguments together. D ivergent arguments are less 
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c o m m o n . W e c o u l d e a s i l y d i spense w i t h the d ivergent pat tern b y repre­
sent ing t w o c o n c l u s i o n s a s a s ingle statement i n w h i c h the t w o c o n c l u ­
s ions are j o i n e d b y the w o r d ' a n d ' . B u t w e h a v e i n c l u d e d the d ivergent 
s tructure for treatment here as i t i s often e n c o u n t e r e d in textbook accounts 
o f argument d i a g r a m m i n g . 

E x h i b i t the s tructure o f the r e a s o n i n g u s e d i n the f o l l o w i n g arguments b y 
d r a w i n g a d i a g r a m of the argument . 

(a) F l a t u l e n c e f r o m c o w s emits a n o x i o u s s u l f u r gas that is a major 
cause of t h i n n i n g of the ozone layer. There fore , to prevent g l o b a l 
w a r m i n g , we n e e d to set to w o r k to s o l v e the p r o b l e m of b o v i n e 
f la tulence . Therefore , we ought to c o m m i s s i o n a sc ient i f i c i n q u i r y 
i n t o the p r o b l e m o f b o v i n e f la tulence . 

(b) Teenagers are g r o w i n g m o r e p r o n e to ex t reme v i o l e n c e . Therefore , 
w e s h o u l d t ry m o r e j u v e n i l e offenders i n a d u l t court . A n d also, w e 
s h o u l d e x p a n d o u r treatment centers for j u v e n i l e offenders . 

(c) Because the greatest genetic v a r i a t i o n s are o b s e r v e d in A f r i c a n peo­
p l e , i t c a n b e c o n c l u d e d that they h a d the longest e v o l u t i o n a r y 
h is tory , i n d i c a t i n g the p r o b a b i l i t y o f a n A f r i c a n o r i g i n for m o d e r n 
h u m a n s . 

(d) These senators v o t e d against the i r p a r t y o n the g u n c o n t r o l b i l l . 
So they ought to be p u n i s h e d for v i o l a t i n g p a r t y s o l i d a r i t y . T h e r e ­
fore, they s h o u l d b e r e m o v e d f r o m k e y p a r t y c o m m i t t e e s . A n d they 
s h o u l d b e r e p r i m a n d e d for the i r reckless ac t ions . 

(e) T h e def ic i t i s out o f c o n t r o l . Therefore , we s h o u l d r e d u c e g o v e r n ­
m e n t e x p e n d i t u r e s or raise taxes. B u t we can ' t raise taxes, because 
i t w o u l d p u t a brake o n the e c o n o m y . There fore , w e m u s t r e d u c e 
g o v e r n m e n t e x p e n d i t u r e s . 

Distinguishing between Linked and Convergent Arguments 

O n e of the d i f f i c u l t i e s most often e n c o u n t e r e d w h e n b e g i n n i n g to use the 
m e t h o d o f argument d i a g r a m m i n g i s that i n s o m e cases, i t seems h a r d 
to judge w h e t h e r an argument i s l i n k e d or convergent . In some cases i t 
is v e r y c lear that the p r e m i s e s are i n d e p e n d e n t m e a n s of s u p p o r t for a 
c o n c l u s i o n a n d d o n o t d e p e n d o n each other. S u c h a n argument i s c l e a r l y 
convergent . In other cases, s u c h as s y l l o g i s m s a n d m a n y other e x a m p l e s , 
the argument i s c l e a r l y l i n k e d . H o w e v e r , i n s o m e cases, i t i s not p o s s i ­
b l e to d e t e r m i n e w h e t h e r the argument s h o u l d be c l a s s i f i e d as l i n k e d or 

convergent , because there i s not e n o u g h i n f o r m a t i o n g i v e n to judge f a i r l y 

h o w i t s h o u l d b e u n d e r s t o o d . C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

I p r o m i s e d my g i r l f r i e n d I w o u l d take h e r to see Schindler's List, 

a n d she w o u l d be r e a l l y d i s a p p o i n t e d i f I d i d not take her, so I 

guess I s h o u l d take her to see that m o v i e . 

I s the r e a s o n i n g i n th i s argument l i n k e d o r convergent? H e r e y o u c o u l d 

g ive reasons for i n t e r p r e t i n g the argument e i ther w a y . I n i t i a l l y , each 

p r e m i s e does seem l i k e a separate a n d i n d e p e n d e n t reason to s u p p o r t 

the c o n c l u s i o n . E a c h offers a reason that w o u l d have c o n s i d e r a b l e w e i g h t 

as a j u s t i f i c a t i o n for t a k i n g her to the m o v i e , e v e n in the absence of the 

other p r e m i s e . O n th i s v i e w , the argument i s convergent . B u t the t w o 

premises do s e e m to be c o n n e c t e d , e v e n i f s o m e w h a t loose ly . I f a p e r s o n 

w o u l d b e d i s a p p o i n t e d i f a p r o m i s e t o h e r w e r e not kept , t h e n k e e p i n g 

that p r o m i s e i s e v e n m o r e i m p o r t a n t t h a n i t w o u l d o t h e r w i s e be. G i v e n 

th is c o n n e c t i o n , i t seems that the t w o p r e m i s e s together h a v e s o m e w h a t 

m o r e strength as a u n i t t h a n i f the t w o of t h e m w e r e taken as separate 

reasons. O n th i s v i e w , the argument i s l i n k e d . 

In a case l i k e t h i s , w h e r e there are no i n d i c a t o r w o r d s t e l l i n g us that 
the argument i s l i n k e d o r convergent , w h a t s h o u l d w e do? T h e p o l i c y i n 
s u c h a case s h o u l d be to d i a g r a m the argument as convergent . I f we are 
not sure there is a l i n k i n g of the p r e m i s e s , i t m i g h t m a k e the argument 
stronger i f i t w e r e t a k e n as l i n k e d . B u t i f in doubt , i t i s best to in terpre t 
the argument i n the w e a k e r w a y a n d not t o assume a l i n k i s opera t ive i f 
w e are u n s u r e about i t . For tunate ly , i n m a n y cases, there are f o u r k i n d s 
o f e v i d e n c e b e a r i n g o n the q u e s t i o n o f w h e t h e r a n argument s h o u l d b e 
t a k e n as l i n k e d or convergent in a g i v e n case. T h e best p o l i c y in a case 
w h e r e s u c h e v i d e n c e i s ava i lab le i s to b a c k up y o u r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n o f the 
argument as l i n k e d or convergent by c i t i n g the e v i d e n c e . 

T h e m o s t i m p o r t a n t k i n d o f e v i d e n c e i s the f o l l o w i n g test, c a l l e d 
the b l a c k o u t test, w h i c h can b e a p p l i e d i n the s i m p l e s t k i n d o f case, 
w h e r e an argument has o n l y t w o p r e m i s e s , as f o l l o w s . B l a c k out the one 
p r e m i s e , for e x a m p l e , by p u t t i n g y o u r f inger over i t , a n d assume that i t i s 
not b e i n g c o n s i d e r e d as part of the argument to s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n . 
T h e n ask w h e t h e r the strength o f s u p p o r t for the c o n c l u s i o n b y the n e w l y 
r e d u c e d o n e - p r e m i s e argument has d r o p p e d c o n s i d e r a b l y , c o m p a r e d w i t h 
the s u p p o r t f u r n i s h e d by b o t h premises together. I f s u p p o r t has d r o p p e d 
cons iderab ly , t h e n that i s e v i d e n c e that the argument is l i n k e d . I t w a s the 
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b l a c k o u t test that w e ( in effect) u s e d i n c l a s s i f y i n g the f i r s t argument i n 
sec t ion 2 above as l i n k e d . 

A l l res idents o f T u t e l a H e i g h t s res ide i n B r a n t C o u n t y . 

N e d is a res ident of T u t e l a H e i g h t s . 

Therefore , N e d is a res ident of B r a n t C o u n t y . 

We c l a s s i f i e d this argument as l i n k e d because the t w o p r e m i s e s d e p e n d 
o n each other for s u p p o r t o f the c o n c l u s i o n . N o w w e c a n see h o w the 
b l a c k o u t test a p p l i e s to i t . S u p p o s e the f i rs t p r e m i s e w e r e to be b l a c k e d 
out. T h e n the s e c o n d p r e m i s e , taken b y itself , w o u l d p r o v i d e o n l y a v e r y 
l i t t l e s u p p o r t for the c o n c l u s i o n . To see th i s , e x a m i n e the argument once 
aga in w i t h the f i r s t p r e m i s e o m i t t e d , a s w e d i d above. 

N e d is a res ident of T u t e l a H e i g h t s . 

Therefore , N e d i s a res ident o f B r a n t C o u n t y . 

E v e n i f the p r e m i s e of th is argument i s true, i t p r o v i d e s o n l y a l i t t l e s u p p o r t 
for the c o n c l u s i o n , because i f the other p r e m i s e has b e e n b l a c k e d out, 
Tute la Heights c o u l d b e a n y w h e r e . N o w e x a m i n e the argument w i t h the 
other p r e m i s e b l a c k e d out. 

A l l res idents o f Tute la H e i g h t s res ide i n B r a n t C o u n t y . 

Therefore , N e d is a res ident of B r a n t C o u n t y . 

I t c a n no longer be a s s u m e d that N e d is a r e s i d e n t of Tute la H e i g h t s , 
g i v e n the b l a c k o u t , a n d so i t no longer f o l l o w s d e d u c t i v e l y that he has 
to be a res ident of B r a n t C o u n t y . T h e b l a c k o u t test a p p l i e d to the other 
p r e m i s e has also s h o w n that s u p p o r t i s w e a k e n e d c o n s i d e r a b l y . T h u s , the 
argument i s c l e a r l y l i n k e d . 

N e x t let's a p p l y the b l a c k o u t test to another ear l ier e x a m p l e , w h e r e 
H e l e n h a d argued a s f o l l o w s i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g : " I t h i n k that 
t i p p i n g i s a b a d prac t i ce . F o r one t h i n g , i t m a k e s the par ty r e c e i v i n g the 
t i p feel u n d i g n i f i e d . F o r another t h i n g , i t leads t o a n u n d e r g r o u n d , b l a c k 
market e c o n o m y . " We c l a s s i f i e d this a rgument as convergent , because 
each p r e m i s e p r o v i d e s a separate reason to s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n . Let 's 
see h o w the b l a c k o u t test m i g h t a p p l y to i t . F i r s t we b l a c k out one p r e m i s e 
a n d e x a m i n e the argument w i t h o n l y the other p r e m i s e a p p e a r i n g . 

T i p p i n g makes the p a r t y w h o r e c e i v e d the t i p fee l u n d i g n i f i e d . 

Therefore , t i p p i n g is a b a d pract ice . 

In th i s argument , the p r e m i s e s t i l l gives a f a i r l y s t rong reason to s u p p o r t 
the c o n c l u s i o n , e v e n t h o u g h i t gives s o m e w h a t less s u p p o r t t h a n i f the 

other p r e m i s e w e r e to be c o n s i d e r e d as w e l l . A s i m i l a r f inding is p r o d u c e d 

b y d e l e t i n g the other p r e m i s e , y i e l d i n g the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

T i p p i n g leads t o a n u n d e r g r o u n d , b l a c k - m a r k e t e c o n o m y . 

There fore , t i p p i n g is a b a d pract ice . 

O n c e again , the d i s p l a y e d p r e m i s e s t i l l g ives a f a i r l y s t rong reason i n s u p ­

por t o f the c o n c l u s i o n , e v e n w i t h o u t the other p r e m i s e . U s i n g the b l a c k ­

out test h e l p s to offer e v i d e n c e w h y th is a rgument s h o u l d be c l a s s i f i e d as 

convergent rather t h a n l i n k e d . O f course , i n th i s case, there i s a lso other, 

e v e n stronger e v i d e n c e that the argument i s l i n k e d . I t i s p r o v i d e d by the 

i n d i c a t o r w o r d s , Tor one t h i n g ' a n d Tor another t h i n g ' . 

W h a t we h a v e seen i s that there are d i f ferent k i n d s o f e v i d e n c e that 

c a n b e u s e d t o h e l p judge , i n a g i v e n case, w h e t h e r a n argument s h o u l d 

be v i e w e d as l i n k e d or convergent . T h i s e v i d e n c e c a n be p u t i n t o four 

categories. 

1. Indicator Words. W o r d s s u c h as ' m y other r e a s o n ' or ' i n a d d i t i o n ' 

i n d i c a t e a convergent argument . W o r d s s u c h as ' a l o n g w i t h t h i s ' or 

'also r e q u i r e d ' i n d i c a t e a l i n k e d argument . 

2. Inference Structure. If the argument fits i n t o a f a m i l i a r d e d u c t i v e l y 

v a l i d f o r m of argument , s u c h as modus ponens, or a n a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

scheme, s u c h as argument f r o m consequences , that i s e v i d e n c e that 

the a r g u m e n t i s l i n k e d . 

3. Blackout Test. T r y b l a c k i n g out one of the p r e m i s e s . If the basis of 

s u p p o r t for the c o n c l u s i o n drops r a d i c a l l y , t h e n that i s e v i d e n c e that 

the p r e m i s e is part of an argument w i t h a l i n k e d structure . I f the basis 

o f s u p p o r t goes d o w n o n l y s l i g h t l y or n o t a t a l l , that i s e v i d e n c e that 

the a r g u m e n t is convergent . 

4. Context of Dialogue. T h e m o r e text of d i s c o u r s e that is g i v e n i n a par­

t i c u l a r case i n d i c a t i n g h o w the argument i s b e i n g u s e d t o c o n t r i b u t e 

to a g o a l of d i a l o g u e as part of a larger sequence of a r g u m e n t a t i o n , the 

m o r e e v i d e n c e w i l l b e g i v e n i n d i c a t i n g w h e t h e r the r e a s o n i n g i s u s e d 

i n a l i n k e d o r convergent argument . 

T h e b l a c k o u t test i s not suf f ic ient by i t se l f to d e t e r m i n e , in every case, 
w h e t h e r a g i v e n argument i s l i n k e d or convergent . I n d e e d , e v e n a l l four 
k i n d s o f e v i d e n c e together are not suf f i c ient in every case. S t i l l , i t i s of ten 
u s e f u l t o k n o w w h e t h e r a n argument i s l i n k e d o r convergent , w h e n i t 
comes t o a n a l y z i n g a n d e v a l u a t i n g i t c r i t i c a l l y . T h u s , one c a n o f ten m a k e 
a p r o v i s i o n a l d e t e r m i n a t i o n , based on the e v i d e n c e , a n d g ive reasons 
w h y one i s i n t e r p r e t i n g the argument as l i n k e d or convergent . In m a n y o f 
the m o s t c o m m o n cases, the e v i d e n c e makes i t v e r y c lear w h i c h w a y the 
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argument s h o u l d be taken. I f doubt r e m a i n s , the best p o l i c y is to treat the 
argument as convergent . 

EXERCISE 
4.4 

1 . C l a s s i f y the f o l l o w i n g arguments as l i n k e d or convergent , g i v i n g e v i ­
dence f r o m the text or context o f d i s c o u r s e to s u p p o r t y o u r interpreta­
t i o n . 

(a) T h e m a i l d e l i v e r y by the post office i s n o t v e r y g o o d because the 
t i m e o f d e l i v e r y i s not pred ic tab le , the serv ice i s of ten s l o w , a n d the 
packages are of ten b a n g e d up or d a m a g e d . 

(b) M a i l d e l i v e r y b y p r i v a t e c o u r i e r serv ice i s v e r y g o o d because i t i s 
fast, a n d y o u c a n t rack y o u r package to p r o v e i t w a s sent. 

(c) M a i l d e l i v e r y by p r i v a t e cour ie r service i s better t h a n post off ice 
m a i l d e l i v e r y because post office d e l i v e r i e s t e n d to be s low, whereas 
the c o u r i e r serv ice is fast. 

(d) B o b w a s a t faul t in the acc ident , because he w a s on the w r o n g s ide 
o f the r o a d a n d he w e n t t h r o u g h a r e d l i g h t . 

(e) Schindler's List w a s a c o m p e l l i n g m o v i e to w a t c h , because the 
ac t ing w a s superb , a n d the a tmosphere c o n v e y e d b y the scenery 
p o r t r a y e d i n the f i l m c o n v e y e d a c h i l l i n g l y r e a l i s t i c h i s t o r i c a l 
a m b i a n c e . 

(f) K e v i n took the m o n e y w i t h o u t the o w n e r ' s consent a n d spent i t for 
h i s p e r s o n a l use. Therefore , i t i s reasonable to c o n c l u d e that K e v i n 
e m b e z z l e d the m o n e y . 

(g) G l o b a l w a r m i n g i s the cause o f the recent f loods in E u r o p e , C h i n a , 
a n d N o r t h A m e r i c a . H o w d o w e k n o w that? Professor T u s k has 
i n f o r m e d us , a n d he is a geography s p e c i a l i s t at the U n i v e r s i t y of 
A r i z o n a i n the area o f c l i m a t e changes. 

(h) E i t h e r th is m a r b l e i s b l a c k or r e d . I t i s n o t b l a c k . There fore i t i s r e d . 

(i) T h i s one m a r b l e i s r e d . T h i s other m a r b l e i s a lso r e d . Therefore b o t h 
marb les are r e d . 

(j) N e w b o r n s s h o u l d be screened for H I V i n f e c t i o n . I f s c reen ing i s 

done , a better d iagnos i s for other i l lnesses , s u c h as p u l m o n a r y i l l ­

ness, i s m a d e p o s s i b l e . C o u n s e l i n g on the r i s k o f breast f eed ing c a n 

b e g i v e n t o the mother . A n d f i n a l l y , e d u c a t i o n for the p r e v e n t i o n o f 

a d d i t i o n a l t r a n s m i s s i o n i s m a d e p o s s i b l e . 

2 . C l a s s i f y the r e a s o n i n g u s e d in the f o l l o w i n g arguments as l i n k e d , c o n ­

vergent, or u n d e t e r m i n e d , c i t i n g the e v i d e n c e f r o m the text o f d i s c o u r s e 

u s e d as y o u r cr i ter ia , 

(a) G e t t i n g p e o p l e off w e l f a r e requires g i v i n g t h e m job s k i l l s . G i v ­

i n g t h e m w o r k - r e l a t e d e d u c a t i o n i s the w a y t o d o th i s . Therefore , 

f u n d i n g for p r o g r a m s of fer ing w o r k - r e l a t e d t r a i n i n g t o w e l f a r e r e c i p ­

ients ought to be increased . 

(b) E d u c a t i o n is a r i g h t that cannot be e x e r c i s e d i f ser ious obstacles 

s tand i n the w a y . F i n a n c i a l n e e d i s the w o r s t obstacle p r e v e n t i n g 

p e o p l e f r o m gett ing a h i g h e r e d u c a t i o n . Therefore , t u i t i o n fees m u s t 

be r e d u c e d by greater government s u p p o r t for u n i v e r s i t i e s . 

(c) Research d o n e by u n i v e r s i t i e s i s an i m p o r t a n t source o f i n n o v a t i v e 

t e c h n i q u e , n e w ideas , a n d sc ient i f i c d i s c o v e r i e s that are u s e f u l for 

g o v e r n m e n t a n d i n d u s t r y . L e a r n i n g f r o m a professor w h o i s engaged 

i n research i n a n a c a d e m i c f i e l d m a k e s a course m u c h m o r e inter ­

est ing a n d i n f o r m a t i v e for s tudents . F o r these reasons, u n i v e r s i t y 

research s h o u l d b e s u p p o r t e d . 

(d) T h e n u m b e r a n d use o f m o t o r v e h i c l e s has i n c r e a s e d so m u c h that 

i m p r o v e m e n t s i n p o l l u t i o n c o n t r o l h a v e not b e e n e n o u g h t o protec t 

c i t i zens f r o m e levated leve ls o f f i n e par t i c les i n the air. T h e s e f i n e 

par t i c les are v e r y dangerous t o h u m a n h e a l t h . S o w e m u s t f i n d w a y s 

to decrease the n u m b e r a n d use o f m o t o r v e h i c l e s . 

(e) P o l i o i s a p r o b l e m for N o r t h A m e r i c a , e v e n t h o u g h i t has b e e n erad­

i c a t e d for a n u m b e r of years. F o r there are strains of the v i r u s in 

countr ies s u c h a s C h i n a , I n d i a , A f r i c a , a n d E a s t e r n E u r o p e . A n d 

w i t h m o d e r n jet t rave l , th is v i r u s c a n eas i ly b e t r a n s m i t t e d f r o m 

one p o p u l a t i o n to another, e v e n in a fa raway country . 

(f) I t w o u l d not be p r a c t i c a l to t ry to c o n t r o l free s p e e c h on the Inter­

net. G o v e r n m e n t regula t ions to p o l i c e a l l the m i l l i o n s o f messages 

every year w o u l d b e p r o h i b i t i v e l y cost ly . A l s o , a n y set o f r e g u l a ­

t ions w o u l d i n e v i t a b l y h i n d e r leg i t imate research a n d t r a n s m i s s i o n 

o f data in subjects s u c h as sc ience a n d h is tory . 

(g) It is necessary to c o n t r o l free s p e e c h on the Internet. Increas ingly , 

W e b sites a n d chat r o o m s are b e i n g u s e d t o l u r e c h i l d r e n i n t o 

p o r n o g r a p h y . T h i s c r i m i n a l a c t i v i t y i s a f o r m of s p e e c h that needs 

to be c o n t r o l l e d by the p o l i c e . 

Complex Arguments 

N o w w e h a v e f o u r di f ferent k i n d s o f a rgument s tructures - l i n k e d , c o n ­

vergent, se r ia l , a n d d ivergent - e x t e n d e d r e a s o n i n g in a text of d i s c o u r s e 

c a n be a n a l y z e d by c o m b i n i n g these s tructures in a case. To take a s i m p l e 

e x a m p l e , s u p p o s e that H e l e n presents the f o l l o w i n g argument t o B o b , d u r ­

i n g the course o f the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . H e r e the i n d i v i d u a l p r o p o s i t i o n s 

are n u m b e r e d for c o n v e n i e n c e . 
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Figure 4.5 L i n k e d a n d single argument. 

(A) E i t h e r y o u h a v e to dec ide w h a t i s fa i r p a y for a job on an 
i n d i v i d u a l basis , l i k e t i p p i n g , o r y o u c a n h a v e a g o v e r n m e n t c o m ­
mit tee d e c i d e the w o r t h of the job as a c o n t r i b u t i o n to the e c o n ­
omy. (B) A g o v e r n m e n t commit tee c a n m a k e an object ive assess­
ment . (C) A n i n d i v i d u a l cus tomer m a k e s a subject ive d e c i s i o n 
that c o u l d be b i a s e d by p e r s o n a l f a v o r i t i s m . (D) Therefore , a gov­
e r n m e n t c o m m i t t e e s h o u l d dec ide the w o r t h of a job as a c o n t r i ­
b u t i o n to the e c o n o m y . (E) Therefore , t i p p i n g s h o u l d be d i s c o n ­
t i n u e d as a prac t i ce . 

T h e first job in a n a l y z i n g a n y argument in a g i v e n text o f d i s c o u r s e i s 
to scan over the text a n d determine w h i c h p r o p o s i t i o n i s the u l t i m a t e 
c o n c l u s i o n b e i n g a r g u e d for. In th is case, the f i n a l c o n c l u s i o n i s E , as 
represented i n the d i a g r a m i n F igure 4.5. 

I t appears that p r e m i s e s A, B , a n d C are l i n k e d together to s u p p o r t the 
i n t e r m e d i a t e c o n c l u s i o n D. A presents a d i s j u n c t i o n , or c h o i c e b e t w e e n 
t w o al ternat ives . B gives a reason for p r e f e r r i n g the one a l ternat ive , a n d C 
gives a reason for d i s p r e f e r r i n g the other a l ternat ive . D acts as the c o n c l u ­
s i o n for the d i s j u n c t i v e inference , but then , it a lso acts as a p r e m i s e for a 
fur ther c o n c l u s i o n , E . H e n c e i n this case, the r e a s o n i n g i n the argument 
c o m b i n e s a l i n k e d structure w i t h a s ingle s t ructure . 

To c o n s i d e r another e x a m p l e , suppose B o b w e r e to argue as f o l l o w s 
i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . 

(A) M a n y s tudents c a n p a y the ir t u i t i o n costs o n l y b y gett ing 
t ips i n the i r par t - t ime service sector jobs. (B) S o i f y o u a b o l i s h e d 
t i p p i n g , these s tudents w o u l d not be able to stay in s c h o o l . (C) 
Therefore , a b o l i s h i n g t i p p i n g w o u l d have a severe i m p a c t on a 
v u l n e r a b l e segment o f the p o p u l a t i o n . (D) A l s o , i t w o u l d affect 
u n i v e r s i t y e n r o l l m e n t s in a negative w a y . 

5. Complex Arguments 

A 
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Figure 4.6 S ingle a n d divergent argument. 

In th is case, the a rgument c o m b i n e s a ser ia l s tructure w i t h a d ivergent 

s tructure , as s h o w n in F i g u r e 4.6. In m a n y cases, a r e c u r r i n g d i f f i c u l t y i s 

that i t m a y r e q u i r e some thought t o d e c i d e w h e t h e r a n argument i s l i n k e d 

o r convergent . S u p p o s e , for e x a m p l e , that i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , B o b 

were to argue as f o l l o w s . 

(A) I d o n ' t t h i n k that h a v i n g g o v e r n m e n t g u i d e l i n e s to d e c i d e 

on fair salaries for di f ferent jobs is a g o o d i d e a . (B) G o v e r n m e n t 

g u i d e l i n e s are h i g h l y ine f f i c ient as a p r a c t i c a l w a y of d e c i d i n g on 

these ques t ions . (C) A l s o , not o n l y that, b u t g o v e r n m e n t b u r e a u ­

cracies are o f ten frustrat ingly unfa i r . (D) L o o k at the f a v o r i t i s m , 

patronage, a n d p o r k b a r r e l i n g that goes o n i n present g o v e r n m e n t 

operat ions . (E) I f y o u have f a v o r i t i s m , patronage, a n d p o r k bar­

r e l i n g g o i n g o n , t h e n bureaucrac ies are g o i n g to be f r u s t r a t i n g l y 

unfa i r . 

S c a n n i n g over t h i s case, we f i r s t o f a l l select out the p r o p o s i t i o n that i s 
the f i n a l c o n c l u s i o n o f the argument , a n d i t appears t o b e A . A l l the rest 
o f the sequence o f r e a s o n i n g i s d i r e c t e d t o b a c k i n g u p A . F i r s t , p r e m i s e s 
B a n d C are p r e m i s e s u s e d to b a c k up A, in a convergent argument . T h e 
most e v i d e n t i n d i c a t o r that the argument i s convergent i s the w o r d " a l s o , " 
u s e d to preface p r e m i s e C. B u t also, p r e m i s e s B a n d C g ive t w o separate 
reasons i n s u p p o r t o f A . T h e one i s that g o v e r n m e n t b u r e a u c r a c i e s are 
inef f i c ient . T h e other is that they are often f rus t ra t ing ly unfa i r . 

T h e n we c o m e to p r o p o s i t i o n s D a n d E . E v i d e n t l y , they are u s e d to 
b a c k u p C . B u t i s t h i s argument l i n k e d o r convergent? H e r e the i n d i c a t o r 
is the structure of the inference , w h i c h has a modus ponens f o r m . H e n c e , 
i n the d i a g r a m i n F i g u r e 4.6, the same n u m b e r i s u s e d o n b o t h a r r o w s 
g o i n g f r o m D a n d E to C. In contrast , to s h o w the convergent nature of the 
other subargument , d i f ferent n u m b e r s are u s e d to l a b e l the a r r o w s f r o m 
C to A a n d B to A . 
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Figure 4.7 L i n k e d a n d convergent argument. 

T h e argument d i a g r a m in F i g u r e 4.7 s h o w s a s tructure that c o m b i n e s 
a l i n k e d argument w i t h a convergent argument . T h e t w o inferences are 
j o i n e d together by the c o m m o n p r o p o s i t i o n C . I t i s a c o n c l u s i o n in the 
f i rs t argument , b u t t h e n i t serves as a p r e m i s e in the next one. 

In some cases, i t w o u l d not be p a r t i c u l a r l y i m p o r t a n t or necessary 
that the d i a g r a m i n d i c a t e s that an argument i s l i n k e d or convergent . As 
n o t e d above, i f i t i s h a r d to judge c l e a r l y w h e t h e r the argument i s l i n k e d 
or convergent , just d i a g r a m i t as convergent . W h e r e m a k i n g s u c h a d is ­
t i n c t i o n i s p o s s i b l e a n d i m p o r t a n t , h o w e v e r , a w r i t t e n j u s t i f i c a t i o n s h o u l d 
be a d d e d to the argument d i a g r a m , c i t i n g the e v i d e n c e f r o m the text of 
d i s c o u r s e u s e d t o b a c k u p the c l a i m that i t i s l i n k e d o r convergent . 

E x h i b i t the s tructure o f reason ing u s e d i n the f o l l o w i n g arguments b y 
d r a w i n g an argument d i a g r a m . In instances w h e r e a part o f an argument 
i s e i ther l i n k e d o r convergent i n s tructure , j u s t i f y y o u r c h o i c e o f c lass i f i ­
c a t i o n by g i v i n g a reason. 

(a) G i v i n g my t w o c h i l d r e n a c l o t h i n g a l l o w a n c e t u r n e d out to be a g o o d 
i d e a . F o r one t h i n g , i t took the pressure of f me to b u y t h e m c lothes 
that I c o n s i d e r e d too e x p e n s i v e a n d too ug ly . A l s o , i t taught t h e m 
some g o o d lessons i n e c o n o m i c s . W h e n I g i v e t h e m the i r m o n e y , it 's 
up to t h e m to d e c i d e w h a t to buy. W h e n t h e i r m o n e y doesn ' t s t retch 
as far as they w a n t to get the d e s i r e d i t e m s , they get a rea l i s t i c i d e a 
o f w h a t th ings cost. No longer do they n e e d to c o n v i n c e me o f the i r 
n e e d to have s o m e t h i n g , so I d o n ' t h a v e to f ight w i t h t h e m a n y m o r e 
about w h a t w e c a n af ford . 

(b) E q u i t y i n i t i a t i v e s seek to redress e x i s t i n g i n e q u a l i t i e s of p o w e r a n d 
resources b e t w e e n groups b y r e d i s t r i b u t i n g p o w e r a n d resources o n 
a fa ir basis . R e d r e s s i n g ex i s t ing i n e q u a l i t i e s is necessary, because 
some groups h a v e b e e n d o m i n a n t i n the past , a n d have o p p r e s s e d 
other groups by a process o f v i c t i m i z a t i o n . T h i s o p p r e s s i o n was v e r y 

b a d for the v i c t i m i z e d groups . There fore , e q u i t y i n i t i a t i v e s ought to 

b e s u p p o r t e d b y everyone w h o be l ieves i n just ice a n d equal i ty . 

(c) E q u i t y i n i t i a t i v e s are v e r y b a d for a p r o d u c t i v e e c o n o m y because 

they p i t one interest group against another i n a n endless c o n f l i c t 

over c l a i m e d r ights . S u c h endless conf l i c t s are d i s r u p t i v e to p r o ­

d u c t i v e , c o l l a b o r a t i v e effort in a c o u n t r y because they c o n s t a n t l y 

f u e l resentment a n d e n v y a m o n g c i t i z e n s w h o p e r c e i v e t h e m s e l v e s 

as b e l o n g i n g to one group o p p o s e d to another. T h i s type of c o n f l i c t 

p u l l s p e o p l e apart i n s t e a d o f b r i n g i n g t h e m together, a n d the c o n ­

stant q u a r r e l i n g d i s r u p t s a n y k i n d of c o l l a b o r a t i v e effort on a large 

scale. 

(d) " T h e r e are a lo t of c o m p u t e r s that c l a i m to do m u l t i m e d i a . B u t 

w h e n y o u t r y to do s o m e t h i n g as s i m p l e as l o a d i n g a C D - R O M , i t 

c a n get pret ty scary. So, i f y o u w a n t a m u l t i m e d i a c o m p u t e r that 

a c t u a l l y w o r k s , there r e a l l y i s o n l y one c h o i c e . A p p l e M a c i n t o s h . 

It's the easiest c o m p u t e r to set u p , l e a r n , a n d - m o s t i m p o r t a n t - use. 

P l u s , every M a c comes w i t h b u i l t - i n s o u n d a n d v i d e o c a p a b i l i t i e s . 

That 's not true o f most P C s . S o v i s i t a n a u t h o r i z e d A p p l e C a n a d a 

Dealer t o d a y " (ad for the A p p l e M a c i n t o s h C o m p u t e r , Globe and 

Mail, A p r i l 10, 1995, p . A 7 ) . 

(e) In h i s b o o k Fingerprints of the Gods (Toronto: D o u b l e d a y C a n a d a , 

1995), G r a h a m H a n c o c k argued for the existence of a p r e v i o u s l y 

u n i d e n t i f i e d h i g h c i v i l i z a t i o n o f d is tant ant iqui ty . 

The S p h i n x is supposed to have been b u i l t by Khafre a r o u n d 2500 
B C , but since the beginning of dynastic times - say 3000 BC onwards -
there just hasn't been enough r a i n on the G i z a plateau to have caused 
the very extensive erosion that we see a l l over the Sphinx 's body. Y o u 
real ly have to go back to before 10,000 BC to f i n d a wet enough cl imate 
in Egypt to account for weathering of this type and on this scale. It 
therefore fo l lows that the S p h i n x must have been b u i l t before 10,000 
BC a n d since it's a massive, sophist icated w o r k of art i t also fo l lows 
that it must have been b u i l t by a h i g h c i v i l i z a t i o n , (pp. 419-420) 

Unstated Premises and Conclusions 

S u p p o s e that once aga in i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , B o b w e r e t o p u t for­
w a r d the f o l l o w i n g argument t o H e l e n : " A n y prac t i ce that r e w a r d s e x c e l ­
lence of serv ice is a g o o d pract ice ; therefore t i p p i n g is a g o o d p r a c t i c e . " 
T h i s argument w o u l d h a v e the f o r m of a s y l l o g i s t i c in ference , except that 
B o b d i d not e x p l i c i t l y state the p r o p o s i t i o n T i p p i n g r e w a r d s e x c e l l e n c e 
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of serv ice ' as a p r e m i s e . W o u l d i t be reasonable to assume that th is p r o p o ­
s i t i o n c o u l d be t a k e n to be an a s s u m p t i o n of Bob 's argument? In the c o n ­
text of the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g , i t seems as i f i t w o u l d be reasonable to 
assume that B o b is u s i n g th i s p r e m i s e as a p r e m i s e in h i s argument , for 
three reasons. T h e first reason i s that w i t h o u t th i s p r e m i s e , Bob 's argu­
m e n t w o u l d have a gap, a n d unless th is gap i s f i l l e d , the argument w o u l d 
not b e d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d . Indeed, w i t h o u t t h i s p r e m i s e b e i n g a s s u m e d 
as part of the basis of Bob 's argument , i t w o u l d be of no use in gett ing 
H e l e n to accept the c o n c l u s i o n that B o b needs to p r o v e . T h u s , w i t h o u t 
this p r e m i s e , the argument w o u l d not o n l y b e i n v a l i d , i t w o u l d e v e n b e 
useless i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . T h e s e c o n d r e a s o n i s that w h e n the 
uns ta ted a s s u m p t i o n above i s inser ted i n t o the gap, the argument becomes 
v a l i d a n d u s e f u l t o p r o v e Bob's thesis i n the d i a l o g u e . T h e t h i r d reason i s 
that the m i s s i n g a s s u m p t i o n seems to be a p r o p o s i t i o n that B o b is c o m m i t ­
ted to, a n d that f i t s w i t h w h a t w e k n o w o f h i s v i e w p o i n t i n the d i a l o g u e . 
W e k n o w f r o m the p r e v i o u s sequence o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n the d i a l o g u e 
that B o b i s c o m m i t t e d to the p r o p o s i t i o n that t i p p i n g r e w a r d s exce l l ence 
of service . C e r t a i n l y , i t i s a p r o p o s i t i o n that i s c o m p a t i b l e w i t h a n d e v e n 
suppor ts h i s p o i n t o f v i e w i n the d i a l o g u e . S o there i s p l e n t y o f contex­
t u a l e v i d e n c e that th is p r o p o s i t i o n is a c o m m i t m e n t of Bob 's . F o r these 
three reasons, t h e n , an uns ta ted p r o p o s i t i o n c a n somet imes be a s s u m e d 
to be a p r e m i s e in a g i v e n argument . Inser t ing s u c h a m i s s i n g p r e m i s e is 
just i f iable in c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n as l o n g as i t i s r e c o g n i z e d that i t i s 
b e i n g inser ted o n l y as an a s s u m p t i o n or h y p o t h e s i s that makes i t p o s s i b l e 
for us to i d e n t i f y the w h o l e argument . F o r i f the a rgument w e r e to be left 
i n c o m p l e t e , w e h a v e n o w a y t o i d e n t i f y the w e a k p o i n t s i n i t b y a s k i n g 
the appropr ia te c r i t i c a l quest ions . T h u s , w e can ' t p r o p e r l y c r i t i c i z e the 
argument unless the w h o l e t h i n g i s represented . 

T h e m i s s i n g p r e m i s e w e have f i l l e d i n i s m e r e l y a n artifact n e e d e d for 
c r i t i c i s m of an argument . I t i s not s o m e t h i n g that n e c e s s a r i l y represents 
w h a t the arguer r e a l l y be l ieves i n h i s heart. S u p p o s e B o b i s q u e s t i o n e d 
o n th is p o i n t a n d denies that h e accepts the p r o p o s i t i o n T i p p i n g r e w a r d s 
exce l l ence of serv ice ' , or means i t to be a p r e m i s e in h i s argument . In that 
case, we w o u l d h a v e to retract our a s s u m p t i o n that th is p r o p o s i t i o n c a n be 
p l u g g e d i n a s the m i s s i n g p r e m i s e i n Bob's a rgument . B u t un less B o b i n d i ­
cates h i s disagreement at a n y p o i n t in a d i a l o g u e , i t w o u l d be a reasonable 
p r e s u m p t i o n to a d o p t that th i s p r e m i s e s h o u l d be taken as an unsta ted 
p r e m i s e o f h i s argument . B u t w e m u s t r e m e m b e r that B o b never a c t u a l l y 
s a i d it . I t i s i m p o r t a n t to e m p h a s i z e the d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n an e x p l i c i t 
p r e m i s e , one that has b e e n stated by a p a r t i c i p a n t in a d i a l o g u e , a n d an 

uns ta ted p r e m i s e that has b e e n a t t r ibuted to h i s argument . To c l a i m that 

a p a r t i c i p a n t stated a p r o p o s i t i o n , he m u s t be q u o t e d as h a v i n g asserted 

th is p r o p o s i t i o n i n s o m a n y w o r d s i n the d i a l o g u e . T h u s i n a n argument 

d i a g r a m , the d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n a stated a n d an u n s ta ted p r e m i s e needs 

t o b e i n d i c a t e d a n d k e p t i n m i n d . 

N o w there i s a s m a l l c o m p l i c a t i o n to be a d d e d . I t i s not just p r e m i s e s 

that are m i s s i n g a n d n e e d to be i n s e r t e d in order to c o m p l e t e an argu­

ment . S o m e t i m e s c o n c l u s i o n s c a n be u n s t a t e d parts o f arguments as w e l l . 

S u p p o s e , for e x a m p l e , that d u r i n g the course o f the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g , 

H e l e n were to argue as f o l l o w s . 

I f a prac t i ce m a k e s one p e r s o n in a s o c i a l exchange feel less 

e m p o w e r e d , t h e n i t i s a b a d prac t i ce that s h o u l d be d i s c o n t i n u e d . 

T i p p i n g makes one p e r s o n in a s o c i a l exchange feel less e m p o w ­

ered. I c a n t e l l y o u that f r o m p e r s o n a l exper ience . 

There are n o i n d i c a t o r w o r d s here. H e l e n puts f o r w a r d o n l y t w o state­
ments . T h e t h i r d statement i s m e r e l y an a f f i r m a t i o n that the f i r s t t w o c a n 
b e b a c k e d u p b y H e l e n ' s p e r s o n a l exper ience . S o w e c a n ignore o r delete 
that a n d concentrate on the f i r s t t w o statements. T h e y seem to i m p l y a 
c o n c l u s i o n . In the context o f the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g , i t i s c lear that these 
are not just t w o r a n d o m statements. T h e y are p u t f o r w a r d by H e l e n as 
premises i n a n i n c o m p l e t e argument that she i s of fer ing. W h a t i s m i s s ­
i n g i s the c o n c l u s i o n . T h e r e are reasons to t h i n k that H e l e n ' s a rgument 
i s i n c o m p l e t e . I t l o o k s l i k e the uns ta ted c o n c l u s i o n i s the p r o p o s i t i o n 
T i p p i n g i s a b a d prac t i ce that s h o u l d b e d i s c o n t i n u e d ' . W h a t e v i d e n c e 
suppor ts th is h y p o t h e s i s ? F i r s t , w e k n o w that H e l e n ' s thesis i n the d i a ­
logue o n t i p p i n g i s t h i s v e r y p r o p o s i t i o n . T h u s , H e l e n i s c e r t a i n l y c o m ­
m i t t e d t o i t , a n d i n d e e d , her a i m i n the d i a l o g u e i s t o p r o v e i t t o B o b . 
S e c o n d , th is c o n c l u s i o n does f o l l o w b y a modus ponens in ference f r o m 
the t w o p r e m i s e s she asserted. W h e n that c o n c l u s i o n i s p l u g g e d i n , the 
argument i s v a l i d . T h u s i t w o u l d be fair to p r e s u m e , subject to c o r r e c t i o n 
by H e l e n , that th i s p r o p o s i t i o n i s her (unstated) c o n c l u s i o n . 4 As a basis for 
i d e n t i f y i n g a n d c r i t i c i z i n g w h a t H e l e n s a i d , w e are j u s t i f i e d i n t a k i n g the 

4 Traditionally in logic, for quite a long time, an argument that has a nonexplici t premise 
or conclusion has been called an enthymeme. We continue to fol low this long-established 
tradition, even though there is evidence that the founder of the field of logic, Aristotle, 
used the term 'enthymeme' (in Greek, enthymema) to mean something else. In light of 
this evidence, it might be better to use the term 'incomplete argument.' But the use of 
enthymeme to stand for an argument w i t h nonexplici t premises or conclusions has been 
taught in logic textbooks for so many generations that it is hard to resist it. 
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step o f v i e w i n g i t as an argument w i t h the u n s t a t e d p r o p o s i t i o n i n s e r t e d 
as c o n c l u s i o n . 

I n some cases, u n l i k e the d ia logue o n t i p p i n g , w e d o n ' t k n o w a n y t h i n g 

about the argument or the d i a l o g u e i t i s part of except for w h a t was s a i d in a 

f e w w o r d s . H o w e v e r , e v e n in these cases, i t c a n be u s e f u l a n d necessary to 

insert an unsta ted a s s u m p t i o n as part of the a r g u m e n t n e e d e d to c o m p l e t e 

it . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r a case w h e r e a mother , t r y i n g to offer n u t r i t i o n a l 

a d v i c e t o her son , says, " Y o u w a n t t o g r o w u p t o b e b i g a n d strong, d o n ' t 

y o u ? Eat y o u r vegetables ! " In th is case, there are o n l y t w o sentences. O n e 

is a q u e s t i o n , a n d the other is a d i rec t ive . B u t w h a t the m o t h e r s a i d c a n be 

taken to express an argument . A n d i n d e e d , i t i s c lear that she i s a r g u i n g to 

her son , g i v i n g h i m a reason to accept the v i e w that eat ing h i s vegetables 

is a g o o d t h i n g , s o m e t h i n g he s h o u l d do. H e r f irst sentence is a r h e t o r i c a l 

q u e s t i o n , m e a n i n g that its rea l f u n c t i o n is n o t that of a q u e s t i o n b u t a 

statement. H e r first sentence gives a p r e m i s e , a n d h e r s e c o n d one states a 

c o n c l u s i o n that, she alleges, s h o u l d be d r a w n f r o m that p r e m i s e . She i s 

u s i n g an argument to try to persuade h i m to eat h i s vegetables. 

In th is case, the mother ' s argument c a n be i d e n t i f i e d a n d m a d e c o m ­

plete b y a d d i n g a n uns ta ted p r e m i s e . 

STATED PREMISE: Y o u w a n t to g r o w up to be b i g a n d strong. 

UNSTATED PREMISE: I f y o u don ' t eat y o u r vegetables, y o u w o n ' t g r o w 
up to be b i g a n d strong. 

CONCLUSION: Y o u s h o u l d eat y o u r vegetables. 

O n c e the argument has b e e n c o m p l e t e d in t h i s w a y , we c a n see i t i s a 

l i n k e d argument because the t w o premises f i t together to s u p p o r t the c o n ­

c l u s i o n . T h e s o n w a n t s t o g r o w u p t o b e b i g a n d strong. H i s m o t h e r i s 

t e l l i n g h i m that h e c a n a c h i e v e th is goal o n l y b y m e a n s o f eat ing h i s vegeta­

bles . P r e s u m a b l y , the s o n w o u l d u n d e r s t a n d that w h a t h i s m o t h e r i s s a y i n g 

i s that eat ing vegetables i s necessary i n order t o g r o w b i g a n d strong. A n d 

a l l the rest of us u n d e r s t a n d that as w e l l . F o r i t i s a c o m m o n l y accepted 

a s s u m p t i o n that eat ing vegetables is necessary for a c h i l d ' s p r o p e r n u t r i ­

t i o n a n d h e a l t h y g r o w t h . T h u s , there are reasons for a d d i n g the uns ta ted 

p r e m i s e t o m a k e the argument comple te . T h e a r g u m e n t w o u l d m a k e n o 

sense o r w o u l d not b e p l a u s i b l e w i t h o u t th is p r e m i s e . A n d not o n l y 

the m o t h e r but the rest of us as w e l l c a n e a s i l y accept th i s statement 

as a c o m m i t m e n t that w o u l d not be d i s p u t e d , because i t i s so w i d e l y 

accepted . 

In s t i l l other cases, the m i s s i n g a s s u m p t i o n in an argument i s not a 

c o m m o n l y accepted p r o p o s i t i o n o f a k i n d that c o u l d be c a l l e d general 

k n o w l e d g e . It m a y be a p r o p o s i t i o n that is s p e c i a l to a case. F o r e x a m p l e , 

c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

T h e b u r g l a r w a s u n d e r f ive feet t a l l , so S e a n w a s not the burglar . 

In th is case, the m i s s i n g p r e m i s e i s the statement, ' Sean is not u n d e r f ive 

feet t a l l ' . H o w do we k n o w this? I t i s not a matter o f c o m m o n k n o w l e d g e . 

For , p r e s u m a b l y , w e d o not even k n o w w h o S e a n i s , a n d w e aren' t t o l d 

h o w t a l l he i s . S t i l l , i t i s r e l a t i v e l y clear, f r o m w h a t i s stated, that the 

uns ta ted p r e m i s e i s that Sean is not u n d e r f ive feet t a l l . T h e reason is that 

th is p r o p o s i t i o n i s w h a t i s n e e d e d in order to get a l i n k e d argument that 

is v a l i d a n d that offers a reason to s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n that S e a n w a s 

not the burglar . 

I n f i l l i n g i n u n s t a t e d a s s u m p t i o n s i n i n c o m p l e t e arguments , i t i s best 

to r e m e m b e r that o u r p u r p o s e s h o u l d be n o r m a t i v e a n d not p s y c h o l o g i c a l 

in nature. O u r p u r p o s e i s not the p s y c h o l o g i c a l (or p s y c h i a t r i c ) one o f 

t r y i n g to d e t e r m i n e w h a t th is p e r s o n r e a l l y meant , a t some deeper p s y ­

c h o l o g i c a l l e v e l . P e r h a p s , i n the e x a m p l e above, the arguer k n o w s that 

Sean i s s i x foot seven. B u t w e d o not n e e d t o k n o w that. A l l w e n e e d 

to k n o w is that to m a k e the argument c o m p l e t e , i t needs to be a s s u m e d 

that Sean i s not u n d e r f i v e feet t a l l . O u r p u r p o s e i n f i l l i n g i n a m i s s i n g 

part o f a n argument i n c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n s h o u l d b e t o c o m p l e t e the 

argument (subject to c o r r e c t i o n or rebuttal) , based on the e v i d e n c e g i v e n 

in the text of d i s c o u r s e of a d ia logue . T h e u n s t a t e d p r e m i s e or c o n c l u s i o n 

that i s inser ted i n t o the e x p l i c i t l y g i v e n assert ions s h o u l d be treated as 

an a r t i f i c i a l ( c o n d i t i o n a l l y acceptable) construct , as a p r e s u m p t i o n that 

c a n be based on (or re fu ted by) e v i d e n c e . T h i s a p p r o a c h i s b o t h u s e f u l 

a n d necessary for c r i t i c a l a rgumenta t ion . 

In e v e r y d a y d i a l o g u e s , premises a n d c o n c l u s i o n s are of ten left 

unstated , because stat ing t h e m e x p l i c i t l y i s not necessary, w o u l d e v e n 

b e t ed ious , a n d w o u l d m a k e the argument u n n e c e s s a r i l y c o m p l i c a t e d . 

T h u s i n c o m p l e t e arguments are of ten u s e f u l for c o m m u n i c a t i o n gener­

a l ly , a n d for c r i t i c i z i n g a n argument . G e n e r a l l y they c a n b e u s e d b y a n 

arguer t o fac i l i ta te c o m m u n i c a t i o n b y a l l o w i n g her a u d i e n c e t o f i l l i n 

gaps for themse lves , because the arguer takes for granted that the a u d i ­

ence does not d i s p u t e the unsta ted a s s u m p t i o n . T h e a u d i e n c e c a n c o n ­

struct an argument out o f an i n c o m p l e t e message that, w h e n c o m p l e t e d , 

i s re levant as a c o n t r i b u t i o n to the goal o f the d i a l o g u e . A n d f i l l ing in 

unsta ted parts c a n be u s e f u l for c r i t i c i s m of an argument , because c r i t i c i s m 
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needs to f ind the w e a k p o i n t s in the argument . T h e p u r p o s e o f c o n ­

s t ruct ive c r i t i c i s m s h o u l d b e t o f i l l i n the gaps i n the w a y that m a k e s 

the argument c o m p l e t e as a c o n t r i b u t i o n to a d i a l o g u e . In c r i t i c a l argu­

m e n t a t i o n , c r i t i c i z i n g an argument i s not just a t tack ing i t by a n y means 

p o s s i b l e . C r i t i c i s m s h o u l d be seen as c o n s t r u c t i v e . T h e p u r p o s e o f c r i t i ­

c i z i n g an argument is , o f course , to t ry to f ind its w e a k p o i n t s . B u t th is 

c a n b e c a r r i e d out i n a h e l p f u l a n d c o l l a b o r a t i v e m a n n e r that w i l l enable 

everyone , i n c l u d i n g the arguer herself , to i d e n t i f y these w e a k p o i n t s a n d 

correct t h e m . 

F i l l i n a n y uns ta ted p r e m i s e s o r c o n c l u s i o n s n e e d e d t o c o m p l e t e the 

f o l l o w i n g arguments . G i v e y o u r m a i n reason for se lec t ing the m i s s i n g 

a s s u m p t i o n by c i t i n g e v i d e n c e f r o m the text and/or context o f d i scourse . 

(a) Jenna a n d R u p e r t are h a v i n g a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n on the i ssue of 

w h e t h e r euthanas ia is a g o o d pract ice or not . R u p e r t , w h o is against 

euthanas ia , argues: " A n y t h i n g that leads to loss o f respect for h u m a n 

l i f e is a dangerous pract ice . Therefore , e u t h a n a s i a is a dangerous 

p r a c t i c e . " 

(b) Jason s h o u l d k n o w the streets of M a n h a t t a n , because every cab 

d r i v e r i n M a n h a t t a n s h o u l d k n o w the streets o f M a n h a t t a n . 

(c) A r o a d s i d e s i g n reads: " T h e bigger the burger , the better the burger. 

T h e burgers are bigger a t Burger K i n g . " 

(d) A l l p h y s i c i a n s are col lege graduates, s o a l l m e m b e r s o f the A m e r i ­

c a n M e d i c a l A s s o c i a t i o n ( A M A ) are co l lege graduates. 

(e) A s o c i a l sc ient is t w h o has just f inished a s u r v e y on the k n o w l e d g e of 

N o r t h A m e r i c a n col lege students i s q u o t e d s p e a k i n g t o a n a u d i e n c e 

as f o l l o w s : " T h e r e are col lege s tudents w h o t h i n k that A f r i c a i s 

i n N o r t h A m e r i c a . B u t anyone w h o t h i n k s that A f r i c a i s i n N o r t h 

A m e r i c a has no k n o w l e d g e of the bas ic facts o f geography. " 

(f) M e m b e r s of a p o l i t i c a l par ty are d e l i b e r a t i n g on the q u e s t i o n of 

w h o m to elect as the next par ty leader. O n e p a r t i c i p a n t suggests 

B r o w n as a c a n d i d a t e . A n o t h e r p a r t i c i p a n t r e p l i e s : " B r o w n has b e e n 

l o w i n the p o l l s lately, s o she w o u l d not m a k e a g o o d leader . " 

Diagramming More Difficult Cases 

So far the cases e x a m i n e d h a v e been r e l a t i v e l y easy to d i a g r a m . In m a n y 

cases, h o w e v e r , c o n s i d e r a b l e in terpre ta t ion a n d r e o r g a n i z i n g of the mate­

r i a l in a text of d i s c o u r s e needs to take p l a c e before the s tructure of the 

argument c a n be i d e n t i f i e d . In some of these cases, h o w e v e r , m i s s i n g 

premises o r c o n c l u s i o n s c a n b e m o r e eas i ly f o u n d b y u s i n g a r g u m e n ­

t a t i o n schemes. C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g argument : ' T h e corporate i n c o m e 

tax s h o u l d b e a b o l i s h e d ; i t encourages waste a n d h i g h pr i ces ' . T h e m i s s i n g 

p r e m i s e in the corporate i n c o m e tax argument i s the statement, ' W h a t e v e r 

encourages waste a n d h i g h pr ices s h o u l d b e a b o l i s h e d ' . T h i s statement 

c o u l d be a n a l y z e d as s tat ing the defeasible g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , ' In general , i f a 

pract ice encourages waste a n d h i g h pr i ces , that is a reason to a b o l i s h i t ' . 

So a n a l y z e d the a rgument c a n be represented as f o l l o w s . 

UNSTATED PREMISE: In general , i f a prac t i ce encourages waste a n d h i g h 

pr ices , that is a reason to a b o l i s h i t . 

STATED PREMISE: T h e corporate i n c o m e tax is a prac t i ce that encour­

ages waste a n d h i g h pr i ces . 

CONCLUSION: T h e corporate i n c o m e tax s h o u l d be a b o l i s h e d . 

N o t i c e that the s e c o n d p r e m i s e has b e e n r e w o r d e d s l i g h t l y so that the cor­

porate i n c o m e tax is c l a s s i f i e d by i n c l u d i n g the phrase ' is a prac t i ce that ' . 

T h e analys i s so far i s f a i r l y o b v i o u s , b u t the e x a m p l e c o u l d be a n a l y z e d 

e v e n more d e e p l y b y u s i n g a r g u m e n t a t i o n schemes . 

In chapter 3 , s e c t i o n 5 , the a r g u m e n t a t i o n for argument f r o m negat ive 

consequences w a s d e f i n e d . 

PREMISE: I f a c t i o n A is brought about, b a d consequences w i l l p l a u s i ­

b l y occur. 

CONCLUSION: A s h o u l d not be brought about. 

W i t h th is a r g u m e n t a t i o n scheme in m i n d , i t i s easy to see the ra t iona le 

of the corporate i n c o m e tax argument . T h e ra t ionale b e h i n d i t i s the 

unsta ted a s s u m p t i o n that waste a n d h i g h p r i c e s are b a d consequences . 

S i n c e i t w a s stated that the corporate i n c o m e tax encourages waste a n d 

h i g h pr ices , another i m p l i c i t a s s u m p t i o n f o l l o w s , n a m e l y , that the c o r p o ­

rate i n c o m e tax has b a d consequences . P u t t i n g the w h o l e c h a i n o f argu­

m e n t a t i o n together, we c a n see that f ive statements are i n v o l v e d . 

(A) T h e corporate i n c o m e tax s h o u l d be a b o l i s h e d . 

(B) T h e corporate i n c o m e tax has b a d consequences . 

(C) T h e corporate i n c o m e tax encourages waste a n d h i g h p r i c e s . 

(D) Waste a n d h i g h pr ices are b a d consequences . 
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Figure 4.8 Diagram of the corporate i n c o m e tax example 

(E) A n y prac t i ce that has b a d consequences s h o u l d (other th ings 
b e i n g equal) be a b o l i s h e d . 

T h e o n l y e x p l i c i t statements are (A) a n d (C). T h e other statements, B , 
D , a n d E , are uns ta ted a s s u m p t i o n s i n the o r i g i n a l corporate i n c o m e tax 
argument . 

T h e w h o l e sequence o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n c a n b e represented b y the argu­
m e n t d i a g r a m in F i g u r e 4.8. Statements B , D , a n d E h a v e b e e n d a r k e n e d to 
i n d i c a t e they represent uns ta ted a s s u m p t i o n s , w h i l e A a n d C are s h o w n 
a s p r o p o s i t i o n s that w e r e e x p l i c i t l y stated i n the g i v e n argument . T h i s 
argument was s t i l l f a i r l y easy to d i a g r a m , once the a r g u m e n t a t i o n s c h e m e 
w a s u s e d t o h e l p , b u t m a n y other cases o f a rguments i n n a t u r a l language 
d i s c o u r s e c a n p r o v e to be m o r e d i f f i c u l t . 

W h e n c o n f r o n t i n g a p a r t i c u l a r case, s u c h as an argument e x p r e s s e d 
in a n e w s p a p e r e d i t o r i a l , a letter to the editor , or a m a g a z i n e art ic le , m u c h 
w o r k m a y n e e d to be d o n e to re-express the a r g u m e n t a t i o n in a f o r m that 
i s amenable to d i a g r a m m i n g it . T h i s process of p r e p a r i n g the text o f d i s ­
course for d i a g r a m m i n g i s c a l l e d t r a n s f o r m a t i o n . T h e r e are four k i n d s o f 
t r a n s f o r m a t i o n that m a y h a v e to be m a d e . 5 D e l e t i o n i s se lec t ing out i t ems 
in the text that are not part of the argument or n o t n e e d e d to represent the 
p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n s i n i t . F o r e x a m p l e , m u c h o f the m a t e r i a l i n a 
text m a y cons is t o f d e s c r i p t i o n s , e x p l a n a t i o n s , c l a r i f i c a t i o n s , a n d so for th , 
w h i c h p e r f o r m n o ro le a s p r e m i s e s o r c o n c l u s i o n s i n the argument . Q u i t e a 

5 Frans H. van Eemeren, Rob Grootendorst, Sally Jackson, and Scott Jacobs, Reconstructing 
Argumentative Discourse (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 1993), pp. 61-62. 

lot o f the text i n rea l i s t i c cases c a n b e n o n - a r g u m e n t a t i v e i n nature . A d d i ­

t i o n i s the f i n d i n g a n d i n s e r t i n g o f uns ta ted p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n s 

r e q u i r e d to m a k e the argument comple te . P e r m u t a t i o n i s the r e - o r d e r i n g 

o f the p r o p o s i t i o n s i n t o an o r d e r l y sequence that s u p p o r t s the c o n c l u ­

s i o n . S u b s t i t u t i o n i n v o l v e s a c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the f u n c t i o n a n d format of 

a m o v e in a d i a l o g u e , a n d re -express ing a m o v e as par t of an argument . 

F o r e x a m p l e , the q u e s t i o n i n the e x a m p l e above " Y o u w a n t t o g r o w u p 

to be b i g a n d s t rong?" w a s s a i d to be a r h e t o r i c a l q u e s t i o n . A r h e t o r i c a l 

q u e s t i o n p e r f o r m s the f u n c t i o n of m a k i n g a statement. In the a rgument 

above, we re -expressed th is r h e t o r i c a l q u e s t i o n as a statement u s e d by the 

m o t h e r t o ' Y o u w a n t t o g r o w u p t o b e b i g a n d s trong ' . I n th is t r a n s f o r m a ­

t i o n , the sentence in the g i v e n text o f d i s c o u r s e i s in the f o r m of a ques­

t i o n , but its r e a l f u n c t i o n is to m a k e a statement u s e d as a p r e m i s e in the 

argument . 

T h e f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e i s an argument that i s m o d e r a t e l y d i f f i c u l t to 

d i a g r a m , e v e n t h o u g h some i n d i c a t o r w o r d s are g i v e n . Y o u have t o t h i n k 

t h r o u g h the argument to see h o w the statements p r e s e n t e d f u n c t i o n as 

e v i d e n c e that gives reasons i n s u p p o r t o f the c o n c l u s i o n . Y o u also h a v e t o 

d e c i d e w h i c h parts o f the text c a n be u s e f u l l y represented by an argument 

d i a g r a m . T h u s , y o u h a v e t o d e t e r m i n e w h i c h parts are best de le ted . 

Recent ly , there has b e e n some controversy about the p r e v a l e n c e 
of the habi t o f eat ing j u n k f o o d that i s o f p o o r n u t r i t i o n a l v a l u e , 
a n d the i m p a c t that has on h e a l t h . I t has of ten b e e n a s s u m e d 
that p u b l i c e d u c a t i o n about m a k i n g w i s e n u t r i t i o n a l cho ices c a n 
so lve the p r o b l e m . B u t i t m a y be a lo t h a r d e r to reverse the t r e n d 
o f eat ing j u n k f o o d t h a n c o u l d b e a c h i e v e d b y e d u c a t i o n a lone . 
It's cheaper a n d easier for p e o p l e to eat j u n k f o o d rather t h a n 
n u t r i t i o u s f o o d . At the store w h e r e I s h o p , a c a n d y bar costs 
less t h a n a d o l l a r a n d is ready to eat. F r e s h f ru i ts a n d vegetables 
t e n d to be i n c o n v e n i e n t l y p a c k a g e d a n d cost m o r e . It's also a lot 
m o r e prof i table for manufac turers t o m a r k e t j u n k f o o d t h a n n u t r i ­
t ious f o o d , because j u n k f o o d has a longer she l f l i f e in the r e t a i l 
outlet . 

To ana lyze th is argument , we have to b e g i n by d e t e r m i n i n g w h i c h parts o f 
i t represent an argument s u p p o r t i n g a c o n c l u s i o n a n d w h i c h parts h a v e 
some other f u n c t i o n . T h e f i r s t statement f i l l s i n the context o f d i a l o g u e 
by t e l l i n g us w h a t the cont roversy in the case is about. I t poses a p r o b l e m 



166 Argument Diagramming 7. Diagramming More Difficult Cases 167 

that has b e e n d i s c u s s e d . T h e s e c o n d statement te l l s us about one s o l u t i o n 
to the p r o b l e m that has b e e n p r o p o s e d . I t te l ls us that there is a w i d e l y 
accepted o r c o m m o n l y argued v i e w that p u b l i c e d u c a t i o n can so lve the 
p r o b l e m . T h e rest o f the a rgumenta t ion , after the w o r d 'but ' , opposes th is 
c o m m o n l y accepted v i e w by of fer ing a set of reasons for t h i n k i n g that i t 
i s not jus t i f i ed . I t i s th is part of the a r g u m e n t a t i o n that we c a n u s e f u l l y 
d i a g r a m by the m e t h o d s l e a r n e d so far. F o r our present purpo se s , we c a n 
s i m p l y delete b o t h of the first t w o statements. 

H o w e v e r , as w e l l as d e l e t i o n , we also have to p e r f o r m the o p e r a t i o n of 
a d d i t i o n . W e n e e d t o f i l l i n some m i s s i n g p r e m i s e s that are not e x p l i c i t l y 
stated b u t that are meant to be part of the argument . O n e is the statement 
that c a n d y bars c a n be c l a s s i f i e d as j u n k f o o d . A n o t h e r is the statement 
that f resh frui ts a n d vegetables can be c l a s s i f i e d as n u t r i t i o u s foods . Let 's 
insert these statements as premises a n d n u m b e r each of the statements in 
the argument . 

(A) It m a y be a lo t h a r d e r to reverse the t r e n d of eat ing j u n k f o o d 
t h a n c a n be a c h i e v e d by e d u c a t i o n a lone . (B) It's cheaper a n d eas­
ier for p e o p l e to eat j u n k f o o d rather t h a n n u t r i t i o u s f o o d . (C) At 
the store w h e r e I s h o p , a c a n d y bar costs less t h a n a d o l l a r a n d 
is r e a d y to eat. (D) C a n d y bars c a n be c l a s s i f i e d as j u n k f o o d . (E) 
F r e s h frui ts a n d vegetables t e n d to be i n c o n v e n i e n t l y packaged , 
a n d cost m o r e . (F) F r e s h f rui ts a n d vegetables c a n be c l a s s i f i e d as 
n u t r i t i o u s foods . (G) It's also a lot m o r e prof i tab le for m a n u f a c ­
turers to market j u n k f o o d t h a n n u t r i t i o u s f o o d , because (H) j u n k 
f o o d has a longer she l f l i f e in the re ta i l out let . 

In th is argument , A is the u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n . Statement A is s u p p o r t e d 
by statement B. T h e arguer t h e n goes on to g ive a n u m b e r of reasons 
s u p p o r t i n g B . Statements C, D, E , a n d F a l l go together to s u p p o r t B . T h u s 
C , D, E , a n d F c a n a l l be d i a g r a m m e d as p r e m i s e s in a l i n k e d argument 
s u p p o r t i n g B. G gives an a d d i t i o n a l reason to s u p p o r t B, a n d H gives 
a reason to s u p p o r t G. T h u s G can be d r a w n as a p r e m i s e that is part 
of a convergent argument l e a d i n g to B. F i n a l l y , H is a s ingle a rgument 
s u p p o r t i n g G . T h i s ana lys i s i s s h o w n i n F i g u r e 4.9. 

I t i s p o s s i b l e to s u p p l e m e n t this ana lys i s w i t h an e v e n deeper one. 
I f we w i s h e d to go i n t o a b i t m o r e d e p t h , we c o u l d a d d another m i s s i n g 
p r e m i s e that goes a l o n g w i t h H to s u p p o r t G. I t is the statement that f o o d 
that has a longer she l f l i f e in the re ta i l outlet i s m o r e prof i table for m a n ­
ufacturers to market . T h i s w o u l d a d d a statement I to the d i a g r a m that 

H 

B 

Y 
A 

Figure 4.9 L i n k e d , serial , a n d single argument. 

w o u l d go a l o n g w i t h H in a l i n k e d argument s u p p o r t i n g G. I t i s of ten a 
matter o f h o w m u c h d e p t h y o u w a n t t o g o i n t o i n a n a l y z i n g a n argument 
that determines w h e t h e r i t i s u s e f u l to a d d a d d i t i o n a l a s s u m p t i o n s that 
w e r e not e x p l i c i t l y stated i n a case b u t that m i g h t p l a y some ro le i n h o w 
the a r g u m e n t a t i o n in the case is to be c r i t i c i z e d or eva luated . 

In this textbook, we can' t go any further i n t o the four t e c h n i q u e s for 
c l e a n i n g up a text of d i s c o u r s e p r i o r to d i a g r a m m i n g the a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
in i t . Suff ice i t to say that s u c h an o p e r a t i o n i s b a s e d on the cr i t i c ' s u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g of n a t u r a l language d iscourse . There i s no m e c h a n i c a l set of ru les 
that c a n be g i v e n . T h u s , b e l o w , some c a u t i o n a r y remarks about the process 
are a d d e d . W h a t needs to be seen is that w i t h o u t some process of trans­
f o r m i n g the n a t u r a l language d iscourse , w i t h a l l its i d i o s y n c r a s i e s , i n t o a n 
argument d i a g r a m , there i s no p o s s i b i l i t y o f a p p l y i n g c r i t i c a l a rgumenta­
t i o n m e t h o d s to r e a l cases of e v e r y d a y arguments of the k i n d s e n c o u n t e r e d 
i n magazines a n d n e w s p a p e r s . 

N o r m a l l y , an a rgument in a m e d i a text has the format of a d i a l o g u e as 
its n o r m a t i v e s t ructure e v e n a l t h o u g h the i n t e n d e d readersh ip or a u d i e n c e 
has no act ive ro le as respondents in the d i a l o g u e . B u t the s t ructure of 
the argument is a d i a l o g u e , n o r m a t i v e l y s p e a k i n g , because the reader (or 
a u d i e n c e member) s h o u l d raise c r i t i c a l ques t ions about the a r g u m e n t he 
or she has b e e n presented for acceptance. H o w e v e r , care i s n e e d e d in 
r e c o n s t r u c t i n g s u c h texts o f d i scourse . In m a n y cases, the m e d i a d i s c o u r s e 
is not i tse l f a d i rec t a rgument but a report of someone else's argument that 
the m e d i a text m a y t h e n s u p p o r t or endorse (or argue against). Care is 
n e e d e d t o separate, i n s u c h cases, the o r i g i n a l argument a n d the m e d i a 
report of i t - a s e c o n d - h a n d account that m a y be h i g h l y se lect ive . A n d 
remember , y o u m a y not h a v e access to the text of d i scourse of the o r i g i n a l 
argument . 

I 
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(b) 

A p p l y the process o f t r a n s f o r m a t i o n i n order t o i d e n t i f y the p r e m i s e s a n d 
c o n c l u s i o n s i n the f o l l o w i n g n a t u r a l language texts o f d i scourse . D r a w a n 
argument d i a g r a m to represent the u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n a n d the reasons 
g i v e n to s u p p o r t i t . C i t e e v i d e n c e f r o m the text o f d i s c o u r s e to s u p p o r t 
each step i n y o u r process o f t rans format ion , 

(a) S p r a y N i n e c l a i m s that i t k i l l s the H I V v i r u s o n a d r y surface i n 
t h i r t y seconds . B u t B o b H o w a r d , o f the Centers for Disease C o n t r o l , 
says that the H I V v i r u s w o u l d d ie i n t h i r t y seconds o n a d r y surface 
e v e n i f n o t h i n g w a s p u t on it . I t seems, t h e n , that y o u aren't r e a l l y 
gett ing a n y a d d i t i o n a l safety by u s i n g S p r a y N i n e . I d o n ' t t h i n k I am 
g o i n g t o b u y t h i s p r o d u c t t o protect m e f r o m H I V t r a n s m i s s i o n . 
" D o n ' t y o u w i s h w e c o u l d just d o a w a y w i t h C F C s ? I n a w a y w e 
c a n - i f w e c o o l o u r b u i l d i n g s w i t h n a t u r a l gas. N a t u r a l gas absorp­
t i o n c o o l i n g e q u i p m e n t cools w i t h water , rather t h a n w i t h C F C s , 
w h i c h deplete the o z o n e layer. I t a lso has f ewer m o v i n g parts t h a n 
c o n v e n t i o n a l c o o l i n g systems, w h i c h m e a n s m a i n t e n a n c e costs are 
l o w e r . A n d , because i t costs m u c h less to operate, i t cuts the energy 
costs of c o o l i n g - by up to 5 0 % . There 's another b i g benefit , too. I t 
saves e l ec t r i c i ty d u r i n g the heat o f the s u m m e r , w h e n d e m a n d i s 
a t i ts h ighest . As a resul t , we c a n h e l p o u r c i t ies a v o i d b r o w n o u t s . 
A n d h e l p r e d u c e the n e e d for p o w e r p l a n t s . Best o f a l l , w e c a n h e l p 
A m e r i c a b a l a n c e the use o f its energy resources . N o d o u b t about i t , 
n a t u r a l gas i s a h i g h - t e c h , l o w - c o s t w a y to keep c o o l w i t h o u t C F C s . 
It's a c o o l w a y to h e l p save o u r o z o n e layer , t o o " ( A m e r i c a n Gas 
A s s o c i a t i o n , Wall Street Journal, A p r i l 10, 1995, p . A 1 9 ) . 
" T h e Japanese are not s i m p l y m a s t e r f u l adapters o f other people ' s 
w o r k s . T h e y m a k e t h e m the i r o w n , c o n t r i b u t i n g f la i r i n d e s i g n a n d 
e f f i c iency i n m a n u f a c t u r e . These q u a l i t i e s d e r i v e i n part f r o m a 
des ire for s i m p l i c i t y . F r o m chairs to soy sauce bott les , Japanese 
des igns offer a c l e a n , m i n i m a l i s t p r o f i l e . S pac e i s p r e c i o u s in Japan, 
so p r o d u c t s that d o n ' t waste i t are p a r t i c u l a r l y v a l u e d . T h e m o s t 
o b v i o u s e x a m p l e i s i n the m i n i a t u r i z a t i o n o f e lec t ronic devices . 
T h i r t y years ago, S h a r p C o r p o r a t i o n i n t r o d u c e d the first sol id-state 
ca lcula tor . I t w a s d e s c r i b e d as desk- top e v e n t h o u g h at 25 k i l o g r a m s 
i t w e i g h e d n e a r l y a s m u c h a s the desk o n w h i c h i t sat. T o d a y the 
c a l c u l a t o r i s s m a l l e n o u g h to fit in a pocket . T h e n there is crafts­
m a n s h i p . Japanese cars began to o u t s e l l t h e i r c o m p e t i t o r s not o n l y 
because o f t h e i r p l e a s i n g designs b u t a lso because they w e r e v e r y 
w e l l m a d e . In objects as disparate as s e w i n g m a c h i n e s , h o u s e h o l d 

(c) 

f u r n i t u r e a n d m o t o r c y c l e s , the Japanese h a v e a c h i e v e d v i s u a l har­

m o n y a n d elegance. A n y o n e a c q u a i n t e d w i t h r o l l e r b l a d i n g has the 

Japanese to thank , or b l a m e . In 1969, Y o s h i s a d a H o r i u c h i d e s i g n e d 

a b o o t e d skate w i t h four w h e e l s m o u n t e d i n a l i n e . A n A m e r i ­

c a n i n v e n t e d a n i n - l i n e skate i n the 19th century , b u t h i s d e s i g n 

d i d n ' t ca t ch o n , a p p a r e n t l y l a c k i n g the Japanese e legance" ("Japan 

E x c e l s by D e s i g n , " The Economist, r e p r i n t e d in the Globe and Mail, 

A p r i l 10, 1995, p . A 9 ) . 

EIGHT Summary 

There are four bas i c types of argument s tructure centra l to a rgument d i a ­
g r a m m i n g . A s ingle argument presents o n l y one p r e m i s e that i s u s e d a l l by 
i t se l f as the basis of fered to s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n . In a l i n k e d argument , 
the premises f u n c t i o n together to s u p p o r t the c o n c l u s i o n . In a conver ­
gent argument , each p r e m i s e f u n c t i o n s by i t se l f to f u l f i l l the p r o b a t i v e 
f u n c t i o n . T h u s a convergent argument c a n be v i e w e d as severa l d i f ferent 
arguments u s e d to s u p p o r t the same c o n c l u s i o n . In a ser ia l argument , the 
c o n c l u s i o n of one argument becomes a p r e m i s e of the next argument u s e d 
in the sequence of r e a s o n i n g . In a d ivergent argument , t w o p r o p o s i t i o n s 
are i n f e r r e d as separate c o n c l u s i o n s f r o m the same p r e m i s e . In some cases, 
i t i s not a s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d matter to t e l l w h e t h e r the argument is l i n k e d or 
convergent . As a basis for d e t e r m i n i n g w h e t h e r the argument i s l i n k e d or 
convergent , four k i n d s o f e v i d e n c e are u s e d : i n d i c a t o r w o r d s , in ference 
s tructure , the b l a c k o u t test, a n d the context of d i a l o g u e . In cases w h e r e 
there i s i n s u f f i c i e n t e v i d e n c e to de termine f i rmly w h e t h e r an argument i s 
l i n k e d or convergent , i t is best to d i a g r a m it as convergent . 

A n i n c o m p l e t e a rgument i s a n argument w i t h a statement, a p r e m i s e , 
or c o n c l u s i o n that w a s not e x p l i c i t l y stated in the text o f d i s c o u r s e o f the 
g i v e n case b u t that needs to be m a d e e x p l i c i t in order to offer a bas is for 
c r i t i c a l l y e v a l u a t i n g the argument as a w h o l e . T h e process of f i l l ing in 
uns ta ted p r e m i s e s or c o n c l u s i o n s is part of a m o r e general process c a l l e d 
t r a n s f o r m a t i o n . T h e four k i n d s o f t ransformat ions u s e d t o m a k e u p a n 
argument d i a g r a m f r o m a g i v e n text of d i s c o u r s e are d e l e t i o n , a d d i t i o n , 
p e r m u t a t i o n , a n d s u b s t i t u t i o n . S o m e premises o r c o n c l u s i o n s that w e r e 
not e x p l i c i t l y stated m a y have to be f i l l ed in to m a k e the argument u s e f u l to 
p r o v e s o m e t h i n g that contr ibutes to set t l ing an i ssue in a d i a l o g u e . S u c h an 
argument m a y assume that a n a u d i e n c e w i l l fill i n these m i s s i n g p r e m i s e s 
or d r a w the un s ta ted c o n c l u s i o n s by themselves . I f these m i s s i n g parts are 
left out, h o w e v e r , the arguer's reasoning m a y not be p r o p e r l y represented . 
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A n i m p l i c i t p r e m i s e o r c o n c l u s i o n needs t o b e m a r k e d a s s u c h i n a n 
argument r e c o n s t r u c t i o n (by u s i n g a c o n v e n t i o n on the d i a g r a m , to sep­
arate i t f r o m e x p l i c i t p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n s ) . T h u s , s u c h a n i m p l i c i t 
p r e m i s e , i t m u s t a l w a y s be r e m e m b e r e d , i s b e i n g a t t r ibuted to the arguer 
on a basis o f p r e s u m p t i o n o n l y , w h e n the t e x t u a l e v i d e n c e justif ies s u c h 
an a d d i t i o n to the case. B u t in the e n d , j u d g i n g w h e t h e r a p r o p o s i t i o n 
s h o u l d be i n s e r t e d as an u n s t a t e d a d d i t i o n to an a r g u m e n t i s best d o n e 
o n a c o n t e x t u a l bas is o f d e t e r m i n i n g h o w the a rgument i s b e i n g u s e d i n 
the context o f d i a l o g u e in a g i v e n case. Judgments of h o w to c o m p l e t e 
i n c o m p l e t e arguments are best done on a case-by-case bas is , u t i l i z i n g the 
e v i d e n c e f r o m the context o f d ia logue . 

T h e e x a m p l e s s t u d i e d before the f i rs t s i x sec t ions of th is chapter are 
m e a n t t o b e c lear a n d s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d i n e x h i b i t i n g s i m p l e i l l u s t r a t i v e 
cases of arguments . B u t the r e a l i t y of d i a g r a m m i n g n a t u r a l language argu­
m e n t a t i o n , a s i n d i c a t e d i n s e c t i o n 7 , c a n b e m u c h m o r e d i f f i c u l t . I n d e a l ­
i n g w i t h d i f f i c u l t cases o f the k i n d that are e n c o u n t e r e d i n m a n y cases o f 
r e a l texts of d i scourse , arguments n e e d to be re -expressed by t r a n s f o r m ­
i n g t h e m . O n e needs to i d e n t i f y a set of p r e m i s e s a n d a c o n c l u s i o n or an 
o r d e r l y sequence o f t h e m . B u t i n some cases, th i s sequence i s b u r i e d i n a n 
u n c l e a r a n d c o n f u s e d text o f d i scourse . I t c a n be v e r y h a r d in s u c h cases to 
judge w h i c h un s ta ted a s s u m p t i o n s are n e e d e d to c o m p l e t e an argument 
o r e v e n t o i d e n t i f y c l e a r l y the premises a n d c o n c l u s i o n s s u p p o s e d l y b e i n g 
e x p l i c i t l y stated. 

T h e rea l i ty i s that p e o p l e are often d e c e p t i v e . T h e y use a m b i g u i t y 
a n d obscure language to h i d e the ir m e a n i n g a n d e v e n to try to d i s g u i s e 
i t so they w o n ' t be h e l d accountable . In m a n y cases, arguers e v e n use 
i n n u e n d o a n d other c lever decept ive t e c h n i q u e s o f o b f u s c a t i o n t o p r o v i d e 
' p l a u s i b l e d e n i a b i l i t y ' . F o r e x a m p l e , a n uns ta te d p r e m i s e o r c o n c l u s i o n 
m a y b e p u t f o r w a r d i n a n argument t o persuade a n a u d i e n c e , b u t t h e n later, 
w h e n c r i t i c a l l y q u e s t i o n e d , the p r o p o n e n t o f the a rgument m a y d e n y that 
she meant to assert th is p r o p o s i t i o n at a l l . These t e c h n i q u e s of t r y i n g to 
w e a s e l out o f one's p r i o r c o m m i t m e n t s are a l l too f a m i l i a r i n p o l i t i c a l 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n . B u t there are e v e n cases w h e r e arguers try to a v o i d the 
f u l f i l l m e n t o f th is b u r d e n i n advance o f a n y c h a l l e n g e that m a y c o m e later. 
F o r e x a m p l e , an arguer m a y say: " I have h e a r d r u m o r s that p r o p o s i t i o n A 
is true, b u t i t w o u l d be u n f a i r of me to repeat these r u m o r s because I can ' t 
p r o v e they are true. B u t just in case they m a y t u r n out to be false, I 'd l i k e 
to d e n y that they are t r u e . " In a case s u c h as t h i s , the arguer is t r y i n g to get 
y o u to accept A as a p l a u s i b l e p r e s u m p t i o n that m i g h t be true, w i t h o u t 
h a v i n g to accept a b u r d e n of p r o o f for h a v i n g p u t A f o r w a r d as a c l a i m for 
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y o u r acceptance . F o r t u n a t e l y , not a l l cases o f arguments are p u t f o r w a r d 

i n s u c h a t r i c k y m a n n e r t o evade r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for h a v i n g t o s u p p o r t 

p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n s w i t h e v i d e n c e . B u t i n c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n , 

we n e e d to be aware that s u c h cases exist . 

T h u s a c e r t a i n c a u t i o n a r y restraint a n d j u d g m e n t is c a l l e d for. I t 

w o u l d b e c o u n t e r - p r o d u c t i v e t o a l w a y s g o a r o u n d p l u g g i n g i n a d d i t i o n a l 

premises that w o u l d m a k e a n argument s t r u c t u r a l l y correct , e v e n i f i t 

i s c lear that the a rgument i s a b a d one , a n d i s not b e i n g presented in a 

w a y that represents s t r u c t u r a l l y correct r e a s o n i n g or the author 's p o s i t i o n 

b e i n g a d v o c a t e d i n the text o f d i s c o u r s e . S u c h a n a t t r i b u t i o n needs t o b e 

seen as subject to r e p u d i a t i o n by the p r o p o n e n t of the argument . I t i s w e l l 

t o keep th is l i m i t a t i o n i n m i n d because, a s w e s a w i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h 

argument f r o m c o m m i t m e n t i n chapter 3 , there c a n b e ser ious p r o b l e m s 

w i t h w r o n g l y a t t r i b u t i n g uns ta ted p r e m i s e s o r c o n c l u s i o n s t o arguers i n 

some cases. T h e m a i n p r o b l e m i s the danger o f c o m m i t t i n g the s t raw m a n 

fa l lacy , by m i s a t t r i b u t i n g to an arguer s o m e statement he i s not c o m m i t t e d 

t o 6 a n d does not represent the p o s i t i o n he i s a r g u i n g for. D e s p i t e these d a n ­

gers, the four t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s , i n c l u d i n g the t e c h n i q u e for the a d d i t i o n 

o f uns ta ted p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n s , are necessary a n d u s e f u l m e t h ­

ods o f argument d i a g r a m m i n g . W e c o u l d n o t p r o p e r l y i d e n t i f y , a n a l y z e , 

a n d evaluate e v e r y d a y arguments i n n a t u r a l language c o n v e r s a t i o n s i f w e 

d i d n ' t d e p l o y t h e m . B u t w e n e e d t o use t h e m c a u t i o u s l y , a l w a y s back­

i n g u p a n a t t r i b u t i o n b y a p p e a l i n g t o the t e x t u a l a n d c o n t e x t u a l e v i d e n c e 

g i v e n i n the case. 

6 On the notion of commitment as a central concept for crit ical argumentation, see Douglas 
N. Walton and Er ik C. W. Krabbe, Commitment in Dialogue (Albany: State Univers i ty of 
N e w York Press), 1995. 
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FIVE 

r ight quest ions , a n d b e i n g care fu l t o r e s p o n d t o t h e m i n the r ight w a y , c a n 

be e n o r m o u s l y i n f l u e n t i a l m o v e s in s teer ing a d i a l o g u e in a d i r e c t i o n that 

m a y go t o w a r d (or a w a y from) the goal the d i a l o g u e is s u p p o s e d to f u l f i l l . 

F o r a l l these reasons, l e a r n i n g s k i l l s o f q u e s t i o n i n g a n d a n s w e r i n g i s one 

Dialogues 
of the most i m p o r t a n t aspects o f c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n . T h e s k i l l s taught 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ i n th is chapter i n c l u d e l e a r n i n g t o recognize di f ferent k i n d s o f ques t ions , 

l e a r n i n g h o w t o a n s w e r t h e m , a n d l e a r n i n g h o w t o r e p l y w h e n a n a n s w e r 

i s not appropr ia te . A l s o taught are s k i l l s o f l e a r n i n g h o w to detect h i d d e n 

j a n d t r i c k y i m p l i c a t i o n s o f quest ions a n d h o w t o r e s p o n d i n a r a t i o n a l a n d 

j cons t ruc t ive w a y to s u c h quest ions . 
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D i a l o g u e s , as we s a w in chapter 1 , have character is t ics s u c h as c i v i l i t y , 
m e a n i n g that the t w o p a r t i c i p a n t s take turns m a k i n g v a r i o u s m o v e s . T h i s 
chapter begins by a n a l y z i n g the di f ferent types o f d i a l o g u e that e m b o d y 
s u c h character is t ics i n order t o m a k e the d i a l o g u e s u c c e s s f u l a s a n e n v i ­
r o n m e n t for u s i n g r a t i o n a l a rgumenta t ion . S u c h m o v e s i n c l u d e not o n l y 
the p u t t i n g f o r w a r d o f arguments , b u t also the a s k i n g o f quest ions , i n c l u d ­
i n g c r i t i c a l ques t ions u s e d to r e s p o n d to arguments . I t i s the c o n n e c t e d 
sequence of ques t ions a n d answers , as w e l l as c h a i n s of arguments , that 
m a k e up the d ia logues . T h u s , a s k i n g the r i g h t ques t ions in a d i a l o g u e 
a n d r e s p o n d i n g a p p r o p r i a t e l y to the other party 's ques t ions are i m p o r t a n t 
aspects o f w h a t m a k e s a d i a l o g u e m o v e f o r w a r d . T h i s chapter c lassif ies 
the di f ferent types o f d i a l o g u e a n d e x a m i n e s some o f the m a i n proper t ies 
o f ques t ions a n d h o w they are u s e d i n d ia logues . Q u e s t i o n i n g i s o b v i o u s l y 
v e r y i m p o r t a n t i n l a w a n d p o l i t i c s . F o r e x a m p l e , i n a t r i a l , a l a w y e r has 
t o q u e s t i o n a w i t n e s s a n d somet imes i n c r o s s - e x a m i n a t i o n c a n d o s o i n 
qui te a p r o b i n g , e v e n aggressive w a y . T h e l a w y e r for the other s ide of ten 
needs to object to s u c h quest ions . Q u e s t i o n i n g i s a lso v e r y i m p o r t a n t in 
sc ience at the d i s c o v e r y stage, w h e r e h y p o t h e s e s are f o r m u l a t e d . 

A s k i n g quest ions of ten seems l i k e a n i n n o c e n t a n d harmless e n o u g h 
ac t iv i ty , y o u m i g h t t h i n k , f r o m a v i e w p o i n t o f c r i t i c a l a rgumenta t ion . A f t e r 
a l l , quest ions d o n ' t m a k e assert ions, i n the w a y p r o p o s i t i o n s are t y p i c a l l y 
u s e d t o do , a n d ques t ions d o n ' t have p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n s , the w a y 
arguments d o . B u t ques t ions have p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s , a n d these p r e s u p p o ­
s i t ions are statements that c a n often f u n c t i o n in a d i a l o g u e m u c h the same 
w a y arguments do . Q u e s t i o n s c a n b e l o a d e d , a n d they c a n b e c o m p l e x . 
P u t th is c o m b i n a t i o n together a n d y o u c a n ask ques t ions that f u n c t i o n a s 
t r i c k y devices o f entrapment . S o quest ions , i t w i l l t u r n out , are i n m a n y 
cases not as i n n o c e n t or h a r m l e s s as they m i g h t seem. In fact, a s k i n g the 
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A t the b e g i n n i n g o f th i s book , i n chapter 1 , s e c t i o n 1 , w e s a w that f i v e 
m a i n character is t ics o f a n y d ia logue c o n t a i n i n g a r g u m e n t a t i o n c a n b e 
i d e n t i f i e d : the i ssue , the v i e w p o i n t s of the p a r t i c i p a n t s , the character­
i s t i c o f c i v i l i t y , the o p p o s i t i o n of v i e w p o i n t s , a n d the use o f arguments . 
C h a p t e r 1 i l l u s t r a t e d a l l these character is t ics w i t h the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . 
I t i s s h o w n b e l o w that there are di f ferent types of d ia logues , but we b e g i n 
w i t h the p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , s ince i t i s o f cen t ra l i m p o r t a n c e for c r i t i c a l 
a rgumenta t ion . T h e d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g i s a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , m e a n ­
i n g that B o b a n d H e l e n have o p p o s e d v i e w p o i n t s o n the t i p p i n g i ssue , 
a n d each is t r y i n g to persuade the other to accept h i s or her v i e w p o i n t . 
H e l e n is against t i p p i n g . I t i s her o p i n i o n that i t i s a b a d prac t i ce that 
s h o u l d not be c o n t i n u e d . B o b i s for t i p p i n g . He t h i n k s that i t i s a g o o d 
pract ice that s h o u l d b e re ta ined . W h a t each par ty i s d o i n g i n the d i a l o g u e 
is u s i n g r a t i o n a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n to t ry to get the other to g ive up h i s or her 
o l d v i e w p o i n t a n d c o m e to accept a di f ferent v i e w p o i n t i n s t e a d , n a m e l y , 
that advoca ted by the arguer. 

W e c a n see that the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , l i k e a l l p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e s , 
represents a m i x t u r e o f o p p o s i t i o n a n d c o l l a b o r a t i o n . H e l e n ' s a n d Bob's 
v i e w p o i n t s are o p p o s e d to each other. T h e y h a v e oppos i te o p i n i o n s about 
t i p p i n g . E a c h i s a n advocate o f her o r h i s o w n v i e w p o i n t , a n d i t i s i m p o r ­
tant that each s h o u l d p u t f o r w a r d the strongest a n d most persuas ive argu­
ments that she or he c a n , a n d to q u e s t i o n c r i t i c a l l y a n d try to refute the 
arguments of the other as w e l l as she or he c a n . T h e i ssue is e x a m i n e d by 
l o o k i n g a t the reasons for a n d against o n each s ide . A s s h o w n i n chapter 1 , 
i f b o t h s ides d o t h i s , the d ia logue c a n b e s u c c e s s f u l b y t h r o w i n g l i g h t o n 
the issue , b r i n g i n g out the reasons for a n d against each v i e w , a n d e n a b l i n g 
us to resolve or c l a r i f y the issue. 
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A p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e is about a centra l i s sue ; each par ty has a v i e w ­
p o i n t on that i ssue , a n d the v i e w p o i n t o f the one par ty i s o p p o s e d to that 
o f the other. A s i s s h o w n i n chapter 6 , a v i e w p o i n t o r p o i n t o f v i e w i s 
m a d e up of t w o c o m p o n e n t s , a p r o p o s i t i o n (statement) a n d an at t i tude 
(pro or contra) to that statement. In a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , one par ty has 
a p r o at t i tude to some p r o p o s i t i o n , w h i l e the other doubts that p r o p o s i ­
t i o n , as in a dissent . Or one has a p r o at t i tude to s o m e s p e c i a l p r o p o s i t i o n 
a n d the other has a p r o at t i tude to the o p p o s i t e p r o p o s i t i o n , as in a d i s ­
pute (see chapter 1 , s e c t i o n 9). T h i s s p e c i a l p r o p o s i t i o n w a s c a l l e d the 
arguer's thesis in chapter 1 . In a d i s p u t e , the thesis of the one par ty is the 
o p p o s i t e of the thes is of the other. In a dissent , one p a r t y doubts that the 
thesis of the other is true, a n d the first par ty offers arguments d e s i g n e d 
to r e m o v e the other's doubt . In a dissent , the r o l e of the p r o p o n e n t is 
t o p u t f o r w a r d a n argument , u s i n g r e a s o n i n g t o r e m o v e the respondent ' s 
doubt about some p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n (the c o n c l u s i o n of the reason­
ing) . T h e ro le o f the r e s p o n d e n t i s to express d o u b t about th i s p a r t i c u ­
lar p r o p o s i t i o n or, in some cases, e v e n to express the o p i n i o n that th i s 
p r o p o s i t i o n i s false. T h u s every p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , w h e t h e r d i s p u t e o r 
dissent , i s c h a r a c t e r i z e d b y a n o p p o s i t i o n b e t w e e n t w o part ies , m e a n i n g 
that there is a p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n that one accepts a n d the other does 
not . In a case of s t rong o p p o s i t i o n , the thesis of the one par ty is the o p p o ­
site (negation) of the thesis of the other party, a n d th is type of d i a l o g u e 
is c a l l e d a d i s p u t e . In the case of w e a k o p p o s i t i o n , the one par ty has a 
p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n as her thesis , a n d the other p a r t y does not accept 
that thesis b u t does n o t h o l d the oppos i te p r o p o s i t i o n as h i s thesis . In 
th is k i n d o f d i a l o g u e , the dissent , the r e s p o n d e n t i s s u c c e s s f u l i f he c a n 
m e r e l y q u e s t i o n the p r o p o n e n t ' s defense o f her thes is , b y t h r o w i n g d o u b t 
on it . T h u s , the c a r e f u l a s k i n g o f quest ions i s an i m p o r t a n t m e t h o d o f 
a rguing . 

S u c h o p p o s i t i o n in a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , w h e t h e r i t be a d i s p u t e or 
a dissent , c a n represent a fac tua l disagreement or a disagreement about 
w h e t h e r some a c t i o n or k i n d o f a c t i o n i s a g o o d p o l i c y or not . F o r e x a m ­
p l e , we m i g h t h a v e a d i s p u t e about w h e t h e r m e r c u r y i s heavier t h a n 
l e a d o r not . T h i s w o u l d b e fac tua l d i s p u t e about w h e t h e r the p r o p o s i ­
t i o n ' M e r c u r y i s h e a v i e r t h a n l e a d ' i s t rue o r false, a n d y o u m i g h t t ry t o 
persuade m e that y o u r v i e w o f the matter i s r ight b y c i t i n g e v i d e n c e . F o r 
e x a m p l e , y o u m i g h t quote a passage in a c h e m i s t r y textbook. T h e d i s ­
p u t e on t i p p i n g , in contrast , represented a d isagreement on w h e t h e r a 
k i n d o f a c t i o n , n a m e l y , t i p p i n g , i s genera l ly a g o o d p o l i c y o r not . T h i s 
too i s p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , e v e n t h o u g h i t i s about ac t ions a n d about 

w h e t h e r some spec i f i c course o f a c t i o n or p o l i c y for a c t i o n i s g o o d or not . 

T h e reason i s that the sentences ' T i p p i n g i s a g o o d p o l i c y that s h o u l d 

be r e t a i n e d ' a n d ' T i p p i n g i s a b a d p o l i c y that s h o u l d not be r e t a i n e d ' 

c a n b o t h be c l a s s i f i e d as statements that are t rue or false. A n d so p e r s u a ­

s ive arguments g i v i n g reasons w h y each is t rue (or false) c a n be g i v e n . I t 

i s i m p o r t a n t t o m a k e th i s p o i n t about p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , e v e n t h o u g h 

i t m a y seem l i k e a m i n o r one in i tself , because b e l o w a d i s t i n c t i o n i s 

d r a w n b e t w e e n p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e a n d another type o f d i a l o g u e c a l l e d 

d e l i b e r a t i o n . 

T h e most i m p o r t a n t character is t ic of a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e is that the 

t w o part ies each t ry to persuade the other that h i s or h e r thesis i s t rue ( in 

the case of a d i spute ) . B u t w h a t i s meant by 'persuas ion ' ? W h a t i s re ferred 

t o i s not just p s y c h o l o g i c a l p e r s u a s i o n b u t w h a t c o u l d b e c a l l e d r a t i o n a l 

p e r s u a s i o n . As n o t e d above, the concept of argument has a r a t i o n a l i t y 

c o m p o n e n t . T h e p r o p o n e n t of an argument tr ies to get the r e s p o n d e n t 

to accept the c o n c l u s i o n by u s i n g p r e m i s e s that the r e s p o n d e n t a l r e a d y 

accepts or c a n be c o n v i n c e d to accept t h r o u g h u s i n g fur ther arguments . 

T h e p r o p o n e n t uses argument for th is p u r p o s e by u s i n g a c h a i n of rea­

s o n i n g . B u t the spec i f i c w a y she uses s u c h a c h a i n of r e a s o n i n g is char­

acterist ic of p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . She tries to use an argument that meets 

t w o r e q u i r e m e n t s . O n e is that the argument is s t r u c t u r a l l y correct as a 

d e d u c t i v e , i n d u c t i v e , or p l a u s i b l e in ference . T h e other i s that the argu­

m e n t has p r e m i s e s that the other par ty accepts or c a n be c o n v i n c e d to 

accept. I f the p r o p o n e n t uses an argument s u c c e s s f u l l y in s u c h a case, 

the r e s p o n d e n t i s o b l i g e d to accept the c o n c l u s i o n . T h e reason is that 

b o t h p a r t i c i p a n t s in a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e m u s t respect a r a t i o n a l argu­

ment . T h a t i s part o f w h a t they agree to w h e n they enter i n t o th i s t y p e 

of d i a l o g u e . I f the p r o p o n e n t presents an argument that meets these t w o 

requirements a n d the r e s p o n d e n t cannot refute or c r i t i c a l l y q u e s t i o n the 

argument , t h e n h e s h o u l d accept i t . H e s h o u l d b e r a t i o n a l l y p e r s u a d e d t o 

accept the c o n c l u s i o n . E v e n t h o u g h h e d i d not accept i t before, h e s h o u l d 

n o w accept it . I n other w o r d s , a n arguer i n a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e s h o u l d 

b e o p e n t o c h a n g i n g h i s o p i n i o n i f presented b y a n argument that gives 

g o o d reasons to s u p p o r t i ts c o n c l u s i o n . I f he refuses to budge , e v e n t h o u g h 

presented w i t h a c o m p e l l i n g argument , he has in effect o p t e d out o f the 

p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . In other w o r d s , i t i s i m p o r t a n t in a p e r s u a s i o n d i a ­

logue to be o p e n - m i n d e d . To be dogmat i c or to ignore e v i d e n c e is a b a d 

t h i n g . 

In one s p e c i a l type o f p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , c a l l e d the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s ­
s i o n , the goal of the d i a l o g u e is to reso lve the centra l conf l i c t of o p i n i o n s 
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by p r o v i n g that the one party 's v i e w p o i n t has b e e n s u c c e s s f u l l y d e f e n d e d 
a n d the other party 's has not . In th i s t y p e of d i a l o g u e , there has to be 
w i n n e r a n d loser, o r the d i a l o g u e has not b e e n s u c c e s s f u l . H o w e v e r , i n 
other p e r s u a s i o n d ia logues , e v e n t h o u g h n e i t h e r s i d e succeeds i n p r o v i n g 
her thesis or r e f u t i n g that of the other s ide , the d i a l o g u e is s t i l l reason­
a b l y success fu l . F o r e x a m p l e , a p h i l o s o p h i c a l d i s c u s s i o n o n some i ssue 
s u c h as free w i l l or eu thanas ia can be s u c c e s s f u l e v e n i f one s ide w a s not 
p r o v e n r ight a n d the other w r o n g . A p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , l i k e a p h i l o ­
s o p h i c a l d i s c u s s i o n , for e x a m p l e , c a n b e s u c c e s s f u l i f each p a r t i c i p a n t 
gains i n s i g h t i n t o the reasons w h y the other p a r t y h e l d h i s v i e w , a s w e l l 
a s deeper i n s i g h t i n t o the reasons w h y she herse l f h e l d the v i e w she d i d . 
S o m e see c r i t i c a l i n s i g h t a s less i m p o r t a n t t h a n w h o w o n the d i a l o g u e , 
b u t s u c h i n s i g h t i s v a l u a b l e because i t c a n c lear the w a y to k n o w l e d g e by 
e x p o s i n g arguments that are quest ionable or e v e n f a l l a c i o u s . 

O f course , w e are a l ready f a m i l i a r f r o m chapter 1 w i t h the k i n d o f 
d i a l o g u e i n w h i c h there are t w o di f ferent a n d o p p o s e d v i e w p o i n t s a n d 
w h e r e each p a r t i c i p a n t uses r a t i o n a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n to t ry to get the other 
to c o m e to accept her or h i s v i e w p o i n t , b u t in the e n d the thesis o f one 
s ide i s not s h o w n to be true a n d that of the other s ide false. T h e d i a ­
logues i n chapter 1 , s u c h a s the t i p p i n g d i a l o g u e a n d the g e n e t i c a l l y 
m o d i f i e d foods d i a l o g u e , are of this type . S u c h a d i a l o g u e can be w o r t h ­
w h i l e a n d c a n t h r o w l i g h t o n a n issue e v e n t h o u g h i t doesn' t r eso lve 
the issue . H o w e v e r , t o i l lus t ra te h o w p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e i s g o v e r n e d b y 
r u l e s that regulate e a c h m o v e , the e x a m p l e o f the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n has 
b e e n c h o s e n here. T h e c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n i s one o f the most eas i ly rec­
ognizab le types o f p e r s u a s i o n d ia logue , a n d its r e s o l u t i o n r e q u i r e m e n t i s 
str ict a n d d e f i n i t i v e . F o r a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n to be success fu l , one s ide 
m u s t w i n w h i l e the other s ide loses. T h e c o n f l i c t o f o p i n i o n s m u s t b e 
r e s o l v e d , m a k i n g the o u t c o m e go to one s ide or the other. In some w a y s , 
t h i s type of p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e is the easiest for the b e g i n n e r to grasp a n d 
appreciate . 

B e l o w a v e r s i o n o f the t e n d i a l o g u e ru les that g o v e r n m o v e s m a d e by 
b o t h par t i c ipants d u r i n g the argumenta t ion stage of a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n 
i s p r e s e n t e d . 1 

1 The rules for the critical discussion have been set out by the Amsterdam School of argu­
mentation theory, inc luding the rules for the argumentation stage presented above. A 
version of this set of rules can be found in Frans H. van Eemeren and Rob Grootendorst, 
Argumentation, Communication and Fallacies (Mahwah, N. J.: Erlbaum, 1992), pp . 208-
209. The version represented above is not quoted verbatim. It has been re-expressed and 
modified to suit the needs and language of this book. 

Rules for a Critical Discussion 

Rule 1 : Part ies m u s t not prevent each other f r o m a d v a n c i n g or cas t ing 

d o u b t o n each other's v i e w p o i n t s . 

Rule 2 : W h o e v e r advances a v i e w p o i n t is o b l i g e d to d e f e n d i t i f a s k e d to 

do so. 

Rule 3 : A n attack o n a v i e w p o i n t m u s t represent the v i e w p o i n t that has 

r e a l l y b e e n a d v a n c e d b y the protagonist . 

Rule 4 : A v i e w p o i n t m a y be d e f e n d e d or a t tacked o n l y by a d v a n c i n g 

a r g u m e n t a t i o n that i s re levant to that v i e w p o i n t . 

Rule 5 : A p e r s o n c a n be h e l d r e s p o n s i b l e for the uns ta ted p r e m i s e s he 

leaves i m p l i c i t i n h i s argument . 

Rule 6 : A v i e w p o i n t is regarded as c o n c l u s i v e l y d e f e n d e d o n l y i f the 

defense takes p l a c e by means o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n based on p r e m i s e s 

accepted by the other party, a n d i t meets the r e q u i r e m e n t of r u l e 8 . 

Rule 7 : A v i e w p o i n t is regarded as c o n c l u s i v e l y d e f e n d e d o n l y i f the 

defense takes p l a c e b y means o f arguments i n w h i c h a n a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

s c h e m e i s c o r r e c t l y a p p l i e d . 

Rule 8 : A v i e w p o i n t is regarded as c o n c l u s i v e l y d e f e n d e d o n l y i f s u p ­

p o r t e d by a c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n m e e t i n g the requi rements of ru les 

6 a n d 7 a n d i f the u n s t a t e d premises in the c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n are 

accepted by the other party. 

Rule 9 : A f a i l e d defense m u s t resul t in the p r o p o n e n t w i t h d r a w i n g her 

thesis a n d a s u c c e s s f u l defense m u s t resul t i n the r e s p o n d e n t w i t h d r a w i n g 

h i s d o u b t about the p r o p o n e n t ' s thesis . 

Rule 10: F o r m u l a t i o n s of quest ions a n d arguments m u s t not be obscure , 

e x c e s s i v e l y vague , or c o n f u s i n g l y a m b i g u o u s a n d m u s t be i n t e r p r e t e d as 

accurate ly as p o s s i b l e . 

F r o m these r u l e s the reader c a n get a pret ty g o o d i d e a of h o w the c r i t i c a l 

d i s c u s s i o n w o r k s as a d i s t i n c t i v e type o f d i a l o g u e . A n d one c a n get an 

i d e a o f h o w i t represents a n o r m a t i v e m o d e l o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n , m e a n i n g 

that cer ta in k i n d s o f m o v e s a n d arguments are e x c l u d e d as i n a p p r o p r i a t e 

or incorrec t by the r u l e s . To m a k e th i s p o i n t , let's e x a m i n e e a c h of the 

ru les . 
R u l e 1 f o r b i d s the use of force or threats in a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n or other 

tact ics u s e d to t r y to get the other par ty to ' shut u p ' . R u l e 2 expresses the 
r e q u i r e m e n t of b u r d e n of proof , as d e f i n e d in chapter 6 . R u l e 2 m ean s 

i 
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that i f y o u m a k e a c l a i m that a p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n i s true, y o u m u s t 
present an argument w i t h that c l a i m as its c o n c l u s i o n , i f the other p a r t y 
quest ions the reason for y o u r m a k i n g s u c h a c l a i m . R u l e 3 i s d i r e c t e d 
t o w a r d d e a l i n g w i t h the s t raw m a n fa l lacy . I t requires that i f y o u attack 
o r q u e s t i o n the other party 's v i e w p o i n t , y o u m u s t d i rec t y o u r c r i t i c i s m t o 
the rea l v i e w p o i n t he a d v o c a t e d a n d not to some exaggerated or d i s t o r t e d 
v e r s i o n of i t . R u l e 4 requires re levance , a factor that i s s t u d i e d b e l o w in 
chapter 7 . R u l e 5 has to do w i t h e n t h y m e m e s , or arguments w i t h m i s s i n g 
p r e m i s e s of the k i n d s t u d i e d in chapter 4 , s e c t i o n 6 . R u l e 6 (as w e l l as 
r u l e 5 ) s h o w s c l e a r l y w h y the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n is a type of p e r s u a s i o n 
d i a l o g u e . A s u c c e s s f u l argument u s e d by a p r o p o n e n t has to be b a s e d on 
p r e m i s e s that the r e s p o n d e n t i s c o m m i t t e d to, as j u d g e d by w h a t she has 
p r e v i o u s l y gone on r e c o r d as s a y i n g in the d i a l o g u e so far. R u l e s 7 a n d 8 
a d d s t ruc tura l r e q u i r e m e n t s on the c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n u s e d to argue 
f r o m the respondent ' s p r e m i s e s to one's c o n c l u s i o n . E a c h step m u s t be 
b a s e d on a correct f o r m of argument , that i s , an a r g u m e n t a t i o n scheme or 
a f o r m of argument that is d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d or i n d u c t i v e l y strong. R u l e 9 
states the r e q u i r e m e n t for w i n n i n g a n d l o s i n g that i s character is t ic o f 
the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n as a s p e c i a l type of p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . R u l e 10 
adds a l i n g u i s t i c r e q u i r e m e n t . Because d ia logues represent ing rea l cases 
o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n o c c u r i n n a t u r a l language d i s c o u r s e , 
c l a r i t y of e x p r e s s i o n i s r e q u i r e d . T h u s , a v o i d a n c e of obscur i ty , or exces­
s ive vagueness a n d a m b i g u i t y , i s necessary i f the a r g u m e n t a t i o n is to be 
success fu l . 

P e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e i s not the o n l y type o f d i a l o g u e i n w h i c h argu­
m e n t a t i o n c a n occur . In the next sec t ion , we see that there are other types 
o f d i a l o g u e , w i t h di f ferent character is t ics a n d di f ferent r u l e s . S i n c e the 
d ia logues s t u d i e d in chapter 1 , s u c h as the t i p p i n g d i a l o g u e a n d the Santa 
C l a u s d ia logue , are p e r s u a s i o n d ia logues , i t i s easy to apprec iate w h y the 
p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e is so c o m m o n a n d so character i s t i c of a g o o d d e a l 
of e v e r y d a y a r g u m e n t a t i o n . T h u s , i t i s c l e a r l y a g o o d p l a c e to start in 
s t u d y i n g h o w a type of d i a l o g u e can have r u l e s that g o v e r n the r a t i o n a l 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n u s e d in it . T h e c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n i s a g o o d type o f per­
s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e to use to i n t r o d u c e the reader to p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . 
A l t h o u g h the rules are not stated i n a n exact f o r m u l a t i o n o f the k i n d that 
c o u l d b e u s e d i n c o m p u t i n g , they are easy t o u n d e r s t a n d w i t h o u t u s i n g 
t e c h n i c a l n o t a t i o n , a n d they c l e a r l y represent a n o r m a t i v e m o d e l o f argu­
m e n t a t i o n , m e a n i n g a m o d e l that represents correct use of a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
a n d e x c l u d e s cer ta in k i n d s o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n m o v e s , r u l i n g t h e m i n c o r r e c t 
i n the m o d e l . 

1 . R e v i e w the d i a l o g u e on genet i ca l ly m o d i f i e d foods in chapter 1 , a n d 

judge h o w w e l l the m o v e s m a d e i n the d i a l o g u e c o n f o r m t o the r u l e s for 

a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n . 

2 . S i t d o w n w i t h a par tner a n d engage in a b r i e f c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n on the 

i ssue o f t i p p i n g . D e c i d e w h i c h s ide o f the i ssue y o u s u p p o r t most s t rongly 

a n d f i n d a par tner for the d i s c u s s i o n w h o s u p p o r t s the other s ide . R e c o r d 

the d i a l o g u e . Ident i fy three of the most p e r s u a s i v e arguments that w e r e 

u s e d o n each s ide . S h o w h o w each o f these three arguments (on one s ide 

or the other) w a s l i n k e d to other arguments in the d i s c u s s i o n . 

Commitment in Dialogue 

O n e o f the cent ra l n o t i o n s o f any type o f d i a l o g u e i s c o m m i t m e n t . As 
arguers in a d i a l o g u e m a k e v a r i o u s c l a i m s a n d p u t f o r w a r d arguments or 
m a k e m o v e s o f a n y k i n d , these m o v e s i n c u r c o m m i t m e n t s for t h e m . F o r 
e x a m p l e , i f an arguer agrees to the p r o p o s i t i o n that t i p p i n g leads to b a d 
consequences , she becomes c o m m i t t e d to that p r o p o s i t i o n . E a c h p a r t i c i ­
pant in a d i a l o g u e has a c o m m i t m e n t set, somet imes c a l l e d a c o m m i t m e n t 
store, i n w h i c h a l l the c o m m i t m e n t s o f e a c h p a r t i c i p a n t are r e c o r d e d . 
W h e n a p a r t i c i p a n t i n c u r s a c o m m i t m e n t , i t i s i n s e r t e d i n t o her c o m m i t ­
m e n t set. T h u s each c o m m i t m e n t i s s tored in a k i n d of data base c o n t a i n i n g 
a l i s t of p r o p o s i t i o n s that a p a r t i c i p a n t in the d i a l o g u e has gone on r e c o r d 
as accept ing . Ideal ly , s u c h c o m m i t m e n t s are k e p t t rack of in a database . In 
r e a l l i f e , p a r t i c i p a n t s of ten forget the i r c o m m i t m e n t s or s o m e t i m e s e v e n 
t ry t o h i d e t h e m . S o m e t i m e s p e o p l e w i l l argue about t h e m . F o r e x a m p l e , 
one p e r s o n m i g h t say that another p e r s o n once m a i n t a i n e d that c a p i t a l 
p u n i s h m e n t i s j u s t i f i e d , w h i l e he (the s e c o n d person) m i g h t i n s i s t that he 
never s a i d that. S i n c e there i s no p u b l i c r e c o r d o f w h a t he s a i d or d i d n ' t 
say, there i s no w a y of c h e c k i n g . H o w e v e r , i d e a l l y , in a d i a l o g u e , there 
s h o u l d be a r e c o r d of the p r e v i o u s m o v e s in the d i a l o g u e a n d a r e c o r d of 
the c o m m i t m e n t s o f b o t h part ies . 

W h e n a p a r t i c i p a n t in a d ia logue has c o m m i t t e d herse l f to a c e r t a i n 
p r o p o s i t i o n t h e n she i s b o u n d to acceptance o f that p r o p o s i t i o n i f the 
i ssue arises aga in later in the d ia logue . Let 's take an e x a m p l e f r o m the 
d i s p u t e o n t i p p i n g . S u p p o s e H e l e n has, p r e v i o u s l y i n the d i a l o g u e , agreed 
to the p r o p o s i t i o n that a n y pract ice that r e w a r d s exce l lence of serv ice is 
a g o o d prac t i ce . A n d s u p p o s e that, a t some other p o i n t in the d i a l o g u e , 
she agreed to the p r o p o s i t i o n that t i p p i n g r e w a r d s exce l l ence of service . 
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T h e n i t w o u l d b e a p p r o p r i a t e for B o b t o use the f o l l o w i n g argument i n 
the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . 

A n y pract ice that r e w a r d s exce l lence of serv ice i s a g o o d prac t i ce . 

T i p p i n g r e w a r d s exce l l ence o f service . 

Therefore , t i p p i n g is a g o o d pract ice . 

B o b p o i n t s out, let's say, that th i s argument i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d a n d that 
H e l e n i s c o m m i t t e d to b o t h premises . Because the s tructure of the argu­
m e n t i s v a l i d , once B o b has p o i n t e d out that H e l e n i s c o m m i t t e d t o the 
p r e m i s e s , she also has to accept the c o n c l u s i o n of th i s argument as a 
c o m m i t m e n t o f hers . W h a t i s s h o w n here i s that once y o u are c o m m i t t e d 
to some p r o p o s i t i o n s in a d ia logue , y o u m a y also be c o m m i t t e d to o t h ­
ers, e v e n i f y o u d i d not r e a l i z e it . Y o u m a y b e c o m e c o m m i t t e d t o other 
p r o p o s i t i o n s that f o l l o w l o g i c a l l y f r o m ones y o u p r e v i o u s l y accepted a s 
true. 

O n e c a n c e r t a i n l y see w h y H e l e n s h o u l d h a v e t o accept the p r o p o s i ­
t i o n ' T i p p i n g is a g o o d p r a c t i c e ' as a c o m m i t m e n t of hers once B o b has 
p u t f o r w a r d the a rgument above. I f she denies t h i s p r o p o s i t i o n i s true, she 
has b e e n s h o w n t o b e i n c o n s i s t e n t i n her c o m m i t m e n t s . A n d a s s h o w n 
i n chapter 1 , s e c t i o n 1 , i n c o n s i s t e n c y i s a v e r y b a d t h i n g i n l o g i c . I f y o u 
c o n t r a d i c t yourse l f , t h e n e v e r y t h i n g y o u have s a i d c a n n o t b e true. I n c o n ­
s i s tency i s a n i m p o r t a n t s i g n o f error i n c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n . A s t h i n g s 
s tand, B o b has s h o w n that H e l e n has i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t s i n the 
d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . T h u s , H e l e n has t o r e s p o n d s o m e h o w a n d d e a l w i t h 
Bob's c r i t i c i s m . 

W h e n B o b u s e d the argument above, h o w e v e r , i t p o s e d another p r o b ­
l e m for H e l e n i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . A c c e p t a n c e o f the c o n c l u s i o n 
w o u l d m e a n that she has c o n c e d e d that B o b i s r i g h t that t i p p i n g i s a g o o d 
prac t i ce . B u t i n the d i a l o g u e , she does not agree w i t h that p r o p o s i t i o n 
at a l l . She is against i t . I n d e e d , i f she w e r e to accept i t , s u c h a c o m m i t ­
m e n t w o u l d m e a n that she has lost the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n o n t i p p i n g . T h i s 
c o n c e s s i o n w o u l d m e a n that i n the d i a l o g u e , B o b has b e e n s u c c e s s f u l i n 
p r o v i n g h i s thesis . So H e l e n i s in a p i c k l e here , u n l e s s she c a n retract 
her c o m m i t m e n t to one of the premises . S h o u l d she be a l l o w e d to do 
this? T h e answer i s that in a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , i t s h o u l d be a l l o w e d . 
H e l e n c a n d o i t b y e x p l a i n i n g w h y she c h a n g e d h e r m i n d . S u p p o s e , for 
e x a m p l e , she dec ides to retract her c o m m i t m e n t to the p r o p o s i t i o n that 
t i p p i n g r e w a r d s e x c e l l e n c e o f service , s a y i n g , " T h a t ' s n o t r e a l l y r ight , a n d 
a l t h o u g h i t l o o k e d r ight a t f i rs t , I n o w t h i n k i t i s w r o n g a n d I reject i t . " 

H e l e n m i g h t e v e n g ive s o m e reasons w h y she t h i n k s th is p r o p o s i t i o n i s not 

true. T h i s k i n d o f m o v e seems genera l ly v e r y reasonable i n a p e r s u a s i o n 

d i a l o g u e . In s u c h a d i a l o g u e , w h e n c o n f r o n t e d by a r a t i o n a l a r g u m e n t 

that i s l o g i c a l l y reasonable a n d persuas ive , y o u are s u p p o s e d to accept 

the c o n c l u s i o n , e v e n i f y o u p r e v i o u s l y d i d n o t accept i t . R e t r a c t i o n o f t h i s 

sort i s part o f b e i n g o p e n - m i n d e d in a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . Y o u h a v e to 

b e o p e n t o n e w e v i d e n c e a n d t o c h a n g i n g y o u r m i n d i f y o u r p r e v i o u s 

p o s i t i o n w a s s h o w n t o b e w r o n g . T h u s , r e t r a c t i o n o f c o m m i t m e n t s h o u l d 

somet imes b e a l l o w e d i n a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . 

T h e centra l t e c h n i c a l p r o b l e m i n f o r m a l m o d e l s o f p e r s u a s i o n d i a ­

logue i s t o def ine the prec i se c o n d i t i o n s u n d e r w h i c h re t rac t ion s h o u l d b e 

a l l o w e d . T h i s i s n o t a n easy p r o b l e m , a n d w e s h a l l not t ry t o so lve i t here. 

Suff ice i t to say that there c a n be di f ferent k i n d s of p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , 

some w i t h str icter r u l e s , i n c l u d i n g ru les o f re t rac t ion , a n d some w i t h m o r e 

p e r m i s s i v e r u l e s . T h e r e are three general r e q u i r e m e n t s on c o m m i t m e n t 

i n d i a l o g u e that c a n b e stated, h o w e v e r , a n d that p a r t i c i p a n t s s h o u l d b e 

h e l d to. 

Three General Requirements on Commitment in Dialogue 

1. If a p r o p o n e n t is c o m m i t t e d to a set of statements, a n d the r e s p o n d e n t 

c a n s h o w that another statement f o l l o w s l o g i c a l l y as a c o n c l u s i o n 

f r o m that set, t h e n the r e s p o n d e n t i s c o m m i t t e d to that c o n c l u s i o n . 

2. T h e r e s p o n d e n t has the r ight to retract c o m m i t m e n t to that c o n c l u ­

s i o n , b u t she m u s t also retract c o m m i t m e n t to at least one of the 

premises . F o r o t h e r w i s e i t has b e e n s h o w n that she has i n c o n s i s t e n t 

c o m m i t m e n t s . 

3 . I f one par ty in a d i a l o g u e c a n s h o w that the other par ty has i n c o n s i s ­

tent c o m m i t m e n t s , t h e n the s e c o n d par ty m u s t retract at least one of 

those c o m m i t m e n t s . 

A s s h o w n i n chapter 1 , i n c o n s i s t e n c y i s g e n e r a l l y a b a d t h i n g i n l o g i c . I f 

a set of statements is i n c o n s i s t e n t , they cannot a l l be true. At least one 

m u s t be false. T h u s i f an arguer tries to m a i n t a i n a set of c o m m i t m e n t s 

that i s i n c o n s i s t e n t , i t m e a n s that there i s s o m e t h i n g not r ight in h e r p o s i ­

t i o n . T h u s the other par ty c a n use s u c h a f inding of i n c o n s i s t e n c y as a 

c r i t i c i s m . 
Indeed , in chapter 3 , sec t ion 7 , the a r g u m e n t a t i o n scheme for A r g u ­

m e n t f r o m Incons is tent C o m m i t m e n t w a s presented . I t i s a negat ive f o r m 
o f argument f r o m c o m m i t m e n t . W h e n c o n f r o n t e d w i t h s u c h a n argument , 
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a r e s p o n d e n t m u s t r e p l y b y d e a l i n g w i t h the c r i t i c i s m . B u t i t i s p o s s i b l e 

for h i m t o d o th is w i t h o u t l o s i n g the d i a l o g u e just because a n i n c o n s i s ­

tency has b e e n f o u n d i n h i s c o m m i t m e n t set. H e c a n g o fur ther i n t o the 

detai ls o f the case, a n d he m a y be able to s h o w w h y the i n c o n s i s t e n c y 

i s o n l y apparent a n d not rea l . In some cases, i t c a n l o o k as i f an arguer's 

p o s i t i o n i s incons i s ten t , b u t further c l a r i f i c a t i o n m a y s h o w that there i s 

not r e a l l y an i n c o n s i s t e n c y there or that i t c a n be dealt w i t h by m a k ­

i n g some correc t ions . I f an argument has b e e n g o i n g on for qui te a f e w 

m o v e s , a party 's v i e w p o i n t i n the d i a l o g u e m a y cons i s t o f m a n y s ing le 

c o m m i t m e n t s , a n d the l o g i c a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s a m o n g these c o m m i t m e n t s 

c a n b e qui te c o m p l e x . A l s o , i n rea l i s t i c e v e r y d a y a r g u m e n t a t i o n , i t c a n b e 

qui te h a r d or e v e n i m p o s s i b l e to keep an exact r e c o r d o f a l l an arguer's 

c o m m i t m e n t s she i n c u r r e d in the past. T h u s as a matter of general p o l ­

i cy , c o m m i t m e n t sets do n o t a l w a y s have to be consis tent . H o w e v e r , i f 

one par ty in a d i a l o g u e p o i n t s out correc t ly that the other party 's c o m ­

m i t m e n t s are i n c o n s i s t e n t , the party a c c u s e d of i n c o n s i s t e n c y has to d e a l 

w i t h th i s c r i t i c i s m a t her nex t m o v e . 

T o g ive another i l l u s t r a t i o n o f h o w these r u l e s c o n c e r n i n g c o m m i t ­

m e n t w o r k , let's go b a c k once again to the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g . S u p p o s e 

H e l e n gets B o b to agree that t i p p i n g has b a d consequences in a t least 

some cases, c i t i n g the t i m e a w a i t e r s p i l l e d s o u p on her h u s b a n d ' s sui t , 

because there w a s a m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g over t i p p i n g . In the chapter on 

a r g u m e n t a t i o n schemes , i t w a s s h o w n that the f o l l o w i n g f o r m o f argu­

m e n t i s reasonable . 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR ARGUMENT F R O M NEGATIVE 

CONSEQUENCES 

PREMISE: I f A is brought about, b a d consequences w i l l p l a u s i b l y occur . 

CONCLUSION: A s h o u l d not be brought about. 

S i n c e B o b has agreed that t i p p i n g has b a d consequences , i t f o l l o w s f r o m 

th is f o r m of argument that he i s also c o m m i t t e d to the c o n c l u s i o n that 

t i p p i n g s h o u l d not be brought about. In other w o r d s , he i s c o m m i t t e d 

to the statement that t i p p i n g is the sort of p r a c t i c e that s h o u l d not be 

c o n t i n u e d . H i s c o m m i t m e n t s i m p l y that i t i s a b a d prac t i ce o f a k i n d that 

ought to be s t o p p e d . B u t th is c o m m i t m e n t i s i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h Bob's p o i n t 

o f v i e w i n the d i a l o g u e . H e i s p r o - t i p p i n g . I n other w o r d s , h e i s c o m m i t t e d 

to the p r o p o s i t i o n that t i p p i n g is a g o o d prac t i ce of a k i n d that s h o u l d be 

c o n t i n u e d . S o B o b i s n o w i n a p i c k l e o f the same k i n d that H e l e n w a s 

EXERCISE 
5.2 

THREE 

i n above. H e m u s t retract a t least one o f h i s c o m m i t m e n t s . T h i s e x a m p l e 

s h o w s h o w a r g u m e n t a t i o n schemes c a n b e b i n d i n g i n a d i a l o g u e a n d h o w 

they c a n be u s e d to c r i t i c i z e an arguer's p o s i t i o n . S u c h a c r i t i c i s m of 

i n c o n s i s t e n c y gives r ise to the n e e d for r e t r a c t i o n of a c o m m i t m e n t . 

In exercise 1.7, four s a m p l e dia logues w e r e presented in w h i c h there w a s a 

p r o b l e m r e g a r d i n g the c o n s i s t e n c y o f an arguer's c o m m i t m e n t set. A n a l y z e 

each d i a l o g u e t o s h o w h o w the p r o b l e m s h o u l d b e r e s o l v e d i n a c c o r d w i t h 

the three genera l r e q u i r e m e n t s o n c o m m i t m e n t i n d i a l o g u e . 

Other Types of Dialogue 

S o far w e h a v e b e e n c o n c e r n e d o n l y w i t h the r u l e s for c o m m i t m e n t m a n ­

agement in p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . B u t there are other types of d i a l o g u e as 

w e l l i n w h i c h a r g u m e n t a t i o n c a n occur , a n d each o f t h e m requires di f ­

ferent k i n d s o f c o m m i t m e n t ru les . I n a d d i t i o n t o p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , 

there are f ive other bas i c types of d i a l o g u e for a r g u m e n t a t i o n : n e g o t i a t i o n 

d i a l o g u e , i n q u i r y , d e l i b e r a t i o n , i n f o r m a t i o n - s e e k i n g d i a l o g u e , a n d eris­

t ic d i a l o g u e . T h e m a i n character is t ics o f each type are s u m m a r i z e d i n 

Table 5.1. 

E a c h type of d i a l o g u e has its c o l l e c t i v e goa l as a f r a m e w o r k g o v e r n i n g 

b o t h p a r t i c i p a n t s a n d a l l the i r m o v e s . B u t t h e n , each p a r t i c i p a n t also has 

a n i n d i v i d u a l goa l . A n argument i s u s e f u l i n a f r a m e w o r k o f d i a l o g u e t o 

the extent that i t contr ibutes to the c o l l e c t i v e g o a l of the d i a l o g u e . T h u s , an 

argument , as the t e r m is u s e d in th is chapter , p r e s u p p o s e s a c o n v e r s a t i o n a l 

f ramework w h e r e there i s a v e r b a l exchange b e t w e e n t w o part ies a n d 

TABLE 5.1 TYPES OF DIALOGUE 

Type of dialogue Initial situation Participant's goal Goal of dialogue 

Persuasion Conflict of opinions Persuade other party Resolve or clarify issue 

Inquiry Need to have proof Find and verify 
evidence 

Prove (disprove) 
hypothesis 

Negotiation Conflict of interests Get what you most 

want 

Reasonable 
settlement that 
both can live with 

Information seeking Need information Acquire or give 
information 

Exchange information 

Deliberation Dilemma or practical 

choice 

Coordinate goals and 

actions 

Decide best available 
course of action 

Eristic Personal conflict Verbally hit out at 
opponent 

Reveal deeper basis of 
conflict 
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w h e r e r e a s o n i n g i s u s e d by the t w o part ies for some p u r p o s e r e l a t i n g to 
this c o n v e r s a t i o n a l exchange. T h u s , a l l o f the types o f d i a l o g u e r e q u i r e 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n . E a c h par ty m u s t take t u r n s m a k i n g its m o v e s a n d m u s t m a k e 
each m o v e a c c o r d i n g to the ru les for the d i a l o g u e to be success fu l . B u t 
w i t h i n th i s c o l l a b o r a t i v e f r a m e w o r k , there i s a lso r o o m for o p p o s i t i o n . 
F o r e x a m p l e , in a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e each p a r t y advocates h i s or her 
o w n v i e w p o i n t a n d attacks the o p p o s e d v i e w p o i n t u s i n g the strongest 
arguments a n d c r i t i c i s m s she or he c a n f ind . 

E v e r y d i a l o g u e i n w h i c h a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s u s e d has four stages. A t the 
c o n f r o n t a t i o n stage, the thesis of one p a r t y is stated, a n d the nature of the 
o p p o s i t i o n of the other par ty to that thesis i s d e t e r m i n e d . At th is stage, 
the i s sue o f the d i a l o g u e i s f o r m u l a t e d a n d agreed t o b y b o t h part ies . A t 
the o p e n i n g stage, the arguers d e c i d e to b e g i n the d i s c u s s i o n , a n d agree to 
f o l l o w the ru les a p p r o p r i a t e for that type o f d i a l o g u e . A t the a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
stage, the t w o s ides p u t f o r w a r d the i r arguments to d e f e n d the i r v i e w s , 
a n d each c r i t i c a l l y quest ions the arguments p u t f o r w a r d b y the other. 
A t the c l o s i n g stage, the d i s c u s s i o n i s t e r m i n a t e d , a n d i f one p a r t y has 
f u l f i l l e d its goal , the other s i d e m u s t c o n c e d e . 2 W h e t h e r an argument or a 
q u e s t i o n i s a p p r o p r i a t e d e p e n d s on w h a t stage o f a d i a l o g u e i t occurs i n . 
F o r e x a m p l e , a q u e s t i o n about h o w to f o r m u l a t e the i ssue of the d i a l o g u e 
m a y be re levant a t the c o n f r o n t a t i o n stage, b u t that v e r y same q u e s t i o n 
m i g h t be i r r e l e v a n t i f a s k e d d u r i n g the a r g u m e n t a t i o n stage. 

F o r e x a m p l e , i n a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n , each p a r t y m u s t state its p o i n t 
o f v i e w on the i ssue to be d i s c u s s e d , a n d i t m u s t be m a d e clear w h e t h e r 
the d i a l o g u e is a d i s p u t e or a dissent . At th is stage, the b u r d e n of p r o o f 
that each s ide has t a k e n o n i s m a d e clear. A t the o p e n i n g stage, b o t h s ides 
m u s t agree that the d i a l o g u e they w i l l take part i n i s a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n , 
as they agree to ab ide by the ru les for a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n . D u r i n g the 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n stage, as i l l u s t r a t e d by the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g a n d the 
other d ia logues i n chapter 1 , each s ide p u t s f o r w a r d arguments i n s u p p o r t 
o f its o w n v i e w p o i n t a n d c r i t i c a l l y quest ions the arguments p u t f o r w a r d b y 
the other s ide . At the c l o s i n g stage, the s ide that h a d the w e a k e r a rgument 
g i v e n to s u p p o r t its v i e w p o i n t m u s t g ive in to the s i d e that h a d the stronger 
argument . At th is stage in a s u c c e s s f u l c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n , the c o n f l i c t o f 
o p i n i o n s i s r e s o l v e d . 

T h e s e c o n d type of d i a l o g u e that is a f r a m e w o r k for a rgument is c a l l e d 
the i n q u i r y . T h e i n q u i r y stems f r o m a k i n d of unset t ledness that i s the l a c k 

2 See van Eemeren and Grootendorst, Argumentation, Communication and Fallacies 
pp. 34-37. 

of a d e c i s i v e p r o o f of some c l a i m w h e r e there is a n e e d to de f in i t e ly , one 
w a y or the other, p r o v e that this c l a i m i s t rue or false. N o w i t m a y be the 
case that, e v e n after an exhaust ive c o l l e c t i o n of e v i d e n c e , th i s p a r t i c u l a r 
p r o p o s i t i o n cannot b e ei ther p r o v e d o r d i s p r o v e d . B u t that f i n d i n g c a n 
be a u s e f u l o u t c o m e of the i n q u i r y , too. I f i t c a n be s h o w n that, despi te a 
c o l l e c t i o n o f a l l the re levant data, the p r o p o s i t i o n c a n n e i t h e r b e p r o v e d 
n o r d i s p r o v e d , t h e n a t least i t c a n be s h o w n that i t s h o u l d n o t be t a k e n 
for granted that the p r o p o s i t i o n is set t led or accepted as true. 

T h e i n q u i r y i s a h i g h l y co l labora t ive f r a m e w o r k o f argument i n w h i c h 
h i g h s tandards of p r o o f are a d o p t e d . A g r o u p of invest igators c o l l e c t a l l 
the re levant data that are ava i lab le b o t h for a n d against a p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o ­
s i t i o n that i s a t i s sue . T h e y t h e n organize the e v i d e n c e , once i t i s c o l l e c t e d , 
a n d r e a c h a stage w h e r e they agree that t h i s i s a l l the e v i d e n c e that c a n be 
f o u n d . T h e y t h e n r e a c h a n a r g u m e n t a t i o n stage. T h e y at tempt t o d r a w out 
c o n c l u s i o n s i n a n o r d e r l y w a y , b u i l t o n the s o l i d f o u n d a t i o n o f p r e m i s e s 
p r o v i d e d by the g i v e n e v i d e n c e , so that the p r o p o s i t i o n a t i ssue c a n be 
d e f i n i t i v e l y p r o v e d or d i s p r o v e d . T h u s , the g o a l o f the i n q u i r y i s to p r o v e 
that a p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n is true or false or, i f that fa i l s , to s h o w v e r y 
d e f i n i t e l y that e x i s t i n g e v i d e n c e i s i n s u f f i c i e n t to p r o v e i t or d i s p r o v e 
i t . In a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , p a r t i c i p a n t s are f a i r l y free to change t h e i r 
m i n d s a n d retract a p r e v i o u s c o m m i t m e n t . I n d e e d , as n o t e d above , o p e n -
m i n d e d n e s s i s qui te an i m p o r t a n t p r o p e r t y in a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . I f 
a s t rong argument b a s e d on n e w e v i d e n c e is f o u n d that goes against a 
p r o p o s i t i o n a n arguer w a s p r e v i o u s l y c o m m i t t e d to, t h e n the p a r t i c i p a n t 
i n a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e s h o u l d retract h i s p r e v i o u s c o m m i t m e n t . T h e 
p u r p o s e o f the i n q u i r y i s t o m i n i m i z e o r e v e n e l i m i n a t e the n e e d for s u c h 
retract ions . T h e m e t h o d o f the i n q u i r y i s t o p r o c e e d c a r e f u l l y b y accept­
i n g as p r e m i s e s o n l y p r o p o s i t i o n s that are d e f i n i t e l y es tab l i shed by strong 
e v i d e n c e as true or false. T h e reason i s that there w i l l be no n e e d in the 
future to have to go b a c k a n d retract these p r e m i s e s , a n d t h e n start a w h o l e 
n e w l i n e o f r e a s o n i n g b a s e d o n di f ferent p r e m i s e s . 

T h e i n q u i r y i s of ten associated w i t h a p h i l o s o p h y o f f o u n d a t i o n a l -
i s m , w h e r e the use of r e a s o n i n g is c o m p a r e d to the c o n s t r u c t i o n of a 
b u i l d i n g w h e r e the b u i l d e r s start w i t h f i r m l y e s t a b l i s h e d f o u n d a t i o n s a n d 
t h e n b u i l d u p w a r d o n t h e m . Sc ient is ts a n d p h i l o s o p h e r s have of ten por­
t r a y e d reasoned argument in sc ience as t a k i n g the f o r m of the i n q u i r y . 
A r i s t o t l e felt that w h a t he c a l l e d d e m o n s t r a t i o n (or i n q u i r y , in o u r terms) 
w a s the best m o d e l for sc ient i f i c reasoning . Descartes , a sc ient is t as w e l l 
as a p h i l o s o p h e r , w a s a strong e x p o n e n t of the i n q u i r y as a k i n d of 
argument a p p r o p r i a t e for b o t h sc ient i f i c a n d p h i l o s o p h i c a l r e a s o n i n g . H e 
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e v e n argued that p r e m i s e s i n a n i n q u i r y s h o u l d b e i n d u b i t a b l e , o r b e y o n d 
a l l p o s s i b i l i t y o f doubt . O t h e r f o u n d a t i o n a l i s t s h a v e not b e e n th i s extreme. 
B u t t h e y e m p h a s i z e that e v i d e n c e s h o u l d b e f i r m l y es tab l i shed before 
sc ient i f i c c o n c l u s i o n s are d r a w n f r o m it . W h e t h e r these c l a i m s for the 
s tructure of r e a s o n e d sc ient i f i c a r g u m e n t are t rue , h o w e v e r , i s the subject 
of m u c h controversy . I t seems g e n e r a l l y that, at the later stages of s c i ­
ent i f ic research, w h e r e resul ts are s o l i d i f i e d a n d presented to col leagues 
a n d the p u b l i c , s c ien t i f i c r e a s o n i n g does take a f o r m of argument v e r y 
s i m i l a r to the i n q u i r y . H o w e v e r , at the ear l ier stages, w h e r e a lo t of cre­
ative g u e s s w o r k i s i n v o l v e d i n arguments about sc ient i f i c hypotheses , 
the i n q u i r y i s p r o b a b l y n o t a v e r y u s e f u l m o d e l o f sc ient i f i c argument . 
T h e A m e r i c a n p h i l o s o p h e r a n d sc ient i s t C h a r l e s S . P e i r c e argued that 
there i s a n i n i t i a l d i s c o v e r y stage i n s c i e n t i f i c r e a s o n i n g . A t th is d i s c o v ­
ery stage, a b d u c t i v e in ference i s u s e d to c o n s t r u c t p l a u s i b l e hypotheses . 
These hypotheses c a n later be v e r i f i e d or f a l s i f i e d as d e d u c t i v e or i n d u c ­
t ive arguments , once t h e y are tested b y e x p e r i m e n t s a n d other k i n d s o f 
sc ient i f i c e v i d e n c e . B u t the use of p l a u s i b l e h y p o t h e s e s a t the d i s c o v ­
ery stage can l e a d t o better results m o r e q u i c k l y b y c u t t i n g d o w n o n the 
t i m e a n d expense o f tes t ing a l l the p o s s i b l e h y p o t h e s e s that c o u l d b e 
cons t ruc ted . 

T h e t h i r d type o f d i a l o g u e i s the n e g o t i a t i o n d i a l o g u e . I n n e g o t i a t i o n 
d ia logue , matters of the t r u t h a n d f a l s i t y of a p r o p o s i t i o n are secondary . 
Instead, the p u r p o s e of a n e g o t i a t i o n d i a l o g u e is for b o t h part ies to "get 
a g o o d d e a l , " that i s , to r e a c h an agreement that b o t h part ies c a n f ind 
acceptable e v e n i f i t i n v o l v e s some gains a n d losses for b o t h . T h e k i n d 
of unset t ledness that is character is t ic of n e g o t i a t i o n d i a l o g u e is a c o n f l i c t 
o f interest . T h i s i s a k i n d of c o n f l i c t that f r e q u e n t l y i n v o l v e s f inanc ia l 
interests - that i s , each par ty has s o m e t h i n g to lose or g a i n m o n e t a r i l y by 
the o u t c o m e of the argument . In the t y p e o f n e g o t i a t i o n d i a l o g u e c a l l e d 
d i s t r i b u t i v e b a r g a i n i n g , there is a c o n f l i c t of interest b e t w e e n the t w o 
part ies , a n d the d i a l o g u e i s a z e r o - s u m game in the sense that one par ty ' s 
g a i n is the other's loss . H o w e v e r , there are also other n e g o t i a t i o n d ia lo gue s 
w h e r e the issue i s not p u r e l y e c o n o m i c b u t c o n c e r n s r e l a t i o n s h i p s a n d 
has t o d o w i t h p e r s o n a l i t i e s a n d m o t i v a t i o n s . 

S o m e of the r u l e s for n e g o t i a t i o n d i a l o g u e are d i f ferent f r o m those of 
p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . F o r e x a m p l e , r u l e 1 o f the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n b a n n e d 
the use of threats as arguments by s tat ing that part ies m u s t not p r e v e n t 
each other f r o m a d v a n c i n g o r cas t ing d o u b t o n each other's v i e w p o i n t s . 
M a k i n g a threat to use p h y s i c a l force of some sort against the other p a r t y 
w o u l d b e h i g h l y i n a p p r o p r i a t e i n a p e r s u a s i o n t y p e o f d i a l o g u e . H o w e v e r , 

threats o f v a r i o u s k i n d s are c o m m o n in n e g o t i a t i o n d i a l o g u e . In a u n i o n -

management negot ia t ion about wages, the u n i o n m a y threaten to go on 

s tr ike i f management does not agree to t h e i r d e m a n d s . As the i r argu­

ment , management m a y t h e n threaten to cut wages or let e m p l o y e e s go. 

In extreme cases, management m a y even threaten to declare b a n k r u p t c y , 

d i s s o l v i n g the c o m p a n y , w i t h the result that everyone i n i t w i l l lose the i r 

jobs. S u c h uses o f threats in argumenta t ion are not n e c e s s a r i l y w r o n g or 

i n a p p r o p r i a t e as part of a negot ia t ion , e v e n t h o u g h u s i n g a threat c a n be 

a r i s k y tactic i n some instances . W h e n u s e d excess ive ly , i n a p p r o p r i a t e l y , 

o r in an u n c o n v i n c i n g w a y , threats can be c o u n t e r p r o d u c t i v e in a negot i ­

a t ion . E v e n so, a threat that m i g h t be h i g h l y i n a p p r o p r i a t e in a p e r s u a s i o n 

dia logue m i g h t not be so in a negot ia t ion d i a l o g u e . F o r e x a m p l e , i f t w o par­

ties were h a v i n g a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n of the a b o r t i o n i ssue in a p h i l o s o p h y 

class, a n d one threatened to beat the other up i f he d i d not i m m e d i a t e l y 

accept her v i e w p o i n t , everyone w o u l d r e c o g n i z e s u c h a m o v e as h i g h l y 

i n a p p r o p r i a t e . I t w o u l d b e u n e t h i c a l a n d p o s s i b l y e v e n i l l e g a l . B u t e v e n 

over a n d above that, i t w o u l d b e i n a p p r o p r i a t e i n the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n 

o n the abor t ion issue. I t w o u l d not h e l p the d i s c u s s i o n r e a c h i ts g o a l a n d 

m i g h t even prevent i t f r o m d o i n g so. 

T h e f o u r t h type o f d ia logue i n w h i c h argument i s u s e d i s c a l l e d 
i n f o r m a t i o n - s e e k i n g d i a l o g u e . In th i s t y p e of d i a l o g u e , the one par ty pre­
s u m a b l y has some i n f o r m a t i o n that the other par ty needs or w a n t s to get. 
T h e role o f the par ty w h o has th is i n f o r m a t i o n i s to t r a n s m i t i t to the par ty 
w h o lacks i t . T h i s type o f d ia logue tends t o b e c o l l a b o r a t i v e a n d n o n -
adversar ia l i n nature . I t starts w i t h a n i n i t i a l s i t u a t i o n w h e r e one par­
t i c i p a n t has some i n f o r m a t i o n that the other par ty lacks . T h e k i n d o f 
unset t ledness that is character is t ic of t h i s t y p e of argument is a l a c k of 
i n f o r m a t i o n o r a n i m b a l a n c e o f i n f o r m a t i o n b e t w e e n t w o part ies . T h e one 
par ty wants or needs to get the i n f o r m a t i o n that the other par ty is a s s u m e d 
to have. A c o m m o n e x a m p l e i s a s k i n g for d i r e c t i o n s w h e n one i s lost . 

A p e r s o n needs to get to a meet ing in L o c k h a r t H a l l b u t has a r r i v e d 
as a stranger at the u n i v e r s i t y a n d does n o t k n o w w h e r e L o c k h a r t 
H a l l is loca ted . E n c o u n t e r i n g a passerby w h o appears to be a s tu ­
dent w h o w o u l d b e l i k e l y t o b e f a m i l i a r w i t h the c a m p u s , she asks 
h i m , " W h e r e i s L o c k h a r t H a l l ? " H e p o i n t s i n a p a r t i c u l a r d i r e c t i o n 
a n d says, "It's just b e h i n d that b u i l d i n g over there. Y o u just h a v e 
t o w a l k a r o u n d t h i s p a t h w a y a n d t h e n t u r n t o y o u r r ight . T h e n 
y o u ' l l see the s i g n for L o c k h a r t H a l l . " 
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I n th is k i n d o f case, the i n f o r m a n t does not h a v e t o b e a n expert o n b u i l d i n g 

loca t ions o r archi tecture . B u t h e i s s o m e o n e w h o i s thought t o b e f a m i l i a r 

w i t h the area a n d thus b e i n a p o s i t i o n t o p r o v i d e the n e e d e d i n f o r m a t i o n . 

B u t in some cases, the i n f o r m a n t needs to be an expert . A s p e c i a l type 

of subcase of i n f o r m a t i o n - s e e k i n g d i a l o g u e is w h e r e the one par ty i s an 

expert i n some d o m a i n o f k n o w l e d g e o r i s i n a s p e c i a l p o s i t i o n t o k n o w 

s o m e t h i n g . F o r e x a m p l e , i f I a m c o n s u l t i n g w i t h m y f i n a n c i a l adviser , I 

m i g h t ask her di f ferent q u e s t i o n s about w h i c h are the best b u y s a m o n g 

the stocks present ly ava i lab le , w h a t are the latest g o v e r n m e n t regula t ions 

o n i n c o m e tax, a n d s o for th . I n t h i s k i n d o f d i a l o g u e , the adviser tr ies t o 

g ive y o u re levant i n f o r m a t i o n y o u n e e d to ar r ive a t a d e c i s i o n on w h a t to 

do . S o d e l i b e r a t i o n m a y u l t i m a t e l y b e i n v o l v e d . B u t the p r i m a r y p u r p o s e 

of the d i a l o g u e is n o t for the t w o part ies j o i n t l y to ar r ive at a d e c i s i o n on 

w h a t to do but for the one p a r t y to give i n f o r m a t i o n to the other. T h e n 

later, in a separate d i a l o g u e or a separate sequence of reasoning , the other 

par ty c a n arr ive a t a d e c i s i o n on w h a t to do . A p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n 

i s an i m p o r t a n t k i n d o f r e a s o n i n g u s e d here. I t i s also v e r y i m p o r t a n t as 

a f o r m of w i t n e s s t e s t i m o n y in l e g a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n . B a l l i s t i c s experts or 

experts o n D N A are c o m m o n l y a s k e d t o g ive l ega l tes t imony. 

T h e f i f th bas ic type o f d i a l o g u e i n w h i c h arguments are u s e d i s c a l l e d 

d e l i b e r a t i o n . D e l i b e r a t i o n c o u l d b e t y p i f i e d , for e x a m p l e , b y the argu­

ments in a t o w n h a l l m e e t i n g w h e r e a g r o u p o f c i t i z e n s have gathered 

together t o d i scuss some p r a c t i c a l p r o b l e m i n t h e i r l o c a l area. T h e y d i s ­

cuss di f ferent s o l u t i o n s o r w a y s o f s o l v i n g the p r o b l e m , a n d , n o r m a l l y , 

the p a r t i c i p a n t s d i v i d e i n t o d i f f e r e n t fact ions o r h o l d p o i n t s o f v i e w a n d 

t h e n argue against the p o s i t i o n o f a n o p p o s e d p o i n t o f v i e w . U l t i m a t e l y , 

h o w e v e r , the i r a i m i s to c o m e to agreement on s o m e l i n e o f a c t i o n that 

they can take i n order t o d e a l w i t h the p r o b l e m . A l t h o u g h one c a n d e l i b ­

erate a lone , l o o k i n g at d i f f e r e n t s i d e s of a p r o b l e m , in other cases there 

c a n b e a large n u m b e r o f p e o p l e i n v o l v e d i n d e l i b e r a t i n g together, a s i n 

a t o w n h a l l meet ing . N e v e r t h e l e s s , i n the s i m p l e s t t y p e o f case, w h i c h 

w e w i l l c o n s i d e r a s o u r m o d e l , t h e r e are just t w o part ies i n v o l v e d i n the 

d e l i b e r a t i o n , represent ing t w o o p p o s e d p o i n t s o f v i e w o n h o w t o so lve 

a p r o b l e m . 3 At the o p e n i n g stage, an i ssue or ' g o v e r n i n g q u e s t i o n ' about 

The model presented here is that of D a v i d Hitchcock, Peter McBurney, and Simon Parsons, 
^ r T G W f T d D e l | b ^ r a t i o n D i a l o g u e s , " in Argument and Its Applications: Proceedings 

fn^nn!! ^ ° n f e r e n c e °fth* Ontario Society for the Study of Argumentation 
(OSSA 2001) ed. H. V. Hansen, C. W. T i n d a l e , J . A. Blair, and R. H. Johnson, compact disk. 
Also available on Peter McBurney 's W e b page at the Univers i ty of Liverpool , Department 
of Computer Science: http://www.csc.liv.ac.uk/~peter. 
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w h a t s h o u l d b e d o n e i s p o s e d . T h e subsequent d i s c u s s i o n o f t h i s ques­

t i o n w i l l i n c l u d e suggest ing v a r i o u s p r o p o s a l s o r p o s s i b l e a c t i o n o p t i o n s . 

A r g u m e n t s for a n d against the v a r i o u s p r o p o s a l s are d i s c u s s e d . F i n a l l y , 

the p a r t i c i p a n t s , after e x a m i n i n g a l l the re levant arguments , w i l l c o m e t o 

agreement on some r e c o m m e n d e d course of a c t i o n as the best c h o i c e to 

s o l v e the p r o b l e m . 

T h e unse t t l edness character is t ic o f the d e l i b e r a t i o n type o f d i a l o g u e 

is a d i f fe rence of o p i n i o n on w h a t the t w o part ies c o n s i d e r a p r u d e n t 

course o f a c t i o n w o u l d be in order to so lve a p r o b l e m that they are c o n ­

f r o n t e d w i t h , w h i c h requi res some sort o f a c t i o n . I t i s also charac ter i s t i c 

o f a r g u m e n t i n d e l i b e r a t i o n that k n o w l e d g e i s i n s u f f i c i e n t t o d e t e r m i n e 

c l e a r l y the c h o i c e that needs to be m a d e . So , a l t h o u g h k n o w l e d g e b a s e d 

o n p r o b a b i l i t y i s f r e q u e n t l y re levant i n d e l i b e r a t i o n , th is k i n d o f k n o w l ­

edge by i t se l f i s g e n e r a l l y i n s u f f i c i e n t to reso lve the issue . In the s i m p l e s t 

k i n d of case of d e l i b e r a t i o n , there i s a d i rec t c o n f l i c t b e t w e e n t w o p o s s i ­

b l e courses of a c t i o n , a n d a c h o i c e needs to be m a d e b e t w e e n these t w o 

courses . T h i s t y p e o f case i s f requent ly c a l l e d a d i l e m m a i n p h i l o s o p h y . 

E x a m p l e s w o u l d b e the a b o r t i o n d i s p u t e o r the d i s p u t e o n e u t h a n a s i a , 

w h e r e the arguments o n b o t h s ides focus d o w n t o t w o s t rongly o p p o s e d 

c h o i c e s or p o s s i b l e courses of ac t ion . 

P r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g i s the type o f r e a s o n i n g most f r e q u e n t l y u s e d i n 

arguments i n d e l i b e r a t i o n d i a l o g u e . A n d , a s w e w i l l l e a r n i n chapter 8 , 

p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g tends t o b e p r e s u m p t i v e i n nature . A r g u m e n t a t i o n 

in a d e l i b e r a t i o n d i a l o g u e t y p i c a l l y takes the f o r m of p r a c t i c a l reason­

i n g , c h a i n i n g together goals a n d p o s s i b l e courses o f a c t i o n that w o u l d b e 

m e a n s t o i m p l e m e n t those goals i n a p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n . T h e c o n c l u s i o n 

of s u c h a c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n states that a p r a c t i c a l l y w i s e (or p r u d e n t ) 

p e r s o n ought to select some p a r t i c u l a r course of a c t i o n d e s i g n a t e d as the 

c o n c l u s i o n o f the argument . 

T h e s i x t h t y p e o f d i a l o g u e i n w h i c h argument c o m m o n l y o c c u r s i s 

the er i s t i c d i a l o g u e . I t is essent ia l ly a q u a r r e l w h e r e each par ty attacks 

the other p a r t y by a n y means o f a rgument that seems a v a i l a b l e . In the 

q u a r r e l , u n l i k e the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n , the r e a s o n i n g s k i p s f r o m one t o p i c 

to another v e r y r a p i d l y . So , in the q u a r r e l , a h i g h degree of i r r e l e v a n c e 

i s to lera ted . T h e k i n d o f unset t ledness that i s character is t ic o f a rgument 

i n a q u a r r e l i s a n a n t a g o n i s m b e t w e e n t w o part ies , each o f w h o m has 

a p e r c e i v e d grudge or gr ievance against the other that is d e e p l y felt . In 

a q u a r r e l , one p a r t y of ten lashes out at the other in p e r s o n a l attacks. In 

p o l i t e c o n v e r s a t i o n , for e x a m p l e , i n n o r m a l bus iness affairs, i t w o u l d not 

be r e g a r d e d as a p p r o p r i a t e to b r i n g up s u c h grudges or gr ievances . In fact, 

http://www.csc.liv.ac.uk/~peter
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n o r m a l , s m o o t h l y f u n c t i o n i n g , p o l i t e c o n v e r s a t i o n a l argument i s m a d e 
p o s s i b l e by s u p p r e s s i n g the urge to g ive v e n t to q u a r r e l i n g . W h e n the 
q u a r r e l does arr ive , i t is often l i k e a s u d d e n t h u n d e r s t o r m . I t is u n a n ­
t i c i p a t e d a n d arr ives o n the scene q u i c k l y . T h e d e e p l y h e l d grudge t h e n 
emerges to the surface. C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g case. 

A m a r r i e d c o u p l e i s h a v i n g a n argument about w h o s h o u l d take 
out the garbage, w h o forgot to take out the garbage on a p a r t i c u l a r 
day, o r some r e l a t i v e l y t r i v i a l i n c i d e n t l i k e th i s . B u t t h e n s u d ­
d e n l y , one o f the part ies br ings u p some d e e p l y h e l d gr ievance 
a n d begins to attack the other par ty as b e i n g g u i l t y of some w r o n g 
act. In rep ly , the a t tacked par ty begins to engage in w h a t i s c a l l e d 
c o u n t e r b l a m i n g . 

W h a t i s v e r y character is t i c o f argument in a q u a r r e l i s the ad h o m i n e m , or 
p e r s o n a l attack, t y p e o f argument . E a c h p a r t y b l a m e s the other for s o m e 
s u p p o s e d l y b a d act that o c c u r r e d i n the past a n d o f f e n d e d the other par ty 
deeply . 

T h e i n d i v i d u a l goa l o f each par ty i n the q u a r r e l c o u l d b e d e s c r i b e d a s 
" h i t t i n g o u t " v e r b a l l y a t the o p p o n e n t . T h i s d e s c r i p t i o n suggests that the 
q u a r r e l i s a t r i v i a l a d v e r s a r i a l exchange that has no r e a l v a l u e as an argu­
ment . H o w e v e r , in some instances , the q u a r r e l c a n have a v e r y v a l u a b l e 
benefi t o f a l l o w i n g p o w e r f u l feel ings to be v e n t e d . T h i s cathart ic f u n c t i o n 
i s v a l u a b l e because, in a ser ious q u a r r e l , d e e p l y i n t e r n a l i z e d e m o t i o n s 
c a n be v e n t e d , b a s e d on gr ievances that have b e e n repressed for too l o n g , 
a n d i t c a n be v e r y v a l u a b l e to express t h e m o v e r t l y to the other par ty w h o 
i s i n v o l v e d i n these s u p p o s e d gr ievances . T h u s , e a c h p a r t y c a n get i n s i g h t 
i n t o feel ings that are d e e p l y i m p o r t a n t to the other par ty but w o u l d n o t 
n o r m a l l y b e a p p r o p r i a t e subjects for p o l i t e c o n v e r s a t i o n . T h e r e s u l t i n g 
i n s i g h t c a n be a g o o d basis for f a c i l i t a t i n g p e r s o n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s on a 
l o n g - t e r m basis . F o r e x a m p l e , one par ty m a y h a v e a n a n n o y i n g m a n n e r ­
i s m that the other p e r s o n does not w a n t to m e n t i o n because i t c o u l d g i v e 
offense. B u t d u r i n g a q u a r r e l , i t c o u l d b e c o m e apparent h o w m u c h the 
one p e r s o n in the past has b e e n o f f e n d e d by t h i s hab i t she perce ives as 
b e i n g s o detestable. T h e other par ty t h e n m a y say s o m e t h i n g l i k e , " I d i d n ' t 
r ea l i z e h o w i m p o r t a n t that w a s t o y o u o r h o w m u c h i t b o t h e r e d y o u , s o 
i n the future , I w i l l t ry v e r y h a r d not t o i n d u l g e i n th i s h a b i t . " 

E r i s t i c d i a l o g u e i s the m o s t a d v e r s a r i a l a n d least c o l l a b o r a t i v e o f 
a l l the s i x bas ic types o f d i a l o g u e . Y o u c o u l d a l m o s t say i t i s p u r e l y 
a d v e r s a r i a l , except that in order to h a v e a q u a r r e l , p a r t i c i p a n t s m u s t a t 

least co l laborate i n f o l l o w i n g some m i n i m a l r u l e s . F o r e x a m p l e , t h e y m u s t 

take turns . I f one p a r t y b l o c k s the other p a r t y f r o m t a k i n g its t u r n to attack, 

we d o n ' t r e a l l y h a v e a quarre l . A q u a r r e l has to go b a c k a n d for th . Of 

course , the q u a r r e l i s s t i l l v e r y a d v e r s a r i a l a n d i n m a n y instances h i g h l y 

chaot i c . O n e p a r t y w i l l of ten t ry t o d o m i n a t e the d i a l o g u e b y c o n t i n u i n g 

t o argue l o u d l y , thus b l o c k i n g the other f r o m s p e a k i n g . O r one p a r t y w i l l 

t e l l the other to " s h u t up or e lse" a n d so f o r t h . 

O f t e n , quarre ls seem s i l l y a n d p o i n t l e s s . A n d i n m a n y cases, t h e y are. 

B u t in some respects , quarre ls as arguments do have a ser ious s ide . C o n ­

trary to i n i t i a l appearances , t h e n , the q u a r r e l is a c o n v e r s a t i o n a l f rame­

w o r k that c a n b e u s e f u l i n g i v i n g u s i n s i g h t i n t o the e v a l u a t i o n o f argu­

m e n t s . G e n e r a l l y , h o w e v e r , quarrels generate m o r e heat t h a n l i g h t , a n d the 

p r o g n o s i s on the q u a r r e l , f rom a p o i n t o f v i e w of l o g i c , tends to be gen­

e r a l l y negat ive . O n e p a r t i c u l a r factor to note i s that the q u a r r e l t y p i c a l l y 

e x h i b i t s a n at t i tude o f c l o s e d - m i n d e d n e s s o n the part o f b o t h p a r t i c i p a n t s . 

In other w o r d s , a p a r t i c i p a n t in a q u a r r e l t ends to be h i g h l y u n w i l l i n g to 

a d m i t that she i s w r o n g o r c o u l d b e s h o w n t o b e w r o n g , n o matter h o w 

strong or h o w r e v e a l i n g the arguments of the other s ide t u r n out to be. 

A s n o t e d above, the p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e requires p a r t i c i p a n t s t o r e m a i n 

o p e n - m i n d e d . I n t h i s respect the q u a r r e l s tands i n sharp contrast w i t h 

the p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . T h u s , i f an a rgument shifts f rom a p e r s u a s i o n 

d i a l o g u e (or a n y other t y p e of d i a l o g u e , for that matter) to a q u a r r e l , i t is a 

p a t h o l o g i c a l s i g n of d e t e r i o r a t i o n of the argument . O n c e the a r g u m e n t has 

degenerated i n t o a q u a r r e l , the arguers b e c o m e d o g m a t i c a n d u n a l t e r a b l y 

f ixed in the i r p o s i t i o n s . I t m a y be i m p o s s i b l e to get t h e m out o f t h i s m o d e , 

once they are there. T h u s the onset of the q u a r r e l is a danger to the other 

types of d i a l o g u e . 

EXERCISE 
5.3 

FOUR 

G i v e a br ie f e x a m p l e of each of the f ive types of d i a l o g u e d e s c r i b e d in 

s e c t i o n 2 , e i ther f rom y o u r o w n exper ience or f rom an a c c o u n t o f an argu­

m e n t f o u n d i n a m e d i a source . S h o w h o w the e x a m p l e y o u cite e x e m p l i f i e s 

the character is t ics of that type of d i a l o g u e general ly . 

Simple and Complex Questions 

D i a l o g u e s are m a d e u p o f v a r i o u s k i n d s o f m o v e s , i n a d d i t i o n t o the p u t t i n g 
f o r w a r d of arguments . O n e type o f m o v e stressed in chapter 1 , s e c t i o n 8 , 
i s that o f c r i t i c i z i n g a n argument b y a s k i n g ques t ions . B u t v a r i o u s k i n d s 
o f quest ions c a n b e a s k e d i n a d i a l o g u e . W e n e e d t o b e g i n b y i d e n t i f y i n g 
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several di f ferent types o f quest ions a n d the i r i m p o r t a n t proper t ies . E x a m ­

ples o f four i m p o r t a n t types o f ques t ions are g i v e n b e l o w . 

WHETHER QUESTION: Is B o b conservat ive or l ibera l? 

YES-NO QUESTION : Is B o b conservat ive? 

WHY QUESTION: W h y i s B o b attracted to s o c i a l i s m ? 

CONDITIONAL QUESTION: I f B o b is a c o n s e r v a t i v e , h o w l o n g has he 
been a conservat ive? 

A w h e t h e r q u e s t i o n , also c a l l e d a d i s j u n c t i v e or m u l t i p l e - c h o i c e q u e s t i o n , 

poses a n u m b e r of a l ternat ives , a n d the r e s p o n d e n t is s u p p o s e d to select 

one of t h e m as the answer. A yes-no q u e s t i o n a d m i t s of o n l y t w o d i rec t 

answers , 'yes ' or ' n o , ' a n d m a y be seen as a res t r i c t ive type of w h e t h e r 

q u e s t i o n that offers o n l y these t w o a l ternat ives . F o r the p u r p o s e s of th is 

chapter , there are t w o di f ferent k i n d s o f w h y q u e s t i o n s that n e e d to be d i s ­

t i n g u i s h e d . O n e t y p e is a request for an e x p l a n a t i o n . T h e other is a request 

by the quest ioner that the r e s p o n d e n t f u r n i s h a p r o o f (or argument) for 

some p r o p o s i t i o n that is q u e r i e d . H e r e i t i s i m p o r t a n t to be alert to the 

d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n a n e x p l a n a t i o n a n d a n argument . F i n a l l y , a c o n d i ­

t i o n a l q u e s t i o n conta ins a c o n d i t i o n a l , o r i f - t h e n , p r o p o s i t i o n o f the k i n d 

d e f i n e d i n chapter 1 . O t h e r k i n d s o f ques t ions are w h o ques t ions , w h i c h 

ques t ions , a n d de l ibera t ive quest ions , s u c h a s " W h a t s h a l l I d o n o w ? " 4 

I t is i m p o r t a n t to m a k e the d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n an a n s w e r to a q u e s t i o n 

a n d a r e p l y to a q u e s t i o n . A r e p l y is any v e r b a l response g i v e n in a d i a l o g u e 

f o l l o w i n g the a s k i n g of a q u e s t i o n . A re levant r e p l y is one that meets the 

n e e d expressed by c o n t r i b u t i n g to the d i a l o g u e . R e l e v a n c e o f r e p l i e s i s 

d e f i n e d i n sec t ion 7 o f th is chapter. T h e r e p l y i n the first d i a l o g u e b e l o w 

is not a re levant r e p l y to the q u e s t i o n . 

Thelma: W h e n is Harvey leaving for N e w York? 

Fred: The p h o t o c o p i e r is not w o r k i n g , and the repairman s h o u l d be ca l led . 

T h e response g i v e n in the nex t d i a l o g u e i s a r e l e v a n t r e p l y . 

Thelma: W h e n is Harvey leaving for N e w York? 

Morris: You ' l l have to ask his assistant. 

4 A more complete classification of the different types of questions is given by D a v i d Har-
rah, "The Logic of Questions," in Handbook of Philosophical Logic, ed. D. Gabbay and 
F. Guenther, v o l . 2 (Dordrecht: Reidel , 1984), pp 715-764. 
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N o t e that a l t h o u g h M o r r i s gave a re levant r e p l y to T h e l m a ' s q u e s t i o n in 

the f i r s t e x a m p l e , h e d i d not answer the q u e s t i o n . I f h e h a d s a i d , " H a r v e y 

i s l e a v i n g o n F e b r u a r y 3 for N e w Y o r k , " that w o u l d have b e e n a n answer . 

A d i rec t a n s w e r gives exac t ly the i n f o r m a t i o n requested by the q u e s t i o n , 

w h i l e a n i n d i r e c t a n s w e r (part ia l answer) f u r n i s h e s o n l y s o m e o f that 

i n f o r m a t i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , i n the s e c o n d e x a m p l e above, s u p p o s e M o r r i s 

h a d r e p l i e d , " I ' m not sure , b u t I t h i n k h e i s l e a v i n g next w e e k s o m e t i m e . " 

T h i s r e p l y w o u l d b e a n answer , b u t o n l y a n i n d i r e c t answer . B u t i f h e h a d 

s a i d , " H a r v e y i s l e a v i n g on F e b r u a r y 3 for B a l i , " that w o u l d be a d i r e c t 

answer . B o t h d i rec t a n d i n d i r e c t answers are re levant , b u t a ques t ioner 

prefers a d i rec t a n s w e r i f i t c a n be g i v e n . 

A l l quest ions h a v e p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s . F o r e x a m p l e the q u e s t i o n ' W h e n 

i s H a r v e y l e a v i n g for N e w Y o r k ? ' p r e s u p p o s e s that H a r v e y i s l e a v i n g for 

N e w Y o r k . I n other w o r d s , a sk ing the q u e s t i o n ' W h e n i s H a r v e y l e a v i n g for 

N e w Y o r k ? ' assumes a d i a l o g u e i n w h i c h b o t h quest ioner a n d r e s p o n d e n t 

are c o m m i t t e d t o the p r o p o s i t i o n that H a r v e y i s l e a v i n g for N e w Y o r k . T h e 

q u e s t i o n also has a lo t of other p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s , s u c h as the p r o p o s i t i o n s 

that H a r v e y exists , that N e w Y o r k exists , that there i s a w a y of l e a v i n g for 

N e w Y o r k that c a n b e ass igned some t i m e o r date, a n d s o f o r t h . A s k i n g 

th i s q u e s t i o n p r e s u p p o s e s that b o t h part ies to the d i a l o g u e are a l r e a d y 

c o m m i t t e d to a l l these statements. F o r the q u e s t i o n to be a p p r o p r i a t e a n d 

to w o r k p r o p e r l y as a u s e f u l q u e s t i o n to ask at that p o i n t in the d i a l o g u e , 

the r e s p o n d e n t m u s t be c o m m i t t e d to a l l these statements. T h i s observa­

t i o n leads to a t e c h n i c a l d e f i n i t i o n of the n o t i o n of a p r e s u p p o s i t i o n of a 

q u e s t i o n in a d i a l o g u e . A presupposition of a question in a dialogue is a 

p r o p o s i t i o n that a r e s p o n d e n t becomes c o m m i t t e d t o i n the d i a l o g u e i n 

v i r t u e o f g i v i n g a n y d i rec t answer t o the q u e s t i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , i f M o r r i s 

gives the d i r e c t a n s w e r " H a r v e y i s l e a v i n g o n F e b r u a r y 3 for N e w Y o r k , " 

h e becomes c o m m i t t e d t o the p r o p o s i t i o n that H a r v e y i s g o i n g t o N e w 

Y o r k . S o i n the context o f the d i a l o g u e , g i v e n w h a t l i t t l e w e h a v e b e e n 

t o l d about the case, the p r o p o s i t i o n ' H a r v e y i s go ing t o N e w Y o r k ' counts 

as a p r e s u p p o s i t i o n of the q u e s t i o n " W h e n i s H a r v e y l e a v i n g for B a l i ? " 

T h e a s k i n g of ques t ions i s also b a s e d on p r e s u m p t i o n s about a d i a l o g u e 

that take the f o r m o f i m p l i c a t u r e s , o f the k i n d d e s c r i b e d i n chapter 6 . F o r 

e x a m p l e , i f I ask y o u , " W h e n i s H a r v e y l e a v i n g for N e w Y o r k ? " there i s a 

p r e s u m p t i o n that y o u (the p e r s o n t o w h o m the q u e s t i o n w a s put) m i g h t 

p l a u s i b l y b e e x p e c t e d t o k n o w the answer . A t least i t i s p r e s u m e d that 

y o u m i g h t b e able t o g ive some u s e f u l r e p l y that w o u l d l e a d m e t o w a r d 

an answer. S u c h p r e s u m p t i o n s c a n also be d e s c r i b e d as p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s 

of a q u e s t i o n , because the answer becomes c o m m i t t e d to t h e m w h e n a n y 
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direc t a n s w e r i s g i v e n . F o r e x a m p l e , b y g i v i n g a n y d i r e c t a n s w e r t o the 
q u e s t i o n ' W h e n i s H a r v e y l e a v i n g for N e w Y o r k ? ' a r e s p o n d e n t becomes 
c o m m i t t e d t o the p r o p o s i t i o n that h e k n o w s w h e n H a r v e y i s l e a v i n g for 
N e w Y o r k . 

T h e r e t e n d to be a l o t of p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s to a g i v e n q u e s t i o n , b u t for 
p u r p o s e s o f c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g , some are m o r e i m p o r t a n t t o i d e n t i f y t h a n 
others. G e n e r a l l y , a p r e s u p p o s i t i o n is i m p o r t a n t to i d e n t i f y in a d i a l o g u e 
i f i t i s c o n t r o v e r s i a l i n that d i a l o g u e . S u p p o s e that i n the d i a l o g u e o n 
t i p p i n g , the f o l l o w i n g exchange occurs . 

Bob: T i p p i n g raises a person's self-esteem by rewarding exce l lence 
service. 

of 

Helen: H o w c o u l d any practice that treats a p e r s o n like an object raise that 
person's self-esteem? 

T h e i m p o r t a n t p r e s u p p o s i t i o n o f H e l e n ' s q u e s t i o n i n th i s case i s the p r o p o ­
s i t i o n , ' T i p p i n g is a prac t i ce that treats a p e r s o n l i k e an object. ' Before B o b 
gives a n y direc t a n s w e r to H e l e n ' s q u e s t i o n , he s h o u l d be aware that th is 
p r o p o s i t i o n is a p r e s u p p o s i t i o n of the q u e s t i o n a n d a c o n t r o v e r s i a l one 
in the d ia logue . I t i s a p r o p o s i t i o n that he s h o u l d cha l lenge , f r o m a p o i n t 
o f v i e w o f s u p p o r t i n g h i s p o s i t i o n i n the d i a l o g u e . I n contrast , the p r o p o ­
s i t i o n 'A prac t i ce c a n raise a person's se l f -esteem' i s a lso a p r e s u p p o s i ­
t i o n o f H e l e n ' s q u e s t i o n , b u t an i m p o r t a n t one (relat ive to the context o f 
the case). 

N o w w e h a v e dealt w i t h s i m p l e ques t ions a n d n e e d t o g o o n t o e x a m ­
i n e some e x a m p l e s o f c o m p l e x quest ions . A c o m p l e x ( m u l t i p l e ) q u e s t i o n 
i s one that has m o r e t h a n one p r o p o s i t i o n as i ts p r e s u p p o s i t i o n a n d w h e r e 
i t i s i m p o r t a n t , in a d i a l o g u e , for the r e s p o n d e n t to sort out these sepa­
rate p r o p o s i t i o n s a n d be aware that t h e y are di f ferent . W h e n a r e s p o n d e n t 
gives a n y direc t a n s w e r to a c o m p l e x q u e s t i o n , he becomes c o m m i t t e d 
t o m o r e t h a n one s ign i f i cant p r o p o s i t i o n , a n d therefore h e m a y n e e d t o 
accept one a n d r e p u d i a t e the other. A n e x a m p l e o f a c o m p l e x q u e s t i o n i s 
g i v e n i n the f o l l o w i n g d i a l o g u e . 

Rita: If y o u are still g o i n g to Singapore o n S u n d a y w i l l y o u contact Fred 
S i m p s o n a n d i n f o r m h i m that the deal is off? 
Ted: O K . 

T h e q u e s t i o n in th i s case i s c o m p l e x , as i n d i c a t e d by the fact that i t has 
a c o n d i t i o n a l in i t as w e l l as a c o n j u n c t i o n . Ted's r e p l y i n d i c a t e s that he 
agrees to e v e r y t h i n g in the q u e s t i o n . B u t he m i g h t h a v e w a n t e d to separate 
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out the i n d i v i d u a l p r o p o s i t i o n s a n d agree to s o m e b u t not to others . F o r 

e x a m p l e , T e d m i g h t h a v e r e p l i e d , " I ' m not g o i n g t o S ingapore o n S u n d a y 

after a l l , " i n d i c a t i n g that the p r o p o s i t i o n that is the antecedent , T (Ted) 

am g o i n g to S i n g a p o r e on S u n d a y , ' i s not t rue . Or he m i g h t w a n t to agree 

w i t h the antecedent o f the c o n d i t i o n a l b u t separate out the p r o p o s i t i o n s 

i n the c o n j u n c t i v e part o f the q u e s t i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , h e m i g h t r e p l y , " I 

w i l l contact F r e d S i m p s o n , b u t i t i s not m y r e s p o n s i b i l i t y t o t e l l h i m the 

d e a l i s off. I t h i n k , as a courtesy to F r e d , y o u ought to p h o n e h i m a n d t e l l 

h i m p e r s o n a l l y . " In t h i s rep ly , T e d i n d i c a t e s that he agrees to one o f the 

p r o p o s i t i o n s i n the c o n j u n c t i v e consequent o f the c o n d i t i o n a l b u t not t o 

the other. 

I n fact, m o s t ques t ions u s e d i n e v e r y d a y conversa t ions are c o m p l e x . 

B u t a n e x a m p l e o f a s i m p l e ( n o n - c o m p l e x ) q u e s t i o n w o u l d be, ' A r e y o u 

B o h e m o n d S m i t h ? ' T o a n s w e r th i s q u e s t i o n , a s i m p l e 'yes ' o r ' n o ' w i l l 

suff ice , a n d a r e s p o n d e n t has no n e e d to break the q u e s t i o n i n t o parts , 

in order to say 'yes ' to one part a n d ' n o ' to another. E v e n t h i s s i m p l e -

l o o k i n g q u e s t i o n i s c o m p l e x in cer ta in w a y s . I t i s a yes-no q u e s t i o n , a n d 

the p r e s u p p o s i t i o n o f the q u e s t i o n i s the d i s j u n c t i v e p r o p o s i t i o n , ' E i t h e r 

y o u (the respondent ) are B o h e m o n d S m i t h or not ' . T h i s p r o p o s i t i o n i s a 

tautology, a p r o p o s i t i o n that i s l o g i c a l l y t rue , i n d e p e n d e n t l y of the c o m ­

p o n e n t p r o p o s i t i o n s i n i t . I t i s l i k e s a y i n g , ' E i t h e r i t w i l l r a i n t o m o r r o w o r 

i t w i l l not ' . O f course , s u c h a p r e d i c t i o n c o u l d never t u r n out t o b e false, 

no matter w h a t a c t u a l l y h a p p e n s t o m o r r o w , because i t i s a tautology, a n d 

m a k e s no rea l p r e d i c t i o n a t a l l (that c o u l d ever t u r n out to be false). H o w ­

ever, s u c h a p r o p o s i t i o n is c o m p l e x , because i t i s a d i s j u n c t i o n . E v e n so, 

h o w e v e r , the q u e s t i o n i n the e x a m p l e above i s not c o m p l e x , i n the sense 

that there are t w o or m o r e di f ferent p r o p o s i t i o n s in i t that are i m p o r t a n t 

for the r e s p o n d e n t to separate. P r e s u m a b l y , the r e s p o n d e n t s h o u l d be sat­

i s f i e d t o a n s w e r 'yes ' o r ' n o ' , w i t h o u t d i v i d i n g the q u e s t i o n . 

D e s p i t e the t r a d i t i o n of c a l l i n g ' c o m p l e x q u e s t i o n ' a fa l lacy , there 
i s n o t h i n g i n t r i n s i c a l l y w r o n g w i t h a s k i n g c o m p l e x quest ions . I n m a n y 
cases, a s k i n g a c o m p l e x q u e s t i o n i s necessary in order to c o m m u n i c a t e 
in a d i a l o g u e success fu l ly . F o r e x a m p l e , i f t w o p e o p l e are t r y i n g to f ix a 
p h o t o c o p i e r m a c h i n e , they m i g h t have a d i a l o g u e o f the f o l l o w i n g k i n d . 

Laura: H o w d o y o u fix a paper jam of the k i n d that happens w h e n that red 
light at level o n e goes o n , as just n o w h a p p e n e d w h e n I t r ied to c o p y a 
d o c u m e n t ? 

Trevor: I can't qui te f igure out what the instruct ions are te l l ing me to d o . If 
I lift the t o p part of the machine , p u s h the y e l l o w release catch, e m p t y the 
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paper in the roller, and t h e n c l ick the release catch back into place, w o u l d 
that clear this k i n d of jam, p r o v i d e d I turn the p o w e r off, a n d make sure not 
to stick my f ingers in w h e r e the rol ler engages w i t h the teeth? 

I n th i s case, s ince L a u r a a n d Trevor n e e d t o d e a l w i t h c o m p l e x matters 
re la t ing to p r o c e d u r e s for m a i n t a i n i n g a c o m p l e x m a c h i n e , they n e e d to 
ask each other c o m p l e x quest ions . I f they h a d to break every c o m p l e x 
q u e s t i o n d o w n i n t o s i m p l e , s ingle ques t ions , i t w o u l d m a k e the k i n d o f 
d i a l o g u e r e q u i r e d i n t h i s case d i f f i c u l t , o r p e r h a p s e v e n i m p o s s i b l e . 

S o there i s n o t h i n g i n t r i n s i c a l l y w r o n g w i t h c o m p l e x ques t ions , b u t 
they c a n get u s i n t o d i f f i c u l t i e s i n cer ta in k i n d s o f cases, w h e r e s p l i t t i n g 
u p the q u e s t i o n i s i m p o r t a n t i n l i g h t o f a respondent ' s c o m m i t m e n t s i n 
the d ia logue . C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e . 

A n e w health care b i l l transferring respons ib i l i ty for heal th care f u n d ­
ing f rom the federal to the state governments has been put forward 
in the Legislative A s s e m b l y for a vote. A Democrat, Representative 
M u n s o n , w o u l d very m u c h l ike to vote against this b i l l . However , 
attached to the b i l l is a " r i d e r " - a piece of legis lat ion that w o u l d 
retain a strong form of affirmative act ion as p o l i c y for the federal gov­
ernment. Representative M u n s o n i s in a p i c k l e . W h i c h w a y s h o u l d he 
vote? If he votes against the health care b i l l , he also has to vote against 
affirmative action. But in order to vote for the proposa l strengthening 
affirmative act ion, he w o u l d also have to vote for the heal th care b i l l 
( w h i c h he is against). 

Because o f the w a y v o t i n g o n the b i l l s p u t f o r w a r d i s s t ruc tured , Repre ­
sentat ive M u n s o n does not h a v e the c h o i c e o f d o i n g w h a t h e r e a l l y w a n t s 
to do , w h i c h i s to vote for the one b i l l a n d against the other. So he m u s t 
m a k e u p h i s m i n d o n the basis o f h i s p r i o r i t i e s w h i c h o f the t w o p o l i c i e s 
i s m o s t i m p o r t a n t for h i m t o suppor t , b y v o t i n g one w a y o r the other. N o 
matter w h i c h w a y h e votes , h o w e v e r , h e goes against h i s c o m m i t m e n t s o n 
one p r o p o s i t i o n or the other. So here, the c o m p l e x nature of the q u e s t i o n 
is a p r o b l e m for h i m . 

T h i s p r o b l e m of h a v i n g to vote on a c o m p l e x b i l l that m a y h a v e sev­
eral p r o p o s i t i o n s i n i t i s c o m m o n t o a l l leg is la tures , p a r l i a m e n t s , a n d 
congresses that a l l o w a m e n d m e n t s to be " t a c k e d o n " to b i l l s . A l e g i s l a ­
ture m a y require that s u c h an a m e n d m e n t m u s t be re levant , o r 'germane ' , 
t o the b i l l b e i n g c o n s i d e r e d . H o w e v e r , the U . S . Senate a l l o w s for n o n -
germane a m e n d m e n t s to be a d d e d to a b i l l . W h a t th i s means is that any­
t h i n g c a n be a d d e d to a b i l l to be v o t e d o n , w h e t h e r i t i s re levant to the b i l l 
or not . 

W h a t th i s m e a n s , i n effect, i s that a n y matter, w h e t h e r i t has b e e n 

p r e v i o u s l y i n t r o d u c e d or not , w h e t h e r i t has b e e n referred to c o m ­

mittee or not , a n d w h e t h e r i t i s germane to the p e n d i n g b u s i n e s s 

o r not (except genera l a p p r o p r i a t i o n b i l l s ) m a y b e i n t r o d u c e d 

a s a n a m e n d m e n t . T h i s w a s , i n fact, the m a n n e r i n w h i c h the 

1960 C i v i l R i g h t s B i l l w a s b r o u g h t t o the f loor i n the Senate. 

Senator L y n d o n B . J o h n s o n , t h e n m a j o r i t y leader, i n m o t i o n i n g 

u p a n obscure b i l l t o a i d a s c h o o l d i s t r i c t i n M i s s o u r i w h i c h w a s 

f e d e r a l l y i m p a c t e d , a n n o u n c e d that the b i l l w o u l d b e o p e n t o c i v i l 

r ights a m e n d m e n t s . 5 

T h e p r o b l e m o f h a v i n g t o vote o n c o m p l e x p r o p o s i t i o n s i s n o t u n i q u e t o 

the U . S . Senate. B u t the most d r a m a t i c cases o f h a v i n g to vote on c o m ­

p l e x l e g i s l a t i o n , w h e r e the voter's c o m m i t m e n t s are s h a r p l y d i v i d e d o n 

di f ferent i ssues , o c c u r there, because there i s no r e q u i r e m e n t o f r e l e v a n c e 

o n a m e n d m e n t s . 

A n o t h e r w a y that c o m p l e x quest ions c a n pose a p r o b l e m i s that they 

c a n be too c o m p l e x or m o r e c o m p l e x t h a n i s necessary, w i t h the r e s u l t that 

the q u e s t i o n i s v e r y c o n f u s i n g . In p o l i t i c a l debates, use o f these h i g h l y 

c o m p l e x ques t ions i s c o m m o n . T h e f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e , f r o m the Oral 

Question Period of the House of Commons Debates of Canada [Hansard, 

F e b r u a r y 16, 1976, p. 10956), c o n c e r n e d a u n i o n ' s r ight to a p p e a l to a 

g o v e r n m e n t t r i b u n a l against a d e c i s i o n of the A n t i - I n f l a t i o n B o a r d . 

I n v i e w o f the fact that th is r ight o f a p p e a l w h i c h the g o v e r n m e n t 

spoke o f s o g l o w i n g l y w h e n the l e g i s l a t i o n w a s g o i n g t h r o u g h 

the H o u s e , i s i n c r e a s i n g l y b e c o m i n g a farce s ince the p e r s o n 

aggr ieved c a n n o t a p p e a l t o the a d m i n i s t r a t o r except w i t h the c o n ­

sent o f the A n t i - I n f l a t i o n B o a r d o r the g o v e r n m e n t , a n d n o w can­

not a p p e a l the d e c i s i o n of the a d m i n i s t r a t o r to the a p p e a l b o a r d 

a n d s ince they c a n n o t take the matter to the federa l courts u n l e s s 

they h a v e b e e n before the a p p e a l t r i b u n a l , has the t i m e not c o m e 

for the m i n i s t e r to i n t r o d u c e l e g i s l a t i o n i m m e d i a t e l y to g ive a n y 

p e r s o n w h o i s af fected by a d e c i s i o n o f the A n t i - I n f l a t i o n B o a r d 

the r ight to go d i r e c t l y to the a p p e a l t r i b u n a l , a n d i f not sa t i s f ied , 

to go d i r e c t l y to the courts? 

s Lewis A . Froman, Jr., The Congressional Process (Boston: Little, Brown, 1967), p. 132. 
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Y o u m i g h t say that th is case i s s i m i l a r to the p r e v i o u s one. For , sure ly , the 
matter of the u n i o n ' s r i g h t to a p p e a l to a g o v e r n m e n t t r i b u n a l against a 
d e c i s i o n o f the A n t i - I n f l a t i o n B o a r d i s a h i g h l y c o m p l e x matter o f a d m i n ­
is trat ive p r o c e d u r e s . A n d so the a s k i n g of s u c h a c o m p l e x q u e s t i o n as the 
one i n the e x a m p l e above c a n b e j u s t i f i e d b y the c o m p l e x nature o f the 
subject matter i tself . 

B u t there i s a n a d d i t i o n a l p r o b l e m e v i d e n t i n the e x a m p l e above. T h e 
c o m p l e x q u e s t i o n i n th i s case conta ins a c e r t a i n s lant o r b ias i n s o m e 
of its c lauses , i n d i c a t e d by the use of l o a d e d terms, s u c h as ' g l o w i n g l y ' 
a n d 'farce' , a n d b y its p u s h i n g for one s i d e b y u s i n g the phrase , "has 
the t i m e not c o m e . . . ? " T h e p r o b l e m here i s l i k e the one p o s e d b y the 
f o l l o w i n g q u e s t i o n : ' A r e y o u g o i n g to be a n i c e b o y a n d go to b e d n o w ? ' 
I t is a c o m p l e x q u e s t i o n , a n d the first part , before the ' a n d ' , puts a c e r ta in 
pressure on the r e s p o n d e n t . I f he says 'yes ' , a l l i s w e l l , b u t i f he says ' n o ' , 
he is c o m m i t t e d to the p r o p o s i t i o n that he is not b e i n g a n i c e boy. So there 
i s n o t h i n g i n h e r e n t l y w r o n g w i t h a s k i n g c o m p l e x ques t ions , b u t p r o b l e m s 
c a n arise in three k i n d s o f cases. (1) T h e d i a l o g u e m a y b e s t r u c t u r e d so that 
the r e s p o n d e n t c a n n o t separate the quest ions . (2) T h e q u e s t i o n m a y be so 
c o m p l e x that i t i s c o n f u s i n g . (3) T h e c o m p l e x q u e s t i o n m a y b e c o m b i n e d 
w i t h l o a d e d terms or other forms of s l a n t i n g that g i v e i t a p u s h to one s i d e . 
T h i s t h i r d k i n d o f p r o b l e m case i s e x a m i n e d fur ther b e l o w w h e n c e r t a i n 
t r i c k y k i n d s o f ques t ions are a n a l y z e d . 

1 . C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g quest ions a s k e d in the context o f a debate on 
c a n n i b a l i s m . O n e p a r t y i s a r g u i n g for the thes is that c a n n i b a l i s m i s a l w a y s 
m o r a l l y w r o n g , w h i l e the other par ty argues for the thesis that c a n n i b a l i s m 
c o u l d b e m o r a l l y acceptable i n some cases - for e x a m p l e , i n a n emergency 
w h e r e s o m e b o d y i s s ta rv ing . Ident i fy the t y p e o f q u e s t i o n , a n d i d e n t i f y 
one i m p o r t a n t p r e s u p p o s i t i o n of the q u e s t i o n . 

(a) I s c a n n i b a l i s m p r a c t i c e d in some cu l tures? 

(b) W h y is c a n n i b a l i s m contrary to respect for a h u m a n b o d y ? 

(c) W h y do y o u advocate a prac t i ce that has b e e n c o n d e m n e d by every 
c i v i l i z e d society? 

(d) W h a t c o u l d a p e r s o n do to s u r v i v e i f she w e r e a p l a n e crash s u r v i v o r 
i n the A n d e s a n d h a d n o source o f f o o d other t h a n the bodies o f the 
c r a s h v i c t i m s ? 

(e) S h o u l d h u m a n b o d i e s b e treated w i t h respect? 

(f) I f h u m a n b o d i e s s h o u l d be treated w i t h respect , t h e n w o u l d n ' t eat­
i n g one b e m o r a l l y w r o n g ? 

(g) W h a t ' s m o r e i m p o r t a n t , s a v i n g a h u m a n l i f e or t reat ing a h u m a n 
b o d y w i t h respect? 

(h) Is c a n n i b a l i s m a d is tas te fu l subject? 
(i) W h a t w o u l d y o u d o i n a s i t u a t i o n w h e r e y o u w e r e s t a r v i n g a n d 

there w a s no f o o d other t h a n a h u m a n b o d y : (1) eat the b o d y , (2) d i e 

of s tarvat ion , or, (3) h o l d off as l o n g as p o s s i b l e a n d eat the b o d y 

o n l y t o p r e v e n t y o u r o w n death? 

2 . A n a l y z e the f o l l o w i n g quest ions to judge w h e t h e r the q u e s t i o n i s c o m ­

p l e x . Ident i fy the i m p o r t a n t p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s o f the q u e s t i o n . C o m m e n t 

on w h e t h e r the c o m p l e x nature o f the q u e s t i o n c o u l d pose a p r o b l e m . 

(a) A r e y o u the m a n f r o m the mayor ' s off ice w h o c a l l e d u s o n the p h o n e 

yesterday? 

(b) D o y o u agree that h u m a n b o d i e s s h o u l d b e treated w i t h respect a n d 

never eaten? 

(c) I f I p u s h the r e d b u t t o n , a n d t h e n d o n o t p u n c h i n the code , w i l l the 

burg lar a l a r m go off i m m e d i a t e l y , or w i l l I get a chance to d i s a r m it? 

(d) T h e f o l l o w i n g q u e s t i o n o n the t o p i c o f the e c o n o m y w a s a s k e d i n 

the Q u e s t i o n s W i t h o u t N o t i c e s e c t i o n o f the P a r l i a m e n t a r y Debates 

of the H o u s e of Representat ives of A u s t r a l i a [Hansard, June 6 , 1 9 9 1 , 

p . 4939): " M y q u e s t i o n i s d i r e c t e d t o the P r i m e M i n i s t e r . S i n c e the 

f a i l e d Treasurer has m o v e d to the b a c k b e n c h , is i t a fact, as r e p o r t e d 

i n today's press , that the P r i m e M i n i s t e r i s n o w r e c e i v i n g d i s t u r b ­

i n g e c o n o m i c a d v i c e w h i c h i n d i c a t e s that the h o n o u r a b l e m e m b e r 

for B l a x l a n d g i l d e d the l i l y a n d that A u s t r a l i a ' s e c o n o m i c p o s i t i o n 

i s m u c h w o r s e t h a n h e h a d p r e v i o u s l y l e d the P r i m e M i n i s t e r t o 

b e l i e v e ? " 

(e) T h e f o l l o w i n g q u e s t i o n o n the use o f A u s t r a l i a n s e c u r i t y i n t e l l i ­
gence o r g a n i z a t i o n i n f o r m a t i o n w a s a s k e d i n the Q u e s t i o n s W i t h o u t 
N o t i c e s e c t i o n of the P a r l i a m e n t a r y Debates of the H o u s e of R e p ­
resentat ives of A u s t r a l i a [Hansard, June 6, 1991, p. 4939) : "If the 
P r i m e M i n i s t e r c o n t i n u e s t o r e l y s e l e c t i v e l y o n the c o n v e n t i o n o f 
ne i ther c o n f i r m i n g n o r d e n y i n g s u c h d a m n i n g a l legat ions i n order 
t o su i t h i s o w n self- interest a n d , g i v e n that h e i s c h r o n i c a l l y u n a b l e 
to t e l l the t r u t h , w i l l he - in the n a t i o n a l interest - agree to estab­
l i s h i n g a j u d i c i a l i n q u i r y so that the P a r l i a m e n t a n d the p e o p l e of 
A u s t r a l i a w i l l h a v e the t r u t h e x p o s e d once a n d for a l l ? " 

Loaded Questions 

A l o a d e d q u e s t i o n is a q u e s t i o n asked by a quest ioner at some m o v e in 
a d i a l o g u e that has one or more p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s c o n t a i n e d in i t that the 
r e s p o n d e n t i s not c o m m i t t e d to a t that m o v e . T y p i c a l l y , the p r e s u p p o s i t i o n 
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c o n t a i n e d in a l o a d e d q u e s t i o n i s also a d a n g e r o u s one for the r e s p o n ­
dent to b e c o m e c o m m i t t e d to . I t i s of ten a c o m m i t m e n t that w i l l m a k e 
h i m l o o k b a d o r e v e n m i g h t l e a d h i m t o lose the d i a l o g u e once the ques­
t i o n e r uses i t to defeat h i m . T h e c o n c e p t o f a l o a d e d q u e s t i o n d e p e n d s 
on w h a t the r e s p o n d e n t ' s c o m m i t m e n t s are, or are not , a t a n y p a r t i c u ­
lar stage that the s e q u e n c e of a r g u m e n t a t i o n has r e a c h e d in a d i a l o g u e . 
F o r e x a m p l e , s u p p o s e a t s o m e m o v e i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g H e l e n 
a s k e d B o b the q u e s t i o n , ' W h y does t i p p i n g s o m e o n e treat that p e r s o n 
l i k e a n object?' A n d s u p p o s e that p r i o r t o that m o v e i n the d i a l o g u e , the 
q u e s t i o n o f w h e t h e r t i p p i n g treats persons l i k e objects h a d n e v e r b e e n 
d i s c u s s e d . H e l e n ' s q u e s t i o n i s l o a d e d , a t the m o v e w h e r e i t w a s a s k e d i n 
the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , because a t that p o i n t , B o b w a s n o t c o m m i t t e d 
to the p r o p o s i t i o n that t i p p i n g someone treats t h a t p e r s o n as an object. 
M o r e o v e r , i t c o u l d e a s i l y be u s e d to p r o v e (or argue p l a u s i b l y for) the 
c o n t e n t i o n that Bob ' s t h e s i s , T i p p i n g i s a g o o d p r a c t i c e that s h o u l d be 
c o n t i n u e d ' i s false. T h u s , i t w o u l d b e v e r y d a n g e r o u s for B o b t o g i v e a n y 
d i rec t a n s w e r t o t h i s q u e s t i o n . A n y p r a c t i c e that treats s o m e o n e l i k e a n 
object i s g e n e r a l l y t a k e n t o b e b a d prac t i ce , e t h i c a l l y s p e a k i n g . S o i f B o b 
gave a d i rec t a n s w e r to the q u e s t i o n , H e l e n w o u l d h a v e a v e r y s t rong argu­
m e n t a v a i l a b l e that c o u l d e a s i l y b e u s e d t o defeat B o b i n the d i a l o g u e o n 
t i p p i n g . 

A s k i n g l o a d e d q u e s t i o n s i s g e n e r a l l y a l l o w e d i n e v e r y d a y c o n v e r s a ­
t i o n a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n , a n d s o i t i s c e r t a i n l y a u s e f u l a n d i m p o r t a n t s k i l l 
o f c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n t o b e able t o i d e n t i f y t h e m . O n e m u s t b e v e r y 
care fu l , because of the dangers of a n s w e r i n g s u c h a q u e s t i o n too has t i ly . 
C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e a s a n e x t e n s i o n o f t h e d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g 
i n chapter 1 . 

Helen: W h y does the pract ice of t i p p i n g treat a p e r s o n l ike an object? 

Bob: I d o n ' t agree w i t h the p r e s u p p o s i t i o n of y o u r q u e s t i o n , namely the 

p r o p o s i t i o n that t i p p i n g treats a person l ike an o b j e c t . 

In th is case, f r o m a c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n p e r s p e c t i v e , B o b has m a d e the 
r i g h t type o f r e p l y . I f h e h a d g i v e n a n y d i r e c t a n s w e r t o the q u e s t i o n , 
h e w o u l d a u t o m a t i c a l l y h a v e b e c o m e c o m m i t t e d t o the p r o p o s i t i o n that 
t i p p i n g treats a p e r s o n l i k e a n object. A s p o i n t e d o u t a b o v e , s u c h a r e p l y 
w o u l d b e a v e r y dangerous m o v e , f r o m a p o i n t o f v i e w o f B o b ' s s i d e o f the 
d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . F o r i t c o u l d eas i ly b e u s e d , a l o n g w i t h s o m e other 
p l a u s i b l e a s s u m p t i o n s , t o p r o v e that t i p p i n g i s a b a d p r a c t i c e , o f the k i n d 
that ought n o t to be c o n t i n u e d . I t i s for t h i s r e a s o n t h a t l o a d e d q u e s t i o n s 

o f th is sort, o f ten c a l l e d ' l e a d i n g ques t ions ' in l a w , c a n be objected to in a 
t r i a l a n d are of ten s t ruck d o w n b y the judge. 

H e l e n ' s w h y q u e s t i o n i n the e x a m p l e above asked for a n e x p l a n a t i o n 
of w h y t i p p i n g treats a p e r s o n l i k e an object. B u t w h e n a ques t ioner asks 
for an e x p l a n a t i o n of w h y a p r o p o s i t i o n A is true, the p r e s u m p t i o n inher ­
ent in the q u e s t i o n i s that A i s in fact t rue. So in th is e x a m p l e , H e l e n ' s 
q u e s t i o n p r e s u p p o s e s that t i p p i n g is in fact a prac t i ce that treats a p e r s o n 
l i k e an object. Therefore , as s o o n as B o b gives a d irec t answer to H e l e n ' s 
q u e s t i o n , he becomes c o m m i t t e d to th is p r o p o s i t i o n , a n d i t i s a v e r y d a m ­
aging a d m i s s i o n for h i m t o m a k e , g i v e n h i s p o s i t i o n i n the d i a l o g u e . O n e 
of the most i m p o r t a n t lessons of th is e x a m p l e i s that i t i s not a l w a y s o b l i g ­
atory or e v e n in m a n y cases a w i s e t h i n g to do to give a d irec t a n s w e r to 
a q u e s t i o n . S o m e t i m e s it is better to q u e s t i o n the q u e s t i o n , or even , as 
in th i s e x a m p l e , to r e p u d i a t e a p r e s u p p o s i t i o n o f the q u e s t i o n by c l e a r l y 
a n d e m p h a t i c a l l y d e n y i n g y o u r c o m m i t m e n t t o that p r o p o s i t i o n . I n fact, 
r e p l y i n g to a q u e s t i o n w i t h another q u e s t i o n i s qui te a c o m m o n a n d l e g i t i ­
mate sequence o f d i a l o g u e i n e v e r y d a y c o n v e r s a t i o n a l exchanges. I n m a n y 
cases, a s k i n g a ques t ioner quest ions about her q u e s t i o n is necessary for 
the d i a l o g u e to carry on cons t ruc t ive ly . 

T h e most i m p o r t a n t c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n s k i l l w i t h respect t o l o a d e d 
quest ions is to be able to spot the l o a d e d nature of the q u e s t i o n so that y o u 
w o n ' t c o m m i t y o u r s e l f t o p r o p o s i t i o n s that m a y b e u s e d against y o u , w i t h ­
out e v e n r e a l i z i n g w h a t y o u are c o n c e d i n g . I n m a n y cases, e v e n t h o u g h w e 
aren't t o l d o r d o n ' t k n o w the f u l l e r context o f d i a l o g u e i n w h i c h a q u e s t i o n 
w a s asked, w e c a n de termine , s i m p l y b y i d e n t i f y i n g some l o a d e d terms 
u s e d i n the q u e s t i o n , that the q u e s t i o n i s l o a d e d . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r 
the f o l l o w i n g q u e s t i o n : W h a t are y o u r v i e w s o n the t o k e n effort m a d e 
by the g o v e r n m e n t to d e a l w i t h this m o n s t r o u s o i l c r i s i s? In th i s case, 
n o t h i n g i s k n o w n about the d i a l o g u e s u r r o u n d i n g th is q u e s t i o n , b u t the 
l o a d e d terms ' t o k e n ' a n d ' m o n s t r o u s ' are eas i ly spot ted. T h a t does not 
m e a n the q u e s t i o n i s f a l l a c i o u s or w a s u n f a i r or i n a p p r o p r i a t e as u s e d 
i n a d i a l o g u e . M u c h d e p e n d s o n w h e t h e r the r e s p o n d e n t w a s p r e v i o u s l y 
c o m m i t t e d to the p r o p o s i t i o n s that the effort w a s " t o k e n " a n d that the o i l 
c r i s i s i s " m o n s t r o u s " (and i s i n d e e d a " c r i s i s " ) . B u t s t i l l , i t i s u s e f u l , f r o m 
a c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g p o i n t o f v i e w , to spot the b ias in the q u e s t i o n . 

O n e p r o b l e m w i t h l o a d e d quest ions that i s v e r y i m p o r t a n t t o b e aware 
of, f r o m a c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g p o i n t of v i e w , is that unless they are r e s p o n d e d 
to in the r ight w a y , they c a n eas i ly leave the i m p r e s s i o n that the r e s p o n ­
dent has lost g r o u n d in a d i s p u t e . A l o a d e d q u e s t i o n shifts a p r e s u m p t i o n 
onto the respondent ' s s ide , a n d th is p r e s u m p t i o n w i l l b e l o d g e d i n t o p l a c e 

J L . 
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unless the r e s p o n d e n t makes a s p e c i a l effort to d i s l o d g e i t . Q u e s t i o n s s u c h 
as the f o l l o w i n g one are l o a d e d in the sense that they i m p u t e g u i l t to the 
r e s p o n d e n t : ' H o w c o u l d a n i n n o c e n t - l o o k i n g p e r s o n l i k e y o u b e d r i v e n 
to c o m m i t s u c h a v i c i o u s c r i m e ? ' T h e p r o b l e m here i s that i f the r e s p o n ­
dent doesn ' t react to th is q u e s t i o n s u f f i c i e n t l y v i g o r o u s l y , by s h o w i n g 
r ighteous i n d i g n a t i o n at the i m p e r t i n e n c e of the q u e s t i o n , he i s l i k e l y to 
appear to be gu i l ty . W h a t he m u s t do is to d i s p u t e the p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s 
o f the q u e s t i o n he disagrees w i t h . O t h e r w i s e there w i l l t e n d to be a l i n ­
ger ing p r e s u m p t i o n that they are l i k e l y to be t rue . In fact, then , a l o a d e d 
q u e s t i o n i s r e a l l y v e r y m u c h l i k e a n argument a n d needs t o b e treated l i k e 
a n argument b y the r e s p o n d e n t . H e m u s t q u e s t i o n the q u e s t i o n i t se l f a n d 
attack its p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s by d e m a n d i n g that the quest ioner p r o v e s u c h 
a l legat ions . 

B u t on the other h a n d , the strategy of v i g o r o u s l y a r g u i n g against the 
q u e s t i o n c a n eas i ly backf i re . F o r p e o p l e react w i t h s u s p i c i o n to a p e r s o n 
w h o protests h i s i n n o c e n c e too v o c i f e r o u s l y w h e n a c c u s e d o f a c r i m e . 6 

So one has to be v e r y c a r e f u l in reac t ing to a l o a d e d q u e s t i o n that i m p l i e s 
g u i l t for w r o n g d o i n g . I f the r e s p o n d e n t is i n n o c e n t or at least w a n t s to 
rebut the a l l egat ion , the best a p p r o a c h is to r e s p o n d a p p r o p r i a t e l y to the 
sever i ty of the a c c u s a t i o n , as the context of d i a l o g u e ind ica tes . T h e best 
strategy is to e i ther q u e s t i o n or attack the p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s of the q u e s t i o n 
as s t rongly as is r e q u i r e d to shi f t the b u r d e n of p r o o f b a c k to the other 
s ide . T h i s a p p r o a c h requires the a d o p t i o n of a c r i t i c a l at t i tude t o w a r d the 
q u e s t i o n . T h e first step is to i d e n t i f y the l o a d e d statements that are pre ­
s u p p o s e d by the q u e s t i o n a n d subject each o f t h e m to c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n i n g 
or c o u n t e r - a r g u m e n t a t i o n a p p r o p r i a t e for the d i a l o g u e . In most cases i t 
i s qui te suf f ic ient to d e m a n d that the ques t ioner p r o v e the l o a d e d state­
ments , a n d t h e n leave i t a t that. T h e n i f she does t ry to p r o v e t h e m , y o u 
c a n go on to engage these arguments in the subsequent d i a l o g u e . 

Ident i fy a n y p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s i n the f o l l o w i n g quest ions that c o u l d m a k e 
the q u e s t i o n l o a d e d , as u s e d against a r e s p o n d e n t in a d i a l o g u e . 

(a) A b o u t h o w m u c h m o n e y d i d y o u s p e n d o n vaca t ions a w a y f r o m 
h o m e i n the past year? 

(b) In the past three w e e k s , h o w often d i d y o u b u y coffee, tea, b o t t l e d 
water, diet soda , or regular soda? 

(c) Do y o u t h i n k we s h o u l d c o n t i n u e to use tax m o n e y to s u p p o r t 
f r i v o l o u s art programs? 

6 B. Yandel l , "Those W h o Protest Too M u c h Are Seen as Gui l ty , " Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 5, (1979): 44-47. 

(d) W h y do y o u keep t r y i n g to jus t i fy a v i e w that i s so o b v i o u s l y racist? 

(e) D o y o u t h i n k B o b i s i n n o c e n t o f the m o s t v i c i o u s c r i m e k n o w n t o 
j m a n ? 

(f) T h e f o l l o w i n g q u e s t i o n o n the t o p i c o f the W o m e n ' s C o n f e r e n c e i n 
C h i n a w a s a s k e d i n the Senate P a r l i a m e n t a r y Debates o f A u s t r a l i a 
[Hansard, A u g u s t 23, 1995, p . 196): " M y q u e s t i o n i s d i r e c t e d to the 
M i n i s t e r for F a m i l y Services a n d i t relates to next week ' s B e i j i n g 

I w o m e n ' s conference . W h y w a s A u s A I D ' s Dr . Ware a p p o i n t e d as a 

delegate to that conference after that o f f i c i a l , on 23 June at est imates, 

j r e f u s e d to accept as coerc ive the o f f i c i a l S h a n g h a i p o l i c y to i m p o s e 
a f ine of three t imes the f a m i l y a n n u a l i n c o m e payable over s i x years 
w h e r e a w o m a n re fused to have her s e c o n d p r e g n a n c y a b o r t e d ? " 

^ ^ ^ ^ H Responding to Tricky Questions 

W h e n a q u e s t i o n is b o t h c o m p l e x a n d l o a d e d , i t c a n be u s e d as a d e v i c e 

o f entrapment , t y p i f i e d by the f o l l o w i n g case, u s e d as an e x a m p l e by 

I the l e a d i n g t r a d i t i o n a l l o g i c textbooks for m a n y years to i l lus t ra te the 

p r o b l e m . 

H a v e y o u s t o p p e d u s i n g m i n d - a l t e r i n g drugs? 

T h i s q u e s t i o n is a k i n d of trap, because i t i s a yes-no q u e s t i o n , a n d no 
matter w h i c h d irec t a n s w e r i s g i v e n , the r e s p o n d e n t becomes c o m m i t ­
ted to h a v i n g u s e d m i n d - a l t e r i n g drugs . I f the r e s p o n d e n t answers 'yes , ' 
t h e n h e a d m i t s h a v i n g u s e d s u c h drugs i n the past. B u t i f the r e s p o n d e n t 
answers ' n o , ' he a d m i t s that not o n l y has he u s e d t h e m in the past , b u t i s 
c o n t i n u i n g to do so. T h u s the ' n o ' o p t i o n i s e v e n w o r s e , b u t the p o i n t i s 
that n o matter w h i c h w a y the hapless r e s p o n d e n t answers , h e c o m m i t s 
h i m s e l f t o h a v i n g d o n e s o m e t h i n g that m a k e s h i m l o o k b a d a n d p r o b a b l y 
destroys h i s c r e d i b i l i t y . 

A s k i n g a l o a d e d q u e s t i o n has somet imes b e e n c a l l e d f a l l a c i o u s . N o t e , 
h o w e v e r , that e v e n th is q u e s t i o n , as t r i c k y , dangerous , a n d d e c e p t i v e as i t 
seems, c o u l d be reasonable to ask in some cases. F o r c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w ­
i n g d i a l o g u e , w h e r e B r u n o i s the defendant i n a t r i a l i n w h i c h h e stands 
a c c u s e d o f m u r d e r , a n d he i s b e i n g q u e s t i o n e d by the p r o s e c u t i o n . 

Prosecutor: D o y o u admit using mind-a l te r ing drugs in the past? 

Defendant: Yes. 

Prosecutor: Have you s t o p p e d us ing mind-a l te r ing drugs? 

I n th is case, i n v i r t u e o f defendant 's p r i o r response , i n w h i c h h e f ree ly 
a d m i t t e d h e h a d u s e d m i n d - a l t e r i n g drugs i n the past, the p r o s e c u t o r i s 
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jus t i f i ed i n a s k i n g B r u n o the q u e s t i o n , ' H a v e y o u s t o p p e d a b u s i n g y o u r 
spouse? ' a t the n e x t m o v e i n the d i a l o g u e . S o i n t h i s case, a s k i n g the so-
c a l l e d f a l l a c i o u s q u e s t i o n i s a p p r o p r i a t e i n the context o f d i a l o g u e o f the 
case. Never the less , i t i s qui te p o s s i b l e to see, f r o m the c lass ic case of the 
q u e s t i o n u s e d i n th is e x a m p l e , h o w th i s t r i c k y type o f q u e s t i o n c a n be, 
a n d t y p i c a l l y i s u s e d , to u n f a i r l y b r o w b e a t a r e s p o n d e n t , a n d t ry to trap 
h i m i n t o d a m a g i n g a d m i s s i o n s . So i t i s a q u e s t i o n i n g tact ic that i s w e l l 
w o r t h b e i n g aware of. 

A n o t h e r t r i c k y aspect o f the spouse abuse q u e s t i o n i s its negat ive 
format . ' S t o p p e d ' means ' d i s c o n t i n u e d , ' a negat ive i d e a , m e a n i n g 'not 
d o i n g s o m e t h i n g y o u d i d before . ' R e s e a r c h has s h o w n that a negat ive 
accusatory q u e s t i o n , s u c h as "Isn' t i t true that y o u r w o r k i s p o o r l y regarded 
b y y o u r col leagues? ' - a s k e d i n c r o s s - e x a m i n a t i o n o f a n expert w i t n e s s i n 
court - t e n d e d to be " p r e s u m p t u o u s " in suggest ing g u i l t . 7 T h e r o l e o f 
negat ion i n t r i c k y p r e s u m p t u o u s quest ions has b e e n k n o w n s ince a n c i e n t 
t imes . E u b u l i d e s , a n a n c i e n t p h i l o s o p h e r w h o l i v e d a r o u n d the same t i m e 
as P la to , was k n o w n for i n v e n t i n g severa l paradoxes . O n e o f these, c a l l e d 
the h o r n e d m a n , i n v o l v e s the f o l l o w i n g q u e s t i o n . 

H a v e y o u lost y o u r h o r n s ? 

T h e t r i c k i n th is q u e s t i o n i s s i m i l a r t o that i n the m i n d - a l t e r i n g drugs 
q u e s t i o n . No matter w h i c h d i rec t a n s w e r i s g i v e n - 'yes ' or ' n o ' - the 
r e s p o n d e n t concedes that, a t one t i m e , h e d i d h a v e h o r n s . T h i s c o m m i t ­
m e n t makes h i m l o o k s i l l y . B u t part o f the t r i c k i s e x p l a i n e d b y a c e r t a i n 
a m b i g u i t y i n the negat ive t e r m Tost' , b r o u g h t out w h e n the q u e s t i o n i s 
p a r a p h r a s e d i n t o the f o r m o f an argument w h e r e Tost ' i s negated. T h e 
f o l l o w i n g v e r s i o n o f E u b u l i d e s ' p a r a d o x i s i n the f o r m o f a n a r g u m e n t . 8 

W h a t y o u h a v e not lost y o u s t i l l have . 

B u t y o u h a v e not los t h o r n s . 

S o y o u s t i l l h a v e h o r n s . 

O n e m e a n i n g o f 'not los t ' p r e s u p p o s e s y o u h a d s o m e t h i n g before. T h i s 
m e a n i n g makes the f irst p r e m i s e true. T h e other m e a n i n g o f 'not los t ' does 
n o t r e q u i r e that y o u h a d the t h i n g before. T h i s m e a n i n g makes the s e c o n d 

7 S. M. Kassin, L. N. Wi l l iams , and C L. Saunders, "Dir ty Tricks of Cross-Examination: 
The Influence of Conjectural Evidence on a Jury," Law and Human Behavior 14 (1990): 
373-384, p. 376. 

8 W i l l i a m Kneale and Martha Kneale, The Development of Logic (Oxford: Clarendon 1962), 
p. 114. 

6. Responding to Tricky Questions 

TABLE 5.2 

Proponent ^ 

205 

Respondent 

Did you use mind-altering drugs? Yes. 

Have you stopped using them? 

p r e m i s e true. So there is a subtle a m b i g u i t y in the negat ion , r e v e a l i n g a 

k i n d o f e q u i v o c a t i o n i m p l i c i t i n the h o r n e d m a n type o f q u e s t i o n . S o the 

fact that the spouse abuse ques t ion , a n d c o m p a r a b l e t r i c k y ques t ions , i s 

expressed in a negat ive w a y i s an a d d i t i o n a l d i m e n s i o n o f t r i c k i n e s s to 

w a t c h out for. 

Q u e s t i o n s l i k e the h o r n e d m a n q u e s t i o n a n d the spouse abuse ques­

t i o n are not a l w a y s f a l l a c i o u s , as n o t e d above, so the p r o b l e m is to k n o w 

h o w t o evaluate t h e m w h e n they are u s e d i n a g i v e n case. T h e best m e t h o d 

is to a p p l y a p r o f i l e of d i a l o g u e , a sequence of quest ions a n d r e p l i e s rep­

resent ing the context of d i a l o g u e in a case. F o r e x a m p l e , in a case s u c h as 

the e x a m p l e above w h e r e the spouse abuse q u e s t i o n has b e e n c o r r e c t l y 

u s e d , the p r o f i l e of d i a l o g u e can be represented as in Table 5.2. 

I f the respondent ' s a n s w e r h a d b e e n ' n o ' a t the f i rs t m o v e , t h e n the 

quest ioner s h o u l d not have gone ahead w i t h the next q u e s t i o n . I f she d i d , 

t h e n her a s k i n g o f the q u e s t i o n a t her s e c o n d m o v e w o u l d b e i n a p p r o ­

pr ia te . T h e p r o b l e m w i t h s u c h a l o a d e d q u e s t i o n i s that i t c a n b e u s e d 

in a case w h e r e the r e s p o n d e n t never t o o k m i n d - a l t e r i n g drugs , o r d i d 

not w a n t to a d m i t i t , to t ry to force an a d m i s s i o n of g u i l t . I t does t h i s by 

b a l l i n g up a sequence o f quest ions i n t o one c o m p l e x q u e s t i o n in a w a y 

that leaves the r e s p o n d e n t n o w a y o p e n t o r e p l y ' n o ' a t m o v e s i n the p r o ­

f i l e o f d i a l o g u e . W h a t the c r i t i c a l arguer m u s t d o , t h e n , w h e n c o n f r o n t e d 

w i t h this k i n d o f t r i c k y ques t ion , i s t o cha l lenge its p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s . T o 

g ive a d irec t a n s w e r w o u l d be to f a l l i n t o the trap set by the q u e s t i o n . 

Instead, the c r i t i c a l r e s p o n d e n t m u s t r e p l y t o the q u e s t i o n b y q u e s t i o n ­

i n g its p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s . T h e r e s p o n d e n t s h o u l d ask the p r o p o n e n t h o w 

she c a n p r o v e the a l l e g a t i o n m a d e i n the p r e s u p p o s i t i o n o f the q u e s t i o n , 

a n d he c a n also d e n y the a l legat ion , d e p e n d i n g on w h a t sort o f s trength 

o f c r i t i c a l r e a c t i o n i s a p p r o p r i a t e for the a c c u s a t i o n a n d h o w i t has b e e n 

brought f o r w a r d i n the d ia logue . 

T h e exact r e p l y that i s appropr ia te is a f u n c t i o n of the t y p e of d i a ­
logue , the c o m m i t m e n t s a l ready m a d e by the r e s p o n d e n t a t that p o i n t 
i n the d i a l o g u e , a n d other factors o f the p a r t i c u l a r case. F o r e x a m p l e , i n 
the f o l l o w i n g case, f r o m a debate on job cutbacks at a n a t i o n a l p a r k , the 
r e s p o n d e n t r e p l i e d qui te w e l l to a t r i c k y q u e s t i o n . 
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Questioner: S ince the p o l i c y of this g o v e r n m e n t is to e l iminate jobs, can 
the respondent c o n f i r m the bad news a n d expla in in u n e q u i v o c a l terms w h y 
my const i tuents are the targets of such savage a n d unacceptable cutbacks? 
Respondent: It is true that the park service is r e d u c i n g s o m e jobs because 
of e c o n o m i c necessity. But we are d o i n g o u r best to ease the s i tuat ion and 
to he lp retrain e m p l o y e e s w h o can be given o ther duties ; we are p r o c e e d i n g 
as h u m a n e l y as poss ib le . 

A l t h o u g h the r e s p o n d e n t d i d not a n s w e r the q u e s t i o n direc t ly , she d i d 
take the s t ing out o f the accusat ions m a d e in the q u e s t i o n that the cutbacks 
w e r e " u n a c c e p t a b l e " a n d "savage" a n d that the p o l i c y o f the g o v e r n m e n t 
i s t o r e d u c e jobs. A s c r i t i c a l arguers e v a l u a t i n g the q u e s t i o n a s k e d i n the 
e x a m p l e above, we w o u l d not be able to p r e d i c t th is r e p l y or to suggest a 
better one because we do n o t have the i n f o r m a t i o n on the p a r t i c u l a r s o f the 
case k n o w n to the r e s p o n d e n t . I t i s up to her to g ive the rep ly . B u t we are 
in a p o s i t i o n to evaluate c r i t i c a l l y the q u e s t i o n i d e n t i f y i n g the c o m p l e x 
s tructure o f the q u e s t i o n , its p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s , a n d the l o a d e d nature o f 
these p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s . B y d o i n g so, w e c a n expose the t r i c k i n e s s o f the 
q u e s t i o n , s h o w i n g w h y a c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n i n g of the q u e s t i o n i s a m o r e 
r a t i o n a l a p p r o a c h t h a n t r y i n g to a n s w e r the q u e s t i o n . 

L o a d e d a n d c o m p l e x quest ions are of ten g i v e n a n a d d i t i o n a l d i m e n ­
s i o n o f t r i ck iness b y c o n t a i n i n g a n a d h o m i n e m attack o n the r e s p o n d e n t . 
T h i s type o f a d h o m i n e m attack i s p a r t i c u l a r l y dangerous because, p o s e d 
in the f o r m of a q u e s t i o n , the a l l e g a t i o n does n o t s e e m to r e q u i r e a n y 
proof , e v e n i f i t i s o n l y b a s e d o n suggest ion a n d i n n u e n d o . T h e c lass i c 
case 9 concerns a d i a l o g u e b e t w e e n someone w h o is against h u n t i n g a n d a 
hunter . In the exchange, the c r i t i c o f h u n t i n g has b e e n a c c u s i n g the h u n t e r 
of engaging in barbar ic pract ices of s a c r i f i c i n g hares or trout , just for her 
o w n amusement . T h e h u n t e r t h e n rep l ies w i t h the f o l l o w i n g q u e s t i o n : 
" W h y d o y o u feed o n the f l e sh o f harmless a n i m a l s ? " H e r e the h u n t e r has 
t u r n e d the tables on the c r i t i c . Of course , i f the c r i t i c i s a vegetar ian , he 
c a n eas i ly rebut the p r e s u p p o s i t i o n of the q u e s t i o n . B u t i f he does eat meat 
o c c a s i o n a l l y , he appears to be s tuck in a c i r c u m s t a n t i a l i n c o n s i s t e n c y . He 
i s c r i t i c i z i n g the k i l l i n g o f a n i m a l s , b u t b y b u y i n g a n d eat ing meat , h e i s 
s u p p o r t i n g th is v e r y prac t i ce h i m s e l f . S o the q u e s t i o n i n the c lass i c case 
is a t r i c k y q u e s t i o n that conta ins a c i r c u m s t a n t i a l ad h o m i n e m argument . 

T h e q u e s t i o n in the c lass i c case i s a t r i c k y one i n d e e d , for i t has s o m e 
g e n u i n e basis for the ad h o m i n e m argument . E a t i n g meat i s g e n u i n e l y 

9 Richard Whately, Elements of Logic (New York: W i l l i a m Jackson, 1836), p. 196. 
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c o n n e c t e d t o the k i l l i n g o f a n i m a l s . B u t w h a t the c r i t i c a l r e s p o n d e n t 

m u s t p o i n t out i s that eat ing meat i s d i f ferent f rom k i l l i n g a n i m a l s for 

amusement , w h i c h i s w h a t the c r i t i c has a c c u s e d the h u n t e r o f d o i n g . T o 

t u r n the tables o n the h u n t e r a n d r e p l y adequate ly t o her t r i c k y q u e s t i o n , 

the r e s p o n d e n t m u s t p o i n t out that eat ing meat is not the same as the 

a c t i o n of k i l l i n g a n i m a l s for sport (or amusement ) . T h e t w o th in gs are 

re la ted , b u t t h e y are not the same th ings . A n d t h e n h e m u s t repeat that h e 

i s a c c u s i n g the h u n t e r o f k i l l i n g a n i m a l s for a m u s e m e n t . 

A n a d h o m i n e m attack p o s e d i n a q u e s t i o n l i k e that i n the c l a s s i c case 

i s a h i g h l y effect ive tact ic u s e d to p u t the r e s p o n d e n t on the de fens ive . 

A n d one c a n see w h y . T h e q u e s t i o n conceals a use o f argument f r o m c o m ­

m i t m e n t to attack the integr i ty , a n d h e n c e the c r e d i b i l i t y , o f the r e s p o n ­

dent. By f o r c i n g the r e s p o n d e n t to a d m i t that he h i m s e l f engages in a 

prac t i ce that contr ibutes to the k i l l i n g o f a n i m a l s , the q u e s t i o n u s e d by the 

h u n t e r in the c lass i c case makes the r e s p o n d e n t appear to be a h y p o c r i t e . 

T h e r e s p o n d e n t appears t o take the m o r a l l y h i g h g r o u n d i n p o s i n g s u c h 

an a c c u s a t i o n of barbar i ty against the hunter . B u t the q u e s t i o n cha l lenges 

w h e t h e r the r e s p o n d e n t is r e a l l y s u c h a m o r a l p e r s o n h i m s e l f . A ques­

t i o n that i s qui te aggressive or p o t e n t i a l l y d a m a g i n g , p a r t i c u l a r l y one that 

accuses the r e s p o n d e n t o f b l a m e for s o m e t h i n g b a d , i s of ten r e p l i e d to by 

a n a d h o m i n e m q u e s t i o n d i r e c t e d b a c k t o the quest ioner , s a y i n g , " Y o u are 

just a s b a d . " T h i s type o f a d h o m i n e m r e p l y i s somet imes c a l l e d the " t w o 

w r o n g s " argument . T h e b a c k - a n d - f o r t h d i a l o g u e o f a d h o m i n e m ques t ions 

a n d ad h o m i n e m r e p l i e s i s character is t ic o f a lo t o f p o l i t i c a l debat ing . F o r 

e x a m p l e , w h e n one c a n d i d a t e i n a n e l e c t i o n c a m p a i g n resorts t o "negat ive 

a d s " or "character at tacks , " the o p p o s i n g c a n d i d a t e f r e q u e n t l y feels that 

h e m u s t r e p l y w i t h e q u a l l y d a m a g i n g a d h o m i n e m attacks o r o t h e r w i s e 

h e w i l l lose g r o u n d i n the p o l l s . S u c h a pa t te rn o f attack i s i l l u s t r a t e d b y 

the f o l l o w i n g p o l i t i c a l debate. 

Pol i t i c ian A: C a n y o u assure the p e o p l e that there w i l l be no increase in 

interest rates t o m o r r o w ? 

Pol i t i c ian B: This is a lud ic rous ques t ion c o m i n g f r o m this person w h o s e 
party was p u s h i n g interest rates up to 20 a n d 25 percent per a n n u m w h e n 
they w e r e in power . 

In th i s case, the q u e s t i o n i s not an e x p l i c i t ad h o m i n e m attack, a l t h o u g h 
i t does i m p l y a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for h i g h interest rates (presumably , a b a d 
t h i n g for p e o p l e genera l ly ) . B u t the r e p l y attacks the q u e s t i o n , u s i n g a 
c i r c u m s t a n t i a l ad h o m i n e m argument to m a k e the quest ioner appear to be 
i n c o n s i s t e n t a n d suggest that she i s h y p o c r i t i c a l . In th is case, the q u e s t i o n 
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i s far f r o m reasonable , a n d the use o f the c i r c u m s t a n t i a l ad h o m i n e m to 
r e p l y seems b o t h jus t i f iable a n d effect ive. 

U s e o f a n a d h o m i n e m r e p l y t o r e s p o n d t o a n a d h o m i n e m ques­
t i o n o r any q u e s t i o n i m p l y i n g g u i l t c a n b e reasonable . B u t s u c h d i a ­
logue sequences n e e d t o b e a n a l y z e d care fu l ly . A s i n the c lass ic case, 
s u c h a r e p l y c a n be leg i t imate a n d h a v e j u s t i f i c a t i o n , b u t the cases of the 
quest ioner a n d the r e s p o n d e n t m a y not be e x a c t l y the same, or s i m i l a r . 
T h e f o l l o w i n g descr ibes a 60 Minutes n e w s story, " W h a t K i l l e d J i m m y 
A n d e r s o n ? " ( M a r c h 2 , 1986). 

A n e w s p r o g r a m inves t iga ted e v i d e n c e that the deaths of sev­
era l s c h o o l c h i l d r e n i n a s m a l l t o w n c o u l d have b e e n d u e t o t o x i c 
c h e m i c a l s that came t o b e i n the w a t e r s y s t e m t h r o u g h i n d u s ­
t r i a l waste d i s p o s a l . T h e i n t e r v i e w e r a s k e d a corporate represen­
tat ive about the p o s s i b i l i t y that h i s c o m p a n y h a d v i o l a t e d the l a w 
b y d u m p i n g t o x i c c h e m i c a l s . T h e representat ive r e p l i e d that the 
i n t e r v i e w e r w a s " a n in teres t ing p e r s o n t o raise that q u e s t i o n " i n 
r e l a t i o n to the fact that h i s n e t w o r k w a s r e c e n t l y c i t e d for some 
c o n t a m i n a t i o n p r o b l e m s . T h e i n t e r v i e w e r c o u n t e r e d th is r e p l y 
by p o i n t i n g out that u n l i k e the c o r p o r a t i o n ' s case that w a s the 
subject o f the p r o g r a m , in the case o f the n e t w o r k c i t a t i o n there 
w e r e n o deaths o r i l lnesses repor ted , n o l a w s u i t s , a n d n o c r i m i n a l 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n . 1 0 
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H e r e the i n t e r v i e w e r a c c u s e d the corporate representat ive (or h i s c o m ­
pany) o f b e i n g r e s p o n s i b l e for d u m p i n g t o x i c c h e m i c a l s . B u t t h e n the 
corporate representat ive r e p l i e d that the i n t e r v i e w e r ' s o w n t e l e v i s i o n net­
w o r k has done the same t h i n g . T h i s ad hominem r e p l y t h r o w s the b u r d e n 
of g u i l t back onto the i n t e r v i e w e r ' s s ide , suggest ing he is a " f ine p e r s o n " 
to be a s k i n g s u c h ques t ions . 

B u t w h a t i s e s p e c i a l l y in teres t ing about t h i s case i s the i n t e r v i e w e r ' s 
rep ly , p o i n t i n g out severa l di f ferences b e t w e e n h i s s i t u a t i o n a n d that o f 
the corporate representat ive . T h e i n t e r v i e w e r i s p o i n t i n g out just w h a t 
w e observed i n the h u n t e r case, n a m e l y , that the s i t u a t i o n o n the one 
s ide i s dif ferent f r o m that on the other. S t i l l , just as in the h u n t e r case, 
the a d h o m i n e m r e p l y does have some s t ing a n d s o m e j u s t i f i c a t i o n , for 
i t counters that the attacker i s i n v o l v e d i n the same k i n d o f prac t i ce that 
she accuses the other p a r t y o f b e i n g g u i l t y of. So e v a l u a t i n g ad h o m i n e m 

1 0 Douglas N. Walton, Question-Reply Argumentation (New York: Greenwood Press, 1989), 
p. 179. 

answers to ad h o m i n e m quest ions or to a n y quest ions that are l o a d e d or 

i m p l y g u i l t o r b l a m e o f some sort needs to be u n d e r t a k e n care fu l ly . T h e 

r e p l y needs t o b e j u d g e d i n r e l a t i o n t o the q u e s t i o n , a n d the t w o s i tua t ions 

n e e d to be c o m p a r e d care fu l ly , to see w h e t h e r they are the same or s i m i l a r 

o r i n w h i c h respects they m i g h t b e di f ferent . 

I n q u e s t i o n - r e p l y sequences, a d h o m i n e m attacks c a n o c c u r i n the i n i ­

t i a l q u e s t i o n , i n the r e p l y g i v e n t o the q u e s t i o n , o r i n b o t h . W h e r e the a d 

h o m i n e m attack i s m a d e i n the q u e s t i o n the c r i t i c a l t h i n k e r needs t o i d e n ­

t i f y the q u e s t i o n as a l o a d e d ques t ion , a n d to i d e n t i f y the prec i se nature 

o f the l o a d i n g a s b e i n g a n a d h o m i n e m attack. W h e r e the a d h o m i n e m 

attack has b e e n m a d e i n the reply , the c r i t i c a l t h i n k e r m u s t evaluate the 

s i t u a t i o n o f the ques t ioner a s c o m p a r e d w i t h that o f the r e s p o n d e n t , i n 

the respects re la ted to the ad h o m i n e m exchange , as far as i n f o r m a t i o n 

about these t w o s i tuat ions i s g i v e n i n the case. B y c o m p a r i n g the t w o s i t u ­

at ions , a n e v a l u a t i o n c a n b e m a d e o f the extent t o w h i c h the a d h o m i n e m 

r e p l y i s j u s t i f i e d or not . B u t e v e n r e c o g n i z i n g a q u e s t i o n as l o a d e d 

because i t c o n t a i n s a n a d h o m i n e m attack i s a n i m p o r t a n t step i n c r i t i c a l 

a rgumenta t ion . 

EXERCISE 
5.6 

1 . A n a l y z e the f o l l o w i n g quest ions , c i t i n g the i m p o r t a n t p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s 

a n d s h o w i n g h o w a n attempt t o a n s w e r t h e m c o u l d b e t r i c k y . S h o w w h a t 

sort o f r e p l y w o u l d be appropr ia te for the q u e s t i o n . 
(a) D i d y o u r sales increase as a resul t of y o u r m i s l e a d i n g adver t i s ing? 

(b) W h y h a v e y o u r sexist v i e w s s o of ten b e e n c o n s i d e r e d of fens ive i n 

the past? 

(c) D o y o u a n d y o u r c o m m u n i s t pa ls t h i n k that y o u r efforts t o s u p ­

press f r e e d o m of s p e e c h c a n be u s e d to force everyone to l i v e in 

a p o l i c e state w h e r e everyone is d e p r e s s i n g l y at the same l e v e l of 

m e d i o c r i t y ? 

(d) T h e t o p i c of the f o l l o w i n g q u e s t i o n in the Question Period of the 

House of Commons Debates of Canada (June 10, 1982, p. 18304) 

w a s the government ' s p o s i t i o n o n u n e m p l o y m e n t : " H o w l o n g i s the 

m i n i s t e r p r e p a r e d to c o n d e m n 1,200 m o r e C a n a d i a n s every d a y to 

job loss a n d i n s e c u r i t y because he i s too s t u b b o r n a n d too u n c a r i n g 

to change h i s p o l i c i e s ? " 

T h e t o p i c o f the f o l l o w i n g q u e s t i o n i n the Q u e s t i o n P e r i o d o f the 

H o u s e of C o m m o n s Debates of C a n a d a (June 20, 1986, p . 14760) 

w a s g o v e r n m e n t e x p e n d i t u r e s . 
M r . D o n B o u d r i a (Glengarry-Prescott-Russell) : " M r . Speaker, m y 
question is directed to the P r i m e Minis ter . On a d a i l y basis the m e d i a 

(e) 
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are reporting the excessive abuse by the P r i m e M i n i s t e r in spend­
ing taxpayers' money on hotels, airplanes, videos, l i m o u s i n e rentals, 
caviar, and champagne, as i f he h a d w o n the 649 Lottery. W i l l the 
Pr ime M i n i s t e r n o w put a stop to the spending orgy of taxpayers' 
m o n e y ? " 

2 . E v a l u a t e the a r g u m e n t a t i o n in the f o l l o w i n g q u e s t i o n - r e p l y ex­
changes. 

(a) 

R E P O R T E R : If y o u , as an elected representative, are i n a p o s i t i o n of 
p u b l i c trust, where y o u are not supposed to be in a conflict of interest 
si tuation, h o w can y o u have accepted a free f ishing trip g iven by an 
air l ine, w h i c h is a private corporation? 

P O L I T I C I A N : W h a t about you? The travel wri ter for your newspaper 
roamed the w o r l d for years on free a i r l ine passes. Isn't that a confl ict 
of interest situation? 

(b) T h e f o l l o w i n g extract is f r o m Hansard [Canada: House of Commons 
Debates, M a y 3, 1985, p. 4380). 

Q U E S T I O N E R : M r . Speaker, m y quest ion is directed to the Deputy 
Pr ime Minis ter . It concerns junkets on board the sacred instruments 
of travel of the Government. In the face of massive cut-backs in the 
arts, the C B C [Canadian Broadcasting Corporat ion! , and other v a l u ­
able areas of government activities, c o u l d the Deputy Pr ime M i n i s t e r 
te l l the House what c o u l d have poss ib ly possessed his colleague, the 
M i n i s t e r of Communica t ions , to fi l l a government jet w i t h f a m i l y and 
personal staff members to fly off to A l g e r i a , Greece, a n d other exotic 
places, at a cost of $57,000 to the C a n a d i a n taxpayers, at a t ime w h e n 
he and his colleagues are preaching restraint and te l l ing us h o w to 
tighten our belts? H o w does he in tend to stop this k i n d of act ivi ty in 
the future? 

R E S P O N D E N T (Deputy Pr ime M i n i s t e r a n d M i n i s t e r of N a t i o n a l 
Defence): M r . Speaker, as I recal l it , the specific journey that the H o n . 
Member talks about was one w h i c h was made in the v i ta l interests 
of Canada's internat ional trade in one of the leading areas of our 
technology, namely, te lecommunicat ions . The M i n i s t e r v i s i ted sev­
eral countries in the M i d d l e East on miss ions to improve markets 
and establish markets for the sale of C a n a d i a n manufactured p r o d ­
ucts and goods. W h e n I saw the article to w h i c h the H o n . M e m b e r 
refers, I , w h o have that responsibi l i ty now, l o o k e d very careful ly at 
that t r ip . I see every justif ication for the use of government aircraft in 
that instance. It has nothing but benefit. Certa inly it is a far greater 
advantage to Canada than the example that was portrayed by his 

Party w h e n it was the Government a couple of years ago, w h e n three 
government aircraft, w i t h three separate Cabinet Minis ters , a r r ived 
at roughly the same time in the C i t y of W i n n i p e g , unbeknownst to 
each other. A l l o f them c o u l d have taken commerc ia l aircraft. 

Relevance of Questions and Replies 

In a n y sequence of q u e s t i o n - r e p l y a r g u m e n t a t i o n , the r e p l y needs to be 

eva lua ted i n r e l a t i o n t o the q u e s t i o n . A n d b o t h the q u e s t i o n a n d r e p l y 

n e e d to be e v a l u a t e d in the larger sequence of exchanges in a d i a l o g u e , of 

w h i c h they are a part . Q u e s t i o n i n g a n d r e p l y i n g m o v e s are best j u d g e d in 

r e l a t i o n t o h o w b o t h quest ioner a n d r e s p o n d e n t take part c o l l a b o r a t i v e l y 

i n h e l p i n g a d i a l o g u e m o v e f o r w a r d t o w a r d r e a l i z i n g its goal . T h e ques­

t ioner s h o u l d ask re levant a n d p r o b i n g ques t ions that are not too c o m p l e x 

o r aggressively l o a d e d , i n a n order that a l l o w s for h e l p f u l a n d accurate 

responses . T h e r e s p o n d e n t s h o u l d answer a q u e s t i o n or, i f he cannot , at 

least g ive a re levant r e p l y . In some ins tances , q u e s t i o n i n g the q u e s t i o n 

c a n be a re levant r e p l y , i f that is the best w a y for the a r g u m e n t a t i o n to 

m o v e ahead i n the d i a l o g u e . 

I t i s an in teres t ing e x p e r i m e n t to w a t c h n e w s i n t e r v i e w s or other k i n d s 

o f i n t e r v i e w s s h o w n on the m e d i a , s u c h as i n t e r v i e w s o f sports a n d enter­

t a i n m e n t ce lebr i t ies a n d other persons of interest to the p u b l i c , to see 

w h i c h rep l ies g i v e n w e r e re levant to the q u e s t i o n asked. E x a m p l e s are 

c o m m o n w h e r e the r e p l y i s not re levant . To say that the r e p l y i s r e l e v a n t 

m ean s that i t e i ther answers the q u e s t i o n or deals w i t h i t c o n s t r u c t i v e l y 

in a w a y that contr ibutes to the m o v i n g f o r w a r d of the d ia logue t o w a r d 

its goal . A t y p i c a l e x a m p l e is the f o l l o w i n g d i a l o g u e . 

Questioner: D i d y o u try drugs w h e n y o u w e r e in college? 

Respondent: I've always been against the ingest ing of illegal substances. 

In th is case, the r e p l y seems to suggest that the answer g i v e n is ' n o ' . B u t 
i f y o u l o o k a t i t m o r e care fu l ly , y o u c a n see that the r e p l y does not r e a l l y 
a n s w e r the q u e s t i o n at a l l . T h e r e p l y is r e a l l y an answer to a d i f ferent 
q u e s t i o n , the q u e s t i o n of w h e t h e r the r e s p o n d e n t i s against " the i n g e s t i n g 
of i l l e g a l subs tances" or not , as a general q u e s t i o n of p o l i c y . It does not 
c o m m i t h i m o n the q u e s t i o n o f w h e t h e r o r not h e p e r s o n a l l y ever inges ted 
i l l e g a l substances a n d does not a n s w e r the spec i f i c q u e s t i o n o f w h e t h e r 
he took drugs (legal or otherwise) in col lege . G i v i n g re levant r e p l i e s to 
quest ions is e x t r e m e l y i m p o r t a n t for a s u c c e s s f u l d ia logue , b u t the f a i l u r e 
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to do so, as i l l u s t r a t e d by the e x a m p l e above, i s f r e q u e n t l y o v e r l o o k e d . T h e 
other aspect o f th is e x a m p l e that needs c o m m e n t i s the i ssue of w h e t h e r 
the q u e s t i o n i t se l f w a s re levant o r a p p r o p r i a t e i n the d i a l o g u e . I f i t w a s not 
re levant to the s u p p o s e d issue or t o p i c of the i n t e r v i e w , the r e s p o n d e n t 
s h o u l d p o i n t that out . T h e n q u e s t i o n i n g c o u l d get b a c k to a c o n s t r u c t i v e 
o r m o r e i n f o r m a t i v e a n d re levant l i n e o f i n f o r m a t i o n - s e e k i n g d i a l o g u e . 

T h e p r o b l e m cases are those w h e r e the r e p l y g i v e n l o o k s l i k e a r e l ­
evant answer, because i t i s an a n s w e r to s o m e re la ted, s i m i l a r q u e s t i o n , 
b u t does not r e a l l y answ r er the q u e s t i o n that w a s a s k e d a n d i s evas ive . F o r 
e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g sequence i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . 

Bob: W o u l d y o u agree that if some fair m e t h o d of j u d g i n g w h e n a t ip is 
appropr ia te c o u l d be dev ised , t i p p i n g c o u l d be a va luable way of r e w a r d i n g 
excel lence of service? 

Helen: There is n o fair m e t h o d of j u d g i n g w h e n a t ip is appropr ia te . 

I n th is case, i t m a y l o o k l i k e H e l e n has a n s w e r e d the q u e s t i o n . B u t the 
q u e s t i o n i s a c o n d i t i o n a l one. H e l e n r e p l i e d b y d e n y i n g the antecedent 
(assumption) o f the c o n d i t i o n a l . T h a t i s n o t an answer , a n d i t does n o t 
r e a l l y d e a l w i t h the i s sue p o s e d i n Bob 's q u e s t i o n . I n th i s case, B o b needs 
to r e p l y : "That ' s not w h a t I a s k e d y o u . I a s k e d w h e t h e r i f s u c h a m e t h o d 
w e r e t o b e d e v i s e d , w o u l d i t f o l l o w , i n y o u r o p i n i o n that t i p p i n g c o u l d b e 
a v a l u a b l e w a y o f r e w a r d i n g exce l lence o f s e r v i c e . " H e l e n s t i l l m a y not 
w a n t to a n s w e r the q u e s t i o n , b u t i t w o n ' t do to d e n y the antecedent o f the 
c o n d i t i o n a l , e i ther as an a n s w e r or as a c o n s t r u c t i v e r e p l y in the d i a l o g u e . 

O n the other h a n d , the c r i t i c a l t h i n k e r m u s t not b e too q u i c k t o c o n ­
d e m n a n y r e p l y to a q u e s t i o n as ' i r r e l e v a n t ' i f i t does not a n s w e r the 
q u e s t i o n . F o r a s w e h a v e seen above, i n cases o f l o a d e d a n d c o m p l e x 
ques t ions , i t i s not o n l y leg i t imate b u t e v e n h e l p f u l to q u e s t i o n a ques­
t i o n c r i t i c a l l y i n s t e a d of a n s w e r i n g i t . A better r e p l y to the c o n d i t i o n a l 
q u e s t i o n i n the e x a m p l e above w o u l d h a v e b e e n t o a n s w e r i t , b u t a l o n g 
w i t h the answer , to a d d on a c l a r i f i c a t i o n that w o u l d defeat a p o t e n t i a l l y 
m i s l e a d i n g i m p l i c a t i o n o f the q u e s t i o n . H e l e n m i g h t h a v e r e p l i e d : " Y e s , 
I ' l l concede that i f some fa ir m e t h o d o f j u d g i n g c o u l d b e d e v i s e d , t h e n 
t i p p i n g c o u l d , as y o u say, be a v a l u a b l e w a y of r e w a r d i n g e x c e l l e n c e o f 
service . B u t I d o n ' t t h i n k a fair w a y of j u d g i n g w h e n a t i p i s a p p r o p r i a t e 
c o u l d ever b e d e v i s e d . S o y o u r q u e s t i o n i s p u r e l y h y p o t h e t i c a l . A n d the 
fact that I a n s w e r e d i t in the af f i rmat ive s h o u l d n o t be t a k e n to i m p l y that 
I in a n y w a y agree to the p r o p o s i t i o n that t i p p i n g c o u l d be a v a l u a b l e w a y 
of r e w a r d i n g e x c e l l e n c e of s e r v i c e . " T h i s r e p l y gives a re levant answer , 
but a t the same t i m e deals c r i t i c a l l y w i t h a p o s s i b l y m i s l e a d i n g suggest ion 
i m p l i c i t i n the q u e s t i o n that H e l e n (r ightly) w a n t s t o a v o i d . 
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In some cases, h o w e v e r , r e p l y i n g to a q u e s t i o n w i t h a q u e s t i o n is 

evas ive , because the q u e s t i o n i s not an a p p r o p r i a t e c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n that 

contr ibutes to the m o v i n g f o r w a r d of the d i a l o g u e . Instead, i t i s a tact ic 

o f d i s t r a c t i o n u s e d t o cover u p e v a d i n g g i v i n g a n a n s w e r b y s e n d i n g the 

d i a l o g u e off in a di f ferent d i r e c t i o n . In the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e , the i s sue 

w a s a c o n t r o v e r s y about u s i n g for-prof i t h o s p i t a l s to treat teenagers w i t h 

d r u g o r a l c o h o l d e p e n d e n c y p r o b l e m s . C o n t r o v e r s y arose because i t w a s 

a l leged that the teenagers w e r e not b e i n g adequate ly s u p e r v i s e d . 

Parent: W h y weren ' t y o u l o o k i n g after my c h i l d properly? 

Hospital Director: H o w can w e l o o k after thirty-six w h e n you can't take care 

of one? 

T h e p r o b l e m i n th i s case i s that the h o s p i t a l director , i n s t e a d o f answer­

i n g the q u e s t i o n , i s t r y i n g to evade i t by s h i f t i n g a b u r d e n b a c k onto the 

parent . T h e q u e s t i o n appears to be a reasonable one, in the context of 

the c o n t r o v e r s y i n the e x a m p l e . B u t the h o s p i t a l d i rec tor a v o i d s h a v i n g 

t o a n s w e r i t b y u s i n g a n e m o t i o n a l l y d i s t r a c t i n g q u e s t i o n i n r e p l y . T h e 

parent i s u n d e r s t a n d a b l y c o n c e r n e d about the p r o b l e m s h e h a d w i t h the 

c h i l d , a n d there i s p r o b a b l y a f e e l i n g o f some g u i l t o n h i s part . S o i t w o u l d 

b e d i f f i c u l t for h i m not t o b e d is t rac ted b y t h i s c lever r e p l y t o h i s q u e s t i o n . 

W h e n e v a l u a t i n g r e l e v a n c e of a r e p l y , the f irst task is to judge w h e t h e r the 

r e p l y a n s w e r e d the q u e s t i o n . A n d i f not , t h e n i t m u s t b e d e c i d e d w h e t h e r 

the r e p l y m o v e s the d i a l o g u e t o w a r d its g o a l or sends i t in a d i f ferent 

d i r e c t i o n (away f r o m the goal). 

EXERCISE 
5.7 

E v a l u a t e w h e t h e r the f o l l o w i n g r e p l i e s w e r e re levant to the q u e s t i o n 

asked , as far as c a n be j u d g e d f r o m the context g i v e n , 

(a) In th i s case, the m a y o r of Det ro i t w a s i n t e r v i e w e d by a m e d i a 

reporter o n the t o p i c o f N o C r i m e D a y i n Detro i t . 

I N T E R V I E W E R : The murder rate this year so far is over three h u n d r e d 
people m u r d e r e d in Detroit. M o r e people were murdered last m o n t h 
in Detroit than in the w h o l e year in Toronto so far. Do y o u feel 
that this represents a fai lure or p r o b l e m , f rom your po in t of v i e w 
as mayor? 

M A Y O R : Y o u are asking me questions about this h i g h murder rate i n 
Detroit. That is not the question. Other cities l ike N e w York also have 
h i g h rates. The topic is No Cr ime Day. T h i s murder rate quest ion is 
not relevant. 

I N T E R V I E W E R : W e l l , yes, i t real ly is relevant. 
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(b) In th is case, a reporter w a s i n t e r v i e w i n g a p o l i t i c i a n about an 
u p c o m i n g e l e c t i o n . 

I N T E R V I E W E R - . W h a t went w r o n g i n y o u r last four years i n office? 
P O L I T I C I A N . - Let's put that i n perspective: W h a t went right? U n e m p l o y ­
ment has been d o w n , the deficit has been reversed, and h i g h interest 
rates are no longer a problem. In the last four years, the country has 
been more prosperous, there has been economic renewal , a n d greater 
social justice. 

(c) T h e t o p i c o f the f o l l o w i n g q u e s t i o n i n a m a g a z i n e art ic le i n w h i c h 
a p o l i t i c a l leader w a s i n t e r v i e w e d w a s teenage pregnanc ies . 

Q U E S T I O N E R : Figures indicate that there are u p to eighty u n p l a n n e d 
teenage pregnancies every week in M a n i t o b a . Do y o u t h i n k a strong 
sex educat ion program w o u l d help to solve this problem? 
R E S P O N D E N T : I t h i n k that there are a n u m b e r of reasons for teenage 
pregnancy. Quite frankly, we discover over and over again that m a n y 
of the c h i l d r e n , a n d they are c h i l d r e n at that age, k n o w that they 
s h o u l d be us ing b i r t h control a n d choose not to use b i r t h control . 
That's w h y the responsibi l i ty component of f a m i l y l ife educat ion is 
so very very important . 

(d) T h e t o p i c o f t h i s i n t e r v i e w of a p o l i t i c i a n w a s c a p i t a l p u n i s h m e n t . 

Q U E S T I O N E R : Do y o u t h i n k that i f capi ta l p u n i s h m e n t is brought back 
there w i l l be fewer murders of pol i ce officers and p r i s o n guards? 
R E S P O N D E N T : C a p i t a l punishment w i l l def initely be brought back 
because the people are outraged by the current state of affairs a n d 
are s o l i d l y b e h i n d the death penalty in capi ta l cases of murder. 

(e) T h e f o l l o w i n g exchange (no t o p i c g iven) t o o k p l a c e in a debate in 

the Q u e s t i o n s W i t h o u t N o t i c e s e c t i o n o f the P a r l i a m e n t a r y Debates 

of the H o u s e of Representat ives of A u s t r a l i a (June 6 , 1991, p . 4947). 

Q U E S T I O N E R : I ask the M i n i s t e r for C o m m u n i t y Services a n d H e a l t h : 
in adminis ter ing his portfolios, is i t h i s practice as Deputy P r i m e 
M i n i s t e r a n d M i n i s t e r for C o m m u n i t y Services and H e a l t h to m i s l e a d 
or otherwise deceive the A u s t r a l i a n people i f he f inds i t p o l i t i c a l l y 
expedient to do so? Is deliberately m i s l e a d i n g the A u s t r a l i a n people 
acceptable p o l i t i c a l behavior? 

R E S P O N D E N T : I thank the honorable member for the question, w h i c h 
I w o u l d have thought ca l led for an obvious reply. I certainly do not 
in tend to spend any t ime on it. But i f the honorable member wants to 
go to the quest ion of integrity, I bel ieve, frankly, that the O p p o s i t i o n 
perhaps ought to look at its o w n house. 
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Q U E S T I O N E R : What is your answer? 

R E S P O N D E N T . - In terms of the performance of O p p o s i t i o n members i n 
relat ion to p o l i c y questions, frankly, they seem to back away f rom 
every commitment they make, and for the O p p o s i t i o n to make a state­
ment in this Parl iament is not to establish any credibi l i ty . 

EIGHT Summary 

T h i s chapter began by i d e n t i f y i n g one type o f d i a l o g u e that i s c e n t r a l l y 
i m p o r t a n t i n c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n c a l l e d the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n , a sub­
type of a m o r e general type of d i a l o g u e c a l l e d p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . N o t a l l 
p e r s u a s i o n d ia logues are of the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n type . F o r a p e r s u a s i o n 
d i a l o g u e i t is not necessary for the conf l i c t of o p i n i o n s (the issue) to be 
r e s o l v e d d e f i n i t i v e l y one w a y or the other, by s h o w i n g that the one par ty 
w i n s the d i a l o g u e a n d the other loses. A l t h o u g h p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e i s 
i m p o r t a n t , i t i s o n l y one k i n d o f d i a l o g u e that conta ins a r g u m e n t a t i o n . 
T h e f ive other types of d i a l o g u e are l i s t e d in Table 5.1 (p. 183), a l o n g w i t h 
the i r m a i n character is t ics . H o w quest ions are asked a n d a n s w e r e d i s a 
centra l part of the s tructure of any type of d i a l o g u e . 

A m o n g the m o s t i m p o r t a n t types o f ques t ions d e f i n e d w e r e d i s j u n c ­
t ive ( m u l t i p l e - c h o i c e ) quest ions , yes-no ques t ions , w h y ques t ions , a n d 
c o n d i t i o n a l ques t ions . T h e r e i s an i m p o r t a n t d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n a r e p l y 
a n d a n answer. A n a n s w e r i s a s p e c i a l type o f r e p l y that s u p p l i e s the 
i n f o r m a t i o n requested by the q u e s t i o n . A d i rec t a n s w e r f u r n i s h e s e x a c t l y 
the i n f o r m a t i o n reques ted by the q u e s t i o n . A p r e s u p p o s i t i o n of a q u e s t i o n 
w a s d e f i n e d as a n y p r o p o s i t i o n that a r e s p o n d e n t becomes c o m m i t t e d to 
i n v i r t u e o f g i v i n g a n y direc t a n s w e r t o the q u e s t i o n . F r o m the p e r s p e c t i v e 
of a p a r t i c u l a r d i s p u t e about some issue, once the d i s p u t e has r e a c h e d a 
g i v e n stage w h e r e a p a r t i c u l a r q u e s t i o n has b e e n asked, cer ta in p r o p o s i ­
t ions are e s p e c i a l l y i m p o r t a n t to i d e n t i f y , because they p l a y an i m p o r t a n t 
ro le i n the exchange. F r o m a v i e w p o i n t o f c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g , i n e v a l u a t i n g 
a q u e s t i o n - r e p l y exchange in a g i v e n case, i t is these p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s that 
are i m p o r t a n t to i d e n t i f y a n d be aware of. A q u e s t i o n m a y h a v e m a n y 
other p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s that are of lesser i m p o r t a n c e . 

A c o m p l e x q u e s t i o n is one that has severa l , that i s , m o r e t h a n one, of 
these s igni f i cant p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s . In effect, a c o m p l e x q u e s t i o n r e a l l y c o n ­
ta ins t w o (or more) ques t ions in one. To r e p l y to i t in a w a y that contr ibutes 
to the goal of a d i a l o g u e , these t w o quest ions m a y h a v e to be separated 
a n d t h e n r e p l i e d t o i n d i v i d u a l l y . H o w e v e r , there i s n o t h i n g i n h e r e n t l y 
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w r o n g w i t h c o m p l e x quest ions . T h e y are o f ten necessary i n order t o c o m ­
m u n i c a t e s u c c e s s f u l l y about c o m p l e x subjects or de l ibera t ions w h e r e sev­
eral c o n n e c t e d p r o p o s i t i o n s n e e d to be c o n s i d e r e d together. A l o a d e d 
q u e s t i o n is one that has one or m o r e l o a d e d statements as p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s 
o f the q u e s t i o n . T h e r e i s n o t h i n g i n h e r e n t l y w r o n g w i t h u s i n g l o a d e d ques- the r e a l c o m m i t m e n t s of b o t h part ies on the i 

t ions i n a d i a l o g u e , a n y m o r e t h a n there i s a n y t h i n g i n h e r e n t l y w r o n g w i t h 
u s i n g l o a d e d statements. B u t w h a t i s i m p o r t a n t i s to r e a l i z e that l o a d e d 
statements a n d quest ions b o t h f u n c t i o n in a d i a l o g u e v e r y m u c h as do 
arguments u s e d in a b i a s e d w a y to s u p p o r t the user's s ide a n d to argue 
against the respondent ' s s ide . T h e y do have an argumenta t ive w e i g h t , a n d 
a r e s p o n d e n t m u s t be alert to the n e e d to d e a l w i t h t h e m care fu l ly , a n d , 
in m a n y cases, a lso f a i r l y aggressively. L o a d e d quest ions often n e e d to be 
c h a l l e n g e d s t rongly by a respondent , a n d i t i s v i t a l for a c r i t i c a l t h i n k e r 
to be aware o f the l o a d e d p r o p o s i t i o n s c o n t a i n e d in the q u e s t i o n . 

A t r i c k y q u e s t i o n is one that is b o t h c o m p l e x a n d l o a d e d , u s e d to trap a 
r e s p o n d e n t by b e i n g s t r u c t u r e d so that no matter w h i c h direc t a n s w e r the 
r e s p o n d e n t gives , he becomes c o m m i t t e d to a p r o p o s i t i o n that is l o a d e d 
against h i s s ide of a d i s p u t e . T r i c k y ques t ions , s u c h as the spouse abuse 
q u e s t i o n , are t y p i c a l l y u s e d to m a k e accusat ions that the r e s p o n d e n t i s 
g u i l t y for some b l a m e w o r t h y act, or o t h e r w i s e to m a k e the r e s p o n d e n t 
appear to be on the l o s i n g s ide in a d i a l o g u e . As n o t e d in the case o f the 
spouse abuse q u e s t i o n , the v e r y same q u e s t i o n c a n be u s e d as a t r i c k y 
tactic o f en t rapment in one case, yet be qui te reasonable , a n d no trap 
a t a l l , a s u s e d i n another case. S o i t i s n o g o o d s i m p l y c o n d e m n i n g a l l 
quest ions that are b o t h c o m p l e x a n d l o a d e d o r b a n n i n g s u c h ques t ions 
altogether. E a c h case needs to be eva lua ted on its mer i t s , by c o n s t r u c t i n g 
a p r o f i l e of d i a l o g u e that e x h i b i t s the r ight order of a s k i n g a n d r e p l y i n g 
to quest ions in a case. In a f a l l a c i o u s case of the use of a t r i c k y q u e s t i o n , 
i t c a n be s h o w n that the r ight sequence o f q u e s t i o n i n g a n d r e p l y i n g has 
b e e n b a l l e d up i n t o one q u e s t i o n , in a w a y that obstructs the c o n s t r u c t i v e 
progress o f the d i a l o g u e t o w a r d its goal . W h a t the c r i t i c a l t h i n k e r m u s t do 
i s t o q u e s t i o n the q u e s t i o n b y c h a l l e n g i n g its p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s . A n d s u c h 
a cha l lenge , w h e n jus t i f i ed , s h o u l d be j u d g e d to be a re levant r e p l y to the 
q u e s t i o n . 

A n o t h e r t h i n g to w a t c h for in d ia logues i s a r e p l y that l o o k s re levant 
to a q u e s t i o n but is not . In m a n y cases, a r e p l y is t o p i c a l l y re levant , b u t i t 
does not r e a l l y address the q u e s t i o n as p o s e d . In some cases, r e p l y i n g to 
a q u e s t i o n w i t h another q u e s t i o n i s not a re levant r e p l y a n d is m e r e l y an 
attempt to evade a n s w e r i n g the ques t ion . B u t in other cases, r e p l y i n g to a 
q u e s t i o n w i t h a q u e s t i o n i s a re levant r e p l y , because , in m a n y cases, the 
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T h e de tec t ion o f b ias , or a s lant to one s ide in an argument , i s an impor tant 
s k i l l o f c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g . T h e r e are def in i te i n d i c a t o r s o f b ias , s t u d i e d i n 
th is chapter, that c a n b e detected i n a n a r g u m e n t i n a g i v e n case. M o s t 
o f th i s chapter i s d e v o t e d t o s h o w i n g h o w t o r e c o g n i z e i n d i c a t o r s o f bias 
present in a g i v e n case. In s o m e cases, a mass of e v i d e n c e , i n d i c a t i n g a 
pers is tent pa t tern of b ias in a series of a rguments in a d ia logue , c a n be 
o v e r w h e l m i n g . B u t the p r o b l e m i n m a n y cases i s that i t i s h a r d t o i d e n t i f y 
a b ias because i t i s c o n c e a l e d i n the language u s e d . S o m e o n e w h o i s t r y i n g 
t o persuade a n a u d i e n c e m a y use e m o t i v e language i n the f o r m o f l o a d e d 
terms that puts a " s p i n " o n the argument . S u c h use o f l o a d e d terms i n 
n a t u r a l language c a n of ten m a k e i t l o o k l i k e a s i m p l e statement of fact i s 
b e i n g m a d e . T h i s appearance tends to d i s g u i s e the r e a l f u n c t i o n o f the 
d i s c o u r s e , w h i c h i s t o p u t f o r w a r d a n argument . 

P e o p l e t y p i c a l l y fee l that v e r b a l d i s p u t e s are t r i v i a l a n d that h o w a 
t e r m i s d e f i n e d i s o f l i t t l e o r n o i m p o r t a n c e , c o m p a r e d w i t h the job o f 
p r o v i n g a p o i n t b y " h a r d " o b s e r v a t i o n a l e v i d e n c e c o l l e c t e d b y statistics. 
B u t p r o b l e m s about language a n d v e r b a l d i s p u t e s are o f ten far f r o m t r i v i a l . 
B i a s e d language i s a p o w e r f u l t o o l o f p e r s u a s i o n on i m p o r t a n t i ssues o f 
p u b l i c p o l i c y . I n some cases, b i l l i o n s o f d o l l a r s are i n v o l v e d i n l a w s u i t s , 
s o c i a l p o l i c i e s , a n d g o v e r n m e n t regula t ions that t u r n o n issues o f h o w a 
k e y t e r m s h o u l d b e d e f i n e d . I n m a n y cases, m e r e l y i d e n t i f y i n g a b ias b y 
r e a l i z i n g that the language u s e d concea ls a n argument i s a l l that needs 
to be d o n e in order to c r i t i c i z e the argument e f fect ively . T h e best c r i t i c a l 
response i s to recons t ruc t the d i scourse as an argument , a n d t h e n ask for 
the speaker to g i v e reasons to s u p p o r t h e r argument . W h e n a r e s p o n d e n t 
makes s u c h a best c r i t i c a l response, the n e x t m o v e in the d i a l o g u e i s 
of ten the of fer ing of a d e f i n i t i o n of a k e y t e r m by the p r o p o n e n t . As n o t e d 
above, the d i a l o g u e m a y t h e n shi f t to a v e r b a l d i s p u t e about w o r d s a n d 
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d e f i n i t i o n s o f w o r d s . T h u s the f i r s t part o f th is chapter i s c o n c e r n e d w i t h 
d e f i n i t i o n s o f w o r d s a n d phrases , e s p e c i a l l y w o r d s a n d phrases that h a v e 
a c o n c e a l e d e m o t i o n a l a n d persuas ive s p i n . 

I f b ias in an argument i s c o n c e a l e d in the language u s e d , a c r i t i c or 
someone w h o w a n t s t o evaluate the w o r t h o f w h a t i s s a i d m a y not k n o w 
h o w t o r e s p o n d . B u t i t i s i m p o r t a n t t o k n o w h o w t o i d e n t i f y s u c h a b ias 
a n d h o w t o r e s p o n d t o i t b y m a k i n g a n a l l e g a t i o n o f b ias . O n e p r o b l e m 
i s that w h e n a n argument i s c r i t i c i z e d a s b i a s e d , the arguer w i l l o f ten 
d i s p u t e the c l a i m . S u c h counter -arguments of ten l e a d t o v e r b a l d i s p u t e s 
about the m e a n i n g o f w o r d s that m a y be h a r d to d isentangle . A n o t h e r 
p r o b l e m i s that not a l l b ias i s b a d or o f a k i n d that s h o u l d be c o n d e m n e d . 
I n m a n y cases, a b ias i n favor o f one's o w n v i e w p o i n t i s qui te n o r m a l , 
because an arguer in a d i a l o g u e i s t r y i n g to advocate her o w n p o i n t o f 
v i e w . U n f o r t u n a t e l y , h o w e v e r , in some cases, b ias i s part o f s u c h a s t rong 
c o m m i t m e n t to one's o w n v i e w p o i n t in a d i a l o g u e that there i s a c l o s u r e 
to a l l o p p o s e d a r g u m e n t a t i o n . T h i s c a n be a ser ious p r o b l e m , r e p r e s e n t i n g 
a t r o u b l e s o m e k i n d of b ias , because an arguer s h o u l d be o p e n to c r i t i c a l 
q u e s t i o n i n g a n d s h o u l d h a v e to give reasons to s u p p o r t a c l a i m m a d e . We 
r i g h t l y expect c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n t o b e t w o - s i d e d a n d b a l a n c e d i n a 
d i a l o g u e . T h u s in the last sec t ion o f th is chapter , i n d i c a t o r s are g i v e n for 
d i s t i n g u i s h i n g b e t w e e n n o r m a l a n d t r o u b l e s o m e bias . 

Loaded Terms 

A d i s t i n c t i o n is of ten d r a w n b e t w e e n the e m o t i v e m e a n i n g of a t e r m a n d 
the d e s c r i p t i v e or fac tua l m e a n i n g . 1 T h e d e s c r i p t i v e m e a n i n g i s the core 
fac tua l or c o g n i t i v e content o f a w o r d , w h i l e the e m o t i v e m e a n i n g r e p ­
resents the feel ings or at t i tudes (pos i t ive or negative) that the use of the 
w o r d suggests to r e s p o n d e n t s . T h e e m o t i v e m e a n i n g of a w o r d i s a k i n d of 
i m p l i c i t suggest ion c o n t a i n e d in the w o r d that triggers a p o s i t i v e or nega­
t ive response i n a n a u d i e n c e . W h e t h e r the fac tua l m e a n i n g o f a t e r m u s e d 
i n e v e r y d a y language c a n ever b e c l e a n l y separated f r o m its e m o t i v e m e a n ­
i n g i s d i s p u t a b l e . E m o t i v e m e a n i n g i s present i n m a n y , i f not mos t , t e rms 
u s e d i n e v e r y d a y language. A n d because i t i s e m o t i o n a l i n nature a n d c a n 

1 The phrase "emotive meaning" was coined by Ogden and Richards in their book, The 
Meaning of Meaning (1923), according to Junichi A o m i , "Persuasive Definitions in Social 
Sciences and Social Thought," in Man, Law and Modern Forms of Life, ed. Eugenio 
Bulygin , Jean-Louis Gardies, and Ilkka Ni in i luoto (Dordrecht: Reidel , 1985), pp . 187-190. 
Charles Kay Ogden and Ivor Armstrong Richards, The Meaning of Meaning (1923; N e w 
York: Harcourt Brace, 1959). 
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v a r y f r o m a u d i e n c e t o a u d i e n c e o r e v e n f r o m i n d i v i d u a l t o i n d i v i d u a l , i t 
i s h a r d to def ine or isolate i t prec i se ly . B u t the d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n fac tual 
a n d e m o t i v e m e a n i n g i s a n e x t r e m e l y u s e f u l one t o b e aware o f i n c r i t i c a l 
a rgumenta t ion , i f o n l y because i t he ightens awareness o f the ro le o f emo­
t ive t e r m i n o l o g y in a rgumenta t ion . In m a n y cases, a statement i s l o a d e d 
to s u p p o r t one s ide of a d i s p u t e a n d refute the other s ide in v i r t u e of a 
t e r m u s e d i n the statement that has p o s i t i v e o r negat ive emot ive connota ­
t ions . S o m e w o r d s i n p a r t i c u l a r h a v e s t rong p o s i t i v e o r negative e m o t i v e 
connota t ions . F o r e x a m p l e , i n r e p o r t i n g o n a m i l i t a r y conf l i c t , o u r s ide 
m a y be d e s c r i b e d as ' f r e e d o m f ighters ' a n d the other s ide as ' terrorists ' . 
A l a u d a t o r y t e r m , s u c h as ' treasure' or 'masterpiece ' , evokes a p o s i t i v e 
or favorable f e e l i n g t o w a r d the t h i n g d e s c r i b e d . A derogatory t e r m , s u c h 
as ' c rook ' or ' p o l l u t i o n ' , evokes a negat ive or u n f a v o r a b l e f e e l i n g . 2 So 
if , i n the d i s p u t e o n t i p p i n g , H e l e n m a k e s the statement ' T i p p i n g i s 
d e m e a n i n g ' , t h i s statement i s l o a d e d against Bob 's s ide of the d i s p u t e , 
s i m p l y in v i r t u e o f its use o f the derogatory t e r m ' d e m e a n i n g ' to descr ibe 
t i p p i n g . 

B e r t r a n d R u s s e l l c i t e d the f o l l o w i n g c lass i c ' e m o t i o n a l c o n j u g a t i o n ' 
t o i l lus t ra te shades o f e m o t i v e m e a n i n g o f w o r d s a n d h o w they reflect 
b ias . 

I am firm, y o u are obst inate, he is a p i g - h e a d e d f o o l . 

I am r i g h t e o u s l y i n d i g n a n t , y o u are a n n o y e d , he is m a k i n g a fus 
n o t h i n g . 
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s over 

I have r e c o n s i d e r e d the matter, y o u h a v e c h a n g e d y o u r m i n d , he has 
gone b a c k o n h i s w o r d . 3 

Terms s u c h as 'obst inate ' a n d ' p i g - h e a d e d ' are derogatory, a n d as s u c h , 
they are not n e u t r a l b u t carry w i t h t h e m a n e v a l u a t i o n . A c c o r d i n g l y , 
s u c h terms are c a l l e d ' l o a d e d terms' . A l o a d e d t e r m is a l a b e l a t tached 
to s o m e t h i n g in a w a y that makes the statement c o n t a i n i n g the l a b e l i n g 
ei ther debatable or f a l s e . 4 A l o a d e d t e r m t h e n has a c e r t a i n s lant or " s p i n " 
that suppor t s one s ide of a d i s p u t a b l e i s sue by m a k i n g the other s i d e 

2 Monroe C. Beardsley, Thinking Straight, 4th ed. (1975; Englewood Cliffs : Prentice-Hall , 
1950), p. 181. 

3 According to The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, ed. Robert A u d i (Cambridge: Cam­
bridge University Press, 1995), p. 223, Russell used the "pig-headed" example in a B B C 
Radio "Brains Trust" program in 1948. The New Statesman newspaper then ran a compe­
tition for other examples that brought in 2,000 entries l ike the other two cited. 

4 Ra lph H. Johnson and J. Anthony Blair, Logical Self-Defense, 2nd ed. (Toronto: M c G r a w -
H i l l Ryerson, 1983), p. 129. 

l o o k w r o n g o r b a d . T h e use o f l o a d e d terms i n argumentat ion i s a v e r y 

p o w e r f u l t e c h n i q u e , i n d e e d , a s w e k n o w f r o m the current d e p l o y m e n t o f 

terms s u c h as ' rac is t ' a n d ' sexis t ' on c o n t r o v e r s i a l s o c i a l issues. I f s o m e 

prac t i ce is d e s c r i b e d as ' rac is t ' or ' sexist ' , i t is a u t o m a t i c a l l y seen as v e r y 

b a d , g i v e n the c o n v e n t i o n a l e m o t i v e suggest ions that these terms h a v e 

taken o n i n current usage. S u c h w o r d s h a v e s u c h strong i m p l i c a t i o n s that 

i f o u r p o i n t o f v i e w i s d e s c r i b e d as ' racist ' o r 'sexist ' , whether j u s t i f i a b l y 

or not , i t makes i t a l m o s t i m p o s s i b l e to d e f e n d . Y o u r v i e w i s m a d e to 

appear s o o f fens ive a n d b a d that w h a t e v e r y o u say next w i l l p r o b a b l y b e 

d i s c o u n t e d . 

T h e c lass ic case o f l o a d e d terms i s i l l u s t r a t e d by the f o l l o w i n g 

e x a m p l e . 

B i l l a n d H i l d a are h a v i n g a d i s p u t e o n the a b o r t i o n issue. B i l l i s 

p r o - l i f e a n d H i l d a i s p r o - c h o i c e . A t one p o i n t i n the dia logue, B i l l 

makes the statement that a b o r t i o n is m u r d e r . 

T h e p r o b l e m here i s that i n one b r i e f sentence, B i l l has c l a s s i f i e d the 

prac t i ce o f a b o r t i o n u n d e r the t e r m ' m u r d e r ' . T h i s t e r m has h i g h l y negat ive 

e m o t i v e i m p l i c a t i o n s , i m p l y i n g an act that i s v e r y b a d . I t i s p e r h a p s the 

w o r s t c r i m e a p e r s o n c a n c o m m i t . I f a b o r t i o n is murder , i t i s c e r t a i n l y 

w r o n g a s a prac t i ce , a n d th i s c o n c l u s i o n i s i n fact B i l l ' s thesis i n the 

d i s p u t e . I t i s a lso the o p p o s i t e o f H e l e n ' s thes is . T h u s , w h e n B i l l m a d e 

the statement that a b o r t i o n is m u r d e r , i t f u n c t i o n e d as an argument that 

i m p l i e d the c o n c l u s i o n that a b o r t i o n i s a k i n d o f a c t i o n that i s w r o n g a n d 

i n d e e d i s h o r r i b l e , just l i k e m u r d e r . 

I n m a n y cases, e m o t i v e terms are u s e d t o g a i n support f r o m a n a u d i ­

ence. T h e p r o p o n e n t o f the argument m a y s i m p l y use terms that are pos ­

i t i v e for the a u d i e n c e in order to persuade the audience to accept h e r 

c o n c l u s i o n . 

T h i s c o u n t r y ' s e m p l o y m e n t i n s u r a n c e p r o g r a m is a necessary p r o ­

tect ive s h i e l d for w o r k i n g m e n a n d w o m e n t o give t h e m a n e q u a l 

chance t o f i n d p r o d u c t i v e e m p l o y m e n t i n t imes o f need a s p a t r i ­

ot ic c i t i z e n s w h o just w a n t a chance to do a day's w o r k . 

A r g u m e n t s s u c h as th i s one are v e r y c o m m o n , because so m a n y terms 
i n n a t u r a l language t e n d t o have p o s i t i v e e m o t i v e connota t ions . T h e r e 
i s n o t h i n g w r o n g w i t h u s i n g terms w i t h p o s i t i v e emot ive c o n n o t a t i o n s 
t o s u p p o r t y o u r argument , i n general . B u t f r o m a p o i n t o f v i e w o f 
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c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n , i t i s i m p o r t a n t to r e a l i z e that s u c h t e r m i n o l o g y 
does express an argument . T h e e x a m p l e above l o o k s l i k e a statement or 
p r o p o s i t i o n . I t does not h a v e the surface f o r m of an argument , w i t h a w o r d 
s u c h as Therefore ' or other e v i d e n c e that an in ference i s b e i n g d r a w n or 
p r o p o s e d . B u t u n d e r the surface, i t i s e v i d e n t that the statement i s r e a l l y 
b e i n g u s e d t o p u t f o r w a r d an argument . T h e statement i s c o n v e y i n g the 
message that e m p l o y m e n t i n s u r a n c e is a g o o d t h i n g . I t is b e i n g r e c o m ­
m e n d e d as a g o o d p o l i c y that i s associated w i t h g o o d goals a n d v a l u e s , 
s u c h as b e i n g a p a t r i o t i c c i t i z e n . B u t i f the statement in the e x a m p l e i s 
an argument , t h e n i t has a b u r d e n of proof . A n y o n e presented w i t h i t has 
a r ight to d e m a n d some s u p p o r t or j u s t i f i c a t i o n for i t before a c c e p t i n g i t . 
T h u s , the most i m p o r t a n t t h i n g about the e m o t i v e use o f terms i n c r i t i ­
c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s that i t tends to d i s g u i s e the p u t t i n g f o r w a r d of an 
argument . A c r i t i c s h o u l d a l w a y s rea l ize that she c a n , a n d often s h o u l d , 
cha l lenge s u c h a n argument . 

O f course , i f language w i t h p o s i t i v e e m o t i v e terms c a n b e u s e d t o 
s u p p o r t a c l a i m , language w i t h negat ive e m o t i v e terms can be u s e d to 
attack a c l a i m . C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e . 

T h i s country ' s u n e m p l o y m e n t i n s u r a n c e p r o g r a m is a l e g a l i z e d 
f o r m o f theft a n d escape f r o m w o r k for C a d i l l a c - d r i v i n g wel fare 
b u m s w h o m a n i p u l a t e the sys tem to r i p off the rest o f us leg i t imate 
taxpayers w h o cont r ibute to the sys tem. 

L i k e the p r e v i o u s e x a m p l e , o n s u p e r f i c i a l r e a d i n g , th is b i t o f d i s c o u r s e 
l o o k s l i k e an ins tance of the act o f m a k i n g a statement. B u t w h e n e x a m ­
i n e d m o r e c r i t i c a l l y , i t i s e v i d e n t that not o n l y i s a c l a i m b e i n g m a d e , but 
reasons are b e i n g g i v e n to s u p p o r t that c l a i m . T h e d i s c o u r s e i s t e l l i n g us 
that the u n e m p l o y m e n t i n s u r a n c e p r o g r a m is a b a d t h i n g . I t i s d e s c r i b e d 
negat ive ly as an ' u n e m p l o y m e n t ' p r o g r a m rather t h a n an ' e m p l o y m e n t ' 
p r o g r a m . It is d e s c r i b e d as 'theft' , s o m e t h i n g w r o n g or b a d . I t e v e n uses 
h i g h l y emot ive terms s u c h a s ' r i p o f f , ' m a n i p u l a t e ' , a n d ' C a d i l l a c - d r i v i n g 
wel fare b u m s ' . V e r y c lear ly , the w o r d i n g o f the statement i s c o n v e y i n g 
the message that the u n e m p l o y m e n t i n s u r a n c e p r o g r a m is a b a d p o l i c y 
that s h o u l d not b e c o n t i n u e d i n its present f o r m . U s e o f emot ive t e r m i ­
n o l o g y i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n c a n b e p o w e r f u l l y p e r s u a s i v e , not o n l y because 
of its e m o t i o n a l i m p a c t , b u t also because i t tends to be c o n c e a l e d . In a 
v e r b a l l y presented s p e e c h that i s t e l e v i s e d rather t h a n w r i t t e n d o w n , for 
e x a m p l e , the a u d i e n c e tends to not be v e r y aware of the c h o i c e of terms 
a n d of the e m o t i v e aspects o f the language b e i n g u s e d . T h e s p e e c h seems 
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to go by v e r y fast, a n d the a u d i e n c e is not l i k e l y to e v e n r e m e m b e r the 

exact w o r d i n g o f the speech . B u t e v e n s o they w i l l b e s t rongly i n f l u e n c e d 

by the e m o t i o n a l i m p a c t of the speech , just as we are often i n f l u e n c e d 

by the w o r d s o f a p o p u l a r song. T h u s , u s i n g e m o t i v e t e r m i n o l o g y i s an 

easy w a y to get y o u r argument across w i t h o u t i t e v e n b e i n g c h a l l e n g e d or 

e x a m i n e d c r i t i c a l l y . O n c e the speech i s w r i t t e n d o w n , a n d the language 

i n i t i s s c r u t i n i z e d m o r e care fu l ly , h o w e v e r , the a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n i t c a n 

b e r e c o g n i z e d a n d a n a l y z e d . 

To cite another e x a m p l e , s u p p o s e that B o b a n d H e l e n are h a v i n g a 

c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n about c a p i t a l p u n i s h m e n t , a n d B o b argues, " T h e d e a t h 

p e n a l t y is a cruel a n d inhuman f o r m of e x e c u t i o n i n w h i c h the p r i s o n e r is 

slaughtered to sat isfy the bloodlust of revenge." W h a t is i m m e d i a t e l y e v i ­

dent i s h o w m a n y e m o t i v e terms B o b has u s e d , s u c h a s ' c r u e l ' , ' i n h u m a n ' , 

a n d ' s laughtered ' , i n h i s statement. E a c h o f these terms u s e d t o descr ibe 

c a p i t a l p u n i s h m e n t i s h i g h l y negat ive, i n the sense that they i m p l y that 

c a p i t a l p u n i s h m e n t i s a b a d t h i n g . T h u s , Bob 's statement i s h i g h l y argu­

menta t ive . B y v i r t u e o f the w o r d i n g u s e d , h i s statement i m p l i e s that 

H e l e n ' s v i e w p o i n t i n the d i a l o g u e i s w r o n g . F o r after a l l , she i s d e f e n d i n g 

c a p i t a l p u n i s h m e n t . F o r these reasons, Bob 's statement c o u l d b e c a l l e d 

a l o a d e d p r o p o s i t i o n . W h a t th is means i s that, in the context o f the d i a ­

logue b e t w e e n B o b a n d H e l e n , Bob's statement takes s ides . I t i m p l i e s that 

h i s v i e w p o i n t i s r ight a n d H e l e n ' s i s w r o n g . T h e r e i s m u c h w e c o u l d say 

about Bob's statement a n d h o w i t uses e m o t i v e t e r m i n o l o g y . B u t the m o s t 

i m p o r t a n t l e s s o n for c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s the f o l l o w i n g o b s e r v a t i o n . 

Bob's statement is not just a p r o p o s i t i o n that is true or false. I t is in fact 

a c o n c e a l e d or covert argument . In context , i t f u n c t i o n s as an argument . 

W h y ? T h e a n s w e r i s that the use o f nega t ive ly l o a d e d terms i m p l i e s that 

H e l e n ' s thesis i n the d i a l o g u e i s w r o n g . 
W h a t needs to be m a d e clear i s that Bob 's use of e m o t i v e t e r m i n o l ­

ogy i s not i n h e r e n t l y w r o n g . A f t e r a l l , he i s t a k i n g one s ide in a d i a l o g u e 
about c a p i t a l p u n i s h m e n t . H e i s s i m p l y e x p r e s s i n g the p o i n t o f v i e w that 
h e advocates i n the d i a l o g u e , a n d that i s n o r m a l a n d reasonable . B u t i n 
c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n , we n e e d to be aware that Bob's statement s h o u l d 
not just be treated as a p r o p o s i t i o n that is t rue or false. It s h o u l d be treated 
as an argument . Part of s u c h a cha l lenge c o n c e r n s Bob's c h o i c e of d e f i n i ­
t ions . B o b is d o i n g m o r e t h a n just stat ing a fact about the death pena l ty . 
H e i s , i n effect, d e f i n i n g the e x p r e s s i o n 'dea th p e n a l t y ' i n a c e r t a i n w a y . 
In the same w a y , the use o f l o a d e d terms in the a b o r t i o n e x a m p l e c a n shi f t 
t o a v e r b a l d i s p u t e about d e f i n i t i o n s . A s the d i a l o g u e c o n t i n u e s , B i l l a n d 
H i l d a m a y t h e n h a v e a d i s p u t e about h o w the t e r m ' a b o r t i o n ' s h o u l d b e 
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d e n n e d . B i l l m i g h t w a n t to define ' a b o r t i o n ' , for e x a m p l e , as ' the m u r d e r 
of a baby ' . H i l d a m i g h t retort by s a y i n g that the fetus is not a p e r s o n a n d 
that, therefore, i t is incorrec t to descr ibe i t as a baby. S h e m a y t h e n define 
' a b o r t i o n ' a s ' the t e r m i n a t i o n o f a n u n w a n t e d p r e g n a n c y ' . H o w t h e y m i g h t 
t h e n go on to d i s p u t e th i s issue - a v e r b a l d i s p u t e - w o u l d represent a 
c o n t i n u a t i o n o f the d ia logue . 

T h e p r o b l e m w i t h the use o f e m o t i v e t e r m i n o l o g y i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s 
not that the use o f s u c h language i s i n h e r e n t l y w r o n g . Terms u s e d i n nat­
u r a l language of ten have emot ive i m p l i c a t i o n s , m e a n i n g that they i m p l y 
that s o m e t h i n g i s g o o d o r b a d , p o s i t i v e o r negat ive . A n d i t i s per fec t ly 
leg i t imate to argue that s o m e t h i n g is g o o d or b a d . T h a t i s just express ing 
y o u r p o i n t o f v i e w . B u t y o u also s h o u l d b e able t o d e f e n d y o u r p o i n t o f 
v i e w , t o jus t i fy i t w i t h a n argument. T h e p r o b l e m i s that p u t t i n g f o r w a r d 
a statement that conta ins s u c h e m o t i v e t e r m i n o l o g y m a y c o n c e a l the fact 
that a c o n c l u s i o n i s b e i n g d r a w n or a d v o c a t e d f r o m the statement a n d that 
the statement w i t h the c o n c l u s i o n i s a n argument . T h e r e s p o n d e n t faced 
w i t h s u c h a n argument m a y not rea l ize t h i s n e e d for s u p p o r t . A s s h o w n 
in the next sec t ion , m a n y arguments are p u t f o r w a r d c o v e r t l y t h r o u g h a 
process c a l l e d i n n u e n d o , i n w h i c h the c o n c l u s i o n i s not e x p l i c i t l y stated 
b u t o n l y suggested b y w h a t w a s left u n s a i d . 

EXERCISE 
6.1 

2. Point of View and Burden of Proof 225 

W h a t i s the p r o b l e m w i t h the f o l l o w i n g arguments? I n e a c h case, i d e n t i f y 
the e m o t i v e t e r m o r terms b e i n g u s e d a n d s h o w h o w the c l a i m m a d e 
represents an argument . 

(a) J o h n s o n a n d B l a i r [Logical Self-defense, p . 127) c i t e d the f o l l o w i n g 
case o f a n argument u s e d i n the debate about c a p i t a l p u n i s h m e n t 
(Sandra P r e c o p , " N o A n s w e r i n N o o s e , " Windsor Star, F e b r u a r y 
1976). 

Canada needs to abol ish the death penalty. The arguments f rom both 
sides have been repeated so l o u d l y a n d for so long that i t w o u l d 
be a waste of i n k to go over them again. To me it a lways comes 
d o w n to one basic equation: a murder p lus a murder does not equal 
justice. 

(b) H e n r i e t t a a n d R a l p h are h a v i n g a d i s p u t e on w h e t h e r a d d i n g 
Spanish- language classes to the s c h o o l c u r r i c u l u m w o u l d be a g o o d 
i d e a . R a l p h , w h o i s against the i d e a , says: " A d d i n g S p a n i s h l a n ­
guage classes w o u l d be a de ter iora t ion of the c u r r i c u l u m . " 

(c) K a t e i s t r y i n g t o p e r s u a d e H e i n r i c h t o stay i n s c h o o l . H e r e p l i e s : 

" W h a t a w a s t e o f t i m e m y s t a y i n g i n s c h o o l w o u l d b e . " 

(d) B o r i s a n d A n n a are a r g u i n g about w h e t h e r a w h a l e sanctuary , t o 

save w h a l e s f r o m b e i n g h a r p o o n e d , w o u l d b e a g o o d i d e a . B o r i s 

says, " T h i s p r e c i o u s creature i s w o r t h s a v i n g . " 

(e) T w o p e o p l e are d i s c u s s i n g a recent n e w s repor t on a c o n t r o v e r s i a l 

i ssue . O n e says h e t h o u g h t the r e p o r t w a s p r e t t y g o o d . T h e other 

r e p l i e s , "It w a s p u r e p r o p a g a n d a . " 

Point of View and Burden of Proof 

A s stressed i n the p r e v i o u s s e c t i o n , there i s n o t h i n g i n h e r e n t l y w r o n g i n 

u s i n g e m o t i v e t e r m i n o l o g y t o advocate y o u r o w n p o i n t o f v i e w o r t o attack 

the p o i n t o f v i e w o f a n o p p o n e n t w i t h w h o m y o u d isagree o n a n i s s u e . B u t 

a s w e see b e l o w i n c h a p t e r 7 , there are t w o s i d e s i n a d i a l o g u e . A l t h o u g h 

y o u h a v e the r i g h t t o a d v o c a t e y o u r p o i n t o f v i e w b y a r g u m e n t a t i o n a s 

s t rongly as p o s s i b l e , y o u r o p p o n e n t a lso has the r ight to ask c r i t i c a l ques­

t ions a n d t o ask y o u t o g i v e reasons t o s u p p o r t the c l a i m s y o u h a v e m a d e . 

T h e n o t i o n o f a n a r g u m e n t , a s e x p l a i n e d i n chapter 1 , has t w o aspects . 

F i r s t , a n a r g u m e n t i s a c l a i m w i t h reasons o f fered t o s u p p o r t i t . B u t sec­

o n d , a n argument has m o r e t h a n one s i d e . A n a r g u m e n t i s p u t f o r w a r d t o 

offer reasons to s u p p o r t a c l a i m that i s o p e n to d o u b t or q u e s t i o n i n g . T h e 

r e s p o n d e n t to w h o m the a r g u m e n t i s d i r e c t e d has a r i g h t to q u e s t i o n i t . 

A s w e s a w i n the d i a l o g u e s i n c h a p t e r 1 , e a c h par ty h a s a p o i n t o f v i e w . 

F o r e x a m p l e , one m a y b e against t i p p i n g , w h i l e the o t h e r m a y b e for i t . 

B u t i f a c l a i m i s m a d e b y e i ther party , the r e s p o n d e n t t o w h o m the c l a i m 

w a s m a d e has a r i g h t t o ask w h i c h reasons c a n b e g i v e n t o s u p p o r t i t . Y o u 

can' t just d e m a n d that the other p a r t y a c c e p t y o u r p o i n t o f v i e w w i t h o u t 

g i v i n g some reasons w h y h e s h o u l d change h i s p o i n t o f v i e w o n the i s sue . 

I f n o s u c h reasons c a n b e g i v e n b y the p r o p o n e n t o f t h e a r g u m e n t , she 

m u s t w i t h d r a w i t . B u t w h a t e x a c t l y i s a p o i n t o f v i e w ? 
U s i n g the S a n t a C l a u s d i a l o g u e f r o m c h a p t e r 1 a s a n e x a m p l e , w e are 

i n a p o s i t i o n t o d e f i n e the i m p o r t a n t n o t i o n o f a p o i n t o f v i e w (or v i e w ­
p o i n t o r s t a n d p o i n t ) . A v i e w p o i n t i s m a d e u p o f t w o c o m p o n e n t s . O n e 
i s a p r o p o s i t i o n a n d the o ther i s an a t t i tude . T h e n o t i o n o f a p r o p o s i t i o n 
w a s a l ready d e f i n e d i n the last s e c t i o n . A n at t i tude c a n b e o n e o f three 
types : for (pro), against (contra) , or n e u t r a l (nei ther p r o n o r contra) . In the 
Santa C l a u s d i a l o g u e , the c e n t r a l i s s u e i s w h e t h e r l y i n g t o the c h i l d r e n 
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about Santa C l a u s i s w r o n g . T h e p r o p o s i t i o n i s the statement, ' L y i n g to 

the c h i l d r e n about Santa C l a u s i s w r o n g ' . A l i c e w a s for t h i s p r o p o s i t i o n , 

m e a n i n g that she took the v i e w that i t i s true. B o b w a s against i t . He h e l d 

that i t i s not true. T h u s , the p o i n t s of v i e w are o p p o s e d , m e a n i n g that 

the p r o p o s i t i o n c o n t a i n e d in the one i s the o p p o s i t e o f the p r o p o s i t i o n 

c o n t a i n e d i n the other. 

T h e n o t i o n p o i n t o f v i e w i s thus d e f i n e d i n the f o l l o w i n g f o r m u l a . 

P o i n t of V i e w = A t t i t u d e 4- P r o p o s i t i o n 

At the b e g i n n i n g of a d i a l o g u e , i t s h o u l d be c lear w h a t the p o i n t o f 
v i e w o f each p a r t i c i p a n t i s . O n l y t h e n c a n i t be d e t e r m i n e d a t the e n d 
o f the d i a l o g u e w h e t h e r the o r i g i n a l d i f ference o f o p i n i o n s was r e s o l v e d 
or not . 

A s s h o w n i n the p r e v i o u s sec t ion , use o f e m o t i v e language c a n often 
express a p o i n t of v i e w . I f someone descr ibes a b o r t i o n as " m u r d e r " or 
an a c t i o n as " r a c i s t , " that means he or she is against i t a n d is m a k i n g a 
c l a i m that s u c h a prac t i ce i s w r o n g a n d that everyone s h o u l d be against 
i t . In the case in the last sec t ion , B o b d e s c r i b e d c a p i t a l p u n i s h m e n t as "a 
c r u e l a n d i n h u m a n f o r m o f e x e c u t i o n i n w h i c h the p r i s o n e r i s s laughtered 
to satisfy the b l o o d l u s t of revenge . " We c a n c e r t a i n l y take th is language 
to i m p l y that B o b is against c a p i t a l p u n i s h m e n t a n d t h i n k s that i t i s a 
w r o n g pract ice that everyone s h o u l d be against. T h a t i s the p o i n t o f v i e w 
B o b i s a d v o c a t i n g i n the d ia logue . A s n o t e d above, h o w e v e r , H e l e n has 
taken the oppos i te p o i n t o f v i e w . T h u s , Bob 's use o f language i m p l i e s 
that H e l e n ' s p o i n t o f v i e w i s w r o n g or incorrec t . Instead o f h a v i n g m e r e l y 
to accept defeat by Bob's use o f language, h o w e v e r , H e l e n s h o u l d have 
the r ight to cha l lenge Bob's argument by d e m a n d i n g that he g ive a rea­
s o n to b a c k i t u p . A l l B o b needs to do i s to r e f o r m u l a t e h i s c l a i m as 
a n argument b y s a y i n g , " I n m y o p i n i o n , c a p i t a l p u n i s h m e n t i s w r o n g 
for several reasons: F i r s t , i t i s a c r u e l f o r m of e x e c u t i o n ; s e c o n d , i t is 
i n h u m a n ; a n d t h i r d , i t i s c a r r i e d out for r e v e n g e . " H e l e n c a n t h e n ques­
t i o n each o f these arguments a n d cha l lenge B o b t o s u p p o r t t h e m w i t h 
reasons. 

T h e reasonableness of H e l e n ' s m o v e in s u c h a case i s b a s e d on a n o t i o n 
c a l l e d b u r d e n of proof . B o b has a r ight to say w h a t he d i d . B u t a n y o n e 
w h o doubts h i s c l a i m s h o u l d have a r ight to ask B o b to g ive a reason to 
s u p p o r t i t . U n l e s s B o b c a n offer s u c h a reason, in the f o r m of an argument 
that suppor ts the c l a i m as a c o n c l u s i o n , he s h o u l d w i t h d r a w the c l a i m . 
T h e prec ise ra t iona le o f s u c h a r e q u i r e m e n t o f c r i t i c a l argument w i l l not 
become f u l l y apparent u n t i l later i n th is chapter , but here w e n e e d t o 

see that i t reflects the n o t i o n o f d ia logue in chapter 1 , in w h i c h there are 
t w o sides to a d i a l o g u e . O n e s ide is o p p o s e d to the other, a n d thus each 
s ide s h o u l d have t o g ive u p its o w n v i e w p o i n t a n d c o m e t o accept the 
v i e w p o i n t o f the other s ide o n l y i f presented w i t h arguments that g ive a 
reason to do so. O t h e r w i s e , an arguer s h o u l d h a v e the f r e e d o m to r e m a i n 
d o u b t f u l about an o p p o s e d p o i n t o f v i e w a n d to q u e s t i o n i t c r i t i c a l l y . I t 
i s a n i m p o r t a n t r e q u i r e m e n t o f r a t i o n a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n d i a l o g u e that 
w h e n an assert ion i s m a d e , a c r i t i c c a n q u e s t i o n i t . T h e r e q u i r e m e n t that 
i f a c r i t i c does q u e s t i o n the assert ion, the c l a i m a n t m u s t g ive some r e a s o n 
to s u p p o r t the c l a i m i f she c o n t i n u e s to m a i n t a i n that i t i s true is c a l l e d 
the b u r d e n of proof . 

A s k i n g a q u e s t i o n n o r m a l l y does not i n c u r a b u r d e n of p r o o f to a n y 
c l a i m m a d e , b u t there are m a n y except ions . S o m e quest ions do c o n t a i n 
statements w i t h i n t h e m . S o m e quest ions c a n b e h i g h l y argumentat ive . 
S o - c a l l e d l e a d i n g ques t ions i n l a w , for e x a m p l e , h a v e a s s u m p t i o n s b u i l t 
in that t ry to get a j u r y to accept a p r o p o s i t i o n c o n t a i n e d in the q u e s t i o n . 
T r i c k y quest ions s u c h as, ' H a v e y o u s t o p p e d engaging i n c h i l d abuse? ' are, 
i n effect, arguments that i m p l i c i t l y c o n t a i n p r o p o s i t i o n s . N o matter w h i c h 
w a y y o u answer, 'yes ' o r ' n o ' , y o u b e c o m e c o m m i t t e d t o the p r o p o s i t i o n 
that y o u have engaged i n c h i l d abuse. A n d t h i s m a y b e a p r o p o s i t i o n 
y o u w a n t to deny. T h u s , y o u m a y have to cha l l enge s u c h a q u e s t i o n or 
d e m a n d that the ques t ioner p r o v e the a l l ega t ion c o n t a i n e d i n the q u e s t i o n 
or retract i t . In general , quest ions are di f ferent f r o m assert ions. Y o u s h o u l d 
be free to ask a q u e s t i o n at a n y t i m e a n d to expect a reasonable a n s w e r or 
reply . B u t i f y o u m a k e a n assert ion, there i s a b u r d e n o f proof . A n asser t ion 
c a n a n d often s h o u l d be c h a l l e n g e d by a s k i n g for an argument to b a c k i t 
u p . In p r i n c i p l e , t h e n , m a k i n g an assert ion i s a di f ferent k i n d o f s p e e c h 
act f r o m a s k i n g a q u e s t i o n . Q u e s t i o n s c a n c e r t a i n l y c o n t a i n p r o p o s i t i o n s , 
but not i n the same d i rec t w a y that assert ions d o . 

W h e n a p r o p o n e n t m a k e s a statement that conta ins e m o t i v e language 
s u p p o r t i n g her o w n v i e w p o i n t a n d at tacking the o p p o s e d v i e w p o i n t , s u c h 
a m o v e is l eg i t imate , in general . H o w e v e r , the c r i t i c a l arguer has a r ight 
or e v e n an o b l i g a t i o n to p o i n t out that s u c h a c l a i m represents an argu­
m e n t a n d to i n s i s t that the r e q u i r e m e n t of b u r d e n of p r o o f be met. T h u s , 
w h i l e bias , in the f o r m of c o m m i t m e n t to a v i e w p o i n t , i s per fec t ly nor­
m a l in a rgumenta t ion , i t i s also a p h e n o m e n o n that i s i m p o r t a n t to rec­
ognize a n d to r e s p o n d to in a p r o p e r l y c r i t i c a l manner . B u t a p r o b l e m 
about bias i s that i t i s of ten h i d d e n in the language in w h i c h a c l a i m i s 
m a d e , so that we are not r e a d y to d e a l w i t h i t . B i a s m a y not o n l y be h i d ­
d e n i n the e m o t i v e w o r d s u s e d t o m a k e a c l a i m , i t m a y also b e h i d d e n 
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because the c l a i m i t se l f i s not e v e n stated, o n l y i m p l i e d b y w h a t w a s 
not s a i d . 

I n n u e n d o c a n be a p o w e r f u l m e t h o d of c o n v e y i n g a c o n c l u s i o n 
because i t leaves a lot to the v iewer ' s i m a g i n a t i o n in d r a w i n g a c o n c l u ­
s i o n . O n e o f the m o s t f a m o u s cases i n the h i s t o r y o f p o l i t i c a l ads w a s the 
ad p r o d u c e d by the Democra t s in 1964 to suggest that B a r r y G o l d w a t e r , 
the R e p u b l i c a n c a n d i d a t e for U . S . P r e s i d e n t , w a s " t r i g g e r - h a p p y . " 5 T h e 
a d s h o w e d a c h i l d p l u c k i n g petals f r o m a daisy , w h i l e a n o m i n o u s c o u n t ­
d o w n began i n the b a c k g r o u n d , f o l l o w e d b y a n u c l e a r e x p l o s i o n . L y n d o n 
J o h n s o n w a s s h o w n , s a y i n g , " W e m u s t l o v e e a c h other o r d i e . " B u t there 
w a s n o e x p l i c i t p a r t i s a n content i n the a d a t a l l , u n t i l the f i n a l message 
to vote for P r e s i d e n t J o h n s o n . T h i s ad w a s so effect ive because s u c h a 
f r i g h t e n i n g message w a s c o n v e y e d e n t i r e l y b y i n n u e n d o . N o w h e r e w a s 
any e x p l i c i t c l a i m m a d e that G o l d w a t e r w a s dangerous . T h e argument t o 
that c o n c l u s i o n w a s b a s e d s o l e l y o n i n n u e n d o . 

In m a n y cases o f i n n u e n d o , the c o n c l u s i o n i s d r a w n by a process 
c a l l e d i m p l i c a t u r e , m e a n i n g that the c o n c l u s i o n i s suggested b y w h a t the 
p r o p o n e n t says (even i f she d i d not state i t e x p l i c i t l y ) , a n d the r e s p o n d e n t 
can p r e s u m p t i v e l y i n f e r the c o n c l u s i o n , b a s e d o n a s s u m p t i o n s about the 
type of c o n v e r s a t i o n that the t w o are s u p p o s e d to be engaged i n . In the 
f o l l o w i n g c lass ic case, a professor, A, has b e e n a s k e d to w r i t e a letter of 
reference o n b e h a l f o f a s tudent , M r . X . 6 

A is w r i t i n g a t e s t i m o n i a l about a p u p i l w h o is a c a n d i d a t e for a 
p h i l o s o p h y job, a n d h i s letter reads a s f o l l o w s : " D e a r Sir , M r . X ' s 
c o m m a n d o f E n g l i s h i s exce l lent , a n d h i s a t tendance a t tutor ia ls 
has been regular. Y o u r s , etc . " 

In th is case, the reader of the letter w i l l d r a w the c o n c l u s i o n that A is 
s tat ing that M r . X is not a g o o d c a n d i d a t e for the p o s i t i o n . T h e i m p l i c a t u r e 
is d r a w n because A says less t h a n is expec ted . W h a t c o n c l u s i o n does the 
reader of the letter d r a w f r o m this absence of e x p e c t e d i n f o r m a t i o n ? I t 
w o u l d appear that the o n l y reason w h y A says so l i t t l e i s that he i s o f 
the o p i n i o n that M r . X is n o t a g o o d c a n d i d a t e for the job b u t does not 
w a n t t o c o m e r ight out a n d say th is , b y stat ing a n y b a d character is t ics 
that he t h i n k s the c a n d i d a t e has. So by s a y i n g n o t h i n g , except for a f e w 

5 Kathleen H. Jamieson, Dirty Politics (New York: Oxford Univers i ty Press, 1992), pp. 54-55. 
Jay Newman, Fanatics and Hypocrites (Buffalo: Prometheus, 1986). 

6 H. Paul Grice, "Logic and Conversation," in Syntax and Semantics, v o l . 3, ed. Peter Cole 
and Jerry L. Morgan (New York: Academic , 1975), pp . 41-58. 

t r i v i a l r emarks , he i s suggest ing by i m p l i c a t u r e that M r . X l a c k s a n y g o o d 

character is t ics that w o u l d m a k e h i m a sui table c a n d i d a t e for the job. 

T h e a s s u m p t i o n of ten m a d e in a d i a l o g u e i s that i f a p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o ­

s i t i o n i s e x p e c t e d to be m e n t i o n e d b u t i s not , that m u s t m e a n that i t i s 

b e i n g c l a i m e d (by i m p l i c a t u r e ) to be false. In other w o r d s , the message 

is that M r . X does n o t h a v e any of those g o o d qual i t i es that are n o r m a l l y 

m e n t i o n e d in a letter o f reference o f th is k i n d . O n e c a n see in th i s case 

that the p r e s u m p t i v e in ference u s e d to d r a w the i m p l i c i t c o n c l u s i o n has 

the f o r m o f a n argument f r o m ignorance , o f the k i n d s t u d i e d i n chapter 8 , 

sec t ion 7 , because i t w a s b a s e d on w h a t w a s o m i t t e d , as o p p o s e d to a pos ­

i t i v e assert ion. B y i n n u e n d o , b a s i n g h i s in ference o n w h a t w a s not s a i d , 

the r e s p o n d e n t d r a w s v a r i o u s c o n c l u s i o n s w i t h o u t the p r o p o n e n t h a v i n g 

to state t h e m . 

T h e r e a l l y c l ever t h i n g about i n n u e n d o i s that i t leaves a n a v e n u e 

of p l a u s i b l e d e n i a b i l i t y to an arguer, e n a b l i n g an arguer to get across h e r 

c o n c l u s i o n w h i l e b e i n g able to d e n y later that she s a i d a n y t h i n g o f the 

sort. I r o n i c a l l y , the p r o p o n e n t o f the i n n u e n d o c a n e v e n a d d that, i n h i s 

o p i n i o n , the p r o p o s i t i o n she p u t f o r w a r d i s false. O f course , the i r o n i c 

t h i n g i s that once the i n n u e n d o has b e e n m a d e , the damage has b e e n d o n e , 

a n d i t doesn ' t matter a t a l l w h e t h e r the p r o p o s i t i o n i s later retracted. In the 

f o l l o w i n g case , 7 A n d y R o o n e y o f 60 Minutes c o m m e n t e d on an a l l e g a t i o n 

by Senator A l a n S i m p s o n that a reporter w a s a " s y m p a t h i z e r " o f S a d d a m 

H u s s e i n because h e c o n t i n u e d t o g ive T V reports f r o m B a g h d a d a l l d u r i n g 

the G u l f War . S i m p s o n a p o l o g i z e d later for the a l l egat ion , a n d R o o n e y 

offered a c o m p a r a b l e a p o l o g y to S i m p s o n , q u o t e d b e l o w : 

Senator S i m p s o n d i d go to Baghdad to see H u s s e i n last A p r i l 13th 
and at that t ime, he comforted H u s s e i n for things being wri t ten about 
h i m in our newspapers by saying that A m e r i c a n reporters were " p a m ­
pered and haughty." That's w h y I've been ca l l ing Senator S i m p s o n 
" S a d d a m Hussein 's f r i e n d . " W e l l , n o w I feel sort of bad about it. I 
shouldn ' t have done that. Senator S i m p s o n says that the Wall Street 
Journal has suggested he's a racist, too. I certainly w o u l d n ' t suggest 
he's a racist because I s i m p l y don't k n o w . I've heard rumors that, if 
he c o u l d , h e ' d repeal the 1st A m e n d m e n t guaranteeing freedom of 
the press. I've heard rumors that he's one of our dumbest senators. It 
w o u l d be unfa ir of me to repeat those rumors because I 'm not sure 
they're true. I've never even met h i m . Nei ther can I prove that Sen­
ator S i m p s o n is a f r i end of Saddam H u s s e i n . It is not certain that 

7 Douglas Walton, "Plausible Deniabil i ty and the Evasion of Burden of Proof," Argumenta­
tion 10 (1996): 47-58, quoted from p. 52. 
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they're friends and, unless the facts prove otherwise, I apologize to 
h i m for having said they are friends. I hope y o u take this apology 
in the spir i t in w h i c h it's intended, Senator - unless y o u can prove 
otherwise. 

T h i s i r o n i c series o f " a p o l o g i e s " b y R o o n e y p e r f e c t l y c o n v e y s h o w the 
t e c h n i q u e of i n n u e n d o c a n be u s e d to pass on a l legat ions that are n e v e r 
p r o v e d a n d e v e n later d e n i e d , but s t i l l do the job o f gett ing the a u d i e n c e 
to d r a w a c o n c l u s i o n that is c o n v e y e d to t h e m . 

I n n u e n d o i s an i m p o r t a n t i n d i c a t o r o f b ias because the c o n c l u s i o n 
a d v o c a t e d by the p r o p o n e n t i s not e x p l i c i t l y stated. T h u s , the argumenta­
t i o n i s c o n c e a l e d a n d c a n do its w o r k w i t h o u t a r e s p o n d e n t a u d i e n c e b e i n g 
aware that the message has a p a r t i c u l a r s lant . T h i s type of b ias is h i d d e n 
a n d harder to detect. T h e a u d i e n c e m a y be u n a w a r e that a v i e w p o i n t i s 
b e i n g a d v o c a t e d a n d that there is a b u r d e n of p r o o f a t tached to it . H e n c e , 
i n n u e n d o c a n b e m a n i p u l a t i v e , decept ive , a n d m i s l e a d i n g . W h i l e i t m a y 
appear that suggestions b a s e d o n i m p l i c a t u r e are m i l d a n d harmless , i n 
fact they c a n often w o r k m u c h more p o w e r f u l l y a s " h i d d e n p e r s u a d e r s " 
to get an argument across w i t h o u t the r e s p o n d e n t b e i n g aware of i t . T h e 
p o w e r of suggest ion, so u s e d , c a n have a l a s t i n g effect on an a u d i e n c e , 
e v e n i f they are u n a w a r e of the bias that has affected the i r v i e w . 

1 . Ident i fy the t w o v i e w p o i n t s i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g i n chapter 1 . 
W h a t p r o p o s i t i o n i s c o n t a i n e d i n each v i e w p o i n t ? W h a t at t i tude i s c o n ­
t a i n e d i n each v i e w p o i n t ? H o w are the t w o v i e w p o i n t s opposed? 

2 . E x a m i n e the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g to f ind ins tances w h e r e a b u r d e n of 
p r o o f has been i n c u r r e d by one s ide or the other. 

3 . A n a l y z e the use o f i n n u e n d o i n the f o l l o w i n g cases: 
(a) 

Capta in L h a d a first mate w h o was at t imes addicted to the use of 
strong d r i n k and occasionally, as the slang has it, "got f u l l . " The 
ship was l y i n g in a port in C h i n a , and the mate h a d been on shore 
and had there i n d u l g e d rather freely in some of the v i l e compounds 
c o m m o n in Chinese ports. He came on board, " d r u n k as a l o r d , " 
and thought he had a mortgage on the w h o l e w o r l d . The captain, 
w h o rarely ever touched l iquors h imse l f was greatly disturbed by the 
disgraceful conduct of his officer, par t i cu lar ly as the crew had a l l 
observed his c o n d i t i o n . One of the duties of the first officer [i.e., the 
mate] is to wri te up the " l o g " each day, but as that wor thy was not 
able to do it, the captain made the proper entry, but added: "The mate 
was drunk a l l day." The ship left port the next day and the mate got 

"sobered off." He attended to his w r i t i n g at the proper t ime, but was 
appa l led w h e n he saw what the captain had done. He went on deck, 
and soon after the f o l l o w i n g co l loquy took place: 

" C a p t ' n , w h y d i d y o u wri te in the log yesterday that I was d r u n k a l l 
day?" 
"It was true, wasn' t i t ? " 
"Yes, but what w i l l the owners say i f they see it? T w i l l hurt me w i t h 
t h e m . " 
But the mate c o u l d get nothing more from the captain than "It was 
true, wasn' t i t ? " The next day, w h e n the captain was e x a m i n i n g the 
book, he f o u n d at the bottom of the mate's entry of observation, 
course, w i n d s , and t ides: "The captain was sober a l l d a y " (Charles E. 
Trow, The Old Shipmasters of Salem (New York, 1905), p p . 14-15). 

(b) " [ T h e m a k e r s of] A n a c i n , a headache p a i n re l iever , m a d e the c l a i m 

i n the i r adver t i sements , ' O n l y A n a c i n has th is f o r m u l a . ' T h i s c l a i m 

w a s t e c h n i c a l l y t rue , because n o other headache r e l i e v e r c o m ­

b i n e d a s p i r i n a n d caffe ine, but the i m p l i c a t i o n i t suggests i s m i s ­

l e a d i n g , because caffe ine m a d e n o c o n t r i b u t i o n t o p a i n r e l i e f " 

(Ivan L. P r e s t o n , The Tangled Web They Weave: Truth, Falsity 

and Advertisers ( M a d i s o n : U n i v e r s i t y of W i s c o n s i n Press , 1994), 

p . 43). 

(c) " A 1971 p a m p h l e t p u b l i s h e d b y the M a n u f a c t u r i n g C h e m i s t s A s s o ­
c i a t i o n ( forerunner o f the C h e m i c a l M a n u f a c t u r e r s A s s o c i a t i o n ) c e l ­
ebrates the ' f a i r y l a n d ' o f m o d e r n f o o d p r o d u c t s a n d p a c k a g i n g m a d e 
poss ib le by c h e m i c a l technologies ; the assoc ia t ion suggests that 
m a n y p e o p l e w i l l b e s u r p r i s e d t o l e a r n that 'not o n l y f o o d b u t the 
elements that go i n t o c l o t h i n g a n d shelter, a n d e v e n the earth i t se l f 
a n d a l l its i n h a b i t a n t s , c a n b e d e s c r i b e d i n terms o f c h e m i c a l s . ' 
F r e d r i c k J . Stare i s c i t e d c a u t i o n i n g c o n s u m e r s against l e t t ing ' a n y 
f o o d faddis t or organic gardener t e l l y o u there i s any d i f ference 
b e t w e e n the v i t a m i n C in an orange a n d that m a d e in a c h e m i c a l 
factory. ' T h e c h e m i c a l s - a r e - n a t u r a l t h e m e was the centerpiece of 
M o n s a n t o ' s C h e m i c a l Facts o f L i f e p u b l i c re la t ions c a m p a i g n i n the 
late 1970s a n d ear ly 1980s; h u n d r e d s o f M o n s a n t o T V a n d m a g ­
azine ads r e m i n d e d c o n s u m e r s that c h e m i c a l s were a fact of l i f e ; 
i n d e e d , ' w i t h o u t t h e m , there w o u l d b e n o w o r l d . ' T h e A I H C s i m i ­
l a r l y r e m i n d s us that ' l i f e i s essent ia l ly a c h e m i c a l p r o c e s s ' " (Robert 
E. Proctor , Cancer Wars: How Politics Shapes What We Know and 
What We Don't Know about Cancer ( N e w Y o r k : B a s i c B o o k s , 1995), 
p . 126). 
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THREE 

(d) D u r i n g a h a r d - f o u g h t e l e c t i o n c a m p a i g n , the one c a n d i d a t e i n c l u d e s 
the f o l l o w i n g message as part of a t e l e v i s e d a d : 

If y o u k n e w that one of the candidates in this race was rece iving 
money f rom i l legal sources, w o u l d that affect your vot ing decision? 
L o o k into the matter and see where the campaign funds of my oppo­
nent are coming from. Of course, I am not saying that he is taking 
money f rom i l legal sources, and if accused of m a k i n g that allegation, 
I w o u l d deny it. 

Biased Argumentation 

W e often d i s c o u n t a n argument w h e n w e f i n d that i t i s b iased . W h e n 
this h a p p e n s , the argument is d e v a l u e d to some extent, m e a n i n g that i t i s 
j u d g e d to be less p l a u s i b l e . F o r e x a m p l e , s u p p o s e a sa lesperson is s e l l i n g 
a car to some p o t e n t i a l b u y e r s in the s h o w r o o m . She keeps e m p h a s i z i n g 
a l l the g o o d qua l i t i es of the car. W h e n e v e r the b u y e r s m e n t i o n a d r a w ­
b a c k of th is p a r t i c u l a r type of car, she a l w a y s counters by arguing that the 
d r a w b a c k is not r e a l l y as b a d as i t l o o k s . In s u c h a case, the buyers w o u l d 
get the i m p r e s s i o n that the salesperson's arguments are b i a s e d , because 
she a l w a y s suppor t s the arguments for b u y i n g the car a n d f inds some rea­
s o n to d i s c o u n t a n y arguments that seem to go against b u y i n g the car. On 
the other h a n d , y o u expect a sa lesperson to be b i a s e d . T h e salesperson's 
job is to s e l l the car a n d to present i t in a g o o d l i g h t . She is p r o b a b l y p a i d 
on a c o m m i s s i o n basis . So a b u y e r s h o u l d not g e n e r a l l y be u n d e r a n y 
i l l u s i o n that a sa lesperson is of fer ing n e u t r a l a d v i c e on w h e t h e r the car i s 
a g o o d buy , versus other cars that are a v a i l a b l e , or not . T h e b u y e r w o u l d 
b e n a i v e t o t h i n k that a l l the sa lesperson i s d o i n g i s g i v i n g h i m a d v i c e 
or i n f o r m a t i o n on the qua l i t i e s of the car. She m a y be d o i n g that, b u t she 
is also t r y i n g to persuade h i m to b u y the car. T h i s i s n o t a d i s c u s s i o n of 
a n issue b y t w o part ies , w h e r e each par ty i s t r y i n g to b r i n g f o r w a r d the 
strongest p o s s i b l e arguments to s u p p o r t her s ide in order to t h r o w l i g h t on 
the issue . Instead, w h a t the sa lesperson is t r y i n g to do , or at least w h a t i t is 
s u p p o s e d to be her job to do , is to use any arguments that w i l l get the other 
party to b u y the car, pre ferab ly at a p r i c e that is favorable to the dealer. 
T h e sa lesperson d e f i n i t e l y has a strong interest at stake in the o u t c o m e . 

Of course , a g o o d sa lesperson w i l l s h o w some signs o f l o o k i n g a t the 
arguments o n b o t h s ides , a n d f a i r l y t a k i n g t h e m a l l i n t o account . B u t s t i l l , 
i t w o u l d be a m i s t a k e to take this e v i d e n c e of t w o - s i d e d n e s s as b e i n g , 
in itself , a c o n c l u s i v e i n d i c a t o r that the salesperson's arguments are not 
b iased . G i v e n that y o u expect a sa lesperson to t ry to s e l l y o u a p r o d u c t , the 

bias i n her a rgument i s not decept ive o r m i s l e a d i n g . B u t other s i tua t ions 
c o n t a i n e v e n m o r e p o t e n t i a l for d e c e p t i o n . In a type of t e l e v i s i o n p r o g r a m 
c a l l e d an i n f o m e r c i a l , the o p e n i n g of the p r o g r a m gives the appearance of 
a n e w s format or ta lk s h o w , b u t once the v i e w e r i s d r a w n i n , i t turns out 
to be a h a l f - h o u r c o m m e r c i a l adver t i sement or sales p i t c h for a spec i f i c 
p r o d u c t . In the f o l l o w i n g case, the p r o g r a m w a s an ad for a h e a l t h p r o d u c t . 

A c c o r d i n g to a 20/20 report (September 20, 1990, "It's R e a l l y a 

C o m m e r c i a l , " p . 16), a t e l e v i s i o n p r o g r a m , " R e d i s c o v e r Nature ' s 

F o r m u l a for Y o u t h , " u s e d terms l i k e " i n v e s t i g a t i v e t e a m " t o sug­

gest i t w a s a n e w s p r o g r a m . O n e presenter on the p r o g r a m e v e n 

i n t r o d u c e d h i m s e l f a s " y o u r Ins ide I n f o r m a t i o n i n v e s t i g a t o r " 

(p. 15). W h e n c o n f r o n t e d w i t h the charge that he w a s p r e t e n d ­

i n g i t to be a n e w s p r o g r a m to s e l l a p r o d u c t , the p r o d u c e r r e p l i e d 

(p. 16), " C o m e on J o h n , it's the rea l w o r l d " (to i n t e r v i e w e r J o h n 

Stossel) . (Douglas W a l t o n , One-Sided Arguments: A Dialectical 

Analysis of Bias? ( A l b a n y : S U N Y Press , 1999), p. 178). 

In th i s type of case there is a d e c e p t i o n i n v o l v e d , because the p r o g r a m p u r ­
ports to be a n e w s report , p r e s u m a b l y presented as a k i n d of i n f o r m a t i o n -
seeking d i a l o g u e that i s b a l a n c e d , p r e s e n t i n g a l l s ides o f an i s sue . T h e 
v i e w e r ' s n o r m a l expectat ions are e x p l o i t e d b y i n t r o d u c i n g the p r o g r a m 
in a format a n d style of d e l i v e r y that suggests a n e w s report . B u t as the 
p r o g r a m progresses, there is a g r a d u a l shi f t to an outr ight sales p i t c h . In 
a case s u c h as th is one, the c r i t i c i s m of b ias is r i g h t l y u s e d to evaluate 
the argument b y g i v i n g a r e d u c t i o n i n the w e i g h t o f p l a u s i b i l i t y i n i t i a l l y 
a c c o r d e d to the argument . It w a s s u p p o s e d to be part of a n e w s report 
that (presumably) has cer ta in s tandards o f ob jec t iv i ty in the c o l l e c t i o n 
a n d present ing of facts. B u t once i t i s r e v e a l e d that the argument is r e a l l y 
a sales p i t c h , its p l a u s i b i l i t y s h o u l d be r e d u c e d . 

O n e of the m o s t o b v i o u s a n d most i m p o r t a n t i n d i c a t o r s o f b ias i s the 
factor that an arguer has s o m e t h i n g to g a i n by a d v o c a t i n g a p a r t i c u l a r 
argument . T h i s s o m e t h i n g to g a i n i s u s u a l l y an interest that i s f inanc ia l in 
nature , but i t c o u l d also b e a g a i n i n s o m e t h i n g l i k e prestige, w h i c h m a y 
not have an exac t ly spec i f iable or i m m e d i a t e m o n e t a r y v a l u e that c a n be 
g i v e n to it . I t c o u l d be an interest in p r o m o t i n g one's career, for e x a m p l e , 
that m i g h t not h a v e an exact d o l l a r v a l u e at a g i v e n t i m e b u t that c o u l d 
c e r t a i n l y t u r n out to be of f inancial v a l u e a n d to have a def in i te interest 
for a person . 



234 Detecting Bias 3. Biased Argumentation 235 

In the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e of a d i a l o g u e , one s h o u l d l o o k at the argu­
m e n t f r o m the p o i n t o f v i e w o f the a u d i e n c e . 

T w o p e o p l e , W i l m a a n d B r u c e , are p a r t i c i p a n t s i n a t e l e v i s e d p u b ­
l i c debate o n the i s sue o f a c i d r a i n . T h e q u e s t i o n b e i n g debated 
i s w h e t h e r o r n o t a c i d r a i n i s c a u s i n g ser ious h a r m t o the e n v i ­
r o n m e n t . W i l m a argues a t l e n g t h that reports on the extent a n d 
ser iousness o f the damage c a u s e d b y a c i d r a i n h a v e b e e n greatly 
exaggerated. She also argues that the costs of t a k i n g a c t i o n to 
p r e v e n t these damages are p r o h i b i t i v e . A f t e r W i l m a has b e e n pre ­
sent ing arguments a l o n g these l i n e s for a w h i l e , B r u c e p o i n t s out 
that W i l m a i s o n the b o a r d o f d irec tors o f a ma jor U . S . c o a l c o m ­
p a n y a n d that therefore her arguments s h o u l d not be taken a t face 
v a l u e . 

In th i s case, Bruce ' s a rgument i s that because W i l m a has a c o n n e c t i o n 
w i t h a c o a l c o m p a n y , a g r o u p that has a de f in i te f i n a n c i a l interest at 
stake i n p u b l i c p o l i c i e s t o c o n t r o l e n v i r o n m e n t a l p o l l u t i o n , her argu­
ments s h o u l d b e d i s c o u n t e d . W h a t exac t ly does th is c r i t i c i s m a m o u n t 
to, a n d h o w s h o u l d i t b e evaluated? T h e f i r s t t h i n g t o n o t i c e i s that once 
B r u c e has m a d e th is p o i n t , the resul t w i l l s u r e l y b e that the a u d i e n c e w h o 
i s f o l l o w i n g the arguments w i l l d i s c o u n t W i l m a ' s arguments o n the a c i d 
r a i n i ssue . O n c e i t has b e e n p o i n t e d out that she has s o m e t h i n g to g a i n , 
they w i l l see her arguments in a di f ferent l i g h t . I s th i s sh i f t in e v a l u a t i o n 
jus t i f i ed , a n d w h y does i t occur? I t i s because a rgument f r o m bias has 
b e e n u s e d , b u t w h y i s th i s argument s o ef fect ive, a n d w h y s h o u l d the 
p l a u s i b i l i t y o f W i l m a ' s argument b e r e d u c e d o n t h i s basis? 

I n i t i a l l y , the a u d i e n c e s a w B r u c e a n d W i l m a a s b e i n g t w o p a r t i c i p a n t s 
in a debate on the a c i d r a i n i ssue . So t h e y w e r e s u p p o s e d l y engaging in a 
p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e o f the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n t y p e , each p u t t i n g f o r w a r d 
strong arguments to s u p p o r t the s ide he or she accepted , a n d i n t e r a c t i n g 
a r g u m e n t a t i v e l y w i t h the s t rong arguments p u t f o r w a r d b y the other s ide . 
T h e p r e s u m p t i o n b e h i n d t h i s i d e a o f the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n o f the issue, 
h o w e v e r , w a s that e a c h w o u l d b e o p e n t o the arguments p u t f o r w a r d b y the 
other s ide a n d not a u t o m a t i c a l l y d i s c o u n t or reject t h e m just because they 
w e r e p u t f o r w a r d t o s u p p o r t the other s ide . W h i l e w e m i g h t not expect 
e i ther o f the p a r t i c i p a n t s t o change h i s o r her v i e w p o i n t i n the e n d , w e s t i l l 
expect each to a c k n o w l e d g e g o o d e v i d e n c e w h e n i t i s b r o u g h t to h i s or her 
a t tent ion a n d t o react t o a n argument b a s e d o n p l a u s i b l e e v i d e n c e m a k i n g 
some concess ions m o d i f y i n g a v i e w p r e v i o u s l y e x p r e s s e d or o t h e r w i s e 

s h o w i n g a w i l l i n g n e s s to take the argument i n t o account . O t h e r w i s e , the 
persuas ion dia logue w o u l d f a i l i n its goa l o f d e e p e n i n g a n d e n r i c h i n g the 
pos i t ions taken on b o t h s ides o f the i ssue . 

Bruce's use o f the argument f r o m bias suggests that W i l m a m a y h a v e 
m a d e up her m i n d on the i ssue o f a c i d r a i n before the debate e v e n started. 
Or at any rate, she c e r t a i n l y h a d a reason to p u s h strongly, w h e r e v e r 
poss ib le , for the a r g u m e n t a t i o n on the one s ide , g i v e n her interests in a 
c o m p a n y that has m u c h t o lose b y e n v i r o n m e n t a l res t r i c t ions that w o u l d 
l i k e l y b e brought i n i f there w e r e t o b e c o m e a s t rongly h e l d p u b l i c o p i n ­
i o n that ac id r a i n is a ser ious p r o b l e m that needs to be addressed . T h e 
bias alleged b y Bruce 's argument makes u s d o u b t w h e t h e r W i l m a i s r e a l l y 
t a k i n g part i n the d ia logue , i n the r ight sort o f o p e n , honest , a n d b a l a n c e d 
w a y that is appropr ia te for c o n t r i b u t i n g to a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n . We sus­
pect that W i l m a m a y b e c o v e r t l y engaging i n a k i n d o f d i a l o g u e that m i g h t 
be better descr ibed as interest-based b a r g a i n i n g . 

Note , however , that Bruce ' s argument f r o m bias is not a c o m p l e t e 
refutat ion of W i l m a ' s a rgumenta t ion . E v e n t h o u g h she has s o m e t h i n g at 
stake f i n a n c i a l l y i n the o u t c o m e , her arguments m i g h t s t i l l b e g o o d ones , 
or a t least w o r t h l i s t e n i n g to a n d j u d g i n g on the i r mer i t s . T h e a r g u m e n t 
f r o m bias is a p r e s u m p t i v e type of c r i t i c i s m that is defeasible in nature , 
w h i c h needs to be w e i g h e d as part of the larger b o d y of e v i d e n c e in a case. 
A s a c r i t i c i sm, i t s h o u l d resu l t i n a r e d u c t i o n o f p l a u s i b i l i t y w i t h respect t o 
the argument c r i t i c i z e d . T h e o u tc o m e s h o u l d not be that the a rgument i s 
d i s m i s s e d as e n t i r e l y w o r t h l e s s . N o t i c e also that e v i d e n c e of c o n c e a l m e n t 
c a n be a big factor in h o w we judge an argument f r o m bias in a g i v e n case. 
I f W i l m a had a n n o u n c e d her c o a l c o m p a n y a f f i l i a t i o n a t the b e g i n n i n g of 
the debate, Bruce ' s later use of the argument f r o m bias w o u l d not h a v e 
s u c h a sting. B u t w h e n he m a d e the a l l ega t ion , a n d t h e n she h a d to a d m i t 
that she had s u c h an a f f i l i a t i o n , i t m a y have s e e m e d to the a u d i e n c e that 
she was h o p i n g t o c o n c e a l her c o n n e c t i o n w i t h the c o a l c o m p a n y . T h i s 
aspect o f the p lace o f the argument f r o m bias in the d i a l o g u e , in r e l a t i o n to 
w h a t was p r e v i o u s l y k n o w n o r a n n o u n c e d , makes a b i g d i f ference i n the 
i m p a c t of the argument . So here there c a n be an aspect of decept iveness , as 
in the case o f an i n f o m e r c i a l , w h e r e an argument turns out to be s o m e t h i n g 
i t d i d not i n i t i a l l y appear to be. 

If a f i n d i n g is a n n o u n c e d as an o u t c o m e of sc ient i f i c research, a care­
f u l l y contro l led type o f i n v e s t i g a t i o n w i t h h i g h s tandards o f e v i d e n c e , w e 
r i g h t l y accord i t a m u c h h i g h e r degree of p l a u s i b i l i t y t h a n a p r o p o s i t i o n 
we w o u l d accept on the bas is o f just anyone 's report or c l a i m . B u t s c i e n t i f i c 
research, w h i c h u s e d t o b e d o n e m a i n l y b y governments a n d u n i v e r s i t i e s , 
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i s m o r e a n d m o r e b e i n g p a i d for b y p r i v a t e c o m p a n i e s . T h e y have a c o m ­
m e r c i a l interest i n the outcomes o f that research a n d h o w they are pre­
sented. I t has b e c o m e m o r e a n d m o r e necessary for the c r i t i c a l t h i n k e r to 
ask w h o has f u n d e d the sc ient i f i c research that has p r o d u c e d a s tudy. 

O n e major factor i s that there i s a huge i n d u s t r y in the U n i t e d States of 
a d v o c a c y c o m m u n i c a t i o n s u p p o r t e d b y trade assoc ia t ions that are i n the 
bus iness o f s u p p o r t i n g , c o n d u c t i n g , a n d r e p o r t i n g o n sc ient i f i c research 
on spec i f i c substances. T h e reports i s s u e d by these agencies - on subjects 
s u c h a s g l o b a l w a r m i n g , w o r k p l a c e ha z a r d s , a n d h e a l t h aspects o f p r o d ­
ucts l i k e tobacco, s tyro foam, a n d d i s p o s a b l e d i a p e r s - are p o r t r a y e d by the 
agencies a s based o n g e n u i n e sc ient i f i c research (and i n m a n y cases t h e y 
are), b u t the p r o b l e m i s that t h e y are c o n d u c t e d by a d v o c a c y groups w h o 
d e f i n i t e l y have s o m e t h i n g to g a i n (or lose) by the o u t c o m e of the research. 
T h e f o l l o w i n g q u o t a t i o n f r o m a b o o k o n p u b l i c i n f o r m a t i o n about cancer 
i n d i c a t e s the extent a n d p o w e r of these trade assoc ia t ions . 

There are thousands of s u c h associations in the U n i t e d States, pro­
mot ing everything f rom asbestos to z inc . The Beer Institute defends 
brewers against the charge that d r i n k i n g causes cr ime or traffic 
accidents; the L a w n Institute (representing grass-seed producers and 
pesticide manufacturers) works to assure consumers that it is okay 
"to C h e m L a w n . " The Asbestos Information A s s o c i a t i o n cautions con­
sumers against a hyster ical "fiber p h o b i a " ; the Calor ie C o n t r o l C o u n ­
c i l defends art i f ic ia l sweeteners such as cyclamate a n d saccharin 
against charges that they cause cancer. In 1986, according to one esti­
mate, trade associations a n d their member corporations spent nearly 
$2 b i l l i o n on what has come to be k n o w n as issues management, advo­
cacy c o m m u n i c a t i o n , or image advertising. Washington, D . C . , alone 
is headquarters to some 1,700 trade associations, m a k i n g trade asso­
c iat ion business the second-ranking private i n d u s t r y in the nation's 
capital , after tour ism. (Robert E. Proctor, Cancer Wars: How Politics 
Shapes What We Know and What We Don't Know about Cancer {New 
York: Basic Books, 1995), p. 110) 

T h e p r o b l e m w i t h the m e d i a reports i s s u e d b y these trade assoc ia t ions i s 
w h a t P r o c t o r (p. 104) ca l l s " s c i e n c e as a d v e r t i s i n g . " T h e reports c l a i m to 
be sc ient i f i c s tudies or to be r e p o r t i n g the f indings of s c i e n t i f i c research. 
B u t w h a t they are r e p o r t i n g a n d the w a y they are r e p o r t i n g has a c e r t a i n 
s lant on i t . T h e y are h o p i n g to raise quest ions or to get p u b l i c g o o d w i l l , 
o f a k i n d that w i l l fores ta l l g o v e r n m e n t r e g u l a t i o n o f the i r i n d u s t r y , a n d 
thereby to increase the i r corporate profi ts a n d m i n i m i z e the damage p o s e d 
by a l l eged h e a l t h h a z a r d s o f the i r p r o d u c t . A case in p o i n t i s one trade 
i n d u s t r y that has b e e n act ive a n d h i g h l y v i s i b l e i n recent years. 
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F o u n d e d i n 1954, the C o u n c i l for Tobacco R e s e a r c h was e s t a b l i s h e d 

b y tobacco m a n u f a c t u r e r s , growers , a n d w a r e h o u s e r s t o p r o m o t e research 

by " i n d e p e n d e n t sc ient is ts i n t o tobacco a n d h e a l t h " (Proctor, Cancer 

Wars, p . 106). S i n c e the late 1950s the c o u n c i l has spent m o r e t h a n 

$240 m i l l i o n on t h i s research , l e a d i n g to the p u b l i c a t i o n o f over 5,000 

sc ient i f i c papers . In 1983, d u r i n g a c o n g r e s s i o n a l debate on a b i l l r e q u i r ­

i n g w a r n i n g s on cigarette packages, the T o b a c c o Insti tute, an of fshoot 

o f the C o u n c i l for Tobacco Research , a n n o u n c e d the f o l l o w i n g s c i e n t i f i c 

findings (Proctor, Cancer Wars, p. 106). 

1 . T h e vast m a j o r i t y of smokers do not get l u n g cancer. 

2 . S m o k i n g cannot e x p l a i n the e t h n i c a n d geographic patterns o f l u n g 

cancer m o r t a l i t y . 

3 . S t u d i e s l i n k i n g s m o k i n g a n d disease d o n o t adequate ly c o n t r o l for 

other var iab les . 

4 . S o m e a n i m a l s tudies s h o w that s m o k e r s a c t u a l l y l i v e longer t h a n 

n o n - s m o k e r s . 

S o m e of these c l a i m s are p l a u s i b l e a n d some are not . I n i t i a l l y , once we 
are t o l d that they w e r e based o n sc ient i f i c research , the c l a i m w o u l d b e 
f o u n d m o r e p l a u s i b l e . B u t once i t w a s r e v e a l e d that th is s c ient i f i c research 
w a s f u n d e d b y the C o u n c i l for Tobacco R e s e a r c h , th is former w e i g h t o f 
p l a u s i b i l i t y s h o u l d be l o w e r e d . T h e reason i s that th is i s a trade assoc ia­
t i o n group that i s p a i d for b y tobacco interests . O f course , the C o u n c i l o f 
Tobacco R e s e a r c h w o u l d d e f e n d its c r e d i b i l i t y b y a r g u i n g that the research 
i t suppor t s i s d o n e b y " i n d e p e n d e n t s c i e n t i s t s . " B u t h o w i n d e p e n d e n t are 
these scientists r e a l l y i f the i r i n c o m e comes f r o m the C o u n c i l o f Tobacco 
Research? T h a t i s the k e y q u e s t i o n , a n d e a c h case m u s t b e e v a l u a t e d o n 
its mer i t s . B u t one s h o u l d r i g h t l y b e v e r y s k e p t i c a l i f the s c i e n t i f i c f i n d ­
i n g a n n o u n c e d just h a p p e n s to s u p p o r t the c o m m e r c i a l interests o f the 
agency w h o has p a i d for that research. S c i e n t i f i c research, p a r t i c u l a r l y o n 
c o m p l e x matters w h e r e a s t u d y of one aspect does not t e l l the w h o l e story, 
for e x a m p l e , o n ques t ions o f n u t r i t i o n , h e a l t h , a n d the e n v i r o n m e n t , c a n 
go one w a y or the other, as n e w e v i d e n c e c o m e s i n . So there c a n be a lo t of 
s e l e c t i v i t y i n v o l v e d i n w h i c h o u t c o m e i s r e p o r t e d o r not o r j u d g e d t o b e 
s igni f i cant a t a n y p a r t i c u l a r t i m e . So i t m a y be p r u d e n t to take the latest 
sc ient i f i c f inding " w i t h a g r a i n o f sa l t " before a c t i n g on i t . 

Before a c c e p t i n g a n y argument a t face v a l u e , i t m a y be e x t r e m e l y 
u s e f u l to q u e s t i o n w h e t h e r the argument has a bias a n d , i f so, to c r i t i c i z e 
it as a b i a s e d argument . In s u c h a case, the c r i t i c is m o u n t i n g a counter ­
argument against the o r i g i n a l argument . T h e k i n d o f a rgument u s e d b y 
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the c r i t i c in s u c h a case, c a l l e d the argument f rom bias , has the f o l l o w i n g 
f o r m o f in ference : 

I f a sequence of a r g u m e n t a t i o n u s e d in a d i a l o g u e s h o w s i n d i c a t i o n s 
that i t i s not t a k i n g the e v i d e n c e on b o t h s ides o f the i ssue i n t o 
account , t h e n that a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s b i a s e d . 

T h e sequence o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n th is case s h o w s s u c h i n d i c a t i o n s . 

Therefore the sequence o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n in th i s case i s b i a s e d . 

T h e c r i t i c a l quest ions a p p r o p r i a t e for use i n r e s p o n d i n g t o the argument 
from bias are the f o l l o w i n g : 

1 . W h a t i s the context o f d i a l o g u e , a n d in p a r t i c u l a r , i s i t a type o f d i a ­
logue that requires an argument to take e v i d e n c e on b o t h s ides o f an 
i ssue i n t o account? 

2 . W h a t is the e v i d e n c e for the charge that the argument is b iased? 

H o w the argument f r o m bias i s p r o p e r l y u s e d i n e v a l u a t i n g a n argument 
in a g i v e n case i s by g i v i n g a r e d u c t i o n in p l a u s i b i l i t y to the w e i g h t o f 
p l a u s i b i l i t y i n i t i a l l y a c c o r d e d t o the g i v e n sequence o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n . 
T h e c r i t i c i s m assumes that the argument w a s s u p p o s e d to be part of a 
p a r t i c u l a r type of d i a l o g u e , s u c h as a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n . In cer ta in types 
of d ia logue , s u c h as a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , i t is i m p o r t a n t that an arguer 
takes the arguments on b o t h s ides o f an i ssue i n t o a c c o u n t a n d does not just 
a u t o m a t i c a l l y p u s h ahead w i t h the arguments for the s ide she advocates , 
c o m p l e t e l y i g n o r i n g o r r o u t i n e l y d i s c o u n t i n g a n d re ject ing the arguments 
for the other s ide . In other w o r d s , an a rgument i s m o r e p l a u s i b l e i f i t i s 
based on a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of a l l the e v i d e n c e in a case, on b o t h sides of the 
issue , t h a n i f i t i s p u s h i n g o n l y for one s ide a n d i g n o r i n g a l l the e v i d e n c e , 
e v e n i f i t m a y b e g o o d e v i d e n c e , o n the other s i d e . S o i f a n argument i s 
b i a s e d , that i s , i f i t p u s h e s o n l y for one s ide , we d i s c o u n t that argument 
as b e i n g of less w o r t h . B u t we have to be v e r y c a r e f u l to r e a l i z e that just 
because an argument i s o n e - s i d e d , i t s h o u l d not m e a n that i t i s w o r t h l e s s 
or that we s h o u l d a l w a y s or c o m p l e t e l y reject i t . E v e n so, r e c o g n i t i o n o f 
b ias c a n b e v e r y i m p o r t a n t i n h o w w e judge a n argument . 

EXERCISE 
6.3 

1 . E v a l u a t e the argument in the f o l l o w i n g case. 

A v i d e o t a p e on trees a n d the e n v i r o n m e n t w a s d i s t r i b u t e d free to 
teachers i n the p u b l i c s c h o o l sys tem a s a n e d u c a t i o n a l t o o l for use i n 
classes o n geography a n d the e n v i r o n m e n t . H o w e v e r , the v i d e o w a s 
p r o d u c e d by a l o g g i n g c o m p a n y that h a d a large f i n a n c i a l stake in the 
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g e o g r a p h i c a l r e g i o n s c o v e r e d in the p r o g r a m , a n d i t c l e a r l y e x p r e s s e d a 

p o i n t o f v i e w on e n v i r o n m e n t a l issues favorable to the interests o f the 

loggers. A f t e r the v i d e o w a s p l a y e d to one class for a w h i l e , one observant 

c h i l d s a i d , " H e y , it 's a c o m m e r c i a l ! " 

2 . E v a l u a t e h o w one s h o u l d react c r i t i c a l l y t o the c l a i m s m a d e i n the 

f o l l o w i n g cases. 

(a) D u r i n g the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g , let's s u p p o s e that H e l e n argues as 

f o l l o w s , 
H E L E N : Look , Bob, I happen to k n o w that y o u are a p u b l i c relations 
consultant w h o has been hired by the U n i o n of Restaurant Service 
Providers as part of their campaign to promote t i p p i n g . Y o u r argu­
ments in favor of t i p p i n g as a good practice s h o u l d not be taken at 
face value . 

(b) A sc ient i f i c report p r e d i c t e d staggering e c o n o m i c losses a n d u n e m ­

p l o y m e n t i f a b a n o n w h i s k e y bottles m a d e f r o m v i n y l c h l o r i d e w a s 

p u t i n t o effect b y the U . S . G o v e r n m e n t . T h e report w a s p r o d u c e d 

b y A r t h u r D . L i t t l e , a c o m p a n y h i r e d b y p o l y m e r i n d u s t r y o f f i c ia l s 

(Proctor, Cancer Wars, p. 103). 

(c) A sc ient i f i c p o l i c y research s t u d y b a s e d on a c o m p u t e r m o d e l 

s h o w e d that i f a d v e r t i s i n g were t a x e d i n M i n n e s o t a , n o t o n l y the 

a d v e r t i s i n g i n d u s t r y b u t the state's ent i re e c o n o m y w o u l d b e d a m ­

aged. T h e s t u d y w a s s p o n s o r e d b y the C o m m u n i c a t i o n s I n d u s t r y 

C o a l i t i o n , an i n d u s t r y group ( C y n t h i a C r o s s e n , Tainted Truth: The 

Manipulation of Fact in America ( N e w Y o r k : S i m o n & Schuster , 

1994), p. 139). 

FOUR Verbal Disputes 

In a d ia logue the p o i n t of v i e w of the one s i d e is o p p o s e d to that of the other 

s ide . T h e d ia logue i s s u p p o s e d t o reso lve t h i s d isagreement b y h a v i n g e a c h 

s ide p u t f o r w a r d arguments . B u t i n s o m e ins tances the d i sagreement c a n 

be i m p o s s i b l e to resolve th i s w a y because t h e i r part ies are n o t a r g u i n g 

about the same th ing . T h e i r d isagreement i s m e r e l y v e r b a l , m e a n i n g that 

they are u s i n g a key w o r d d i f fe rent ly . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g 

d i a l o g u e . 

Carly: Derek finally got r id of that o l d Toyota of his and b o u g h t a n e w car. 

He's d r i v i n g a new H o n d a now. 

Levon: N o , Derek d idnT b u y h imse l f a n e w car. That H o n d a is a g o o d three 

years o l d . 
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I n th is d i a l o g u e C a r l y a n d L e v o n disagree. She t h i n k s that Derek i s d r i v i n g 
a n e w car n o w . He says that Derek d i d not b u y a n e w car, i m p l y i n g that 
the car he i s d r i v i n g i s not n e w . T h e i r d isagreement , h o w e v e r , does not 
s tem f r o m the facts of the matter. I t stems f r o m h o w each of t h e m uses the 
t e r m ' n e w ' . W h e n L e v o n uses the t e r m ' n e w ' he means a car that i s the 
m o d e l that a p p e a r e d in that year. F o r e x a m p l e , in the year 2003, a car i s 
' n e w ' o n l y i f i t i s a 2003 m o d e l (manufac tured i n the p e r i o d des ignated b y 
the automakers for a 2003 v e h i c l e ) . W h e n C a r l y uses the t e r m ' n e w ' , she 
means a car that i s n e w to Derek, that i s , d i f ferent f r o m h i s ' o l d ' one a n d 
perhaps one that is a m o r e recent m o d e l t h a n the o l d one. I t c o u l d be true 
that Derek's car i s a n e w one, in Car ly ' s m e a n i n g of the w o r d , but false that 
i t i s a n e w car i n L e v o n ' s m e a n i n g o f the w o r d . I n other w o r d s , C a r l y a n d 
L e v o n have a m e r e l y v e r b a l disagreement , as o p p o s e d to a substant ive 
disagreement about w h a t the facts are. T h e y h a v e b o t h seen Derek's n e w 
car, a n d so they agree about the facts of the case. W h a t they disagree about 
i s the m e a n i n g that the t e r m ' n e w ' s h o u l d h a v e i n d e s c r i b i n g those facts. 

N o w let's contrast th is d i a l o g u e w i t h another one. 

Leshandra: Derek f inally got r id of that o l d C a p r i c e Class ic of his and b o u g h t 
a n e w car. He's d r i v i n g a n e w M u s t a n g now. 

Ben: N o , Derek d idn ' t buy himself a n e w car. It's his uncle's new M u s t a n g 
that he's dr iv ing . 

In this d i a l o g u e , L e s h a n d r a a n d B e n disagree about a fac tua l issue. L e s h a n ­
d r a sees Derek d r i v i n g a n e w M u s t a n g , a n d f r o m th i s fact she d r a w s the 
c o n c l u s i o n that D e r e k b o u g h t i t , r e p l a c i n g h i s o l d e r car w i t h it . I t f o l l o w s 
f r o m w h a t she says that i n her v i e w Derek o w n s the n e w M u s t a n g . B e n 
t h i n k s di f ferent ly . E v i d e n t l y , he has some i n f o r m a t i o n that she does not . 
He says that i t i s h i s unc le ' s n e w M u s t a n g that D e r e k i s d r i v i n g . I f so, D e r e k 
does not o w n the n e w M u s t a n g . I n th is d i a l o g u e , there i s a n o p p o s i t i o n 
of v i e w p o i n t s , just as in the p r e v i o u s one. B u t here the di f ference i s not 
m e r e l y v e r b a l . L e s h a n d r a t h i n k s that Derek o w n s the n e w M u s t a n g , b u t 
B e n does not t h i n k so. T h e y disagree about the f a c t u a l i s sue o f w h o i s the 
o w n e r of the car. T h i s disagreement is s a i d to be fac tua l , or substant ive , 
to use another w o r d , because i t can be sett led by b r i n g i n g f o r w a r d argu­
ments based on the facts o f the case. F o r e x a m p l e , i f B e n a n d L e s h a n d r a 
ta lk to Derek , he m i g h t a d m i t that the car be longs to h i s u n c l e . Or i f 
the d i s p u t e about w h o o w n s the car were to b e c o m e ser ious , they c o u l d 
invest igate at the m o t o r v e h i c l e s office to see in w h o s e n a m e the car w a s 
registered. 

S u c h v e r b a l disagreements m a y seem t r i v i a l a n d harmless , a s i n the 
e x a m p l e above, b u t i n m a n y cases they c a n b e qui te ser ious . F o r e x a m p l e , 

suppose the representat ives o f t w o countr ies i n the U . N . G e n e r a l A s s e m ­
b l y are a rguing about w h e t h e r a t h i r d c o u n t r y s h o u l d be a d m i t t e d to the 
U n i t e d N a t i o n s as a m e m b e r country . O n e m i g h t object that th i s t h i r d 
c o u n t r y is not d e m o c r a t i c , because i t i s r u n by a dictator, a n d argue that i t 
s h o u l d not b e a d m i t t e d o n the g r o u n d that o n l y d e m o c r a t i c countr ies q u a l ­
i f y for m e m b e r s h i p . T h e other m i g h t disagree, a rguing that the s o - c a l l e d 
dic tator i s the p r e s i d e n t o f the c o u n t r y w h o w a s e lected w h e n a m a j o r i t y 
v o t e d for h i m . A c c o r d i n g t o the p o i n t o f v i e w argued for b y th i s s ide , i f 
the pres ident w a s e lec ted by a ma jor i ty vote in an e lec t ion , the c o u n t r y 
is a democracy . In a case l i k e th i s , the t w o representat ives are h a v i n g a 
v e r b a l d i s p u t e . I t i s reasonable e n o u g h a n d qui te c o m m o n to h a v e s u c h a 
v e r b a l d i s p u t e about the m e a n i n g of a k e y t e r m that p a r t i c i p a n t s do not 
agree o n . T h e p r o b l e m is that the nature of the d i s p u t e m a y be d i s g u i s e d 
i f the p a r t i c i p a n t s t h i n k i t i s based on a substant ive disagreement about 
the facts of a case w h e n the disagreement is m e r e l y v e r b a l . T h e use of 
the w o r d ' m e r e l y ' here s h o u l d not suggest that v e r b a l d i sputes are t r i v i a l , 
h o w e v e r , or that they are a l w a y s easy to reso lve . In m a n y cases, one s ide 
uses e m o t i v e l y l o a d e d terms to express h i s or her p o i n t o f v i e w , w h i l e the 
other persists i n u s i n g e m o t i v e l y l o a d e d terms that reflect the o p p o s i t e 
p o i n t o f v i e w . U n t i l they ei ther desist f r o m u s i n g s u c h terms o r c o m e t o 
agreement o n h o w t o def ine t h e m i n a w a y they can b o t h l i v e w i t h , the 
d i s p u t e m a y never b e r e s o l v e d . 

I t was s h o w n in s e c t i o n 1 above h o w the use of l o a d e d terms in a 
d i s p u t e c a n eas i ly l e a d to arguments about h o w a k e y t e r m s h o u l d be 
d e f i n e d . I n the one e x a m p l e , B i l l a n d H i l d a w e r e d i s p u t i n g o n a b o r t i o n 
w h e n B i l l , the p r o - l i f e advocate , s a i d t o H i l d a , " A b o r t i o n i s m u r d e r . " H i s 
use of argument f r o m v e r b a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n in this ins tance is a case of 
a l o a d e d t e r m - ' m u r d e r ' has h i g h l y negat ive i m p l i c a t i o n s - i m p l y i n g 
that the p r o - c h o i c e s ide i s a d v o c a t i n g s o m e t h i n g h i g h l y i m m o r a l , n a m e l y , 
m u r d e r of a h u m a n b e i n g , a n d also i l l e g a l . T h i s use of a l o a d e d t e r m m a y 
t h e n l e a d t o a v e r b a l d i s p u t e about h o w ' a b o r t i o n ' s h o u l d b e d e f i n e d . H i l d a 
m i g h t start by re tor t ing that a fetus is not a p e r s o n a n d therefore c a n n o t be 
" m u r d e r e d . " She m i g h t f o l l o w u p b y p r e s e n t i n g her d e f i n i t i o n o f ' a b o r t i o n ' 
a s ' t e r m i n a t i o n o f a n u n w a n t e d p r e g n a n c y ' . H i l d a a n d B i l l m i g h t t h e n g o 
on to have a v e r b a l d i s p u t e about h o w a b o r t i o n s h o u l d be d e f i n e d . 

I n response t o H i l d a ' s d e f i n i t i o n , B i l l m i g h t g o o n t o advance h i s o w n 
d e f i n i t i o n o f ' a b o r t i o n ' , a s i l l u s t r a t e d i n the f o l l o w i n g d i a l o g u e . 

Bill: I def ine ' a b o r t i o n ' as the m u r d e r of a baby. 

Hilda: You can't de f ine the term that way. For o n e thing, ' m u r d e r ' is a value-
laden term. For another th ing , the fetus is not a person . In my view, it is 

. k 
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i m p r o p e r to call the abor ted fetus a 'baby'. So as I said before, a b o r t i o n 
cannot be a 'murder ' . That's r id icu lous . 

I n response , H i l d a objects not o n l y t o B i l l ' s use o f the l o a d e d t e r m ' m u r d e r ' 
in h i s d e f i n i t i o n , b u t also to h i s a s s u m p t i o n that the fetus i s a p e r s o n . 
W h a t has o c c u r r e d in th is case i s that the a r g u m e n t has s h i f t e d f r o m an 
e t h i c a l d i s c u s s i o n on the a b o r t i o n issue to a v e r b a l d i s p u t e about the 
m e a n i n g of a k e y t e r m . W h e n this k i n d of sh i f t occurs , there is of ten a 
k i n d o f t i g h t e n i n g up o f the d i a l o g u e a n d a c o n c e n t r a t i o n on f ine shades 
of m e a n i n g of w o r d s a n d phrases . S o m e see s u c h a v e r b a l d i s p u t e as t r i v i a l 
or ' q u i b b l i n g ' , b u t i t i s not necessar i ly a b a d t h i n g i f terms c a n be agreed on 
or the nature of the d i s p u t e c l a r i f i e d . H o w e v e r , i f the v e r b a l nature of the 
d i s p u t e i s m a s k e d or h i d d e n , that can be a b i g obstacle in the r e s o l u t i o n o f 
the conf l i c t o f o p i n i o n s . V e r b a l d isputes o f th is k i n d c a n t u r n e sse nt ia l ly 
on h i d d e n dif ferences o f o p i n i o n about the m e a n i n g o f a w o r d or phrase 
o r o n a n a m b i g u i t y , w h e r e t w o par t i c ipants use the same w o r d o r phrase 
in di f ferent w a y s . I t c a n be a p r o b l e m i f d i s p u t a n t s t h i n k t h e y are a r g u i n g 
about the facts of a case w h e n , in real i ty , u n d e r the surface, they are h a v i n g 
a v e r b a l disagreement . 

In short , the shi f t f r o m a substant ia l d i s p u t e to a v e r b a l d i s p u t e m a y 
n e e d to be c l a r i f i e d a n d brought to the surface before a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e 
c a n p r o c e e d i n a p r o d u c t i v e w a y t o w a r d the r e s o l u t i o n o f the c o n f l i c t o f 
o p i n i o n s that i s the bas ic i ssue . A t e r m i n o l o g i c a l d i v e r s i o n , in the f o r m 
of a v e r b a l d i s p u t e c o n t a i n e d w i t h i n the m a i n d i a l o g u e , i s not n e c e s s a r i l y 
a b a d t h i n g . B u t i f the p a r t i c i p a n t s are u n a w a r e of the shi f t , so t h e y h a v e 
no i d e a they are r e a l l y a r g u i n g about w o r d s , the p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e c a n 
b e c o m e bogged d o w n w i t h o u t , apparent ly , b e i n g able t o m o v e a l o n g a n y 
further. 

In the last t w o cases, there has been a shi f t f r o m a subs tant ia l d i s p u t e 
on some p a r t i c u l a r i ssue to a s u b d i a l o g u e w h e r e the a r g u m e n t a t i o n has 
b e c o m e a v e r b a l d i s p u t e about the m e a n i n g of a k e y w o r d or phrase . W h a t 
i s n e e d e d , i f the o r i g i n a l d i s p u t e i s to be r e s o l v e d or a t least p u t b a c k on 
track t o w a r d its e v e n t u a l r e s o l u t i o n , i s the r e c o g n i t i o n that a t e r m c a n 
have m o r e t h a n one m e a n i n g ass igned to i t , a n d a d i s t i n c t i o n needs to 
be m a d e b e t w e e n the v a r i o u s senses o f the w o r d . T h e n the nex t step i s 
some c l a r i f i c a t i o n o f these m e a n i n g s . T h e u s u a l w a y o f d e a l i n g w i t h the 
p r o b l e m is for a d e f i n i t i o n of some sort to be p r o p o s e d , a n d t h e n for some 
agreement on the d e f i n i t i o n to be m a d e or at least some e v a l u a t i o n of the 
d e f i n i t i o n to take p l a c e in the d ia logue . 

A n o t h e r factor to be aware of in s u c h cases of a rgumenta t ive use of 
e m o t i v e terms is that p o w e r f u l interests c a n be at stake. N o t o n l y are 

d e f i n i t i o n s n o n - t r i v i a l , b u t m i l l i o n s o f d o l l a r s c a n b e spent u s i n g p r o ­
f e s s i o n a l p u b l i c re la t ions techniques to p u t a " s p i n " on a controversy . 
T h e t e r m ' w e t l a n d ' came t o p r o m i n e n c e i n the e n v i r o n m e n t a l debates o f 
the late 1960s a n d ear ly 1970s. I t refers to an area saturated by water to the 
extent that o n l y s p e c i a l l y adapted p lants c a n g r o w i n it . W e t l a n d s are v e r y 
v a l u a b l e to the ecology, a c c o r d i n g to sc ient is ts . E n v i r o n m e n t a l i s t s , c o n ­
c e r n e d about the d i sappearance o f w e t l a n d s , e s p e c i a l l y due to b u i l d i n g , 
h a v e l o b b i e d to protect these areas f r o m d e v e l o p m e n t . Large a m o u n t s of 
m o n e y are a t stake, a n d developers have engaged i n m a n y w i d e l y p u b l i ­
c i z e d legal ac t ions a n d debates o n the i ssue w i t h e n v i r o n m e n t a l i s t s . Start­
i n g in the 1970s efforts w e r e m a d e to i n t r o d u c e a s t a n d a r d i z e d e c o l o g i c a l 
d e f i n i t i o n of the t e r m ' w e t l a n d ' . A 1979 d e f i n i t i o n c i t e d features s u c h as 
the k i n d o f s o i l , the k i n d o f vegetat ion, a n d the w a y water i s present . I n 
1989 a d e f i n i t i o n o f th is k i n d was c o d i f i e d in a federa l g o v e r n m e n t m a n u a l 
for i d e n t i f y i n g w e t l a n d s . In the p r e s i d e n t i a l e l e c t i o n c a m p a i g n o f 1988, 
George B u s h c o m m i t t e d h i s a d m i n i s t r a t i o n to a p o l i c y of 'no net loss ' o f 
w e t l a n d s . B y 1990, i t became clear that i f B u s h kept t o th is c o m m i t m e n t , 
h e w a s i n danger o f a l i e n a t i n g m a n y o f h i s p r o - b u s i n e s s , p r o - d e v e l o p m e n t 
const i tuents . A c c o r d i n g l y , in A u g u s t 1991, a d o c u m e n t p r o d u c e d by a 
v i c e p r e s i d e n t i a l task force p r o p o s e d a r e d e f i n i t i o n of the t e r m ' w e t l a n d ' , 
m a k i n g the c r i t e r i a str icter t h a n those g i v e n i n the 1989 m a n u a l . A c c o r d ­
i n g t o s tudies b y sc ient is ts a n d e n v i r o n m e n t a l i s t s , u n d e r the n e w def i ­
n i t i o n , 5 0 m i l l i o n acres p r e v i o u s l y des ignated ' w e t l a n d s ' w o u l d n o w b e 
e x c l u d e d . T h i s s o - c a l l e d c o d i f i c a t i o n o f the d e f i n i t i o n i n the 1989 m a n ­
u a l w a s i m p l e m e n t e d i n federal agencies w i t h o u t a p p r o v a l b y the W h i t e 
H o u s e o r Congress a n d w i t h o u t i n v i t i n g p u b l i c c o m m e n t , e v e n t h o u g h i t 
m e t w i t h in tense o p p o s i t i o n f r o m e n v i r o n m e n t a l i s t s . 8 I t i s i m p o r t a n t to 
r e c o g n i z e that th i s d i s p u t e over d e f i n i t i o n w a s a matter of p o w e r f u l c o m ­
p e t i n g interests . I t m a y seem that ' w e t l a n d s ' is a sc ient i f i c t e r m that s h o u l d 
be d e f i n e d by the sc ient i f i c experts a n d that the matter i s one of s c ient i f i c 
d e s c r i p t i o n of the facts. B u t th is a p p r o a c h a l l o w s a ' t e c h n o l o g i c a l e l i te ' to 
b e granted ' d e f i n i t i o n a l h e g e m o n y ' t o advocate the i r o w n v i e w s a n d inter­
ests u n d e r an appearance of sc ient i f i c neutra l i ty . T h e rea l i ssue is not so 
m u c h about sc ience as about c o m p e t i n g interests o f o p p o s e d a d v o c a c y 
g r o u p s . M o n e y i s i n v o l v e d , a n d cause a d v o c a c y i s i n v o l v e d . T h o s e f i n a n ­
c i a l l y i n v o l v e d i n l a n d d e v e l o p m e n t , b u i l d i n g , rea l estate, logg ing , a n d s o 
f o r t h are on the one s ide of a d ia logue . T h e e n v i r o n m e n t a l i s t s a n d the i r 

8 This classic example is summarized below from the account presented by Edward 
Schiappa, "Wetlands and the Politics of Meaning , " in Environmental Pragmatism, ed. 
A n d r e w Light and Eric Katz (London: Routledge, 1996), pp. 209-230. 
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supporters , w h o often also use p r o f e s s i o n a l p u b l i c re la t ions experts a n d 
are w e l l f u n d e d , are on the other s ide . B o t h s ides are t r y i n g to c o n v i n c e the 
p u b l i c , the m e d i a , a n d the p o l i t i c i a n s t o g o a l o n g w i t h t h e m i n a d o p t i n g 
p o l i c i e s , dra f t ing l a w s , o r t a k i n g act ions o n l a n d a n d b u i l d i n g projects . 

1 . A n a l y z e the f o l l o w i n g d ia logues to d e t e r m i n e w h e t h e r each is a sub­
s tant ia l d i s p u t e or a v e r b a l d i s p u t e , g i v i n g y o u r reasons. 

(a) T o b a n : Before the batt le o f the M i l v i a n b r i d g e , the R o m a n e m p e r o r 
C o n s t a n t i n e h a d the s y m b o l o f the cross p a i n t e d o n the s h i e l d s o f 
the R o m a n so ld iers . 

J u l i a : That 's a b i t o f h i s t o r i c a l f i c t ion that i s incorrec t . He h a d the c h i -
r h o s y m b o l (an X w i t h a v e r t i c a l stroke t h r o u g h i t c u r v e d d o w n w a r d 
at the top) p a i n t e d on the i r s h i e l d s . 

(b) K e n n y : M i c r o s o f t is h a v i n g a g o o d year. T h e i r sales are c o n s i d e r a b l y 
up f r o m last year. 

Jennifer : I w o u l d n ' t say so. T h e i r prof i ts are o n l y v e r y s l i g h t l y up 
f r o m last year, a n d are w a y d o w n f r o m p r e v i o u s years. 

2 . D i s c u s s any p r o b l e m i n the f o l l o w i n g case that m a y b e h i n d e r i n g the 
d i s p u t e f r o m p r o c e e d i n g to a r e s o l u t i o n by a d i s c u s s i o n of the i ssue . 

(a) T h e issue of a debate b e t w e e n t w o p e o p l e w a s w h e t h e r or not 
euthanas ia s h o u l d be l e g a l i z e d . O n e p a r t y argues that i t i s m o r a l l y 
jus t i f i ed , a n d s h o u l d therefore be l e g a l i z e d , because i t offers t e r m i ­
n a l l y i l l pat ients w h o are e n d u r i n g unbearab le suf fer ing a n o p p o r ­
t u n i t y to d ie w i t h d i g n i t y . She argues that s u c h a pat ient s h o u l d be 
able, on request , to be taken off l i f e - s u p p o r t systems w h e n aggres­
s ive or h e r o i c treatments are no longer d o i n g a n y g o o d to save her 
l i f e . T h e other par ty disagrees, a r g u i n g that eu thanas ia i s m u r d e r 
a n d that a n y p h y s i c i a n w h o gives a p a t i e n t a l e t h a l d r u g i s k i l l i n g 
that p e r s o n , e v e n i f the pat ient agrees to i t . T h e one par ty keeps 
i n s i s t i n g that eu thanas ia i s m u r d e r , w h i l e the other denies that i t i s 
m u r d e r a t a l l , s a y i n g that i t i s ' l e t t ing nature take its course ' , w i t h o u t 
h i g h - t e c h interference . 

3 . T h e f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e d e s c r i b i n g a d i a l o g u e that took p l a c e i s f rom 
W i l l i a m James's lec ture , " W h a t P r a g m a t i s m M e a n s . " 9 

Some years ago, being w i t h a camping party in the mountains , 
I returned from a solitary ramble to find every one engaged in a 
ferocious metaphys ica l dispute. The corpus of the dispute was a 

9 W i l l i a m James, Pragmatism: A New Name for Some Old Ways of Thinking (London: 
Longmans, Green, 1907), pp. 43-45. 

squirrel - a l i v e squirrel supposed to be c l i n g i n g to one side of 
a tree-trunk; w h i l e over against the tree's opposite side a h u m a n 
being was imagined to stand. T h i s h u m a n witness tries to get 
sight of the squirrel by m o v i n g r a p i d l y r o u n d the tree, but no 
matter h o w fast he goes, the squirre l moves as fast in the oppo­
site direct ion, a n d always keeps the tree between h i m s e l f a n d the 
man, so that never a glimpse of h i m is caught. The resultant meta­
p h y s i c a l p r o b l e m n o w is this : Does the m a n go r o u n d the squirre l 
or not? He goes r o u n d the tree, sure enough, and the squirre l is 
on the tree; but does he go r o u n d the squirrel? In the u n l i m i t e d 
leisure of the wilderness , d i scuss ion h a d been w o r n threadbare. 
Every one h a d taken sides, and was obstinate; and the numbers 
on both sides were even. Each side, w h e n I appeared, therefore 
appealed to me to make it a majority. M i n d f u l of the scholastic 
adage that whenever y o u meet a contradic t ion y o u must make 
a d is t inc t ion , I immediate ly sought a n d f o u n d one, as f o l l o w s : 
" W h i c h party i s r ight , " I said, "depends on what y o u prac t i ca l ly 
mean by 'going r o u n d ' the squirrel . I f y o u mean passing from 
the nor th of h i m to the east, then to the south, then to the west, 
and then to the north of h i m again, o b v i o u s l y the m a n does go 
r o u n d h i m , for he occupies these successive posi t ions . B u t i f on 
the contrary, y o u mean being f i r s t in f ront o f h i m , then on the 
right o f h i m , then b e h i n d h i m , then on his left a n d f ina l ly in 
front again, it is quite as obvious that the m a n fails to go r o u n d 
h i m , for by the compensating movements the squirrel makes, he 
keeps h is b e l l y turned towards the m a n a l l the t ime, a n d h i s back 
turned away. M a k e the d is t inc t ion , a n d there is no occas ion for 
any further dispute. Y o u are both r ight a n d both w r o n g according 
as y o u conceive the verb 'to go r o u n d ' in one pract ical fashion or 
the other." A l t h o u g h one or two of the hotter disputants ca l l ed 
my speech a shuff l ing evasion, saying they wanted no q u i b b l i n g 
or scholastic hair-spl i t t ing, but meant just p l a i n honest E n g l i s h 
' r o u n d , ' the majority seemed to t h i n k that the d i s t i n c t i o n h a d 
assuaged the dispute. 

A n a l y z e the a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n th i s case, s h o w i n g w h a t the d isagreement 

w a s , h o w i t a p p e a r e d to the p a r t i c i p a n t s to be a substant ive d i s p u t e , a n d 

h o w the t h i r d p a r t y w a s able to reso lve ("assuage") i t by s h o w i n g i t w a s a 

v e r b a l d i s p u t e . 

Lexical, Stipulative, and Persuasive Definitions 

T h e r e are m a n y di f ferent k i n d s o f d e f i n i t i o n s . E a c h k i n d has a f u n c t i o n , 
w h e n p u t f o r w a r d in a d ia logue exchange that i t se l f has a p u r p o s e . O n e 
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par ty puts f o r w a r d or presents a d e f i n i t i o n to the other par ty for some 
p u r p o s e i n the d i a l o g u e . Let 's c a l l the f i r s t p a r t y the p r o p o n e n t o r def iner 
a n d the s e c o n d p a r t y the respondent . O n e o f the m o s t f a m i l i a r types o f 
d e f i n i t i o n i s the l e x i c a l d e f i n i t i o n , o f the k i n d f o u n d i n a d i c t i o n a r y , u s e d 
to e x p l a i n the m e a n i n g o f a w o r d (or phrase) to s o m e o n e w h o l o o k s i t up in 
that d i c t i o n a r y . T h e def iner w r i t e s the d e f i n i t i o n , a n d t h e n the respondent , 
w h o p r e s u m a b l y does n o t u n d e r s t a n d the m e a n i n g o f the w o r d o r w a n t s 
to have i t c l a r i f i e d , l o o k s i t u p , seeking h e l p . 

A l e x i c a l d e f i n i t i o n gives an account of a w o r d that has a c o n v e n t i o n a l 
m e a n i n g in a language. T h u s , a l e x i c a l d e f i n i t i o n i s a k i n d of report on h o w 
nat ive speakers of a language use a t e r m in e v e r y d a y s p e e c h (or in s p e c i a l 
contexts , l i k e in a sc ient i f i c f ie ld) . A l e x i c a l d e f i n i t i o n i s an e x p l a n a t i o n 
o f h o w the w o r d i s u s e d , a n d i t i s s u c c e s s f u l or n o t to the extent that i t 
(1) accurate ly represents a c t u a l usage a n d (2) e x p l a i n s that usage in a w a y 
that h e l p s the r e s p o n d e n t to u n d e r s t a n d the m e a n i n g of the w o r d , as i t 
i s u s e d . T h e u s u a l w a y of f inding a l e x i c a l d e f i n i t i o n of a t e r m is to l o o k 
i t u p i n a d i c t i o n a r y . D i c t i o n a r i e s are p a r t i c u l a r l y h e l p f u l w i t h w o r d s 
that are u n c o m m o n o r u n u s u a l . F o r e x a m p l e , i f w e l o o k u p the w o r d 
' ha u b erk ' in Chambers Twentieth Century Dictionary, the f o l l o w i n g entry 
i s f o u n d . 

hauberk , ho 'bark , n . a l o n g coat o f c h a i n - m a i l somet imes e n d i n g 
in short trousers : o r i g i n a l l y a r m o u r for the n e c k . [O.Fr. hauberc-
O . H . G . halsberg-hals , neck , bergan, to protect .] 

T h i s entry e x p l a i n s the t e r m 'hauberk ' qui te w e l l . B u t i f y o u l o o k u p the 
w o r d ' g o o d ' in the same d i c t i o n a r y (p. 561), the e n t r y i s v e r y l o n g (a lmost 
a f u l l page) b u t i s not r e a l l y a l l that h e l p f u l . ' G o o d ' i s d e f i n e d as 'hav­
i n g sui table or des i rable q u a l i t i e s ' , a n d a l o n g l i s t o f s y n o n y m s , s u c h as 
' v i r t u o u s , ' ' c o m m e n d a b l e , ' a n d 'benevolent , ' i s g i v e n . T h i s w o u l d p r o b a ­
b l y not b e t e r r i b l y e n l i g h t e n i n g i f y o u d i d not a l r e a d y k n o w w h a t ' g o o d ' 
meant . S o that i s the w a y o f d i c t i o n a r i e s . T h e y a s s u m e y o u a l ready h a v e 
a n a t i v e speaker's l e v e l of s k i l l or at least a fair l e v e l of c o m p r e h e n s i o n of 
the language a n d m a n y o f the c o m m o n w o r d s i n i t . A n d t h e n they b u i l d 
on th is a s s u m p t i o n to present e x p l a n a t i o n s o f the less c o m m o n a n d less 
f a m i l i a r w o r d s . 

In contrast to a l e x i c a l d e f i n i t i o n , a s t i p u l a t i v e d e f i n i t i o n is p u r e l y 
arbitrary, a n d the def iner i s e v e n free to i n v e n t a n e w w o r d a n d to ass ign 
a n y m e a n i n g to i t that she chooses . C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g t w o d e f i n i t i o n s ! 

D r i v i n g over 30 m p h on a c i t y street (unless o t h e r w i s e designated) i s 

d e f i n e d as ' s p e e d i n g , ' or d r i v i n g too fast. 

A ' t i g o n ' is d e f i n e d as the o f f s p r i n g of a m a l e t iger a n d a female l i o n . 

S t i p u l a t i v e d e f i n i t i o n s l o o k n o r m a l a n d h a r m l e s s , b u t somet imes p e o p l e 

w i l l get in to d i s p u t e s about t h e m , a s s h o w n i n the f o l l o w i n g d ia logue . 

Helen: I def ine an 'excess ive ' t ip as any t ip over 15 percent of the b i l l . 

Bob: That is arbitrary, i w o u l d say that a t ip is 'excessive' ' if the a m o u n t is 
more than was m e r i t e d by the qual i ty of the service . 

In th is case, H e l e n s t i p u l a t e d an exact f igure as d e f i n i n g an excessive t i p , 

b u t B o b c r i t i c i z e s the d e f i n i t i o n as 'arb i t rary . ' He m i g h t a d d , " I don ' t see 

any r e a l d i f ference in excess iveness b e t w e e n 14.9 percent a n d 15.1 per­

cent in a t i p . " 

M o s t other d e f i n i t i o n s are a m i x t u r e o f l e x i c a l a n d s t ipula t ive def i ­

n i t i o n s . T h e y start of f u s i n g a f a m i l i a r t e r m a n d use the c o n v e n t i o n a l l y 

accepted m e a n i n g of that t e r m as a base l i n e , b u t t h e n develop i t in a 

c e r t a i n d i r e c t i o n . I n w i l l s , contracts , a n d negot ia t ions , for example , m a n y 

terms that h a v e a g e n e r a l l y accepted c o n v e n t i o n a l m e a n i n g f a m i l i a r to 

a n y o n e are d e f i n e d m o r e p r e c i s e l y , in a w a y that i s p a r t l y s t ipula t ive . T h e 

f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e i s a s t i p u l a t i v e d e f i n i t i o n . 

' B l i n d ' means, for federal income tax purposes, either the inabi l i ty to 
see better t h a n 20/200 in the better eye w i t h glasses or having a field 
of v i s i o n of 20 degrees or less. 

S i m i l a r l y , a d i s c i p l i n e s u c h as sc ience w i l l take a t e r m l i k e ' a c i d ' or ' n u m ­

ber ' , w h i c h has a f a m i l i a r c o n v e n t i o n a l m e a n i n g i n everyday usage, a n d 

t h e n give i t a m o r e p r e c i s e d e f i n i t i o n that f i ts i n t o the methodology of that 

p a r t i c u l a r d i s c i p l i n e . T h e s e k i n d s o f d e f i n i t i o n s c o u l d b e ca l led p r e c i s i n g 

d e f i n i t i o n s , in that t h e y take a f a m i l i a r t e r m a n d t h e n propose a s t i p u l a ­

t ive counterpar t that i s m o r e prec ise (often u s i n g n u m e r i c a l c r i te r ia for 

the purpose) . 

A persuas ive d e f i n i t i o n takes a t e r m that has a c o n v e n t i o n a l l e x i c a l 
m e a n i n g i n n o r m a l usage, a n d t h e n presents a p a r t l y s t ipulat ive d e f i n i t i o n 
of a k i n d that s u p p o r t s one s ide a n d goes against the other side of an i s s u e 
i n a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . A n a m u s i n g e x a m p l e i s the f o l l o w i n g d e f i n i t i o n . 

'Footbal l ' means a sport in w h i c h modern-day gladiators brutalize 
one another w h i l e t ry ing to move a r i d i c u l o u s l y shaped 'bal l ' f rom 
one end of the p l a y i n g field to the other. 
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T h e persuas ive d e f i n i t i o n puts a cer ta in ' s p i n ' on a w o r d by r e d e f i n i n g i t 
in a p o s i t i v e or negat ive w a y . In this e x a m p l e , the p u r p o s e of o f fer ing th i s 
negat ive d e f i n i t i o n of ' f o o t b a l l ' i s to m a k e the sport appear to be p o i n t ­
less, s i l l y , a n d b r u t a l . T h e d e f i n i t i o n takes up a def in i te v i e w p o i n t or 
c o m m i t m e n t that p r o v o k e s or c o n t i n u e s a d i s p u t e on f o o t b a l l , represent­
i n g a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e i n w h i c h there are t w o s ides . P r e c i s e l y because 
they g ive a n e w m e a n i n g to a t e r m that a l ready has an es tab l i shed usage, 
persuas ive d e f i n i t i o n s are decept ive . T h e p r o b l e m is that a persuas ive def­
i n i t i o n masquerades as an honest ass ignment of m e a n i n g to a t e r m w h i l e 
c o n d e m n i n g o r a p p r o v i n g the t h i n g b e i n g d e f i n e d . 1 0 B u t persuas ive def­
i n i t i o n s are not i n h e r e n t l y b a d or i l l e g i t i m a t e as s u c h . T h e y are n o r m a l 
i n p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e a n d have a p lace i n that t y p e o f d i a l o g u e . O n the 
other h a n d , they c a n b e decept ive a n d t r i c k y i n s o m e cases a n d are w e l l 
w o r t h b e i n g aware of. 

W o r d s have p o s i t i v e a n d negative e m o t i o n a l c o n n o t a t i o n s , a s w e l l 
as d e s c r i p t i v e content . M a n y w o r d s , as n o t e d above, h a v e a l a u d a t o r y 
or derogatory s p i n , because o f the i r p o s i t i v e or negat ive c o n n o t a t i o n s in 
e v e r y d a y speech. A persuas ive d e f i n i t i o n t y p i c a l l y changes the c o n v e n ­
t i o n a l m e a n i n g of a t e r m by t a k i n g i t in a d i r e c t i o n that suits the p u r p o s e 
of the definer. B u t the e m o t i o n a l c o n n o t a t i o n of the w o r d tends to stay 
i n p lace . B y a n " i n e r t i a " effect, the w o r d tends t o r e t a i n the same l a u d a ­
tory or derogatory s p i n i t a l w a y s h a d . T h u s , there c a n be a cer ta in subt le 
d e c e p t i o n i n some cases, because the r e s p o n d e n t m a y not rea l ize h e i s 
b e i n g m a n i p u l a t e d . In other cases w h e r e a p e r s u a s i v e d e f i n i t i o n has b e e n 
u s e d , p r o d u c t i v e d i a l o g u e m a y b e b l o c k e d off. 

In m a n y cases, p e o p l e in a d i s p u t e appear to c o m e to a k i n d of i m p a s s e 
w h e n they can't seem to get a n y further because the a r g u m e n t a t i o n just 
goes b a c k a n d f o r t h i n a t e r m i n o l o g i c a l tennis m a t c h . T h e v e r b a l d i s p u t e 
that ensues t h e n requires some t e r m i n o l o g i c a l c l a r i f i c a t i o n or i n t r o d u c ­
t i o n o f d e f i n i t i o n s . F o r e x a m p l e , H e l e n a n d B o b m i g h t have the f o l l o w i n g 
exchange i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g . 

Helen: W e l l , y o u k n o w t i p p i n g is so elitist, it is a k i n d of o p p r e s s i o n . 

Bob: A r e we ta lk ing about the same thing? I d o n T see t i p p i n g as bad at a l l . 

Helen: W e l l , h o w w o u l d y o u def ine t i p p i n g , anyway? 

Bob: T i p p i n g is a major factor in the gross national p r o d u c t that is a f u n c t i o n 
of c o m m e r c i a l transactions as payment for h u m a n services. 

1 0 Charles L. Stevenson first developed the concept of a persuasive definition and showed its 
importance for critical argumentation in Ethics and Language (New Haven: Yale Universi ty 
Press, 1944), and in an earlier article, "Persuasive Definit ions," Mind 47 (1938): 331-350. 

I n th is d ia logue , H e l e n a n d B o b r e c o g n i z e that the i r d i s p u t e requires s o m e 

sort o f v e r b a l c l a r i f i c a t i o n o r d e f i n i t i o n . B u t w h e n B o b a t tempted t o s u p ­

p l y the r e q u i r e d d e f i n i t i o n , h i s at tempt w a s not s u c c e s s f u l . T h e p u r p o r t e d 

d e f i n i t i o n o f ' t i p p i n g ' he offers i s just too obscure to be h e l p f u l in c l a r i ­

f y i n g the t e r m or e n a b l i n g the d i s p u t e to go a n y fur ther in a p r o d u c t i v e 

d i a l o g u e . 

B o b a n d H e l e n m a y t h e n try aga in t o i n t r o d u c e some d e f i n i t i o n o f the 

d i s p u t e d t e r m ' t i p p i n g . ' 

Helen: Your d e f i n i t i o n is pretty useless. It's t o o obscure . Let me offer a 
clear and precise d e f i n i t i o n : T i p p i n g is a gratuity given to an infer ior p e r s o n 
p e r f o r m i n g a menia l task for a super ior p e r s o n . 

Bob: That d e f i n i t i o n is clear, all right. But it uses e m o t i o n a l l y l o a d e d lan­
guage that impl ies that t i p p i n g is inherent ly bad . I object to that. 

A t th is p o i n t , H e l e n a n d B o b have aga in r e a c h e d a n i m p a s s e . B o b s i m p l y 

refuses to accept H e l e n ' s d e f i n i t i o n . W h a t s h o u l d be done here? B o b has 

a r ight to refuse the d e f i n i t i o n that H e l e n has offered, apparent ly . B u t she 

presented the d e f i n i t i o n i n g o o d fa i th , w h e n a d e f i n i t i o n w a s n e e d e d . A n d 

her p r o p o s e d d e f i n i t i o n i s ce r ta in ly m u c h clearer a n d m o r e prec i se t h a n 

the one B o b offered. 

O n the other h a n d , B o b i s r ight that H e l e n ' s d e f i n i t i o n i s l o a d e d w i t h 

negative terms, p o r t r a y i n g t i p p i n g in a derogatory f a s h i o n . I f he accepts 

th is d e f i n i t i o n , h e w i l l f i n d i t ex tremely d i f f i c u l t o r e v e n i m p o s s i b l e t o 

argue s u c c e s s f u l l y for h i s thesis in the d i s p u t e that t i p p i n g is a g o o d prac­

t ice . B o b m a y t h e n offer a d e f i n i t i o n of h i s o w n . 

Bob: Let me p r o p o s e an alternative def in i t ion of t i p p i n g . 

Helen: A l l right. If y o u l ike. 

Bob: T i p p i n g is a reward for excel lence of service given to s o m e o n e w h o 
deserves i t by s o m e o n e w h o rightly appreciates and wants to a c k n o w l e d g e 
excel lent w o r k . 

Helen: W e l l , Bob , h o w can I accept that? It makes t i p p i n g s o u n d so posit ive 
and upbeat that it pretty w e l l defeats my side of the argument . 

H e r e then , w e have r e a c h e d another i m p a s s e i n the d i s p u t e . B o t h H e l e n 
a n d B o b have n o w offered def in i t ions o f t i p p i n g . T h e one d e f i n i t i o n , h o w ­
ever, is o p p o s e d to the other. O n e makes t i p p i n g appear to be v e r y p o s i t i v e 
in nature , w h i l e the other makes t i p p i n g appear to be h i g h l y negat ive . 

B o b a n d H e l e n h a v e several opt ions i n c o n t i n u i n g the i r d i a l o g u e o n 
t i p p i n g . O n e i s to c o n t i n u e the verbal d i s p u t e , in the h o p e o f r e s o l v i n g 
it . H e l e n m i g h t p r o p o s e a counter -example to Bob's d e f i n i t i o n of t i p p i n g . 
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That i s , she m i g h t cite a case of t i p p i n g w h e r e a t i p w a s g i v e n , b u t the 
p e r s o n w h o got the t i p d i d not r e a l l y deserve i t . She c o u l d t h e n p o i n t 
out that Bob's d e f i n i t i o n of ' t i p p i n g ' i s d i f ferent f r o m the accepted l e x i c a l 
m e a n i n g in a w a y that s h o w s h i s d e f i n i t i o n to be inadequate or defect ive . 
A l t e r n a t i v e l y , i n s t e a d o f c o n t i n u i n g the v e r b a l d i s p u t e , B o b a n d H e l e n 
m i g h t try to c o l l a b o r a t i v e l y agree on a n e u t r a l d e f i n i t i o n of ' t i p p i n g ' that 
w o u l d not have a n y strong p o s i t i v e o r negat ive c o n n o t a t i o n s b u i l t i n t o it . 
T h i s a l ternat ive i s a g o o d one in this p a r t i c u l a r case, because the w o r d 
T i p p i n g , ' in its c o n v e n t i o n a l l e x i c a l m e a n i n g , i s n o t a l a u d a t o r y or deroga­
tory w o r d . O n c e a n o n - p e r s u a s i v e or n o n - b i a s e d d e f i n i t i o n i s agreed o n , 
t h e n H e l e n a n d B o b c o u l d get back to the i s sue o f w h e t h e r or not t i p p i n g 
(so defined) is a g o o d prac t i ce w o r t h c o n t i n u i n g . 

EXERCISE 
6.5 

(b) 
(c) 

1 . C l a s s i f y the f o l l o w i n g d e f i n i t i o n s as l e x i c a l , s t i p u l a t i v e , p r e c i s i n g , or 
persuas ive . 

(a) T h e f o l l o w i n g d e f i n i t i o n i s i n c l u d e d in the d e s c r i p t i o n of a scholar ­
s h i p in a u n i v e r s i t y ca lendar : " F o r the p u r p o s e s o f th is s c h o l a r s h i p , 
' f u l l - t i m e s tudent ' s h a l l m e a n a s tudent e n r o l l e d i n s i x o r m o r e 
semester- length courses in a g i v e n c a l e n d a r year . " 
A g u l l i b l e p e r s o n is a p e r s o n w h o is e a s i l y f o o l e d . 
' M o n o c r a c y ' means g o v e r n m e n t b y one p e r s o n . 

(d) A l i b e r a l is a do-gooder w h o basks in a r o s y g l o w of s e l f - a d u l a t i o n 
w h i l e a d v o c a t i n g g o v e r n m e n t ru les that s u p p o r t a p p r o v e d causes 
in the short t e r m b u t l e a d to l o n g - t e r m consequences that everyone 
has to p a y for. 

(e) C a p i t a l i s m is the e c o n o m i c sys tem that a l l o w s greedy, aggressive, 
a n d c u n n i n g schemers t o e x p l o i t w o r k i n g p e o p l e i n order t o amass 
fortunes u s e d for se l f i sh purposes . 

(f) In W e s t e r n A u s t r a l i a , a d r i v e r is l e g a l l y i n t o x i c a t e d if he or she is 
f o u n d to have a b l o o d a l c o h o l l e v e l o f .01 parts a l c o h o l in the b l o o d , 
or over. 

(g) A mat tock is a k i n d of p i c k a x e for l o o s e n i n g the s o i l , w i t h a c u t t i n g 
e n d i n s t e a d of a p o i n t . 

(h) To m u m b l e is to speak sof t ly a n d i n d i s t i n c t l y . 

2 . P r o p o s e a n e u t r a l d e f i n i t i o n of ' t i p p i n g ' that B o b a n d H e l e n m i g h t be 
able to agree on in the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g . 

3 . P r o p o s e a n e u t r a l d e f i n i t i o n o f ' a b o r t i o n ' that B i l l a n d H i l d a m i g h t b e 
able to agree on in the d i a l o g u e on abor t ion . 
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I n i n t e l l e c t u a l a n d p h i l o s o p h i c a l d i s c u s s i o n s , d e f i n i t i o n statements are 

of a cer ta in sort, s u c h as ' T h e essence of r e l i g i o n is peace of m i n d ' or 

'True courage i s grace u n d e r pressure ' . S u c h statements, w h i c h p u r p o r t 

to def ine the m o s t i m p o r t a n t (or ' essent ia l ' p r o p e r t y of s o m e t h i n g ) , are 

c a l l e d essence s t a t e m e n t s . 1 1 Essence d e f i n i t i o n s m a k e c l a i m s about the 

essence of poetry, of art, of f r i e n d s h i p , a n d so f o r t h as part of an i n t e l l e c ­

t u a l d i s c u s s i o n o r d i s p u t e . T h e f o l l o w i n g w a y s o f express ing a n essence 

d e f i n i t i o n are e s p e c i a l l y i m p o r t a n t (x is an i n d i v i d u a l t h i n g a n d A is a 

p r o p e r t y s a i d to a p p l y to the i n d i v i d u a l ) . 

T h e essence of x i s A. 

x i s by nature A. 

True x i s A. 

R e a l x i s A. 

G e n u i n e x i s A . 

In a p h i l o s o p h i c a l treatise, the author of ten begins by d i s c u s s i n g the l e x ­
i c a l m e a n i n g of the t e r m , b u t t h e n argues that the concept , i f i t i s t r u l y to 
b e u n d e r s t o o d i n its " t r u e " o r " r e a l " m e a n i n g , m u s t b e d e f i n e d i n a d i f ­
ferent w a y , by g i v i n g an essence d e f i n i t i o n . T h e p r o b l e m i s that essence 
d e f i n i t i o n s o f w o r d s s u c h as ' l o v e ' , ' h o n o r ' , ' c u l t u r e ' , ' l i f e ' , o r ' d e m o c ­
r a c y ' m a y carry w i t h t h e m a p o s i t i v e o r negat ive e m o t i v e m e a n i n g . F o r 
e x a m p l e , i f s o m e t h i n g i s s a i d about " t rue l o v e , " there m a y be a p o s i t i v e 
suggest ion that th i s p h e n o m e n o n is h i g h l y v a l u a b l e . In s u c h a case, the 
essence d e f i n i t i o n has b e c o m e a persuas ive d e f i n i t i o n , e v e n t h o u g h its 
persuas ive nature m a y not be ev ident . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r the state­
m e n t 'The essence of r e l i g i o n i s l o v e ' . T h i s statement puts a p o s i t i v e s p i n 
o n r e l i g i o n b y the e m o t i v e m e a n i n g o f ' l o v e . ' T h e statement ' T h e essence 
of r e l i g i o n is a n e u r o t i c r e a c t i o n of a n g u i s h ' is just the o p p o s i t e . It p u t s a 
negat ive s p i n o n r e l i g i o n . 

T h e fact that an essence d e f i n i t i o n is b e i n g u s e d as a p e r s u a s i v e de f i ­
n i t i o n i n a n i n t e l l e c t u a l o r p h i l o s o p h i c a l d i s c u s s i o n does not n e c e s s a r i l y 
m e a n that the d e f i n i t i o n i s w r o n g or m i s l e a d i n g or s h o u l d be c r i t i c i z e d 
as incorrec t . F o r i f the i n t e l l e c t u a l d i s c u s s i o n is a p e r s u a s i o n t y p e of d i a ­
logue, o f the k i n d s t u d i e d in chapter 1 , the use of a persuas ive d e f i n i t i o n 

11 Soren Hal lden, True Love, True Humour and True Religion: A Semantic Study (Lund: 
Gleerlup, 1960). 
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c o u l d be qui te a p p r o p r i a t e . E v e n so, f r o m a c r i t i c a l perspec t ive , i t c a n be 
v a l u a b l e to recognize that the d e f i n i t i o n has a c e r t a i n s lant or bias a n d is 
b e i n g u s e d for the p u r p o s e of p e r s u a d i n g the reader. 

An essence d e f i n i t i o n i s best seen as a k i n d of h y p o t h e s i s , or tentat ive 
p r o p o s a l , p u t f o r w a r d by a p r o p o n e n t to a r e s p o n d e n t in a p e r s u a s i o n 
d i a l o g u e . It is a p r o p o s a l that represents or s u p p o r t s the p r o p o n e n t ' s the­
sis , a n d the r e s p o n d e n t i s b e i n g asked to r e s p o n d to i t c r i t i c a l l y . T h u s , 
the essence d e f i n i t i o n s h o u l d not be seen as the last w o r d in a d i s c u s s i o n 
or as a statement that is p r o n o u n c e d w i t h absolute f inal i ty , l e a v i n g no 
r o o m for further d i s c u s s i o n . On the contrary, i t is best seen as a statement 
that represents a p a r t i c u l a r v i e w p o i n t a n d as a d e f i n i t i o n that is part of 
the argument d e s i g n e d to d e v e l o p that v i e w p o i n t , g i v i n g a r e s p o n d e n t 
i n s i g h t i n t o it . I f the r e s p o n d e n t accepts the essence statement, i t s h o u l d 
be as a tentat ive h y p o t h e s i s u s e d as a basis for fur ther e x p l o r a t i o n of the 
issue . B u t i f the statement turns out to have s t rong arguments against i t , 
the r e s p o n d e n t s h o u l d t h e n feel free to retract h i s c o m m i t m e n t to i t , by 
g i v i n g i t up as a d e f i n i t i o n a n d perhaps o p t i n g for some other (opposed 
o r alternative) d e f i n i t i o n ins tead , d e p e n d i n g o n h o w the d i s c u s s i o n has 
gone. T h u s , essence d e f i n i t i o n s s h o u l d be seen as h a v i n g a p r o v o c a t i v e 
f u n c t i o n of g i v i n g r i se to arguments that t h r o w a n e w s lant on an issue by 
o p e n i n g up a di f ferent p o i n t o f v i e w that was c o n c e a l e d or that y o u m a y 
not have thought of before, because i t i s d i f ferent f r o m the c o n v e n t i o n a l l y 
accepted w a y of l o o k i n g at i t . 

A g o o d e x a m p l e o f h o w essence d e f i n i t i o n s c a n be q u e s t i o n e d c r i t i ­
c a l l y a n d treated as hypotheses in a p h i l o s o p h i c a l d i s c u s s i o n of e t h i c a l 
va lues is the P l a t o n i c d i a l o g u e Meno, w h e r e the i s sue is w h e t h e r v i r t u e 
(mora l exce l lence of character for l i v i n g the g o o d l ife) c a n be taught or 
not . T h e Greek w o r d arete is u s u a l l y t rans la ted as ' v i r t u e ' , but p r o b a ­
b l y ' exce l l ence ' is a better w o r d to c o n v e y its m e a n i n g . In the Meno, the 
p a r t i c i p a n t s recognize , ear ly on in the d i a l o g u e , that the i ssue o f the d i s ­
c u s s i o n d e p e n d s d i r e c t l y o n h o w the t e r m ' v i r t u e ' s h o u l d b e d e f i n e d . 
T h r o u g h o u t the d i a l o g u e , b o t h M e n o a n d Socrates, the t w o p a r t i c i p a n t s , 
p u t f o r w a r d essent ia l d e f i n i t i o n s o f ' v i r t u e ' , but t h e y agree that this t e r m 
cannot be d e f i n e d in a w a y that i s not o p e n to q u e s t i o n i n g a n d object ions. 
B u t Socrates gets M e n o tenta t ive ly to accept the d e f i n i t i o n of v i r t u e as a 
k i n d o f k n o w l e d g e , a n d t h e n u s i n g this h y p o t h e s i s , Socrates d e v e l o p s h i s 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l v i e w that a l l k n o w l e d g e i s a k i n d o f r e c o l l e c t i o n o f th ings 
that we are a l ready aware of i m p l i c i t l y b u t that n e e d to be s h a r p e n e d or 
a r t i cu la ted by d i a l o g u e . At the e n d o f the d i a l o g u e (88d), the p a r t i c i p a n t s 
c o n c l u d e that v i r t u e i s a k i n d of w i s d o m . 

T h e a r g u m e n t a t i o n in the Meno i l lus t ra tes the r ight k i n d o f a t t i tude 

to take t o w a r d essence d e f i n i t i o n s . W h e n a p r o p o n e n t puts f o r w a r d an 

essence d e f i n i t i o n , she i s not a s k i n g y o u to accept i t as the last w o r d . N o r 

s h o u l d she be seeing i t as a subst i tute that replaces the l e x i c a l d e f i n i t i o n 

of a w o r d . Instead, she s h o u l d be p u t t i n g f o r w a r d the essence d e f i n i t i o n as 

an i n v i t a t i o n to take part in a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e (or perhaps i t i s a l r e a d y 

part o f a n o n g o i n g p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e about some issue) that w i l l t h r o w 

some l i g h t o n a n i ssue b y p u t t i n g a d i f ferent s lant o n i t that y o u m a y 

not have e n c o u n t e r e d o r a p p r e c i a t e d before. T h u s , y o u s h o u l d feel free 

t o accept o r reject the d e f i n i t i o n a s y o u w i s h . Y o u s h o u l d not feel b o u n d 

to have to accept i t absolute ly , as a k i n d of s t i p u l a t i o n of m e a n i n g , b u t 

ne i ther s h o u l d y o u a b s o l u t e l y reject i t , w i t h o u t a t least t h i n k i n g about i t , 

just because y o u r e c o g n i z e i t as a p e r s u a s i v e d e f i n i t i o n . T h e best a t t i tude 

t o a p p r o a c h essence d e f i n i t i o n s w i t h i s w i t h s k e p t i c a l o p e n - m i n d e d n e s s . 

Y o u m i g h t t h i n k that d i f f i c u l t i e s d e f i n i n g k e y terms, a n d p r o b l e m s 

over the p o s i t i v e or negat ive connota t ions of these terms, are u n i q u e to eth­

i c a l o r p o l i t i c a l d i s p u t e s about va lues a n d c o n d u c t a n d d o affect r e a s o n i n g 

i n sc ient i f i c research. B u t a n e x a m i n a t i o n o f the p r o b l e m s e n c o u n t e r e d b y 

sociologis ts i n d e f i n i n g the w o r d 'gang' , for e x a m p l e , w o u l d i n d i c a t e that 

s u c h an a s s u m p t i o n i s not true. Because o f the i m p o r t a n c e a n d f r e q u e n c y 

o f s tat is t ica l c l a i m s m a d e about gangs i n the m e d i a a n d i n s t u d y i n g a n d 

d e a l i n g w i t h c r i m e , there w i l l b e a l l k i n d s o f m i s l e a d i n g s ta t i s t ica l data 

(see chapter 3 on d e f i n i t i o n s in s tat is t ica l surveys) u n l e s s the p r o b l e m of 

d e f i n i n g the t e r m 'gang' c a n be s o l v e d . I t m i g h t also be a d d e d here that 

there are some d i s c i p l i n a r y conf l ic ts i n v o l v e d as w e l l , for legal d e f i n i t i o n s 

are a d o p t e d for c r i m i n a l l a w p u r p o s es , w h i l e s o c i o l o g i c a l d e f i n i t i o n s are 

a d o p t e d for the p u r p o s e o f sc ient i f i c research on s o c i a l groups . 

S o m e researchers h a v e even suggested that the p r o b l e m s of d e f i n i ­

t ions that have c o n f o u n d e d gang research c o u l d be s o l v e d by m a k i n g a 

s u r v e y o f y o u t h service w o r k e r s , p o l i c e off icers , judges, p r o b a t i o n off icers , 

educators , c i ty c o u n c i l m e m b e r s , e x - c o n v i c t s , past a n d present m e m b e r s 

of gangs, a n d others f a m i l i a r w i t h gangs to agree on a d e f i n i t i o n of the 

t e r m 'gang' . T h e f o l l o w i n g d e f i n i t i o n w a s c o m p o s e d o n the basis o f t h i s 

survey. 

[a gang is] a self-formed association of peers, b o u n d together by 
m u t u a l interests, w i t h identif iable leadership, w e l l - d e v e l o p e d l ines 
of authority, and other organizational features, w h o act in concert 
to achieve a specific purpose or purposes w h i c h generally i n c l u d e 
the conduct of i l legal act ivi ty and control over a part icular territory, 
facil ity, or type of enterprise. (Walter B. M i l l e r , Violence by Youth 
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Gangs and Youth Groups as a Crime Problem in Major American 
Cities (Washington, D . C . : N a t i o n a l Institute for Juvenile Justice a n d 
De l inquency Prevent ion, 1975), p. 121) 

S o m e argued that d e f i n i t i o n s based on a vote h a v e no s p e c i a l v a l i d i t y . T h e 
fee l ing w a s that v o t i n g w o u l d be an a p p r o p r i a t e m e t h o d to d e t e r m i n e a 
l e x i c a l d e f i n i t i o n b u t a p o o r m e t h o d o f e s t a b l i s h i n g the k i n d o f s t i p u l a t i v e 
d e f i n i t i o n n e e d e d for sc ient i f i c research. 

A n o t h e r c o n t e n t i o u s aspect o f the d e f i n i t i o n above c o n c e r n e d the 
c lause that the p u r p o s e of a gang genera l ly i n c l u d e d i l l e g a l ac t iv i ty . T h i s 
character is t ic is a negat ive qua l i ty , g i v i n g a def in i te pe jorat ive c o n n o t a t i o n 
to the w o r d 'gang' , i m p l y i n g that gangs are b a d g r o u p s . O t h e r researchers 
w e n t e v e n further, e m p h a s i z i n g that " the k e y e l e m e n t that d i s t i n g u i s h e s 
a gang f r o m other organiza t ions of y o u n g p e o p l e i s d e l i n q u e n c y ; its m e m ­
bers r e g u l a r l y p a r t i c i p a t e i n ac t iv i t ies that v i o l a t e the l a w . " 1 2 B u t t h i s 
k i n d o f d e f i n i t i o n i s c o n t e n t i o u s , because i t b u i l d s a negat ive e v a l u a t i o n 
i n t o the v e r y d e f i n i t i o n of the t e r m 'gang' , a n d i t i s ques t ionable w h e t h e r 
s u c h v a l u e - l a d e n n e s s i s a p p r o p r i a t e i n sc ient i f i c research. B u t i t m i g h t b e 
q u e s t i o n e d w h e t h e r d e f i n i t i o n s that i n c l u d e i l l e g a l a c t i v i t y a s a n i n t r i n ­
s ic d e f i n i n g p r o p e r t y o f the t e r m 'gang' m a y i n c l u d e , b y d e f i n i t i o n , the 
v e r y d e l i n q u e n c y that researchers a n d theoris ts are t r y i n g to e x p l a i n . T h e 
resul t of s u c h a d e f i n i t i o n m a y be to inf late stat ist ics on 'gang-related' 
v i o l e n c e . 

If the o n l y salient property of a "gang member , " for example, is his or 
her membership in a gang, one result may be that any i l legal act ivity 
i n v o l v i n g such a person is defined as "gang re la ted . " This is the case 
in Los Angeles , where the def ini t ion produces twice as m u c h "gang-
re lated" v io lence as w o u l d be produced by the Chicago def in i t ion , 
w h i c h acknowledges that gang members may have motives unrelated 
to their gang membership . (Richard A. B a l l a n d G. D a v i d Curry, "The 
Logic of Def in i t ion in C r i m i n o l o g y , " Criminology 33 (1995): 225-245, 
quoted from p. 233) 

T h e p r o b l e m of d e f i n i n g the t e r m 'gang' here c a n be presented as a 
d i l e m m a . I f y o u do just ice to the negative c o n n o t a t i o n s of the t e r m 'gang' 
by d e f i n i n g a gang as a g r o u p that has some i l l e g a l or i m m o r a l p u r p o s e , 
y o u h a v e b u i l t i n , b y d e f i n i t i o n , a v a l u e a s s u m p t i o n that m a y m a k e i t d i f ­
f i c u l t t o e x p l a i n gang d e l i n q u e n c y i n a n o n - c i r c u l a r w a y . B u t i f y o u t ry t o 
def ine the t e r m 'gang' i n n e u t r a l terms, w i t h o u t b u i l d i n g i n any negat ive 

1 2 Sandra Gardner, Street Gangs (New York: Frankl in Watts, 1993), p. 5. 

i m p l i c a t i o n s , y o u m a y n o t b e d o i n g just ice t o the w a y the t e r m i s r e a l l y 

b e i n g u s e d . 

T h i s same k i n d o f p r o b l e m i s e v e n m o r e e v i d e n t i n e t h i c a l r e a s o n i n g 

about w o r d s s u c h as ' courage ' or ' jus t ice ' that h a v e p o s i t i v e c o n n o t a t i o n s 

a n d w o r d s s u c h as ' r a c i s m ' or 'b igotry ' that h a v e negat ive c o n n o t a t i o n s . 

In cases l i k e these, i t i s better to a c k n o w l e d g e that the t e r m in q u e s t i o n 

has a l a u d a t o r y or derogatory m e a n i n g , in its c o n v e n t i o n a l l e x i c a l usage, 

a n d to t ry to preserve the i m p l i c a t i o n that the w o r d a l ready has - in one 

d i r e c t i o n or the other - by b u i l d i n g an e v a l u a t i v e c o m p o n e n t i n t o the 

d e f i n i t i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , i n s t e a d of t r y i n g to def ine ' courage ' in a n e u t r a l 

w a y - as absence of fear or as some c o g n i t i v e state of m o t i v a t i o n - i t w o u l d 

be m o r e u s e f u l , for p u r p o s e s o f an e t h i c a l d i s c u s s i o n , to a c k n o w l e d g e that 

the w o r d 'courage ' i s u s e d in a p o s i t i v e w a y to pra ise c o n d u c t as g o o d or 

w o r t h y . T h u s , a n e x p r e s s l y eva lua t ive d e f i n i t i o n o f ' courage ' i s ' p u r s u i t 

of a g o o d or w o r t h y goa l in spi te of danger, fear, and/or severe d i f f i c u l t i e s 

o f a p a i n f u l nature ' . T h i s d e f i n i t i o n i s f r a n k l y p o s i t i v e , b r i n g i n g out the 

l a u d a t o r y c o n n o t a t i o n s o f the w o r d 'courage ' i n the d e f i n i t i o n i tsel f . B u t 

does that m e a n that as a p e r s u a s i v e d e f i n i t i o n , i t s h o u l d be e v a l u a t e d 

as i m p r o p e r , d e c e p t i v e , l o a d e d , or aggress ively o n e - s i d e d , in a w a y that 

s h o u l d i n d i c a t e its re ject ion? N o , i t s h o u l d not , because ' courage ' i s a n 

e m o t i v e l y l o a d e d t e r m t o b e g i n w i t h , i n its l e x i c a l use. S o t o preserve 

its p o s i t i v e c o n n o t a t i o n s , as l o n g as th is i s d o n e in an overt a n d c l e a r l y 

expressed w a y , i s not d e c e p t i v e a n d s h o u l d not b e a n obstacle t o h a v i n g 

a p r o d u c t i v e e t h i c a l d i s c u s s i o n on the nature of courage or on some i ssue 

i n w h i c h 'courage ' i s a k e y te rm. 

If a g i v e n t e r m that has a c o n v e n t i o n a l usage a l ready has a s t rong 
p o s i t i v e or negat ive c o n n o t a t i o n , t h e n the d e f i n i t i o n o f that t e r m s h o u l d 
h a v e the same p o s i t i v e or negat ive s lant c l e a r l y expressed as par t of the 
d e f i n i t i o n . S i n c e a p e r s u a s i v e d e f i n i t i o n i s p a r t l y s t i p u l a t i v e , h o w e v e r , i t 
c a n depart f r o m c o n v e n t i o n a l usage a n d go the other w a y . F o r e x a m p l e , a 
t e r m that has p o s i t i v e c o n n o t a t i o n s i n n o r m a l usage c o u l d b e d e f i n e d i n 
a negat ive w a y . B u t w h e r e s u c h a departure occurs , the d e f i n i t i o n s h o u l d 
b e o p e n t o c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n i n g a n d s h o u l d b e c h a l l e n g e d o n g r o u n d s o f 
s u c h a m a r k e d depar ture f r o m usage. F o r e x a m p l e , someone m i g h t def ine 
'courage ' as a p o w e r f u l force of w i l l u s e d to o v e r c o m e obstacles by t a k i n g 
strong a c t i o n to f u l f i l l a goa l . B u t because the t e r m 'courage ' n o r m a l l y has 
p o s i t i v e c o n n o t a t i o n s , i t w o u l d be p r o p e r to p o i n t out that a c c o r d i n g to 
th is d e f i n i t i o n , s o m e o n e w h o uses a p o w e r f u l force of w i l l to rob a b a n k 
b y t a k i n g strong a c t i o n i s ac t ing courageously . Because the n e w d e f i n i t i o n 
o f courage deviates f r o m the p o s i t i v e c o n n o t a t i o n s o f the t e r m i n n o r m a l 
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speech , i t can be c r i t i c i z e d for its s o m e w h a t u n e x p e c t e d a n d p o t e n t i a l l y 
c o n f u s i n g fa i lure to preserve the d i r e c t i o n o f t h i s s lant . S o m e o n e w h o has 
presented th is n e w d e f i n i t i o n i n a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e c o u l d d e f e n d i t 
w i t h further arguments , b u t there w o u l d b e a b u r d e n o r o b l i g a t i o n o n her 
to d e f e n d i t as a persuas ive d e f i n i t i o n that is s t i p u l a t i v e in this i m p o r t a n t 
respect. 

T h e same l e s s o n a p p l i e s to the t e r m 'gang' . S u p p o s e someone defines 
a gang as a s e l f - f o r m e d assoc ia t ion of peers, a n d so for th , except that there 
i s n o c lause that expresses the negative c o n n o t a t i o n s o f th i s w o r d . W o u l d 
that be a legi t imate or acceptable d e f i n i t i o n of 'gang'? It c o u l d be, i f the 
d e f i n i t i o n i s meant to be s t i p u l a t i v e , but i f the d e f i n i t i o n i s also b e i n g u s e d 
to represent the c o n v e n t i o n a l i d e a of a gang, i t is o p e n to ob ject ion. O n e 
s h o u l d ask: W h a t about a 'gang' that is a s e l f - f o r m e d assoc ia t ion of peers, 
a n d so for th , w h o act in concert to ach ieve the p u r p o s e o f h e l p i n g cancer 
patients? Because the a i m o f th is group i s g o o d , i t i s o d d a n d p o t e n t i a l l y 
m i s l e a d i n g to c a l l i t a 'gang' ( in any l i t e r a l sense). G e n e r a l l y , t h e n , a def­
i n i t i o n s h o u l d preserve the p o s i t i v e or negat ive s lant of a t e rm, or there 
s h o u l d be a leg i t imate expec ta t ion that the presenter of the d e f i n i t i o n c a n 
e x p l a i n w h y i t has not d o n e so. 

1 . Ident i fy the e lements o f persuas ive d e f i n i t i o n in the f o l l o w i n g essence 
d e f i n i t i o n s a n d d i scuss each essence d e f i n i t i o n c r i t i c a l l y . 

(a) P o l i t i c a l p o w e r , p r o p e r l y so -ca l l ed , i s m e r e l y the o r g a n i z e d p o w e r 
o f one class for o p p r e s s i n g another ( K a r l M a r x a n d F r i e d r i c h E n g e l s , 
The Communist Manifesto). 

(b) A r t is a h u m a n a c t i v i t y h a v i n g for its p u r p o s e the t r a n s m i s s i o n to 
others o f the h ighest a n d best feel ings to w h i c h m e n have r i s e n 
(Count L e o Tolstoy, What Is Art?). 

(c) P o r n o g r a p h y is the g r a p h i c , s e x u a l l y e x p l i c i t s u b o r d i n a t i o n of 
w o m e n , e s p e c i a l l y the p o r t r a y a l o f w o m e n as sex objects a n d the 
d e p i c t i o n o f v i o l e n c e against w o m e n . 

2 . E v a l u a t e the f o l l o w i n g d e f i n i t i o n s w i t h regard t o h o w they h a n d l e the 
p o s i t i v e or negat ive connota t ions of the t e r m b e i n g d e f i n e d . 

(a) A c u l t is a m i n o r i t y r e l i g i o u s group gathered a r o u n d a c h a r i s m a t i c 
leader b l e s s e d w i t h deep s p i r i t u a l i n s i g h t . 

(b) A no ise is a s o u n d that is u n w a n t e d or u n p l e a s a n t . 
(c) A c c o r d i n g to the W o r l d H e a l t h O r g a n i z a t i o n d e f i n i t i o n o f ' h e a l t h , ' 

" H e a l t h i s a state o f c o m p l e t e p h y s i c a l , m e n t a l a n d s o c i a l w e l l - b e i n g 
a n d not m e r e l y the absence of disease or i n f i r m i t y . " 

(d) P o r n o g r a p h y i s the artist ic por t raya l o f the n a t u r a l h u m a n b o d y in 
e m o t i o n a l l y p r o v o c a t i v e poses. 

(e) G o d i s the most perfect b e i n g y o u c o u l d i m a g i n e . 
(f) A l i a r i s someone w h o i n t e n t i o n a l l y deceives y o u by t e l l i n g y o u 

s o m e t h i n g is true (or false) w h e n she k n o w s i t is not . 
(g) B r i b e r y i s g i v i n g someone else m o n e y to g ive her or h i m an i n c e n t i v e 

to h e l p y o u carry out some goal that i s i m p o r t a n t to y o u b u t requires 
h e l p to be a c h i e v e d . 

(h) R e l i g i o n is a m e t h o d of extort ing m o n e y out of g u l l i b l e p e o p l e w h o 
are suf fer ing f r o m deep p s y c h i a t r i c g u i l t or w h o are t e r r i f i e d of 
death. 

Normal and Troublesome Bias 

A n arguer's c o m m i t m e n t t o a n ident i f iab le p o s i t i o n c a n s o m e t i m e s b e a n 
i m p o r t a n t i n d i c a t o r of bias. B u t i t i s i m p o r t a n t not to leap too q u i c k l y to 
the c o n c l u s i o n that c o m m i t m e n t to a p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n is i n a l t e r a b l y 
f ixed . In argument f r o m c o m m i t m e n t , as we s a w in chapter 3 , an arguer 
c a n i d e n t i f y some propos i t ions that the other par ty i s c o m m i t t e d to, a n d 
t h e n use these p r o p o s i t i o n s as premises to persuade the other party. In 
a n e x a m p l e i n chapter 3 , Bob asked w h e t h e r E d w a s a c o m m u n i s t . E d 
r e p l i e d : " O f course . Y o u k n o w that . " I n this case, E d has a d m i t t e d that h e 
i s c o m m i t t e d t o a w e l l - k n o w n type o f p o s i t i o n c a l l e d c o m m u n i s m . G i v e n 
E d ' s c o m m i t m e n t t o this v i e w p o i n t , B o b c a n m a k e p r e s u m p t i o n s (subject 
to rebuttal) that Ed w i l l generally take one s ide , as o p p o s e d to the other, 
o n v a r i o u s issues re la ted t o p o l i t i c s , e c o n o m i c p o l i c i e s , a n d s o c i a l i ssues . 
In th i s case, s ince Ed has freely a d m i t t e d he is a c o m m u n i s t , that i s pret ty 
g o o d e v i d e n c e that E d i s c o m m i t t e d t o the c o m m u n i s t p o s i t i o n . 

S u p p o s e that E d were t o take part i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g a n d that 
h e came f o r w a r d w i t h the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

Ed: My v i e w on the subject of t i p p i n g is that such a practice is the exploi ta­
t i o n and o p p r e s s i o n of workers w h o s h o u l d get paid regular wages and 
receive fair benefits for their labor. They s h o u l d be treated w i t h d igni ty as 
equals . 

In th i s case, Ed ' s argument shows a d i s t i n c t b ias to one s i d e of the i ssue of 
t i p p i n g . G i v e n E d ' s previous d e c l a r a t i o n of b e i n g a c o m m u n i s t , i t i s a bias 
that i t easy to recognize and ident i fy . O n c e again , the fact that s u c h a bias 
has b e e n i d e n t i f i e d does not m e a n that E d ' s argument i s w r o n g or w o r t h ­
less . I t means o n l y that Ed has t a k e n a stance that is c l e a r l y r e c o g n i z a b l e 
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a n d that suppor ts , in a w a y that m i g h t h a v e b e e n expected , one s ide o f 
the i ssue . 

In m a n y cases, b ias , or a s lant to one s ide of an argument , is per fec t ly 
n o r m a l a n d expec ted . In a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , for e x a m p l e , arguments 
are s u p p o s e d to s u p p o r t one's o w n thesis in a p a r t i s a n manner , a n d there 
i s n o t h i n g w r o n g w i t h that. I t i s o n l y i n cases w h e r e w e r i g h t l y expect a n 
argument to be t w o - s i d e d a n d b a l a n c e d that a f i n d i n g of bias is negat ive 
in the sense that i t just i f ies a r e d u c t i o n in the p l a u s i b i l i t y v a l u e g i v e n to 
the argument . B u t e v e n in a d ia logue l i k e the one in chapter 1 , w h e r e 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s n o r m a l l y par t i san a n d i s d i r e c t e d to s u p p o r t i n g one's 
o w n thesis a n d t r y i n g to get the other par ty to accept i t , b ias can b e c o m e a 
p r o b l e m that interferes w i t h cons t ruc t ive progress of a d i a l o g u e . I t is par­
t i c u l a r l y th is c o u n t e r - p r o d u c t i v e or negat ive t y p e of b ias that i s i m p o r t a n t 
t o i d e n t i f y , f r o m the p o i n t o f v i e w o f c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g . 

In some cases, h o w e v e r , as a d i a l o g u e p r o c e e d s , one c a n get a pret ty 
g o o d general i d e a o f w h a t sort o f p o s i t i o n an arguer i s c o m m i t t i n g herse l f 
to. We h a v e names for ce r ta in w e l l - k n o w n types of p o s i t i o n s of a t y p i c a l 
a n d f a m i l i a r sort that are f requent ly e n c o u n t e r e d i n e v e r y d a y arguments 
on issues of the day. F o r e x a m p l e , i f someone is a C a t h o l i c , a f e m i n i s t , a 
c o m m u n i s t , a R e p u b l i c a n , or a Democra t , a n d the e v i d e n c e in a d i a l o g u e 
s h o w s that p e r s o n accepts t h i s p o s i t i o n g e n e r a l l y or in a m o r e spec i f i c 
f o r m o f some k i n d , t h e n a r e s p o n d e n t i n a d i a l o g u e w i t h the p e r s o n w i l l 
h a v e a pret ty g o o d genera l i d e a o f h o w that p e r s o n i s l i k e l y to r e s p o n d to 
arguments o n c e r t a i n issues . 

L o i s a n d James are h a v i n g a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n on the issue of 
abor t ion . James, w h o i s against abor t ion , ident i f i e s h i m s e l f i n the 
d i a l o g u e as a C a t h o l i c . L o i s is about to argue that the fetus s h o u l d 
not be c o n s i d e r e d a p e r s o n , in the sense that the fetus w o u l d h a v e 
a n y k i n d o f r ights , w h e n she remembers that the C a t h o l i c v i e w ­
p o i n t makes a d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n p o t e n t i a l a n d a c t u a l persons 
a n d attaches great e t h i c a l v a l u e to the p o t e n t i a l for h u m a n l i f e . 
She i s not sure w h e t h e r James agrees w i t h a l l these v i e w s , b u t 
s ince he ca l l s h i m s e l f a C a t h o l i c , she t h i n k s i t i s a pret ty g o o d 
guess that he w i l l n o t accept the p r o p o s i t i o n that the fetus i s not 
a p e r s o n , i f the p r o p o s i t i o n i s p u t t o h i m f la t ly i n that f o r m . 

T h i s case s h o w s that j u d g i n g b ias f r o m an arguer's c o m m i t m e n t s i s m o r e 
subt le t h a n i t m a y i n i t i a l l y appear. T h e r e are v a r i o u s k i n d s o f C a t h o l i c 
p o s i t i o n s that m a y b e taken , some qui te str ict a n d t r a d i t i o n a l b u t others 

that are regarded as r a d i c a l by the c h u r c h h i e r a r c h y a n d that have b e e n 
h i g h l y c o n t r o v e r s i a l . So i t w o u l d be w i s e not to pre judge James's p o s i t i o n 
a s t h o u g h i t w e r e d e f i n e d i n a f i x e d w a y b y str ic t C a t h o l i c dogma. A n d 
one c a n a l w a y s p u t a q u e s t i o n to James to see h o w he reacts. B u t s t i l l , 
g i v e n that he has t a k e n up w h a t he ca l l s a C a t h o l i c p o s i t i o n on the abor­
t i o n i ssue , th i s c o m m i t m e n t does stake out a b ias , so that we c o u l d say 
that a t y p i c a l C a t h o l i c w o u l d favor or d i s f a v o r th is or that v i e w on the 
a b o r t i o n i ssue a t some g i v e n p o i n t i n the d i s c u s s i o n . S i n c e C a t h o l i c s are 
genera l ly against a b o r t i o n , a n d s ince James is a C a t h o l i c , we m a y d r a w a 
p r e s u m p t i v e c o n c l u s i o n that James i s against a b o r t i o n . 

W h a t i s c a l l e d s tereotyping , o r f o r m i n g defeasible genera l iza t ions 
based on t y p i c a l patterns that c a n be r e g u l a r l y (but not absolute ly , or e v e n 
probably) expec ted to occur , i s not n e c e s s a r i l y w r o n g or f a l l a c i o u s , as i t 
i s somet imes h e l d to be. D r a w i n g inferences based on s u c h stereotypes 
i s somet imes necessary w h e n u s i n g p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g w i t h a n y success 
i n f ie lds s u c h a s p o l i t i c s , m e d i c i n e , e n g i n e e r i n g , a n d bus iness , i n m a k i n g 
i n t e l l i g e n t de l ibera t ions o n h o w t o p r o c e e d i n a v a r i a b l e s i t u a t i o n , a n d i n 
p r a c t i c a l matters o f e v e r y d a y l i f e general ly . T h e p r o b l e m i s that the i n t e l ­
l igent use of th is defeas ible k i n d of r e a s o n i n g requires the r e a l i z a t i o n that 
defeasible ru les are o p e n to except ions a n d therefore h a v e to be t reated 
w i t h f l e x i b i l i t y i n a p p l y i n g t h e m t o p a r t i c u l a r cases. 

E v e n t h o u g h James, as a p r a c t i c i n g C a t h o l i c , is against a b o r t i o n , as far 
a s h i s o w n c o n s c i e n c e a n d p e r s o n a l c o m m i t m e n t i s c o n c e r n e d , h e m a y 
recognize ins tances , s u c h as in the case of rape , b i r t h defects, or diseases , 
w h e r e a b o r t i o n w o u l d b e a n acceptable p o l i c y for h i m t o agree w i t h . O r 
he m a y be p r e p a r e d to argue that he c a n b e l o n g to the D e m o c r a t i c party, 
e v e n t h o u g h i t has a p r o - c h o i c e p o l i t i c a l p o s i t i o n on the l e g a l i z a t i o n o f 
abor t ion . T h u s , labels s u c h a s ' C a t h o l i c ' o r ' c o m m u n i s t ' m a y i n d i c a t e a n 
arguer's bias that y o u m i g h t be u n w i s e to ignore . B u t these labe l s i n d i c a t e 
a b ias o n l y in the sense that they are s igns of a cer ta in c o m m i t m e n t that 
m a y b e s p e c i f i e d fur ther o r retracted i n subsequent d i a l o g u e . 

A n y i m p u t a t i o n o f b ias o n the basis o f a n arguer's c o m m i t m e n t s h o u l d 
be subject to h e s i t a n c y as the d i s c u s s i o n of the i ssue b e c o m e s m o r e spe­
c i f i c o r a s the arguer m a y h a v e i n d i c a t e d her o w n i n d i v i d u a l v i e w s that 
diverge f r o m the cent ra l p a r a d i g m of the t y p i c a l p o s i t i o n i d e n t i f i e d by a 
cer ta in t e r m i n c o m m o n use. F o r e x a m p l e , s o m e o n e m a y say h e o r she i s 
a c o m m u n i s t but , as the d i s c u s s i o n proceeds , m a y p o i n t out tha t he or she 
i s a m o d i f i e d Trotskyi te k i n d o f c o m m u n i s t w h o disagrees w i t h m a n y o f 
the m a i n s t r e a m M a r x i s t v i e w s s o of ten i d e n t i f i e d w i t h c o m m u n i s m . S o i t 
w o u l d b e i m p r o p e r t o k e e p i n s i s t i n g that t h i s p e r s o n m u s t b e c o m m i t t e d 

4 . 
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t o t y p i c a l M a r x i s t v i e w s o n a n issue a n d c o u l d n e v e r depart f r o m th is 
p o s i t i o n i n a n y w a y . 

O t h e r i n d i c a t i o n s of c o m m i t m e n t to a p o s i t i o n on an i ssue are the use 
of l o a d e d terms and/or persuas ive d e f i n i t i o n s . N e i t h e r of these t e c h n i q u e s 
o f argument i s i n h e r e n t l y w r o n g . B o t h c a n b e u s e d qui te l eg i t imate ly , a n d 
they are a per fec t ly n o r m a l a n d acceptable part o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n in d i a ­
logue . B u t each o f t h e m , w h e n u s e d i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n , reveals a ce r ta in 
s lant or 'angle ' in an argument , s h o w i n g that the a r g u m e n t i s b e i n g u s e d to 
p r o m o t e one s ide o f an i ssue . T h e k e y i n d i c a t o r o f th is k i n d o f b ias i s the 
language u s e d i n a n argument . T h e bias i s p a r t l y c o n c e a l e d b y its b e i n g 
b u i l t r ight in to the language u s e d , so that i n s t e a d of see ing the argument 
i n a n e x p l i c i t format o f the u s u a l type, w h e r e p r e m i s e s are p u t f o r w a r d i n 
s u p p o r t of a c o n c l u s i o n , a l l one sees is a s ingle statement expressed in l a n ­
guage that has p o s i t i v e or negat ive c o n n o t a t i o n s . I f a b o r t i o n is d e s c r i b e d 
as ' m u r d e r ' , for e x a m p l e , a l l one sees is w h a t l o o k s l i k e a d e s c r i p t i v e state­
m e n t about a b o r t i o n . B u t because o f the h i g h l y negat ive connota t ions o f 
the w o r d ' m u r d e r ' , w h a t i s b e i n g i m p l i e d c o v e r t l y i s that a b o r t i o n i s some­
h o w b a d o r d e e p l y w r o n g . 

C o m m i t m e n t to a p o s i t i o n i s per fec t ly n o r m a l in e v e r y d a y arguments 
a n d s h o u l d not be seen as i n h e r e n t l y b a d , just because i t represents a 
bias o r s l a n t i n g i n a n argument . H o w e v e r , i n a d i a l o g u e l i k e those i n 
chapter 1 , a cer ta in ba lance , or m i d d l e w a y , is a p p r o p r i a t e for h o l d i n g a 
c o m m i t m e n t . I f c o m m i t m e n t s are g i v e n u p too easi ly , a n arguer w i l l b e 
seen as i n c o n s i s t e n t , as too w a v e r i n g , or as l a c k i n g in p r i n c i p l e s . F o r i f 
the d i a l o g u e i s to r e a c h its goa l , an arguer m u s t h o l d to her c o m m i t m e n t s 
w h e n the e v i d e n c e seems to her to m e r i t i t . B u t on the other h a n d , i f an 
arguer c l i n g s too s t u b b o r n l y to her c o m m i t m e n t s , she w i l l be seen as too 
o p i n i o n a t e d to be r e a s o n e d w i t h . So the t h i n g is to s t r ike the r ight ba lance . 
I f y o u are too free w i t h c h a n g i n g y o u r m i n d , y o u c a n get i n t o the p o s i t i o n 
o f h o l d i n g i n c o n s i s t e n t c o m m i t m e n t s . B u t i f y o u s t i ck too r i g i d l y t o y o u r 
p o s i t i o n , as i f y o u w e r e d e f e n d i n g a fort against a l l attackers, y o u cease to 
be o p e n to c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n i n g a n d counter -arguments . 

B o t h sides h a v e to be o p e n - m i n d e d , e v e n to the p o i n t o f c o n c e d i n g 
defeat w h e n c o n f r o n t e d w i t h a n argument that refutes one's o w n thesis , for 
th is re f inement o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n a d i a l o g u e t o take p l a c e . A n arguer 
w h o s h o w s that she i s t a k i n g part in th is progress o f the b u i l d u p of a 
d i a l o g u e by a c t u a l l y c o n c e d i n g to a g o o d r e f u t a t i o n or counter -argument 
w i l l w i n a cer ta in degree o f c r e d i b i l i t y , w h i c h i n t u r n w i l l b e s t o w a cer­
t a i n degree o f e n h a n c e d p l a u s i b i l i t y on her argument . S u c h an arguer i s 
c r e d i b l e , m e a n i n g that she has a k i n d of p o s i t i v e respect as a p e r s o n w h o 

c a n b e r e l i e d o n t o c o n s i d e r a n argument o n its mer i t s a n d b e o p e n t o c o n ­

c e d i n g defeat w h e n faced by a g o o d argument that goes against h e r o w n 

p o i n t o f v i e w . W h e n a n arguer i s c r e d i b l e , t h e n a r e s p o n d e n t w h o hears a n 

argument a d v o c a t e d b y that p e r s o n w i l l g ive i t a n a d d e d degree o f p l a u ­

s i b i l i t y , just because i t w a s a d v o c a t e d by that arguer. On the other h a n d , 

i f the r e s p o n d e n t observes that an arguer o n l y p u s h e s ahead u n i l a t e r a l l y 

in a d ia logue , by never c o n c e d i n g a n y c r i t i c i s m s o f the arguments against 

her o w n s ide a n d g i v i n g a n y w e i g h t o n l y t o the arguments that e i ther 

s u p p o r t her o w n s ide or go against those of the other s ide , the r e s p o n d e n t 

w i l l (r ightly) see her arguments a s b i a s e d . H i s assessment w i l l b e that her 

arguments are s l a n t e d to the one s ide a n d do n o t b e n d e n o u g h or g ive suf­

f ic ient w e i g h t to the arguments of the other s ide , w h e n s u c h a c o n c e s s i o n 

is c a l l e d for. 

A g o o d test of b ias is h o w an arguer r e s p o n d s to arguments that are 

o p p o s e d to her p o i n t o f v i e w , a n d p a r t i c u l a r l y to arguments that c h a l ­

lenge c o m m i t m e n t s that are c l o s e l y re la ted to her cent ra l thesis in the 

d i a l o g u e . I t i s e v i d e n c e of bias i f the arguer s h i e l d s off s u c h counter ­

arguments w i t h o u t r e a l l y d o i n g t h e m just ice or m a k i n g a n y rea l effort to 

take t h e m i n t o account . T h e p r o b l e m w i t h th i s at t i tude i s that i t i s i m m u n e 

to n e w e v i d e n c e , e x p r e s s e d in a c losure to a n y o p p o s e d a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

in a d ia logue . C l o s u r e to o p p o s e d a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s i n d i c a t e d by the use 

o f devices a n d express ions to foresta l l d isagreement in advance , s u c h as 

' i t i s o b v i o u s ' , ' e v e r y b o d y k n o w s ' , ' c l e a r l y ' , 'of course ' , 'as a n y o n e c a n 

see'. F o r e s t a l l i n g disagreement ranges f r o m m i l d express ions , s u c h as 'of 

course we a l l b e l i e v e , ' to m o r e aggressive express ions u s e d to i n t i m i d a t e 

o p p o s i t i o n , s u c h as ' o n l y a c razy p e r s o n w o u l d take that v i e w ' . T h e use 

of these express ions in a d ia logue to fores ta l l d isagreement c a n be c o n ­

s i d e r e d a s p e c i a l case of the use of l o a d e d terms. W h e n s u c h d e v i c e s to 

fores ta l l d isagreement are u s e d , th i s i s a s p e c i a l k i n d of e v i d e n c e of b ias 

i n a n argument . S u c h bias c a n b e t r o u b l e s o m e i f i t represents c l o s u r e t o 

o p p o s e d arguments . 
A n o t h e r type of e v i d e n c e of c losure to o p p o s e d a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s the 

k i n d of response , p a r t i c u l a r l y to the cha l l enge of a d e e p l y h e l d or cher­
i s h e d v i e w , w h e r e the arguer reacts in a s t r o n g l y e m o t i o n a l w a y that i s 
not appropr ia te , o r e v e n w i t h v i o l e n c e o r threats, l i k e ' Y o u h a d better 
shut u p , i f y o u k n o w what ' s g o o d for y o u ' . T h i s response i n d i c a t e s that 
the arguer i s t r y i n g t o c lose off a l l o p p o s e d c o n s i d e r a t i o n s . A n o t h e r k i n d 
of e v i d e n c e i s the e v a n g e l i c a l style of d i s c o u r s e , c h a r a c t e r i z e d by the use 
of slogans or p r o p a g a n d a to w h i p up e n t h u s i a s m for a 'cause' . T h e t h e m e 
here is t y p i c a l l y one of l o y a l t y to the g r o u p . Instead of r e s p o n d i n g to an 
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o p p o s e d argument c r i t i c a l l y o r b y q u e s t i o n i n g i ts bas is o f e v i d e n t i a l s u p ­
port , the argument m a y be p u t d o w n as e x p r e s s i n g h o s t i l i t y o f the t y p i c a l 
o p p o n e n t s w h o are against the group v a l u e s a n d loya l t i e s . A response 
o f th is type t o a p r i o r a rgument w o u l d be: " O h , w e ' v e h e a r d that k i n d 
of a n t i - u n i o n attack so of ten before, we d o n ' t p a y a n y a t tent ion to t h a t ! " 
T h e b i a s e d arguer has the character is t ic o f see ing an issue in s i m p l i s t i c , 
b l a c k a n d w h i t e terms, so that l i t t l e or no r o o m i s left for t a k i n g a c c o u n t o f 
except ions to a r u l e or a stereotype. T h e fanat ic sees e v e r y t h i n g in abso­
lutes . B u t a s w e s a w i n chapter 1 , m a n y o f the genera l iza t ions o n w h i c h 
arguments are based i n e v e r y d a y reason ing are defeas ible . T h e y h o l d nor­
m a l l y , subject to q u a l i f i c a t i o n s , a n d are o p e n to e x c e p t i o n s of a k i n d that 
cannot a l w a y s b e l i s t e d p r e c i s e l y i n advance . W i t h respect t o h a n d l i n g 
arguments based on s u c h genera l iza t ions in a d i a l o g u e , a degree of f lex­
i b i l i t y i s r e q u i r e d . A s s h o w n i n chapter 1 , defeas ib le genera l iza t ions are 
di f ferent f r o m the absolute genera l iza t ions , m a r k e d b y the u n i v e r s a l q u a n ­
t i f ier ' a l l ' , that s u p p o r t d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d inferences . Treat ing a defeasible 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n as t h o u g h i t w e r e an absolute g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , o f the k i n d 
that a d m i t s o f n o e x c e p t i o n s , a m o u n t s t o c o m m i t t i n g w h a t w a s c a l l e d i n 
chapter 1 the f a l l a c y of has ty g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . T h e f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e of 
the f a l l a c y of hasty g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s h o w s the a b s o l u t i s t i c aspect of th is 
k i n d o f t h i n k i n g . 

I h a d a b a d t i m e w i t h my former h u s b a n d . F r o m that exper ience I 've 
l e a r n e d that a l l m e n are n o good. 

A n argument that c o n c l u d e s too h a s t i l y t o a u n i v e r s a l g e n e r a l i z a t i o n i s 
associated w i t h the at t i tude o f c losure t o o p p o s e d v i e w p o i n t s . F a n a t i c i s m 
is the e x t e n s i o n of th i s at t i tude in to a h a r d e n e d p o s i t i o n . 

Of course , as e m p h a s i z e d in this chapter, b ias to one s i d e of an argu­
m e n t i s per fec t ly n o r m a l a n d expec ted i n m a n y cases. I n the d ia logues 
in chapter 1 , for e x a m p l e , the arguments w e r e s u p p o s e d to s u p p o r t the 
a d v o c a t e d thesis on one s ide , a n d there i s n o t h i n g w r o n g w i t h that, a s 
l o n g as the arguer is o p e n to the arguments of the other s ide . C l o s u r e to 
c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n i n g is a p r o b l e m f r o m a v i e w p o i n t of c r i t i c a l a rgumenta­
t i o n , because the fanat ic w i l l not r e s p o n d a p p r o p r i a t e l y to a s trong a n d 
c h a l l e n g i n g argument that d e m a n d s some sort o f c o n c e s s i o n or change in 
her p o s i t i o n . T h u s , y o u c a n n o t ever r e a l l y argue s u c c e s s f u l l y o r p r o d u c ­
t i v e l y w i t h s u c h a p a r t i c i p a n t in a d ia logue . T h e f a n a t i c i s m of terrorists 
f ight ing for the cause of " p o l i t i c a l l i b e r a t i o n " or the ' o v e r c o m m i t m e n t ' 
to p o s i t i o n s s u c h as M a r x i s t d i a l e c t i c a l m a t e r i a l i s m or some racis t i d e o l ­
ogy c o m b i n e r e v o l u t i o n a r y fervor w i t h the p e r s e c u t i o n o f m e m b e r s o f 

targeted groups . F a n a t i c i s m , t h e n , i s an extreme f o r m of c l o s u r e to 

o p p o s e d a r g u m e n t a t i o n that i s often r e c o g n i z a b l e by dramat i c p o l a r i z a ­

t i o n o f an issue a n d use o f devices to fores ta l l d isagreement in the f o r m 

of p o s s i b l e counter -arguments . 

1 . E v a l u a t e the d i a l o g u e w i t h respect to the management o f c o m m i t m e n t 

i n the f o l l o w i n g cases. 

(a) H e l e n ident i f i es herse l f as a f e m i n i s t in the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g . B o b 
i s about to argue that t i p p i n g supports h u m a n r ights by a l l o w i n g for 
f r e e d o m o f c h o i c e i n the marketp lace . B u t h e remembers that H e l e n 
has argued that the ma jor i ty of w o r k e r s in the service sector are 
w o m e n a n d that t i p p i n g i s u n f a v o r a b l e t o w o m e n b y k e e p i n g t h e m 
i n l o w p a y i n g jobs a n d d e p e n d e n t o n t i p s . B o b i s not sure w h e t h e r h e 
ought to present h i s argument or not , s i n c e i t is a pret ty g o o d guess 
that H e l e n does n o t t h i n k that t i p p i n g s u p p o r t s w o m e n ' s r ights o r 
a l l o w s for m o r e f r e e d o m o f c h o i c e for w o m e n i n the m a r k e t p l a c e . 

(b) H e l e n ident i f i es herse l f as a f e m i n i s t , in the d ia logue on t i p p i n g . 
B o b argues t o H e l e n : " Y o u c o u l d never s u p p o r t f r e e d o m o f c h o i c e i n 
the m a r k e t p l a c e because , as a f e m i n i s t , y o u t h i n k that there s h o u l d 
be g o v e r n m e n t quotas that r e q u i r e g i v i n g jobs to w o m e n w h e t h e r 
they are the best candidates or not . As a f e m i n i s t , y o u s u p p o r t o n l y 
p o l i c i e s that g ive m o r e f r e e d o m o f c h o i c e t o w o m e n , e n f o r c e d b y 
g o v e r n m e n t p o l i c i e s that l i m i t the f r e e d o m o f c h o i c e o f m e n . " 

2 . F i n d a n y i n d i c a t i o n s o f b ias i n the f o l l o w i n g cases. 

(a) In the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g , B o b argues to H e l e n : " E v e r y decent 

A m e r i c a n i s i n favor o f free enterpr ise , a n d t i p p i n g i s free enter­

p r i s e . " 

(b) D u r i n g the debate on the issue o f a c i d r a i n , W i l m a argues to B r u c e : 

" T h e i n t e l l i g e n t a n d w e l l - i n f o r m e d a u d i e n c e here today k n o w s that 

the m e d i a has b l o w n th i s a c i d r a i n i ssue far out o f p r o p o r t i o n to the 

r e a l extent of the p r o b l e m . " 

(c) T h e last m e c h a n i c I w e n t to charged me for a part that w a s n ' t 

r e p l a c e d by a n e w one. F r o m that exper ience , I 've c o m e to the c o n ­

c l u s i o n that a l l m e c h a n i c s are d ishones t . 

(d) T h e f o l l o w i n g q u o t a t i o n is a segment of B e n i t o M u s s o l i n i ' s s p e e c h 

" W e o r T h e y , " d e l i v e r e d i n 1930. 

The longer our regime lasts the more the anti-Fascist coa l i t ion has 
recourse to expedients dictated by desperation. The struggle between 
the two w o r l d s can permit no compromises . The n e w cycle w h i c h 
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begins w i t h the n i n t h year of the Fascist regime places the alternative 
in even greater rel ief - either we or they, either their ideas or ours, 
either our State or theirs! The n e w cycle must be of greater harshness, 
not of greater indulgence . Whoever has interpreted it differently has 
fa l len into a grave error of interpretation. T h i s explains w h y the strug­
gle has n o w become w o r l d - w i d e and w h y Fascismo has become the 
subject of debate in a l l countries, here feared, there hated, elsewhere 
ardently desired. (Gorham M u n s o n , Twelve Decisive Battles of the 
Mind (New York : Greystone, 1942)) 

Summary 

T h e k i n d o f b ias s t u d i e d i n t h i s chapter i s d i a l e c t i c a l , i n the sense that 
i t i s a p r o p e r t y of h o w an argument is u s e d in a context of d i a l o g u e -
a c o n v e n t i o n a l type of c o n v e r s a t i o n that t w o part ies are s u p p o s e d to be 
t a k i n g part i n . F o r a n arguer t o have a bias t o w a r d her o w n v i e w p o i n t 
i n a d i a l o g u e i s n o r m a l . T h e r e i s n o t h i n g w r o n g w i t h that. B u t p r o b l e m s 
c a n arise for c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n i f that bias i s h i d d e n i n the e m o t i v e 
language u s e d b y a n arguer o r i n i n n u e n d o . Because o f the p o s s i b i l i t y 
of c o n c e a l e d bias there is a danger that one p a r t y in a d i a l o g u e or b o t h 
m a y f a i l t o rea l ize that a n argument has b e e n b r o u g h t f o r w a r d a n d that, 
consequent ly , its p r o p o n e n t has i n c u r r e d a b u r d e n of proof . T w o k i n d s of 
dangers are p o s s i b l e in s u c h a case. O n e i s that the r e s p o n d e n t m a y not 
re a l i z e that the argument s h o u l d be c r i t i c a l l y q u e s t i o n e d a n d that reasons 
to s u p p o r t i t s h o u l d be a s k e d for. T h e other i s that the p r o p o n e n t m a y not 
o n l y f a i l to offer a n y s u p p o r t for the c l a i m m a d e b u t m a y e v e n t ry to a v o i d 
the b u r d e n of proof . S u c h an arguer m a y e v e n t ry to seal off the p o s s i b i l i t y 
o f c r i t i c i s m , or o f c o n f r o n t i n g o p p o s e d arguments , by c l a i m i n g there i s no 
n e e d to p r o v e her c l a i m . S u c h moves represent a dangerous k i n d of b ias . 

A n arguer w h o c o l l a b o r a t i v e l y takes part i n a d i a l o g u e needs t o c o n ­
s i d e r a n o p p o s e d a r g u m e n t o n its mer i t s a n d e v e n c o n c e d e defeat i f c o n ­
f r o n t e d w i t h e v i d e n c e that s h o w s her o w n thes is t o b e false. B i a s c a n 
b e c o m e a p r o b l e m w h e n i t leads to th is p a t h o l o g i c a l c l o s u r e to a l l o p p o s e d 
argumenta t ion . H o w e v e r , e v e n w h e n bias i s n o r m a l , i t can b e v a l u a b l e for 
a c r i t i c to i d e n t i f y i t . B u t the r e a l l y ser ious a n d w o r r i s o m e cases of b ias 
are those w h e n an argument seems to be object ive a n d o p e n to c r i t i c i s m , 
b u t w h e r e th is pretense i s m i s l e a d i n g . A n o t h e r p r o b l e m i s that bias i s 
often c o n c e a l e d w i t h i n the language u s e d i n a n argument . A c r i t i c m a y 
not even rea l ize that e m o t i v e use of language is a f o r m of a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
that needs to be d e f e n d e d a n d that s h o u l d be q u e s t i o n e d . C o n c e r n w i t h 

c h a l l e n g i n g h i d d e n bias in chapter 5 took us i n t o the area o f language a n d 

m e a n i n g . T h e o n l y w a y to chal lenge t e r m i n o l o g y that conta ins b ias i s to 

ask for a d e f i n i t i o n o f the w o r d or phrase in q u e s t i o n . T h i s m o v e of ten 

leads to v e r b a l d i s p u t e s . 

I t i s t y p i c a l of e x t e n d e d a r g u m e n t a t i o n on c o n t r o v e r s i a l issues that i t 

c a n shi f t f r o m a d i s p u t e about a p a r t i c u l a r i s sue to a v e r b a l d i s p u t e about 

the w o r d s u s e d in a r g u i n g about the i ssue . S u c h a shif t i s not n e c e s s a r i l y 

b a d . I t c a n b e c o n s t r u c t i v e i n c l a r i f y i n g the i ssue i n some cases. H o w e v e r , 

in other cases the shi f t to a v e r b a l d i s p u t e c a n b l o c k a r g u m e n t a t i o n f r o m 

p r o c e e d i n g in a c o n s t r u c t i v e m a n n e r t o w a r d f u l f i l l i n g the goal o f the d i a ­

logue. T w o k i n d s o f p r o b l e m s in th is type o f case c a n be acute. O n e i s the 

k i n d of case, l i k e the s q u i r r e l a r o u n d the tree case, w h e r e the p a r t i c i p a n t s 

d o not rea l ize t h e y are bogged d o w n i n a n u n r e s o l v e d v e r b a l d i s p u t e . T h e 

other i s the k i n d of case w h e r e l o a d e d terms have been u s e d by one or 

b o t h s ides , a n d the use of these terms is not acceptable to one s ide . Before 

the d i a l o g u e c a n p r o c e e d , some agreement on h o w to def ine a l o a d e d t e r m 

m a y be necessary, once the m e a n i n g of that t e r m has b e e n b r o u g h t i n t o 

q u e s t i o n . 

T h e di f ferent types o f d e f i n i t i o n s c i t e d w e r e l e x i c a l d e f i n i t i o n s , s t i p ­

u l a t i v e d e f i n i t i o n s , p r e c i s i n g d e f i n i t i o n s , a n d persuas ive d e f i n i t i o n s . Per­

suasive d e f i n i t i o n s , i n p a r t i c u l a r , require i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f the c r i t i c a l ques­

t i o n in a d i s p u t e , because i f b o t h s ides use t h e m , i t c a n l e a d to a d e a d l o c k e d 

v e r b a l d i s p u t e i n w h i c h n o further progress i s p o s s i b l e . A d e c i s i o n needs 

to be m a d e w h e t h e r the t e r m at i ssue s h o u l d be d e f i n e d in a n e u t r a l w a y 

that b o t h s ides c a n agree to or w h e t h e r the t e r m has b u i l t - i n p o s i t i v e or 

negative c o n n o t a t i o n s that ought to be r e t a i n e d in the d e f i n i t i o n . A s p e c i a l 

k i n d o f persuas ive d e f i n i t i o n i s the s o - c a l l e d essence d e f i n i t i o n , w h i c h 

p u r p o r t s t o g o benea th c o n v e n t i o n a l m e a n i n g s a n d p o p u l a r l y a c c e p t e d 

o p i n i o n s to r e v e a l the 'essence' , or most d e e p l y i m p o r t a n t charac ter i s t i c 

o f s o m e t h i n g . Essence d e f i n i t i o n s are t y p i c a l l y p u t f o r w a r d i n i n t e l l e c t u a l 

a n d p h i l o s o p h i c a l d i s c u s s i o n s that p u r p o r t to revea l a deeper m e a n i n g 

that makes p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the d i s c u s s i o n t h i n k t w i c e about s o m e t h i n g 

they h a d not ref lected d e e p l y about before b u t w e r e f a m i l i a r w i t h o n l y i n 

a m o r e s u p e r f i c i a l w a y . 
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S E V E N Relevance 

In chapter 5 i t w a s s h o w n h o w rep l ies to ques t ions c a n be i r re levant , b u t 
there i s a s t i l l m o r e genera l p r o b l e m about re levance c o n c e r n i n g a r g u m e n ­
ta t ion . H o w c a n arguments , or any m o v e s in a d i a l o g u e , for that matter, 
be j u d g e d re levant or i r re levant? T h i s p r o b l e m is a cent ra l one for c r i t i c a l 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n because m a n y o f the e m o t i o n a l appea ls c o m m o n l y u s e d i n 
a rgumenta t ion , s u c h as a p p e a l to p i t y or fear or ad h o m i n e m arguments , 
are fa l l ac ious because they are i r re levant arguments . T h e y are p o w e r f u l 
tactics o f d i s t r a c t i o n that w o r k to t h r o w an arguer off the t r a i l , creat ing d i s ­
tract ions a n d c o n f u s i o n b y a r o u s i n g p o w e r f u l e m o t i o n s . H o w e v e r , appeals 
to e m o t i o n are not a l w a y s f a l l a c i o u s . S o m e t i m e s t h e y are re levant . So there 
i s a p r o b l e m o f j u d g i n g i n a n y g i v e n case w h e n s u c h a n a p p e a l s h o u l d 
be c o n s i d e r e d re levant or not . W h i l e a r g u m e n t a t i o n schemes are h e l p f u l 
for this p u r p o s e , j u d g i n g re levance often m e ans one also has to e x a m ­
i n e a m o r e l engthy c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n in a d i a l o g u e . As i n d i c a t e d 
in chapter 1 , a sequence of a r g u m e n t a t i o n in a d i a l o g u e s h o u l d a l w a y s 
have a p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n i t is u l t i m a t e l y a i m e d to p r o v e as its target. 
Its target is the i ssue that the d ia logue is s u p p o s e d to settle. In a c r i t i ­
c a l d i s c u s s i o n , the c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s a i m e d a t p r o v i n g or cas t ing 
doubt on some p a r t i c u l a r p r o p o s i t i o n a t i ssue in a d i a l o g u e . F o r e x a m p l e , 
i n order t o b e re levant i n the d ia logue o n t i p p i n g , a n argument needs t o 
be a i m e d at s u p p o r t i n g , rebut t ing , or c r i t i c a l l y q u e s t i o n i n g the thesis that 
t i p p i n g is a g o o d prac t i ce that ought to be c o n t i n u e d . 

T h e p r o b l e m w i t h i r r e l e v a n t arguments i s that not o n l y d o they f a i l 
to p r o v e or cast d o u b t on th i s u l t i m a t e p r o p o s i t i o n , they go in a c h a i n 
o f r e a s o n i n g a w a y f r o m the p r o p o s i t i o n to be p r o v e d . T h e faul t i s not 
i n the reason ing a n d its i n d i v i d u a l l i n k s . A n i r r e l e v a n t argument c a n 
b e qui te v a l i d a s r e a s o n i n g . T h e p r o b l e m w i t h i r r e l e v a n t arguments i s 
that they are useless at a g i v e n juncture in the context of an argument . 
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T h e y c a n be h i g h l y d i s t rac t ing , a n d p r e v e n t a d i a l o g u e f r o m p r o g r e s s i n g 

t o w a r d r e s o l u t i o n o f a n i ssue . T h e p r o b l e m l i es i n h o w the argument i s 

u s e d for some p u r p o s e s w h e r e t w o part ies p a r t i c i p a t e i n a n argument 

w i t h each other. T h u s , y o u cannot p r o v e i r r e l e v a n c e just by l o o k i n g a t a 

s ingle argument a n d e v a l u a t i n g i t i n r e l a t i o n t o a n a r g u m e n t a t i o n scheme, 

a l t h o u g h that i s part o f w h a t i s i n v o l v e d . Y o u h a v e to judge w h e r e a w h o l e 

sequence o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s go ing , i n r e l a t i o n t o w h e r e i t s h o u l d b e g o i n g . 

To judge th is matter, y o u h a v e to l o o k at the context of d i a l o g u e of a case 

as a w h o l e . Y o u h a v e to f i rs t d e t e r m i n e w h e r e the argument is s u p p o s e d to 

go. F o r e x a m p l e , in the case o f a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n y o u have to d e t e r m i n e 

the thesis that i s s u p p o s e d to be p r o v e d or d o u b t e d . T h e n y o u h a v e to 

de termine w h e t h e r the a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n the g i v e n case c a n b e c h a i n e d 

f o r w a r d to r e a c h that thesis or w h e t h e r i t i s g o i n g in a di f ferent d i r e c t i o n 

a w a y f r o m that thes is . 

Probative Relevance 

E v e r y type of d i a l o g u e that i s a context for a rgument begins w i t h an unset­
t l e d issue , a n d the p u r p o s e of the d i a l o g u e is to settle the issue . A persua­
s i o n d ia logue has a s its i ssue t w o o p p o s e d p r o p o s i t i o n s . F o r e x a m p l e , i n 
the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g , Bob 's thesis i s that t i p p i n g is a g o o d prac t i ce that 
s h o u l d be c o n t i n u e d , a n d H e l e n ' s thesis i s that t i p p i n g i s a b a d prac t i ce 
that s h o u l d not b e c o n t i n u e d . T h i s g l o b a l i s sue i s w h a t a l l the r e a s o n i n g 
u s e d i n the d i a l o g u e i s d i r e c t e d t o w a r d . B o b uses arguments t o p r o v e h i s 
thesis (or d i s p r o v e H e l e n ' s ) , a n d H e l e n uses arguments to p r o v e her the­
sis (or d i s p r o v e Bob's) . F o r an argument to be re levant in the d i a l o g u e on 
t i p p i n g , then , i t s h o u l d be part of a c h a i n of r e a s o n i n g that has one or the 
other of these theses as i ts u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n . 

I n some cases, i t i s e x t r e m e l y d u b i o u s w h e t h e r a n argument i s i n 
fact re levant , in the sense of b e i n g u s e d to p r o v e the c o n c l u s i o n that the 
argument is s u p p o s e d to be a i m e d at. H e r e is a t y p i c a l p r o b l e m case. 

A p r o p o s a l for a n e w o r d i n a n c e on t h i c k n e s s of concrete f o u n d a ­
t ions a n d safe c o n s t r u c t i o n of s t a i r w e l l s i s u n d e r c o n s i d e r a t i o n at 
C i t y H a l l . O n e c o u n c i l o r , c u r r e n t l y r u n n i n g i n a n e l e c t i o n , r ises 
t o speak p a s s i o n a t e l y i n favor o f the b i l l , a r g u i n g o n l y that decent 
h o u s i n g for a l l the p e o p l e i s des i rable , f a i l i n g t o m e n t i o n a n y t h i n g 
about concrete f o u n d a t i o n s or safe c o n s t r u c t i o n of s t a i r w e l l s . 
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T h e f a i l u r e of r e l e v a n c e in th i s case c a n be ca tegor ized as an instance 
of the f a l l a c y of ignoratio elenchi ( l i teral ly , i g n o r a n c e of refutat ion) , 
o r ' i r re levant c o n c l u s i o n , ' c o m m i t t e d w h e n a n argument ' p u r p o r t i n g t o 
es tab l i sh a p a r t i c u l a r c o n c l u s i o n is d i r e c t e d to p r o v i n g a di f ferent con­
c l u s i o n . ' T h e k i n d o f tact ic s o c o m m o n l y u s e d b y p o l i t i c a l arguers, repre­
sented i n th i s e x a m p l e , i s qui te f a m i l i a r t o us . J u d g i n g f r o m the context o f 
the case, we c a n p e r c e i v e the fault . T h e speaker i s w a n d e r i n g a w a y f rom 
d i s c u s s i n g the i ssue h e i s s u p p o s e d t o d i s c u s s , w h e t h e r the b i l l o n f o u n ­
dat ions a n d s t a i r w e l l s is a g o o d one or not . Instead, he is t r y i n g to g a i n the 
favor of the a u d i e n c e by a r g u i n g for a p r o p o s i t i o n they a l l e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y 
accept. W h y w o u l d h e d o this? P o s s i b l y t o l o o k g o o d for the m e d i a , s o that 
h e m i g h t get coverage that w o u l d h e l p h i m i n the u p c o m i n g e l e c t i o n race. 
P u t t i n g on s u c h a s h o w m a y seem harmless , b u t we n e e d to recognize that 
i t i s t a k i n g u p t i m e for d i s c u s s i o n i n w h i c h the arguments for a n d against 
the p r o p o s a l on f o u n d a t i o n s a n d s ta i rwel l s s h o u l d be c o n s i d e r e d . I f these 
re levant arguments aren't c o n s i d e r e d , or e v e n a r t i c u l a t e d , the vote taken 
o n the b i l l c o u l d b e a b a d d e c i s i o n . 

W h a t , then , m a k e s an argument re levant in a g i v e n case? T h e answer 
is that the argument m u s t be part of a c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n that has as 
i ts f i n a l p r o p o s i t i o n the c o n c l u s i o n that i s s u p p o s e d to be p r o v e d by the 
arguer. W h a t th is p r o p o s i t i o n i s m u s t b e k n o w n o r m a d e e v i d e n t i n the 
case before an argument in the case c a n be j u d g e d to be re levant or not . In 
the decent h o u s i n g e x a m p l e above, we k n o w that the p r o p o s i t i o n a t i ssue 
i s the thesis that the p a r t i c u l a r b i l l on h o u s i n g s h o u l d be v o t e d for, or not . 
E v e r y argument that i s re levant i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g m u s t also have 
some bear ing on the g l o b a l i ssue , p o s e d at the b e g i n n i n g of the d i a l o g u e 
b y the t w o o p p o s e d theses o f H e l e n a n d B o b . T h e a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n the 
d i a l o g u e that is re levant c a n be v i e w e d as a l o n g c h a i n of r e a s o n i n g that 
has e i ther Bob's or H e l e n ' s thesis as its f i n a l e n d p o i n t , or c o n c l u s i o n to 
b e p r o v e d . A n argument , t o b e re levant , m u s t h a v e a p l a c e s o m e w h e r e i n 
t h i s c h a i n o f r e a s o n i n g . F o r e x a m p l e , s u p p o s e B o b , a t s o m e p o i n t i n the 
d i a l o g u e , presents the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

I f customers t i p w i s e l y , t h e n t i p p i n g r e w a r d s e x c e l l e n c e o f service . 

C u s t o m e r s t i p w i s e l y . 

Therefore , t i p p i n g r e w a r d s exce l lence o f serv ice . 

W e judge this a rgument t o b e re levant i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , 
because i t i s not too h a r d to see h o w i t i s c o n n e c t e d , by a c h a i n of 
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a r g u m e n t a t i o n , to the g l o b a l issue of the dialogue. I t is connected by the 

f o l l o w i n g in ference . 

I f t i p p i n g r e w a r d s exce l l ence of service, t i p p i n g is a good prac t i ce . 

T i p p i n g r e w a r d s exce l l ence o f service. 

Therefore , t i p p i n g is a g o o d practice. 

T h e c o n c l u s i o n of the f irst inference also funct ions as the p r e m i s e of the 

s e c o n d inference . T h e t w o inferences can then be connected together in a 

c h a i n o f r e a s o n i n g w h e r e the f ina l c o n c l u s i o n i s Bob's thesis in the i s s u e to 

be set t led. H e n c e the f irst in ference is a relevant argument, as u s e d by B o b . 

W h e n B o b presents the f i r s t inference above as an argument, H e l e n m i g h t 

agree or disagree w i t h the p r e m i s e that customers t i p wise ly . I f she agrees 

w i t h b o t h p r e m i s e s , B o b c a n t h e n use the argument to p r o v e h i s thes is 

that t i p p i n g is a g o o d prac t i ce . I f she disagrees w i t h the p r e m i s e , B o b 

c o u l d s t i l l t r y to f ind other arguments to support i t and to persuade H e l e n 

to accept i t . T h u s , i t i s n o t h a r d to f igure out h o w this argument c o u l d be 

u s e d by B o b as part of a c h a i n of argumentation he c o u l d use to p r o v e 

h i s thesis . H e n c e th i s argument i s relevant i n the dia logue o n t i p p i n g . 

In m a k i n g re levance judgments we are most often c o n c e r n e d w i t h the 
r e l e v a n c e o f a n argument t o its w i d e r context i n dia logue, but i n s o m e 
cases we c a n also be c o n c e r n e d w i t h the relevance o f a p r e m i s e in an 
argument . F o r e x a m p l e , i n the inference about t i p p i n g just above, w e c a n 
see that the s e c o n d p r e m i s e , T i p p i n g rewards excel lence of serv ice ' , i s 
n o t o n l y re levant in the argument as a whole , i t i s also r e l e v a n t to the 
other p r e m i s e , Tf t i p p i n g r e w a r d s excellence of service, t i p p i n g is a g o o d 
p r a c t i c e ' . T h e r e a s o n is that the t w o premises funct ion together as parts of a 
l i n k e d argument that suppor t s the c o n c l u s i o n ' T i p p i n g i s a g o o d p r a c t i c e ' . 
In s u c h a case, we c a n judge that the second premise is r e l e v a n t to the 
f i rs t p r e m i s e a n d that b o t h premises are relevant to the c o n c l u s i o n . We c a n 
a lso say that the w h o l e argument i s relevant in the d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g . 

N o w contrast th i s case w i t h the case where Bob u s e d another argu­

m e n t i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , a s be low. 

T h e M a t t e r h o r n i s h i g h e r t h a n M o u n t Whitney . 

M o u n t W h i t n e y i s h i g h e r t h a n M o u n t Rainier. 

Therefore , the M a t t e r h o r n i s h igher than M o u n t R a i n i e r . 

In i tsel f , th is a rgument is qui te a g o o d one. I t i s d e d u c t i v e l y v a l i d , a n d the 

p r e m i s e s are true. T h u s , the argument provides a good r e a s o n for a c c e p t i n g 
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the c o n c l u s i o n . B u t the p r o b l e m i s that i t i s n o t re levant in the d ia logue 
o n t i p p i n g . T h e reason i s that there doesn ' t l o o k l i k e there i s a n y w a y o f 
p u t t i n g i t i n t o a c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n that w o u l d go t o w a r d s u p p o r t i n g 
Bob 's thesis in the d i a l o g u e that t i p p i n g is a g o o d prac t i ce that ought to 
be c o n t i n u e d . Of course , Bob 's argument m i g h t be re levant in a d i a l o g u e 
about the heights o f m o u n t a i n s . B u t i t i s not re levant i n the d i a l o g u e o n 
t i p p i n g . I n that d i a l o g u e , i t doesn ' t p r o v e a n y t h i n g , a n d s o w e m i g h t say 
that i t i s not p r o b a t i v e l y re levant , m e a n i n g that i t i s o f no v a l u e to p r o v e 
s o m e t h i n g , i n th i s case Bob 's thesis about t i p p i n g . B u t probat ive re levance 
needs t o b e d i s t i n g u i s h e d f r o m another k i n d o f re levance . 

T w o p r o p o s i t i o n s are p r o b a t i v e l y re levant i f one c a n be u s e d to p r o v e 
the other or to cast reasonable doubt on the other. T w o p r o p o s i t i o n s are 
t o p i c a l l y re levant i f one shares subject-matter o v e r l a p w i t h the other . 1 

F o r e x a m p l e , the p a i r o f p r o p o s i t i o n s , 'Bananas are y e l l o w ' a n d ' B o b ate 
a b a n a n a ' are t o p i c a l l y re levant to each other, because b o t h c o n t a i n the 
c o m m o n subject matter o f bananas. B u t they are not p r o b a t i v e l y rele­
vant , because y o u c o u l d n o t use one to p r o v e the other. H o w e v e r , they 
c o u l d b e p r o b a t i v e l y re levant i n the r ight context o f d i a l o g u e . T h e rea­
s o n i s that p r o b a t i v e r e l e v a n c e i s d e t e r m i n e d b y h o w p r o p o s i t i o n s are 
u s e d as p r e m i s e s or c o n c l u s i o n s in a c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n . F o r e x a m ­
p l e , the p r o p o s i t i o n 'Bananas are y e l l o w ' c o u l d b e p r o b a t i v e l y re levant 
to the p r o p o s i t i o n , ' B o b ate a b a n a n a ' i f the c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
w e r e t o b e e x t e n d e d i n the r ight w a y . C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g c h a i n o f 
a rgumenta t ion . 

Bananas are y e l l o w . 

B o b ate e i ther a b a n a n a or some other f rui t . 

W h a t e v e r f ru i t B o b ate, i t h a d a color . 

Therefore , w h a t B o b ate w a s ei ther y e l l o w or s o m e other color . 

O n l y bananas , o f a l l th ings that B o b ate, are y e l l o w . 

W h a t B o b ate w a s y e l l o w . 

Therefore , B o b ate a b a n a n a . 

T h i s c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n began w i t h the statement 'Bananas are y e l ­
l o w ' a n d t h e n m o v e d f o r w a r d to p r o v e the c o n c l u s i o n that B o b ate a 

1 Richard L. Epstein, The Semantic Foundations of Logic, v o l . 1 (New York: Oxford U n i ­
versity Press, 1995), pp. 99-107, developed a formal logic cal led relatedness logic that 
can be used to model argumentation based on topical relevance. This logic is based on 
assignments of subject matters to statements, as indicated above. 
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banana . H e n c e , a s u s e d in the argument , the p r o p o s i t i o n 'Bananas are 

y e l l o w ' d i d t u r n out to be p r o b a t i v e l y re levant to the p r o p o s i t i o n ' B o b ate 

a b a n a n a ' . 

Desp i te th is e x a m p l e , there i s g e n e r a l l y a d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n p r o b a ­

t ive a n d t o p i c a l re levance . I t i s c o m m o n that t w o statements are t o p i c a l l y 

re levant to each other b u t are not p r o b a t i v e l y re levant to e a c h other. Of 

the t w o n o t i o n s , p r o b a t i v e re levance i s the m o r e i m p o r t a n t one i n m o s t 

cases w h e r e i r r e l e v a n c e i s a p r o b l e m in a r g u m e n t a t i o n . In the h o u s i n g 

l e g i s l a t i o n e x a m p l e above, the p r o b l e m i s that the speaker 's r e m a r k s on 

decent h o u s i n g for a l l the p e o p l e i s not p r o b a t i v e l y re levant , i n r e l a t i o n t o 

the b i l l b e i n g d i s c u s s e d . E v e n t h o u g h h i s r e m a r k s are t o p i c a l l y re levant , 

the p r o b l e m i s that t h e y are o f n o use i n the d e l i b e r a t i o n s o n w h e t h e r t h i s 

p a r t i c u l a r b i l l i s a g o o d one that s h o u l d be v o t e d for by the leg is la ture . 

Re levance o f an argument a l w a y s needs to be j u d g e d in r e l a t i o n to the 

stage of the d i a l o g u e w h e r e that p a r t i c u l a r a rgument w a s u s e d . A c r i t i c a l 

d i s c u s s i o n , a s p e c i a l s u b t y p e of p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e , has four d i s t i n c ­

t ive stages, a n d r e l e v a n c e of an argument is a f u n c t i o n of the stage of the 

d i s c u s s i o n w h e r e the argument w a s u s e d . F r e q u e n t l y , i n the m i d d l e o r 

b e g i n n i n g sequence o f the r e a s o n i n g u s e d in the a r g u m e n t a t i o n stage, i t 

m a y not b e e v i d e n t yet w h e t h e r o r n o t a n argument i s o r w i l l b e rele­

vant , once w e h a v e gone fur ther a l o n g the sequence i n the d i a l o g u e . F o r 

e x a m p l e , in court , i f a judge objects that she does not see the r e l e v a n c e 

o f a l a w y e r ' s argument , he m a y rep ly , "If Y o u r H o n o r w i l l g ive me a l i t t l e 

l a t i tude , I c a n s h o w w h y i t i s r e l e v a n t . " T h u s , re levance t y p i c a l l y needs 

t o b e j u d g e d i n l i g h t o f the stage o f d i a l o g u e a n argument i s u s e d i n a n d 

h o w far a l o n g the sequence of r e a s o n i n g has progressed at that stage. In 

m a n y cases o f the k i n d w e s o often c o n s i d e r i n c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

h o w e v e r , the argument in q u e s t i o n is part of the a r g u m e n t a t i o n stage of a 

d i a l o g u e . 

EXERCISE 
7.1 

(a) C o n s i d e r a l l p o s s i b l e pa i r s o f p r o p o s i t i o n s i n the f o l l o w i n g set a n d 
de termine w h e t h e r each p a i r ( i n d i v i d u a l l y ) e x h i b i t s t o p i c a l r e l ­
evance and/or p r o b a t i v e re levance : (1) B o b ate t w o bananas ; (2) 
Bananas are y e l l o w ; (3) A p p l e s c o n t a i n v i t a m i n C ; (4) M i a m i i s 
s o u t h of Detro i t ; (5) Detro i t i s larger t h a n T a m p a ; (6) M i a m i a n d 
T a m p a are i n F l o r i d a ; (7) Det ro i t i s n o r t h o f M i a m i . 

(b) F i l l in a c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n that c o u l d p l a u s i b l y be u s e d to 
connec t the argument above to the g l o b a l i ssue of the d i a l o g u e , 
s h o w i n g that the argument i s p r o b a t i v e l y re levant . S u p p o s e H e l e n , 
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a t some p o i n t i n the d i a l o g u e o n t i p p i n g , presents the f o l l o w i n g 
argument . 

I f customers t i p u n w i s e l y , persons s e r v i n g a cus tomer are 

o f f e n d e d . 

C u s t o m e r s d o t i p u n w i s e l y . 

Therefore , persons s e r v i n g a c u s t o m e r are o f f e n d e d . 

(c) Assess w h e t h e r the f o l l o w i n g argument , i f u s e d b y H e l e n i n the 
d i a l o g u e on t i p p i n g , i s re levant or not . 

Protestors at a demonstrat ion in Boston in 2000 argued that corpora­
tions have put dangerous drugs l ike t h a l i d o m i d e on the market in the 
past. Y o u can't trust these big corporations because they profit f rom 
the marketing of drugs. 

Dialectical Relevance 

In o r d i n a r y usage, the t e r m ' re levant ' i s qui te b r o a d , b u t for p u r p o s e s o f 
c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g , a n a r r o w e r a n d m o r e e x p l i c i t d e f i n i t i o n i s n e e d e d o f the 
k i n d of re levance that relates to the uses of arguments . D u r i n g the 1970s, 
the era o f h i p p i e s a n d l o v e - i n s , the phrase , 'Be r e l e v a n t ! ' w a s of ten u s e d . 
I t was h a r d to say w h a t w a s meant by th is phrase , p e r h a p s s o m e t h i n g 
l i k e 'Express w h a t y o u feel t o b e d e e p l y i m p o r t a n t t o y o u ! ' R e l e v a n c e 
o f th i s k i n d i s h a r d to def ine prec ise ly , because i t i s subject ive. Gener­
a l ly , a p r o p o s i t i o n w i l l be re levant for a p e r s o n i f that p e r s o n feels that 
i t i s d e e p l y i m p o r t a n t t o her o r h i m . T h i s k i n d o f r e l e v a n c e i s e m o t i o n a l 
re levance . I t is also s o m e t i m e s c a l l e d p s y c h o l o g i c a l re levance . I t m a y be 
contras ted w i t h d i a l e c t i c a l re levance . D i a l e c t i c a l r e l e v a n c e i s a s p e c i a l 
t y p e of re levance that refers to the appropr ia teness of a p r o p o s i t i o n as 
part of a d ia logue or c o n v e r s a t i o n a l exchange w h e r e arguments are b e i n g 
u s e d . T h u s , d i a l e c t i c a l r e l e v a n c e i s n o r m a t i v e , m e a n i n g that i t i s d e f i n e d 
b y w h a t i s appropr ia te i n a f r a m e w o r k o f d i a l o g u e . D i a l e c t i c a l re levance 
p e r f o r m s a gatekeeping f u n c t i o n i n log ic , b y e x c l u d i n g arguments that i n 
a d i a l o g u e are of no use for se t t l ing the i ssue that is s u p p o s e d to be set t led 
by the d ia logue . Irre levant arguments are n o t a l w a y s f a l l a c i o u s , b u t t h e y 
c a n s l o w a n argument d o w n o r distract the p a r t i c i p a n t s f r o m the i r task b y 
t a k i n g the l i n e o f r e a s o n i n g off in a tangent ia l a n d u n p r o d u c t i v e d i r e c t i o n . 
I rre levance i s s o m e t i m e s i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the use o f ' r e d h e r r i n g ' tact ics i n 
h u n t i n g : by dragging a s trong scent ( l ike a herr ing) across the t r a i l , some­
one c o u l d s e n d the dogs off in a w i l d goose chase (to m i x metaphors) a w a y 
from the d i r e c t i o n of the fox. 

O n e l e s s o n of chapter 5 w a s that the context of d i a l o g u e is an i m p o r ­
tant factor in j u d g i n g the usefulness o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n in a g i v e n case. 
R e l e v a n c e o f a n argument i s d e t e r m i n e d b y genera l factors c o n c e r n i n g 
the t y p e of d i a l o g u e the argument is s u p p o s e d to be part of. O n e needs to 
k n o w the p u r p o s e that the argument i s s u p p o s e d l y b e i n g u s e d t o f u l f i l l , i n 
a p a r t i c u l a r type of d i a l o g u e , a n d w h a t stage the d i a l o g u e is s u p p o s e d l y 
i n . In a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n , a g i v e n argument is s u p p o s e d to h a v e as i ts 
u l t i m a t e c o n c l u s i o n the thesis to be p r o v e d by the p r o p o n e n t . I t i s t h i s 
r e q u i r e m e n t that essent ia l ly makes re levance necessary for a l l r e a s o n i n g 
u s e d i n a n y argument i n a p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e . A s s h o w n i n chapter 5 , 
one of the ru les of a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n i s that p a r t i c i p a n t s m u s t use o n l y 
re levant arguments d u r i n g the a r g u m e n t a t i o n stage in order to reso lve 
the i r c o n f l i c t of o p i n i o n s . B u t arguments c a n o c c u r a t other stages as w e l l . 
W h e t h e r an argument i s re levant or not in a g i v e n case d e p e n d s on the 
stage that the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n has r e a c h e d in that case. 

A c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n or any p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e c a n go w r o n g i f i t 
begins to t u r n i n t o a q u a r r e l t h r o u g h b o t h s ides u s i n g ad h o m i n e m argu­
ments or other i r r e l e v a n t arguments , s u c h as threats or appeals to p i t y . T h e 
q u a r r e l does not restr ic t re levance m u c h at a l l . In fact, i t i s t y p i c a l of a quar­
r e l i n that i t s k i p s b a c k a n d f o r t h over a l l k i n d s o f a p p a r e n t l y u n r e l a t e d 
t o p i c s . A n y t h i n g i s re levant i f i t i s s o m e t h i n g a p a r t i c i p a n t feels d e e p l y 
sens i t ive about or has s o m e k i n d of c o m p l a i n t about, to the effect that the 
other par ty has b e e n i n c o n s i d e r a t e , for e x a m p l e . B u t in a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s ­
s i o n , re levance is a v e r y i m p o r t a n t p r o p e r t y of arguments . I f the c r i t i c a l 
d i s c u s s i o n i s s u p p o s e d to be on a p a r t i c u l a r i s sue , s u c h as t i p p i n g , t h e n i f 
one p a r t i c i p a n t l a u n c h e s i n t o a l o n g argument on the a b o r t i o n i s sue , t h i s 
d i s t r a c t i o n c o u l d confuse everyone a n d p r e v e n t the argument f r o m h a v ­
i n g any rea l b e a r i n g o n the issue o f t i p p i n g . H o w e v e r , the a b o r t i o n i s sue 
c o u l d b e re levant i n s o m e cases. S u p p o s e that H e l e n , i n the d i a l o g u e o n 
t i p p i n g , d r a w s a c o m p a r i s o n b e t w e e n the t i p p i n g a n d a b o r t i o n q u e s t i o n s , 
a r g u i n g that in b o t h cases, w o m e n ' s r ights are i n v o l v e d . In the context o f 
an argument f rom ana logy b e t w e e n the t w o cases, H e l e n ' s argument that 
i n t r o d u c e s a b o r t i o n as a t o p i c c o u l d be re levant . 

A n o t h e r k i n d o f i r r e l e v a n c e occurs w h e r e one s ide tries to force the 
other par ty to stop t a k i n g part in the d i s c u s s i o n altogether by u s i n g threats 
or turns the d i s c u s s i o n to a di f ferent i ssue by u s i n g appeals to p i t y . An 
i m p o r t a n t r e q u i r e m e n t of a s u c c e s s f u l c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n i s that b o t h par­
ties s t i ck to u s i n g re levant arguments that g e n u i n e l y bear on the i s s u e a n d 
r e f r a i n f r o m u s i n g arguments that are e m o t i o n a l l y r o u s i n g b u t d o n o t h ­
i n g to p r o v e w h a t i s s u p p o s e d to be p r o v e d . T h e other types o f d i a l o g u e , 
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except the q u a r r e l , a lso have re levance as an essent ia l r e q u i r e m e n t for 
an argument to be u s e f u l to contr ibute to the g o a l of the d i a l o g u e . L i k e 
the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n , the other types of d i a l o g u e have the same four 
character is t ic stages. T h u s , genera l ly to d e t e r m i n e the re levance or i r r e l ­
evance o f an argument in a g i v e n case, y o u have to judge w h e r e the c h a i n 
o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n i s g o i n g a n d w h e t h e r i t i s a i m e d t o w a r d the goal o f the 
d i a l o g u e . S o the t w o i n i t i a l quest ions y o u n e e d t o ask i n j u d g i n g re levance 
in a p a r t i c u l a r case are: (1) W h a t type of d i a l o g u e is i t , a n d (2) W h a t stage 
i s the d i a l o g u e i n , as far as one c a n t e l l f r o m the g i v e n i n f o r m a t i o n in 
the case. As s h o w n in s e c t i o n 1 above, p r o b a t i v e re levance needs to be 
j u d g e d by e x a m i n i n g the c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n in a case, to see w h e r e 
th i s c h a i n i s go ing . A c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n c o u l d go off in a n y d i r e c t i o n . 
If it is to be u s e f u l as a sequence of a r g u m e n t a t i o n , t h e n it needs to be 
d i r e c t e d t o w a r d some p u r p o s e . In chapter 6 , we s a w that each d i s t i n c t 
t y p e o f d ia logue has its o w n p u r p o s e . H e n c e , w h e t h e r a n argument i s r e l ­
evant or not d e p e n d s on the type of d i a l o g u e i t i s s u p p o s e d to be part 
of, a n d j u d g i n g th is q u e s t i o n in a g i v e n case i s a f u n c t i o n of h o w the 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n has b e e n u s e d i n that context . 

I S u p p o s e that B o b a n d H e l e n are h a v i n g a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n on the i ssue 
j o f t i p p i n g , o f the k i n d s k e t c h e d out in p r e v i o u s cases w h e r e the i r d i s p u t e 

o n t i p p i n g has been i l l u s t r a t e d . Judge w h e t h e r the f o l l o w i n g arguments 
u s e d b y H e l e n are re levant o r not i n that context . 

(a) I d o n ' t agree, B o b , that we s h o u l d h a v e a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n on 
t i p p i n g . I t h i n k we s h o u l d argue about a b o r t i o n , because that i ssue 
i s m o r e i m p o r t a n t . 

(b) T i p p i n g is u n d i g n i f i e d , because i t p r e s u p p o s e s a s o c i a l class s y s t e m 
in w h i c h one p a r t y i s p r e s u m e d to be i n f e r i o r to the other. 

(c) H e l e n , y o u are a l iar , so y o u r argument on t i p p i n g is w o r t h l e s s . 

(d) Y o u h a d better shut u p , B o b , because v o i c i n g y o u r v i e w s o n t i p p i n g 
c o u l d l e a d t o b a d consequences . 

(e) H e l e n , y o u r argument that t i p p i n g causes embarrassment s h o u l d 
be re jected because I n e e d t ips to m a k e e n o u g h m o n e y to p a y my 
t u i t i o n fees. I f I d o n ' t get these t ips , I w i l l starve a n d my diabetes 
w i l l flare u p . 

Relevance in Meetings and Debates 

In a d d i t i o n to abstract m o d e l s o f d ia logue , s u c h as the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n , 
i t i s also necessary in s o m e cases to take a c c o u n t of w h a t i s c a l l e d the 

s p e e c h event, or p a r t i c u l a r i n s t i t u t i o n a l or c u l t u r a l sett ing of the d i a l o g u e . 

Let 's take the e x a m p l e o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n in a t r i a l . In A n g l o - A m e r i c a n l a w , 

there are p r o c e d u r a l r u l e s that g o v e r n a r g u m e n t a t i o n , a n d there are e v e n 

s p e c i a l lega l ru les o f re levance that a p p l y i n a g i v e n j u r i s d i c t i o n . O r i n a 

c o n g r e s s i o n a l o r p a r l i a m e n t a r y debate, ru les o f order a n d p r o c e d u r e w i l l 

be u s e d to at least p a r t l y de termine w h e n a p r o p o s i t i o n is re levant or 

not . E v e n i n a n a d m i n i s t r a t i v e m e e t i n g , o f the k i n d that i s s o of ten h e l d 

i n u n i v e r s i t i e s , for e x a m p l e , the c h a i r m a n i s b o u n d b y a n agenda, set i n 

advance o f the m e e t i n g a n d c i r c u l a t e d t o a l l p a r t i c i p a n t s . T h e c h a i r m a n i s 

also b o u n d b y u n i v e r s i t y ru les a n d genera l ly accepted procedures for th i s 

type o f meet ing . T h e m e e t i n g m a y be a d e l i b e r a t i o n , a n d its p u r p o s e w o u l d 

be to arr ive at d e c i s i o n on w h a t to do about some p r o b l e m or i s sue that 

has ar isen . A n d i n s u c h meet ings , there i s genera l ly a vote o n the i ssue , 

once the arguments on b o t h s ides of a p r o p o s a l h a v e b e e n d i s c u s s e d . T h e 

a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n the m e e t i n g i s also b o u n d b y p r a c t i c a l constra ints , that 

i s , the l e n g t h o f t i m e for the m e e t i n g m a y be l i m i t e d by the c i r c u m s t a n c e s . 

T h u s , w h a t is or is not j u d g e d re levant i n a p a r t i c u l a r case w i l l be p a r t l y 

d e t e r m i n e d by these s p e c i a l c i r cumstances o f the speech event. 

A s i n a l l cases w h e r e re levance i s c o n c e r n e d , m u c h d e p e n d s o n w h a t 

stage the d i a l o g u e has r e a c h e d . In t y p i c a l cases of p r o b l e m s of r e l e v a n c e 

that have t o b e deal t w i t h i n meet ings , the c h a i n o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n m a y 

not yet be c o m p l e t e d or e v e n v e r y far a d v a n c e d . E v e n so, in s u c h a case, 

some e v a l u a t i o n of the re levance or i r r e l e v a n c e of a g i v e n argument needs 

to be m a d e . C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g case. 

T h e u n i v e r s i t y l i b r a r y c o m m i t t e e has c a l l e d for a meet ing , a n d 

one of the i tems on the agenda i s the q u e s t i o n of h o w l o n g the 

l i b r a r y s h o u l d be o p e n on S u n d a y s . D u r i n g the meet ing , a s tudent 

l a u n c h e s i n t o a l o n g argument on the p r o b l e m of s tudent shortages 

o f f u n d s a n d proposes that t u i t i o n costs s h o u l d b e r e d u c e d . T h e 

c h a i r m a n of the l i b r a r y c o m m i t t e e i n t e r r u p t s to say that she is 

s y m p a t h e t i c b u t that the c o m m i t t e e has o n l y one h o u r to d i s c u s s 

several i tems on the agenda that n e e d to be v o t e d o n . She asks 

for further arguments on the issue o f l i b r a r y c l o s i n g h o u r s on 

S u n d a y s . 

In th is case, the student 's arguments on shortages of f u n d s c o u l d be re le­
vant , because some students cannot a f ford to h a v e p r o p e r s t u d y f a c i l i t i e s 
a n d m u s t r e l y o n b e i n g able t o w o r k i n the l i b r a r y . B u t general ly , the l i b r a r y 
c o m m i t t e e c a n d o l i t t l e o r n o t h i n g about p r o b l e m s o f s tudent f u n d i n g . A n d 
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there are other i t ems on the agenda that do r e q u i r e d e c i s i o n s based on d i s ­
c u s s i o n a n d consensus . H e n c e , for p r a c t i c a l p u r p o s e s , the c h a i r m a n c a n 
b e jus t i f i ed i n j u d g i n g the student 's a r g u m e n t a t i o n d i a l e c t i c a l l y i r re levant 
w h e n h e l a u n c h e s i n t o a l o n g d i g r e s s i o n o n q u e s t i o n s o f s tudent f u n d i n g 
shortages. T h i s e x a m p l e s h o w s that the s p e e c h event i s v i t a l l y i m p o r t a n t 
in some cases. A m e e t i n g of the u n i v e r s i t y l i b r a r y c o m m i t t e e is a s p e e c h 
event that has a spec i f i c p r a c t i c a l p u r p o s e w i t h i n an i n s t i t u t i o n , a n d i t 
has a n arbitrator o r c h a i r m a n , w h o m u s t i m p o s e s o - c a l l e d ru les o f order 
on the meet ing . E v e r y o n e s h o u l d have a c h a n c e to speak, b u t they m u s t 
not b e a l l o w e d t o d w e l l too l o n g o n arguments that are n o t d i a l e c t i c a l l y 
re levant i n th i s s p e e c h event. 

In the e x a m p l e in s e c t i o n 1 above, the legis lator ' s s p e e c h that decent 
h o u s i n g for a l l the p e o p l e i s des i rable w a s argued i n some k i n d o f l eg i s la ­
t i v e assembly. T h i s m e e t i n g u n d o u b t e d l y h a d r u l e s o f p r o c e d u r e , perhaps 
e v e n a spec i f i c r u l e for a m o d e r a t o r to i n t e r v e n e in cases w h e r e an argu­
m e n t i s i r re levant . To evaluate s u c h a case in m o r e d e t a i l , i t i s necessary 
to have m o r e i n f o r m a t i o n about the s p e e c h event that f o r m s the context o f 
d i a l o g u e . In cer ta in i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d f r a m e w o r k s o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n , re le­
v a n c e c a n b e e x t r e m e l y i m p o r t a n t t o l i m i t u n p r o d u c t i v e debate that c o u l d 
b e qui te t i m e - c o n s u m i n g a n d costly. R u l e s o f r e l e v a n c e m a y b e c o d i f i e d 
in a m a n u a l o f p r o c e d u r a l r u l e s , a n d a des ignated o f f i c i a l m a y be r e s p o n ­
s ib le for see ing that these r u l e s are f o l l o w e d by p a r t i c i p a n t s . F o r e x a m p l e , 
there i s a r u l e r e q u i r i n g that p a r t i c i p a n t s in the debates in the C a n a d i a n 
H o u s e of C o m m o n s n o t use arguments that are i r re levant . T h e Speaker o f 
the H o u s e has to d e c i d e w h e t h e r an argument i s r e l e v a n t or not , b a s e d 
on the i ssue of a debate, the type of debate i n v o l v e d , a n d the stage that 
debate i s i n . T h e m o s t d r a m a t i c tact ic o f i r r e l e v a n c e i s the f i l ibuster , the 
t e c h n i q u e o f f i l l i n g u p the a l l o t t e d t i m e w i t h p u r e l y i r r e l e v a n t verbiage, 
i n order t o b l o c k the other s ide f r o m s a y i n g a n y t h i n g a t a l l . F o r e x a m ­
p l e , a representat ive f r o m N e w Y o r k once s p o k e c o n t i n u o u s l y for t w e n t y -
f o u r h o u r s t o b l o c k a b i l l i n the U . S . H o u s e o f Representat ives . I n the 
C a n a d i a n H o u s e o f C o m m o n s , s o - c a l l e d g u i l l o t i n e r u l e s a l l o w the gov­
e r n m e n t H o u s e L e a d e r to c h o p off the t i m e a l l o t t e d for debate on a b i l l . 
B u t to d e a l w i t h cases w h e r e a pers is tent arguer goes on w i t h arguments 
that are s o m e w h a t b u t not m a t e r i a l l y re levant to a b i l l , the Speaker of the 
H o u s e i s s u p p o s e d to i n t e r v e n e a n d enforce re levance . 

In the f o l l o w i n g case, f rom a debate in the C a n a d i a n H o u s e o f C o m ­
m o n s , 2 the i ssue o f the debate w a s a b i l l to a m e n d the S m a l l B u s i n e s s 

2 Hansard (Canada: House of Commons Debates, March 20,1990), pp. 9553-9556. 

L o a n s A c t , a n act d e a l i n g w i t h p r o b l e m s f a c e d b y s m a l l bus inesses . I n 

the m i d s t of th i s debate, a m e m b e r m a d e a c o m m e n t that presented a 

f a x e d b i r t h d a y message to the P r i m e M i n i s t e r , sent by one o f h i s c o n ­

st i tuents , r e c o m m e n d i n g that the r e g u l a t i o n against d e m o n s t r a t i n g w i t h i n 

f i f ty meters of the P a r l i a m e n t b u i l d i n g s be e x p a n d e d , to keep the cap­

i t a l f r e e o f demonstra tors o f a l l k i n d s . T h i s a rgument w a s i r r e l e v a n t t o 

the s m a l l b u s i n e s s b i l l b e i n g debated. T h e arguer w a s not chas tened b y 

the d i s m i s s a l o f h i s c o m m e n t as ' i r re levant ' by the speaker, h o w e v e r . He 

w e n t on t r y i n g to p r o v e i t w a s re levant , c l a i m i n g that the sender o f the 

message is a ' s m a l l b u s i n e s s p e r s o n ' w h o also has a f e w th ings to say 

about w a s t e f u l g o v e r n m e n t e x p e n d i t u r e s e n f o r c i n g n u i s a n c e regula t ions 

o n s m a l l bus inesses . E v e n t h o u g h h e c o u l d b e r ight that the sender o f the 

f a x e d b i r t h d a y message w a s a ' s m a l l b u s i n e s s p e r s o n ' , the argument about 

d e m o n s t r a t i o n s in the c a p i t a l f a i l e d to g ive a n y o n e in the debate a g o o d 

reason to vote for or against a n y of the a m e n d m e n t s to the act that h a d 

b e e n p r o p o s e d . 

1 . S u p p o s e that y o u are the c h a i r m a n of a m e e t i n g in the f o l l o w i n g case. 

H o w w o u l d y o u r e s p o n d ? 

Y o u r company is h a v i n g a business meeting scheduled for one h o u r 
in w h i c h the o n l y i t e m on the agenda is the dec is ion of whether or 
not to go ahead w i t h market ing a n e w product that the company has 
developed: a n e w burglar alarm system. D u r i n g the meeting, one of 
the engineers on the project starts arguing at length that the com­
pany needs to have n e w guidel ines on sexual harassment. As t ime 
grows shorter, the cha i rman intervenes to ask whether another meet­
ing c o u l d be set up to discuss the quest ion of harassment, because 
what is relevant right n o w is the dec is ion of whether to market this 
n e w system or not. The engineer replies that the question of harass­
ment is relevant, because it is very important to the psychologica l 
adjustment of the employees, and this factor in turn is v i t a l to the 
successful market ing of the product . He adds that this issue is so 
important that it must be resolved now. 

2 . E v a l u a t e a n y f a i l u r e o f re levance i n th i s case a n d c o m m e n t o n w h e t h e r , 

i n y o u r o p i n i o n , the A c t i n g Speaker 's c o m m e n t i s jus t i f i ed . 

In September 1985, it was reported by the m e d i a that nearly a m i l ­
l i o n cans of tunafish in storage h a d been rejected by the C an ad ian 
Fisheries Service as " ta inted and unfit for h u m a n c o n s u m p t i o n , " but 
the cans were ordered by the government to be released to market. 
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It was never p r o v e d that the supposedly r a n c i d tuna was unfit for 
h u m a n consumpt ion , but the Tainted Tuna Scandal was the subject 
of many attacks on the government by the o p p o s i t i o n parties. D u r i n g 
a debate in the Canadian House of C o m m o n s on a b i l l to amend the 
F a m i l y A l l o w a n c e s A c t , a minister intervened to attack on the tuna 
scandal . 3 She argued, "We are ta lk ing about a m i l l i o n tins of rotting 
tuna that the Government refuses to take off the shelves ." The acting 
speaker intervened, saying, "Order, please. The Honorable M e m b e r 
knows that we are debating the amendment to the b i l l on fami ly 
al lowances. I do not k n o w w h y we are debating tuna fish. I hope the 
H o n . Member w i l l get back on track." The member r e p l i e d , " M y ref­
erence to tuna relates to the health and welfare of Canadians , w h i c h 
is also being dealt a fatal b l o w as a result of this part icular legis lat ion 
on fami ly a l lowances . " 

Relevance in Legal Argumentation 

Courts of l a w also have ru les of re levance that are a p p l i c a b l e , for e x a m ­
p l e , in a c r i m i n a l t r i a l , w h e r e the judge i s r e s p o n s i b l e for seeing to i t 
that the attorneys do not use arguments d e e m e d to be i r re levant to the 
p r o c e e d i n g s by the court . O n e attorney, for e x a m p l e , m a y object that the 
other attorney's argument i s i r re levant , a n d the judge w i l l t h e n m a k e a 
r u l i n g . R e l eva n ce i s c e n t r a l l y i m p o r t a n t i n e v i d e n c e l a w , the b r a n c h o f 
l a w that sets the p r o c e d u r a l ru les g o v e r n i n g the a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n t r ia l s . 
R e l e v a n c e i s d e f i n e d i n the A m e r i c a n F e d e r a l R u l e s o f E v i d e n c e (FRE) 
based o n the ana lys i s o f i t g i v e n b y the famous a n d i n f l u e n t i a l e v i d e n c e 
theoris t J o h n H e n r y W i g m o r e . 4 R u l e 401 o f the F R E offers a c r i t e r i o n of 
re levant e v i d e n c e that i s w i d e l y a p p l i c a b l e i n A m e r i c a n l a w . 

Legal Criterion of Relevant Evidence 

" R e l e v a n t e v i d e n c e " means e v i d e n c e h a v i n g a n y t e n d e n c y t o m a k e the 
exis tence of any fact that is of consequence to the d e t e r m i n a t i o n of the 
a c t i o n m o r e probab le or less probable t h a n i t w o u l d be w i t h o u t the 
e v i d e n c e . 

3 Hansard (Canada: House of Commons Debates, September 18, 1985), pp. 6742-6743. 
4 Wigmore's notion of legal relevance was, in turn, based on theories of reasoning of Locke 

and Bentham, as shown in a very useful book that outlines the history of the subject by 
W i l l i a m Twining, Theories of Evidence: Bentham and Wigmore (London: Weidenfeld and 
Nicolson, 1985). 
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T h e terms 'more p r o b a b l e ' a n d Tess p r o b a b l e ' refer to w h a t i s c a l l e d p r o ­

bat ive w e i g h t in l a w . T h i s refers to the r e l i a n c e one c a n p u t on a statement 

as l ega l e v i d e n c e . To say a statement has p r o b a t i v e w e i g h t means that rea­

sons c a n be g i v e n to s u p p o r t i t as a c o n c l u s i o n d r a w n f r o m premises that 

are accepted as fac tua l in a case. T h e " a c t i o n " i s w h a t i s also c a l l e d in l a w 

the u l t i m a t e probandum in the g i v e n case. I t is the statement to be p r o v e d , 

rebut ted , or cast i n t o d o u b t by the a r g u m e n t a t i o n u s e d . P u t t i n g these t w o 

n o t i o n s together, re levance as d e f i n e d by the l e g a l d e f i n i t i o n of r e l e v a n t 

e v i d e n c e c o u l d b e expressed i n terms o f c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n a s f o l l o w s . 

A n argument c o n s i d e r e d a s e v i d e n c e i n a case i s re levant i f i t g ives m o r e 

probat ive w e i g h t or less probat ive w e i g h t to the u l t i m a t e probandum in 

the case. T h u s , re levant e v i d e n c e i n l a w , j u d g e d b y the c r i t e r i o n above, i s 

v e r y s i m i l a r to the n o t i o n of probat ive re levance o f an argument d e s c r i b e d 

i n s e c t i o n 1 above. A n argument i s h e l d t o b e re levant , i n b o t h l ega l a n d 

e v e r y d a y sense, i f i t c a n be c h a i n e d f o r w a r d to boost up or l e s s e n the 

probat ive w e i g h t of the u l t i m a t e probandum in a case. 

T h e legal c r i t e r i o n above states that re levant e v i d e n c e is g e n e r a l l y 

a d m i s s i b l e i n a t r i a l a n d that i r re levant e v i d e n c e i s not a d m i s s i b l e . T h i s 

means that the l a w has a l o w t h r e s h o l d for re levance . A n y t h i n g i s c o n s i d ­

ered re levant , a n d is a d m i s s i b l e as e v i d e n c e in a t r i a l , i f i t has the capa­

b i l i t y of a l ter ing the p r o b a t i v e w e i g h t of the c l a i m or u l t i m a t e probandum 

in the case a t t r i a l . H o w e v e r , there are also i m p o r t a n t e x c l u s i o n ru les in 

the F R E . A n o t h e r r u l e (403) a l l o w s for the p o s s i b i l i t y o f e x c l u d i n g e v i ­

dence that i s o t h e r w i s e re levant a c c o r d i n g to the legal c r i t e r i o n of re levant 

e v i d e n c e . 

The Primary Exclusion Rule 

A l t h o u g h re levant , e v i d e n c e m a y b e e x c l u d e d i f its probat ive v a l u e i s 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y o u t w e i g h e d by the danger o f u n f a i r pre judice , c o n f u s i o n o f 
the issues , or m i s l e a d i n g the jury, or by c o n s i d e r a t i o n s of u n d u e delay, 
waste of t i m e , or needless presenta t ion of c u m u l a t i v e ev idence . 

A c c o r d i n g t o the p r i m a r y e x c l u s i o n r u l e , s o m e t h i n g that m i g h t b e i n i t i a l l y 
taken as re levant u n d e r the general c r i t e r i o n of re levance , m i g h t h a v e to 
b e e x c l u d e d u n d e r the e x c l u s i o n r u l e . A n e x a m p l e w o u l d b e e v i d e n c e o f 
p r e v i o u s c o n v i c t i o n s , w h i c h c o u l d b e e x c l u d e d a s i n a d m i s s i b l e i n a t r i a l 
because i t m i g h t t e n d to p r e j u d i c e a jury against the defendant . T h i s r u l e 
genera l ly e x c l u d e s appeals to e m o t i o n of a k i n d that m i g h t be p o w e r f u l l y 
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c o m p e l l i n g to a j u r y e v e n t h o u g h the a p p e a l has l i t t l e or no probat ive 
w e i g h t on the i ssue a t t r i a l . F o r e x a m p l e , a p p e a l to p i t y or fear m i g h t 
h a v e p o w e r f u l e m o t i o n a l i m p a c t on a j u r y b u t m i g h t n o t be re levant as 
e v i d e n c e . 

I n a d d i t i o n t o the p r i m a r y e x c l u s i o n r u l e , there i s another i m p o r ­
tant r u l e that c a n also be u s e d to e x c l u d e e v i d e n c e that m i g h t other­
w i s e b e c o n s i d e r e d re levant . A c c o r d i n g t o the character e x c l u s i o n r u l e , 
character e v i d e n c e i s not re levant to p r o v e c o n d u c t . T h i s means that 
y o u can' t argue, ' H e i s a b a d p e r s o n , therefore he m u s t have c o m m i t ­
t e d th is c r i m e ' . H o w e v e r , there are some e x c e p t i o n s to t h i s r u l e stated in 
the F R E . 

E v i d e n c e of other c r i m e , w r o n g s , or acts i s not a d m i s s i b l e to p r o v e the 
character o f a p e r s o n in order to s h o w a c t i o n in c o n f o r m i t y t h e r e w i t h . I t 
may, h o w e v e r , be a d m i s s i b l e for other p u r p o s e s , s u c h as p r o o f o f m o t i v e , 
o p p o r t u n i t y , intent , p r e p a r a t i o n p l a n , k n o w l e d g e , i d e n t i t y , o r absence o f 
m i s t a k e or acc ident , p r o v i d e d that u p o n request by the a c c u s e d , the pros­
e c u t i o n i n a c r i m i n a l case s h a l l p r o v i d e reasonable n o t i c e i n advance o f 
t r i a l , o r d u r i n g t r i a l i f the cour t excuses p r e t r i a l n o t i c e o n g o o d cause 
s h o w n , o f the genera l nature o f s u c h e v i d e n c e i t i n t e n d s to i n t r o d u c e 
at t r i a l . 

A s w e l l , the c r e d i b i l i t y o f a w i t n e s s m a y b e a t tacked o r s u p p o r t e d b y 
e v i d e n c e i n the f o r m o f r e p u t a t i o n for u n t r u t h f u l character. 

T h e character e x c l u s i o n r u l e concerns a d h o m i n e m arguments that 
m i g h t be u s e d to d i s c r e d i t a defendant or the t e s t i m o n y of a w i t n e s s . T h e 
F R E , r e c o g n i z i n g that s u c h arguments c a n h a v e a p o w e r f u l p e r s u a s i v e 
i m p a c t o n a j u r y e v e n w h e n i r re levant , t ry t o r e i n t h e m i n . O n the other 
h a n d , character c a n b e re levant t o the i s sue i n s o m e cases. F o r e x a m p l e , i n 
a c i v i l case w h e r e the i s sue i s negl igent h i r i n g , the character of the p e r s o n 
w o u l d b e re levant t o the i s sue o f w h e t h e r the de fendant w a s negl igent i n 
h i r i n g a n d e n t r u s t i n g p r o p e r t y t o h i m . 5 A n o t h e r e x c e p t i o n t o the character 
e x c l u s i o n r u l e i s that a de fendant in a c r i m i n a l case c a n b r i n g f o r w a r d 
e v i d e n c e o f h i s o w n g o o d character. B u t once these f loodgates h a v e b e e n 
o p e n e d by the defense, the p r o s e c u t i o n c a n i n t r o d u c e e v i d e n c e o f the 
defendant 's b a d character, a n d i t i s c o n s i d e r e d re levant . T h e ra t iona le for 
e x c l u d i n g character e v i d e n c e i n A n g l o - A m e r i c a n l a w has a h is tory . I t w a s 
f o u n d that th i s k i n d o f character attack w a s s o s u c c e s s f u l i n i n f l u e n c i n g 

5 James Landon, "Character Evidence: Getting to the Root of the Problem through Compar­
i son , " American Journal of Criminal Law 24 (1997): 581-615 (reference to p. 584). 
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jur ies that t r i a l judges, over h u n d r e d s o f years , w e r e c o n t i n u a l l y f o r c e d to 

t ry t o restr ict i ts use i n c o u r t s . 6 

T h e r e i s another r u l e i n the F R E that i s v e r y i m p o r t a n t t o u n d e r s t a n d ­

i n g h o w re levance i s d e f i n e d i n l a w . T h e c o n d i t i o n a l re levance r u l e a l l o w s 

that re levance c a n b e ' c o n d i t i o n e d o n fact' . T h i s a d d i t i o n a l c lause extends 

the scope o f re levance b e y o n d that d e f i n e d i n the m a i n part o f the l ega l 

c r i t e r i o n o f re levant e v i d e n c e q u o t e d above. T h e c o n d i t i o n a l r e l e v a n c e 

r u l e a l l o w s e v i d e n c e as re levant i f i t satisfies the legal c r i t e r i o n of re le ­

vant e v i d e n c e t a k e n together w i t h a d d i t i o n a l statements not yet p r o v e n 

to be facts. 

The Conditional Relevance Rule 

W h e n the r e l e v a n c y o f e v i d e n c e d e p e n d s u p o n the c o n d i t i o n o f a f u l f i l l ­
m e n t o f fact, the cour t s h a l l a d m i t i t u p o n , or subject to, the i n t r o d u c ­
t i o n of e v i d e n c e suf f i c i en t to s u p p o r t a f inding of the f u l f i l l m e n t of the 
c o n d i t i o n . 

A n argument i s c o n d i t i o n a l l y re levant i f its r e l e v a n c e i s b a s e d o n a d d i ­

t i o n a l premises that h a v e not b e e n p r o v e d as e v i d e n c e yet b u t that c a n 

b e p r o v e d a s fur ther e v i d e n c e i s i n t r o d u c e d . T h i s n o t i o n o f c o n d i t i o n a l 

re levance has p r o v e d t o b e h i g h l y c o n t r o v e r s i a l i n l a w because i t seems 

to be qui te l i b e r a l in a l l o w i n g e v i d e n c e as r e l e v a n t on a c o n d i t i o n a l bas i s , 

e v e n i f i t has not b e e n p r o v e d yet t o h a v e p r o b a t i v e w e i g h t b y i tself . A s 

the notes o f the A d v i s o r y C o m m i t t e e i n d i c a t e , r u l e 104(b) expresses the 

n o t i o n o f c o n d i t i o n a l re levance . T h e f o l l o w i n g famous e x a m p l e i l lus t ra tes 

a r u l i n g o n c o n d i t i o n a l r e l e v a n c e . 7 

I f a letter p u r p o r t i n g to be f r o m Y is r e l i e d u p o n to es tab l i sh an 

a d m i s s i o n f r o m h i m , i t has n o p r o b a t i v e v a l u e unless Y w r o t e o r 

a u t h o r i z e d i t . 

In th i s e x a m p l e , a letter s u p p o s e d l y f r o m Y c o u l d be u s e d as r e l e v a n t 
e v i d e n c e t o p r o v e a n a d m i s s i o n m a d e s u p p o s e d l y b y Y i n the letter. B u t 
s u c h a letter i s c o n d i t i o n a l l y re levant , m e a n i n g that i ts re levance is c o n ­
d i t i o n a l on p r o v i n g that Y w r o t e or a u t h o r i z e d the letter. C o n d i t i o n a l 

6 Ibid. , p. 684. 
7 Vaughn C. Ba l l , "The M y t h of Condit ional Relevancy," Georgia Law Review 14 (1980J: 

435-469 (reference to p. 437). 
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re levance a l l o w s that one statement m i g h t n o t b e re levant o n l y c o n s i d ­
ered b y itself , b u t i t c o u l d b e re levant if , t a k e n together w i t h another 
statement that m i g h t later b e p r o v e d , i t has p r o b a t i v e w e i g h t . T h i s k i n d 
o f re levance i s c o n d i t i o n a l i n that i t d e p e n d s o n the c h a i n i n g f o r w a r d o f 
the a r g u m e n t a t i o n a n d i s c o n d i t i o n a l o n fur ther statements that m i g h t b e 
p r o v e d a n d u s e d a s p r e m i s e s i n that c h a i n . 

O n e c a n see above that re levance as d e f i n e d in l a w i s v e r y s i m i l a r to 
the n o t i o n of r e l e v a n c e g e n e r a l l y a p p l i c a b l e to c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n . I t 
i s a k i n d of p r o b a t i v e re levance that d e p e n d s a t least p a r t l y on h o w the 
a r g u m e n t a t i o n in a case c a n be c h a i n e d f o r w a r d a n d a i m e d a t the thesis 
or u l t i m a t e probandum in the d i a l o g u e . In the case of l e g a l re levance as 
d e f i n e d b y the F R E , the d i a l o g u e i s the t r i a l . O n the other h a n d , legal 
re levance i s di f ferent f r o m re levance i n e v e r y d a y arguments o f the k i n d 
o u t s i d e l a w w e h a v e c o n s i d e r e d p r e v i o u s l y i n t h i s b o o k . A t r i a l i s gov­
e r n e d b y a l l k i n d s o f r e l a t i v e l y prec ise p r o c e d u r a l r u l e s that g o v e r n w h o 
c a n speak, w h e n e a c h p a r t i c i p a n t c a n speak, w h a t arguments are a l l o w e d 
to be u s e d , a n d h o w these arguments are j u d g e d . We c o u l d say that a d i s ­
t i n c t i o n needs t o b e d r a w n b e t w e e n l o g i c a l a n d l e g a l re levance . W h a t w e 
h a v e m a i n l y b e e n c o n c e r n e d w i t h i s l o g i c a l r e l e v a n c e o f a general k i n d 
that a p p l i e s to a l l c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n . L e g a l r e l e v a n c e i s p a r t l y based 
on l o g i c a l re levance , b u t i t i s a lso based on t r i a l ru les that are spec i f i c 
to the t r i a l as a l ega l i n s t i t u t i o n . Tr ia l s are v e r y e x p e n s i v e , a n d so there 
are s p e c i a l reasons w h y i t i s necessary t o p r e v e n t part ies f r o m g o i n g o n 
a n d o n t a k i n g u p t i m e w i t h i r r e l e v a n t arguments that m a y b e w o r t h l e s s a s 
e v i d e n c e or m i g h t e v e n h a v e a negative i m p a c t by i n t r o d u c i n g c o n f u s i o n 
a n d p r e j u d i c e . 

W i g m o r e d r e w a c a r e f u l d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n lega l re levance a n d log­
i c a l re levance , f i t t ing the latter i n t o l o g i c general ly , or the sc ience of 
proof , as he c a l l e d i t . W o r k i n g on the a s s u m p t i o n that there is a s c i ­
ence o f p r o o f i n w h i c h l o g i c a l re levance c a n b e d e f i n e d , W i g m o r e c l a r i ­
f i e d the r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t w e e n l o g i c a l re levance a n d the t r i a l r u l e s u s e d t o 
judge re levance i n court . W i l l i a m T w i n i n g s u m m a r i z e d the m a i n p o i n t s o f 
W i g m o r e ' s a c c o u n t o f t h i s c o m p l e x r e l a t i o n s h i p . 8 W i g m o r e h e l d that the 
t r i a l ru les o f re levance are, b r o a d l y spe ak ing , b a s e d on the n o t i o n o f l o g i ­
c a l re levance , b u t that the p r a c t i c a l c o n d i t i o n s o f t r ia ls b r i n g i n t o p l a y 
c e r t a i n s p e c i a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s . T h u s , the t r i a l r u l e s are n o t the same 
a s the ru les o f re levance that w o u l d a p p l y i n e v e r y d a y a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

8 Twining, Theories of Evidence, p. 156. 
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o u t s i d e the l a w . H e n c e , the l o g i c a l r u l e s o f r e l e v a n c e d o not r e p l a c e the 

t r i a l r u l e s , b u t t h e y do a t c e r t a i n p o i n t s jus t i fy the t r i a l r u l e s or g ive a bas i s 

for c r i t i c i z i n g t h e m . 
T h e l o g i c a l n o t i o n of r e l e v a n c e i s a genera l one that a p p l i e s to d i a ­

logues , s u c h a s the c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n , a n d o ther types o f d i a l o g u e c i t e d 

i n chapter 5 . T h i s genera l m o d e l c a n b e a p p l i e d t o other s p e c i a l contexts 

of a r g u m e n t a t i o n , for e x a m p l e , in a t r i a l or a l eg i s la t ive debate, w h e r e 

spec i f i c p r o c e d u r a l r u l e s for the s p e e c h event g o v e r n the d i a l o g u e . In 

these s p e c i a l contexts , i t is the job of a judge or " s p e a k e r " to see to i t that 

these spec i f i c r u l e s g o v e r n i n g the d i a l o g u e are f o l l o w e d . T h e d i s t i n c t i o n i s 

b e t w e e n a r g u m e n t a t i o n u s e d i n a n abstract n o r m a t i v e m o d e l o f d i a l o g u e , 

a s c o n s i d e r e d i n chapter 6 , a n d a r g u m e n t a t i o n u s e d i n a s p e e c h event r e p ­

resent ing a s p e c i a l s o c i a l or i n s t i t u t i o n a l se t t ing , s u c h as a t r i a l or a l eg­

i s l a t i v e debate. T h e s o c i a l or i n s t i t u t i o n a l se t t ing i s c a l l e d a s p e e c h event 

because i t t ies a r g u m e n t a t i o n to spec i f i c p r o c e d u r a l ru les d e t e r m i n e d by a 

p a r t i c u l a r i n s t i t u t i o n . S u c h r u l e s o b v i o u s l y v a r y f r o m c o u n t r y t o c o u n t r y 

or f r o m one j u r i s d i c t i o n to another. I t i s i m p o r t a n t to recognize that t h e y 

exist a n d that t h e y n e e d t o b e t a k e n i n t o a c c o u n t w h e n a n y at tempt i s 

m a d e t o a n a l y z e o r evaluate c r i t i c a l l y the r e l e v a n c e o f arguments u s e d i n 

these s p e c i a l contexts . 

EXERCISE 
7.4 

I n a l a w court , i n a t t e m p t i n g t o p r o v e the a c c u s e d i s g u i l t y o f m u r d e r , the 

p r o s e c u t i o n argues p a s s i o n a t e l y that m u r d e r i s a h o r r i b l e c r i m e a n d e v e n 

succeeds i n p r o v i n g that c o n c l u s i o n . W h a t c r i t i c a l d e f i c i e n c y i s e v i d e n t 

i n t h i s case, a n d h o w c a n i t b e s h o w n that the prosecutor 's a r g u m e n t i s 

def i c ient i n t h i s respect? 

Fear Appeal Arguments 

A p p e a l i n g to fear c a n be a p o w e r f u l tact ic o f d i s t r a c t i o n in a r g u m e n t a ­
t i o n . I t i s a k i n d of a r g u m e n t that one has to be care fu l w i t h , as i t c a n be 
p o w e r f u l l y ef fect ive e v e n w h e n i t i s not re levant . I n some cases, h o w e v e r , 
s u c h arguments are reasonable a n d re levant . T h u s , the p r o b l e m i s t o j u d g e 
w h e n t h e y are r e l e v a n t a n d w h e n not . T h e p l a c e t o b e g i n i s t o i d e n t i f y t h e 
s p e c i a l character i s t i cs o f t h i s type o f a rgument . T h e fear a p p e a l a r g u m e n t 
is a subspec ies of a r g u m e n t f r o m negat ive consequences w h e r e the nega­
t i v e o u t c o m e i s p o r t r a y e d i n s u c h a w a y b y the p r o p o n e n t a s t o a p p e a l t o 
the fear o f the r e s p o n d e n t . Fear a p p e a l arguments are c o m m o n l y u s e d by 
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g o v e r n m e n t agencies that p r o m o t e h e a l t h a n d safety issues i n m e d i a ads. 
H e r e are t w o e x a m p l e s . 

In a C a n a d i a n t e l e v i s i o n ad against d r u n k d r i v i n g , a teenager is 

s h o w n gett ing i n t o h i s car w i t h h i s g i r l f r i e n d after a party. T h e n 

the car i s s h o w n c r a s h i n g , a n a m b u l a n c e arr ives , a n d the d e a d 

g i r l i s c a r r i e d away. T h e teenager i s t h e n s h o w n c o n f r o n t i n g the 

s i t u a t i o n o f i n f o r m i n g the gir l ' s parents . H e i s d is t raught . 

I n a n A u s t r a l i a n t e l e v i s i o n a d , a sad l o o k i n g y o u n g m a n i s s h o w n 

w i t h one eye that i s d a r k a n d sightless . H e i s d e s c r i b i n g a l l the 

d i f f i c u l t i e s h e i s e x p e r i e n c i n g w i t h h i s d i s a b i l i t i e s . T h e n there i s 

a f lashback to a scene of the y o u n g m a n b e i n g in a car acc ident , 

a n d l o o k i n g d o w n a t h i s h a n d s that are c o v e r e d i n b l o o d . A g a i n 

i t s h o w s the m a n w i t h h i s d i s f i g u r e d face a n d b l i n d e d eye, w h o 

says: " I can' t w o r k out w h y I ' m b e i n g p u n i s h e d , just because I 

u n d i d my seat be l t for a c o u p l e o f s e c o n d s . " 

N u m e r o u s t e l e v i s i o n ads b y g o v e r n m e n t h e a l t h agencies h a v e u s e d fear 

a p p e a l arguments to t ry to get teenagers to stop s m o k i n g (or n o t to start). 

O n e a d w a r n s o f the dangers o f s e c o n d h a n d s m o k e b y s h o w i n g s m o k e 

c r e e p i n g i n t o a r o o m t o w a r d a n in fant i n a c r i b ( w h i l e eerie m u s i c p l a y s 

i n the b a c k g r o u n d ) . A l l these ads use the fear a p p e a l argument . B y por­

t r a y i n g negat ive consequences in a d r a m a t i c w a y that the target a u d i e n c e 

i s p r e s u m e d to f ind e s p e c i a l l y fear ful , the p u r p o s e o f the ad i s to m o v e 

the a u d i e n c e to a des ignated course of a c t i o n (or in the s m o k i n g case, 

i n a c t i o n ) . 

T h e fear a p p e a l a rgument i s based on a use of d i s j u n c t i v e reasoning . 

T h e r e are t w o al ternat ives i n v o l v e d . F o r e x a m p l e , i n the s m o k i n g a d type 

of case, there is the o p t i o n of s m o k i n g or the o p t i o n of not s m o k i n g . I f the 

r e s p o n d e n t smokes , there i s shor t - term pleasure . B u t b a l a n c e d against that 

are the k n o w n l o n g - t e r m negat ive consequences o f s m o k i n g . T h e tact ic 

of the fear a p p e a l a rgument is to por t ray the danger of these negat ive 

consequences w i t h s u c h a d r a m a t i c i m p a c t o n the r e s p o n d e n t that the 

v a l u e of the p o s i t i v e shor t - te rm consequences are o v e r c o m e a n d that that 

o p t i o n is r u l e d out by the r e s p o n d e n t . To be s u c c e s s f u l , t h e n , a fear a p p e a l 

argument has to h a v e a s t rong e n o u g h " p u n c h " to unseat the p o s i t i v e 

o p t i o n . 

Because of the i r use of e m o t i o n a l a p p e a l , i t m a y s e e m easy at f i rs t to 

d i s m i s s fear a p p e a l arguments as i l l o g i c a l or f a l l a c i o u s . B u t i f y o u l o o k a t 
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t h e m as arguments b a s e d on p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g , u s e d to t ry to p e r s u a d e 

a r e s p o n d e n t to carry out a p a r t i c u l a r l i n e of a c t i o n , s u c h arguments c a n 

be j u d g e d to be reasonable e n o u g h . F o r e x a m p l e , i t appears to be qui te 

leg i t imate to use fear a p p e a l ads to t r y to get p e o p l e to b u c k l e up or to s top 

s m o k i n g , i f these ac t ions r e a l l y are p r u d e n t . H o w e v e r , a s m e n t i o n e d i n the 

s e c t i o n o n s l i p p e r y s l o p e arguments i n chapter 4 , fear a p p e a l arguments 

are u n c o n v i n c i n g i f the a u d i e n c e senses that the danger i s b e i n g ' h y p e d ' 

or exaggerated. 

A fear a p p e a l a rgument has t w o p r e m i s e s . In the f irst p r e m i s e , a s i t u ­

a t i o n i s s k e t c h e d out that i s (presumably) v e r y fear fu l to the r e s p o n d e n t . 

T h e s e c o n d p r e m i s e w a r n s the r e s p o n d e n t that i f he carries out a p a r t i c u ­

lar a c t i o n , t h e n the consequences p o r t r a y e d i n the s i t u a t i o n w i l l h a p p e n 

to h i m . T h e c o n c l u s i o n , t h e n , i s the message to the r e s p o n d e n t that he 

s h o u l d not carry out th i s p a r t i c u l a r a c t i o n . I n the f o r m o f in ference b e l o w , 

the r e s p o n d e n t i s des ignated by the use o f the p r o n o u n ' y o u ' . 

ARGUMENTATION SCHEME FOR T H E FEAR APPEAL ARGUMENT 

FEARFUL SITUATION PREMISE: H e r e is a s i t u a t i o n that is fear fu l to y o u . 

CONDITIONAL PREMISE: I f y o u carry out A , t h e n the negat ive conse­

quences p o r t r a y e d i n t h i s fear fu l s i t u a t i o n w i l l h a p p e n t o y o u . 

CONCLUSION: Y o u s h o u l d not carry out A . 

I t i s eas i ly seen f r o m t h i s f o r m of in ference that the fear a p p e a l type of argu­

m e n t i s based o n the a rgument f r o m negat ive consequences . T h e c r i t i c a l 

quest ions a p p r o p r i a t e for the fear a p p e a l a rgument are the f o l l o w i n g : 

1 . S h o u l d the s i t u a t i o n represented r e a l l y be fear fu l to m e , or i s i t an 

i r r a t i o n a l fear that is a p p e a l e d to? 

2 . I f I d o n ' t carry out A , w i l l that stop the negat ive consequences f r o m 

h a p p e n i n g ? 

3 . I f I d o carry out A , h o w l i k e l y i s i t that the negat ive consequences w i l l 

h a p p e n ? 

A n o t h e r i ssue i n e v a l u a t i n g fear a p p e a l arguments i s w h e t h e r they are r e l ­

evant or not . As m e n t i o n e d above, there is a t e n d e n c y to see fear a p p e a l 

arguments a s i r r e l e v a n t i n d ispass ionate l o g i c a l r eason ing w h e r e ' h a r d 

e v i d e n c e ' i s a l l that s h o u l d count . B u t i n j u d g i n g re levance , w h a t i s i m p o r ­

tant i s h o w an argument has b e e n u s e d for s o m e p u r p o s e . I f the p u r p o s e 

is to p r o m o t e goals of h e a l t h a n d safety, for e x a m p l e , to get r e s p o n d e n t s 

to carry out or desist f r o m act ions that are h a r m f u l to h e a l t h or safety, 
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t h e n the use of a fear a p p e a l argument , as a species of a rgument f r o m 
negat ive consequences , c o u l d b e re levant . S o i t w o u l d not b e j u s t i f i e d t o 
d i s m i s s fear a p p e a l arguments a s b e i n g i n h e r e n t l y i r r e l e v a n t i n a n y k i n d 
of g e n u i n e l o g i c a l r e a s o n i n g . B u t , as we see in the nex t sec t ion , some fear 
a p p e a l arguments s h o u l d not be j u d g e d to be d i a l e c t i c a l l y re levant . 

EXERCISE 
7.5 

E x h i b i t the s tructure o f the f o l l o w i n g fear a p p e a l arguments a n d pose 
a p p r o p r i a t e c r i t i c a l ques t ions . 

(a) In a t e l e v i s i o n c o m m e r c i a l , t w o teenage g i r l s are s h o w n g r o o m i n g 
in front of a m i r r o r . O n e c o m m e n t s to the other that i t i s n ' t fa ir that 
she has s u c h a n i c e c o m p l e x i o n , w h i l e her o w n s k i n has s u c h a 
b l o t c h y appearance . T h e other g i r l r e p l i e s , "If y o u d i d n ' t s m o k e , 
y o u r s w o u l d l o o k m u c h m o r e h e a l t h y . " T h e f i r s t g i r l conf ides that 
her b o y f r i e n d has b e e n t h i n k i n g of l e a v i n g her, because her appear­
ance has d e c l i n e d so m u c h . 

(b) A n A u s t r a l i a n t e l e v i s i o n a d s h o w s a g r o u p o f m e n a t a n outs ide 
job site, a l l d r i n k i n g beer. O n e o f the m e n d r a i n s off the last o f h i s 
bott le o f beer a n d tel ls h i s y o u n g s o n t o get i n the i r u t i l i t y v e h i c l e . 
A l l the other m e n are s t i l l d r i n k i n g beer, a n d one o f t h e m , b e t w e e n 
swigs , c o m m e n t s that d r i v i n g has never b e e n a p r o b l e m after h a v i n g 
a f e w beers. He says, " I 've b e e n d r i v i n g h o m e a l o n g t i m e mate, a n d 
n o t h i n g has ever h a p p e n e d to me y e t . " T h e n e x t scene s h o w s the 
m a n a n d h i s s o n d r i v i n g t h r o u g h a n i n t e r s e c t i o n , after f a i l i n g t o 
stop, a n d s u d d e n l y t h e i r u t i l i t y v e h i c l e i s c r u s h e d a n d c o m p l e t e l y 
des t royed by a huge o n c o m i n g tractor-trai ler . T h e n e x t scene s h o w s 
one o f the m e n a t the job site a n s w e r i n g the p h o n e . He rep l ies , " B u t 
he was just here a m i n u t e ago . " 

i 

Threats as Arguments 

O n e v e r y f a m i l i a r type of a r g u m e n t that i s c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to the fear a p p e a l 
argument is the use of a threat as an argument . T h e d i f ference b e t w e e n a 
fear a p p e a l argument a n d the use o f a threat in a r g u m e n t i s that in the latter 
t y p e of case, the p r o p o n e n t m a k e s a c o m m i t m e n t to the r e s p o n d e n t that 
she w i l l a c t u a l l y see to i t that negat ive consequences c o m e about , u n l e s s 
he carries out the course of a c t i o n that is a d v o c a t e d by her. T h e use of a 
threat a s a n argument has the f o l l o w i n g f o r m . T r a d i t i o n a l l y , i n l o g i c , s u c h 
an argument is c a l l e d the argumentum ad baculum, or ' a rgument to the 
s t i c k (rod, c l u b ) . ' H e r e the p r o n o u n T represents the p r o p o n e n t a n d the 
p r o n o u n ' y o u ' represents the r e s p o n d e n t . 
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A R G U M E N T A T I O N SCHEME FOR T H E ARGUMENTUM AD BACULUM 

CONDITIONAL PREMISE: I f y o u d o not b r i n g about A , t h e n c o n s e q u e n c e 

B w i l l occur . 

COMMITMENT PREMISE: I c o m m i t m y s e l f to see ing to i t that B w i l l c o m e 

about. 

CONCLUSION: Y o u s h o u l d b r i n g about A . 

A threat of th is sort is s a i d to be c r e d i b l e to the r e s p o n d e n t i f the p r o p o n e n t 

is in a p o s i t i o n to b r i n g about B a n d i f the r e s p o n d e n t k n o w s i t . A c r e d i b l e 

threat is a p o w e r f u l sort of argument , not o n l y f r o m a p r a c t i c a l p o i n t of 

v i e w , because i t represents negative consequences for the interests a n d 

safety of the r e s p o n d e n t , b u t also because i t c a n have a l i n g e r i n g fear 

a p p e a l effect. 

T h e r e are t w o types of threats u s e d as arguments , d i rec t a n d i n d i r e c t . 

A direc t threat is an argument that has the f o r m above, w h e r e the p r o ­

p o n e n t comes r ight out a n d e x p l i c i t l y says that she w i l l b r i n g about the 

negat ive consequences c i t e d . In an i n d i r e c t threat, the s e c o n d p r e m i s e 

is not e x p l i c i t l y stated, so that overt ly , the argument has the f o r m of a 

w a r n i n g . A w a r n i n g is a s p e e c h act that is d i f ferent f r o m a threat, because 

the p r o p o n e n t states o n l y w h a t a m o u n t s to the f i rs t p r e m i s e of the argu­

m e n t h a v i n g the f o r m of a threat. T h a t i s , w h e n m a k i n g a w a r n i n g , the 

p r o p o n e n t te l ls the r e s p o n d e n t that b a d consequences w i l l (might , m a y ) 

h a p p e n i f the r e s p o n d e n t fa i l s to b r i n g about (or br ings about) some par­

t i c u l a r t h i n g . Indi rec t threats are v e r y f a m i l i a r i n a l l k i n d s o f a rguments , 

as c a n eas i ly be r e c o g n i z e d f r o m th is e x a m p l e . 

S h a k e y Trembler , the o w n e r o f a p i z z a par lor , i s t o l d by B r u t u s 

G u n n e r , n o t o r i o u s g a n g l a n d f i g u r e , that i f h e doesn ' t subscr ibe 

t o the G u n n e r P r o t e c t i o n A g e n c y , a l l k i n d s o f b a d th ings m i g h t 

h a p p e n t o h i m . B r u t u s says, " L o o k a t the o w n e r o f the D o g a n d 

D u c k Coffee S h o p d o w n the street. H e d i d n ' t j o i n , a n d h i s s h o p 

w a s b o m b e d . " 

N o w i t c o u l d b e that G u n n e r i s just w a r n i n g Trembler a n d g i v i n g h i m 
some p r a c t i c a l a d v i c e . B u t g i v e n G u n n e r ' s g a n g l a n d r e p u t a t i o n a n d h i s 
k n o w n past h i s t o r y o f gang v i o l e n c e , T r e m b l e r w o u l d b e w e l l a d v i s e d t o 
treat G u n n e r ' s message as a threat. T h e r e are m a n y p r a c t i c a l advantages 
to m a k i n g an i n d i r e c t as o p p o s e d to a d i rec t threat. O n e is that, as l o n g 
as there w a s no o v e r t l y expressed s e c o n d p r e m i s e , there i s no def in i te , 
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r e p r o d u c i b l e e v i d e n c e that a threat w a s m a d e . So the p r o p o n e n t c a n later 
d e n y i t : " I never m a d e a threat. A l l I w a s d o i n g w a s g i v i n g y o u s o m e 
f r i e n d l y a d v i c e . " A n o t h e r advantage i s that a n i n d i r e c t threat i s of ten m o r e 
m e n a c i n g a n d has a l i n g e r i n g u n c e r t a i n t y about i t that can be w o r r i s o m e 
to a respondent . 

T h e four c r i t i c a l ques t ions a p p r o p r i a t e for the a rgument u s e d as a 
threat are the f o l l o w i n g . 

1 . H o w b a d are the consequences? 

2 . H o w l i k e l y i s i t that the consequences w i l l o c c u r ? 
3. Is the threat c red ib le? 

4. Is the threat re levant? 

W i t h respect t o the f irst c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n , the r e s p o n d e n t m u s t w e i g h 
the negat ive factor of the b a d consequences against the negat ive factor 
of b r i n g i n g about A (presumably , in the use of a threat t y p e of case, A is 
s o m e t h i n g the r e s p o n d e n t i s against o r does n o t w a n t to b r i n g about). W i t h 
respect to the s e c o n d c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n , as in the case of a n y fear a p p e a l 
argument , i t m u s t b e f a i r l y c e r t a i n o r l i k e l y that the b a d o u t c o m e c i t e d 
w i l l a c t u a l l y c o m e about i f the r e c o m m e n d e d a c t i o n i s not taken. F o r a 
threat to be c re d i b l e , as d e f i n e d above, i t m u s t appear to the r e s p o n d e n t 
that the p r o p o n e n t i s a c t u a l l y in a p o s i t i o n to c a r r y out the b a d conse­
quences c i t e d . M o r e o v e r , to m a k e the threat v e r y c r e d i b l e , the p r o p o n e n t 
m u s t also c o n v i n c e the r e s p o n d e n t that h e i s n o t o n l y able b u t w i l l i n g t o 
carry out the a c t i o n i n q u e s t i o n . 

T h e f o u r t h c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n , that o f re levance , i s m o r e c o n t e x t u a l t h a n 
i t m a y i n i t i a l l y appear to be. In some contexts of c o n v e r s a t i o n , threats are 
d e f i n i t e l y i r re levant . F o r e x a m p l e , c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g case. 

In a p h y s i c s s e m i n a r t w o professors are h a v i n g a d i s c u s s i o n 
on w h o s e theory o f n u c l e a r magnet ic resonance i s better s u p ­
p o r t e d b y e x p e r i m e n t a l resul ts . I n the m i d s t o f the d i s c u s s i o n , 
one professor says to the other, "If y o u d o n ' t accept my theory,' 
B r u t u s G a n g l a n d (that b i g g u y just outs ide the door) w i l l beat 
y o u u p 

In this case, the threat w o u l d be regarded as not o n l y outrageous, b u t 
a lso h i g h l y i n a p p r o p r i a t e as a k i n d of argument to carry w e i g h t in the 
d i s c u s s i o n . I n a w o r d , i t w o u l d b e i r re levant . In deed , i n a n y k i n d o f c r i t i c a l 

d i s c u s s i o n , u s i n g threats s u c h a s ' Y o u ' d better shut u p i f y o u k n o w w h a t ' s 

g o o d for y o u ' are best n o t regarded as re levant arguments . 

H o w e v e r , i n s o m e cases w h e r e t w o part ies are h a v i n g a n argument , 

threats c a n b e re levant . F o r e x a m p l e , i n a r g u m e n t a t i o n i n negot ia t ions , 

threats (espec ia l ly the i n d i r e c t type) are f r e q u e n t l y u s e d a n d are a n o r m a l 

part of the a r g u m e n t a t i o n . 

EXERCISE 
7.6 

U n i o n a n d m a n a g e m e n t of f ic ia ls are engaged i n a r o u n d o f ta lks 

on the subject o f the a n n u a l wage a n d benefi ts sett lement. A u n i o n 

o f f i c i a l argues, " W e l l , i f that's the best y o u c a n do , the m e m b e r s 

w i l l b e out o n str ike t o m o r r o w ! " T h e m a n a g e m e n t o f f i c i a l r e p l i e s , 

"If there is a s t r ike , there w i l l be a negat ive f inancia l i m p a c t , w h i c h 

w i l l necessitate job cuts a n d sa lary r e d u c t i o n s . " 

In th is case, the threats are re levant arguments u s e d in the process of 

negot ia t ion . O f course , i n m a n y ins tances , use o f threats c a n also b e c o u n ­

t e r p r o d u c t i v e o r e v e n obstruct ive i n negot ia t ions . B u t somet imes , a s i n 

the case above, t h e y are re levant . So i t w o u l d be a mis take to c l a s s i f y a l l 

arguments u s e d as threats as i r re levant . W h e t h e r the threat is r e l e v a n t or 

not d e p e n d s o n the p u r p o s e o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n a l exchange i n the g i v e n 

case. 

E v a l u a t e the f o l l o w i n g arguments a n d e x h i b i t the s tructure o f each 

argument . 

(a) P e r s o n n e l manager to e m p l o y e e s : " I k n o w that some of y o u o p p o s e 

the a p p o i n t m e n t o f B e a v i s C l i m b e r as the n e w sales manager. On 

fur ther c o n s i d e r a t i o n , h o w e v e r , I a m c o n f i d e n t y o u w i l l change y o u r 

m i n d s . I f C l i m b e r i s not a p p o i n t e d , i t m a y b e c o m e necessary to m a k e 

severe p e r s o n n e l cutbacks i n y o u r d e p a r t m e n t s . " 

(b) A s s i s t a n t to e x e c u t i v e : " I ' m sure y o u ' l l w a n t to raise my sa lary for 

the c o m i n g year. A f t e r a l l , y o u w o u l d n ' t w a n t y o u r w i f e t o f i n d out 

about r u m o r s that y o u have b e e n s e x u a l l y harass ing m e . " 

(c) A c c o r d i n g to R. Grunberger , author of A Social History of the Third 

Reich, p u b l i s h e d i n B r i t a i n , the N a z i s u s e d t o s e n d the f o l l o w i n g 

n o t i c e t o G e r m a n readers w h o let the i r s u b s c r i p t i o n s lapse : " O u r 

paper c e r t a i n l y deserves the s u p p o r t o f every G e r m a n . We s h a l l 

c o n t i n u e t o f o r w a r d copies o f i t t o y o u , a n d h o p e that y o u w i l l no t 

w a n t to expose y o u r s e l f to un for tun a te consequences in the case o f 

c a n c e l l a t i o n . " 
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(d) A professor says to t w o d i s r u p t i v e s tudents w h o ta lk l o u d l y d u r i n g 
the lecture , " O t h e r s can ' t hear, s o i f y o u k e e p that u p , I w i l l bar y o u 
f r o m a t t e n d i n g the l e c t u r e s . " 

(e) A p h i l o s o p h y professor argues in class that a b o r t i o n s h o u l d n o t be 
p a i d for b y g o v e r n m e n t h e a l t h f u n d i n g c o n t r i b u t e d b y taxpayers . 
A p e r s o n i n h i s class says, " I f i n d y o u r v i e w of fens ive , because 
w o m e n are d y i n g because they can't get a n a b o r t i o n . Y o u h a d better 
not c o n t i n u e t o v o i c e that argument o r I w i l l repor t y o u for m a k i n g 
a r e m a r k that I f i n d p e r s o n a l l y o f f e n s i v e . " 

Appeal to Pity 

A p p e a l to p i t y i s another one o f those arguments that i s n o t i n h e r e n t l y 
f a l l a c i o u s b u t is of ten suspect , because i t is s o m e t i m e s u s e d as a p o w e r f u l 
d i s t r a c t i o n that i s e m o t i o n a l l y c o m p e l l i n g , e v e n w h e n i t i s n o t re levant 
t o the i ssue u n d e r c o n s i d e r a t i o n . B u t i n s o m e cases, a p p e a l t o p i t y i s 
m a t e r i a l l y re levant as an argument . H e r e i s an e x a m p l e . 

A n a p p e a l for c o n t r i b u t i o n s t o h e l p s t a r v i n g c h i l d r e n i n a disas­
trous f a m i n e , sent out by a re l i e f agency, features an arrest ing 
p i c t u r e of a p a t h e t i c a l l y s tarved c h i l d w i t h a d i s t e n d e d b e l l y . 
T h i s c h i l d ' s n a m e i s g i v e n , a n d the deta i l s o f h i s s i t u a t i o n are 
d e s c r i b e d g r a p h i c a l l y . T h e statement i s m a d e that i f t h i s c h i l d 
does not rece ive h e l p s o o n , she w i l l d ie . A f o r m i s e n c l o s e d that 
the r e c i p i e n t of the letter c a n use to s e n d m o n e y . 

T h e argument c o n v e y e d in th i s letter has the f o r m of a sequence of prac ­
t i c a l r e a s o n i n g : H e r e i s a b a d s i t u a t i o n , a n d i f y o u b r i n g about the des ig­
n a t e d a c t i on , y o u c a n h e l p t o r e l i e v e the b a d s i t u a t i o n . A s s u c h , w e d o 
not w a n t to say that t h i s a p p e a l to p i t y is a f a l l a c i o u s argument , e v e n 
t h o u g h i t w o u l d b e p r u d e n t t o ask some c r i t i c a l ques t ions about the a b i l ­
i t y o f the re l i e f agency to use the m o n e y sent in a c t u a l l y to d e l i v e r f o o d 
t o the s tarv ing disaster v i c t i m s . B u t i n th i s case, the a p p e a l t o p i t y i s 
re levant , because i t is a l eg i t imate w a y of e v o k i n g a s t rong e n o u g h e m o ­
t i o n a l response s o that the respondents w i l l r e a l l y u n d e r s t a n d the scope 
a n d nature o f the b a d s i t u a t i o n a n d w i l l therefore m a k e a c o n t r i b u t i o n t o 
h e l p re l i eve i t . S t i l l , a p o t e n t i a l d o n o r s h o u l d ask s o m e c r i t i c a l ques t ions 
about w h e t h e r the m o n e y w i l l a c t u a l l y get t o the n e e d y c h i l d . H o w m u c h 
o f i t , for e x a m p l e , w i l l b e t a k e n u p b y a d m i n i s t r a t i o n costs o f the c h a r i t y 
organizat ions? 
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In other cases, h o w e v e r , less of a basis c a n be f o u n d for j u d g i n g the 

a p p e a l to p i t y to be re levant . 

A s tudent m i s s e d t a k i n g a t e r m test a n d p l e a d s w i t h her professor 

to be a l l o w e d to take a m a k e u p e x a m . H e r excuse is that i f she 

doesn ' t get a m a k e u p e x a m , she w i l l no t get an A in the course , 

a n d therefore she w i l l n o t b e able t o get i n t o l a w s c h o o l , a n d i t w i l l 

a l l be the professor 's faul t . She cries a n d p l e a d s that th i s f a i l u r e 

w i l l r u i n h e r l i f e , a n d those o f h e r t w o y o u n g c h i l d r e n , w h o b o t h 

h a v e C r o h n ' s disease. 

I s the a p p e a l to p i t y in t h i s case re levant? O n e t h i n g to say i s that i f the 

p l e a d e r has a leg i t imate excuse , s u c h as a ser ious i l l n e s s that c a n be p r o v e d 

by a note f r o m a p h y s i c i a n , t h e n she has the r i g h t to a m a k e u p e x a m . B u t 

i f she has no excuse other t h a n the story presented , t h e n ( a c c o r d i n g to 

the ru les at mos t u n i v e r s i t i e s ) , she does not h a v e an adequate bas is for a 

m a k e u p e x a m . B u t the t h i n g to n o t i c e i s that by m a k i n g s u c h a d r a m a t i c 

e m o t i o n a l a p p e a l , she p u t s the professor o n the defens ive b y m a k i n g i t 

appear that s o m e h o w he i s to b l a m e for h e r p r o b l e m s . Yet h i s job i s to 

grade a l l s tudents ' w o r k fa i r ly , o n its mer i t . I t w o u l d g o against h i s p r o p e r 

d o i n g o f h i s job i f he w e r e to g ive one s tudent an u n f a i r advantage over 

a l l the other s tudents w h o took the test, o r w h o h a d legi t imate excuses , 

by l e t t ing her take a m a k e u p test e v e n i f she c o u l d h a v e taken the o r i g i n a l 

test a n d h a d n o g o o d r e a s o n for not d o i n g so. W h a t she i s d o i n g t h e n 

i s u s i n g a p o w e r f u l l y d r a m a t i c d i s t r a c t i o n to t ry to browbeat h i m i n t o 

t w i s t i n g the p r o p e r basis of the d e c i s i o n a r o u n d so that he comes to a 

c o n c l u s i o n on the w r o n g basis . In t h i s case, t h e n , the a p p e a l to p i t y i s 

i r re levant . I t i s e m o t i o n a l l y p o w e r f u l a n d p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y re levant . B u t i t 

i s not d i a l e c t i c a l l y re levant in the sense that i t p r o v i d e s a l i n e of r e a s o n i n g 

that c a n be u s e d to d e t e r m i n e the o u t c o m e of the professor 's d e c i s i o n one 

w a y or the other. 
In court cases, at torneys often t ry to p o r t r a y an a c c u s e d p e r s o n of 

h i m s e l f b e i n g a h e l p l e s s v i c t i m o f h i s c i r c u m s t a n c e s . B u t w h e t h e r th i s 
k i n d o f a p p e a l t o p i t y i s re levant o r not d e p e n d s o n h o w i t i s u s e d i n a 
g i v e n case a n d w h a t stage the t r i a l i s i n . I f the at torney goes on a t l e n g t h 
d u r i n g the t r i a l about the pathet ic c i r c u m s t a n c e s of the defendant , the 
judge m a y r u l e the argument i r re levant , on the g r o u n d s that i t does n o t h i n g 
t o w a r d p r o v i n g w h e t h e r the defendant i s g u i l t y o f the c r i m e c h a r g e d o r 
not . B u t i f an a p p e a l to p i t y is u s e d at the later sentenc ing stage - o n c e 
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the t r i a l has a l ready p r o v e d that the defendant is g u i l t y - i t is re levant 

for the defense at torney to a p p e a l to p i t y a n d to ask for the court to s h o w 

m e r c y or c o m p a s s i o n . A p p e a l s to p i ty , t h e n , are not i n h e r e n t l y f a l l a c i o u s 

or i r re levant . B u t because t h e y are so e m o t i o n a l l y p o w e r f u l , they c a n of ten 

be u s e d to distract an a u d i e n c e a w a y f r o m the m a i n p o i n t to be p r o v e d . 

E v a l u a t e the f o l l o w i n g arguments . 

(a) A m a n a p p l y i n g for a job as a crane operator in an u r b a n r e n e w a l 
job is q u a l i f i e d , except that he is subject to f a i n t i n g f i ts . He p l e a d s 
that he has b e e n u n a b l e to get w o r k to s u p p o r t h i s s i x c h i l d r e n a n d 
that h i s w i f e w a s r e c e n t l y b l i n d e d in a car acc ident . 

(b) W i l l i a m M a k e p e a c e Thackeray , edi tor of the Cornhill Magazine in 
the 1850s, quotes a letter he r e c e i v e d , in an e n v e l o p e c o n t a i n i n g 
some p o e m s ( i n h i s essay, " T h o r n s i n the C u s h i o n , " p r i n t e d i n the 
magaz ine i n 1860. 

Camberwel l , June 4. 
"S i r , - M a y I hope, may I entreat, that y o u w i l l favour me by perusing 
the enclosed l ines, and that they may be f o u n d wor thy of inser t ion 
in the C o r n h i l l Magazine . We have k n o w n better days, sir. I have a 
s ick and w i d o w e d mother to mainta in , a n d l i t t le brothers and sisters 
w h o look to me. I do my utmost as a governess to support them. I 
t o i l at night w h e n they are at rest, and my o w n h a n d and bra in are 
al ike t ired. If I c o u l d a d d but a l i t t le to our means by my pen, m a n y of 
my poor inva l id ' s wants might be s u p p l i e d , and I c o u l d procure for 
her comforts to w h i c h she is n o w a stranger. Heaven k n o w s it is not 
for want of w i l l or for want of energy on my part, that she is n o w in 
i l l -hea l th , and our l i t t le household almost w i t h o u t bread. Do - cast 
a k i n d glance over my poem, and i f y o u can he lp us, the w i d o w , the 
orphans w i l l bless y o u ! I remain, sir, in anxious expectancy. 
Your fa i thful servant, 
S. S. S. 

(c) D u r i n g the t r i a l o f t w o brothers , E r i k a n d L y l e M e n e n d e z , w h o k i l l e d 
b o t h o f the ir parents w i t h f i f t e e n s h o t g u n blasts i n 1989, L e s l i e 
A b r a m s o n , the i r defense attorney, argued that the M e n e n d e z b r o t h ­
ers " c a n n o t be h e l d to the c o l d s tandards of a c c o u n t a b i l i t y of a l ega l 
sys tem that lags b e h i n d s o c i a l a n d p s y c h o l o g i c a l theories o f behav­
i o r , " as q u o t e d in a New York Times r e p o r t . 9 A b r a m s o n argued, 
" T h e s e boys w e r e not r e s p o n s i b l e for w h o they t u r n e d out t o b e . " 

Seth Mydans , "In Brothers' L u r i d Trial , One Woman Dominates." New York Times, Decem­
ber 20, 1993, p. D9. 

She a d d e d , " T h e y w e r e just l i t t l e c h i l d r e n b e i n g m o l d e d . T h e y w e r e 

never free o f the c l u t c h e s o f the i r parents . W h e n y o u terror ize p e o p l e 

a n d they react f r o m terror, y o u pret ty m u c h get w h a t y o u s o w e d . " 

A b r a m s o n c a l l e d the M e n e n d e z brothers " the b o y s " before the jury, 

p u t t i n g her arms a r o u n d t h e m , suggest ing h o w l o v a b l e they w e r e . 

She p o r t r a y e d herse l f as m o t i v a t e d by a "gent ler i m p u l s e to p r o ­

tect p e o p l e w h o h a v e b e e n re jected by soc ie ty . " She w e n t on to say, 

" I ' m d r a w n t o cases w h e r e v e r y n i c e p e o p l e a n d v e r y g o o d p e o p l e 

are a c c u s e d o f c r i m e s because the l a w lags b e h i n d p s y c h o l o g y , l i k e 

p e o p l e w h o h a v e b e e n abused a n d ba t te red . " She c a l l e d the b r o t h ­

ers " d e l i g h t f u l c l i e n t s " a n d " d e c e n t h u m a n b e i n g s . " A f t e r k i l l i n g 

the i r parents , " the b o y s " h a d gone on a s p e n d i n g spree, one b u y i n g 

a P o r s c h e sports car, a n d the other t a k i n g tennis lessons. A b r a m s o n 

p l e a d e d a h i s t o r y of a l leged s e x u a l abuse in a tear fu l defense that 

w a s d e s c r i b e d by other attorneys as a " c r y for h e l p . " 

Shifts and Relevance 

O n e m i g h t w o n d e r h o w p e o p l e are d e c e i v e d b y i r re levant arguments s u c h 
as appeals to p i t y , ad h o m i n e m arguments , or arguments u s i n g threats. 
A f t e r a l l , i f these arguments are i r re levant , w o u l d n ' t everyone see that 
they are i r re levant? O f t e n they don ' t , m a i n l y for t w o reasons. O n e i s that 
m a n y e v e r y d a y conversa t ions start u p i n a n a t u r a l w a y , a n d n o b o d y clar­
if ies w h a t the r e a l i ssue i s or w h a t t y p e of d i a l o g u e the c o n v e r s a t i o n i s 
s u p p o s e d to be. In th is k i n d o f case, we l a c k the i n f o r m a t i o n to d e t e r m i n e 
w h e t h e r an argument is re levant or not . T h e other reason is that d u r i n g a 
sequence of a r g u m e n t a t i o n , there c a n be a d i a l e c t i c a l shif t , a changeover 
f r o m one type of d i a l o g u e to another. I f one p a r t i c i p a n t doesn ' t n o t i c e the 
shif t , t h e n an argument m a y seem re levant to her w h e n i t i s r e a l l y not . 
T h e u n d e r l y i n g factor i s that the v e r y same argument c a n be re levant in 
one context o f d i a l o g u e b u t i r re levant in another context o f d i a l o g u e . I f 
everyone w e r e a l w a y s c lear on w h a t t y p e o f d i a l o g u e they are s u p p o s e d to 
b e t a k i n g part i n w h e n they p u t f o r w a r d a n argument , p r o b l e m s o f i r r e l e ­
v a n c e w o u l d not be so t r i c k y . B u t of ten there c a n be a subtle or not c l e a r l y 
m a r k e d shif t in the same argument , f r o m one t y p e o f d i a l o g u e to another. 
W h e n s u c h a shi f t occurs , an argument m a y appear to be re levant , because 
i t w o u l d have b e e n per fec t ly re levant before the shif t , i n the p r i o r context 
of use. 
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Threats u s e d as arguments , for e x a m p l e , are c l e a r l y a n d e v e n outra­
g e o u s l y i n a p p r o p r i a t e in a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n . I f we are h a v i n g a p h i l o s ­
o p h y s e m i n a r o n the nature o f k n o w l e d g e a n d one p a r t i c i p a n t threatens 
another to have h i m beaten up by a large s tudent in the class i f he doesn ' t 
accept her v i e w s on the ques t ions o f the nature o f k n o w l e d g e , everyone 
w o u l d r i g h t l y regard th is ad baculum a rgument as h i g h l y i n a p p r o p r i a t e 
a n d i r re levant . B u t in a n e g o t i a t i o n type o f d i a l o g u e , threats, e s p e c i a l l y 
i n d i r e c t threats to carry out sanct ions i f the other par ty does not agree 
to c o n d i t i o n s , are regarded as n o r m a l tact ics to be u s e d as arguments . 
A threat in a n e g o t i a t i o n d i a l o g u e is regarded as s o m e w h a t dangerous , 
because i t poses a n u l t i m a t u m that m a y b e d i f f i c u l t t o b a c k d o w n f r o m 
w i t h o u t a p p e a r i n g to be w e a k or v a c i l l a t i n g . B u t n e g o t i a t i o n i s interest-
based b a r g a i n i n g , a n d as s u c h the grant ing o f c o n c e s s i o n s a n d the p l a c i n g 
of sanct ions or penal t ies on the other par ty i f he fa i l s to c o m p l y or grant 
concess ions can be a n o r m a l a n d appropr ia te part of the a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
u s e d . 

H o w e v e r , in a p a r t i c u l a r case w h e r e t w o part ies are a rguing , a n d i t i s 
not exact ly c lear w h a t type of d i a l o g u e they are s u p p o s e d to be engaging 
i n , a shif t f r o m c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n to n e g o t i a t i o n or v i c e versa m i g h t e a s i l y 
b e c o n c e a l e d o r m i g h t b e h a r d t o p i n d o w n exact ly . F o r e x a m p l e , i n a 
p o l i t i c a l debate, the d i a l o g u e m a y s u p p o s e d l y be a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n 
about some issue. In th i s context , an argument u s i n g a threat w o u l d be 
i r re levant . B u t g i v e n that p o l i t i c s i s i n v o l v e d , i t m a y not be p o s s i b l e to 
r u l e out sel f - interested b a r g a i n i n g as w h a t the d i a l o g u e is s u p p o s e d to 
i n c l u d e , as w e l l . In s u c h a context of n e g o t i a t i o n d i a l o g u e , a threat c o u l d 
be a re levant argument . 

S o m e d i a l e c t i c a l shi f ts are l i c i t a n d others are i l l i c i t . F o r e x a m p l e , 
w h e n B o b a n d H e l e n are a r g u i n g about t i p p i n g , H e l e n m i g h t use the argu­
m e n t that t i p p i n g i s b a d because i t leads to an u n d e r g r o u n d e c o n o m y . 
B o b m i g h t t h e n raise ques t ions about w h e t h e r w e a l r e a d y h a v e a n u n d e r ­
g r o u n d e c o n o m y a n d w h a t i ts effects on the e c o n o m y are. To a n s w e r 
these quest ions , some source of i n f o r m a t i o n , s u c h as a b o o k or report on 
the u n d e r g r o u n d e c o n o m y , m i g h t be u s e d . In s u c h a case, there has b e e n 
a shi f t f r o m the p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e to an i n f o r m a t i o n - s e e k i n g d i a l o g u e . 
B u t i n th is case, the shi f t i s l i c i t , because the i n f o r m a t i o n o n the u n d e r ­
g r o u n d economy, i f i t i s accurate , w i l l cont r ibute t o the d i s c u s s i o n o n 
t i p p i n g by m a k i n g i t better i n f o r m e d . R e l e v a n c e , in s u c h a case, i s trans­
ferred f r o m p r o p o s i t i o n s i n the one type o f d i a l o g u e t o p r o p o s i t i o n s i n the 
other. 

H o w e v e r , a d i a l e c t i c a l shi f t i s i l l i c i t i f the r e a s o n i n g in the f i r s t t y p e 

of d i a l o g u e does not contr ibute to the goal of the s e c o n d type of d i a l o g u e . 

F o r e x a m p l e , a threat m a y have an a p p r o p r i a t e p lace in a n e g o t i a t i o n 

d i a l o g u e , but if there has b e e n a shi f t to a p e r s u a s i o n d ia logue , the threat 

c o u l d be i r re levant as an argument in that context . W h e n a d i a l e c t i c a l shi f t 

occurs d u r i n g the sequence o f r e a s o n i n g in an argument , the e v a l u a t i o n o f 

w h e t h e r the shi f t i s l i c i t or i l l i c i t needs to be d o n e by l o o k i n g b a c k w a r d to 

d e t e r m i n e w h a t type of d i a l o g u e the p a r t i c i p a n t s w e r e s u p p o s e d to be tak­

i n g part i n o r i g i n a l l y . T h e n the argument s h o u l d b e eva lua ted w i t h respect 

to w h e t h e r or not i t contr ibutes to the goal of that o r i g i n a l type of d i a l o g u e . 

A d h o m i n e m arguments u s e d i n p o l i t i c a l debates are best e v a l u ­

ated for re levance on a case-by-case basis . B u t in e l e c t i o n debat ing , ad 

h o m i n e m arguments are genera l ly re levant or a t least c a n be, in p r i n c i p l e , 

because the character of a candidate is a re levant i ssue . V o t i n g is b a s e d on 

d e l i b e r a t i o n , b u t voters cannot be expec ted to k n o w a l l the facts, so they 

often d e c i d e for or against a candidate on her l e a d e r s h i p qual i t i es or on 

h o w w e l l she represents the voter's v i e w p o i n t . K n o w i n g s o m e t h i n g about 

the candidate ' s character m a y be re levant to t h i s d e l i b e r a t i o n . On the other 

h a n d , too m u c h use o f p e r s o n a l attack ads m a y obscure the rea l i ssues , by 

t a k i n g u p too m u c h o f the debate w i t h s leazy al legat ions based o n i n n u ­

e n d o b u t not p r o v e d . A b u s e o f these i r r e l e v a n t a d h o m i n e m attacks has , 

unfor tunate ly , b e c o m e a l l too f a m i l i a r i n c o n t e m p o r a r y p o l i t i c s . 

Ident i fy the type o f argument in each o f the f o l l o w i n g cases a n d d i s c u s s 

w h e t h e r a d i a l e c t i c a l shi f t i s i n v o l v e d . 

(a) T w o m e m b e r s of the U . S . Senate are d i s c u s s i n g a p a r t i c u l a r b i l l 
that i s to be v o t e d on d u r i n g the next sess ion . O n e presents severa l 
arguments against the b i l l . T h e other, w h o h a p p e n s to be the p a r t y 
w h i p i n charge o f d i s c i p l i n e , r e p l i e s : " I w o u l d n ' t vote against that 
b i l l i f I w e r e y o u . Y o u c o u l d f i n d that b e i n g a m a v e r i c k , i n o u r party, 
means that y o u w i l l no t be a p p o i n t e d to a cer ta in k e y c o m m i t t e e 
that i s v e r y i m p o r t a n t i n d e t e r m i n i n g y o u r future success . " 

(b) D u r i n g the course of the i r c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n on the issue of t i p p i n g , 
B o b says q u i e t l y t o H e l e n : " I w o u l d b e v e r y care fu l about a r g u i n g 
against t i p p i n g in front of the g r o u p at th i s d i n n e r party i f I w e r e 
y o u . T h a t b i g s tudent w i t h the b i c e p s a n d tattoos over there i s bar­
tender a t the B i k e r ' s Bar o n w e e k e n d s . T i p p i n g i s h o w h e m a k e s 
h i s i n c o m e , a n d I hear he i s a k i n d o f unstable i n d i v i d u a l w h o 
c o u l d t u r n v i o l e n t i n a n ins tant i f y o u say s o m e t h i n g that h e f i n d s 
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d i s t u r b i n g o r of fens ive . M i n d y o u , I ' m just g i v i n g y o u some a d v i c e , 
but i f y o u tone d o w n y o u r arguments against t i p p i n g a b i t , I w o n ' t 
i n d i c a t e t o h i m h o w y o u r v i e w p o i n t of fends h i s sens i t iv i t i es o n the 
subject . " 

Summary 

T h e f a l l a c y of i r re levant c o n c l u s i o n [ignoratio elenchi) i s c o m m i t t e d w h e n 
an argument that i s s u p p o s e d to p r o v e one p r o p o s i t i o n as i ts c o n c l u s i o n 
is d i r e c t e d to a di f ferent c o n c l u s i o n . B u t h o w does one d e t e r m i n e in a 
p a r t i c u l a r case w h e t h e r t h i s f a l l a c y has b e e n c o m m i t t e d or not? That , 
i n a n u t s h e l l , i s the p r o b l e m o f re levance . O n e i m p o r t a n t d i s t i n c t i o n i s 
that b e t w e e n probat ive r e l e v a n c e a n d t o p i c a l re levance . T w o p r o p o s i t i o n s 
are t o p i c a l l y re levant to e a c h other i f t h e y share subject matters . T w o 
p r o p o s i t i o n s are p r o b a t i v e l y re levant i f one c a n be u s e d in a sequence 
of a r g u m e n t a t i o n to p r o v e the other. A c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n is a p a r t i c u l a r 
t y p e of p e r s u a s i o n d i a l o g u e the p u r p o s e of w h i c h i s to reso lve a c o n ­
f l i c t of o p i n i o n s . T h e four stages of a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n are the o p e n i n g 
stage, the c o n f r o n t a t i o n stage, the a r g u m e n t a t i o n stage, a n d the c l o s i n g 
stage. 

D i a l e c t i c a l re levance is the k i n d of re levance that refers to the use of 
a sequence of r e a s o n i n g in a c h a i n of a r g u m e n t a t i o n that is s u p p o s e d to 
contr ibute to the f u l f i l l m e n t of a c o n v e r s a t i o n a l g o a l that t w o part ies are 
c o l l a b o r a t i n g to ach ieve . J u d g i n g re levance is a lso of ten p a r t l y a matter 
o f the speech event, or p a r t i c u l a r i n s t i t u t i o n a l or c u l t u r a l f r a m e w o r k of 
a n argument . F o r e x a m p l e , i n a c o m m i t t e e m e e t i n g i n a n o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 
sett ing, a c h a i r m a n or m o d e r a t o r m a y be e x p e c t e d to cope w i t h d i a l e c t i ­
c a l i r re levance by a p p l y i n g r u l e s o f r e l e v a n c y as part o f the p r o c e d u r a l 
ru les (rules o f order) a p p r o p r i a t e for the m e e t i n g . In p o l i t i c a l debates in 
leg is la t ive assembl ies , r u l e s o f re levance are a p p l i e d by the Speaker of 
the H o u s e , w h o i s s u p p o s e d t o b e fair a n d n e u t r a l a n d t o use g o o d j u d g ­
m e n t i n k e e p i n g the l i n e o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n o n track. P o l i t i c i a n s , h o w e v e r , 
f requent ly try to use i r r e l e v a n t arguments to score p o i n t s against the o p p o ­
s i t i o n a n d to get m e d i a a t tent ion by a p p e a r i n g to be p o w e r f u l r h e t o r i c i a n s , 
' shakers a n d m o v e r s ' . Too of ten, these tactics o f d i v e r s i o n w o r k o n l y too 
w e l l o n a n u n c r i t i c a l a u d i e n c e , thus s u b v e r t i n g the r e a l p o i n t o f a d e m o c ­
racy, w h i c h i s t o g ive a n i n - d e p t h d i s c u s s i o n o f a n i ssue that reveals a l l 
the strongest re levant arguments on b o t h s ides of the issue. T h i s g o a l i s 
defeated by the use of i r r e l e v a n t but en ter ta in ing arguments that are the 
stuff a n d substance o f t a b l o i d j o u r n a l i s m . 

T h e fear a p p e a l argument has the f o l l o w i n g f o r m : 

FEARFUL SITUATION PREMISE: H e r e is a s i t u a t i o n that is fear fu l to y o u . 

CONDITIONAL PREMISE: I f y o u carry out A , t h e n the negative conse­

quences p o r t r a y e d i n th is fear ful s i t u a t i o n w i l l h a p p e n t o y o u . 

CONCLUSION: Y o u s h o u l d not carry out A . 

I t is eas i ly seen f r o m th i s f o r m of in ference that the fear a p p e a l t y p e of 

argument represents a sequence of p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g b a s e d on argument 

f r o m negative consequences . 

There are three m a t c h i n g c r i t i c a l ques t ions for the fear a p p e a l argu­

ment . 

1 . S h o u l d the s i t u a t i o n represented r e a l l y be fear ful to m e , or i s i t an 

i r r a t i o n a l fear that is a p p e a l e d to? 

2 . I f I d o n ' t carry out A, w i l l that stop the negat ive consequences f r o m 

h a p p e n i n g ? 

3 . I f I do carry out A , h o w l i k e l y i s i t that the negat ive consequences w i l l 

h a p p e n ? 

Fear a p p e a l arguments c a n b e qui te reasonable i n m a n y instances , despi te 

the i r r e p u t a t i o n as b e i n g f a l l a c i o u s . 

T h e use of a threat as an argument [argumentum ad baculum) has the 

f o l l o w i n g f o r m : 

CONDITIONAL PREMISE: I f y o u d o not b r i n g about A , t h e n consequence 

B w i l l occur . 

COMMITMENT PREMISE: I c o m m i t m y s e l f to seeing to i t that B w i l l c o m e 

about. 

CONCLUSION: Y o u s h o u l d not b r i n g about A . 

There are four c r i t i c a l quest ions m a t c h i n g the use of a threat as an 

argument : 

1 . H o w b a d are the consequences? 
2 . H o w l i k e l y i s i t that the consequences w i l l occur? 

3. Is the threat c red ib le? 
4. Is the threat re levant? 

W h e t h e r the ad baculum type of argument is re levant or not , in a p a r t i c u ­
lar case, d e p e n d s o n the context o f d i a l o g u e i n w h i c h i t w a s u s e d . Threats 
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c a n b e re levant i n negot ia t ions , but they are i r r e l e v a n t i n the c r i t i c a l d i s ­
c u s s i o n t y p e o f d i a l o g u e . 

A p p e a l to p i t y i s another type of a rgument that rouses s trong e m o ­
t i o n s a n d c a n b e u s e d w i t h p o w e r f u l effect t o dis t ract a n a u d i e n c e f r o m 
the r e a l p o i n t that i s s u p p o s e d l y the i ssue . H o w e v e r , some appeals to p i t y , 
as in cases of char i tab le appeals , c a n be re levant to an i ssue that i s b e i n g 
d i s c u s s e d . W h a t i s v e r y i m p o r t a n t i n d e t e r m i n i n g w h e t h e r a n y o f these 
e m o t i o n a l appeals i s re levant or not in a g i v e n case i s the context of d i a ­
l o g u e i n the case. A n d i n d e e d , w h a t of ten dece ives p e o p l e i n t o t h i n k i n g 
one of these arguments i s re levant , w h e n r e a l l y i t i s not , i s the d i a l e c t i c a l 
sh i f t f r o m one context to another d u r i n g the sequence of a r g u m e n t a t i o n . 
J u d g i n g r e l e v a n c e or i r r e l e v a n c e of arguments , t h e n , i s a h i g h l y contex­
t u a l matter . I t d e p e n d s on h o w the argument i s s i tuated in a case, in a 
c o n t e x t of d i a l o g u e for the case. O n e has to m a k e a g l o b a l j u d g m e n t of 
w h e r e the argument i s g o i n g , w h e t h e r i t i s l e a d i n g t o w a r d the thesis to be 
p r o v e d in the d i a l o g u e or not , as far as th is matter c a n be j u d g e d f r o m the 
i n f o r m a t i o n g i v e n i n the case. 
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T h e a r g u m e n t a t i o n structures a n a l y z e d i n th i s chapter are h i g h l y t y p i ­
c a l o f the k i n d s o f r e a s o n i n g c o m m o n l y u s e d i n e v e r y d a y d e l i b e r a t i o n s . 
These structures o f in ference are also u s e d in a l l aspects o f t echnology , 
e s p e c i a l l y i n f i e lds s u c h a s eng ineer ing a n d m e d i c i n e , w h e r e the objec­
t ives are essent ia l ly p r a c t i c a l in nature , e v e n t h o u g h the r e a s o n i n g i s b a s e d 
o n sc ient i f i c k n o w l e d g e . B u t the ir root use a n d the i r mos t f a m i l i a r appear­
ance t o u s i n d a i l y l i f e i s i n the r e a s o n i n g w e c o m m o n l y use t o d e c i d e o n 
w h i c h course o f a c t i o n t o take, e s p e c i a l l y w h e r e p e r s o n a l choices o n h o w 
t o c o n d u c t one's d a i l y l i f e are m a d e a n d acted o n i n rea l s i tuat ions . A s 
arguments , p r a c t i c a l inferences are t y p i c a l l y u s e d i n the type o f d i a l o g u e 
c a l l e d the d e l i b e r a t i o n in chapter 6 . D e l i b e r a t i o n i s c h a r a c t e r i z e d by the 
n e e d to arr ive at a d e c i s i o n on w h a t to do in a set of c i r c u m s t a n c e s that is 
not c o m p l e t e l y k n o w n to an agent a n d that i s l i a b l e to change in w a y s that 
are i m p o s s i b l e t o p r e d i c t w i t h certainty. T h u s , p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g tends 
to use a r g u m e n t a t i o n schemes that are n e i t h e r d e d u c t i v e n o r i n d u c t i v e in 
nature . 

W e b e g i n w i t h v e r y s i m p l e cases o f p r a c t i c a l inferences , a n d t h e n , 
b y the e n d o f the chapter , c o n s i d e r s o - c a l l e d r e a l w o r l d s i tuat ions w h e r e 
a d d i t i o n a l factors n e e d to be taken i n t o account . S u c h p r a c t i c a l in ferences 
are h i g h l y f a m i l i a r a n d are w i d e l y u s e d by everyone . So th is b o o k does not 
i n t r o d u c e y o u to t h e m - not in the sense o f i n t r o d u c i n g y o u to s o m e t h i n g 
that y o u are not a l ready h i g h l y s k i l l e d a t u s i n g in a p r a c t i c a l m a n n e r . B u t 
by b e c o m i n g aware o f the l o g i c a l s tructure o f these k i n d s o f in ference a n d 
s t u d y i n g h o w they are f i t ted together i n sequences o f reason ing u s e d i n 
arguments i n d e l i b e r a t i o n , y o u r c r i t i c a l s k i l l s o f d e a l i n g w i t h r e a s o n e d 
d e l i b e r a t i o n c a n b e e n h a n c e d . S u c h s k i l l s c a n enable y o u t o T h i n k t w i c e ' 
in some cases a n d take a m o r e b a l a n c e d c r i t i c a l perspec t ive on q u e s t i o n ­
able c o n c l u s i o n s y o u m i g h t o therwise h a v e t a k e n for granted. 
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^^^H Practical Inferences 

M u c h o f the reason ing u s e d i n e v e r y d a y arguments i s ne i ther i n d u c t i v e 
n o r d e d u c t i v e in nature a n d , i n s t e a d , i s o f a k i n d u s e d to select out f r o m 
a set of a l ternat ive , p o s s i b l e courses of a c t i o n w h i c h l i n e of a c t i o n is the 
m o s t p r a c t i c a l in a g i v e n s i t u a t i o n , re la t ive to an agent's goals . A p r a c t i ­
c a l in ference is based on a p r e m i s e that states a g o a l a n d a p r e m i s e that 
states a means to rea l ize the g o a l a n d has a c o n c l u s i o n that r e c o m m e n d s 
an a c t i o n . P r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g is a c h a i n i n g together of a sequence of prac ­
t i c a l inferences , w h e r e the sequence leads t o w a r d a n u l t i m a t e goal a n d 
c o n c l u d e s in a p r a c t i c a l d i r e c t i v e r e c o m m e n d i n g a course of a c t i o n to 
take in a g i v e n i n i t i a l s i t u a t i o n , as an agent sees that s i t u a t i o n . 1 P r a c t i ­
c a l r e a s o n i n g is ' p r a c t i c a l ' because i t infers a c o n c l u s i o n represent ing an 
a c t i o n that i s the most p r a c t i c a l or p r u d e n t t h i n g to do in a p a r t i c u l a r set 
o f c i r cumstances . 

T h e s i m p l e s t k i n d o f p r a c t i c a l in ference c a n be represented as f o l l o w s , 
w h e r e the f i rs t -person p r o n o u n T represents an agent, an ent i ty capable 
o f h a v i n g goals, o f b e i n g aware o f its c i r c u m s t a n c e s , a n d of ac t ing on those 
c i r c u m s t a n c e s a n d c h a n g i n g t h e m . 

I have a goal , G. 

C a r r y i n g out this a c t i o n is the means to r e a l i z e G. 

Therefore , I ought ( p r a c t i c a l l y speaking) to carry out th is a c t i o n . 

F o r e x a m p l e , suppose my goal i s to c lose the door , a n d the means to 
c lose the door is to t u r n the d o o r k n o b a n d p u s h the door. Therefore , I 
ought (prac t i ca l ly speaking) t o t u r n the d o o r k n o b a n d p u s h the door. T h u s , 
the bas ic c o m p o n e n t s of a p r a c t i c a l inference are three in n u m b e r . O n e 
p r e m i s e describes or postulates a goal . T h e s e c o n d p r e m i s e descr ibes an 
a c t i o n that i s a means or w a y to a c c o m p l i s h the goa l . A n d the c o n c l u s i o n 
r e c o m m e n d s c a r r y i n g out th i s a c t i o n . 

T h e structure of the p r a c t i c a l in ference c a n be brought out in a m o r e 
u s e f u l w a y i f we represent the outcomes of ac t ions as p r o p o s i t i o n s , A , 
B, C,..., so that c a r r y i n g out an a c t i o n c a n be d e s c r i b e d as b r i n g i n g 
about a p r o p o s i t i o n , or " m a k i n g i t t r u e . " U s i n g th i s w a y of s p e a k i n g , the 

1 The concept of practical reasoning was originally described by Aristotle (384-322 B.C.), 
who showed how this type of reasoning is a chaining together of practical inferences, of a 
k i n d sometimes called 'practical syllogisms'. However, this terminology can be mislead­
ing, because a practical inference is not a syllogism and is quite different from a deductive 
syllogistic inference. 
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structure o f the p r a c t i c a l in ference c a n be represented by the f o l l o w i n g 

scheme. 

M y goal i s t o b r i n g about A . 

B r i n g i n g about B i s the w a y to b r i n g about A. 

Therefore , I s h o u l d b r i n g about B. 

There are t w o m o r e spec i f i c w a y s o f r ep r es en t in g p r a c t i c a l in ferences , 
d e p e n d i n g on w h a t i s meant , m o r e exactly, by The w a y ' (or The means ' ) 
to b r i n g about s o m e t h i n g . T y p i c a l l y , w h a t is re ferred to is a necessary c o n ­
d i t i o n for b r i n g i n g about s o m e t h i n g , b u t i n some cases w h a t i s re ferred 
to is a suf f ic ient c o n d i t i o n for b r i n g i n g about s o m e t h i n g . F o r e x a m p l e , 
p a y i n g t u i t i o n is a m ean s of graduat ing , in the sense that i t is a necessary 
b u t not a suf f ic ient c o n d i t i o n of graduat ing . My k i l l i n g th is f ly i s a suf f i ­
c ient c o n d i t i o n of the f ly 's b e i n g dead. B u t i t i s n o t a necessary c o n d i t i o n , 
because the f l y m i g h t h a v e d i e d in some other w a y . T h e concepts o f a 
necessary a n d suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n are d e f i n e d i n sec t ion 2 . 

P r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g i n v o l v e s a sequence of p r a c t i c a l in ferences 
c h a i n e d together, i n w h i c h some inferences i n the c h a i n represent neces­
sary c o n d i t i o n s , w h i l e others represent suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n s . F o r e x a m ­
p l e , in order to get to the t r a i n s tat ion by 3 o ' c l o c k , my t a k i n g the n u m b e r 9 
b u s that leaves at 2:30 m a y be suff ic ient . B u t in order to take the n u m b e r 9 
bus that leaves at 2:30, i t m a y be necessary for me to leave my h o u s e 
at 2:15. It m a y also be necessary for me to h a v e a bus t icket . To get the 
t r a m t icket , i t m a y be necessary to w a l k to the store a n d to do other th in gs 
as w e l l . T h u s , there is l i k e l y to be qui te a l o n g sequence of act ions I m a y 
have to carry out in order to get to the t r a i n s ta t ion by 3 o ' c lock . M a n y 
necessary c o n d i t i o n s w o u l d b e part o f the sequence, a n d i f i t i s l o n g a n d 
d e t a i l e d e n o u g h , the w h o l e sequence m i g h t be a suf f i c ient w a y for me to 
get to the t r a i n s ta t ion by 3 o ' c lock . 

P r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g is genera l ly a defeasible k i n d of reasoning , subject 
to q u a l i f i c a t i o n s , expressed in v a r i o u s ques t ions . In j u d g i n g a p r a c t i c a l 
in ference , f ive c r i t i c a l ques t ions are a p p r o p r i a t e . 

( Q l ) A r e there a l ternat ive means other t h a n B? 

(Q2) Is A a p o s s i b l e (realistic) goal? 

(Q3) A r e there other goals that m i g h t c o n f l i c t w i t h A? 

(Q4) A r e there negat ive consequences of b r i n g i n g about B that s h o u l d 

be c o n s i d e r e d ? 

(Q5) Is B the best (or most acceptable) of the al ternatives? 
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Three a d d i t i o n a l c r i t i c a l ques t ions for m o r e c o m p l e x cases o f p r a c t i c a l 
r e a s o n i n g are a d d e d i n s e c t i o n 8 . B u t for the s i m p l e k i n d s o f cases c o n ­
s i d e r e d up to that p o i n t , these four are suf f i c ient . F o r an e x a m p l e o f ( Q l ) , 
i t m a y be that I c o u l d r i d e my b i c y c l e to the t r a i n s tat ion, i n s t e a d of t a k i n g 
the bus , a n d s t i l l get there by 3 o ' c lock . To c o n s i d e r an e x a m p l e of (Q2), 
i t m a y be that I am so far f r o m the t r a i n s ta t ion at the present t i m e that no 
means o f t ransport a v a i l a b l e w o u l d get m e there b y 3 o ' c lock . A s a n i l l u s ­
t r a t i o n of (Q3), c o n s i d e r the case w h e r e I start to fee l v e r y i l l , a n d c o n c e r n 
about my w e l l - b e i n g (another goal) suggests that i t w o u l d be w i s e r to go 
to the h o s p i t a l t h a n to the t r a i n s tat ion. As an e x a m p l e o f (Q4), c o n s i d e r 
the case w h e r e I am a r o c k star a n d find out that there is a large c r o w d 
of my fans a s s e m b l e d a t the t r a i n , w h o w i l l s t i l l be there a t 3 o ' c l o c k , so 
that i f I a m there a t that t i m e , they w i l l r e c o g n i z e m e a n d the c r o w d w i l l 
start a r io t . These negat ive consequences s h o u l d cause me to recons ider . 
As an e x a m p l e of (Q5), I m i g h t f ind that t a k i n g a p l a n e w o u l d be faster 
t h a n t a k i n g the t r a i n . 

P r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g i s n o r m a l l y eva lua ted or w e i g h e d on a ba lance of 
cons idera t ions . T h e i m p o r t a n c e of a goa l has to be w e i g h e d against the 
negat ive or p o s i t i v e consequences of c a r r y i n g out the means to the goal , to 
the extent that these consequences c a n r e a s o n a b l y be a n t i c i p a t e d . H o w ­
ever, because the future i s n e v e r k n o w n w i t h certa inty , a n d m o s t t y p i c a l l y 
not even k n o w n w i t h a n y prec i se degree o f p r o b a b i l i t y , p r a c t i c a l reason­
i n g charac ter i s t i ca l ly i s tentat ive a n d p r e s u m p t i v e i n nature . A p l a u s i b l e 
p r a c t i c a l c o n c l u s i o n , e v e n one that i s s t rongly i n d i c a t e d , s h o u l d g e n e r a l l y 
b e seen a s o p e n t o r e v i s i o n s h o u l d n e w , re levant i n f o r m a t i o n c o m e i n . 

S o m e goals are v e r y spec i f i c . F o r e x a m p l e , b e i n g at the t r a i n s ta t ion at 
3 o ' c l o c k is a v e r y spec i f i c goa l . B u t some goals are qui te general a n d 
abstract. F o r e x a m p l e , i f my g o a l i s to be hea l thy , th i s i s a l o n g - t e r m 
goa l o f a general k i n d , because there m i g h t be a l l k i n d s o f di f ferent w a y s 
a n d means o f c o n t r i b u t i n g t o i t , d e p e n d i n g o n m y c i r c u m s t a n c e s a t d i f ­
ferent t imes . I m i g h t get a l l k i n d s o f a d v i c e o n w h i c h k i n d s o f foods 
a n d exercise a n d w h i c h t h i n g s t o d o o r not d o are the m o s t p r a c t i c a l l y 
w i s e means of c o n t r i b u t i n g to th is goal . I t i s for t h i s r e a s o n that p r a c t i ­
c a l r eason ing that has to do w i t h general goals i s f r e q u e n t l y p r e s u m p t i v e 
in nature a n d i s c o m p o s e d o f p l a u s i b l e inferences that are re la t ive to 
changeable c o n d i t i o n s . A genera l goal gu ides r e a s o n i n g to steer in ference 
t o w a r d a p l a u s i b l e c o n c l u s i o n to accept t e n t a t i v e l y as a p r e s u m p t i o n , 
b a s e d o n w h a t i s c u r r e n t l y k n o w n o r accepted a s re pre se nt ing c u r r e n t 
c o n d i t i o n s . 
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EXERCISE 
8.1 

TWO 

E v a l u a t e the f o l l o w i n g cases o f p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g by s h o w i n g the s truc­

ture o f the p r a c t i c a l inferences i n v o l v e d a n d c i t i n g a p p r o p r i a t e c r i t i c a l 

quest ions that s h o u l d be asked. 

(a) I n e e d to get to the u n i v e r s i t y by 10:00 A . M . , b u t there i s a s n o w s t o r m , 

a n d m y car w i l l n o t start. T h e best w a y i s t o start w a l k i n g . 

(b) It is necessary for o u r col lege s tudents to s t u d y C h i n e s e , because 

trade w i t h C h i n a i s a n i n c r e a s i n g l y i m p o r t a n t e c o n o m i c factor i n 

our e c o n o m y . T o trade ef fec t ive ly w i t h C h i n a , w e n e e d p e o p l e w h o 

c a n interact c u l t u r a l l y w i t h the C h i n e s e . B u t in terac t ing c u l t u r a l l y 

w i t h the C h i n e s e requires l e a r n i n g t h e i r language. Therefore , w e 

s h o u l d l e a r n C h i n e s e . 

(c) R i t a i s c o n s i d e r i n g s taying up a l l n i g h t to s t u d y for her c a l c u l u s 

e x a m . T h e n i g h t before the e x a m , B r u c e te l ls her, " Y o u w i l l b e too 

t i r e d a n d c o n f u s e d d u r i n g the e x a m t o t h i n k s tra ight . " 

(d) To dea l w i t h c r i m e effect ively, we m u s t h a v e tougher sentenc ing . I t 

i s d i f f i c u l t t o l i v e p r o d u c t i v e a n d p e a c e f u l l i v e s w i t h s o m u c h c r i m e . 

C r i m e m u s t b e r e d u c e d , a n d s o w e m u s t d e a l w i t h i t e f fect ively . 

Therefore , w e m u s t have tougher sentenc ing . 

(e) To be guaranteed job securi ty, i t is necessary for the u n i o n to go on 

str ike , because i f w e don ' t g o o n s tr ike , the c o m p a n y m a y d e c i d e 

t o have cutbacks . A n d unless w e g o o n s tr ike , the c o m p a n y w i l l 

not agree t o n e w clauses i n the contract that w o u l d m a k e i t m o r e 

d i f f i c u l t to l a y of f w o r k e r s . So , the u n i o n m u s t go on str ike . 

(f) T h e o n l y w a y I c a n get i n t o m e d i c a l s c h o o l i s by p e r f o r m i n g w e l l 

o n the M C A T . B u t the o n l y w a y I c a n p e r f o r m w e l l o n the M C A T 

is to take a course on c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g . Therefore , I s h o u l d take a 

course o n c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g . 

Necessary and Sufficient Conditions 

I f a p a r t i c u l a r d o o r i s the o n l y exi t to th i s r o o m , a n d that d o o r i s c l o s e d , i t 
w o u l d be true to say that the o n l y w a y I c a n leave the r o o m is by o p e n i n g 
the door. T o p u t the same i d e a i n the language o f c o n d i t i o n s , w e m i g h t 
say that o p e n i n g the d o o r is a necessary c o n d i t i o n of l e a v i n g the r o o m . 
O r t o p u t i t s t i l l another w a y : N o d o o r o p e n i n g , n o r o o m l e a v i n g . A n o t h e r 
c o n c e p t in the language of c o n d i t i o n s is that of a suff ic ient c o n d i t i o n . I f 
A b r a h a m L i n c o l n w a s assassinated b y J o h n W i l k e s B o o t h , t h e n A b r a h a m 
L i n c o l n i s d e a d . T h i s c o n d i t i o n a l statement expresses the i d e a that 
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L i n c o l n ' s b e i n g assass inated b y B o o t h i s a suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n o f L i n ­
co ln ' s b e i n g dead. A s w e see i n this case, the c o n d i t i o n a l , o r ' i f - t h e n ' , 
i s n o r m a l l y the w a y to express the i d e a that one t h i n g i s suf f i c ient for 
another. B u t in th i s case, i t c a n also be seen that the concepts of nec­
essary a n d suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n are di f ferent f r o m each other. A l t h o u g h 
b e i n g k i l l e d b y J o h n W i l k e s B o o t h i s a su f f i c i en t c o n d i t i o n o f A b r a h a m 
L i n c o l n b e i n g d e a d , i t i s not a necessary c o n d i t i o n . L i n c o l n c o u l d p o s s i ­
b l y have been k i l l e d by s o m e o n e else, as m i g h t be m a i n t a i n e d by a skept i c 
o r b y a c o n s p i r a c y theorist . S i m i l a r l y , i n the case o f m y l e a v i n g th i s r o o m , 
o p e n i n g the door w o u l d n o t (by itself) be a suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n o f my 
l e a v i n g the r o o m . I w o u l d also have to w a l k t h o u g h the door , or f ind some 
other means of gett ing out, once I h a d o p e n e d the door. So b e i n g a nec­
essary c o n d i t i o n i s , in general , not the same t h i n g as b e i n g a suf f i c ient 
c o n d i t i o n . 

B u t the t w o concepts are re lated. I f one t h i n g is a necessary c o n ­
d i t i o n for a s e c o n d t h i n g , t h e n the n o n o c c u r r e n c e of the f i rs t t h i n g i s 
suf f ic ient for the n o n o c c u r r e n c e of the s e c o n d . C o n s i d e r the statement 
that i t i s necessary for there to be f u e l in the t a n k for th i s car to r u n . 
I t f o l l o w s that there not b e i n g f u e l in the tank is suf f i c ient for the car's 
not r u n n i n g . T h e same p r i n c i p l e w o r k s the other w a y a r o u n d a s w e l l . 
I f one t h i n g is a suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n for another t h i n g , t h e n the n o n o c ­
currence of the f i rs t t h i n g is necessary for the n o n o c c u r r e n c e of the 
other t h i n g . F o r e x a m p l e , s u p p o s e i t i s suf f i c ient for Bob 's death that 
h e s w a l l o w s one o r m o r e m i l l i g r a m s o f c y a n i d e . T h e n i t i s necessary 
for Bob's r e m a i n i n g a l i v e that he not s w a l l o w one or m o r e m i l l i g r a m s o f 
c y a n i d e . 

These p r i n c i p l e s c o n c e r n i n g the r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t w e e n necessary a n d 
suf f ic ient c o n d i t i o n statements c a n be expressed g e n e r a l l y as f o l l o w s , 
u s i n g the negat ion , o r 'not ' s y m b o l ~ , m e a n i n g that ^ A has the o p p o ­
site t r u t h v a l u e of A, that i s , i f A is true, t h e n —A is false, a n d v i c e 
versa . 

( T l ) I f A i s a necessary c o n d i t i o n of B , t h e n ~A is a suf f i c ient c o n d i ­
t i o n o f not -B . 

(T2) If A is a suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n of B, t h e n —A is a necessary c o n d i ­
t i o n o f n o t - 5 . 

T w o other general p r i n c i p l e s c a n be stated as w e l l . These p r i n c i p l e s 
express the i d e a that the necessary a n d suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

are converses of each other, as i n d i c a t e d by (T3) a n d (T4) b e l o w . 

(T3) If A is a necessary c o n d i t i o n for B, t h e n B is a suf f ic ient c o n d i t i o n 

for A. 

(T4) If A is a suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n for B, t h e n B is a necessary c o n d i t i o n 

for A 

A n e x a m p l e a l ready u s e d c a n b e u s e d again t o i l lus t ra te these t w o p r i n ­

c i p l e s . P a y i n g t u i t i o n i s a necessary c o n d i t i o n for g r a d u a t i o n . By (T3) i t 

f o l l o w s that h a v i n g graduated i s a suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n for h a v i n g p a i d 

t u i t i o n . To i l lus t ra te (T4), c o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e . B u r n i n g a can­

dle i s a suf f ic ient c o n d i t i o n of the presence of o x y g e n in the a tmosphere 

s u r r o u n d i n g the c a n d l e . H e n c e , o x y g e n in the a tmosphere i s a necessary 

c o n d i t i o n o f the b u r n i n g o f the c a n d l e . 

Y o u c o u l d use (T3) a n d (T4) to def ine the concept of necessary c o n ­

d i t i o n i n terms o f the c o n c e p t o f suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n , o r v i c e versa . S o w e 

r e a l l y n e e d t o def ine o n l y the one concept , a n d t h e n w e c a n def ine the 

other i n terms o f i t . A n d w e have a l ready seen that the concept o f suf f i ­

c ient c o n d i t i o n c a n be d e f i n e d in terms of the c o n c e p t o f a c o n d i t i o n a l . 

So, in a w a y , we are not i n t r o d u c i n g t w o n e w ideas here. E v e n so, i t i s 

v e r y i m p o r t a n t to h a v e a g o o d grasp of the ideas of necessary a n d suf f i ­

c ient c o n d i t i o n i n order t o u n d e r s t a n d h o w r e a s o n i n g w o r k s . C o n s i d e r 

as an e x a m p l e of ( T l ) the statement 'It i s necessary that there be f u e l in 

the tank for the car to r u n ' . By ( T l ) , i t f o l l o w s that there not b e i n g f u e l 

in the tank is a suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n for the car's not r u n n i n g . C o n s i d e r as 

an e x a m p l e of (T2) the statement 'It is suf f i c ient for Bob 's death that h i s 

b r a i n i s d e p r i v e d of o x y g e n for an h o u r ' . By (T2), i t f o l l o w s that i t i s nec­

essary for B o b not to be dead , that i s , to be a l i v e , that h i s b r a i n is not 

d e p r i v e d of o x y g e n for an hour . 
P r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g t y p i c a l l y i n v o l v e s a sequence of p r a c t i c a l infer ­

ences c h a i n e d together. F o r e x a m p l e , in order to get to the t r a i n s ta t ion 
by 3 o ' c lock , I m a y h a v e to take the 2 o ' c l o c k bus . B u t in order to take 
the 2 o ' c l o c k b u s , I m a y have to w a l k to the b u s stop. A n d in order to do 
that, I have to m o v e my feet. T h e n once I get to the bus stop, I w i l l h a v e 
to carry out other ac t ions , s u c h as s t e p p i n g on the bus a n d p a y i n g the b u s 
fare. At each p r a c t i c a l in ference in the sequence of reasoning , there i s a 
goa l p r e m i s e a n d a means p r e m i s e . U s u a l l y , the means p r e m i s e states a 
necessary c o n d i t i o n for the r e a l i z a t i o n o f the goal , a n d t h e n the w h o l e 
sequence of r e a s o n i n g , t a k e n together, represents a suf f ic ient c o n d i t i o n 
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for the r e a l i z a t i o n o f the goa l . B u t in some cases o f p r a c t i c a l inferences , 
the means p r e m i s e c a n state a suf f ic ient c o n d i t i o n for the r e a l i z a t i o n of 
the goal . T h e p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g g e n e r a l l y is a c h a i n i n g together of a 
c o n n e c t e d sequence o f necessary a n d suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n s for the b r i n g ­
i n g about of the goa l . 

Re-express each of the f o l l o w i n g statements as a necessary or suf f i c ient 
c o n d i t i o n r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n the t w o p r o p o s i t i o n s (or events or act ions) . 
T h e n re-express i t in terms of the other r e l a t i o n . T h a t i s , i f i t i s a neces­
sary c o n d i t i o n r e l a t i o n , express i t b y a n e q u i v a l e n t suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n 
r e l a t i o n , or v i c e versa . 

(a) I f the u n i o n goes on s t r ike , the n e w jet engine contract w i l l n o t be 
c o m p l e t e d o n s c h e d u l e . 

(b) I f B o b w i n s the chess t o u r n a m e n t , E d w i l l lose . 

(c) To pass h i s geometry e x a m , N o r m a n m u s t get up f o u r h o u r s ear ly 
a n d m e m o r i z e e ight theorems. 

(d) I f H e r m a n does n o t get a h i g h score on the L S A T , he w i l l n o t be 
a d m i t t e d t o l a w s c h o o l . 

(e) U n l e s s L o l a waters th is h i b i s c u s p l a n t , i t w i l l not p r o d u c e f l o w e r s . 

(f) S t u d y i n g c r i t i c a l a r g u m e n t a t i o n gives y o u a c r i t i c a l i n s i g h t i n t o y o u r 
o w n biases a n d s t a n d p o i n t s that y o u w o u l d o t h e r w i s e l a c k i f y o u 
never s t u d i e d the subject. 

Disjunctive Reasoning 

O n e of the c r i t i c a l ques t ions u s e d to evaluate the use of p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g 
in a p a r t i c u l a r case w a s the q u e s t i o n of a l ternat ive means . 

( Q l ) A r e there a l ternat ive means o f c a r r y i n g out the goa l i n ques t ion? 

It is n o r m a l l y the case that there is m o r e t h a n one means to carry out a 
goa l , a n d t h e n the p r o b l e m is to choose the 'best' means or at least the 
one that is better ( f rom a p r a c t i c a l v i e w p o i n t ) t h a n the others. T h e f irst 
step in s u c h a case i n v o l v e s c o n s i d e r i n g a n u m b e r of a l ternat ives . In th is 
k i n d o f p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g , a l l the al ternat ives except one are e l i m i n a t e d , 
a n d t h e n the last r e m a i n i n g one i s se lected. T h i s k i n d o f r e a s o n i n g i s 
d i s j u n c t i v e reasoning , or r e a s o n i n g to choose one a m o n g a set of alter­
nat ives , b y n a r r o w i n g t h e m d o w n ( o p t i m a l l y b y e l i m i n a t i n g a l l except 
one). 

T h e s i m p l e s t type o f d i s j u n c t i v e r e a s o n i n g i s the f o l l o w i n g t w o -

al ternat ives k i n d , t r a d i t i o n a l l y c a l l e d the d i s j u n c t i v e s y l l o g i s m i n l o g i c . 

(DS) E i t h e r A or B 

N o t - A 

There fore B 

T h e pat tern is to e l i m i n a t e the one d i s j u n c t a n d t h e n select the other as the 

c o n c l u s i o n to be i n f e r r e d . T h e order of the d i s j u n c t i o n does n o t matter. 

T h e f o l l o w i n g f o r m i s e q u a l l y v a l i d : E i t h e r A or B\ n o t - B ; therefore A. 

A n e x a m p l e o f a d i s j u n c t i v e s y l l o g i s m t y p e o f inference w o u l d b e the 

f o l l o w i n g case. 

E i t h e r the fox w e n t over the h i l l o r i n the h o l e . 

T h e f o x d i d not g o over the h i l l . 

Therefore the fox w e n t i n the h o l e . 

In th i s pat tern of reasoning , once the d i s j u n c t i s e l i m i n a t e d that the fox 

w e n t over the h i l l (presumably , b y o b s e r v a t i o n o f the h i l l ) , t h e n i t i s c o n ­

c l u d e d that the fox m u s t have gone i n t o the h o l e (even t h o u g h h i s entry 

w a s not observed) . 

D i s j u n c t i v e r e a s o n i n g i s not res t r i c ted t o t w o al ternat ives . T h e r e c a n 

b e any n u m b e r . G e n e r a l l y , d i s j u n c t i v e r e a s o n i n g has the f o l l o w i n g f o r m . 

(DR) E i t h e r A 0 o r A 1 o r A 2 o r . . . A n _ a o r A n 

N o t (either A o o r A \ o r A 2 o r . . . o r A n _ i ) 

There fore A n 

To m a k e an in ference of the f o r m (DR) v a l i d (or s trong or p l a u s i b l e , 

d e p e n d i n g o n w h e t h e r the r e a s o n i n g i s d e d u c t i v e , i n d u c t i v e , o r p r e s u m p ­

t ive) , t w o genera l requi rements m u s t be met : (1) T h e l i s t in the f irst p r e m i s e 

m u s t represent a l l the ava i lab le a l ternat ives , that i s , i t m u s t be e x h a u s t i v e ; 

a n d (2) a l l the a l ternat ives except the one des ignated as the c o n c l u s i o n 

m u s t b e e l i m i n a t e d . 
As the matter has b e e n expressed so far, arguments of the f o r m (DR) 

c o n c e r n the t r u t h a n d fa l s i ty of p r o p o s i t i o n s . (DR) says essent ia l ly the 
f o l l o w i n g : At least one of the p r o p o s i t i o n s A 0 , Alf A2,..., An-\, A n m u s t 
b e true; a l l o f the p r o p o s i t i o n s A 0 , A i , A 2 , . . . , An-\, are false; therefore, 
A n m u s t be true. H o w e v e r , in m a n y ins tances , d i s j u n c t i v e r e a s o n i n g also 
takes the f o r m of se lec t ing b e t w e e n a set of a l ternat ive courses of a c t i o n . 
In s u c h cases of p r a c t i c a l reasoning , the var iab les A 0 , A\,..., An represent 
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cont ingent p r o p o s i t i o n s that descr ibe courses of a c t i o n o p e n to a p r a c t i c a l 
reasoner as p o t e n t i a l l y p r u d e n t or p r a c t i c a l l y reasonable states of affairs 
to b r i n g about. C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e . 

S u p p o s e that a n i m p o r t a n t goa l for m e i s t o b e hea l thy , a n d m y 
doctor tel ls me that in order to be heal thy , I m u s t lose t e n p o u n d s . 
A l s o , I k n o w that to lose ten p o u n d s , I m u s t eat meals that have 
fewer ca lor ies a n d , i n p a r t i c u l a r , less fat. O n F r i d a y , I f i n d m y s e l f 
at the d e l i counter , w h e r e there is a range of d i f ferent s a n d w i c h e s 
ava i lab le : t u n a w i t h m a y o , c h i c k e n w i t h m a y o , beef w i t h m u s ­
tard , R e u b e n , a n d c o r n e d beef w i t h m a y o . S u p p o s e I k n o w that 
the R e u b e n i s h i g h i n fat content , a n d that a l l the s a n d w i c h e s 
w i t h m a y o are h i g h i n fat content . B y d i s j u n c t i v e r e a s o n i n g , I c a n 
e l i m i n a t e a l l except the beef w i t h m u s t a r d s a n d w i c h a s p r u d e n t 
choices . A p r u d e n t c o n c l u s i o n , b y p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g , w o u l d b e 
to select the beef w i t h m u s t a r d s a n d w i c h . 

T h e p r a c t i c a l in ference in th is case is defeasible , h o w e v e r . I f I f ind out , 
i n d e p e n d e n t l y , that the beef w i t h m u s t a r d also has h i g h fat content , c lose 
o r e q u a l t o that o f the other s a n d w i c h e s , that n e w i n f o r m a t i o n w o u l d 
defeat the inference . Or i f I f o u n d out that the fat content of w h a t I am 
eat ing is not s u c h a s ign i f i cant factor in w e i g h t loss as I once was l e d to 
b e l i e v e , that c o u l d i n f l u e n c e m y reasoning . A n o t h e r a s s u m p t i o n o f the 
in ference m a y be that, at the t i m e of the r e a s o n i n g , I do n o t k n o w the 
fat content of the beef w i t h m u s t a r d s a n d w i c h or that I have no reason to 
b e l i e v e that i t i s as h i g h as that of the other s a n d w i c h e s . A n o t h e r defeat ing 
factor in th is case m i g h t be the cost o f the s a n d w i c h or other c r i t i c a l 
quest ions that m i g h t b e r a i s e d i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h other goals (other t h a n 
w e i g h t loss) that are i m p o r t a n t to m e . 

O n e w a y of c r i t i c i z i n g a d i s j u n c t i v e s y l l o g i s m is to attack the f i rs t 
(dis junct ive) p r e m i s e , by a r g u i n g that i t does not represent a l l the a v a i l a b l e 
a l ternat ives that s h o u l d b e c o n s i d e r e d . C o n s i d e r the f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e . 

We have a cho ice b e t w e e n g i v i n g in to s tudent d e m a n d a n d teach­
i n g w h a t students w a n t , o r s t a n d i n g f i r m a n d t e a c h i n g w h a t needs 
t o b e taught. G i v i n g i n t o s tudent d e m a n d a n d t e a c h i n g w h a t s tu­
dents w a n t i s not an acceptable course of a c t i o n . Therefore , we 
s h o u l d s tand f i rm a n d teach w h a t needs to be taught. 
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EXERCISE 
8.3 

T h i s argument has the f o r m of a d i s j u n c t i v e s y l l o g i s m a n d is therefore 

a s t r u c t u r a l l y correct in ference . B u t the f i rs t p r e m i s e is o p e n to c r i t i c a l 

q u e s t i o n i n g , on the g r o u n d s that the d i c h o t o m y poses a d i s j u n c t i o n that 

i s too e x c l u s i v e a b i f u r c a t i o n o f the a v a i l a b l e a l ternat ives . F o r in m a n y 

instances , the c h o i c e i s not that s h a r p l y d i c h o t o m o u s . B e i n g s e n s i t i v e to 

s tudent d e m a n d is g o o d in teaching , to s o m e degree, b u t a ce r ta in degree 

o f f i rmness in s t i c k i n g to w h a t an i n s t r u c t o r feels i s m a t e r i a l that needs 

to be taught i s also g o o d . B u t the p r u d e n c e o f p o s s i b l e c o m p r o m i s e s , in 

th is case, defeats the s i m p l i s t i c a l l y d i c h o t o m o u s d i s j u n c t i v e p r e m i s e . I t 

c o u l d be that a c c o m m o d a t i n g the interests of the students is c o m p a t i b l e , at 

least in some instances a n d to some extent, w i t h t e a c h i n g w h a t needs to be 

taught. T h e in ference m a y be v a l i d , or s t r u c t u r a l l y correct as an i n f e r e n c e , 

b u t its d i s j u n c t i v e p r e m i s e c o u l d be c r i t i c i z e d as false or i m p l a u s i b l e , 

d e p e n d i n g on the p a r t i c u l a r s o f the case. 

E x h i b i t the s tructure o f reason ing u s e d i n the f o l l o w i n g arguments b y 

u s i n g the f o r m D S o r the f o r m D R a n d evaluate the argument . 

(a) E i t h e r I m u s t stay in th is r o o m or not . I f I leave the r o o m , I w i l l not 

get th is chapter w r i t t e n . B u t I n e e d to w r i t e th is chapter. There fore , 

I m u s t stay in th i s r o o m . 

(b) E i t h e r we a l l o w the g o v e r n m e n t to take tota l c o n t r o l of the f ie ld of 

m e d i c i n e or we m u s t a l l o w o u r doctors to be free o f g o v e r n m e n t a l 

res t r i c t ions . To a l l o w the g o v e r n m e n t to take tota l c o n t r o l of the 

f ie ld of m e d i c i n e is not a p r u d e n t course of ac t ion . Therefore , we 

m u s t a l l o w our doctors to be free of g o v e r n m e n t a l res t r i c t ions . 

(c) T h e f o l l o w i n g d i s j u n c t i o n w a s u s e d b y B e r t r a n d R u s s e l l i n 1948 a s 

part o f h i s argument t o jus t i fy the p r u d e n t i a l w i s d o m o f c o n d u c t i n g 

a p r e - e m p t i v e n u c l e a r s tr ike against R u s s i a : " E i t h e r we m u s t h a v e 

w a r against R u s s i a before she has the a t o m b o m b , o r w e w i l l h a v e 

t o l i e d o w n a n d let t h e m g o v e r n u s . " 

(d) C h i l d p l e a d i n g to parent to b u y h i m a n e w p a i r o f r u n n i n g shoes: 

" E i t h e r y o u b u y m e a p a i r o f N i k e A i r r u n n i n g shoes o r m y self-

esteem w i l l p l u m m e t t o the l e v e l o f p e r s o n a l l o a t h i n g a n d p e r c e i v e d 

i n f e r i o r i t y . R e d u c i n g m y self-esteem t o th i s l e v e l w o u l d b e a v e r y 

b a d t h i n g for y o u t o d o . " 

FOUR Taking Consequences into Account 

P r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g i s about w h a t t o d o b y t a k i n g some course o f a c t i o n i n 
the future that appears p r u d e n t n o w , as a w a y of r e a l i z i n g a goal . B u t one 
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p r o b l e m i s that we are never r e a l l y sure w h a t i s g o i n g to h a p p e n in the 
future , e s p e c i a l l y i n c o m p l e x s i tuat ions r e l a t i n g t o s o c i a l a n d e c o n o m i c 
p o l i c i e s , p o l i t i c a l d e c i s i o n s , or bus iness p l a n n i n g . I t i s best to be f l e x i b l e , 
b u t on the other h a n d , i t i s p r a c t i c a l a n d rea l i s t i c to t ry to take the fore­
seeable consequences of one's act ions i n t o account , to the extent that one 
c a n conjecture or guess w h a t these consequences are l i k e l y to be. Inde e d , 
one of the c r i t i c a l quest ions for the p r a c t i c a l in fe rence (c i ted in sec t ion 1) 
poses the q u e s t i o n of side-effects . 

(Q4) A r e there negat ive consequences o f b r i n g i n g about the t h i n g i n 
q u e s t i o n that s h o u l d be cons idered? 

W h e n a s k i n g this q u e s t i o n , one evaluates a course o f a c t i o n b e i n g p r o ­
p o s e d as the c o n c l u s i o n of a p r a c t i c a l in ference by a s k i n g w h e t h e r there 
are any foreseeable consequences of th is a c t i o n that ought to be taken i n t o 
account . If these consequences are negat ive - that i s , if they go against 
one's goals or t e n d to u n d e r m i n e t h e m in some w a y - t h e n that f i n d i n g 
p r o v i d e s a basis for d o u b t i n g , or w i t h d r a w i n g acceptance from the prac ­
t i c a l in ference b e i n g c o n s i d e r e d , as represent ing a reason for t a k i n g w h a t 
is a l leged to be a p r u d e n t course of ac t ion . 

In fact, th is f o r m of r e a s o n i n g t o w a r d a c o n c l u s i o n of h a v i n g reser­
v a t i o n s about acceptance of a p r a c t i c a l in ference is so c o m m o n it has a 
n a m e . As d i s c u s s e d in chapter 3, i t is c a l l e d argumentum ad consequen-
tiam, or argument f r o m consequences ( l i teral ly , i t means 'argument to 
consequence ' ) . As a f o r m of reasoning , i t a l w a y s uses a l l e g e d l y foresee­
able consequences of a p r o p o s e d a c t i o n as the p r e m i s e , a n d the c o n c l u s i o n 
is t h e n i n f e r r e d that th is course of a c t i o n is r e c o m m e n d e d or i s not rec­
o m m e n d e d . T h i s f o r m of r e a s o n i n g c a n be u s e d in a p o s i t i v e or negat ive 
w a y , as an argument to r e s p o n d to a p r a c t i c a l in ference that has been p u t 
f o r w a r d w h e n t w o part ies are d e l i b e r a t i n g w i t h each other o n the best 
course of ac t ion . In a rgument f r o m p o s i t i v e (negative) consequences , a 
p o l i c y or course of a c t i o n i s s u p p o r t e d (or argued against) by c i t i n g pos ­
i t i v e (or negative) consequences of c a r r y i n g out th i s p o l i c y or course of 
a c t i o n . 

A r g u m e n t f r o m consequences i s often u s e d i n e c o n o m i c a n d p o l i t i ­
c a l de l iberat ions w h e r e t w o part ies (or groups) disagree on w h a t i s the 
best course of a c t i o n to p u r s u e . To repeat the e x a m p l e u s e d in chapter 3 , 
s e c t i o n 5 , t w o persons , B o b a n d H e l e n , disagree o n w h e t h e r t i p p i n g i s gen­
e r a l l y a g o o d c u s t o m , or a g o o d s o c i a l p o l i c y that ought to be c o n t i n u e d . 
B o b u s e d the f o l l o w i n g argument . 

I f the prac t i ce o f t i p p i n g were d i s c o n t i n u e d , u n e m p l o y m e n t w o u l d 

result . 

U n e m p l o y m e n t i s a b a d t h i n g . 

Therefore , i t w o u l d not be a g o o d i d e a to d i s c o n t i n u e the prac t i ce of 

t i p p i n g . 

In th is ins tance , B o b has c i t e d negat ive consequences of a cer ta in p o l i c y 

or course of a c t i o n to argue against th is p o l i c y or course of a c t i o n . T h u s 

h e has u s e d the k i n d o f a r g u m e n t a t i o n c a l l e d argument f r o m negat ive 

consequences i n chapter 3 . 

A r g u m e n t f rom consequences c a n also be u s e d in a p o s i t i v e f o r m , 

a s s h o w n b y the e x a m p l e u s e d i n chapter 3 , sec t ion 5 . H e l e n u s e d the 

f o l l o w i n g argument . 

I f the prac t i ce o f t i p p i n g were d i s c o n t i n u e d , service p r o v i d e r s w o u l d 

have greater self-esteem. 

H a v i n g greater self-esteem is a g o o d t h i n g . 

Therefore , the prac t i ce o f t i p p i n g s h o u l d be d i s c o n t i n u e d . 

She c i t e d p o s i t i v e consequences of a c e r t a i n p o l i c y or course of a c t i o n 
as a reason for s u p p o r t i n g that p o l i c y or course of a c t i o n as b e i n g a g o o d 
i d e a . T h u s , she has u s e d argument f rom p o s i t i v e consequences . 

A r g u m e n t f rom consequences i s f requent ly u s e d in a d e l i b e r a t i o n 
w e i g h i n g up the pros a n d cons of a course of a c t i o n that i s b e i n g c o n ­
t e m p l a t e d . F o r e x a m p l e , i n M a r c h 1995, voters i n the p r o v i n c e o f Q u e b e c 
h a d t o w n h a l l meet ings de l ibera t ing o n w h e t h e r t o have a r e f e r e n d u m g i v ­
i n g t h e m a c h o i c e to leave C a n a d a a n d f o r m a separate c o u n t r y or to stay 
as a p r o v i n c e in C a n a d a . S o m e argued that the e c o n o m i c consequences 
o f separat ion f r o m C a n a d a w o u l d b e h i g h l y negat ive for Q u e b e c . O t h ­
ers argued that h a v i n g a s ingle F r e n c h - s p e a k i n g c o u n t r y separate from 
E n g l i s h - s p e a k i n g C a n a d a w o u l d have p o s i t i v e consequences for F r e n c h 
c u l t u r e i n Q u e b e c . 

In cases o f th is k i n d o f p o l i t i c a l d e l i b e r a t i o n , t y p i c a l l y the a rgument 
is about the future outcomes or p o s s i b i l i t i e s of some course of a c t i o n 
that i s u n i q u e , a t least in m a n y respects , so that the l i k e l y consequences 
m u s t b e guessed o r con jec tured. T h e future c a n never b e k n o w n w i t h cer­
tainty, a n d guess ing c a n b e h i g h l y con jec tura l w h e r e m a n y c o m p l e x a n d 
c h a n g i n g var iab les of a rea l s i t u a t i o n are i n v o l v e d . H e n c e , a rgument from 
consequences i s genera l ly p r e s u m p t i v e in nature as a k i n d of r e a s o n i n g . 



312 Practical Reasoning in a Dialogical Framework 

In e v a l u a t i n g arguments f r o m consequences , one m u s t be v e r y c a r e f u l 
to be alert to the q u e s t i o n of w h i c h a c t i o n the a l l e g e d consequences are 
s u p p o s e d l y f o l l o w i n g f r o m . I n the case o f the debate o n t i p p i n g , B o b a n d 
H e l e n are c i t i n g the p o s i t i v e or negat ive consequences of the ac t ions or 
pract ices o f t i p p i n g o r not t i p p i n g . B u t i n some cases w h e r e a r g u m e n t a t i o n 
f r o m consequence i s u s e d , the reason ing shifts to c i t i n g the consequences 
of the a c t i o n of t a l k i n g about the act ions or prac t ices a t i ssue . F o r e x a m p l e , 
suppose H e l e n w e r e t o say t o B o b , " Y o u h a d better shut u p i f y o u k n o w 
what ' s g o o d for y o u . Y o u r argument i n favor o f d i s c o n t i n u i n g the prac t i ce 
o f t i p p i n g c o u l d resu l t i n w o r k e r s b e c o m i n g u n e m p l o y e d . A n d i f a n y o n e 
r e p o r t e d this a rgument t o the u n i o n c o m m i t t e e o n e m p l o y m e n t equi ty , 
y o u c o u l d lose y o u r o w n j o b ! " H e r e H e l e n i s c i t i n g negat ive consequences , 
b u t they are consequences of Bob 's c o n t i n u i n g to argue about t i p p i n g , not 
about the consequences of t i p p i n g itself . 

T o take another e x a m p l e that m i g h t h e l p , s u p p o s e t w o p o l i t i c i a n s , 
D a v e a n d E u n i c e , are h a v i n g a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n on the i ssue o f a b o r t i o n . 
D a v e i s s u p p o r t i n g the p r o - l i f e v i e w p o i n t a n d E u n i c e i s a rguing for the 
p r o - c h o i c e v i e w p o i n t . D a v e has just f i n i s h e d p u t t i n g f o r w a r d a n argument 
for h i s thesis that a b o r t i o n is a b a d prac t i ce that s h o u l d be d i s c o n t i n u e d , 
on the grounds that the fetus is a p e r s o n w h o has a r ight to l i f e . E u n i c e 
rep l i es , "If y o u take that v i e w , y o u w i l l no t b e e l e c t e d . " A s a w a r n i n g 
or p i ece o f a d v i c e , th i s c i t i n g o f consequences c o u l d be qui te accurate 
a n d the statement i t se l f m i g h t be true. B u t as a use of a rgument f r o m 
consequences , y o u h a v e to ask the q u e s t i o n of i t , "Is Dave 's not get t ing 
e lected ( w h i c h m i g h t be qui te contrary to h i s goals) b e i n g c i t e d as a c o n ­
sequence of h i s a b o r t i o n p o l i c y , or is i t b e i n g c i t e d as a c o n s e q u e n c e of 
Dave 's t a l k i n g about the a b o r t i o n issue in the w a y he d o e s ? " I f the latter, 
the argument f r o m c o n s e q u e n c e does not go against the p r a c t i c a l reason­
i n g on the a b o r t i o n q u e s t i o n that D a v e has u s e d as h i s argument . W h a t i t 
r e a l l y goes against is the p r u d e n c e of Dave's s a y i n g w h a t he says (or per­
h a p s even of say ing a n y t h i n g at al l) about the i ssue . So here the a rgument 
does not go against Dave 's p r a c t i c a l reasoning . Instead, i t i s b e i n g u s e d 
a s a n argument t o s i l e n c e D a v e a n d prevent h i m f r o m t a k i n g a n y fur ther 
par t i n the d i s c u s s i o n . 

E v a l u a t i n g E u n i c e ' s use o f argument f r o m negat ive consequences i n 
t h i s case br ings i n the c o n c e p t o f re levance ( s t u d i e d i n the last c h a p ­
ter). E u n i c e ' s argument f r o m consequences m a y s e e m re levant because 
i t offers a w a r n i n g or p r a c t i c a l a d v i c e to D a v e the p o l i t i c i a n . B u t E u n i c e 
a n d D a v e are s u p p o s e d to be engaged in a d i s c u s s i o n on the i ssue of 
w h e t h e r a b o r t i o n i s , in genera l , a g o o d prac t i ce that i s m o r a l l y jus t i f iable 
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or i s not . In the context o f th is d i a l o g u e , E u n i c e ' s argument f r o m conse­

quences i s not d i a l e c t i c a l l y re levant , in the sense that i t contr ibutes to 

the r e s o l u t i o n of the c o n f l i c t of o p i n i o n s that i s the i ssue of the d i s c u s ­

s i o n . F o r w h e t h e r D a v e i s e lec ted o r not w i l l n o t reso lve the general i s s u e 

o f w h e t h e r a b o r t i o n i s , in general , a prac t i ce that i s m o r a l l y jus t i f iab le 

or not . 

O f course , E u n i c e ' s argument f r o m consequences i s re levant t o a n y 

d e l i b e r a t i o n D a v e m a y b e w o n d e r i n g about w i t h regard t o h i s prospec ts 

of b e i n g e lected. I t m a y be, for e x a m p l e , that D a v e is c u r r e n t l y a c a n d i d a t e 

for p o l i t i c a l office or c o n t e m p l a t i n g s u c h a course of a c t i o n . B u t th i s argu­

m e n t f r o m consequences i s not re levant i n the d i s c u s s i o n o n the a b o r t i o n 

i ssue . O n e m u s t be c a r e f u l in a case l i k e t h i s because the argument f r o m 

consequences does seem l i k e a re levant w a y of r a i s i n g quest ions about the 

p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g a d v o c a t e d b y a n o p p o n e n t . B u t r e a l l y i t i s not re levant , 

in the r ight w a y , because i t i s the consequences o f that person's a r g u i n g 

about the i ssue that are b e i n g c i t e d as negat ive , not the consequences of 

the p o l i c y h e i s r e c o m m e n d i n g . 

EXERCISE 
8.4 

E v a l u a t e the use o f argument f r o m consequences i n the f o l l o w i n g cases. 

(a) P ierre a n d M a r y are a r g u i n g about the i ssue of Quebec separat ing 

f r o m the rest o f C a n a d a . P ier re m a i n t a i n s that separat ion w o u l d be 

a g o o d t h i n g , because i t w o u l d preserve the F r a n c o p h o n e c u l t u r a l 

heritage. M a r y argues that i f Q u e b e c separates there w o u l d be mas­

s ive u n e m p l o y m e n t , e s p e c i a l l y i n Q u e b e c , w h e r e there are m a n y 

federa l g o v e r n m e n t employees . 

(b) B o b i s about to t r y to f ix h i s r a d i o by p i c k i n g up a l i v e w i r e . Jane 

w a r n s h i m , " I w o u l d n ' t d o that. Y o u c o u l d get a nasty s h o c k ! " 

(c) T e d a n d A l i c e are h a v i n g a c r i t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n on the i s sue of 

w h e t h e r v e g e t a r i a n i s m i s h e a l t h y or not . T e d argues: " S u p p o r t i n g 

v e g e t a r i a n i s m w i l l l e a d t o u n e m p l o y m e n t i n the meat i n d u s t r y , a n d 

i f y o u c r i t i c i z e the meat i n d u s t r y , y o u w i l l get i n b i g t r o u b l e ! " 

(d) B i l l a n d M a r c i a are a rguing w h e t h e r the U n i t e d States w a s r ight t o 

i n v a d e Iraq i n O p e r a t i o n Desert S t o r m . B i l l argues: " T o e v e n ques­

t i o n t h i s U . S . d e c i s i o n w i l l s i m p l y encourage those w h o d e l a y tak­

i n g a c t i o n against S a d d a m H u s s e i n a n d w i l l l e a d t o m o r e i n t e r n a ­

t i o n a l c o n f l i c t . " 
(e) A c t i o n C o m m i t t e e M e m b e r E u n i c e a n d Professor D a v e are engaged 

i n a s e m i n a r d i s c u s s i o n o n the a b o r t i o n issue . E u n i c e argues, 
" W o m e n are d y i n g n o w because t h e y c a n n o t get access to p h y s i c i a n -
s u p e r v i s e d a b o r t i o n f a c i l i t i e s . B y a r g u i n g against the p r o - c h o i c e 
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s ide , y o u are h a r m i n g w o m e n , a n d that i s a f o r m of abuse that i s not 
tolerated i n u n i v e r s i t i e s any m o r e . " 

The Dilemma 

A s n o t e d i n sec t ion 3 , p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g i n v o l v e s m a k i n g a c h o i c e 
b e t w e e n al ternat ive courses o f a c t i o n b y j u d g i n g w h i c h one represents 
the best w a y to p r o c e e d . In some cases, i t i s v e r y h a r d to d e c i d e , a n d 
there m a y be qui te g o o d p r a c t i c a l inferences to s u p p o r t b o t h a l ternat ives , 
w h e r e the c h o i c e comes d o w n to t w o courses o f ac t ion . W h a t to do? In 
some cases, the d e c i s i o n i s p a r t i c u l a r l y p a i n f u l , because b o t h o p t i o n s h a v e 
s o m e t h i n g v e r y p a i n f u l about t h e m , a n d y o u h a v e qui te s trong reasons t o 
t h i n k that each has p r a c t i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s against i t as a course of a c t i o n . 
T h i s k i n d o f s i t u a t i o n i s a d i l e m m a , w h e r e there are t w o o p p o s e d argu­
ments represent ing the o n l y t w o l ines o f a c t i o n o p e n , a n d each o f t h e m 
has strong p r a c t i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s against i t as a l i n e of c o n d u c t that w i l l 
contr ibute to the chooser 's goals . 

T h e d i l e m m a is a species of argument f r o m consequences , u s e d v e r y 
c o m m o n l y i n d e l i b e r a t i o n w h e r e y o u are c o n f r o n t e d w i t h h a v i n g t o m a k e 
a c h o i c e b e t w e e n t w o a l ternat ive courses of a c t i o n , a n d b o t h a l ternat ives 
have k n o w n o r c i t e d negat ive consequences . T h e f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e r e p ­
resents a t y p i c a l d i l e m m a . 

I f w e increase g o v e r n m e n t s p e n d i n g , the i n c r e a s e d def ic i t w i l l w e a k e n 
the dol lar . 

I f w e decrease g o v e r n m e n t s p e n d i n g , the h o m e l e s s a n d u n e m p l o y e d 
w i l l suffer. 

We m u s t ei ther increase or decrease g o v e r n m e n t s p e n d i n g . 

Therefore , e i ther the i n c r e a s e d def ic i t w i l l w e a k e n the do l la r , o r the 
homeless a n d u n e m p l o y e d w i l l suffer. 

T h e d i l e m m a i n th is e x a m p l e has the f o l l o w i n g f o r m . 

If A t h e n B 

If C t h e n D 

Ei ther A or C 

Therefore, ei ther B or D 

T h e d i l e m m a is a d e d u c t i v e l y correct f o r m of in ference , so to d i s p u t e the 
c o n c l u s i o n of a d i l e m m a , y o u h a v e to q u e s t i o n the premises . 

In a n y d i l e m m a , there are t w o c o n d i t i o n a l p r e m i s e s a n d a d i s j u n c t i v e 

p r e m i s e . In s o m e cases, i t i s p o s s i b l e to q u e s t i o n the d i s j u n c t i v e d i l e m m a . 

I f doubts c a n be r a i s e d about the t r u t h o f the d i s j u n c t i v e p r e m i s e by c i t i n g 

some t h i r d a l te rnat ive , the strategy i s c a l l e d s l i p p i n g b e t w e e n the h o r n s o f 

the d i l e m m a . F o r e x a m p l e , i n the d i l e m m a above, i t w o u l d b e p o s s i b l e t o 

r e p l y that there is a t h i r d a l ternat ive : k e e p i n g g o v e r n m e n t s p e n d i n g at the 

current l e v e l . To g u a r d against th i s k i n d o f attack, i t w o u l d be p o s s i b l e to 

change one of the c o n d i t i o n a l p r e m i s e s in the argument above, as f o l l o w s : 

I f w e increase g o v e r n m e n t s p e n d i n g , the i n c r e a s e d def ic i t w i l l w e a k e n 

the d o l l a r . 

I f w e d o n ' t increase g o v e r n m e n t s p e n d i n g , the homeless a n d u n e m ­

p l o y e d w i l l suffer. 

E i t h e r w e increase g o v e r n m e n t s p e n d i n g o r not . 

Therefore , e i ther the i n c r e a s e d def ic i t w i l l w e a k e n the d o l l a r , o r the 

h o m e l e s s a n d u n e m p l o y e d w i l l suffer. 

N o w the a rgument has b e e n c h a n g e d so that i t has the f o l l o w i n g f o r m . 

I f A t h e n B 

If n o t - A t h e n C 

E i t h e r A or n o t - A 

Therefore , e i ther B or C 

N o w i t i s no longer p o s s i b l e to s l i p b e t w e e n the h o r n s because there i s no 
r o o m . T h e d i s j u n c t i v e p r e m i s e is a tautology. I t i s l o g i c a l l y true, m e a n i n g 
that i t i s n o t l o g i c a l l y p o s s i b l e for i t to be false. 

T h e p r o p o s i t i o n T t w i l l r a i n t o m o r r o w ' i s a cont ingent p r o p o s i t i o n , 
m e a n i n g that w h e t h e r the p r o p o s i t i o n i s true or false depends on w h a t 
h a p p e n s . I n contrast , the p r o p o s i t i o n T t w i l l e i ther r a i n t o m o r r o w o r not ' 
is l o g i c a l l y true (a tautology) , because i t is t rue regardless of w h a t h a p p e n s 
t o m o r r o w . T h e p r o p o s i t i o n T t w i l l r a i n t o m o r r o w ' i s a cont ingent p r o p o ­
s i t i o n , m e a n i n g that w h e t h e r the p r o p o s i t i o n i s true or false d e p e n d s on 
w h a t h a p p e n s . I n contrast , the p r o p o s i t i o n T t w i l l e i ther r a i n t o m o r r o w 
or not ' is l o g i c a l l y t rue (a tautology) , because i t is true regardless of w h a t 
h a p p e n s t o m o r r o w . T h e p r o p o s i t i o n ' T h e p e n i s o n the table a n d the p e n 
is not on the table ' is l o g i c a l l y false, or a c o n t r a d i c t i o n - a p r o p o s i t i o n 
that c o u l d not p o s s i b l y be true. Tautologies a n d c o n t r a d i c t i o n s are not 
cont ingent i n nature , s o they cannot b e d i s p u t e d i n the same w a y that 
cont ingent p r o p o s i t i o n s can . 
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I n the d i l e m m a just above, then , w e c a n n o longer s l i p b e t w e e n the 
h o r n s , so the most s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d al ternat ive w a y to attack i t i s by ra is ­
i n g d o u b t about the argument f r o m negat ive consequences i n one o f the 
c o n d i t i o n a l premises . T h i s tact ic o f a t tack ing the argument i n one o r 
the other of the c o n d i t i o n a l p r e m i s e s i s c a l l e d g r a s p i n g the h o r n s of the 
d i l e m m a . O n e m i g h t raise ques t ions about the s e c o n d p r e m i s e , for e x a m ­
p l e , b y arguing that i f w e d o n ' t increase g o v e r n m e n t s p e n d i n g , b u t keep i t 
a t current leve ls , the h o m e l e s s a n d u n e m p l o y e d m i g h t not suffer, a t least 
a n y m o r e t h a n they w o u l d h a v e a n y w a y . 

S i n c e the d i l e m m a is a s t r u c t u r a l l y correct f o r m of in ference , i t m i g h t 
seem that the o n l y p o s s i b l e w a y to attack i t is to attack one or more of the 
p r e m i s e s . H o w e v e r , there is one other w a y to attack a d i l e m m a that is v e r y 
c l ever but i s not of ten u s e d . T h i s m e t h o d is to c o n s t r u c t a c o u n t e r d i l e m m a : 
an o p p o s e d d i l e m m a that has a c o n c l u s i o n o p p o s i t e to that of the o r i g i ­
n a l d i l e m m a . A famous c o u n t e r d i l e m m a was u s e d by E u a t h l u s , a s tudent 
o f the p h i l o s o p h e r a n d l a w y e r Protagoras, w h o s p e c i a l i z e d i n p l e a d i n g 
before juries i n Greece i n the f i f t h century B . C . I t w a s agreed b y the t w o o f 
t h e m that E u a t h l u s w o u l d p a y h i s t u i t i o n fee t o Protagoras w h e n E u a t h l u s 
w o n h i s first case. W h e n E u a t h l u s d e l a y e d t a k i n g u p the prac t i ce o f p l e a d ­
i n g cases, Protagoras s u e d h i m , u s i n g the f o l l o w i n g d i l e m m a a s h i s argu­
m e n t i n the t r i a l . 

I f E u a t h l u s w i n s th is case, t h e n he has w o n h i s first case, a n d so m u s t 
p a y m e , a c c o r d i n g to our agreement. 

I f E u a t h l u s loses th i s case, t h e n he m u s t p a y m e , a c c o r d i n g to the 
court 's judgment . 

E u a t h l u s m u s t e i ther lose o r w i n th is case. 

Therefore , E u a t h l u s m u s t p a y me. 

E u a t h l u s argued for h i s s ide b y present ing the f o l l o w i n g c o u n t e r d i l e m m a . 

If I lose this case, t h e n by o u r agreement, I do not have to p a y P r o ­
tagoras yet. 

I f I w i n th is case, t h e n I do not have to p a y Protagoras , a c c o r d i n g to 
the court 's judgment . 

E i t h e r I m u s t lose or w i n th is case. 

Therefore , I do not have to p a y Protagoras. 

N o d e c i s i o n was r e c o r d e d o n w h o w o n the case. 

P r e s e n t i n g a c o u n t e r d i l e m m a is a c lever w a y of a t tack ing a d i l e m m a 
b u t i s not often u s e d , because i t requires c o n s i d e r a b l e i n g e n u i t y a n d 

p r e p a r a t i o n . T h e m u c h m o r e u s u a l a n d r e a d i l y ava i lab le m e t h o d s are 

those o f s l i p p i n g b e t w e e n the h o r n s or g r a s p i n g the h o r n s . G e n e r a l l y , t h e n , 

the d i l e m m a is a species of r e a s o n i n g that c o m b i n e s d i s j u n c t i v e reason­

i n g w i t h argument f r o m consequences . I t i s t y p i c a l o f e v e r y d a y r e a s o n i n g 

i n d e l i b e r a t i o n w h e r e , i n the course o f the c o n d u c t o f our l i v e s , w e are 

faced w i t h s i tuat ions w h e r e a l l the a v a i l a b l e opt ions have negat ive c o n ­

sequences. D e s p i t e b e i n g t o r n i n s u c h cases, w e are of ten f o r c e d , b y the 

d i l e m m a structure of reasoning , to m a k e a c h o i c e , one w a y or the other. 

C r i t i c a l l y evaluate each o f the f o l l o w i n g d i l e m m a s b y u s i n g e i ther the 

strategy of s l i p p i n g b e t w e e n the h o r n s or the strategy of g r a s p i n g one of 

the h o r n s . Select one e x a m p l e a n d m o u n t a c o u n t e r - d i l e m m a against the 

o r i g i n a l d i l e m m a . 

(a) If the i n s t r u c t o r a ims to please the m o r e able students , some s tu­
dents w i l l b e frustrated a n d c l a i m that h i s presenta t ion i s un c lea r . 
I f the i n s t r u c t o r a ims to please the less able s tudents , t h e n some 
students w i l l b e b o r e d a n d c l a i m that the course i s ' M i c k e y M o u s e ' . 
T h e i n s t r u c t o r m u s t a i m to please e i ther the less able s tudents or 
the m o r e able s tudents . Therefore , some w i l l b e frustrated a n d c l a i m 
that the ins tructor ' s presenta t ion i s unc lear , or some s tudents w i l l 
b e b o r e d a n d c l a i m that the course i s ' M i c k e y M o u s e ' . 

(b) I f h i g h s c h o o l c l i n i c s are to s tem the t i d e of teenage pregnancy , t h e n 
they m u s t d i s p e n s e c o n d o m s ; b u t i f they w a n t t o d iscourage i l l i c i t 
sex, t h e n they m u s t not d i s p e n s e c o n d o m s . S i n c e h i g h s c h o o l c l i n ­
ics m u s t ei ther d i spense o r not d i s p e n s e c o n d o m s , ei ther they w i l l 
not s tem the t ide o f teenage p r e g n a n c y or they w i l l no t d i scourage 
i l l i c i t sex. 

(c) I f p h y s i c i a n - a s s i s t e d s u i c i d e i s p e r m i t t e d , p h y s i c i a n s w i l l contra ­
vene the i r e t h i c a l p r i n c i p l e not to k i l l a pat ient . I f p h y s i c i a n - a s s i s t e d 
s u i c i d e i s not p e r m i t t e d , some pat ients w i l l d ie a n u n d i g n i f i e d death 
w i t h u n n e c e s s a r y suf fer ing . E i t h e r p h y s i c i a n - a s s i s t e d s u i c i d e i s per­
m i t t e d o r i t i s not . Therefore , e i ther p h y s i c i a n s w i l l contravene t h e i r 
e t h i c a l p r i n c i p l e not t o k i l l a pat ient , o r some patients w i l l d i e a n 
u n d i g n i f i e d death w i t h u n n e c e s s a r y suf fer ing . 

(d) I f we have tariffs a n d quotes, we w i l l cons tant ly be h a v i n g i n t e r n a ­
t i o n a l trade w a r s . I f w e h a v e free trade, w e w i l l c o n s t a n t l y b e h a v ­
i n g u n f a i r d u m p i n g o f s u b s i d i z e d fore ign p r o d u c t s o n o u r d o m e s t i c 
markets . We have to choose. E i t h e r we can have tariffs a n d quotas 
o r w e c a n have free trade. Therefore , w e w i l l b e c o n s t a n t l y h a v ­
i n g i n t e r n a t i o n a l trade w a r s , o r w e w i l l cons tant ly b e h a v i n g u n f a i r 
d u m p i n g o f s u b s i d i z e d fore ign p r o d u c t s o n o u r d o m e s t i c markets . 
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(e) I f we do not b a n the e x p r e s s i o n of arguments that are ' h a t e f u l ' to 
groups o f p e o p l e , t h e n these p e o p l e w i l l b e h a r m e d . I f w e d o b a n 
the e x p r e s s i o n of arguments that are ' h a t e f u l ' to groups of p e o p l e , 
t h e n w e lose f r e e d o m o f speech . E i t h e r w e b a n s u c h arguments o r 
w e d o not. Therefore , e i ther w e h a r m p e o p l e o r w e lose f r e e d o m o f 
speech. 

(f) I f p e o p l e are h i r e d for u n i v e r s i t y a p p o i n t m e n t s on a f f i rmat ive a c t i o n 
cr i ter ia , t h e n the p r i n c i p l e o f h i r i n g o n m e r i t e x c l u s i v e l y i s lost . 
I f p e o p l e are not h i r e d for u n i v e r s i t y a p p o i n t m e n t s on a f f i rmat ive 
a c t i o n cr i ter ia , t h e n cer ta in groups w h o w e r e d i s a d v a n t a g e d i n the 
past are not treated equal ly . E i t h e r p e o p l e are h i r e d for u n i v e r s i t y 
a p p o i n t m e n t s on a f f i rmat ive a c t i o n c r i t e r ia or they are not . T h e r e ­
fore, either the p r i n c i p l e o f h i r i n g on m e r i t e x c l u s i v e l y i s lost or 
cer ta in groups w h o w e r e d i s a d v a n t a g e d i n the past are not treated 
equal ly . 

The Closed World Assumption 

To i l lus t ra te h o w p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g w o r k s in a s i m p l e type o f case, 
designers of robot ic systems c o n s t r u c t e d to car ry out ac t ions are f o n d 
of c i t i n g cer ta in k i n d s of p r o b l e m s . Charac ter i s t i c of s u c h cases i s the 
c l o s e d w o r l d a s s u m p t i o n , w h e r e e v e r y t h i n g i s a s s u m e d t o b e h e l d c o n ­
stant other t h a n the facts stated i n the case. A n e x a m p l e i s the b l o c k s 
w o r l d , w h e r e there are a n u m b e r of b l o c k s s tacked on a flat surface, l i k e 
a table, a n d a robot a r m c a n p i c k up one b l o c k at a t i m e a n d p u t i t d o w n 
on top of another b l o c k . E a c h of the b l o c k s has a letter p r i n t e d on it . T h e 
i n i t i a l (given) s i t u a t i o n i s that the b l o c k s are s tacked in a cer ta in order in 
one or more p i l e s . T h e goal i s to stack t h e m in a di f ferent order. A n d the 
means u s e d i s the g r i p p i n g a c t i o n o f the robot a r m , w h i c h can p i c k u p 
a b l o c k a n d release it . In the b l o c k s w o r l d , there is a c l e a r l y stated goa l , 
a f in i te (usua l ly smal l ) set of a l ternat ive means (steps) that c a n be u s e d 
to carry out the goal a n d an i g n o r i n g of a n y i n t r u d i n g factors or ex terna l 
consequences , other t h a n the i n i t i a l s i t u a t i o n , the means , a n d the goa l , 
as stated. T h e robot i s the o n l y agent b e i n g c o n s i d e r e d , a n d n o t h i n g else 
matters except w h a t the robot does, or does not d o , in the b l o c k s w o r l d . 

A n e x a m p l e i s the f o l l o w i n g s i m p l e case o f a b l o c k s w o r l d p r o b ­
l e m w h e r e the i n i t i a l s i t u a t i o n i s represented i n F i g u r e 8.1. I n this case, 
the goal is for the robot a r m to reverse the t w o p i l e s of b l o c k s , so that the 
ABC p i l e i s s tacked in the r ight p o s i t i o n ( in the same order) , w h i l e the 
DEF p i l e is s tacked on the left, w h e r e the ABC p i l e w a s before. T h e o n l y 

A D 

B E 

C F 

Figure 8.1 In i t ia l b locks w o r l d s i tuat ion. 

F igure 8.2 N e w b locks w o r l d s i tuat ion. 

a c t i o n a l l o w e d to the robot a r m , in order to carry out this goal , i s to p i c k 

up a b l o c k f r o m a p i l e a n d set i t on the surface , S . H o w e v e r , no m o r e t h a n 

three p i l e s are a l l o w e d to occur , a t a n y p a r t i c u l a r t i m e . So the robot a r m is 

not a l l o w e d to carry out the a c t i o n , for e x a m p l e , o f p u t t i n g b l o c k A d o w n 

s o m e w h e r e o n the surface, a n d t h e n p u t t i n g b l o c k B d o w n s o m e w h e r e 

else (other t h a n on A or D). T h e goal , t h e n , is for the robot a r m to reverse 

the t w o e x i s t i n g p i l e s w i t h o u t ever p r o d u c i n g m o r e t h a n three p i l e s o f 

b l o c k s . 
There are o n l y t w o sequences of ac t ions that c a n be u s e d to carry out 

the goal . T h e first one c a n be d e s c r i b e d as f o l l o w s . Take A off the left p i l e 
a n d p u t i t on S. P u t B on A. P u t C on B. P u t D on C. P u t E on D. T h i s 
sequence p r o d u c e s the s i t u a t i o n s h o w n i n F i g u r e 8.2, w i t h a n e w p i l e o f 
b l o c k s l o c a t e d b e t w e e n the l o c a t i o n s o f the p r e v i o u s t w o p i l e s . N e x t , the 
robot a r m m u s t m o v e F t o the left, to o c c u p y the p lace on S w h e r e the ABC 
p i l e w a s in F i g u r e 8.1. T h e n the robot a r m m u s t p lace E on top o f F , a n d 
t h e n p lace D on top of E . T h e resul t , s h o w n in F i g u r e 8.3, i s the reverse 
s i t u a t i o n o f F i g u r e 8.1. T h e o n l y other w a y the goal can b e a c h i e v e d i n 
th i s case i s by c a r r y i n g out the same k i n d o f sequence o f ac t ions , b u t in 
the reverse order. T h a t i s , the robot a r m m u s t b e g i n i n the i n i t i a l s i t u a t i o n 
in F i g u r e 8.1 by p u t t i n g D on S , t h e n p u t t i n g E on D, a n d so for th . 

I n th is b l o c k s w o r l d case, the s i t u a t i o n i s s i m p l i f i e d b y severa l 
a s s u m p t i o n s . There i s a g i v e n i n i t i a l s i t u a t i o n , a n d i t c a n be c h a n g e d 
o n l y by m a k i n g a s p e c i f i e d type of a c t i o n . A sequence of s u c h ac t ions 
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D A 

E B 

F C 

Figure 8.3 G o a l a c h i e v e d i n b l o c k s w o r l d . 

i s poss ib le , l e a d i n g t o a c l e a r l y s p e c i f i e d goal . A n d m o s t i m p o r t a n t , the 
c l o s e d w o r l d a s s u m p t i o n a p p l i e s - no other ex terna l ac t ions or events c a n 
i n t r u d e b y present ing a n y n e w d e v e l o p m e n t s o r obs t ruc t ions . T h e c l o s e d 
w o r l d i s the a s s u m p t i o n that any p o s i t i v e fact not s p e c i f i e d in a g i v e n 
data base (the k n o w l e d g e possessed by the agent) m a y be a s s u m e d to be 
fa l se . 2 I n other w o r d s , the a s s u m p t i o n i s that a l l the re levant i n f o r m a t i o n 
in a s i t u a t i o n has b e e n s p e c i f i e d , a n d a n y t h i n g else m a y be d i s r e g a r d e d or 
a s s u m e d not t o a p p l y t o the s i t u a t i o n a s k n o w n . T h e f o l l o w i n g e x a m p l e 
s h o w s h o w the c l o s e d w o r l d a s s u m p t i o n i s u s e d a s the basis for d r a w i n g 
a n inference . 

A passenger in an air t e r m i n a l i s s c a n n i n g the t e l e v i s e d f l ight 
m o n i t o r to see w h e t h e r there i s a f l ight f r o m V a n c o u v e r to N e w 
Y o r k . She scans over a l l the f l ight c o n n e c t i o n s l i s t e d o n the m o n ­
itor, a n d f i n d s n o V a n c o u v e r - N e w Y o r k f l ight a m o n g the f l ights 
l i s t e d . She c o n c l u d e s there i s n o f l ight b e t w e e n V a n c o u v e r a n d 
N e w Y o r k . 3 

T h e c l o s e d w o r l d a s s u m p t i o n i s that a l l the f l ights one c a n take f r o m 
th i s t e r m i n a l a t th is t i m e are l i s t e d on the m o n i t o r . So i f a f l ight f r o m 
V a n c o u v e r t o N e w Y o r k i s not l i s t e d , one m a y i n f e r that there i s n o s u c h 
f l ight ava i lab le . I f no s u c h f l ight i s s p e c i f i e d as a p o s i t i v e fact in the data 
base, one m a y assume that the p r o p o s i t i o n that there is s u c h a f l ight is 
false. Here the inference , based o n the c l o s e d w o r l d a s s u m p t i o n , i s b a s e d 
on the p r e m i s e that the data base i s c o m p l e t e . So i f a p r o p o s i t i o n is n o t 
stated, that l a c k of k n o w l e d g e just i f ies the in ference that the p r o p o s i t i o n 
is (or m a y be a s s u m e d to be) false. 

1 Raymond Reiter, "Nonmonotonic Reasoning," Annual Review of Computer Science 2 
(1987): 147-186 (reference to p. 158). 

5 This example was presented by Raymond Reiter, "A Logic for Default Reasoning," Artifi­
cial Intelligence 13 (1980): 81-132. 

EXERCISE 
8.6 

SEVEN 

1 2 3 1 2 3 
initial situation goal 

Figure 8.4 T h e Tower of H a n o i . 

T h e rea l w o r l d o f e v e r y d a y ac t ing a n d t h i n k i n g about w h a t t o d o 

i s not l i k e the s i m p l e k i n d o f p r o b l e m represented i n b l o c k s w o r l d . I n 

b l o c k s w o r l d , e v e r y t h i n g y o u n e e d t o k n o w t o f i n d the best l i n e o f a c t i o n 

to a c c o m p l i s h o u r goa l i s k n o w n , the c i r c u m s t a n c e s are not subject to 

change, a n d there are n o w o r r i e s about the i n t r o d u c t i o n o f n e w k n o w l ­

edge that c o u l d d i s r u p t the s i t u a t i o n or i n d i c a t e a di f ferent w a y of s o l v i n g 

the p r o b l e m . B u t e v e n despi te the u n c e r t a i n t i e s o f rea l w o r l d s i tua t ions 

w h e r e a c t i o n i s c a l l e d for, p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g c a n b e a p p l i e d b y bas­

i n g the r e a s o n i n g o n the c l o s e d w o r l d a s s u m p t i o n , a n d thereby e n a b l i n g 

a c o n c l u s i o n to be d r a w n , by t a k i n g a c t i o n based on the k n o w l e d g e 

one has. 

S h o w the sequence o f p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g n e e d e d to get f r o m the i n i t i a l 

s i t u a t i o n t o the goal , i n the case b e l o w , w h e r e the c l o s e d w o r l d a s s u m p t i o n 

h o l d s . T h e left s i d e of F i g u r e 8.4 ( i n i t i a l state) s h o w s three towers a n d four 

d i s k s o f di f ferent sizes p i l e d o n the f i r s t tower . H o w c a n a l l f o u r d i s k s b e 

m o v e d to the t h i r d tower , as s h o w n on the r i g h t s ide (goal state), w i t h o u t 

ever p u t t i n g a bigger d i s k on top of a s m a l l e r d isk? 

Lack of Knowledge Inferences 

I n e v e r y d a y d e c i s i o n m a k i n g , i n m o s t cases i t i s not necessary t o c o m p i l e 
a l l the k n o w l e d g e n e e d e d to arr ive at a m a x i m a l d e c i s i o n on the best 
p o s s i b l e w a y t o d o s o m e t h i n g , b y c h o o s i n g f r o m a l l the a l ternat ive means . 
I n m a n y cases, c o m p i l i n g a l l th is i n f o r m a t i o n before t a k i n g a c t i o n w o u l d 
b e just too e x p e n s i v e a n d t i m e - c o n s u m i n g . S o m u c h de lay w o u l d m a k e 
the s i t u a t i o n w o r s e o r e v e n m a k e a n y u s e f u l a c t i o n i m p o s s i b l e . Instead, 
the most p r a c t i c a l p o l i c y i s to be content w i t h b o u n d e d ra t iona l i ty , that i s , 
g o i n g ahead w i t h p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g o n the basis o f the i n f o r m a t i o n y o u 
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a l ready have o r w i t h e n o u g h i n f o r m a t i o n , for p r a c t i c a l p u r p o s e s , that c a n 
be c o l l e c t e d so that y o u c a n get a course of a c t i o n that is g o o d e n o u g h to do 
the job. In s u c h a case, the c l o s e d w o r l d a s s u m p t i o n is just not a p r a c t i c a l 
requi rement , a n d i n s t e a d y o u o n l y assume that y o u k n o w e n o u g h t o g o 
ahead. 

F o r these reasons, i t is of ten better to d r a w a p r e s u m p t i v e c o n c l u s i o n 
to go ahead in e v e r y d a y r e a s o n i n g on a ba lance -o f - cons idera t ions bas is , 
a n d go w i t h a tenta t ive ly a d o p t e d l i n e of a c t i o n , e v e n t h o u g h the reasons 
for one al ternat ive , a n d against the others, are not c o n c l u s i v e . Of course , 
th is is not to r e c o m m e n d ac t ing r a s h l y or i m p u l s i v e l y , but of ten a ba lance 
of cons idera t ions is a s t rong e n o u g h basis of a rgument to meet an a p p r o ­
pr ia te b u r d e n of p r o o f for a reasoned d e l i b e r a t i o n to go ahead (tentatively) 
a n d c o m m i t to a c o n c l u s i o n . 

In m a n y cases o f the use o f p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g in e v e r y d a y d e l i b ­
erat ions, d r a w i n g a sens ib le c o n c l u s i o n is a matter of s t r i k i n g the r ight 
ba lance b e t w e e n w h a t i s k n o w n a n d w h a t i s n o t k n o w n . I n some cases, 
i t i s even poss ib le to d r a w a u s e f u l c o n c l u s i o n , by a p r e s u m p t i v e infer­
ence, f r o m w h a t i s not k n o w n . T h i s type o f r e a s o n i n g , c a l l e d a l a c k o f 
k n o w l e d g e inference (somet imes also c a l l e d argument f r o m ignorance or 
r e a s o n i n g f r o m negat ive ev idence ) , has the f o l l o w i n g genera l f o r m . 4 

P r o p o s i t i o n A is not k n o w n to be true (false). 

I f A w e r e true (false), i t w o u l d be k n o w n to be true (false). 

Therefore , A is false (true). 

T h e l a c k of k n o w l e d g e in ference is a subspecies of modus tollens ( M T ) 
inference that uses k n o w l e d g e - b a s e d reasoning . A n e x a m p l e w o u l d b e the 
f o l l o w i n g case re la t ing t o L e o n a H e l m s l e y , w i f e o f former N e w Y o r k r e a l 
estate magnate H a r r y H e l m s l e y . T h e case o f her c o n v i c t i o n a n d i m p r i s ­
o n m e n t was a subject o f in tense p u b l i c interest a n d w a s w i d e l y r e p o r t e d 
by the m e d i a a t the t i m e . S o m e o n e l o o k i n g for recent n e w s on the story 
m i g h t argue as f o l l o w s . 

I haven ' t h e a r d that L e o n a H e l m s l e y has b e e n re leased f r o m p r i s o n . 

I f i t were true, I w o u l d k n o w i t (because L e o n a H e l m s l e y i s o f in tense 
interest to the m e d i a ) . 

4 Douglas Walton, Arguments from Ignorance (University Park: Pennsylvania State 
University Press, 1995). 

Therefore , L e o n a H e l m s l e y has (presumably) not b e e n re leased f r o m 

p r i s o n . 

T h i s e x a m p l e i l lus trates the p r e s u m p t i v e nature o f th is k i n d o f in ference . 

T h e c o n c l u s i o n c a n b e i n f e r r e d a s the p r e s u m p t i v e l y h e l d p r o p o s i t i o n 

assert ing that i t i s h i g h l y p l a u s i b l e (as j u d g e d f r o m w h a t i s k n o w n ) that 

L e o n a H e l m s l e y has not b e e n re leased f r o m p r i s o n yet. H o w e v e r , the argu­

m e n t i n th is case also d e p e n d s o n w h e t h e r the arguer has been c o l l e c t i n g 

i n f o r m a t i o n f r o m the n e w s m e d i a s o that she w o u l d k n o w that L e o n a has 

b e e n re leased i f the m e d i a repor ted i t . 

A n o t h e r e x a m p l e w i l l further i l lus t ra te h o w l a c k o f k n o w l e d g e infer­

ences w o r k . S u p p o s e someone has a c c u s e d M r . X of b e i n g a s p y for a 

fore ign country , a n d that despite th is s u s p i c i o n , a secur i ty i n v e s t i g a t i o n 

by the F B I has r e v e a l e d no e v i d e n c e that M r . X is a fore ign spy. W h a t 

c o u l d b e i n f e r r e d f r o m th is negative resul t? T h e f o l l o w i n g l a c k o f k n o w l ­

edge inference m i g h t be d r a w n . 

No e v i d e n c e has b e e n f o u n d that M r . X is a fore ign spy. 

I f there w e r e e v i d e n c e to be f o u n d that M r . X is a fore ign spy, the F B I 

search w o u l d have f o u n d it . 

Therefore , M r . X is not a fore ign spy. 

O n e m i g h t counter that M r . X is not a f o r e i g n s p y as far as we k n o w , b u t 

i s n ' t i t p o s s i b l e that the F B I search just d i d n ' t f ind the r ight ev idence? Isn't 

i t poss ib le/for e x a m p l e , that M r . X m i g h t be a " m o l e , " a d e e p l y c o n c e a l e d 

s p y on w h o m e v i d e n c e i s v e r y h a r d to u n c o v e r ? I f so, i s the in ference above 

acceptable? W e l l , o f course , i t has to a d m i t t e d that th is " m o l e " a l ternat ive 

is a p o s s i b i l i t y . So, c a n we d r a w the negat ive c o n c l u s i o n that M r . X is 

r e a l l y not a fore ign s p y as b e i n g true? T h e a n s w e r is that i t d e p e n d s on 

the p u r p o s e o f the d i a l o g u e in w h i c h the in ference above i s b e i n g u s e d as 

part of the argument a n d on the stage that the d ia logue has r e a c h e d at the 

p o i n t the argument w a s p u t f o r w a r d . 
A r g u m e n t s f r o m ignorance p r e s u p p o s e a d ia logue that i s u s u a l l y of 

the i n f o r m a t i o n - s e e k i n g o r i n q u i r y type , i n w h i c h data are b e i n g c o l l e c t e d 
i n a k n o w l e d g e base. H o w strong the argument i s depends o n h o w m u c h 
data have b e e n c o l l e c t e d a t the g i v e n p o i n t in the d ia logue w h e r e the 
argument w a s p u t f o r w a r d . In the case above, the strength of the argu­
m e n t d e p e n d s o n h o w m u c h i n f o r m a t i o n the F B I c o l l e c t e d . I f t h e y h a d 
u n d e r t a k e n a ser ious i n v e s t i g a t i o n a n d c o l l e c t e d a l l the k n o w l e d g e about 
M r . X that c o u l d be f o u n d , so that they c o u l d say they k n e w a lot about M r . 
X , t h e n the argument f r o m ignorance about M r . X c o u l d be qui te s trong. 
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T h u s , one c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n m a t c h i n g the argument f r o m ignorance i s the 
depth-of -search q u e s t i o n . 

C Q l : H o w c o m p l e t e i s the search for k n o w l e d g e f o u n d i n the 
inves t iga t ion? 

A n o t h e r q u e s t i o n concerns b u r d e n o f proof . 

C Q 2 : H o w c o m p l e t e does the k n o w l e d g e n e e d t o b e t o s u p p o r t the 
argument adequate ly? 

S u p p o s e , for e x a m p l e , that M r . X has a job that i n v o l v e s some r i s k to 
n a t i o n a l securi ty, a n d M r . X therefore has to h a v e a c e r ta in l e v e l of s e c u r i t y 
c learance. H e n c e a p r a c t i c a l d e l i b e r a t i o n needs to be c o n d u c t e d : S h o u l d 
M r . X be r e m o v e d f r o m h i s job or not? T h e o u t c o m e d e p e n d s on a b a l ­
ance o f c o n s i d e r a t i o n s : T h e secur i ty r i s k (the b a d consequence of l o s i n g 
state secrets) m u s t be w e i g h e d against the b a d consequence of h a r m i n g 
an i n n o c e n t p e r s o n w h o is n o t a spy. 

I n p r a c t i c a l terms, t h e n , the l a c k o f k n o w l e d g e inference about M r . 
X above s h o u l d be e v a l u a t e d b e t w e e n t w o al ternat ives on a balance-of-
co n s i d er a t i on s basis . H o w ser ious a secur i ty r i s k i s M r . X in h i s present 
job, o n the one h a n d ? A n d o n the other h a n d , h o w t h o r o u g h (serious) w a s 
the F B I search? H e r e the a s s u m p t i o n is that b o t h p r e m i s e s are true. In par­
t i cu lar , i t i s a s s u m e d that the s e c o n d p r e m i s e i s t rue , on the g r o u n d s that 
the F B I is a re l iab le , p r o f e s s i o n a l , a n d c o m p e t e n t agency that is e x p e r i ­
e n c e d i n c o n d u c t i n g these k i n d s o f secur i ty inves t iga t ions a n d that i n fact 
they have u n d e r t a k e n a ser ious i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n t o th i s case. To say that 
they have done so requires that they have done a search t h o r o u g h e n o u g h 
so that i t c a n be s a i d that the i r k n o w l e d g e is r e a s o n a b l y c o m p l e t e . I t needs 
to be c o m p l e t e e n o u g h to w a r r a n t that a c t i o n that is b e i n g taken. I f these 
premises are acceptable , t h e n the in ference s h o u l d be j u d g e d on a b a l a n c ­
i n g o f cons idera t ions b e t w e e n the l e v e l o f secur i ty c learance a p p r o p r i a t e 
for the r i s k in the case of M r . X versus the comple teness of the search. 
I f the search was c o m p l e t e e n o u g h to meet the r e q u i r e m e n t s of the l e v e l 
of c learance appropr ia te for the r i sk , t h e n i t ought to be c o n c l u d e d (pre­
s u m p t i v e l y ) that M r . X is not a fore ign spy. 

Genera l ly , an argument f r o m ignorance i s s t rong (strongly p l a u s i b l e ) 
i f (1) the inference has the f o r m of the l a c k of k n o w l e d g e inference above; 
(2) the premises are or c a n be s u p p o r t e d by e v i d e n c e in the case; a n d 
(3) the s u p p o r t g i v e n by the p r e m i s e s is s trong e n o u g h to t i l t the ba lance 
o f cons idera t ions in favor o f the c o n c l u s i o n . S o m e m i g h t argue for " z e r o 
t o l e r a n c e " a n d say that M r . X ought to be f i r e d i f there is a n y r i s k at a l l 

that he is a fore ign spy. B u t w o u l d th i s be a p r a c t i c a l l y w i s e or sens ib le 

c o n c l u s i o n t o d r a w ? B y p a r i t y o f r e a s o n i n g , everyone w h o i s a c c u s e d o f 

b e i n g a s p y or about w h o m there is a n y s u s p i c i o n that he or she is a spy, 

w o u l d have t o b e f i r e d f r o m h i s o r her job. D r a w i n g th is c o n c l u s i o n w o u l d 

m e a n that a n y o n e c o u l d be f i red , or e v e n that everyone s h o u l d be f i r e d , 

of w h o m i t c a n be s a i d , " T h e r e is no e v i d e n c e he (she) i s not a f o r e i g n 

s p y . " T h i s w o u l d b e a reversa l o f the k i n d o f b u r d e n o f p r o o f n o r m a l l y h e l d 

appropr ia te for accusat ions o f c r i m i n a l m i s c o n d u c t . B u t m o r e t h a n that, i t 

w o u l d not b e a w a y o f e v a l u a t i n g l a c k o f k n o w l e d g e reason ing that w o u l d 

be a sens ib le or p r a c t i c a l l y b a l a n c e d w a y of c o n d u c t i n g de l ibera t ions of 

f a m i l i a r k i n d s . In the e n d , then , i t i s not a l w a y s p r a c t i c a l l y sens ib le to 

keep o n c o l l e c t i n g a l l the k n o w l e d g e y o u w o u l d require t o give y o u abso­

l u t e l y c o m p l e t e i n f o r m a t i o n for c o n c l u s i v e r e a s o n i n g on a case. I t m i g h t 

be w i s e r to tenta t ive ly d r a w a p r e s u m p t i v e c o n c l u s i o n on a balance-of-

c o n s i d e r a t i o n s basis , w e i g h i n g w h a t y o u k n o w against w h a t y o u d o n ' t 

k n o w , c h o o s i n g (on balance) the m o r e s t r o n g l y s u p p o r t e d a l ternat ive , i f 

i t i s w e l l e n o u g h s u p p o r t e d for p r a c t i c a l p u r p o s e s . 

In some cases, h o w e v e r , one of the p r e m i s e s m a y have l i t t l e or no rea l 

s u p p o r t , b u t pressure is p u t on in a d i a l o g u e to try to get the r e s p o n d e n t 

of the argument f r o m ignorance to leap to the c o n c l u s i o n u n c r i t i c a l l y . 

In the ear ly 1950's, Joseph R. M c C a r t h y , a senator f r o m W i s c o n s i n , 

a c c u s e d m a n y i n n o c e n t p e o p l e , i n a " w i t c h h u n t " in te r rogat ion , 

o f b e i n g C o m m u n i s t s y m p a t h i z e r s . M c C a r t h y w o u l d appear w i t h 

a b u l g i n g briefcase at a t r i b u n a l that l o o k e d l i k e a t r i a l on t e l e v i ­

s i o n , c o n f r o n t i n g a n e m p l o y e e w h o h a d b e e n accused o f b e i n g a 

" l o y a l t y r i s k " i n h i s j o b . 5 H e w o u l d t y p i c a l l y have a n i m p r e s s i v e -

l o o k i n g b u l g i n g briefcase f u l l o f f i les o f d a m a g i n g e v i d e n c e o n the 

accused , b u t i n fact the papers c o n t a i n e d m a i n l y i n n u e n d o a n d 

s lander , a n d n o r e a l e v i d e n c e . 6 I n one case M c C a r t h y d e c l a r e d : 

" I do not have m u c h i n f o r m a t i o n on t h i s except the general state­

m e n t of the agency that there i s n o t h i n g in the f i les to d i s p r o v e 

h i s C o m m u n i s t c o n n e c t i o n s . " 7 

W h a t makes the l a c k of k n o w l e d g e in ference a fa l lac ious argument f r o m 
ignorance in a case s u c h as this i s the h i g h l y ques t ionable s e c o n d p r e m i s e . 

5 A l l a n J. Matusow, Joseph R. McCarthy (Englewood Cliffs , N.J. : Prentice-Hall , 1970). 
6 Richard H. Rovere, Senator Joe McCarthy (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1959), pp. 130-133. 
7 Ibid., p. 130. 
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In th is type o f case, the f i r s t p r e m i s e i s p r e s u m a b l y true, that no e v i d e n c e 
w a s f o u n d that the a c c u s e d p e r s o n w a s a c o m m u n i s t . B u t the s e c o n d 
p r e m i s e i s h i g h l y d u b i o u s . F o r i f n o rea l search for e v i d e n c e w a s m a d e , 
a n d the a c c u s a t i o n w a s s i m p l y based o n goss ip o r s lander , i t i s ques­
t ionab le w h e t h e r s u c h e v i d e n c e w o u l d be f o u n d i f a ser ious search for i t 
w e r e to be m a d e . M o r e o v e r , the c o n c e p t of someone 's b e i n g a ' C o m m u ­
n i s t s y m p a t h i z e r ' i s vague. I t i s a h a r d p r o p o s i t i o n to p r o v e or d i s p r o v e . 
A n d m u c h o f the s o - c a l l e d e v i d e n c e t o s u p p o r t th i s c l a i m w a s often b a s e d 
o n i n n u e n d o a n d s l a n d e r r e p o r t e d f r o m the say-so o f accusers w h o w e r e 
n o t e v e n c a l l e d to test i fy or s u b m i t to q u e s t i o n i n g . There i s v e r y m u c h 
d o u b t w h e t h e r the i n v e s t i g a t i v e m e t h o d s u s e d b y the t r i b u n a l s w o u l d 
h a v e f o u n d e v i d e n c e o f s o m e o n e b e i n g a T o y a l t y r i s k ' e v e n i f there w e r e 
s u c h e v i d e n c e to be f o u n d , in a g i v e n case. 

Ident i fy the p r e m i s e s a n d c o n c l u s i o n i n each o f the f o l l o w i n g l a c k o f 
k n o w l e d g e inferences a n d evaluate the argument f r o m ignorance as s t rong 
or not . 

(a) P r o b a b l y no l i f e exists on V e n u s . Teams of sc ient is ts h a v e c o n d u c t e d 
exhaust ive s tudies o f the planet 's surface a n d a tmosphere , a n d no 
l i v i n g organisms have b e e n f o u n d . 

(b) A n expert s y s t e m k n o w l e d g e base o n i n d u s t r i a l a n d a g r i c u l t u r a l 
p r o d u c t s i n S o u t h A m e r i c a c a l l e d S C H O L A R 8 is a s k e d the q u e s t i o n , 
"Is G u y a n a a major r u b b e r p r o d u c e r ? " S C H O L A R does not h a v e the 
p r o p o s i t i o n " G u y a n a i s a major rubber p r o d u c e r " i n its k n o w l e d g e 
base, a n d a l l i t c a n p o s i t i v e l y f ind, after a t h o r o u g h search, i s that 
P e r u a n d C o l u m b i a are major rubber p r o d u c e r s , S C H O L A R a n s w e r s : 
" I k n o w e n o u g h that I am i n c l i n e d to say that G u y a n a is not a ma jor 
rubber p r o d u c e r i n S o u t h A m e r i c a . " 

(c) No one has ever p r o v e d that m a s s i v e federa l def ic i ts are a c t u a l l y 
h a r m f u l t o the e c o n o m y . W e c a n c o n c l u d e o n l y that s u c h def ic i ts 
pose no rea l danger. 

(d) Extra -sensory p e r c e p t i o n m u s t be accepted as a fact, because 
n o b o d y has p r o v e d i t i s i m p o s s i b l e . 

(e) R a n d o m i z e d c l i n i c a l t r ia l s o f the n e w d r u g T h o r o m a l o z e n e f a i l e d to 
p r o v e any de le ter ious s ide effects. I t is reasonable to go ahead w i t h 
m a r k e t i n g T h o r o m a l o z e n e , n o w i t has b e e n p r o v e n safe to take. 

8 A l l a n Col l ins , Eleanor H. Warnock, Nelleke A i e l l o , and M a r k L. Mi l l e r , "Reasoning from 
Incomplete Knowledge," in Representation and Understanding: Studies in Cognitive Sci­
ence, ed. Daniel G. Bobrow and A l l a n Col l ins (New York: Academic , 1975), pp. 383-415. 
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EIGHT Real World Situations 

T h e foregoing a c c o u n t o f p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g has b e e n s i m p l i f i e d i n a n u m ­

ber of respects. T h e a s s u m p t i o n has b e e n that a s ingle agent is c a r r y i n g 

out the r e a s o n i n g a n d that th is agent has o n l y one goal that i s to be t a k e n 

i n t o account . I n any r e a l w o r l d s i t u a t i o n , h o w e v e r , a n agent w i l l h a v e 

a p l u r a l i t y of goals . In some cases, an agent's c a r r y i n g out the one goal 

c a n e v e n i n t r o d u c e a conf l i c t , by b r i n g i n g about s o m e t h i n g that m i g h t 

interfere w i t h the r e a l i z a t i o n of another g o a l that the agent has . In r e a l 

w o r l d s i tuat ions , m u l t i p l e goals are the n o r m a l k i n d o f f r a m e w o r k a prac ­

t i c a l reasoner w i l l h a v e t o w o r k w i t h . A n o t h e r c o m p l i c a t i o n i s that i n 

a n y rea l w o r l d s i t u a t i o n , several i n d e p e n d e n t agents are m o s t l i k e l y to 

be i n v o l v e d in a sequence o f p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g . O n e agent m i g h t h a v e 

goals that are di f ferent f r o m those of another agent. Indeed , t h e i r goals 

m a y e v e n conf l i c t , a n d the t w o o f t h e m m a y negotiate w i t h each other b y 

m a k i n g concess ions a n d trade-offs. A t h i r d c o m p l i c a t i o n i s that p r a c t i c a l 

r eason ing m a y not a l w a y s be c o m p l e t e d once an agent has c a r r i e d out 

an ac t ion . I f the a c t i o n has consequences the agent perce ives , she m a y 

d e c i d e to change her goals - for e x a m p l e , i f she sees these consequences 

as negat ive. 

In some cases w h e r e p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g is u s e d , the s i t u a t i o n is a l i f e -
or -death d i l e m m a , a n d a n y d e c i s i o n , once i m p l e m e n t e d , i s f i n a l . H o w e v e r , 
in m a n y other cases, once an a c t i o n i s taken , the consequences o f that 
a c t i o n c a n be observed by the agent, a n d t h e n on the basis o f t h i s n e w 
i n f o r m a t i o n , the p l a n o f a c t i o n c a n b e a l tered a c c o r d i n g l y . T h i s feature 
of p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g , feedback, i s the m o n i t o r i n g of the consequences 
o f one's ac t ions , a n d the m o d i f y i n g o f a n e x i s t i n g p l a n o f a c t i o n , b a s e d 
o n the n e w i n c o m i n g i n f o r m a t i o n . F e e d b a c k a l l o w s a n agent t o i m p r o v e 
p r a c t i c a l reasoning , by g o i n g ahead ten ta t ive ly w i t h a defeasible l i n e o f 
a c t i o n as a c o n c l u s i o n , b u t t h e n c h a n g i n g that c o n c l u s i o n to a c c o r d w i t h 
n e w c i r c u m s t a n c e s , as the consequences of that i n i t i a l l i n e of a c t i o n are 
observed. M u c h p r a c t i c a l reasoning , i n f i e l d s a s d iverse a s m e d i c i n e , e d u ­
c a t i o n , a n d eng ineer ing , i s c a r r i e d out on a t r i a l a n d error basis , w h e r e a 
treatment or a t e c h n i q u e is g r a d u a l l y i m p r o v e d over t i m e , as the resul ts 
o f its i m p l e m e n t a t i o n c o m e t o b e k n o w n a n d s t u d i e d . T h e a s s u m p t i o n 
is that somet imes i t is better to go ahead a n d do s o m e t h i n g , i n s t e a d of 
w a i t i n g to co l l ec t as m u c h i n f o r m a t i o n as p o s s i b l e before t a k i n g e v e n ten­
tat ive steps. T h e s i m p l e s t f a m i l i a r type of m a c h i n e that uses feedback i s 
the thermostat . W h e n i t gets the "message" f r o m a thermometer that the 
temperature has r e a c h e d a des ignated l o w m a r k , i t turns the heat o n . B u t 
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t h e n w h e n , as a consequence of its a c t i o n , the heat in the r o o m increases , 
a n d the thermometer reaches a des ignated h i g h m a r k , the thermostat ac t i ­
vates the s w i t c h to t u r n the heat off. T h e consequences of its a c t i o n are 
that the heat w i l l b e g i n to decrease. So the o v e r a l l o u t c o m e is that the 
thermostat steers a m i d d l e course b e t w e e n extremes of heat a n d c o l d , as 
i n s t r u c t e d by the " g o a l " p u t in p lace by the set t ing o f the thermostat by a 
user. 

P r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g c a n c o n t i n u e , in m a n y cases, e v e n after a c o n c l u ­
s i o n i s d r a w n , a n d a c t i o n taken , because feedback m a y occur . B u t th i s 
p o s s i b i l i t y poses a p r o b l e m . I f p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g c a n go on a n d on l i k e 
th i s , w h e n i s c losure a c h i e v e d ? W h e n c a n the c o n c l u s i o n be d r a w n that a 
p a r t i c u l a r course o f a c t i o n i s p r a c t i c a l e n o u g h to be f ina l? T h e a n s w e r i s 
that n o c o n c l u s i o n d r a w n b y p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g o n matters o f e v e r y d a y 
l i v i n g i s ever r e a l l y f i n a l i n th i s sense. Instead, the c o n c l u s i o n i s d r a w n 
as a defeasible in ference that is i n h e r e n t l y subject to r e v i s i o n or i m p r o v e ­
m e n t s h o u l d n e w i n f o r m a t i o n c o m e i n . T h e c l o s e d w o r l d a s s u m p t i o n c a n 
be m a d e , as a basis for a c t i o n , b u t i t can , in some cases, be later c h a l l e n g e d 
a n d reversed, i f the s i t u a t i o n has c h a n g e d . T h e best general at t i tude for a 
p r a c t i c a l reasoner i s one o f o p e n - m i n d e d n e s s t o n e w i n f o r m a t i o n , s h o u l d 
i t become ava i lab le in a case. 

A n o t h e r c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n that s h o u l d a l w a y s b e kept i n m i n d i n r e a l 
w o r l d s i tuat ions i s that o f m u l t i p l e goals . A n agent s h o u l d ask, before 
g o i n g ahead w i t h i n f e r r i n g that a n a c t i o n i s p r u d e n t , w h e t h e r this a c t i o n 
m i g h t conf l i c t w i t h other goals the agent has. I n r e a l w o r l d s i tua t ions , 
agents have m a n y goals , a n d one m a y c o n f l i c t w i t h another, i n a p a r t i c u l a r 
s i t u a t i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , m y goa l m a y b e t o a d v a n c e i n m y career, b u t 
c a r r y i n g out this goa l m a y conf l i c t , i n some instances , w i t h m y goa l o f 
b e i n g a r e s p o n s i b l e parent . S u p p o s e m y c h i l d i s s i c k o n a d a y w h e n a n 
i m p o r t a n t m e e t i n g for m y w o r k i s b e i n g h e l d . W h a t s h o u l d I do? A n y l i n e 
of a c t i o n to contr ibute to the one goal m a y r u n cont rary to r e a l i z i n g the 
other goal . A s n o t e d i n s e c t i o n 5 , s u c h p r a c t i c a l conf l i c t s of ten take the 
f o r m of a d i l e m m a . 

T h e t h i r d c o m p l i c a t i o n concerns the rea l i s t i c k i n d o f s i t u a t i o n w h e r e 
m u l t i p l e agents are i n v o l v e d . I f y o u a n d I h a v e the same goal , we m a y 
d e c i d e to col laborate , r e a l i z i n g that i f we h e l p e a c h other, prospects for 
c a r r y i n g out the act ions r e q u i r e d to rea l ize the goa l w i l l be i m p r o v e d . So 
the t w o of us m a y engage in de l ibera t ions together, to d i s c u s s a n d seek 
out w a y s a n d means o f r e a l i z i n g th is c o m m o n goa l . O n the other h a n d , i f 
y o u r goal conf l ic ts w i t h m i n e , w e m a y enter i n t o negot ia t ions w i t h e a c h 
other. I f I c a n get the parts of my goal that are most i m p o r t a n t to m e , w h i l e 

g i v i n g up other parts that are more i m p o r t a n t to y o u , b u t less i m p o r t a n t to 

m e , the negot ia t ions c o u l d be success fu l for b o t h o f us . N e g o t i a t i o n w a s 

treated as a type of d i a l o g u e in chapter 1. 

In a s i m p l e k i n d o f case, s u c h as the b l o c k s w o r l d , v a r i o u s c o m p l i c a ­

t ions c a n be set as ide in order to e x p l a i n the bas ic e lements o f p r a c t i c a l 

reasoning . B u t in a r e a l - w o r l d case o f a p e r s o n m a k i n g d e c i s i o n s on h o w 

to act in bus iness , t echnology , o r p e r s o n a l affairs , three c o m p l i c a t i o n s , in 

par t i cu lar , raise c r i t i c a l quest ions that s h o u l d be asked. 

1 . Does n e w i n f o r m a t i o n , p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the f o r m o f feedback, g ive g o o d 

reasons to revise the p r e v i o u s c o n c l u s i o n that has b e e n t a k e n to rep­

resent the p r a c t i c a l course of act ion? 

2 . Does the c o n c l u s i o n that has b e e n t a k e n to represent the m o s t prac­

t i c a l course of a c t i o n (so far cons idered) conf l i c t w i t h other goals of 

the agent? 

3 . A r e other agents i n v o l v e d , a n d i f so, does the r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n m y 

goals a n d theirs i n d i c a t e that d i s c u s s i o n w i t h t h e m before g o i n g ahead 

w i t h m y c o n c l u s i o n w o u l d b e p r a c t i c a l l y useful? 

These three a d d i t i o n a l c r i t i c a l quest ions a p p l y t o the m o r e c o m p l e x k i n d s 

of cases of p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g w h e r e feedback, m u l t i p l e goals, or m u l t i p l e 

agents are i n v o l v e d . 

E v a l u a t e the f o l l o w i n g cases o f p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g by a s k i n g a p p r o p r i a t e 

c r i t i c a l quest ions . 

(a) I n e e d to get to the u n i v e r s i t y by 10 A . M . , b u t there i s a s n o w s t o r m , 
a n d m y car w i l l no t start. T h e best w a y i s t o start w a l k i n g . H o w e v e r , 
after w a l k i n g a f e w steps, I f ind that the s t o r m is v e r y intense , a n d 
I c a n m a k e v e r y l i t t l e progress. I b e g i n to w o r r y about my safety i f I 
p r o c e e d further. 

(b) It is necessary for our col lege s tudents to s t u d y C h i n e s e , because 
trade w i t h C h i n a i s a n i n c r e a s i n g l y i m p o r t a n t e c o n o m i c factor i n 
our economy. T o trade e f fec t ive ly w i t h C h i n a , w e n e e d p e o p l e w h o 
can interact c u l t u r a l l y w i t h the C h i n e s e . B u t in terac t ing c u l t u r a l l y 
w i t h the C h i n e s e requires l e a r n i n g the i r language. Therefore , w e 
s h o u l d l e a r n C h i n e s e . B u t w e also w a n t t o preserve our c u l t u r a l 
heritage by t e a c h i n g the F r e n c h language to as m a n y of our y o u n g 
p e o p l e as p o s s i b l e . Therefore , we s h o u l d teach F r e n c h as w e l l as 
E n g l i s h i n the schoo ls . 

(c) To dea l w i t h c r i m e effect ively, we m u s t have tougher s e n t e n c i n g . 
I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o l i v e p r o d u c t i v e a n d p e a c e f u l l i v e s , w i t h s o m u c h 
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c r i m e . C r i m e m u s t h e r e d u c e d , a n d s o w e m u s t d e a l w i t h i t effec­
t ive ly . Therefore , w e m u s t have tougher sentenc ing . B u t w e also 
w a n t to ba lance the budget , a n d k e e p i n g a p e r s o n in j a i l for a year 
i s v e r y cost ly. A n d i f w e have tougher s e n t e n c i n g , w e w i l l have 
pr i soners i n j a i l for a longer t i m e t h a n w e have n o w . 

(d) To be guaranteed job securi ty , i t is necessary for the u n i o n to go on 
str ike , because i f w e d o n ' t g o o n s tr ike , the c o m p a n y m a y d e c i d e 
t o have cutbacks . A n d unless w e g o o n s tr ike , the c o m p a n y w i l l 
not agree to n e w clauses in the contract that w o u l d m a k e i t m o r e 
d i f f i c u l t to l a y off w o r k e r s . So the u n i o n m u s t go on str ike . B u t i f the 
u n i o n goes o n str ike i t m a y b a n k r u p t the c o m p a n y , w h i c h w o u l d 
m e a n that not o n l y w o u l d the m a n a g e m e n t of f ic ia ls lose the i r jobs, 
but the u n i o n m e m b e r s w o u l d a l l b e out o f w o r k a s w e l l . 

Summary and Glimpses Ahead 

P r a c t i c a l reasoning is an agent-based type of r e a s o n i n g m a d e up of a 
sequence of p r a c t i c a l inferences o f the f o l l o w i n g bas ic f o r m . 

M y goal i s t o b r i n g about A . 

B r i n g i n g about B i s the w a y to b r i n g about A. 

Therefore , I s h o u l d b r i n g about B. 

T h e ' w a y , ' or means , t y p i c a l l y refers to a necessary c o n d i t i o n for b r i n g i n g 
about s o m e t h i n g , b u t in some instances a suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n i s re ferred 
to. F i v e c r i t i c a l quest ions are u s e d to evaluate cases w h e r e this in ference 
has been d r a w n . 

( Q l ) A r e there a l ternat ive means other t h a n B? 

(Q2) Is A a p o s s i b l e (realistic) goal? 

(Q3) A r e there other goals that m i g h t c o n f l i c t w i t h A ? 

(Q4) A r e there negat ive consequences of b r i n g i n g about B that s h o u l d 
be c o n s i d e r e d ? 

(Q5) Is B the best (or m o s t acceptable) of the al ternat ives? 

A p r a c t i c a l in ference c a n be p r a c t i c a l l y reasonable , in the sense that 
acceptance of the p r e m i s e s gives a g o o d reason for a c c e p t i n g the rec­
o m m e n d a t i o n expressed b y the c o n c l u s i o n . B u t th i s p r a c t i c a l r a t i o n a l i t y 
i s t h r o w n in to d o u b t i f a n y one o f the f ive c r i t i c a l ques t ions i s a s k e d a n d 
not a n s w e r e d . 

T h e means p r e m i s e in a p r a c t i c a l in ference somet imes expresses a 

necessary c o n d i t i o n a n d somet imes a suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n o f b r i n g i n g 

about an o u t c o m e . To say that one t h i n g is necessary for a s e c o n d t h i n g is 

to say that w i t h o u t the f i r s t t h i n g b e i n g r e a l i z e d , the s e c o n d t h i n g w o n ' t 

be. To say that one t h i n g is suf f ic ient for a s e c o n d t h i n g is to say that i f the 

f i r s t t h i n g i s r e a l i z e d , the s e c o n d t h i n g w i l l b e too. F o u r general p r i n c i ­

p les express k e y r e l a t i o n s h i p s b e t w e e n necessary a n d suf f ic ient c o n d i t i o n 

statements. 

( T l ) If A is a necessary c o n d i t i o n of B, t h e n n o t - A is a suf f i c ient c o n ­

d i t i o n o f n o t - R 

(T2) If A is a suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n of B, t h e n n o t - A is a necessary c o n ­

d i t i o n o f no t -B . 

(T3) If A is a necessary c o n d i t i o n for B, t h e n B is a suf f ic ient c o n d i t i o n 

for A . 

(T4) If A is a suf f i c ient c o n d i t i o n for B, t h e n B is a necessary c o n d i t i o n 

for A . 

G e n e r a l l y , a sequence of p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g is m a d e up of p r a c t i c a l 

inferences that express necessary- a n d s u f f i c i e n t - c o n d i t i o n r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

b e t w e e n pa i rs of ac t ions . 

P r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g a l w a y s i n v o l v e s se lec t ing from a g i v e n set of alter­
nat ives , a n d t r y i n g t o n a r r o w t h e m d o w n b y e l i m i n a t i n g some o f t h e m 
as not the best w a y s to achieve a goal . T h i s k i n d of se lec t ion process 
of in ference i s c a l l e d d i s j u n c t i v e r e a s o n i n g . In the s i m p l e s t type of case, 
there are o n l y t w o al ternat ives , a n d one i s re jected. By d i s j u n c t i v e reason­
i n g the other one i s accepted . O n e m u s t b e c a r e f u l , h o w e v e r , because i n 
some cases, i n s u f f i c i e n t a l ternat ives are represented , a n d the d i s j u n c t i v e 
p r e m i s e s h o u l d be c r i t i c a l l y q u e s t i o n e d . Argumentum ad consequentiam 
(argument from consequences) is the c i t i n g of p o s i t i v e (or negative) c o n ­
sequences as a reason for d o i n g (or not doing) s o m e t h i n g , based on p r a c t i ­
c a l reasoning . A r g u m e n t f rom consequences i s one of the most f requent ly 
u s e d k i n d s o f r e a s o n i n g i n e v e r y d a y d e l i b e r a t i o n s , i n p o l i c y - m a k i n g d e l i b ­
erat ions i n bus iness a n d p o l i t i c s , a n d i n a p p l i c a t i o n s o f sc ient i f i c tech­
no logy . T h e d i l e m m a is a species of a rgument from consequences u s e d to 
set u p t w o o p p o s e d al ternat ives , each one o f w h i c h has p a i n f u l l y negat ive 
consequences . I n every d i l e m m a , there are t w o c o n d i t i o n a l p r e m i s e s a n d 
a d i s j u n c t i v e p r e m i s e . Q u e s t i o n i n g the d i s j u n c t i v e p r e m i s e i s one w a y of 
c r i t i c i z i n g a d i l e m m a , c a l l e d s l i p p i n g b e t w e e n the h o r n s . In some cases, 
th i s tact ic is not p o s s i b l e or p r a c t i c a l , a n d i t i s necessary to grasp one of 
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the h o r n s , that i s , to attack one of the c o n d i t i o n a l s . A t h i r d tact ic is to 
p r o p o s e a c o u n t e r - d i l e m m a . 

I n s i m p l e cases o f p r a c t i c a l reasoning , s u c h a s the b l o c k s w o r l d s i tua ­
t i o n , the c l o s e d - w o r l d a s s u m p t i o n i s eas i ly a p p l i c a b l e , because e v e r y t h i n g 
external to the s i m p l e w o r l d p o s t u l a t e d i s a s s u m e d to be h e l d constant . In 
a case l i k e that of the l i s t i n g of data in a data base — s u c h as the l i s t i n g of 
f l ights on a t e l e v i s e d f l ight m o n i t o r in an air t e r m i n a l - the c l o s e d - w o r l d 
a s s u m p t i o n f u n c t i o n s as a c o n v e n i e n t d e v i c e for c o n v e y i n g i n f o r m a t i o n 
to a user. I f a f l ight is not l i s t e d , t h e n the user c a n assume that no s u c h 
f l ight i s in the data base. T h e user m a y t h e n i n f e r that there i s no s u c h 
f l ight ava i lab le ( f rom that t e r m i n a l ) . A n in ference o f t h i s type , c a l l e d a 
l a c k of k n o w l e d g e in ference , i s a c o m m o n l y u s e d type of reasoning . In 
e v a l u a t i n g l a c k o f k n o w l e d g e inferences , h o w c lose t o c l o s u r e the search 
of the data base has b e e n i s an i m p o r t a n t c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n . I f no rea l search 
of the data base has b e e n m a d e , the argument f r o m i g n o r a n c e m a y be u s e d 
as a f a l l a c i o u s k i n d of in ference i n , for e x a m p l e , a w i t c h h u n t s i t u a t i o n , 
s u c h as the M c C a r t h y t r ia ls . S p e c i a l care in e v a l u a t i n g th is type o f infer­
ence m u s t be taken w h e r e a charge is vague a n d is h a r d to d i s p r o v e (or 
prove) by concrete e v i d e n c e . 

C o m p l e x s i tuat ions , w h e r e the c l o s e d w o r l d a s s u m p t i o n does not 
a p p l y (or does not a p p l y v e r y eas i ly) , i n c l u d e cases w h e r e feedback i s 
u s e d to rev ise a p r a c t i c a l in ference , cases w h e r e m u l t i p l e goals of an 
agent are i n v o l v e d , a n d cases w h e r e the goals of m o r e t h a n one agent are 
i n v o l v e d . I n e v a l u a t i n g these m o r e c o m p l e x cases o f p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g , 
three c r i t i c a l quest ions are i m p o r t a n t . 

(1) Does n e w i n f o r m a t i o n , p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the f o r m o f feedback, g i v e g o o d 
reasons to rev ise the p r e v i o u s c o n c l u s i o n that has b e e n taken to r e p ­
resent the p r a c t i c a l course of act ion? 

(2) Does the c o n c l u s i o n that has been taken to represent the most p r a c ­
t i c a l course of a c t i o n (so far cons idered) c o n f l i c t w i t h other goals o f 
the agent? 

(3) A r e other agents i n v o l v e d , a n d i f so, does the r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n m y 
goals a n d theirs i n d i c a t e that d i s c u s s i o n w i t h t h e m before g o i n g a h e a d 
w i t h m y c o n c l u s i o n w o u l d b e p r a c t i c a l l y use fu l? 

In total , then , seven c r i t i c a l ques t ions m a y be u s e d to evaluate the m o r e 
c o m p l e x k i n d s o f cases w h e r e p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n i n g has b e e n u s e d . W h e r e 
the c l o s e d w o r l d a s s u m p t i o n does not a p p l y , the best a p p r o a c h i s to e v a l ­
uate the case on a b a l a n c e - o f - c o n s i d e r a t i o n basis , a c c e p t i n g the p r a c t i c a l 
in ference tenta t ive ly b u t k e e p i n g a n o p e n m i n d for n e w e v i d e n c e . 

T h i s chapter has of fered an a c c o u n t o f p r a c t i c a l reasoning , or goa l -

d i r e c t e d r e a s o n i n g o f the k i n d that f i t s i n t o the type o f d i a l o g u e c a l l e d 

the d e l i b e r a t i o n . R e a l - l i f e cases o f d i l e m m a s are of ten e n c o u n t e r e d in 

p r a c t i c a l ethics a n d d e c i s i o n m a k i n g u n d e r c o n d i t i o n s o f u n c e r t a i n t y i n 

r e a l w o r l d s i tuat ions . I n c o n f r o n t i n g s u c h d i l e m m a s , v a r i o u s k i n d s o f 

arguments o n b o t h s ides m a y have t o b e c o n s i d e r e d a n d w e i g h e d . S o m e 

of the most c o m m o n types of arguments of th i s sort are represented by 

the a r g u m e n t a t i o n schemes for argument f r o m consequences , a rgument 

f r o m c o m m i t m e n t , a n d the s u n k costs argument . T h i s chapter o n p r a c t i c a l 

r e a s o n i n g p r o v i d e s a l e a d - i n t o the p l a n n e d v o l u m e o n persons a n d e t h i c a l 

a rgumenta t ion . 

T h i s b o o k as a w h o l e has i n t r o d u c e d the reader to the forms of v a r i ­

ous c o m m o n types o f p r e s u m p t i v e a r g u m e n t a t i o n , f i t t ing i n t o the types o f 

d i a l o g u e i n t r o d u c e d i n chapter 1 . These f o r m s are c a l l e d a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

schemes . E x a m p l e s o f schemes w e h a v e s t u d i e d i n c l u d e a p p e a l t o p o p u l a r 

o p i n i o n , a p p e a l to w i t n e s s tes t imony, a p p e a l to expert o p i n i o n , a rgument 

f r o m analogy, a rgument f r o m c o r r e l a t i o n t o cause, a n d the s l i p p e r y s lope 

argument . E a c h scheme has been presented w i t h a set o f m a t c h i n g cr i t ­

i c a l quest ions . A l t h o u g h w e have not gone too d e e p l y in to the task o f 

e v a l u a t i o n , s a v i n g that for later v o l u m e s , the reader has been s h o w n h o w 

e x a m p l e s o f arguments o f m a n y c o m m o n k i n d s can b e p a r t i a l l y e v a l u a t e d 

b y a s k i n g the r ight c r i t i c a l quest ions that p r o b e i n t o m i s s i n g a s s u m p t i o n s 

a n d w e a k p o i n t s . M e n t i o n has b e e n m a d e f r o m t i m e t o t i m e that some 

ins tances o f s u c h arguments c a n b e f a l l a c i o u s . B u t v e r y l i t t l e d i s c u s s i o n 

i s i n c l u d e d o n exac t ly h o w these arguments c a n b e eva lua ted a s f a l l a c i o u s , 

r e s e r v i n g that subject for the fa l lac ies v o l u m e . T h e focus of e v a l u a t i o n , 

as far as th is f i rs t v o l u m e has b e e n c o n c e r n e d , i s on h o w these f a l l i b l e 

arguments c a n be u s e d reasonably to shi f t a b u r d e n of p r o o f in a d i a l o g u e 

on a ba lance of c o n s i d e r a t i o n s . T h e cent ra l g o a l of th i s b o o k has b e e n to 

get the s tudent to be able to recognize the v a r i o u s c o m m o n a r g u m e n t a t i o n 

schemes as represent ing d i s t i n c t i v e types of argument that he or she w i l l 

of ten encounter . 
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abort ion issue dispute examples, 221, 
223-24, 241-42, 258-59, 260 

absolutist, 20, 262; ethical , 14 
ac id r a i n debate example, 234-35 
ad hominen argument, 122, 127, 173, 206, 

273, 280, 293, 295 
ad hominen attack, 131, 190, 206-7, 209, 

295 
a d d i t i o n , 164, 169 
advocate, 173, 224, 225, 236, 243, 261 
agent, 300, 327, 330; goal of, 300, 327, 

328 ,332 
ambiguity, 10, 170, 177, 178, 204, 205, 

242 
answer: direct, 192-94, 200-204, 215-16; 

indirect , 192-93 
antecedent, 60-61 , 144, 195, 212 
appeal to authority, 31 ,35 
appeal to emotions, 266, 279-80, 284, 291, 

298 
appeal to expert o p i n i o n , 72, 85, 144, 188; 

abuse of, 88; argumentation scheme for, 
87, 133; cr i t i ca l questions for, 88; 
defeasibility, 87; fallacious use, 89; 
legal use of, 188 

appeal to fear, 280, 283 
appeal to pity, 273, 280, 283, 290, 298; 

relevance of, 290-91 

appeal to popular o p i n i o n : argumentation 
scheme for, 91, 132; cr i t ica l questions 
for, 92; problems w i t h , 94-95; strength 
of, 92, 95; subtypes of, 93-94 

argument: basic purpose, 1, 76, 139; 
concealed, 223; convergent, 140, 141, 
142, 148, 152-53, 156, 169; c r i t i c i s m of, 
41; deduct ive , 49, 51, 65, 68-69, 82, 83; 
defined, 1, 225; diagram, 140, 148, 156, 
156-57, 159, 164, 167, 169, 171; 
divergent, 145, 147, 155, 169; evaluated, 
210-11, 238-39, 289-90, 292-93; 
ident i f icat ion, 7; incomplete , 159, 161, 
169, 170; induct ive , 50, 51, 65, 68-69, 
72, 83; irrelevant, 272; l i n k e d , 141-44, 
142, 145, 148-50, 152-53, 154, 156, 160, 
167, 169; one-sided, 238; plausible , 73; 
serial , 145-46, 147, 167; single, 139, 
141, 154, 155, 167, 169; test for, 80; use 
of, 4, 173; v a l i d , 58 

argument based on example, 40 
argument f rom analogy, 14, 40, 273; 

argumentation scheme for, 96, 99, 
133; attitude transference, 98; 
cr i t i ca l questions for, 97, 99; defeasible, 
96 

argument f rom bias, 234-35, 237-38; 
c r i t i ca l questions for, 238 

335 
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argument f rom commitment , 117, 171, 
181; abuse of, 119; argumentation 
scheme for, 117, 135; cr i t ica l questions 
for, 117-18; defeated, 118; exceptions, 
118; inconsistency, 120; negative use of, 
119-20 

argument f r o m consequences, 79, 97, 104, 
140, 310, 331; argumentation scheme 
for, 106, 134; cr i t i ca l questions for, 
106; evaluated, 313-14; subtypes, 
104-11 

argument f rom correlation to cause, 100; 
argumentation scheme for, 101, 134; 
c r i t i ca l questions for, 102, 103; 
defeasible, 101; problem w i t h , 101 

argument f r o m expert o p i n i o n , 86 
argument f rom ignorance, 31, 322-24; 

evaluated, 326 

argument f r o m inconsistent commitment , 
125, 181-82; argument scheme for, 
120, 135; c r i t i ca l questions for, 
120-21 

argument f rom negative consequences, 
105, 134, 163; argumentation scheme, 
163,182 

argument f r o m popular o p i n i o n . See 
appeal to popular o p i n i o n 

argument f r o m popular practice, 93; 
argumentation scheme for, 93; c r i t i ca l 
questions for, 94 

argument f rom posit ive consequences, 
104,134 

argument f rom sign, 112; argument 
scheme for, 113, 135; cr i t ica l questions 
for, 114; defeasible, 112; nature of, 114; 
observed f ind ing , 113 

argument f r o m verbal classif ication, 128; 
argumentation scheme for, 129, 137; 
c r i t i ca l questions for, 129; terminology 
disputes, 130 

argumentation: c h a i n of, 22-24, 40, 145, 
147, 163, 269-70; cr i t ica l , 1, 9, 65, 83, 
158, 161; deductive, 66; induct ive , 66, 
74; p laus ib le , 74; rat ional , 24 

argumentation scheme, 84, 90-91, 95-96, 
99-100, 104-5, 111-12, 121-22, 127-28, 
132, 333; appeal to expert o p i n i o n , 86, 
133; appeal to p o p u l a r o p i n i o n , 91, 132; 
argument f rom analogy, 96, 133; 
argument f rom commitment , 117, 135; 
argument f rom consequences, 106, 134; 
argument f rom correlat ion to cause, 
101, 134; argument f rom inconsistent 
commitment , 120, 135; argument f rom 
popular practice, 93; argument f rom 
sign, 113, 135; argument f rom verbal 
classif ication, 129, 137; argumentum ad 
baculum, 287, 297; c i rcumstant ia l ad 
hominem argument, 125, 136; direct ad 
hominem argument, 123, 136; fear 
appeal argument, 285, 297; 
pos i t ion- to-know argument, 85, 132; 
s l ippery slope argument, 110, 134 

argumentation stage, 184, 185 
argumentum ad baculum, 286; 

argumentation scheme for, 287, 297; 
cr i t i ca l questions for, 288, 297; 
evaluated, 294 

Aris tot le , 54, 159n4, 185, 3 0 0 n l 
assertion, 26, 61; chal lenged, 227; 

inconsistent set, 48 
assumption, 61, 64, 229; c losed w o r l d , 

318, 320, 328, 332; i m p l i c i t , 88, 92, 98, 
163; miss ing , 158, 161, 162, 333; new, 6, 
28; p lausible , 71-72, 200; questionable, 
98; retracted, 158; tentative, 72; 
unstated, 98, 158, 160, 161 

attitude, 41, 174, 219, 225-26 

bananas are y e l l o w example, 270-71 
bear track example, 113-15 
Bermuda example, 24 
bias, 88, 233; al legation of, 219; based on 

commitment , 259-60; characteristic, 
262; concealed, 218, 219, 264; 
counterproduct ive aspect, 258; 
definit ions, 252; d ia lect ica l , 264; 
h i d d e n , 227-28, 230; indicator, 230, 

257; key indicator, 260; n o r m a l , 264; 
pattern of, 218; test of, 261; 
troublesome, 219 

blackout test, 149-51, 169 
B o h e m o n d College example, 66, 

68 
bolstering, 92 
Brutus Gangland example, 288 
b u r d e n of proof, 8, 177, 222, 226, 230; 

shifted, 70, 213 
Buttner H a l l f i re example, 52-53 

capi ta l punishment example, 223, 226 
car salesperson example, 232; 

two-sidedness, 232 
causality, 100-101 
Cedar Rapids example, 92 
Chatelaine magazine example, 98 
c i rcumstant ia l ad hominem argument, 

124, 206-7, 273, 280; argumentation 
scheme for, 125, 136; c r i t i ca l questions 
for, 126 

c i v i l i t y , 4, 172, 173 
c l a i m , 22, 26, 76; absolute, 14; defined, 

2 
c lar i f icat ion, 4, 8, 45, 164, 182, 242, 

248-49, 312 
c los ing stage, 184 
c o l d weather example, 23 
col laborat ion, 184; lack of, 190-91 
commitment , 118, 258, 263-64; 

i m p l i c a t i o n , 182; inconsistent, 125, 180, 
182, 260; i n c u r r i n g , 8, 179; prior, 170; 
requirements, 181, 182, 183; retraction, 
180-82; strong, 219 

c o m m o n sense, 29-30 
c o m m u n i c a t i o n , facil i tated, 161 
c o m m u n i s m example, 117-18, 119-20, 

257-58 
c o m p l e x p o l i t i c a l issues examples, 

196-98 
concealment, 235 
c o n d i t i o n : necessary, 303-5 , 306, 330, 

331; sufficient, 301, 304-5 , 306, 331 

concession, 180, 261 
c o n c l u s i o n , 6; described, 41; i m p l i c i t , 98, 

170; leap to, 325; prov is iona l , 73; 
retraction, 20; ult imate, 22, 154 

condi t iona l , 194; complex , 60 
confrontat ion stage, defined, 194 
congruent triangle example, 63 
consistency, 48, 88, 120, 126, 133, 136, 

183 
contra point of v iew, 36 
Contra rebels case, 98 
contradict ion, 45; direct, 47 
Corax and Tisias example, 69-71 
corporate i n c o m e tax example, 163, 

164 
correlat ion, 101; statistical, 102, 103 
counter-analogy, 97 
counter-argument. See rebuttal 
counter-blaming, 190 
counter-example, 15-16, 70 
copula , 54-55 
credibi l i ty , 48, 86, 122, 126; attacked, 124; 

based on consistency, 127; character 
effect on , 126 

cr i t i ca l argumentation, goals of, 1 
cr i t i ca l d iscuss ion , 84; argumentation 

stage, 176; goal, 175-76; relevant facts, 
84; rules for, 177-78, 179, 186, 273; 
stages, 271, 273, 296 

cr i t i ca l questions: appeal to expert 
o p i n i o n , 88; appeal to popular o p i n i o n , 
92; argument from analogy, 97, 99; 
argument f rom bias, 238; argument f rom 
commitment , 117-18; argument f rom 
consequences, 106; argument f rom 
correlat ion to cause, 101; argument 
f rom inconsistent commitment , 120; 
argument f rom popular practice, 94; 
argument f rom sign, 114; argument f rom 
verbal classif ication, 129; argumentum 
ad baculum, 287, 297; c i rcumstant ia l ad 
hominem argument, 126; direct ad 
hominem argument, 123-24; fear 
appeal argument, 285, 297 
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cr i t i ca l questions: {cont) 
incomplete arguments, 158; 
pos i t ion- to -know argument, 86; 
s l ippery slope argument, 110-11 

crocodi le argument examples, 58 

death penalty example, 140 
decent h o u s i n g example, 267-68, 271, 

276 
deception, 233, 235 
deduct ive va l id i ty , defined, 49 
delet ion, 164, 160 
del iberat ion, 183, 299; goal of, 86; 

pract ica l reasoning i n , 189; stages of, 
188-89 

deniabi l i ty , 229 
Descartes, Rene, 185 
dia lec t ica l shift, 293, 298; concealed, 294; 

evaluated, 294-95 
dialogue: analyzed, 242; defined, 2; 

characteristics, 3, 172; c o m m o n sense, 
29; context of, 79, 151, 169; stages, 271; 
types of, 178, 183, 190, 191 

dialogue on genetically m o d i f i e d foods, 
30-35, 35, 176 

dialogue on t i p p i n g , 2-7, 7, 22-23, 25, 36, 
79, 176, 178, 225; argument f rom 
analogy, 96-97; argument from 
consequences, 105, 140, 310-12; 
benefits of, 4; commitment , 179-80; 
convergent, 150-51; definit ions, 
247-50; diagrammed, 154, 155; 
d ia lec t ica l shift, 294; facts affecting, 84; 
incomplete argument, 158-60; 
inconsis tency example, 44-45 , 46; 
irrelevance, 212, 269-70; l i n k e d , 143; 
loaded quest ion, 200-201; loaded 
statement, 220; persuasion dialogue, 
173, 174-75, 267; posi t ion-to-know, 
86-87; presupposi t ion , 194; reasoning, 
269; rebuttal, 27-29; relevance i n , 
266-68, 294; verbal classif ication, 
130-31; verbal dispute, 249; w h y 
question, 201 

d i l e m m a , 144, 189, 314, 331, 333; 
counterdi lemma, 316, 322; evaluated, 
317-18; premises, 315 

direct ad hominem argument, 122, 125; 
argumentation scheme for, 123, 136; 
cr i t ica l questions for, 123-24 

directive, def ined, 9 
disagreement: factual, 240; substantive, 

240; verbal , 240, 241 
diseased cattle example, 139 
dispute, 36, 40-41; factual, 174; 

resolut ion, 244; thesis, 174; verbal , 223, 
241 

dissent, 36, 40-41; dissent, 174 
dogmatism, 175, 191 
D u t c h ambassador example, 71-72 

elephant footprints example, 115 
employment insurance program example, 

221-22 
E n g l i s h beef example, 63 
enthymemes, 178 
entrapment, 203 
environment/development debate, 

119 
environmental debates, 119, 132 
eristic dialogue, 183; adversarial , 190 
ethical d iscuss ion , 242 
ethical issues, 14, 108 
ethical reasoning, 255 
Euathlus example, 316 
Eubul ides paradox, 204 
euthanasia dialogue, 37-40 
evaluation, c o n d i t i o n a l , 80 
evidence: contra- indicat ing, 53; e m p i r i c a l , 

51, 110; induct ive , 53; lack of, 34; 
objective, 90 

evidence-accumulat ing argument, 115 
expert: bias, 88; re l iabi l i ty , 88; testimony, 

89 
explanations, 75 compared w i t h 

arguments, 76-77, 80-82, 82; goal of, 
77; purpose, 76, 77; request for, 76; test 
for, 80 

fal lacy of hasty generalization, 19, 74, 
262 

fal lacy of ignoratio elenchi, 268 
fal lacy of ignoring qualif icat ions, 19-20, 

21 
fal lacy of irrelevant conclusions . See 

fal lacy of ignoratio elenchi 
fanat ic ism, 83, 262-63 
fear appeal argument, 110, 283, 286; 

argumentation scheme for, 285, 297; 
c r i t i ca l questions for, 285, 297; premises 
i n , 285; relevance, 285 

feedback, 327-28, 332 
filibuster, 276 
f lex ib i l i ty , lack of, 20 
fox example, 68, 307 
foreign spy example, 323-25 
foundat iona l i sm, 185-86 

garbage example, 190 
gatekeeping, 272 
general ization, 20, 39, 53-54, 143; 

absolute, 15, 44, 47, 51, 67, 262; 
absolute universa l , 45-46 , 49, 52, 113; 
defeasible, 17, 18, 19, 20-21 , 142, 259, 
262; def ined, 15-16; exceptions to, 14, 
17-18 , 52; hasty, 19; induc t ive , 17, 18, 
50, 65; presumptive defeasible, 18; 
probabi l i s t ic , 66; statistical, 17, 65; 
strict, 56; universa l , 15-20, 46; weak, 
58 

goal, 161, 274, 300, 327; evaluated, 302; 
m u l t i p l e , 327, 328; rea l izat ion of, 305-6 

Godfrey College example, 66 
golden rule example, 94 
government spending example, 144, 

314-16 
grasping the horns, 316 
gui l lo t ine rules, 276 
G u n n e r Protect ion A g e n c y example, 

287-88 

heal th product example, 233 
H e l m s l e y p r i s o n release example, 322-23 

H o l l a n d bike r i d i n g example, 
93-94 

horned m a n quest ion example, 
204-5 

human/pet b o n d case, 102-3 
h u n t i n g example, 206-7 
Hypothes is , p lausib le , 116 
hypothet ica l sy l log i sm (HS), 

63-64 

i l legal substance example, 211 
impl ica ture , 193, 228 
improbable , defined, 66 
inconsistency, 44-46, 48-49, 82, 120, 126; 

col lect ive, 46, 50; c r i t i c i sm of, 181; 
defined, 44, 47; evaluat ion of, 126-27; 
h i d d e n , 48; logical , 62; resolved, 47, 
182 

inference, 34; abductive, 186; connect ing, 
269; deduct ive , 49; deduct ive ly v a l i d , 
128; def ined, 67n2; lack of knowledge , 
322, 324, 326, 332; plausible , 72; 
pract ical , 300-303, 303, 310; 
presumptive , 323; sampl ing , 68; 
structure, 169 

in fomerc ia l , 233, 235 
information-seeking type of dialogue, 86, 

183, 323; collaborative, 187; deceptive, 
233; i n i t i a l s i tuation, 187 

i n n u e n d o , 124, 224, 228-29, 230-32; 

allegation vehic le , 230 
inquiry , 183, 184; goal of, 185; retraction 

i n , 185; stages i n , 185-86; standards of 
proof i n , 185 

i r o n bar example , 62 
irrelevance, 189, 271-74, 276, 293, 296, 

298; judging, 267 
issue, 3, 173; global , 267, 268; unsett led, 

267 

Johnson b iographica l example, 123-24 

knowledge : c o m m o n , 161; 
common-sense, 78-79 
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language, 67, 140, 145, 166; biased, 131, 
218; c lar i ty of expression, 178; closure, 
261; emotive, 40, 221, 226, 227, 264; 
everyday usage, 128-29; key words , 
239; leading questions, 201; l inguis t i c 
dif f iculty, 39; natural , 138, 167, 168-69, 
170; negative, 204; procedural rules, 
275; s t ipulat ive def ini t ion, 130. See also 
language, indicator words ; terms 

language, indicator words , 45, 54, 66, 75, 
79, 139, 165, 169; conc lus ion , 6-7, 32, 
79, 139; convergent argument, 141, 151; 
lack of, 141, 149, 159; l i n k e d , 151; 
premise, 7, 79, 139 

legal argumentation, 35, 283; appeal to 
pity, 291-92; expert testimony, 87, 188; 
Federal Rules of Evidence , 278; 
inconsis tency i n , 48; l a w versus 
moral i ty , 99; leading questions, 227; 
p laus ib i l i ty , 73; probative weight, 279; 
quest ioning, 172; relevance i n , 271, 278, 
282, 291-92; relevant evidence, 278, 
281; rules, 279-82; ult imate 
p r o b a n d u m , 279; witness character, 86, 
280; witness credibi l i ty , 280 

l inkage, 33, 50, 73, 118; attacked, 58; 
expert testimony, 89; inferential , 50; 
premise-conc lus ion , 58; strength of, 52; 
weak, 108 

Locke , John, 71 
Lockhart H a l l example , 187-88 

m a l l a r d example, 55-56 
m a m m a l classif icat ion example, 128 
meaning, concept of, 10 
m e d i a text, 167 
m e d i c a l diagnosis, 112 
m e d i c a l treatment example, 144 
Meno dialogue, 252-53 
mind-a l ter ing drug quest ion example, 

203-4; dialogue profi le , 205 
modus ponens (MP), 62-64, 64-65, 144, 

155 ,159 
modus tollens (MT) , 62-64, 64-65 

motorist example, 78-79 
murderer Bob example, 64 
mustard s a n d w i c h example, 308 

nat ional park job reduct ion example, 
206 

negation, 4, 36, 45, 50, 59, 82, 204-5, 
304 

negotiation dialogue, 183, 329; confl ict of 
interests, 186; dis tr ibut ive bargaining, 
186; rules for, 186-87; threats i n , 187, 
289, 294-95 

neurotic argument example, 57 
n e w car dispute example, 239-40 
N e w Y o r k tr ip example, 192-93 

obstruction, 2 
o p i n i o n pol l s , 94 
opening stage, def ined, 184 

paper jam example, 195-96 
Peirce, Charles S., 186 
permutat ion, 165, 169 
personal attack, 189 
persuasion: psychologica l , 175; rat ional , 

175 
persuasion dialogue, 173; bias i n , 258; 

characteristics, 174, 175, 181; purpose, 
267; resolut ion of, 215 

Plato, 69, 252 
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57 
substi tution, 164, 165, 169 
swan examples, 50, 67 
sy l log ism, 54-56, 82 143, 148, 157; 
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